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I. BackgroUrrl. 

I, H ' if • c 

Tn:! Faculty I),:veloprent 1'brkstops project represents a rollal:x:>ra-
. , 

tion ~ffort between the Arrerican Society of C:i:'iminolo;nr,~=the San Jose 

State University and the Office of criminal Justice Educa'tlon and Train-' 
00 c '; V 

~ (OCJ.ET) to develop apd deliver four trainir:Q -worksoops on a var~et:l~ 

of."tapics to criminaljustj.ceana criminology educators in b::xmruni.ty 

ooUege, college and university settin;1;;. \) 0 ,;" 

.. 1....: 
The Executive Ibard of the 2An'erican Society pi Crl.rriin:Jlogy served 

o 

<?n ~ Advisory- Ebard of the project, setting poliCy pararreters,' ass1.st': 
\ 0- , ., 1\ 

inJ in, identifyingfe~~~ and providing retch fot grant purposes 

inl~tenns en' oontributed t~,"";°cl;ort~Ooo" ~.~~~ -~~'~'~.o"'" " 
The sponsor (OCJET) provided agrantoir. the anount of $78,533, '.\ 

to tmderwrite ros:ts associated with delivery of the products and o ' , . 
has also provided assj~stance .1.n "~ of grant Pol;i,cy; and resolut1.on 

:;, -" 

.of needs and issues. Tn: 0CJill' grant nunber is 7~Q)...AX-0002. -
o fJ 

The S3n Jose State University has served as the iIrplanentin.;i ager..-
- " 

cy.an::i grantee. H:irr)'.hllen was the Project Director, and the san Jose 
o • 

State University Fo~~tion reference number i~ 02093633. 
~y ,. 

II The prop:>sal~s su1:rnitted on September 26, 1978; approved and 
,0 

funded on April 18. 1979; ana will ((terminate on or about FebrU:ary 1,' 

1981~ 

II. Objectives~ 

{) 

!J 

':-:' 

,1) 

,. r.::t ~ ,_,,_ .. __ ~ __ .. _. 

.;::. 
~o 

o o 

theory, reSearch a'1d statistics in crl.minal jU3tice and criminology oy: 
\) 

1. Inst:ructi~ faculty on the ITOstrecer:t, research firrlings in the 
-"..:' 

1:; (" 

-'~~-='field;'o~,\\ , 
~'~~c.~._,_ " n " t7 0 ~ 

2. Inproving tl1e-"=lB"v<=l: of koowlejge about r~ch rrethJdcjlogy 
\) ::::;: ;\,i,1 

(> aIXi, row to use it in treir 'Curricul~ settings and)~caqemic 
,...... C:r 

roles: 
<\ 

3. Preparing enrollees to read andUIrlerstarrl current social 
'" 

('arrl behavioral science recoct.s, j ou..rnals and books; -~ 
t.' ..:-

4. ~ the capability and cOnfidence of enrollee$ to in-
"';, ~ 

''Ib achieve these goals c.nd objectives, t.."r.: "project wasq,esigned 

to develop'a'program of readirgs, class IYi?-terials, sample course out-
, 0 ' 

'I l' 

lines, faculty"arrl '6ther curricUlum c:cmp::ments '\into four coherent 
(J ':J 0 

" 1NOrkshops to i,:Tproveo tre enrollees '0 unders~1. of t'he, 'topic areas 

"-', ., of: ,~ - .. . 
""" 

(b) Evalua.uon" techniques; 

'" - .... -'-' 

o "" (B)Q Appl~cation' of statistics to crimimlogical problw.5 ' 

(C) Ctlrrent research and practices in <=irninal justice; and 

.Q .cD)' KrX)Y;ledge arrl. use of theory. 
c.? .. '0i \ 

The worksrpps were to have bee..T'l developed over a nine-rronth period 

" 
(I" 

an:lopresentoo one time per topic during the s.r.rrer of 1979 to classes 
. . ,... -~-

of 30 students i~~ fo~ regionaJ locations. Tn: delay in secur1.l~ 

,sponsor approVal, towever, led to't60 little time to ?rganize for de-

delivery of wot}(.srops, and t.h:; targeted tirre-"iirrla.v became tre StiTme ... 
,\ 

of 1980. 
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'Ib treasure project: objectl.ve acr1.ievement, ,an external evaluato::-
o 

Contract was l~ and Crarles ;·1att~ was tre, ,success:ul vendor, as-, 
' , 0 

siste::i in this project by Eu:;ene Rin;;;uette. ~ researcn'desl.gn fo::-
() '- VI (, 

the evaluation effqrt calls for a pC>st-wt>rksroii'"'follow-up, and the 

evaluation repJrt is due approxi.:rately em-of-Decenbe!" 1980, with 
.~ :;. 9;-

duplication a,rrl dissemination l.r. January 1981:, ~ this rep:Jrt,: is 
c _ , Ii . 'i 

CDncerne::l wid) process ratrer than proJect evaluation. 

III. Signifi~~t Events. 

The grant award ootice arri~ on April 20, 1979. On j.~=if 25, 

the project director inl.tl.atee a request for a l'X:>--additJ.ona: cost,ex-:, 
, 

"tension of ~project, to end on October 31, 1980'. T'L"'.is was later 

further exteJ~;ded to January 31, 1981, to aCcx:m:xJate tre p::lst-w::>rk-
p, ,f'c Ii , " c 

smp follow-uP ~nent of tte project evaluation ~ch design. 
<:;. 

Tre Advisory Canmittee initially met on May 12, 1979, in Cqlumous, 

ohio, at wbich tirrE tre rp;Le.~of the Advisory Ccrrroittee wo--re explore=.. 

prop:>sals far external evaluat:.l.on were reViewed, am potentl.=.': won:-

s~p Sl.tes identified. 
~ ~ 

!? 

Cl"arles MattlEW"s 'was selected as the external eva.tuator and the . 
,Advisory Ward SUJgeste:i that the project director contJ.nu~ negotJ.at.l.oI"'~ 

to re'501ve tre rarakn; fiscal issues to the satisf~ctl.on of tre pro-

ject director. 

diTer the next el.ght rronths, workstop sites Were identifl.eO. hoteol 

facilities i. .. ';o tlDse site areas were ~ite-visited, :'faculty contract.::-
o 

were negotiated and finalized, and CXXJrc4.natorsand faculty were re-
1."--' ,. II 

c:ruited. " In addition ,o~er 9,000 potentiJ atteIjdees were ide:1tified 

and their na:res "and addresses af~l"xed to lai:els. ,;Tre' p_'"Oject I1lJ!'llt~:-

=, -3-

I) 

., 

.f· 

-

o 

t.::. l\" 

0" 

a 
1,1" 

~\ 

also,:rnarshal1ed names arid adp""esses of garutionally arrl Pr::edaninantly 

rnirority academic inst:.itutions for inclusio;n in tre maii-o~of ~tifi-
o 

cations. 
~ :..., 

By April 1980; the curriculu-r: Coordinator:s and faculty ~-re in 
o .' 

place, contracts were i:ein;r .. 5icjner.l~ and brochures Were in the print 
,~; 

cycle.' In all, appioxirrately 14,000 prochures were Printed and dis-

tributed fran San Jose and CoIUl'OOs" in two waves of mail-outs. 
,\':) 

W. Tel:! l'brksrops. 
" c 

The 'fe>11owin;rworksrops wereJ't'Onaucted. 
" , (f," 

C:O" 

TiJ:res, f~culty; data 
:j." "~:.' 

on ~ttenO~s, and toRics are desd~. 
,,1.; Criminal Justice Proqra'1l arid Project Evaluation Techmgues, 
~,l, 

Gordon Walao, CUrriculul1 Coordinators, Eileen (Nagel) Bernstein and. 
ii' 

William Rhodes,faculty. This t.~rksh::>p was conducted'" at' the Dallas 
:; n '= (, " :;:-

" 
C"\...-_ ~'l Texa" J' '8-12 I'I"II-..-..-e were 21 attendees, of" ';;)U:::.LC1ton, .L.r.:U.. as", ' s, on.une. • .1.1CJ. 

wlnn 3 were feTEil~, ~ were BlaCk; airl qne "W'as ~kist.aru. ... A'Terl.car .. 
" 

L~onnal f~ckfrar. the 'e.xterncil.;~uator==iifucaterl tr-.at the-
o " 1\ • 1;1 c • 

• ,,'\,2,:. ~ . " '. 

w:>rksmp 'was favorahly ~eceiveO, ,despitetly: c:xrU.n,ous, c:.ln::n .occur;l:n:; 

as the Dal.ras Sherkton was ~dl.n; 'tre:u- air ~rx:htioru.ng ,~sta:i. 

. This necesSl.tated turn.i.n;;l the systan off for three aays, the l~st 

'.- ~---. ~-----

2. Applicatl.on' of TtaJ!"'J, fb" C:'J;:irninal °Justi'ce. oonGibto!'.5. ~-
'::! '. Ct \ 

ricult.rn Coo!:"dina.tori., Ken Eb1karxi Kat:'1ryn Farr, f~cult~r~ Tnis work­

stop was COndU~~ at tre" Faw~t Ce.~ter f~r 'Itxrorrqv." Tre oiti,:o o8~tE 
(i," 

University, Columbus. Qhio~ 'there w~,ed;8 attenaees: of wlpm ,.3 :Jf~£? 

fanale a.n::l ~ was Ea.$t Indian. 'IWo mack attendees;) Were scheduled to "" 

appear bu~ cancelled ~t the l'ast ~:t, citin; ~ack of ,institutional 

resources to tlI"lQeThTitethe residual costs of a.'ttendance. Again" pre-
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lirninary \'t'~Ck from the o~;-sit;.e evaluator indi~~ed'a favorable 

'evaluation; with serre reservation refle;;cted by attendees as to tre 
C:(; 

'ii, .' 

appropriateness of certain curricullITI rraterials and assumptions. " 
, ;.0 D 

In addition, as L'l Dallas, tre attendees ~e quite diverse, had 

sb:>p fOr saneti.'TJeS sha>;ply different reasons. 
" 

~)3. StatisticlFArfPl,ied to Criminal Ju:st,~ce a.'1d Crimimlogy:, Rotr't 
Figlio, curriculun a:x>rdJ.Iito:-, Paul Tracy am Ja.nes Fox, facul ty • 

This, too third workslDp', 'was ~d iriSan l-1ateo, California, July 13-

17. 'l'h:;-re were 16 atterxlee5, 0;: Wn:r.t b.u were wanen and "one was Cm-

Ilese-Americlm. The QiVf.'ISe bac~unds of ~participants ,"and ext=ecta-' 

ti,ons of atterrleE;S was rroSt evident 'in this ~rksmp-I alth:)\,iJh the 

" ,i exte:mal evaluator noted that satiSfaction inq;eased~s11a.rP1Y L'I'l"the 

last two days of the worksmp, ·;fiS too curriculum \'lCLS refocused. 

4. Contanp:?rarv Practices, John ,Po C?onrad'. curriculum OJOrdinato!:". 
o 

Ikln.'1a H3rncarian arrl leo Carroll, faculty. There we>..t'e 29 attendees - ~ . / 
• r. ,'. { " 

at this 1,o,Qrksh::>p, of wh:m eight Were ~,and 21 were nen. Gender 

not:\t,1.thstanlln;;;,' ther~ were five Blacks, one East Indian-Americarl. 
" ,} '. 

- ~ I .~~ 

and 'bne Pakistani-Arrerican. FeOOi:ack fran the eXt.ernq), evaluator, 

o 

o 

was PositJ.ve. and the prqj,r"'~·+.;",director perceives this to have teen _ -""'!:... ...... _.--_ .. __ -_ .... __ ~~ ~~- -...a.. __ .... ~~ ........ --~"'"""""~.,: ~~-_ .... ",_ .......... _.....,..~ .... ~":" ..... ~., .... ___ ~---.'- .......... - ............ ~ .... - .• _ ,-__...-

" "~o C ,"1 t.l'J:: rrost ~.ssf~- of tie \.-x..J\~roPS. '" \ () 

II 0 

. \) '" \ 
Vo R~tions~ \) - , '., '_ ., ' 

. The p.roj~ director has several teccmnendat~ons to the AdVisory 
y 

«:/ ::0' f:bal:"d r~ ~ faculty developnent 1,o,Qr~l'op effort a.,rrl future 
' .. 

Most of these a:re future-directed ratbir ttan ~ring ,." "., \ ,,' ," 6~ .. 
efforts. 

action. 
',\ . 

~I. 
',', 

" 'I -5-
\,: " 

\-) 

~,t.-l) (3' 

,'j 

I 
1: 
! 
I ! .~ 

j 

l 

I { , 
j , 

I 
I 
! 
I 

,I c 

", <::£"? 

o 

. ,"'~"".""~''''.~,'''''c: .. , ,. l..t 'l." s:r~, 'rrlt:rl that additional efforts ofthis'·'·~ .. '.,-'" 
1. First, ., ~\,A'''''' , '. 

nature, particularly in 1f.Orksh::>p form, °be'cx:>nsidereci for the futur:e 
" ' 

as an on-gqin;;; service to the discipline and area. 
" 2. Fu~UEa fundi~. sh::>uld continua to be ~ructured so that at-

,) u,., 

~"tendees pay a part. of;~ cost of "these efforts. The ~~ion of 

costs to be bprne ~ ,partic~pants, l'ow'ever, sh::>uld be a percentage 
'" tJ 

-. 

of the sp::>nsor,costs. In this project, the registration f~ of $70 
o . ., 

repi~ted approxirrately 10% of the SIX>nsor-allcx:ated per person, 

cost, arrl this might rea~na.bly ~ ~ed to continue. 

3. ~:bfundir:g sour~~, slould be exploc€:!. particularly with­

in the Depart:rrent of LaOOr, National rnSti::ute of Justice, am Depart­

ment: of H3al th, Edueati011 am Welfare. 

4 It ' rea::ItTreooed that such training an:l education effor;ts • l.S " 
.:, 

~ too Society' con~ue in the collaboration rrodel, rather th3n at-

tatptin;;; to locate a suitably ccmpetent, rrore Pernam=nt 'employee 
\,j 

"Of the Societ.y woo might. ~e..-take such education and ~a.inin:; ef-

fdrts. AI ternatl. veiy, if riew' f~ng,) options we..o-e to ererge and the 

SXiety beca::re rrore fiscally viable, or if rrenbe.r'ship numbers and 

dues were to .m::rease. the latter opti~n ~ght re reconsider~. 

'5. If a venture s~h as the Faculty r:>eyeloprent Vbrksrops were 
)~, -- ... - ' reinit~at~: t~~ ~tD.d oe three rrajC;r ieo:nirendations: tore 

• 

(1) Solicitation brochues stould clearly and s~ificallY l.dent­

ify appropriat~ l~s of attendees, 

am specific tasks to be urrlertaken. 

roles, subject rratter I 

(2) ':&0 worksl'ops on too sane topic ought to,,!1.l." concx:mnitantly, 

with one starting a day later, to' mininize travel costs 

\] and rra.ximize faculty resources. 

o 

II'" 
,I 
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(3) WJrkshop Ciates and locations, shoulp l:::.e establis1-ed and 

routinelyadvertisedt so attendeE;5:, might scll::dule arot.l.I1d 

the workshopS during the surrrrer season. 
;::;::) 

6. The membership should l:::.e surveya:1 on a routine basis to der-

'termine which errerging topic issues they might like to see incorpor-
'" ., 
ated in a oontinuing education effort. This might be coordinated 

0'~ 

with the annual dues billing/", or either included in The CrimimIQ::p.~. 

VI. Final Rep;?rt. 

k oopy of the! eXternaJL evaluation rep:Jrt v.~ll l:::.e distr.ibuted 

in January 1981, am. tre project file will be clo~ at thattJ..":'E. 

~ evaluatJ.on r~rt will be forWarded to the Colunbus,office fo=:-' 

o filirxJ arrl related purposes. 
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lNTRODUCTION 

,1~he Pacul-ty Developmen:b 
'1 ct); t?· 0" . 

li~ To iris'tru~~:t. faculty 
their field. 

Workshops had fo-dr express obj,ectives: 

on, most rec~ntO research ;findings' in 

o 

2. 

. ,,' ' .. o 
\Jc, 

To improve the level of knowledge about research method­
ology and how to use,oi ts curricp.lar settings and academic 
roles.'c:/' 

, " " () , 

3. '.~o prepare enrollees to read, and, understand current social 
'''i' ~ and' behavioral ss:i'ence r.:aports, periodicals, and books • 

'ii 

4. ,To 'e}~pand the capabil:i;ty and confidence of eprollees to 
'i~stiuct~in iheir teadhing area~. 

o 

It was p:t;"opo@~pthai: five questionnaires be administered,in 
order teo assess these' objectives; however, it waslog.l,stical,ly 
,not possible to formulate and administer the Pre-test and Post­
, te$t 'content 1neasures. The problems encountered, wi th ' rega'rd 
to these :rrvaasures ·,were due to the fact- that the four workshops ' 
dif_f~red in Gcontent, anq. there was insufficient time for' the 
respective 'facultie,s-:, to provide needed material. Thus, foUr 
instl;"umentswere ~s~d, "although, as will ,be reported below, 
an Interest AssessmEuftand Evaluation" was introduced in the 
third' ~orkshop at, San Mateo, California. . fJo 
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ANALYSIS OF FINDINGS' 

I... Evaluatl,on Instrument;; 
I. 

, The following instru.'Uent,s were used in the workshop evalua-
tions. coptes; of these instruments are included in Appendix 
~A. 1", '" ~ 

A. 
. v Ii 
Factilty Evaluation of the Workshop 

This questionnaire was compl'eted by each of the fac,": 
ulty/presenters at the conclusion of each of the work­
shops. Items included were related· to the facilities 
and, support provided, planning and organization, an,d 

o workshop' goals. . 

o 
B. Biographical Data an~, Workshop Eyaluation by 

pa:t;1~pan;s' o· '. 

At.the dv,i-Lclusion of each workshop, a se~sion was' 
reserved during which the workshop participants com­
pleted this, instrument, under ttle direction of one 
of the evaluators. This questionnaire included items 
related to biographical data, ratings of f~culty) 
workshop management, discussion sessions, expecta­
~,ions, likes and dislfkes J;:"egarding the workshop, 

. and overall ratings of the works;hop. 
l::>i· I 

c.· Follow-up Evaluation 

This questionnaire was mailed to th~ workshop parti­
cipants app~oxim'1tely two months; after the workshop 
and after the .Fail ,sE3mester,or quarter beginning at 
most schools. The rateo;!: return was 6:3%. Fifty 
two bf.-the 82 participants completing evaluation 
forms at' all workshops returned the follow-up ques;­
tionnaire after twomail·ings. 'Tm,s questionnaire 
inc:.J.lt!ded i terns con'cerning workshop elem~;mts( content, 
teaching, etc.), topics, usefulneSs and p.ctual use bf. 
information obtained:, overall rating , a~d free res­
ponse items regardi:ng most and least useful aspects 
of the workshop ... 

2 

, 0 

Il. 

I 
! 
!, 

u 

I) 

. " , 
"j 

II ' 

.0. 

Do Interest As~essment 
, , 

It was originally Pt"oposed" that.the content learned 
o by participants woU~d be~ssessed by pre-post content (( 
,measrirE3s. It wasnoi:: possible to do this because the 
workshop f~cul ties were not abl~. to provide content 
material sufficiently in advance of each workshop to . 
prepar.e the" pre-post measures .' An attempt was made to 

. use such an in'S'C~ument at the first\'lorkshop, but the 
range of material available was too narrow to be a 
meaningful representation of 0 the workshop' content. 
Ther~fore, procedures to assess initial participant 
interes't ahd rating of their satisfaction were devel-~ 
oped. The!A questionnaire •. used asked the participants " 
to "indicate the" type: of interest they had in the work- ' 
.shop,. topiCl~, (this Pcilrt of the instrument was admin-. 
istered at\thebeginning of the workshop), and later, 
(at the end'\of the workshop), they were asked to rate 

·the extent to which these interests had be~n met~ 

,II. Results 
~-l-

The descriptfjve statistics presented below were derived from· 
. responses toJthe items on the evaluation instruments. Statis­
tical; tests qf significance would be of doubtful value. because 
of consider,a~jlons related to the characteristics of rating 
sc~lesthemselves, the differences between the workshpps, 

. and the' 'lar'ge numbe:r of P9ssible comparisons. These statis­
\~ tics are presented under. the two general headings of Workshop 
, Evaluation and'Follow-up Evaluation. . 

A third 'section reports the results of statistical analyses 
~aimed at determining the factors related to the participants' 

. evaluations of the workshops. This was'intend.ed·to provide 
information regarding success~actors which might be used in 
future ,workshop planning. 

Table I pres~nts a s_ary of biographical data regarding the 
.workshop participants~. Considerabl~ diversity 1's indicated, ,; 
the·possible rel~vance of wh,tch will beoconsidered later. 
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Q • .:,' 0 • ~ ~ 
Pc:trticipants r ,aiograPhi~al D~.ta Surninarz 

i ' ... ':t .• " '. "-. 

Q 

~, 

" 
Dallas Columbus san Mateo 

42.5 
\\ 

7.8 x C.;r. Teaching Load ~ .,~ 

X Years .'reaching C.J~' 6 ~ 5, 7.8 
~\ 

, Percent Time Research, 1142 ;l.6.4 17.1 

'Rank 
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() 

:(:nstructor 

Assistant 
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, 'f ~I ,Pro essor" 

other 
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Participant 1 s Primary 
°Field Affiliation' pallas COlurnbusSan Mateo 

C.J:./A'.J. ,', 11 11 .0 7 

S~ciolog4Jcn 5 4 3 

~oliti¢ai·Science 
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, WorkslJ.oJ? ' Evaluations , ,,0' 

1., ~~h~~ai' oworkshop'~anag~~~t/o~g ~nization 
, '.J" . -:- ll' 

seyen eJ.:emeI.lts.of workshopmanagelllent were rat,ed 
by th? .. ,parti'diparits:. "Means and standard devia..., 
tibnsf9reach c;fthese' elements, by, 'workshop', 
are'presented in Table'2. Financi~l ,arrangements 

" Racj.J.i tiesj'Meeting rooms, and ',Mealso received' " o , ," '. ' ' ..,' " ' 
~ posJ.tJ.v.e, rat1ngs., C9ntent,,~ate.rials, ,and Or-
ganization' rece4.ved'~quivocal ratings. 
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2. Rati~Sfsof Faculty Characteristics 
, , 

" ' I ,,', _ , 
Six (iimensions ot ,teaching were r,a ted by the, 
participants. These 'included Leadership, Abil­
ity to:Cdmmunicate,organizat'loh,Content, Rel~ 
evance to Your Needs,' .and 'Use of Teaching Aids. 
The me,ans and standa'rd devicati9ns 'of the rati,ngs 

" of the' 'facul ties' of the', four workshops are pre-:­
sented in-Table 3. 

Eacl\ faculty p~rson was' rated on each of ,the six 
dimensions, on 'a seven'"'!,point scale. Thus, the , 
total possible score for the three faculty per­
sons ofa given workE?hop on, a given dimension is 
21, and the lowest possible' score is 3. The mid­
pointof the scale for a given workshop's faculty 
on anyone dimension is 12, 'and, given the stand­
ard deviations obtained" it maYbe said that an 
~quivo'cal ra'ting between poor and excellent'wo-uld 
fall within th,e approximate range of EP to 15 • 

With the the p()ssib1ee~~eption of "Use of Teach-
, ingai¢is," t1;le mean ratin"g's are uniformly in the 
positive dir~c:::tiC?n! th,ougb riot marKedly so., 
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TABLE 3 

RatJ,.ng' of F.acu1 ty chara~J\eristics ~', 

,;V 
Wqrkshop Leadership Conrinunication, Organization Content R'e1evence 
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3. Value of .Discussiop Ses'sions 
." I 

Two ,items on the 'Evaluation referred to discus-
sionsession's ': frequency ('too many, , enough,' not 
enough) and benefit gained (7~po,i.nt scale). Th,e 
reslllts obtained 'from responsest'O,these items' 

., 
o 

".' ~ppea+ in Tab+e "4. At. "only 'one workshop did the 
'majprity of the 'participants indicate that there 
had not 'peen encrrl,lgh, discussionti.me; the partic-t-
pants at that workshop were more ,equ,ivocal in . .] 
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Benef'it ,from 
Discussion Sessions 

.. '.. ..' 
Scale: (l=Not At, Al+1 

7=Very Much) 

o 

I) 

o 

i; 

TABLE 4 

.'1 Ratings' of Discussion Sessions 'Q 

Dalllas 

N 

13.,' 

5 

20 

:.1{ 

5 •. .5 

% 

1 : .. ,' 

10:0 

65.0 

25'.0 

·100%, 

.'.' " 
,." 

s.h. 

N 

o 

11 

17 

o 
4' • .5 

,~ 

Columbus 

o 

\~' '/ 

0% 

J5.3 

64.7 

100% 

S~D. 

1.9' 

Q, 

, 0 

o .. 

" ) 

:-. 

N 

0, 

3 

",11 

San Mateo 

% 

If. 
1.1 .• ,65 

64.7 

1.1'. e;s . '.-- .... 
,17 '<':' '10:0% 

'S.D •. ' 

, 1:.1, 

\1. 

[J 

". 
Philadelphi~ .. 

N 

6 

12 

10 

28 

5.2 

I,JI 

_21.,4 " 

42".9' 
. '. 

35.7 

100% 

S.D~ 

1.6 Q 

.. . 

'. ' ,~, 

" .:: ... : ~ .. ,.' .~. c;- • :~ •. ', ',t,",' 

.• .' ... ,., • e·······.. •.. e. ,'. ..•. . • • ' .... : •. 
l1,ii;;:;ii;;1l __ ii01!;~_Ii!IIl_i,'iiii_~~:>iIi!iM~l'iiiIIiiiSii_~;;j;;;;;;,_~,;;I''''' .;;;;.0""", iOOOIBii .... '·a;' ifiilii_itli!!fMilt;;;;;;;~iliiii~~~~~;y;;o.L_(I'N~~~~~ 

" ~A':;'.',:.l ::; 

o 
Q 

" Q 

c • 

. ' 

rio 
D 

o 

, 0 

o () 

{/ 

o 

o 

o 

G' 

o 

C' 
o 

'I 
btl 0 

, if '. ! 
\1 

, 

~ II, 

o 



o 

II, .'1 

.::.:,"0, '11 

r 
[) 

11 1, 

\-:., 

o 

Q 

.. o 

If' 

{J :u 
o \) 

Y II) 

o 

(~ D 

.. 
" 

1\ 0 " 

00 

(i' 

o I 

o 

, Q 

') G 

o 

(, 

o 

o 

o 

" 

, " 

J 

r 
. , 

", 

;) 
1 

" I 

I () 

.. 
[) 

o 

I. ~'., 

,p 

. ". 
C.:., 

'4. Gene:n!al Evaluat.:i~t)l'lS' of Workshops 
n II 

~ " The, means avd stand~d deviations of three ratings 
are presented 'in 1J7,able 5. " The participants rated: 
(1) P the extent::,to whicq, the workshops met partici­
pant.s' expe~'tat![ons, (2)', overall evaluation ,pf the 
workshops, and ,(3) ,the extent to Which partipants 
wquld recommend the worksb.ops to' ,colleagues. The 
ratings of meeting expectations and overa~l ratings. 
tend·to be eqUivocal; th~ ratings regarding recom-:­
mending ,the workshops to colleagues are uniformly' 
in the positive direction. It should be noted that 
a large m~:mber of re'sponses regarding expec'tations, 
as high as 60%iJ;l one case, indicated that the con­
tent of the workshop was not what had been expected. 
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,TABLE 5 
0' 

,) Overall Evaluation 

a' 0 

) (,) Me~' .' 
E;xpectat~ons 

Mean --,,-,-1 -
3.6 

3.8 

3.2 
I) • 

4.1 

o· 

S~D 

1.6 

1.7 

1.8 

1. 9' 
, 0 

b Workshop 
:,Overall R.ating 

D 

4.2 

3.9" 

4.2 

S.D 
1.2 

1.7 

1.5 

1.9 

Ii 

a 
R.ecomm~nd 

~ 
Mean 

5.9, 

5.5 1.8' 

4.6 1. 9, 

" 5~ 0 1.9 

o 

";k! 

b ,,' 
,,' Scale: (l=Poor; 7=Excel1ent). 
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5. Free Response Evaluation' Co~ents ,: . . "~ 
. Q+ ~::., 

The participants were asked to give reasons for 
their overall ratings ,of the workshops. Thes~e " 
responses were classified as positive or negative 
'and then assign:edto categories, according to' , 
whether they referred to the content, the presenta­
tion/teaching, or proc~ss/organizatiqn ofothe work-
s'!:wp.· " 

Two additional items asked participants what they 
l,:l,\~ted most and liked least about the workshop. The 
responses to each of these items alsowere8~assi~~ 
fied according to wheth~r, they referred to content~ 

'cfpresentation/teaching, or process/organization. 
The res~lts of these classifibations are presented 
inoTable 6 and Table 7. It would be difficult to 
state fhat the, proportions of positive ang nega~ 
tive comments in Table 6 differ. It seems clear 
that'reasoIls for rating the workshops positively 
referred overwhelmingly to content,; reasons for 
rating'the workshops negatively alsoreferredfre­
quently to content, but included more c~'iticisms 
of presentation an¢! process,. 

• 1" 

#27-Pdsitive= 

'TABLE 6 

Reasons for Overall Rating (Item #27) 

Co;t::umpus San Mateo Philadelphia 
(50%) 

Content 
~Presentation 

,Dallas 
(59%) 
10 

1 

(39% ):, 
6 
o 

(61%) 

8 
1 

12 
1 

\" ' . 
,'Process 

;#2?-Negative= 
Content? 
Presentatio11 
Proc'es l3 

'I 

(43%) 
7 
o 
1 

1 

(61%) 
7 
3 
'1 

(j 

2 

( 39%) 
3 
0, 

4 

1 

(50%) 
3 
7 
'0 

4, 

)) 

'0 

.)1 

A, 
I 

,) .. 

o 

o 

c, 

Item #30-' 
"most liked" 

c' 

I 
o o 

(jl 

~eferring (lto Tabie 7 ,there was a strong tendency 
,to ref~r"mos,t li~ed "comments' to the process ,of 
the workshops , whl.le "'least liked" comments tended 
to;,:e~erto:the presentation of the workshops. The 
posl.:tl.,?,e c~~ents' re~arding process emphasized ",in-: 
forI1lall. ty~ l.ntefactl.on ," and "exchange of ideas. II " 

TJ:1e,negatl.ve,oomments regarding presentation varied 
~1.dely, but l.ncl\lded COmments, such as, "level of 
l.nfo;-mation too. low, n "don't like being read to', I, 

. and "too much tune spent on ,own interests or work." 

TABLE'? 

Most an¢! Leas'!: Liked About w~rkshop 

Dallas C9lumbus ,San Mated Philadelphia 

Content 
Presentation 
Process 

26% 
~5% 
35% 

0% 
33% 
67% 

28% 
22% 
.50% 

25% 
15% 
60% 

Item .#31 ... 
,'" least liked" 

,'Content, ' 
Presentation 

'P*,ocess 

!'. 

,0 

25% 
40% 
35% 

140% 
53% 

7% 

14 

11% 
22% 
67% 

,,. 

14% 
60% 
26% 

~o { 

o 

o 
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6., F,aculty' s Evalu~tion,? of Workshops 

Each faculty person responded to a free response 
questionnai~e (see Appendix) which asked them: ,i 

H, .. I 

1. How wou1d you evaluate the f~cil~ 
itie~? 

2. Was your advance knowledge of the 
workshop participa~ts adequate to 
properly plaqe your presentation? 

3. Do you feel that the ,information 
. ,", ~, , ' ·T\ 

"'andtnstrudtioris you '!fleceived and 
the preparation time were adequate? ' 

4. What is your understanding of" the 
goals of the, workshop ar~d the 're­
,lationsp,ip of, your presJ'ptat:ton to 
those gbals? ii: 

5 ~, Was the,format of your ph~lS(jntation 
appropriate or would you' st!.ggest ' 
changes? ':/ ,. 

6. 'Were lea:rning aids availa1:He to meet. 
,your needs and properly I?rovided? 

7. How would you evaluate the logist~ 
ical s~pport provided?' . 

'1 Each ,of the responses obtained to questions I, 2, 

c 

1'1 3, 6, and 7 were classified into ,- categories labeled: 
~ very negative, n~gative, neutrfll, positive, or, very 0 

I\positive. This classification is preSented in Table 
, ~a.' It may be seen that Facilities were rated posi­
,\\tively • Th,~::av~~la~i~ity o~ learning aids was re­

isponded to J.n a posJ.tJ.ve manner, generally,' but with I ' . 

~~oteworthyexceptions. In one instance, an overhead 
p,!roj~ctor -was ~rovided but did not ;Eunc:ti<?n; in an-
0jlther ,the proJector could not be enlarged. sufficiently 

. tr be ,legible:: to many ofth~ participani:s (this was . 
,~~~r~ly due ,~o the poor qtJ.alJ. ty Of the transparency used)/ 
11\\ ~nother, ;I..nstance, the sound system was v~ry poor. 

\t 

LO'~,istic:al suppor~ was percei vedin. a PDEli ti ve ~anner. 
Tl1~r c:>n~y eXyepti,on to, this invoived misinformatiOri re-
ga:t;\dJ.ng ,paYJIlent of airline tickets. ij 

11-

'\ 
\\ 
\1 

I 
j 8 

11 

" ' 

, . 

TABLE 8 

Faculty EvaluatiQns of Facilities, 
Advance'Knowledge of ' Participants, 

information Regarding Workshop, 
'Avaj..,labili toY: of Learning Aids" and 

l }:,ogistical 'supgort 

I./~ 
1 

Item #1 (Facili t'!ies) 

Dalla$ 
Columbus 
San Mateo 

,Philadelphia ' 

Item #2 '(Advance 
, Knowledge 

iJ 

Dallas 
, 'eqJ,.umbus' 

San Mateo 
:rhiladelpbia 

Item #3 (Iriformation) 

Dallas 
COlumbus 
San Mateo G> 

Philadelpl),ia 
iJ ,. 

Item #6 (Aids) 

.' -Dall:as 
.Co;Lumbus 
San Mateo 
Plli ladelphia 

"Item #7 - (Logistics) 

'Dallas 
. , CbluIDbtis 

SanMi::tteo . 
Phlla¢leipnic;t 

-~ .' ' c' 

o 

Very 
Poor 

1'6 

Poor, . Adequate 

Adequate' 

Adequate 

1 

Adesuate 

1 
,', 

I 

Adequate 

_-=;;0 .. 

2 

, Good 

3 
1 
I 
3 

Good 

1 
1 

Good 

1 

·Good 

1 
2 
2 
2 

Good 
":"--.' 

3 

Very 
Good 

2 
I 

Very 
Good 

Very 
Good, 

Very 
Good 

Very 
Good 

3 

(J 

E3 
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The re~pe~se~bte,questi~n 4 regarding understand­
ing ef geals were'classifiedaspesitive {imply­
ing understanding~)=0r' negative' (implying misunder-' 
standing er ~iisS?repancy)'~ , This classificatien is, . 
presented in tT:ab~e Q. It may be) seep" that almest 
half ef the, fq.culty expressed di-ffibulty in under­
standing the" goals or the relatienspipqf their 
presentatienst6 these goals. Seme understanding 
ef :the range of di,f:t:,icu,& ty expressed may be. in­
fe+"red frem respon'ses, BUG? as, "I had little un-, 
derstanding ef the geals and let the particip~nts' 
inter"est!;; direct me to. a great extent" i i'B'eca~se 

(\ 

. Ii 

;, 

o,f the lack~f infermation regardiz{g 1?articipaPts-~ 
I vias net 'r~ady fer the group"; . "At this' time (but 

i net· prior "to. the workshep) I understand that mest. 
{~:_~participants we7ie tea.ching undergrad~ate and se~e 
-., graduate ceurses and that they were l.nterested J.p , 

acquiring new ceurse material. Had I knewn ~his 
p~;ior te'the'meeting, I weuld have prepared a seme-. 
what less? vigoreus presentatien." 

"" . 

TABLE 9 

'Faculty's Understanding ef 
WerkE/hep GOals 

() 

,Item ,#4 (Understanding ef Goals) 

Dallas .,' 

Did Net Have 

1 
2 
o 
2 

Did Have 

2 
1 
2 
l' 

Colurupus' 
San Mateo. 

. (: " Philadelphia 
J' 

17 

,.\ 

,= 

.. 

o 

,j 

The respenses to. 'questienS 'regarding a change in 
fermat, retrespectively,were classified into. these 

, indicating' change anclthose inctj .. cating lie change. . 
As may' be seen in.. '.\.'abl~ .10, ten ef the eleven fac­
ulty weuld have changed their presentatiens. Such 
suggested dhatiges' incl,~ded:- mere discussion, werk 
groups, and 'using, study ',preblems ithe mest frequ.ent 

,reference, he~eyer" waf)' to changes suggested by the. 
. fact that' the, participants', needs. were diverse' and 
peerly understoea, in advance~ 

", ·'tl " () , 

T,ABLE 10 

~acUl ty ,Suggesting Change,~n Format 

Item. #5 (Fermat 1 No. Change Chang!= 

DCl-llas ' ' 
.Celumbus 
s'an · . .M;atee 

·,Philadelghia 

(l.8 

1 

3 
3" 
.1 
3 

o 
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B~ ,Follow .... up Evaluations, 

1 . Workshop Elyments 
• t',. 

o . 

Six'workshopel~mentswere rated on a seven-point 
scale by the participants! These elements were con­
tent, t~aqhing methods, discuq,siori, participant in­
teractib'h ~ 'choice oj: topics, and speakers. ' Table 11 
shows the. means, and standard devi,i/tions of these rat­
ings fo~ each workshop, as well as the means and 
standard deviations of th~ participants overall eval­
uations,.pf th~' wo~ksl1qps. .Al thqugh "these means ten? 
to be in the positive direct;i.Qn, they are mainly 
e'qui vClcal. 
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TABLE 11 
o 

Q 

Evaluation 6fWorkshop ~lements 
ti 

Workshop 
Content Teaching1~ Discussion 

Mean: S.D 
3:6 loa 

Mean SoD Mean SoD 
3:5 1>'1. a o· 3.6 0.96 

3.4 1 . .2 0[JJ 2.-6 

~.88 2.7 
:.\' 

3".6' 1.1 

5=Very Valuable) 
.~ 

. <::> 

o. 

<) 0 

I) 

.88 .. .3.2' 1.1 

.67 3.5 
o 

1.1 3.6 .98 

o 

'\'\ 

• r 

Participant 
Interaction 

Mean S.D 
'""3.'6 .96 

if 

3.1 1.7 

3.6 1.1 

Workshop 

Mean 
3:4 

D 3.1 

2.8 

ics 

() 

S.D 
-1 

1.1 

1.0 

3.8 1.tt/3.8 .73 

\:') 

'.; 

1 .. 

o 

Presenterp/ 
S eakers" 

Mean S .• D 
3.5'" .89 

3.0 1.1. 

.88 

3 •. 5 .99 

, {il 

.0 

o 

Item 
Y::8 

Overall" 
Evaluatio 

X S.D 
3:-6 ~,~81 
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.3.4 1.3 
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2 .. Usefulness of Informat'lon 

P~rticipants were. asked to re~pond to the'item, 
lipid you find, tqe .information gained from) the work­
shop useful?" ~heir re$ponses to this item are 
,~sw;nmarized ~n Table 12. It may be se~n 0 tttat a very 
large' majority· of the partio,ipants in each work­
shop responded positively~ . 
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UseflJlness of Workshop Information 

Workshop 

Dallas 

Columbus 

San Mateo 

,~hiladelphia 

'0 

a 

N 
14 

7 

·9 

14 

21 

Yes 

77.8 

90.0 

82.4 

0' 

2 

1 

3 

No 
% 

J.2~S 

22.2 
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3. Usefulness, of Topics 

, 

\ \ 
, " 

I o. " ' 

Each participant wa;' asked to rate tJ/e usefuines9 '. 
c"o~ the"topics of the workshop which~,e/she had at­

tended. Two "of the workshops covered sev~n, topics, 
and two cove~ed eight topics. The meahq and stan­
dard deyiations I'of "these ra:;tin,gs are shown in Table 
13. There i~ a fairly strong positive trend" in 
these,topicrat:i;ngs, 't~ith the exception of one work~ 
shop, rega,rding ;which the ratings are more e¢f!.livocal. 
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1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8,. 

Da11i'!ls (N=15) 
~, 

Topics Mean 

3.7 
3.8 

,3 .• 7.· 
3.8 
3.9 
3.7 
3.9 
'3.5 

S ."{) 

8.0 
.94 
.90 
'.94 
.74 

-.1.1 
LO 
1~0 

I 

I! 
<7 

Columbus 

;, Topics 

L. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5~ 

:6; D 
7. 
S. 

,-

G 

Scale:' (l=No F:;3eC: 5=Very Usefu1}o 
--.::, 

o 

~\ 

TABLE 13 

Topic usefulness 

o 

(N=8) 

Mean 

~3 .0" 
2.9 
3.5 
3.8 
2.5 
3.3 
3.;/3 
4o~. 

S.D 
1.6' 
1.4 

'"::: ~ t 

1.(2 
• 89j, 

()1.4) 
1.2 
1.7 
1,.,1. 

"San Mateo 

1. 
2'. 
3. 
4. 
5~ 

; c 6 ~ 
7. 
8. 

~opics 
-.;, 

o 

" 

(N=8) , 

Mean 

3. 6~" 
3.4 ' 
3.3CJ 

3.,9 
3.9 

'3 •. 6 
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1 .• 4 
],..2 
1~2 
~80 

o. 

(\ 

oPhiladelph:Ea (N=Jj;:il 
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4. 
5. 
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Mean- S.D ---. 
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4~ Actual Use of Information, 

Participants were, asked to indicat'e how ofteri'they 
had 1:lsed informa'bion obtaiped from the workshops" 
th@y had ,a'tteI1-)deq.' The 'scale point"s of this item 
were (1) never, ('2) seldom" (3)0 occasionally, (4) 
a few times, and(5} several times. The "means and 
~tan¢lard de,viationsofthese responses are shown 
in Table 14 • ,considering;, the til~"rile elapsed and the 
fact tnat theJ:~ow-up' occurred earl'Y' in the aca7" 

,demic yea:):', notab;Y; information·usage is. indicated. 
Partic~pants' ,responses indicate that workshop in­
fo:rmatio'n was used botli fori:eaching and research. 

;:) ~ 

c\ 'f~ 

,TJ\BLE 14 

Actual Usage 'of workshop,Information
a 

" Workshop' .) , 

Dalla13 . '(/.,'// 

Columbus ~', 

o San Ma'I:~O' " • " . 

, p~il,adeiphi~ 
" 

N 

(9) 

, (iO) 

(13) , 

Mean ("S.D. 
'~ .~-

2.7 

3.3 

~.O 

3.1 

1.0 

1.1 

1.2 

1,2 

o 

c 

a 
Scale: (l=Never~ 3=Occasionali !:i=$everiU Times) 
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5,. part;~cipants' sSentiments ,Re<Ja~ding· Continua­
,tion of Such Workshops 

~-

'Thc~ numbers aIJ.d percen1;.&ges of participants favoripg 
and nOt favoring continuation of suchworksh:bps '11s /' 

'presented in,Tab],:e, 15. ' It is clear that the ,parti':' 
cipants overwhelmingly favored continuati<;m of Fac-, 
ultyDevelopment :Workshops. 

, , ...' " ~Ji' , 
, 

, ! 

TABLE ;LS, 

a. 

, 
Percent Desiring Continuation of Workshops 

fJ 

c? ,~ 
." ---,----.:--r::--~~-,.----'--.-:.....----""--.,--------.---,--

Workshop, 

',' 

pallas' 
.. 

Columbus 

. . u 

"San' Mateo, 

Bhi,ladelphia 

" , 

'0 

Continue Work Shop 

N 

,14 

, . 8 

15 

.() 

Yes 

25 

'% 

87.5 

88..9, 

8Q.0 

'71' 

N 

2 

1 

2 

3 

No 

12.5 

J-l.l 

20.0 

16.7 
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6. Fre~ Respons~ Follow-ugcomments 

Participants were asked to state what they had found' 
to be most uSeful and least useful about the work­
sho~s which they :l?ad attended,~ , These responses were 
classif;ied:accorqing to whether theyrefeJ;'redto'the', 
content,' the presentation, or the process of the work­
shops. ,Tables 16, and 17 summ~rize these responses. 
In general,; the "most useful'" comments referred ,to 
process, with "interact~on" and "jnf.ormality" the, 
mosi: ~requently mentioned words. 

Regarding II least ;useful", it may be 'seen that content 
is most frequent+y referred 'to in three of thewo~k- " 
sh~ps, and presentation in one of the workshops. IThese 
comments are mor~ mixed, but the most frequently ,used 
phrase,regardingicontent was "too low-level" (or its 
equivalent) ~ Regarding presentation, i:he "least liked" 
comments emphasized rigid format and too d~tailed pre~ 
sent!3.tions. " 

Correlates of Workshop Ratings 

1. Type of Interest 
(,,1 (. , 

As indicated .above 'e' an Interest Assessment was used 
for the San Mateo and Philadelphia workshops. Re­
actions 'to' th.e content areas, themselves, of' the' 
workshops may be inferred from .other ratings (e.g., 
Section .B-1 above); however, the apparent hetero­
geneity of the participants suggested that their 
types' of interest might differ., Thus, the Inter­
est,Assessment asked participants to classify their 
interest in the workshop topicsoaccording to: A) 
de~siring a good overview, B) a Wish for intensive 
discussion of is~ues, etc., or C) application of 
material to specific projects or problems. At the, 
end of each wGrkshop, participants were asked to 
state,the extent.to which these interests h~d been 
met. 

TheSe datawer'e tabulated, for each workshop accor¢l .... 
:j.ngtoType of Interest ,(A, B, or C) and satisfac­
tion (high/low). Chi square tests were not st~tist­
ically' significant; no trend regarding type of,d i'll .. 
terest and satj~£action,is apparent. . 
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TAB'LE 16 

Most Useful' {Follow up} 

Dallas ColUmbus San Mateo Philadelphia 

'N % ~, ,% N % N % 

7 44 2 22 3 30 6 35 

4 25, ' 0 , 0 1 10 2 12 

'5 31 7 'I 78 6 '60 9 !5~ 
:)0 

'i) 

'TABLE'17 

Least Useful (Follow up) 

Dallas Columbus 

N % N % 
I~ 

6 38 5 56 

5 31 2 22 

,~\ 

,5 31 ~ 22 
Ii. 
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TABLE 18, 'j 
Tabulation and "hi-'square slarie,s . 

,of 'Type of Interest 'and Degree to WfKch 
-' -'Interests Were' Met ';" !/--

II" 

" 
Sap, Mateo, 

Type" of '0 Inter\~j, t l"iet 
c' 'Interest : Hi h Low 
------~~~~--~-~, ~--~~~~----

overview 
Discussion 
Applicaf!ion 

;2"6 
5 

10 

,41 

2 
= 2.04 1es$ than x· .05 

Philadelphia 

Type of Interest 
Interest Hi'h 

Overfiew' 62 
Di sc'i.i's·s ion 29 
Applicclt.t6n~ l~ 

0 

109 

\~ ~~. 
\\ ". '.:r: 

_ (, 

28 

o 

42 
4 

15 

5.99 

Met 
Low 

a 

55 
20 

5 

80 

5.99 

68 
,," 9 

25 

102 

117 
49 
23 

189 
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2. Workshop Evi:tlpation Variables 
I ',' 

Two multiple, regression, mod~s 'w,ere formed from 
' .. thE3 Evaluation data:, ' ,.? 

'(I) Item 27 (overall program rating) = i' 

Item 26 (Was;( the seminar what you l~X­
pected it to be?) 

Item 29;(D6 you believe tha,t you bene­
I fited by the discussions you 
!.had with your fellow, parti9i ... 
! pants?) , , , 

Item 33(Has the seminar a.Fi'sted you 
, ;in an ongoing or p~anned eval­

d',uatiqn task? 
ItE3m 34(WQuld you recommend this s~ries 

of seminars to colleague~'in 
other criminal justice programs?) c 

Item ~6 (Your age?) " . 
item 41 (aow many credit hours do yOll 

\

,tE;ach, op the aV,erage in the' c,,,J • 
.fleld?) . 

" • =~;:--';'-o;'j" 

Item',27 (overall program rating)= 
~Item 44 (percentage 'df cor:rections, law 

enforcement, theory) 
item '45 (percentage of two-year college,' 

,four-year, graduate, continuing 
, 'educatiC'6n) 

Item 46(percen1;.age of time teaching re­
search" and evaluation methodology) . 

" ' 

o , 
The~E3sults of analysis (1) for each of the work­

, shOps' is" presented in Taple 19. ,AI i:hbl,lgh 9th~r 
C variables' accounted for a significant portion of 

the 'variance in: an idiosyncratic f,ashion for the 
four workshops, on~ variable, Item 26 ("Was the' 
workshopwha1:. you expected it to be?"),a'Ccounted 
'for the 'greatest proportion of pt:tH~v9-ricmce of all 
four .wo.l:'kshops ~nd was statistically signi.ficant, 
..i,na,.11 ,cases(p le~s than .0000'1) .. "This finding 
suggests' that the ',ov,erall rating' of thE;! workshop 
(Ite~n,27)' WqS positively.;rela,ted to t.lle degree to 

"t,' 

which, the,workshQP wa:~+elatedtothe "expectations" 
of' participants.' ,'These Gonblusions parallel,thosE:!o 
\that seem apparent from the, facu.l tyanq participant 
f~ee responses. 

o 
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Table 19 

Mu1tip1~ Reg~essiOn!summary:Ana1ysis (1) 
D6Eendent Variable -'Overall Rating 

0' df 
Location 80urce* 58 ,F p 

~ 
Zi· 

Item 26 
, error 

16.56 
'9.19 

1 
18 

16.56',32.41 
.51 . cP~ 

.0001 .64 
Dallal? 

Columbus Items 26 apd. 33 
er;ror 

Items 26, 29, and 
34 

... error· 

c 

'27.45 
10.32 
o 0 

35.13 

9.93 

~. ' .. 
l3)~2 18.62 

'''')i)~' 
11.71 11.5.33 

') 

" 2 
14 

.0001 .73 

0001' .78 " 
• 0 3 

13 .76 

Philadelphia. ItemS 26 and 34 '. 86.45 2 
error l2.2~ 25 

43.23 88.14".0001 .88 
.49 

~ 

.*Item 26: "Was the seminar what ybu expected it to be?'" 

Item 49: liDo y~1U believe that/x.~'kbenefitted by th'7. 
discussions you had wJ.'el1 your fellow partJ.cJ.-
pants' and the instructors?" 

. ~ 

" ,. 
'Item 33: <:""~Has °the seminar assisted you in an ongoing or 

.. planned evaluation task?" , 

Item 34: 

:r. 

i'Wou1d you recommend this series of seminars to 
colleagues in· other c~iminal j~stice.programs?1' 

c 
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,The 'results' of atialysis 'C2) fOr each 6'.E. the worki~ 
shops ~s.pres~nt~d in. T~ble 20,.~Although percent-
ege of,e:;tJ.me spe~t teach.l.ns res'7arch (Da~la:s) ang' , 

rP· 

percent~g~" of tJ.me spent teachJ.ng theorv (San Mateo 
. and Philad~lphia); achieve the highest l~vels of " 
s'tatisticai Signi'ficance, which might suggest a 
relationship be~ween type of professional activity 
and ove:r:-a1l ratJ.ng of the workshops, there is no 
compelldng pattern evident between worksl1Op topic 

.area and participant variables. A tentative con .... · 
'clusion might be that evalua.tion of the workshop~ 
~as posi1;ively related 'to p.ercentage of time spent 
J.n teachJ.ng., as <1omparecl wi th other types of pro:" 
"fes,sion~l acti vi ties. 

A' 0 . . 

3. .FO\~OW"';up Variables 

~iO" .. · mU.l ti, ~le,' " regress°J.' on d' 1 f d ' '-'_ mo . e. s were orme for the ' 
.ollow-up data: . . 

,(1) Item 

.. :, 

(2) Item 
." 

o 

o . 

8(overall evaluation of the wor~~ho~)= 
Rqtings of: ' . 
. ,a., Workshop Content 
b~"Teaching Effectiveness " " 
c. D~~cussion i 

d~ Participant Interaction 
e ~. Workshop' ~opics 
f. Speakers/Presenters ,., 

8(ov~ral~ eval?~~ion qf't~eQworkShOP): 
It~JIl 2 (DJ.d yqu£ind the information 'gained 

from the workshop useful?) 
ttem 3(How'9ften hav,-e yOil used information 

gained from ihe workshop?) 
ltem 4(Since the workshop, please estimate 

how often you ,have contacted, for" 
information, any of the faculty or 

.. pa;s-ticipants of· theoworkshop,?) 
Item 7(Do you think such wo;rkshops'should 

be continued?) 

o 

u • 
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Location' 

Dallas 
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TABLE 20 

Source SS 

I-tems 46 and 44(L.F.) -W~28 
.. 1" , 

error 1}:7 ~ 47 
o 

, ,;, 

Items 44 (theory) 
and 45' 
error 

l (:; 
24.77 
12.99 

df 

.2 
17 

4 
12 

San Mateo N'd""sighificant variables 

Phila~ 
delphia 

Items 44 (theory) 
.and 45 (Cont. ~d.) 32.34 2 
error 66~ ~7 25 

It 

" 

MS F 
o 

'4.14 4 .. 0.3 
1.03 

6.19 
1.08 

5.72 

l6.l7 6;~09 

2.65 

q " 

l' 
G 

'.04 .32 

.01 .66, 

.33 

Item 44: "Indicate the percentage of effort (approximate) p~'aced 
upon ,each of the following areas in your program." 
(correction, 'Law Enforcement, Criminological Theory, 
other.} v 

• 0 

" 

I~em .45:'" P~ercentage of Effort (Undergraduate 2 year, Under-
graduate- 4 year, Graduate, Continuing Education). 

C) 

"What percentage of your time is spent teaching 
search and evaluation methoqology?" 

, {) 
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The, summary of dnalysis (1) for the four workshops 
""is ,presented in (Table 21.'AYthough si'gnificant 
relation'ship$ar~ foun4 between Fated values of 

'~arious'wor:kshop elements and overal;!. evaluation' 
i. :i"n three of the four: *orkshops, no consistent pat-

~L. ~ a:arent. 

TABLE 21 () ,'. 

. ' , ',," 
c.1:? , ,Multiple Regress~on Summary: , 

Rated Value. of Workspop_Elements (Follow up), 

Source*' 

Items: 
'BjC, ancl E 
Error, 

Ii" 
Total 

Source 

I 

SS" " df 

9.118 
.76 

3 
12 
. 

9.94", 15 

SS df 

MS F P 
2 

R 

,Y 

3.06 48.26 ~0001 .92 
"' .06 

MS F R 
cColUmbus 0 

Item A 
ErrO'l:;', 

1~78 
6.22 

1 
7 

1. 78 
.89 

2.01 .20 
.. 
• 22 

San Mateo 

017 Philadelphia, 

Total 

Source 

Items A. 
and D / 
Error/" 

Total 
\: . 

" °Source 

8~00 

SS 

4~16 
.73 

4.90 

SS 

8 

df 

2 
7 

9 

df 

20.68 1 
9.60 0 '16 

'"!-

,Tptal 

a. Work~hop Content 
b~ Teaching Ef!ectiveness 
<;: " 
d. 
e. 
f. 

, Discussion ' 
Participant, Interaction 
workshop Topics 
Speakers/~resenters 

" . . "" 

17 

HS F P 

Q 

2.08 19.72 .001 
.11 

MS F P 

2 
R 

.85 

2 
R 

20.68 34.48 .0001 ~68 
.60 

I" 
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The summary of analysis a (2) for t~.e four workshops 
is p'resented in Table 2~. Again, significantre­
latidnships between the' vari~bles and ov/ena11 ratingo 
are fO,und in the same three workshops • Item 7 ("Do 
you think the workshops shou~d .be continued.?") and 0 

Item 2 ("Did you fincl the information gained from 
the, workshop usef\J,l?") account f()r the larg~st pro­
portions Of varia~ce in all cases. This i~ ~rue 
,for the Columbus workshop~ as wel~, even though th0 
'effect is not: statistically significant." ,The inter-
pretation su~gested is that participant~ rated the 
wo~kshop according' to its perceived usefulness/' 
potent\tal usefulness •. , tJ 0 

TABLE 22 
'~ 

" Multiple Regrassion Summary: 
Items 2, 3, 4,~. and 7 (Follow up) 

Dependent Variable: Evaluation Ratin~ 

Source SS 
, Continuea 5".6 
Error 4.3 
Total 9;9 

So~rBe S8 
Used ' 2.'S 
Error 5.''S 
Tot'al 8. a'" 

0 

D~ 
'I 
14 
15 

Df 
1 
7 

MS 
5~ 6 

.31 

MS 
k,.5 

.79 

F. P 
17.93" .001 

F" o· P 

3.18.12 

2" 
R. d 

.56 

'2 
R 

.31 

'San Mateo 'Source SS Df " MS, F co:'P 
Cont:jmue 3.0 
Error 1~'9 
Total 4:9 

, Philadelphia 
.,~I 

, ,Bourc:e 88 
Used ') 

12 7 
Continue' J:\ 14, 8 (, 
Error 2.7 
Total 30 .2. 

o ~ II 

a. '''Do you' think such wOJ;:kshops 
. I? 

1 
8 
9 

Pf 
'1 
1 

15 
17 

3. 0" i2~~9T' . 007 
.23 

MS F P 
l2.7 75.-58 .001)1 
14.8 

.18 
" 

should be continued'? II • 

.62 

R2 
" .91 

D 

0 

(}~. /I 

o 

l 

(\ 
'I 

b. "How bftet~ have you used i:n~ormatibn gained from this work.sl].op?" 
. " Q 

. n 
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SU,MMARY AND ?ECW~NDATIONS 

12· ' 
1., " While facuJ,- ty characteristic ratings were generally 

above average and , with the 'exception of the "use of 
teaching aids" item, hovered around one standard de­
vfat.ion above the'mean, they did not show"markedenthu~ 

.. 
,si,3.sm. Th~. use of teaching aid:s item was' b\Aow average 
and .. in th~ ca,se of the Columbus wqrkshop, marked1ty 
~,o.,wer th~nth7 averagOe r

• ,Wi 'th regard, to the cri tic~')sms 
of learnl,ng a~ds, the problems resulted from malftirition­
ing equipmei'i:t or ,material pooriy s~it()ed 1:0 the equ"ipment.' 
RECOMMENDATION:. Given, the negative evaluative comments 
of the faculty regardi~g informa't.ion on the c'wo~kshoP5 () , 
and advance khow~edgeoof the participants, more effect­
ive learning would be promoted by increased lead time 
and communication. 

o I) o 

'1'1\e findil'l:gs 'With regard to "time fo:r; discussion", in-
4icate th~t most worksho~ participants were pleasetl with 
the group discussiops~. The free response$ of partici­
pants also indicated that they found the discussion 
sessions and interactions with .others of most value ~ 
The evaluators 'a noted that these sessions were, in most 

, cases, presented in d~rect response" to the partiqi,pants' 
need.... ~ometimes expressed, for a personal involvement ~ 
in ,the~ workshop. " 
RECO~ENDATION: . Futti're wc;>rksh9Ps sI:0u~d. plan grou]? dis­
cuss~ons, o~ pro~ects, or~ented\ to ~nd~v~dual part~ci-
pant-.needs. ' ':'The pl?o~ess of the workshop deserves a,!,ded 0 

attention and should not b~, o,,~ershadowed by didactic or 
fO'rmat considerat,ions. 

.~ ~ 
o , II'" ~~' ", ' "," " 

3 .,\:' ~pp?=oxJ.mately 60 "percen,t of the" part,icipants £rj;~icaJcea. 
tha,t the. workshop was not What they expected. \) As noted 
above, tI:e facultyO expre1?sed ,diffJ-pulty regarding un,;," 
derstand~ngworksh9J? goals c and. advance:l<,knowledge of 
the pp.rticipants. In addition, ten of the eleven fac­
ul ty responding to" the form;:!. t item indicated' tpa t r, in 
retropect, they_wou:,Ldchave changed the format· and90r 

\1. , content of the;[r presentations. 
RECOMMENDATION: An ass~ssment of the participants' 
interests should be conducted prior to the workshop, 
·such that consideration of "these interests may be taken 
into accollllt by faculty in planning the content a~d 

n Q format, of their presen'tati,ons. 

D 

\' ",c'';; 
zr ,. y, () 

35 
0. 

o 
:;;:--~~~~~~~_;::c::;e!C%:;~;tiMk:~\f"':t=";::l~~-: "_:_"_~_"_~",_"~~ __ ... !;. __ ,~",.,..".".,_~ __ ~ __ ~_,~,"~""." __ , __ ,, 

o ' 

(> 

I) 

(. 

I 
I 
; 
i " 

" i 

\) (1 

'f 



, . 

4. 

5,. 

. , 

() 

(1 

\) 

Perusa~of the biographical data sumrrtary suggests con­
siderabdle diversit~'among the work~hop participants. 
When the dataobtaJ.ned from the tlurd, and fourth work-

'»i" ' '. " .'" • sLaps regardJ.ng type· ofJ.nterest are consJ.dered, the 
picture of diversity sharpens. Although a majority of 
the participants, desired an overvie~'; of, thei, various , 
.topics, almo.st an eq-qal m.unber expressed interest in 
-intensive'discussJ.on or application to their own prob­
lems or.proJects. It. might be observed:lthat,such diver­
sity probably reflects the diversity of people in the' 
fi~ld, but it also b~unts the thrust of a workshop and, 
although of some valu~ in an interactional sense, prob~ 
ably impairs process;, as well. ,', 
RECOMMENDATION: ,Definitiop of workshop content should 

'be more clearly focused in advance information, whether 
the defin,ition is based on interest asses9.t;nen.t or a 
prior decision. This recommendation,o(as'-well as the 
first), has applici3,ti'bn to the workshop evaluation, as 
well. Rlvaluation :r.lanning requires' pre-planning of 
content measures a~ld.'pre-workshop decidlines for the 
finalizati,pn of Ere" anti. post content measures, all of 
which depends upoD\~':well-defined workshop content.' 

Finally, attention should be directed to the most basic 
purpose of the 'Facul,ty Deve,lopment Workshops, which was 
to asc~lrtajn the value and des_irabili ty of such work­
ShOps. ,~n=that sense, the wo£kshops '::Were experimental, 
and the evaluation data offer information regarding 
this b~sic purpose. The mUltiple regression analyses 
reported abovepoirit to the importance of information 
usage and opinion regarding continuation of the workshops'" 
as being important predictors of the extent to which the 
participants valuedtheir'workshop experience. It should 
also be noted that, at the time of the evaluation, ap­
proximately 85 percent of the ,pa:et:i,,9ipants, overall, en­
dors.ed the usefulness of the workshop information. ,The 
fact that actual usage in research and teaching was sig­
nificantly related to workshop value is'even "more com­
pelling in that it reflects"long range benefits. More 
directly,. of, course, between 80 percent and 89 percent 
of the participants responded "yes" to the item asking 

"whether, such wo~~shops should be continued. 

The Faculty Deve~opmerit Workshops were, in general, per­
~ ceived very positively by participants and faculty alike. 
'i:~he oveirc~111 positive evaluation reflects a concern that, 

Ithrough such training, the sharing of knowledge, method­
ology, and standards of higher education should be en~ 
hanced'.Criminal just~iRe (and cognCi:te fields) have not 
in the pa;:;t been ch~rad:erized (J by na.tional or even inter­
scholastic sharing. 
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,'l'hese work's hop's , serve?- as a catalyst for the. beginning 
of such a process of ~haring knowledge. It is obvioliH 
f':om the evaluation 't~at not everyone agreed upon the 
kJ.nds of kl;owledge that was' most appropriate to share, 
but.they dJ.d agt"ee·upon the process. If these workshops 

,~begl.n a process tI;at evolves into 'the organizational 
'. devel.opmentthat J.S heeded by the emerging field, they 

have served their. purposes well. 
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EIi.d, uation! QU(;,!l:lt i~ll~~ir~ 
Ameti~can c S.o~i eb ~)'f Crimluo] ogy 

FHcti.lty:D~ve+opmentWorkshop 
SUDmlftF 1980 

" =, ,d 

f: 

" ,AIiSW~:r.., to .the follow.i~g '·que~.tiohs wiil as+ist the Seminar Staff in 
dsses;sing the' e~£~C€Dive~ss of the· workshops alid in plabing 'futur~ 
,effqr\ts ••.. g~rti:i.~nof 't ... ~'queE; tions 'are fo,!;,. purpdses of evaluation, 
WI'!-ile:!o.tbers.are:i,n;tende4 to ga'indnformation about "the partiCipants. 
M08t j~u~s·ti.ons ,car~ be ans~red w.ith a simple check mark. ALL, REPLIES=j\ 
~'" .~L l~E HELD'SirRIqp.y CONFIDENTIAL', 4ND NO I NDIVIDUAL WILL EVER. BE Ir 

J:DENTJeFIED WITH 'lUiS OR, HER RESPONSES: . " ' '1 
'\1 ..... :;. :"- "1 • t"," o 

. - \I ' 

,~lease~ "rate the gelleral seminar inanageJllen~ by putting a cneck mark 
in th~i approprta te spact:'::! :;;;::;::':'::""'::"==:::';;!-==::::.sli,:;; 

o 

. ' ' '. 1\ Exce£l~}~t Poor 

1. 11 ' 

C~nt;e .. lt ,;. .0 •••... , ~\ ••..• 0 ~ •. _ ..••.. 

o 
2 .• 9rganizati~n. , .• .',. e' ••••• ~ ' •• , ~ •• 

3. Take··hpf:OO Materials •••••• ~ •••• 

4: "Meet'ing R6oms. o •• ii • .' ••••••••• ', • ," ., . \/ :. 

5. 

7. 

• l' 

'"-~als: •••••.•.• ~o ••• ~' G ...... ~ •••••• 

• 1, 

F"cilities .. . : ~ . ~ .... ':~ .. eo •• '. '. ~ • ~Y~., • 

o 

Financial Arrangementfi: •• .".'j,i •• 

, I~: 1 0 

I ~ '-' -, .- .--- - _____ ' _____ _ 

':1 (j' 

~---'-- ----- ------- ---

--- -'-- --- --- --- --- ' 

'-.-- --- - -, -'-, ,- ---,. -, -- -, --
\:::::J 

+---- -, ----'----'/, ~ --,---.--,----' 

--- - --- -- --'- ----- ---
~l ____ _____ ~--- ____ ___ _ __ 

~i}';; 
.;:J'1 

~ {J' ___ ~, __ .~~~ ••. ,~_" _____ ,_ 

, Please rate tile consUltants on "th;e" ,folloWing items. 
'Gorden Wald~ '5 

First;, rat~ 

8.' Lea~ershi.p.~· "e
D 
•••••• '! • , •••••••• 

. 0,' ,-

9. 4bility to communicate •••••••• 

;',0'. Qrg~nt~at:lon •• ~ .. ~~ •••• " ••••••••• 

ll'~· ~"Conte'nt 0 ••••• ', ..... ~ ......... " •••• ~ • ' "1\:-' . , ' , , . 

~~, ae1~v~nce., to yo~r nee<ll;J. ~ '·.c~" 
·pJU~e .of 'tea,ct. .1Igai~~ •••••••• ~. 

Willi'amRhodes 
.,; () 

te~d~r~bip ........ ". fj •••• ' ' ..... '. ' •• " 
. ,'. '.-

15. ' Ability: to communicate ••••••• .. ,c.. 

-,,--"- ----~ ---------- ---

-;--- -, -,-:-~ ---, --- - -, --, 
-:--

-, -- ---'-- -----------
o -'-'--, --,-, .-----, -----

--.---~ -,-,- ---- --,-.----

, , -.-.-.- --.-- --- ---'-, , --.- --,-, ------
, " o ----- ---.-~ ---.---, -- ---'- ----- -----

Organ;i.zat1.on ••• , •• .: .: ...... ~: .......... 4---,- ______ , ___ . ' __ ,_., _, ____ ,, __ ' _, _,_ 
1,1 U 

16. 

• u 

a 
o 

I) 

o " 



:. . C> 

0,. 

, ., -, 

.. ~~". 
.. '- "" 

" .. , ' 

(/ ,.-,. 

. . 
-.-~~~/f!;.~:7:i..' 
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o. 

tl. COlltent" ...... I • " w ••• ~ " • II 1* •• iI ... fi!' • -'-'-' ~_. _. _____ . _'0_0- __ ,_0' 

" 

l8. Relevance to your .needs •••.•. " ' 
_. _ .. _:_,, ___ '- ___ . _0 -irJL _. _ 

19 •. 'Use of teachingOids •••• '.~'" -
1-' --Q -- -. -., - .. - -,,- -'-.- --

Ilene Nagel 

2{). 

:, -". 
. 22. 

23. 

24. 

.25. 

26. 

, d' G. .. , ;'tea. er~h.)..p ••.• _ ._ ~ .•• ~ .•. _ .' ••. iII! • , _ ... j i .--.. - -'. -'.-.-. --' --'- - --. ~~ . 
Ability tocolllliunicate •• : •••• 

.-'-'-' --, .-' -. _._.' __ '_' __ ,_. __ 0. 

Organization .• ,,- •.•• e' ••• ' •• ~ ,. til ••• , -- .-;-- -. -.- --- --- -' -. -'.-.--. . ' . ' 

Content •••• ~.; •• ~;: •••••• :~ •• 
I ". 

--~ --, --. -. - .. - .-- --e -.. 
, 1> " • "; 

'Rel~van(!e to·Y9ur neeQ.s.~ ..... -c--"-' _.'-' -.-.; -'--. - .. -' -.-'-.--
Use nf teaching aids •.. " ~ . . .. i . 

. -.-- --- -. -- --. -'-.~"------
Was'the seminar ~hat; you 

expected it to be? 

. I.f ;t,. plea,se c~ent: 

.J .' 

27.. Spe(!ifi(!allYo' as it 
.. 'hQW would' you rate 

J 
:related to Y01:l, ynur job, an4your expe(!tations , 
~he 'programT~hich you have jU9~ COlIlplete4? ,; 

. ':"f 

. 'Exce:J,lept -. --. -,-.- --.. -' -' --, Poo:r' 
(/. 

o· 

too II!~~Y ~ 

" 11 = justenou~h discu~sion session~. 

. '29. 

.. 
, not" enough? 

Do you dbelieve·that you benefited ~y the discussions ]OU had with yo~?r 
:fellow p~rticipants.and the :instructo):'so 

6 

Very mud'l . -. -Q-' .-. -.-. -' --Not at ali 

!J 

'0 

[) 

\1' '. 

• '0 

o 

0' 

o 

.: .. 

.' 

f' 

ii· 
" 

.. j 

~ r 
particul~j:-l-y.li~e,ab1tlt 

. . " . '1 

. . I' . 
'the fsemit)ar. please expl~in. 

. G\' 
30~ c~at did you 

,-I 
j. 

~:! t 

. I·. 
31. 

. '.' '~ 

Wh.r.:t did you partic~arly dislike about ,the seminar. 

o 

, 

if' 
I 

.. :·W. .Wo~ld· you ·recoumend this series 9f s~~iIiars to colleague$ in other 
~dm~nal j~f.lt;ice programs? . 

~~.~-.'-.-.. -,.-'-.-'-.. -.. - .. -.. No'· 

. 0 

~5. :Yo~r ~ ~~'"'"""~~.-,-~ .. :":"" .. .,...: ...;~'7'~.,..,....--,~~...".,."~~~~"....,,..,....,..~~~~-

. .1.6. ~ Y0':lr. a~e.· 

l7 .~ighes~ Desr~e earn.ed 

(/ 38. Field ~ofa,bove degree 

. \ 

I 
!. 

'39.' 11InStii~tio:n ~t. ·which· degree . ea~~d 
" 

, , 

- - ---- - -. ---:--. ;:;,. 

. ~. ~ , 

(). 

'. 

o 

.. u 

,' .. 
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40.); What is rQur M:esent po~ition? 
o 

~nk . ., 
... 41.' How JDany credit hours 40 you teach on: th~ a,ver~ge in the CripdnalJustice 
~ . I · " , . 

" 
field~~ __ ~~ _______ ~ _____ ~ __ +i ___ 

1 if. another field _________ .=_._·.!-I..,.....=_._, _,;; _____ ......,...;:.-.--.-;..~ ___ --
! on' 

.... 
"'. 

! 

'Hqw ~og.gliav~ you ~~:rvedin your pre~e1;lt:po$ition? 

'How l~ng~ve 'you taugh~ in th~ crimiI1al' justicefield'l :" ____ -""'_ 
\'. n 

.. :,44. Indicate the percentage of ,effort (approiimate) .placed upop."each of t:;he 
following areas in yo~rprogra~. 
. . 

Corrections 

~. 

I ' AI ~~ ."~~:' '.~: :' "'~~~\. ____ ~ ____ --_Law Enforcement 
~ i . ' 

.. '-..-;" 

" 

\ ' 

"' '.\ t 

":,' 45. ., 

.... 

, " '. 
· '. 

47·' 

o ___ ~ ___ CriIDi:~o~ogical tb~o~ 

____ . Other; Please desc~i~e _..,...,..,.....,.-~--'-_________ --"':"" 

100% 
II' 

..;.... ________ ' Un(iergraduate, (Z year) 

1{)0% 

Undergraquate (4 year) 

Graduate i 
I 

Contillu:J,ng Educa;tion 
1_': :~ , 

,,I, 

Other. Please expl~,in ___ ------'--_--.-_--

,:., 
I' 

wh~t· peicelita~~ ilf your time fls 
~. . . 0%, .":-.' 

~pelit teaching research alld eval~~tion 
.. "metqodol.ogy. ., .. ' , 

.-:.--~----"'----,..: i ~ 

Your ,~, -,.-_...--____ ---.,-.:..,..' .,-iiil,-~.;..,...,..;-, ....,...,.. --.,.-0,-' ---:.----~,-,,--,-' '~':5J,' -:~ 
"'J ; ' •. 'fll .• :; <,'" .. ";, .. ' Y' 'I 

· .: 48. ,~iea~e. :iIidicate y~ur" be~t mai.li~ngl addr~s!; for a three month fel;~6'fiship 
questionrulire. " . . 1;:0' ;" f.1 II 

...... ____ ,......;.,.1,...... _____ ......;~_'-!--. 1\..;..' ______ -----------_,_---

I 
I: 

_~---....;..._-------...,..-------;If,....: --'--:-~---;,.--~------.. / 
1.

1,' 
o "\. .. ;,-----.,.,..--:...----li!i~, ,---,;;.,----:..,.....-...-.,-.------,----:..--,--.--,..,., 

0, 

I
:: 
" 

iii 

- !~ o 

. -: .~ 

:. 

v , 

. N 
" 

.;:J 

() 

.' 
u' 

Ie 

.... , .. ---"------'-------

'1 "'~' ~ .. , 
Please USc the ,Iretnain~ng space' and the backs of the sheets as needed 

,. ',' " II . ' '11 . to make any othercol,nments you, would lik~, to share for the b'enefit of· 
fu7ure . ~articipants .jl Than~ YOll,fOf 'your participat:i.on. F~~l .. free to 
('.ommull~~ate with us,[lfter the semillarabou,t any added comments you ~y 

. have. .\ . • (' 

o 

Q 

I 

J 
1 ,I 

() 

Charles V~, Matthews () 0 

Assoc~,prof. Adm:i.nistration 
'Justice 

Eugene Ringuette 
Assoc. prof.~ P~ychology 
Southern Illinois University 
C,arbondale,~ IL 6290~ 
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American Society of Crimir:tology . 
Faculty Developmen~ Workshops ' 

Summer 19~O ' 
J 

Name:! ____ ~~ __ ----------------~--~--~-----
~ 

Current P9sition: 

. ' Listed below are the topics which th;e Faculty Development Work ShQP will 
,,address'~Please indicateyouJ;" interest in each of the topi.cs by marking each" 
with art A, B, or 0, ~s described below. If some other description better fits 
your 'int~rest, please substitute your ow,n phrase in the space provided. 

A. ): desire, a' good oVf!rview 'so that I will be more familiar with 'thEt area. 

B. I ~ weJ",l-acquainted wi'tl"i ()the are~ and wish to i.;n.t:.ensively discuss., ~ 
issu~s, problems, etc. ';, \I' 

C. ,I am most interested",i.n the" application of material in the area to 
specific projects or problems with which I deal. 

Topics to be covered: 

Rat;ing A, B, C. 

. J') 

r. Basic issues in research design • 

. ' ()' 

C01lllll,ents . 
----~--------------------------------~------~C~,--------------~' c. 

/: 
'j 

o Ii 
Prcihlemsin the application of ,research designs, eg., sampling, II 
dis tribution fUI}ctioris, etc."~, II 

If 
" \) 

Comments 1/ 

",~ ----~-----------~--------~----~~--~--.;r__ 

o· '~:-lr--":7:' 

V'rlo 

Ii ' 
~ c cO 

.:-.. 

3. 
" . 

Co~t~:Lngency .' table analyses using log linear models. 
~ '-T"o' c' 

Comments 
~-.. ~~~----~~l~~ 

----~--~--~----~~~'I~' 

~--~----~-------~---------C~.~~l~Q ~:~~:~~---'-·~{~1-----------------------~-.-, __ ~lil~~0~~' 
"', 

.,. 
"u 

I' 

\i 

'~" 

" 

i' 

'0 

o 

f) 

I 
J 
,(:; , 

1 I ~ 
j 
,. 0' 

J 
.. ) 

iii 

, ,I) ,,' r. 
'J 

,'. j , 
,! 

.. 
::0 .• 

() 

-,--__ 4. Application, of regressioncand1I\ultiple regr~ssic:m techniques. 

Coments ) 
----~--~-----.------------------------~~.~--~-----------

5. Participant initiated research problem'''disctissidns • 

6. 

,'!J 

-Comments 
--------------~----,--------------~--------------~--~------

, 
I . - I . iI 

jqstice researc~, eg., time ser.ies analyses, Frontiers in criminal 
attitude assessment, 
chain. 

stochastic processes i'inalysis, and the Markor 

C~mments ________________ ~ __ ----__ ----__ --~--~~--------__ --~---------

". 
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o 

n 

" , 
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"c:: 
"1~".'i ,f.j~; .. ,,,, ... ,, " 
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area 
"",just 

tioD 

I} 
~ .~ .. ,_ .. _ ....... ",,,,,>-....... ,_,,,_~~~ ___ ~ ___ ,,"~.,,,.,,,,,,,,,,,, __ . r ___ "~~'_._"·'_~ 

, , 

'.' 

a. I. 

o o 

I Please indicate below ho~ well your interest by topical 
as o.escribed by :you were1met by the workshop ypu have 
completed. The 'riuDlber~ warnl:Lel your interest1descrip-
attached~ · 

.Not well 
~t~all - ,---

Not so -""ell 
--~=--- .-= - - ~, 

Fairly 
well. 

Yery well 

1. 

2. 

.. 
\ 

,-

i 

)-

0, 
(1 

" ----.....;-

'~r.·, ___ _ .... !,~,-----.'~ .. :r o 

~ 0 

. 6. 

7.- AdditiOnal C~!Qlllents (~dC:tnti:f;v, by nuptber if' appropriate) ,: 

j,'. 

~. 

----~--~--------------------~-------------------------

o 

$'0,,-:B 11 <~ 

" 

I} 

~Ii;_~ 
------, .... _~;'-..~"-~.'_-.... : __ ~~ ...... <>' ~~*.-~'".~~"~< _,~ __ .,..,_~~,......;...~....;.......;.....,_~",._~~ ___ .. ~~ __ ,_._ .... __ ,u", __ ~_~ __ ~~~~t 

=,," 

c<, 

o 

, 
<,)' 1. How w'uuld yuuevaJ.uulo thL' fudl.il~c,!H,' ,e<l$. tl~c room ~quipm(;!Jlt" etc.?, 

'0 

/) 

(f 

o· 

- (j 

, , 

''2.- Wajil yuur advanc~ knowlcdgt! of the workshup part'icipants adequate to properly 
, plane Yl.lur presentatillll'l ' 

:Y 0 ' 

" 

c'" 

i 
-/ 

I 

/1 
o 

J. ~u yuu Ji.cL' 1 that the iniopllatiull and ins.tructions you received and the prt!paration 
time were a~equate? 

o 

~ a 

4.. What 'ill yourunders.tanding of tPEt goals ~of the workshop arid the relationship of 
, =your ·pr.esentationto those goals?' ,;' G 

o 
, ,0 o 

.' 

/' ;, J/ -
.-: ,;~::~,'-;;ty'Was thl:! format ~_~ your presenti1tion ~p'propriate or would YOt,.°suggest changes'? 

6 ' ~) !, ".'." 

:0 ().f;;, Wt.!rt.!OJ.'<IrniJlgo,d<i'H aVi,~UabLe L11:('IJ1'diUg t~) your, lleL\Il!; and prcl()er'/.Y,. pr'uvlded'? 

\ 
~o 

-: q. 

I. '. 

Ilqwwu\ild Y~H~ (!valuatl·thc' J ()gi.:;tica~. su~port ~)rOVfd2~' 

(; . J i' 
I \ 
, ~ 

~ (; . 

e . g. , r.oom, ,travel,e t&. ? .... 7..' 

I) • 

. 1) • 

o 

f) 

o 

I 

, I)' ,~ -
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,,', . 
.... ''-\)00 

, I 

,8. 
, '., " 

{)' 

, {, 

o o 

o ,I, 

~o 

What dOll you~hink ~h~~ the Facul ty [)e,vJlopme~t Workshops 
,for the flelcl of ccr~millal jUl:~t'U:e high~r t!duc~tion? 

:.I. 

\~ 
. Is this what they should do? ,,' 

" ", 

o 

ar~ oaccomplish'1ng 
,= , 

o 
" 

" 0 

" f 

o 
o 

. b. Art:! the goals, an'! topics' appropriate to th~ needs of criminal justic~ facul ty'! 

, 9. 

G 

) 

I., C,', 

(\~.1 .-j 

) 

~ , 

I 
j .. , , " 

d,P 

I ~:\ () 

What gl.HL~ral conmu:!nts would you like td maket;!oncerning the Faculty" Development 
Workshops? 

,\ 0 

o 
, v 

I,l 

t 
.I 

II 

o 

-~, =~,=~ """""""-'-"""-~-C''''''''''''''''--''---__ ....,..,j_'''''''''''-''''' ___ ''''' _______ ''', .r""""-"'"....,,=-

\) . 

''1' \, 

!) 

1111 

II 
c' 

.' . 

~\ 
./, 

.; 

o , 

o 

1 ' 
Q 

roJ,low-up Cva1uatioll 
Faculty Development Uorksh()p 

"Su.mm~r, 1980 a ' 

,1 

0" 
(J 

o 

Q" ,r1ea,~e respond toOnnd ret\lrll, 'in tho pre-~dd~eHsed 'f!llVel()pe enc!o$eli, ,.th~ 
£ollm.;ring, ~tuestions regarding the workshop Yh~ch ~.Oll attended. ,~ 

o 

" " 

As with the previous evariJation, all replJ,es Fill b!;1 held Htrictlvconf:i.Dden­
tia],., and no i~i:lividual will be identified \/itll his or her responses~ 

n " 
.~ r 

1. HO~l relevant were the . 'workshop toPdcS ,to your u~n:'l, and. career interestn? 

Topics 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

, p,. 

I) 

, t I 

P,1ease, cheqk each scale to i.ndicate: 

little 
no use (\ use 

I, 

possibly 
useful 

vcr'! 
tiseful ",:: uHeful 

r 

--~I~~--~~------~~----~~--------~~.~~ 
I I 

--~~--~~----~--------~I~,,_, ~~I~ 
I I v 

~ Q7 ~ 

2.· To what extent are. you., using, or pian to Qse, ,information or '~t1o"lledf'~ p.:ainec1o, 
. .from· the ~jorkshop?:, 4J ,;, 

cr~' fr 

o 

no us~ 
little 
usc 

po~sihlv 

u~efllJ. 

vcr'.' 
1!.HI~ful 

r;.. :i 

~'I~·~o~.~:·~r~~~I~~'i~~,~I~~~ 
3. Gan you state any \\lay, or. ways, "in '""hicll you are t,udur., 'or qlCln to use, 
info1:'mat.ion, kUQwledne" or in~ir.;htso gainel~Dm the {,'orksh()p'! 

o 0 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

() 

o 

o f 
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r ' 0 

1 
4.' . Since 

',' purposes, 

J a 

,the ~,orkshop, havL. you corresponded t-1ith, or contacted for ;ln~ormi1tional 
anyo of the faculty or participants of th~ "lOrkshop; 

\\ 

110 contact \\pnt! cont~ct mOre than 
one I!!ontad: 

~ ij~ 

5. 1-lhat, in pt:lrUc'ular, d'id you find most useful about the ",orkshop? 

6. 

7. 

, (:;.. 

c 

What", in partic.ular, did you find least useful about the vlorkshop? 

How would you rate the value to y~u of: 
(, . 

~o 

value 
little 
value 

o 

possibly 
,valuable Ya'luahle 

very 
valuable The Content of th~ 

Workshop 

~ c 

~) 

__ J-________ ~~--£P--~.~I--------~~~--------~---~ 

8 ' .' 

9. 

. .~ 

. The Teaching Effective 
tl;t:!ssof the Faculty' 

The Interae.don ",ith 
Other PCl;rticipants 

no 
. value 

I 

no 
valu~ 

! little 
valu~ 

little 
valu~ 

pOl;lsibly 
valuable 

. possibly 
"valuable 

valuable 

valuable 

. very .. 
valuable 

,.\. 

v~ry 
valu~ble 

·10 •. Do you believe that such workshopsar~of s.ufficien~ WO.~t11 that they sho,~ld 
be continued? 

yes 'no 
, " 

11. .'. If you allswer.ed"yes" to IflO, ~lhati ~o you think would be'the most apprQPr;i.~tE!. 
C0~ fi,lllcii;'hgsow~ce? ;:, 

\:
' "- . 

. 

\.' , .. . , . \. 
. 1 

, , 

o 

[) 

u{) 
I' 1(\ ' . 
f... ,-" D 

J 
, t 

• .j .. 

-:~~~r~~-'----"~:-'_C-_-··~---

n 

l ,. 

" Ie 

," 

.. " -3-

12. If you ansvlered 
asmos to appropriate 

(l~:_ 

"yes" to 1110, 'Ql1h~t agency 
to Spollso

c

r and ad~liIJ.;ls t(ar 
or organization ~lOuld you rep.ard 
such worlcshops? , . 

t 

(f-=C:-I 
13. If you answered "yes" to' 1110, 

such workshops? 0 

l<lha.ttopi'cs' wou1d you retommend be covered in 
1 

. ,I 

14 .. 

15. 

J 

What .is your overall ,evalu<!-tion of the l'lorkshop ",hich you nttended? 

. very 
poor 

ir 
poor so-so 

'·1 o . 

good 
very 
good 

Any addit.:i.onq!-. comments? (Use another sheet, if neceSStlr~T) 

16 •.. Your nam~ (will be delE7,ted afi s()on ~s:, questionnaires are coded) 

< "(,'" 

", 

o 

-~1 
.\ 

::.,' 

,', .. ~ 

() 

., 

I . 

.' 
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U. S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
LAW !;;NFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION 

DATE 
o 

MEMORANDUM FOR FILE 
8 

April 1, 1981 o TELEPHONE CALL o 
NAME AND ORGANIZATION Old/CALLER 

~----------------------------------------~----------------------------------------~~o C" 0 SUBJECT 

c 

Final report of Grant #79-CD-AX-0002 to San Jose State University Foundation, 
"Faculty Development vJorkSrlOps" 0 

ACTION REQUIRED \J 

~Distribution to Acquisition Dept., NCJRS 
o 

CO~MENTS: 

ACTION TAKEN 

Di s tri bOuti on 
Q 

u 

Five copies of,the above~,cited fjnal project report are forwarded herewith. 
(J . ~ 

One copy--.remains in the Manpower, Training and Evaluation Division, Office of 
Crimi~a»Justice Programs, LEAA. ., . 

One copy h,~s been forwarded to the O'flfice of the Comptroller, OJ~RS. 
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\ "ACQUlSIT!ON& 
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-, 
Coordinated with: 

.' -
Information Copies to: 

Confirmation Copy to: 

&
TIT LE Jean F. Moo'ref Coi ef 3 'Wanpower Oev. SIGN'~URE 

, Educ., Manp,ower, ralnlng a EValuatlOn A"" ~J. ~ 
Div., Office 0t. Criminal JusticGJProgr?ms " 
LEAA Form 1331./6 (4-72) Replaces LEAA-ADMIN-31 whtch may be use\i.hntil supply is ex:hausted. 
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