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PROGRAM CHARACTERISTICS OF ADULT EDUCATION
RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS AT THE UNIVERSITY OF
OKLAHOMA COMPARED WITH FOUR OTHER
SELECTED INSTITUTIONS

CHAPTER 1

THE PROBLEM

Introduction

Adult education residential programs have been offered
by institutions of higher education for many years. These
offerings have included the widest array of topical concern
and content. They have been presented to almost every kind
>f group matrix with many variable program characteristics.
witii this magnitude and variety there has been a sparsity
oi analytical studies.

In the past decade much growth has taken place in adult
education. Several obvious factors have contributed to this
expansion since World War II and the Korean War. The post
collegiate age and married student have become regular con-
stituents in the college classroom. Concurrent to this very
substantial addition to the on-campus student population
there is, if not a spill over, a parallel acceleration of
interest in a wide variety of resident adult education pro-

grand. Possibly this is an outgrowth of an attitude that



has devs=loped within the recent past. The prevalent atti-
tude seems to be that education, generally and apart from
formal post graduate studies, doés not become terminal with
the end of either high school or the successive four years
chronologically bracketed and set aside for college or some
skill training. Moreover, education does not become termi-
nal with marriage (of either partner) and/or full time
occupational involvement.

Continuing education appears to be coming of age.
Resident adult programming must begin to see itself in a
progressive light of leadership and enormous responsibility
to a broad spectrum of society rather than as satellite to
an obsolete terminal concept of formal 1earning. A sub-
stantiating summary statement comes from Dr. Howell W.
McGee: '"Residential programming is the fastest growing
activity in Higher Adult Education.'" (Howell W. McGee,
From the Dean's Desk, AUEC.)

Background and Need for the Study

If the introductory comments were to apply to a tran-
sient condition of society that soon would rumn its course
and that adult education in all of its dimensions would
return to a near pre-World War I status, this proposed
study probably would be less valuable. There are, however,
irreversible phenomena é;olving which completely obviate

the likelihood of any retreat or return. Of unquestionable

significance are the facts that rapid growth of technologi-

cal/scientific developments as well as enormous sociological
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change in the past twenty years have made imperative the
accelerated retraining and continuing education for an
increasingly larger number of employed and employable per-

" sons. Generally the higher attainment of educational levels
and personal affluence has provided nearly everyone with a
fair extent of functional literacy, a more responsible life
style and with it the need for more and more learning exper-
iences. Since the first residential adult education center
at the University of Minnesota was begun in 1936, there has
been much growth and development in this category of educa-
tional activity. A recent study by Ann Litchfield (Studies

and Training in Continuing Education, the University of

Chicago, 1968) listed 82 higher education residential adult
education centers in the contiguous United States. As has
been noted few analytical studies have been made. There-
fore, it is timely to examine how the University of Oklahoma
and similar institutions with residential adult education
programs have satisfied part of this growing educational
demand. It is essential to curricula planning and develop-
ing methodologies that more investigation and data are
developed. Until the present no research effort similar to
this study has been made of the raw data collected involving
residential adult education programs at the selected insti-~

tutions.

Statement of the Problem

The problem of this study is to determine whether

there are any significant differences in selected major

3



program characteristics in related adult education residen-
tial programs between the Kellogg supported center at the
University of Oklahoma and the Kellogg supported centers

at the University of Chicago, the University of Georgia,:
Michigan State and the University of Nebraska. Thése were
the first five Kellogg supported centers for adult educa-

tion residential programs.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of the study is, through statistical meth-
odologies, to analyze the data specifically pertaining to
the selected program characteristics of content, methodolo-
gies, organization, objectives and evaluation. A further
purpose is to identify significant differences and similar-
ities of data between the University of Oklahoma and the
selected institutions with the hope that some substantial
directions will be indicated for sustaining, reinforcing

and/or developing new continuing adult education services.

The Procedure

Development of the instrument used in this study was be-
gun in 1962 when a committee representing the original five
Kellogg supported centers was appointed for this purpose. In
1963, at a meeting in Chicago this committee reviewed and mod-
ified a pilot instrument. The questionnaire was approved and
continued for a full years collection of data for 1965. After

this plan was extended to collect data with the instrument



for the following years through 1968.1

Assumptions and Delimitations

The major assumptions made in the conduct of this study
were as follows:

1. That the data collection instrument used to collect
the data is a valid and reliable instrument.

2. That the data collected from the five universities
is representative of the programs conducted at the various
centers within each university.

3. That the data reported by the five Kellogg-supported
centers is reported accurately and completely in the figures
shown in the statistical computations.

4., That the computer analysis and printouts are
accurate and free of errors.

5. That the data collection instrument* items numbered
17 and 18 are a valid and reliable representation of the
Program Content.

6. That the data collection instrument items numbered
19 and 27 are a valid and reliable representation of the
educational Program Planning.

7. That the data collection instrument items numbered
30, 32, 33, 35, and 36 are a valid and reliable representa-
tion of the‘educational Program Conduct.

8. That the data reported by the five different univer-

1"Continuing Education Report", No. 15, University of
Chicago, Chicago, Illinois, 1967.

*See Appendix



sities are representative of the type of programs conducted

at the five selected Kellogg-supported centers.

Definitions of Terms

Adult education1 - Programs offered by a college or

university which provide opportunities for adults and out-

of-school youth to further their education.

Adult student2 - A person beyond compulsory school

age whose major occupation is not that of full time student.

1

Continuing education™ - Any extension of opportunities

for reading, study, and training at the higher education
level to young persons and adults following their comple-
tion of or withdrawal from full time school or college
programs. The service is usually provided by special
schools, centers, colleges, institutes or by separate admin-
istrative divisions such as University Extension.

Residential conference center1 - A facility incorpor-

ating lecture hall(s), smaller rooms, audio-visual equipment
especially designed for such meetings as discussion groups,
workshops and conferences, etc., and residence accommodations.

Kellogg supported center - a name applied to certain

residence adult education and continuing education facilities

which have been developed specifically for these purposes

1U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare,

Definitions of Student Personnel Terms in Higher Education,
U.S. Government Printing Office: Washington, 1968.

2U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare,

Adult/Continuing Education Activities in Institutions of
Higﬁer Education, 1970-71, U.S. Government, Washington, 1971.




through financial support of the Kellogg Foundation.

Selected institutions - the five original Kellogg

supported centers located respectively at the University

of Nebraska, Michigan State University, University of

Oklahoma, University of Chicago, University of Georgia.

Program questionnaire - the official instrument used

to gather all of the raw data essential to this study.

Hypotheses Tested in the Study

The conduct of this study allowed the testing of nine

(9) hypotheses. The null propositions of these nine hypo-

theses were as follows:

Hol = There is no statistically significant difference

HOz

HO3

Ho,

Ho 5

within twelve selected content areas in programs
held at the University of Oklahoma Center and
those held at the other selected institutions.

There is no statistically significant difference
in the level of program content at each of six
different content levels of programs held at the
University of Oklahoma Center and those held at
the other selected institutions.

There is no statistically significant difference
within each of the eight initiative sources of
programs held at the University of Oklahoma Cen-
ter and those held at the other selected insti-
tutions.

There is no statistically significant difference
between each of the eight approaches to coordin-
ation of programs held at the University of
Oklahoma Center and those held at the other
selected institutions.

There is no statistically significant difference
within each of five separate approaches to the
utilization of pre-conference study materials in
programs at the University of Oklahoma Center
residence program and those held at the other
selected institutions.



Hog There is no statistically significant difference
between each of the ten different methods of
instruction in programs held at the University
of Oklahoma Center and those held at the other
selected institutions.

Hoz There is no statistically significant difference
in the utilization of eight different instruc-
tional materials in the programs held at the
University of Oklahoma Center and those held at
the other selected institutions.

Hog There is no statistically significant difference
within each of six approaches to post conference
activities in programs at the University of
Oklahoma Center residence programs and those
held at the other selected institutions.

Hog There is no statistically significant difference '
between the seven methods of evaluation in pro-
grams held at the University of Oklahoma Center
and those held at the other selected institutions.

The Data

The survey method of research was selected as the most
favorable means for the aquisition of data. It was the only
means through which the maximum amount of usable raw data
on all residential programs could have been gathered from
the selected institutions. The period of time during which
the data was collected was from 1964 through 1968.

The raw data that was available from a survey from the
participating universities in the Program Research Data
Collection Project from 1964 to 1968 was sufficient for this
study of continuing Adult Education programs of the five
selected institutions. Since the survey contains a universe
of data sampling computations were not necessary. When the
collection of data was discontinued January 1, 1969, the

committee was of the opinion that continued collection would



not yield any significant contribution to the five year data
base already collected. The total tabulation of data was
distributed to the first selected institution QOctober, 1969.
Access to the final data was restricted exclusively to the
administrative staffs of the respective selected institutions
by the committee guiding the study. At the October 1969
meeting the committee approved the release of the data effec-

tive January 1, 1970.

Analzsis

The data collected through the described procedures
was treated statistically to test the stated hypotheses.
To test the hypotheses (Hoj through Hbg), the Chi Square
(xz) for independent groups and a Contingency Coefficient

(a derivative of the Chi Square Test) were used.



CHAPTER 11

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

A review of the literature is confined as much as possi-
ble to the context of the study. It is evident to the writer
that at this time there is very little published material on
the operation of residential programs. There is an equally
small amount of literature on residential centers in general
although the earliest residence center dates back to almost
40 years ago.

"The prototype residential center for continuing
education was built at the University of Minnesota
in 1934. Nearly two decades passed before the idea
was taken seriously and moved forward. From 1951
to the present, the story is that of an idea whose
time had come. In 1951, the W. K. Kellogg Founda-
tion made a grant to Michigan State University to
assist in the construction of a continuing educa-~
tion center on the campus at East Lansing. The
response was gratifying. Adult students came to
programs in such numbers that the facility soon
had to be expanded. Thus, encouraged,  the W. K.
Kellogg Foundation supported the construction of
another center at the University of Georgia. Again
the results were gratifying. Consequently, in
studied and deliberate order, and carefully spaced
over Several years, further grants were made to the
Universities of Chicago, Nebraska, Oklahoma, Oxford,
Columbia, New England, Notre e, and the Califor-
nia State Polytechnic College."

The completion of all the first five centers, Michigan
State University, University of Georgia, the University of

Nebraska, the University of Oklahoma, and the University of

lrhurman J. White, Ph.D., Higher Adult Education in
North America, Prepared for ICUAE/UNESCO BOOK - 1972.

10



not yield any significant contribution to the five year data
base already collected. The total tabulation of data was
distributasd tc the first selected institution Octcober, 1969,
Access to the final data was restricted exclusively to the
administrative staffs of the respective selected institutions
by the committee guiding the study. At the October 1969
meeting the committee approved the release of the data effec-

tive January 1, 1970.

Analysis
The data collected through the described procedures

was treated statistically to test the stated hypotheses.
To test the hypotheses (H0j through Hog), the Chi Square
(xz) for independent groups and a Contingenecy Coefficient

(a derivative of the Chi Square Test) were used.



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
A review of the literature is confined as much as possi-
ble to the context of the study. It is evident to the writer
that at this time there is very little published material on
the operation of residential programs. There is an equally
small amount of literature on residential centers in general
although the earliest residence center dates back to almost

40 years ago.

"The. prototype 7
education was b
in 1934. Nearly
was taken seric
to the present

er for continuing

\ty of Minnesota

before the idea
From 1951

n idea whose

time had come ogg Founda-
tion made a g: versity to
assist in the ing educa-
tion center or . The
response was g ts came to

programs in suc
had to be expanadd
Kellogg Foundation fonstruction of
another center at the Py of Georgia. Again
the results were gratifying. Consequently, in
studied and deliberate order, and carefully spaced
over several years, further grants were made to the
Universities of Chicago, Nebraska, Oklahoma, Oxford,
Columbia, New England, Notre , and the Califor-
nia State Polytechnic College."

1lity soon
,- the W. K.

The completion of all the first five centers, Michigan
State University, University of Georgia, the University of

Nebraska, the University of Oklahoma, and the University of

lThurman J. White, Ph.D., Higher Adult Education in
North America, Prepared for ICUAE/UNESCO BOOK - 1972.
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Chicago, was not realized until 1963, Any writings regard-
ing residence programs held at these centers would, of
course, be dated after this period.

The first meeting for the Program Data Committee for
the Kellogg Centers was convened at the University of Okla-
homa in February, 1962. After several preliminary efforts
a more comprehensive data gathering project was developed
and underway by 1965. These quantitative tabulations‘were
obtained up to 1969, at which time the data gathering pro-
ject was considered to be complete and was terminated.

Most of the writings prior to the completion of the
first five Kellogg supported centers and even afterward
were focused on averages, general trends, tendencies and
related opinions selectively screened from raw data. No
other studies could be found comparing analytically rgsiden-
tial programs between residential centers or more speéifically
between the center at the University of Oklahoma and any
other residential center.

Only one other formal research effort analyzing data
from selected residential centers was found. The institu-
tions chosen were the first five Kellogg supported centers
which were the same ones concerned in this study; this is
about the only similarity in the two studies. Eugene Welden,
now with the U.S. office of education, was concerned gener-
ally with participant relationships to conference planning.
Welden collected data over an eight week period in 1965.

His study was a comparison of (A) programs without partici-

11



pant representation in planning wi;h (B) programs planned
with participant representation. The three hypotheses were:1

1. Participants in conferences planned with partici-
pant representation will perceive the conference
as more directly related to their personal motives
than will participants in conferences planned with-
out participant representation.

2. Participants in conferences planned with participant
representation will express a higher degree of satis-
faction with the conference than will participants
in conferences planned without participant repre-~
sentation.

3. Participants in conferences planned with partici-
pant representation will express a higher degree of
interest in continuing educative activity than will
participant representation.

These hypotheses were properly analyzed through statis-
tical methodology. The Mann-Whitney U test was used to test
the three null hypotheses. The parametric t test was used
also. Although the direction of Welden's research is clearly
on another track from the purpose of this study. Welden's
conclusions indicate that participation in residential pro-
grams is by adults' own chosing and that their remaining
or returning is correlated with their needs, desires, and
abilities. It should be mentioned that his findings strong-
ly support a current opinion among specialists and program-
mers in Residential Adult Education. Thurman White is more
succinet. ''Because unless the adult student believes a

program of 'value' to him, he votes to discontinue the

1J. Eugene Welden, Program Planning and Program Effec-
tiveness in University Residential Centers (Unpublished

Ph.D. dissertation, Department of Education, University of
Chicago, 1966).
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program by simply staying away from it."l

Litchfield and Cunningham as a part of the overall study
of 12 institutions included the five selected institutions
involved in the study. The range of all reporting institu-
tions was arranged in a percentage order by each item of
the questionnaire. Since this report was based on a variety
of conference centers and since there is no indepth statis-
tical analysis the Litchfield-Cunningham report does not

give the comparative analysis sought in this writer's study.

Ll burman J. White, Higher Education for Everybody?
Issues and Implications prepared for the Commission on
Academic Affairs Committee on Higher Education -~ 1970.

13



CHAPTER III

METHODOLOGY

The major part of this study was accomplished by per-
forming an analysis of the questipnnaire responses pertain-
ing to 970 resident adult education programs at the univer-
sities of Michigan, Georgia, Nebraska, Oklahoma, and Chicago
fog the FY 1968. Nine different areas were compared with
contrasts being made between the conduct of the adult educa-
tion programs at the Kellogg-supported education centers
located at the University of Oklahoma and the Kellogg-
supported centers located on the campuses of the other four
universities. The methods and procedures used in the conduct
of the study were divided into three separate areas; (1) the
pre-study procedures, (2) the data collection procedures,

and (3) the data analysis procedures.

Pre-Survey Procedures

The pre-survey procedures, consisting of all those tasks
it was necessary to accomplish prior to the actual conduct
of the study, were further divided into several subareas or
tasks. Each of these subtasks is explained in the following
sections.

Choice of Data Collection Instrument

Development of the instrument used in this study was

begun in 1962 at the University of Oklahoma when a committee
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representing the original five Kellogg-supported centers was
appointed for this purpose. 1In 1963 at a meeting in Chicago
this committee reviewed and modified a pilot instrument to
be used in collecting data from program specialists who had
directed resident programs during FY 1964. The instrument
was field tested during two six-month trial periods covering
all the 1964 programs. After thorough review and revision,
the questionnaire was approved for collecting the data per-
taining to the 1965 programs. The results of the 1965 col-
lection proved to be satisfactory and the instrument was
further approved for the years of 1966, 1967, and 1968.

The actual instrument used in collecting the data for these
last three years ié shown in Appendix A.

The validity and reliability of the instrument ig well
established even though an actual coefficient cannot be
reported. This method of establishing the validity and
reliability of an instrument or test is referred to as con-
sensual validity and reliability or the jury metnod of estab-
lishing the validity and reliability of an instrument. In
this case the professionals responsible for the collection
of the data were of a general consensus that the instrument
was a valid and reliable measure of the data being sought.

Choice of Samples of Participants

Since the investigator was interested in the comparison
of the Kellogg-supported center at the University of Okla-
homa with comparable populations, it was necessary to choose

those which had the most commonalities with the University
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of Oklahoma and still had complete data figures reported for'
the time period designated. As a result of these criteria,
the investigator choose four other Kellogg-supported centers
which were located at universities and which had conducted
comparable programs during the time period designated for

the data collection. The five adult education centers were
the Kellogg-supported residential programs located at the
following institutions: (1) Michigan State University,

(2) the University of Georgia, (3) the University of Neb-
raska, (4) the University of Oklahoma, and (5) the Uﬁiversity
of Chicago. The number of programs held at each of the

institutions during the FY 1968 is presented in Table 1.

TABLE 1
Programs held at each of the Five Universities”
(N=970)
University No. of Programs
1. Michigan State 197
2. Georgia 241
3. Nebraska 159
4. Oklahoma 256
5. Chicago 117

TOTAL . . . . . . 970

*The five universities shown were the Kellogg-supported
adult-education centers chosen for the samples of this
study.
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Choice of Program Areas to be Compared

The investigator was not interested in all the areas
which were measured by the data collection instrument.
Through discussions with faculty and administrators familiar
with resident adult programs and the questionnaire, it was
determined that the University of Oklahoma programs would
be compared to the programs from the other univeréities
through characteristics in three general areas. These three
areas were as follows: (A) program content, (B) program
planning, and (C) program conduct. Using the questionnaire,
the questions which would measure each of the areas being
examined were chosen. The resulting choices are shown in

Table 2.

TABLE 2

Areas of Program Comparison and the Questionnaire
Items Chosen From Each

a. Item #17; Program Content
1. Program Content -
b. Item #18; Level of Content
a. Item #19; Initiator of Acti-
2. Program Planning - vity
b. Item #27; Program Coordinator
a. Item #30; Pre-Conference Act.
b. Item #32; Instructional Meth;
3. Program Conduct 41 c. Item #33; " Mat.
d. Item #35; Post-Conf. Act.
e. Item #36; Evaluation Att.

*See Appendix



The three areas chosen for comparing the five universi-
ties were selected for the following reasons: (1) they were
the areas most descriptive of the programs beiné conducted
within each of the universities, (2) the three areas chosen
had the most complete data of any of the areas shown on the
data collection questionnaire, and (3) the three areas chosen
were the most easily defined with the least amount of ambi-
guity among the five universities.

The questionnaire items chosen as the most representa-
tive of each area were chosen for the following reasons:

(1) the questionnaire items chosen appeared to be the most
representative of the general area they were in by all five
of the representatives from the resident adult education
centers considered in the study, (2) the questionnaire items
chosen were observed to have the most complete data of all
the items representing the three general areas, and (3) the
questionnaire items chosen provided the most useful infor-
mation for reviewing snd revision of the training programs
being conducted by the various institutions included in the
study.

Additional data were included as part of the study
information. However, these data were only the descriptive
statistics needed to compare the subjects from the five
different university programs. These descriptive data were
not used in testing the nine hypotheses stated in Chapter I,

but only in comparing the characteristics of the samples.
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Survey Procedures

The survey procedures used in the conduct of this study
consisted of the actual data-collection tasks performed in
recording the information on 970 programs. At the close of
each training program, the program directors were asked to
complete the questionnaire shown in Appendix A. These data
were used, in turn, to test the hypotheses stated in Chapter
I. A few of the ieturns were unusable. This was the result
of the failure to complete the form properly. The instru-
ments which were not usable could not be readministered be-
cause of a great time lag, turnover in personnel, and other
obstacles in forwarding and collecting questionnaires. This
accounts for the discrepancy noted in the total number of
programs and the totals noted for a particular university
on some of the contingency tables. For example, there were
197 programs held at Michigan State University but the total
- shown in table No. 17 entitled Contingency (Appendix D-2),
the results for question number 18, is only 191. This dis-
crepancy indicates that six (6) of the responses on the

Michigan State programs were invalid on this question.

Data-Analysis Procedures

After the data were collected for the 970 programs
they were coded and entered on IBM cards for further pro-
cessing and analysis. The card format used for entering

the data is shown in Table 3.

19



TABLE 3

Card Format Used to Enter Survey-Questionnaire Data*

Information Column(s)
1. Number of institution 1-2
2. Beginning date of activity 3-4
3. Year of activity 5-6
4. Number of participants 7-10
5. Nights in residence 11-12
6. Number in residence (%) 13
7. Days spent in planned sessions 14-16
8. Type of activity 17
9. Number of previous meetings 18-19
10. Nature of clientele 20
11. Conference fee 21
12. Major component of conference fee 22
13. 23
14, 24
15. 25
16. 26
17. Program content 27
18. Level of program content 28
19. Initiator of activity 29
20. Method of notifying participants 30-37
21. Who determined the objectives 38
22, Choice of instructors 39
23. Choice of instruction methods 40
24. 41
25. 42
26. 43
27. Program coordinator 44
28. 45
29, 46
30. Pre-conference activities 47
31. . 48-51
32. Instructional methods 52-61
33. Instructional materials 62
34. 63
35. Post-Conference Activities 64
36. Evaluation attempted 65
37. 66
38. 67
39. Sex of participants 68-76
(Second Card)
40. Age of Participants 1-15
41. Educational level of participants 16-36
42. Participants' occupation 37-72
43. Number of institution - ) 73-74

*See Appendix

20



Computations Made in Testing Hypotheses One-Nine

The nine hypotheses stated in Chapter I indicate that
a comparison is to be made between the various program areas
as reported by the University of Oklahoma and the four other
universities, This comparison was made in two ways: first,
the data reported by the University of Oklahoma was compared
to each of the other four universities' data. Second, a
comparison was made between the University of Oklahoma
data and an average of the other four universities' data.

The data collected from the programs which were used
in testing the nine hypotheses were all recorded at the
nominal level of measurement, e.g. frequency counts of the
number of programs from e#ch institution which fell within
a certain category. As a result, the only appropriate sta-
tistical tests for the findings were the Chi Square (x2) for
independent groups and a Contingency Coefficient (a deriva-
tive of the Chi Square Test). Using these statistical pro-
cedures, the investigator made the comparisons necessary to
test the hypotheses. All tests were made at the .05 level
of significance, 2-tailed tests on all comparisons. 7

The data reported by the five universities were sub-
mitted to a central data processing unit for compilation and
reporting. Certain results of the compilation are presented
in the appendices of this document. Appendix C contains the
computer printout of the demographical data reported by the
five adult education centers. Appendix D contains the data

used in testing the nine hypotheses. Appendix E contains
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the data used in making the additional findings. All of the
tables presented in these appendices are simply a reduction
of the original computer printout as supplied by the central
data processing office. It should be noted that the data
were run on a standardized computer program designed to make
the same computations on the data entered from all variables.
For this reason, many of the computations are meaningless.
For example, the variance, skewness, and kurtosis of the
demographical data are uninterpretable. The only descrip-
tive statistics relevant to these variables are the frequency

counts listed under the "Mean" column of the printout.
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS

Questionnaire responses relating to 970 adult-education
programs conducted at Michigan State University, University
of Georgia, University of Nebraska, University of Oklahoma,
and University of Chicago were analyzed to determine the
similarities and differences among the programs from the
five institutions in the areas of program content, program
planning, and program conduct. These three areas being con-
trasted involved a total of nine questionnaire items for
comparison. A Chi Square test of significance was the major
testing statistic used in contrasting the responses of spe-
cialists who directed the resident adult education programs
for Fiscal Year 1968 at the Kellogg-supported centers of
five selected universities.

The results of testing the nine hypotheses and addition-
al findings are presented and summarized in this chapter of
the report. The conclusions drawn from these results are
presented in the final chapter. Chapter V also contains
implications for further research along with recommendations,
which, if implemented, should contribute to the improvement
of programs of the five universities participating in the
study. The specific details for implementing the recommen-
dations have been ommitted because of the unique nature of

each of the educational centers.

23



Descriptive Statistics of the Five Samples

The descriptive statistics reported by the five univer-
sity centers, are reported in Tables 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8. The
data reported include the sex, age, educational level attain-
ed, and the occupation of participants.

The higheét male/female ratio was reported by the Uni-
versity of Oklahoma participants. This ratio was 79.9/20.1.
The lowest male/female ratio, 64-36, was reported by the
University of Georgia. However, a Chi Square test between
the two ratios failed to show a significant difference
(x2 = 1.46, df = 1, p >.05).

The ages of the participants were also part of the
demographical data collected. The highest average age, 40.9
years, was reported by the University of Oklahoma, apd the
lowest average, 33.7 years, was reported by Michigan State
University. A comparison of the ages of the different groups
of participants showed no significant differences among them
(t -1.89, df = 347, p > .05).

The educational level of the five groups of subjects
showed that the Universities of Chicago, Georgia, and Okla-
homa had the largest percentages of attendants among those
who had completed college. The participants from Michigan
State University and the University of Nebraska were enroll-
ed in courses which were applied to graduate work toward an

advanced degree. However, no tests of significance were made
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Characteristics of Participants from Michigan

TABLE 4

State University (N = 27,705)

Percent
Characteristic Categories of No. of
Characteristic Total
: 1. Maie 20,806 75.1
Sex of Participants < 2. Female 6,899 24.9
3. Unknown 0 0.0
1. Under 21 5,713 20.6
2. 21-35 11,287 40.7
Age of Participants - 3. 36-55 8,906 32.1
4. Over 55 1,799 6.4
5. Unknown 0 0.0 |
1. Elem. School 1,008 3.6
2. Some High Sch. 5,100 18.4
3. High Sch. Grad. 7,005 25.2
Educational Level -1 4. Some College 4,303 15.5
' 5. College Grad. 6,842 24.7
6. Graduate Work 3,447 12.4
7. Unknown 0 0.0
————————————————————— - - e o - T - - = e e o - - - - o e o e
1. Prof., Tech 12,909 46.6
2. Farmers 1,097 4.0
3. Managers/Off. 6,386 23.0
4. Clerical 768 2.8
5. Sales workers 1,136 4.1
Occupational Category | 6. Craftsmen 163 0.6
of Participants - 7. Operatives 57 0.2
8. Service 1,185 4.3
9. Farm Laborers 0 0.0
10. Laborers except 0 0.0
Farm
1. Others 4,004 4.0
;2. Unknown 0 c.0

*A definition of occupational categories is presented in

Appendix B.
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TABLE 5

Characteristics of Participants from the University
of Georgia (N = 22,915)

Percent
Characteristic Categories of No. of
Characteristic Total
J 1. Male 14,609 64.0
ISex of Participants - 2. Female 8,306 | 36.0
i 3. Unknown 0 0.0
........................................ e B
1. Under 21 2,476 10.8
2. 21-35 6,206 27.1
lge of Participants < 3. 36-55 11,798 51.4
4. Over 55 2,435 11.0
5. Unknown 0 0.0
PPN RUOUN WS SO —
l. Elem. School 1,834 8.0
2. Some High Sch. 1,802 7.8
3. High Sch., Grad. 1,742 7.6
ducation Level -1 4. Some College 2,810 12.2
5. College Grad. 8,431 36.7
6. Graduate Work 6,302 27.5
7. Unknown 0 0.0
......................................... i SRR [
1. Prof., Tech. 19,237 83.9
2. Farmers 2 0.0
3. Managers/Off. 2,677 11.7
4. Clerical 122 0.5
5. Sales workers 48 0.2
Dccupational Category | 6. Craftsmen 243 1.1
pf Participants -} 7. Operatives 41 0.1
8. Service 31 0.1
9. Farm Laborers 0 0.0
10. Laborers except
Farm 0 0.0
ﬁl. Others 515 2.2
2. Unknown 0 0.0

*A definition of occupational categories is presented in
Appendix B.
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TABLE 6

Characteristics of Participants from the University
of Nebraska (N = 13,146)

Percent
Characteristic Categories of - No. of
Characteristic Total
1. Male 9,584 72.9
Sex of Participants - 2. Female 3,562 27.0
3. Unknown 0 0.0
1. Under 21 426 3.2
2. 21-35 6,589 50.1
Age of Participants < 3. 36-55 5,304 40.4
4. Over 55 827 6.3
5. Unknown F 0 0.0
1. Elem. School 214 1.6
2. Some High Sch. 363 2.8
3. High Sch. Grad. 1,880 14.3
Educational Level <4 4. Some College 2,776 21.1
5. College Grad. 3,856 29.3
6. Graduate Work 4,056 30.8
7. Unknown 0 0.0
-------- - ——— e e e e e e e s e e e . e s o 0t ]
l. Prof., Tech. 8,261 62.8
2. Farmers 599 4.6
3. Managers/Off. 1,325 10.0
4, Clerical 232 1.8
5. Sales workers 541 4.1
Occupational Ca;egogx 6. Craftsmen 161 1.2
of Participants -4 7. Operatives 41 0.3
8. Service 391 3.0
9. Farm Laborers 8 0.0
10. Laborers except
Farm 57 0.0
11. Others 1,530 11.6
12. Unknown 0 0.0

*A definition of occupational categories is presented in
Appendix B.
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TABLE 7

Characteristics of Participants from the University
of Oklahoma (N = 13,355)

Percent
Characteristic Categories of No. of
Characteristic Total
1. Male 10,669 79.9
Sex of Participants - 2. Female 2,686 20.1
3. Unknown 0 0.0
L— ————————— LoD - . — I S S SIS ST W SEP P G S G S -J ———————— —+- ————————
1. Under 21 100 0.8
2. 21-35 4,336 32.5
Age of Participants <4 3. 36-355 7,270 54.4
4. Over 55 1,649 12.3
5. Unknown 0 0.0
1. Elem. School 2 i 0.0
2. Some High Sch. 101 0.0
3. High Sch. Grad. 3,551 26.6
Educational Level <1 4. Some College 2,201 16.5
5. College Grad. 5,454 40.8
6. Graduate Work 2,046 15.3
7. Unknown 0 0.0
1. Prof., Tech. 7,663 57.4
2. Farmers 18 0.0
3. Managers/Off. 2,176 16.3
4. Clerical 520 3.9
5. Sales workers 294 2.2
Occupational Category 6. Craftsmen 548 4.1
of Participants* T 7. Operatives S 0.0
8. Service 1,825 13.7
9. Farm Laborers 0 0.0
10. Laborers except
Farm 22 0.0
11. Others 283 2.1
12. Unknown 0 0.0

*A definition of occupational categories is presented in

Appendix B.
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TABLE 8

Characteristics of Participants from the University
of Chicago (N = 7,919)

Percent
Characteristic Categories of No. of
-Characteristic Total
l. Male 6,145 77.6
Sex of Participants - 2. Female 1,774 22.4
' 3. Unknown 0 h 0.0
1. Under 21 407 5.1
2, 21-35 3,355 42.4
Age of Participants 1q 3. 36-55 2,734 34.5
4. Over 55 1,424 18.0
5. Unknown 0 0.0
---------- ——— —— - - ——— e e o e e e e e
1. Elem. School 0 0.0
2. Some High Sch. 298 3.8
3. High Sch. Grad. 719 9.0
Educational Level 4 4. Some College 735 9.0
5. College Grad. 2,223 28.0
6. Graduate Work 3,944 49.8
7. Unknown 0 0.0
1. Prof., Tech. 5,412 68.3
2. Farmers 0 0.0
3. Managers/Off. 1,204 15.2
4. Clerical 334 4.2
5. Sales workers 87 1.0
Occupational Category | 6. Craftsmen 75 1.0
of Participants* 4 7. Operatives 176 2.2
8. Service 160 2.0
9. Farm Laborers 0 0.0
10. Laborers except
Farm 43 1.0
11. Others 428 5.4
12. Unknown ) 0.0

*A definition of occupational categories is presented in
Appendix B.
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among the percentages reported by the five centers.

The occupational information of the participants was
relatively homogenous for all five groups. Two categories,
professional—technical and managers—company officials,
were the predominant selections of the participants. The
University of Georgia reported the highest percentage of pro-
fessional—technical subjects (83.9), and Michigan State Univ-
ersity reported the lowest percentage (46.6). At the same
time, Michigan State University reported the highest per-
centage of managers—company officials (23.0) and the Univer-
sity of Nebraska reported the lowest percentage (10.0). No
statistical tests were performed either inter-group or intra-
group among the percentages reported by the five adult-educa-
tion centers. Such tests would be almost uninterpretable
from an inferential perspective and would serve no purpose
toward the testing of the nine hypotheses stated earlier.

The data are presented simply for the information of the
reader, and for clarity of certain statements.

Summagxﬁpf Descriptive Data

The descriptive data presented in Tables 4~8 show that
the sex, age, educational level, and the occupation of the
participants from the five different centers are fairly homo-
genous. There appears to be about three times as many males
as females attending the centers, most are between the ages
of 21 and 35, have some college hours, and hold either pro-

fessional or semi-professional positions in their occupations.
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Results of Testing Hypotheses

The nine hypotheses stated in Chapter I were tested and
the results presented in the following sections of the dis-
sertation. Only the data used in the computations necessary
for testing the null hypothesis are presented in the tables
accompanying each hypothesis. A more complete analysis of

the data is presented in Appendices D and E.

Results of Testing Hypothesis One

The null hypothesis tested in proposition number one

was as follows:
There is no statistically significant difference
within twelve selected content areas in programs

held at the University of Oklahoma Center and
those held at the other selected institutions.

In order to test this hypothesis it was necessary to
compare the frequencies reported by the University of Okla-
homa program directors in each of the program content areas
with the average responses reported by the other four centers
for the same program content areas. The chi square computa-
tions performed on each of the content areas yielded the
results presented in Table 9.

The results of testing hypothesis number one, shown in
Table 9, indicate that the content of programs conducted at
the University of Oklahoma center differed from the content
of programs conducted at the other four centers in two areas.
.These two areas were Agriculture (x2 = 11.62, df =1, p <:.01)
and Humanities (x° = 6.75, df = 1, p < .05). The other pro-

gram-content areas were not significantly different from the
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TABLE 9

The University of Oklahoma's Program Content Contrasted
With the Program Content of the Other Four
Kellogg-Supported Centers*

Average of Four University
Twelve Areas of Other Centers of Okla. Chi
Program Content N % N % Square
1. Agriculture 21.9 11.63 1 0.4 11.62%%*
2. Behavioral Sci. 16.5 8.35 12 4.7 0.51
3. Biological Sci. 3.4 2.6 0 0.0 NA
4. Business 38.5 | 22.25 73 28.5 0.39
5. Education 32.3 17.60 17 6.6 2.64
6. Engineering 6.0 2.63 30 11.7 3.26
7. Health Prof. 16.0 9.90 7 2.7 2.24
8. Humanities 7.0 19.20 3 1.2 6.75%%
9. Law 2.5 4.80 | 15 5.9 0.05
10. Physical Sci. 1.6 1.03 0 0.0 NA
11. Interdiscipl. 26.0 15.00 62 24.2 1.09
12, Other 10.5 5.33 36 14.1 2.08

*These four centers are located at Michigan State University,
the University of Georgia, the University of Nebraska, and
the University of Chicago.

**Significant; p << .05

***Significant; p << .01

University of Oklahoma's programs although one, Engineering,
2
did approach significance (x = 2.65; 3.84 needed for sipgni-

ficance at the .05 level).
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Results of Testing Hypothesis Two

The null hypothesis tested in proposition number two
was as follows:

There is no statistically significant difference
in the level of program content at each of six
different content levels of programs held at the
University of Oklahoma Center and those held at
the other selected institutions.

In testing this hypothesis it was necessary to compare
the percentages reported by the University of Oklahoma pro-
gram directors at each program-content level with the per-
centages reported by the centers for the same program-content
levels. The chi square calculations made in testing the
hypothesis are presented in Table 10.

The reéﬁlts presented in Table 10 indicate that there
was only one level of program céntent, the Graduate level,
which was significantly different from the program-content
levels reported by the other four education centers (x2 =
5.20, df =1, p <.05). The University of Oklahoma reported
a percentage of 5.9 at the Graduate level while the average
of the other four centers was computed to be 12.75 percent.
This indicates that the Graduate-level program content at
the Kellogg-supported centers located at Michigan State,
Georgia, Nebraska, and Chicago universities was reported
more often than the graduate level programs reported by the
University of Oklahoma's adult education center. None of

the other levels of program content was statistically dif-

ferent.
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TABLE 10

The University of Oklahoma's Program~Content Level as
Contrasted With the Program-Content Level of the
Other Four Kellogg-Supported Centers

Average of Four | University
Other Centers of Okla.

Six Areas of y Chi
Program Content . N % N % Square
1. Post Graduate 21.75 112.75 | 15 5.9 1.30
2. Graduate 55.00 | 28.83 | 64 25.2 5.20%
3. Undergraduate 23.50 13.25 | 22 8.7 0.47
‘4, Pre-College 4.50 2.43 1 0.4 0.83
5. Multi-Level 46.00 | 25.60 | 93 36.6 0.98
6. Unable to Class. | 26.00 19.68 | 59 23.2 0.14

*Significant; p < .05

Results of Testing Hypothesis Three

The null hypothesis tested in proposition number three

was as follows:

There is no statistically significant difference
within each of the eight initiative sources of

programs held at the University of Oklahoma Cen-
ter and those held at the other selected insti-

tutions.

The chi square test was performed between the percentages

reported by the University of Oklahoma program directors and

the percentages reported by the other four centers on each

of the initiator-of-activity groups.

The resulting chi

square calculations are presented in Table 11.

Two of the eight areas of program initiation were
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TABLE 11

The Initiators of Program Activity at the University
of Oklahoma as Contrasted to the Initiators of
Activity in the Other Four Kellogg-Supported
Adult Education Centers

Average of Four UniversitJ
Other Centers of Okla.

Eight Areas of Chi
Program Initiation N % N % Square
1. Org., group, or

ind. outside the

university 59.0 37.2 18 7.0 3.08
2. Continuing Educ.

staff 4.3 2.5 173 67.7 38.54%*
3. University Fac-

ulty 21.0 12.4 12 4.7 0.01
4. Faculty of another

university 1.7 1.0 0 0.0 NA
5. Groups 3 and 2

combined 17.8 8.2 11 4.3 0.16
6. Groups 1 and 3

combined 18.5 11.8 3 1.2 5.18%
7. Groups 1 and 2 )

combined 18.0 9.5 30 11.7 0.11
8. Groups 1, 2, and

3 combined 50.7 23.5 9 3.5 3.11

*Significant; p <.05
**Significant; p <.001
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found to be significantly different. These two areas were
number two, the continuing education staff, (32 = 38.54,

df =1, p <:.001) and number six, outside organization,
group, or individual and faculty of the individual univer-
sity reporting, (x2 = 5.18, df = 1, p &-05). The Univer-
sity of Oklahoma reported that 67.6 percent of its program
activity was initiated by the continuing education staff and
only 1.2 percent was initiated by outside sources working in
conjunction with the University of QOklahoma faculty. These
two percentage figures were compared to 2.5 percent and 11.8
percent, the averages of the percentages reported by the
other centers in the same two areas of program initiation.
These results indicate that the programs conducted by the
University of Oklahoma center are basically the result of
programs and conferences initiated by the continuing educa-
tion staff, but the other centers indicated that other
sources were responsible for the initiation of program acti-
vity. Sources outside the university were the major ini-
tiators of program activity for Chicago, Nebraska, and
Michigan State, while Georgia indicated that most of its
program activity was initiated by the corporate efforts of
external sources, the continuing education staff, and the
university faculty. All the centers except the University
of Oklahoma initiated program activity more by combining

the efforts of outside sources and the continuing education

staff.
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Results of Testiqg_gxpothesis Four

The null hypothesis tested in proposition number four
was as follows: '

There is no statistically significant difference
between each of the eight approaches to coordin-
ation of programs held at the University of
Oklahoma Center and those held at the other
selected institutions.

Again, chi square tests were performed between the
percentages reported by the University of Oklahoma program
directors in each of the program-coordination sources and
the percentages reported by the other four universities on
the same program—coordiﬂation sources. The results of the
calculations are presented in Table 12.

The calculations shown in Table 12 indicate that four
significant differences occurred among the percentages re-
ported by the various centers for the eight different pro-
gram-coordinﬁtion groups. These four differences were as
follows: (1) between the percentages reported by the Univer-
sity of Oklahoma and the other centers for group one, organ-~
ization, group, or individual outside the university (x2 =
7.19, d£ =1, p <:.05), (2) between the percentages reported
by the University of Oklahoma and the other centers for
group two, the continuing education staff (x2 = 40.29, df =
1, p <<.001), (3) between the percentages reported by the
University of Oklahoma and the other centers for group five,
the continuing eduéation staff working in conjunction with

the university faculty (xz = 8,16, df = 1, p 4(.05), and

(4) between the percentages reported by the University of
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The University of Oklahoma's Program Coordination

TABLE 12

as Contrasted to the Program Coordination in
the Other Four Kellogg-Supported Centers

Averages of Four hniversity
. Other Centers of Okla.

Eight Sources of Chi
Program Coordination N % N % Square
1. Org., group, or y

ind. outside the

university 22.3 16.2 4 1.6 7.19%
2. Continuing Educ.

staff 59.0 17.0 221 86.7 | 40.29%%%
3. University Fac-

ulty 4.3 2.9 10 3.9 0.08
4. Faculty of another

University 2.0 1.3 0 0.0 NA
5. Groups 2 and 3

combined 35.5 17.8 4 1.6 8.16%
6. Groups 1 and 3

combined 4.8 2.9 0 0.0 NA
7. Groups 1 and 2

combined 29.5 18.5 9 3.5 11.26%*
8. Groups 1, 2, and

3 combined 21.3 11.5 7 2.7 3.03

**Significant;
***Significant;

*Significant; p < .05

p <<.01
p <.001

Oklahoma and the other four centers for group seven, an

organization, group, or individual from outside the univer-

sity working in conjunction with the continuing education
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staff (x° = 11.26, df = 1, p <.01).

A survey of the data used in making the computations
for hypothesis number four shows that three of the univer-
sities, llic_:higan State, Georgia, and Oklahoma, coordinate
the majority of their programs with continuing education
staff members. However, Nebraska's main source of program
coordination was a combination of external sources working
in conjunction with the continuing education staff, and
Chicago reported that 41 percent of their programs were co;
ordinated by organizations, individuals or groups outside
the university. The pattern of coordination seems to be ap-
parent in this case, nearly all programs conducted are coor-
dinated by external sources, the continuing education staff,
or a combination of the two.

The results of Table 12 suggest that the University of
Oklahoma adult education center has the majority of its
programs coordinated by its own staff (86.7%). However,
this was not the case in the other four university centers.
The differences in the program coordination efforts could
be interpreted in two different ways: (1) it could be inter-
preted that the University of Oklahoma center is more self
sustaining and less dependent on other sources for its lead-
ership than the other adult education centers, (2) it could
mean that the University of Oklahoma center receives less
support from external sources than the other education cen-

ters.
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Results of Testing Hypothesis Five

The null hypothesis tested in proposition number five

was as follows:
There is no statistically significant difference
within each of five separate approaches to the
utilization of pre-conference study materials in
programs at the University of Oklahoma Center
residence program and those held at the other
selected institutions.

Chi square calculations were also made in testing hypo-
thesis number five. Percentages reported by the University
of Oklahoma program directors for each of the pre-conference
activities areas were compared with the percentages reported
by the other four university centers for the same pre-confer-
ence activity areas. The chi square results are presented
in Table 13.

The chi square values reported in Table 13 show that
the percentages reported by the University of Oklahoma and
the percentages reported by the other four institutions were
not significantly different in any of the areas of pre-con-
ference activity. A perusal of the data reported by the
various universities indicates that little pre-conference
activity was conducted by the learning centers. The highest
percentage of no-pre-conference activities was reported by
Oklahoma (93.3%), and the lowest percentages was reported by
the Nebraska center (76.6%). This indicates that very litt}e
pre-conference activity was conducted prior to the partici-

pant's arrival for the program.

In this writer's experience® as a programmer in Residen-
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TABLE 13

The University of Oklahoma's Pre-Conference Activities
as Contrasted to the Pre-Conference Activities
in the Other Four Kellogg-Supported Centers

Averages of Four| University
Other Centers of Okla.

Five Types of Chi
Pre-Conference Act. N % N % Square

1. No pre-conference
activities used | 138.0 78.5 238 93.3 0.64

2. Suggested readings
mailed to part. 11.8 6.2 5 2.0 1.16

3. Study materials
(books, etc.) 17.8 10.6 8 3.1 | 2.22 .

. 4. Assignments-pre-
pared by parti-
cipants 6.3 3.6 2 0.8 0.49

5. Pre—conference
study groups
formed _ 2.0 1.4 2 0.8 0.08

tial Adult Education there has been only one instance, within
the programs he has been involved, that substantial study
materials were sent to the participants in advance of the
program. When the materials were forwarded to the partici-
pants it was helpful to advise them what would be expected
of them as they became acquainted with the material. It can
by hypothesized that this procedure would be especially (rue
when a conference was to be a refresher type activity.

*Over ten years service as a program director at the
University of Oklahoma contributing data throughout the

entire five year period of collection, 1964-1968.
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Results of Testing Hypothesis Six

The null hypothesis tested in proposition number six

was as follows:

There is no statistically significant difference
between each of the ten different methods of
instruction in programs held at the Universily
of Oklahoma Center and those held at the other
selected institutions.

The data for testing hypothesis number six came from
question number 32 of the questionnaire, methods of instiruc-
tion. Program directors were asked to rank the ten teaching
methods (1, 2, apd 3) as to their use in the program which
they conducted. Using the percentages reported by each
university for each teaching technique, an "instructional
index'" was computed by multiplying the percentages in column
one by three, the percentages in column two by two, and the
percentages in column three by one, and summing the products.
Each university had an instructional index for eacih of the
ten teaching methods. These indexes were used to test tne
hypothesis stated earlier. A chi square was computed be-
tween the indexes reported by the University of Oklahoma
program directors and the indexes reported by the other
four universities. The results of the chi square calculations
were presented in Table 14.

The calculations made on the different teaching tech-
niques indicated that two significant differences exisl
between the percentages reported by the University of Okla-

homa directors and the percentages reported by the directors

from the other four universities, Michigan State, Georgia,

42



TABLE 14

Methods of Instruction Used in Oklahoma's Educational Pro-
grams as Contrasted to the Instructional Methods in
the Other Four Kellogg-Supported Centers

Ten Types of

Average Rating

Rating Index

Instructional Index of Four of the Univ. Chi
Methods Universities of Okla. Square

1. Lecture 234.8 268,4 1.13
2. Small Discussion

Groups 128.9 96.1 2.36
3. Large Discussion

Groups 78.2 81.8 0.09
4. Role Playing 10.8 9.5 0.04
5. Case Analysis 32.6 34.8 0.04
6. Lab. or Demon-

stration 29.4 19.6 0.99
7. Field Trip 1.6 12.8 5.13%
8. Panel, Symposium,

or Debate 19.9 19.2 0.01
9. Interview or In-

dividual Counsel- 2.5 8.7 1.86

ing
10. Individual Guided

Study 3.5 43.4 20.77**

*Significant, p <<.05
**Significant, p <.001
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Nebraska, and Chicago. These two significant differences
were noted for the instructional methods of Field Trips

(x2 = 5.13, df = 1, p <€.05) and Individual Guided Study
2

(g = 20.77, df = 1, p £ .001). 1In both cases the Univer-
sity of Oklahoma used these instructional methéds signifi-
cantly more than the other four universities.

The most interesting facet of Table 14 is the amount
of use given each of the teaching techniques. Since the in-
structional indexes were computed on an interval-measurement
basis, the figures reported for each of the instructional
methods are proportionate. eg. The lecture method is used

over twice as much as the small-discussion-group method.

This figure was derived in the following way:

Type-of -
Instruction = Lecture Index
Ratio Small-Discussion-Group Index
Thus . . .. 268.4
2.79 =

96.1
The percentages computed for each of the instructional tech-
niques are presented in Table 15. These percentages show
that the teaching methods arranged in their order of use
would be as follows: (1) Lecture, (2) Small Discussion
Groups, (3) Large Discussion Groups, (4) Case Analysis, (J5)
Laboratory or Demonstration, (6) Panel, Symposium or Debate,

(7) Individual Guided Study, (8) Role Playing, (9) Field
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Trip, and (10) Interview or Individual Counseling. These
results indicate that the program directors are not taking

full advantage of some of the better teaching techniques.

TABLE 15

Percent of Total Use of Instructional Methods Com-
paring the Data Reported by the University
of Oklahoma and the Data Reported by
Four Other Learning Centers

Index and % of Index and % of Use
Ten Types of Use by Four other | Reported by the Univ.
Instructional Centers of Okla. Center
Methods
Index % Index %
1. Lecture 234.8 43.31 268.4 45.16
2. Small-Gp. Disc. | 128.9 23.77 96.1 16.17
3. Large-Gp. Disc. 78.2 14.42 81.8 13.76
4, Role Playing 10.8 1.99 9.5 1.60
5. Case Analysis 32.6 6.01 34.8 5.86
6. Demonstration 29.4 5.42 19.6 3.30
7. Field Trips 1.6 0.30 12.8 2.15
8. Panel Disc. 19.9 3.67 19.2 3.23
9, Interviews 2.5 0.46 8.7 1.46
10. Ind. Study 3.5 0.65 43.4 7.30

A complete list of the data reported by the different
centers is presented in Appendix D. Each of the teaching
techniques is presented in an individual table and they ap-
pear in Appendices D-6a through D-6j. Data are presented in

both frequency and percentage figures.
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Results of Testing Hypothesis Seven

The null hypothesis tested in proposition number seven
was as follows:

There is no statistically significant difference
in the utilization of eight different instruc-
tional materials in the programs held at the
University of Oklahoma Center and those held at
the other selected institutions.

Hypothesis number seven was tested by comparing the per-
centages reported by the University of Oklahoma for each of
the eight instructional materials categories with the per-
centages reported by the other four centers for the same
categories. The eight chi square values resulting from the
calculations are presented in Table 16.

The results of testing hypothesis seven indicate that
two types of instructional materials are utilized by the
University of Oklahoma center significantly more than they
are used by the other centers. These two materials are as
follows: (1) Charts, posters or other graphic displays (x2 =
7.95, df = 1, p £ .05), and (2) Distributed copies of speeches
or lectures (x2 = 5,43, df = 1, p < .05).

By far the most popular form of instructional material
is specially prepared papers or abstracts and the next most
popular method is the use of no materials at all. The in-
structional method in their order of importance (use) would
be as follows: (1) specially prepared papers or abstracts,

(2) no materials used, (3) slides or films with commentary,

(4) specialized books, (5) charts, posters, or other graphic
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TABLE 16

Instructional Materials Used in Oklahoma's Educational
Programs as Contrasted With the Instructional Mat-
erials Used in Other Kellogg-Supported Centers

Averages of Four| University
Other Centers of Okla.

Eight Types of Chi
Instructional Mater. N % N % Square
1. No Materials Used 38.8 22.6 30 11.9 1.69
2. Prepared Abstracts

or Papers 82.5 47 .4 121 48.0 | 0.01
3. Specialized Books 14.5 8.2 20 7.9 |1 0.01
4. Slides or Films

with Comments 16.0 10.0 5 2.0 3.00
5. Case Histories 6.3 3.8 1 0.4 1.79
6. Assigned Readings 5.3 3.1 6 2.4 0.04

7. Charts, Posters,
or Graphic Dis-
plays 4.3 3.1 52 20.6 7.55%

8. Distributed Copies
of Lecture 2.3 1.9 17 6.7 5.43%

*Significant; p <.05

displays, (6) case histories, (7) assigned readings, and
(8) distributed copies of speeches or lectures. However,
the first two types of materials accounted for over two-

thirds of the materials used in the conduct of the programs

at all five of the centers.

47



Results of Testing Hypothesis Eight

The null hypothesis tested in proposition number eight
was as follows:

There is no statistically significant difference
within each of six approaches to post conference
activities in programs at the University of
Oklahoma Center residence programs and those
held at the other selected institutions.

Chi square calculﬁtions were made between the percent-
ages reported by the University of Oklahoma for each of the
post-conference~activity categories and the percentages re-
ported by the other four centers for the same post-confer-
ence-activity categories. The results of the calculations,
presented in Table 17, show that there were no differences
between the percentages reported for the six different areas.
In fact, the percentages reported for each of the areas were
almost identical.

The most prevalent type of post-conference activity is
to do nothing at all. The centers reported an average of
85.3 percent on the first type of post-conference activity.
The others and their percent of use were as follows:

(1) list of readings (3.00%), (2) study materials (4.02%),
(3) radio or TV follow-up (2.24%), (4) study groups (2.24%),
and (5) definite assignment prepared (4.64%). These results
indicate that over 80 percent of the time, the various cen-

ters have no form of follow-up or post-conference activities

whatsoever,
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TABLE 17

The University of Oklahoma's Post-Conference Activities
‘as Contrasted to the Post-Conference Activities
in Other Kellogg-Supported Centers.

7 Averages of Four{University
Six Types of Other Centers of Okla.
Post-Conference Chi
Activities N % N % |Square
1. No Activities 148.0 83.7 235 91.8 0.19
2. List of Readings 8.0 3.7 1 0.4 1.56
3. Study Materials 6.5 4.1 10 3.9 | 0.01
4. Radio or TV supp. 2.0 1.6 2 0.8 | 0.16
5. Study Groups 3.5 2.3 5 2.0 0.01
6. Prepared Assign- 9.8 5.5 3 1.2 | 1.54
ments )

Post-conference activities should be viewed in much
the same way as pre-conference activities--a necessary part
of conducting a conference. It might be hypothesized that
too often conferences are conducted, reported, re-planned,
and re-conducted when an effective follow-up program would

_have served the same purpose. Since most of the adult ed-
ucation centers are equipped to do so, the radio and tele-
vision media could be an effective means of presenting
follow-up materials to conference participants. Participa-
tion certificates, etc. could be withheld until the persons
enrolled in the conference had completed the necessary

tasks, thereby insuring a maximum level of participation.

49



Results of Testing Hypothesis Nine

The null hypothesis tested in proposition number nine

was as follows:
There is no statistically significant difference
between the seven methods of evaluation in pro-
grams held at the University. of Oklahoma Center
and those held at the other selected institutions.

In testing the ninth and final hypothesis, the research-
er performed chi square statistical tests between the per-
centages reported by the University of Oklahoma directors
for each of the eight types of evaluation with the percen-
tages reported by the other four institutions for the same
eight evaluation procedures listed on the data collection
instrument. This was by far the most important issue con-
sidered in this study since evaluation of the programs con-
ducted is the primary motif of the researcher's argument.

The results of the chi square calculations and additional
findings on the evaluation procedures are presented in Tables
18 and 19.

The results of the chi square analysis of the differ-
ent percentages reported by the University of Oklahoma dir-
ectors and the directors from the other centers indicated
that only one difference existed. The one significant dif-
ference was in the second area of evaluation, scheduled ran-
dom interviews with participants (x2 = 5,69, df = 1, p £ .05).
In this case the differences observed can be seen in the per-
centage reported for technique number two by the University

of Oklahoma participants (27.7%) as opposed to the percentage
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TABLE 18

Type of Evaluation Attempted by the University of
Oklahoma as Contrasted to the Types of Evalua-
tion Attempted by Other Kellogg-Supported
Adult-Education Centers*¥*

Averages of Four|University
Other Centers of Okla.

Six Types of Chi
Program Evaluations N % N % |Square
1. No Evaluation 97.0 57.3 88 34.4 2.90
2. Interviews of Ss 19.0 8.2 71 27.7 5.69%
3. Depth Interviews 5.7 3.0 2 0.8 0.68
4. Reaction Sheets 43.5 24.0 72 28.1 0.16
5. Written Exam. 8.0 4.3 2 0.8 1.36
6. Interview Later 2.5 1.6 2 0.8 0.15
7. Coordinator As-

sessments 4.3 3.1 19 7.4 0.90

*Significant; p <.05

**The evaluations attempted by the various adult education
centers during the specified time period were not consider-
ed as a part of the post-conference activities, presented
in the results of hypothesis number eight. Although the
evaluations did occur after the conferences had been con-
ducted, some pretest instruments were administered to the
program participants. Post-conference activities dealt al-
most exclusively with the continuation and prolongation of

conference activities by various instructional methods.
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reported by the other four centers (8.23%).

The percentages

reported by each of the centers are shown in Table 19.

TABLE 19

Percentage of Time Spent Conducting the Eight
Evaluation Techniques

Random |Depth | React. Follow AssesJ—

University] None Int. Int, |Sheet | Exam |up Int] ment
Michigan

State 32.5} 7.2 4.6 47.94 5.7 0.5 1.5
Georgia 52.3J 21.6 2.5| 15.8] 5.8 1.2 | 0.8
Nebraska 79.7 3.2 0.0 14.6 1.3 1.3 0.0
Oklahoma | 34.44 27.7 | 0.8 | 28.1]| 0.8 | 0.8 | 7.4
Chicago 64.6ﬁ 0.9 1.8 17.7 4.4 3.5 7.1
Average y
Percentage
Percent of 52.7 12.1 1.9 24.8 3.6 1.5 3.4
Total Use
Rank Order
of Methods 1 3 6 2 4 7 5

Used

*Highest percentage reported by the particular center

The results reported in Table 19 indicate that the pro-

grams conducted at the five centers used in this study go

un-evaluated for the most part (52.7% of the time). When an

evaluation is conducted, the most popular method is through

a reaction sheet completed by the program participants at the

close of the program. Actually, only two methods of evalua-

tion are used to any extent, random interviews and reaction

sheets completed by the program participants. The other
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four types of evaluations, depth interviews of selected
participants, written examinations, follow-up interviews,

and written assessment by coordinator, are used so infre-
quently they can be considered to be of negligible importance
to the five centers used in this study.

Michigan State University reported that 32.5 percent of
the programs conducted during the time period designated were
not evaluated. Of the other 67.5 percent, evaluation tech-
niques were as follows; posttest reaction sheet (47.9 %),
random interviewing of participants (7.2 %), written post-
test examination (5.7 %), in-depth interviewing of partici-
pants (4.6 %), coordinator assessment (1.5 %), and follow-
up interviewing of participants (0.5 %).

The University of Georgia made no evaluation of 52.3
percent of their programs conducted during the time period
designated by the researcher. Use of the six evaluation tech-
niques was reported in the following percentages; random in-
terviews with participants (21.6 %), posttest reaction sheet
(15.8 %), written posttest examination (5.8 %), in-depth in-
terviews with participants (2.5 %), follow-up interviews
(1.2 %), and coordinator assessment (0.8 %).

The University of Nebraska reported the least evalua-
tion of the programs conducted during the period designated.
Over 79 percent (79.7 %) of the programs were not evaluated.
Of the other 20.3 percent the use of the six evaluation tech-

niques were reported to be as follows; posttest reaction

53



sheet (14.6 %), random interviews with participants (3.2 %),
both written examinations and féllow-up interviews were re-
ported for (1.3 %), and the in-~depth interviewing of parti-
cipants and coordinator assessment were not used at all

(0.0 %).

The University of Oklahoma conducted no evaluations of
34.4 percent of the programs conducted during the designated
time period. The evaluation time for the remaining 65.6 per-
cent of the programs was distributed in the following way;
random interviews with participants (27.7 %), posttest re-
action sheet completed by participants (28.1 %), coordinator
assessment (7.4 %), and in-depth interviews of participants,
written posttest examinations, and follow-up interviews were
reported as (0.8 %) of the time. _

The University of Chicago indicated that 64.6 percent
of the programs conducted at their center during the time
designated were not evaluated. Of the 35.4 percent which
were evaluated, the time distribtuion was as follows; post-
test reaction sheet (17.7 %), coordinator assessment (7.1 %),
follow-up interviews with participants (3.5 %), posttest
written examinations (4.4 %), in-depth interviews with part-
icipants (1.8 %),4and random interviews with participants

(0.9 %).



Summary of Hypothesis Testing

Nine hypotheses were tested using the data submitted
by five Kellogg-supported learning centers located at Michi-
gan State University and at the Universities of Georgia,
Nebraska, Oklahoma, and Chicago concerning programs conduct-
ed at the centers during the Fiscal Year 1968. The data re-
ported were collected from a questionnaire completed by each
director of these programs. Although the questionnaire con-
tained much more information, the researcher analyzed only
the data from certain areas; (1) program content (question
number 17), (2) level of program content (question number
18), (3) the initiator(s) of program activity (question
number 19), (4) program coordination (question number 27),
(5) preconference activities (question number 30), (6)
methods of instruction (question number 32), (7) instruc-
tional materials (question number 33), (8) post-conference
activities (question number 35) and (9) evaluation of program
attempted @Question number 36).

The results of the data analysis of the nine hypothe-
ses are presented in Tables 9 through 19. A cogent summary
of the hypothesis testing results is presented in Table 20.
For simplicity's sake, only the significant areas are shown
for each of the hypotheses tested. The complete data print-

out is presented in the Appendices of this document.
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TABLE 20

Summary of Significant Differences Observed in
Testing Hypotheses One-Nine

Significantly
Hypo. Area of ifferent Chi Sig.
No. Comparison Sub-Areas quare | Level
1. Program Content a. Agriculture 11.62 | < .001
b. Humanities . 6.75 | <.01
2. Level of Program
Content J a. Graduate 5.20 | <.05
3. Initiator of Pro- { a. CE Staff 38.54 | < .001
gram Activity b. CE Staff &
| Univ. Fac. 5.18 <.05
............ S ——— —— J- —————
a. External Sources | 7.19 | <.01
b. CE Staff 40.29 | < .001
4. Program Coordina- c. CE Staff &
tion ~Univ. Faculty 8.16 | <.01
d. External Sources
{ & CE Staff 11.26 < .001
5. Pre-Conf. Act a. (None) NA NA
------------------------- r-—------——---—--—-—-'—- -----—1 TP S D G S
6. Instructional a. Field Trips 5.13 | < .05
Methods b. Ind. Study 20.77 | <.001
7. Instructional ( a. Charts & Graphs | 7.55 I <.01
Materials b. Copies of Lecturd 5.43 | <.05
———————————————————————— 4.——-—-- - - - vy mn e opll w> S T TP T G G G TP G = —
8. Post-Conf. Act. a. (None) NA NA
--------------------------------------------- 1 ----—-q e D S Y G e
9. Evaluation Hethods( a. Random Int. of
Participants 5.69 | <.05
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Additional Findings

The researcher felt that it was important to make addi-
tional computations and comparisons in order to explain and/
or clarify the findings resulting from the testing of the
nine hypotheses. The percentages and numbers reported by
the University of Oklahoma for the questionnaire items which
were related to the housing of participants, financing of
the programs conducted, and the major beneficiary of the
program were compared to the numbers and percentages report-
ed by the other four centers. A chi square analysis was
made of items 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 10, 11, 12, 13, 15, and 16.
These 11 items furnished additional information relevant to
the testing of the nine hypotheses. The results of the
comparisons are presented in Tables 21-31.

The number of participants per program as reported by
the University of Oklahoma Center was compared to the number
of participants per program as reported by the other four
centers in Table 21. The results indicate that there were
no differences between the two groups of subjects. A perusal
of the data shows that Michigan State has the largest overall
numbers within each program conducted at the center. Michi-
gan State reported that 3.7 percent (7) of their programs
had more than 500 participants in them.

The data presented in Tables 22 and 23 are concerned
with the housing of the participants during the conference
activity. The results of Table 22 show that the University

of Oklahoma had program participants in residence for five
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TABLE 21

The Number of Program Participants Reported by the
University of Oklahoma as Contrasted
to Four Other University Centers

Average of Four| University
Other Centers of Okla,

Number of - Chi
Program Participants N % N % Square
1. 1-25 39.75 23.90 105 41.2 2.35
2. 26-50 51.75 29.70 83 32.5 0.06
3. 51-75 24.75 | 13.60 | 22 8.6 | 0.56
4, 76-100 14.50 8.13. 15 5.9 0.19
5. 101-150 16.50 9.90 14 5.5| 0.50
6. 151-200 10.25 5.55 9 3.5 0.24
7. 201-300 7.00 [ '3.95 3 1.2] 0.79
8. 301-400 3.67 2.16 2 0.8] 0.33
9. 401-500 4.00 2.25 1 0.4 0.69
10. Over 500 3.67 1.93 1 0.4 0.56

nights more frequently than the programs conducted at the
other four centers'(x2 = 5,50, df = 1, p'<:.05). No signi-
ficance was noted in the number of nights in residence as
reported by the University of Oklahoma center and the other
four centers at the other levels of none, one, two, three,
or four nights in residence. It appears that the University
of Nebraska has the fewest participants stay overnight at
the center. This could be due to the lack of facilities

necessary for keeping participants overnight.
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TABLE 22

The Number of Nights in Residence of Program Participants
Reported by the University of Oklahoma as Contrasted
to the Data Reported by the Other Four Centers

Average of Four| University
Other Centers of Okla.

Number of Nights* Chi
Spent in Residence N % N % Square
1. None 24.5 14.8 27 10.5 0.37
2. One 55.5 27.8 30 11.7 3.43
3. Tvwo 36.5 21.0 22 8.6 2.70
4. Three 19.5 11.2 16 6.2 0.73
5. Four 10.0 5.2 42 16.4 3.11
6. Five 24.8 13.5 93 36.3 5.50%%

*8ome programs required participants to spend as much as
20 nights in residence. However, the numbers reported in
the categories beyond five were too insignificant to make
meaningful comparisons.

**¥Significant beyond the .05 level; (p <<.05)

The results of Table 23 show that the University of Okla-
homa center has significantly fewer participants in the 61-80
numbers than the other four centers reporting (x2 = 4,36,
df =1, p £ .05). Michigan State has the highest percentage
in this category (31.0%) and Oklahoma has the lowest (4.6%).
The University of Oklahoma showed that between 81-100 per-
cent of their program participants stay in the facilities
provided by the adult education center. This could be due
to the relative isolation of the University of Oklahoma from

other housing facilities for the program participants.
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TABLE 23

The Number of In-Residence Participants as Reported

by the University of Oklahoma as Contrasted to

the Numbers Reported by Four Other Centers

Average of Four| University
Other Centers of Okla.
. Number of Participant

In Residence Tﬁ’ Chi

(Per Program) N % N % Square
1. None 23.8 14.3 24 9.4 0.51
2, 1-20 14.0 7.9 35 13.7 0.78
3. 21-40 12.0° 7.0 9 3.5 0.59
4. 41-60 14.8 8.3 14 5.5 0.29
5. 61-80 39.0 18.2 12 4.7 4.36%
6. 81-100 74.3 41.2 162 63.3 2.37

*Significant beyond the .05 level; (p << .05)

Table 24 is also associated with the information pre-

sented in the three previous tables.

Since the University

of Oklahoma has shown a significant difference in the number

of nights in residence, it was anticipated that there would

also be
session
ter and
sity of
for the
df = 1,

a significant difference in the number of planned

days as reported by the University of Oklahoma cen-

the other four centers.

As predicted, the Univer-

Oklahoma reported a significantly higher percentage

category of four planned session days (32 = 4,64,

p £ .05). Tables 21, 22, 23, and 24 shed some

light on the results of hypotheses one and two.

A reason

for the longer sessions in some areas of program content and
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TABLE 24

Number of Planned Session Days as Reported by the
University of Oklahoma as Contrasted With the
Number Reported by the Other Centers

Average of Four| University
Other Centers of Okla.

Number of )
Session Days Chi

. (Per Program) N % N % Square
1. One-Half 8.8 4.9 2 0.8 1.68
2. One 52.8 29.5 40 15.6 2.18
3. Two 47.8 26.9 30 11.7 3.12
4. Three 20.8 12.4 14 5.5 1.39
5. Four 12.0 7.2 65 25.4 5.51%
6. Five 23.8 12.5 77 30.1 3.78

*Significant beyond the .05 level; (p <.05)

level could be that it takes longer to present an under-
graduate course in Agriculture or Humanities than some of
the other disciplines such as the health professions or
Engineering.

Table 25 is related to the type of conference activi-
ty. It was anticipated that there would be a difference in
the data reported by the University of Oklahoma and the data
reported by the other four centers, because of the continu-
ing aspects of some government programs such as VISTA located
on the campus of the University of Oklahoma. A significant

difference was noted for the fifth category of types of
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TABLE 25

Type of Conference Activity as Reported by the
University of Oklahoma as Contrasted to the
Type of Activity Reported by the
Other Four Centers

Average of Four| University
Other Centers of Okla.

Type of Chi
Program Activity N % N % Square
1. Single Conf. 89.8 48.3 101 | 39.6 0.43
2. Annual Conf. 51.0 29.4 46 18.0 1.40
3. Series; Same Ss| 14.3 7.5 16 6.3 0.05

4, Series; Dif. Ss| 23.0 14.8 92 |36.1 4.64%*

*Significant beyond the .05 level; (p <<.05)

activity, a conference which had been part of a series held
during the year for different participants. The University
of Oklahoma reported a significantly higher percentage than
the other four centers (x2 = 4.64, df =1, p < .05).

The data reported in Tables 25 and 26 reflect the con-
tinuing nature of the training programs conducted at the
University of Oklahoma center. These two tables shed light
on the results of hypotheses three, four and five. The ma-
jority of the programs conducted at the University of Okla-
homa center are initiated and coordinated by the continuing
education staff for a certain type of clientele for a certain
period of time because of the long-term and perpetual contracts

held with certain organizations. Table 26 snows that the
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Nature of Program Clientele as Reported by . the

TABLE 26

University of Oklahoma and Contrasted
With the Program Clientele Reported
by the Other Four Centers

Average of Four| University
Other Centers of Okla.

Nature of Chi
Program Clientele N % N % Square
1. University 5.8 3.2 5 2.0 0.14
2. Local 3.5 4.6 4 1.6 0.75
3. State 81.0 46.7 81 31.6 1.41
4. Regional 37.8 21.9 57 22.3 0.01
5. National 40.5 24.9 78 30.5 0.28
6. International 5.8 3.9 31 12.1 2.26

majority of the University of Oklahoma programs are oriented
toward either state or national clientele.

Tables 27, 28, and 29 all deal with the financing of
program activity. Table 27 shows that there were no differ-
ences in the fees reported by the University of Oklahoma cen-
ter and the other four centers being used in the study. It
appears that most of the other four centers conduct programs
for less than $5.00 per participant. Most of the University
of Oklahoma center's programs cost from $40.00 to $80.00 per
participant. This too reflects the commercial nature of the
training conducted at the University of Oklahoma center.

Table 28 compares the major fee components reported
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TABLE 27 }
Total Conference Fee Reported by the University of
Oklahoma as Contrasted to the Conference Fee )
Reported by the Other Four Centers

Average of Four| University
Other Centers of Okla.

Amount of Chi
Conference Fee N % N % Square
1. None 14.0 8.8 44 17.3 1.43
2. 5.00 or Less 47.0 27.4 28 11.0 3.65
3. 5.01-10.00 22.5 | 12.4 16 6.3 | 1.04
4. 10.01-20.00 28.8 15.1 | 18 7.1 1.50
5. 20.01-40.00 16.0 9.1 37 14.6 0.65
6. 40.01-80.00 21.0 12.7 58 22.8 1.47
7. 80.01-100.00 7.3 4.1 8 3.1 0.06
8.100.01-150.00 7.0 3.9 22 8.7 0.97

by the various centers. The major component in all centers
is the tuition paid by participants. The University of Okla-
homa center reported 73.4 percent of the major fee component
was tuition, and the average percentage of the other four
centers for this component was 55.3 percent. But, the differ-
ence between the percentages was not significant (x2 = 1.29,
df = 1, p > .05). One interesting fact is that none of the
centers reported any travel cost as part of the fee component.

The travel could have been paid by the individual participant.
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TABLE 28

Comparison of the Major Fee Components Reported by
the University of Oklahoma and Four Other
University Centers

Average of Four ﬁniversity
Other Centers of Okla.
Chi
Major Fee Component N % N % Square

1. Housing 12.0 8.1 6 2.8 1.50
2. Meals 30.8 18.1 32 15.0 0.14
3. Tuition 103.0 55.3 |157 73.4 1.29
4, Travel 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 0.00
5. Ed. Materials 4.8 3.0 1 0.5 1.04
6. Other 20.0 14.9 18 8.4 0.92

Table 29 is also related to the financing source(s)
of the programs conducted at the various centers. The re-
sults show that the individual participants pay their con-
ference fees less often (13.3%) than individual participants
pay from the other four resident centers (38.3%) (x2 = 6.43,
df = 1, p £.01). These findings support earlier results
and statements about program participants being sponsored
by employers who paid their conference fees (48.6%) for the
University of Oklahoma center as compared to 26.1 percent
for the average of the other four centers. Another area
which showed a large descrepancy in the percentages reported

by the University of Oklahoma center and percentages reported
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TABLE 29

A Comparison of the Major Sources of Activity Financing
as Reported by the University of Oklahoma and
Contrasted to the Sources Reported by

" Four Other Learning Centers

Average of Four| University
Other Centers of Okla.

Sources of Chi
Activity Funding N % N % Square
1. Participants 70.5 38.3 34 13.3 6.43%

2. Employers 46.5 | 26.1 |124 |48.6 | 3.47

3. Sponsors 17.8 10.8 28 11.0 0.01

4. S & Employer 17.8 10.5 9 3.5 1.87

5. Private Grant 5.8 3.4 5 2.0 - 0.17

6. Gov. Grant 14.0 7.6 50 19.6 2.76

7. University 4.0 2.3 3 1.2 1.77

8. Univ. & Agent 2.0 1.5 2 0.8 0.18

*Significant beyond the .05 level; (p <<.05)

by the other four centers at the other four universities
used in this study was in the number of programs which were
paid for through government grants. The University of Okla-
homa center reported 19.6 percent as opposed to 7.6 percent
for the other four centers. This difference was not signifi-
cant (x° = 2,76, df = 1, p > .05).

The findings in Table 30 support the results of hypo-
theses three and four. The majority of the programs conduct-

ed at the University of Oklahoma center were initiated by the
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TABLE 30

A Comparison of the Group(s) the Programs Were Sponsored
for as Reported by the University of Oklahoma and
Contrasted to the Group(s) Reported by Four
Other Kellogg-Supported Centers

Average of Four| University
Other Centers of Okla.
Groups the Programs Chi
Were Sponsored For N % N % Square
1. Public 18.3 9.4 87 34.3 7.72%
2, University 10.0 5.8 6 2.4 0.72
3. Sponsors 99.8 55.5 66 26.0 1.25
4, Special Group 49.3 29.4 95 37.4 0.49

*Significant beyond the .05 level; (p <<.05) .

University of Oklahoma's continuing education staff, coordi-
nated by the University of Oklahoma's continuing education
staff, and are conducted for the employees of large organ-
izations through long-term contracts. The findings in Table
30 show that the University of Oklahoma center had signifi-
cantly more programs for the general public than were con-
ducted at the other four centers (x2 =-7.72,df =1, p < .01).
In this case the data reported for the VISTA programs were
probably classified as general public data. None of the
other areas was significantly different on the percentages
reported by the University of Oklahoma center and the centers

located at the other four universities.
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TABLE 31

A Comparison of the Types of External Sponsorship Re-
ported by the University of Oklahoma and
Contrasted to Four Other Centers

Average of Four| University
Other Centers of Okla.

Type of Chi
External Sponsorship N % N % Square

1 Nome 17.8 14.3 149 58.4 14.70%*
2. Profit Organ. 30.5 18.7 10 3.9 5.41%
3. Trust Co. 12.8 7.1 1 0.4 3.76
4. Non-Profit Org. 50.8 28.5 28 11.0 4.11%
5. Non-Profit Trst| 6.3 4.3 | o | 3.5 | o.04
6. Gov. Agency 34.5 18.6 56 22.0 0.15
7. Combination 14.5 8.4 2 0.8 3.78

*Significant Beyond the .05 level; (p <.05)
**Significant beyond the .001 level; (p <<.001)

Table 31 shows that the University of Oklahoma reported
percentages for the seven different types of external spon-
sorship that were significantly different than the percent-
ages reported by the other universities in three areas:

(1) No external sponsorship— University of Oklahoma = 58.4%,
other centers = 14.3%; x> = 14,70, df = 1, p < .001. (2)
Profit-making organization— University of Oklahoma = 3.9%,
other centers = 18.7%; x> = 5.41, df = 1, p < .05. (3) Non-

profit organizations— University of Oklahoma = 11.0%, other



centers = 28.5%; xz =4.11, df =1, p {.05. Two other areas
were approaching significance, an association of profit mak-
ing organization, and a combination of some of the other six

types of sponsorship (An association of profit making organ-

izations, xz = 3,76, df =1, p > .05 < :10; A combination
2

of the other types of sponsorship, x" = 3.78, df = 1, p >.05

{ -10). The University of Oklahoma had significantly fewer
programs sponsored by profit-making organization and non-
profit organizations and significantly more programs spon-
sored by none of the external sources listed in the' ques-
tionnaire than was reported by the other four university

centers.
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Summary of Additional Findings

Eleven additional comparisons were made on the data
collected from program participants. These 11 contrasts were
made in an attempt to clarify the results of the hypothesis
testing. A summary of additional findings is presented in
Table 32

TABLE 32

Summary of Significant Additional Findings

Item Significant Chi Sig.
No. Essence of Item Sub-Areas Square Level
5 No. of nights in res. (five) 5.50 < .05
6 " Y people " " (61-80%) 4.36 < .05
7 ” " gession days (four) 5.51 < .05
8 Type of activity (Series) 4.64 <.05
13 Major money source (individual) 6.43 < .01
15 Recipients of prog. (public) 7.72 <.01
(None) 14.70 < .001

16 Type of external (profit org.) 5.41 < .05

sponsorship (Non-profit

organization) 4.11 < .05

The findings of Table 32 are synthesized with the find-
ings of testing the nine hypotheses in the final section of
this chapter. The specific additional findings are related

to hypotheses one, two, three, and four.

70



Synthesis of Hypothesis Testing and Additional Findings

The results of testing the first two hypotheses showed
that the adult education center at the University of Okla-
homa conducted fewer Agriculture and Humanities programs and
had fewer programs with graduate level content than those
conducted at the other.centers. Additional findings concern-
ing the number of nights the participants spend in residence,
the number of participants per program, the percentage of
program participants who stayed in residence, and the number
of planned program days supported the findings of hypotheses
one and two. These additional findings showed that the
University of Oklahoma center had more programs which requir-
ed four planned-session days, five nights in residence, and
the lack of external housing facilities requires that pro-
gram participants be billeted in continuing educaticen hous-
ing.

Additional findings concerning the type of conference
activity, clientele, conference fee, major fee component,
major financing source, recipient of program benefits, and
the type of external sponsorship support the findings of
hypotheses three and four. Basically, the programs conducted
at the University of Oklahoma are initiated by the continuing
education staff and coordinated by them. A reason for this
type of program origin and coordination becomes evident when
the type of clientele served is considered. The University
of Oklahoma center is based more on long~term continuous

programs conducted for different groups of a large organiza-
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tion's employees.

The rest of the hypotheses tested, five through nine,
were related to the additional findings in only an indirect
way. The results of these five hypotheses indicated that
the programs cpnducted at the University of Oklahoma's adult
education center differ from the programs conducted at the
adult education centers located at Michigan State, Nebraska,
Georgia and Chicago Universities in the following ways:

(1) two instructional materials, the use of graphs and charts
and the dissemination of copies of the lectures to be pre-
sented during the conference; (2) two instructional methods,
field trips and individual guided study; and (3) one evalua-
tion technique, the interviewing of randomly drawn program
participants. The conclusions drawn from these findings,
suggestions for program improvement, and implications for

further research are presented in Chapter V.
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CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, RECOMMENDATION, IMPLICATIONS FOR FURTHER
- RESEARCH AND CONCLUSION

.The purpose of this study was to determine whether any
differences existed between the adult education programs con-
ducted at Michigan State, Nebraska, Georgia, Oklahoma, and
Chicago in the areas of program content, program initiation,
program coordination, pre- or post-conference activities,
methods or materials of instruction, or the type of evalua-
tion attempted by the program coordinators. The questionnaire
responses of the specialists who directed 970 programs invol-
ving 85,040 participants at thé five centers during the time
period of Fiscal Year 1968 were analyzed to determine the
similarities and differences reported by the University of
Oklahoma center as compared to the data reported by the
other four centers. A Chi Square Test of significance was
used to test nine hypotheses about various sub-areas of the
programs being contrasted, and to make comparisons in some
additional areas relevant to the hypotheses tested.

The sex, age, educational level, and the occupation of
the participants from the five different centers were fairly
homogeneous. There appeared to be about three times as many
males as females attending the centers, most were between the
ages of 21 and 35, have some college hours, and hold either
professional or semi-professional positions in their occupa-
tions.

The following is a summary of the tests of the nine
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hypotheses of the study. The results of testing hypothesis
number one indicated that the content of programs conducted
at the University of Oklahoma center differed from the con-
tent of programs conducted at the other four centers in two
areas. These two areas were Agriculture and Humanities.
The other program-content areas were not significantly dif-
ferent from the University of Oklahoma's programs although
-one, Engineering, did approach significance.

Hypothesis number two showed a significant difference
regarding the contentllevel. The Graduate-level pfogram
content at the Kellogg-supported centers located at Michi-~
gan State, Georgia, Nebraska, and Chicago universities was
reported more often than the graduate level programs report-
ed by the University of Oklahoma's adult education center.
None of the other levels of program content showed any signi-
ficant difference.

Hypothesis three, program initiation, provided two out
of eight categories showing significant differences. These
two areas were number two, the continuing education staff,
and number six, outside organization, group, or individual
and faculty of the individual university reporting. Sources
outside the university were the major initiators of program
activity for Chicago, Nebraska, and Michigan State, while
" Georgia indicated that most of its program activity was ini-
tiated by the corporate efforts of external sources, the con-
tinuing education staff, and the university faculty. All

the centers except the University of Oklahoma initiated
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program activity by combining the efforts of outside sources
and the continuing education staff.

Hypothesis four, program coordination, indicated signi-
ficant differences. Three of the universities, Michigan
State, Georgia, and Oklahoma, coordinated the majority of
their programs with continuing education staff members. How-
ever, Nebraska's main source of program coordination was a
combination of external sources working in conjunction with
the continuing education staff, and Chicago reported thai
41 percent of their programs were coordinated by organiza-
tions, individuals or groups outside the university.

Hypothesis five, pre-conference study materials, indi-
cated there was no significant difference among the programs
at the five centers. The examination of data also indica-
ted that very little pre-conference activity was conducted
prior to the participants' arrival for the program.

Hypothesis six, instructional methods, calculations
indicated that two significant differences were noted for the
instructional methods of Field Trips and Individual Guided
Study. In both cases the University of Oklahoma used these
instructional methods significantly more than the other four
universities. Further study shows that the lecture method
was used over twice as much as the small discussion groups.

Hypothesis seven, types of instructional material, indi-
cates that two types of instructional materials were utilized

by the University of Oklahoma center significantly more than
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they were used by the other centers. These two materials
were as follows: (1) Charts, poster, or other graphic dis-
plays, and (2) Distributed copies of speeches or lectures.

Hypothesis eight, post-conference activities, indicated
no significant differences and furthermore showed that per-
centages reported for each of the areas were almost identical.
Eiéhty percent of the time the various centers had no follow
up or post-conference activities.

Hypothesis nine, evaluation, produced one significant
difference. This was the category scheduled random inter-
views with participants. The University of Oklahoma showed
significantly more involvement with this evaluative method.

The demographic data and the additional findings sup-
port the above comparisons made between the program data
reported by the University of Oklahoma's adult education
center and the program data reported.by the adult education
centers located at Michigan State, Georgia, Nebraska, and

Chicago Universities.
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Recommendations

The empirical data presented in this study support the
following recommendations:

At least some type of evaluation should be conducted at
the termination of each program presented at each of the
adult education centers. An evaluation by the program dir-
ector, participants, or both.

There are at least three reasons for conducting at least
a cursory evaluation of any and.all programs presented in the
five adult education centers used in this study. (1) Pro-
grams should be evaluated because it is the best means of
improving the overall characteristics of the program being
presented. Egan Guba (1967) had summarized the advantages
of program evaluation in the following statement:

At the present time there is no known way of improving

the content of programs so much, the quality of pre-

sentation so much, the efficient use of materials so
much, or the probability of supporting overall program
results as effectively as through the discriminant use

of objective evaluation techniques. (p. 13)

(2) Programs should be evaluated because it will provide the
empirical information needed in making decisions to continue,
discontinue, expand, or diversify the program being evalua-
ted. It is doubtful that any well established and produc-
tive training programs were established as a result of the

initiator's first effort. Meaningful programs evolve through

the processes of continual change and improvement brought

lEgan Guba, Evaluating Federally-Funded Education Pro-
gram. Key Note Address of an Evaluation Seminar held at Ohio
State University, Summer 1967. Published by Department of
Health, Education & Welfare. Government Printing Office,

Washington, D.C., 1967.
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about by constant evaluation. (3) Programs should be evaluated
and the results used to support arguments for funding or refund-
ing of comparable projects. With the increasing emphasis on
accountability, more and more research financing very well

could be based on the empirical data available for the support
of the proposer's requests. These three reasons should be
sufficient rationale for the evaluation of programs conducted

in the future. (4) Instructional methods, which have been
proven more effective than straight lecture, should be encour-
aged. An important way to augment this would be more ﬁtiliza-

tion of instructional materials.

Implications for Further Research

Apart from frustrations produced by some of the design
features of the questionnaires, other implications might en-
courage future research effort.

1. Other aspects of the programs conducted in the
adult education centers should be considered than those con-
sidered in this study. The area of program financing and
billeting the program participants could be evaluated further.

2, Other studies should be made using other data col-
lected from the five adult education centers located at the

five different universities,

Conclusion

It is anticipated that the present evaluation attempt
will stimulate others to seek ways of quantifying and com-

paring the data reported by the five different adult-education
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centers contrasted in this study. By making such comparisons
and_evaluating the results according to a common scale such as
statistical techniques the continuing education field can be
improved and expanded.

Residence programs offered only one time as well as con-
tinuing residence programs would probably be enriched by the
inclusion of independent study efforts prior to a program in
residence. A post-residence program use of independent study
methods would seem to be particularly encouraging to the de-
velopment and progress of rebeating or continuing residence

programs.
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APPENDIX A

COMPLETE INSTRUMENT USED TO COLLECT DATA FROM PARTICIPANTS



PROGRAM RESEARCH PROJECT

QUESTIONNAIRE

General Purpose

The general purpose of this questionnaire is to provide data which will:

1. Contribute to a better understanding of continuing education
as it is practiced in residential centers.

2. Provide individual centers with comparative knowledge of con-

tinuing education as it is practiced by several residential
centers.

Specific Purpose

The specific purpose of this questionnaire is to provide data which can
be used to study:

1. The utilization of residential centers

2. The cost of residential programs

3. The funcfion of key center personnel

4. The method by which programs are planned and conducted

5. The clientele of residential centers

Guide for Completing the Questionnaire

1. A separate questionnaire should be completed for each center activity
to which a member of the conference department or program office contributed
in any of the following ways:

(a) guiding the whole activity from planning through follow-up
(b) consulting on the design or methodology of the activity
(c) advising on the subject iatter of the activity

(d) evaluating the activity

(e) counselling individual participants during the conference

2. Business functions such as meals or meetings in which the educational

content of the activity was not influenced by a member of the conference
or program office should not be reported.
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3. The following categories are provided for assistance in answering
question seventeen, program content:

1. Agriculture: animal or dairy husbandry, forestry,
horticulture, plant pathology, soils,
etc.

2. Behavioral Sciences: anthropology, economics, history,

international relations, political
science, psychology, social welfare,
sociology, etc.

3. Biological Sciences: | anatomy, bacteriology, biology, bio-
physics, entomology, zoology, etc.

4., Business: accounting, business administration,
real estate, security investments, etc.

5. Education: counselling and guidance, elementary
- " education, school administration,
speech correction, etc.

6. Engineering: aeronautical engineering, civil
engineering, electrical engineering,
mechanical engineering, architecture,
etc.

7. Health Professions: dental hygiene, medicine, occupational
: therapy, public health, etc.

8. Humanities: english, fine arts, foreign languages,
literature, philosophy, religion, etc.

9. Interdisciplinary: two or more basic groupings; an example
. of an interdisciplinary program might
be a conference on air pollution which
addressed the problem in terms of its
legal, scientific, behavioral and health

aspects.

10. Law: constitutional law, estate and gift
taxation, legal history and juris-
prudence, etc.

11. Physical Sciences: astronomy, chemistry, mathematics,
meteorology, physics, etc.

12. Other: ' any miscellaneous conference that does
not fit into above categories.
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4. The following universities, together with their code numbers to be
recorded in question one, are presently cooperating in this research
project: '

Michigan State University . . . . . . . . . . 01
University of Georgla . . . . « ¢« ¢« + ¢« « « . 02
University of Nebraska . . . . . . . . . . . . 03
University of Oklahoma . . . . . . « « « . . . 04
University of Chicago . . . . . ¢ ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢« . . 05
University of Illinois . . . ¢« ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ « « « . 06
Syracuse University . « ¢« ¢« ¢ ¢« ¢« ¢ ¢ s o « « 07
Washington University . . . . « ¢« ¢ ¢ « .« . . 08
Wayne State University . . « . ¢« ¢« ¢ o ¢« « . « 09
University of Minnesota . . « « « « « « « . « 10
University of Maryland . . . . ¢ « + = . . . «» 11
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3.

PROGRAM RESEARCH PROJECT

- QUESTIONNATIRE

Institution reporting:

Place 2 digit code number of institution, as listed in the Guide, ome
above the other in brackets. Example: Michigan State University would
be 01 and would be recorded (0); University of Maryland would be 11
and would be recorded (1) 1)
Q) (
(

Beginning date of activity:

Place the number of the month, 01-12, one above the other in the
brackets. Example: If the activity began in March, it would be
recorded (0); if it began in November, it would be recorded (1)

3) )
(
(
Year of activity:
To indicate the year, place the last 2 digits one above the other
in the brackets. Example: 1967 would be recorded (6)
¢))
(
(
Number of participants in attendance:
Indicate the number of participants registered by placing the
correct figure in the brackets. Include all full and part time
enrollees as well as instructors and guests. Example: 25
participants would be recorded (0); 86 participants, (0); 139
participants, (0) (0) (0)
1) (2) (8)
3) (5) (6)
(9)
and 1142 participants, (1)
1)
(4)
(2) (
(
(
(

)
)

-

e

o/ o e Nt

Card One
Columns
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5.

7.

8'

Nights in residence:

Indicate the number of nights spent in residence at the center by
this group by placing the correct figure in the brackets. Example:
3 nights in residence would be recorded (0); 18 would be recorded (1);

none would be recorded (0) . 3) (8)
(0)

(

(

Number in residence: (Circle one)

Indicate the average percentage of participants in residence
when all the nights shown in question five are considered.

NOME . ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ « o o o o ¢ 5 o o s s 2 » 1

1 =20 o ¢ o ¢ ¢ o ¢ o o 6 0 o 8 s 8 o o« 2
3 1 1 7 3
/% e - | 4
6l = 80Z . . ¢ » ¢ ¢ o e 0 s s s s s e e s 5
8l - 100X . & ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ s o o o & 6 s 6 s 6 o @ 6

Days spent in planned sessions:

(One half day equals either a full morning, or a full aftermoon,
or a full evening session. One day is any combination of these).
Record the number of days spent in planned sessions by placing the
correct figures in the brackets. Example: 1/2 day or less would
be recorded (0); 3 1/2 days, (0); 9 days, (0); 18 1/2 days, (1)
(0) 3) (9) (8)
5) - (5) (0) (5)

l 2 X X

Type of activity: (Circle one)

A single conference not related to any other conference . . . 1
One of a series of conferences held biannually or

annually . . . ¢ ¢ ¢ o 6 s 0 e s s s 0 e e e s e e e e 2
A conference which is part of a series held during the

year for the same participants . . « ¢« ¢+ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o ¢ .« & 3
A conference which is part of a series held during the

year for different participants . . . . . « . . ¢ o o ¢ & 4

85

e’ )

11
12

13

14
15
16

17



9. Number of times this organization has met previously at the center:

(This organization need not be interpreted as the same people

each time). Place the correct answer in the brackets provided.

Example: 3 would be recorded (0); 11 would be recorded (1). If
3) ' (1)

the organization has never met before at the center, record, (0) T

(0)

10. Nature of the clientele: (Circle one)

A university clientele (faculty, staff, students)
Alocal clientele . « ¢ ¢ ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o = o o o o &
A state clientele . . . . . .
A regional clientele . . . . . .
A national clientele . . . ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢« ¢ ¢ o o o &«
An international clientele . . . .

20

e @ *® & & e e o o

L) L L - L) L) L4

¢ 5 & o o 9
« o 8 s e o
¢ o o e 8
¢ o o o o »
AN SN -

FINANCING

11. Conference fee: (Circle one)

Indicate the conference fee paid by individual participants or
paid for them for full time attendance.

None . « ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ »
$ 5.00 or less . .
5.01 - § 10.00 .
10.01 - 20.00 .
20.01 40.00 .
40.01 80.00 .
80.01 100.00 .
100.01 150.00 .

21

[ I |
¢ & & e o s o

150.01 - 200.00
200.01 - 250.00
250.01 - 300.00
Over $302.00 . .

12, Major component of the conference fee: (Circle one)

Housing . . . « . . &
Meals . . « ¢ ¢ o o o«
Tuition . . . « « ¢+ &
Travel « « « o o ¢ o &
Educational materials
Other . . ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o &

“ & o o e o o o e v e »
L] L[] . [} L] L ] L] * L] L[] L ] ]
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13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

Major source of activity financing: (Circle onmne)

Costs paid by individual participants . . . . . . . . .

Costs paid for individual participants by employer
Costs paid for individual participants by sponsor of

ac t ivity - L 3 L] L] . L ] - - - L ] L] L - L ] o . L L] L] L] L] L]
Costs shared by individual participant and employer
sponsor of activity . . . . . ¢ ¢ ¢ . . . . . .

Costs paid by private grant . . . . . . « « &
Costs paid by government grant . . . . . . .
Costs subsidized by the university . . . . .
Costs paid by university and some other agent

SPONSORSHIP

Sponsored by: (Circle one)

Members of the university community . . . . .
Members of an external group . . . « « . . o«

Members of the university and an external group

working jointly . . . . ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o o &

Sponsored for: (Circle one)

The general public . . ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o o« « o &
University faculty and/or studemts . . . . .
Members of the sponsoring organization . . .

Special group or audience other than members of

sponsoring organization . . . . . . . . .

Type of external sponsorship: (Circle one)

None L ] . L L * L] . * L L] * L * L] L] L ] [ ] L[] L] L
A profit making organizatiom . . . . . . . &
An association of profit making organizations
A non-profit organmization . . . . . . . . . .
An association of non-profit organizations
A government agency (local, state, federal)
Some combination of the above . . . . . . .

PROGRAM
Characteristics

Program Content: (Circle one)

If necessary, see Guide for an explanation of the categories.
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18.

B.

19.

20.

Agriculture . . . . . . .
Behavioral Sciences .
Biological Sciences .
Business . . « . . .
Education . . . .
Engineering . . .
Health Professions
Humanities . . . .
Law .+ ¢ o o o +
Physical Sciences
Interdisciplinary
Other . .. . . .

L]

L]
L] . L) & L .
. * » . L]

L]

L]
[ ] L L[] L [ ] L
. L] ] . * [

Ll

L]

L]

[ ] L] . [ ] [ L] . [ ]
[ ] L] L] L] * L] L [ ]
L[] * [ ] . [ [ ] [ L [ ]
L L 4 * L ] L) L » * * * »
. * . 4 L] L) L ]
[ . [ ] L »
[ ] * L] * L] . * [ ]
L 4 L] . L] L] + . . L[]
. . * [ ] . ]
L] . L[] * L] - L] L] L 4 [

. L ] L] L] . L] L ] L]

L]

- L] L[] L ] L * L] L] L] L

L L]
L

L] . L L] * ]

. * * L . * ]

* » [ » L ] L[] L ] Ll L] L]
L]

L] * L 4 L] * L]

L 4 L] * L] * v * * L] L ] * L[]

Level of program content: (Circle one)

Post graduate .
Graduate . . . .
Undergraduste .
Pre~college . . . .
Multi-~level content
Unable to classify .

. L 4 L] L] . .
L] L] L] L] L] L
L L] L L] * L]
* L[] ® L] [ L)
. L] . L4 L] L]
L] * . . . *
» » * L] * .
L 4 [ ] * . ] .
. [ ] . L] L] .
L] L ] L] * . L]
[ . ] . L]

. L[] * L] . L]
L] . . L] . L]

Planning
The initiative for this activity came from: (Circle one)

Organization, group, or individual outside the university .
Continuing education staff . . . . . . « ¢« ¢« ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ &« . .
Faculty of this university . . . . « . ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ = ¢ ¢ ¢+ .+ &
Faculty of some other university . . . . . ¢« « ¢« « « o . .
Faculty of this university and continuing education staff .
Outside organization, group, or individual and faculty

of this undversity . . ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o o o o o
Outside organization, group, or individual and continuing

education staff . . . + . ¢ ¢« ¢ s ¢ e e v b e e e s e 0.
All three - faculty of this university, outside organiza-

tion, group, or individual and continuing education

Btaff *® ® ® = » - . *« e & o o L] *® ® o e o * & e [ - - .

Methods used to promote attendance at this activity:

Rank the following methods in order of their promotional importance
for this activity. Place a 1 in the bracket of the most important,
a 2 in the bracket of the second most important, and a 3 in the
bracket of the third most important. Place a 0 in the brackets

of all methods not ranked. :

88

VRNV WN -

DN DWN

-} W wWwN -

27

28

29



21.

22.

23.

Personal invitation by mail . . . . . .

Direct mail: brochures, letters
Magazines and trade publications
Newspaper advertising . . . . .
Personal visitation . . . . . .
Radio and TV promotion . . . .
Posters and take one material .
Organization encourages members

to atten

etc.

d

L} ] * [ [}

The purposes and obiectives of the activity were set

PN SN NN NN NP

(Circle one)

Organization, group, or individual outside the university .

Continuing education staff
Faculty of this university
Faculty of some other university

*® & e & s ° e » e o . o ° @ -

e o o L] . . *» e @ . . - -

Faculty of this university and continuing education staff .
Outside organization, group, or individual and faculty
of this undvergity . « ¢ ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o ¢ o ¢ o ¢ ¢ o ¢ &
Outside organization, group, or individual and continuing
education staff . . . .« . ¢ . ¢ 0 ¢ e 4 e 6 e e e . e e

All three - faculty of this university, outside organizationm,

group, or individual and continuing education staff . .

The faculty or speakers or others acting in a teaching-leadership
(Circle one)

capacity were selected by:

Organization, group, or individual outside the university

Continuing education staff

Faculty of some other university

. L] L] L] . * . L L] - L] L L] L] L]

Faculty of thigs university . . . . « ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o« &

Faculty of this university and continuing education staff
Outside organization, group, or individual and faculty
of this university . . . . ¢« ¢+ ¢ ¢ ¢ & ¢ ¢ o ¢ o o ¢ & &
Outside organization, group, or individual and continuing
education staff . . ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ s ¢ o 4 e e e s e 0 e ¢ o o

All three - faculty of this university, outside organization,

group, or individual and continuing education staff . .

The methods of instruction for the activity were chosen by:

NS WN -

-

W& W

o

o e et N o N Nt

(Circle one)

Organization, group, or individual outside the university

Continuing education staff
Faculty of this university

Faculty of some other university
Faculty of this university and continuing education staff
Outside organization, group, or individual and faculty

of this university . « « ¢ + ¢ ¢ ¢ o o ¢ ¢ o o o o o o o
Outside organization, group, or individual and continuing

education staff

All three - faculty of this university, outside organization,

- . - L 4 L] L] L] [ ] . * > L ] - L] L]

.
.
. [ } e o . . L]
.
*

L] L] L] . L * L] L L] . L * L L] L4 L - L] » L d

group, or individual and continuing education staff . .
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24. The educational materials for the activity were selected by:
(Circle one)

Organization, group, or individual outside the university .
Continuing education staff . . . . . . ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ & & &
Faculty of this undversity . . . . . « . ¢ ¢« ¢« ¢ ¢ o ¢ . &
Faculty of some other university . . .« « « « « « « « o « o
Faculty of this university and continuing education staff .
Outside organization, group, or individual and faculty of
this undversity . . ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o ¢ ¢ ¢ o s ¢ o o o o @
Outside organization, group, or individual and continuing
education staff . . ¢« ¢ ¢ 2 ¢ ¢ ¢ s s e e b e e . e .0
All three - faculty of this university, outside organization,
_group, or individual and continuing education staff . .

25. The general program design was constructed by: (circle one)

Organization, group, or individual outside the university .
Continuing education staff . . « ¢« « ¢« ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o ¢ o &
Faculty of this undversity . . « « ¢« « ¢« &« ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o &
Faculty of some other university . . . . . . . . . . « . .
Faculty of this university and continuing education staff .
Outside organizatiom, group, or individual and faculty of
this undversity . . ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o ¢ o 2 s o o o &
Outside organization, group, or individual and continuing
education staff . . . . . . ¢ 0 4 e 0 et e e e e ..
All three -~ faculty of this univereity, outside organization,
group, or individual and continuing education staff . .

26, The seguencé of activities during the program was planned by:
(Circle one)

Organization, group, or individual outside the university .
Continuing education staff . . ¢« ¢« ¢« ¢ ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o &
Faculty of this university . . « ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o &
Faculty of some other univergity . . . « « ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢« o ¢ « «
Faculty of this university and continuing education staff .
Outside organization, group, or individual and faculty of
this unfversity . o« ¢ o ¢ ¢ o ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o o ¢ o o o o &
Outside organization, group, or individual and continuing
education staff . . . ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o o b e e s e e 0 e o 0.
All three - faculty of this university, outside organizationm,
group, or individual and continuing education staff . .

27. The program was coordinated by: (Circle one)

(Coordination means broad responsibility for the management of
the program)
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Organization, group, or individual outside the university .
Continuing education staff . . . . . . . « ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢« & o o« .
Faculty of this undversity . . . ¢« ¢« ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ & o &
Faculty of some other undversity . . . . . . . .. .. ..
Faculty of this university and continuing education staff .
Outside organization, group, or individual and faculty of
this university . . « « ¢« ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢« ¢« « . . .« s s e s
Outside organization, group, or individual and continuing
education staff . . . . . . s ¢ ¢ 0 0 s e e e e e .. 7
All three - faculty of this university, outside organization,
group, or individual and continuing education staff . . 8

V18 W) N e

>

28. Facilitation of the program activities was performed by: (Circle one)

(Facilitation means on the spot duty to see that the program
goes as planned)

Organization, group, or individual outside the university .
Continuing education staff . . . . . ¢« ¢« ¢ ¢« ¢ = ¢ ¢ & . .
Faculty of this undversity . . . ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o o v o o« o &
Faculty of some other university . . . . « « ¢« ¢« ¢« ¢« &« . .
Faculty of this university and continuing education staff .
Outside organization, group, or individual and faculty of
this undversity . . « ¢ ¢ o ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o o ¢ o o o o
Outside organization, group, or individual and continuing
education staff . . « ¢ ¢ « . ¢ ¢ o e e o e s e e 0. . 7
All three - faculty of this university, outside organization,
group, or individual and continuing education staff . . 8

NS WN -

-]

29. Budget decisions for this activity were made by: (Circle one)

Organization, group, or individual outside the university
Continuing education staff . . . « « . ¢ ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ & + &
Faculty of this university . . . « ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢« & &
Faculty of some other university . . . . . « « ¢« ¢ « « &
Faculty of this university and continuing education staff
Outside organization, group, or individual and faculty of
this university . . < ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢« ¢ o s ¢ o o o o o o o
Outside organization, group, or individual and continuing
education staff . . ¢« ¢ . ¢ o s s o e e e 0 0 e e 0 o . 7
All three - faculty of this university, outside organization,
group, or individual and continuing education staff . . 8

.
W8N e

.
-]

c. Conduct

30. Pre-conference activities: (Circle the number of the one pre-
conference activity used most frequently)

No pre-conference activitiegs used . . . . . « « . ¢« « o ©
List of suggested readings mailed to participants . . .
Study materials mailed (books, case studies, etc.) . .
Definite assignment prepared by participants . . . . .
Pre-conference study groups formed . . . . . . . . .+ .

« s % o o
V18N

L * * L[]
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31.

32.

33.

Instructional persomnel:

From the key on the left, indicate the percentage of this program's
total instructional time performed by each group listed at the
right by placing the appropriate number in each of the brackets
bes:lc)le the group. (All brackets should thus have some number in
them).

none . ... 1 Faculty of this university . . . . . (
1-202 .. 2 Faculty of other university . . . . . (
21 - 40 . . 3 Members of the center staff . . . . . (
41 - 60X . . & Individuals, not members of

61 -80% .. 5 the above groups . . . . « « + « . (
81 -100x . . 6

Methods of instruction:

Rank the following methods in order of their frequency of use during
this activity. Place a 1 in the bracket of the most frequent, a 2
in the bracket of the second most frequent and a 3 in the bracket of
the third most frequent. Place a 0 in the bracket of all methods

not ranked.

Lecture . ¢« + ¢ ¢ ¢« &
Small discussion group
Large discussion group
Role playing . . . . . .
Case analysis . . . . . .

Laboratory or demonstration
rield trip L] L ] ® L] L] L ] L] . L ]
Panel, symposium or debate .
Interview or individual comelnng
Individual guided study . . . . . .

[ ] L ] L] - L] . L L ]

®
*
»
»
L]
L4
L]
.

e o @ ¢ 2 o 8 o o o
[ ] L] L ] [ 2 L ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ )
« ¢ o & & ¢ ¢ o o o
L] L ] [ ] L ) L ] L[] L ] L 2 L ] [ ]
L[] L ] [ ] [ L] L ] L ] * * L ]
[ ] [ ] L L ] L ] L ] . [ ] L ] L]
L ] & » * * [ ] [ ] E ] L ] [
L ] L) ] ] L] L ] [ ] L] L ] L[] i
PN PN NN NN TN PN PN PN

Materials of instruction: (01rcie the number of the method

used most frequently)

:

Nomaterials used . « ¢« ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o
Specially prepared papers or abstracts
Specialized books . . « ¢« . ¢« ¢ ¢ o o o
Slides or films with commentary . . . .
Case histories . . ¢ ¢ 5 ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ & o o
Assigned readings « « « < ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o
Charts, posters or other graphic displays
Distributed copies of speeches or lectures

e o o & o 0

e o o 8 s o o
] L[] L ] L] L ] L 3 L) L ]
L ] L] L J [ ] L] L L[] L[]
e o o ¢ o o' o
[ ] * L] L ] [ ] [ ] L ] [
[ ] . L [ ] ® L ] * L ]
s o & 8 o o o @
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34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

The major contribution of the conference coordinator or consultant
was: (Circle one)

Initiating the original idea for the activity . . . . . . .
Facilitating the details of a program planned by others . .
Consulting on the design or methodology of the activity . .
Performing instructional dutfes . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Evaluating the activity . . . . . ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ & ¢ ¢ ¢ o o & « &
Advising or counselling individual participants . . . . . .
Administering the activity from planning to follow-up . . .

Post conference activities: (Circle the number of the one post con-
ference activity used most frequently)

No post conference actjvities used . . . . . . . . . . ..
Prepared list of readings completed . . . . . . . . . . . .
Study materials mailed to participants . . . . . . . . . .
Radio or TV £OllOW=UP + &« « « « o o o o o o o o o o o o = o
Post conference study group formed . . . . . . . . ¢ o . .
Definite assignment prepared . . . . ¢« ¢« . ¢« ¢ ¢« o ¢ ¢ o .

Evaluation attempted: (Circle the number of the one evaluation
method used most frequently)

No evaluation attempted . . « « ¢« ¢ ¢ « ¢ ¢ ¢ o ¢ ¢ & o o .
Scheduled random interviews of participants . . . . . . . .
Depth interviews of selected participants . . . . . . . . .
Post meeting reaction sheet completed by participants . . .
Examination written by participants . . . . « . . .+ . . . .
Follow-up interviews of participants planned . . . . . . .
Written assessment of conference made by coordinator . . .

In the opinion of the coordinator-consultant, this activity was:
(Circle one)

Excellent - all objectives met . .
Good - major objectives met . . . .
Satisfactory - some objectives met.
Unsatisfactory ~ few objectives met
Poor - no objectives met . . . . .

L - L N *
*
°
[ ]
.
.
.
.
L]
L]
.
.

In the opinion of the coordinator-consultant, the level of parti-~
cipant satisfaction was: (Circle one)

very high * - . L] L ] L L J L ] L J £ - L ]
High . . .
Moderate .

Low . . .
Very low

.

. e ® *
. . L] *
- L] * L]
L] . L[] *
L
L]
L]
(]
. . L] *
* L
L] L] . L] -
] . e . [}
L L 4 * L L 4
L] - . * L
L]
. . L] L] L
L] *
L] .
. .
L] L
* e . .
L]
.
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PARTICIPANT DATA

For questions 39-42, please give as much data on participants as is possible
through, your present system of registration. Include all full and part time
participants as well as instructors and guests.

39.

40.

Sex of participants:

For each category on the right, place the number of actual parti-
cipants in that category in the appropriate brackets. Where
none of the participants fell in a category, place a 0 in each
of the three brackets. All brackets should thus have some number
in then.

Example: If an activity had 145 participants of whom
120 wvere male, 25 were female and none were unknown, it
would be recorded: .

male 1) () (o)
female (0) (2) (5)
unknowm (0) (0) (0)

Age of participants:

For each category on the right, place the number of actual parti-
cipants in that category in the appropriate brackets. Where
none of the participants fell in a category, place a 0 in each
of the three brackets. All brackets should thus have some number
in them.

Example: If an activity had 180 participants of whom
none were under 21, 54 were 21-35, 70 were 36-55, 30
were over 55 and 26 were of unknown age, it would be
recorded:

under 21  (0) (0) (0)
21-35 0) (5) (&)
36-55 0) (7) (0)
over 55 ) (3) (0)
unknown (0) (2) (6)

Under 21 () () ()
21-35 () C) ()
36-55 () () )
Over 55 () () ()
Unknowm () () ()
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68-70
71-73
74-76

Card Two
Columns

1- 3
4- 6
-9
10-12
13-15



41.

42,

43,

Highest educational level achieved by participants:

To record this question, use the method described in the two
previous questions.

Elementary school graduate () (
‘Some high school () (
High school graduate () (
Some college () (
College graduate () (
Graduate study () (
Unknowvm () (

Occupational category of participants:

To record this question, use the method described in the three
previous questions.

Professional, technical and kindred workers (
Farmers and farm managers (
Managers and officials (
Clerical and kindred workers (
Sales workers (
Craftsmen, foremen and kindred workers (
Operatives and kindred workers (
Service workers, including household (
Farm laborers and foremen (
Laborers, except farm and mine (
Others (
Unknowm (

o ) N Nt o Nt o Nt b N ot N
PN NN NN IO PN PN PN PN NN

Institution reporting:

Place 2 digit code number of institution, as listed in the Guide,
one above the other in brackets. Example: Michigan State Univer-~
sity would be 01 and would be recorded (0); University of Maryland
would be 11 and would be recorded, gi; Q1)
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16-18
19-21
22-24
25-27
28-30
31-33
34-36

37-39
40-42
43-45
46-48
49-51
52-54
55-57
58-60
61-63
64-66
67-69
70-72

73
74



APPENDIX B

DEFINITIONS OF OCCUPATIONAL CATEGORIES
NEEDED TO COMPLETE THE DATA COLLECTION INSTRUMENT



Appendix B

The following categories are providcd for assistauce in zuswering
question seventeen, program content:

‘le Agriculture:
2. Behavioral Sciences:
3. . Biological Sciences:

4. Business:

5. Educétion:
6. Engineering:
7. Health Professions:

8. Humanities:

9. Interdisciplinary:

10. Law:

11, Physical Sciences:

12. Other:

animal or dairy husbandry, forestry,
horticulture, plant pathology, soils,
etc. -

anthropology, econémics, history,
international relations, pulitical
science, psychology, social weclfare,

- sociology, etc.

anatomy, bacteriology, biclogy, bio-
physics, entomology, zoology, etc.

accounting, business administration,
real estate, sccurity investments, etc.

counselling and guidance, elementary
education, school administration,
speech correction, etc.

aeronautical engineering, civil
engineering, electrical engincering,
mechanical engineering, architecture,
etc. ) |

dental hygiene, mediciné, occupational
therapy, public health, etc.

english, fine arts, foreign languages,
literature, philosophy, religion, etc.

two or more basic groupings; an example
of an interdisciplinary program might

be a conference on air pollution which
addressed the problem in terms of its
legal, scientific, behavioral and health
aspects.

constitutional law, estate and gift
taxation, legal history and juris-
prudence, etc.

astronomy, chemistry, mathematics,
meteorology, physics, etc.

any miscellaneous confercuce that does
not fit into above catcgories,
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APPENDIX C

DEMOGRAPHICAL DATA REPORTED BY THE FIVE ADULT EDUCATION CENTERS



Appendix C-1
Demograghical Information for Michigan State University

TOTAL NC. PARTICIPANTS 271705

. . NUMBER PER CENT OF TOTAL
SEX
MALE <C806 ; 75.100
FENMALE 6899 24,900
AGE
UNDER 21 5713 20.620
21-35 11287 40.742
36-55 8906 32.147
CVER 55 1799 6492
ED. LEVEL
ELEMENTARY 1008 3.637
SOME H.S. 5100 12.410
HeSe. GRAC. 7005 25.286
SOME CCLLETGE 4301 15,530
COLLEGE GPAD, 6842 24.697
GRAD. STU"Y 3447 12.440
OCCULPATICNAL CAT,
PROFESSICNAL 12909 46.594
FARMERS 1097 3.960
MANAGERS 6386 23.C51
CLERICAL 168 2,770
SALES 1136 4.101
CRAFTSVMEN 163 0.588
CPERATIVES 57 0.205
SERVICE 1185 4.278
FARM LABCR c 0e -
LABQGRERS 0 0.
CTHERS 4004 14.453
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Appendix C-2 -
Demographical Information for the University of Georgia

TOTAL NC. PARTICIPANTS 22915

MUMBER PER CENT CF TOTAL
SEX
VALE 14609 63.753
FEMALE 830¢ 36.247
AGE
UNDER 21 2476 : 10.805
21-35 6206 27.082
36-55 11798 51.485
CVER 55 2435 10.628
EDe. LEVEL
ELEMENTARY 1834 8.000
SOME HeSe 1802 T.861
He Se GRAD. 1742 7.599
SOME CCLLFGE 2810 12.257
COLLEGE GRAD. 8431 36.787
GRAD. STUPrY 6302 27496
OCCUPATICNAL CAT,.
PROFESSICNAL 19237 83.949
FARMERS e 0.C10
MANAGERS 26117 11.683
CLERICAL 122 0.532
SALES 48 0.209
CRAFTSVMEN 243 1.058
CPERATIVES 41 0.179
SERVICE 31 0.134
FARM LABCR c 0.
LABORERS ' C 0.
CTHERS 515 2.246
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Appendix C-3
Demographical Information for the University of Nebraska

VOTAL NC. PARTICIPANTS 13146

NUMBER PER CENT OF TOTAL
SEX
MALE 9584 72,901
FEMALE 3562 . 27.C99
AGE
UNDER 21 42¢ 3.243
21-35 6589 50.119
36-55 5304 40.350
CVER 55 821 64287
ED. LEVEL
ELEMENTARY 214 1.628
SONE H.S. 362 2.763
HeSe GRAD. 1880 14.300
SOME CCLLSGE 2717¢ 21.120
COLLEGE GRAD, 3856 29,336
GRAD. STUNY 405¢ 30.852
OCCUPATICNAL CAT,
PROFESSICVAL 8261 62.842
FARMERS 599 4.954
VANAGERS 1325 10.C79
CLERICAL 232 1.767
SALES 541 4.112
CRAFTSVMEN 161 . 1.227-
CPERATIVES 41 0.314
SERVICE 391 26974
FARM LABCR 8 0.059
LABORERS 57 0.432 -
GTHERS 1530 11.640
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Appendix C-4
Demographical Information for the University of Oklahoma

TOTAL NC, PAPTICIPANTS 13355

AUMBER PER CENT OF TOTAL
SEX
FALE 10669 _ 19.886
FENALE 2686 20.114
AGE
UNDER 21 10¢ 0.751
21-35 4336 22,471
36-55 7270 544434
CVER 55 1649 12.344
ED. LEVEL
ELEMENTARY 2 0.015
SOME HeSe 101 0.754
HeSe GRAD. 3551 26.587
SOME CCLLEGE 2201 160483
COLLEGE G®AD. 5454 40,838
GRAD. STUNY 2046 15.322
OCCUPAT ICNAL CAT.
PROFESSICNAL 7663 574381
FARMERS 18 0.136
MANAGERS 2176 164297
CLERICAL 520 3.896
SALES 294 2.202
CRAFTSMEN 548 44101
CPERATIVES 5 . 0.C38
SERVICE 1825 13.664
FARM LABCR C 0.
LABORERS 22 0.166
CTHERS 283 2.118
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Appendix C-5
Demographical Information for the University of Chicago

TOTAL NC. PARTICIPANTS 7919

NUMBER PER CENF OF TOTAL
SEK
NALE 6145 17.597
FEVMALE 1774 22,403
AGE
UNDER 21 407 ) 5.134
21-35 : 3355 42.361
36-55 2734 34.522
CVER 55 1424 : 17.983
ED. LEVEL
ELEMENTARY Q 0.
SOME H.S, 298 3,762
HeSe GRALC, 719 9.076
SOME CCLLFGE 735 9.288
COLLEGE GRAD. 2223 28.C74
GRAD. STUNY 3944 49.800
OCCULPATIONAL CAT,
PROFESSICNAL 5412 684346
FARMERS 0 0.
PANAGERS 1204 15.206
CLERICAL 334 4213
SALES a1 1.094%
CRAFTSVMEN 15 0.945
CPCRATVIVES 176 2.228
SERVICE 160 2,026
FARM LABCR g 0.
LABORERS 43 0.540
CTHERS 428 $5+402
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Appendix D-1
Contingency Table No. 16;
Questionnaire Item No. 17

Program Content

AGMILYU  UEne alt. BUSINE ETDUCAT ENGINE HEALTH HUMANI  LAM PHY. INTERD CThFu
LTLaE  SCl. sCl. s$ 10N ERING TIES SCle 1sC. TNTAL  PERCINT
t------~] -------]---.---|-------}-------‘-------]-------] R eonow |-------[----.--:------- [ snmenew|
1 T 226 ! 8o I 1.5 1 256 1 19.3 1 2e6 1 12,3 1 246 I 08 I 1eC 1 1646 I 607 !
1 t ] 1 ! 1 I l t ! 1 1 1
N MICW. STATE I t 1 ] 1 1 i t 1 I ! ! !
1 231 111 31 50 1 21 5 1 24 1 s 1 11 21! 321 131 188 14.6
s 1 “le- -1 {encoces|maneane] i- 1 { H ! ! =1
t 1 87 § 156 ! 8,6 1 18.6 1 25.0 [ Jeb 1 3.7 1 2.5 1 2.9 5 8.6 [ el I T I
1 t 1 H i 1 t 1 1 ! ( $ 1
i GrCAGIA § H t 1 t 1 1 1 1 1 t ! 1
t 61 N1 131 47 1 62 1 11 91 6 1 71 11 F v 1 240 18,0
t e L D ] L] | i -1 1 1 1 1 |
u ! leed 1 2.8 .1 116.4 [ 18.9 1 7.5 1 8.2 ! 1.3 1 3.1 1 1208 [ 53 I
1 ! 1 1 1 1 ] 1 ] { ! 1 1
t NFERRASKS ! 1 t i 1 1 t 1 t 1 t 1 t
i f 26 ! 6! ! 26 1 351 12 1t 13 2t s 1 1 131 41 1% 11.9
|-------[-.-----[-------]-----.-[-------[-------!-----—-x-------[ l- g ] 1
o 1 Seb I 4o7 1 1 2.5 1 8.6 [ 11.7 1 2.7 1 l1e2 1 5.9 1 1 2402 1 1461 1
1 ! 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 ] | 1 1
n GeLangMA ! ! ! ! 1 ] 1 H 1 t I i 1
1 11! 121 1 M1 17 1 31 71 31 15 1 | 82 1 B 1 2% 19.2
‘-------]-------‘-------]----.--|-------] ] ] ] l | | -------[
t T 6.8 I 92,9 1 27.4 1 16.2 | 1154 1 12.8 1 43 U 1.7 112.8 1 1.7 1
f { 1 t 1 ! t ! ! 1 1 1 !
CHICAGR | t t 1 ! 1 1 ! { 1 1 1 1
! ! el t 1 31221 19 1 I 18 ! 15 1 s 1 21 15 1 21 ur 4.8
jecveane]ecannan] 1 1 ~jmmemena] 1 -=l 1 i~ 1 - 1

Data for Hypothesis No. One
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Contingency Table No. 17;
Questionnaire Item No.

Appendix D-2

TOTAL PERCEN
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Data for Hypothesis No. Two
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Appendix D-3

BSOSt D -~

MICHe STATE

GECRGIA

NEBRASKA

OXLAHQNMA

CHICAGC

Contingency Table No. 18;
Questionnaire Item No. 19

Source of Program Initiative

cur C.C. FAC TH FAC FAC ¢ out U ouT U ALL
UNLV STAFF IS v CTH U STAFF ‘¢ FAC +STAFF THREE TOTAL PERCENT

[erecenc]eeccccs[ccnnnnc|ecnnveac [eacacen [wecrcca ] cncncnn [omnen=a]

1 2600 I 1.0 I 11.7 1 1 122 1 7.7 1 1643 1 25,0 1

! 1 1 1 ! 1 H 1 1

1 1 1 1 I 1 i 1 1

1 511 2 1 23 1 | 26 1 15 1 321 49 1 196 l4e7
e e e C e C T D e E el d C e bl httiindnd

I 20e3 ! 3.3 1 662 1 048 1 18.3 [ 5S¢4 1 7.8 | 37.8 I

1 1 1 1 I 1 1 I 1

l 1 1 1 1 1 1 L 1

[ 49 1 g1 15 1 21 44 1 13 1 19 1 91 1 241 18.1
e el Sl S Bl et Ct e titd R l=- ==~ I

1 40.1 1 ©.86 1 22,3 I 066 I 1.3 1 15.3 I 12.1 | 7.6 1

1 1 1 I t 1 { 1 1

1 | L ! { { 1 I { '

{ 63 1 11 3s 1 11 21 24 | 19 1 12 1 157 11.8
[y e e e L D Dl D e R R G it

I 7.C 1 62,6 1 4.7 1 1 4.3 I 1.2 1117 I 3.5 1

1 1 1 1 1 X { { !

1 1 1 1 I I { [ {

t 18 1 173 1 12 1 { 111 31 30 i 91 256 19.2
L R et £ e e E Ll ettt Rt d b S S bl S L bbb

1 62.4 1 Sop I 9.4 I 1a7T 1 0.9 1 18.8 I 1.7 I I

i H | I I ¢ 1 { 1

l { 1 1 I 1 1 [ I

1 731 61 11 2! 11 22 1 2 1 L 117 8.8

Data for Hypothesis No. Three
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Appendix D-5

STUDY

Pre-Conference Activities
#AT,

Contingency Table No. 36;
Questionnaire Item No. 30

TOTAL PERCENT
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Data for Hypothesis No. Five
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Appendix D-6gq

SOMACrreatd S

%iCh. STATE

GECRL 1A

GEARASKA

(XLAKDYA

fri1Cacn

Contingency Table No. 41;
Questionnaire Item No. 32

Instructional Method--Lecture or Speakers

VAR 56 NS METH=LECTURE

F1a%7  SECUNC THMIRD  FOURTH FIFTH SIXTH  SEVENT EICHTH NINTH  TENTH  NOT RA
H NKEC

Jemeccscfesvacucfucanncslecncccncocncus]enseonn] 1 ! ! 1 =1
P 78.3 1 9.5 1 2.1 1 t I 6.5 i 1 ) ! 10.1 12
{ H i ! i ! ] ! 1 i 4 1
l 1 4 | { t 1 ! 1 i I 1
1 148 | 171 “ 1 { 1 11 ! i i { 19 ¢
[eanccna]occcnncn [anannve |connoes (o= 1~ 1 1 1 emm] 1 o=l
1 79,7 1 9.5 1 1.2 1 0.4 | 1 1 1 [ 1 I 9.1 1
1 { 1 1 1 [ 1 1 1 1 1 1
[} 1 { { 1 { [ 1 i I H 1
t 152 | 231 - 1 11 t I ! { 1 I 22 1
[eeceecs|eccccac]ascnccn]ecvacnc|anencac] lo= { ! 1 I 1
L 17.2 1 &.2 ! 1.3 I 1 %¢ 1 I { { 1 I 12.7 1
1 { i ! { { { t I 1 { |
1 1 1 1 1 { { : ! i { t
1 122 1 131 21 1 11 1 i i H H F{ -
{mececcsleccucasn] vl { [eencca-] i ! ==1 {wmenena]
I 7345 ] 2602 1 345 1 Qe | I G4 1 { 1 1 T 2.7 !
{ ] ! ! 1 1 1 1 1 1 i 1
I I I 1 l 1 { 1 ! 1 { {
1 202 1 38 1 91 11 I 11! 1 1 1 1 71
I P td R By ey e By e et RS L LT |
t 5143 1 7.0 0 wed I ! 1 I I { I [ 32.7 1
1 t ! ! 1 ! 1 | ¢ I ! 1
I { ! t ! t 1 1 i I t 1
1 58 ¢ 6! H t ! 1 t i 1 ! N\
e I L e Bl e R D ha i | Jou ! I jencanaal

Data for Hypothesis Six--Part a

TOVAL PERCENY

189

241

258’

113

14,3

10.2

t1.9

19.3
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Appendix D-6p

BOrFrALCHHAND ™

MiCr. STATE

Crnanta

NEPRASKA

CRLAKONMA

CrICARGG

Contingency Table No. 42;
Questionnaire Item No. 32

Inétructional Method--Small Discussion Group

VAR 83 INS FETH=SM DISC GROUP

FIPST  SFCAMN  THIAE TOURTH FIFTH SIXKIMM SLVENT EIGHTH NINTH  TENTH  NUT RA
H NKED

leessscclesannen] 1 o=} jemccean]e == 1 |emcccseenccess]
I 136 1 434 1| 6.5 | I H { 1 ! 1 1 371.0 1
] ] ] 1 1 1 { 4 1 4 ] {
1 1 ] i H 1 ! I 1 1 1 L
! 29 ! a3y i 16 | i 1 1 { H 1 ] 7 1
|eeccccn]vccnncn]cannese|csnvenc |aencnnc]cccccce [ancaven |[vecnwas [canneen [soneress | cvccenn]
I 3% 1 4lel 1 9.5 | Q.6 | [ 3 H ! 1 [ 39.4 |
t ! 1 t 1 3 1 1 { 1 ] 1
t 1 ! [ 1 t ! ! { { 1 1
1 23 1 9 1 23 ! H | 1 L 1 1 ! t 95 |
|{secescalecasnce|mnncnccae 4 I { ] 1 { I i
1 1leé 1 27.2 1 4.6 ! ! I 9.6 | I 1 ! 1 %.3 |
{ ] H e { I { H 1 i I I
1 I { { t i i 1 1 1 L H
! ih t 43 1 T! 1 1 11 1 i 1 1 89 1
[emcencc(ecevcne[encnccn{cccnnvnlecccccn]asnscun]envcnesa] i= H i ]
T 5.5 1 29,1 1 23,6 1 Q.4 I 0.6 1 { 1 1 1 1 62.2 |
1 | { 1 i { 1 1 l 1 i 1
! R 1 : 1 1 ! 1 1 1 1 1
! 6} 21 6C | 11 11 I i 1 I ! 108
[eecrunc|neccccn]anancnclccnnsnn]coencncc]encucns] i= 1 1 H H
I 1S.8 1 38,7 1 5.6 1 { 1 { { { 1 1 3.0 1
I [ ! i 1 1 1 1 I I I i
1} 1 ! ! 1 1 i ! I i ] H
i 21 «3 ¢ 3] { ! 1 i L ! i 4C |
{resccccccccuncfovsancelccanan=] I ! ! H t I -1

Data for Hypothesis Six--Part

o

TOFAL PERCENT

189

256

11

14,3
18.2
gz.o
19.4

84
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Appendix D-6¢

DOrMCercdld I~

#iCrne STATE

nreanla

MNEALASKA

CrLARGYA

SriCAch

Contingency Table No. 43;
Questionnaire Item No. 32

Instructional Method--Large Discussion Group

VAR 56 INS METH=LALRGE 01SC GR
R SCCONL  THLKkE FUURTH FILFTH sixm SEVENT EIGHTH NINTH TENTH NUT RA

" NKED
loeeemcalrecncun]ecamnnn]enmnane [ameaeen] 1 ! lemmemen]amancanleeccana]
1 1e¢ 1 21,7 1 2%.9 | 1 [ 1 1 1 1 [ 5%.8 1
1 { 1 1 1 1 1 ! t 1 1 1
t 1 1 1 ! 1 1 1 1 1 1 !
! 31 1l 491 1 ! 1 1 1 1 T |
T et L P e B ] b ! -1 1 t- 1
1 2.5 1112 1 8.7 1 944 1 1 { 1 t I 1 7.8 1
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 [ 1 t 1
1 { 1 1 ! 1 1 ] ! 1 1 1
t LAV T 2N SR TON 11 i 1 1 1 1 1 1881
leemmenaleccmmac]uccvenn]accmnen cacecan[mnaaaa] 1 1 1 1= 1
I 643 1 297 [ He® | 0.¢ | 1 1 1 i 1 I S¢et 1
t 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
1 1 1 | 1 1 1 1 ] 1 1 1
1 19! 471 141 11 ! ! ! ! 1 1 881
L B L T B D ol bl GLo U Y PESERRES PERTTRY PP P T
1 Sel 1 26,2 1 léel | 0ok 1 0.2 ! 1 1 1 1 53,1 1
t 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 i 1 t 1
{ 1 [ ! ( I 1 { 1 1 1 !
! 131 vt 31 2.4 21 1 1 I 1 113!
D B e T LETT I PERT RNy PR lemmemon]ecenuen] t- -1 1-- 1
1 17.7 1 23.~ 1 12.¢ 1 1 1 1 i r. 1 1 4¢,0 1
1 1 ! t 1 1 { ! t I 1 !
1 | ' 1 ] 1 1 1 1 t 1 i
t 2 61 141 } t 1 t t 1 1 83
e s Y L B B Lt Py I I m=]eeemccnfeaccecejenenaaa]

Data for Hypothesis Six--Part €

TCTAL

189

241

1%8

256

113

PERCENT

14,3

18.2

11.9

19.3

8.3
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Appendix D-64

BOremCtreadaldl S~

MICH. STATE

GICAT 1A

NPARAGKA

CALARCP A

ggeanc

Contingency Table No. 44;
Questionnaire Item No. 32

Instructional Method--Role Playing

VAR ST INS METH=ROLE PLAYING

- e e e

!
t

FLa3T SECCNC  THIRC FOURTIC FIFTM SIXTH SEVENT EICHTH NINTH TENTH  KUT RA
H AKED
|=coenaclecccean] mele |==- { 1 1 1 { [
1 2.8 1 I 2.6 1 { { ] 1 ! 1 1 94,7
] ] 1 1 1 { 1 1 1 { i
1 ! { 1 { i { { I 1 1
4 % 1 { 51 1 1 ! ! ! 1 1 179
|omecccn] avcacns jacvavnc[cnvsccacnavans] 1 { |eovcnvajcocvens (cancen=]
I "e& 1 Co& | U8 | I ! I i I { [ 98.3
{ I t { [ { { I ] I 1
{ ! H I 1 { i { i 1 ]
1 11 11 21 f { 1 i 1 1 { 237
1 1 == ! [mween=s] 1 H ] i ]
{ I Se6 ! 2.5 1 1.2 ] 1 { 1 1 1 1 9%.6
! ! 1 1 1 ! 1 { 1 i 1
! l ! { 1 [ i t 1 1 i
t ! ! 6! 2.1 i 4 ! I ! i 151
! [=me= ! slemceccc]leacccns[ccannne] ! t ! I ===l
T %6 1 240 1 43 1 0.8 | QGed | Se6 1 L H ] I 9l.8
] H 1 1 ] 1 1 1 1 1 i
I 1 1 1 [ 1 1 1 1 1 1
! 14 5t 11 21 11 11 i H l I 235
|=ecocos]cncnnnas] 1 1 me]emenna=] ! 1 =~ |
L} L ! 1 1 { { { i I i
! ! 1 L ! I ! 1 i I !
1 1! 51 16 | I 1 1 1 1 1 I (1
{ecccccs]cacecas{ncccnnn|cnccann|ccccana] 1 -] 1 -} 4
b

Data for Hypothesis Six--~Part

YOTAL

189
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1%8

256

111

PERCENT
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12.0 :
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Appendix D-6¢

Contingency Table No. 45;

Y Questionnaire Item No. 32

Instructional Method--Case Analysis
VAR 50  INS METH-CASE ANALYSIS

LIRS SECLNL  THIKC FUURIH  FIFTR SIXTH SEVENT EILMTH  NINTH TENTH MOT RA

" NKE TOTAL  PERCENT
1 [meerccu)cncnnec]unconan]sencenc|esennan|cssenne(nensunn|concann [cansuan ] rncconn [cmvenae]
I S8 1 2.2 1 7.4 1 1 SRR t t i 1 8.9 1
n : 1 1 1 1 1 { 1 1 t 1 1
MlCa. STATE I t f 1 i i i t t ! ] 1
S 1 1 61 16 1 i 1 { ! } i : 168 } 109 14,3
'-------’..-----l-------l-------l—------l-------l S £ crsweces
t I 8¢ 1 §a% 1 1246 | Ue6 1 1 1 l 1 1 1 72.6 1
i 1 1 1 ! ( 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 ,
arcanta ! t 1 1 | 1 i { { { ! ! :
t t T PR 1 1t 1 t 1 1 1 I 1791 241 18 .
u e Y Lo CT LT s P ! 1 1 -=1 1 i .
T 2.5 I #e2 ! 1747 ! 1.3 1 1 t t I 1 10.3 1 i
t 1 1 1 t 1 t ! 1 ! 1 { i
i ® RERRASKA 1 ! 1 i t 1 1 t 1 i 1 $
1 P 131 28 1 21 ! 1 i ; ; } 1 : 18 12.0
leccasscf{eaccvocfucnonce{cecanne [easenan] i !
o ¢ A.e 1 ALL 1 15.2 | I Ceb | Q& 1 1 1 1 I teet 1
n 1 t ] 1 1 1 [ I 1 1 1 1 -
LeLARLMA ) [} 1 1 ! ] 1 1 1 1 I 1
|} 2 | 2?2 1 KL ) 1 1! 14 i t 1 1 191 1 296 19.4
[mewmemclcacanen] -1 .enf O EET Y { ! I o rad |
I ler 1 4e8 1 12,7 ¢ 1 1 1 1 ! 1 1 82.9 1
t l ! ! 1 ' 1 I 1 5 1 1
£0105CC { i 1 ! t ! 1 1 1 t t 1 ,
1 21 s 1 6t 1 1 1 t : : : 89 : 110 T
 JES PR P 1 R locaaman} -l cmmmna

Data for Hypothesis Six--Part e
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- Contingency Table No. 46;
) Questionnaire Item No. 32

Instructional Method--Laboratory Demonstration
VAR %9 INS METH=LAB ANC CEMON
Fleey SECANL;  THIKD FOUATHH FIlFTH SIXTH SEVENT EIGHTH NINTH TENTH NCT RA

193 Set

KKEC TATAL  PERCENTY
l-------l-------t-------l-------l-------i-------l-------l-------l 1 1 -al
) § 1 ¢o3 1 S.8 1 5.3 | 1 t 1 1 1 1 ! 82.5 I
1 ] 1 1 { 1 1 1 l 1 ' 1
n MiCit. STATC 1 1 1 ! 1 ! | 1 1 1 I 1
s t 12 ¢ 111 13 ! 1 I { 1 1 { I 151 109 14.3
{eamemce]ecsamac]ecavane|emammaejomecae=] 1 -1 1 =1 I~ 1 ]
t 1 2.1 | %.3 1 1% | it Cet ! ! 1 ! I ! 8.7 !
i ! 1 1 1 t t ! t 1 ! ] 1
CPRatla | 1 ! 1 1 ] t 1 1 1 1 1
t t 5 1 41 24 1 1 11 ] 1 1 1 T 197 1 241 10.3
leses ---]-.-----]-------]-------]-------].------'-------( --l j ‘ 1
u t 2.5 1 7.6 1 7.0 1 1 1 1 1 ! l 1 83.5
t 1 i 1 t 1 ] 1 1 t 1 1 1
* KERRASKA | 1 t ! ] 1 t 1 1 1 ! 1
i i « ! 11! 1t ! ] ! ] ! ] I 1321 1%8 12.0
:""'"‘1""""""“’l"‘"'"l""""!“""'l""‘"':""""'! ecns] ] H
o I fef 1 740 1 1.6 1 0.3 I 1 1 Cub 1 1 | 1 88.6 1
n ( ! 1 l 1 1 1 1 { 1 1 1
CKLAKIMA | ! 1 t 1 t 1 ! ] 1 1 1
1 21 20 1 ] 21! 1 t 11 1 1 1 2261 258 19.3
D B T L B P Dl | 1 1 == ! 1
1 45 1 3.6 1 45 1 1 ] t 1 1 ] 1 8Tes I
1 ! 1 t 1 1 ! 1 ! 1 ] 1
cnicacc ! 1 1 ] ! ! ! t ] 1 ] 1
t vl ot P 1 i ! 1 1 1 1 97 1
e ! !

cncccce]acsnnce |acannne|mescsnn]cevanan]coe T T T T rruyey'

Data for Hypothesis Six-~Part £
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DOrmaEdretdS -
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“iCre STATE

LTCRG LA

NimaASKA

CrLaniira

cir{oacn

Contingency Table No. 47;
Questionnaire Item No. 32

Instructional Method~-Field Trips
VAR 40 IANS METH-FIELC TRIP
FIRSY SECOND  THIRED FOURTH F1FTH SIxin SEVENT EIGHTH NINTH TENTH KOT RA

M NKCOD

lmenceaclcce 1 1 emslesccenn|cacce==] H 1 1 = 1
1 2.9 [ 2.6 | 1leb6 | { i l [ 1 { 1 95.2 1
¢ 1 { L { t 1 { { { { 1
i ] 1 t i i I { ! I ! I
! 11 51 N 1 { t I I I ! inn |}
[=- [=e= [ leecccan]mecocaclccnccac[uanvans|ccenca] = {= !
] 1 t 2.% 1) 1 { L ) ! 1 {1 97.%
H I I 1 t i i { I i 1 t
{ { { 1 { { { { 1 1 1 1
1 1 1 61 H { E i i 1 1 235 1
lecccnan]cae 1 eaje= |=ecccac]avovuen]cncrann|cancnan|cnscnen jeeracen {ceavnne]
! 1 1 6.3 ! 1.2 1 C.t } ! 1 1 1 [ 91.080
H 1 1 1 1 i ) 1 I l { 1
I 1 1 ! 1 ! i L 1 .} 1 1
14 ! [ 1c 1 2\ 11 ] { ! ! ! 165 1
e e e e b bbb Rt Dl St St | -1 1= I {
{ [ 2.7 ! Te«6 i 1 Ded t ! - f 9.3 |
{ ! { 1 t t ! i l i i 1
i ! 1 ! ! { 1 { { 1 H 1
1 1 T1 19 | ! f L1 { 1 i 1 229 1
e e L L D R e b e el e i Aiinttdetnd Rabbobdtd |
I Ce8 1 Co9 | i { 1 i H i 1 1 w1 1!
1 1 1 1 { ! i i ! 1 : 1
i ! 1 1 i H ! ! i I t {
{ 11 11! 1 ! ] | ] { l { 166 |
I

T D e s A D e B L el Ll

Data for Hypothesis Six--Part g

189

261

256

108

TOTAL PERCENY

144

18.3

12.0

19.4
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Contingency Table No.
Questionnaire Item No. 32

Instructional Method--Panel, Symposium or Debate

INS MCTH=PAN, SYM,DEB

VAR &1
FOURTH  FLFTH

TENTH

EIGHTH  NINTH

SEVENT

SIXTH

SECONC  THIRD

Flasy

NOT RA

VYOTAL PERCEN)
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Questionnaire Item No. 32

Contingency Table No.
Instructional Method--Interview or Individual Counseling

Data for Hypothesis No, Six-- i
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Appendix D-63

: Contingency Table No. §0;
) Questionnaire Item No. 32

Instructional Method--Individual Guided Study
VAR 63 INS METH=IND GUIDED ST

Flrol  SECONL THIRD  FOURTH  FIFTH SIXIH  SEVENT EIGHTH NINTH  TENTH  NUI RA
o AKED TGTAL  PERCENT

feceacesfoacacan  [e—— - [emcsana t 1 1 1 1 fom t
) ¢ ! 1 Ce$ t I et I { 1 I i 1 9.4 I
n ! 1 1 1 1 1 ! t I I I |
41Cr. STATE I I ! 1 t { t 1 1 t 1 !

s ! 1 1 1 1 21 ! t 1 1 T 1A 1 3188 143
 FST Jlnpu—" | -=1  r— 1- ! 1 1 [ommmmee]
t t I 1.2 I 1.2 1 0.4 I 1 { t l i 197.1 1
i I | t 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
GECAGIA [ 1 1 t 1 1 1 t 1 1 1 1

t 1 1 31 31 11 1 ] 1 1 1 1 2361 M 16.3
1 - 1 Ry 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
u 1 $ 1.3 1 1.3 1 1 t 1 i 1 1 97.% 1
t 1 t t I 1 1 1 1 1 ! 1 i
> HhERRASKA i H 1 t L] 1 b H 1 i 1

i i i 21 21 1 1 1 { 1 i I 1561 .38  12.0

o Jeweoesal 1 - —e=l ! { f I-= t [ .l -
13062 1 2.3 1 0.2 1 Qut I 1 I e L 1 i I 78,3 1t
n 1 t 1 1 { t t t £ t 1 1
LRLAFUMA 8 t H ! 1 4 1 1 H 1 t ]

1 YO ot 211 t1 1 t 1! I 1 I 20l 1 256 19.6
1= .-----!--.----[-.-----l----.--[- -ef [ l l-------]-------l-.-----]
t I 6% 1 %6 1 I 1 t t 1 { 1 9%.5 1
1 t t 1 1 1 i 1 1 1 1 1
CHICAGE | 1 1 1 1 1 I I 1 1 i 1

1 1 11 61 1 1 1 t 1 1 1 1651 110 8.3
[-------].------]-------]-------'- l [- ] ] l-------[.------'

Data for Hypothesis Six--Part j
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GHICARD

Contingency Table No. 51;
Questionnaire Item No. 33

Instructional Materials Used
VAR 64 INTR, MATERIALS

NCIL§ SPFC P SPEC SLICEs CASE ASSIG CHART, SPECCH
AP RS anuxs FILV HIST READ GRAPH cce

1 1 1 1 1 (
I 32.2 | 4%.6 | 12.R | 3.3 1 4,6 | 3.3 | 2.2 1 1.1 1
L L} 1 1 L L} 1 1 ]
1 ! 1 1 1 1 1 L H
! %8 1 13! 23 | ¢! 81 6 1 4 1 2 !
[ecemcnaloccccvn|eunancn]annncun]encsvce]lconncac]|cancsau]acennan]
i 1deS 1 56,2 1 607 1 5.5 1 2.9 1 3.8 1 2.5 1 0.8 1
{ i ] ! ] { { 1 ]
! H 1 ! t i 1 I 1
1 &6 181 1 16 ! 131 71 LR 6! 21
|eemmccalosscccc]ecnuena]cencccslanavace] { [} 1
1 217 1 387 1 Qe [ 228 1 3.2 1 2.6 ! 1e9 [ 149 1
1 i 1 i 1 i , i {
{ i i 1 t ! o { 1
] 31 61 1 15 1 6 1 51 1 31 31
1 I ! i I I ! { !
1119 ! 48,0 I 7.9 | 2.5 1 GCod 1 2446 1 2Ge6 1 647 U
{ 1} ¢ ! I t { I 4
1 { 1 ! i { ! ot {
[ 33 1 1211 21! 51! 11 61 52 | 171!
juseecec[ecarsea[onrvcnn|ancsccnlccanann] I { 1
1363 1 82.9 1 3.7 1 8.3 1| 4e6 1 46 1 85,6 1 3.7 1
1 1 I 1 { I I I 1
! [ ! 1 | I f ! !
] 20 1 58 I LI L | s 5t & 1 4 1
jeccccvalccccces[cencnan|enscncnc]a 1 1 1

Data for Hypotnesfs No. dNeven

TOTAL PERCENT

160

238

157

252

108

13.9

18.4

12.1

lg.k



Contingency Table No. 53;
Questionnaire Item No. 35

of Post-Conference Activities

Types

TOTAL PEARCENY

14.7

195

18.1

261

11.9

158

18.3

256

113
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Data for Hypothesis No. Eight
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Appendix D-9

Contingency Table No. 54;
Questionnaire Item No. 36

Types of Evaluation Attempted After Conference

NCNE RANC. CEPTH REAC, EXAMIN FOLLOW ASSESS

INTCR.  DUTER.  SH. ATICN  =uP MENT TOTAL PERCENT

{ewcccus |osanana {recance |evmnan= |maecneas [-------[-------[
[ 3205 1 742 1 %e6 [ 4748 1 Sa7 1 0u5 [ 1.8
! 1 1 i 1 l I 1
MICF. STATE I 1 t I 1 { t t

1 1 63 1 16t 91 93 1 1t 11 31 196 14,6
 JESSUupiy JRUSRRY PRSTRR P S -1 1 t
n 19203 1 21e6 | 2.5 U 15.8 | S8 © 1e2 U 0Cu8 |
t ! t ! 1 1 t t
-] LrCAGLA | ! { 1 t i 1 1

t 1126 1 52 | 61 3 1 14 1 31 21 261 18.1
 P—— [T iy g 1 t 1 1
i 1 19,7 1 3.2 f 1646 1 1.3 I $e3 1
t 1 1 1 t 1 1 1 1
NEPAASKA | 1 1 1 1 { 1 1

u 1 1261 51 1 23 1 21 21 1 158  11.9

fee 1 -1 -1 i 1 { T

t [ 34e6 1 277 1 0.8 f 28,1 { 0.8 [ 9.8 [ Tes
i ! 1 t i 1 1 1 1
Ut Ar1IMA | ] 1 ! ] [} 1 4

o 1 94 1 nt 21 12 1 21 21 191 2%  19.3
1.. ----- l-. ----- [ ------- ] ------- ‘-------l-- ----- l-------l
n 1 6606 | €49 [ 18 [ 17.7 [ 46 ! 3.5 [ 7ol |
t 1 t 1 1 1 1 I
CHICAGH I i t 1 1 1 1 I

{ 131 it 21 0 1 5t 4t st 11) .S
[ J— [~ememesjocceenn [mecmane 1 aaele t t

Data for Hypothesis No. Nine
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DATA USED IN MAKING SECONDARY (ADDITIONAL) FINDINGS
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Contingency Table No. 1;
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A ndix E-2 Contingency Table No. 3;
ppe Questionnaire Item No. 4

Number of Participants in Attendance

NONC 1-2% 26=53 51=73  76~1Q00 1ul=15 141=20 201-30 3Ci-40 4&21-350 CvVER
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5

Number of Nights in Residence

Contingency Table No. 4
Questionnaire Item No.
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Appendix E-4

Contingency Table No. J;
Questionnaire Item No. 6

Number of Participants in Residence

NONE =27 21=43  4l=00 Al=4C #l=160
PCT ({11 PCY ({3} PCY TOTAL PERCENT

! oo 1 ‘ [vowcconss]sovccane]
I ' ‘5'2 ' ,-l l 30" l 9.4 l 3!-0 ! ’6.0 l
4 { H H t ] H
n MICH, STATE | ) 1 1 t I 1
i 191 10 t o1 19 1 611 M1 19T l4e9
-] t wealece 1 1 I ee] !
t l &b ‘ 6~7 ! 4o I 6-3 l 20.‘ l 5701 !
1 I ! 1 1 ! 1
i GECHGIA { t 1 1 1 1 1
t 1Nt 16 1 1t 1 15 1 48 1 1381 239  le.l
t 1 PR 1 t i i
u 1 25.3 I 18.5 : 17.7 : 114 : 17.1 : 1249 {
1 t
t NEARASKA 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
i 1 40 1 26 1 28 ¢ 18 1 21 ¢ 191 158  11.9
l-------‘-------‘-------l-------i---.---l-------‘ .
o I 9.6 [ 13.7 I 3.5 1 5.5 1 4,7 1 63.3 1
1 - 1 1 t i t 1
n CKLANOMA ] 1 1 | 1 ( ]
H ek | 35 1 91 14 1 12 1 162 1 256 1943
PO S PP P FIPI v JU i |
1128 1 3.6 1 2.6 1| 646 1 171 1 59.¢ |
1 ] 1 I 1 1 H
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1 16 1 ot 31 71 20 1 69t 117 ..
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Appendix E-5

I

n MiCe, STATE

S

t

i GECRA 1A

t

u

t NEARASKA

i

(o]

n CrLANOvA
G LLAGH

Contingency Table No. 6;
Questionnaire Item No. 7

Days Spent in Planned Sessions

rALE 1 2 3 " s 6 ? . ) 1
‘.---.--l---.---[-------‘~------[-------.--- [== 1 H H 1 -
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1 1 i t t t 1 1 1 1 1
1 t 1 t t 1 1 1 ! 1 1
! Bl e31l &1 19t 111 231 8 1 61 1 1 6
{ ! -1 1 t 1 1 1 1 1 1
1 $.0 1 276 1 27.0 1 8.7 1 4al 12047 1| 245 1 Oc6 1 Co® 1 046 1! 0ué
1 1 1 1 1 1 t 1 1 1 3
1 1 1 I 1 1 { 1 1 { t
1 121 evl 651 211 101 501 61 11 1 1 1
[=eemeen]meeemna] Juemmmen] ! 1 1 ( 1 1
I 7.6 132.9 1291 11352 [ 1.4 1 3.2 ¢ ! 1 t I Ceb
1 t i 1 1 1 i 1 i 1 1
t t 1 t t { i £ t t t
t 1t s21 &6t 21 181 51 I I 1 i 1
T D S L B P ey L 1 1 1 t
1 0.8 1 1566 1 10e7 1 5.5 1 254 1331 | 2.0 1 1 1 1 43
1 1 1 1 i 1 1 1 1 1 t
1 1 1 1 ! t t i 1 1 1
t 21«31 WML el es1 T 51 1 1 1 o1
Jememeac]accasa] | t 1 t 1 i 1
1 3.6 1256 1 28,2 1 16.2 1 7.7 1 1425 1 1 0.9 1 1 1 C.9
i 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 t t 1
t t t i i 1 ! 1 I ! 1
I IO Tt T °o1 11 1 11 1 t 1
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Appendix E-6

Contingency Table No. 7;
Questionnaire Item No. 8

Type of Conference Activity |

SINGCLF  SERICS SPRICS SEATES

CONF, SAME  OIFF. - TCTAL PERCENT

1 ' 1 1 1
b § T 628 1 28,6 [ 3.6 1 4.1 1
1 1 1 1 1
n MiCk. STATE 1 t 1 H !

s : 123 : 1) ; L : 8 : 196  14.8
t I 51.2 1 242 1 12,9 1 1.7 |
i 1 t 1 1 1
GEORGIA | 1 1 1 1

t ,: 123 : 50 : 3 : 20 : 2640 18.1
u 1 48,1 @316 1 TaS5 1119
t 1 1 l 1 1
NERRASKA 1 1 1 1 '

i ; 8 : 50 1 12 1 191 159  12.0
- 1-- |==euean]
o 135,86 118,06 1 63 [ 36e1 1

n ! ! t 1

OKLAHOMA 1 1 1 1 1

{ 1t : 46 : W1 92 : 258 19.2
menasne ] secsccs (snnucac|csenesa
129.9 132.5 1 6.0 | 31,6 1
1 l 1 ( 1
CHICAGE ! I i 1 1

t 351 Il L AR | BN B VY / 8.8
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Appendix E-7

SOt D

MICH, STATE

GECRG 1A

NERRASKA

URLAFOVA

CHICAGC

Contingency Table No. 9;
Questionnaire Item No. 10

Nature of Conference Clientele

UNTuER  LECAL STATC RCCION  NATIUN  INTERN
Sty AL AL ATICN.
] ea=] ] i 1 ! ]
I 2.6 1 1e€C I S4e) I 742 132 [ 3
i ] I ! 1 t 4
1 { ! 4 1 i I
! 51 21! 1ns | 16 1 ¢2 1 61 194
1 1 Jom 1 B L T T T e |
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i 4 { 4 1 t !
! t ! ! t ! t
t 8 ! | 130 t 60 1 8 I 4t 241
1 ] 1 jecescsalansnsvan|[acvaanal
T Sel 1 19 [ S1e6 1 32.3 1| 76 I 19 I
! 1 1 1 4 ¢ !
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t 81 31! 8l ! ‘1 ! 1t | 3t 157
t lewe I T ToTipuiy PUPRUPIPNY SUpIpRR
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1 1 1 1 L ! 1
! 1 I ! I 1 {
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! t { i I - t
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Appendix E-8

B0ttt B

MiCr, STATE

GFCRGIA

KENRASKA

URLARUPA

CHICAGD

Contingency Table No. 10;
Questionnaire Item No. 1l

Amount of Conference Fee

NoNL ue $5.00= $10.01 22¢.01 $40,01 340,01 SLCN.D $150.0 $20L.0 $250.0 CVER
11 10 =20 =40 -8 =16 1-150 1=20C 1=230 1=3C0 3M"

1 jon= t =] scaje= |eeecwaa] ] { ! ! ] ==
T 842 [ 21e3 I 136 1 13.7 1 192.9 [ 1%.8 1 2.7 [ 4.6 [ 10.4 I 1ol | 1 1.1
I i I 1 I 1 i i I L t f
4 1 1 { 1 ! t ! t 1 t
] 1% 1 39 ! 19 1 25 | 20t 2% 1 51 8 ! 191 2 i t 2
t el | 1 =1 1 bl Bl bl bld | t -t t 4 !
I o Tel [ 2062 ] 145 [ 2046 I 7e5 1 7.9 1 8.6 1 8.0 § 1.2 U I 1.2 ¢ 0.0
] L} 1 i l 1 I I ! ] 1 ]
! ] ] H 1 1 i I ! ! i !
] 171 68 | st 52 1 1a | 19 | 121 12! 31 { 31 2
jevconcs|vacccce[cencoce |cvsncnn [aeccone [caccana] 1 -l 1 1 t
[ 2% 1 28¢3 1 17e6 1 29.0 1 1le9 I 11.3 | 5.0 [ 2.5 ! 1 ! I
] ! ] ] 1 L I ! ! i 1 3
1 ! 1 1 I ! ! { 4 !
1 45 28 1 Nt 19 { 14 1 8 I LI 1 { 1
1 [eeeconc]escccas|anccaa=] " con[w 1 1 | EET TR
1 17.} 1.2 6% I Tol 1 146 [ 22:8 1 3¢l I AT | 4e7 [ Oeb 1 3.5 1 Q.é
! 1 1 1 ! I I | I i,
1} 1 1 1 I { [ 1 { i
] 4 | 2A 1 16 I 18 ! NIt 58 1 8! 21 12 1 11 91 1}
jececceca|sencone [cnnronnccvsson|esvavue|cnncvan|cannans| o= 1 1= ]
I 17.%9 | 3.6 ToO I 4eé 1 b0l T 185.8 I 3.5 1 3.9 I 2.6 I 0.9 1t 7.0
t { 1 { { I { 1 1  {
I ! 1 1 1 ] | I 1 ! t
1 an 1 36 81 31 T 18 1 6 [ 4 I 31 1 11 L]
t ! 1 1 =1 1 f 1 ! 4

1

TR S G G e BN SN S0 S fay Aus Gut B S Gup b Gud Wud Guk Bup Tub g M G oy

TOTAL PERCENTY

13.9
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261 18.3
159 12.1
2% 19.3
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Appendix E-9

Contingency Table No. 11;
Questionnaire Item No. 12

Major Component of the Conference Fee

HOUSIN PEALS  TUITIN TRAVEL EOUC. OTHER
G N

I \ \ : MAT. TOTAL PERCENY
1 |----.--|------.]
n } 3.8 : 4e3 : 86,9 : } 2.2 : 3.2 ;
s MICH. STATE | 1 1 1 I ] !
1 71 81 101 1 o1 61 108 14.7
t 1 Jane 1 S . 1- 1 -l
i I 3. 1 1S.6 [ 64.)3 3 1e)d I 3.1 I 8.9 1
I 1 1 1 1 1 1
t GEOKGIA | 1 ] 1 I | 1
u 1 71 “6 1 iS5t 1 31 11 241 238 18.7
i ETE 1 1 1 I I
t 1 12,8 [ 34,0 1 51.3 1 0.6 1 0.6 | 0.6 1
! ! 1 t 1 1
i NEHRASKA | t { 1 1 t |
o : 20 : 53 : [ ; 1 g 11 11 1% 12,4
onnceons |cesvweniccavana -_| l .
n I 2.8 11%9 1 736 1 I 2.5 1 8.6 1 ‘
! I | 1 1 ! 1 1
CKXLANOMA | 1 1 i 1 1 1
: 6 : 321 157 : 1 11 181 214 17.0
ceceawua -------]---.--- -------]---.---] -------]
11266 1 16.6 1 18,9 1 0.9 1 6¢3 1 46u8 |
] 1 ] ! 1 1 !
CHICAGD | 1 { I 1 ! [
1 141 10 1 1t 11 11 s21 111 0.8
t------- |eccvnun |cvecuas ! coaaceme ' LT LT T THH ----.-—]
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Appendix E-10

Contingency Table No. 12;
Questionnaire Item No. 13

Major Source of Conference Activity Financing

INCIVE  EFMPLOY SPUNSO SHARED ralv. GOV, UNIVER UNIV.=
L]

CuaL (2] GHANT GNANT Sity OTHER TOTAL PEACENT

1 fo= | ]-------]-------l-------[-------[.------l
I 1 63,8 1 1%¢5 1 %e6 [ 1846 1 6.7 [ Te? I 246 [ 0.5 I
1 1 1 1 t 1 t 1 l
D uicn. STATE 1§ 1 1 1 t 1 1 1 1

s 1 8% ! 30 1 91 36 | 131 151 51 11 1964 146
femccane] -1- -le- R i 1 !
t 16302 1 32¢2 1 942 1 46 1 143 1 13,3 | 2.5 1 1
i 1 1 i 1 1 1 1 1
GFCRGIA 1 1 t 1 t 1 i t 1

t I TR | 771 21 111 31 21 61 1 239  18.0
1 i 1 e=eeman] - { 1 t
u 1691 1 3e6 I Se7 | 5.7 I 1.6 1 5.3 1 Geb [ 0.6 I
t 1 1 1 1 1 I 1 [ 1
NERRASKA ] H 1 ) 1 I ¢ 1 4

i 1 78 1 50 1 91l 91 31 CYR | 11 11 159  12.0
o (.------!..-----[--.----1-------!-------l-------[-------l-------[
113.3 1 480¢ 1 10e83 I 3.5 [ 2.0 11946 | 12 [ N8 I
n 1 f 1 t 1 1 t [ 1
GALANONA | I 1 ] 1 t { 1 t

1 %1 1241 281 91 s1 S0l 31 21 2%  19.2
[----.--]--.----[ ! ] .-1-------[-------l-------[
1295 1 2%5.2 [ 23.% 1 130 1 3.5 | 7.6 1 3.5 [ 3.5 |
1 1 1 1 1 I i 1 1
cHicace | 1 1 | i i t 1 1

1 21 291 271 15 1 41 Q! 4t 1 118 8.7
jecscaca]csssnas ennnraccfccunann|canonen|cosrsans[occnsan{cavaces ]



9€Y

Appendix E-12

Contingency Table No. 15;
Questionnaire Item No. 16

Type of External Sponsorship

NONE PRCF. ASS. AON=PR  ASS. A GOVERN COMBIN

CAG.  SWOF. CF. CN=PR, MENT  ATION  TOTAL PERCENT
i fecances] o t i- ' t
I P 2Ced I 542 1 14e% 1 27e6 £ 3¢t 1 14e% 1 13.9 |
t i 1 t ! T 1 1
n #ICH. STATE ! t t 1 H t 1 t
s I 391 1001 291 541 1 2901 271 19 146
1 Jomemaca] ' { 1 1 1
t D 17,9 I 2006 I 2.1 13006 [ 1e7 1 22,9 1 4o 1
n 1 i 1 I t t t 1
SECRGIA 1 1 t ' i t t 1
t I &30 91 s1 M1 1 S35 1 111 240 18.1
1 1 I i I i 1 1
u 123e3 1 1466 1 8.7 1 295 | 1.3 1 27.8 1 8.2 !
t 1 1 1 ! t 1 i 1
NEORASKA 1 1 1 i 1 1 1 l
i 1 211 231 161 a1 21 &1 131 158 1.8
] ! 1 ! 1 1 1 t -
o 1386 1 3¢9 1 Ceé 1 11.C 1 3.5 1228 1 0.8 §
o 1 t 1 1 i t 1 1
OXLAFOVA [ { 1 1 1 1 t 1
1 1491 101 11 281 91 S61 - 21 258  19.2
l.----.-l-.-----l-------]-..----l.------l--.----‘-------‘
1 60 1385 1 2.6 1372 1 31,2 T 8.6 1 6.9
1 ! 1 1 1 1 t 1
CHICAGO i ' 1 i 1 t {
1 71 01 31 1 131 101 s 1 ile 0.7
{ecsvensjancacns] [] 1 t t I
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Appendix E-11

Contingency Table No. 14;
Questionnaire Item No. 15

Conference was Sponsored For . . .

PUALIC UNIVEH  SPUNS. SPECIA

SITY CRG. L TOTAL PERCENT
I l ---] --.l l ]
n 1 23.7 1 s.2 : 4S.4 L 25.8 I
1 1 1 1
MICrk, STATE I 1 1 1 1
8 1 48t 121 281 SC1 196 4.6
t l-------[--.---.’-----—-‘-------l
i L oGes 1 See Tomz 1 20.7 !
t GECRGIA 1 ] 5 t '
; 160 131 1621 61 261 182
u Jomenaen] I 1
t I 6.6 1 6.6 1 5242 1 38.8 :
t 1 1 1
i NEMRASKA [ { I !
o : 19 1 101 821 55 : 157 11.0
l--- ] ]
n ; 34.3 I 2.4 ; 26.0 } XN
1
CXLAROMA | 1 1 1 i
T 61 an1l  SS 1 256 192
i [ P— 1 1
I 6.9 I 6e0 ! 8743 [ 35.5 1
1 1 1 1 1
nIcAGH | ' i ] 1 :
1 L1 11 6Tl 421 17 8.8
1 [ 1 ' 1




BIBLIOGRAPHY

"Continuing Education Report", No. 15, Chicago, Illinois:
University of Chicago, 1967.

Guba, Egan. Evaluating Federally-Funded Education Programs.
Key Note Address of an Evaluation Seminar held at Ohio
State University, Summer 1967. Published by Department
of Health, Education & Welfare. Washington, D.C.:
Government Printing Office, 1967.

Litchfield, Ann. Studies and Trainin in Continuingusduca-
tion. Chicago: The University of Chicago, 1968,

McGee, Howell W. '"Me and My Ouija Board,'" From the Dean's
Desk, Association of University Evening Colleges, 1969.

U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare. Adult/Con-
tinuing Education Activities in Institutions of Higher
Education, 1970-71, Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government
Printing Oifice, 1971.

U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. Defini-
tions of Student Personnel Terms in Higher Education,
Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1968.

Welden, J. Eugene. Program Planning and Program Effective-
ness in University Residential Centers. Unpublished
Ph.D. dissertation, Department of Education, University
of Chicago, 1966.

White, Thurman J., Ph.D. Higher Adult Education in North
America, Prepared for ICUAE/UNESCO BOOK - 1972.

White, Thurman J., Ph.D. Higher Education for Everybody?
Issues and Implications. Prepared for the Commission
on Academic Affairs Committee on Higher Education -
1970.

138



