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December 1, 2000

TO:
Anne Swindale


FANTA Project

FR:
Julie Mobley and Mona Steffen

RE:
Feedback on the FAM/FANTA Data Analysis Workshop

Introduction

As part of the project's training activities, FANTA provided technical support for a data analysis workshop focusing on health and agriculture evaluation data for Title II PVOs.  (This workshop was a follow on to a workshop on sampling held in May of 1999.) Two consultants were hired (J. Mobley and M. Steffen) to develop materials for the workshop and to do the training on-site.  The workshop was coordinated by Food Aid Management (FAM) and hosted by ADRA Kenya, and was held in Nairobi, Kenya, November 6-10, 2000. 

1.  Trainer/Facilitator Comments

The three workshop facilitators (Julie Mobley, Mona Steffen, Steve Zodrow (FAM)) were in agreement that this was a very successful workshop.  Though perhaps not an unbiased opinion, it was well supported by workshop evaluations submitted by participants.  (Summaries of participant comments, as well as their results on pre- and post-tests, are presented in part II of this report.)

The three facilitators met on the day following the workshop to discuss their perceptions of workshop successes and constraints.  

Specific Areas of Success

· The facilitators felt that participants seemed genuinely pleased with the overall content, presentation and organization of sessions.

· The overall coordination and organization of the plenary and breakout sessions was felt to be well planned and effective in most cases.  Time allocation between the two types of sessions, as well as the transition periods, seemed to be effective and efficient in attaining project goals.

· Small group activities were integrated well as transitional sessions linking the plenary sessions and computer breakout sessions.

· Potential nightmare scenarios related to computer software and hardware issues, such as electrical and mechanical hook-ups, spreading of viruses, etc., were avoided thanks to competent staff at the Hilton and good coordination by Steve Zodrow.

· The facilities at the Nairobi Hilton were very good; staff were courteous and helpful.

· There was a good mix of participants, many with relevant practical experience to share (the varying skill level was difficult to address fully, yet likely unavoidable).

This activity was made possible through the support provided to the Food and Nutrition Technical Assistance (FANTA) Project by the Office of Health and Nutrition of the Bureau for Global Programs Field Support and Research and the Office of Food For Peace of the Bureau for Humanitarian Response at the U.S. Agency for International Development, under terms of Cooperative Agreement No. HRN-A-00-98-00046-00 awarded to the Academy for Educational Development (AED). The opinions expressed herein are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the views of the U.S. Agency for International Development.

Specific Constraints:

· Time Frame:  More preparation time would have been helpful; the trainers’ time was spent developing the materials to the last moment, with little time left to review, revise and “practice”.  There was slightly too much content for the 5-day framework.  Either one of the basic objectives should have been dropped, or one to two more days should have been added to the workshop schedule.  It also would have been helpful to begin with an optional 1-day software refresher course, to bring beginners up to a higher level of expertise before addressing the core workshop content.

· Data Sets:  In some cases, the data sets around which the trainers developed the lessons and procedures were problematic.  In retrospect, trainers should have felt more free to use/create other data sets that might have been more applicable.  Specifically, due to time constraints, the “crop” data set used for the yield gap analysis should have already had consistent units of area and production to allow participants to focus on the calculation of the yield gap itself.  While extra manipulations of the data set as steps in the process were useful in teaching data management and aggregation techniques to the participants, they detracted from focus and discussion on the calculation and purpose of the yield gap indicator.

· SPSS vs. Epi Info Breakouts:  Approximately 2/3 of the participants were SPSS users (17 SPSS vs. 8 Epi Info).  This left the breakout sessions quite unbalanced, though there was an extra facilitator hired to assist during SPSS sessions but none available to assist in the Epi Info session.  (Competent support facilitators for the Epi Info sessions were never found through the channels used to locate them.)  Having at least one facilitator for Epi Info and a second for SPSS would have allowed more efficient and complete coverage of content during breakout sessions, especially in light of the wide range of skill levels in both groups.  Alternative sources for breakout session facilitators should be investigated well in advance of future workshops.

· Folders:  The folders were well-organized and well-received by the participants.  With more preparation time,  a few modification could have been made such as:  separate sections for the Epi Info and SPSS breakout session notes and numbering the pages by section for easier reference for participants.  A decision on color vs. black & white printing would have assisted in making preparation time more efficient. 

(The main sections of the binder were copied in color but the breakout exercises were not).  

I. Participant Comments

The following is a question-by-question summary of comments from participants as recorded on the Course Evaluation Forms.  (see form attached)

1. How successful was the workshop in accomplishing the overall objectives as stated in the agenda? (n=25)
Very  (80%)       Somewhat  (20%)         Not very  (0)

2. How successful was the workshop in meeting participants’ expectations as expressed on the first day of the workshop?  (n=25)
Very  (72%)        Somewhat  (28%)       Not very  (0)

3. How informative/useful were the main workshop sessions?

Individual Session Ratings:  (1=Extremely  2=Somewhat  3=Not very)

Topic
Score Distribution

   1           2           3
Mean Rating

Understanding Variables
18
6
1
1.3

Measure Central Tendency . . .
17
8

1.3

Calculating Means, Medians . . .
21
4

1.2

Descriptive Stats, Cleaning . . .
14
9
2
1.5

Defining New Variables
18
6
1
1.3

Merging, Manipulating . . .
19
4
2
1.3

Understanding/Calc’ing Z-scores
13
9
2
1.5

Understanding Weighted Means
14
7
3
1.5

Weighted Avg % Yield Gap
9
12
4
1.8

Analysis of Nutrition Indicators
17
7
1
1.4

Introduction of Inferential Stats
14
10
1
1.5

Hypothesis Testing, Stat Tests
15
9
1
1.4

Interpreting Results from Stat Tests
13
10
2
1.6

Presenting Results of Data Analysis
12
8
4
1.7

Comments:

“The following topics need more detail and time:  introduction of inferential statistics, hypothesis testing, interpreting results from statistical tests, presenting results.”

“When the plenary focused on the theory aspects of a topic I feel this was generally very well done.  Sometimes this was presented along with the computer application and this is when confusion stepped in; e.g. the discussion of weighted yield gap.”

“The gap thing was complicated and needed more time for us to understand.”

“In the initial questionnaire before the workshop, we were asked our levels of computer competency (SPSS/Epi Info).  People have varying levels and many come with little or no understanding.  I think you guys did a very good job of accomodating the majority of the group.  All in all I think this was a very good workshop.  However, I would have allowed some more time for discussion/exchange and lessons learned.”

“Interpretation of results was not clearly explained as at some point the percentages from the crosstabs were confusing and light not properly shed on this.”

“Presentations or discussions on presentations needed to have been done.”

“Was very helpful to run projects ME system.”

“I felt that the level of the course was just right, but the overall pace was slow, especially that of the 1st two days, and especially the computer sessions, although I realize that it was fast for others.  I think it would have been nice, as a challenge, to tell us to analyze another indicator which we didn’t actually cover in class.”

“Such workshop should be organized on a regular basis to enrich the knowledge of the field workers.”

4. How informative/useful were the practical computer (breakout) sessions?

Individual Session Ratings:  (1=Extremely  2=Somewhat  3=Not very)

SPSS

Topic
Score Distribution

   1           2           3
Mean Rating

Exploring a Data Set, Cleaning, . . .
13
4

1.3

Defining New Vars, Sub-group . . .
14
2

1.1

Calculating Stunting Indicators . . .
7
1

1.1

Calculating Wtd. Avg % Yield Gap
10
7

1.4

Analysis of Nutrition Indicators
10
7

1.4

Bivariate Tests, Analyzing Results
11
5
1
1.4

Epi Info

Topic
Score Distribution

   1           2           3
Mean Rating

Exploring a Data Set, Cleaning, . . .
6
2

1.3

Defining New Vars, Sub-group . . .
8


1.0

Calculating Stunting Indicators . . .
5
3

1.7

Calculating Wtd. Avg % Yield Gap
5

3
1.9

Analysis of Nutrition Indicators
6
2

1.2

Bivariate Tests, Analyzing Results
5
2

1.3

Comments:

“More time for day 5 issues.”

“Sessions could have been tighter, and the help from facilitators was variable.”

“Fair enough because I am familiar with it.”

“The comments above are all genuine. [This person referring to marking all “1s” for the Epi Info breakout session]  Let’s have a follow-up training.”

“Excellent – could have had more computer time.”

“Needs follow-up workshop.”

Summary of responses to open-ended questions.

#5. What did you like best about the workshop?  

The comments mentioned presentation, contents and break out sessions.  A few mentioned participant involvement.  Every response was very positive about the workshop.

“Contents, especially manipulation of files and carrying out tests”.

“The review of statistics was excellent and very useful and then having practice in using software straight after”.

“The quality of presentation”.

“The presenters! Very patient & take time to explain”.

#6.  How would you rate the handouts?  

Everyone seemed to find the handouts useful.

“Very organized”. “A valuable resource”.

“Very practical and user friendly”.

“Good/Very good”.  “Superb”.

“Excellent”.

“Handouts are clearly written, step by step guidance, but should be improved to increase its simplicity”.

“9 on a scale of 1 to 10 (10 is best).

“Pretty good for a 5 day workshop”.

#7.  Process used during workshop.  How could we have improved the flow and overall management?  Did the workshop achieve a high level of participation?  Please comment/provide suggestions.

Everyone seemed to think a high level of participation was achieved.  A few felt the schedule was a bit tight.

“Yes, high level of participation”.  “Interpretations should be given more attention”.

“I liked the flow & flexibility of the workshop, I felt the participation in the plenaries was v. good”.

“Use of individual data sets, could be installed before workshop”.

“I feel great about the workshop.  Level of participation is high- more than required sometimes”.

“Process was good.  Wouldn’t improve”.  Participation was great.  Could extend to 2 weeks”.

“More statistical background- especially on the new terminologies and indicators”.

#8.  Could any of the topics have been handled more effectively?  If so, how?

A few people mentioned inferential statistics and weighted yield gap as requiring more time.  Time overall was mentioned a few times.  Many people said nothing could be improved.

“None”.

“Put more time in software review at beginning of workshop”.

“The facilitators should have had a thorough understanding & practical experience in statistics and data analysis”.

“More time for practical work”.

#9.  How would you rate each instructor’s presentation style?  

Most people felt the presentations were good, very good or excellent.  A few comments were added about speed (too fast) and one comment about improving statistical knowledge.

“Good”.

“All the instructors were very good”.

“Like the step by step approach of the EpiInfo instructor”.

“Plenary session, both excellent”.

“Very good”.  “Both of them very good”.

“Good although more statistical explanation was missing in SPSS”.

“Mona- too fast.  Julie- moderate speed”.

“It is excellent”.

“Very good”.

“Julie- very good”

“Mona- was great.  A little fast at the beginning but slowed down towards the end- Thanks”

“Julie- she makes everything look easy”.

“Different styles but both useful & very good”.

“I will give them both very good”.

“Julie- good, patient, creative.  Mona- fast/ lively”.

“Julie, I like the idea of starting off with the final product, then the process.  Mona- Great, keeps us alert”.

“Julie- 1, Mona- 2”.

Question #10.  What preparations (if any) could we (the facilitators) have done to improve the workshop?  

Many people said “none.”

“Preparation was very good.  Perhaps just edit the handouts (computer scripts)”.

“Organize a safari”.

“”Explain interpretations better”.

“None, that I can think”.

“More actual examples”.

“You have put in your very best, every different workshop will present different challenges”.

“None.  You did it all!”

“More examples”.

“Only time shortage on some topics”.

“References in statistics”.

“Find out how Title II programs are analyzing % yield gaps”.

“Send materials before hand on some issues”.

Question # 11.  What type of follow up or next steps would you like to see after this workshop? 

Many people want another follow up workshop held in a year.

“To visit the participants and see whether the knowledge is being put in practice”.

“More advanced training”.

“Sharing of information and data analysis by participants”.

“Go through the manuals and practice exercises”.

“Participants should continue to be in touch with tutors”.

“Course on more advanced data analysis methods”.

“Follow up workshops to improve and address questions from field”.

“How participants are applying what they learned”.

“Continued correspondence on development/ changes of indicators”.

“Theory has to be supported by practice”.

“Another data analysis workshop”.

“Meet to discuss how each program is using lessons from workshop”.

“Have follow up with same participants”.

“Follow up workshop in 1 year”.

“Further group discussions about common problems encountered in field”.

Question #12. How do you anticipate you will use learning from this workshop? 

Most participants said they would use the learning from the workshop by better understanding and better analyzing their own project data sets. 

“Have improved my skills in analysis and will be able to utilize several methods, now when evaluating programs”.

“I will immediately move into analyzing existing data sets within projects”.

Any other comments?

“A good workshop- thanks Mona, Julie and Steve for a job well done!”

“Thank you all.  This has been a great time applied”.

“Provide a similar sort of workshop in Francophone countries- we are many and crying out for such things—don’t discriminate”.

“Excellent workshop”.

“Thanks- this was a great workshop- one of the best I’ve attended.  Steve did a great job of organizing it!”

Comments continued…

“Well organized workshop.  Approachable facilitators and organizer”.

“I would like to know more about further statistical methods…”

“Thanks- it was a fantastic workshop”.

“Regular workshops of this kind”.

II. Pre and Post-test Scores

A pre- and post-test was given to 24 participants (one additional partcipant who arrived mid-week took only the post-test).  The same form was used for both, and was not reviewed between administrations.  (Copy is attached at the end of this report.)

Pretest:  Scores ranged from 2 to 10 correct, out of a possible 11 points.  The mean score was 6.3.

Posttest:  Scores ranged from 7 to 11 correct, out of a possible 11 points.  The mean score was 9.4.

Improvement:  All 24 participants who took both the pretest and posttest increased their score.  The amount of increase ranged from 1 to 8 points, with a mean increase of 3.3 points (p < .001 in a paired t-test).

Percent of correct responses for each question are as follows:

Percent correct responses

Pre/Post-test Item
Pre-test % correct (n=24)
Post-test % correct (n=25)

1a: Calculate mean
91.7
92.0

1b: Calculate median
66.7
100.0

1c: Calculate mode
83.3
100.0

2:  Which influenced more by outliers
83.3
92.0

3a: Example of categorical variable
50.0
96.0

3b: Example of continuous variable
66.7
100.0

4:  Interpret percentage in table
79.2
80.0

5: Percent data points within +/- 1 std dev
8.3
88.0

6: Interpret confidence interval
29.2  (half credit-20.8)
64.0 (half credit-8.0)

7: Significance in overlapping confidence intervals?
16.7
36.0

8: Significance in p-value?
25.0 (half credit-16.7)
76.0 (half credit-4.0)

Overall, there was significant improvement in scores.  Not surprisingly, issues in inferential statistics – especially interpretation of confidence intervals - remained the most difficult concepts for the participants to grasp.  Only a couple of hours were available to present and discuss these concepts, whereas a semester of university study, or at the very least a complete workshop, would really be necessary to fully train participants at this level of sophistication.

Written and submitted by:

Julie Mobley, Workshop Trainer

Mona Steffen, Workshop Trainer

November 30, 2000

Appendix A:  Workshop Evaluation

Food Aid Management/FANTA

Data Analysis Workshop, Nairobi

November 6-10, 2000

Course Evaluation
1. How successful was the workshop in accomplishing the overall objectives as stated in the agenda?

Very ______

Somewhat______

Not very______
Comments:

2. How successful was the workshop in meeting participants’ expectations as expressed on the first day of the workshop?

Very______

Somewhat______

Not very______
Comments:

3. How informative/useful were the main workshop sessions?  Please use the following codes to rate each portion:

1=Extremely


2=Moderately


3=Not very
· Understanding Variables
________ 

· Measures of Central Tendency and Variability

________

· Calculating Means, Medians, and Std. Deviations
________

· Descriptive Statistics, Cleaning Data, and Missing Values
________

· Defining New Variables
________

· Merging, Manipulation, and Managing Files
________

· Understanding Z-Scores/Calculating Z-Scores
________

· Understanding Weighted Means/Calculating Weighted Means  ______

· Weighted Average Percent Gap


________

· Analysis of Nutrition Indicators


________

· Introduction of Inferential Statistics

________

· Hypothesis Testing, Statistical Tests

________

· Interpreting Results from Statistical Tests
________

· Presenting Results of Data Analysis

________

Comments:

4. How informative/useful were the practical computer (breakout) sessions?

1=Extremely


2=Moderately


3=Not very

Group Attended (please check one):
SPSS _________
EpiInfo _________

Day 1: Exploring a Data Set, Cleaning Data, and Missing Values
_________

Day 2: Defining New Variables, Sub-group Analysis, File Management _______

Day 2: Calculating Stunting Indicators Using Epi Info
_________

Day 3: Calculating a Weighted Average Percent Yield Gap
_________

Day 4: Analysis of Nutrition Indicators


_________

Day 5:
Running Bivariate Tests, Analyzing Results

_________

Day 5: Organizing Results of Data Analysis for Presentation
_________

Comments:

5. What did you like best about the workshop?

6. How would you rate the handouts?

7. How do you feel about the process used during this workshop? How could we have improved the flow and overall management of the workshop?  Did the workshop achieve a high level of participation?  Please comment and/or provide suggestions.

8. Could any of the topics dealt with in this workshop have been handled more effectively in some other manner?  If so, how?

9. How would you rate each instructor’s presentation style ?

10. What preparation (if any) could we (the facilitators) have done to improve the workshop?

11. What type of follow-up or next steps would you like to see after this workshop?

12. How do you anticipate you will use your learning from this workshop? 

Any other comments or suggestions?

Appendix B:  Pre and Post-Test

FAM WORKSHOP:  DATA ANALYSIS

November 6 – 10, 2000

Participant “Baseline Survey”

Name:  __________________________________________  

NGO/PVO Name: ________________  Country of Work:  ________________

Please answer the following questions:

1.  Look at the following list of six numbers:

2          4           4          7           9          10   

What is the mean of the above list of numbers?  _____

What is the median of the above list of numbers?  _____

What is the mode of the above list of numbers?  ______

2.  Which of the two is more influenced by extreme data points (outliers)?  

____  Mean 

____ Median  

3a. Write an example of a categorical variable that might be in a data set: _____________

  b. Write an example of a continuous variable that might be in a data set:  ___________

4.  In the following table, what percent of project farmers are using improved farming methods?   ____%

Type of Farmer
Improved Method
Non-Improved Method
Total 

Project Farmer
10
40
50

Control Farmer
90
10
50

Total 
100
50
150

5. Considering a “normal” or “z” distribution, approximately what percent of data points 

would fall between +1 and –1 standard deviations?   ____ %

6.  Percent of families with improved grain storage:  15.6%  (95% CI = 11.3 – 19.8)
     Explain what the underlined portion of this result means.

7.  Your project finds a baseline malnutrition rate of 34% (95% CI = 29%-39%).  At the end of 5 years, in the final evaluation, the malnutrition rate is found to be only 25% (95% CI = 20%-30%).  As the Program Manager or M&E Officer, would you say that there was a statistically significant decrease in malnutrition?

Yes ____    No ____     Don’t know ______

If yes or no, explain your answer:

8.  In a Title II project, the mean yield of maize before the project interventions is 14.5 q/h.  The mean yield of maize after the project interventions is 16.8 q/h.
The difference has a p value of  0.12.  Assuming a significance level of 0.05, is this a statistically significant increase in yield?

Yes _____     No _____     Don’t know ____

If yes or no, explain your answer:

