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i ° - FACULTY DEVELOPMENT WORKSHOPS ; N CJ R 5 " thao"y research and statistics in crmlnal Justlce and crmnology Dy': i
. . ’ : . ; < : . @ E
IR PROJECT REEPORT 7 e N 1. Instruci-mg faculty on the most recent research fmdlngs in the | [
I aau OCTOBER 27, 1980° ‘ ‘ : . : TT=£ield; ’
IR _ : ) ACQUESE. 2. Improving the~ievel of kncmleoge about research met 0 )
: . N - o = : l ) S N n'p g = \I &‘(
) I. Background. | S ~ ‘ U 7 and how to use it in their currlcular settmgs and. aczde'uc ’
;"‘*‘ : ’ : i N 7l .”x
S 0 . 3 '
e The Faculty Develo;ment horkshops project represents a collabora— . roles, ’
' :
by tion effort between the American Society of C:cnmmoloqv _the San Jose 3. Preparmg em‘C’lleeS to read and understand current social i
S ° State University and the Office of Criminal Justlce E}ducation and ‘I‘ram— - and behavioral science reports, Journals and books:; and o .
4 a \ )
b - ing (OCJET) to develop and deliver four tralmng workshops on a varlei-y 4. E:xpandm.. the OaDdblllty and confidence of enrollee; to J.n-— V4
i of.topics to c:rmu.nal Just;ce and criminology educators in communi ty ’ struct m the:.r teacm.ng areas. ’ .
| V4 college, co]_lege and um_ver51ty settmgs. Q'\ : . ‘To achieve the:e goals c.nd oojectlves, the. pro _;ect was oes:.gneo »
. The Execut_we Board of the American Society of Cr:.mmology served to develop a program of readings, - Class materials, sample course out-
i on the Adv:.sory Board of the pro_]ect setting pollcy parameters ‘assist- lines, faculi'y and other currlculum oomponents 1nto four ocoherent
R : 8 O
/. ing in identifying faculty , and prov:_dlrg match fof grant purposes ~ workshops to L’TprOVE"tl'B enmllees understandlm of the 'topic areas
[ e e ‘ . . : 3
in, terms of contrlbut:ed tlme and effort. N — N -, of: o Toe e TS s T P
5 " The sponsor (m) provided a grant«n the amount’ of $78,5 i . (&) Evaluat:.on ‘techniques; SR i
e mnervzrlte costs associated with delivery of the products and (B); Appllcatlon of statistics to criminological problems
has also provxded assistance in.terms of grant policy and resolutlon (C) Current research and PfaCthES in criminal justice; and
- - “w®a” o ' ) ) ' ¢
- '-7"  of needs and issues, The OCJET grant number is 79.CD-AX-0002. " .= (D) Krmlecge and use of theory. ' Ty ’
3 3 l
The San Jose State University has served as the mplenent:_ng agern- - @ The wO*‘kS"‘OpS were to have been developed over a nine-month period
- . cyand grantee. Harq Allen was the Pro_)eﬁt Dl.recbor, and the San Jos; | and, "esented one tlme per topic during the suamer oF 19’79 to classe_
L, SRR i U7 Lo
State Um.vers:.ty Fourdation reference nurber :Ls 02093633. ' of 30 stments in four reglo,nal, locations. ’I’*se delay in securing s .
: The pz:oposa1 was sutmitted on Septenb& 26, 1978; approved and sponsor approval, however, led to too little time to organize for de- .
Q . : . - ) 5 B . N | - 4, ) « i;“
S funded on April 18 1979; and w:.ll ”ter“u.nate on or about: February 1, delivery of wor%cs}ops; and the targeted time-window became the Summer &
1981 ’!-r,\ E 0 . | . . of 1980. B = - 2 o : u:::.i ‘;
. . . 7 g ° i &7 . r A
II. Objectives. =~ S : ) . . s ~ . . B f
\ o ‘ : . . =y o }'_ : . ’ o . @ . @ ﬁ\g “
., The project was designed to iprove the quality of teaching of ' = 2 °
B . . . ‘ > i L ¢ e
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To measure project oo*ectlve achievenent, .an external evaluator

dontract was let and Charles iatthews was tl':e_,successful' vendor, as-

. - . : o
s 0

sisted in this proJect b\ Eugene Ringuette. The researcn’design for
the evaluation effort calls fol a po—t—mrksmg follow-up, and the s

evaluatlon‘\report is due approx:l.mately erxi—ol.—Decenbe:' l980, with

£

&upl:.catlon and dissemination in January 1981. Thus thid reoo t is

& N ° ki IJ‘(I

- concerned w1th process rather than project evaluatlon.

& i ©
T

III. Significant Events. : e e
’ v h The grant award notice arrived on April 20: 1979. On Apzil 25,
| the project director initiatec & r&qr.estk for a 'no—additlona‘. J COSt ex-
‘tension of the prOJect to end on October 31 1980. 'I‘his was later
L fur:ther‘ exter‘deo to January 31, 1981, to acccmodate the post—work-
U shop fOllOlrJ—ilJp olmmnent of the project evaluat.lon research qe51gn.
) The Advisory Cammittee initially met on May 12, 1979, in quu'nous,
Ohlo ‘at wnich tJ.me tne roles of the Advisory Ccmruttee ware explored,

, - proposals Sar external evaluatlo were re\;lewed, and potentiz} work-
D - 3

N . ;
h ° & !

g sl*np sites identified. ) e

. | Charles Matthews was selected as the exte.rnal evaluato.. and the

-

to resolve the ranaimrr; fiscal issues to the satisfaction of the pro-

N

i o ° . o

, Ject director. -
) ' S
B Over the next elcbt monthns, worksknp sites were 1c1en..1f1eo hot

it

&

facilities 1‘n o-those site areas were site—visited, j,;faculty oo-ltracr-

l 0
were negotiated and fmallzea and coo"dlnators and faculty were re-

cruited. In addition, over 9,000 potentlal attendees were identified

]

and their names ‘and addresses affixed to labels., Tne pro;ec* monLtor

B » . .
' : i i ‘O

i

workshop ‘waa favombly recelvec desplte the a'u.nous cnen occurmc

Advisory BEoard suggesteq that the project director continue negotiations
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also.marshalled names ard addresses of traditionally and predominantly

. minority academic institutions for inclusion in the mail-out of rﬁv\\tiﬁ-

= ©

n R o o .

B By Aprll 1980 the curr iculun ooordlnators and faculty were in

place, contracts were bemg slgned and bmclmres were m ‘the prmt

cycle.’ In all, app::‘ox.lmtelv 14, OOO broc}mres were prlnted and d:.s-

trlbuted from San Jose and Cbltmous in two waves of mall—outs
= 72 s g )

IV. T’ne Workshops. - 2 (

The follmng workshopa were; r‘onductec. Times, faculty, data L

Iy

on attendees, and top:.cs are descmmd

\l Criminal Justice Proqram ang Prolec" Evaluatlo’a Tecnm,quw,

Gordon Waldo, Ctx‘rlculun Cooralmtors Elleen (Nagel ) Ber’lstem and

§

William Rhodes, faculty. This workshop was conducted at-the Dallas .

(|

Sheraton, Dallas, Texas, on J‘iune ;8-12, There were 21 attendées, of .

whom 3 were fenale two were Blacrx, and one was Paﬂlstanl—A"erlca

o

Informal feeabacx fror tne external evaluator: lmlcata': that tr:c-

o

as the Dallas Sher:aton was uparacum their a.lr condlt.xomm system.

This necessitated turning the system off for three days, the ’last

W

-of which was the day the workshop began.” 7 s wmeen el

2. Appllcatlon of I‘heo*x . 8 1.'*a.r:al ‘Justice, Don"Gibbons, cur- .

o

riculun Coorcinator; Ken Polx and Katnryn rarr, facult'»" 'l‘“nis work—

0

shop was comuctea at he Fawcett Center for ’Ibrmrrow ’[‘he Oth State

in
1 4

Umvers:.ty Columbus, Ohlo. ‘I‘here were éS attemees, of whon 3 were
female and 1 was East Indiarn. 'I’wo Rlack attenaees were scheaulea to ",
appeal out cancelled at, the last moment, c:.tln:, lac}\ of 1nst1tut10nal

resources to underwrite the res:.‘aual costs o* attendan("e. Again,, -pre—
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liminary f}edback from the on-site evaluator 1nd1eated a favorable Do : f. First, J.t is recam\endexi t}Lt addltlonal efforts of this™™ ;
b ! 7 . o - . . ‘ o * é’;
- . \e\aluat(iwon, wlth some reservation reflected by a%tend‘ees as to the - ° . nature |1 cul ur‘ly m workshop form, "be oon51dered for the future 3
@ “ i . . © . .‘ B ) o ] 5 " i :
7 : ) ¢ appropriateness of certam currlcultm materials and assumptions. * ” £. as an on—gomg serv:.ce to the discipline and area. ’ )
4:;/: : : o 8
: | g o In aa..ltlon, as in Dallas, the attendees were qm.te diverse, had e , 2. mtutp fund_lnﬁx should continuzs to be s*ructuree so that at-
st = multlple expectat,,ons about the works‘mp. and came to the Work~ - . rendees pay a part of the cost of these efforts. The portlon of
o i ~shop for smet:mes shafply dlfferent reasons. costs +o be bome b\( pa.rtlcn.pantS. however, should be a percentage
o Co =) ’:g ¢ ¢ .
@{, e 93, Statlstlcax Applled to Crlmnal Justlce and ("&mnoloq_z Rob\ert of the sponsor costs.A In this pmjec:t;, the reglstratlon fee of $70
P o .. Figlio, curriculum ecordlnatq;, Paul- Tracy and Janes Fox, faculty. ; represented approxmately 10% of the sponsor—allocated per person.
¢ A This, ’the third workshop, was held in San Mateo, California, July 13- cost, and this might reaso nably be ed to contmue.
Y T f ‘ . 17. There were 16 attendees, of whom two were wanen and .one was Chi- 3. ot} fundlm source:-: should be explocee, partlcularlv with-
O O‘ / T - nese- 1can The diverse backg s of ‘participants and expx - in the Department of Labor, National Instltute of Justice, and Depart
j‘b C tions of attendees was most evident in this workshop, although the SR ¢ of Health, Education and Welfare. - . .
° & - ‘external evaluator roted that sati'g%ectidn increased. sharply in.the 4. It is rempnﬁed that such training and eaucatlon efforts
: B last two days of the workshop, ;as the dui*riculun was refochsed. of the Society contlnue in the collaboration moqel rather than at-
~—y < ' 4. Contemporary Practices, John yp. t.onrad currlculum coordmato-. ting to 1ocate a suitably competent, more pemament' anployee
e gl sl e : T 9] » ) .
- ‘ ’ S Donne Hamparlangaxn Leo Cerroll aculty. 'I?}'(;ere were 29 attenaees‘ - ~ ' of the Society who mgh)t‘. undertaxe such education and traininc ef-
K o | at this mrkei’npf: of whom eight Were women (ard. 21 were men. Gemer I fdrts. Alternatively, if pew f&rﬁing;; options were to emerge and the
mtwlthstamlng there were five Blacks, one East Indj:an—American" ' Society | me more fiscally viable, or if membership numbers and
am one Panstam—Amerlcan Feedpack fram the external evaluator L o ) were to increase, the latter optlen rmfght pe reconsidered. ’
R ES£§EZE: 20, the proj . Girector perceives thistohevetsen 5. I & venture such as the Faculty Develoment Workshops were
R ) §oof P R AR c e i o
A : themst su(ct\):ess&ul of the ‘w4 shops. L S (T R e " tobe remltlatec There would pe Lnree maJoL eccrrmenaatmnb:
. . ’10,« ‘ . ‘ = O’[?_‘,;~ N . : . - .
L2 Recamencatmns. AN - . S S (l) Sollc1tatlon brochues should c.learly anc speCL.:Lcallw ident~
; The projec:t du‘ector has several reoannendatmns to the Advxsor-v N ify app ropnate 1evels of attendees, roles, SUDJeCt matter
o : ° ' “ Boara regarding the faculty deve._ognent mrksl‘op e‘fort and future " # and specific tasks to be undertaken.
L efforts. Most of Jthese are future—d:.recteq rather than W;nx, . (2) Two, workshops on the same topic ought to.run mncomnltantl}' s
SR ) 4 : . . N o
Ed o j RO . G N B
e Rt seRan,. - N with one starting a day later, to minimize travel costs
e ( ’ u 2 s 2 7 /‘K> - 5 : ¢ = " . :
¢ L ) . : 2 ) e 9 and maximize faculty resources. ’ o E ‘ )
i _I;‘ T ,;::;:‘ " - “5— ' - i . . : N
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‘—‘Q‘ ] ) - \'\1, & 6‘ ; - . -
- t:‘w . P ? f &) 3 v N & i TR > %
: N AR ‘ R " . E
“ b



@

\, = b - J,LV . o , JM ) 3 - ] . ) ’ ) : - T
”*/\ ’ 0o i ° e b !
PR o o b @
\ B T @ © a
’l ’ B RSO b ' =
. = N L T
- - . i . .‘il/;' R < - t B . {FL g ot . s .E? ,
s R « B ‘ @ " f 5 n , ° “rf‘_" :\ ’ ) =
v » (3) Workshop dates and locations, shoul@ be established and , i 4 ’ " '
o =y R ? . . ” B “; ,‘ k=3 R | :
‘ : R . o , . ’ ©ob R ¢ g ,5
oo routinely advertised, so attendees might schedule around ) t S . Yo B
- . o - o . ‘(; - ; ‘f”
the workshops during the surmer season. & i
T ’ » - 2 = :
% . oo A
2 6. The xranbezsl‘up should be surveyed on a routine bas:.s to de~ o S ; . |
@ - ’ C o ’ ‘ o i | E
‘termine which eme.mgmg t‘DplC issues they might like to see moorpo- a R o > i
. n -~ EVALUATION REPORT ;
ated in a continuing educatidn effo_rt. ’I‘h;Ls might be coordmated o Ca, T . S /,'\ © S : ° ' . } }
. | g [ oM o B
*  with the annual dues billing, or either included in The Crimi'r‘nlog_lst. ‘ ; e o O e - ‘ T
! 9 » j @ 0 : FACULTY DEVELOPMENT WORKSHOPS
’ VI. Firlal Remrt. s s N L “ . A\\\‘ . o, [
= 5 0 V\\\ . I
o i
A copy of the external evaluation report will be distributed ,} R T . SP'DHSOI-‘ ed bY A '
B o ' ~ < S e Arfierican Socaety of, CrlmJ.nonogy }
] in Jamuary 1981, and the project file will be closed at that time. ' i e San Jose S‘ ate Unlvers:Lty ?
e - i N . = 9 1 o 5 K S
o § N el . . \ fe .
E The evaluation report will be forwarded to the Columbus,office for- 3 % . §
0 .o - . . 2 s 500 i
B _filing and related purposes. ° . : : 25 - .o ° i
® . o ) it B i
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. : L . el ‘f~'l o ) " ‘
e P , -f - ;‘The raculty gevelopment Workshops had fo&r express objectlves.““ﬁ
. ‘ X : J: : o -
& ', . S R ! b
‘ ) . N o e LR E S 1. To 1nstruet faculty on most recent research ﬁlndlngs in
‘ ' ‘ "R i their fleld o . ’ g
e, oE M < o ';?A . e o W \ ey : - O . - X " ' @,
TR X o fo " 2. To improve the level of knowledge about research method-
T b , _ t A . , ology and how to use“its currlcular settlngs and academic
b T " . CONTENTS : 1re S e S
Vg R TR k. E. 2 °' 3. To prepare ‘enrollees to read and, understand current social
INTRbDUCTION. ceona wone i ". R 1P P I . I ) 1 . _and’behavioral sgience reports, periodicals, and ‘books. ..
o ‘ . '“'trTf4k: o R 18 ’4. TO - expand the capablllty and confidence. of enrollves to
ANALYSIS OF FINDINGS * 8 o W0 2 2 e s en s . LI -»-,: LI ~'dz sosssT s ,Qf 2 : g-“u :J.nStruC‘t ln thelr teaChlng areas . . .
L 4I. Evaluation Instruments.,.....a...,..,...;.;.....,,f.; 2 ‘' 2ar . o
' JIT. Results...._....,......l......;,@....L...,.....;..}..;31 1 . ’ It was proposed that five questlonnalres be admlnlstered in
S P AV Workshop Evaluations.............;.....,..;ﬁp.. 5 N | ; order to assess these objectives; however, it was 1oglst1cally
e f,lﬁ General Workshop, Management/Organlzatlod:;. 5. . R not possible to formulate and administer- the Pre-test and Post-
2;"Rat1ngs of Faculty ﬂharacterlstlcs_,,,__;,, 7 i % Cat test contentkmeasures. The problems encountered ‘with regard
3. Value of DlSCUSSlon Se551ons..............;AQ°w ) & 4 . to these measures-were due to the faet that the four workshops *
4. General. Evaluatlons of Worksho s R -;11w’. B oA dlffered 1n «content, and there ‘was insufficient time for the
;v1° b p "“"'h""sl"  \ & respect1Ve facult1es~t0 provide needed material. Thus, four.
T . 5. Free Response” Evaluation Comments..,.,,r,.fl A , § - : instruments were used although, as will be reported below,
L : S T Faculty s Evalyation of Workshops......j§...l5 ; an Interest Assessment and Evaluation®was introduced in the
: ujB,‘lFollow—up nValuatlons....................%. y..lg"‘ | ; thlrd workshop at San Mateo, Callfornla,, ) e
j\_{ ' . l. WOI'kShOp Elements.t e 0 e s ‘o e % o 8 @ a v es s g s s e ‘:_c o » 19 - ‘b;‘—'.‘:.o = . : i '\° o
. - 2., Usefulness of Iﬁ?ormatlon.;9,..p.s_.,..h.,gal R it - i i
3. UsefulneSs Of TOPiCS....wicciosseannnciasss22 ' 1 | R o : . »
1 4. . ActualUse of Information. ...iveeaerennsnl 24 g .
. . ,§531_Part1c1pants” Sentiments Regarding D g . .
v - ' Continuation of Such WorkshopsS...:eeeessss. 25 ] '
2 o = . 6, -Free Response Follow-up COMMENtS...seessees 26 _ 3 4 ¢ .
e C." Correlates of Workshop Rat1ngs.......;...5%;&,.26Q‘ - 1 - . ]
I R 1‘ ) Type Of IntereSt- Mo s s e aeiesesanesan . ece ’-‘c 0 4o 26 : ’ - . B
' 2. orkshop Evaluation Variables,....,........29 g - D
| ; '3; Follow—up Varlables...........,....,.,q..r.31 } ' . . B : '
rSUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS................................,...35» S [ } | w
L5 ’ B 4 v o) B =
.o ' T -’ 3 ‘
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" ANALYSIS OF FINDINGS -

~ I.. Evaluation Instruments e . d

Lo}

- The follow1ng 1nstruments were used in the workshop evalua-
tions. Coples of these 1nstruments are included in Appendlx
A. : , s :

A. Facﬁlty Evaluation of the Workshop

This questionnaire was completed 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, plannlng and organlzatlon, and
Qworkshop goals. ‘ ' i

i

*¥\§ B. Blographlcal Data anamWOrkshOP Evaluatlon by ~

/.~ _Participants

: VA o
At the éugclu51on of each workshop, a session was’
reserved darlng which the workshop part1c1pants com—
pleted this.instrument, under the direction of one
of the evaluators. This questionnaire included items
related to biographical data, ratings of facultyy
workshop management, discussion sessions, expecta-
tions, likes and dislikes regarding the workshop,

\fand overall rat;ngs of the workshop-:» ,
NN ‘

" C.. Follow—up,Evaluatlon

- This questlonnalre was mailed to the workshop parti-
‘. cipants approx1mately two months after the workshop
and after the Fall semester.or gquarter beginning ‘at
most schools. The rate of return was 63%. Fifty
two Of ‘the 82 participants completing evaluation
forms at all workshops returned the follow-up ques-
tionnaire after two malllngs. Th is questionnaire
) 1nclLded items concernlng workshop elemsnts (content,
vteachlng, etc.), topics, usefulness and actual use of
information obtained, overall rating, and free res-
ponse items regardlng most and least useful aspects
of the workshop.w~ :

[

i

Do Interest Assessment. e T - . S

It was orlglnally proposed that' the content learned : s i
by participants would be assessed by pre-post content ¢
_measires. - It was ‘not pos51ble to do this because the

workshop faculties were not able to prov1de content
material sufficiently in advance of each workshop to -
prepare the pre-postmeasures.- An attempt was made to ' ¢
‘use such an insStrument at the first workshop, but the _ .
¢ range of materlal available was too narrow to be a
"meanlngful representatlon of the workshop content.
Therefore, procedures to assess initial participant
_ interest and rating of their satlsfactlon were devel- i
- oped. The, .questionnaire used asked the part1c1pants
tc ‘indicate the  type’' of interest they had in the work--
. shop. topicH, (thls part of the instrument was admin-.
" . istered at’ the beginning of the workshop), and later, P o
(at the end of the workshop), they were asked to rate .. '“f
‘the extent to which ‘these interests had been met. o .
. : S

o

)

CIT. Results e - o
: _——\) : : . . b
The descrlptﬂve statistics presented below were derived from : :
‘responses tollthe items on the evaluation instruments. Statis~ ‘
- tical tests oﬁ significance would be of doubtful value because :s
of con51derataons related to the characteristics of rating C
scales. themselves, the differences between. the workshops, .
.and the large number of possible comparisons. These statis- . iy -
% tics are presented under. the two general headings of Workshop
Evaluatlon anhd: Follow—up Evaluatlon. s

A third sectlon reports the results of statistical analyses ‘
almed at determining the factors related to the part1c1pants ‘ S
‘evaluations of the workshops. This was intended to prov1de S
informatioh regarding success factors which mlght be used 'in '
future workshop plannlng. ‘

¢ . R

" Table 1 presents a summary of biographical data regardlng the }% ®

.workshop participants. - Considerable diversity is indicated,.
the . poss1ble relevance of Whlch will be considered later.
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e Participants' Biographical Data Summary'f”e A A

N
#

9
2
i

- [

T e l. Gw eral°Workshop Management/Organlzatlon ‘

iy

3

. L
cog ? E

"Dailas; Célumbusb San Mateo Phlladelphla_e

s Seven elements of workshop management were rated

.- *7 .. by the part1c1pants. -Means and standard devia- -
tions for -each of these eleménts, by workshop, ' A
are presented 1n.Table 2. Financial arrangements.'4 .
Fao;lltles, ‘Meeting rooms, and Meals recelved Cs
. positive. ratings., Content, Materlals, and Or— - ,
ganlzatlon recelved equlvocal ratlngs. o nLe

Age o - S ‘42,5 43.9. 44.4%{ SR 41 5 f;ff“‘

‘NI\

- Xcu. Teachlng Load 8.9 <~ 9.7 7.8 10 3Q

M-

X Years Teachlng C. J. iélsi >7.é‘ _'~£f8;3;5  ,;' 7 l .
S Percent_Tlme Research,'lléz : 16.4  17.1 . :.l1¢o _i
. P DN R . . . o‘ ‘ o v B ;, . ' o o i o y

"*Rank o E ' R : Sy

- i}‘ ‘ . S : = l, o . ’ » . ‘ u ° - 3 o
R é Instructor _ b 1 2 3 Sta 1 . X
: ) ) R e i " . . T, R ; g < ‘
Assistant .. - - 8 .5 -3 o SN VA oo a
IR N R | P R T o : B S ST . W ) :
. ° S . 1 i o W I . . G N LI [ L s .
L A . Associate 6 - - .6 -3 ~ L8 o ?

e -+ pProfessbr. ., - 1 4, 5 5

-

- . Al i " ’ . y
Partlclpant‘s Prlmary o I R
“Field Afflllatlon . Dallas Columbus * San Mateo Philadéiphia

3,

[
0
A

O R R R £ S 2.

w8001oloc

Polltlcal Sc1encevf; 1 » 0 “fr _“ow r:; c T 1e¢'

o) R ) /‘ . ’ . -
- . - - R : 53
. i / o P

, EcOanics B R+ BT | B L IR ¢ I

y D ' PR , . N . L i ; 3 ‘

oo ; Health B L ' . 4 O . i . . O S l Ce R 0 L ol P E
2 < PR SR P A = l o ' ¢
7‘Bu51ness A L0 -0 2 A 6 A L ) j

) . N P . & " K ) o} < : V','

g " o " : ' ° a G [

1Career Counsellng IR B 0 - e 0, . e 0 S o

oy

Py
2]

S AT i R R

,fJob#COrps;g_ : ‘  1 :‘ -0 | ; ‘O“ : "'_Of

. Law Enforcement L O , :
, Tralnlng ST 0 2 S 0

i

23Correctlons R o 0. . 'anAﬁ,V,[‘, 'li, Sy
.Admlnlstrators( ) ,‘37%) e (6%) (20%) - 1;7 (27%)fﬁ;6
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‘-2; Ratlngs of Faculty Characterlstlcs

-SlX dlmen51ons of teachlng were rated by the.

partlclpants., These included Leadprshlp, Abil-

ity tO*Communlcate, Organlzatlon.

Content, Rel--

}»evance to Your Needs, and ‘Use of- Weachlng Aids..

The means and standard dev1atlons of the ratings
of the’ faculties of the four workshops are pre-

sented 1n Table 3.

o

Each‘faculty person was ratéd on each of the six
dlmen51ons on :a seven-point scale, Thus, the
total possible score for the three faculty per-
sons of -a given workshop on a given dimension is
21, and the lowest possible: score is 3, The mid-
point of the scale for a given workshop's faculty
on any one dimension is 12, 'and, given the stand-
ard deviations obtained, -1t may be said that an
equlvocal rating between poor and excellent would
fall w1th1n the approx1mate range of % to 15.

..

Wlth the the possible & ceptlon of "Use of Teach—
'ing aids," the mean ratlngs are uniformly in the

positive d;regtlon, though not markedly so.
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T their ratrngs‘“£et

e‘results obtained from responses to these items
-, appear 1n Table " 4

B

3. Value of.DiscuSSion SeSSioné T ﬁ//

Two atems on the Evaluatlon referred to dlscus—~
sion sessions? frequency (too many, enough “not
enough) and beneflt ‘gained (7-p01nt scale). The

‘At. only one workshop did the
‘majorlty of the participants 1nd1cate that there
had not been enough discussion tlme, the part1c1—
,pants at that Workshop were more equlvocal in
e»beneilts .of discuss 1on ses= .

'Slons., o , o L . e

Y]

e

S

P

2
g

IS

L

@ pamm

L
] %
i o % o
’ “ ) g
o
L,
- Y
15
o
o ” o , .
a B .
o ‘.4.“]
4 i
=] N o
e
¢ ES
) o
o
-
' f? o
1 v 2
=0 o
o
smon S ¥Rmgam
&Y 5
a = o
\\8 6 u
u ® o
el Q
£ 5
v =
b !
3
A
Y
(o]
o Ry o
5
o
e 3
&
Z ) [z L o o
¥ . o
<)
i o o Jv
3 & =
L
2 :
©
7 7 @ °,
o o
<
- 0, A -
- o [£) H
] .
)
14 &
[1 .
Bl
= N
= o
i 43
% i )
. . .
¢ ek s
.
Q
5
14
2 o
lal
]
«
o
- s © -
= = . v
14 [
e
o B
0 N « .
=
] -
g
S
’ -
o} o5 - °
5 i k3 &
- @ ‘}



¥

w0

@

¥y oa”
i

/

o
i

g e e e g e e i,

&

‘scale: (l=Not At All; 5.5 =

.

Z

y

Ty

i~ suﬁﬁ V
Columbus

Frequénéy of

Discussion Sessions

Too Many, .. -
 Enough
. Not Enoﬁghu )

Benefit from

Discussion Sessions

7=Very Much) @

s}

f

‘jg*?f

D

N

2]

e
It

San Mateo -

.E_

k3

|

I

3 - 17.65

P———

1707 1008

|

3. 17.65 ..
‘1 64§7 ”

BES

B

- . .
K : B @ K
o " B o o A N 4
K . N . [ o n [
> : s } . 5
b} I :{;'g/ o 5 > ’, ) g
o , " ) & no
»* i~
. e . N Y .
) V4 @
2 3 @ Ty b o
€ N Vi B
» P @ o °
<, T ‘ " ﬁ i = 7 -
Lo B S o o . ¢
(. ° o 40 : ) ks "
s R ° . ' / . [
[ z - B
[ = : . . ° . ‘o
1o © P ) <]
[ : P “ . A v
T, R . L
iy : . . , : S
it o | | \ ) .
i ’ . X R e X o a . L ©
Py . . . . = 5 °
@ ) . K\ s : . L o -
. (/} N R L \‘—’ ¥ o
- " A H) ' : 41.‘
i o o
e
= - - e - e e
1 o @
& m o 12 ) 6 L, ) >
A8 K
@ .. TABLE 4 :
@ : 3 L : Co . @
-~ o™ . oy i . ] . . ' s .
% - Ratings- of Discussion Sessions :

Philadelphia

N %

i

10

ST

%

]
”
=
[
R
&
o
>
“
ik
/R
E
&
o
"

I
o
1 4
n
«
N
v
P
o
4
N N
o
i
]
"
iz

e
USRS
bonis
e i
| Y
i



Zoa
. Bl
ks a
s
.
[+
.
‘!‘
i
&
I
.
.
.
il
”
-
=t
P

)

Y w
Q9
© o
,
l o
!
o0
Id
© o
4
.
it
(n‘
:
;
N )
.
LV L.
*
f
(i a— "
. o :
=]
| s .
” Vi =
g 5
&
i

© ¢}

t 2
i [AY \»5)
)
1%
o
o
Re
A - [
i P
°
{s
di
o
7
0
f
5
>
B2
O
QA
o - 9
8]
B
3 Y
N
_—
i
i 0
]
i ;
i
il
] “
o
L v o
113 o =
N o
i
S
= .
! <
o a
o
Y < @
"
®
o !
5 [ o
e
@
x
S
o
) ” >
o
%] s
& .
»
N a3 <

o
o &
]
o
k2l
i
&
I
o
o
=,
’
5
o
iz
4
i o
- Q,
G .
1 .
2
i3
-
Cos B
f
(o) -

4

aakvin

e

iR

. o ) . ’('
4. ‘General Evaluat;ons of Workshops )
kS The means . and standgrd dev1at10ns of three ratings w
- - .are presented ‘in Table 5. , The part1c1pants rated: .
0 (1) " the extent.to which the workshops met partici-
pants' expectatlons, (2) . -overall evaluation of the
: workshops, and (3) the extent to which partlpants
would recommend the workshops to colleagues. The
ratings of meeting expectations and overall ratings
tend -to be equivocal; the ratings regardlng recom- .
mending the workshops to colleagues are uniformly - i,
g in the posxtlve direction. It should be noted that
C0 a large number of responses regarding expectations,
as high as 60% in one case, indicated that the con-
tent of the workshop was not what had been expected.
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b 52- Free Response Evaluatlon Comments

-\\

The partlclpants were ~asked to give reasons for
their overall ratings .of the Workshops.
responses were cla551f1ed as positive or negative
‘and then assigned to categories, according to
whether they referred to the content, the presenta-
tlon/teachlng, or process/organlzatlon of ,the work-

shop.

Two addltlonal items asked partlclpants what they
~ liked most and likedleast about the workshop. The
'responses to each of these items also were (¥ a551—\
fied according to whether they referred to content
.~presentation/teaching, or process/organization.

. The resylts of these classifications are presented
in“Table 6 and Table 7. It would be difficult to
state that the Proportions of positive and nega-
_tive comments in Table 6 differ. It seems clear
that reasons for rating the workshops p051t1vely
referred overwhelmingly to content; reasons for ;
rating the workshops negatively also referred fre-
quently to content, but included more cx1t1c1sms
of presentatnon and process-.

‘TABLE 6

[N

Reasons for Overall Ratlng (Item #27)

=,

Philadelphia
(50%)
12

Dallas : Columbus San Mateo
(59%) (39%) (61%)
Content / 10 6 8
Presentatlon 1 S 0 ' -
“Process .1 [ 2 .1

| (61%)
Content” 7 @

Presentatlon .0
Process =~ 1.

Ol ]
o

R

4

These o i oo

Q) S . I : e TR ™ S

¢ ’ | ; o ‘, ;
W ’
) Referrlng,to Table 7, there was a strong tendency
- to refer "most liked" ‘comments-to the process of
- the workshops, while ™least liked" comments tended Yy
. tor refer to the presentation of the workshops. The ' “
" positive comments' regarding process emphasized "in- '
formallty," interaction," and "exchange of ideas." -
The negative comments regarding: Presentation varled
w1dely, but included comments, such as, "level of
information too low,” "don't like being read to,"
- and "too much tlhe spent on . own 1nterests or work
‘&‘, t !
Py v
B -
! TABLE 7
. s \;“iMost and LeestﬁLiked About'Workshop.
» . Ieem#30-- & o o o
"most liked" - Dallas  Columbus  San Mateo Philadelphia
" " content 26% 0% 28% 253
- ~ Presentation 35% . 33% . 22% 15%
3,; X Process 35% 67% 50% 608
" Item #31- |
| "least liked” !
Content e 25% . 140% 11s 14%
'Presentation 40% ~ 53% 22% 60%
‘Process - . 35% - 7% 67% 26% '
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Faculty s Evaluatlon of Workshops

W B 6-,

Each faculty person responded to a free response
questlonnalre (see Appendix) which asked them-‘“

5 | N ' \8

mf,ﬂf ;,7. L "\ ' : Ui5;r

1. How would you evaluate the fa011-
ities?

Was your advance knowledge of the
. workshop participants adequate to
properly place your presentation?
» Do 'you feel that the information
“rand “instructions you recelved and
the preparatlon “time were adequate°~
o ) . What is your understanding of , the
- L . goals of the workshop and the re-
o S ~»1atlonsh1p of .your presentatron to
- those goals° i
} ; '5.. Was the, format of your presentatlon £
B ' ‘ o ' appropriate or would you suggest
: E » : - changes?
6. Were learning aids avallahle to meet
your needs and properly provrded’

) 7. How would you evaluate the lOngt—
| Y S e I . ical support prov1ded°

. . Each of the responses obtained to questlons 1, 2 4
" Do } 3, 6, and 7 were classified into.categories labeled:
erry negative, negatlve, neutral, positive, or. very
\p051tlve. This clas51flcat10n is presented in Table
It may be seen that Facilities were rated posi-
itively. The:- avallablllty of - learning aids was re-~
y sponded to in a positive manner, generally, but with
noteworthy exceptions. In one 1nstance, an overhead
pro:ector was provided but did not functlon, in an-

Ry f'7 e _d other, the projector could not be enlarged sufficiently

Co - tp be leglble to many of the participants (this was
ST e partly due to the poor quallty of the transparency used}///
R 1m another lnstance, the sound system was very poor.

\\

y., fvi ,‘* 'iyg';f Loblstlcal support was percelved in a p051t1ve manner.'
: ST A The only exceptlon to this 1nvolved mlslnformatlon re=
R L gardlng payment of alrllne tickets. = s

5

N

A .

e : 9

4 \‘\‘E’@- B

Wy

TABLF 8

'Faculty Evaluatlons of Fa01llt1es, ‘

" Advance:

Knowledge of Participants

¥nformation Regard;ng Workshoo,

‘Ava;labll;ty of Learning Aids. and

R

¥ Lgsrsregal_ﬁgpegrt o
. / ‘ Very : s . Veryr
Item #l (Fa0111t1es) ' Poor . Poor Adequate - Good Good
,Dallas i é
Columbus ) o 1 | 1.
© San Mateo - B -
-Phlladelphla S :
. ' 4 4 : . Ver
Item #2 Advance Very =
‘ Knowlzdgé - ) “Poor  Poor 'Adequater ,Goodv Good
Dallas 1 *zy“‘ SRR
- Columbusg T .8 “ . .
‘San Mateo . S " i l‘i -
" Philadelphia , S o o
: ‘%'w - u‘ . - Verx L r. : . Verx
~Item #3 (Information) = . Poor ‘Poor'o _Adequate Good Good .
“. Dallas - 2.1
Columbus R 3 o
San Mateo - 1 , v1 - : |
Philadel hia 5 ‘ 2 B ,
Item #6 (Alds) Poor , Poor Adequate -Good Good
‘V.-Dallas ! 1 1 ‘y%
- .Columbus . 1 2
. San Mateo . R 2
Philadelphia ‘ ‘ ‘ 1 ;
’ ~ Very N Very‘
Item #7 (LOngthS) Poor.. Poor Adegquate: DGood Good
J“"Dallas - . 3
"Columbus } ~ 2 ,,ﬂ
© San Mateo . S v §
~“Philadelphia 3
fép_
P i /.5:’/‘
16

f@‘
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B

AThe'responses to questlon 4 regarding understand-'

ing of godls were cla551f1ed as positive (imply-

- ing understandlng =0T negatlve "(implying mlsunderé'

. This cla551f1catlon is-
It may be)seen that almost-

standing or dlscrepancy)
presented in|Table 9.

thalf of the faculty expressed dlfflculty in under-

standing the- goals or ‘the relatlonshlp of their
presentatlons to those gnals. .Some understandlng

'} of the range of deflculty expressed may be in- _
ferred from responses, such as, "I had - llttle un-— 4

. derstandlng -of the goals and let the participants®

flnterests direct me to a great extent"- "Because

I was not ready for the gtroup"
.not. prior ‘“to theé workshop) I understand that most.
:;part1c1pants were teachlng undergraduate and some

=

: fl

of the lack of 1nformatlon regardlng partlclpants--v
‘"At this time (but

graduate courses and that they were 1nterested in
acqulrlng new course material.. 'Had I known this

_ prior to the meetlng, I would have prepared a some-,vf
,what less v1gorous presentatlon.

i

-~

Ihe)
TABLE 9

'Faculty's;Understanding of
Workshop Goals ‘

. -Item:#4’(UnderStanding of'Goals),

Did Not Have | ‘Did_Have'
,Dallas . 1 o 2
,Columbus v 2 1
: San Mateo 0 - 2
¢ ', Philadelphia 2 1
'; 0 V " » ) ; g . ) ’ l‘:}
Q o
s‘\
) 17

TR S

z )
L . I L
. M i !k

',Tbe responses to questlon 5 regardlng a change in
format, retrospectlvely, were cla551f1ed into those

. indicating changeand those 1ndlcat1ng no . chang
~As may be seen in ‘fable 10, ten of the eleven fac—
.‘ulty WQuld have changed Lhelr presentations. Such’

suggested changes 1ncluded more dlscu551on, work
groups, and u51ng study’ problems, the most frequent
greference, however, was ‘to' changes suggested by the .
“fact that' the partlclpants needs were diverse and
poorly understood in advance. ’

[

TABLE 10 -

Faculty Suggesting Change in Format

‘Item #5 (Format)

‘No_Change‘ «“Change
'Dallas - 3
Columbus . 3s -
~San Mateo _ . 1 o1
*Phlladelphia o ' : .3
& { ’
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B,o‘Follow-qp Evaluatlons’

‘l.‘ Workshop Elements.W

QSlx workshop elements were rated on a seven-point

scale by the participants. These elements were con-
tent,. teachlng methods, discugsion, participantin- .

¥ £ N G50
2

* R
teractlon, ch01ce of topics, and speakers. Table 11
shows the medns: and standard devidtions of these rat-
ings foxr  each workshop, ‘agd well as the means and ?
standard deviations of the participants overall eval—
S e ‘uations of the workshops. Although these means tend
% NFHT to be in the posltlve dlrectlon, they are malnly
ST .;equlvocal LT et o .
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! Evaluation of Workshop Elements = Lo ‘
a ! ' Y s : 0 Ttem
. 5 - . ® _ . ‘ 0 i_(a . ‘
S . Workshop ' LT Participant Workshop  Presenters/ Overalls
" Workshop N Content Teaching: Discussion Interaction Topics ' Speakers- Evaluation
: v ' : Mean: ' S.D Mean S.D Mean S.D Mean S.D Mean S.D Mean S.D X 8.D
Dallas (16) . 3.6 1.0 3.5 I.0--3.6 .96 3.6 .96 3.4 T 3.5° 189 | 3.6 .8I
v ’ ° ‘(> <» o ¢ - ’
Columbus. . - (9% 3.4 .88 3.2 1.1 3.1 1.7 °3.1 1.1 3.0 1.1 3.3 1
San“Mateo ° (10)  3.r .88 . 2.7 . .67 3,5 71 3.6 1.1 2.8 1.0 2.9 .88 |3.1. .74
Philadelphia (18) 3.6~ 1.1 3.1 1.1 - 3.5 .98 3.8 1.&/ 3.8 .73 3.5 .99 [3.4 1.3
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2. ‘Usefulness of Information — ° . . R . &j ~ B
‘ - ' ,Each‘participant was asked to rate the usefulness 5oL &
: Part1c1pants were, asked to respond ‘to the: item, 2 .,0f the-topics of the workshop which He/she had at-
"Did you find the .information gained from, the work- 7 1 tended. Two 'of the workshops covered seven topics, \
e shop useful?" Their responses to this item are o - and two coveged elght topics. The means and stan- Co
. ,summarized in Table 12. It may be seen that a very i ' . dard deylatlons’or,these ratings are shown in Table R
e large~major1ty of the participants in each work- . A 13.  There is a fairly strong positive trend. in
shop responded p051t1vely. - o ‘ o these topic ratlngs, with the exceptlon of one work-
Y o 4 shop, regarding which the ratlngs are more equlvocal
. < “ : ) we . 2
‘ / “ o ‘ ? o) UL_) ’ o ““‘z i 7 ! ?
e ’ i ° vy
Q‘ < ’ ) N ° : “ O h‘
. ] - . ) g ' G ’(" N
: W " . . L W ° 8l \\ . k : i
. . TABLE 12 ‘ RN
. . N N 'v\’y‘\” K =
3 o Usefulness of Workshop Informatlon . . R ° ‘
- e ' ] ) \’S) . ‘ oY i ‘
Workshop YGS _No ! § P
coe Dallas 14 87.5 2 12.5 ’ e ¢ -
. ¥ ( . L, [ B . ' , ” g
L : * i S8
O : Columbus 7 77.8 2 22.2 , sy : o
, 9 . - . e . ¥ “
. . . : Y
st San Mateo 9 90.0 1 10.0 ! 0 ?
L R Philadelphia 14 82.4 3 17.6 ’ L e
3 ‘ o 2 ' ) © © %
o , o . v i
< u . " }
i b R ]
. o . 9 ¢ ; o ,; é
v i . @ o . © ( <
;‘ o e 4 . ! i‘é
. ‘ L]
. ' T e ’ . . ) i '
T L= e & 4 i . 4
o e ' ! = 2 ¥
d P & ° o j;“g
- G ©ota
: , . / K
. . @ < . © ? ° . ; %‘(
i N o ’ it
. : { O » N . . : VLJO " v ’ %
) ' " (‘ . » . -y ’ ey
b S LT . ! o - ‘ S 5
. :‘ ' 8 O 5 % - Ty s
) ’ N . « : :v 't] G “u o
. . T ) i K) [AR ] “ '
.* B :‘ ‘ ' . P o . w0
“ . N N N e r;» 5 o B ‘;\
. B @ . ) ;
SEwroeo o ’ . e o ) . " i
S R L=, I ' S . . ° N - e .A
Y R , o : e . 22 o
LE ’ vd AR N . e = B o = = o
L * S s Rl > N e ° 4,
oo . < . . N BN . « i gy i
' W L ES . T tr G/// ‘ . et > e 2
TR i & - S 5 o
Tt 0 : d s 0 e * &
- o] o — - -




s o - - I —= = - = o
o
5
@ ; N a G B
b =) ° » ! . 9 * ES ) . W
= o EX ;
< © B B . 03 » K )
@ a ) = o . ‘ s 5
e -
Qo 2 1 "
‘ - o
K @ . o ﬂ . p a
4 ! £ o
: o Q g &
@ ! & N r a o & o .
R - . . v ! . . - ) .
o ¢ //\ « a . @ o 3 s
E ’ ; ‘
‘ K o : i o o D
* \g
: © . I} ES
/ o . ) S o f) &
e ° Y , -~ - N .
° ’ ¢ @ + Yo 4 & . =
* AL
s
H. = S i‘) o N e
2 = cw v
i o . // i = o .
= o o o
¥ ; L . 5
o, b : PR i . s
. : G 7
° E < T ”“.g,‘ L A o ) v
i - i o
e =
: , o , e . I S
/) p K { 2 # .
o ) v - W .
° B } v A = K o
o H p T
‘ © Q ¥ } ; . IS .
@ 5 . N, - )
2 4 it (=~
® o o ¢ ) ) ‘ -
5 i o e ;¢
v H b : il © Ve
4 : @ o D - V4
s i o >
= ] [ . < /
i o (: ? . o
< i & ] ¢
v )
v 5 3
< o
o ,
] R " ‘
! o = i
e
(f :
N y - . i
[ © ) - ‘i{S @ . . v .
¢ V ' " . K . .
S : 4 TABLE 13 . B
- N R \ . L e A E )
- - @
- [ =

& &

Dallgs”}N=15)

Topic Usefulness
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4;. Actual Use of Informatlon
Part1c1pants were asked to 1ndlcate how often" they
; had used 1nformatlon obtained from the workshops-’
3 1 thédy had attended. The scale points of this item
.\ were (1) never, (2) seldom, (3). occasronally, (4)
. ‘a few times, and (5) several times. The ‘means and
standard dev1atlons of these responses are shown - ,
? in Table 14. Con51der1ng the tlme elapsed and the °
fact that the fSi\gw—up dccurred early in the aca-’
~demic year, notablj: information:usage is. indicated.
Participants' reﬂponses indicate that workshop in-
formatlon was used both for ceachlng and research.- w
-0 ’ ) @ ‘\:
o . TABLE 14 .
“ _ 4‘ 5 - - o8 )
» o C oL . a
Actual Usage‘of Workshqpvlnformathn :

S 3 Wdrkshopfg N -

. e e ( = 0
- Mean §;D; |
o~ R P N ‘

' Dallas (16}, 2.7 1.0
Columbus (9) 3.3 1.1
e745an,Matedﬁ\\ (10) - 3.0 1.2 (
Philadelphia N\,  (18) 3,1 1,2
’ a o L - . '
Scale: (l=Never; 3=Occasional; 5=Severdl Times)
o7 -
,-& :
> i \l‘(\‘ ’
" : P &% 'pr, ]
w »
o = 4 & E ~
. U : . S e L o ’q.m

e : - : e R x l
i ‘\\ ’ 5 9 {
N o iﬁ T ; Dy
o A\: ‘ o A . ii " ¢ ; 1:
S \ L r e { L
h . R . ) ' \,\\\ : . ,f ..Q N w ‘ v ' .
S - .&: 5. Part1c1pants S . Sentlments Regatdlng Contlnua— Y N
" L v ! : itlon of Such Workshopsv o
%_’f’ k ‘\.;{‘v b R ) ; [
o S ‘The numbers and percentages of partlclpants favorlng =
and not favorlng continuation of such workshopsa&s , :
i ‘presénted in Table 15. It is clear that the partl- s
. cipants overwhelmlngly favored contlnuatlon of Fac- 4
Sy L -ulty Development Workshops.. .
3 R
: ’ 0 I ¢ :
i e TABLE 15,
" A 1] o o 3
,~;h,[ > Percent Desiring Continuatiqn of Workshops | .
1 . Workshop - " Continue Work Shop
v g . . Yes . . o No
e N 3 N % :
_ " Dallas  ° 14 87.5 2 12.5
| Columbus 8 88.9 1 11.1 )
’ t ”San'Matedf*' .8 80.0 2 1 20.0
e J . ‘ Co v'c‘.\ 4 =
o itj Phlladelphla © 15 83.3 3 16.7 .
. ) i 5 »
\; . . N . o v i ”
o : o z
L g ; I ;
‘ o e
_ y . 5
: c ' 4 ‘, %‘; . N }\8 . . . 5 Q Tk .
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‘ Regardlng "least useful"A

o

= . <

6. Free ResponSe Follow—upVComments

Part1c1pants were asked to state what they had found
to be most useful and least useful about the work-
shops which they . had attended.; These responses were
cla551f1ed according to whether they referred to the-
content, the presentation, or the process of the work-
shops.: Tables 16 and 17 summarize these responses.

In general, the "most useful" comments referred to
process, with "interaction" and "informality" the

most frequently mentloned words.

1t may be seen that content
is most frequently referred to in three of the work-
shops, and presentation in one of the workshops.
comments are more mixed, but the most frequently used
phrase regardlngrcontent was "too low-level" (or its

equivalent) .
comments  emphasized rigid format and too dftalled pre-
sentatlons. i :

hCorrélates of Workshop Ratings

1. Type of ;nterest’

& oL e R . . .
" As indicated above,, an Interest Assessment was used

- interest in the workshop topics..according to:

for the San Mateo and Philadelphia workshops. Re-
actions to- the 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 dlffer. Thus, the Inter-
est .Assessment asked partlclpants to classify their
A)
delsiring a good overview, B) a wish for intensive
discussion of issues, etc., or C) application of
mater1a1 to specific projects or problems. At the
end of each werkshop, participants were asked to

state - the extent to which these 1nterests had been

: met.

AR e

;TheSe»data»were tabulated.for each workshop accord-

ing to Type of Interest (A, B, or C) and satisfac-
tion (high/low). Chi square tests were not statlst—-

“ically 31gn1flcant, no trend regarding type of "in-
- terest and satisfaction.is apparent.

0

These ‘

Regarding presentation, the "least liked"

S

1
= i

TABLE 16

G - ' M0st.Useful'(FollowdupL

' Columbus

‘Dallas,

¥ & N & N

Joo

v

1.CO£tent? 44 2 22 3 30

» Presentation 25, 0 Qd- 1

C I SN

,”ProCess 31 78 6 60

TABLF 17

e Least Useful (Follow up) ”

f:;]j

.

I

". pallas - San Mateo

San Mateo -

Columbus

foe
Pz

N 8 N &
Content 6 38 5 56 2 25

Presemtation . 5 31 2 22 4 50

Process o 5. 31 2 22 20025

‘.271

.Philadelphia,
. s
6 35
2 12
9 53
.
‘Philadelphia
No%
7 54
5 38
18
=

AR . A ]

bt Ry AR e
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2. Workshop Evalhatlon Varlables

o ] :
R : _Two multlple regre551on mode;s ‘were formed from
B ' the Evaluation data: 7 , | B o

O
i

/A

, }b& A ~<\"A A1) Item 27 (overall program ratlng)— ;l~ﬂ
S X?;':‘ STy : Item 26(Was: the seminar what you ex—
k LA . ~ pected it to be?)

f-f

. . . . ) 7 ) ', : o - !
E : o , Sy
, S : . : .

I ' TABLE 18 o % . " rtem 29(Do you believe that you bene-
‘ = 5 3} N T ' . VEited by the discussions you
R : Tabulatlon and Chl—square Summarlep=: \" : } - S ‘had W;th your fellow part1c1—‘
e e . . of Type of Interest and Degree to WHich N L ' pants?) = . H
o - S T Interests Were Met . 7/ - - 200 S . Item_33(§isa§h§n;§T;gagr Siéﬁiii Zggl ;
;, . R . L >‘~.' : ] o ; K “:_IA/' "\\\~u" ) ‘. R ‘
s _ . . : » oo Loy .. . suation task? : B
5 S , R ' . San.Mateo = R g 5 k”;‘.i _ .~ Item 34(Would you ‘recommend thls serles .
K7 o S = ' : L B o ‘ A . S of seminars to colleagues in . e
' wo A , - S S . = .//. . o - R - other criminal justlce programs’) ‘
; B ’ o : _ : . Type® of N Intere‘t{ﬂet B _ i YA S . .am . 4Item 36 (Your age’) , - , P
LR T [ s Triterest " ! High ‘%v Low - . o . - //// RO S Item 41(How many credit hours do you : T I
i _ R ) R — “%/ R S teach on the average ‘in the C.J. R © A
e . Application 10 15 125 S R ‘j(f)-‘Item 27 (overall program rating)=
'3 . o S . RE A P T EIBOE R : : . Item 44 (percentage of corrections, law
AR S TN SO R 41 61~ 1102 P S A enforcement, theory) ) |
T T S oA 7 2 R 2 ce o . Item 45 (percentage of two-year college, - s
: T R L T =»2,Q4»less than X o5 T 5.99 B -, four-year, graduate, continuing ' :

‘ 'education) . .
\ Item 46(percentage of time teachlng re-
search and evaluatlon methodology)
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_a e N R e DU S o ;The results of ana1y51s (1) for each of the work-
T S P Type of Interest Met el , shops’ is’ presented in Table 19. Although other . - ,
'\ Con BERCE ' ' ... " variables accounted for a significant portién of AR
¢ . the variance in an idiosync¢ratic fashion for the :
& .. - four workshops, one variable, Item 26 ("Was the’ o S
- workshop what you expected it to be’"), accounted - - iy
- for the greatest proportion of- -the variance of all
) four workshops and was statlstlcally significant.
in all cases (p less than .00001). .This finding
suggests that the . overall rating of the workshop
~ . (Item 27) was posltlvely related to the degree to .
-which the workshop was related ‘to the "expectations"
: of part101pants.. These contlusions parallel those,
B that seem apparent from. the faculty and partlclpant

A "free responses.
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& : ‘ . The results of ana1y51s (2) for each 6f the work- §
- ‘ R shops is presented in Table 20. .Although percent-. ;
° Table=19. e o = age of.time spent teaching research (Dallas) and
° 4 l‘ s (1) by o ° o . percentage of time spent teaching theory (San Mateo ,
Multlple Regre551on Summary. Ana ys:s -2 _ : o - and: Philad&lphia) achieve the highest levels of
2 o : Dependent Variable - _Overall Ratlng ‘ ° statistical significance, which might suggest a - i
& L FEN , , relationship between type of professional act1v1ty
V ; 0 e ‘ MS“ 7 P &Z : and overall rating of the workshops, there is no
) Location - Source? _SS df T . compelling pattern evldent between workshop topic
T E - | L 16. 56 . 33,41 .0001 .64 o area and participant variables. A tentative cons-
| Dallas Item 26 16¢56 1 31 O ; . “clusion might be that evaluation of the workshops -
; . o . errxor . 9719. 18 ‘ -2 o ’ 2 was positively related to percentage of time spént’ b
N Tu L ‘ ¢ o f : l 73 e in teaching, as compared- w1th other types of pro- !
S Columbus Items 26 dnd 33 ig.gg liJ lg?ﬁ? 18 62 000 ) fe551onal act1v1t1es. ;
. . er,ror . 3 3 \ o ' ' @ :
) A S s . : . . : 3. Follow-up Varlables i,
San Mateo  Items 26, 29 and 35,13 3 11,71 15.33 0001 .78 ° | - g
‘ IR < . 34 : : ' - ’ gﬁg multlple regre581on models were formed for the - '
E o . . . NP (R TerrorA " 9.93 13 . 76 A .LlOW"‘up data' ;
® o . - : , AT = 5 )
] Philadelphia TItems 26 and 34 -86.45 2  43.23 88.14°.0001 .88 : (1) Item 8(overall evaluation of the workshop) = g
S ’ error - 12, 26 25 . .49 ' : - Co Ratlngs of: ‘ o 1
. , 5 : e ~a. Workshop Content v )
C fed it to be?" o b. -Teaching Effectiveness . v [
F _ *Item 26: ."Was the semlnar what you expec c. Discussion ¢ ” - i
BN R Item 29: "Do you belleve/that you benefltted by the | g:' giiﬁzgégaﬁgpiggeract1on f
St . ; °"  Jiscussions you had Wwith’ your fellow part1c1— ) 'y s i g £
: S , o lizs S the 1nst*uct0rs°" : f. Spea ers/ resenters
S pa . : - ) ° o g
S T A § ' (2) Item 8(overall evaluatlon of the Workshop)~ _ :
Lm0 S or = 3
» STl - Item 33:. “"Has ‘the semlnar a551st§§ you in an ong01ng : : wo Item 2(D1d you find the information gained ~ g
e ' ' planned evaluation task?® . : from the workshop useful?) i
‘ Ttem 3 (How 'often have you used 1nformatlon ]
" recommend this series of seminars to | I
e Item 34 injould you other crlmlnal justlce programs?” ‘gained from the workshop?) ‘E
Do colleagues in: o Item 4 (Since the workshop, please estlnate )
o ® : = how often you have contacted, for i
) . : ’ o information, any of the faculty or 7
~ 0 i participants of. the workshop?) =R
- B i ° Item 7(Do you think such. workshops should s B
o . ’ = e - be contlnued°) : ° g
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Multiple Regre551on Summary-
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 TABLE 20

o

Analysxs (2)

Location’

:3Dallas

Columbus

'San Mateo

- ﬁhilaél
. delphia

. Item 44:

Dependent Varlable - Overall Ratlng

Source

Ttems 46 and 44(L.F) 8728 2
error & ; 17, 47

a3 ’//
7

Items 44 (theory) /XE .
and 45 ;24,77 4
error 12.99

Nofeidhificantuyariablee . R o P
- Items 44 (tbeory)

.and 45 (Cont. Ed.) -
erroxr ‘

32.34 2

6%§37 25

16.17
| 2.65
I, |

5 . H . . ) . . . ‘ . o -

"Indlcate the percentage of effort (approx1mate) placed

_-upon .each of the follow1ng areas in your program."

<

‘. Item 45:.

K*ltem‘46£7

(Correctlon, Law Enforcement, Crlmlnologlcal Theory,
Other ) R i S

Percentage of Effort (Undergraduate - 2 year, Under-
graduate - 4 year, Graduate, Contlnulng Echatlon)
"What percentage of your tlme is spent teachlng re—'
search and evaluatlon methodology7" '
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i The summary of 51a1y51s (1) for the four workshops
 ois .presented 1n(Table 21. -Although significant '
_ relationships are found between rated values of =
o AVarlous workshop elements and overall evaluation-
< : e rg three of the four Workshops, no consistent pa+-
N o .t }rn 1s apparent. '
“ o TABLE'zl .
o Multyple Regre551on Summary'
Rated Value of Workshop Elements (Follow up)
0 o 2 -
- Source* SS df_ vMS PR
- pallas ‘Items: . ) . M '
Co e - B,C, and E- 2./18 3 3.06 41 «0001 .92
Exror. .76 12 ‘f .06 <

. _Columbus ,

)

3

= _San:Mateo

Oﬁ\Philagelphial

~Source

. Total o

) and D ,;7;"

-~ Source’

" Item b
’ Error‘

,Total~r

Y .
Total 9.94"

¥

Ss

MS.

Item A 1:78
Error

1.78
. 89

6.22
8,00

Source ' Sss

das

_MS

Items Kf o
4,16

~IN

[
- 2.08

2 .001

Error/ .73

7

4.90

.11

S5

2
P R

20.68

16

.0001 68

-85 &

Ll o

‘ 90'60" o
/ : @ Total - 30.28 17 e J
S - L : i /
7f 4 * a, Workshop Content '
b, Teaching Effectiveness )
ol ¢.. Discussion . o ;
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" The summary of analy5150(2) for the four workshops
is presented in Table 22. Again, significant re-
. lationships between the' variables and overall rating.
y ~ are found in the same three workshops. Item 7 ("Do
. Item 2 ("Did you’find”the'information gained from
- the wotrkshop useful°") account for the largest pro-
portions of variance in all cases. This is true
-for the Columbus workshop, as wellk, even though the
: - effect is not statistically 51gn1f1cant. The inter-..
o pretation suggested is that participants rated the

you think the workshops should.be continued?") and | g?t

workshop accordlng to its perceived usefulness/ ',io
potentual usefulness.. '

5 -

TABLE 22

4

=)

Yoo |
‘ ﬁultiple Regression Summary: .
Items 2, 3, 4, and 7 (Follow up)
: »MDependent Varlable:- Evaluatlon Ratlng )
® }. ) .. Dballas _Source . ss Df MS F P Rz ¥
3 03 . Continue® 5.6 " 1 536 17.93 .001 .56 ﬁl
* . Error , 4 » 3 14 - 31 — . ! =
 Total 9.9 15 o
y ”  Columbus. Sourge ss Df MS _F, °p R?
oo S ' . Uséd 2.5 1 2.5 3.18 .12 .31
" Error 5.5 -7 .79
. Total g0 8§ - __
. . . . 72 . ’ ) :
M ‘San Mateo . Source " . 8§ Df _'MS, _F o P R °
a T Continue 3,0 - 1 3.0 12.91 .007 .62
iy g Error . 1.9 ' 8 .23 ,
T : Total . 4.9 ERE -
- Philadelphia source s pr ms r  p - R
o , Lo Used —  12.7 "1 12.7 75.58 .0001 .91
) 2 e 2. . Continue  1a.8° 1 14.8 . o = )
y " Error 2.7 15 .18 o
~ Total  30.2 17 V ] )
y a.""Do you think such workshops should be cont1nued°" o o v
) "b. "How often have you used 1nformatlon galned from this workshop°“
! o\«’. . .. ' Y L ° _ Q(\\_\”
i ‘.; 'Y = ;‘&\\
111 O.‘ ’ ° 4 : ! )
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SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

@

~ While faculty charézterlstlc ratings were generally
above average and, with the exception of the "uge of
teaching aids" 1tem, hovered around one standard de-
viation above the-mean, they did not show marked-enthu-
,‘SLasm. The use of teaching aids item was’ ﬁ&low average : P
and, in thé case of the Columbus workshop, markedly .
lower than the average. Wlth regard to the crltlcasms
of learnlng aids, the problems resulted from malfuntlon—
1ng equipmefit. or material poorly suited %o the equlpment.
RECOMMENDATION: Giwven, the negatrve evaluatlve comments
of the faculty regardlng 1nformatlon on the’ workshopJJ o
and advance khowledge- of the part1c1pants, more effect- o
ive learning would be promoted by increased lead. time
and communlcatlon.

a

o

The findings‘with regard to "time for'discussionﬁ in-
dicate that most workshop participants were pleased with
the group discussiops. The free responses of partici-

pants also indicated that they found the dlscuss1on ‘ P

sessions and interactiohs with others of most value.
The evaluatorsanoted that these sesslons were, in most
‘cases, presented in dlrect response, to the participants’
needy sometimes expressed, for a personal lnvolvement i
. in the workshop.

, RECOMMENDATION. Future workshqps should plan group dis-
‘cussions, or proyects, oriented to individual partici-

pant -needs.” “The progess of the workshop deserves added

i

- attention and should not be overshadowed by didactic or

' RECOMMENDATION :

- format cons1derat10ns.

@ . \f_,'.?

Ry
3

3.0 Approx1mately 60 percent of the partlclpants delca ced

that the.workshop was not what they expected. ' As noted
above, the faculty’ expressed dlff@culty regarding un=
derstanding workshop goals. and. advancesknowledge of
the participants. In addition, ten of the eleven fac-
ulty responding to, the format item indicated that, in
retropect, they would" have changed the format andfor
content of their presentations. R
An assessment of the participants' o
“interests should be conducted prior to the workshop,
‘'such that consideration of,these inkterests may be taken
into account by faculty in planning the content and

'Cﬁformat of their- presentatlons.
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_Perusal of the blographlcal data summary sugdests.con=
51derable diversity among the workshop participants.
When the data obtained from the third and fourth work-

'sLZps regardlng type of interest are con31dered, the
picture of diversity sharpens. Although a majorlty -of
the participants desired an overview of the; various
topics, almost an equal number’ expressed interest in
intensive d;scu551on or application to their own prob-
lems or .projects. It might be observed 'that such diver-
sity probably reflects the diversity of people in the
field, but it also blunts the thrust of a workshop and,

.although of some valdé in an interactional sense, prob—
ably impairs process,, as well.

RECOMMENDATION: Deflnltlop of workshop content should

‘be more clearly focused in advance information, whether

the definition is based on interest assessment or a
prior decision. This recommendation, ((as’ “well as the
first), has appllcatlon to the workshop evaluation, as:
well. ' Evaluation prannlng requires pre-planning of ’
content measures apd.pré-workshop deddlines for the
finalization of pre and post content measures, all of --
which depends upon ‘wWwell-defined workshop content. ‘

Flnally, attentlon should be: dlrected to the most basic
purpose of the Faculty Development Workshops, which was
to ascerta}n the value and desirability of such work-
shops.. “In that sense, the workshops were experimental,
~and the evaluatlon data offer information regarding

this basic purpose.  The multiple regression analyses
reported above point to the importance of information

usage and opinion regarding continuation of the workshops™

as being important predictors of the extent to which the
participants valued their workshop experience. It should

~also be noted thaty, at the time of the evaluation, ap-
proximately 85 percent of the, part1c1pants, overall, en=
dorsed 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 workshops should be contlnued

The Faculty Development Workshops were, in general, per-

"celved very positively by participants and faculty alike.

'Lmhe overoll positive evaluation reflects a concern that,
-through such training, the sharing of knowledge, method~-
ology, and standards of higher education should be en-

- hanced. Criminal jusStige (and cognate fields) have. not
in the past been characterlzed by natlonal or even 1nter—
scholastlc sharlng. ‘ :
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These workshops served as a catalyst for the beglnnlnq

~'of such a process of sharing knowledge. It is obvious

from the evaluation that not everyone agreed upon the
kinds of knowledge that was most appropriate to share,

" but they did agree-upon the process. If these workshops

_begin a process that evolves into 'the organlzatlonal
“” development that is needed by the emerglng field, they
have served their. purposes well
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to the follow1ng nuestlons will assist ‘the Semlnar Staff in
assessing the eﬁfecOiveness of the- workshops and in planning future
efforts._ Certa1n of - themquestions are for purpcses of. evaluation,
whileJothers are intended to galn‘information about “the’ partlcipants.
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