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(ABSTRACT)

A considerable body of knowledge has been accumulated regarding the effects of
participation, but little research has dealt with the effects of participation in the
development of a measurement system. This research tests the effect of participation on
the development of a workshop evaluation process by identifying trust as a key variable
and quantifying the effect of participation on trust. (In this research, a workshop

evaluation process is considered to be a type or example of a measurement system.)

The

researcher believed to the extent participation in the development of a workshop
evaluation process contributed to the amount of information a participant had regarding
the system and to a feeling of commitment and control on the part of the participant,
positive effects of participation would generalize to others areas and lead to an increase
in trust.
During the study, fourteen workshop leaders were divided into a control and
treatment group. The treatment group participated in an one-hour session to develop the
workshop evaluation form; the control group did not. All participants were surveyed on
trust after the workshop evaluation form was used to evaluate each presentation.
No significant differences in trust of the workshop evaluation process, other
workshop leaders, or the people who managed the workshop evaluation process were
found between the control and treatment group participants. The attenuation of the data
was attributed to the small sample size, short length of participation, and questions
regarding the validity of the trust instrument.
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1.0 SCOPE OF MY RESEARCH
In this chapter, I define the scope of my research.
In this chapter, I will define my research with a problem statement, research
question, and conceptual model.

Also, I will state the justification for the research,

delimitation, research hypothesis, research purpose, research objectives, and subproblems and outputs.
1.1

Problem

Statement

In this research, I will test, measure, and confirm the effect of participation in the
development of a workshop evaluation process on trust.
A considerable body of knowledge has been accumulated regarding the effects of
participation, but little research has dealt with the effects of participation in the
development of a measurement system.

(For the purpose of this research, a workshop

evaluation process is considered to be a type or example of a measurement system.)
Jenkins and Lawler (1981) studied the general positive effects of participation in the
development of a pay system.

The researchers believed to the extent participation in the

development of a pay system contributed to the amount of information an employee had
regarding pay decisions and to a feeling of commitment and control on the part of the
employee to carry out the pay decisions,

positive effects of participation would

generalize to other areas and lead to overall increases in job satisfaction, trust, and
communication.
Both the development of a pay system and a measurement system reflect highly
visible and important issues in an organization.

However, the differences between a pay

system and a measurement system are significant.

A pay system provides rewards for a

job well done; a measurement system determines how well the job was done.

As such,

the process and output of each system are different.

Although research on the effect of

participation in the development of a pay system on trust 1s supportive of the view that
participation can have positive results, findings on pay systems may have limited
generalizability to measurement systems.
As such, my study attempts to fill this gap in the existing research.

I will test the

effect of participation in the development of a workshop evaluation process by
identifying trust as a key variable and quantifying the effect of participation on trust. |
will confirm hypotheses by statistical analysis of the data. Because my work parallels the
work of Jenkins and Lawler, I will also add some degree of confirmation to their results

even though the nature of my research focuses on a workshop evaluation process instead
of a pay system.

1.2 Research Question
What effect does participation have on trust when workshop evaluation is the focus of the
participation?
My original research question was, "How can | build trust in the use of a

measurement system?"

I had experienced several different situations where people

would not use or rely on information from a measurement system once it was developed.
As I studied, J realized participation was a method used to increase trust in organizations.

Thus, the current research question emerged.

1.3 Conceptual Model
I will study the relationship between participation in the development of a workshop
evaluation process and trust in the workshop evaluation process .
I studied the relationship between participation in the development of a workshop

i)

evaluation process and trust of the workshop evaluation process.

Among the variables

related to trust in a workshop evaluation process are feelings of control and commitment
to the workshop evaluation process, information about the process, and decision quality.
Figure 1 conceptualizes the nature of these variables.

The bold arrow depicts the

relationship | studied.
When

an employee participates in a process, he or she will have more information

about the accompanying decisions than if he or she did not participate.

Most research on

participation shows that participation typically contributes to the amount of information
employees have about decisions and to their feelings of commitment and control (Locke
& Schweiger, 1979).
decision making.

The employee's feelings of control may result from having a say in

He or she may be more committed to a process when he or she has a

stake in the decision making.

Thus, the variables of information and feelings of control

and commitment can be important ingredients in producing higher levels of trust in the
system.

Also, research suggests when individuals involved in decision making have
relevant information to offer and are willing to contribute the information, the quality of
decision making will be improved by participation (Locke & Schweiger, 1979; Vroom
and Yetton, 1973).

In the case of a measurement system, employees have relevant

information regarding their performance, and their feelings and thoughts are important
inputs to any decision regarding performance measurement.

Thus, participation in

decisions regarding a performance measurement system should improve decision quality
if the individuals who participate in the decision process are motivated to provide data
and to make effective decisions.
Because Lawler and Jenkins (1981) demonstrated participation does affect
feelings of control and commitment, information about the process, and quality of
decision making, I chose to focus on the direct relationship between participation and

trust. This choice allowed me to center on the trust variable, developing hypotheses
aimed at testing the relationship solely between trust and participation.

This choice was

also important in setting delimitations for the research project.

Feeling of

control and
commitment

Participation in the
development of
a workshop
evaluation process

Trust of:

e the workshop evaluation process
¢ others who participated
* management

Information
about the

workshop

evaluation
DrOCESS

Adapted from Lawler, 1976
Quality of decision making
about the process

Figure 1 Conceptual model of the relationship between participation in the development
of a workshop evaluation process and trust of the workshop evaluation process

1.4

Research

Delimitation

The following statements delineate the limits of this research project.

e This research is not about the resulting design of a workshop evaluation process, but
rather 1s about how participation contributes to the design.
e This research is not about the use of the workshop evaluation process in improving
performance.

In other words, the effect of the output of the workshop evaluation process

(1.e., data and information from the workshop evaluation process) on performance will
not be measured.

1.5

Research Purpose

This research will provide knowledge and understanding about the process by which we
can build better workshop evaluations. In this sense, better refers to a workshop
evaluation process that people understand and are committed to implementing.
This research will help understand what is needed for people to build a workshop
evaluation process they will use of their own free will. I believe trust to be an essential
ingredient to information utilization, as supported in studies by Moorman, Deshpande,
and Zaltman (1992, 1993), which recognized trust as an essential factor in whether

people use market research.
1.6

Research Hypotheses

Related to the research question are the following research hypotheses:
e Participation increases trust of the workshop evaluation process.
e Participation increases trust among workshop leaders who participated in developing
the process.
e Participation increases trust of people who manage the workshop evaluation process.

The setting for gathering data for this research is a conference with workshops.
The process for evaluating the workshops is the process to which the research hypotheses
apply. The workshop evaluation process 1s managed by those who sponsor the
conference.

For this research project, the sponsors include conference coordinators and

other state officials. These managers have a vested interest in the quality of the
workshop presentations because the quality of the workshops contribute to the overall
quality of the conference.

As such, they support the implementation of a workshop

evaluation process during the conference.

1.7 Research Objective
The research objective states the outcome of the research.
I provided guidelines for issues that need to be considered when developing
process to build trust in a workshop evaluation process.

a

(See Section 5.3.) These

guidelines are in the form of recommendations.

1.8

Sub-Problems and Outputs

By dividing the research project into sub-problems, I identify the outputs needed to
investigate the relationship between participation and trust symbolized by the bold arrow
in my conceptual model. The outputs are the tangible results of each sub-problem.
The following sub-problems partition my conceptual model because the bold
. arrow, block, and oval related to trust are the parts of the model pertinent to my research
question.

The sub-problems are:

1. to develop an operational definition of trust as applied to people, organizations, and
organizational processes;

2. to develop an operational definition of participation by confirming a process for using
participation to develop an organizational process;
3. to measure the relationship between participation in the development of a workshop
evaluation process and trust; and
4. to scope a workshop evaluation process with attributes that provide information
characterizing the system.

By operationally defining the sub-problems, I was able to identify the tangible
results needed to solve the sub-problems.

The following outputs are these tangible

-

We

results, and they match one-to-one with the sub-problems.

The outputs are:

an operational definition of trust located in Appendix E;
an operational definition of participation located in Section 2.3.1;
empirical evidence of how participation in the development of a workshop evaluation
process affects trust located in Section 4.3; and
workshop evaluation process specifications located in Section 2.4.2.

2.0 BODY OF KNOWLEDGE

REVIEW

In this body of knowledge review, I review the literature for answers to three pertinent
questions that helped me produce the outputs to my sub-problems. The three questions
follow. What kind of trust is important to use of the workshop evaluation process? What
are the effects of participation and what level of participation is appropriate in the

development of a workshop evaluation process?
evaluation process?

How can I develop a workshop

To gain an understanding of trust,

I also review the literature on

trust and provide a definition of trust which includes three perspectives of trust:

personal, situational, and behavioral.

2.1 Overview
This study looks at how to build better measurement systems, with a workshop
evaluation process being a type of measurement system.

By better, I refer to

measurement systems people use in their day-to-day decision making.

This review of

literature will look at the general findings of how measurement systems are built, what
level of participation is important in building a measurement system, and why trust is
important for people to use information from a measurement system.

2.2 Trust
As more and more information becomes widely available to organizations,
performance will depend less on who has the information and more on who best uses the
available information.

Information utilization is a complex process, with a variety of

factors affecting the process.

The literature in this area spans several disciplines,

including social science, business, sociology, program evaluation, and marketing
research, to name a few.

Three articles, in particular, focused my thinking regarding the

importance of trust in information utilization.
First, Zaltman and Moorman (1988) concluded from 170 interviews with research

users and providers that one phenomenon, personal trust, is potentially the most

important behavioral factor affecting research-use outcomes.

Second, in a subsequent

study, Moorman, Deshpande, and Zaltman (1992) determined trust and perceived quality
of interaction contribute most significantly to research utilization, with trust having
indirect effects through other relationship processes, as opposed to direct effects on
research utilization.

Moorman, et. al., report:

"Trust effects were achieved primarily

through critical indirect effects of quality of interaction and researcher involvement
levels, suggesting trust facilitates these relationships processes, which in turn encourages
research utilization" (pg. 322).
Third, Moorman, Deshpande, and Zaltman (1993) focused on the factors that

determine users' trust in the information provider, including individual, interpersonal,
organizational, inter-organizational/interdepartmental, and project factors.

Results

indicated interpersonal factors are the most predictive factors of trust. Perceived
researcher integrity, willingness to reduce research uncertainty, confidentiality, and
expertise were among the factors most strongly associated with trust. These relationships
are demonstrated in Figure 2.

Researcher's

integrity

Perceived researcher
‘willingness to reduce —>>

uncertainity

er

>

in the

UV

ation

of

research

resea-

Confidentiality

Se

information

cher

Researcher

expertise

(Adapted from Moorman, Deshapnde
and Zaltman,

1993)

Figure 2 Factors that determine user trust in the researcher
In summary, trust is important to the development of a workshop evaluation
process because trust affects whether the process will be used or not. The people affected
by the workshop evaluation process will have feelings about whether the process is
trustworthy or not. Do they believe the process is composed of competent measures?
they believe the information will be used in a way that will harm them?

Do

Issues of

vulnerability and exposure exist and must be confronted by the people responsible and
those who will be affected by the evaluation.
2.2.1 Definition of Trust
I believe trust is an expectancy that an individual can rely upon another's word or
promise.

This expectancy is built through time, and modified according to the situation.

Depending on the situation, the expectancy is acted upon.
(1973) elaborate by stating trust has three elements:

and behavior.

They state:
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Schelker, Helm, and Tedeschi

a risky situation, information cues,

First, there must be a risky situation wherein an actor's outcomes are at least
partially determined by some future state of the environment, particularly through
the behavior of another person.

Second, some cues must be present in the

situation that provide the actor with information about the probabilities of the
various uncertain environmental states. A communication from another person
announcing his behavioral intentions serves as such a cue in allowing the actor to
predict his own interdependent outcomes. Third, the actor must display a reliance

on the information received through the cues. Thus, an actor demonstrates trust
when he complies to a promise from another person, expecting to receive the

promised but uncertain reward associated with the communication.

(pg. 419)

All three elements must be present for trust to exist. There must be a risky
situation, information cues, and a behavior demonstrating reliance on those cues.

Julian

B. Rotter's definition of trust is also very similar to this definition, except Rotter specifies
the information cues be explicit.

In the context of social learning theory, he defines

interpersonal trust as a generalized expectancy held by an individual that he or she can
rely on a word, promise, or oral or written statement of another individual (Rotter, 1982).
The information cues in Rotter's definition are word, promise, and oral or written
statement.

Rotter's definition is more explicit than Schelker, Helm, and Tedeschi's

definition, which only requires communication as the information cue.
2.2.1.1 Relationship of Trust to Performance
In addition to the definition of trust stated above, I view trust to be a component
of the performance criteria as defined by Sink and Tuttle (1989).
seven criteria that define performance in an organization:

Sink and Tuttle identify

efficiency, effectiveness,

quality, quality of work life, profitability, innovation, and productivity.

Quality of work

life is further defined as a person's affective or emotional response to job attributes.
Since trust is a generalized expectancy or response, the level of trust can be seen as a
surrogate performance measure for quality of work life. With this in mind, | pursue my
study.

1]

2.2.2 Conceptual Framework of Trust
Researchers have generally employed two approaches to the scientific
investigation of trust. First, researchers have attempted to examine the social and
situational factors that produce differences in the degree of trust displayed by an
individual.

For example, a researcher may investigate whether the degree to which

promises are kept affects the display of trust. In the second approach,

other researchers

have investigated the effect of individual differences on the display of trust.

For

example, Julian Rotter believes people lie on a continuum from high to low trusting
people.

This relatively stable personality construct has been formed through time by

personal experience.

Rotter (1967) developed the Interpersonal Trust Scale, which

places participants on a continuum from low to high trustors. The scores on the trust
scale are then used to predict behavioral displays of trust.
Cuthbert Scott (1980) identifies three components of attitudes and trust:

a

generalized affective component, a cognitive component influenced by the particular
situation, and a behavioral component.

He said:

The broad-based component, stable across trust objects ("attitudinal" factor),
compares closely to the affective component (of attitudes) acquired through
classical conditioning toward a class of attitude objects (e.g., racial attitudes
towards a particular minority, prestige rating of occupations, etc.). In the same
manner, the situational factor influenced by the particular characteristics of a
unique trust object and setting is essentially identical to the cognitive component
of an attitude which varies as beliefs, perceptions and ideas about a specific
attitude object vary. Therefore, it could be concluded that interpersonal trust is an
attitude in the classical sense; determined by a generalized affective component
towards the class of which the trust object is a member.

Then, it is modified by

the cognitive components which narrows the scope of the attitude to a specific

trust object with unique characteristics within the class. Finally, it is acted upon
in a certain way depending upon the importance of the situation, the stakes of
consequences, timing, etc. (pg. 811)
Within his analysis, Scott recognizes three different ways to view trust. It is
unclear whether these ways of viewing trust can be classified as components; as such, I

refer to them as perspectives.

Scott's generalized affective component is a way of

looking at trust through a personal perspective, the cognitive component looks at trust
from a situational perspective, and looking at action promotes a behavioral perspective.
These three perspectives can be likened to three sides of a triangle, as Geller, Roberts,

and Pettinger (1994) did when they likened the three sides of a triangle to creating a total
safety culture.!

Each side of the.triangle is a different way to view trust. (See Figure 3.)

Each of these perspectives will be discussed further.

Situational

Personal

.

(Adapted from Geller,

Behavioral Roberts & Pettinger, 1994)
Figure 3 Three perspectives of trust
2.2.3 Personal Perspective of Trust
Julian B. Rotter believed trust to be a stable personality characteristic, formed
through a period of time.

He believed the expectancy that someone could be trusted is

generalized from one person to another.

Rotter (1982) stated:

1 Geller, Roberts, and Pettinger (1994) considered a total safety culture to consist of situational, behavioral
and personal variables.
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If expectancies that other's communications can be relied on are generalized from
one social agent to another, then the individual will build up a generalized
expectancy for trust of others that might be viewed as a relatively stable
personality characteristic. (pg. 288)
This approach 1s an example of the personal perspective of trust. Within the personal
perspective, the role individual differences play in a person's tendency to display trust is
investigated.
To research the personal perspective of trust, Rotter (1967) developed the
Interpersonal Trust Scale. The scale was constructed as an additive scale in which a high
score would show trust for a great variety of social objects.
inclusion of an item in the final scale:

Three criteria were used for

1) the item had to have significant correlation with

the total of the other trust items with that item removed; 2) the item had to have a
relatively low correlation with the Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale score; and
3) endorsement of the item showed reasonable spread over the five Likert categories.
Test-Retest reliability coefficients indicated surprising stability of test scores (R squared
= .56 and .68 for two studies).

Hochreich and Rotter (1970) conducted a six-year longitudinal study in which
they administered the Interpersonal Trust Scale to college freshmen.

They concluded

college students had become less trusting between the years of 1964 to 1970.

However,

Kaplan (1973) questioned the findings of the study, stating:
A close examination showed that most of the items for which a change in trust
had been shown concermed either the government or mass media. Few of the
items for which changes had been non-significant concerned these institutions.
One interpretation of these results might be the scale was composed of several
factors rather than one 'general' trust dimension. (pg. 13)
As a result of his findings, Kaplan
Scale.

did a factor analysis of the Interpersonal Trust

He hypothesized the Trust Scale was composed of several dimensions.

analysis, three factors emerged:

institutional trust, sincerity, and caution.
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From his

He claimed

Hochreich and Rotter's results (1970) demonstrated college students had become less
trusting of institutions but had not changed significantly in perceived sincerity or caution.
(Three-fourths of the items for which there had been a decrease in trust during the sixyear period studied by Hochreich and Rotter correlated negatively .40 or greater with the
institutional factor.) Kaplan thus recommended using the individual factor scores, in
addition to the overall trust score, in interpreting further research.
In another study, Chun and Campbell (1974) also investigated the dimensionality
of the Interpersonal Trust Scale.

Four dimensions, designated political cynicism,

interpersonal exploitation, societal hypocrisy, and reliable role-performance, were
identified through cluster analysis and orthogonal and oblique rotations following a
principal-axis-factor solution.

Because multi-dimensionality of trust was not a part of

Rotter's definition, the authors took issue with the incongruence between his definition
and measure of interpersonal trust. Intercorrelations for the four dimensions also
supported Chun and Campbell's conceptualization of the dimensions.

Again, similar to

Kaplan, they suggested using the dimension scores in addition to the overall trust score in
interpreting research.
This recognition of the multi-dimensionality of the trust variable led researchers
to distinguish the focus of the trust measure between a global (person/affective)
perspective (reflected in Rotter's work) and a specific (situational/cognitive) perspective
(K.D. Scott, 1980).
2.2.4 Situational Perspective of Trust
The situational perspective of trust focuses on the situation in which trust is of
interest. This perspective of trust includes the situational/cognitive component referred
to earlier.

Within this perspective, researchers investigate how social and situational

factors produce difference in the degree of trust displayed in subjects.
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In the two studies

discussed below, researchers found the situational perspective of trust produces much
stronger effects than the personal perspective of trust on the display of trust.
In a study conducted by Schlenker, Helm and Tedeschi (1973),

groups were

divided into high-trust and low-trust groups and received promises of cooperation from
players in a game situation.

The researchers hypothesized the people who scored high on

Rotter's Interpersonal Trust Scale would believe the promises and cooperate more in the
game.

This hypothesis was marginally supported, as subjects who scored high on the

Interpersonal Trust Scale tended to rely on the communications of the simulated player
by cooperating a higher proportion of the time (X bar = 70.5%) after receiving the
promise than did subjects in the low-trust conditions (X bar = 55.5%).
Schlenker, Helm, and Tedeschi also hypothesized the greater the probability of
promise fulfillment, the greater the subjects would rely on the promises and cooperate
more.

This second hypothesis was clearly supported by the main effects of credibility, as

presented in the Table 1. The data in Table 1 are taken from Schlenker, Helm, and

Tedeschi's (1973).

The subjects were more cooperative after receiving highly credible

promises (X bar = 75.5% ) than after receiving promises that were only 10% credible (X
bar = 50.5%).

Although both hypotheses were supported, the situational perspective of

promise credibility produced slightly stronger effects than the personal perspective of
trust on the subjects' cooperation.
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Source of

Table 1 Analysis of cooperation on promise relevant trials

_ Variation

df

-

Ms

F

Between subjects

39

Trust (A)

1

3.920

3.092*

Credibility (B)

]

13.520

10.664**

AxB

]

.O20

<1

Error

36

1.268

Within subjects

160

Trials (C)

4

.938

3,.217**

AxC

4

433

1.484

BxC

4

.408

1.398

AXxBxC

4

333

1.141

ERROR

144

294
(Taken from:

* p=.07
**p=.05

Schlenker, Helm, and Tedeschi,

1973)

In another study, Cuthbert Scott (1980) analyzed attitudinal and environmental

factors related to trust among forty four people who were divided randomly into six
groups.

Five groups underwent a "t-group" training, designed to increase interpersonal

trust. The sixth group served as a control group.
Differential Scale in a pre/post-test manner.

Scott administered the Trust

Scott hypothesized personal (attitudinal) and

situational (environmental) perspectives would both account for significant variance in
the trust scores.

These hypothesizes were supported (attitudinal (before) F= 11.95 (after)

F=19.10; environmental (before) F = 40.09 (after) F = 65.88, p < .001).

change in trust scores was found for the control group.
group and the treatment group.
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No significant

He did not compare the control

2.2.5 Behavioral Perspective of Trust
Most research on trust uses trusting behavior as the dependent variable, not the
independent variable.

My premise is that, if I act as through I trust something (and that

behavior is rewarded by the trust object being trustworthy), this action will affect my
cognitive (situational) and affective (personal) perspectives of trust. My premise places
behavior as the independent vanable and uses situational and personal trust perspectives
as the dependent variables.
This type of thinking has been used in

the field of safety to increase people's

ability to "actively care" about the well-being and safety of other co-workers (Geller,
Roberts, Pettinger, 1994).

"Actively caring" behavior is behavior in which an individual

intervenes to improve the health and safety for another person.

Geller, Roberts, and

Pettinger state:
When people intervene to reorganize or redistribute resources in an attempt to
benefit others (e.g., cleaning up another's work area), they are actively caring
from an environment focus. Actively caring from a person focus is behaving in
an attempt to make another person feel better (e.g., intervening in a crisis
situation). Finally, behavior-focused actively caring is intervention attempting to
influence another's individual's behavior in desired directions (e.g., giving
rewarding or correcting feedback). (pg. 84)
The five person-states that increase a person's propensity to actively care are:
self-esteem (I am valuable.); belongingness (I belong to a team.); empowerment,
exemplified by three person states of person control (I am in control.); self-efficacy (I can
do it.); and optimism (I expect the best.). Geller argues these actively caring states affect
behavior and vice-versa, the behavior affects the actively caring states (personal

communication, Sept. 8, 1994).
Little research exists on trusting behavior as the independent variable.

Scholars

who have studied the behavioral perspective of trust have primarily been interested in
how personal trust and situational trust affect the display of trust. Schlenker, Helm and
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Tedeschi (1973) investigated the effect of personal and situational trust variables on the
display of trust. Cuthbert Scott (1980) did not investigate behavioral trust in his study of
personal and situational trust variables; however, he concluded that trust is "finally acted
upon in a certain way depending upon the importance of the situation, the stakes or
consequences, timing, etc." (pg. 811).

His statement reinforces the role of antecedents

and consequences in the display of behavior.
Butler (1991) claimed trust in a specific person 1s activated and sustained by a
multi-dimensional set of conditions.
of trust."

He identified antecedent conditions as "conditions

Interviews with 84 managers and two prior studies (Gabarro 1978; Jennings,

1971) led Butler to suggest ten conditions of trust. These ten conditions were:
availability, competence, consistency, discreteness, fairness, integrity, loyalty, openness,
promise fulfillment, and receptivity. These interviews were conducted with open-ended
questions eliciting:

1) personal characteristics of two specific people, one trusted and the

other mistrusted; 2) critical incidents that led to the building of trust; and 3) critical
incidents that led to the destruction of trust. The analysis of the data from the interviews
consisted of three steps including: 1) the researcher identifying all clauses that pertained
to trust; 2) graduate students using those clauses to identify categories that represented
conditions 3) the raters matching each clause to a category.

(The coefficients for

interrater consistency for all three pairs of three raters were .78, .83 and .85.) Butler then

went on to develop scales measuring each of these conditions.
2.2.6 Conclusion
The literature on trust suggests that although trust is difficult to categorize, three
perspectives of trust can be identified:

personal, situational, and behavioral.

The focus

of my study of trust will be the situational trust perspective because I am interested in
influencing the level of trust people have in a specific situation.
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To comprehensively review the various studies of trust, I developed a matrix of
studies and noted the perspective of trust that was the focus in each study.
Appendix A for the matrix.)

(See

Many of the situational trust studies support interpersonal

factors as the most important factor in the development of trust.

For example, Butler and

Cantrell (1984) determined specific conditions for modeling trust between a boss and

subordinate.

They found competence, integrity, consistency, loyalty, and openness to be

important to the development of trust.
Section 1.8, Sub-Problems and Outputs, names four outputs to be produced from
this research.

One of these outputs is an operational definition of trust. What is meant by

an operational definition? An operational definition is a definition with which one can do
business.

Deming (1993) stated an operational definition is a procedure agreed upon for

translation of a concept into measurement of some kind.

Thus, when | operationally

define trust, I translate the concept of trust into a measurement of some kind.

In this

research, I create a survey which measures the concept of trust as an operational
definition.
To create the survey, I developed a rationale based on the research literature.
(See Appendix A.) The studies represented in the matrix support the existence of
antecedent conditions to trust.

Butler (1991), Gabarro (1978),

and Jennings (1971)

identified the antecedent conditions to trust as: availability, competence, consistency,
discreteness, fairness, integrity, loyalty, openness, promise fulfillment, and receptivity.
Popular figures such as Stephen Covey have also identified beliefs on what leads to trust,
such as intent, commitment, contnbution, and competency.
around the assessment of these antecedent conditions.

| organized my trust survey

I also chose four trust objects:

conference coordinators, state officials, other

workshop leaders, and the evaluation process.
one antecedent condition for one trust object.

Each question on the survey measured
(See Appendix E

for the final trust survey.)

Because participation provides an opportunity to experience another's
competence, integrity, consistency, etc., I choose participation as the method to develop
a workshop evaluation process for this study. Also, participation in decision making has
been alleged to increase trust (Stodgill, 1974).
A considerable. body of knowledge has been accumulated regarding the effects
of participation.

A short discussion of the effects of participation begins the next section,

followed by discussion of how much participation 1s appropriate in the development of a
measurement system.

My operational definition of participation, my second research

output, is recorded in this next section.

2.3 Participation
As seen in my conceptual model, participation generally creates three
intermediate outcomes:

decision quality, feeling of commitment and control, and

information about the system.

Stodgill (1974) reported quality of decisions was higher

under participation than under a directive style of leadership that discouraged free
discussion.

He cited seven different sources that reported this same conclusion.

Locke

and Schweiger (1979) reported increased acceptance of and commitment to changes or
decisions, including goals, as a result of participation.

The increase has been attributed to

a greater degree of ego involvement as a result of the employees' participation in the
decision-making process.

Locke and Schweiger (1979) reported greater understanding

on the part of the employees who are to execute the decisions as a result of participation.
Increased information leads to greater goal clarity, a fuller grasp of methods, and a better
understanding of the reason for the system.

Jenkins and Lawler (1981) studied the general positive effects of participation in
the development of a pay system.

They felt that, to the extent participation in the

development of a pay system contributed to the amount of information an employee had
regarding pay decisions and to a feeling of commitment and control on the part of the
employee to carry out the pay decisions, the positive results would generalize to other

areas and lead to overall increases in job satisfaction, trust, and communication.
Attitudinal and behavioral

data were collected before and after the development and

installation of a pay plan from 58 employees.

Job satisfaction, pay satisfaction,

understanding of the pay plan, and trust in management all increased.
2.3.1 How Much Participation Is Appropriate?

If participation is good, how much participation is appropriate?
Y etton (1973) define five levels of participation for group problems.
intensity of employee involvement, time, and output.
provides a framework of participation levels.

Vroom and
These levels vary in

The table on the next page

I extracted the definitions for each level of

participation listed in Table 2 from Vroom and Yetton's (1973) description (pg. 13).
Although Vroom and Yetton's definition of five levels of participation for group
problems is not based on empirical evidence such as survey research, the definition is
based on reasoned, logical thinking and scholars appear to have accepted these
definitions as valid and reliable. I base this statement on my finding Vroom and Yetton's
work referred to in Jenkins and Lawler's (1981) seminal article, "Impact of Employee

NO
i)

Participation in Pay Plan Development".

|Descriptor
Al

All

Cl

CI

Table2 Levels of participation in group decision making
Level of Participation for:Group Decision Making.
The manager solves the problem or makes the decision himself or
herself, using information available to himself or herself at the time.
The manager obtains the necessary information from subordinates, then
decides the solution to the problem himself or herself. The manager may
or may not tell the subordinates what the problem is in getting the
information from them. The role played by the subordinates in making
the decision is clearly one of providing the necessary information to the
manager, rather than generating or evaluating alternative solutions.
The manager shares the problem with the relevant subordinates
individually, getting their ideas and suggestions without bringing them
together as a group. Then, the manager makes the decision, which may
or may not reflect the subordinates’ influence.
The manager shares the problem with subordinates as a group, obtaining
their collective ideas and suggestions. Then, the manager makes the
decision, which may or may not reflect the subordinates' influence.

GII

The manager shares the problem with the subordinates as a group.
Together, they generate and evaluate alternatives and attempt to reach
agreement (consensus) on a solution. The manager's role is much like
that of a chairperson. The manager does not try to influence the group to
adopt the manager's solution, and the manager 1s willing to accept and
implement any solution which has the support of the entire group.
Based on these criteria, how would a manager know what level of participation

was best to employ in each situation?
eight questions

Based on a manager's answer to the following

in Table 3, Vroom and Yetton's normative decision making model (1973,

pg. 31) prescribes one of these five decision methods.
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Table 3

Problem attributes

Problem Attribute
If the decision were accepted, would it make a difference which course
of action were adopted?
Do I have sufficient information to make a high-quality decision?
Do subordinates have sufficient additional information to result in a

high-quality decision?
Do I know exactly what information is needed, who possesses it, and
how to collect 1t?
Is acceptance of the decision by subordinates critical to effective
implementation?
If I were to make the decision by myself, is 1t certain that it would be
accepted by my subordinates?
Can subordinates be trusted to base solutions on organizational
considerations?
Is conflict among subordinates likely in preferred solutions?

For example, a manager responsible for developing a performance workshop
evaluation process might answer the questions in Table 3 as described in Table 4. The
answers in Table 4 are based on my opinion of how a manager would answer.
Table 4 Analysis of participation applied to the development of a workshop evaluation
__ process
Question
Answer and Reason.
A.
Yes, if the system is developed and accepted, it would make a difference
which course of action were adopted.
B.
No, I do not have sufficient information to make a high-quality decision.
The employees are the best source of information about their domain of
responsibility.
Cc.
Yes, my employees have sufficient additional information, which would
result in a high quality decision.
D.

E.
F.
G.
H.

No, I do not know exactly what information is needed, who possesses it,

or how to collect it.
Yes, acceptance of the system by employees is critical to effective
implementation.
No, if I developed the system myself, it is not certain it would be
accepted by my employees.
Yes, my employees can be trusted to base solutions on organizational
consideration.
No, conflict is not likely among the employees based on the system
developed.

Using the answers in Table 4 and a decision tree analysis, method GII from Table
2 1s prescribed for the level and type of participation to be used in the development of a
workshop evaluation process (Vroom and Yetton, 1973, pg. 36). The GII method is the
most intensive participation method, with consensus of the group as the output.

Vroom

and Yetton's normative decision-making model demonstrates that different levels of
participation are required in given situations.

In the case of developing a measurement

system, the model supports using intensive consensus-based participation.
GIJ is the operational definition of participation used in this study.

Thus, method

2.4 How to Develop a Workshop Evaluation Process
Management System Analysis (MSA) is a five-step process to build a
measurement system.

The concepts and techniques embedded in MSA were particularly

helpful in building the workshop evaluation process implemented in this research.

The

helpfulness of MSA is not surprising, because, for this research, a workshop evaluation
process is considered to be a type, or example, of a measurement system.

To understand

MSA, it is first helpful to understand the Management System Model.
2.4.1 Management System Model
A management system is composed of three components:

who manages, what is

managed, and what is used to manage. (See Figure 4.) Applying the Management
System Model to a workshop evaluation process requires defining each of the boxes and
arrows in the model. The workshop leaders are the managers (or who manages).
make decisions and take actions regarding the workshop content and presentation.
workshop itself is considered the work process (or what 1s managed).

They
The

The workshop

evaluation form measures the performance of the workshop leader, by gathering data.
Then, these data are converted to information by comparing the data to a standard or
average.

The conversion process of the evaluation form and standard can be considered a

management tool (or what is used to manage).

For example, when a workshop leader

scores a 2.0 on a 4-point scale, the leader may perceive that her or his performance is
only average.

He or she may choose to change the format of the workshop, or practice

her or his presentation to improve the presentation.

Who manages

Decisions

|

Actions

|

What is

>

managed

Information
Perception

Measurement

Information

Portrayal

Data
What is used to
manage

(Kurstedt, 1993)

Figure 4 Management System Model
2.4.2 Management System Analysis
The MSA proposes a systematic method to build the workshop evaluation
process.

The MSA moves counter-clockwise around the Management System Model.

The steps of MSA are superimposed on the Management System Model in the figure on
the next page to show congruence with this model

(Kurstedt, 1993).

(2)

Who manages|

— Decisions

|

|

Identify important decisions/actions.

Actions
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()

What is

managed

Delimit domain of

responsiblity.

Information

Perception

Measurement

Information
Portrayal

G)

Define indicators
that, when

measured, will yield

Data

What is used to

(4)

manage

Determine information

data.

Develop data necessary for
information.

(Kurstedt, 1993)

needed to support
decisions

Figure 5 Management System Analysis applied to the Management System Model
The five steps of the Management System Analysis were applied in the
development of the workshop evaluation process for this research.

Step 1 (delimit the

domain of responsibility) was implemented by stating the workshop presentation as the
domain of responsibility.

Step 2 was implemented by identifying the important

decisions/actions the workshop leaders would need to take to improve their workshops.
These decisions/actions fell into three categories:

improvement of the workshop content,

improvement of the workshop presentation, and overall workshop issues.

Step 3

(determine information needed to support these decisions/actions) was determined by the
workshop leaders during a session in which the treatment group participated in
developing the workshop evaluation form.

Step 4 (develop data necessary for the

information) was implemented when the workshop leaders administered the workshop
evaluation form to each of the participants.

The administration of the form created data

that were later converted to information by comparing the data to a standard.

Step 5

(define indicators that when measured will yield data) was also implemented when the
workshop leaders in the treatment group determined the types of questions on the
workshop evaluation form.

Together, these five steps form the workshop evaluation

process used in this research.

3.0 METHODOLOGY
My discussion of the method for this research includes subjects, materials, and
procedures. This chapter is organized around these issues.

3.1 Subjects
The subjects were foundation workshop leaders from the Teen Institute Drug
Prevention Conference held July 23-28 at Kenyon College in Gambier, Ohio.
workshop leaders were chosen for two reasons:

These

first, Teen Institute requires evaluation

of the workshops; and second, the same foundation workshop is presented twice during
the conference, thus giving the workshop leaders an opportunity to use feedback from the
evaluation to improve the presentation the second time.
total of 44 foundation workshops.

Last year, 22 people presented a

This year for this research, 14 people presented a total

of 28 foundation workshops.
As stated, the workshops were offered twice during the period from July 25-27,
They are offered on Tuesday and Thursday, Tuesday and Wednesday, or Wednesday and
Thursday.

The participants for each repeated workshop presentation were different.

The workshop leader's participation was voluntary and no incentive was used to
gain their participation.

One-half of the workshop leaders, as subjects, were randomly

assigned to receive the treatment, and the other half were randomly assigned to the
control group.

The treatment was defined as the opportunity to participate in the

development of the workshop evaluation form.

The control group was characterized by

not having the opportunity to participate in the development of the workshop evaluation
form, but otherwise having information about evaluation.

In other words, the treatment

group participated in the development of the workshop evaluation form; the control
group did not.

3.2 Materials
I used several materials for this study.
¢
e
¢
¢
¢

In order of presentation, they included:

Informed consent form
Identification code
Introduction packet
Workshop evaluation form
Results packet

¢ Questionnaire |

3.2.1 Informed Consent Form

Before participating in this study, all subjects were given an informed consent
form to read over and sign, indicating they understood the conditions of the study.

(See

Appendix C for a copy of the form.) The informed consent form was developed using
the Guidelines for Human Subjects given by Virginia Tech.
3.2.2 Identification Code
To protect the subjects' confidentiality, I used an identification code. This code
was based on whether the subject was in the treatment or control group.

Every subject in

the treatment group received a zero for their code; every subject in the control group
received a one for their code.

3.2.3 Introduction Packet
To introduce the subjects to the research project, the conference coordinator sent
an one-page memo to each subject before the conference.

This memo briefly described

the research project and asked the participants to attend an initial one-hour session.
When the subjects arrived at the conference, they were orally instructed by the
conference coordinator to attend a specific initial session.

(I had given the conference

coordinator lists of names for the two initial sessions based on random assignment of the
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subjects to the control or treatment group.)

During the initial sessions, I gave oral

instructions on where and when to pick-up and drop-off the evaluation forms.
3.2.4 Workshop Evaluation Form
This form was developed by the treatment group with my leadership.

This task

was completed on Sunday, July 23. The procedure for developing the form is described
in Section 3.3.1 of this document.

3.2.5 Results Packet
A packet containing the analyzed data from the workshop evaluation form was
given to each subject after Session 1 of their workshop, but prior to Session 2.
3.2.6 Questionnaire |
The purpose of Questionnaire | is to measure each subject's level of trust. After
reviewing the literature (Lawler and Jenkins, 1981; K.D. Scott, 1980; Rotter, 1967;
Schlenker, Helm and Tedeschi, 1973; and C. Scott, 1980) and receiving guidance from

my committee,

I determined that I needed to develop my own survey for my study. The

surveys in the literature focus on the workplace specifically and use language not
appropriate for my study.

Such words as manager, supervisor, and co-worker do not

apply in my study. Also, the focus of my study is a workshop evaluation process, and no
survey could be found to address this area.
I generated the trust survey used in this research, which can be found in Appendix
E. The rationale for the inclusion of items with the survey is in Appendix B. The results
of the field test, including a reliability analysis of the survey items, can be found in
Appendix D.
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3.3 Procedure
The research was implemented over a period of five days from July 23-28, 1995.
I describe the daily procedure used to implement the research in this section.
3.3.1 Day 1: Sunday July 23, 1995
The treatment group subjects received instructions to attend the first one-hour
session through the conference coordinator.

When these subjects came to the session on

Sunday, I followed these steps.
1. At the beginning of the session, the conference coordinator introduced me as a
graduate researcher.

He then left the room.

2. | handed out the consent form to the subjects.

When everyone had read and signed the

consent forms, I collected the forms face down.

3. After completing these steps, the next step was to develop the workshop evaluation
form.

I began this task by opening up discussion and asking about the barriers to

effectively evaluating a program.
sides.

I stated, "Evaluation can really be a thorn in peoples'

When you are forced to evaluate your program, you may not feel you are going to

gain any benefit from the exercise."

Discussion began here, giving the participants a

chance to vent.
Participants were concerned about how the information from the evaluation

would be used. They wanted to know if they would be given access to the information
once the conference was over. They wondered how the conference officials would use
the information.
expected.

Generally, though, there was not as much discontent in the group as |

This preparation step for implementing the MSA took only 3-5 minutes.

When the participants appeared to be done asking questions, I asked the
workshop leaders what decisions or actions they have to make regarding their workshop
(Step 2 of MSA).?

Their answers centered on three different areas:

how to improve their

workshop content, how to improve the workshop presentation, and overall comments on
general workshop issues, such as location of the workshop.

Within each of these areas,

we brainstormed the information needed to support those decisions or actions (Step 3 of
MSA).

For example, to support improvement of workshop presentation, the workshop

leaders wanted information on how the participants viewed their presentation style.

Did

the participants perceive her or him as treating differing viewpoints with antagonism or
acceptance?

How did they perceive his or her knowledge of the subject matter?

was the leader's style of delivery?

How

Specific survey items were suggested by the workshop

leaders.
We worked through the major decisions or actions proposed by the workshop
leaders.

Even with the time limit of one hour for the session, the participants were able

to generate 10 items for the workshop evaluation form.

These items on the survey

constitute Step 3 of the MSA, determine the information necessary to support the
decisions/actions.
4. I gave verbal instructions about when and where to pick up and drop off evaluation
forms.

The participants then asked questions and left.
The control group received instructions to attend the second one-hour session

later on Sunday morning.

At the session, the following steps happened:

1. At the beginning of the session, the conference coordinator introduced me as a
graduate researcher.

He then left the room.

2 | informed the workshop participants that the research study was related to evaluation of their workshop
presentation, thus the domain of responseability (Step 1 of MSA) was assumed to be the workshop
presentation.
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2. I handed out the consent form to the subjects.

When everyone read and signed the

consent forms, I collected the forms face down.

3. I gave oral instructions about when and where to pick up and drop off evaluation
forms.

The participants then asked questions and left.

3.3.2 Day 2: Monday, July 24, 1995
I delivered copies of the workshop evaluation form for the participants to use in
their workshops.
3.3.3 Day 3: Tuesday, July 25, 1995
I collected the completed workshop evaluation forms from both the control and
treatment groups on Tuesday evening.

I analyzed the data by tallying the total number

under each question and dividing by the number of responses (a mean score).
calculated an overall score.

I also

I returned these scores and the forms back to the workshop

leaders that evening.
3.3.4 Day 4: Wednesday, July 26, 1995
This day was a repeat of Tuesday.
3.3.5 Day 5: Thursday, July 27, 1995
At the debriefing:
1. I handed out Questionnaire 1, read the instructions, and asked the subjects to fill out
the questionnaire.

When everyone was finished, I collected the questionnaires face

down.
2. | then answered any questions the subjects had about the experiment.

The subjects

who were interested in a summary of the study's results filled out a self-addressed
envelope.

For any subject who did not show up for the debriefing, I sought her or him

out and asked her or him to fill out the questionnaire and address an envelope.
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4.0 ANALYSIS OF DATA
In this chapter, I present the analysis of data from the experiment.

4.1 Overall Description of the Experiment
Teen Institute is an Alcohol and Drug Prevention conference, held once a year in
Gambier, Ohio on the campus of Kenyon College.

This conference attracts young people

who are leaders of Teen Institute activities in their home communities and schools.

The

workshop presenters are adult leaders of alcohol and drug prevention efforts. The
presenters were given advance notice (before the conference) of the requirement they
participate in the study and were given the option not to participate 1f they so wished.
Every presenter opted to participate in the study.
I randomly assigned fourteen subjects to two groups, the control and treatment
groups.

My randomization consisted of flipping of a coin until the control group had

enough subjects to fulfill the requirements for the group.
person on the list went into the control group.

If the coin was heads, the

If the coin was tails, I skipped the name on

the list and proceeded to the next name.

4.2

Reliability Analysis
To test the reliability of the trust survey and sub-scales, I ran a reliability analysis

of the survey data from the experiment.
Alpha for each scale and sub-scale.

The reliability analysis consisted of Cronbach's

Table 5 presents these reliability data.
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Table 5 Cronbach's Alpha for trust survey and sub-scales
Name of Seale or Sub-Scale

Cronbach's Alpha | Item Number

Trust survey (overall)
0.6852
Intent of Ohio Department of Alcohol and | 0.5376
Drug Addiction Services (ODADAS) (sub-

_

all
#5,15,21

scale)

Intent of Teen Institute (TI) planning
committee (sub-scale)

0.7918

#11,17

Intent of the evaluation form (sub-scale)

0.8261

#916

Trust ofpeers (sub-scale)

-0.2252

#1,3

Trust of TI planning committee (sub-scale) | 0.7635

#4,14

Trust of ODADAS (sub-scale)

0.6141

#7,8

Trust of the evaluation form (sub-scale)

0.8041

#2,6,18,19,22

General trust (sub-scale)

-0.4059

#10,12,20,23

A Cronbach's Alpha near positive or negative 1 is considered to show good intercorrelation between the items on that scale or sub-scale.

When compared to the

reliability analysis from the field test, the data show a decrease in the reliability of the
overall trust survey, from 0.8350 to 0.6852.
scales increased:
(ODADAS)

(See Appendix D.) However, several sub-

intent of Ohio Department of Alcohol and Drug Addiction Services

increased from -0.0498 to 0.5376; intent of the evaluation form increased

from 0.0000 to 0.8261; and general trust increased from 0.0208 to 0.4059.
peers sub-scale decreased in reliability, from 0.8591 to 0.2252.
remained the same or about the same.
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The trust of

The other sub-scales

4.3 Analysis of Experimental Data
To present my analysis of data, let me begin by stating my null and alternative
hypotheses.

VW

1. Hg: Participation has no effect on trust of the workshop evaluation form.
Ha: Participation increases trust of the workshop evaluation form.
Ho: Participation has no effect on trust among workshop leaders who
participated in developing the form.
Ha: Participation increases trust among workshop leaders who participated in
developing the form.

3. Ho: Participation has no effect on trust of conference coordinators and state
officials.
Ha: Participation increases trust of conference coordinators and state officials.
To test these hypotheses, I developed the trust survey with eight sub-scales.
These sub-scales measure both the intent and trust of the workshop evaluation form,
peers, planning committee, and ODADAS
Addiction Services).

(Ohio Department of Alcohol and Drug

These sub-scales were designed to test one or more of the

hypotheses.
As a secondary endeavor,

based on my initial hypothesis that participation

increases trust, I wondered if the increased trust would also affect the participant's use of
the evaluation information, as other researchers had demonstrated (Moorman,

Deshpande, and Zaltman, 1993).

As such, I formed a secondary research hypothesis:

4. Ho: Participation will have no effect on overall performance,
Ha: Participation will increase overall performance.
This hypothesis assumes participation increases trust, and that use of evaluation
information is reflected in a workshop leader's overall performance on a workshop
evaluation form.

The workshop evaluation form was developed to test this hypothesis.
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To begin to test these hypotheses, I computed the mean and standard deviation of
each scale and sub-scale.

Table 6 contains the mean and standard deviation for both

control and treatment groups for the trust survey, workshop evaluation form, and trust
survey sub-scales.
Table 6

Mean

and standard deviation for scales and sub-scales

(6 point scale for Trust Survey and sub-scales; 4 point scale for Evaluation form)
‘Name of Scale or Sub-.

‘scale

|

Mean
Treatment

_

.

|

.

7

oS

_| Standard Deviation

| Control

‘Treatment’ _ | Control

Trust survey (overall)

4.734

5.067

0.459

0.444

Intent of ODADAS

4.952

5.306

0.517

0.581

4.5

4.929

0.775

0.449

5.286

5.571

0.699

0.535

Trust of peers (sub-scale)

4.71

4.5

0.394

1.080

Trust of TI planning

4.8

5.714

1.037

0.489

4.5

4.75

0.632

1.13

4.99

0.854

0.99

4.89

0.48

0.66

3.386

0.274

0.373

(sub-

scale)

Intent of TI planning
committee (sub-scale)
Intent of the evaluation
form (sub-scale)

committee (sub-scale)
Trust of ODADAS

(sub-

scale)

Trust of the evaluation form | 4.31
(sub-scale)
General trust (sub-scale)

4.94

Workshop evaluation form | 3.411

As can be seen from the table, the treatment group generally did not display an
increased mean level of trust over the control group.

In only three of the scales or sub-

scales (workshop evaluation form, general trust and trust of peers) did the treatment

group score higher than the control group.
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Thus, from this information, I was not hopeful

that my alternative hypotheses would be accepted.
t-test on the scales and sub-scales.

To test my hypotheses further, I ran a

Table 7, on the next page, contains the results of a

one-tailed t-test, a = .05.
Table 7 T-test results for scales and sub-scales

(one-tailed, a = .05)
Name of Scale or Sub-seale

T-Observed

T-Critical . ;

Trust survey (overall)

-1.27

1.782

Intent of ODADAS

-1.17

1.782

-1.195

1.796

Intent of the evaluation form (sub-scale)

-0,794

1.782

Trust of peers (sub-scale)

0.448

1.782

(sub-scale)

Intent of TI planning committee (subscale)

Trust of TI planning committee (sub-scale) | -1.832

1.812

Trust of ODADAS

0.43

1.782

Trust of the evaluation form (sub-scale)

-1.28

1.782

General trust (sub-scale)

0.147

1.782

Workshop evaluation form

0.159

1.782

(sub-scale)

Because the results of the t-test were not significant, | also ran a non-parametric
procedure on the trust survey data. This procedure is known as the Wilcoxon test and is a
distribution-free rank sum test. The test has three basic steps:
ranks, and sum the ranks.

to order the data, assign

The data, ranks, and test results follow in Table 8.
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Table 8

Treatment Group
‘Raw Data

Wilcoxon

| Rank
|

test results for trust scale

_

| Control Group
|Raw Data _.

Rank .
Se

4.57

4

5.59

14

4.40

3

5.13

10

4.05

1

5.52

13

4.88

7

5.0

g

4.65

5

4.26

2

5.29

1]

5.11

9

5.30

12

4.86

6

Sum of Ranks

43

Sum of Ranks

62

On the basis of these two samples, I investigated the presence of a treatment
effect that results in a shift of location.

My null hypothesis is no treatment effect.

In

other words, the samples can be thought of as a single sample from one population.

The

null hypothesis is defined as A= 0. (Delta, or A, is defined as the unknown shift in

location due to the treatment.) To reject the null hypothesis against the alternative that A
> 0, W (in this case 43) needs to be greater than 53

(p = .500) (Hollander, 1973).

Obviously, since 43 is not greater than 53, I cannot reject the null hypothesis.
In conclusion, neither a traditional t-test nor the non-parametric Wilcoxon test
support the rejection of the first, second, or third null hypotheses.

Participation did not

increase the level of trust in the workshop evaluation process among workshop leaders, in
conference coordinators, or in state officials.

Since participation did not increase trust,

trust could not lead to increased use of workshop evaluation information either (the

fourth hypothesis).

Thus, investigating the fourth hypothesis further is technically of no

use. The t-test of the workshop evaluation scores confirm that the results are nonsignificant and could not support rejection of the fourth null hypothesis.
reject the null hypothesis for each of my four hypotheses.

Al

Thus, I failed to

5.0 CONCLUSIONS
In this chapter, I will state my observations and opinions about this research project.
5.1 My Observations Regarding Non-Significance
The Teen Institute Conference provides an atmosphere that feels supportive and
loving.

Most people who attend the conference have volunteered to be present; this is

especially so in regard to the adult workshop presenters.
their time and energy.

They have all agreed to give of

I believe the volunteer status of the participants may have led to

the participants having a high degree of trust and other positive feelings before the
experiment began.
The level of cooperation I received from the participants in the study also
supports the observation that the volunteer status of the participants explains the nonsignificance of the data. The adult volunteers had busy schedules, with commitments
from early morning to the staff meeting at midnight each night.

Even with their busy

schedules, the subjects voluntarily participated even though they were given the option
not to participate.

They came to the initial session regarding the study, they used the

study's workshop evaluation form despite the fact they were required to use another
three-question form required by the state, and they returned and picked up forms each
night. The only time I had trouble with cooperation was the final session; only one-half
the subjects came.
final survey.

I had to personally find the other subjects so they could complete the

I believe this high level of cooperation demonstrates the positive feelings

the subjects already had regarding their participation in the conference.

I believe trust to

be among one of these positive feelings because my study demonstrated that the
participants had a reasonably high level of trust.

I believe the non-significance of the data could also have been caused by the size
of the groups.

Both the control and treatment groups were small.

Perhaps with a larger

sample size, significant results could be achieved.
However, most importantly, the non-significance of the data could have been
caused by my operational definitions of trust and participation.

Because I| did not doa

validity study of the trust survey used in this study, the survey may have been measuring
a different concept than trust. Participation may have caused on increase in trust but the
survey may not have captured this increase.

In hindsight, given more time and resources,

I would have compared the output of my pilot test of the survey with other validated trust
instruments.

This would have confirmed if the survey was indeed measuring trust or not.

Also, the temporal component of the operational definition of participation may
have not been long enough.
not long by any means.

The amount of participation the control group received was

They participated in an one-hour session in which we completed

Steps 2 and 3 of the Management Systems Analysis.

Perhaps this one-hour session was

not enough to develop a sense of involvement among the participants.

In hindsight, |

would give the temporal component of my operational definition of participation more
consideration.
issue.

I would examine the literature to see if other researchers have studied the

How much participation is required for someone to feel involved and an

ownership in the outcome?

With this information, I could better design the operational

definition of participation.

5.2 Strengths and Weaknesses of this Research
The study worked well due to the high level of cooperation.

I believe notifying

the participants prior to the conference was important to engaging them into the study
and receiving their cooperation.

Also, the conference coordinator personally visited each
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participant the night before the initial session to encourage them to attend. This also

contributed to the smooth flow of the study.
I made three mistakes in the administration of the study.

participants an ID number at the first session.

First, I did not give the

This mistake prevented me from making

connections between the individual evaluation and trust scores.
this decision was to promote a sense of anonymity.

My reasoning behind

I would have known each

participant's identity (because I had to collect and return evaluation results); to gain their
trust, I decided to reinforce their sense of anonymity.

However, I realize that I can only

truly guarantee confidentiality to the participants, not anonymity.

In the future, I will use

ID numbers, and explain to the participants the confidentiality of their results.
My second and third mistakes are regarding the workshop evaluation form.

On

the eve of the first workshop, I analyzed the participants' evaluation forms and provided
them with a summary sheet of the mean scores.

Because we had asked an open-ended

question on the form, I decided to give the participants back their forms so they could
review the comments for this question.

Giving them back the forms prevented me from

doing a reliability analysis on the workshop evaluation form.

I missed this opportunity.

My third mistake was to not collect their second set of evaluation forms,

preventing an

analysis of any improvement in the evaluation scores.
Also, the strength of my study may have been compromised by a previous
professional association with one member of the treatment group, and by my reputation
as a former state evaluator.

Due to these circumstances, the high level of trust in both the

control and treatment group could have been due to participants giving socially desirable
responses.

5.3 Recommendations
My research objective was to provide guidelines for issues that need to be
considered when developing a process to build trust in a workshop evaluation process.

(See Section 1.7.) These guidelines are in the form of the following three
recommendations.
1. My first recommendation is to not focus on the manipulation of the trust variable
when developing a process to build trust in a workshop evaluation process.

My initial

question for this project was, "How can I build trust in the use of a measurement
system?”

An important change has occurred for me as a result of this research.

question whether we can manipulate trust as a dependent variable.

I now

I have come to

believe that trust is difficult to manipulate, as we generally think of intervening with an
independent variable to produce a change in a dependent variable.

I notice now that most

researchers do not try to manipulate trust as a variable; they explore the basic nature of
trust as it effects other variables.

I think the best thing I accomplished was to learn about

the basic nature of trust. As far as manipulating the level of trust people have for a
measurement system, I failed. To date, I have not found a consultant who claims that if I
do "X" intervention in the workplace (such as participation in given program), then we
can measurably see "X" increase in trust. Perhaps the statement is true that | don't know
enough about the variable of trust to manipulate it; or perhaps trust is profound,
mysterious, and beyond the discipline of scientific research.
2. My second recommendation is to focus on the use of participation when developing a
process to build trust in a workshop evaluation process.

Participation has been shown to

increase trust when the variables of feelings of control and commitment, information
about the workshop evaluation process, and decision quality are present.
3. My third recommendation Is to use participation with caution.

My research suggested

that, in conditions where trust is already high, participation will not have any effect on
increasing trust. Thus, participation in the development of a workshop evaluation
process will not increase trust in every situation.
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5.3.1 Suggestions for Future Research
My suggestions for future research focus on the use of participation.

An increase

(or decrease) in trust could be measured as one of several effects of participation, such as
in Jenkin and Lawler's (1981) study of pay systems.

I suggest future studies focus on

what kind of participation is appropriate in the development of measurement
evaluation systems.

and

Questions remain about how much time is necessary to implement

and deploy the Management Systems Analysis in the development of a measurement
system.

Also, what level of experience and maturity a worker should have before they

are invited to participate.

How knowledgeable in evaluation methods do the workers

need to be? What are the other effects of participation (increased job satisfaction,
productivity, etc.)? These are all pertinent questions which need to be answered.
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Matrix of Trust Studies

‘Author/year

Table Al Matrix of trust studies

Title of Study.

‘Which trust.
were the.

Scott (1980)

Rotter (1967)

Chun and
Campbell (1974)

Casual

Relationshio

{| Measurement

| Significant

.

—

‘perspective(s) | Tool
focus?
Situational

between Trust and
the Perceived
Value of a MBO
Program

.

Measures of Trust | Trust in supervisor

(in supervisor, top | and top

management, and
consultant)

New Scaie for the | Personal

Measurement of
Interpersonal Trust

Dimensionality ot | Personal
Rotter
{interpersonal Trust
Scale

: Findings.

| management affect |
MBO value
,
assessment

Interpersonal Trust } Validity and

Scale

reliability data
indicate 200d
construct and
discriminant
validity

interpersonal Trust | Four dimensions
Scale
appeared: political
cynicism,
interpersonal
exploitation,
societal hypocnsy,
reliable role

performance.
Trust scale was
determined not to
be a pure scale.
Scores on

Kaplan (1973)

Schlenker, Helm,
and Tedeschi
(1973)

Components ot
Trust: A Note on
the Use of Rotter's
Scale

Personal

| Effects of Personal | Personal,
and Situational
Situational,
Vanables on
and

Behavioral Trust

Behavioral

dimensions should
be reported also.
{nterpersonal Trust | Three components
Scale
appeared: trust
towards
institutions,
perceived sincenty
of others, and need
to be cautious.
Scores on the
components should |
be reported: also.
[Interpersonal Trust | Subjects high on P
Scale
were found to
display B more

than those low on

P. However, S was
found to be a

stronger predictor
of B.

:

Author/year

Cuthbert Scott

(1980)

Butler (1991)

Table Al Matnx of trust studies (page 2 of 3)
“Title of Study:
Which trust
| Measurement.
o
perspectiye(s)| Tool
were the
:
[Interpersonal

Trust! A
Companson of
Attitudinal and

Situational
and
Behavioral

Situational Factors
Development of 2 | Personal,
Conditions of Trust} Situational,

Inventory

Butler and Cantrell | A Behavioral

(1984)

focus?
Personal,

Decision Theory
Approach to
Modeling Dyadic

and

Behavioral

Situauonal

Trust in Superiors
Giffin (1967)

and Subordinates
The Contnbution = | Situational
of Studies of

:

Trust Differential

Scale

.
m
.
| Trust has all three

Conditions ot Trust|
inventory

5 point scale

cues.

Cues were

condition of trust.
none

in the

competence>integ-

subordinate.

Trust ts based on
expertness,

attractiveness, and

‘majority opinion.
Situational

Dyadic Trust in
Supervisors and
Subordinates by
Butler and
Cantrell.

Also

Dyadic Trust in

between
Organizations

were developed for

each.

intentions,
actuiveness,

Interpersonal Trust

Moorman,
Relationship
Zaltman,
between Users and
Deshpande (1992) | Providers of
Market Research:
The Dynamics of
Trust within and

attitude.
10 conditions were
identified. Scales

reliability,

to a Theory of

Schindler &
Thomas (1993)

perspectives.
These compare to
components of

measuring trust in | mty>consistency>
a trust object
loyalty>openness
descnbed by 5
for both boss and

Source Credibility

Communicauon
Process
Strucuire of
Interpersonal Trust
in the Workplace

Significant. _ .
‘Findings: eo,

Situauonal

Peers by authors.

Relationship
between Users and |
Providers of
Research
Questionnaire

Order of
importance to trust:
integnity>competence>openness.
Same among all
dyads.

Trust was critical
in facilitating
exchange
relationship.

Author/year.
pS
Soe

Mfoorman,
Zaltman,

Table Al Matmx of trust studies (page 3 of 3)

—s«: Title
of Study.
Re

. |) Which trust: |'Measurement:-°
perspective(s}:: Taok os

-Werethe,
focus?

Factors Aifecting | Situational
Trust in Market

[20

0°

Cote

7}

oe

Pot,

Same as above

(ntegnly,
willingness to

Deshpande (1993) | Research

reduce uncertainty,

Relationship

Driscoll (1978)

L

Trust and
Partic1pation as

Predictors of Job
Sausfacuon

confidennality,

; Sttuauonal,
Personal

-

Three Likert scale | Found the
items measuring
trust in department
head, school, and

president.

~
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expertise, tact,
sincerity,
tumeliness most
strongly associated
| with trust.
situational factor

explains a greater

amount of variation
than the personal
factor.

Appendix B: Rationale and Trust Survey
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RATIONALE
Rationale for survey items (for committee members only; not to be included in the final
survey): The research literature has supported the existence of antecedent conditions to
trust.

Butler (1991), Gabarro (1978),

and Jennings (1971) identified 10 antecedent

conditions as: availability, competence, consistency, discreteness, fairness, integrity,
loyalty, openness, promise fulfillment, and receptivity. Stephen Covey and others have
also identified their beliefs on what leads to trust, such as intent, commitment,
contribution, and competency. I have organized my trust survey around the assessment
of these. antecedent conditions.
| have also chosen four trust objects:

conference coordinators, state officials,

other workshop leaders, and the evaluation process. You will notice that each question
measures one antecedent condition for one trust object.
ID Number

Questions on Intent
1. Evaluation is a way for the TI planning committee to compare workshops at TI.
(measures intent of conference coordinators)

2. Evaluation is a way for me to improve my workshop.
(measures intent of workshop evaluation process)

3. Evaluation is a way for the "powers that be" to decide not to have TI.
(measures intent of state officials)

4. Other workshop leaders are open to discussing the evaluation of their workshop.
(measures openness of other workshop leaders)
Questions for Commitment

5. The TI planning committee is committed to building a strong TI program.
(measures commitment of conference coordinators)

6. The results of the evaluation will help me improve my performance in the future.
(measures commitment of workshop evaluation process)
7. ODADAS can usually be relied upon to provide feedback from the evaluation of my
workshop.
(measures commitment of state officials)
8. My peers are as dedicated and willing to improve their workshop as | am.
(measures commitment of peers or other workshop leaders)
Questions for contribution

9.

My peers put in as much effort into their workshops as I do.

(measures contribution of peers of other workshop leaders)

10. Evaluation of workshops is an important use of my time.
(measures contribution of workshop evaluation process)

11. The TI planning committee works hard at improving the TI conference each year.

(measures contribution of conference coordinators)

12. The people who work for ODADAS

(measures contribution of state officials)

put in long hours to evaluate TI.

Questions for competency
13. The workshop evaluation form measures the right things.
(measures competency of workshop evaluation process)
14. The workshop evaluation form has the right balance of quantitative and qualitative
questions.
(measures competency of workshop evaluation process)
15. I am satisfied about keeping the workshop evaluation form as it is now.
(measures competency of workshop evaluation process)
Other
16. The TI planning committee will consistently apply evaluation standards to the
workshops.
(measures consistency of conference coordinators)

17. An open line of communication exists between the TI planning committee and
ODADAS.
(measures openness of state officials and conference coordinators)
18. ODADAS

will keep the results of my evaluation confidential.

(measures discreteness of state officials)
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SURVEY
ID Number

Please answer the following questions by circling the number which best represents
your opinion.
:
1. Evaluation is a way for the TI planning
committee to compare workshops at TI.

Strongly
disagree
1
2

Strongly
_agree
5

2. Evaluation isa way forme toimprove
my workshop.

Strongly
disagree
1
2

Strongly
_agree
5

3. Evaluation is a way for the powers that
be to decide not to have TI.

Strongly
disagree
1
2

Strongly
_agree
5

Strongly
disagree
1
2

Strongly
agree
5

5. The TI planning committee is
committed to building a strong TI
program.

Strongly
disagree
1
2

Strongly
agree
5

6. The results of the evaluation will help
me improve my performance in the future.

Strongly
disagree
]
2

Strongly
agree
5

7. ODADAS can usually be relied upon to
provide feedback from the evaluation of
my workshop.

Strongly
disagree
1
2

Strongly
agree
5

8. My peers are as dedicated and willing
to improve their workshop as I am.

Strongly
disagree
l
2

Strongly
agree
5

9. My peers put in as much effort into
their workshops as I do.

Strongly
disagree
1
2

Strongly
agree
5

10. Evaluation of workshops is an
important use of my time.

Strongly
disagree
l
2

Strongly
agree
5

4. Other workshop leaders are open to
discussing the evaluation of their
workshop.
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11. The TI planning committee works
Strongly
hard at improving the TI conference each _ disagree
year.
]
2
12. The people who work for ODADAS
put in long hours to evaluate TI.

Strongly
disagree
1
2

13. The workshop evaluation form
measures the right things.

Strongly
disagree
1
2

14. The workshop evaluation form has the
right balance of quantitative and
qualitative questions.

Strongly
disagree
1
2

15. I] am satisfied about keeping the
workshop evaluation form as it is now.

Strongly
disagree
1
2

16. The TI Planning Committee will
consistently apply evaluation standards to
all the workshops.

Strongly
disagree
I
2

17. An open line of communication exists
Strongly
between the TI Planning Committee and _—_ disagree
ODADAS.
1
2
18. ODADAS will keep the results of my
evaluation confidential.

Strongly
disagree
1
2

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

4

Strongly
agree
5

4

Strongly
_agree
5

4

Strongly
agree
5

4

Strongly
agree
5

4

Strongly
agree
5

4

Strongly
_agree
5

4

Strongly
agree
5

4

Strongly
agree
5

1. Please check one response:
first-time workshop leader at Tl
return workshop leader at T]
2. If you are a return workshop leader, did you receive feedback from the evaluation of
your workshop last year’?
Yes
No
3. If you are a new or return workshop leader, did you have a workshop evaluation form
prior to this conference?
Yes
No
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Informed Consent Form

VIRGINIA POLYTECHNIC

INSTITUTE AND STATE UNIVERSITY

Informed Consent for Participants
of Investigative Projects
Title of the Project

The Effect of Participation in the Development of a Workshop
Evaluation Process

Principal Investi gator M. Kim Raderstorf
I. THE PURPOSE

OF THIS

RESEARCH

PROJECT

You are invited to participate in a study about the effect of participation in the
development of a workshop evaluation process. The study involves experimentation for
the purpose of furthering knowledge and understanding of how to design a workshop
evaluation process that people will use of their own accord.
Il. PROCEDURES
The procedure to be used in the research is a facilitated group session.
required for you to participate in his project is one hour.
Il.

The time

BENEFITS OF THIS PROJECT
You will receive data from an evaluation of your workshop.

You may receive a synopsis or summary of this research when completed. Please
leave a self-addresses envelope with the principal investigator during the debriefing
session.
1V. EXTENT OF ANONYMITY

AND CONFIDENTIALITY

The results of this study will be kept strictly confidential. At no time will the
researchers release the results of the study to anyone other than individuals working on
the project without your written consent. The information you provide will have your
name removed and only a subject number will identify you during analyses and any
written reports of the research.
V. FREEDOM

TO WITHDRAW

You are free to withdraw at any time without penalty.
VI. APPROVAL

OF RESEARCH

This research has been approved as required by the Institutional Review Board for
projects involving human subjects at Virginia Polytechnic and State University, and
by the Department of Industrial Engineering.
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VII.

SUBJECT'S RESPONSIBILITIES

I know of no reason why | cannot participate in this study. I have the following
responsibilities:
¢ attending the initial one-hour session,
¢ using the workshop evaluation form to evaluate your workshop, and
¢ attending a short debriefing session.
VIII.

SUBJECT'S PERMISSION

[ have read and understand the informed consent and conditions of this project.
have had all my questions answered. I hereby acknowledge the above and give my
voluntary consent for participation in this project.
IfI participate, ] may withdraw at any time without penalty.
the rules of this project.

|

I agree to abide by

Should I have any questions about this research of its conduct, [ will contact
Kim Raderstorf, Investigator

614-475-5139

Harold Kurstedt, Faculty Advisor

703-231-9079

Ernest R. Stout, Chair, IRB Research Division

703-231-9359

Signature of Subject
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Results of the Pilot Study
I pilot-tested my questionnaire with three people employed at the Columbus Area
Council on Alcoholism.

They had attended the Teen Institute Conference in prior years;

and represent the type of person who would lead at workshop at the Teen Institute
Conference.

The procedure and results of the pilot test follow.

The procedure for the pilot test was for the participants to complete the survey as
if they had attended the conference.

(See Section 3.3.) For the items for which they had

no knowledge, they were told to circle the "don't know" response.

I asked the pilot test

participants to time themselves while taking the survey.
The results of the reliability analysis are contained in Table D1.
Alpha was run on the overall survey and eight sub-scales.

Cronbach's

For each of the sub-scales, the

reliability of at least two items from the survey was tested.
Table D1

Pilot test reliability analysis of trust survey and sub-scales

NAME OF SCALE OR SUB-SCALE
oe
Se
an
-.

CRONBACH'S
{| ALPHA

|) SURVE:
ITEMS
- INCLUDED...

Trust survey (overall)

0.8350

all

Intent of Ohio Department of Alcohol and

-0.0498

#6,17,23

0.8077

#1,12,19

Intent of the evaluation form (sub-scale)

0.0000

#10,14,18

Trust of peers (sub-scale)

0.8591

#4,11,13

Trust of Teen Institute planning committee

0.9286

#5,16,24

-1.0951

#8,9,24,25

Trust of the evaluation form (sub-scale)

0.3125

#3,7,20,21,15

General trust (sub-scale)

0.0208

#2,22

Drug Addiction Services (ODADAS)

(sub-

scale)

Intent of Teen Institute planning
committee (sub-scale)

(sub-scale)
Trust of ODADAS

(sub-scale)

/

From these results, I concluded the overall survey had good reliability.

Based on

oral feedback from the pilot test's participants that the same question was repeated, I took
out items #14, #1, #13, and #21.

I also took out item #24 due to feedback I received from

my committee that 1t might not be relevant.

Based on the low reliability of the general

trust sub-scale, I added two items on general trust. Based on the low reliability of the
intent of Ohio Department of Alcohol and Drug Addiction Services and trust of the
evaluation form sub-scales, I changed the wording on two items (#15, 17) to signify a
negative attitude instead of a positive attitude (i.e. "Evaluation 1s a waste of my time" in
place of "Evaluation of workshops is an important use of my time").

I also changed the

wording to signify a negative attitude instead of a positive attitude for item #19.
of the low reliability on the intent of the evaluation form sub-scale, as stated,

Because

I took item

#14 out.
In summary, I believe the pilot test improved the survey by eliminating redundant
questions.

| think the pilot test also pointed out the need for questions stating a negative

attitude. These questions were reverse scored in the data analysis.
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Appendix E:

Final Trust Survey

SURVEY

ID Number

Please answer the following questions by circling the number which best represents
your opinion about evaluation. If you don't know or don't have an opinion, please
circle "don't know". SD = strongly disagree, D = disagree, TD = tend to disagree,
TA = tend to agree, A = agree, SA = strongly agree
1. My peers are as dedicated and willing
to improve their workshop as I am.

SD
1

D
2

TD
3

TA
4

A
5

SA
6

don't know

2. The Foundation workshop evaluation
form asks the right mix of information vs.
feeling questions.

SD
1

D
2

TD
3

TA
#4

A_
5

SA
6

don't know

3. Other workshop leaders will freely
discuss the evaluation of their workshop.

SD
1

D
2

TD
3

TA
4

A _ SA
5
6

don't know

4. The TI planning committee is
committed to improving the quality of
workshops at TI.

SD
I

D
2

TD
3

TA
4

A
5

SA
6-

don't know

5. Evaluation is a way for ODADAS to
get nd of TI.

SD
1

D
2

TD
3

TA
4

A_
5

SA
6

don't know

6. The Foundation workshop evaluation
form measures the right things.

SD
]

D
2

TD
3

TA
#4

A_
5

SA
6

don't know

7. The people who work for ODADAS
put in long hours to evaluate TT.

SD
1

D
2

TD
3

TA
4

A _ SA
5
6

don't know

8. ODADAS can usually be relied uponto
keep their promises.

SD
1

D
2

TD
3

TA
#4

A _ SA
5
6

don't know

SD
1

D
2

TD
3

TA
4

A _ SA
5
6

don't know

10. I trust the evaluation process thatwas
used in the Foundation workshops at T
this year.

SD
1

D
2

TD
3

TA
4

A_
5

SA
6-

don't know

11. The primary use of evaluationisfor
the TI planning committee to compare the
effectiveness of workshops at TT.

SD
1

D
2

TD
3

TA
4

A_
5

SA
6

don't know

12. | trust how the results of the
evaluation will be used.

SD
1

D
2

TD
3

TA
4

A _
5.

SA
6

don't know

9. Evaluation helps me to improve my
workshop.

65

13. Evaluation of workshops is an
important use of my time.

SD
1

D
2

TD

TA
4

A
5

SA
6

don't know

14. The TI planning committee works
hard at improving the TI conference each
year.

SD
1

D
2

TD
3

TA
4

A_
5

SA
6

don't know

15. The primary use of evaluation is to
account to ODADAS or other funding
SOUICES.

SD
1

D
2

TD
3

TA
4

A_
5

SA
6-

don't know

16. The results of the evaluation willhelp
me improve my performance in the future.

SD
1

D
2

TD
3

TA
4

A_
5

SA
6

don't know

17. The TI planning committee doesnot
think evaluation is important.

SD
1

D
2

TD

TA
4

A_
5

SA
6

don't know

18. The workshop evaluation form hasthe
right mix of open-ended and close-ended
questions.

SD
_—1

D
2

TD
3

TA
4

A_
5.

SA
6

don't know

19. | am satisfied about keeping the
workshop evaluation form as it is now.

SD
1

D
2

TD
3

TA
4

A _ SA
5
6

don't know

20. I trust the TI Planning Committee will

SD

1

D

2

TD

TA

A_

SA

6

don't know

21. Evaluation is the primary methodfor
ODADAS to gain accountability for
funding.

SD
|

D
2

TD
3

TA
4

A
5.

SA
6

don't know

22.

SD
]

D
2

TD
3

TA
4

A _ SA
5
6

don't know

23. The results of my evaluation willbe
SD
D TD
kept confidential.
1
2
3
Please check one response to the following questions.

TA
#4

A_
5

don't know

use the evaluation standards fairly in the
selection of workshops for next year.

1.

Evaluation is a waste of my time.

At TI, l ama:

first-time workshop leader.

3

4

5

SA
6~

return workshop leader.

2. Prior to the conference, did you prepare a workshop evaluation form that you intended
to use at TI?
Yes
No
3. If you are a return workshop leader, did you receive the results of the evaluation of
your workshop last year?
Yes
No
4.

Gender:

male

female
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5.

Race:

6. Ethnicity:

African American

American Indian

Biracial

Multi-racial

Caucasian (White)

Hispanic Origin
other, specify
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Pacific [slander

Appalachian

Asian

other

Multi-cultural

Appendix F: Workshop Evaluation Form
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WORKSHOP

EVALUATION FORM

Please circle the number which best represents your opinion.
opinion, please circle "don't know" or "non-applicable".
1. Were the workshop concepts explained
in a clear, understandable manner?
2. Did the presenter hold your interest?

difficult
1

somewhat
difficult
2

If you don't have an
somewhat
easy
3

easy
4

don't
know

yawn _ weak
O.K.
awesome
don't
I
2
3
4
know
3. In general, how did the presenter treat _ total
some
some
total
differing viewpoints?
disrespect disrespect respect
respect
don't
1
2
3
4
know
4. Did the handouts reinforce the
Of no some
very
concepts?
use
use
useful
useful
non]
2
3
4
applicable
5. Did you find the exercises beneficial?
Of no
little
ve
benefit benefit
beneficial beneficial
non]
2
3
4
applicable
6. Did you learn what you thought you
notat
little
pretty
were going to learn in this workshop?
all
bit
much
alot
don't
1
2
3
4
know
7. Did the workshop meet your
notat
little
pretty
expectations?
all
bit
much
alot
don't
1
2
3
4
know
8. Do you think you will be able to apply
Ofno
some
very
what you learned in the workshop to your
use
use
useful
useful
don't
life now or in the future?
2
3
4
know
9. Would you recommend this workshop
to a friend?

no
1

maybe
2

probabl
3

10. How would you describe this
workshop to a frend?

bites
1

weak
2

O.K.
3

Please comment on any question.
Question

Number:

Comments:
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yes
4
_ awesome
4

don't
know
don't
know
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Kim Raderstorf

267 Ballard Drive
Columbus, Ohio 43230

(614) 475-5139

Objective
|
To help organizations reengineer or improve business processes and products.
Background
Focused, results-oriented industrial engineer qualified by more than 10 years professional
experiences in a wide range of settings. Creative leader with strong analytical skills
coupled with a proven record of designing tools which lead to increased usability and
productivity. Extensive experience gathering, synthesizing and interpreting large amounts
of information to assist program managers in strategic decision making.
Selected Accomplishments
Education
¢ Masters of Science in Industrial Engineering to be completed in December '95, focusing
on usability and quality improvement techniques.
Technical Reports Written
¢ Mercer County Community Partnership, Evaluation Plan, 1992.
¢ Evaluation of Senate Bill 258 projects, 1991.

Training Facilitated
¢ "How Do You Measure Outcome?" and "Prevention Evaluation", two workshops
offered to over 500 professionals statewide during training events, 1990-1993.

Professional Experience
Kim Raderstorf & Associates, Columbus, Ohio.
1992-present
Director
Sole responsibility for the design, development and management of a service-oriented
firm specializing in quality improvement. Products include training packages
focused on empowering participants to measure effectiveness and quality. Success
demonstrated by high attendance, positive evaluations by clients, and increased
productivity.
Ohio Department of Alcohol and Drug Addiction Services
1990-1992
State Prevention Evaluator
Responsible for establishing and evaluating performance outcomes for all prevention
services. Trained service providers in quality techniques and monitored improvement through measurement. Wrote and reviewed technical reports. Established the
first Ohio standards for prevention programs by leading a multi-level, diverse group
of professionals to consensus on measurable objectives. This resulted in the development of a system-wide identity.

7)

Physician's Health Plan, Medplan, Columbus, Ohio.
1986-1989
Field Marketing Supervisor
Sold health care coverage to individuals. Supervised sales team of three. Promoted
from Marketing Representative within one year. Salesperson of the Year 1987.
The Campus Alcohol and Drug Treatment Center, Columbus, Ohio.
1984-1986
Admissions Representative
Sole responsibility for admitting clients to private health care facility. This included
interviewing, assessing and selling the program to the client. Also handled
orientation function.
Ohio Environmental Protection Agency, Columbus, Ohio.
1982-1984
Field Intern
Responsible for field monitoring of pollution. This included traveling to field sites,
sampling, transporting samples to laboratory, and writing technical reports of results.
Education
Masters of Science in Industrial Engineering, Management Systems option,
Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University (to be completed)
Dec. 1995
Ohio Certified Prevention Specialist,
Ohio Credentialing Board for Chemical Dependency Professionals

June 1994

Bachelor of Science with honors
The Ohio State University

1978-1982

in Natural Resource Communications

Bachelor of Arts in Geology
The Ohio State University

1978-1982

Associations
Society of Women Engineers, Officer

1994-1995

Children Helping in Prevention, Inc. , President, Board of Directors

1992-1993

Ohio Program Evaluators Group, Program Committee

1990-1993

