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ABSTRACT 

 

WEB-BASED EVALUATION SURVEY OF CAMPUS MEDIATION PROGRAMS:  
 

PERCEPTIONS FROM THE FIELD 
 

BY GAYON MONIQUE DANIEL 

DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY 

TEMPLE UNIVERSITY, 2009 

DISSERTATION CHAIRPERSON:  JOSEPH DuCETTE, Ph.D. 

 

Campus mediation programs (CMP’s) experienced a rapid growth in higher education 

institutions from 18 programs in 1990 to more than 200 programs in 1998 (Warters, 2000). 

During that period, CMP’s became a widely accepted approach for addressing conflict within US 

colleges and universities. However, recent data indicate that there are just over 100 programs 

which points to a decline and raises questions as to the value of campus mediation programs to 

higher education institutions. A hindrance to addressing the questions raised has been the limited 

amount of empirical research and published data on evaluation use within campus mediation 

programs. Accordingly, the purpose of this study was to gather information from US campus 

mediation program directors regarding their use of program evaluation in order to suggest ways 

to improve their evaluation efforts.  

Campus mediation program directors were surveyed on their perceptions of evaluation 

use in their respective programs. This study was conducted over a period of six months using a 

web-survey and follow-up telephone interviews. The web-based survey used in this study was 

adapted from an online campus mediation program survey developed by Rick Olshak and 
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modified. The web-survey consisted of four sections: Demographics, Description of Services, 

Evaluation and Program Profile.  

The population consisted of 108 campus mediation program directors in US higher 

education institutions who were solicited for this study and agreed to participate. Of the 108 

directors, there were a total of 59 respondents representing a 55% response rate. There were nine 

respondents who participated in a follow-up telephone interview. Data analysis for the research 

questions utilized rank order, frequencies, and averages; supplemental analyses utilized an 

independent samples t-test, one-way ANOVA’s and Pearson correlations.  

Results indicated that evaluation received one of the lowest priority ranking as a program 

goal, however, most of the directors indicated that they would be very interested in learning 

different ways of improving their evaluation methods and having a standard evaluation process. 

The most prevalent concerns and recommendations from the telephone follow-up interviews 

focused on acquiring buy-in of administration and campus affiliates, improving program surveys, 

addressing budget cuts and decreasing high staff turnovers.
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CHAPTER I 
 

INTRODUCTION 

 
National and local media headlines read “School fears on the rise - Threats are increasing, 

and schools are reacting - or, some say, overreacting” (Colimore, 2007); “Spreading word of 

campus crises crucial, senate told ways to prevent violence sought” (Weil, 2007); and “A 

different kind of admissions process - Today's college applications are screening for criminal 

offenses and bad behavior” (Boccella, 2007). These headlines represent the pervasive nature of 

conflict and the growing trend to move toward resolution and peaceful measures in the 

educational pipeline—elementary, secondary, and postsecondary—within the United States. 

“Conflict has plagued humanity since the beginning of time. It exists in all societies and human 

relationships. Any time individuals or groups are so intertwined so that their actions affect one 

another, conflict is natural and inevitable” (Daniel, 2000, p.1). Without conflict, problems are 

seldom faced and resolved (Myers, 1987). 

“Conflict is a fact of life in general” and a way of life in the American school systems 

(Jones & Compton, 2003, p.18). Students are overexposed to conflict through video games, 

music, and the media (movies, television, and news). They learn how to deal with conflict from 

these venues which often exhibit inappropriate ways to deal with conflict (Daniel, 2000) and 

thus, students often view conflict as negative (destructive) rather than positive (constructive) or a 

learning opportunity. As students graduate from high school and move on to college or 

university they transition from teens to adults. They enter their young adult lives with the 

expectation that they know how to deal with conflict despite never gaining the appropriate 

modeling skills from society. 
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Unfortunately, many eighteen year olds within colleges and universities learn conflict 

management from their peers and the campus environment. Only a small number of eighteen 

year olds possess positive conflict resolution skills and for this reason eighteen year olds are 

ineffective at modeling for each other when it comes to conflict management (Warters, 2000). 

Colleges and universities are examples of environments where conflict skills are not only 

needed, they are also required. For this reason, campus mediation programs are important 

because they help to address the conflicts that occur on campuses due to student diversity. The 

presence of mediation and conflict education programs in colleges and universities also 

“…provide more proactive and holistic approaches to conflict…for a number of universities 

faced with expensive lawsuits, labor strikes, grievances, and negative media attention” (Barsky, 

2002, p.163). Campus mediation programs and conflict education programs in colleges and 

universities are vital to the continual development of young adults who are the future leaders of 

society. 

Statement of the Problem 

 
Mediation has become a widely accepted approach to address conflict within college and 

university campuses across the United States. This approach claims to provide numerous benefits 

such as educational improvements and reduction in litigation costs versus the traditional 

disciplinary procedures used in campus settings. These reported benefits contributed to the 

growth of campus mediation programs from 18 programs in 1990 to more than 200 programs in 

1998 (Warters, 2000). Despite this rapid growth, mediation programs have faced criticism from 

researchers and the academic community for not assessing the value of their services (Carruthers, 

Sweeney, Kmitta & Harris, 1996; Druckman, 2005; Hills, 2006; Miller, 1987; Warters, 2000). 

Since 1998, only two studies have assessed the number of campus mediation programs within 
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the United States (Hills, 2006; Olshak, 2005). Although campus mediation programs (CMP’s) 

have experienced rapid growth and decline, there is still a deficiency in the evaluation and 

documentation of these programs. Warters (2000) argues that “a systematic analysis of the 

overall effectiveness of campus mediation programs…has yet to be attempted” (p. 151). While 

there has been at least 70 written research materials on university dispute resolution programs, 

only fifteen percent of this research addressed the effectiveness and use of alternative dispute 

resolution in higher education (Warters, 2000) and even less research have explored the 

effectiveness of CMP’s.  

Evaluation research is an important component to the long term success and overall 

effectiveness of campus mediation programs. The research on the effectiveness of campus 

mediation programs is at best limited and minimal within the body of literature. The few studies 

that are published only assess program needs with regard to improving the evaluation efforts of 

campus mediation programs (Campus Conflict Resolution Resources, 2003; Conflict 

Management in Higher Education Resource Center, 2001; Hills, 2006; Warters, 2000). While 

this is a necessary and useful approach, there is still a limited amount of published data on the 

evaluation of campus mediation programs.  

Due to the limited number of empirical research articles that are available, questions 

continue to be raised concerning the value of campus mediation programs to the higher education 

system. How many active campus mediation programs are there within the United States? How 

many active campus mediation programs engage in evaluation? What are campus mediation 

programs doing to measure the success or effectiveness of their programs? Can the needs of the 

campus community (students, faculty, staff, and the like) be met through campus mediation 

programs? This is only a sample of the type of questions that need to be addressed. The answers 
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to these questions may shed some light on why there is a lack of evaluation research and an 

absence of a standard of success for evaluating campus mediation programs (Miller, 1987; 

Warters, 2000). 

Significance of the Study 

Program evaluation is a methodological process that is used explore among other 

purposes, whether a program works as intended. Many evaluators believe the goal of evaluation 

is to improve the delivery of services by examining the implementation and impact of programs 

(Posavac & Carey, 2003). Evaluation can provide consumers, clients, funding agencies and 

policymakers an assessment of the value of a program’s services and satisfy accountability 

(Druckman, 2005). Higher education administrators are also interested in the value that campus 

mediation programs bring to the campus community to create a safe, viable learning 

environment. 

To date, there is more published evaluation documentation of school (K-12), community 

and government mediation programs than campus mediation programs. There is no known 

published research in the mediation body of literature that engages in a thorough analysis of a 

campus mediation program (Rule, 1994). The mediation literature has failed to provide a 

standard of success or evaluation criteria for evaluating the success or effectiveness of campus 

mediation programs; this is not surprising given the small number of research studies. There are 

several authors who support the need for criteria or a set of standards to evaluate mediation 

programs (O’Doherty, 1989; Ross, 2001; Warters, 2000); however, few elaborate on what 

components need to be established (Conflict Management in Higher Education Resource Center, 

2001; Hedeen, 2000; Hills, 2006).  
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There are numerous research articles that provide evaluation recommendations primarily 

from an anecdotal perspective (Campus Conflict Resolution Resources, 2003; Conflict 

Management in Higher Education Resource Center, 2001; Hedeen, 2000; Makdad, 2000; Rule, 

1994), but very few gain evaluation feedback from campus mediation program directors (Hills, 

2007; Miller, 1987). There are no known articles or studies, for example, which have examined 

the perceptions of evaluation among campus mediation program directors. Attempts to develop a 

universal standard for evaluating mediation programs will be faced with the challenge of 

integrating the different types of programs and satisfying different program stakeholders 

(program staff, administration, etc). Exploring the perceptions of the program directors can 

contribute to a standard evaluation process that may benefit other campus mediation programs 

and may provide valuable data to the mediation literature which can lead to shared ideas and 

shared practices.  

The focus of this dissertation was to assess the number of active campus mediation 

programs and explore their current practices and perceptions regarding evaluation use. To date, 

only two research studies have assessed the number of active campus mediation programs within 

the United States (Hills, 2006; Olshak, 2005). Although the most recent research was conducted 

over two years ago, almost one-half of the programs assessed in prior years have been 

discontinued or become inactive. To this end, exploring the perceptions of evaluation and current 

practices of campus mediation program directors can contribute to the ultimate goal of this 

research—to improve the retention, evaluation and documentation of campus mediation 

programs. 
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Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to gather information from US campus mediation 

programs regarding their use of program evaluation in order to suggest ways to improve their 

evaluation efforts. To address this issue, a web-based survey was developed and administered to 

gather the perceptions of evaluation among campus mediation program directors.  

Research Questions 

The three research questions that guide this study are as follows:  

1) What are the perceptions of evaluation among campus mediation program directors? 

2) How do campus mediation programs that are engaged in evaluation differ from programs 

that are not engaged in evaluation? 

3) What are the recommendations for improving evaluation from campus mediation 

program directors?  

Delimitations of the Study 

The list of participants that were contacted about this study may be limited because the 

list was obtained from previous research on campus mediation programs and from an outdated 

database of campus mediation programs given that about one-half of these programs have 

become discontinued or inactive. The decision to use this list as the only contact information was 

based on how difficult it would be to contact every US higher education institution to inquire 

about the existence of a campus mediation program. The data generated in this study were 

limited to campus mediation programs within the United States. Additionally, this study was 

restricted to programs solicited in the 2007-2008 academic year. 
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Limitations of the Study 

 In order to verify that the contact information on campus mediation program directors 

was accurate, I contacted institutions on an individual basis. Contacting the institutions to inquire 

if the campus mediation programs were active proved to be a daunting task. Before receiving the 

final verification on individual program contact information, I experienced several phone 

transfers to different departments and leaving messages. Data were only collected from the 

program directors who gave consent to be a part of the study. The data from this study were used 

to provide recommendations; the recommendations were based on the survey perceptions of 

campus mediation directors of which there will be no independent verification of their responses.  

The original (preexisting) survey (Olshak, 2005) and the survey designed for this study 

both have limited validation. Of the institutions contacted, those that did not have an active 

campus mediation program and those that previously had a campus mediation program 

(discontinued program) responded in one of two ways: 1) they started the survey and did not 

complete it; 2) they were not interested in participating in the survey. Many of the incomplete 

surveys were represented by directors who did not have active campus mediation programs and 

they did not respond to my follow-up requests. Many of those who previously had a campus 

mediation program felt their participation would not bring value to the study since their programs 

were no longer in existence. However, the directors that were reluctant to participate in the 

survey could have been a valuable resource to better understand the factors that led to their 

programs being discontinued.  

Some of the challenges of using the internet (web) as a delivery mode for the survey 

included technical difficulties and response issues. For instance, there were a few directors who 

contacted me because they did not receive the email with the link to the survey. They may have 
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been unaware that the email was in their junk mailbox, or the email may have been buried among 

the multiple emails that they received. Other directors contacted me about access issues such as 

connectivity problems while attempting to connect to the survey. Due to time constraints many 

of the directors contacted me to request additional time to complete the survey after it was 

closed, others took months to complete the survey, and some were not interested in participating 

in the survey due to their work schedule. 

Definition of Terms 

Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR) – any procedure agreed to by the parties of a dispute, in 

which they call upon the services of a neutral party to assist them in reaching an agreement and 

thus avoid litigation. 

 
Arbitration – “a method of dispute resolution involving one or more neutral third parties who are 

usually agreed to by the disputing parties and whose decision is binding” [Black’s Law 

Dictionary 112 (8th ed. 1999)]. 

 
Campus Judicial Programs/Services – usually found in a higher education institution (HEI) and 

in this document the word “campus” is added to distinguish it from “judicial services” 

representing the court system. These programs or services exist to resolve campus judicial 

matters and coordinate informational sessions and training. Usually, the goal of these programs 

or services is to support the institution’s educational mission and goals by promoting a safe, 

viable campus environment by providing a disciplinary system for students that violate campus 

community standards (e.g. Student Code of Conduct).  
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Campus Mediation Program – a mediation program usually found within a higher education 

institution, college or university, that provides mediation and conflict education services to the 

campus population (which may consist of one or more of the following members: students, 

faculty, staff, administration, and community members). 

 
Community Mediation Program – a mediation program that provides a forum in the 

neighborhood or community environment for clients to resolve and/or work through their 

conflict, often used as an alternative to the judicial system (National Association For Community 

Mediation, n.d.). 

 
Conflict – intense interpersonal or intrapersonal dissonance between two or more parties 

(individual or groups) based on incompatible goals, needs, desires, values, beliefs, attitudes or 

perceptions of entitlement (Campus Conflict Resolution Resources, 2003). 

 
Dialogue – peer facilitated meetings between small groups of individuals (such as students, 

faculty, staff, administration, and community members) from different social identity groups. 

The groups engage in a process of “…face to face relationship building and thoughtful 

engagement about difficult issues”…most often focused on race (Spitzer, 2002, ¶4). 

 
Effectiveness – determines the success of an intervention or program; explores whether the goal 

(intervention/program) has been achieved (Druckman, 2005). 

 
Evaluation – “…to determine what works and what does not in terms of the goals of those 

undertaking a specific action” (Ross, 2001, p.35). 
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Evaluation Criteria – standards or framework for the types of outcomes to be measured in an 

evaluation. 

 
Mediation – process where two or more parties in a dispute come together with a neutral third 

party (mediator) to discuss or work through their conflict; whereby, the parties are in full control 

of the decision making process (O’Doherty, 1989). 

Negotiation – process where two or more individuals resolve differences and allocate resources. 

 
Ombuds Program (singular term known as “ombudsman” or “ombudsperson”) – a college or 

university program authorized by an institution of higher education. The individuals that work in 

these programs are called ombudspersons and they “…confidentially receive complaints, 

concerns or inquiries about alleged acts, omissions, improprieties, and/or broader systemic 

problems within the ombudsman's defined jurisdiction and to listen, offer options, facilitate 

resolutions, informally investigate or otherwise examine these issues independently and 

impartially” on behalf of university members (University and College Ombuds Association, 

2000). 

 
Peer Mediation and Conflict Resolution Programs – school-based programs commonly found in 

K-12 grades. These programs are characterized as a “…process whereby students who are in 

conflict agree to abide by certain rules in resolving their conflict with the assistance of a peer 

mediator” [neutral third party], which “…enables individuals to interact with each other in 

positive ways in order to resolve their differences” (Daniel, 2000, pp.6, 2). 
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Program Evaluation – “…the systematic collection of information about the activities, 

characteristics, and outcomes of programs to make judgments about the program, improve 

program effectiveness, and/or inform decisions about future programming” (Patton, 1997, p.23). 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

 
The existing alternative dispute resolution literature provides descriptive and anecdotal 

information on the various types of conflict education initiatives in higher education (Harrison, 

2004; Hills, 2006; Volpe & Chandler, 2001; Warters, 2000). These initiatives include conflict 

education courses, ombuds programs, mediation centers (commonly found in law centers and 

human resources) and campus mediation programs.  

The mediation literature has made an attempt through the years to address the need for 

evaluation research among campus mediation programs and the lack of empirical data or 

evaluation criteria by providing specific toolkits and frameworks (Campus Conflict Resolution 

Resources, 2003; Conflict Management in Higher Education Resource Center, 2001; Hills, 2006; 

Warters, 2000). Despite the fact that the literature has made a concerted effort to provide 

evaluation recommendations to campus mediation programs, there is no known published 

research reporting that any program has utilized the recommended toolkits and frameworks. 

Consequently, there is no known study that has assessed how campus mediation program 

directors view evaluation and evaluation recommendations. Though evaluation research within 

campus mediation programs has faced some criticism, it has just begun to blossom so there is 

still much to explore and achieve. One of the purposes of this dissertation is to begin this process 

by finding out how the campus mediation program directors view their programs in the current 

environment of higher education. This dissertation may lead these programs to increase their 

interest in performing evaluations of their services and publishing the results of those 

evaluations. 
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The review of the literature is divided into three sections. The first section begins by 

discussing the history of alternative dispute resolution (ADR) and how this movement gave birth 

to mediation programs. An exploration of education and community mediation programs and 

how they use evaluation was conducted to have a better understanding of campus mediation 

programs and their evaluation efforts. The second section discusses program evaluation and its 

methodological approaches. As such, there is a focus on evaluation research of mediation 

programs and campus mediation programs and how Systems Theory applies to this environment. 

The final section discusses the current state of campus mediation programs and the role of 

evaluation within these programs. 

Alternative Dispute Resolution in the Higher Education System 

School violence, company labor relations, and international peace efforts have brought 

Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR) to the forefront and made it an important topic with 

funding agencies, practitioners, institutions, and the public. Congress passed legislation in the 

1990’s that authorizes and encourages federal agencies to utilize ADR as a means of reducing 

litigation.  

The ADR movement began in the 1970’s as a result of the American Bar Association’s 

(ABA’s) dissatisfaction with how justice was being administered in the judicial system (refers 

here to the court system). This led to the organization of a national conference to explore judicial 

practices. As a result, the association proposed “alternative forms of dispute resolution, in 

particular mediation and arbitration, would ease congested courts, reduce settlement time, and 

minimize costs” (Turan & Taylor, 1997, p.4). Negotiation and mediation are the most widely 

used approaches of Alternative Dispute Resolution. These approaches emphasize understanding, 

analyzing, and resolving disputes with the conflicting parties in an informal environment. The 
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theory that underpins alternative dispute resolution stresses “informality, face to face 

communication, problem-solving orientation, parties shaping the processes, decisions by 

consensus... [and] third party assistance” (Turan & Taylor, 1997, p.3). “Alternative Dispute 

Resolution (ADR) means any procedure, agreed to by the parties of a dispute, in which they use 

the services of a neutral party to assist them in reaching agreement and avoiding litigation… 

ADR also is intended as a vehicle for improving communication between the parties...[and] 

provides a forum for creative solutions to disputes that better meet the needs of the parties” (U.S. 

Department of Labor: Office of the Secretary, 2005, p.1).  

“ADR models provide an appropriate framework for solving disputes in educational 

settings” by providing “more flexible processes with less transaction costs, high satisfaction with 

outcomes, and positive relationships as well as durable solutions” (Turan & Taylor, 1997, p.10). 

“As the laws surrounding higher education became more numerous and more complicated, ...and 

the number of lawsuits brought against universities by students and faculty increased, interest 

also began to grow in the use of alternative methods to resolve or reduce conflicts” (Warters, 

2000, p.14). This movement encouraged the use of alternative dispute resolution methods, 

specifically mediation, to deal with conflicts in the campus community. 

Mediation 

Mediation is an alternative dispute resolution process where a mediator, who is a neutral 

third party, assists the disputants in developing options for either reaching a voluntary, mutually 

acceptable solution (McDermott, Obar, Jose, & Bowers, 2000) or inviting the disputants to shape 

the process rather than direct the process (Folger & Bush, 2001). Some of the reported benefits 

of mediation include saving time and money (McDermott et al., 2000; Varma & Stallworth, 

2000), preserving the relationship of disputing parties (McDermott et al., 2000), producing high 
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participant satisfaction (Carruthers et al., 1996; McGillis, 1997) and enriching student learning 

(Carruthers et al., 1996; Jones, 2004a). So, how are these benefits substantiated? The answer to 

this question lies in the results of program evaluation which seeks to make judgments about the 

program and its reported benefits. 

Mediation programs have been established in many different fields such as education, 

law, business, community relations, government, and international arenas. The fields of law and 

education, where mediation programs are most common, are characterized by a wide variety of 

programs. As a consequence, there has been an increasing demand to evaluate whether these 

programs are achieving what they were designed to produce. As several writers have pointed out 

the actual research on the impact of these programs is scarce (Church & Shouldice, 2002; 

FitzGibbon, 1999; Jones, 2004b; O’Doherty, 1989; Peerenboom & Scanlon, 2005; Warters, 

2000). The limited research could be attributed to several reasons, one of which could be that 

evaluations were not supportive of the program and did not show the program in the best light 

and publishing the findings would not yield any benefit to the program. Another reason could be 

that the results of the evaluation, while supportive, was only for internal program stakeholder use 

and not for publication. In addition, there is no incentive to publish research on the evaluation of 

campus mediation programs and until such time that there is an incentive; this type of 

information may remain unpublished and unknown. 

To say this another way, there may be many more programs than documented in the 

literature that have engaged in evaluation or that have explored their program’s impact, but a 

majority of this research might have remained unpublished. Moreover, since the mediation 

programs that publish their evaluations and program impact findings are usually fulfilling the 

requirements of their funding entities this could have the effect of biasing the research toward a 
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positive view of program effectiveness. An increase in the publication of evaluation research 

may provide validity to the reported benefits of mediation programs and quiet the voices of their 

critics.  

Mediation Programs in Community and Education Settings 

Mediation programs within community and education settings are becoming more 

popular due to case overload in the courts, violence in communities, and the rise in school 

conflicts. This popularity has led to further scrutiny into the success of mediation programs 

which has prompted these programs to investigate their effectiveness through evaluation 

research. There are many more programs within community and education settings that have 

documented their evaluation and success efforts due to funding requirements; however, campus 

mediation programs still lack sufficient data in these areas. For this reason, exploring the 

evaluation efforts of programs similar to campus mediation programs such as community 

mediation programs and peer mediation/conflict resolution (K-12) programs may provide 

valuable information for campus mediation programs. 

Community Mediation Programs 

The judicial system was in conflict on how to effectively deal with the nature and number 

of minor court cases and disputes concerning neighbors, relatives, religious leaders, 

acquaintances, and the like (Hedeen, 2004; McGillis, 1997); however, the justice system was 

required to handle these types of cases since no alternative method existed. “In the late 1960’s 

and early 1970’s, a number of experimental programs were developed to deal with such minor 

criminal cases more effectively” (McGillis, 1997, p.5). This resulted in the establishment of 

neighborhood justice centers and community mediation programs in many US cities. These 
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centers were originally designed to address conflict in neighborhoods and communities and 

alleviate the concerns of the court system (Harrington & Merry, 1988). Many centers have now 

expanded their services to include family/custody disputes, juvenile and school based mediation, 

victim/offender mediation and other types of civil disputes. It is estimated that there are currently 

more than 550 community mediation programs compared to 100 programs in 1986 (National 

Association For Community Mediation, n.d.). Though the amount of cases that are mediated is 

reportedly greater than 45,500 annually, these statistics are only limited to the states or regions 

that have conducted research due to the limited evaluation of community programs on a national 

level (National Association For Community Mediation, n.d.). 

O’Doherty (1989) conducted a critical analysis of McGillis’ study that evaluated 29 

community dispute-resolution programs. His analysis revealed a gap in the McGillis study 

because it became evident that much of the published research does not contain specific 

information about the types of evaluation methods used or the instruments used to determine 

effectiveness. Hedeen (2004) provides a critical analysis of US community mediation programs 

and their evaluation results. He found that many of these programs had limited sources of data 

given that a typical study used only one or two evaluation measures. Hedeen lists a number of 

possible outcome measures that were reported in the extant research—resolution rates, 

participant satisfaction, perception of fairness, durability of results, and cost/time efficiency. 

What Hedeen mentions, however, is that most community mediation program studies use at the 

most one or two of these outcome measures, with almost no study collecting data on a wide 

enough variety of such outcomes. He summarizes this research by indicating that there is a 

scarcity of evaluation research among community mediation programs due to a limited number 

of measures, very few recently published studies and probably many more unpublished studies.  
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Despite the limited evaluation measures, community mediation programs have long 

reported that they provide value and benefits to the neighborhood, community and people they 

serve. Though the value of community mediation programs has to some extent been proven by 

the existing evaluations, more data and analysis need to be provided to firmly establish positive 

contributions in the field because “without data and analysis, on what basis does the practice of 

community mediation improve?” (Hedeen, 2004, p.125). McGillis (1997) recognizes, as does 

O’Doherty and Hedeen, that evaluation research efforts for community mediation programs 

should involve rigorous comparative studies of such programs as well as the assessment and 

achievement (processes and outcomes) of program goals. 

Peer Mediation and Conflict Resolution Programs (K-12) 

Ensuring that schools are safe, disciplined and drug free, and that they instill American 

values were goals mentioned in President Clinton’s “Call to Action for American Education in 

the 21st Century” (Daniel, 2000). One of the implications of this call for action was the 

development and implementation of conflict resolution programs in many schools and 

communities. Almost a decade after the declaration by President Clinton, “CRE [Conflict 

Resolution Education] programs are estimated to be in place in fifteen thousand to twenty 

thousand of our nation’s eighty-five thousand public schools” (Jones, 2004b, p.234). This 

movement was supported and strengthened by President Bush in his educational reform efforts, 

“A Blueprint for Strengthening the No Child Left Behind Act” (U.S. Department of Education, 

2007). The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 declares that instruction within our school systems 

needs to be theory based and rigorously evaluated (Jones, 2004b). Reported benefits of peer 

mediation and conflict resolution programs have been credited to an increase in conflict 

resolution skills, positive social and emotional development, peaceful and constructive learning 
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environments, and reduction of violence and/or conflict (Carruthers et al., 1996; Daniel, 2000; 

Jones, 2004a, 2004b). The evaluation efforts of peer mediation and conflict resolution programs 

have solely focused on the previously mentioned benefits as outcome measures for determining 

program effectiveness. Jones (2004b) argues that earlier literature reviews primarily focus on the 

prevention of violence (e.g. reduction of violence) as an indicator of effective conflict resolution 

education (CRE) programs. Since the literature reviews was not, in general, overall supportive of 

the program’s effectiveness in this arena, the conclusion that was drawn by some of the 

program’s critics was that peer mediation is ineffective. However, this criticism of the peer 

mediation and conflict resolution programs overlooks the fact that these programs have multiple 

outcomes, only one of which is the prevention of violence.    

 In summary, there is now a great deal of evaluation research concerning the 

effectiveness of conflict resolution education (Jones, 2004b). While not all of this research is 

unequivocally supportive of this movement, in general the research supports the previously 

mentioned reported benefits of peer mediation and conflict resolution programs. Although more 

empirical research is needed, the field of peer mediation and conflict resolution is off to a 

healthier start than community mediation and campus mediation. 

Campus Mediation Programs 

Campus mediation programs derived from ombuds programs, conflict resolution/peer 

mediation programs (CR/PM’s), and the Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR) field. Alternative 

dispute resolution is widely responsible for the tenets of campus mediation programs.  

The concept of campus mediation can be tied to the late 1960’s when there was a 

proliferation of rules and regulations developed by campus administrators to deal with the 

increasing number of enrolled students. “Students began to demand increased involvement in 
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running their educational institutions...larger proportion of university personnel joined unions 

and collectively bargained over contracts” (Warters, 2000, p.13). During this time period ombuds 

programs were being created by universities to deal with student conflicts. In the late 1970’s, 

opposite from the late 1960’s, decreased enrollment and a tight economy spurred heightened 

campus conflicts due to the non-availability of resources (Warters, 2000). As a result, 

universities experienced an increase in lawsuits from students and faculty. This led to a 

heightened interest to employ alternative methods to resolve or reduce conflicts within the 

campus environment and “…mirrored the growth of interest in Alternative Dispute Resolution 

(ADR) that was occurring within the larger society” (Warters, 2000, p.14). 

The Center of Mediation in Higher Education was an organization established in 1979 

through the sponsorship of the New York branch of the American Bar Association. The Center 

of Mediation in Higher Education promoted the utilization of mediation to resolve conflicts of 

campus administrators, staff and faculty. During this era, many publications emerged that 

addressed campus conflict resolution methods. This was the early stage of campus mediation 

programs. In the early 1990’s, President Clinton’s “Reinventing Government” campaign was the 

precursor to the new Complaint Resolution Manual that changed the way that the Department of 

Education dealt with civil rights complaints. The manual encouraged the free exchange of 

information within the campus institutions with regard to complaints to move toward faster 

resolutions (Thomas & Leff, n.d.). This precedent addressed academic and scientific conflicts. 

The higher education institutions were now concentrating their efforts on resolving conflicts at 

the lowest level. Resolving disputes in different aspects of campus life was now a major concern. 

The 1990’s also witnessed an increase in campus mediation programs and as a result the first 

National Conference on Campus Mediation Programs was held in spring 1990 at Syracuse 
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University. In 1994 the campus mediation system merged with the National Association for 

Mediation in Education (NAME) and became the National Institute for Dispute Resolution 

(NIDR).  In 1996 NIDR merged to become Conflict Resolution Education Network (CREnet) 

and is now known as The Association for Conflict Resolution (ACR).  

Campus mediation programs are usually housed in counseling centers, campus judicial 

programs, residential life programs, ombuds offices, human resource departments, student legal 

centers and dean of student offices. Even though they may be housed in these campus entities 

they usually offer a confidential and private setting. These programs mainly serve the residence 

halls, Greek life, student government, campus judicial services, faculty/staff, student activities as 

well as individual students. Their program services are most needed in the campus hot spots for 

conflict such as dormitories, classrooms, faculty-student relations, student law centers, campus 

judicial services, student clubs and organizations, employee relations (Warters, 2000), and more 

recently in the surrounding communities as campuses expand their jurisdiction. Program 

personnel usually consist of students, faculty, volunteers, and staff members. Students, faculty, 

staff, and community members usually deliver program services in the areas of coaching, 

workshops, mediation, facilitation, conciliation, and diversity. Many campus mediation programs 

are not usually self-supporting and often rely on the budget, resources and assistance of the 

campus entities where they are housed. Funding for campus mediation programs varies 

depending upon the campus entities that they are linked with, thus program budgets can range 

from “pocket change to over $100,000 per year” (Holton, 1995, p.75).  

The basic goal or objective of campus mediation programs is to manage conflict and 

teach conflict resolution and mediation skills to the campus community. Campus mediation 

programs (CMP’s) can “help build a college or university’s capacity to respond to conflicts…” 
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constructively and provide support for the mission and goals of higher education institutions 

(Warters, 2000, p.161). Higher education institutions without campus mediation programs try to 

find different ways to deal with conflicts as they occur such as using campus judicial 

programs/services and impromptu mediation sessions. However, the existence of CMP’s can 

help to deal with the campus conflicts at the lower level before they escalate to campus judicial 

programs/services and student conduct programs. 

It has been more than forty-five years (late 1960’s) since the concept of campus 

mediation was first introduced and thirty years (1979) since conflict management was introduced 

to the higher education institution in the form of campus mediation programs. When campus 

mediation programs burst onto the scene they were well received with thriving budgets and 

plenty of support. Today as conflict continues to rise on college and university campuses, these 

once thriving programs are facing massive budget cuts, lack of attention, and almost certain 

extinction. It is out of a sense of urgency and a matter of survival that the need for evaluating 

these programs arose in order to better understand their impact and value to the campus 

community.   

Program Evaluation 

Program evaluation is a methodological process that explores whether a program works 

as intended; in other words, it answers the question ‘do program outcomes meet the expectations 

of program goals.’ Funding agencies, policymakers, consumers and clients are more interested in 

programs engaging in evaluation to assess the value of their services and satisfy accountability 

(Druckman, 2005) as opposed to programs doing evaluation just to meet their program needs. 

Many evaluators believe the goal of evaluation is to improve the delivery of services by 

examining the implementation and impact of programs (Posavac & Carey, 2003). For this 
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reason, the evaluation of educational programs can serve as a powerful tool for improving 

educational practice. 

Some common reasons for conducting evaluation as discussed in Muraskin’s study (as 

cited in Goldie, 2006) is to: 1) determine program effectiveness, 2) document that program 

objectives have been achieved, 3) provide information about the delivery of program services, 

and 4) allow program staff to make changes that will affect program effectiveness. Probably the 

most common reason for conducting evaluation activities is the requirement for mandatory 

evaluation to account for funding educational programs. The growing number of evaluation 

methods and diverse settings makes it a more daunting task to set standards or develop 

frameworks for evaluating education programs; however, the quality and continuity of these 

programs may depend upon the implementation of evaluation standards or frameworks. 

Methodological Approaches to Evaluation 

There are many different models of evaluation and differing purposes of evaluation but 

they are too numerous to mention. However, the most common evaluation approaches used for 

mediation programs are formative evaluation, summative evaluation, outcome evaluation and 

action evaluation. Some mediation programs focus on formative evaluation for improving 

programs while others focus on summative evaluation to judge the value of programs. There is 

another segment of mediation programs that use outcome evaluation to examine program 

effectiveness and outcomes of the program. The final approach used is action evaluation, which 

has been popular among conflict resolution entities largely due to the opportunity for self-

evaluation. 

Formative evaluation, otherwise known as developmental evaluation or implementation 

evaluation, usually occurs during the development stage. Formative evaluation tracks whether or 
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not the program has achieved its goals and its intended effect in order to provide information that 

can be used for program improvement. Summative evaluation involves judging the worth of a 

program usually during or at the end of the program activities. The focus for summative 

evaluation is on the assessment of intermediate and long term outcomes and results. Outcome 

evaluation can be in the form of a formative evaluation or summative evaluation and it examines 

program effectiveness as well as outcomes of the program to stated objectives or expectations 

(Conflict Management in Higher Education Resource Center, 2001). Outcome evaluation can 

sometimes be a challenging task due to feasibility, cost, and the extended length of time to wait 

for the evaluation results. More often than not, formative and summative evaluation is used 

simultaneously by many mediation programs. Programs that are newer tend to use formative 

evaluation since outcome data are not typically available. 

Action evaluation is a newer non-traditional type of evaluation that incorporates self-

evaluation procedures within the organizations thereby allowing the program stakeholders to 

become actively engaged in the process (Rothman, 1998). This type of evaluation is based on a 

mix of participatory evaluation, theory of organizational learning and conflict resolution. Action 

evaluation provides a practical approach for evaluation because it is specifically designed and 

intended for use in different types of educational environments. Although action evaluation has 

been criticized for its lack of generalizability, its strengths of practicality and useful information 

on programs provide a greater benefit to educational organizations (Carruthers et al., 1996).  

Slaikeu and Hasson (1998) believe that the organization and particularly parties within 

the organization should learn lessons about the program, and this should be the general aim of 

evaluation. So, the best way to determine the appropriate model for a program evaluation is to 

establish the specific questions the evaluation addresses or the specific aspects of the program 
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environment which will yield the most useful model (Posavac & Carey, 2003). As important as it 

is to align the program services to the specific needs of each organization (Campus Conflict 

Resolution Resources, 2003), it is of equal if not greater importance to have the information 

provided by the evaluation address the needs of organizations. 

Evaluation Research of Mediation Programs 

Mediation programs have different evaluation criteria for what they establish as effective 

programs. This diversity of approaches has had the tendency to dilute the validity of their results. 

For example, a majority of the current mediation literature reveals that mediation programs that 

engage in evaluation of their programs predominately depend on client satisfaction, compliance 

and resolution rates and mediator effectiveness as a major source of data to determine program 

effectiveness (Hedeen, 2004; Johnson & Johnson, 1996; O’Doherty, 1989). Simple evaluation 

measures such as those previously mentioned are normally utilized in the court system and have 

yielded minimal benefit towards the survivability of campus mediation programs. Unlike 

mediation programs, court mediation programs generally focus on containing the cost of disputes 

by attempting to lower the cost of litigation and decreasing the time required to resolve disputes. 

The focus of mediation programs is opposite that of court systems in that mediation programs are 

subject to accountability and funding requirements and thus their focus is on survival. Mediation 

programs should implement a solution that takes into account the requirements for funding and 

accountability that these programs deal with everyday. 

However, it is possible that mediation programs may continue their focus on these simple 

evaluation methods due to the historic connection of mediation to alternative dispute resolution 

where the goal is to settle cases quickly, effectively and inexpensively. In light of this, the ‘why’ 
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is not as important to the continuity and success of mediation programs as to ‘what’ can be done 

to change the practice of using simple evaluation methods.  

There is an ongoing discussion in the mediation field that there are no fixed standards or 

criteria for evaluating mediation programs that are meaningful to all mediation arenas (d’Estrée, 

Fast, Weiss, & Jakobsen, 2001; Folger, Della Noce, & Antes, 2001; Hills, 2006; O’Doherty, 

1989). However, the mediation programs themselves may argue that there may be difficulty in 

implementing or adhering to evaluation standards or criteria due to the varying nature of these 

programs. Although this argument may have some merit, the funding agencies and 

administrators that hold mediation programs accountable may need more concrete evidence than 

the simple evaluation measures to validate documented program success. There needs to be 

standards or criteria on what constitutes effective mediation programs. Several authors within the 

mediation field attempt to address this concern or present anecdotal evidence on what constitutes 

an effective or successful mediation program but very few provide empirical evidence or gain 

program input to support their claims (Church & Shouldice, 2002; Conflict Management in 

Higher Education Resource Center, 2001; Hills, 2006; Rothman, 1998).  

Although Posavac and Carey (2003) state that generally “the use of program evaluation 

has grown rapidly because information is needed to meet the obligation of providing effective 

services” (p.3), the mediation literature suggests that there needs to be an increase in evaluation 

efforts, empirical research and robust methodological approaches. Overall, the purpose of 

evaluation research is to revise and improve mediation programs as well as justify their existence 

and continuation.  
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Systems Theory: Application to Higher Education Institutions 

 To gain a holistic perspective on the impact mediation programs have within the 

campus community there needs to be an exploration of how the higher education environment 

functions and how conflict is handled in that environment. Systems Theory is an ideal theory to 

use because it explores conflict management in relationship to the larger system, the higher 

education environment. This theory explains the influence of information from an organization’s 

external environment, which can be other organizations or units within/outside the campus 

environment, and to understand the influence that an organization has on its external 

environment (West & Turner, 2000).    

Input Higher Education Institution Output

Parents Parents

Financial Contributors Public/Community
Granting agencies Employers of graduates
State funding    Feedback Recipients of research findings

*Based on Evan, William (1972)  

The above diagram represents systems theory as it relates to the higher education 

institution and its environment. Input is represented by the organizations that provide resources 

to the higher education system that allows the institution to continue operating. Output represents 

the organizations that receive the results (goods and services) of the institution (Bess & Dee, 

2008). The higher education institution (HEI) is engaged in a dynamic action that receives input 

and transforms to output; the output returns to the institution through feedback. 

 Feedback is the process of responding to the output by giving back information to the 

organization about the impact (of outputs) to the external environment. The higher education 

system operates as an open system that is defined as being receptive and responsive to its 
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external environment, versus, a closed system where there is no exchange with the environment 

(input/output). The first principle of Systems Theory as applied to HEI’s represents the higher 

education institution (HEI) as a system of interrelated parts where change in the system will 

affect other parts of the system (centers, offices, departments, programs, groups, and 

individuals). The second principle is that the higher education institute as a whole is larger than 

the sum of its individual entities/organizational members such as the centers, departments, 

programs, and so forth. The third principle is that the HEI's needs to be able to engage in 

feedback so they can compare the outputs with the goals of the institution and determine how 

these outputs are received within the external environment (Weinstock, 1984). 

The HEI is a system of interdependent units that rely on sharing and integrating 

information to make necessary adjustments in order to reach their desired goals (West & Turner, 

2000). The systems approach to organizations recognizes the subsystems or interdependent units 

as the offices, departments, programs and centers that comprise the higher education 

environment, larger system, and examines how they interact as a group to learn how to improve 

them. Campus mediation programs represent a subsystem within the higher education 

environment that has an impact on the HEI environment and vice versa. 

Systems Theory: Application to Campus Mediation Programs 

“The adequacy and effectiveness of the conflict management system has an effect on the 

successful operation of other systems within the organization and of the organization as a whole” 

(Constantino & Merchant, 1996, p. 22). Systems Theory is an appropriate concept for exploring 

how campus mediation programs interact and to learn how to improve them. Since campus 

mediation programs (CMP’s) are a subsystem of the higher education environment, the influence 

of information that the higher education institution receives can be used by CMP’s to initiate 
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changes in relation to the goals that both systems are trying to achieve. The information that 

these changes provide is crucial in understanding how campus mediation programs can improve 

and better adapt to the higher education environment as well as the external environment. 

Systems theory provides a more unified way to explore campus mediation programs 

(CMP’s) that allows the program directors, administrators and researchers to more readily 

communicate and engage in a broader conversation about the state of these programs. This begs 

the question; what is happening with these programs and why are these things happening? The 

state of campus mediation programs is rarely discussed at a global level. For example, the 

current trend with evaluation research on CMP’s shows an increasing dissatisfaction with the 

traditional and simple measures of resolving and evaluating disputes. This trend may be due to a 

failure to address organizational dynamics such as how organizations function and learn, how 

they determine if they are performing well, how they adjust to new information and the need for 

change, and how they approach change (Constantino & Merchant, 1996).  

Evaluation Research of Campus Mediation Programs 

Most of the evaluation research on campus mediation programs “takes a professional or 

philosophical stance rather than an empirical or scientific approach” (Harrison, 2004, p.314). For 

example, the research study on the conflict resolution and mediation program at Monmouth 

University found “that overall the programme is a success…based on anecdotal findings” (Gahr, 

Mosca, & Sarsar, 1995, p.38). These findings were based on Gahr, Mosca and Sarsar’s 

interpretations of the workshops, training, and program meetings that were conducted to teach 

conflict resolution skills to the campus community; however, they failed to address the basis of 

their reported success. There are some questions that have gone unanswered in their research 

study. Was the reported success based on the program’s goals versus outcomes? If so, where are 
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the data to support their claims? Or, was the success findings based on a criteria or a set of 

standards not reported in the study? What evaluation methods and instruments were used? These 

questions challenge the validity of Gahr, Mosca and Sarsar’s research findings. 

Since 1998, there have been at least 70 written research reports on university dispute 

resolution. However, Warters (1998) reports that only fifteen percent of this research addressed 

the effectiveness and use of Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR) in higher education. He 

argues that “a systematic analysis/evaluation of the overall impact and effectiveness of campus 

mediation programs has yet to be attempted,” despite the proliferation of campus mediation 

programs (Warters, 2000, p.151). Hills attempts to alleviate Warters concern; however, Hills 

survey research of campus mediation centers addressed the success of campus mediation 

programs using only two survey questions (Hills, 2006). Question twenty-four asked campus 

mediation centers if they have been able to formally document any improvements (from some 

initial base measurement) to their centers. Question twenty-nine asked the centers to describe any 

methods that they may use to assure the quality of their services on a continuing basis. These 

questions were open ended, yet none of the centers reported using any type of evaluation or 

evaluation measures.  

There is a minimal amount of research in the existing ADR literature that explores 

internal evaluation results and a framework to explore the effectiveness of campus mediation 

programs. Despite the fact that there were evaluation findings of campus mediation programs, 

they mainly provided only the participant’s perspective and thus were one-sided at best. This 

begs the question concerning the perspective of other program stakeholders such as campus 

administrators whose impact on the continuation of the campus mediation program may be the 

greatest. The nature of the one-sidedness, which is limiting, leaves no room to consider other 
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factors in evaluating campus mediation programs (CMP’s) such as program activities and 

program goals versus program outcomes. The practice of solely using the participant’s 

perspective in evaluating CMP’s questions the validity of their results and any claims of success. 

Miller (1987) and Warters (2000) have shed light on why there may be a scarcity of literature on 

the effectiveness of campus mediation programs—most programs are part of preexisting campus 

offices that are not entities within themselves which may lend to a reluctance to publish internal 

evaluation results for political reasons.  

Another view that may explain the absence of published research is that many programs 

engage in evaluation mainly to appease the requests of administrators because they know that 

administrators control the purse strings and the direction of the program; therefore, many 

programs engage in evaluation only at their request. Overall, campus mediation programs 

(CMP’s) may resist evaluation of their programs because it has the “potential to uncover 

ineffective work and/or explode myths central to the belief systems of the field [mediation]” 

(Church & Shouldice, 2003, p. 6). Accountability has had a major impact on the implementation 

of evaluation studies in higher education institutions. Program decisions were once “made on the 

basis of unchallenged assumptions about benefits or the unquestioned judgments of key 

administrators” (Bess & Dee, 2008, p.571). Higher education administrators and researchers 

argue that campus mediation programs lack evaluative data and the ones that engage in 

evaluation have less robust, rigid methodology. More than ever, evaluative data are often 

required to support administrator decisions about higher education programs; this can have a 

major impact on funding and continuity of campus mediation programs.  

Holton (1995) voiced her concern over the need to have an increase in research and more 

documentation of campus dispute resolution efforts. The ultimate goal of evaluation is to help 
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determine the success of programs. The introduction of systematic research and published data 

within the evaluation of campus mediation programs can begin with the program stakeholders. 

Though the literature on the practices of campus mediation programs gives us insight into what 

individual disputants and researchers might view as successful, there is very little research on 

how campus mediation directors may view success or whether their views differ from others 

(Hills, 2006; Holton, 1995).  

Hills’ (2006) recent research study attempted to address Holton’s concern that there are 

few studies that explore how directors view success. The purpose of his study was to obtain the 

best practices, processes and measurements of success that campus mediation centers identified 

through an e-survey and follow-up interviews. The eight components that were identified as 

contributing to the success of campus mediation centers were affiliations, sponsors/mentors, 

funding, web presence, quality standards, staffing, services and continuous improvement. 

Funding, quality standards and continuous improvement were the components of success that 

were of most interest due to their impact on evaluation and program effectiveness.  

Hills' study (2006) showed a significant relationship for funding sources from non-

academic departments and campus community awareness of the campus mediation centers. 

Program representatives were asked to offer methods that they use to assure quality of campus 

mediation services on an ongoing basis. This was an open-ended question that produced twenty-

four responses; the most common responses focused on training and included in-

service/continuing education, certification training prior to offering services, observation with 

feedback, role playing, co-mediation and post-services surveys. There were only two responses 

that included evaluation and with the limited responses it is difficult to interpret if the responses 

were referring to an overall program evaluation or evaluation of post-services surveys. 
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Survey question twenty-four in Hills’ study (2006) asked program representatives to 

identify and/or offer any documented improvements (from some initial base measurement) to 

their centers. More than fifty percent of the campus mediation centers did not respond to any of 

the listed categories or provide any additional responses. He further explored this survey 

question during his follow-up interviews and found that most of the respondents identified post-

services surveys as documented improvements while a few admitted to not documenting 

improvements or evaluating their programs. Hills (2006) shared that “all the participants 

confirmed the need for such measureables of success to benchmark the value-added aspects of 

the services offered and provide a rationale for funding and expansion” (p.65).  

Current Status of Campus Mediation Programs and the Role of Evaluation 

As discussed earlier in this chapter, mediation programs in the community and school 

settings may provide a beginning foundation for evaluation research in campus mediation 

programs because many documented evaluation strategies within these settings have been 

implemented and provide valuable data that can contribute to the growth of campus mediation 

programs. However, community and school mediation programs encounter many of the same 

evaluation issues that campus mediation programs (CMP’s) have where simple, traditional 

measures serve as the basis for attained program success. Overall, the progress of evaluation 

among CMP’s is still lagging since there are very few published evaluation studies to gain 

insight from or provide critique. 

Some of the reasons why campus mediation programs were initiated are still a concern 

today. Colleges and universities are still concerned about the tight economy and students are still 

concerned about the lack of resources (e.g. financial and course availability) which creates 

conflict within the campus community. Decreased student enrollment and an increase in lawsuits 
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against institutions are some of the other issues that once formed the basis for the inception of 

campus mediation programs but are now not reported as a major concern. However, conflict 

management with groups and individuals, diversity, dialogue, and peace and conflict efforts are 

the newer issues that campus mediation programs are addressing. These newer issues may be 

prompted by student diversity and the current events of the time period. 

Holton (1995) estimated that there were about 100 mediation projects designed to serve 

students within the higher education environment based on her review of several program survey 

results. The Campus Conflict Resolution Resources Project website of Wayne State University 

(campus-adr.org) was designed by Warters and lists over two-hundred campus mediation 

programs; however, this database needs updating because many of the mediation centers found 

on the database are inoperative or provide outdated contact information (Hills, 2006). Makdad 

(2000) reported that there were 218 campus mediation programs as of October 2000 and 

mediation was quickly growing in the campus environment as an alternative means of handling 

conflict; however, his claim is supported by information gathered from the campus mediation 

website. More recently, Hills (2006) contacted over a hundred programs to assess best practices 

of campus mediation programs and found that many programs had become inactive, which 

resulted in a little over 40 programs that participated in his study. These programs may be a 

“dying breed” due to budget cuts, staffing issues, lack of resources, and reprioritization of 

institutional goals (Hills, 2006). For example, some of the campus mediation programs that 

participated at the beginning of this present study have now been discontinued, downsized or 

experienced staff turnover. In my research I have not encountered any new programs or any 

campuses initiating new programs; this is in stark contrast to Holton’s report in 1995 that conflict 
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management programs begin almost every month because institutions are realizing the value of 

ADR (Holton, n.d.). 

Campus mediation programs should be designed to address issues of conflict among 

individuals, groups, and organizations within the campus community and neighboring 

communities. Campus communities are more diverse than ever before so conflict issues are now 

based on culture, religion, race, ethnicity, sexuality, economics, resources, living conditions and 

so forth. There are no other known programs within higher education institutions that address 

and manage such an array of conflict issues. 

The evaluation practices and findings of campus mediation programs (CMP’s) are still 

limited to only gathering the views of their consumers (Hills, 2006) and then labeling their 

programs successful based on participant satisfaction. There has been a considerable amount of 

anecdotal literature that questions the claims of CMP’s who report that their programs are 

successful due to their lack of comparative data, goal clarification (O’Doherty, 1989; Ross, 

2001) and success framework (d’Estrée, Fast, Weiss, & Jakobsen, 2001). Many programs may 

not even be aware of the evaluation recommendations available in the mediation literature, thus 

supporting the need for this study. “Evaluation results will enjoy instrumental and conceptual use 

only if the results address issues of concern to administrators…and stakeholders’ needs, even in 

cases where these individuals may not recognize or anticipate certain needs” (Thompson, 1994, 

pp.60, 65). Thompson’s argument supports the intent of this study which is to gather the 

perceptions about evaluation use within campus mediation programs directly from the program 

directors. Campus mediation program directors will be more likely to implement any findings 

from this study since it derives from them and their peers. Finally, gathering the perceptions and 



 

36 
 

practices of evaluation among campus mediation program directors will begin to lay the 

foundation for measuring the success of these programs. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

 

This study collected data from a web-based survey of campus mediation program 

directors that explored the perceptions about the role of program evaluation. The web-based 

survey captured information about existing campus mediation programs across the United States 

in the areas of demographic data, description of services, program profiles, and evaluation 

procedures.  

Participants 

The survey participants were mediation and conflict education program directors within 

the US colleges and universities that primarily serve the campus population. There were sixty-

three respondents in this study. The participants invited to participate in this study were 

university staff, faculty members or individuals serving as campus mediation program directors 

who are responsible for the daily operation of campus mediation programs within the United 

States higher education institutions. Contact information for the campus mediation program 

directors was obtained from campus mediation program directors, previous research data (Hills, 

2006; Olshak, 2005) and the database listing of campus mediation programs available through 

the Campus Conflict Resolution Resources Project website (campus-adr.org) designed by 

Warters. In an attempt to survey only the campus mediation program directors, other program 

stakeholders such as students and program employees were excluded. The identity of the 

programs and participants remain confidential and are reported anonymously. 
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Electronic Surveys (E-surveys) 

The most distinct feature of an electronic survey is its distribution mode through a 

computer; the survey is delivered to potential respondents and collected from actual respondents 

(Reynolds, Woods, & Baker, 2007). There are three main categories of electronic surveys: point 

of contact, email-based and web-based. Point of contact surveys and email-based surveys, 

respectively, are characterized by having the respondent complete an e-survey on site or in a 

controlled environment and having the survey delivered through email. The web-based survey 

was the method of choice for this study due to its “ability to automatically verify and store 

survey responses using database technology and an HTML (hypertext markup language) user 

interface… [in addition to its] low cost and quick distribution” (Andrews, Nonnecke, & Preece, 

2003b, p.2). The five methodological components that are critical to the success of online survey 

and implementation are survey design, privacy and confidentiality of participants, sampling and 

participant selection, the management of distribution and responses, and survey piloting 

(Andrews, Nonnecke, & Preece, 2003a; Reynolds, Woods, & Baker, 2007). The design and 

implementation of a survey should incorporate these components to ensure greater participant 

responses, limit methodological weaknesses, and reduce attrition rates. The most obvious and 

documented reasons why an electronic survey format is chosen over paper-and-pencil format are 

cost reduction, quicker response times and increased response rates. 

Web-based Surveys 

A web-based survey is a type of electronic survey, otherwise known as an e-survey. A 

web-based survey is a “survey instrument that physically resides on a network server (connected 

to either an organization’s intranet or the Internet) and that can be accessed only through a Web 

browser” (Reynolds, Woods, & Baker, 2007, p.8). The coding language of web-based surveys 
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allows respondents to take different paths through a survey based on previously answered 

questions.  

Survey Design 

The survey used in this study was adapted from a preexisting email survey, “Campus 

Mediation Programs Survey,” with the permission of the original author, Rick Olshak and 

modified. Olshak’s survey was developed in April 2005 and conducted in fall and summer 2005. 

His survey contained fifteen questions designed to capture demographic data and specific 

information about program features such as mediation services. It was distributed to campus 

mediation program directors across US colleges and universities. Other surveys that I found 

focused only on perceptions of mediators not on the campus mediation program directors’ 

perceptions program evaluation. Olshak’s survey (2005) was the only survey that I found that 

would not require significant changes in order to meet the objectives for my survey and this 

study.  Thirteen of the fifteen questions from Olshak’s survey were adapted for the survey used 

in this study. The thirteen questions addressed areas of demographics, description of services, 

program profile and program assessment. The remaining two questions were not chosen for my 

survey because they would not provide any useful data for my research questions. The web 

survey used in this study has the thirteen questions from Olshak’s survey and additional 

questions that were incorporated on program goals, evaluation practices and gaining perceptions 

on evaluation. 

The survey used in this study is the “Campus Mediation Program Survey,” a web-based 

survey that was developed and administered using an online survey tool offered through Survey 

Monkey website. The Campus Mediation Program Survey was designed to explore the 

perceptions of evaluation among campus mediation program directors within US higher 
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education institutions. Navigation and layout are specific types of format features that were 

intended to have an integral role in the design of the web-survey. Reynolds, Woods and Baker 

(2007) suggest that surveys should have some basic features such as a welcome section which 

covers the purpose of the survey, instructions on how to proceed through the survey and obtain 

password information; an introduction section that explains the survey and provides information 

about privacy practices; and a thank you section where the respondents can email a question or 

feedback to the survey researcher. Following the suggestions of Reynolds, Woods and Baker 

(2007), a detailed cover letter was provided at the beginning of the survey to explain the survey 

and the individual rights as research participants, to obtain consent to participate in the study, 

and provide contact information on the researchers. Unorthodox sequencing and grouping of 

questions and a lack of clear directions for the navigation of the survey has the potential to lead 

to a poorly designed survey (Andrews, Nonnecke, & Preece, 2003b; Reynolds, Woods, & Baker, 

2007; Shannon, Johnson, Searcy, & Lott, 2002). With this in mind, the beginning of the survey 

contained demographic questions followed by the evaluation questions. The evaluation questions 

are the most important survey questions for this study and as recommended they are found two-

thirds into the survey (Reynolds, Woods, & Baker, 2007). The survey ended with specific 

questions about their program features. 

This study was conducted to assess the current evaluation practices of campus mediation 

programs in order to provide valuable information and support for the assessment, 

documentation, evaluation and improvement of campus mediation programs.  

Benefits and Challenges 

Electronic surveys have specific technological and response rate attributes that impact 

their design and implication features. The attributes that were utilized in designing the survey in 
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this study are also the most documented benefits of web-surveys. The biggest benefit to using a 

web-based survey versus an email-survey is the ability to access the survey through an Internet 

browser and to have the survey responses automatically stored on the Survey Monkey database. 

Using an online survey company to distribute the survey provides numerous benefits for the 

participants; such as short turnaround time for survey responses, quick access to many potential 

users, wide range of format controls, various text and graphic options, advanced technology for 

different types of question formats, customized instrument delivery, direct database connectivity, 

ability to restrict access to potential users, and survey construction templates available through 

survey database companies (Andrews, Nonnecke, & Preece, 2003b; Couper, 2000; Reynolds, 

Woods, & Baker, 2007). These benefits play a major role in the recent popularity of web-

surveys.  

One of the challenges in using web-surveys is their limited access to potential internet 

users because there is no direct communication with the users. There is a potential for 

technological problems such as transmission errors, network availability or overload, sampling 

errors that may result in sample bias and minimal control over the samples, and unacceptable 

security features that can cause serious validity issues (Reynolds, Woods, & Baker, 2007). A 

common methodological weakness in survey samples occurs in determining if there is a 

difference between the populations of participants who have Web access to the ones who do not 

have Web access (Couper, 2000). These issues were not a major concern for this study since 

many of the directors typically engage in daily electronic communication. Administrators and 

staff automatically receive an email address when they become employees so there is usually an 

unwritten expectation that they communicate electronically. The campus mediation directors 

who participated in this study have work email addresses and know how to use email.  
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There are challenges to using web-based surveys that are directly related to technological 

issues such as technical difficulties and no response issues. Technical difficulties usually deal 

with issues of slow access, dropped connections, and failed mailboxes--bounce backs. No 

response issues deal with junk mail and no contact situations. Junk mail is due to spam filters, 

mail blockers, firewalls and the like; and no contact situations is where directors could have 

received the email but chose not to respond or failed to respond. It is also possible that university 

policies could prevent email traffic by implementing rules that prevent email from unregistered 

domain addresses (domains that are not part of the university network) from going directly to the 

intended recipient. This would cause any email from an address that is not in the white pages 

(allowed-list) to be blocked or go to the recipient’s junk mail folder. If the recipient fails to check 

their junk mail folder on a regular basis, then the email could be missed, thus registering as a 

non-response. 

Survey Development 

The Campus Mediation Program Survey consists of four sections: 1) Demographic – 

general information about their institution; 2) Description of Services – specific information 

about the services their program provides; 3) Evaluation – information about the procedures their 

program uses for gathering and examining information; and 4) Program Profile – information 

about the features of their program services. The survey captured data in such a way that three 

types of programs of interest emerged: programs that are currently inactive; programs that do not 

currently engage in evaluation; and programs that are currently engaged in evaluation. These 

groups were identified by the way in which each group responded to specific survey items.  

One of the groups is represented by respondents who do not currently have an active 

campus mediation program at their institution. Respondents in this group answered six questions 
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using skip logic technique. Demographic questions one through three inquired about the type of 

institution, student population, and the location. Demographic question four inquired whether 

their institution currently offered mediation services and if they answered: “NO” then they were 

skipped to the last two questions in the survey. If they answered “YES” then they moved to the 

next section (“Description of Services”) of the survey. The second to last survey question asked 

why mediation services are not currently offered at their institution. The last survey question 

asked if they are available for a follow-up interview. 

Programs that are active but do not currently engage in evaluation represented another 

group. This group was characterized by respondents (campus mediation program directors) who 

have programs that do not engage in a formal program evaluation. Respondents that are in this 

group answered seventeen questions using skip logic technique. Demographic questions one 

through three inquired about the type of institution, student population, and the location. 

Demographic question four inquired whether their institution currently offered mediation 

services, and when they answered “YES” then they moved to the next section (“Description of 

Services”) in the survey. The first six out of seven questions in the Description of Services 

section inquired about the following: the population they serve; types of services they offer and 

if their services are offered to deal with conflicts across the ‘listed’ constituencies; if there is a 

user fee for their services; identify priority activities related to program goals; and if their 

program have written goals or objectives. The last question in this section inquired whether their 

program currently engaged in evaluation, and when they answered “No” then they were skipped 

to the question that inquired if a standard evaluation process would be of interest to them. The 

last section, “Program Profile,” within this survey had five questions. These questions inquired 
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how long have the program services been offered, where the services are located, how are the 

services funded and supervised, and if they are available for a follow-up interview.  

The third group represents programs that are active and currently engage in evaluation. In 

other words, these are active programs that conduct formal program evaluations. Respondents in 

this group answered twenty-one questions using skip logic technique. Demographic questions 

one through three inquired about their type of institution, student population, and their location. 

Demographic question four inquired whether their institution currently offered mediation 

services, and when they answered “YES,” they moved to the next section (“Description of 

Services”) in the survey. The first six out of seven questions in the Description of Services 

section inquired about the following: the population they serve; types of services they offer and 

if their services are offered to deal with conflicts across the ‘listed’ constituencies; is there is a 

user fee for their services; identify priority activities related to program goals; and inquires if 

their program have written goals or objectives. The last question in the Description of Services 

section inquired whether their program currently engage in evaluation and when they answered 

“YES” they moved to the next section (“Evaluation”) in the survey.  

The Evaluation section had seven questions that inquired about the following: types of 

data collected; how the mediation services are evaluated; how often and what areas does the 

program evaluate; what evaluation methods are used; and does the institution require that they 

engage in evaluation. The last question in the Evaluation section inquired if they have a written 

evaluation report. If they answered “YES” then they are skipped to the next four questions. The 

next four questions asked about the components of their evaluation report, if they would be 

interested in learning different ways of improving their evaluation methods, if they would be 

interested in a standard evaluation process, and what they would recommend to improve 
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evaluation in their respective programs. Otherwise, if they answered “NO” to not having a 

written evaluation report then they were skipped to the next three questions. The next three 

questions asked if they would be interested in learning different ways of improving their 

evaluation methods, if they would be interested in a standard evaluation process, and what they 

would recommend to improve evaluation in their respective programs. After responding to the 

three question format or the four question format, respondents automatically moved to the last 

section, “Program Profile,” in the survey.  

The Program Profile section had five questions that inquired about the following: how 

long the services have been offered, location of services, how the services are funded, and how 

the services are supervised. The last question in the survey asked if respondents are available for 

a telephone follow-up interview and if their response was “YES” then the respondent provided 

the name of their institution. The last page of the survey thanked the respondents for 

participating in the survey, reiterated that their responses will remain confidential and provided 

the contact information for the researcher. 

Data Collection 

Procedures 

All known campus mediation programs within the United States higher education 

institutions were selected for this study. The list of campus mediation programs (CMP’s) was 

generated from the campus mediation website, mediation researchers and campus mediation 

program directors. There were a few steps taken in contacting the program directors. In prior 

conversations with campus mediation program directors, many of them shared that they receive 

hundreds of emails daily so they only open emails that they have prior knowledge of. It is with 

this knowledge that there was a preliminary phone call to gain support for participation in this 
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study and make them aware of a forthcoming letter by mail and email. A letter was sent by mail 

to the campus mediation program directors within two weeks after the phone call. The purpose of 

the letter was to explain the study, gain support for participation in the study and inform the 

directors to expect the email with the link to the survey website within a few weeks. The survey 

link was designed to connect to the survey host website. The survey was active and open for 

seven months for the directors to complete. All the directors received an extended time period to 

complete the survey due to individual requests. The survey was closed March 5, 2008 and the 

data were analyzed using descriptive statistics, independent samples t-test, one-way ANOVA’s 

and Pearson correlations. 

Data Analysis 

Descriptive statistics and frequencies were used to determine perceptions of evaluation among 

campus mediation program directors (research question #1), how programs differ in their data 

collection and evaluation practices (research question #2), and what the recommendations are for 

improving evaluation from campus mediation program directors (research question #3). A 

Pearson correlation was computed to determine if there was a relationship between the survey 

questions and a) the size of the institution, b) years of service. An independent samples t-test was 

computed to determine if there are any differences between the public institutions, private 

institutions and program characteristics (demographic and description of services). 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

This chapter presents the results and statistical analysis of the web-based survey, 

“Campus Mediation Program Survey,” completed by campus mediation program (CMP) 

directors from colleges and universities across the United States. Contact information on the 

directors and their respective programs was obtained from several sources: researchers who 

previously conducted studies on campus mediation programs (Hills, 2006; Olshak, 2005); the 

public contact database found online at the Campus Conflict Resolution Resources Project 

website (campus-adr.org) of Wayne State University; and campus mediation program directors 

who provided contact information on additional programs. 

The results from the Demographic, Description of Services and Program Profile sections 

of the survey which represent the first, third and fourth sections of the survey are reported with 

their characteristic details (frequencies, percentages) in table format. Next, research questions 

were answered using questions from the Evaluation section and selected questions from the 

Demographic, Description of Services and Program Profile sections of the survey. The research 

questions are reported with their characteristic details (rank order, frequencies, and averages) in 

table format. Additionally, research question three was answered using an open-ended survey 

question and the total responses are reported in table format. Responses from all the open-ended 

survey questions in this study can be found in the appendices section. Finally, supplemental 

analyses of selected variables were computed using an independent samples t-test, one-way 

ANOVA’s and Pearson correlations to further elaborate the data. Due to the multiple versions of 

the (skip logic feature) of the survey, each respondent who completed the survey received 

anywhere from 6 to 30 total questions.  
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As previously mentioned in Chapter one, the three research questions that this study 

addresses are as follows: 

1. What are the perceptions of evaluation among campus mediation program directors? 

2. How do campus mediation programs that are engaged in evaluation differ from programs 

that are not engaged in evaluation? 

3. What are the recommendations for improving evaluation from campus mediation 

program directors? 

Results from the Web-based Survey 

 
The electronic (web-based) survey was sent out to 108 campus mediation program 

directors within colleges and universities across the United States. Campus mediation program is 

defined ‘as a dispute resolution program within a higher education environment designed to 

assist individuals in managing/resolving/dealing with conflicts and disputes’. The 108 campus 

mediation program directors contacted for this study were represented by public and private 

institutions. Out of the 108 surveys sent out, 63 directors accessed the survey. The 63 directors 

who accessed the survey include 59 directors who completed the survey plus four directors who 

gave partial responses. However, there were 49 directors who did not respond to the survey. In 

total there were 59 surveys completed from the 108 directors who received the survey; this 

represents a 55% response rate. 

The 49 campus mediation program directors that did not respond to the survey included 

five directors who opted out. The five directors who selected the “opt out” link were immediately 

notified when the link was chosen that they would receive no further communication about this 

study. Institutional Review Board (IRB) procedures were followed for the remaining 44 directors 

who did not respond. According to the IRB protocol at my institution (R. Throm, personal 
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communication, May 18, 2007), a maximum of three opportunities to contact the participants 

concerning my study was allowed; and as such I used up all my opportunities. The remaining 44 

directors were contacted a total of three times through: (1) an introduction letter that was mailed 

to their respective office, (2) an email was sent with the survey link, and (3) a follow-up email or 

telephone call to inquire about their non-response to the survey. 

Demographic Section 

The first section of the “Campus Mediation Program Survey” is the Demographic section 

which posed general questions to campus mediation program directors about their institutions. It 

has four questions that inquired about their institution type, student population, location and 

availability of mediation services. Table 4.1, 4.2 and 4.3 present the responses from campus 

mediation program directors based on survey questions one, two and three in the Demographic 

Section. Subsequently, the responses are presented for survey question four from the 

Demographic section. 

Table 4.1 presents the respondents by institution type (public, private, trade/professional 

or other) from survey question one. 
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Table 4.1 
 
Respondents by Institution Type 
 
Type of Institution 
 

Response Percent Response Frequency 

   
Public –  4 year 58.7 37 
Private – 4 year 33.3 21 
Public –  2 year 4.8 3 
Private – 2 year 0.0 0 
Trade/Professional 0.0 0 
Other 3.2 2 

Total 100.0 63 
   
Note. ‘Other’ was one of the survey responses and an open-ended option was not provided for additional responses.  

 

Table 4.1 shows that 92% of survey responses came from four year institutions (n=58) 

with public institutions representing 58.7% (n=37) of the total responses. “Other” is represented 

by 3.2% as respondents who did not identify their institution type. 

Table 4.2 presents the student population of the respondents’ institutions from survey 

question two (Demographic Section). 

Table 4.2 
 
Respondents by Student Population 
 
Student Population Response Percent Response Frequency 

5,000 or fewer 23.8 15 
5,001 to 10,000 17.5 11 
10,001 to 20,000 20.6 13 
More than 20,000 38.1 24 
Other 0.0 0 

Total 100.0 63 
   
Note. ‘Other’ was one of the survey responses and an open-ended option was not provided for additional responses.  
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Table 4.2 shows institutions with a student population greater than 10,000 (n=37) 

constitute 58.7% of the sample, whereas 41.3% of the institutions have student populations of 

10,000 or less. 

Table 4.3 presents the United States region location of the respondents’ institutions from 

survey question three (Demographic Section). 

Table 4.3 

Respondents by Location 
 
US Region Location 
 

Response 
Percent 

Response 
Frequency 

Northeast (New England & Middle Atlantic) 36.5 23 
Midwest (East North Central & West North Central) 17.5 11 
South (S. Atlantic, East South Central & West  South Central) 23.8 15 
West (Mountain & Pacific) 22.2 14 

Total 100.0 63 
   
 

Table 4.3 shows 36.5% of the total respondents were from the Northeast region (n=23). 

There was solid representation of respondents from institutions in the Midwest, South and West 

regions. 

Survey question four inquired as to whether mediation services are currently offered at 

their institution. Of the 63 directors who responded to the web-based survey, 92.1% responded 

(n=58) that their institution is currently offering mediation services and 7.9% responded (n=5) 

that their institution does not currently offer mediation services. Due to the skip logic feature, the 

respondents from the institutions that do not currently offer mediation services were 

automatically skipped to the last two questions of the survey, whereas, the directors of the 

institutions that currently offered mediation services proceeded to the next section of the survey, 

Description of Services. 
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Description of Services Section 

The second section of the “Campus Mediation Program Survey” is the Description of 

Services section. It has seven questions that inquired about the services that each campus 

mediation program currently provides. Due to the skip logic feature, the directors who indicated 

that their programs offered mediation services (from survey question four) were allowed to 

continue with this section. Table 4.4 shows the responses for the first four survey questions 

within the Description of Services section. These survey responses have been abbreviated (see 

Appendix E). 
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Table 4.4 
 
Description of Services  
 
Survey Question Response Percent Response Frequency 

 

   
Campus population program serves   

Students 90.4 47 
Faculty 61.5 32 
Staff 63.5 33 
Unionized Employees 15.4 8 
Community Members 32.7 17 
Other 11.5 6 

   
Deal with conflict across constituencies   

Faculty to Faculty 51.9 27 
Faculty to Staff 51.9 27 
Faculty to Student 48.1 25 
Faculty to Student Organization 40.4 21 
Staff to Staff 57.7 30 
Staff to Student 57.7 30 
Staff to Student Organization 46.2 24 
Student to Student 88.5 46 
Student to Student Organization 69.2 36 
Student to Community Member 51.9 27 
Student Organization to Student Organization 63.5 33 
Student Organization to Community Member 42.3 22 
Student to Faculty 55.8 29 

   
User fee    

Free of charge 98.1 51 
Monetary fee (3 choices) 0.0 0 
Sliding scale based on constituency 0.0 0 
Sliding scale based on type of conflict 1.9 1 
Hourly rate fee 1.9 1 
Other 1.9 1 

   
Types of services program provides   

Mediation 100 52 
Coaching 63.5 33 
Training 78.8 41 
Workshops 76.9 40 
Dialogue 48.1 25 
Arbitration 9.6 5 
Other 32.7 17 

Note. ‘Other’ was one of the survey responses and an open-ended option was not provided for additional responses. 
 

Table 4.4 shows the services that the programs currently provide. The responses are 

provided for the population their program serves, the constituencies that their services are offered 
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to deal with, user fee inquiry and the types of services their program provides. The respondents 

were provided with the option to ‘check all that apply’ for the first four questions in this section. 

The first survey question in this section inquired about the population the campus 

mediation program serves. Table 4.4 shows that the campus mediation programs mainly serve 

students (90.4%), followed by faculty (61.5%) and staff (63.5%). 

The second survey question in this section inquired about the constituencies to which the 

services are offered. Table 4.4 shows that the majority of programs offer mediation services to 

deal with student to student conflicts (88.5%). Campus mediation programs reported different 

levels of constituencies to deal with conflicts across their campus population. 

The third survey question in this section inquired if there is a user fee for mediation 

services. Table 4.4 shows that almost all (98.1%) of the campus mediation programs (n=51) offer 

their program free of charge. 

The fourth survey question in this section inquired about the types of services that the 

program provides. Table 4.4 shows that all of the programs provide mediation services. It is 

interesting that only five of the programs (9.6%) report using arbitration. 

The fifth survey question in the Description of Services section asked the directors to 

rank the goals of their program within the range of most important and least important (using a 

scale of 1 to 7, with 7 being the most important). There were fifty-two responses for this question 

and eleven respondents did not respond to this question due to the skip logic feature. The top 

three most important goals for campus mediation program directors, respectively, were Training 

and Development, Program Satisfaction and Administration buy-in with a rating average of 5.54, 

4.83 and 3.87, respectively (See Table 4.10, p.53).  
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The sixth survey question in this section inquired if the program has written goals and 

objectives and the seventh survey question in this section inquired if the program engages in 

evaluation. The sixth survey question had 52 responses due to the skip logic feature. There was a 

75% response rate for programs that indicated they have written goals or objectives (n=39) and a 

25% response rate for programs that indicated they did not have written goals or objectives 

(n=13).  

The seventh survey question also had 52 responses due to the skip logic feature. There 

were thirty-five respondents (67.3%) that indicated that their program currently engages in 

evaluation. The thirty-five respondents that indicated that they engage in evaluation were 

automatically forwarded to the Evaluation section of the survey. The seventeen respondents 

(32.7%) that indicated that their program does not currently engage in evaluation automatically 

bypassed the Evaluation section of the survey because the questions would not be applicable to 

them. 

Program Profile Section 

The last section of the “Campus Mediation Program Survey” is the Program Profile 

section which posed questions to campus mediation program (CMP) directors about the features 

of their program services. The program profile section has five questions. Four of the five 

questions inquired about their mediation services in regards to years in service, physical location 

of services, funding sources and supervision details. The fifth question inquired about their 

willingness to engage in a follow-up telephone interview. Fifty respondents completed this 

section and thirteen respondents skipped this section. Table 4.6, 4.7, and 4.8 presents the 

responses from CMP directors based on the first four survey questions in this section. The results 

for the fifth survey question follow. Though the questions for this section are numbered within 
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the appendix section (E), the web-based format of this survey used a skip logic function so 

respondents may have had a different numbering system for the questions in this section. 

Therefore, when identifying any survey question it will be mentioned with the section of the 

survey within which it is located. 

Table 4.5 presents the respondents by institution type (public, private, trade/professional 

or other) from the first survey question in the Program Profile section. 

Table 4.5  

Respondents by years in service 

Program years in service 
 

Response Percent Response Frequency 

   
0 to 2 years 6.0 3 
3 to 5 years 20.0 10 
6 to 10 years 36.0 18 
More than 10 years 38.0 19 

Total 100.0 50 
 

 

Table 4.5 shows that the majority of campus mediation programs in this study have been 

in existence more than six years with 36% of the programs reported being in service for six to ten 

years (n=18) and 38% of the programs reported being in service for more than 10 years (n=19). 

Thirteen programs (26%) have been in service for less than five years. 

Table 4.6 presents the supervisory units that the campus mediation programs are a part of 

in their academic institution. These data represent the responses from the second survey question 

in the Program Profile section. 
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Table 4.6  
 
Respondents by location of program services 
 
Services are “housed” 
 

Response Percent Response Frequency 

   
Student Organization 6.0 3 

Student Affairs/Division 46.0 23 

Legal Services/Center 2.0 1 

Human Resources Department 2.0 1 

Academic Program/School 16.0 8 

Nonacademic Program/Center 10.0 5 

Community Agency 2.0 1 

Other 16.0 8 

Total 100.0 50 
 

Note. ‘Other’ was one of the survey responses and an open-ended option was not provided for additional responses.  
 

Table 4.6 shows where campus mediation programs are housed or located within their 

institution. Many of these programs are a part of an entity within their institution such as a 

division, a center, and so forth. Almost half of these programs (46%) reported that their campus 

mediation programs are part of or housed in the student affairs or student division within their 

institution. The remaining 54% are mainly represented by academic programs/schools, 

nonacademic programs/centers and other locations listed as “other.” There was an even 

distribution of 2% represented by legal services/centers, human resources departments, and 

community agencies (n=3). 

Table 4.7 presents information on where the campus mediation programs receive their 

funding for program services. These data represent responses from the third survey question in 

the Program Profile section.  
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Table 4.7  

Respondents by funding sources 

Funding sources for services  
 

Response  
Percent 

Response 
Frequency 

   
Receive no funding at present 20.0 10 
Have their own budget 24.0 12 
Incorporated into the budget of another 
(supervisory) unit 

50.0 25 

Receive contributions from other departments  
or agencies 

10.0 5 

Receive contributions from student fees 12.0 6 
Receive grant or contract funding 10.0 5 

Other 8.0 4 

Total 100.0 50 

Note. ‘Other’ was one of the survey responses and an open-ended option was not provided for additional responses.  
 

Table 4.7 shows that half of the respondents (n=25) reported that their program funding 

sources are incorporated into the budget of another (supervisory) unit. There were twelve 

respondents (20%) who reported that their programs have their own budget and ten respondents 

(20%) reported that they do not currently receive funding for their programs. Over 30% of the 

programs (n=16) reported that they receive funding from different sources such as student fees, 

departments, agencies, grants or contracts. This question was designed with a “check all that 

apply” feature so the respondents were able to choose more than one option. 

Table 4.8 present the particular individuals or units that supervise their campus mediation 

programs. These data represent responses from the fourth survey question in the Program Profile 

section. 
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Table 4.8  
 
Supervision of services 
 
Supervision of services  
 

Response Percent Response Frequency 

   
Supervised by students 10.0 5 
Supervised by graduate students 10.0 5 
Supervised by professional staff 72.0 36 
Supervised by faculty 24.0 12 
Supervised by a community agency 2.0 1 
Other 8.0 4 

Total 100.0 50 
 

Note. ‘Other’ was one of the survey responses and an open-ended option was not provided for additional responses. 
 

Table 4.8 shows that 72% of the respondents were supervised by professional staff and 

24% supervised by faculty. Supervision by students, graduate students, community agencies and 

others (n=15) are represented by 30%. 

Research Questions 

 The three research questions in this study were answered using the responses from 

the Campus Mediation Program Survey. The research questions were analyzed using questions 

from the Evaluation section and selected questions from other sections of the survey. The survey 

responses and the research questions were analyzed using rank order, frequencies, and averages. 

Research Question 1  

What are the perceptions of evaluation among campus mediation program directors? 

To answer this research question, three survey questions was explored. The fifth survey 

question in the Description of Services section and two of the last three survey questions in the 

Evaluation section were explored. The fifth survey question in the Description of Services 



 

60 
 

section reads, “With regard to the goals of your program, the most important considerations are 

(rank order from 1 – Most Important to 7 – Least Important).” However, the data were reversed 

in Table 4.9 with rank order as 1 – Least Important to 7 – Most Important to ensure clarity and 

consistency with the data presentation. Although averaging rank is erroneous, it is also presented 

to clarify survey results.  

Table 4.9 presents the data for the goals of the campus mediation programs and the level 

of importance. This table represents data for the fifth survey question in the Description of 

Services section of the survey. 

Table 4.9  

Goals of your program: Most important considerations 

Program Goals Rank Order  
Rating 

Average 
 Least 

Important 
     Most 

Important 
 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7   

Training and 
Development 

3.8% 
(2) 

7.7% 
(4) 

1.9% 
(1) 

7.7% 
(4) 

9.6% 
(5) 

34.6% 
(18) 

34.6% 
(18) 

5.54 

Program Satisfaction 5.8% 
(3) 

3.8% 
(2) 

13.5% 
(7) 

21.2% 
(11) 

13.5% 
(7) 

19.2% 
(10) 

23.1% 
(12) 

4.83 

Administration buy-in 23.1% 
(12) 

15.4% 
(8) 

5.8% 
(3) 

15.4% 
(8) 

9.6% 
(5) 

9.6% 
(5) 

21.2% 
(11) 

3.87 

Resources 9.6% 
(5) 

25% 
(13) 

15.4% 
(8) 

13.5% 
(7) 

23.1% 
(12) 

7.7% 
(4) 

5.8% 
(3) 

3.62 

Policies and Procedures 17.3% 
(9) 

9.6% 
(5) 

25% 
(13) 

13.5% 
(7) 

21.2% 
(11) 

7.7% 
(4) 

5.8% 
(3) 

3.58 

Evaluation 15.4% 
(8) 

17.3% 
(9) 

25% 
(13) 

19.2% 
(10) 

13.5% 
(7) 

5.8% 
(3) 

3.8% 
(2) 

3.31 

Outreach efforts 
(including marketing) 

25% 
(13) 

21.2% 
(11) 

13.5% 
(7) 

9.6% 
(5) 

9.6% 
(5) 

15.4% 
(8) 

5.8% 
(3) 

3.27 

  

Note. Values enclosed in parentheses represent the total number of respondents that selected the respective program 
goal and rank order. 
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The directors ranked the goals of their program within the range of least important and 

most important. In Table 4.9, the higher the rating average the more important the program goal; 

likewise, the lower the rating average the least important the program goal. The program goals 

that were considered most important to the campus mediation program directors were training 

and development and program satisfaction. Most of the other program goals such as 

administration buy-in were ranked at a higher priority level than evaluation. Although evaluation 

received one of the lowest rankings among the directors, it received a ‘neutral’ ranking (neither a 

least important goal nor most important goal) from a high number of respondents (directors).  

The second to last survey question within the Evaluation section of the survey inquired if 

the campus mediation program directors would be interested in learning different ways of 

improving their evaluation methods. The respondents that were automatically forwarded to this 

survey question indicated that they did not engage in evaluation or that they did not have a 

written evaluation report. Depending on how this question was numbered due to the survey skip 

logic feature it may be the eighth or ninth question within the Evaluation section. There were a 

total of thirty-six responses. Of the thirty-six responses, there was a 77.8% response rate for 

directors who indicated that it would be of interest to them to learn different ways of improving 

their evaluation methods (n=28) and 22.2% response rate for directors who were not interested.  

The respondents that indicated that their program engages in evaluation and has a written 

evaluation report were also automatically forwarded to the same question that inquired if the 

campus mediation program directors would be interested in learning different ways of improving 

their evaluation methods. The survey skip logic feature has this survey question as the ninth 

question in the Evaluation section. There were a total of fourteen responses to this question. Of 

the fourteen responses, there was a 100% response rate for directors who indicated that it would 
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be of interest to learn different ways of improving their evaluation methods. In total, fifty people 

responded to this question and 84% of the respondents (n=42) were interested in learning 

different ways of improving their evaluation methods. 

Research Question 2 

How do campus mediation programs that are engaged in evaluation differ from programs that are 

not engaged in evaluation? 

To answer this question, there was a comparison of two groups using the survey 

questions. The groups are represented by programs that engage in evaluation and programs that 

do not engage in evaluation. The survey questions utilized in the comparison were selected based 

on their ability to explore the differences between the groups. The comparison of the groups 

follows an analysis of group responses to selected survey questions. 

The programs that do not engage in evaluation viewed training and development (rating 

average 5.54) and program satisfaction (rating average 4.83) as the most important goals of their 

program. In contrast, evaluation (rating average 3.31) was one of the least important program 

goals of their program (see Appendix E). In fact, over 80% chose training and development as 

either the first, second or third most important goal. In contrast, more than 70% of the 

respondents chose evaluation as the least important program goal. The programs in this group 

(not engaged in evaluation) reported that they do not have written goals or objectives (n=10) yet 

the remainder of the programs reported that they have written goals or objectives (n=7). More 

than 60% of this group is interested in a standard evaluation process and learning different ways 

of improving their evaluation methods; however, there was still 35.3% of this group not 

interested in these topics. The programs that are not engaged in evaluation reported being in 

operation for three years or longer so they are not considered new. Most of these programs 
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(n=13) are part of a larger unit (supervisory unit) within the university such as a division, center 

or school. However, more than forty-seven percent either have their own budget or receive no 

funding at present. Funding for more than 50% of these programs is incorporated into the budget 

of a supervisory unity.  

The campus mediation program directors who answered “yes” to their program currently 

engaging in evaluation considered training and development (rating average 5.54) and program 

satisfaction (rating average 4.83) as their most important program goals. Evaluation was ranked 

fourth (rating average 3.31) within the priority of program goals (see Appendix E). Most of this 

group report that they have written goals or objectives (n=32). A majority of programs engaged 

in evaluation are interested in a standard evaluation process (84.8%) and learning different ways 

of improving their evaluation methods (94%). Most of these programs (90.9%) have been 

offering their services for more than three years. Most of the campus mediation program services 

are housed in larger units within the university (n=69.7%) and their budget/funding is part of the 

supervisory unit (n=48.5%). Thirty percent of the programs engaged in evaluation have their 

own budget while twelve percent report that they receive no funding at present. 

Both groups view training and development and program satisfaction as the most 

important program goals which are evidenced by the similar rating averages for the two groups. 

However, evaluation was ranked as the lowest priority for programs not engaged in evaluation 

and was neutral as a priority (neither most important nor least important) for programs engaged 

in evaluation. Overall, evaluation did not receive a high priority for either group. Though most of 

the programs that engage in evaluation reported having an interest in a standard evaluation 

process, learning different ways of improving their evaluation methods and having written goals 

and objectives; a small number of programs not engaged in evaluation also reported having 
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written goals and objectives but not interested in a standard evaluation process and learning 

different ways of improving their evaluation methods. 

Research Question 3 

What are the recommendations for improving evaluation from campus mediation program 

directors?  

To answer this research question, the campus mediation program directors were asked to 

respond to an open-ended survey question that asked them to provide any recommendations that 

would improve evaluation in their respective programs. The data represent the responses from 

the second to last survey question in the Evaluation section of the survey. There were a total of 

forty-nine campus mediation program directors who responded with recommendations. See 

Appendix E for the actual responses. 

Common Themes 

While the responses to the survey question varied, common themes were identified from 

the evaluation recommendations. The common themes are the larger topics that emerged from 

conducting the telephone interview questions. I designed the topics by connecting groups of the 

campus mediation program directors’ repeated ideas or thoughts. I believe that the common 

themes give more insight into the program directors’ views on their program and the campus 

mediation field. 

Evaluation engagement – An evaluation component should be an integral part of the 

planning stage when implementing a campus mediation program; however, there is a good deal 

of active programs that has not continued this practice or never started this practice. There were 

several directors who indicated that they wanted to start the process of evaluating their campus 
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mediation programs. As two program directors simply states, “first we need to actually DO 

something…to have an evaluation.” 

Evaluation standard or measure – As mentioned in Chapter 3, the campus mediation 

literature stresses the importance of utilizing an evaluation standard or measure to validate the 

success of campus mediation programs. Having an evaluation standard or measure was also a 

main concern for many of the program directors as it became the most common response to the 

survey question about program recommendations. Most of the program feedback was very 

general and similar, for example there were several program responses where programs wanted 

to “establish an evaluation procedure” and have a “standardized instrument.” The more specific 

recommendations focused on wanting to introduce learning outcomes, comparison data with 

other institutions and post-mediation questionnaire for mediators and participants. 

Participant feedback – Most evaluation research of campus mediation programs attribute 

the success of their programs primarily to participant feedback from the post-mediation process. 

Participant feedback had the least amount of common responses with regard to improving 

evaluation in their programs. 

Unsure or Not knowing – There are campus mediation programs that may want to 

improve evaluation of their programs; however, they may not know where to seek advice, get 

information or they may never have given priority to program evaluation. Whenever campus 

mediation programs experience budget cuts or termination, there is usually a deficiency in 

program evaluation efforts. There were eleven program responses where directors were either 

unsure about evaluating, did not know if they needed to improve evaluation or chose to do 

nothing about improving evaluation in their respective programs. This study is designed to assist 
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these types of programs that are unclear about the process of evaluation by educating the 

programs about the benefits of evaluation. 

Resources – Similar responses from the campus mediation programs indicated that they 

“need more capacity (resources) to do so [improve evaluation]” and “additional funding for 

evaluation.” However, university administration and the mediation literature would probably 

argue that the long-term program success and providing additional resources is due to rigorous 

and systematic evaluation. Training, evaluation, money and staff were the more common 

responses to the types of resources needed.  

Supplemental Analyses 

Several additional analyses were conducted to further explore the data. The selected 

variables consist of the size of the institution (survey question #2 in the Demographic section), 

type of institution (survey question #1 in the Demographic section), geographical region of the 

institution (survey question #3 in the Demographic section) and the years of service of the 

campus mediation program (first survey question in the Program Profile section).  

An independent samples t-test was conducted to determine if there are any differences 

between the types of institution and selected survey questions. One-way ANOVA’s were 

conducted to test for significant differences between the means of the institution types, 

geographical regions and selected survey questions by analyzing the variances. Pearson 

correlations were conducted to measure the degree of relationship between the: 1) the survey 

questions and the size of the institution, and 2) the survey questions and the years of service. 

To simplify these analyses, several composite scores were computed. Each of these 

composites consists of summing the responses for those questions where the directors could 

select all of the possibilities. For example, question #5 asked which populations the programs 
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served. The total of these choices was computed. This was done for all the questions in the 

survey where this type of composite could be computed.  

Table 4.10 presents the data for the public and private institutions and the program 

characteristics for selected survey questions. “Survey questions and the responses” in Table 4.10 

are represented by selected survey questions and the total number of responses for each question.  

Table 4.10 

Independent samples t-test: Institution type and selected survey questions 

Survey question and 
the responses 

Institution 
type (N)  M       SD T df 

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

Total 5 (question # 5) Public (37) 2.2432 1.73854 -0.504 56 0.616 

Private (21) 2.4762 1.60060 

Total 6 (question #6) Public (36) 5.6389 4.46032 -1.124 55 0.266 

Private (21) 7.0476 4.73789 

Total 8 (question #8) Public (37) 3.4324 2.15433 -0.414 56 0.680 

Private (21) 3.6667 1.90613 

Total 12 (question #12) Public (29) 3.0000 2.64575 0.601 47 0.551 

Private (20) 2.5000 3.15394 

Total 13 (question #13) Public (31) 1.3871 1.35837 0.610 49 0.544 

Private (20) 1.1500 1.34849 

Total 15 (question #15) Public (28) 2.6786 2.51003 0.995 45 0.325 

Private (19) 1.9474 2.41462 

Total 16 (question #16) Public (31) 1.7097 1.59569 0.805 49 0.425 

Private (20) 1.3500 1.49649 
              

 

Survey questions 5, 6, 8, 12, 13, 15 and 16 reported on the number of populations the 

program serves, the types of constituencies that the services are offered to, types of services the 

program provides, types of data collected about program services, how mediation services are 

evaluated, what areas are evaluated and what evaluation methods are utilized. Results revealed 

no significant differences between public and private institutions.  
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One-way ANOVA’s indicated that the geographical region of the institution did not 

affect any of the responses on the survey. However, geographical region approached significance 

for question #5 which asked about the number of populations served (p = .05). The data for this 

question shows that there were higher means, respectively, for the West and Midwest regions 

which indicated that the survey respondents who chose those regions selected a greater number 

of answer choices. Based on the responses, the campus mediation programs in these two regions 

serve a more diverse population. The Northeast and West region had the highest number of 

respondents select the student population (more than the other population choices).  

The size of the institution and the years of service were the only two selected variables 

that had correlations that were statistically significant with five survey questions (See Table 

4.11). Table 4.11 presents the data for size of the institution and the years of service with survey 

questions. 
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Table 4.11 
 
Pearson Correlations: Survey questions: size of the institution and years of service 
 
Survey questions Size of the institution Years of service 
   
Question 12b-Type of data is 
scope and extent of outreach  .280*  

Question 23-Learn different 
ways improving evaluation methods  .415** 

Question 28e-Services funded 
from student fees .359**  

Question 29c-Services super- 
vised by professional staff .318*  

Question 29d-Services super- 
vised by faculty -.356**  

Total 5-Question 5 and totality  
of chosen responses  .427** 

Total 6-Question 6 and totality 
of chosen responses  .351* 

Total 8-Question 8 and totality 
of chosen responses 

 .541** 

Note.  * p < .05.  **p > .01. 
 

Question 12 asked the directors to indicate the types of data that they collect about their 

program services. As shown in Table 4.11, the larger the institution, the more the program 

collects data about the scope and extent of outreach of the program. Question 28 inquires about 

how the services were funded. The correlation with Question 28e shows that the larger the 

institution the more the program receives contributions from student fees. Question 29 asked the 

directors to respond to how their program services are supervised. The two significant 

correlations indicate that in larger universities the programs are more typically supervised by 

professional staff and less typically supervised by faculty. 
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As shown in Table 4.11, there were four significant correlations with years of service. 

The interpretation of these correlations is that programs that have been in existence for a longer 

period of time are more interested in learning different ways of improving evaluation methods, 

service a large number of populations, offer services to a larger number of constituencies, and 

provide a broader range of services. 

Follow-up Telephone Interviews 

 The very last research question asked survey respondents “…Are you available for a 

telephone follow-up interview?” There were 29 campus mediation program directors who 

responded favorably, thereby giving permission to be contacted. Nine directors were selected for 

the interviews based on their responses to a few survey questions. These survey questions 

inquired if their program offered mediation services and/or engaged in evaluation; and asked 

about their most important considerations with program goals. The nine interviews were 

conducted based on three categories: three programs not currently engaged in evaluation; four 

programs engaged in evaluation; and two discontinued programs. Each interview category asked 

different questions. The directors were contacted by phone or email to schedule an interview date 

and time. The “Follow-Up Interview Guide for Online Survey Respondents” (See Appendix G) 

was used to conduct the interview questions. The duration of the interviews were scheduled for 

twenty minutes. Notes were taken by the researcher during the interviews. The directors were 

aware that although their identity would remain anonymous, their responses may be documented 

or reported.  
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Results from the Follow-up Telephone Interviews 

Programs engaged in evaluation 

The four directors who were interviewed were asked five questions. The responses to 

these questions generated four main themes: program challenges and successes, program “wish 

list”, suggestions for program implementation and recommendations for a standard evaluation 

process.  

Program challenges and successes – Two campus mediation programs directors 

identified budget cuts and high staff turnovers as an obstacle to program goal achievement. 

These program directors stated that past budget cuts were usually a result of decreased funding 

from the state, federal government or the higher education institution. The high turnovers were 

usually the result of dean of student offices and adjunct instructors who mainly served as 

program directors and staff replacement in residential life. One director claimed that the high 

turnover contributed to “…lots of transitions…and low confidence in the program because there 

have been a lot of different people involved in the program…sometimes that has impacted the 

confidence of the program as a whole.” Another program director stated that every year their 

institution requires a different assessment focused around learning outcomes which has become a 

burdensome task.  

A claim of program success and continuity from one program director is due to their 

connection with the academic program since there is more continuity with the individual who is 

the program director. So, the program director has “the basis for teaching the courses, training 

the student mediators, and the work that the students do with the mediation center is connected 

into an academic program that also fits with the program of study whether students choose this to 

be their major or minor or take classes…courses fit into it.” Another program director claims that 
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using standards from CAS (The Council for the Advancement of Standards in Higher Education) 

has positively impacted their program’s quality of standards and contributed towards program 

continuity, however, this director also emphasized the importance of developing new ways of 

improving their program. 

Program “wish list” – Programs directors were asked to identify what their program 

would look like if they had unlimited support and resources which generated a “wish list” of 

various models of needed and ideal program resources. The most common responses were to 

increase education on conflict management through hands-on and online resources, expand 

marketing and publicity efforts, build relationships with campus affiliates, increase staff and 

training recruits, expand surveys and develop focus groups. Survey improvements included the 

introduction of mediator assessment, longitudinal post-mediation surveys and in-depth analysis 

of mediation surveys.  

Improving relationships with campus affiliates were focused around community buy-in 

for program services, engaging in broader discussions with the campus community on conflict 

management and writing more conflict management articles for the campus community. One of 

the program director’s cited that a significant part of community buy-in is influencing 

administration and decision makers about the value of mediation. For instance, the program 

director would ask upper level management, “…give me the worst cases that you still can’t 

resolve.” The program directors who engage in evaluation desire to have a stronger relationship 

with the campus community so that they can increase the awareness and utilization of their 

services. One program director wants “more specialists and liaisons that work directly with 

complaints and problem solving on campus” so that they can help build “structured relationships 

with those [campus] entities” and minimize high staff turnover.  
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Other wish list areas focused on improving delivery services and introducing restorative 

justice and state mandated mediation. The program directors who engage in evaluation believe 

that the implementation of restorative justice services addresses the social needs of the campus 

community and stays in line with the current trend of mediation services. State mandated 

mediation is not a new concept and there are a few states that have it, these program directors 

believe that this concept would classify mediation in the higher education institution as an 

“umbrella instead of looking at the components because we [most] don’t have an integrated 

system.”   

Program implementation – Program directors were not asked to provide any information 

about program implementation, this advice was given freely during the interview process. There 

was only one program director engaged in evaluation that offered advice for institutions 

interested in implementing campus mediation programs. This director acknowledged the 

importance of getting their administration involved at pre-implementation stage and keeping 

them involved so that there is never a question about program continuity. 

Standard evaluation process – One program director suggests using CAS (The Council 

for the Advancement of Standards in Higher Education) standards as an evaluation framework 

for campus mediation programs since these standards evolve from the campus judicial 

programs/services (ADR method). The second recommendation is to use the qualitative research 

model, illuminative evaluation, where the evaluation is based on the experiences of the 

participants instead of the researcher deciding the important questions to ask. This director 

believes that using this method “allows for differences in programs that have different goals and 

objectives [and]…you will discover different things that you won’t know at the outset.” 
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Programs not engaged in evaluation 

The three directors who were interviewed were asked five questions. The responses to these 

questions generated four main themes: program challenges, program “wish list”, suggestions for 

program implementation and a standard evaluation process. 

Program challenges – There were no common responses for the three program directors 

not engaged in evaluation. One program director discussed the lack of participation in program 

services which may be a result of the next challenge that was addressed, lack of time for outreach 

efforts. Another program director’s concern was that increased workload prevents further 

program development; this could also be linked to lack of time for outreach efforts. Two other 

program issues addressed by a program director was their administration’s lack of interest in 

their program and the programs not being able to work in conjunction with residential life on 

conflict management issues.  

Program implementation – The directors provided suggestions for individuals interested 

in implementing a campus mediation program. One needs to be familiar with their campus 

culture and the types of opportunities available on their respective campuses to utilize mediation 

services. Subsequently, buy-in is needed from campus affiliates, especially residential and 

judicial programs, to support one’s program services. 

Program “wish list” – The most popular models of needed and ideal program resources 

are to have more staff and trained volunteers, increase moral support, expand marketing efforts 

and introduce online intake such as a website. Other recommendations for new programs is to 

introduce post mediation and outreach efforts, establish a record keeping system and compile 

annual statistics to improve future performance. 
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Standard evaluation process – The recommendations for providing a standard evaluation 

process for campus mediation programs was varied and offered the need to create a warm, 

inviting climate, develop a mediator pool and mediator survey, conduct exit interviews with 

program participants and “look to model mediation programs to see what others who have been 

doing this a while [to see what is] is effective.” The most popular recommendations were to 

develop survey forms for program participants, conduct focus groups, and engage in informal 

meetings with the campus community. 

Programs that are discontinued 

The two programs in this category are discontinued or no longer active in their campus 

community. The program directors gave some insight into why their programs were no longer in 

existence; however, I will first provide the recommendations that these programs provided to 

prevent other programs from becoming discontinued. They recommended that program directors 

begin by having a discussion with the administration to understand the expectations for the 

program so that they can both develop a proposal documenting what the program is planning to 

accomplish. Also, programs should be engaging in role play scenarios with the administration.  

This will raise the level of awareness of the different types of conflict situations that can walk 

through the office doors thus highlighting the need for confidentiality and giving the 

administrators insight on how they can address major conflict issues. Ultimately, these program 

directors shared that they were discontinued because administration did not see the ultimate 

value that the campus mediation programs could bring to the campus community. 

Program “wish list” – These program directors provided recommendations that they feel 

could be beneficial to programs that are discontinued or on the verge of becoming discontinued. 

The directors also stated that they would be willing to implement the recommendations that they 
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provided. The first recommendation is building mediation into campus judicial services so that 

the program would not be affected by high staff turnover because the campus judicial staff 

positions would not be eliminated. The second recommendation is to implement the mediation 

option that is already built into many of the campus judicial conduct codes.  

Summary 
 

This study gave some first-hand insight into the views of program directors concerning 

evaluation of campus mediation programs (CMP’s). Survey respondents (CMP directors) 

reported on their program characteristics and evaluation procedures. Most of the campus 

mediation programs that participated in this study were from four year institutions. The CMP 

directors from the West and Midwest regions indicated that they serve a more diverse 

population; whereas, the CMP directors from the Northeast and West region indicated that they 

mostly serve the student population.  

Most respondents ranked evaluation as one of the lowest priorities as a program goal. A 

few of the program directors who conduct evaluation ranked it as neither a high nor a low 

priority. Yet, the majority of survey respondents indicated that they would be very interested in 

learning different ways of improving their evaluation methods and having a standard evaluation 

process. Further analysis shows that the more years of service that a program has the more likely 

that the directors are interested in learning different ways of improving their evaluation methods. 

There were five emerging themes from the evaluation recommendations: evaluation 

standards, resources, unsure/not knowing, a need to engage in evaluation and participant 

feedback. The most prevalent responses were ones dealing with establishing evaluation standards 

and ambiguous (unsure, not knowing) comments about improving evaluation in their respective 

campus mediation programs (CMP’s). 
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There were nine campus mediation program directors who participated in the follow-up 

telephone interviews. These interviews were conducted based on three categories of programs 

engaged in evaluation; programs not engaged in evaluation and discontinued programs. The 

interview responses provided an eclectic array of recommendations from the program directors. 

The themes that emerged are program challenges and successes, program “wish list,” program 

implementation and recommendations for a standard evaluation process. The most prevalent 

concerns and recommendations are focused around administration and campus affiliate buy-in, 

improving program surveys, addressing budget cuts and high staff turnovers.
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

The purpose of this study was to gather information from US campus mediation 

programs regarding their evaluation use in order to suggest ways to improve their evaluation 

efforts. The central focus was to develop and administer the “Campus Mediation Program 

Survey” to campus mediation program directors to determine (1) the amount of active campus 

mediation programs across the US, (2) the specific program features that campus mediation 

programs provide, (3) the current level of evaluation use by campus mediation programs, and (4) 

what the recommendations are to improve evaluation in campus mediation programs. 

This chapter summarizes the findings, research questions, supplemental analyses, follow-

up telephone interviews, practical implications and opportunities for future research. 

Summary of Findings 

This study utilized a web-based survey to answer the research questions. The original 

survey instrument is an unpublished survey developed by Olshak (2005). The survey used in this 

study, “Campus Mediation Program Survey,” was adapted from the original survey and 

modified. The survey gathered the perceptions of campus mediation program directors from 

colleges and universities across the United States with regard to their program services. This 

study addressed the following research questions: 

1) What are the perceptions of evaluation among campus mediation program directors? 

2) How do campus mediation programs that are engaged in evaluation differ from programs 

that are not engaged in evaluation? 
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3) What are the recommendations for improving evaluation from campus mediation 

program directors?  

The Campus Mediation Program Survey was sent to 108 campus mediation program 

(CMP) directors within the United States from an old database of 200 such programs. Out of the 

108 surveys sent out, 59 completely responded (55% response rate) and 49 did not respond. The 

data collected for the demographic questions were analyzed with descriptive statistics using 

frequencies and percentages. The research questions were analyzed as follows: percentages, 

means, and rank order for research question one; frequencies and percentages for research 

question two; frequencies for research question three. Supplemental analyses were analyzed 

using Pearson correlations.  

Research Questions Summary 

Perceptions of Evaluation  

The first research question was answered using the perceptions of evaluation among 

campus mediation program directors. The perceptions of evaluation among the campus 

mediation program directors were explored through three survey questions from the Description 

of Services and Evaluation sections. These survey questions address the level of importance 

director’s place on program goals and their interest in learning different ways to improve their 

evaluation methods. Training and Development, Program Satisfaction, Policies and Procedures, 

Administration buy-in and Resources are all examples of program goals that were ranked more 

important than Evaluation. Evaluation was one of the least important program goals as indicated 

by the campus mediation program directors who responded to the survey. Even though directors 

chose evaluation as a lower priority goal, most directors did not overwhelmingly select 
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evaluation as either a high or low priority goal. Directors were more neutral in the level of 

importance that they placed on evaluation as a program goal.  

In fact, very few respondents chose evaluation as a high priority level (See Table 4.9). 

Surprisingly, there were an overwhelming number of directors who wanted to learn different 

ways of improving their evaluation methods whether or not they had an evaluation report or 

engaged in evaluation. The disparity between the level of importance they place on evaluation 

and their eagerness to learn different ways of improving evaluation leaves some questions 

unanswered. There could be several reasons for the inconsistency. For example, the survey 

question that asked the directors to rank their level of importance of program goals might not 

have been very clear or failed to ask what the researcher intended. Or, the directors did indeed 

consider evaluation as a low priority in comparison to the other program goals; however, that is 

not necessarily an indication of lack of interest in learning more about improving their evaluation 

efforts. 

Engagement/Non-Engagement in Evaluation 

The second research question explored whether campus mediation programs engaged in 

evaluation differed from programs that are not engaged in evaluation. This research question was 

answered through a comparison of the two groups and selected survey questions. Both groups 

view training and development and program satisfaction as their most important goals. These 

groups track the resolution rates, gather feedback from program satisfaction forms, and 

continually engage in training and development issues while evaluation seems to remain an 

afterthought. Although evaluation did not receive a high priority from either group, most of the 

programs that engage in evaluation reported that they were interested in a standard evaluation 

process, learning different ways of improving their evaluation methods and having written goals 



 

81 
 

and objectives. Programs not engaged in evaluation may have ranked evaluation as a low priority 

because since they are not evaluating their programs they may not be able to see for themselves 

what evaluation brings to their program 

The survey results show that the program directors who currently engage in evaluation 

recognize the significance of evaluation but they still do not rank it as a high priority goal. This 

raises the question: why are the directors of the programs that are engaged in evaluation not 

placing a high priority on evaluation? It may be that these directors are concerned about the 

results from their program evaluation and how it impacts future or sustained funding and 

therefore they have not attributed any value or benefits to the evaluation process. If there is any 

truth to the latter argument, developing a success criteria for evaluation of campus mediation 

programs could address the perceived value gap and lack of benefits.   

Recommendations for improving evaluation 

The third research question inquired about the campus mediation program directors’ 

recommendations for improving evaluation in their programs. This research question was 

answered using the survey question found in the Evaluation section that solicited 

recommendations from the directors on evaluation improvement in their respective programs. 

Most of the directors who responded to this survey question offered their ideas or suggestions on 

how to improve evaluation in their respective programs. Though there were a variety of 

responses, the most common response was uncertainty or unwillingness to provide 

recommendations to improve evaluation in their own program. The program directors want to 

improve evaluation in their programs as evidenced in the results for research question two; 

however, they may not know how to accomplish this.  
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The second most popular recommendation is for a standard as a measure of success or as 

a standard for evaluating campus mediation programs. Again, this may support the idea that the 

directors want to improve evaluation but may not know how. Though mediation researchers 

argue that evaluation reports are inaccessible, limited and undocumented (Carruthers et al., 1996; 

Jones, 2004a; Miller, 1987; Rule, 1994); only a few have begun to publish evaluation standards 

though mostly for the K-12 school environment (ACR CRE Guidelines Committee, 2002; 

Conflict Management in Higher Education Resource Center, 2001; Hedeen, 2000; Jones, 

Bodtker, & Kmitta, 2000). Campus mediation programs have not contributed their evaluation 

reports to the research body-at-large or implemented any of the evaluation standards found 

within the mediation literature. It may be that these programs may not be aware of the evaluation 

literature that is available or do not feel the evaluation standards are applicable to them.  

Other popular recommendations to improve evaluation included the need for outcome 

based evaluation and for some programs it was to actually begin the process of evaluating their 

programs. This may indicate that these programs may welcome and implement evaluation 

processes for their programs. The recommendation for programs to receive more funding is a 

concern for a few programs. However, the introduction of evaluation processes can provide a 

tool to measure the success of these programs which may affect the funding they receive from 

their institutions.   

Supplemental analyses 

The additional analyses were conducted to further elaborate and extend the results. The 

goal of the analyses was to determine if there were any meaningful relationships between the 

survey responses. The variables focused on the demographic and program services information 

from the institutions. The variables chosen included the size of the institution, type of institution, 
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geographical location of the institution and the years of services offered. The size of the 

institution and the years of service were the only two variables that showed any significant 

relationships with any of the survey questions.  

It does make sense that the larger the institution the more the program services receive 

contributions from student fees because larger institutions usually receive more funding and 

resources due to their size. Funding is an important issue for campus mediation program 

directors. Hills’ (2006) study surveyed forty-four campus mediation program directors and found 

that there was a significant relationship between the presence of funding and the perceived value 

of program services among the campus community. There is enough literature on this topic that 

makes the argument that the increase in funding will enable programs to improve their services 

and engage in evaluation. In the larger institutions, the fact that more programs are supervised by 

professional staff and less by faculty may be credited to the higher volume of the campus 

community that utilizes their program services, thus warranting a need for full-time staff. The 

similar argument that larger institutions probably have a higher volume of individuals utilizing 

their services may also contribute to why they collect more data about the scope and extent of 

outreach efforts for their programs. A larger campus community usually lends itself to a diverse 

population and a need to offer varied services; this may lend to a greater need to gather 

information on the campus population. 

One of the most salient findings within the study is the overwhelming interest of campus 

mediation program directors to learn different ways of improving evaluation methods. What is 

even more interesting is that the longer the campus mediation services have been offered, the 

greater the interest in learning different ways of improving evaluation methods. Not only does 

this finding support the need to suggest ways to improve evaluation efforts but it also offers 
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insight into the programs most in need and most likely to implement any evaluation 

recommendations. As the more experienced programs (more years in service) act on the 

evaluation recommendations they receive, the novice programs will more than likely do the 

same. 

Follow-up Telephone Interviews 

The follow-up telephone interviews were conducted to further clarify survey responses 

and gain more insight into how these programs view evaluation, program success and continuity. 

I believe that offering participant anonymity may have had a profound impact on how the 

directors responded during the telephone interviews because at the beginning of the interviews 

many of the directors would verify if their responses would be anonymous. I interpreted this 

action as an indication of an effective interview where there is an open, honest, and informative 

exchange. 

Programs engaged in evaluation 

Budget cuts and high staff turnovers were at the top of the list for program challenges 

revealed during the interview process. These challenges were not in the control of the program 

directors. However, when the program directors were asked what their program will look like if 

they had unlimited support and unlimited resources, the ideas that were generated were things 

that the programs have the power to change but they may not realize. The most popular ideas 

were focused on program resources and included things that the programs could change without 

administration buy-in or monetary resources such as surveys and building relationships with 

campus affiliates. For instance, creating a program website, one of the items on the program wish 

list, could be achieved through the volunteer efforts of computer science students at any 

institution. 
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Restorative justice is a growing component of many campus mediation programs as they 

extend their services to address different types of conflicts in their campus community at the 

surrounding community at large. This type of justice deals with engaging in peaceful approaches 

(e.g. dialogue) to heal the harm and conflict to all pertaining parties. The implementation of this 

type of program can also be cost-effective if relationships are built with community mediation 

programs near the respective institutions. Another idea that was introduced was state mandated 

mediation where a state judicial system decide that contested civil matters be referred to 

alternative dispute resolution such as a mediation program. State mandated mediation may be a 

viable option for campus mediation program directors who want their programs to be a 

“…credible, professional entity, recognized by the campus community and the public” (Hills, 

2006, p.80). When states adopt this type of state mandate such as found in the state of Georgia, 

funds are allocated to higher education institutions to assist any type of mediation program such 

as campus mediation programs (CMP’s) in higher education institutions. Budget cuts may no 

longer be an issue for CMP’s when states enable statutes to establish mediation programs.  

 The recommendations for program success and establishing a standard evaluation process 

were to have a connection with the academic program, use CAS standards and illuminative 

evaluation as a basis for an evaluation framework. The campus mediation program being 

connected to the academic program allows opportunities for student and staff involvement such 

as internships, apprenticeship, labs, work-study and volunteer work (Hills, 2006). Additionally, it 

has been known to sustain program continuity due to the connection to an academic program. 

However, there are program directors who do not favor academic ties for reasons such as the 

program services being limited to the campus community and the needs of the academic faculty. 

A statistical analysis from Hills' study (2006) showed a significant relationship for funding 
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sources from non-academic departments and campus community awareness of the campus 

mediation centers. Therefore, his finding suggests that directors agree that when their programs 

receive funding from a non-academic source their campus communities are more aware of their 

program and the services offered. 

Illuminative evaluation is a naturalistic inquiry that explores the perceptions and 

experiences of the participants by engaging with the participants to ask the important evaluation 

questions. This type of evaluation seems to be very similar to participatory evaluation and action 

evaluation. While illuminative evaluation may have some merit due to its focus on description 

and interpretation, higher education administration may still need to see results from 

measurement and prediction to support the continuation of campus mediation programs. 

Programs not engaged in evaluation 

The programs that do not engage in evaluation provided information and 

recommendations in program challenges, program wish list, program implementation and a 

standard evaluation process; however, these programs did not provide any suggestions on 

program success. There were no common responses for program challenges. The lack of 

participation in program services, lack of time for outreach efforts and weak relationships with 

campus affiliates such as residential life are program challenges that the campus mediation 

programs (CMP’s) have control of and can make improvements without administration approval. 

Addressing these challenges can begin to change administration’s lack of interest in the campus 

mediation program to being interested in learning more about the program. When the CMP’s 

begin to serve the campus community “their continued success seems dependent on providing 

services that meet the needs of their constituents” so improving these program challenges will 

afford a brighter future for these programs and their respective institutions (Hills, 2006, p.77). 
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There are several reasons why administration buy-in is vital especially for these programs 

that do not engage in evaluation. First, these programs receive funding from their respective 

administration so they need to prove their worth. Unlike other self-help programs within the 

campus community such as drug and alcohol prevention and sexual assault prevention that 

receive funding from the state/federal government, campus mediation programs mostly receive 

funding from their institution. Additionally, with these self-help programs you can actually see 

the tangible results of their work through the reduction in cases but if you are not tracking your 

results and reporting your findings it is more difficult to claim program benefits.  

Second, the argument that these campus mediation program directors (and others as well) 

make is “if we get more funding we can be able to really show you that the program is successful 

but we are constantly experiencing budget cuts.” As might be expected, however, their 

administration wants to see that the program is successful, usually through a comprehensive 

evaluation, before they provide additional funding. The directors who do not engage in 

evaluation recognized that new programs need to establish a record keeping system and compile 

annual statistics and if they take this a step further and engage in a program evaluation they will 

more than likely improve program sustainability. One program recommended that the standard 

evaluation process “look to model mediation programs to see what others who have been doing 

this a while [to see what] is effective” and if these programs that are not engaged in evaluation 

take this advice they would realize that the long-standing and successful programs engage in 

rigorous evaluation. 

Finally, the programs that do not engage in evaluation are in danger of being 

discontinued. During my interview with the directors of the discontinued programs they shared 

that their programs were discontinued largely in part because the value of their campus 
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mediation program to the campus community went unnoticed, unseen, or was not communicated. 

The directors of the discontinued programs recommended the need to engage in dialogue with 

the program administration to determine the expectations and goals that the administration has 

for the campus mediation program. 

Programs that are discontinued 

The lessons provided by the discontinued programs are especially valuable because most 

directors have a fear of their programs becoming inactive or discontinued. Thus, current 

programs may be able to incorporate this information to improve their own efforts. As I shared 

previously, the directors of discontinued programs recommend discussions with the 

administration to set expectations for the program and to share the goals of the program with 

administration. The directors of the discontinued program shared that they were dealing with 

challenges such as increased workload and lack of time to focus on the needs of the program. 

Ironically, these are the same challenges that the active programs are experiencing; however, 

there is a wise truth that ‘successful people learn from the mistakes of others and people who fail 

believe that they need to make their own mistakes.’ In summary, the directors of the 

discontinued programs do not believe that the administration recognized the value of their 

program to the campus community which played a key role in the discontinuation of their 

campus mediation programs being. In addition, the directors were open and direct about their 

experiences and the value of this study now as they reflect on the challenges they face. 
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Follow-up Telephone Interviews  

Programs engaged in evaluation 

The four directors who were interviewed were asked five questions. The responses to 

these questions generated four main themes: program challenges and successes, program “wish 

list”, suggestions for program implementation and recommendations for a standard evaluation 

process.  

Program challenges and successes – Two campus mediation programs directors 

identified budget cuts and high staff turnovers as an obstacle to program goal achievement. 

These program directors stated that past budget cuts were usually a result of decreased funding 

from the state, federal government or the higher education institution. The high turnovers were 

usually the result of dean of student offices and adjunct instructors who mainly served as 

program directors and staff replacement in residential life. One director claimed that the high 

turnover contributed to “…lots of transitions…and low confidence in the program because there 

have been a lot of different people involved in the program…sometimes that has impacted the 

confidence of the program as a whole.” Another program director stated that every year their 

institution requires a different assessment focused around learning outcomes which has become a 

burdensome task.  

A claim of program success and continuity from one program director is due to their 

connection with the academic program since there is more continuity with the individual who is 

the program director. So, the program director has “the basis for teaching the courses, training 

the student mediators, and the work that the students do with the mediation center is connected 

into an academic program that also fits with the program of study whether students choose this to 

be their major or minor or take classes…courses fit into it.” Another program director claims that 
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using standards from CAS (The Council for the Advancement of Standards in Higher Education) 

has positively impacted their program’s quality of standards and contributed towards program 

continuity, however, this director also emphasized the importance of developing new ways of 

improving their program. 

Program “wish list” – Programs directors were asked to identify what their program 

would look like if they had unlimited support and resources which generated a “wish list” of 

various models of needed and ideal program resources. The most common responses were to 

increase education on conflict management through hands-on and online resources, expand 

marketing and publicity efforts, build relationships with campus affiliates, increase staff and 

training recruits, expand surveys and develop focus groups. Survey improvements included the 

introduction of mediator assessment, longitudinal post-mediation surveys and in-depth analysis 

of mediation surveys.  

Improving relationships with campus affiliates were focused around community buy-in 

for program services, engaging in broader discussions with the campus community on conflict 

management and writing more conflict management articles for the campus community. One of 

the program director’s cited that a significant part of community buy-in is influencing 

administration and decision makers about the value of mediation. For instance, the program 

director would ask upper level management, “…give me the worst cases that you still can’t 

resolve.” The program directors who engage in evaluation desire to have a stronger relationship 

with the campus community so that they can increase the awareness and utilization of their 

services. One program director wants “more specialists and liaisons that work directly with 

complaints and problem solving on campus” so that they can help build “structured relationships 

with those [campus] entities” and minimize high staff turnover.  
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Other wish list areas focused on improving delivery services and introducing restorative 

justice and state mandated mediation. The program directors who engage in evaluation believe 

that the implementation of restorative justice services addresses the social needs of the campus 

community and stays in line with the current trend of mediation services. State mandated 

mediation is not a new concept and there are a few states that have it, these program directors 

believe that this concept would classify mediation in the higher education institution as an 

“umbrella instead of looking at the components because we [most] don’t have an integrated 

system.”   

Program implementation – Program directors were not asked to provide any information 

about program implementation, this advice was given freely during the interview process. There 

was only one program director engaged in evaluation that offered advice for institutions 

interested in implementing campus mediation programs. This director acknowledged the 

importance of getting their administration involved at pre-implementation stage and keeping 

them involved so that there is never a question about program continuity. 

Standard evaluation process – One program director suggests using CAS (The Council 

for the Advancement of Standards in Higher Education) standards as an evaluation framework 

for campus mediation programs since these standards evolve from the campus judicial 

programs/services (ADR method). The second recommendation is to use the qualitative research 

model, illuminative evaluation, where the evaluation is based on the experiences of the 

participants instead of the researcher deciding the important questions to ask. This director 

believes that using this method “allows for differences in programs that have different goals and 

objectives [and]…you will discover different things that you won’t know at the outset.” 
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Programs not engaged in evaluation 

The three directors who were interviewed were asked five questions. The responses to these 

questions generated four main themes: program challenges, program “wish list”, suggestions for 

program implementation and a standard evaluation process. 

Program challenges – There were no common responses for the three program directors 

not engaged in evaluation. One program director discussed the lack of participation in program 

services which may be a result of the next challenge that was addressed, lack of time for outreach 

efforts. Another program director’s concern was that increased workload prevents further 

program development; this could also be linked to lack of time for outreach efforts. Two other 

program issues addressed by a program director was their administration’s lack of interest in 

their program and the programs not being able to work in conjunction with residential life on 

conflict management issues.  

Program implementation – The directors provided suggestions for individuals interested 

in implementing a campus mediation program. One needs to be familiar with their campus 

culture and the types of opportunities available on their respective campuses to utilize mediation 

services. Subsequently, buy-in is needed from campus affiliates, especially residential and 

judicial programs, to support one’s program services. 

Program “wish list” – The most popular models of needed and ideal program resources 

are to have more staff and trained volunteers, increase moral support, expand marketing efforts 

and introduce online intake such as a website. Other recommendations for new programs is to 

introduce post mediation and outreach efforts, establish a record keeping system and compile 

annual statistics to improve future performance. 
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Standard evaluation process – The recommendations for providing a standard evaluation 

process for campus mediation programs was varied and offered the need to create a warm, 

inviting climate, develop a mediator pool and mediator survey, conduct exit interviews with 

program participants and “look to model mediation programs to see what others who have been 

doing this a while [to see what is] is effective.” The most popular recommendations were to 

develop survey forms for program participants, conduct focus groups, and engage in informal 

meetings with the campus community. 

Programs that are discontinued 

The two programs in this category are discontinued or no longer active in their campus 

community. The program directors gave some insight into why their programs were no longer in 

existence; however, I will first provide the recommendations that these programs provided to 

prevent other programs from becoming discontinued. They recommended that program directors 

begin by having a discussion with the administration to understand the expectations for the 

program so that they can both develop a proposal documenting what the program is planning to 

accomplish. Also, programs should be engaging in role play scenarios with the administration.  

This will raise the level of awareness of the different types of conflict situations that can walk 

through the office doors thus highlighting the need for confidentiality and giving the 

administrators insight on how they can address major conflict issues. Ultimately, these program 

directors shared that they were discontinued because administration did not see the ultimate 

value that the campus mediation programs could bring to the campus community. 

Program “wish list” – These program directors provided recommendations that they feel 

could be beneficial to programs that are discontinued or on the verge of becoming discontinued. 

The directors also stated that they would be willing to implement the recommendations that they 
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provided. The first recommendation is building mediation into campus judicial services so that 

the program would not be affected by high staff turnover because the campus judicial staff 

positions would not be eliminated. The second recommendation is to implement the mediation 

option that is already built into many of the campus judicial conduct codes.  

Reflections 

During the past year I learned so much more about the practical techniques of gathering 

data, differing views on evaluation, and the hierarchical process of decision making in higher 

education. My goal was to identify new ways to deliver value to the directors, not just by 

completing this dissertation, but by engaging the directors through a self-reflection process so as 

to improve the retention, evaluation and documentation of their programs. While I can 

recommend the significance that a success standard will bring to campus mediation programs, 

we are still a far cry from such an implementation. However, there were many campus mediation 

program directors that voiced an immediate need for a success standard to assist them with their 

evaluation efforts 

Despite the limited data on campus mediation programs, one survey existed that was 

similar to my study. This existing survey was not published and had limited validation. However, 

I was able to use this survey to create the majority of my survey questions. During the survey 

design stage, I chose not to provide open responses to all the survey questions because these 

questions were not addressing my research questions. In hindsight, allowing open responses with 

the entire survey could have provided richer data for further research. 

One of the advantages of using the web survey through Survey Monkey was the ability to 

create multiple versions within the survey depending on survey responses. This allowed 

incoming responses to be tracked with the added benefit of classification of the responses into 
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three groups. The idea to classify the respondents into three groups emerged from preliminary 

information and the survey responses. The directors (survey respondents) were asked questions 

and were permitted to reciprocate with their own questions. However, I did find that there was 

some ambiguity in the survey as a result of inquiries from a few directors which the interviews 

alleviated. The group classification and interview style allowed the interviews to be directed 

towards the particular needs of the participants according to each group and as a result I received 

further insight into the survey responses and the needs of each group. The survey introduction 

could have included a more detailed explanation of the desired participant population that was 

inclusive of discontinued programs. This explanation may have had an impact on the number of 

incomplete surveys from this group early in the process. 

Practical Implications and Opportunities for Research 

A small response rate such as 20% is not uncommon for electronic survey results 

(Witmer, et al. as cited in Andrews, Nonnecke & Preece, 2003b); however the survey in this 

study received a 55% response rate which may be a result of significant interest in this subject. 

The practical implications, recommendations and opportunities for research are also limited with 

a focus on gaps within the study, survey responses and variety with the demographic population. 

1. This survey can be replicated with a larger sample of respondents. The survey can be 

modified to include more questions to address the specific concerns of program directors.  

2. This study can be expanded to include the administrators who oversee campus mediation 

programs. Obtaining the views of the administrators on evaluation, evaluation efforts, 

program goals, and the like may be valuable to the continuity of these programs.   

3.  An updated database of current campus mediation programs should be developed. The 

database can include categories for new and experienced programs as well as the 
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different types of programs that exist. Programs can then access the database to connect 

with their fellow programs. This creates a venue for program directors to discuss issues, 

such as evaluation, so that they do not have to reinvent the wheel and can glean from 

previously learned lessons (Rule, 1994). 

4. A survey with campus mediation program directors should be developed and 

administered to determine the components for an evaluation framework or evaluation 

processes. At the conclusion of the survey research, one can design a working evaluation 

framework or processes that directors can implement. 

5. A qualitative study that focuses on personal interviews with campus mediation program 

directors could be conducted to address the gaps in this study such as identifying and 

understanding the reasons why some campus mediation programs are no longer in 

existence or become non-active.  

6. This study can also be expanded to include different types of conflict 

management/mediation programs within the education system or community 

environment such as ombuds programs and community mediation programs. 

7. This study can be explored from a micro level perspective by gathering data on goal 

clarification within campus mediation programs. Do these programs use goals to achieve 

program success? If so, how do they use goals to achieve program success? Are goals 

used to evaluate their programs? If so, how?
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Question 8: What types of services does your program provide (check all that apply)? 
 

Other (please specify): 
 

1. “Group facilitation” 
2. “Facilitation” 
3. “Facilitation”  
4. “Restorative Justice, policy interpretation/consultation” 
5. “EAP” 
6. “Conflict Resolution Class and Certification” 
7. “Facilitation” 
8. “Facilitation”   
9. “Many questions in this survey are not directly applicable for the Community Mediation 

  Center (CMC). CMC is a part of the Kansas Institute for Peace and Conflict Resolution 
  (KIPCOR) and many items, including all of the services, pertain to KIPCOR as a whole.  
 Because of the different components of KIPCOR's program, I cannot answer the 
  following question at all. We have evaluations and goals on some of our programs but 
  not on others. Because the next question demands an answer or I can't get out of the 
  survey, I will answer it strictly for CMC but it does not reflect all of our programs.” 

10. “Outreach events, consultations” 
11. “Victim Offender Mediation” 
12. “Ombuds services” 
13. “Restorative Justice Facilitation Sessions, Conflict Resolution Campus Events” 
14. “Experiential Education programs for at-risk youth and residents of correctional 

  facilities” 
15. “Small claims and neighbor to neighbor mediation” 
16. ‘We have offer all the services listed except arbitration, but we have not actually DONE 

 anything all year. The program is entirely unfunded. Tonight we hold a "visioning" 
  session to decide if/how to continue or revitalize the program.’ 

17. “Mediator trainee mentoring” 
 
Question 12: What types of data do you collect about your program services (check all that  
  apply)? 
 

Other (please specify): 

1. “Demographic info”  
2. “I believe we have questionnaires.” 
3. “User demographics, skills and development of parties” 

 
Question 13: How are mediation services evaluated (check all that apply)? 
 

Other (please specify): 

1. “Success of the mediation: reaching agreement, relationship changed/improved” 
2. “We provide four-week follow up calls to participants” 
3. “Basic Mediation Training” 
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Question 14: How often do you evaluate your program? 
 

Other (please specify): 

1. “As needed” 
2. “Unsure, just started taking over program” 
3. “Following a mediation”   
4. “Ongoing” 
5. “We continuously asses party satisfaction surveys and review session outcomes.” 
6.  “Monthly reporting metrics are reviewed and collected as we are still in the  

development phase.” 
7. “Ongoing basis”  
8. “Each time mediation services are utilized, participants complete a survey.” 

 
Question 16: What evaluation methods do you use (check all that apply)? 
 

Other (please specify): 

1. “Administrative feedback” 
2. “Focus group” 

 
Question 21: What would you recommend to improve evaluation in your program? 
 

1. “Having a standard”   
2. “NA”    
3. “Compare to other institutions”   
4. “More funding for training and sending mediators to Conferences”   
5. “Additional funding for evaluation”   
6. “Our "mediation program" is small component of what we do so the mediation evaluation 

  questions are part of a much larger evaluation. Would like to change this.” 
7. “We have trouble getting people to utilize program, so little data to interpret...” 
8. “Standardized research tools” 
9. “Time necessary to support more evaluation, an online participate evaluation that was  

 completely anonymous and that participants would take the time to use” 
10. “More cases to analyze; cost of conflict formulas (for organizational versus legal 

 conflicts).” 
11. “More money and staff “  
12. “Survey of outcome goals” 
13. “Learning outcomes based evaluation” 
14. “Feedback from participants” 

 
Question 24: What would you recommend to improve evaluation in your program? 
 

1. “A form”  
2. “Not sure”   
3. “I don't know”   
4. “Not sure” 
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5. “Feedback from participants” 
6. “Don't know” 
7. “NA” 
8. “Standardized instrument”  
9. “Success metrics which are both quantitative and qualitative” 
10. “More man power” 
11. “Questionnaire for mediators and participants after the mediation process’ 
12. “Review policies, promotion, practices for ways to promote use of services by diverse  

 individuals” 
13. “Need more capacity (resources) to do so” 
14. “Resources” 
15. “More intentionality... it is currently examined in conjunction with the discipline 

  program” 
16. “I do not know”  
17. “Follow-up with parties” 
18. “Written yearly evaluation report” 
19. “I am not sure”  
20. “Unsure” 
21. “Template” 
22. “We do not currently have a formal evaluation program.” 
23. “It would have to matter to the administration” 
24. “To have an evaluation”   
25. “A sustainable staffing model: currently the ED and case manager are the same person” 
26. “Being able to allocate more staff time and resources in order to complete on-going 

 evals” 
27. “Nothing” 
28. “More of it”  
29. “Establish an evaluation procedure” 
30. “Make sure what you measure what you really trying to achieve” 
31. “We need a standard measure for success that is specific and purposeful.” 
32. “Use of metrics designed around learning outcomes.” 
33. “First, we need to actually DO something. This is a student organization that has gone  

 dormant. Then, we need to adopt evaluation. We TEACH evaluation of conflict  
 resolution initiatives here, but with a dormant student organization, there is nothing to 
  evaluate. In the past the program DID do evaluation or interventions.” 

34. “Computerized results” 
35. “I don't know that I have specific recommendations. While improvement is always  

 desired, improvement in evaluation is not a top priority.” 
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FOLLOW-UP TELEPHONE INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 
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Programs engaged in evaluation 

1. Your survey response indicated that you are evaluating your program? Has anything 

changed since then? If so, why? 

2. Your response to one of the survey questions, “with regard to the goals of your program, 

the most important considerations are _________________ (training & 

development/program satisfaction/policies & procedures/resources/outreach 

efforts/administration buy-in).  

How does this goal have an impact on whether or not you evaluate the program? 
 

3. What do you measure? How are you measuring these areas? If you had to design a 

standard evaluation process, what would you include? 

4. The research shows that campus mediation programs need to evaluate and measure…I 

see that you are measuring A and B, is there some reason you haven’t included C? 

5. If you knew you had unlimited support and unlimited resources, what would your 

program look like? 

Programs not engaged in evaluation 

1. Your survey response indicated that you are not evaluating your program? Has anything 

changed since then? If so, why? 

2. If you had to design a standard evaluation process, what would you include? 

3. Your response to one of the survey questions, “with regard to the goals of your program, 

the most important considerations are ________________ (training & 

development/program satisfaction/policies & procedures/resources/outreach 

efforts/administration buy-in).  

How does this goal have an impact on whether or not you evaluate the program? 
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4. The research shows that campus mediation programs need to evaluate and 

measure…What do you think are the major reasons that you aren’t evaluating the 

program? 

5. If you knew you had unlimited support and unlimited resources, what would your 

program look like? 

Discontinued programs 

1. Your survey response indicated that you had mediation services in the past, but these 

services have been discontinued? Has anything changed since then? If so, why? 

2. What factor(s) led to the program being discontinued? 

3. When you had a program, did you do evaluation? 

a. If no, why not? 
 
b. If yes, what did you measure? How did you measure these areas? How were the results 
   
 used? 
 

4. If you were to give tips to a campus mediation program to ensure that they are not 

discontinued, what would they be? 

    OR 
If there was something that you could do differently to ensure that the program was not  
 
discontinued, what would it be? Anything else? 

 


