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Introduction

The National Conference Session Evaluation survey was created to capture responses regarding the training sessions presented at the annual conference of a financial services company. There were 626 responses to the survey. Data was collected through an online survey tool which was accessed at designated kiosks at the conference site. The intent of the survey was to capture information on six items related to satisfaction with various aspects of the training sessions (Course Satisfaction, Practicality, Relevancy, Instructor Rating, Room Comfort, and Course Materials) and one demographical item (Rolling Gross). Choices of answers to the non-demographic items were limited to three possible responses: positive, negative and neutral. This paper will explore whether this survey is a valid instrument and the factors that correspond to advisors satisfaction with conference sessions.

Subjects

Financial advisors attending the annual conference of a financial services company completed the instrument to evaluate the sessions they attended at the conference. The only demographic information captured was rolling gross, a measure of income produced in a rolling 12-month period, which was captured at five levels in the survey. For purposes of this paper, the responses from the Top 75 and Top 15 were included in the $100,000 plus category. The responses received for these two categories were not large enough to consider in their own right and since advisors who are in these two categories have a rolling gross over $100,000 it made sense to roll them into that category for this analysis. Advisors with higher rolling gross tend to be those who have been in financial planning the longest, and are therefore, more experienced.

Table 1. Rolling Gross by Tier

	Tier
	Rolling Gross
	# Responses
	% of Total
	
	# Responses
	% of Total

	1
	$0 - 24,999
	319
	50.96%
	
	319
	50.96%

	2
	$25,000 - $99,999
	152
	24.28%
	
	152
	24.28%

	3
	$100,000 +
	135
	21.57%
	
	155
	24.76%

	4
	Top 75
	18
	2.88%
	
	--   
	--   

	5
	Top 15
	2
	0.31%
	
	 -- 
	 -- 


Descriptives
The descriptive statistics confirm that the responses received corresponded with the survey items. All variables are present: Course Satisfaction, Practicality, Relevancy, Instructor Rating, Room Comfort, and Course Materials. The minimum and maximum responses correspond with those of the survey.

Table 2. Descriptives

	Descriptive Statistics

	
	N
	Minimum
	Maximum
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	Satisfyd
	626
	1
	3
	1.17
	.454

	Practcal
	626
	1
	3
	1.16
	.425

	Relvent
	626
	1
	3
	1.22
	.490

	Instrctr
	626
	1
	3
	1.14
	.402

	RoomCom
	626
	1
	3
	1.19
	.480

	CrsMtl
	626
	1
	3
	1.24
	.511

	Valid N (listwise)
	626
	
	
	
	


Reliability

Cronbach’s Alpha, which is “commonly used to determine the reliability of a set of categorical ratings” (Dunn-Rankin, Knezek, Wallace & Zhang, 2004, p. 111), is .82 for the six variables. When compared to the DeVellis Reliability Guidelines, this indicates very good reliability (DeVellis, 1991). However, Alpha can be increased to .88 if the Room Comfort variable is removed.
Figure 1. Cronbach’s Alpha

	Reliability Statistics

	Cronbach's Alpha
	N of Items

	.815
	6


Table 3. Item Total Statistics

	Item-Total Statistics

	
	Scale Mean if Item Deleted
	Scale Variance if Item Deleted
	Corrected Item-Total Correlation
	Cronbach's Alpha if Item Deleted

	Satisfyd
	5.96
	2.645
	.768
	.743

	Practcal
	5.97
	2.809
	.700
	.761

	Relvent
	5.91
	2.585
	.737
	.747

	Instrctr
	5.99
	2.920
	.657
	.771

	RoomCom
	5.93
	3.517
	.131
	.877

	CrsMtl
	5.89
	2.744
	.579
	.786


Table 4. DeVellis Reliability Guidelines

	Below .60
	Unacceptable

	Between .60 and .65
	Undesirable

	Between .65and .70
	Minimally acceptable

	Between .70 and .80
	Respectable

	Between .80 and .90
	Very good

	Much above .90
	Consider shortening the scale


(DeVellis, 1991, p.85)

Factor Analysis

Factor Analysis attempts to simplify data by identifying redundancy in the data. The factors are smaller representations that are derived from a larger matrix of correlations (Dunn-Rankin, Knezek, Wallace & Zhang, 2004, p. 149). The initial Factor Analysis (table 5) showed a one factor solution. The interesting thing in table 5 is that the Room Comfort is a significantly lower loader than the other five variables. When I examined the Scree Plot (figure 2) it appeared that there could be more than one factor but the number of factors was not readily apparent so more analysis was needed.
Table 5. One Factor Solution 

	Component Matrixa

	
	Component

	
	1

	Satisfyd
	.879

	Relvent
	.873

	Practcal
	.834

	Instrctr
	.787

	CrsMtl
	.730

	RoomCom
	.187

	Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

	a. 1 components extracted.


	Rotated Component Matrixa

	

	a. Only one component was extracted. The solution cannot be rotated.


Figure 2. Scree Plot
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Factor Analysis was repeated and the number of variables forced to two, which resulted in Room Comfort emerging as a separate variable as shown in table 6. When Factor Analysis was repeated and the number of variables forced to three (table 7), Course Materials also emerged as a separate variable. I decided that the four variables of Practicality, Relevancy, Course Satisfaction and Instructor Rating should be combined into one construct while Course Materials and Room Comfort remain separate constructs.

Table 6. Two Factor Solution 

	Rotated Component Matrixa

	
	Component

	
	1
	2

	Relvent
	.881
	

	Satisfyd
	.872
	.110

	Practcal
	.836
	

	Instrctr
	.776
	.141

	CrsMtl
	.734
	

	RoomCom
	
	.994

	Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 

 Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

	a. Rotation converged in 3 iterations.


Table 7. Three Factor Solution 

	Rotated Component Matrixa

	
	Component

	
	1
	2
	3

	Practcal
	.891
	.120
	

	Relvent
	.859
	.269
	

	Satisfyd
	.801
	.356
	.106

	Instrctr
	.654
	.421
	.138

	CrsMtl
	.329
	.916
	

	RoomCom
	
	
	.994

	Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 

 Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

	a. Rotation converged in 3 iterations.


Hierarchical Cluster Analysis 

When a dendrogram was generated, it confirmed the three factor solution. As shown in figure 3 below, Room Comfort and Course Materials are separated from the clustering of the other four variables.

Figure 3. Dendrogram
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Multidimensional Analysis
When the configuration was derived in two dimensions, the four variables that clustered together in the dendrogram, were also in close proximity while Room Comfort and Course. The hierarchical cluster analysis, along with the multidimensional analysis, confirms that there are three factors present. The multidimensional analysis (figure 4) revealed an RSQ of 0.98 so only 2% of variance is unaccounted for. For a one dimensional solution (figure 5), RSQ is 0.89 which leaves 11% of variance unaccounted for. 
Figure 4. Two-Dimension Solution
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Figure 5. One-Dimension Solution
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Correlations

Pearson’s Correlation, a common measure of similarity, compares the strength and direction of association between different pairs of variables (Glass & Hopkins, 1996; Bulmer, 1979) it determines the nature and degree of relationship between variables (Huck, 1974). In this analysis, correlation was used to determine the relationship between the variables and rolling gross. For this examination, the four variables of Practicality, Relevancy, Course Satisfaction and Instructor Rating were combined into one factor called Instruction. Correlations exist between Course Materials and Instruction as well as between Instruction and Room Comfort. There is also a correlation between Room Comfort and Rolling Gross. There are weaker correlations and between Course Materials and Room Comfort and Rolling Gross. “The closer the coefficient is to either +1 or -1 the higher, or stronger, the correlation” (Huck, 1974, p. 31).

Table 8. Correlations

	Correlations

	
	Instruction
	CrsMtl
	RoomCom
	RollingGross

	Instruction
	Pearson Correlation
	1
	.605**
	.135**
	.050

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	
	.000
	.001
	.212

	
	N
	626
	626
	626
	626

	CrsMtl
	Pearson Correlation
	.605**
	1
	.081*
	.082*

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.000
	
	.044
	.040

	
	N
	626
	626
	626
	626

	RoomCom
	Pearson Correlation
	.135**
	.081*
	1
	.128**

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.001
	.044
	
	.001

	
	N
	626
	626
	626
	626

	RollingGross
	Pearson Correlation
	.050
	.082*
	.128**
	1

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.212
	.040
	.001
	

	
	N
	626
	626
	626
	626

	**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

	*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).


Linear Regression Analysis


Linear regression analysis is used when one endeavors to make predictions about one variable from another (Salkind, 2004).  One measure used in determining the success of failure of a training session is the advisors’ overall satisfaction with the session.  This section of the paper explores the use of several different variables that could be used to make such a prediction.  The dependent variable of satisfaction will be examined using the independent variables of course materials, room comfort, rolling gross, practicality of materials and instructor effectiveness.  In this analysis, big R squared plays an important role in interpreting the data. If big R squared is greater than 10% it “is a keeper and a higher value is better” (Knezek, 2010, class lecture-source needed).  In this example, more than 61% of satisfaction can be attributed to room comfort, course materials, practicality of course materials, instructor effectiveness and rolling gross. Big R is the association of the independent and dependent variable and does not reflect correlation (Knezek, 2010, class lecture-source needed).

	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	dimension0
	1
	.781a
	.610
	.607
	.284


	a. Predictors: (Constant), CrsMtl, RoomCom, RollingGross, Practcal, Instrctr


Examination of the ANOVA table reveals that Sig is less than .0005, which shows this didn’t happen by chance.
	ANOVAb

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	78.536
	5
	15.707
	194.088
	.000a

	
	Residual
	50.175
	620
	.081
	
	

	
	Total
	128.711
	625
	
	
	

	a. Predictors: (Constant), CrsMtl, RoomCom, RollingGross, Practcal, Instrctr

	b. Dependent Variable: Satisfyd



Standardize Beta Coefficients show how much is attributable to an increase or decrease of the variables. By examining the chart below, it is revealed that as rolling gross goes up, satisfaction with training goes down. This is an appropriate outcome as most training sessions are targeted to new advisors and it is to be expected that as an advisors gain experience it will be reflected by a higher rolling gross number because they will be increasing their client base and the amount of assets under management, which result in an increase in rolling gross.  It can also be noted that as room condition improved, instructor effectiveness improved, course material or practicality of subject matter improved satisfaction with the training intervention increased.  The highest rate of satisfaction occurs when the advisors perceive a session as being practical. This is keeping with adult learners’ need to be able to immediately apply the information they learn to their jobs. (source needed).

	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	-.028
	.049
	
	-.573
	.567

	
	RoomCom
	.038
	.024
	.040
	1.564
	.118

	
	RollingGross
	-.002
	.014
	-.003
	-.136
	.892

	
	Instrctr
	.414
	.035
	.367
	11.823
	.000

	
	Practcal
	.412
	.033
	.386
	12.491
	.000

	
	CrsMtl
	.165
	.027
	.185
	6.133
	.000

	a. Dependent Variable: Satisfyd



The data was then examined using correlations between satisfaction and the other variables.  It was found that there is a correlation between all variables and satisfaction with the training sessions except in the case of rolling gross.

	Correlations

	
	Satisfyd
	Practcal
	Relvent
	Instrctr
	RoomCom
	CrsMtl
	RollingGross

	Satisfyd
	Pearson Correlation
	1
	.670**
	.705**
	.663**
	.148**
	.552**
	.047

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.242

	
	N
	626
	626
	626
	626
	626
	626
	626

	Practcal
	Pearson Correlation
	.670**
	1
	.740**
	.520**
	.104**
	.483**
	.025

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.000
	
	.000
	.000
	.009
	.000
	.536

	
	N
	626
	626
	626
	626
	626
	626
	626

	Relvent
	Pearson Correlation
	.705**
	.740**
	1
	.582**
	.073
	.551**
	.045

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.000
	.000
	
	.000
	.069
	.000
	.264

	
	N
	626
	626
	626
	626
	626
	626
	626

	Instrctr
	Pearson Correlation
	.663**
	.520**
	.582**
	1
	.145**
	.484**
	.055

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.000
	.000
	.000
	
	.000
	.000
	.166

	
	N
	626
	626
	626
	626
	626
	626
	626

	RoomCom
	Pearson Correlation
	.148**
	.104**
	.073
	.145**
	1
	.081*
	.128**

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.000
	.009
	.069
	.000
	
	.044
	.001

	
	N
	626
	626
	626
	626
	626
	626
	626

	CrsMtl
	Pearson Correlation
	.552**
	.483**
	.551**
	.484**
	.081*
	1
	.082*

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.044
	
	.040

	
	N
	626
	626
	626
	626
	626
	626
	626

	RollingGross
	Pearson Correlation
	.047
	.025
	.045
	.055
	.128**
	.082*
	1

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.242
	.536
	.264
	.166
	.001
	.040
	

	
	N
	626
	626
	626
	626
	626
	626
	626

	**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

	*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).


Conclusion

The survey is a valid instrument as evidenced by having a Cronbach’s Alpha of 0.82, which is very good. This does not mean that the survey could not be improved. Suggestions for improvement include adding additional items to the Room Comfort and Course Materials constructs to elicit more information about these two variables. Instead of just asking if the room was comfortable or not, questions should be added to get specific information on the environment and how it affected the participants’ learning. Likewise, additional questions should be added to Course Materials to determine what kinds of materials the participants find helpful during training sessions and as support when they return to work. The survey should use a Likert scale on all questions, except for demographic information, to give participants the ability to respond and provide a wider range of feedback. The challenge in redesigning the survey is to expand the survey to better capture information while keeping it short enough to collect data in the short period of time most advisors spend completing the survey.


When linear regression analysis was performed on the data, more than 61% of satisfaction can be attributed to room comfort, course materials, practicality of course materials, instructor effectiveness and rolling gross. An examination of standardized beta coefficients revealed that as rolling gross goes up, satisfaction with training goes down. This is an appropriate outcome as most training sessions are targeted to new advisors and it is to be expected that as an advisors gain experience it will be reflected by a higher rolling gross number because they will be increasing their client base and the amount of assets under management, which result in an increase in rolling gross.  It can also be noted that as room condition improved, instructor effectiveness improved, course material or practicality of subject matter improved satisfaction with the training intervention increased.  The highest rate of satisfaction occurs when the advisors perceive a session as being practical. This is keeping with adult learners’ need to be able to immediately apply the information they learn to their jobs.
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Appendix

National Conference 2009 Session Evaluation

	Question 1: Which session are you evaluating?

	
	Selected from Course List

	
	
	

	Question 2: Satisfied? Did you enjoy the course?

	
	1
	Yes

	
	2
	Somewhat

	
	3
	No

	
	
	

	Question 4: Practical? Will you use the information and ideas?

	
	1
	Yes

	
	2
	Somewhat

	
	3
	No

	
	
	

	Question 5: What is your rolling gross production?

	
	1
	$0 - 24,999

	
	2
	$25 - $99,999

	
	3
	$100,000 +

	
	4
	Top 75

	
	5
	Top 15

	
	
	

	Question 6: Relevant? Will this course help you improve your results and effectiveness?

	
	1
	Yes

	
	2
	Somewhat

	
	3
	No

	
	
	

	Question 7: Was the instructor:

	
	1
	Effective

	
	2
	Somewhat Effective

	
	3
	Not Effective

	
	
	

	Question 8: Was the room:

	
	1
	Comfortable

	
	2
	Somewhat Comfortable

	
	3
	Not Comfortable

	
	
	

	Question 9: Were the course materials:

	
	1
	Effective

	
	2
	Somewhat Effective

	
	3
	Not Effective
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