WEB-BASED EVALUATION SURVEY OF CAMPUS MEDIATION
PROGRAMS: PERCEPTIONS FROM THE FIELD

A Dissertation
Submitted to

The Temple University Graduate Board

In Partial Fulfillment
of the Requirements for the Degree

DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY

by
Gayon Monique Daniel

February, 2009



©

by
Gayon Daniel
2009
All Rights Reserved



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 educati
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 addressfhct within US
colleges and universities. However, recent data indicate that there are jusD@yeograms
which points to a decline and raises questions as to the value of campus mediation goograms
higher education institutions. A hindrance to addressing the questions raised hae lhestetl
amount of empirical research and published data on evaluation use within campu®mediat
programs. Accordingly, the purpose of this study was to gather information frormyfsisa
mediation program directors regarding their use of program evaluation in order tot sugyges
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 rmmgffes u
web-survey and follow-up telephone interviews. The web-based survey used tndiiie/as

adapted from an online campus mediation program survey developed by Rick Olshak and



modified. The web-survey consisted of four sections: Demographics, DescripSemnutes,
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 toipateicOf the 108
directors, there were a total of 59 respondents representing a 55% resporideerat were nine
respondents who participated in a follow-up telephone interview. Data analytie fresearch
guestions utilized rank order, frequencies, and averages; supplemental am#lysdsan
independent samples t-test, one-way ANOVA'’s and Pearson correlations.

Results indicated that evaluation received one of the lowest priority rankengragram
goal, however, most of the directors indicated that they would be very interestadhinde
different ways of improving their evaluation methods and having a standard evalyaicess.
The most prevalent concerns and recommendations from the telephone follow-upwservi
focused on acquiring buy-in of administration and campus affiliates, improviggapnasurveys,

addressing budget cuts and decreasing high staff turnovers.
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

National and local media headlines reddhool fears on the rise - Threats are increasing,
and schools are reacting - or, some say, overreacting” (Colimore, 2007); “Spgreadd of
campuscrises crucial, senate told ways to prevent violence sought” (Weil, 20@IjA
different kind of admissions process - Today's college applications are sgrémreriminal
offenses and bad behavigBoccella, 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 Uafie=d St
“Conflict has plagued humanity since the beginning of time. It exists goaiéties and human
relationships. Any time individuals or groups are so intertwined so that themsaeffect one
another, conflict is natural and inevitable” (Daniel, 2000, p.1). Without conflict, problems a
seldom faced and resolved (Myers, 1987).

“Conflict is a fact of life in general” and a way of life in the Amenigzhool 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 éamfict
these venues which often exhibit inappropriate ways to deal with conflintglD2000) and
thus, students often view conflict as negative (destructive) rather than p(=imngtructive) 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 younglaeslivith the
expectation that they know how to deal with conflict despite never gaining the agggopr

modeling skills from society.



Unfortunately, many eighteen year olds within colleges and universidiesdenflict
management from their peers and the campus environment. Only a small nunfleteehe
year olds possess positive conflict resolution skills and for this reason eigletaeolds are
ineffective at modeling for each other when it comes to conflict manaddkvarters, 2000).
Colleges and universities are examples of environments where cekillstare not only
needed, they are also required. For this reason, campus mediation progranp®daaim
because they help to address the conflicts that occur on campuses due to studept dhersit
presence of mediation and conflict education programs in colleges and univatsdies
“...provide more proactive and holistic approaches to conflict...for a number of universities
faced with expensive lawsuits, labor strikes, grievances, and negativeattedteon” (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 theléaitiees of

society.

Statement of the Problem

Mediation has become a widely accepted approach to address conflict witbge @and
university campuses across the United States. This approach claims to ptoweEleus benefits
such as educational improvements and reduction in litigation costs versus ti@nthdi
disciplinary procedures used in campus settings. These reported beafitsuted 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 facedrcfriocrs
researchers and the academic community for not assessing the values#rtheas (Carruthers,
Sweeney, Kmitta & Harris, 1996; Druckman, 2005; Hills, 2006; Miller, 1987; \War2800).

Since 1998, only two studies have assessed the number of campus mediation programs withi



the United States (Hills, 2006; Olshak, 2005). Although campus mediation programssjCMP’
have experienced rapid growth and decline, there is still a deficiency in thatewaland
documentation of these programs. Warters (2000) argues that “a systamaatsss of the

overall effectiveness of campus mediation programs...has yet to be atteifmptesl). While
there has been at least 70 written research materials on university displitBae programs,
only fifteen percent of this research addressed the effectiveness andliemative dispute
resolution in higher education (Warters, 2000) and even less research haveddkplore
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 effestiviecempus
mediation programs is at best limited and minimal within the body of literafine few studies
that are published only assess program needs with regard to improving the evatitateofe
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 shpdhlata on the
evaluation of campus mediation programs.

Due to the limited number of empirical research articles that areblaifjuestions
continue to be raised concerning the value of campus mediation programs to thedhigiagion
system. How many active campus mediation programs are there wittumited States? How
many active campus mediation programs engage in evaluation? Whanharesagaediation
programs doing to measure the success or effectiveness of their pro@amthe needs of the
campus community (students, faculty, staff, and the like) be met through carmagiasion

programs? This is only a sample of the type of questions that need to be addlesseswers



to these questions may shed some light on why there is a lack of evaluatiochraselaan
absence of a standard of success for evaluating campus mediation progiéensl@37;

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 believed thfeegakiation
is to improve the delivery of services by examining the implementation andtiofgarograms
(Posavac & Carey, 2003). Evaluation can provide consumers, clients, funding agencies and
policymakers an assessment of the value of a program’s services afydagatbuntability
(Druckman, 2005). Higher education administrators are also interestedvalileehat 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 thoroygls axia
campus mediation program (Rule, 1994). The mediation literature has failed wepaovi
standard of success or evaluation criteria for evaluating the suceadtsctiveness of campus
mediation programs; this is not surprising given the small number of researds siudire are
several authors who support the need for criteria or a set of standardsitdesksdiation
programs (O’Doherty, 1989; Ross, 2001; Warters, 2000); however, few elaborate on what
components need to be established (Conflict Management in Higher Education Resotece C

2001; Hedeen, 2000; Hills, 2006).



There are numerous research articles that provide evaluation recommengatianisy
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 di(eidiers
2007; Miller, 1987). There are no known articles or studies, for example, which have&kam
the perceptions of evaluation among campus mediation program directors. Atieagislop a
universal standard for evaluating mediation programs will be faced with theradmlbf
integrating the different types of programs and satisfying diffgnegram stakeholders
(program staff, administration, etc). Exploring the perceptions of thegrodirectors can
contribute to a standard evaluation process that may benefit other campaisomguograms
and may provide valuable data to the mediation literature which can lead to islea® 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 regaveingtion use. To date,
only two research studies have assessed the number of active campus medgriaonspwithin
the United States (Hills, 2006; Olshak, 2005). Although the most recent researcbwducted
over two years ago, almost one-half of the programs assessed in priohgeabeen
discontinued or become inactive. To this end, exploring the perceptions of evaluationrand cur
practices of campus mediation program directors can contribute to the @lgo@tof this
research—to improve the retention, evaluation and documentation of campus mediation

programs.



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 waysdod their
evaluation efforts. To address this issue, a web-based survey was dewagld@ebininistered 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 frormmogra
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 limgadsacthe
list was obtained from previous research on campus mediation programs and from & outda
database of campus mediation programs given that about one-half of these progeams hav
become discontinued or inactive. The decision to use this list as the only contacaiitionvas
based on how difficult it would be to contact every US higher education institutioguioe
about the existence of a campus mediation program. The data generated inyhiestud
limited to campus mediation programs within the United States. Additionallysttidg was

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



Limitations of the Study

In order to verify that the contact information on campus mediation program directors
was accurate, | contacted institutions on an individual basis. Contactingtthgiors to inquire
if the campus mediation programs were active proved to be a daunting task. Bed¢orimg the
final verification on individual program contact information, | experienced severaéphon
transfers to different departments and leaving messages. Data werellaaed from the
program directors who gave consent to be a part of the study. The data from thigestudged
to provide recommendations; the recommendations were based on the surveyopesroépti
campus mediation directors of which there will be no independent verification ofdlbponses.

The original (preexisting) survey (Olshak, 2005) and the survey designed for tlyis stud
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 surveyy bfahe incomplete
surveys were represented by directors who did not have active campus mediatiamaupl
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 $iergtograms
were no longer in existence. However, the directors that were reluctartitigate in the
survey could have been a valuable resource to better understand thetfiattes to their
programs being discontinued.

Some of the challenges of using the internet (web) as a delivery mode g&rrvey
included technical difficulties and response issues. For instance, thera vesv directors who

contacted me because they did not receive the email with the link to the surwemnahbave



been unaware that the email was in their junk mailbox, or the email may have beenrhongd a
the multiple emails that they received. Other directors contacted me abess &sues such as
connectivity problems while attempting to connect to the survey. Due to timgasotssmany

of the directors contacted me to request additional time to complete the afteraywas

closed, others took months to complete the survey, and some were not interestedpatpaytic

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 reanhaiggeement 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” [Blak’s

Dictionary 112 (8th ed. 1999)].

Campus Judicial Programs/Servicesisually found in a higher education institution (HEI) and
in this document the word “campus” is added to distinguish it from “judicial setvices
representing the court system. These programs or services exist ¥e rzsupus judicial
matters and coordinate informational sessions and training. Usuallygdhefghese programs
or services is to support the institution’s educational mission and goals by promssaifeg a
viable campus environment by providing a disciplinary system for students that cenlapes

community standards (e.g. Student Code of Conduct).



Campus Mediation Program a mediation program usually found within a higher education
institution, college or university, that provides mediation and conflict educatiocegtoi 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 (Nationatisi®n 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, betielesair

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 differentIsdeiatity 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, 14).

Effectiveness determines the success of an intervention or program; explores whethmalthe g

(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).



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 newtral thi
party (mediator) to discuss or work through their conflict; whereby, the pargen full control
of the decision making process (O’Doherty, 1989).

Negotiation— process where two or more individuals resolve differences and allocate essourc

Ombuds Progranfsingular term known as “ombudsman” or “ombudsperson”) — a college or
university program authorized by an institution of higher education. The indivithadlaork in
these programs are called ombudspersons and they “...confidentiallyereoeiplaints,
concerns or inquiries about alleged acts, omissions, improprieties, and/or brotataicsys
problems within the ombudsman's defined jurisdiction and to listen, offer optionsatacilit
resolutions, informally investigate or otherwise examine these issugemtntly and
impartially” on behalf of university members (University and College Omsdsciation,

2000).

Peer Mediation and Conflict Resolution Programschool-based programs commonly found in
K-12 grades. These programs are characterized agpeotess whereby students who are in
conflict agree to abide by certain rules in resolving their conflict with thstasse 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).

10



Program Evaluation- “...the systematic collection of information about the activities,
characteristics, and outcomes of programs to make judgments about the prograwe im

program effectiveness, and/or inform decisions about future programming” (Patton, 2397, p

11



CHAPTER Il

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

The existing alternative dispute resolution literature provides descrgitv@anecdotal
information on the various types of conflict education initiatives in higthecaion (Harrison,
2004; Hills, 2006; Volpe & Chandler, 2001; Warters, 2000). These initiatives include tonflic
education courses, ombuds programs, mediation centers (commonly found in law cehters a
human resources) and campus mediation programs.

The mediation literature has made an attempt through the years to addnessd for
evaluation research among campus mediation programs and the lack of ¢ mhgtia ca
evaluation criteria by providing specific toolkits and frameworks (Car@mudlict Resolution
Resources, 2003; Conflict Management in Higher Education Resource Center, 2001; Hills, 2006;
Warters, 2000). Despite the fact that the literature has made a concestetbgifovide
evaluation recommendations to campus mediation programs, there is no known published
research reporting that any program has utilized the recommended tantkitmeworks.
Consequently, there is no known study that has assessed how campus mediation program
directors view evaluation and evaluation recommendations. Though evaluatioolreséan
campus mediation programs has faced some criticism, it has just begun to bloskere &
still much to explore and achieve. One of the purposes of this dissertation istéohiegrocess
by finding out how the campus mediation program directors view their prograhesdarrent
environment of higher education. This dissertation may lead these programeasenbeir
interest in performing evaluations of their services and publishing the rektlitsse

evaluations.

12



The review of the literature is divided into three sections. The firgbadotgins by
discussing the history of alternative dispute resolution (ADR) and how this reavgave 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 camptismmedia
programs and their evaluation efforts. The second section discusses prograticvahd its
methodological approaches. As such, there is a focus on evaluation research tidmedia
programs and campus mediation programs and how Systems Theory applies to this enzironme
The final section discusses the current state of campus mediation progchths eole 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 impodgiat with
funding agencies, practitioners, institutions, and the public. Congress passiatidagn the
1990's that authorizes and encourages federal agencies to utilize ADR as afmednsing
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 pldgstem (refers
here to the court system). This led to the organization of a national conferenceote gigitial
practices. As a result, the association proposed “alternative forms of disgnitgioa, in
particular mediation and arbitration, would ease congested courts, reduceesdttime, and
minimize costs” (Turan & Taylor, 1997, p.4). Negotiation and mediation are the nuzdy wi
used approaches of Alternative Dispute Resolution. These approaches emphasitanatioigr

analyzing, and resolving disputes with the conflicting parties in an informabanvent. The

13



theory that underpins alternative dispute resolution stresses “informatigytd face
communication, problem-solving orientation, parties shaping the processes, ddwnysions
consensus... [and] third party assistance” (Turan & Taylor, 1997, p.3). “Alteriiaspate
Resolution (ADR) means any procedure, agreed to by the parties of a disputech they use
the services of a neutral party to assist them in reaching agreemevioadidg litigation...
ADR also is intended as a vehicle for improving communication between the .péanel$
provides a forum for creative solutions to disputes that better meet the needpastids (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 transactids,dogh satisfaction with

outcomes, and positive relationships as well as durable solutions” (Turan &,T838ar, p.10).

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

the number of lawsuits brought against universities by students and faculty edciessrest
also began to grow in the use of alternative methods to resolve or reduce coivilatErs,
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, wineuisad
third party, assists the disputants in developing options for either reaching anyolomtaually
acceptable solution (McDermott, Obar, Jose, & Bowers, 2000) or inviting the dispotahtgpe
the process rather than direct the process (Folger & Bush, 2001). Some of thel teguetas
of mediation include saving time and money (McDermott et al., 2000; Varmall&v&th,

2000), preserving the relationship of disputing parties (McDermott et al., 2000), pptigiin
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participant satisfaction (Carruthers et al., 1996; McGillis, 1997) and emgishident learning
(Carruthers et al., 1996; Jones, 2004a). So, how are these benefits substantiaaad¥dht
this question lies in the results of program evaluation which seeks to make judgooentha
program and its reported benefits.

Mediation programs have been established in many different fields sudbhcatien,
law, business, community relations, government, and international arenagldfefflaw and
education, where mediation programs are most common, are characteriasibyariety of
programs. As a consequence, there has been an increasing demand to evaluatthesether
programs are achieving what they were designed to produce. As several haiterpointed out
the actual research on the impact of these programs is scarce (Church &@&hQOKd2;
FitzGibbon, 1999; Jones, 2004b; O’'Doherty, 1989; Peerenboom & Scanlon, 2005; Warters,
2000). The limited research could be attributed to several reasons, one of whichecthadt
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. Anotmsoneould be
that the results of the evaluation, while supportive, was only for internal prega&eholder 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 incentivepéhad ty
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 piogrgact, but a
majority of this research might have remained unpublished. Moreover, since tlaionedi
programs that publish their evaluations and program impact findings are usudllpdutiie

requirements of their funding entities this could have the effect of biasimgsbarch toward a
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positive view of program effectiveness. An increase in the publication of evaluedearch
may provide validity to the reported benefits of mediation programs and quiet tke wbibeir

critics.

Mediation Programs in Community and Education Settings

Mediation programs within community and education settings are becomieg mor
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 oatiwdprograms
which has prompted these programs to investigate their effectivenesshteralgation
research. There are many more programs within community and eduedtiogssthat have
documented their evaluation and success efforts due to funding requirements;rhoarapes
mediation programs still lack sufficient data in these areas. For tB@eaxploring the
evaluation efforts of programs similar to campus mediation programs such as communi
mediation programs and peer mediation/conflict resolution (K-12) programs magter

valuable information for campus mediation programs.

Community Mediation Programs

The judicial system was in conflict on how to effectively deal with the nahde@amber
of minor court cases and disputes concerning neighbors, relatives, religious, leaders
acquaintances, and the like (Hedeen, 2004; McGillis, 1997); however, the justioe syste
required to handle these types of cases since no alternative method existezlldia 1960’s
and early 1970’s, a number of experimental programs were developed to deal withrsarch mi
criminal cases more effectively” (McGillis, 1997, p.bhis resulted in the establishment of

neighborhood justice centers and community mediation programs in many US cit@s. The
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centers were originally designed to address conflict in neighborhoods andingresnand
alleviate the concerns of the court system (Harrington & Merry, 1988). kamers have now
expanded their services to include family/custody disputes, juvenile and sceedIbadiation,
victim/offender mediation and other types of civil disputes. It is estimbhtddtiere 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 disdiate
reportedly greater than 45,500 annually, these statistics are only limitexistates or regions
that have conducted research due to the limited evaluation of community programs ona nati
level (National Association For Community Mediation, n.d.).

O’Doherty (1989) conducted a critical analysis of McGillis’ study thatluated 29
community dispute-resolution programs. His analysis revealed a gap in Gidiststudy
because it became evident that much of the published research does not confain speci
information about the types of evaluation methods used or the instruments used tmeeterm
effectiveness. Hedeen (2004) provides a critical analysis of US commueutiation programs
and their evaluation results. He found that many of these programs had liouiteessof data
given that a typical study used only one or two evaluation measures. Hedeamlsaber of
possible outcome measures that were reported in the extant researchtieresates,
participant satisfaction, perception of fairness, durability of results, abtiroesefficiency.

What Hedeen mentions, however, is that most community mediation program studiethese
most one or two of these outcome measures, with almost no study collecting datalen a w
enough variety of such outcomes. He summarizes this research by indicatitigere is a
scarcity of evaluation research among community mediation programs dumite@ number

of measures, very few recently published studies and probably many more unpubliskesd studi
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Despite the limited evaluation measures, community mediation programshgve |
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 beeiprove
the existing evaluations, more data and analysis need to be provided taeBtailish positive
contributions in the field because “without data and analysis, on what basis doex:tive pf
community mediation improve?” (Hedeen, 2004, p.125). McGillis (1997) recognizes, as does
O’Doherty and Hedeen, that evaluation research efforts for communitytroegeograms
should involve rigorous comparative studies of such programs as well as the assesgment a

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 instiilt&m
values were goals mentioned in President Clinton’s “Call to Action forrisare Education in
the 2F' 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 CliG#E, [Conflict
Resolution Education] programs are estimated to be in place in fifteen thousaedtio t
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 feftssm ef
“A Blueprint for Strengthening the No Child Left Behind Act” (U.S. Deparitred Education,
2007). The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 declares that instruction within our school system
needs to be theory based and rigorously evaluated (Jones, 2004b). Reported benefits of pe
mediation and conflict resolution programs have been credited to an increaseiah confl

resolution skills, positive social and emotional development, peaceful and constiestnreg
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environments, and reduction of violence and/or conflict (Carruthers et al., 1996;, Raok|

Jones, 2004a, 2004b). The evaluation efforts of peer mediation and conflict resolution programs
have solely focused on the previously mentioned benefits as outcome measuresmnnidgter
program effectiveness. Jones (2004b) argues that earlier literateesegrimarily focus on the
prevention of violence (e.g. reduction of violence) as an indicator of effectiveat@afiolution
education (CRE) programs. Since the literature reviews was not, in g@verall supportive of

the program’s effectiveness in this arena, the conclusion that was drawn bgfdbme

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

mediation and conflict resolution programs overlooks the fact that these progremadiaple
outcomes, only one of which is the prevention of violence.

In summary, there is now a great deal of evaluation research condéming
effectiveness of conflict resolution education (Jones, 2004b). While not all céske@rch is
unequivocally supportive of this movement, in general the research supports the previously
mentioned reported benefits of peer mediation and conflict resolution programs. Althoug
empirical research is needed, the field of peer mediation and conflict resosubibia 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 (ABR) 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 theteni

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

and collectively bargained over contracts” (Warters, 2000, p.13). During this tinod perbuds
programs were being created by universities to deal with student conflithe late 1970’s,
opposite from the late 1960’s, decreased enrollment and a tight economy spurred éeighten
campus conflicts due to the non-availability of resources (Warters, 2000). Adta res
universities experienced an increase in lawsuits from students and fabudtijed’to a
heightened interest to employ alternative methods to resolve or reducetsamiinin 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 Cente
of Mediation in Higher Education promoted the utilization of mediation to resolve csrdh
campus administrators, staff and faculty. During this era, many publicahoaged that
addressed campus conflict resolution methods. This was the early stageo$ caetiation
programs. In the early 1990’s, President Clinton’s “Reinventing Government” canyas the
precursor to the new Complaint Resolution Manual that changed the way thaptrenizmt of
Education dealt with civil rights complaints. The manual encouraged the frie@ngpecof
information within the campus institutions with regard to complaints to move towéaed fas
resolutions (Thomas & Leff, n.d.). This precedent addressed academic anificcmmnfticts.

The higher education institutions were now concentrating their efforts alwirgsconflicts at
the lowest level. Resolving disputes in different aspects of campus life waes mayor concern.
The 1990’s also witnessed an increase in campus mediation programs and as a restlt the f

National Conference on Campus Mediation Programs was held in spring 1990 as8yrac
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University. In 1994 the campus mediation system merged with the National Assotoat
Mediation in Education (NAME) and became the National Institute for Dispigel&R&n
(NIDR). In 1996 NIDR merged to become Conflict Resolution Education Network (GREne
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 departtudety, lsegal
centers and dean of student offices. Even though they may be housed in these carnesus entit
they usually offer a confidential and private setting. These programs rsainky the residence
halls, Greek life, student government, campus judicial services, faculygstialent activities as
well as individual students. Their program services are most needed in {asdaob spots for
conflict such as dormitories, classrooms, faculty-student relations, studergrnéers, campus
judicial services, student clubs and organizations, employee relationg(¥yaf00), and more
recently in the surrounding communities as campuses expand their jurisdicbigrar®r
personnel usually consist of students, faculty, volunteers, and staff members.sSfadatlty,
staff, and community members usually deliver program services in the aascbing,
workshops, mediation, facilitation, conciliation, and diversity. Many campus nued@bgrams
are not usually self-supporting and often rely on the budget, resources ant@ssisthe
campus entities where they are housed. Funding for campus mediation programs var
depending upon the campus entities that they are linked with, thus program budgetgean ra
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. Campusiomedia

programs (CMP’s) can “help build a college or university’s capacity to respooaficts...”
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constructively and provide support for the mission and goals of higher education arstituti
(Warters, 2000, p.161). Higher education institutions without campus mediation programs try
find different ways to deal with conflicts as they occur such as using caogciglj
programs/services and impromptu mediation sessions. However, the existence'®ta@mMP

help to deal with the campus conflicts at the lower level before they escalategascjudicial
programs/services and student conduct programs.

It has been more than forty-five years (late 1960’s) since the conaegrnpius
mediation was first introduced and thirty years (1979) since conflict geament was introduced
to the higher education institution in the form of campus mediation programs. Wheuascam
mediation programs burst onto the scene they were well received with thrivingsaddet
plenty of support. Today as conflict continues to rise on college and universipyses, these
once thriving programs are facing massive budget cuts, lack of attentibalnamst certain
extinction. It is out of a sense of urgency and a matter of survival that the need datiegal
these programs arose in order to better understand their impact and valueatopgbe

community.

Program Evaluation

Program evaluation is a methodological process that explores whether arpvomyies
as intended; in other words, it answers the question ‘do program outcomes mepéethatiexs
of program goals.’ Funding agencies, policymakers, consumers and cliemtsrarmterested in
programs engaging in evaluation to assess the value of their services angsatishtability
(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 deliverpafeseby

examining the implementation and impact of programs (Posavac & Carey, 2008)isF
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reason, the evaluation of educational programs can serve as a powerful togréumng
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) documiegpitdiam
objectives have been achieved, 3) provide information about the delivery of prograsasservi
and 4) allow program staff to make changes that will affect prograeute#ness. Probably the
most common reason for conducting evaluation activities is the requiremerdaridatary
evaluation to account for funding educational programs. The growing number aitevalu
methods and diverse settings makes it a more daunting task to set standardsr deve
frameworks for evaluating education programs; however, the quality atidwty 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 tewalloat
they are too numerous to mention. However, the most common evaluation approaches used for
mediation programs are formative evaluation, summative evaluation, outcome ewcdinati
action evaluation. Some mediation programs focus on formative evaluatiorpforing
programs while others focus on summative evaluation to judge the value of prograrass Ther
another segment of mediation programs that use outcome evaluation to examine program
effectiveness and outcomes of the program. The final approach used is actioncevahtnath
has been popular among conflict resolution entities largely due to the opportunéif-for s
evaluation.

Formative evaluation, otherwise known as developmental evaluation or impdeiment

evaluation, usually occurs during the development stage. Formative evatuatiswhether or
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not the program has achieved its goals and its intended effect in order to provide infothadt
can be used for program improvement. Summative evaluation involves judging theofvart
program usually during or at the end of the program activities. The focus faragive
evaluation is on the assessment of intermediate and long term outcomes asdQastoime
evaluation can be in the form of a formative evaluation or summative eoalaatil it examines
program effectiveness as well as outcomes of the program to stated obj@ctéxpsctations
(Conflict Management in Higher Education Resource Center, 2001). Outcome evabaati
sometimes be a challenging task due to feasibility, cost, and the extendadlange to wait
for the evaluation results. More often than not, formative and summative evalgaigedi
simultaneously by many mediation programs. Programs that are nedeo tese formative
evaluation since outcome data are not typically available.

Action evaluation is a newer non-traditional type of evaluation that incorporéites se
evaluation procedures within the organizations thereby allowing the progrtkemslders to
become actively engaged in the process (Rothman, 1998). This type of evakibtiead on a
mix of participatory evaluation, theory of organizational learning and conésolution. Action
evaluation provides a practical approach for evaluation because it is gigoifesigned and
intended for use in different types of educational environments. Although action erahesi
been criticized for its lack of generalizability, its strengths oftprality and useful information
on programs provide a greater benefit to educational organizations (Caretthér 1996).

Slaikeu and Hasson (1998) believe that the organization and particularly pdttias w
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 prograrmi@vaua

establish the specific questions the evaluation addresses or the sgpeiits @f the program
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environment which will yield the most useful model (Posavac & Carey, 2003). As anpasd it
is to align the program services to the specific needs of each organizatiopus&@onflict
Resolution Resources, 2003), it is of equal if not greater importance to have thafitiorm

provided by the evaluation address the needs of organizations.

Evaluation Research of Mediation Programs

Mediation programs have different evaluation criteria for what they estady effective
programs. This diversity of approaches has had the tendency to dilute the walidéy results.
For example, a majority of the current mediation literature revealsgdiaition programs that
engage in evaluation of their programs predominately depend on client satsfeempliance
and resolution rates and mediator effectiveness as a major source of datenbndgirogram
effectiveness (Hedeen, 2004; Johnson & Johnson, 1996; O’Doherty, 1989). Simpleavaluati
measures such as those previously mentioned are normally utilized in theystamt and have
yielded minimal benefit towards the survivability of campus mediation pmogyrainlike
mediation programs, court mediation programs generally focus on containing tbé disputes
by attempting to lower the cost of litigation and decreasing the timere€ldoi resolve disputes.
The focus of mediation programs is opposite that of court systems in that mediati@amzage
subject to accountability and funding requirements and thus their focus is on survidiatide
programs should implement a solution that takes into account the requirements fay &natlin
accountability that these programs deal with everyday.

However, it is possible that mediation programs may continue their focus orsitmgde
evaluation methods due to the historic connection of mediation to alternativeedisgaiution

where the goal is to settle cases quickly, effectively and inexpendindight of this, the ‘why’
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IS not as important to the continuity and success of mediation programs as to ‘what’ caa be don
to change the practice of using simple evaluation methods.

There is an ongoing discussion in the mediation field that there are no fixed dsamdar
criteria for evaluating mediation programs that are meaningful to dilathen arenas (d’Estrée,
Fast, Weiss, & Jakobsen, 2001; Folger, Della Noce, & Antes, 2001; Hills, 2006; Otfpoher
1989). However, the mediation programs themselves may argue that tlydve difficulty in
implementing or adhering to evaluation standards or criteria due torfhegsaature of these
programs. Although this argument may have some merit, the funding agencies and
administrators that hold mediation programs accountable may need more condeteesthan
the simple evaluation measures to validate documented program succesaeé&bsro be
standards or criteria on what constitutes effective mediation progranesabawthors within the
mediation field attempt to address this concern or present anecdotal eviderica constitutes
an effective or successful mediation program but very few provide empiricahegide 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 prograatieral
has grown rapidly because information is needed to meet the obligation of providingeffecti
services” (p.3), the mediation literature suggests that there needs to beeasdncrevaluation
efforts, empirical research and robust methodological approaches. Oherallirpose of
evaluation research is to revise and improve mediation programs as wellfgshestiexistence

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 ideatoheor
use because it explores conflict management in relationship to the lsstgn sthe higher
education environment. This theory explains the influence of information from amzat@n’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 @ ? P ublic/Community

Granting agencies Employers of graduates

State funding Feedbac Recipients of research findings

*Based on Evan, Wiliam (1972)
The above diagram represents systems theory as it relates to the highgoeduc
institution and its environment. Input is represented by the organizations thakepresources
to the higher education system that allows the institution to continue operating. @ptpsents
the organizations that receive the results (goods and services) of theoms{Bess & Dee,
2008). The higher education institution (HEI) is engaged in a dynamic action igesinput
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 highdgroeduca

system operates as an open system that is defined as being receptigpamsive to its
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external environment, versus, a closed system where there is no exchane witvironment
(input/output). The first principle of Systems Theory as applied to HEI'esepts the higher
education institution (HEI) as a system of interrelated parts whereehatige system will
affect other parts of the system (centers, offices, departments, progranyss, and
individuals). The second principle is that the higher education institute as a wlalger than
the sum of its individual entities/organizational members such as the ¢celefgastments,
programs, and so forth. The third principle is that the HEI's needs to be able toieangage
feedback so they can compare the outputs with the goals of the institution andraetew
these outputs are received within the external environment (Weinstock, 1984).

The HEI is a system of interdependent units that rely on sharing and imtggrati
information to make necessary adjustments in order to reach their desire@gesl & Turner,
2000). The systems approach to organizations recognizes the subsystems or intentlepéad
as the offices, departments, programs and centers that comprise the hightoreduc
environment, larger system, and examines how they interact as a group toolao improve
them. Campus mediation programs represent a subsystem within the highaoeducat

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 liectonethe
successful operation of other systems within the organization and of the oligaresaa whole”
(Constantino & Merchant, 1996, p. 22). Systems Theory is an appropriate conceptdangx
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 envitptiraenfluence

of information that the higher education institution receives can be used bys@iRitiate
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changes in relation to the goals that both systems are trying to achiewveforimation that
these changes provide is crucial in understanding how campus mediation programsrcee i
and better adapt to the higher education environment as well as the external eeironm
Systems theory provides a more unified way to explore campus mediation gogram
(CMP’s) that allows the program directors, administrators and reseatchmae readily
communicate and engage in a broader conversation about the state of thesespiidysaoegs
the question; what is happening with these programs and why are these thpesig? The
state of campus mediation programs is rarely discussed at a global taeaimple, the
current trend with evaluation research on CMP’s shows an increasing thssatiswith the
traditional and simple measures of resolving and evaluating disputes. Thismagreg due to a
failure to address organizational dynamics such as how organizations fumctiaan, how
they determine if they are performing well, how they adjust to new infaymand 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 professiona
philosophical stance rather than an empirical or scientific approach” ¢biar@004, p.314). For
example, the research study on the conflict resolution and mediation program at Monmout
University found “that overall the programme is a success...based on anecdotgsfir{@ahr,
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 techiuteach
conflict resolution skills to the campus community; however, they failed to adteebasis of
their reported success. There are some questions that have gone unansweradsedheh

study. Was the reported success based on the program’s goals versunesti¢so, where are
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the data to support their claims? Or, was the success findings based on aocriteeh of
standards not reported in the study? What evaluation methods and instruments wefbesed?
guestions challenge the validity of Gahr, Mosca and Sarsar’s resewticig$i.

Since 1998, there have been at least 70 written research reports on univgrsigy dis
resolution. However, Warters (1998) reports that only fifteen percent of eiarofh addressed
the effectiveness and use of Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR) in higheatemudde
argues that “a systematic analysis/evaluation of the overall impaeffactiveness of campus
mediation programs has yet to be attempted,” despite the proliferation of caegliason
programs (Warters, 2000, p.151). Hills attempts to alleviate Warters cohogravyer, Hills
survey research of campus mediation centers addressed the suceessus mediation
programs using only two survey questions (Hills, 2006). Question twenty-four askpdscam
mediation centers if they have been able to formally document any improvefrantsgme
initial base measurement) to their centers. Question twenty-nine askeehtiers to describe any
methods that they may use to assure the quality of their services on a contisigsngiese
guestions were open ended, yet none of the centers reported using any type tidevalua
evaluation measures.

There is a minimal amount of research in the existing ADR literaturexipéores
internal evaluation results and a framework to explore the effectiveneamptis mediation
programs. Despite the fact that there were evaluation findings of campusiomegliagrams,
they mainly provided only the participant’s perspective and thus were one-sidetl &hises
begs the question concerning the perspective of other program stakeholders sogiuas ca
administrators whose impact on the continuation of the campus mediation program may be t

greatest. The nature of the one-sidedness, which is limiting, leaves no room deicotisr
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factors in evaluating campus mediation programs (CMP’s) such as procfrartnea and
program goals versus program outcomes. The practice of solely using tbipauat's
perspective in evaluating CMP’s questions the validity of their resultsrandams of success.
Miller (1987) and Warters (2000) have shed light on why there may be a scartgyatfite on
the effectiveness of campus mediation programs—most programs arégraasting campus
offices that are not entities within themselves which may lend to a relediapablish internal
evaluation results for political reasons.

Another view that may explain the absence of published research is that ograms
engage in evaluation mainly to appease the requests of administrators tleeaksew that
administrators control the purse strings and the direction of the programotbereény
programs engage in evaluation only at their request. Overall, campus mediation program
(CMP’s) may resist evaluation of their programs because it has the ‘ipbtentncover
ineffective work and/or explode myths central to the belief systems of tig¢rfiediation]”
(Church & Shouldice, 2003, p. 6). Accountability has had a major impact on the implementation
of evaluation studies in higher education institutions. Program decisions wergmat=on the
basis of unchallenged assumptions about benefits or the unquestioned judgments of key
administrators” (Bess & Dee, 2008, p.571). Higher education administratorssaadctesrs
argue that campus mediation programs lack evaluative data and the onesapatieng
evaluation have less robust, rigid methodology. More than ever, evaluativeelaftear
required to support administrator decisions about higher education programanthave 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 evalgabdmeip
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determine the success of programs. The introduction of systematic remedumhblished data
within the evaluation of campus mediation programs can begin with the program stakehol
Though the literature on the practices of campus mediation programs gives usimsiginat
individual disputants and researchers might view as successful, there istheergdearch on
how campus mediation directors may view success or whether their viesrddifh others
(Hills, 2006; Holton, 1995).

Hills’ (2006) recent research study attempted to address Holton’s concetimetiesare
few studies that explore how directors view success. The purpose of his studyoltsrt the
best practices, processes and measurements of success that campus netietsoidentified
through an e-survey and follow-up interviews. The eight components that weréedeati
contributing to the success of campus mediation centers were affiliations, sfropatwss,
funding, web presence, quality standards, staffing, services and continuous immtoveme
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 sodroesnon-
academic departments and campus community awareness of the campus medhegien c
Program representatives were asked to offer methods that they use eajasdity of campus
mediation services on an ongoing basis. This was an open-ended question that produged twent
four responses; the most common responses focused on training and included in-
service/continuing education, certification training prior to offeringises, observation with
feedback, role playing, co-mediation and post-services surveys. There wete@ngponses
that included evaluation and with the limited responses it is difficult to intefphet responses

were referring to an overall program evaluation or evaluation of post-sesuceeys.
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Survey question twenty-four in Hills’ study (2006) asked program repesard to
identify and/or offer any documented improvements (from some initial basireegent) to
their centers. More than fifty percent of the campus mediation centers dekspond to any of
the listed categories or provide any additional responses. He further explisrsurvey
guestion during his follow-up interviews and found that most of the respondents idgmbiie
services surveys as documented improvements while a few admitted to not dacgmenti
improvements or evaluating their programs. Hills (2006) shared that “all the gperts
confirmed the need for such measureables of success to benchmark the valusfzsidsadf

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 communityhaodl sc
settings may provide a beginning foundation for evaluation research in campusanediat
programs because many documented evaluation strategies within these baitangeen
implemented and provide valuable data that can contribute to the growth of campugmedia
programs. However, community and school mediation programs encounter many ai¢he sa
evaluation issues that campus mediation programs (CMP’s) have where sirdlenth
measures serve as the basis for attained program success. Overalgrggsprbevaluation
among CMP’s is still lagging since there are very few publishediatiah studies to gain
insight from or provide critique.

Some of the reasons why campus mediation programs were initiatedl areaticern
today. Colleges and universities are still concerned about the tight economyderdssare still
concerned about the lack of resources (e.g. financial and course availalbildy)oreates

conflict within the campus community. Decreased student enroliment and arsencréavsuits
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against institutions are some of the other issues that once formed the bémgsrfoeption of
campus mediation programs but are now not reported as a major concern. Hoorgliet,
management with groups and individuals, diversity, dialogue, and peace and effoftistare
the newer issues that campus mediation programs are addressing. Werssswees 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 Eogeyn
results. The Campus Conflict Resolution Resources Project website of WayméGiversity
(campus-adr.org) was designed by Warters and lists over two-hundrpdscamadiation
programs; however, this database needs updating because many of the mediatisriozend
on the database are inoperative or provide outdated contact information (Hills,N28kéxd
(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 meansllofd
conflict; however, his claim is supported by information gathered from the camplietiore
website. More recently, Hills (2006) contacted over a hundred programs to astgsadieces
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. Thesemsogpay be a
“dying breed” due to budget cuts, staffing issues, lack of resources,@iatitization of
institutional goals (Hills, 2006). For example, some of the campus mediation progedms t
participated at the beginning of this present study have now been discontinued, edwnsiz
experienced staff turnover. In my research | have not encountered any neansograny

campuses initiating new programs; this is in stark contrast to Holton’s red®95 that conflict
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management programs begin almost every month because institutioraianegéhe 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 ceuoiistase now
based on culture, religion, race, ethnicity, sexuality, economics, resgliwicgsconditions and
so forth. There are no other known programs within higher education institutions thestsaddr
and manage such an array of conflict issues.

The evaluation practices and findings of campus mediation programs (Cin® s)l|
limited to only gathering the views of their consumers (Hills, 2006) and &heting their
programs successful based on participant satisfaction. There has beederablesamount of
anecdotal literature that questions the claims of CMP’s who report thaptbgrams are
successful due to their lack of comparative data, goal clarification (OrBpi©89; Ross,
2001) and success framework (d’Estrée, Fast, Weiss, & Jakobsen, 2001). Maagnpromgy
not even be aware of the evaluation recommendations available in the mediaaturdéitehus
supporting the need for this study. “Evaluation results will enjoy instrumentabawceEtual use
only if the results address issues of concern to administrators...and stakeholdisséner in
cases where these individuals may not recognize or anticipate certaih (iéeaspson, 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 froragreapr
directors. Campus mediation program directors will be more likely to implemegriinaings

from this study since it derives from them and their peers. Finally, gagitbe perceptions and
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practices of evaluation among campus mediation program directors will begintte|

foundation for measuring the success of these programs.
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CHAPTER IlI

METHODOLOGY

This study collected data from a web-based survey of campus mediatioanprog
directors that explored the perceptions about the role of program evaluatiomefHmsed
survey captured information about existing campus mediation programs herdisted States
in the areas of demographic data, description of services, program profilesasretion

procedures.

Participants

The survey participants were mediation and conflict education progranodsracthin
the US colleges and universities that primarily serve the campus population wirersixty-
three respondents in this study. The participants invited to participate ituthysigere
university staff, faculty members or individuals serving as campus nwd@ibgram directors
who are responsible for the daily operation of campus mediation programs withinitee
States higher education institutions. Contact information for the campus megisdigram
directors was obtained from campus mediation program directors, previoushetsa (Hills,
2006; Olshak, 2005) and the database listing of campus mediation programs atraiaigle
the Campus Conflict Resolution Resources Project website (campus-adrsiggedey
Warters. In an attempt to survey only the campus mediation program diredterpraigram
stakeholders such as students and program employees were excluded. Theidastit

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 theoug
computer; the survey is delivered to potential respondents and collected fuamirespondents
(Reynolds, Woods, & Baker, 2007). There are three main categories of eleatrgrigss point
of contact, email-based and web-based. Point of contact surveys and enthgtlyasgs,
respectively, are characterized by having the respondent completaiareg on site or in a
controlled environment and having the survey delivered through email. The web-basgd sur
was the method of choice for this study due to its “ability to automatically\eerd store
survey responses using database technology and an HTML (hypertext markugdangea
interface... [in addition to its] low cost and quick distribution” (Andrews, Nonneckere®ce,
2003b, p.2). The five methodological components that are critical to the success ofwonkye s
and implementation are survey design, privacy and confidentiality of partigigamgpling and
participant selection, the management of distribution and responses, and suriugy pilot
(Andrews, Nonnecke, & Preece, 2003a; Reynolds, Woods, & Baker, 2007). The design and
implementation of a survey should incorporate these components to ensure graeaifgara
responses, limit methodological weaknesses, and reduce attrition ratesoStraowious and
documented reasons why an electronic survey format is chosen over paper-aridipesicare

cost reduction, quicker response times and increased response rates.

Web-based Surveys
A web-based survey is a type of electronic survey, otherwise known asuavey. A
web-based survey is a “survey instrument that physically resides on a netwank(sonnected
to either an organization’s intranet or the Internet) and that can be accesstéulongh 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 previoushgdnswe

guestions.

Survey Design

The survey used in this study was adapted from a preexisting email suPaeypis
Mediation Programs Survey,” with the permission of the original author, Rid¢lalOEnd
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 datecdind spe
information about program features such as mediation services. It wasutkstito campus
mediation program directors across US colleges and universities. Otherssiinatelyfound
focused only on perceptions of mediators not on the campus mediation program directors’
perceptions program evaluation. Olshak’s survey (2005) was the only survefotnad that
would not require significant changes in order to meet the objectives for ngysamd this
study. Thirteen of the fifteen questions from Olshak’s survey were adaptie fsurvey used
in this study. The thirteen questions addressed areas of demographics, descryaivices,
program profile and program assessment. The remaining two questions were nofahmsen
survey because they would not provide any useful data for my research questionsh The we
survey used in this study has the thirteen questions from Olshak’s survey and ddditiona
guestions that were incorporated on program goals, evaluation practicesnamgl garceptions
on evaluation.

The survey used in this study is the “Campus Mediation Program Survey,” a web-base
survey that was developed and administered using an online survey tool offered through Surve
Monkey website. The Campus Mediation Program Survey was designed to ¢lplore

perceptions of evaluation among campus mediation program directors within hé® hig
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education institutions. Navigation and layout are specific types of formatdedhat were
intended to have an integral role in the design of the web-survey. Reynolds, Woods and Bake
(2007) suggest that surveys should have some basic features such as a wekimmeseh
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 proviaesaiidn
about privacy practices; and a thank you section where the respondents can enstibia gue
feedback to the survey researcher. Following the suggestions of Reynolds, WoBad&end
(2007), a detailed cover letter was provided at the beginning of the survey to éxplsurvey
and the individual rights as research participants, to obtain consent to piticifiee study,
and provide contact information on the researchers. Unorthodox sequencing and grouping of
guestions and a lack of clear directions for the navigation of the survey hasahigaptd 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 evaluationgues
are the most important survey questions for this study and as recommendae tloeynd two-
thirds into the survey (Reynolds, Woods, & Baker, 2007). The survey ended withcspecifi
guestions about their program features.

This study was conducted to assess the current evaluation practices of cauiat®m
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 asttifmiténpact

their design and implication features. The attributes that were utilizedignohesthe survey in
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this study are also the most documented benefits of web-surveys. The biggéstdeising a
web-based survey versus an email-survey is the ability to accesswég thuough an Internet
browser and to have the survey responses automatically stored on the Survey Naibayed
Using an online survey company to distribute the survey provides numerous bendiis for t
participants; such as short turnaround time for survey responses, quick accasy potential
users, wide range of format controls, various text and graphic options, advarmcedagy for
different types of question formats, customized instrument delivery, dirediada connectivity,
ability to restrict access to potential users, and survey construction tesngVailable through
survey database companies (Andrews, Nonnecke, & Preece, 2003b; Couper, 2000; Reynolds,
Woods, & Baker, 2007). These benefits play a major role in the recent popularip-of w
surveys.

One of the challenges in using web-surveys is their limited accessettipbinternet
users because there is no direct communication with the users. There istialdote
technological problems such as transmission errors, network availabibiserload, sampling
errors that may result in sample bias and minimal control over the samples, eceptaiale
security features that can cause serious validity issues (Reynolds, Woodlke& 207). A
common methodological weakness in survey samples occurs in determining i there
difference between the populations of participants who have Web access to tivbhoesnot
have Web access (Couper, 2000). These issues were not a major concern for thiactudy
many of the directors typically engage in daily electronicrooimication. Administrators and
staff automatically receive an email address when they becomeyaesglso there is usually an
unwritten expectation that they communicate electronically. The campuatiaedlirectors

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 dirktdd te technological
issues such as technical difficulties and no response issues. Technicalidsfigsiially deal
with issues of slow access, dropped connections, and failed mailboxes--bounce backs. N
response issues deal with junk mail and no contact situations. Junk mail is due tdtspgm fi
mail blockers, firewalls and the like; and no contact situations is wherealgeculd have
received the email but chose not to respond or failed to respond. It is also pbssibteversity
policies could prevent email traffic by implementing rules that preveatlérom unregistered
domain addresses (domains that are not part of the university network) frondgeetty to the
intended recipient. This would cause any email from an address that is not in thpages
(allowed-list) to be blocked or go to the recipient’s junk mail folder. Ilfrédogpient fails to check
their junk mail folder on a regular basis, then the email could be missed, thugiregestea

non-response.

Survey Development

The Campus Mediation Program Survey consists of four sections: 1) Demographic —
general information about their institution; 2) Description of Services effgpmformation
about the services their program provides; 3) Evaluation — information about theéypesceneir
program uses for gathering and examining information; and 4) Program Profiteération
about the features of their program services. The survey captured data &nveag that three
types of programs of interest emerged: programs that are curremtiyéngrograms that do not
currently engage in evaluation; and programs that are currently engagatliztien. These
groups were identified by the way in which each group responded to speciéy gems.

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 answepagestions
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using skip logic technique. Demographic questions one through three inquired abopé thie ty
institution, student population, and the location. Demographic question four inquired whether
their institution currently offered mediation services and if they answéy€a’ then they were
skipped to the last two questions in the survey. If they answered “YES” then theg tadkie

next section (“Description of Services”) of the survey. The second to lasysiugstion asked
why mediation services are not currently offered at their institution. atelirvey question
asked if they are available for a follow-up interview.

Programs that are active but do not currently engage in evaluation répdesrother
group. This group was characterized by respondents (campus mediation pilogcions) who
have programs that do not engage in a formal program evaluation. Respondengsithiis
group answered seventeen questions using skip logic technique. Demographic goestions
through three inquired about the type of institution, student population, and the location.
Demographic question four inquired whether their institution currently offerelchtian
services, and when they answered “YES” then they moved to the next secesur{fifion of
Services”) in the survey. The first six out of seven questions in the DescripSamnotes
section inquired about the following: the population they serve; types of servicexfdregnd
if their services are offered to deal with conflicts across the ‘listedstituencies; if there is a
user fee for their services; identify priority activities related to @uwggoals; and if their
program have written goals or objectives. The last question in this section dnghigéher their
program currently engaged in evaluation, and when they answered “No” then thekipeee s
to the question that inquired if a standard evaluation process would be of interest tdlteem

last section, “Program Profile,” within this survey had five questions. Theseansesquired
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how long have the program services been offered, where the services @@ looa are the
services funded and supervised, and if they are available for a follow-upemtervi

The third group represents programs that are active and currently engadeati@van
other words, these are active programs that conduct formal program @rauR@spondents in
this group answered twenty-one questions using skip logic technique. Demograghimgue
one through three inquired about their type of institution, student population, and their location.
Demographic question four inquired whether their institution currently offeestiation
services, and when they answered “YES,” they moved to the next sectiogr{fiiea of
Services”) in the survey. The first six out of seven questions in the Descripttanofes
section inquired about the following: the population they serve; types of servicexfdregnd
if their services are offered to deal with conflicts across the ‘list@astituencies; is there is a
user fee for their services; identify priority activities related to @mggoals; and inquires if
their program have written goals or objectives. The last question in the @escaf Services
section inquired whether their program currently engage in evaluation andivelyeanswered
“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 andesgisad@es the
program evaluate; what evaluation methods are used; and does the institutiortheag they
engage in evaluation. The last question in the Evaluation section inquired if they Wwatten
evaluation report. If they answered “YES” then they are skipped to théaugxquestions. 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 metlifatey 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 answe@titti\not having a

written evaluation report then they were skipped to the next three questions. Ttieewxt
guestions asked if they would be interested in learning different ways of improwving the
evaluation methods, if they would be interested in a standard evaluation process, ahdyvhat
would recommend to improve evaluation in their respective programs. After respomdne
three question format or the four question format, respondents automatically mdved¢hsi t
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 alle dnddsw
the services are supervised. The last question in the survey asked if respaedardagable for
a telephone follow-up interview and if their response was “YES” then the respondedegrovi
the name of their institution. The last page of the survey thanked the respondents for
participating in the survey, reiterated that their responses willinecoafidential 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 mediatiorapnedCMP’s) was
generated from the campus mediation website, mediation researcherspog ozediation
program directors. There were a few steps taken in contacting the prdigeators. In prior
conversations with campus mediation program directors, many of them sharbéyhaceive
hundreds of emails daily so they only open emails that they have prior knowledgs wiitht i

this knowledge that there was a preliminary phone call to gain support forgegrtiniin this
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study and make them aware of a forthcoming letter by mail and emaiteAwets sent by mail

to the campus mediation program directors within two weeks after the phone call. pbsepoir

the letter was to explain the study, gain support for participation in the stddgfarm the

directors to expect the email with the link to the survey website within a felilswBlee survey

link was designed to connect to the survey host website. The survey wasadtmeen for

seven months for the directors to complete. All the directors received an extenel@etiod to
complete the survey due to individual requests. The survey was closed March 5, 2008 and the
data were analyzed using descriptive statistics, independent samgle®tdeway ANOVA'’s

and Pearson correlations.

Data Analysis

Descriptive statistics and frequencies were used to determine pamsegtevaluation among
campus mediation program directors (research question #1), how programs differdatthe
collection and evaluation practices (research question #2), and what the reconungraatfor
improving evaluation from campus mediation program directors (researdioguts). A
Pearson correlation was computed to determine if there was a relatiornsfeprbéhe survey
guestions and a) the size of the institution, b) years of service. An independplassatast was
computed to determine if there are any differences between the public instjtptivate

institutions and program characteristics (demographic and description oesgrvic
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CHAPTER IV

RESULTS

This chapter presents the results and statistical analysis of the vesbshagey,
“Campus Mediation Program Survey,” completed by campus mediation progran) (CMP
directors from colleges and universities across the United States. Gofdaun@ation on the
directors and their respective programs was obtained from several sogseaschers who
previously conducted studies on campus mediation programs (Hills, 2006; Olshak, 2©05); t
public contact database found online at the Campus Conflict Resolution Resourogs Proje
website (campus-adr.org) of Wayne State University; and campus mediatgparprdirectors
who provided contact information on additional programs.

The results from the Demographic, Description of Services and Prograihe Beafions
of the survey which represent the first, third and fourth sections of the surveypared with
their characteristic details (frequencies, percentages) in tabhatf. Next, research questions
were answered using questions from the Evaluation section and selected questidhs f
Demographic, Description of Services and Program Profile sections of the.sLineeysearch
guestions are reported with their characteristic details (rank order, i@gsieand averages) in
table format. Additionally, research question three was answered usingrearasa survey
guestion and the total responses are reported in table format. Responses freropshtended
survey guestions in this study can be found in the appendices section. Finally, supplemental
analyses of selected variables were computed using an independent sdesgp)ese-way
ANOVA'’s and Pearson correlations to further elaborate the data. Due taltiyglenversions of
the (skip logic feature) of the survey, each respondent who completed the surixaedrece

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 slrector
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. Camgasion program is
defined ‘as a dispute resolution program within a higher education environmegmteteti
assist individuals in managing/resolving/dealing with conflicts and dispiitess 108 campus
mediation program directors contacted for this study were represenpedblioyand private
institutions. Out of the 108 surveys sent out, 63 directors accessed the surv&y.dlieetors
who accessed the survey include 59 directors who completed the survey plus tdarstivbo
gave partial responses. However, there were 49 directors who did not respond teethdrsur
total there were 59 surveys completed from the 108 directors who receivedving ghis
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 altiMere immediately
notified when the link was chosen that they would receive no further communicationrabout t
study. Institutional Review Board (IRB) procedures were followed for tihnaireng 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 paricipant
concerning my study was allowed; and as such | used up all my opportunitiesiBnang 44
directors were contacted a total of three times through: (1) an intiaalletter that was mailed
to their respective office, (2) an email was sent with the survey link 3aradf¢llow-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 Dexpbigr section
which posed general questions to campus mediation program directors abouttihgionss 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 responsearfrpus c
mediation program directors based on survey questions one, two and three in the pleimogra
Section. Subsequently, the responses are presented for survey questimnfdbe f
Demographic section.

Table 4.1 presents the respondents by institution type (public, private, tradeipnafless

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 ampan-ended option was not provided for additiseaponses.

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. “Calregresented
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
guestion 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 10,000 175 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 ampan-ended option was not provided for additioeaponses.
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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 respondentdiomstifrom
survey question three (Demographic Section).

Table 4.3

Respondents by Location

US Region Location Response Response
Percent Frequency
Northeas{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 Calit 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 theebtidSouth and West
regions.

Survey question four inquired as to whether mediation services are curreatgdadt
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 7e8ponded (n=5)
that their institution does not currently offer mediation services. Due to {héogit feature, the
respondents from the institutions that do not currently offer mediation servéces w
automatically skipped to the last two questions of the survey, whereas, the slioéthar
institutions that currently offered mediation services proceeded to theewion 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 thatgach ¢
mediation program currently provides. Due to the skip logic feature, the diredtorsdicated
that their programs offered mediation services (from survey question ferg)aowed to
continue with this section. Table 4.4 shows the responses for the first four surviyngues
within the Description of Services section. These survey responses havélbestmated (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 115 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 3 3
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 amapan-ended option was not provided for additiseaponses.

Table 4.4 shows the services that the programs currently provide. The respenses a
provided for the population their program serves, the constituencies that theesana offered
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to deal with, user fee inquiry and the types of services their program proVidesespondents
were provided with the option to ‘check all that apply’ for the first four qaestin 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 programsenaenly
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 effiesitran services to
deal with student to student conflicts (88.5%). Campus mediation programs repodszhtliff
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 imediat
services. Table 4.4 shows that almost all (98.1%) of the campus mediation program®ffer51
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 sdirisces.
interesting that only five of the programs (9.6%) report using arbitration

The fifth survey question in the Description of Services section asked thdirec
rank the goals of their program within the range of most important and |gastamt (using a
scale of 1 to 7, with 7 being the most important). There were fifty-two responghsfquestion
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, reslyegtere Training
and Development, Program Satisfaction and Administration buy-in with a eatérgge 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 writtenagwh
objectives and the seventh survey question in this section inquired if the perggages in
evaluation. The sixth survey question had 52 responses due to the skip logic featere.abe
75% response rate for programs that indicated they have written goalsativebjéh=39) and a
25% response rate for programs that indicated they did not have writterogobjsctives
(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 programmtyremgages in
evaluation. The thirty-five respondents that indicated that they engage in evalvate
automatically forwarded to the Evaluation section of the survey. The seveetpendents
(32.7%) that indicated that their program does not currently engage in evakuaionatically
bypassed the Evaluation section of the survey because the questions would not beafiplicabl

them.

Program Profile Section

The last section of the “Campus Mediation Program Survey” iBtbgram Profile
section which posed questions to campus mediation program (CMP) directors about ths featur
of their program service3he program profile section has five questions. Four of the five
guestions inquired about their mediation services in regards to years in,geinysieal location
of services, funding sources and supervision details. The fifth question inquired abvout the
willingness to engage in a follow-up telephone interview. Fifty respondents et phis
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 Jéwiogsults

for the fifth survey question follow. Though the questions for this section are numatried
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the appendix section (E), the web-based format of this survey used a skip loganfsnct
respondents may have had a different numbering system for the questions irtitims sec
Therefore, when identifying any survey question it will be mentioned with tt®sef the
survey within which it is located.

Table 4.5 presents the respondents by institution type (public, private, trade/prafessi
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 bee
in existence more than six years with 36% of the programs reported beimgde $er six to ten
years (n=18) and 38% of the programs reported being in service for more than 10y&Ys
Thirteen programs (26%) have been in service for less than five years.

Table 4.6 presents the supervisory units that the campus mediation programs taoé a par
in their academic institution. These data represent the responsethérgetond 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 amupan-ended option was not provided for additiseaponses.

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 theitutn®t such as a
division, a center, and so forth. Almost half of these programs (46%) reporteaeinaaimpus
mediation programs are part of or housed in the student affairs or student divisionheithin t
institution. The remaining 54% are mainly represented by academic psigcaools,
nonacademic programs/centers and other locations listed as “other.’Wdsas even
distribution of 2% represented by legal services/centers, human resourcéseeisaand
community agencies (n=3).

Table 4.7 presents information on where the campus mediation programs regeive the
funding for program services. These data represent responses frimndiseirvey question in

the Program Profile section.
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Table 4.7

Respondents by funding sources

Funding sources for services Response Response
Percent Frequency

Receive no funding at present 20.0 10

Have their own budget 24.0 12

Incorporated into the budget of another 50.0 25

(supervisory) unit

Receive contributions from other departments 10.0 5

or agencies

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 ampan-ended option was not provided for additioeaponses.

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 glege tw
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 programs304eof the
programs (n=16) reported that they receive funding from different sources sstodest fees,
departments, agencies, grants or contracts. This question was designed hettkaaficthat
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 campasionedi
programs. These data represent responses from the fourth survey question in tine Praigea

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 ampan-ended option was not provided for additiseaponses.

Table 4.8 shows that 72% of the respondents were supervised by professionatistaff a
24% supervised by faculty. Supervision by students, graduate students, commu miiysSagyeh

others (n=15) are represented by 30%.

Research Questions

The three research questions in this study were answered usingthresassfrom
the Campus Mediation Program Survey. The research questions were analyzegesiiogs
from the Evaluation section and selected questions from other sections of the Theveyrvey

responses and the research questions were analyzed using rank order, figcuraheieerages.

Research Question 1

What are the perceptions of evaluation among campus mediation program directors

To answer this research question, three survey questions was explored. Thevéfgh sur
guestion in the Description of Services section and two of the last three surségrgim the

Evaluation section were explored. The fifth survey question in the Descripti@niot&s
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section reads, “With regard to the goals of your program, the most important catisiceare
(rank order from 1 — Most Important to 7 — Least Important).” However, thewdseareversed
in Table 4.9 with rank order as 1 — Least Important to 7 — Most Important to ensiiyeacid
consistency with the data presentation. Although averaging rank is erronésassat presented
to clarify survey results.
Table 4.9 presents the data for the goals of the campus mediation programs andl the leve
of importance. This table represents data for the fifth survey question in thepbDesaf
Services section of the survey.
Table 4.9

Goals of your program: Most important considerations

Program Goals Rank Order Rating
Average
Least Most
Important Important
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Training and 3.8% 7.7% 1.9% 7.7% 9.6% 34.6% 34.6% 554

Development (2) (4) Q) (4) (5) (18) (18)

Program Satisfaction 5.8% 3.8% 135% 21.2% 13.5% 19.2% 23.1% 4.83
(3) (2) (7) (11) (7) (10) (12)

Administration buy-in 23.1% 154% 58% 154% 9.6%  9.6% 21.2% 3.87
(12) (8) 3) (8) (5) (5) (11)

Resources 9.6% 25% 15.4% 13.5% 23.1% 7.7% 5.8% 3.62
(5) (13) (8) (7) (12) (4) 3)

Policies and Procedures 17.3%  9.6%  25%  13.5% 21.2% 7.7% 5.8% 358
9) (5) (13) (7) (11) (4) 3)

Evaluation 15.4% 17.3% 25% 19.2% 13.5% 5.8% 3.8% 331
(8) 9) (13) (10) (7) 3) 2)

Outreach efforts 5%  21.2% 135% 9.6% 9.6% 154% 58%  3.27

(including marketing)

(13) (11) (7) (%) (%) (8) 3)

Note. Values enclosed in parentheses represetdtdenumber of respondents that selected the cispgrogram
goal and rank order.
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The directors ranked the goals of their program within the range of leastamipand
most important. In Table 4.9, the higher the rating average the more importantgitzarpgoal;
likewise, the lower the rating average the least important the prograimTdpe program goals
that were considered most important to the campus mediation program directorainerg
and development and program satisfaction. Most of the other program goals such as
administration buy-in were ranked at a higher priority level than evalu®ithreugh evaluation
received one of the lowest rankings among the directors, it receineditaal’ ranking (neither a
least important goal nor most important goal) from a high number of respsrideattors).

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 diffengnof
improving their evaluation methods. The respondents that were automaticallydedva this
survey question indicated that they did not engage in evaluation or that they did nat have
written evaluation report. Depending on how this question was numbered due to the sprvey ski
logic feature it may be theghth ominth question within the Evaluation section. There were a
total of thirty-six responses. Of the thirty-six responses, there was a f@spdnse rate for
directors who indicated that it would be of interest to them to learn differesstaiayproving
their evaluation methods (n=28) and 22.2% response rate for directors who wererestieitite

The respondents that indicated that their program engages in evaluation anditias a
evaluation report were also automatically forwarded to the same quéstianquired if the
campus mediation program directors would be interested in learning differgbhianproving
their evaluation methods. The survey skip logic feature has this survey questiemagh
guestion in the Evaluation section. There were a total of fourteen responses tostiis O

the fourteen responses, there was a 100% response rate for directors whalittthtatevould
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be of interest to learn different ways of improving their evaluation methodstalnftfty 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 fromnpsdbagre

not engaged in evaluation?

To answer this question, there was a comparison of two groups using the survey
guestions. The groups are represented by programs that engage in evaluatiograntsphat
do not engage in evaluation. The survey questions utilized in the comparison weszldesed
on their ability to explore the differences between the groups. The comparisengobtips
follows an analysis of group responses to selected survey questions.

The programs that do not engage in evaluation viewed training and develomtiegt (r
average 5.54) and program satisfaction (rating average 4.83) as the pwsaningoals of their
program. In contrast, evaluation (rating average 3.31) was one of sheigartant program
goals of their program (see Appendix E). In fact, over 80% chose tramihdexelopment as
either the first, second or third most important goal. In contrast, more @af/the
respondents chose evaluation as the least important program goal. Thenpriogitais group
(not engaged in evaluation) reported that they do not have written goals avelsj¢n=10) yet
the remainder of the programs reported that they have written goals or okjéative More
than 60% of this group is interested in a standard evaluation process and learning diffgsent w
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 evaluatitad le@ioig in

operation for three years or longer so they are not considered new. Moseqgbribgams
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(n=13) are part of a larger unit (supervisory unit) within the university suckliasen, center
or school. However, more than forty-seven percent either have their own budgetive re
funding at present. Funding for more than 50% of these programs is incorporati intidget
of a supervisory unity.

The campus mediation program directors who answered “yes” to their programtigur
engaging in evaluation considered training and development (rating averagaris ptpgram
satisfaction (rating average 4.83) as their most important progrdsi Boaluation was ranked
fourth (rating average 3.31) within the priority of program goals (§geeAdix E). Most of this
group report that they have written goals or objectives (n=32). A majority gfgmns engaged
in evaluation are interested in a standard evaluation process (84.8%) and |le#emiagt dvays
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 campuatioegirogram services
are housed in larger units within the university (n=69.7%) and their budget/funding is bart of t
supervisory unit (n=48.5%). Thirty percent of the programs engaged in evaluation have thei
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 ratinggesfor the two groups.
However, evaluation was ranked as the lowest priority for programs not engagatuiatien
and was neutral as a priority (neither most important nor least impddaptpgrams engaged
in evaluation. Overall, evaluation did not receive a high priority for either groupighhmost of
the programs that engage in evaluation reported having an interest in a standeattbeval
process, learning different ways of improving their evaluation methods anthharriten goals

and objectives; a small number of programs not engaged in evaluation also reporgd ha
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written goals and objectives but not interested in a standard evaluation protéssraing

different ways of improving their evaluation methods.

Research Question 3

What are the recommendations for improving evaluation from campus mediatioarnprogr

directors?

To answer this research question, the campus mediation program direr®i@sked 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 represesspbases from
the second to last survey question in the Evaluation section of the survey. Therdotadrefa
forty-nine campus mediation program directors who responded with recommendatens. Se

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 droer
conducting the telephone interview questions. | designed the topics by connectingodtbeps
campus mediation program directors’ repeated ideas or thoughts. | belietreetbammon
themes give more insight into the program directors’ views on their program acahtpes
mediation field.

Evaluation engagemenrtAn evaluation component should be an integral part of the
planning stage when implementing a campus mediation program; howewveistaegood deal
of active programs that has not continued this practice or never started theepridatre were

several directors who indicated that they wanted to start the processuatienptheir campus

64



mediation programs. As two program directors simply states, “first webtoesctually DO
something..to have an evaluation.”

Evaluation standard or measureAs mentioned in Chapter 3, the campus mediation
literature stresses the importance of utilizing an evaluation standarcésuraeo validate the
success of campus mediation programs. Having an evaluation standard or mweasals® a
main concern for many of the program directors as it became the most conspmmseeto the
survey question about program recommendations. Most of the program feedback was very
general and similar, for example there were several program respdresesprograms wanted
to “establish an evaluation procedure” and have a “standardized instrument.biiéepacific
recommendations focused on wanting to introduce learning outcomes, compariseithdata
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 thenpdgation 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. Wheteavgus
mediation programs experience budget cuts or termination, there is usuallgiendgfin
program evaluation efforts. There were eleven program responses wketerdiwere 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 degrssist
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these types of programs that are unclear about the process of evaluationabing doe
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 f
evaluation.” However, university administration and the mediation literaturedvpoabably
argue that the long-term program success and providing additional ressutaeso rigorous
and systematic evaluation. Training, evaluation, money and staff were@tbecammon

responses to the types of resources needed.

Supplemental Analyses

Several additional analyses were conducted to further explore the dataleChedse
variables consist of the size of the institution (survey question #2 in the Dexhiogsaction),
type of institution (survey question #1 in the Demographic section), geographiocal oéthe
institution (survey question #3 in the Demographic section) and the years of séthiee
campus mediation program (first survey question in the Program Profilergect

An independent samples t-test was conducted to determine if there are arnddé
between the types of institution and selected survey questions. One-way ASlD&k
conducted to test for significant differences between the means of thatimstiypes,
geographical regions and selected survey questions by analyzing timeesridearson
correlations were conducted to measure the degree of relationship betwdgriltbesurvey
guestions and the size of the institution, and 2) the survey questions and the yearseof servi

To simplify these analyses, several composite scores were computedf Beede
composites consists of summing the responses for those questions where thrs doedtd

select all of the possibilities. For example, question #5 asked which populations thenprogra
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served. The total of these choices was computed. This was done for all the questiens
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 aedpbases” in Table 4.10
are represented by selected survey questions and the total number of responsesyterstian.
Table 4.10

Independent samples t-test: Institution type and selected survey questions

Survey question and  Institution Sig. (2-

the responses type (N) M SD T df tailed)

Total 5 (question # 5) Public (37) 2.2432 1.738540.504 56 0.616
Private (21) 2.4762 1.60060

Total 6 (question #6) Public (36) 5.6389 4.46032 .124 55 0.266
Private (21) 7.0476 4.73789

Total 8 (question #8) Public (37) 3.4324 2.15433 .41a 56 0.680
Private (21) 3.6667 1.90613

Total 12 (question #12) Public (29) 3.0000 2.64579.601 47 0.551
Private (20) 2.5000 3.15394

Total 13 (question #13) Public (31) 1.3871 1.35837.610 49 0.544
Private (20) 1.1500 1.34849

Total 15 (question #15) Public (28) 2.6786 2.510030.995 45 0.325
Private (19) 1.9474 2.41462

Total 16 (question #16) Public (31) 1.7097 1.59569.805 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 offerpdsmftyervices the
program provides, types of data collected about program services, how mediaticFsssevic
evaluated, what areas are evaluated and what evaluation methods are utifinéd.rResaled

no significant differences between public and private institutions.
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One-way ANOVA's indicated that the geographical region of the institutibmali
affect any of the responses on the survey. However, geographical region hpgrsigaificance
for question #5 which asked about the number of populations served (p = .05). The data for this
guestion shows that there were higher means, respectively, for the WestdavekMegions
which indicated that the survey respondents who chose those regions setgetadranumber
of answer choices. Based on the responses, the campus mediation programs$wo tfeggens
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 twoesklertables
that had correlations that were statistically significant with fireesy questions (See Table
4.11). Table 4.11 presents the data for size of the institution and the years ofvgitnvizevey

guestions.
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Table 4.11

Pearson Correlations: Survey questions: size of the institution and yearsgicé s

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 A415%*

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 A27**

Total 6-Question 6 and totality
of chosen responses .351*

Total 8-Question 8 and totality

D41**
of chosen responses

Note. *p <.05. **p > .01.

Question 12 asked the directors to indicate the types of data that they collechaivout t
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 théhkarger
institution the more the program receives contributions from student feesioQ@%asked the
directors to respond to how their program services are supervised. The twaangnifi
correlations indicate that in larger universities the programs are mocaltyupervised 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 yeaesvides
The interpretation of these correlations is that programs that have been incexistea longer
period of time are more interested in learning different ways of improvingati@ methods,
service a large number of populations, offer services to a larger number ofusmtsés, and
provide a broader range of services.

Follow-up Telephone Interviews

The very last research question asked survey respondents “...Are you available
telephone follow-up interview?” There were 29 campus mediation program diretiors w
responded favorably, thereby giving permission to be contacted. Nine direeterselected 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 evaj@attbasked
about their most important considerations with program goals. The nine intewene
conducted based on three categories: three programs not currently engageditioay&bur
programs engaged in evaluation; and two discontinued programs. Each interviewycaskgd
different questions. The directors were contacted by phone or email to scheduaterview date
and time. The “Follow-Up Interview Guide for Online Survey Respondents” (SeendippG)
was used to conduct the interview questions. The duration of the interviews were stfedule
twenty minutes. Notes were taken by the researcher during the interVieawdirectors were
aware that although their identity would remain anonymous, their respoagdserdocumented

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 resgonses t
these questions generated four main themes: program challenges ansesyugregram “wish
list”, suggestions for program implementation and recommendationsfandard evaluation
process.

Program challenges and successebwo campus mediation programs directors
identified budget cuts and high staff turnovers as an obstacle to prograactigeaiement.
These program directors stated that past budget cuts were usuallit afrdscreased funding
from the state, federal government or the higher education institution. Theitmghers were
usually the result of dean of student offices and adjunct instructors who mavdyg ss
program directors and staff replacement in residential life. One dirdabored 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 thayeaetheir
institution requires a different assessment focused around learning outcontesagioecome a
burdensome task.

A claim of program success and continuity from one program director i® dieirt
connection with the academic program since there is more continuity with theluadiwiho is
the program director. So, the program director has “the basis for teaching the,doairsag
the student mediators, and the work that the students do with the mediation center iedonnec
into an academic program that also fits with the program of study whethentstatleose this to

be their major or minor or take classes...courses fit into it.” Another prograntodiodeims that

71



using standards from CAS (The Council for the Advancement of Standards in Highati&guc
has positively impacted their program’s quality of standards and contributact®program
continuity, however, this director also emphasized the importance of developinvgays 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 “wigt list
various models of needed and ideal program resources. The most common resportees were
increase education on conflict management through hands-on and online resources, expand
marketing and publicity efforts, build relationships with campus a#tiaincrease staff and
training recruits, expand surveys and develop focus groups. Survey improvamkrsd the
introduction of mediator assessment, longitudinal post-mediation surveys amuthradalysis
of mediation surveys.

Improving relationships with campus affiliates were focused around comnfouryitin
for program services, engaging in broader discussions with the campus commmuwotyflict
management and writing more conflict management articles for theusacommunity. One of
the program director’s cited that a significant part of community buy-inliseiméing
administration and decision makers about the value of mediation. For instance, taeprogr
director would ask upper level managementgive me the worst cases that you still can’t
resolve.” The program directors who engage in evaluation desire t@lstnenger relationship
with the campus community so that they can increase the awarenessizatibutibf their
services. One program director wants “more specialists and liaisangattkadirectly with
complaints and problem solving on campus” so that they can help build “structatsahsips

with those [campus] entities” and minimize high staff turnover.
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Other wish list areas focused on improving delivery services and intngdestorative
justice and state mandated mediation. The program directors who engadeati@vaelieve
that the implementation of restorative justice services addresses #lensecis of the campus
community and stays in line with the current trend of mediation services n&iatiated
mediation is not a new concept and there are a few states that have it, these giegtars
believe that this concept would classify mediation in the higher education instéigtan
“umbrella instead of looking at the components because we [most] don’t have aatétteg
system.”

Program implementation Program directors were not asked to provide any information
about program implementation, this advice was given freely during the intgmuoeess. There
was only one program director engaged in evaluation that offered adviostftutions
interested in implementing campus mediation programs. This director aekiymall the
importance of getting their administration involved at pre-implementatamge and keeping
them involved so that there is never a question about program continuity.

Standard evaluation processOne program director suggests using CAS (The Council
for the Advancement of Standards in Higher Education) standards as an endhaatiework
for campus mediation programs since these standards evolve from the campus judicia
programs/services (ADR method). The second recommendation is to use thel\cpiedisatarch
model, illuminative evaluation, where the evaluation is based on the experiences of the
participants instead of the researcher deciding the important questiahs s director
believes that using this method “allows for differences in programs that h&erewlifgoals 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 redpahese
guestions generated four main themes: program challenges, program stjsgulygestions 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 opp#ditin program
services which may be a result of the next challenge that was addresised tilme for outreach
efforts. Another program director’s concern was that increased wongteadnts further
program development; this could also be linked to lack of time for outreach efforts. A@vo ot
program issues addressed by a program director was their admon&ristck of interest in
their program and the programs not being able to work in conjunction with residiéaion
conflict management issues.

Program implementatios The directors provided suggestions for individuals interested
in implementing a campus mediation program. One needs to be familiar witbathmgaus
culture and the types of opportunities available on their respective caniputiéize mediation
services. Subsequently, buy-in is needed from campus affiliates, espeasalbntial 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, exparichgheffcets
and introduce online intake such as a website. Other recommendations for new piegoam
introduce post mediation and outreach efforts, establish a record keeping systermaile

annual statistics to improve future performance.
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Standard evaluation processThe recommendations for providing a standard evaluation
process for campus mediation programs was varied and offered the neeceta gvaan,
inviting climate, develop a mediator pool and mediator survey, conduct exit intervigws w
program participants and “look to model mediation programs to see what others whodrave be
doing this a while [to see what is] is effective.” The most popular recommenslatere to
develop survey forms for program participants, conduct focus groups, and engage ialinform
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 prograresha longer in
existence; however, | will first provide the recommendations that theseapregrovided to
prevent other programs from becoming discontinued. They recommended thatnpdogicors
begin by having a discussion with the administration to understand the eixesctat the
program so that they can both develop a proposal documenting what the program is pdanning t
accomplish. Also, programs should be engaging in role play scenarios with timesadton.

This will raise the level of awareness of the different types of cosftichtions that can walk
through the office doors thus highlighting the need for confidentiality and giveng t
administrators insight on how they can address major conflict issues. t8liinthese program
directors shared that they were discontinued because administration did het si&entite
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 disdontinue

The directors also stated that they would be willing to implement the reeodations that they
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provided. The first recommendation is building mediation into campus judiciategso that
the program would not be affected by high staff turnover because the campus stalicia
positions would not be eliminated. The second recommendation is to implement theomediat
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 direcncgrning
evaluation of campus mediation programs (CMP’s). Survey respondents (CMBrdjrect
reported on their program characteristics and evaluation procedures. Most ohfhes ca
mediation programs that participated in this study were from four ye#uiiwsts. The CMP
directors from the West and Midwest regions indicated that they serve a mensedi
population; whereas, the CMP directors from the Northeast and West regioneddic they
mostly serve the student population.

Most respondents ranked evaluation as one of the lowest priorities as a pgogfaf
few of the program directors who conduct evaluation ranked it as neithgit adria low
priority. Yet, the majority of survey respondents indicated that they would penerested in
learning different ways of improving their evaluation methods and having a standduation
process. Further analysis shows that the more years of service thatearphas the more likely
that the directors are interested in learning different ways of improvingetha@uation methods.

There were five emerging themes from the evaluation recommendatiohsteva
standards, resources, unsure/not knowing, a need to engage in evaluation and participant
feedback. The most prevalent responses were ones dealing with establishiajavatandards
and ambiguous (unsure, not knowing) comments about improving evaluation in their vespecti

campus mediation programs (CMP’s).
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There were nine campus mediation program directors who participated in thedpllow
telephone interviews. These interviews were conducted based on three eatefprograms
engaged in evaluation; programs not engaged in evaluation and discontinued programs. The
interview responses provided an eclectic array of recommendations from ghanpidirectors.

The themes that emerged are program challenges and successes, wisirdist,” program
implementation and recommendations for a standard evaluation process. The nabshipre
concerns and recommendations are focused around administration and camateskafiitin,

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 theitienal
efforts. The central focus was to develop and administer the “Campus Mediatgrar®
Survey” to campus mediation program directors to determine (1) the amount of antpesc
mediation programs across the US, (2) the specific program featuresnipaiscaediation
programs provide, (3) the current level of evaluation use by campus mediation [mogndni4)
what the recommendations are to improve evaluation in campus mediation programs.

This chapter summarizes the findings, research questions, supplementgsgrfaljow-

up telephone interviews, practical implications and opportunities for futurechsea

Summary of Findings

This study utilized a web-based survey to answer the research queBtiertsiginal

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 slirector
colleges and universities across the United States with regard to theamregpvices. 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 frominpsogr

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 proGuano$ 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 descrigtistecstusing
frequencies and percentages. The research questions were analyglesvasgercentages,
means, and rank order for research question one; frequencies and percentagesdbr rese
guestion two; frequencies for research question three. Supplemental ana@ysasalyzed

using Pearson correlations.

Research Questions Summary

Perceptions of Evaluation

The first research question was answered using the perceptions of enanaiog
campus mediation program directors. The perceptions of evaluation amonmthesca
mediation program directors were explored through three survey questions froestrgtion
of Services and Evaluation sections. These survey questions addressltbéitaportance
director’s place on program goals and their interest in learning differesttevayprove their
evaluation methods. Training and Development, Program Satisfaction, Policies aeduRrsc
Administration buy-in and Resources are all examples of program goalectigaranked more
important than Evaluation. Evaluation was one of the least important progranagdadscated
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 overwhejrseigkt
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evaluation as either a high or low priority goal. Directors were more nautiad level of
importance that they placed on evaluation as a program goal.

In fact, very few respondents chose evaluation as a high priority leaeli@le 4.9).
Surprisingly, there were an overwhelming number of directors who wantedrialiffarent
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 theypplagaluation
and their eagerness to learn different ways of improving evaluation leaves|gesti®ns
unanswered. There could be several reasons for the inconsistency. For ettengulejey
guestion that asked the directors to rank their level of importance of program ggizisiob
have been very clear or failed to ask what the researcher intended. Or, thesdilidataleed
consider evaluation as a low priority in comparison to the other prograsy goalever, that is
not necessarily an indication of lack of interest in learning more about improving\hiation

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 reseat@nouas
answered through a comparison of the two groups and selected survey questions. Both groups
view training and development and program satisfaction as their most impaddst These
groups track the resolution rates, gather feedback from program satisfaatisndod
continually engage in training and development issues while evaluation se@msio an
afterthought. Although evaluation did not receive a high priority from either groogt, shthe
programs that engage in evaluation reported that they were interestedndadtevaluation

process, learning different ways of improving their evaluation methods and hantiteg \goals
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and objectives. Programs not engaged in evaluation may have ranked evaluataw pisaaity
because since they are not evaluating their programs they may not bessddor themselves
what evaluation brings to their program

The survey results show that the program directors who currently emgagauation
recognize the significance of evaluation but they still do not rank it as a higitypg@al. This
raises the question: why are the directors of the programs that ageémgavaluation not
placing a high priority on evaluation? It may be that these directocoacerned about the
results from their program evaluation and how it impacts future or sustained famding
therefore they have not attributed any value or benefits to the evalpaticess. If there is any
truth to the latter argument, developing a success criteria for evaluatamptis 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 w
answered using the survey question found in the Evaluation section that solicited
recommendations from the directors on evaluation improvement in their respectvanps.
Most of the directors who responded to this survey question offered their ideas otisngges
how to improve evaluation in their respective programs. Though there were g ghriet
responses, the most common response was uncertainty or unwillingness to provide
recommendations to improve evaluation in their own program. The program direatdrow
improve evaluation in their programs as evidenced in the results for researtbngnes;

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 sascess or
a standard for evaluating campus mediation programs. Again, this may stepdda that the
directors want to improve evaluation but may not know how. Though mediation researchers
argue that evaluation reports are inaccessible, limited and undocumentedh@aret 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 edvraluati
reports to the research body-at-large or implemented any of the evaluatidards found
within the mediation literature. It may be that these programs may notdve af the evaluation
literature that is available or do not feel the evaluation standards are agpiccéiem.

Other popular recommendations to improve evaluation included the need for outcome
based evaluation and for some programs it was to actually begin the proeeskiafing their
programs. This may indicate that these programs may welcome and impémlelation
processes for their programs. The recommendation for programs to receev&unding is a
concern for a few programs. However, the introduction of evaluation proceasa®cae a
tool to measure the success of these programs which may affect the fundirexéney from

their institutions.

Supplemental analyses

The additional analyses were conducted to further elaborate and extendiltise Teg
goal of the analyses was to determine if there were any meaningtidmships between the
survey responses. The variables focused on the demographic and program seovinasonf

from the institutions. The variables chosen included the size of the institupemftynstitution,

82



geographical location of the institution and the years of services offeredizéof the
institution and the years of service were the only two variables that slamyesignificant
relationships with any of the survey questions.

It does make sense that the larger the institution the more the program seceoss r
contributions from student fees because larger institutions usually recei@éunding and
resources due to their size. Funding is an important issue for campus mediatiomprogra
directors. Hills’ (2006) study surveyed forty-four campus mediation progregatdis and found
that there was a significant relationship between the presence of fundirnegreddeived value
of program services among the campus community. There is enough litexatars topic that
makes the argument that the increase in funding will enable programs to impiogerniees
and engage in evaluation. In the larger institutions, the fact that moram®gre supervised by
professional staff and less by faculty may be credited to the higher voluhreea#rhpus
community that utilizes their program services, thus warranting a neédlfome staff. The
similar argument that larger institutions probably have a higher volume of ind&ighilezing
their services may also contribute to why they collect more data abaddpe and extent of
outreach efforts for their programs. A larger campus community usuatly leself to a diverse
population and a need to offer varied services; this may lend to a greater nebeéro ga
information on the campus population.

One of the most salient findings within the study is the overwhelming intereatggus
mediation program directors to learn different ways of improving evaluation methbds.i3Vv
even more interesting is that the longer the campus mediation services haoédreel, the
greater the interest in learning different ways of improving evaluation metNotsnly does

this finding support the need to suggest ways to improve evaluation efforts but it etso off
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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 ssvme}he
evaluation recommendations they receive, the novice programs will more thguatkible

same.

Follow-up Telephone Interviews

The follow-up telephone interviews were conducted to further clarify surgppmnses
and gain more insight into how these programs view evaluation, program success andycontinui
| believe that offering participant anonymity may have had a profound iropdaiw the
directors responded during the telephone interviews because at the beginningtefiews
many of the directors would verify if their responses would be anonymous.pratesdt this
action as an indication of an effective interview where there is an open, honest, andtinéor
exchange.

Programs engaged in evaluation

Budget cuts and high staff turnovers were at the top of the list for programngjes|
revealed during the interview process. These challenges were not in the abtiitegbrogram
directors. However, when the program directors were asked what theirmpregtdook like if
they had unlimited support and unlimited resources, the ideas that were generatédumngs
that the programs have the power to change but they may not realize. Tippmudat ideas
were focused on program resources and included things that the programs couldvitinanige
administration buy-in or monetary resources such as surveys and buildtransélgs with
campus affiliates. For instance, creating a program website, one arttsedh the program wish
list, could be achieved through the volunteer efforts of computer science studamnts a

institution.
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Restorative justice is a growing component of many campus mediationmpsogsahey
extend their services to address different types of conflicts in thepusaoommunity at the
surrounding community at large. This type of justice deals with engaging iefpkapproaches
(e.g. dialogue) to heal the harm and conflict to all pertaining partiesmiiementation of this
type of program can also be cost-effective if relationships are builtcerhmunity mediation
programs near the respective institutions. Another idea that was introducedt&asastdated
mediation where a state judicial system decide that contested ciwersnladt referred to
alternative dispute resolution such as a mediation program. State mandateébmetdig 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” §tidls,
2006, p.80). When states adopt this type of state mandate such as found in the stateayf Georgi
funds are allocated to higher education institutions to assist any type of oregiaigram such
as campus mediation programs (CMP’s) in higher education institutions. Budgebhay no
longer be an issue for CMP’s when states enable statutes to establigshangutiograms.

The recommendations for program success and establishing a standardoevptoagss
were to have a connection with the academic program, use CAS standards dandtilrem
evaluation as a basis for an evaluation framework. The campus mediation progrgm be
connected to the academic program allows opportunities for student and staktment such
as internships, apprenticeship, labs, work-study and volunteer work (Hills, 2006) oAdllti 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 tiesagongesuch as the
program services being limited to the campus community and the needs of the atacdtyic

A statistical analysis from Hills' study (2006) showed a significalationship for funding
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sources from non-academic departments and campus community awarenesaraptie c
mediation centers. Therefore, his finding suggests that directors agrednémetheir programs
receive funding from a non-academic source their campus communiti@®@aware of their
program and the services offered.

llluminative evaluation is a naturalistic inquiry that explores the paorepand
experiences of the participants by engaging with the participants tbeaskportant evaluation
guestions. This type of evaluation seems to be very similar to participatéuptema and action
evaluation. While illuminative evaluation may have some merit due to its focus orptescri
and interpretation, higher education administration may still need to see fiesults
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 impleoreatad a
standard evaluation process; however, these programs did not provide any suggestions
program success. There were no common responses for program challengek dhe la
participation in program services, lack of time for outreach efforts an#l vedationships with
campus affiliates such as residential life are program challehgiethe campus mediation
programs (CMP’s) have control of and can make improvements without administrationadppr
Addressing these challenges can begin to change administratidndd laterest in the campus
mediation program to being interested in learning more about the program. WhévRle C
begin to serve the campus community “their continued success seems dependentdmgprovi
services that meet the needs of their constituents” so improving these progilangelawill

afford a brighter future for these programs and their respective ir@tgutills, 2006, p.77).
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There are several reasons why administration buy-in is vital esgdoialhese programs
that do not engage in evaluation. First, these programs receive funding froregpettive
administration so they need to prove their worth. Unlike other self-help progranms thie
campus community such as drug and alcohol prevention and sexual assault prevention that
receive funding from the state/federal government, campus mediationmeognastly receive
funding from their institution. Additionally, with these self-help programs youacaually see
the tangible results of their work through the reduction in cases but if you araakingryour
results and reporting your findings it is more difficult to claim program bisnefi

Second, the argument that these campus mediation program directors (and othiéys as we
make is “if we get more funding we can be able to really show you that the prisgsaotessful
but we are constantly experiencing budget cuts.” As might be expected, haWewer,
administration wants to see that the program is successful, usually througpratvemsive
evaluation, before they provide additional funding. The directors who do not engage in
evaluation recognized that new programs need to establish a record keegngasydicompile
annual statistics and if they take this a step further and engage in a progrzatia@véhey will
more than likely improve program sustainability. One program recommendebldlstandard
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 aregaged in evaluation
take this advice they would realize that the long-standing and successful [m@ngage 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 progheyshared

that their programs were discontinued largely in part because theofahesr 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 engalgg ire digth
the program administration to determine the expectations and goals that thesadtiain has
for the campus mediation program.
Programs that are discontinued

The lessons provided by the discontinued programs are especially valuzshledomost
directors have a fear of their programs becoming inactive or discexti Thus, current
programs may be able to incorporate this information to improve their own effertshared
previously, the directors of discontinued programs recommend discussionkewith t
administration to set expectations for the program and to sharedlseofjthe program with
administration. The directors of the discontinued program shared that thegleaéirey with
challenges such as increased workload and lack of time to focus on the needs ofréime. prog
Ironically, these are the same challenges that the active prograrasperiencing; however,
there is a wise truth that ‘successful people learn from the mistakes & atitepeople who fail
believe that they need to make their own mistakes.’ In summary, the directoes of t
discontinued programs do not believe that the administration recognized the value of the
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 andlaingtctheir

experiences and the value of this study now as they reflect on the challengtse.
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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 supoaEgsen “wish
list”, suggestions for program implementation and recommendations for argtandaiation
process.

Program challenges and successebwo campus mediation programs directors
identified budget cuts and high staff turnovers as an obstacle to program goztaeme
These program directors stated that past budget cuts were usually afrdsateased funding
from the state, federal government or the higher education institution. The high tarwever
usually the result of dean of student offices and adjunct instructors who maudy ssr
program directors and staff replacement in residential life. One didatored 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 thayeaetheir
institution requires a different assessment focused around learning outcontesagioecome a
burdensome task.

A claim of program success and continuity from one program director is duerto thei
connection with the academic program since there is more continuity with thieluadiwho is
the program director. So, the program director has “the basis for teaching the,doairsag
the student mediators, and the work that the students do with the mediation center iedonnec
into an academic program that also fits with the program of study whethentstatleose this to

be their major or minor or take classes...courses fit into it.” Another programodiodeims that
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using standards from CAS (The Council for the Advancement of Standards in Highendtducat
has positively impacted their program’s quality of standards and contributedisopragram
continuity, however, this director also emphasized the importance of developingaysvof
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 “wigt list
various models of needed and ideal program resources. The most common resp@nses wer
increase education on conflict management through hands-on and online resources, expand
marketing and publicity efforts, build relationships with campus affiljatesease staff and
training recruits, expand surveys and develop focus groups. Survey improvementsliticbude
introduction of mediator assessment, longitudinal post-mediation surveys amuthradalysis
of mediation surveys.

Improving relationships with campus affiliates were focused around commumgtn bu
for program services, engaging in broader discussions with the campus commuwoitylich
management and writing more conflict management articles for theusacommunity. One of
the program director’s cited that a significant part of community buy-in iseinéing
administration and decision makers about the value of mediation. For instance, thenprogra
director would ask upper level management, “...give me the worst cases théll yaun's
resolve.” The program directors who engage in evaluation desire to havagestielationship
with the campus community so that they can increase the awareness aatibatidiztheir
services. One program director wants “more specialists and liaisongaitkadirectly with
complaints and problem solving on campus” so that they can help build “structurenhséligts

with those [campus] entities” and minimize high staff turnover.
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Other wish list areas focused on improving delivery services and introdesitogative
justice and state mandated mediation. The program directors who engage incevaklave
that the implementation of restorative justice services addresses #lensecis of the campus
community and stays in line with the current trend of mediation services. Stadetexh
mediation is not a new concept and there are a few states that have it, thema greggtors
believe that this concept would classify mediation in the higher education instéigtan
“umbrella instead of looking at the components because we [most] don’t have aneategrat
system.”

Program implementation Program directors were not asked to provide any information
about program implementation, this advice was given freely during the intgmuoeess. There
was only one program director engaged in evaluation that offered adviostftutions
interested in implementing campus mediation programs. This director acknoavibdge
importance of getting their administration involved at pre-implementatioe stad)keeping
them involved so that there is never a question about program continuity.

Standard evaluation processOne program director suggests using CAS (The Council
for the Advancement of Standards in Higher Education) standards as an evataat@udrk
for campus mediation programs since these standards evolve from the campus judicial
programs/services (ADR method). The second recommendation is to use the vpiadisaarch
model, illuminative evaluation, where the evaluation is based on the experiences of the
participants instead of the researcher deciding the important questiahs s director
believes that using this method “allows for differences in programs that h&erewlifgoals 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 respdhess
guestions generated four main themes: program challenges, program stjsgulygestions 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 participatiogram
services which may be a result of the next challenge that was addresised tilme for outreach
efforts. Another program director’s concern was that increased workload réwehéer
program development; this could also be linked to lack of time for outreach efforts. Tevo oth
program issues addressed by a program director was their administraiiéros interest in
their program and the programs not being able to work in conjunction with residiéntal
conflict management issues.

Program implementation The directors provided suggestions for individuals interested
in implementing a campus mediation program. One needs to be familiar witbathmgaus
culture and the types of opportunities available on their respective campusézdangdiation
services. Subsequently, buy-in is needed from campus affiliates, espeasalbntial 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, expanagafiets
and introduce online intake such as a website. Other recommendations for new piegoam
introduce post mediation and outreach efforts, establish a record keeping systempitel ¢

annual statistics to improve future performance.
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Standard evaluation processThe recommendations for providing a standard evaluation
process for campus mediation programs was varied and offered the need toweeate a
inviting climate, develop a mediator pool and mediator survey, conduct exit intervigws w
program participants and “look to model mediation programs to see what others whodrave be
doing this a while [to see what is] is effective.” The most popular recommendatoato
develop survey forms for program participants, conduct focus groups, and engage inl informa
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 programswésnger in
existence; however, | will first provide the recommendations that these mrogravided to
prevent other programs from becoming discontinued. They recommended that prograrsdirect
begin by having a discussion with the administration to understand the expectatities for
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 thesadnmi.

This will raise the level of awareness of the different types of costtigations 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. @liinthese program
directors shared that they were discontinued because administration did notudee the
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 disdontinue

The directors also stated that they would be willing to implement the reeodations that they
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provided. The first recommendation is building mediation into campus judicial ser@itiest s
the program would not be affected by high staff turnover because the campus juaicial st
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 | learned so much more about the practical techniqudseahgat
data, differing views on evaluation, and the hierarchical process of decision nrakigger
education. My goal was to identify new ways to deliver value to the directors, nbyjus
completing this dissertation, but by engaging the directors through aftedtiom process so as
to improve the retention, evaluation and documentation of their programs. While | can
recommend the significance that a success standard will bring to campusangui@jrams,
we are still a far cry from such an implementation. However, there wengcaarpus mediation
program directors that voiced an immediate need for a success standard tbexasmth their
evaluation efforts

Despite the limited data on campus mediation programs, one survey existedghat
similar to my study. This existing survey was not published and had limited \@lididbwever,
| was able to use this survey to create the majority of my survey queglionsy the survey
design stage, | chose not to provide open responses to all the survey questions because these
guestions were not addressing my research questions. In hindsight, allowingsposises 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. dvinslall

incoming responses to be tracked with the added benefit of classification cdgbages into
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three groups. The idea to classify the respondents into three groups efr@rgpceliminary
information and the survey responses. The directors (survey respondentsykedrguaestions

and were permitted to reciprocate with their own questions. However, | did find treaivhe

some ambiguity in the survey as a result of inquiries from a few directorh thi@énterviews
alleviated. The group classification and interview style allowed theviates to be directed

towards the particular needs of the participants according to each group ansgudisl aeeeived
further insight into the survey responses and the needs of each group. The survey imtroducti
could have included a more detailed explanation of the desired participant populdtiwastha
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); howevertey ; this
study received a 55% response rate which may be a result of significaestimethis subject.
The practical implications, recommendations and opportunities for reseaba@lienited with
a focus on gaps within the study, survey responses and variety with the demograplaitgoopul
1. This survey can be replicated with a larger sample of respondents. The sumney c
modified to include more questions to address the specific concerns of progretorslire
2. This study can be expanded to include the administrators who oversee campusmediat
programs. Obtaining the views of the administrators on evaluation, evaluatds,eff
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 astheell a
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different types of programs that exist. Programs can then accetstdbase to connect
with their fellow programs. This creates a venue for program directdisdoss issues,
such as evaluation, so that they do not have to reinvent the wheel and can glean from
previously learned lessons (Rule, 1994).

. A survey with campus mediation program directors should be developed and
administered to determine the components for an evaluation framework ottievalua
processes. At the conclusion of the survey research, one can design a workirtgpavalua
framework or processes that directors can implement.

. A gualitative study that focuses on personal interviews with campus mediaigrapr
directors could be conducted to address the gaps in this study such as idestidlying
understanding the reasons why some campus mediation programs are no longer in
existence or become non-active.

. 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.

. This study can be explored from a micro level perspective by gatheringrdgtal
clarification within campus mediation programs. Do these programs use @aalsdve
program success? If so, how do they use goals to achieve program successisAre goa

used to evaluate their programs? If so, how?
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][ TEMPLE UNIVERSITY College of Education 1301 W. Cecil B. Moore Avenue

Sm— A Commonwealth University nd Floor Ritter Annes

Philadelphia, PA 19122-6091
(215) 204-6009

Department of Psychological Studies Fax: (215) 204-6013

in Education (PSE)

Gayon Daniel Advisor: Dr. Joe DuCette

Co-Principal Investigator Principal Investigator

Temple University, Educational Psychology Temple University, Educational Psychology
Tel: (610) 389-3966 Tel: (215) 204-4998

Email: gmdaniel@temple.edu Email: joseph.ducette@temple.edu

To Campus Mediation Program Directors:

My name is Gayon Daniel and I am currently a doctoral student at Temple University. | am conducting
research on campus mediation programs to gain information on the current state of evaluation use within these
programs.

I am asking for your participation in the web-based evaluation survey of campus mediation programs to
gather perspectives and insights into the current practices of campus mediation programs, specifically
information about the demographics, description of services, evaluation, and profile of programs. To help me
gain further insight into this area, you are being asked to engage in a web survey designed to obtain information
about the current evaluation practices of your program. An email invitation will be sent to your university email
inviting you to participate in this study within the next two weeks:

1. The email invitation will be sent by gmdaniel@temple.edu and the subject line will contain the
name of the survey, “Campus Mediation Program Survey”

The email will contain a hyperlink to connect to the web survey

When you connect to the web survey you will be able to review the details about the study

After you review the details of the study you will be given the option to take the survey

At the end of the survey you will be asked if you would like to participate in an optional follow-up
phone interview

v e

The results of the survey will be published with the intention of providing needed data on evaluating campus
mediation programs. The data you will provide will be held in the strictest confidence and your identity will be
reported anonymously. Your participation in this study is on a voluntary basis, and you may refuse to participate
at any time without consequence or prejudice. If you experience any distress or discomfort while participating in
this study or have any questions about the study, please contact me at the above email or phone number.

If you have questions about your rights as a research subject, please contact Mr. Richard Throm, Office of
the Vice President for Research, Institutional Review Board, Temple University, 3400 North Broad Street,
Philadelphia, PA, 19140, (215) 707-8757. Thank you in advance for assisting me to better understand the
evaluation efforts of campus mediation programs.

Sincerely,

. \
£ . N {

Gayon Daniel, M.Ed.

Doctoral Student
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Gayon Daniel

From: "Gayon M. Daniel" <gayon.daniel@actnowmgmtgroup.com>
Date: Wednesday, June 04, 2008 1:53 PM
To: <gayon.daniel@actnowmgmtgroup.com>; <gayond@hotmail.com>

Attach: CAS Final Draft #2.doc
Subject: FW: FW: Greetings

From: Olshak Richard T [mailto:rtolsha@ilstu.edu]
Sent: Wednesday, October 18, 2006 1:17 PM

To: gayon.daniel@actnowmgmtgroup.com
Subject: RE: FW: Greetings

Gayon,

Absolutely...feel free to use this work in any way that you need.
Attached is the CAS self-assessment that I spoke of.

Best,

Rick Olakak

Richard T. (Rick) Olshak

Associate Dean of Students, [llinois State University
Campus Box 2640, Normal IL, 61790-2640, (309) 438-2008
rick.olshak@ilstu.edu
http:/fiwww.deanofstudents.ilstu.edu
http://www.olshak.com

Notice: This e-mail is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed and may contain information that is privileged and/or confidential,
including information that is part of the confidential educational record of a student as defined in the Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA) of 1974
Redisclosure of this information is prohibited. The record may be confidentially maintained for as long as a legitimate educational interest exists, and must thereafter
be destroyed. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient or the employee or agent responsible for delivering the communication to the intended recipient,
please delete this communication. If you have received this communication in error, please notify me immediately

From: gayon.daniel@actnowmgmtgroup.com [mailto:gayon.daniel@actnowmgmtgroup.com]
Sent: Wednesday, October 11, 2006 2:30 PM

To: rick.olshak@ilstu.edu

Subject: RE: FW: Greetings

Rick,

Thank you for sending the survey. My study will now explore whether and how the mediation programs/centers perform evaluation and achieve their
goals. So, | will be using a web evaluation to get this information. | would like to use most of your survey questions in my evaluation survey. Can | be
able to use and/or adapt your questions with your permission (of course, citing your study/survey)? Did you issue your survey over the web or through
email? Did you create the survey yourself or through a template program? | am looking forward to your responses.

Gayon Daniel
(610) 389-3966 C

From: Olshak Richard T [mailto:rtolsha@ilstu.edu]
Sent: Tuesday, September 12, 2006 4:22 PM

To: gayon.daniel@actnowmgmtgroup.com
Subject: FW: Greetings

6/4/2008
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From: Olshak Richard T

Sent: Thursday, June 08, 2006 8:58 AM

To: 'gayon.daniel@actnowmgmtgroup.com'; Warren_Hills@ferris.edu
Subject: Greetings

Greetings Warren and Gayon,

Attached is a brief synopsis of the survey | conducted collecting information on campus mediation programs.

Again, we are discussing the mediation materials and will be discussing programmatic issues at http://www.olshak.com.

Later today, | will also send you both an invitation to participate on the ASJA-ADR listserv.

Best,

Rick

Richard T. (Rick) Olshak

Associate Dean of Students, Illinois State University
Campus Box 2640, Normal 1L, 61790-2640, (309) 438-2008
rick olshak@ilstu.edu

http://www.deanofstudents.ilstu.edu

http://www.olshak.com

This e-mail is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed and may contain information that is privileged and/or confidential,
including information that is part of the confidential educational record of a student as defined in the Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA) of
1974. Redisclosure of this information is prohibited. The record may be confidentially maintained for as long as a legitimate educational interest exists, and

must thereafter be destrayed. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient or the employee or agent responsible for delivering the

communication to the intended recipient, please delete this communication. If you have received this communication in error, please notify me immediately

"They say there are strangers who threaten us, our immigrants and infidels. They say there is strangeness, too dangerous, in our theaters and bookstore

shelves. Those who know what's best for us, must rise and save us from ourselves. Quick to judge, quick to anger, slow 1o understand. Ignorance and

prejudice and fear walk hand in hand" (Neil Peart, 1981).
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r——| T Office for Human Subjects Protections 3400 North Broad Street
E P Institutional Review Board Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19140
Medical Intervention Committees A1 & A2 Phone:215.707.3390 Fax:215.707.8387
e-mail: richard.throm@temple.edu

w— UN¥VERSITY“ ' Social and Behavioral Comma’ttee B hard.thr

Research Review Committee A

Certification of Approval for a Project Involving Human Subjects

Protocol Number: 11077
Pl: DUCETTE, JOSEPH
Approved On:  14-Jun-2007
Review Date: 05-Jul-2007
Committee: B BEHAVIORAL AND SOCIAL SCIENCES
School/College: College of Education
Department: PSYCH STUDIES IN EDUC (1904)
Project Title: Web-Based Evaluation Survey of Campus Mediation Programs

In accordance with the policy of the Department of Health and Human Services on protection of human
subjects in research, it is hereby certified that protocol number 11077, having received preliminary review
and approval by the department of PSYCH STUDIES IN EDUC (1904) was subsequently reviewed by the
Institutional Review Board in its present form and approved on 14-Jun-2007 with respect to the rights and
welfare of the subjects involved; appropriateness and adequacy of the methods used to obtain informed
consent; and risks to the individual and potential benefits of the project.

In conforming with the criteria set forth in the DHHS regulations for the protection of human research
subjects, and in exercise of the power granted to the Committee, and subject to execution of the consent
form(s), if required, and such other requirements as the Committee may have ordered, such orders, if any,
being stated hereon or appended hereto.

Itis understood that it is the investigator's responsibility to notify the Committee immediately of any
untoward results of this study to permit review of the matter. In such case, the investigator should
call Richard Throm at 707-8757.

MICHAEL R. JACOBS, PHARM.D.
CHAIRMAN, IRB
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WEB-BASED SURVEY: CAMPUS MEDIATION PROGRAM SURVEY
(printout of the electronic survey)
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Question 8: What types of services does your program provide (check all thaPapply

Other (please specify):

“Group facilitation”

“Facilitation”

“Facilitation”

“Restorative Justice, policy interpretation/consultation”

“‘EAP”

“Conflict Resolution Class and Certification”

“Facilitation”

“Facilitation”

“Many questions in this survey are not directly applicable for the Communityaltiieali
Center (CMC). CMC is a part of the Kansas Institute for Peace and CorficluiRon
(KIPCOR) and many items, including all of the services, pertain to KIP&O&Rwhole.
Because of the different components of KIPCOR's program, | 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 | can't get out of the
survey, | will answer it strictly for CMC but it does not reflect all of programs.”

10."“Outreach events, consultations”

11.“Victim Offender Mediation”

12.“Ombuds services”

13.“Restorative Justice Facilitation Sessions, Conflict Resolution CampussEvent

14.“Experiential Education programs for at-risk youth and residents of camectti

facilities”

15.“Small claims and neighbor to neighbor mediation”

16.'We have offer all the services listed except arbitration, but we have nota@@NE

anything all year. The program is entirely unfunded. Tonight we hold a "visfoning
session to decide if/fhow to continue or revitalize the program.’

17.“Mediator trainee mentoring”

CoNoO~WNE

Question 12; What types of data do you collect about your program servicesdlthieak

applyy
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):

QAN E

“As needed”

“Unsure, just started taking over program”

“Following a mediation”

“Ongoing”

“We continuously asses party satisfaction surveys and review session outcomes

“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 thatapply)

Other (please specify):

1.
2.

“Administrative feedback”
“Focus group”

Question 21: What would you recommend to improve evaluation in your pragram

QAN E

© oo N

10.

11.
12.
13.
14.

“Having a standard”

“NA”

“Compare to other institutions”

“More funding for training and sending mediators to Conferences”

“Additional funding for evaluation”

“Our "mediation program” is small component of what we do so the mediation evaluation
guestions are part of a much larger evaluation. Would like to change this.”

“We have trouble getting people to utilize program, so little data to interpret...”

“Standardized research tools”

“Time necessary to support more evaluation, an online participate evaluatioragha
completely anonymous and that participants would take the time to use”

“More cases to analyze; cost of conflict formulas (for organizationalisdegal
conflicts).”

“More money and staff “

“Survey of outcome goals”

“Learning outcomes based evaluation”

“Feedback from participants”

Question 24: What would you recommend to improve evaluation in your pragram

N

“A form”

“Not sure”

“I don't know”
“Not sure”
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“Feedback from participants”

“Don't know”

“NA”

“Standardized instrument”

. “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 servicesdrgali
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.“l do not know”

17.“Follow-up with parties”

18.“Written yearly evaluation report”

19.“l 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 managédreasarne person”

26."“Being able to allocate more staff time and resources in order to complgtEry
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 thgohe
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.“l don't know that | have specific recommendations. While improvement iyslwa

desired, improvement in evaluation is not a top priority.”

©ooNOO

146



APPENDIX G

FOLLOW-UP TELEPHONE INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

147



Programs engaged in evaluation

1. Your survey response indicated that you are evaluating your program? Haagny
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/resourcesidutre
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 mieasure
see that you are measuriAgndB, 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?

Programshot engaged in evaluation

1. Your survey response indicated that you areewatuating 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/resourcesidutre
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 semitles 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.lf 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 progsmoiv

discontinued, what would it be? Anything else?
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