Overhead E-1

Phases in the Evaluation of PLTL

Directions:
This overhead is used in conjunction with E-2 and E3 graphs.

Speaker’s Comments:


Looking at Point 1: The Evaluation of the project has used three methods.  One is looking at attitudes of the students, faculty, and administrators. I'm going to show you data from responses from students and peer leaders
Overhead E-2

Student Responses

Speaker’s Comments:


The top bar represents students in the Parent Consortium, and the bottom bar represents students from the Adapt and Adopt group (1998-1999). Students were asked if interacting with the leader was helpful, and about 80% in each case agreed.


These data are striking in how reproducible they are between the two groups.


Do students perceive that Workshops improve their grade? In both cases, over 60% agreed that their grades had improved as a result of participation. Note, this is a  perception.


Do you participate regularly?  About 50% in both cases said they participated regularly.


Was group interaction helpful in understanding the material? More than 70% in both cases thought so.


When asked if they would recommend the course to others, over 70% in both cases said they would.


More than 80% in both cases said they were unafraid to ask questions in workshops.


Were the materials challenging? The two groups disagreed: about 50% in the parent group thought they were challenging, whereas about 75% in the second group thought the materials were challenging. 

Overhead E-3

Peer Leader Responses

Speaker’s Comments:


These data come from the parent group of peer leaders (1995), and should be used a guide when first introducing workshops. 


When asked if their understanding of Chemistry improved as a result of being a peer leader, more than 90% agreed.


Do the students appear comfortable in the workshop setting, and is the interaction with other leaders helpful? About 95% agreed with both statements.


Only about 35% of the leaders thought students come prepared for the workshop.


Is peer leadership a helpful experience? Over 75% agreed that it was.


Would you recommend a course with workshops to others? 100% agreed they would.

Overhead E-4  Comparative Studies of Chemistry Classes with and without PLTL

Directions: 
Show E-1 again, make comment about second point, then show E-4
Speaker’s Comments:

(Using E-1): This is a comparison of PLTL groups and non-PLTL groups;


 (Using E-4) (To prepare for this slide, read Chapter 6 in the Guidebook, and contact Leo Gafney, gafney@discovernet.net )


We’re comparing, in most cases, historical data with PLTL workshop groups, except Portland State, and University of Kentucky, where some of the students who were in the same course and some were in workshops and others were not. The importance of this slide is that you’re seeing improvement, across the board,  at different types of universities (2-year, 4-year, research universities) and different courses.

Optional Overheads:

E-5: University of Rochester

            


E-6: University of Pittsburgh

            


E-7: Portland State University

Overhead E-8

Critical Components

Directions: 
Show E-1 again, make comment about third point, then show E-8

Speaker’s Comments:

(Using E-1) This is evaluating how relevant critical components are to successful implementation and institutionalization.


Review the first three components: 1) integration of the workshop with the course;


2) Faculty involvement


3) Leader Training

Overhead E-9

Critical Components (continued)

Directions:
Alternatively, the critical components are listed, with more detail in the matrix (E-9).

Speaker’s Comments:
4) Materials appropriate to workshop

5) Organizational issues

6) Institutional issues

Overhead E-10
Critical Components Matrix
Speaker’s Comments:

These are a checklist of each component. For example, to decide if workshop is an integral part of the course, do students view workshops as important to learning? Or are the leaders aware ....? Does the lecturer refer to the workshops?

Overhead E-11
University of West Georgia Workshop Attendance and Grades
Speaker’s Comments:

Attendance in workshops correlates directly with student success.

As noted in Progressions, Vol. 2, Issue 2 (p. 11)

At most PLTL sites non-attendance is a minor problem. Students are generally motivated to attend workshops for two reasons: first, they recognize the positive impact of the workshops on their learning and their success in tests; second, sanctions are imposed for attendance and non-attendance. It is nevertheless true that some students are more conscientious than others in attending workshops.

 The most careful studies of attendance and grades have been conducted by Lucille Garmon, professor of chemistry at the University of West Georgia. Figures are shown in the table below. Correlation between attendance and grades is a remarkable .97.
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