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Editor's Note: This is the third in a 
series of articles based on the 
forthcoming book, Improving 
Workshops and Conferences, by 
Leonard Nadler, to be published 
by Gulf Publishing in early 1977. 

The workshop is over and the co-
ordinator and staff breathe a sigh 
of relief! Emotionally and physical-
ly there is a letdown, yet this is 
one of the most crucial points of 
the entire workshop process. Now 
is the time for the payoff . . . the 
bottom line. If the workshop had 
clear objectives and was meant to 
produce changes in knowledge 
and/or behavior that would persist 
after the workshop, then, for the 
coordinator, the workshop has not 
yet reached its terminal point. 

Just as the design committee had a 
great deal of work to do before the 
participants came to the site (see 
the first article in this series — 
May 1976), the coordinator has 
more to do to prepare for the parti-
cipants' return home. 

To close the loop, it would be 
helpful if the original design com-
mittee could now be reconvened to 
assess their planning, review what 
happened during the conduct of 
the workshop, and make sugges-
tions for future improvements. 
Theoretically, this is desirable, but 
realistically, very few workshop 
budgets provide for bringing the 
design committee back together 
again. Therefore, the coordinator 
and design committee need to 
build the linkage during the 
planning stage, and the coordinat-
or and the steering committee 

have to be sure it takes place 
during the conduct of the work-
shop. 

Linkage 
There are different kinds of ex-

ercises which have been developed 
to provide the linkage. One which I 
have found extremely successful is 
the "memo to myself." Described 
very briefly, toward the end of the 
workshop, the participants are 
given a few minutes to write a 
brief memo, indicating specifically 
what they will do as a result of 
having been at this particular 
workshop. This is done with a car-
bonized sheet, making an original 
and two copies, with distribution 
as follows: 

Page 1 - retained by the partici-
pant with other workshop ma-
terials 
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Page 2 - collected by the co-
ordinator 
Page 3 - inserted by the partici-
pant into a self-addressed envel-
ope 

Page 1 - As it is comingled with 
the other workshop materials, it is 
probable that little will be done 
with it. When participants return 
from the workshop to their regular 
world, they usually have to devote 
considerable time to answering 
phone messages, catching up on 
correspondence, and reintegrating 
into their organizations, families 
and communities. It may be weeks 
or months before they look at the 
workshop materials again, if ever. 
At some later time, while sorting 
through those materials, they may 
stumble upon Page 1 and have a 
reminder of what they had planned 
to do as a result of attending the 
workshop. 

Page 2 - will be collected by the 
coordinator for later analysis. The 
coordinator will be able to deter-
mine the kinds of actions partici-
pants plan on, as a result of having 
been at the workshop. These plans 
can be matched against the work-
shop objectives and the expecta-
tions of the sponsor. 

The use of the first two pages 
may be familiar to the coordinator 
and the participants. Page 3 is 
somewhat different. For this exer-
cise, the coordinator should pro-
vide envelopes and instruct the 
participants to address the envel-
opes to themselves, either to their 
home or office. They then insert 
Page 3 into the envelope and seal 
it. This is then collected by the co-
ordinator. At some later date, the 
coordinator will mail these to the 
participants. The specific date 
should be carefully considered and 
depends on a variety of factors. 
Will there be further contact with 
the participants? If so, should the 
Page 3 envelope come before or 
after that contact? What about an 
evaluation instrument (discussed 
below)? Should Page 3 be sent out 
before, with, or after the work-

shop evaluation instrument? 
There are other exercises and 

experiences which are similar to 
this, and it is not being suggested 
that this is the only form of linkage 
possible. What is important is that 
linkage should be built in through 
some kind of observable activity 
before the workshop ends. 

An anticipated outcome of a 
workshop may be that there will 
be new behavior on the part of the 
participant upon returning to the 
organization. It is obviously diffi-
cult and perhaps impossible for a 
participant to return from a work-
shop and to implement changed 
behavior when all the other people 
in the organization have not shared 
his or her experiences. This is part 
of what gave rise to the OD move-
ment. There was great frustration 
when individuals who learned new 
behaviors in workshops were un-
able to use them when they re-
turned to their organizations be-
cause the others had not been at 
the same or similar workshops. 

It should not be expected that an 
individual who attended a work-
shop will return and be able to 
make massive changes in the or-
ganization. Some sponsors have 
tried to use the "critical mass" ap-
proach. That is, if enough people 
have been sent to a series of relat-
ed workshops, after a while there 
will be a sufficient number of 
people with this experience who 
will be able to return and do some-
thing about changing the organiza-
tion. This is not a realistic use of 
workshops. It is not the "critical 
mass" which brings about change, 
but particular individuals who are 
in positions of power. 

During the linkage phase of the 
workshop, participants can ex-
plore how they will bring about 
change in their organizations. A 
useful exercise is to have them 
practice how they will report the 
workshop experience to those who 
should hear about it. 

Evaluation 
Every workshop should have 

some kind of evaluation. It can 
rapge from a very simple "happi-
ness quotient" to a very sophisti-
cated documentation of actual 
changes back home. The former 
can take the form of "did you like 
this workshop?" Or it is even pos-
sible to structure it further by ask-
ing, "What did you like best about 
this workshop?" If the objective 
was to get the participants to like 
the workshop, these questions are 
legitimate. But liking an experi-
ence may have little or nothing to 
do with accomplishing the objec-
tives. 

Al though every workshop 
should be evaluated, there must be 
a clear understanding why this 
particular workshop should be 
evaluated, and what is to be done 
with the results of the evaluation. 
As with other parts of the work-
shop, there must be clear 
planning. The coordinator should 
be able to respond to questions 
like: 

• With whom will the evaluation 
be shared? 

• What is expected of those who 
received the evaluation re-
sults? 

• Given those who will receive 
it, what form{s) should it take? 

There are many ways to evaluate. 
One is the interview, though this 
can be expensive as it requires 
qualified interviewers, and takes a 
lot of time. It also means that dur-
ing the interview the participant is 
not able to take part in some other 
workshop activity. There are 
times, though, when the interview 
can evoke data which is not readily 
obtainable through any other tech-
nique. 

More common is the question-
naire, which the participants can 
complete during the workshop. As 
with any questionnaire or evalua-
tion form, the following are the 
minimal steps which should be fol-
lowed: 

1. Design the instrument 
2. Test out the instrument by 

using it with a group similar 
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Interaction Management® is a new 
and different approach to super-
visory skills training. Based on 
interaction modeling, it teaches 

supervisors practical, useful skills they can apply 
on the job immediately. It is a modular, in-house 
system. A Management Reinforcement workshop 
assures active management support. 

JAMES C. ROBINSON of Development Dimen-
sions (formerly Training Director of Agway Inc.), 
along with two other interaction modeling practi-
tioners, will lead the conference session. Con-
ference attendees will participate in an actual 
skill-building module such as "Improving Employee 
Performance." Registration fee—$175. 

Assessment Center Method 
4 0 / ^ Initial selection, promotion decisions, 

identification of training and develop-
1 1 1 ment needs, achieving affirmative action 

goals are ways in which many organizations use 
the assessment center method. By placing candi-
dates in situations similar to those they will face 
after hire or promotion, trained observers can 
objectively evaluate behavior and potential. 

DR. WILLIAM C. BYHAM and DR. DOUGLAS W. 
BRAY, two of the world's leading assessment 
authorities, will lead the conference. Assessment 
center applications, exercises, validity, and initia-
tion will be covered. Registration fee—$175. 

Please register me for the conference on: 

fliil 
• Sept. 20-21 Chicago.. 

• Nov. 8-9 . . . . New York... 

% 
. Sept. 22-23 • 

Nov. 10-11 • 

DEVELOPMENT DIMENSIONS, INC. 
250 Mt. Lebanon Boulevard 
Pittsburgh, Pa. 15234 
Phone: (412)343-0616 

Circle No. 560 on Reader Service Card 

Name_ 

Title _ 

Organization. 

Address 

City/State/Zip . 

Phone -
Area Code 

TDJ-8-76 

to those who will receive the 
instrument 

3. Revise the instrument as 
needed 

4. Distribute the revised instru-
ment. 

To skip the first two steps is to risk 
complete disaster. If the instru-
ment does not provide the 
information needed for the evalua-
tion, or if it is too difficult for the 
participants to respond to, there 
will be a negative impact on the 
rate of return and on the validity of 
the responses. There is only one 
opportunity, no second chance. If 
it hinges upon the instrument, it is 
worth taking the extra steps (and 
time and money) to make sure the 
instrument does what it is sup-
posed to do. 

The next question is when to ad-
minister the instrument. If this is 

done as one of the culminating acti-
vities of the workshop, the data 
will be much different than if the 
instrument is sent out after the 
end of the workshop. At the end of 
the workshop, there are several 
factors which can influence the 
way in which the participants will 
respond. If it has been a good 
workshop, participants may feel 
happy (halo effect). They will ans-
wer questions in a positive man-
ner, at that particular time. In a 
five-day workshop, the partici-
pants may respond based on the 
event of the previous evening. 

Let's assume that Friday is the 
last day, and that is the time the 
instrument is to be distributed. 
Perhaps the banquet was on 
Thursday evening. The data col-
lected on Friday may reflect the 
feelings after the banquet rather 

than anything else at the work-
shop. If the food was bad, the en-
tertainment inappropriate, seating 
uncomfortable or the service poor, 
all of this will influence the partici-
pants' responses to the question-
naire on the following day. Yet the 
banquet may have been only a 
minor point to be evaluated, if it 
was to be evaluated at all. 

Near the end of any workshop 
there is a period of psychological 
disengagement. The participants 
already have one foot on the air-
plane, or the key in their car's igni-
tion. They are ready to leave and 
are gearing themselves up for 
that. The evaluation data they pro-
vide at this point may be superfi-
cial and misleading. Of course, 
there are those who, despite the 
banquet and psychological disen-
gagement, will still provide good 
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data on the evaluation instrument. 
Waiting until after the workshop 

to send out the instrument like-
wise presents problems. Once par-
ticipants return home, they may 
be too busy to bother with any-
thing related to the workshop. 
Once they get involved in activities 
which absorb all their time and at-
tention, they may put off complet-
ing the instrument for several 
weeks, by which time the work-
shop will have lost its impact. They 
may be able to respond only to 
generalities, and not the specifics. 

Obviously, there is no one best 
way or time to evaluate. The var-
iety of possibilities should be 
weighed against the objectives as 
to why the evaluation is taking 
place, the nature of the partici-
pants, and what will be done with 
the data. 

The coordinator must also con-
sider whether to evaluate the 
workshop as a whole or whether to 
have an evaluation of individual 
sessions. The total workshop eval-
uation will be related to overall ob-
jectives. There are also good rea-
sons for obtaining evaluations from 
the participants about the individ-
ual sessions. When outside re-
source persons have been used, it 
is important to develop a data bank 
concerning them. This will help the 
coordinator in staffing future 
workshops. A note of caution here 
. . . one must realize that feedback 
from participants may not be fully 
indicative of what really happened. 

It is customary to ask partici-
pants to fill out an evaluation card 
at the end of each session, evaluat-
ing the content and the resource 
person who conducted the session. 
In one case, the resource person 
was evaluated as 3 on a scale of 4. 
The coordinator felt this was not 
good enough. He wanted all his re-
source persons to be rated as 4 by 
the participants. (This may not al-
ways be possible, for it is very sel-
dom that participants will rate 
everybody as 4, as this could also 
indicate that they are not suffi-

ciently discriminating.) However, 
this was the first session of a two-
week workshop, and there was no 
basis for comparison on which 
participants could judge (evaluate) 
this resource person. 

If participants are to rate a re-
source person, is it in comparison 
to other resource people? If so, 
how can this be done when there 
have not yet been any other ses-
sions? The evaluation must start 
sometime, and the coordinator 
does not want to lose feedback on 
the early resource people. The di-
lemma can be dealt with if the co-
ordinator does not treat the parti-
cipant feedback from the first days 
as being equal to that which fol-
lows. 

At a major conference, I con-
ducted a workshop session (as a re-
source person) early in the confer-
ence. The feedback at that time 
was quite good, but it got even 
better as time went on. Partici-
pants commented that "your ses-
sion was great on Monday, but as 
the conference continued and I at-
tended other sessions, I realized 
how much better yours was. The 
more sessions I attended, the bet-
ter yours became. I wish I had that 
evaluation form back, I would 
mark it higher than I did then." 

The coordinator must deal with 
the fact that there is no one perfect 
time to evaluate. If evaluation is 
held too early in the workshop, it 
may lose part of its validity. If 
done at the end of the workshop, 
the coordinator is faced with the 
problem of recency, in that those 
sessions which the participant may 
remember little of what actually 
happened. Therefore the evalua-
tion should be done, with the full 
understanding of the various limi-
tations, for it can still provide val-
uable data for the coordinator, the 
sponsor, and the design commit-
tee. Depending on how the evalua-
tion is conducted and how the re-
sults are used, it can also provide 
valuable information for the parti-
cipants, and therefore become an 

additional learning experience for 
them. 

Follow-up 
If the coordinator does evaluate 

(and this step is highly recom-
mended) then something should be 
done with the results. The evalua-
tion should not be done for cosmet-
ic reasons — it looks good to have 
an evaluation. It should be done 
because there are specific reasons 
for evaluating. 

The first use of the evaluation 
results can be for the sponsor. The 
conference may have been paid for 
by an employer, a government 
agency, or some organization 
which has funded the activity, and 
therefore, the coordinator has a 
responsibility for helping them un-
derstand what they got for their 
money. The evaluation may in-
clude items such as how many par-
ticipants attended, and an analysis 
of the responses of the partici-
pants. 

Participants may also want to 
know the results of the evaluation. 
Some will want to compare their 
perceptions and responses to those 
of others who attended the same 
conference. It may also be utilized 
for marketing purposes, for if the 
general feeling was that the work-
shop was helpful, then the next 
time the coordinator/sponsor offer 
a similar workshop, attendance 
would be encouraged. 

Resource people appreciate 
feedback — at least, most of them 
do. Each resource person will react 
differently and will utilize the data 
in different ways. The coordinator 
need not be concerned with how 
the resource person uses the feed-
back, but does have a responsibili-
ty to make the information avail-
able. The most basic data is the re-
sult of a rating scale which indi-
cates how participants saw the re-
source person in relation to the 
presentation, or as compared to 
others. This may not be as impor-
tant as some individual comments, 
such as the ways in which the re-
source person was helpful to the 
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participants and the ways in which 
he or she could have been more 
helpful. The specifics are much 
more important than a set of num-
bers. 

It may be physically and finan-
cially impossible to bring back to-
gether the design committee who 
did the initial work on the work-
shop. However, they can be sent a 
copy of the evaluation as well as in-
dications as to how the original de-
sign was changed, and if possible, 
the reasons for the changes. This 
will help the design committee 
learn from the experience, which 
should be one of the benefits of 
serving on a design committee. 

More important is the new de-
sign committee. If the same or a 
similar workshop is to be held 
again, a new design committee will 
be formed. It may involve some 
members of the old design commit-
tee, but there will be some dele-
tions and some additions. There 
may be quite some time between 
the conclusion of one workshop and 
the convening of a new design 
committee to begin their work on 
another workshop. An overlap of 
people is desirable, but not always 
possible, but either way, one of the 
first pieces of data the new design 
committee should have is the de-
sign and evaluation of the previous 
workshop. 

The evaluation should include 
feedback for the coordinator. If the 
coordinator is a professional who 
works with many workshops, con-
tinuous feedback can help him or 
her to maintain a balance. There is 
the danger that, after several suc-
cess experiences, a coordinator can 
become professionally lethargic, 
which could result in less satisfac-
tory workshops in the future. The 
coordinator should analyze the 
evaluation material in terms of 
how he might have made it a bet-
ter workshop. One can also learn 
from success. From the data, the 
coordinator can determine those 
things that made the workshop 
successful, and which should be re-

peated in future experiences of 
this type. 

The same data can be used in 
different ways depending upon the 
audience to which it will go. This is 
not unprofessional manipulation of 
data, but rather recognizes that 
different people have different 
needs. Therefore, to produce one 
generalized report from the eval-
uation data may result in an im-
pressive document but one which 
is less valuable and less usable to 
different people. 

There are other forms of follow-
up which do not rely upon the eval-
uation. One technique I have found 
very helpful is the newsletter. If 
participants were expected to do 
something as a result of the work-
shop, they will be legitimately cur-
ious about what some of the other 
participants have actually done. A 
simple newsletter, sharing the re-
sults of the workshop does 
wonders to reinforce the possibili-
ty that everybody will at least try 
to use the workshop experiences 
back home. Out of the newsletter 
can come some additional ideas 
which were not expressed at the 
workshop, but are a direct result 
of the experience. 

The newsletter can serve an-
other function. After the work-
shop, participants may have new 
needs for information and re-
sources which they did not antici-
pate during the workshop. The 
newsletter provides the sponsor 
with a mechanism for meeting this 
need. There are other follow-up 
activities, but space does not allow 
for more discussion here. 

Conclusion 
In this three-article series I have 

endeavored to share what I have 
learned through many years of 
serving as a coordinator, resource 
person, and participant as well as a 
member of many design commit-
tees. I find that there is no end to 
the learning process. Changes oc-
cur in our lifestyles, media avail-
ability, the pool of resource per-
sons, and increased sophistication 

on the part of the participants. Co-
ordinators must face these 
realities or fall back on the boiler-
plate tactic of merely doing what 
they have always done, just chang-
ing the titles of the workshop and 
using different resource people. 
The coordinator is crucial to a good 
workshop and no matter how many 
times he or she has had the respon-
sibility for a workshop, it is always 
possible to make the next one 
better. USECSE) 

Leonard Nadler is professor of adult 
education and human resource develop-
ment, School of Education, The George 
Washington University, Washington, 
D.C. He also provides consultation to 
various companies and agencies in the 
private and public sector in the areas of 
individual and organizational change. He 
has published many articles in a variety 
of professional magazines. In 1973 he 
received an award from ASTD for con-
tributions to the professional literature. 
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