
  

Exploratory survey research of providers’ use of continuing professional education methods in 
accredited Illinois minimum continuing legal education 

 
 

by 
 
 

Michael Joseph Fisher 
 
 

B.S., United States Military Academy, 1985 
M.B.A., University of Chicago, 1994 

 
 

AN ABSTRACT OF A DISSERTATION 
 
 

submitted in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree 
 
 
 

DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY 
 
 
 

Department of Educational Leadership 
College of Education 

 
 
 

KANSAS STATE UNIVERSITY 
Manhattan, Kansas 

 
 

2021 
 
 

  
  



  

Abstract 

This study explored continuing professional education (CPE) methods used by continuing 

legal education (CLE) providers to meet accreditation standards of the Minimum Continuing 

Legal Education Board of the Supreme Court of Illinois and recommended standards to expand 

provider use of CPE methods. The researcher and regulator sent a 21-question survey to 1,872 

CLE providers, of which 438 (23%) answered specific questions addressing the overarching 

research questions: 1) “Are providers using CPE methods to meet the standards?”, 2) “What CPE 

methods beyond those required by the standards do providers use?”, and 3) “Which provider 

demographics are predictive of CPE methods used?” 

Findings from the quantitative analysis showed providers generally used CPE methods 

adhering to accreditation standards. The statistical analysis indicated larger, commercial 

providers’ more frequent use of advanced CPE methods including technological program 

delivery and online interactivity among learners and experts. Employers, when planning and 

evaluating in-house programs, more frequently used business objectives, developmental 

benchmarks, competency models, on-the-job observations or attorney performance ratings. 

Professional associations more frequently used members’ feedback for program improvements.  

A prior study by Fisher (2017) used a similar version of the survey instrument with 

another state’s regulator, and had similar recommendations, including how further research may 

influence the profession to adopt more advanced CPE methods in its standards, shifting from 

traditions of in-person lecture, and moving beyond a focus on attorney compliance. The legal 

profession is influential in government, policy, regulation, and societal conduct. With greater 

awareness of CPE methods, the bar may enhance its practices, while also advancing adoption of 

CPE methods through regulation of other professions. 
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Chapter 1 - Introduction 

Chapter 1 provides information about continuing legal education (CLE) as one form of  

standards in the legal profession intended to protecting the public and the profession. The chapter 

also reviews prior research about CLE, the rules used by regulators to accredit CLE programs, 

how these rules were developed based on adult education continuing professional education 

(CPE) methods, and the specific CLE rules established by one of these regulators, the Supreme 

Court of Illinois (“Court”). As the 43rd state to implement a CLE program, the Court looked to 

other states’ CLE experiences. For states with regulated CLE programs, there had been little 

empirical research to validate accredited CLE programs’ implementation of CPE methods. 

Therefore, the purpose of this research is (a) to provide an evidence-based, context-specific, 

quantitative survey study to explore whether CPE methods used in the delivery of CLE programs 

meet the standards set by the Court (2020) in its Minimum CLE (MCLE) Rules (“Rules”) and (b) 

to identify opportunities to enhance use of CPE methods in the delivery of CLE programs 

through proposals to revise the Rules (Supreme Court of Illinois, 2020). The Court oversees one 

of the most advanced CLE programs in the country according to the American Bar Association 

(ABA) (2018, March 28). Therefore, changes in the Rules may lead to important enhancements 

in the use of CPE methods by other states’ CLE programs. This research is also important to the 

field of adult education, as there is limited prior research of CPE methods used in the delivery of 

CLE. The legal profession is influential in government, policy, regulation, and conduct in 

society. Therefore, with greater awareness of CPE methods, the bar may influence greater use of 

CPE methods through regulation of other professions and through education policy elsewhere in 

society. 
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Background: Professions 

Professionals play an essential role in our society, using their specialized knowledge in 

matters of great human importance which society, in turn, recognizes with titles indicating 

licensed authority (Moran, 2019; Schön, 1987). For example, lawyers are often granted the 

historically significant honorific title of Esquire, Juris Doctor, or Attorney-at-Law, each of which 

indicate licensed authority to practice law after being admitted to the bar.  

Furthermore, Posner (1995) explained professions “have an intellectual structure and 

system, such as theology, or the law” (p. 37). In the United States, each state controls entry into 

professions through governmental regulation, requiring specialized schooling, and qualifying 

tests to prove novices have mastered the foundational intellectual content in the professional 

body of knowledge (Cervero & Daley, 2016; Van Loo & Rocco, 2006). For example, in the 

modern American legal profession, most states have mandated completion of an ABA-accredited 

law school program and passage of a bar examination to prove the intellectual foundation was 

learned in law school before novices are admitted to the bar (Barton, 2001; Daley, 1999). Also, 

state regulators further have protected professional systems by only allowing professionals to 

keep licenses active if they abide by ethical rules and demonstrate competence in practice. For 

instance, although rare, an attorney who has committed egregious ethical violations or received 

repeated malpractice complaints would face sanctions such as suspension from the bar, contempt 

of court, or disbarment. These controls by state regulators have had the effect of protecting 

society from bad actors in the legal profession. 

States also advanced the intellectual system of professions beyond novice admission by 

mandating the completion of CPE as an important condition for maintaining an active 

professional license and to improve practice (Cervero, Dimmock, & Rottet, 1986). Houle (1980) 

stated “continuing education may be used to raise the quality of service provided and aid the 
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professionalization process” (p. 10), emphasizing the importance of CPE to professions. CPE 

includes courses, workshops, self-directed study, online activities, workplace education, and 

university offerings (Cervero & Daley, 2016). CPE topics have included knowledge updates, 

new professional practice techniques, and ethical practice standards (Adelson, 1990; Azzaretto, 

1990; Bierema, 2016; Houle, 1980; Kenny, 1985; Nowlen, 1988; Schön, 1983). CLE is the term 

used by the legal profession to describe its CPE programs. Since the 1970s, 46 states have 

established mandatory CLE (MCLE) programs (CLE Regulators Association, n.d.). Periodic 

completion of a minimum number of CLE hours is required for attorneys to continue legally 

practicing and to avoid sanctions. The ABA published the Model Rule for MCLE (ABA House of 

Delegates, 2017) to recommend MCLE standards for implementation by state regulators, 

intended to improve the practice of attorneys (Harris, 2006 Spring). 

Employers of attorneys (e.g., law firms, corporations, government entities), local 

membership organizations (e.g., bar associations and legal professional organizations), non-legal 

membership organizations (e.g., industry trade groups), education businesses (legal and non-

legal), non-profit (e.g., legal aid, advocacy), and law schools are adult education providers 

which, as part of their business or activities, have specialized in the delivery of accredited CLE 

programs to attorneys. This quantitative survey study specifically explored CPE methods used by 

CLE providers accredited by the Court according to its Rules.  

Conceptual Framework: Professionalization 

This section describes a conceptual framework for how the legal profession has evolved 

as a self-regulated organization, integrating rules of professionalism through MCLE standards 

based on adult education CPE methods. The framework is used later in this chapter to describe 

state MCLE regulators’ evolving role in accrediting providers’ programs to meet standards based 
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on CPE methods. The framework is then used to describe the Court’s accreditation Rules for 

providers.  

The conceptual framework for this research study is the professionalization of the 

organized bar. In any profession, professionalization includes setting standards, implementing 

the standards for the credentialing of members, and expending capital to integrate the standards 

across the profession’s members and other constituents.  

First, professions are a form of organization or institution (Bourdieu, 1991; Morgan, 

2006). As organizations, members of a profession are expected to freely use their expertise to 

apply independent judgment in practice, according to the common structure of language, 

symbols, knowledge, skills, rules, and codes of conduct (Bourdieu, 1991; McDonald, 2014; 

Morgan, 2006). Morgan (2006) explained, “standardization and integration are achieved through 

professional training and the acceptance of key operating norms rather than through more direct 

forms of control” (p. 50). These standards become integrated into the profession, determining 

members’ access and retention of credentials. A single attorney’s bad actions can impact the 

reputation and diminish the profession’s influence. CLE periodically reminds attorneys about the 

importance of ethical practice. Disbarment is the highest level of control the legal profession 

uses to permanently sanction an attorney previously admitted to the profession and later needing 

to be removed due to bad conduct.  

According to Bourdieu (1991), the credential conferred by a profession becomes a 

cultural symbol in society to “signify to someone what he is and how he should conduct himself” 

(p. 120). Furthermore, political, symbolic, and cultural capital are concentrated in institutions  

granting credentials to professionals (Bourdieu, 1991). Power is accumulated by organizations as 

they use capital to gain influence over their membership and other constituents (Banfield, 1961). 

The legal profession in the United States has organized itself into the bar, which along with the 
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courts, regulates professional licensing, and if necessary sanctions attorneys. The evolving 

professionalization of the bar has resulted in  acquiring capital through the influence of attorneys 

in government, commerce, and society. The bar has expended capital with its members and other 

constituents to integrate ever more sophisticated professional standards for novice education and 

ethical practices. These standards are designed to preserve the bar’s reputation of providing the 

best possible legal representation for clients, citizens, corporations, and society, thus building 

more capital for the profession’s position in society. The history of the organized bar’s evolving 

professionalization provides background explaining the establishment of standards, including 

influence over the MCLE provider constituency through accreditation, and further societal 

influences leading to the current state of MCLE standards integration (Banfield, 1961; Bourdieu, 

1991; McDonald, 2014; Morgan, 2006).  

The Organized Bar as Self-Regulated Integrator of Professional Standards 

During the era of the American Revolution, attorneys and the profession independently 

began to earn social influence from their role as “Founding Fathers” who created the culture of 

the United States’ democratic experiment (Moran, 2019).  

Tocqueville understood that many lawyers shared their 

countrymen’s aversion to formality and tradition. But their 

common training, craft habits, inherited lore, and need for 

predictability made the group in the aggregate a steadying force. It 

was of no importance to his theory that American lawyers had 

never envisioned themselves in this role. To Tocqueville, it was 

enough that they filled a niche in the political ecology of a 

fledgling nation embarked on a brave but risky experiment. 

(Glendon, 1994, p. 282)  

As the country was founded, courts were established as an equal branch of government under the 

Constitution of the United States of America to exercise autonomy as a form of political capital 
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(Banfield, 1961). Following the evolving norms of the profession, the courts expected lawyers to 

use independent judgment consistent with Aristotelian logic and, as Jefferson recommended in 

Federalist No. 78, to apply it ethically to advance pluralistic ideals (ABA Section of Legal 

Education and Admission to the Bar, 1992; Barton, 2001). Attorneys in this era were local 

professional advisors, who often represented citizens in the courts, yet also comprised the large 

majority of legislators, judges, and leaders in the executive branches (Shestack, 1998). Lawyers 

in the legislatures and the courts operated the framework of the new democratic culture in 

America, which is still taken seriously today as the profession’s role to maintain “independence 

from government domination. . .an important force in preserving government under the law, 

standing ready to challenge the abuse of authority” (ABA Section of Legal Education and 

Admission to the Bar, 1992, p. 119), particularly from an overly powerful ruling chief executive. 

Thus, the profession accumulated power and capital in its role of building the new nation’s 

democratic culture and, in its next phase of development, exercised its increasing influence over 

admission to and retention in the organized bar.  

“By late colonial times, apprenticeships were considered mandatory” (ABA Section of 

Legal Education and Admission to the Bar, 1992, p. 103). During the populist era of President 

Andrew Jackson in the 1820s, state legislatures further “reduced barriers to law practice as a way 

to diminish practitioners’ privilege” (Moran, 2019, p. 461), thus encouraging more to enter the 

profession. However, throughout the remainder of the first half of the 19th century, with the 

nation growing both in population and commerce beyond the capacity of the apprenticeship 

model, some leading attorneys found a need to defend the profession against practitioners 

insufficiently trained as apprentices in ethics and knowledge of the law. These leaders sought to 

establish new forms of control over access to the profession and to advance professionalism 

(Barton, 2001; Shestack, 1998). The Association of the Bar of the City of New York formed in 
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1870 to pursue “a movement to raise standards and promote a sense of profession” (Garvey & 

Zinkin, 2009, p. 104). By 1880, seven more cities and 12 states had formed bar associations 

(ABA Section of Legal Education and Admission to the Bar, 1992). These nascent bars began 

“to address professional discipline and standards for legal education” (Shestack, 1998, p. 2). The 

ABA was formed as a national consortium in 1878, and one of its first acts at its organizational 

meeting was to shift “from unregulated apprenticeships to standardized formal training” (Moran, 

2019, p. 464). Today, clients of all types see their lawyers as problem solvers and defenders of 

rational, balanced, and fair self-interest. “Society has shifted from a static understanding of 

professional competence as memorized knowledge to a dynamic conception of lawyers adding 

value through judgment and their ability to manage and solve complex problems” (New York 

State Bar Association Task Force on the Future of the Legal Profession, 2011, p. 38). For its first 

100 years and beyond, the organized bar (through the ABA and local associations) expended 

capital to influence integrated continual refinement of standards for formal novice education and 

ethical practices and to protect the public perception of the profession against the bad acts of 

few.  

Novice Education Standards  

An example of this influence and expenditure of capital is evident in the path the ABA 

took to establish itself as the exclusive accreditation agent for law schools in 1952. During its 

first 75 years, the ABA focused on novice, pre-apprenticeship training by endorsing law schools 

in the late-1800s, forming the ABA Section of Legal Education and Admission to the Bar in 

1893, forming the American Association of Law Schools in 1900, and establishing law school 

standards in 1921 (ABA, n.d.-b; G. J. Clark, 2012; Moran, 2019). The ABA then sought to 

“persuade state licensing authorities to adopt its entry standards. . .education before entering law 

school and a law degree before sitting for the bar examination. The ABA’s persistence paid off” 
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(Dzienkowski, 1989, p. 461). Forty-three state regulators now require completion of an ABA-

accredited program to admit novice attorneys to the bar, controlling access to the profession. 

(ABA Section of Legal Education and Admission to the Bar, 1992; Barton, 2001; G. J. Clark, 

2012). “An ability to influence the outcomes of decision-making processes is a well-recognized 

source of power” (Morgan, 2006, p. 171). The local and national bar have achieved nearly 

complete integration of entry-level education requirements and, therefore, power over entry into 

the profession, all without outside regulatory influence (Bernabe, 2018; Burger, 1973; G. J. 

Clark, 2012; Dzienkowski, 1989, 2014; Glendon, 1994; Shestack, 1998; Simon, 2003). (An 

important note: this study did not include analysis of adult education methods used in law school. 

Based on traditions of lecture and case method in law school delivery, a worthy topic for future 

study, as this method continues to dominate CLE). 

Ethics Standards 

 In 1908, the ABA published a Canon of Ethics which found its roots in a similar code 

the Alabama State Bar had established 20 years earlier (ABA Section of Legal Education and 

Admission to the Bar, 1992). In the late 1920s, sensing strain on the reputation of the profession, 

U.S. Supreme Court Justice Cardozo warned the profession “it needed to punish violation of its 

rules; otherwise ‘strangers,’ that is, the legislature or an administrative board, would end up 

doing the task” (Bernabe, 2018, p. 80). “A professionalizing occupation should be concerned 

with the continuing refinement of the ethical standards that characterize its work” (Houle, 1980, 

p. 27). Forty-five more years passed until the Watergate scandal presented the bar with the type 

of profound crisis in public confidence Cardozo feared. “The Watergate scandal harmed the bar’s 

reputation when President Nixon’s prestigious lawyers committed crimes that subverted 

government authority” (G. J. Clark, 2012, p. 1011). Nixon himself was disbarred as a result of 
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his involvement in the scandal (Remus, 2014, p. 1263), the first of two U.S. Presidents ever 

disbarred, just about the same time the nation celebrated its bicentennial.  

As one form of response to the scandal, in 1977 the ABA appointed the Commission on 

Evaluation of Professional Standards. The commission drafted and attained adoption of the 

Model Rules of Professional Conduct by the ABA House of Delegates in 1983. The ABA 

Standing Committee on Ethics and Professional Responsibility also established in 1983, has 

since updated the rules 14 times (ABA, n.d.-a; Freedman, 1980). Forty-nine state regulators have 

adopted the model rule, including formal sanctions for attorney ethical misconduct. In this way, 

the bar has sought to strongly influence its members and the opinion of its public constituency 

through fully integrated ethical standards consistent with concepts from Foucault (1982) who 

wrote, “Exercise of power consists in guiding the possibility of conduct and putting in order the 

possible outcome” (p. 789). The organized bar expended some of its accumulated capital to 

protect the public reputation of the profession, with increasingly integrated enforcement of 

ethical violations, to avoid threats of regulatory influence from other branches of government 

based on the actions of a few bad actors in the profession. 

Standards Integration 

The Tenth Amendment to the Constitution of the United States of America provides 

inherent powers for the states to establish and enforce laws protecting the public, including the 

regulation of commerce and professions (Legal Information Institute, n.d.). Nevertheless, 

although the ABA initiates the recommended standards, state-level adoption is not obligatory; 

therefore, it can be fragmented. Yet Simon (2003) noted standards have evolved to be 

increasingly consistent nationwide in at least one example, “Ethics rules adopted by our many 

jurisdictions are quite similar” (p. 641). The most advanced and consistent integration of 

professional rules requires law school education for novice attorneys to be admitted to the bar 
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and ethics adherence to maintain their licensure. Over its nearly 150 years of existence, the bar 

has earned the power to set standards; and as a matter of routine, it spends capital to integrate 

those standards through standing committees publishing model rules as recommendations for 

state regulators to adopt. (See Figure 1 for a timeline of the organized bar’s evolving 

professionalization showing full integration of novice education and ethics standards and further 

standards being integrated for diversity, attorney well-being, and MCLE.
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Figure 1. Organized Bar Standards Integration Timeline.
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MCLE Standards Integration 

MCLE resulted from more than 70 years of continuously evolving standards development 

and state adoption. CLE programs were first formally implemented by the ABA after World War 

II as refresher training for attorneys returning from overseas service and years’ long lapses in the 

law’s daily practice (Harris, 2006 Spring). With keynote addresses by past, present, and future 

U.S. Supreme Court Justices, standing committees conducted conferences throughout the 1950s 

and 1960s, attempting to implement profession-wide CLE through law schools. Building on 

successes with standardizing law school novice education programs, the ABA expected law 

schools could easily plan, design, deliver, and evaluate CLE. These plans were never realized, 

for to this day, law schools only provide a small percentage of MCLE programs. As an example, 

law schools represent approximately 2% of all providers of accredited by the Court to deliver 

MCLE to Illinois attorneys (see Table 4).  

The ABA Standing Committee on Continuing Legal Education, which integrates 

standards for non-novice, post-apprenticeship education, was formed by the ABA in 1947 to 

provide CLE and help other entities to provide CLE (ALI-ABA and ACLEA Continuing 

Professional Education Association for Continuing Legal Education, 2009). After more than 10 

years of experience in attempting to achieve standards integration for CLE, the committee held 

Arden House conferences in 1958, 1963, and 1987 to assess the state of CLE and to determine its 

future course (ALI-ABA Committee on Continuing Professional Education, 1987; ALI-ABA 

Joint Committee on Continuing Legal Education, 1959, 1963, 1964). The Arden House 

conferences established “CLE’s dual role of increasing professional competence and making an 

attorney better qualified to meet professional responsibilities to clients and the public” (Harris, 

2006 Spring, p. 10). The recommendations from the Arden House I and II conferences resulted 

in the ABA House of Delegates adopting the committee’s recommended inaugural ABA Model 
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Rule for MCLE in 1986 (ABA Standing Committee on Continuing Legal Education, 1989), with 

later amendments in 1996 and 2004. By the time the ABA Model Rule for MCLE was published 

in June 1989, 30 states had independently chosen to adopt some form of MCLE. 

The Arden House III Conference (ALI-ABA Committee on Continuing Professional 

Education, 1987) and its Quality of CLE Commission recommended providers publish materials 

in advance of course sessions and conduct course evaluations. The Arden House III Conference 

and its ALI-ABA Committee on Continuing Professional Education (1987) recommended “adult 

education experts should be consulted with respect to the techniques utilized in CLE programs” 

(p. 20), and the Quality of CLE Commission recommended studies about providers’ application 

of CPE methods to CLE be presented at future conferences. 

The ALI-ABA Committee on Continuing Professional Education’s (1990) work 

continued with the CLE Quality Evaluation Methods and Standards Project which presented 

studies about adult education and CPE methods and in which the committee referred to adult 

education experts: S. Brookfield then Professor of Higher and Adult Education at Columbia 

University of New York, R. Cervero then Professor in the College of Education at the University 

of Georgia, C. Houle then with the W.K. Kellogg Foundation and Professor Emeritus at the 

University of Chicago, M. Knowles then Professor Emeritus at North Carolina State University, 

A. Knox then Professor of Continuing Education at the University of Wisconsin, and P. Nowlen 

then Executive Director of Continuing Education at the University of Chicago. Nowlen (1988, as 

cited in ALI-ABA Committee on Continuing Professional Education, 1990) described money 

and business interests of those educating the professions being influenced by regulatory CPE 

mandates in various professions. Nowlen also explained the impact of the CPE performance 

model on professional practice. Cervero (1985, as cited in ALI-ABA Committee on Continuing 

Professional Education, 1990) noted CPE has no single framework, making its application to 
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CLE ambiguous, (1988, as cited in ALI-ABA Committee on Continuing Professional Education, 

1990) discussed growth in CPE teaching methods, (1990, as cited in ALI-ABA Committee on 

Continuing Professional Education, 1990) promoted ethics being a key topic for education of the 

professions, and (1985, 1988, as cited in ALI-ABA Committee on Continuing Professional 

Education, 1990) advocated continual program evaluation leading to improvements. Knowles 

(1984, as cited in ALI-ABA Committee on Continuing Professional Education, 1990) described 

the adult education profession had reached some agreement on how adults learn. Knox (1986, as 

cited in ALI-ABA Committee on Continuing Professional Education, 1990) wrote about 

inclusive needs assessment, learner derived objectives for proficiency, qualified faculty, faculty 

development, alignment of teaching delivery methods with objectives including group learning 

activities, the importance of written materials being available during content delivery, and 

effective evaluation techniques. Brookfield (1986, as cited in ALI-ABA Committee on 

Continuing Professional Education, 1990) and Houle (1980, as cited in ALI-ABA Committee on 

Continuing Professional Education, 1990) offered lists of teaching methods, and Brookfield 

listed instructor qualifications.  

The ABA resumed its work to improve CLE in 1992 when former ABA President 

MacCrate led a task force on “an ambitious effort to redefine legal education and restore 

professionalism to the practicing bar” (Lilly, 1997, p. 754). The ABA Section of Legal Education 

and Admission to the Bar (1992) identified 10 lawyering skills and four professional values. The 

ABA Standing Committee on Continuing Legal Education reconvened in 2009 for a Critical 

Issues Summit focused on many topics, including modern technological delivery methods. Key 

findings were included in the new ABA Model Rule for MCLE (ABA House of Delegates, 2017). 

By 2017, 46 states had adopted MCLE (CLE Regulators Association, n.d.; Grigg, 1998). (See 

Table 1 for years each state adopted MCLE and the regulators in each state). 
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Table 1 
 
Year Mandatory Continuing Legal Education Rules Were Adopted and Regulator (by state) 

 
 
State 

 
MCLE 

adoption 

 
Court, bar or both as 

regulator 

 
 

State 

 
MCLE 

adoption 

 
Court, bar or both 

as regulator 
Alabama 3/20/81 Court Montana 1/1/82 Court 
Alaska 1/1/08 Bar Nebraska 1/1/09 Court 
Arizona 7/1/89 Bar Nevada 2/1/82 Court 
Arkansas 7/15/88 Court New Hampshire 12/23/91 Court 
California 8/12/90 Bar New Jersey 1/1/10 Court 
Colorado 1/1/79 Court New Mexico 1/1/90 Bar 
Connecticut 1/1/17 Court New York 12/31/98 Court 
Delaware 7/1/86 Court North Carolina 10/7/87 Bar 
Florida 10/1/88 Bar North Dakota 1/1/77 Bar 
Georgia 1/1/84 Court and Bar Ohio 1/1/89 Court 
Hawaii 7/15/09 Bar Oklahoma 1/1/86 Bar 
Idaho 1/1/79 Court and Bar Oregon 1/1/88 Court and Bar 
Illinois 9/29/05 Court Pennsylvania 7/1/92 Court 
Indiana 10/1/86 Court Rhode Island 1/7/94 Court 
Iowa 9/4/75 Court South Carolina 9/1/79 Court 
Kansas 1/7/85 Court South Dakota   
Kentucky 7/1/84 Court and Bar Tennessee 1/1/87 Court 
Louisiana 1/1/88 Court Texas 1/11/85 Bar 
Maine 1/1/01 Bar Utah 1/1/90 Court 
Maryland   Vermont 6/28/84 Court 
Massachusetts   Virginia 7/1/86 Bar 
Michigan   Washington 1/1/76 Bar 
Minnesota 4/2/75 Court West Virginia 7/1/86 Court and Bar 
Mississippi 1/1/85 Court Wisconsin 3/31/08 Bar 
Missouri 12/3/86 Bar Wyoming 12/6/77 Court 

Note. Adapted from The Official MCLE Guide, by the CLE Regulators Association, n.d., Indianapolis, IN: CLE 
Regulators Association. Copyright n.d. CLE Regulators Association.      
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The ABA House of Delegates (2017) introduced the replacement ABA Model Rule for 

MCLE with an explicit purpose statement about public confidence and self-regulatory 

obligations. 

To maintain public confidence in the legal profession and the rule 

of law, and promote the fair administration of justice, it is essential 

that lawyers be competent regarding the law, legal and practice-

oriented skills, the standards and ethical obligations of the 

profession, and the management of their practices. (p. 1) 

These sentiments about competent and ethical practice were consistent with themes from the 

ABA’s inception 140 years earlier. 

The ABA Model Rule for MCLE (ABA House of Delegates, 2017) had five sections plus 

definitions. In Section 2, the ABA House of Delegates (2017) recommended states establish an 

MCLE commission to administer state MCLE rules for attorneys and providers. In Section 3, the 

ABA House of Delegates recommended commissions administer reporting requirements of 

attorneys’ mandatory hours of coursework as well as penalties, fees, exemptions, and appeals 

related to non-compliance. Furthermore, the ABA House of Delegates specifically recommended 

content completion requirements in ethics and professionalism, diversity and inclusion, and 

mental health and substance abuse disorders.  

In Sections 3 and 5, the ABA House of Delegates (2017) recommended commissions 

establish a provider accreditation process to approve programs’ compliance with CPE methods 

required by state rules. In Section 4, the ABA House of Delegates specifically recommended 

CPE methods be used in providers’ MCLE programs: 

1. Increase lawyer professional competence in legal subjects or subjects integrated with 

the practice of law (Sections 4A and 4B). 
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2. Deliver “Moderated Programming or Non-Moderated Programming with 

interactivity” (Section 4C) (p. 8). 

3. Distribute thorough, high-quality written materials, in advance of or during 

instruction (Section 4D). 

4. Select presenters with “academic or practical experience” (Section 4E) (p. 8). 

In Section 6, the ABA House of Delegates (2017) recommended commissions allow credit for 

other activities, including teaching, writing, and mentoring. With the ABA Model Rule, the ABA 

House of Delegates set enforceable standards for all MCLE constituents:  attorneys, providers, 

regulators, and the courts. More than 70 years of committee work and 20 years’ worth of 

revisions to the ABA Model Rule for MCLE have demonstrated the bar’s increasing 

professionalization of MCLE using its routine standards integration structures similar to the 

progress achieved with novice education and ethics standards.  

The Illinois Supreme Court as Strong Starter and Innovation Leader 

With technology options more readily available for attorneys to participate in MCLE 

courses and activities, Illinois joined the ranks of MCLE states in 2005. In establishing its MCLE 

program, the Court established Rules consistent with the ABA Model Rule for MCLE in effect at 

that time and also established other Rules that later proved consistent with the model rules the 

ABA House of Delegates would adopt as much as a dozen years later (ABA House of Delegates, 

2017; ABA Standing Committee on Continuing Legal Education, 1989). In one such Rule, the 

Court established The Minimum Continuing Legal Education Board of the Supreme Court of 

Illinois (“Board”) to supervise administration of the MCLE program. By then, 42 other states had 

implemented MCLE (Harris, 2006 Spring). However, the Court and its Board have proven to be 

fast change agents, as the only state MCLE regulator having adopted all 12 aspects of the current 
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ABA Model Rule for MCLE, unlike any of the other 45 states with programs today (ABA House 

of Delegates, 2017; ABA, 2017, July 1).  

The Board 

The Board began operations in 2006, taking accredited provider and course applications 

in the fall of 2006. During its first full year in 2007, the Board reviewed more than 2,600 course 

applications, accredited more than 240 MCLE providers, and reviewed more than 150 annual 

accreditation reports from course providers (Minimum Continuing Legal Education Board of the 

Supreme Court of Illinois, 2007). By 2008, the Board oversaw the first ever of its two-year 

attorney MCLE reporting cycles comprising course completion reports from more than 60,000 

attorneys. By the end of 2008, over 98 percent of those attorneys were compliant with the Rules 

(Board, 2009). 

In July 2010, the Board implemented a database portal to increase time devoted to 

reviewing and accrediting courses. Use of the portal by providers and Board staff accelerated the 

administrative processing of course accreditation applications and providers’ annual 

accreditation reports. The portal also accelerated Board staff approval of Illinois attorneys’ 

requests to be granted MCLE credit for courses accredited by other states’ MCLE regulators. In 

2019, the Board reported 2,400 accredited MCLE providers, served more than 125,000 Illinois 

attorneys, and maintained its tenth consecutive year of better than 99% attorney MCLE 

compliance (Board, 2020). Throughout the program’s life, attorneys have been able to earn 

MCLE credit in Illinois by participating in online courses for up to 100% of the required hours.  

The Board has also committed to involving professionals with expertise in adult 

education and CPE methods to guide its MCLE program and partner closely with providers 

seeking accreditation. Like some other states’ commissions, the Board has had an adult learning 

professional as a member for many years. Currently Dr. Catherine Marienau, a non-attorney 
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Board member, Professor Emerita at DePaul University’s School for New Learning, provides 

adult education and CPE method subject matter expertise. The Board also chose to hire 

professionals experienced in practicing law and adult education. The Board’s director, Karen 

Litscher Johnson, beyond starting her legal career practicing as an attorney, had more than eight 

years’ experience planning bar association educational programs and over six years as the U.S. 

director of professional development at a multi-national law firm. She currently serves as 

president of the CLE Regulators Association (CLEREG), whose members are administrators of 

states’ MCLE regulatory entities and who engage in best practice sharing. The Board’s deputy 

director, Richard Palmer, also has a background in law practice and in leading attorney education 

at a large law firm. On staff, the Board has routinely employed at least one other attorney to aid 

in the program’s attorney learner focus. These Board staff attorneys help further a practical 

approach to course and provider accreditation review and aid in communications with attorneys 

and course providers. Other staff members include CPE experts with backgrounds in physicians’ 

and pharmacists’ continuing education and advanced degrees in organizational psychology.  

The Rules 

 In adopting Rule 792 in 2005, the Court (2005) established the Board to administer the 

MCLE program and described its makeup, member terms, and responsibilities. The Board’s 

responsibilities include the administration of attorneys’ requirements and course and provider 

accreditation. The ABA Model Rule for MCLE reflects this same structure the Court established 

in 2005 (ABA House of Delegates, 2017; ABA Standing Committee on Continuing Legal 

Education, 1989). Just as the ABA Model Rule was revised between 1989 and 2017, the Rules 

have also changed between 2005 and the present day.  

In Rule 794(a) the Court (2005) established MCLE requirements for all attorneys. Rule 

793 established specific requirements for those attorneys considered newly admitted. 



 

20 

Experienced attorneys on active status must complete 30 hours of Illinois-accredited MCLE 

every two years. As part of the 30 hours in Rule 794(d), the Court (2005) required six of the 30 

hours to be focused on content in  “professionalism, diversity issues, mental illness and addiction 

issues, civility, or legal ethics” (2005). This requirement for professional responsibility content 

was eventually included 12 years later in the new ABA Model Rule for MCLE, Section 3(A)(2) 

(ABA House of Delegates, 2017). Effective July 1, 2017,  the Court (2020) further required each 

attorney to earn one hour each of content in diversity and inclusion, and mental health and 

substance abuse among the six professional responsibility credits. These changes by the Court in 

2017 reflected nearly instant standards integration, just five months after the new ABA Model 

Rule for MCLE, Section 3(A)(2) proposed the same required specialty credits (ABA House of 

Delegates, 2017). 

When originally published by the Court (2005) in 2005, Rule 794(c) permitted the 

carryover of 10 MCLE hours from prior reporting periods. Nearly 12 years later, the new ABA 

Model Rule for MCLE, Section 3(A)(3) added carryover of credit hours from the “immediate 

prior reporting period” (ABA House of Delegates, 2017, p. 5).  

Rules 795(d)(5-7) as adopted by the Court (2005) permitted attorneys to earn MCLE 

credit defined as non-traditional, including from the teaching of CLE courses, part-time teaching 

of law school courses, or writing published legal scholarly works. The ABA Model Rule for 

MCLE reflects this same structure for non-traditional credit the Court established in 2005 and has 

maintained since (ABA House of Delegates, 2017; ABA Standing Committee on Continuing 

Legal Education, 1989). 

Looking at Rule 791 when adopted by the Court (2005), it specified reasons for lawyers’ 

exemption from the MCLE requirements, consistent with the ABA Model Rule for MCLE (ABA 

House of Delegates, 2017; ABA Standing Committee on Continuing Legal Education, 1989). 
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To secure accreditation from the Board, providers had to demonstrate their programs 

conformed to standards in Rule 795 (Court, 2005). Rule 795(b) when adopted by the Court 

(2005) included a provision for Accredited CLE Providers (ACLEP). ACLEP would have to 

apply for, and be granted, this status based on their experience in offering CLE courses. ACLEP 

status includes the privilege of presumptive approval of the provider’s courses, consistent with 

the ABA Model Rule for MCLE (ABA House of Delegates, 2017; ABA Standing Committee on 

Continuing Legal Education, 1989). As adopted by the Court (2005), Rule 795(d)(1) clarifies 

accreditation criteria for “In-House” Programs provided by employers, consistent with the ABA 

Model Rule for MCLE (ABA House of Delegates, 2017; ABA Standing Committee on 

Continuing Legal Education, 1989). Rule 795(c)(5) allows attorneys to self-apply with the Board 

for credit to be earned from completion of qualifying MCLE programs accredited by another 

state, consistent with the new ABA Model Rule for MCLE Section 5(D) (ABA House of 

Delegates, 2017; Supreme Court of Illinois, 2020). 

Under the accreditation standards in Court’s (2020) Rules 795(a and d) and generally 

reflective of recommendations in the ABA Model Rule for MCLE, accreditation is granted only if 

providers’ courses and activities (ABA House of Delegates, 2017; ABA Standing Committee on 

Continuing Legal Education, 1989; Court, 2005; Court, 2020): 

1. Increase each participant’s professional competence in matters primarily related to the 

practice of law, including specified subjects of professionalism, diversity and 

inclusion, mental health and substance abuse, civility, legal ethics, providing pro 

bono services, and matters of law practice management and associated technology 

(Rules 795(a)(1,2) and (d)(3, 4, and 8)). 

2. Are planned by individuals with legal or educational experience (Rule 795(a)3)). 
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3. Are conducted by those qualified with practical or academic experience (Rule 

795(a)(4)). 

4. Provide written materials to participants before the course or at the time a course is 

conducted (Rule 795(a)(5)). 

5. Have high quality written MCLE materials that are thorough, readable, and carefully 

prepared (Rule 795(a)(5)). 

6. Are delivered live or via recording, with interactivity as a key component (Rule 

795(a)(7)). 

7. Are conducted in a physical setting conducive to learning, if delivered live-by-faculty-

in-the-room with participants (Rule 795(a)(6)). 

8. Are no less than one-half hour of instruction (Rule 795(a)(8)). 

As one of the most advanced MCLE programs among the states, the Court expects the use of 

adult education and CPE methods by providers as specified in these accreditation Rules. The 

Court’s Rules exceed recommendations in Section 4 of the new ABA Model Rule for MCLE and 

have shown rapidly developing professional standards integration in the Illinois MCLE program 

in relation to peer state commissions (ABA House of Delegates, 2017).  

CPE Methods Expected in the Rules 

Throughout the Rules, expected provider practices are grounded in adult education and 

CPE methods. This section ties each Rule to references in CPE literature. As Rules or the ABA 

Model Rule for MCLE might have been influenced by certain authors and CPE methods, this 

section shows where ABA standards integration activities might have cited these influences.  

In Rule 794(d), the Court (2020) described the content topic areas required for 

professional responsibility. The ALI-ABA Committee on Continuing Professional Education 

(1990) recommended similar requirements eventually included in the current ABA Model Rule 



 

23 

for MCLE, Section 3(A)(2) (ABA House of Delegates, 2017). Bierema (2016) spoke of the 

importance of cultural knowledge of expected behaviors in a profession. Legal ethics, civility, 

diversity and inclusion, mental health or substance abuse are professional responsibility content 

topic areas with required MCLE hours according to Rule 794(d) and based on attorney behaviors 

described throughout other Rules published by Court (2020) beyond MCLE in Article VII – 

Rules on Admission and Discipline of Attorneys and Article VIII – Illinois Rules of Professional 

Conduct. Nowlen (1988) described CLE required topic areas as fitting the “update model” (p. 

122). Therefore, changes in professional responsibility behaviors described by the Court (2020) 

in Articles VII and VIII would likely result in changes in Rule 794(d) to fit the update model 

(Nowlen, 1988; Court, 2020). Changes in substantive law also fit the update model.  

Nowlen (1988) also discussed a broader approach to determining content topic areas 

using the competency and performance models. Nowlen’s performance model expected new 

content topics could be driven by “new research, technology, and societal developments” (p. 

122). In Rules 795(a)(1, 2) the Court (2020) allowed credit to be earned by attorneys for 

completion of accredited courses in content topic areas pertinent to performance and competency 

of practice, such as handling stress, law practice technology, and management of a law practice. 

These Rules are consistent with recommendations in the ABA Model Rule for MCLE, Section 

4(B) (ABA House of Delegates, 2017). 

The ALI-ABA Committee on Continuing Professional Education (1990) claimed, “adult 

education texts have failed to define the capable instructor” (p. 32). However, Houle (1980) 

described a facilitator whom a CPE provider employed as a fully qualified occupational 

professional. Knox (2016) further described expert presenters as able to interpret contextual 

queues from learners specific to a professional field including culture, trends, norms, issues, 

threats and opportunities. As established by the Court (2020) in Rule 795(a)(4), qualified 
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presenters must possess practical or academic experience, consistent with recommendations in 

the ABA Model Rule for MCLE (ABA House of Delegates, 2017; ABA Standing Committee on 

Continuing Legal Education, 1989).  

In Rule 795(a)(7) the Court (2020) required interactivity during course delivery, 

consistent with recommendations in the ABA Model Rule for MCLE (ABA House of Delegates, 

2017; ABA Standing Committee on Continuing Legal Education, 1989). The Rules also set no 

limitations on delivery methods, also consistent with the model rules. Biggs (1990) explained 

programs “should routinely supplement traditional lecture format with methods that encourage 

active, mindful involvement” (p. 418). A variety of adult education and CPE methods, including 

case studies, discussion, demonstrations, hands-on activities, practical exercises, and simulations 

such as mock trials would meet the definition of interactivity in the Rules (Bichelmeyer, 2006; 

Biggs, 1990; Brookfield, 2015; Daley & Cervero, 2016; Murphy & Schwen, 2006; Queeney, 

2000). In comparing interactivity between live-online and live-in-classroom adult education 

modalities, Brookfield (2015) said “My online keynotes are usually far more interactive than my 

face-to-face ones. Poll questions produce immediate responses and there is a constant stream of 

comments” (p. 171). This Brookfield (2015) anecdote illustrated the opportunities for Illinois 

MCLE online and classroom providers to deepen adoption of adult education methods which 

overcome bias in the bar for pure lecture format rooted in the comfort of attorneys’ inaugural law 

school professional learning experiences (Fisher, 2017; Lawner, 1987a). Many law schools now 

expect students to participate in experiential learning such as internships or pro bono work to 

learn in settings beyond pure lecture. When considering the requirement to ensure time for 

interactivity within an MCLE session, Brookfield’s (2015) adult education method of 10-to-15-

minute chunks of content delivery supported the Court (2020) expecting segments of no less than 
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30 minutes in Rule 795(a)(8). No such time element has ever been recommended in any iteration 

of the ABA Model Rule for MCLE.  

Queeney (2000) said program developers and designers should understand practice in the 

profession. In Rule 795(a)(3), the Court (2020) required qualified program planners with legal or 

educational experience. In this Rule, the Court (2020) “establishes regulations” for “faculty 

credentials” as later recommended in the new ABA Model Rule for MCLE, Section 5(A)(1) 

(ABA House of Delegates, 2017, p. 10). Describing the importance of educational experience, 

Kasworm, Rose and Ross-Gordon (2010, as cited in Knox, 2016) and Peters and Jarvis (1991, as 

cited in Knox, 2016) considered it an adult education and CPE best practice when program 

coordinators “exemplify concepts similar to those of people who help adults learn in other 

settings” (p. 112). Knox’s (2016) discussion of these authors’ beliefs appears to have supported 

the Rule in which planners could achieve qualified status with educational experience. 

In Rule 795(a)(5), the Court (2020) expected thorough, readable, and carefully prepared 

written materials, consistent with recommendations in the ABA Model Rule for MCLE (ABA 

House of Delegates, 2017; ABA Standing Committee on Continuing Legal Education, 1989). 

Knox (1986, as cited in ALI-ABA Committee on Continuing Professional Education, 1990) 

listed various types of materials such as annotated case outlines, boilerplate forms, practice 

books, and procedural guides as having lasting value as practical references used in the practice 

of law. Brookfield (2015) recommended providing handouts for scaffolding a lecture.  

Many of the adult education and CPE methods in the Rules originated in adult education 

and CPE literature. The professional standards established in the inaugural ABA Model Rule for 

MCLE in 1986 as well as those recommended in the new ABA Model Rule for MCLE in 2017are 

reflected in the Court’s MCLE Rules. The organized bar continues to increase awareness of and 

recommend CPE methods providers practice not yet in the ABA Model Rule for MCLE. The 
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Court and Board have the most advanced form of MCLE integration in the nationwide 

profession, including Rules beyond those the ABA recommends and many that preceded the 

current model rule. With a strong appetite for continuous program improvement, the Court and 

Board expect more advancements, including through insights from this scientific research.  

Prior Research about MCLE 

Prior survey research on CPE methods used by MCLE providers was minimal. It might 

be expected previous research would be limited, given the modest advancement of standards 

integration in the bar’s professionalization of MCLE. Simon (2003) explained, 

The bar’s rules have been premised for centuries on empirical 

assumptions…but there is almost no research on any of them. The 

American Bar Association supports an excellent research 

institution. . .but it has never done any research on the factual 

premises of the profession’s core commitments. (pp. 641-642) 

Lawner (1987a, 1987b) conducted two studies. In the first study, Lawner’s (1987a) findings from 

over 9,000 respondents to a 50-question survey included CPE methods used, such as course 

evaluations, written materials, and planning to keep program content current. Attorneys reported 

preferences for practitioners as presenters and for using the familiar and traditional law school 

lecture delivery method. Recommendations included (a) CLE providers planning from course 

objectives, (b) CLE presenters being trained on teaching skills, (c) interactive presentation 

methods beyond lecture, and (d) materials being distributed in advance of program delivery. In 

the second study, Lawner (1987b) conducted a 13-question survey completed by 114 law school 

faculty respondents, with objectives to research (a) law school CLE program offerings, (b) 

responsibility for program management, and (c) course evaluation methods. Lawner did not 

present any verbatim comments, findings, or recommendations. Tabulations indicated more than 

60% of responding law schools used course evaluations in their CLE programs and one-third had 
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CLE program administrators who performed quality assurance observations. The other questions 

in this survey appeared to collect demographic information. Lawner’s second study has limited 

applicability, for Lawner looked only at one of many provider-types delivering MCLE. Beyond 

demographics Lawner asked questions only about evaluation methods and provided no 

recommendations.  

Fisher (2017) conducted a mixed-methods study with 260 MCLE provider survey 

respondents and 22 MCLE provider focus group participants. Fisher collected data about Kansas 

MCLE providers’ use of CPE methods. “In the review of the literature, the researcher found a 

dearth of recent empirical research on the subject of CLE” (p. 16). Fisher’s (2017) literature 

review also revealed no further studies related to MCLE provider use of CPE methods. Fisher’s 

findings indicated most Kansas MCLE providers (a) keep program content current, (b) rely on 

traditional lecture delivery, and (c) use course evaluation forms. Fisher provided evidence some 

MCLE providers use CPE methods such as (a) collaborative program design with attorney 

learners and their employers, (b) interactive course delivery methods, and (c) post-course surveys 

to confirm the application of course content learnings in attendees’ practice of the law. Fisher 

recognized the fragmented landscape of MCLE constituents--including employers, attorneys, 

other providers, and the Kansas CLE Commission. Without unified decision making, Fisher 

recognized full implementation of CPE methods in planning, design, delivery, and evaluation in 

MCLE is impeded. Fisher recommended further exploration of this topic in other states.  

Importantly, in relation to this research, the duties assigned to the Board by the Court 

(2020) under Rules 792c(1 and 5) were to evaluate the quality of MCLE courses, the 

effectiveness of the Rules, and recommend changes to the Court. In 2016, as part of its 

transformation roadmap, the Board (2017) created the Innovations Working Group (IWG) to 

“enhance the educational value of courses” (p. 5). In 2017, the IWG sponsored its first provider 
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conference. Learning of the research Fisher (2017) had conducted with the Kansas CLE 

Commission, the IWG recommended the Board conduct the proposed study of CPE methods 

used by MCLE providers accredited in Illinois. The Board (2017) agreed with the IWG 

recommendation at its September 2017 meeting. 

The Board allowed this researcher to distribute a survey to nearly 1,900 active, accredited 

organizations providing MCLE. The Board welcomed this researcher into its organization to 

learn about its plans, study its results, and plan this scientific, academic research about provider 

use of CPE methods in non-novice, post-apprenticeship MCLE. 

Problem Statement 

The ABA has established the ABA Model Rule for MCLE, various states have 

implemented those recommendations as their rules, and the Court has established Rules 

exceeding the model rule recommendations. The Board has anecdotally determined its accredited 

MCLE providers could further improve their use of adult education and CPE methods. Even with 

accreditation according to the Rules, the Board did not have empirical research to validate 

whether its accredited MCLE providers were implementing those Rules. Even more important to 

the Board was to better understand which provider types were more consistently implementing 

adult education and CPE methods, particularly those not mandated by accreditation Rules, so as 

to deepen use of those practices.  

Purpose of the Study 

Therefore, the purpose of this research was (a) to provide an evidence-based, context-

specific study to explore whether CPE methods used by MCLE providers meet the accreditation 

standards in the Rules and (b) to identify opportunities to enhance MCLE provider use of CPE 

methods through recommendations for new or changed Rules.   
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Research Questions 

The research design answered the following research questions: 

1. Are providers using CPE methods to meet the Rules? 

2. What CPE methods beyond those required by the Rules do providers use? 

3. Which provider demographics are predictive of CPE methods used? 

Quantitative analysis of these research questions statistically validated providers’ reported use of 

adult education and CPE methods and identified provider demographic strata with more 

concentrated use of those methods.  

Significance of the Study 

The findings of the study describe additional adult education and CPE methods Illinois 

MCLE providers use and could be recommended as Rules the Board may consider presenting to 

the Court as part of a plan to enhance providers’ practices. The results of this research will aid 

the Board in its duty under Rules 792(c)(1, 5) “To submit an annual report to the Court 

evaluating the effectiveness of MCLE Rules and the quality of MCLE, and presenting the 

Board’s recommendations, if any, for changes in Rules or their implementation” (Court, 2020). 

Additionally, the findings of the study described adult education and CPE methods the Illinois 

Court and Board might propose as amendments to the ABA Model Rule for MCLE. “The needs of 

society require that every professionalizing occupation become better than it is, and at least part 

of the effort it must exert is the improvement of its patterns of lifelong learning” (Houle, 1980, p. 

30). In describing the legal profession and the advancement of its research, Simon (2003) 

indicated little prior empirical research had been conducted on MCLE or MCLE providers to 

guide improvement efforts. Fisher (2017) in her study with the Kansas CLE Commission, 

suggested similar research be conducted in another state. Little other research other than in 
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Kansas, has been conducted with MCLE providers; therefore, further exploration of this topic 

could create new insights (Charmaz, 2014).  

The topic was of sufficient interest or breadth because of (a) the 90,000 or more attorneys 

who are licensed in Illinois, (b) Illinois’ Rules for licensed attorneys to complete MCLE 

consistent with the ABA Model Rule for MCLE, (c) the nearly 1,900 organizations Illinois has 

authorized to provide MCLE to Illinois attorneys, and (d) the potential application of this topic to 

44 other states beyond Illinois and Kansas with MCLE programs. The willingness of the Illinois 

state regulator to partner with scholars, to use scientific research methods, and to generate 

insights on improvements to its program, provided the impetus to conduct another exploratory 

study to discover more about MCLE provider use of adult education and CPE methods. 

Although the Board accreditation data confirm provider programs use methods the Court 

requires in its Rules, self-reported provider feedback in this survey revealed some pockets of 

non-conformance. The research will help the Board fill gaps in their knowledge of adult 

education and CPE methods used by various providers. This study builds on the 70 years of 

committee work, 20 years’ worth of rule adoption, and the few other surveys of providers’ 

practices in the continuing standards integration of MCLE. By advancing use and awareness of 

CPE methods in the bar, lessons may be applied through education regulation or policy advanced 

by members of this influential profession.  
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Limitations of the Study 

Limitations included: 

1. Approximately 65% of Illinois MCLE providers completing the survey were not 

direct employers of attorneys and provided MCLE as a third party. Therefore, these 

third-party MCLE providers were unable to factually report the effectiveness of their 

programs, as they do not directly measure post-program performance improvement of 

the attorneys attending their programs.  

2. Like with all surveys, it was unclear whether the 23% response rate from providers 

was optimal. The Board’s sponsorship of having delivered this survey instrument in 

their name and with their collaboration as a research partner made this study easy to 

conduct with direct access to an engaged, relevant population of respondents and with 

few objections from prospective respondents (Gliner & Morgan, 2000). 

3. Providers might have had some bias in their reported use of CPE methods since the 

regulator sponsored the survey. As an example, for-profit, third-party providers, 

which comprise close to one-third of Illinois MCLE providers, might have been 

conflicted in sharing any known limitations in their use of CPE methods or program 

effectiveness of their programs as contradicting their marketing messages, thereby 

risking degradation of their profitability. This limitation was mitigated by publication 

of the survey by the researcher from a survey tool operated by Kansas State 

University (KSU). Further, the survey email notification and the first page of the 

survey contained disclosures advising potential respondents of anonymity protections 

for the respondent and the provider organization. Lastly, the disclosures described 

confidentiality maintained by the researcher which precluded the Board from  

attributing responses to a particular provider or respondent.  
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4. Attorney learners did not directly provide information in this research from their post-

course evaluations or from survey data collection.  

5. Applicability of this research might be limited outside of Illinois. The Board was a 

willing research partner having actively participated in refining the research survey 

instrument to be optimally relevant to providers accredited by Board under the Illinois 

Court’s Rules. The use of the instrument for this focused group of potential 

respondents, may have made the results less applicable to providers and regulators in 

other states.  

6. With the Court’s (2020) Rule 797, the Board had to abide by strict confidentiality to 

disclose its files, records, and proceedings. Rule 797 protects attorneys who may have 

been sanctioned for MCLE non-compliance and later remediated their licensure. This 

was mitigated by a non-disclosure agreement between the researcher and the Board, 

which allowed the researcher controlled access to important confidential records for 

this research.  

Definitions 

Adult education institutions. This is the logical grouping of law schools and colleges 

the Board has authorized to provide MCLE to Illinois attorneys. 

ABA Model Rule. Recommendations from the national legal professional organization 

on standards for implementation by state regulators. 

Employers of attorney learners. This is a logical grouping of providers the Board has 

authorized, including organizations such as law firms, corporate legal departments, and 

government agencies providing MCLE content directly to their own employee attorneys. 
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Legal related businesses. This is a logical grouping of commercial organizations whose 

primary business activity is to provide MCLE content to Illinois attorneys as authorized by the 

Board. 

Legal membership organizations. This is a logical grouping of bar associations and 

legal trade organizations the Board has authorized to provide MCLE to Illinois attorneys. 

Non-legal related businesses. This is a logical grouping of commercial companies 

outside of the legal profession such as accounting firms, banks, title companies or healthcare 

consultancies, the Board has authorized to provide MCLE to Illinois attorneys, including cross-

disciplinary MCLE programs related to the laws impacting other professions. 

Non-legal membership organizations. This is a logical grouping of trade organizations 

outside of the legal profession such as accountancy or medicine, the Board has authorized to 

provide MCLE to Illinois attorneys, including cross-disciplinary MCLE programs related to the 

laws impacting other professions. 

Acronym List 

ABA – American Bar Association  

ACLEA – Association for Continuing Legal Education 

ACLEP – Accredited CLE Provider 

ALI – American Law Institute 

ANOVA – Analysis of Variance 

CLE – Continuing Legal Education 

CLEREG – CLE Regulators Association  

CPE – Continuing Professional Education 

KSC – Kansas Supreme Court 

KSU – Kansas State University 
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MCLE – Mandatory or Minimum CLE 

PCAM – Provider Course Accreditation Management 

SME – Subject Matter Expert 
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Chapter 2 - Literature Review 

This chapter presents a review of academic literature about the adult education and CPE 

methods recommended in the Rules and past research studies about adult education and CPE 

methods used in MCLE.  

Literature About CPE Methods Used In MCLE 

After 70 years of professional standards integration efforts, the bar has identified and 

recommended specific CPE methods it expects MCLE providers use. Committees have 

conducted conferences, published conference papers, and adopted the ABA Model Rule for 

MCLE. Commissions and Boards have implemented state regulations like the Rules. 

The next sections of this chapter discuss the academic literature covering the adult 

education and CPE methods the Court expects accredited MCLE providers use as stated in the 

Rules. This section also reviews academic literature covering other related CPE methods which 

are more expansive than the accreditation standards in the Rules. 

Planning and Needs Analysis 

This section describes literature about adult education and CPE planning methods 

required by the Rules including administration, ethical program content, competency models, 

content needs, learner motivations, and planner qualifications. This section also covers literature 

about additional CPE needs analysis methods based on objectives developed by stakeholders.  

Authors of adult education and CPE method literature indicated the importance of 

administration structures to oversee learning programs’ planning. Scanlan (1985) described a 

“mechanism designed to assure professionals’ competence. . .evident in hundreds of state 

statutes now linking a professional’s right to practice with mandated participation in continuing 

education activities” (p. 11). The Council on the Continuing Education Unit (1984) established 

similar principles of good practice for associations and societies across the professions, while 
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Azzaretto (1990), Houle (1980), and Nowlen (1990) also describe central planning and control 

by regulatory agencies like MCLE commissions. In the ABA Model Rule for MCLE, the ABA 

House of Delegates (2017) recommended states establish regulatory commissions to oversee the 

administration of MCLE programs. In the accompanying MCLE Model Rule Project section of 

the model rule document, the ABA House of Delegates (2017) also recommended commissions 

develop “additional rules and regulations to address administrative decisions” (p. 3), which 

implied planning within a regulatory framework for the “development, presentation, 

measurement, and reporting of CPE programs” (National Association of State Boards of 

Accountancy and the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants, 2016, p. v). In Rule 

792, the Court (2020) established the Board as the program’s regulatory administrator, with the 

duty to publish an annual report with future plans.  

 Authors of adult education and CPE literature stressed the importance of planning 

content to address ethical practice. Nowlen (1988) states: “The praiseworthy concern of 

professions for ethical practice is centered upon the development of profession-specific 

standards, codes, and rules” (p. 199). Adelson (1990), Azzaretto (1990), Bierema (2016), Houle 

(1980), and Schön (1983) all described the importance of ethics education in the professions as a 

method to build adherence to cultural norms and public trust. In Rule 794d, the Court (2020) 

requires attorneys to complete MCLE ethics content. In this way, the bar has invested its capital 

in maintaining public confidence by implementing ethical standards and complementary 

requirements for training about those standards.  

In Rules 795(a)(1, 2) and (c)(3, 4), the Court (2020) assumed dynamic changes in the law 

and the legal profession would determine new technical MCLE content on substantive law, 

matters of practice, and cross-disciplinary topics. CPE literature authors described the 

prominence of programs planned to update professionals’ knowledge. Nowlen (1988) suggested 
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moving beyond technical “knowledge updates” (p. 23). which dominate CPE programs. Update 

program sessions present new information to passive professionals listening to lectures. 

Professionals feel “most professional” (p. 25) when applying new techniques using problem-

solving skills. Furthermore, Daley and Cervero (2016) described how professionals “incorporate 

new knowledge into the context of practice” (p. 20) by “initially acquiring information and 

change their understanding of that information based on experience” (p. 23). Queeney (2000) 

said CPE “must go beyond simply providing information and teaching technical procedures; it 

must help professionals build their collaborative, judgmental, reflective, and integrative 

capabilities” (p. 379). Houle (1980) described the accomplishment of extending knowledge 

through the use of skills. Kenny (1985) suggested the content should be relevant to professional 

practice as approved by an accrediting agency. 

Beyond substantive law changes and ethical standards, the bar determined additional 

MCLE content topics based on competency models. An example of additional MCLE content is 

the Court’s authorization of MCLE programs on the use of technology in law practice 

management. Authors of CPE methods literature expressed the value of using competencies to 

plan program content. In the MacCrate Report, the ABA Section of Legal Education and 

Admission to the Bar (1992) identified ten lawyering skills and four professional values 

attorneys develop as proficiencies. In an example consistent with ethical content requirements 

one of the lawyering skills in the MacCrate Report is “recognizing and resolving ethical 

dilemmas” (p. 140) and one of the values is “justice, fairness and morality” (ABA Section of 

Legal Education and Admission to the Bar, 1992, p. 140). These are both consistent with Rule 

794d (Court, 2020). Another of the lawyering skills is the “organization and management of 

legal work” (ABA Section of Legal Education and Admission to the Bar, 1992, p. 140). This 

skill is consistent with the ABA Model Rule for MCLE, Sections 4B(2, 5, 6) and Rule 795d(3) 
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(ABA House of Delegates, 2017; Court, 2020). Nowlen (1988) defined competence as 

“sufficient aptitude, skill, strength, judgment, or knowledge” (p. 31). Nowlen’s (1990) 

competency model used a process called job functions analysis to identify skills and values, like 

the lawyering skills documented in the MacCrate Report required for complex problem solving 

and success in the legal profession’s culture. Bierema (2016) expanded on this concept with the 

T-shaped competency model, including depth of technical knowledge and ability to adaptively 

problem solve within the systems of the profession while demonstrating interpersonal and 

organizational skills.  

While attorney learners are motivated by acquiring new knowledge and putting it into 

practice, program plans can offer these opportunities for attorneys to serve in various  

stakeholder roles in MCLE programs. “The main influences on motivation and learning are 

within the participants themselves” (Knox, 1986, p. 127). In Rules 795(d)(5-8, 11), the Court 

(2020) grants MCLE credit to attorneys for mentoring, teaching, writing, or acquiring knowledge 

about the provision of pro bono services. CPE authors stressed the value of engaging “with 

colleagues with similar interests in teaching and learning in a community of practice” (Tisdell, 

Wojnar, & Sinz, 2016, p. 70) or the “critical reflection and critical co-constructing of 

knowledge,” such as through a mentor program (Hansman, 2016, p. 35). Eraut (2004) suggested 

mentoring can be for any learner competency level pair, not just new hires, with the casual 

relationship generating even greater potential for knowledge creation.  

For those attorneys not having completed MCLE, the Board has the authority to direct the 

Court’s registration and disciplinary entity to remove attorneys’ names from the master roll of 

attorneys, thereby interrupting their ability to practice law with their Illinois licenses (Court, 

2020). Therefore, attorneys are motivated to complete MCLE in order to maintain their 

prestigious standing and the ability to earn income (Grotelueschen, September 1985).  
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Authors of CPE methods literature recommended involving multiple stakeholders with 

the proper knowledge of the work that professionals perform. Queeney (2000) stated: “Program 

developers, instructional designers, and those delivering the educational activities must 

incorporate an understanding of the practice setting” (p. 383). Knox (2016) also described the 

importance of planners’ knowledge of occupational performance to “guide creative professional 

learning efforts” (p. 25). In Rule 795(a)(3), the Court (2020) requires MCLE provider program 

planners have legal or educational experience. Stakeholders consider objectives to select content 

such as professional skills, values, or technical knowledge and to focus program plans on 

outcomes (Cervero et al., 1986; Knox, 2016). Knowles (1980) described “mutual planning” (p. 

226), which involves all stakeholders, including experts in the profession with expert adult 

educators. Phillips and Phillips (2007), Tisdell et al. (2016), and the Council on the Continuing 

Education Unit (1984) described how specific objectives determined through a needs assessment 

motivate stakeholders to design and deliver the planned program value.  

Design and Delivery 

This section describes literature about adult education and CPE design methods required 

by the Rules including presenter qualifications, the written materials, and delivery methods, 

including interactivity, setting, and segment time duration. The section also covers literature 

about additional delivery methods including in-session adjustments and technology.  

The ALI-ABA Committee on Continuing Professional Education (1990) claimed, “Even 

adult education texts have failed to define the capable instructor” (p. 32). However, Biggs 

(1990), Houle (1980), Knox (2016), Queeney (2000), and the Council on the Continuing 

Education Unit (1984) all described qualified presenters as experts in the profession or 

educational experts in adult education and CPE methods, and these experts create trust, 

encouragement, mastery, and new knowledge. In Rule 795(a)(4), the Court (2020) expects the 
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same qualifications. Knox (1986) warned “A too-expert instructor may tend to introduce very 

advance topics” (p. 41) and recommended a presenter be flexible to fit learner characteristics 

during program sessions. Even though non-novice, post-apprenticeship MCLE assumes 

proficient or highly experienced attorney learners at a program session, any attendee may have 

unique learning gaps (Queeney, 2000). Knowles (1970) described a proficient adult educator 

using learning techniques going beyond transmitting knowledge and “helping his clients achieve 

their full potential” (p. 34). Biggs (1990) and the Council on the Continuing Education Unit 

(1984) further recommended instructors be trained to conduct learning experiences, and the ALI-

ABA and ACLEA Continuing Professional Education Association for Continuing Legal 

Education (2009) recommended training MCLE facilitators in teaching skills. 

The Council on the Continuing Education Unit (1984) recommended written materials be 

designed to meet quality and timeliness needed to meet program outcomes, similar to the Court’s 

(2020) Rule 795(a)(5). Brookfield (2015) and the ALI-ABA and ACLEA Continuing 

Professional Education Association for Continuing Legal Education (2009) recommended 

additional methods to deliver written materials beyond the traditional printed or electronic Power 

Point slides and using 21st-century technology including bookmarked content, video clips, iPad 

loadable written content, wiki pages, and listservs. Knox (1986) suggested a similar variety of 

media used for instructional material, consistent with the technology at the time, described 

relevance and flexibility as a key quality criterion, and recommended sending materials in 

advance. Knox (1986) and E. Clark, Draper, and Rogers (2015) described types of program 

materials to deepen experiential learning such as case studies, reading lists, and study guides, and 

again emphasized the instructor should adapt use of them to the context of the learners in the 

program session.  
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The authors of adult education and CPE methods literature discussed the results of using 

case studies, role play, simulations, or what attorneys may also call mock trials, as reflection-in-

action, a practice if modeled in the program session can be repeated by the learner in real-life 

cases, mentor interactions, or networking conversations (Biggs, 1990; Phillips & Phillips, 2007; 

Schön, 1983). Daley and Cervero (2016) described journals and logs of practice events as yet 

another form of knowledge-creating reflection. Bierema (2016) described how inquiry groups 

reframe problems, ideas, and actions to generate new meaning or knowledge. The dynamic 

nature of real-life professional problem solving requires applying adaptive professional 

competencies, like lawyering skills, and often results in new insights (Bierema, 2016).  

Case studies and resulting reflective learning are some of the many forms of interactivity 

authors of the adult education and CPE methods literature described. The Council on the 

Continuing Education Unit (1984) suggested active learner participation via “doing, reacting, 

and experiencing” (p. 15) and “interaction with the learner group” (p. 17) by the instructor, while 

Queeney (2000) recommended “hands on activities” (p. 383). Some additional interactive 

methods MCLE facilitators can use in program sessions include individual coaching, questions, 

brainstorming, interviews, discussion groups, group projects, communities of learners, and 

networking (ALI-ABA and ACLEA Continuing Professional Education Association for 

Continuing Legal Education, 2009; Bierema, 2016; Biggs, 1990; Clark et al., 2015; Houle, 1980; 

Knox, 1986, 2016; Taylor, Marienau, & Fiddler, 2000). Marienau (2000), who serves as the 

academic member of the Board, described a reflective learning technique: 

Typically, I ask learners first to recall and recount an experience, 

prompted by question(s) I pose connected to a concept we’ll be 

considering. It’s interesting how hearing about someone else’s 

experience can jog a learner’s memory, so that she might revise or 

embellish her own story. Then we add into the mix the relevant 
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theories or concepts, which prompt learners to reexamine their 

experiences from new perspectives---some will help illuminate an 

individual’s interpretation of her experience, while others will be at 

odds and stimulate questions about the “fit.” Going through this 

process helps learners examine their experiences more fully, 

interpret them more meaningfully, and recognize that their script is 

pretty much always open to revision. (Taylor et al., p. 29) 

Some of these methods may be enabled by technology such as asynchronous conversations via 

wikis and discussion boards (Brookfield, 2015). The ALI-ABA and ACLEA Continuing 

Professional Education Association for Continuing Legal Education (2009) recommended (much 

as had past published bar committee recommendations) breaking the law school tradition of 

lecture as the preferred MCLE session content delivery method, by examining options with 

stakeholders. 

Clark et al. (2015), Knox (1986) and the Council on the Continuing Education Unit 

(1984) all suggested a physical setting for live program session delivery being conducive to 

learning, including being comfortable. This is consistent with Rule 795(a)(6) (Court, 2020). The 

National Association of State Boards of Accountancy and the American Institute of Certified 

Public Accountants (2016) described “CPE credit for nanolearning programs” (p. 22) of 10 

minutes to earn 0.2 hours’ credit in its Standard No. 18, and Brookfield (2015) recommended 

program leaders “break lectures into well-paced 10 to 15 minute chunks that deal with separate 

ideas” (pp. 76-77), prior to reflective silence or interactivity. Both of these recommendations 

were consistent with the 30-minute minimum in Rule 795(a)(8) (Court, 2020). To optimally fit 

session delivery to learner styles, beyond physical setting and time periods, Knox (1986) 

suggested instructors be flexible, change pacing, and structure “individualization you can plan 

for, such as alternative content, methods, materials, and subgroups that participants can choose” 



 

43 

(p. 159). The ALI-ABA and ACLEA Continuing Professional Education Association for 

Continuing Legal Education (2009) even suggested instructors plan to fit session delivery to 

meet generational styles.  

Evaluation 

This section describes literature about the expectation of improved competency in the 

Rules. The section also covers literature about additional CPE evaluation methods including 

learner assessments and evaluation models.  

The Council on the Continuing Education Unit (1984) expected learning could be applied 

beyond the learning environment, much like the Court’s (2020) expected improved attorney 

competency from attendance at MCLE required in Rules 795(a)(1, 2) and (d)(3, 4, 8). Knox 

(2016) suggested a learner’s “self-assessment, combined with at least one additional source, can 

provide a sufficient estimate” (p. 6) of learner competency. Houle (1980) and Knox (September 

1985) further discussed the voluntary, confidential inventories used to self-assess proficiency. 

The Council on the Continuing Education Unit (1984) expected “assessments of learner 

achievement” (p. 26) as part of program quality control, while the ALI-ABA and ACLEA 

Continuing Professional Education Association for Continuing Legal Education (2009) 

recommended measuring learning outcomes. Mandated attorney self-assessments, particularly 

after the most sensitive MCLE content such as ethics, could softly introduce testing, possibly 

privately and online.  

The Council on the Continuing Education Unit (1984) and ALI-ABA and ACLEA 

Continuing Professional Education Association for Continuing Legal Education (2009) both 

recommended broader evaluations of program effectiveness and outcomes. Cervero and Rottet 

(1984) and Cervero et al. (1986) described how the evaluation of four components is necessary 

to analyze behavior change or learning outcomes. While the CPE program itself can influence 
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learning outcomes, the learner’s characteristics, the relevancy of the proposed outcomes, and 

culture of the profession have stronger influences over changes in competency resulting from 

CPE. MCLE effectiveness may increase if attorney motivations for completion of MCLE went 

beyond meeting a mandatory hours requirement and the culture of the organized bar were about 

learning, rather than simply meeting mandates.  

Kirkpatrick (1994) proposed evaluating adult education or CPE programs on four levels. 

Level one evaluated reaction or learner satisfaction with a program session, typically in a post-

course survey. Level two measured skill development, such as in the self-assessments discussed 

above and other forms of proficiency testing. Level three evaluated behavior, through improving 

demonstration of skills in professional practice, often assessed by others such as clients or 

employer managers. Level four measured improvements in quality, productivity, or investment 

returns, for which factual proof being purely attributable to adult education or CPE programs can 

be elusive. Phillips and Phillips (2007) attempted to improve on Kirkpatrick’s evaluation model 

with two additional levels to create a “chain of impact” (p. 16). They introduced upfront 

measurement before any participation in an adult education or CPE program and quantitative 

demonstration of post-program return on investment. The ALI-ABA and ACLEA Continuing 

Professional Education Association for Continuing Legal Education (2009) established 

aspirational goals for MCLE regulators and CLE providers to measure program effectiveness and 

efficiency, beyond feedback in post-course evaluation forms and meeting mandatory hours. The 

joint committee aspired to measure outcomes for all stakeholders including attorneys, regulators, 

planners, faculty, employers, and the public. 

Conclusion - Literature About CPE Methods Used In MCLE 

The authors and their literature about CPE methods proved applicable to MCLE, as the 

literature is cited in the published recommendations by the organized bar. In fact, some of the 
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recommendations from the literature have become part of the ABA Model Rule for MCLE, 

recommended for implementation by state regulators, and part of the Rules. The literature about 

CPE methods is directly tied to the Rules being researched in this study. (See Table 2 for a 

summary of CPE methods recommended for MCLE, academic literature covering those CPE 

methods, and references in bar committee conference proceedings and papers). 
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Table 2 
 
Adult Education and Continuing Professional Education Methods, Cross-Referenced to Short Descriptions of the Methods, Academic References, Bar Committee 
References, and Court Rules, by Program Stage 

Adult 
Education and 
CPE program 
stage 

Adult 
Education or 
CPE method 

Most 
Applicable 

Court  
(2020) 
Rule(s) 

Most recent bar committee 
references to the Adult 

Education or CPE method 

Short description(s) of the Adult Education or CPE method, academic references  
and application to MCLE 

Planning and 
needs analysis 

Administration 792 ABA Model Rule for MCLE, 
Section 3 (ABA House of 
Delegates, 2017) 

Regulators centrally control CPE planning (Azzaretto, 1990; Houle, 1980; 
Nowlen, 1990; Scanlan, 1985). 

CPE planning framework (National Association of State Boards of Accountancy 
and the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants, 2016, p. v).  

Planners publicly described program mission (Council on the Continuing 
Education Unit, 1984).  
 
MCLE commissions or boards administer programs for the court. 

 Ethics content 794(d) and 
795(d)(3) 

ABA Model Rule for MCLE, 
Section 3A(2)(a) (ABA 
House of Delegates, 2017) 

The bar along with other professions required program content on ethics standards 
to protect the public (Adelson, 1990; Azzaretto, 1990; Bierema, 2016; Houle, 
1980; Nowlen, 1988; Schön, 1983). 

Required MCLE content about ethical standards is a method to maintain public 
confidence in the legal profession. 

 New 
developments 
in the 
profession  

795(d)(3, 
4) 

ABA Model Rule for MCLE, 
Section 4B (ABA House of 
Delegates, 2017) 

Update model focuses on closing technical practice knowledge gaps (Kenny, 1985; 
Nowlen, 1988). 
 
Some MCLE content is determined by changes in substantive law and cross 
disciplinary topics. 
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Adult 
Education and 
CPE program 
stage 

Adult 
Education or 
CPE method 

Most 
Applicable 

Court  
(2020) 
Rule(s) 

Most recent bar committee 
references to the Adult 

Education or CPE method 

Short description(s) of the Adult Education or CPE method, academic references  
and application to MCLE 

Planning and 
needs analysis 
(continued) 

Competency 
models  

795(a)(1,2) 
and 
795(d)(3, 
4, 8) 

ABA Model Rule for MCLE, 
Sections 4A and 4B and 
MCLE Model Rule Review 
Project (ABA House of 
Delegates, 2017) 

Competency models go beyond the update model to develop profession-specific 
aptitudes and content (Bierema, 2016; Nowlen, 1988, 1990).  

MacCrate Report - 10 lawyering skills and 4 values (ABA Section of Legal 
Education and Admission to the Bar, 1992). 

Use of professional competencies expands knowledge and skills abilities 
(Bierema, 2016; Daley & Cervero, 2016; Houle, 1980; Nowlen, 1988, 1990; 
Queeney, 2000). 
 
Other MCLE content also focuses on lawyering skills. 

 Learner 
motivations 

794(d)(2), 
795(d)(5-
8, 11) 

ABA Model Rule for MCLE, 
Section 6 (ABA House of 
Delegates, 2017) 

Learners are motivated by application to their professional practice (Daley & 
Cervero, 2016).  

Cross-disciplinary interests include teaching (Tisdell et al., 2016, p. 70).  

Mentoring relationships create new knowledge (Hansman, 2016, p. 35).  

Lawyers earn MCLE credit for and are motivated to mentor, teach, write, or 
advance pro bono causes, also creating new professional knowledge.  

Maintaining licensure (Grotelueschen, September 1985). 

Lawyers want to complete MCLE to maintain their licenses to practice, their title, 
and ability to earn income. 
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Adult 
Education and 
CPE program 
stage 

Adult 
Education or 
CPE method 

Most 
Applicable 

Court  
(2020) 
Rule(s) 

Most recent bar committee 
references to the Adult 

Education or CPE method 

Short description(s) of the Adult Education or CPE method, academic references  
and application to MCLE 

Planning and 
needs analysis 
(continued) 

Planner 
qualifications 

795(a)(3) Final Report of the Critical 
Issues Summit (ALI-ABA 
and ACLEA Continuing 
Professional Education 
Association for Continuing 
Legal Education, 2009) 

Planners (including in MCLE) have subject matter or educational experience 
(Knox, 2016; Queeney, 2000). 

  Objectives and 
stakeholder 
involvement  

None Final Report of the Critical 
Issues Summit (ALI-ABA 
and ACLEA Continuing 
Professional Education 
Association for Continuing 
Legal Education, 2009) 

Objectives motivate stakeholders to achieve the planned value of the program 
(including MCLE) (Bierema, 2016; Cervero et al., 1986; Council on the 
Continuing Education Unit, 1984; Knowles, 1980; Knox, 2016; Phillips & 
Phillips, 2007; Queeney, 2000; Tisdell et al., 2016). 

Design and 
delivery 

Presenter 
qualifications 

795(a)(4) ABA Model Rule for MCLE, 
Section 4E (ABA House of 
Delegates, 2017) 

Presenters (including in MCLE) have subject matter or educational experience, are 
trained to conduct learning experiences, and are able to interpret the professional 
context (ALI-ABA and ACLEA Continuing Professional Education Association 
for Continuing Legal Education, 2009; Council on the Continuing Education Unit, 
1984; Houle, 1980; Knowles, 1970; Knox, 2016; Queeney, 2000). 

 Written 
Materials 

795(a)(5) ABA Model Rule for MCLE, 
Section 4D (ABA House of 
Delegates, 2017) 

Providers (including for MCLE) should design high quality materials and 
distribute at or in advance of the session (Brookfield, 2015; Council on the 
Continuing Education Unit, 1984; Knox, 1986).  
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Adult 
Education and 
CPE program 
stage 

Adult 
Education or 
CPE method 

Most 
Applicable 

Court  
(2020) 
Rule(s) 

Most recent bar committee 
references to the Adult 

Education or CPE method 

Short description(s) of the Adult Education or CPE method, academic references  
and application to MCLE 

Design and 
delivery 
(continued) 

Interactivity 795(a)(7) ABA Model Rule for MCLE, 
Sections 1(K, M), 5A(4) and 
MCLE Model Rule Review  
(ABA House of Delegates, 
2017) 

Case studies start reflection-in-action; logged practice events with or without 
others after the program create more knowledge in reflection (Bierema, 2016; 
Biggs, 1990; Clark et al., 2015; Daley, 1999; Knox, 1986; Phillips & Phillips, 
2007; Schön, 1983; Taylor et al., 2000). 

Individual coaching, questions, brainstorming, interviews, discussion groups, 
group projects, and networking, including virtually (ALI-ABA and ACLEA 
Continuing Professional Education Association for Continuing Legal Education, 
2009; Bierema, 2016; Biggs, 1990; Brookfield, 2015; Clark et al., 2015; Houle, 
1980; Knox, 1986, 2016; Taylor et al., 2000).  

    Encourage mindful, active involvement to deepen MCLE results. 

 Setting for live 
delivery 

795(a)(6) ABA Model Rule for MCLE, 
Section 1(K) (ABA House of 
Delegates, 2017) 

Consistent with learning outcomes (including for MCLE) (Clark et al., 2015; 
Council on the Continuing Education Unit, 1984; Knox, 1986). 

 Program 
segment length 

795(a)(8) MCLE Model Rule Review 
Project (ABA House of 
Delegates, 2017) 

10-15 minutes per topic of uninterrupted lecture before silence or interactivity 
(Brookfield, 2015). 

Nano-learning sessions of 10 minutes (National Association of State Boards of 
Accountancy and the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants, 2016, p. 
22). 

Continued bar recommendations to overcome the traditional bias for lecture format 
(ALI-ABA and ACLEA Continuing Professional Education Association for 
Continuing Legal Education, 2009). 

MCLE program sessions are no less than 30 minutes (including periods of 
interactivity). 
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Adult 
Education and 
CPE program 
stage 

Adult 
Education or 
CPE method 

Most 
Applicable 

Court  
(2020) 
Rule(s) 

Most recent bar committee 
references to the Adult 

Education or CPE method 

Short description(s) of the Adult Education or CPE method, academic references  
and application to MCLE 

Design and 
delivery 
(continued) 

Adjust for 
learner 
characteristics 

None MCLE Model Rule Review 
Project (ABA House of 
Delegates, 2017) 

Adjust pace and delivery methods based on learners’ styles, experience, and 
objectives (including in MCLE) (ALI-ABA and ACLEA Continuing Professional 
Education Association for Continuing Legal Education, 2009; Council on the 
Continuing Education Unit, 1984; Knox, 1986, 2016).  

Evaluation Expectation to 
apply learning 

795(a)(1, 
2) and 
795(d)(3, 
4, 8) 

ABA Model Rule for MCLE, 
Sections 1D, F, H, P and 4B, 
and MCLE Model Rule 
Review Project (ABA House 
of Delegates, 2017) 

Can be utilized outside of and after the program session (Cervero et al., 1986; 
Cervero & Rottet, 1984; Council on the Continuing Education Unit, 1984; Daley 
& Cervero, 2016). 

Measuring outcomes with all stakeholders, including employers and learners (ALI-
ABA and ACLEA Continuing Professional Education Association for Continuing 
Legal Education, 2009).  

MCLE programs improve professional competence as an attorney. 

 Learner 
knowledge 
assessments 

None ABA Model Rule for MCLE, 
Section 1(M) and MCLE 
Model Rule Review Project 
(ABA House of Delegates, 
2017) 

Self-assessments are sufficient to determine proficiency (ALI-ABA and ACLEA 
Continuing Professional Education Association for Continuing Legal Education, 
2009; Council on the Continuing Education Unit, 1984; Houle, 1980; Knox, 1986, 
2016, September 1985).   

MCLE programs could softly introduce testing through first mandating self-
assessments, possibly privately and online. 

     

     

     



 

51 

Adult 
Education and 
CPE program 
stage 

Adult 
Education or 
CPE method 

Most 
Applicable 

Court  
(2020) 
Rule(s) 

Most recent bar committee 
references to the Adult 

Education or CPE method 

Short description(s) of the Adult Education or CPE method, academic references  
and application to MCLE 

Evaluation 
(continued) 

Evaluation 
models 

None Final Report of the Critical 
Issues Summit (ALI-ABA 
and ACLEA Continuing 
Professional Education 
Association for Continuing 
Legal Education, 2009) 

Four components: (a) individual, (b) program, (c) proposed change, (d) social 
system or practice of the profession (Cervero et al., 1986; Cervero & Rottet, 1984). 

Four levels: (a) reaction, (b) learning, (c) behavior, (d) results (Kirkpatrick, 1994).  

Six levels adding inputs and return on investment (Phillips & Phillips, 2007). 

Measure planning, faculty, delivery, content, investments (Cervero et al., 1986; 
Cervero & Rottet, 1984; Council on the Continuing Education Unit, 1984; Phillips 
& Phillips, 2007). 

MCLE programs could measure beyond attendance and confirm effectiveness and 
outcomes with these models. 

Note. ABA = American Bar Association; ACLEA = Association for CLE; ALI = American Law Institute.
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Prior Research Studies About CPE Methods Used In MCLE 

As mentioned by Simon (2003) and Fisher (2017), the professional bar has conducted 

very little academic research about CPE methods MCLE providers use. Each of the next sections 

discusses past research of CPE methods used in the professional standards integration of MCLE.  

The Kansas CLE Commission Educational Initiative 

In 2017, the Kansas CLE Commission conducted a research study similar to the one used 

by this researcher. In the Kansas Supreme Court (KSC) Rule 800 relating to CLE, the KSC (n.d.) 

stated: “Because it is essential to the public and the legal profession that an attorney admitted to 

practice law in Kansas maintain and improve the attorney’s professional competence, continuing 

legal education is required” (Purpose and Scope, para. 1). In the KSC Rule 802(h), the KSC 

(n.d.) expects the re-named Kansas CLE Board to administer the CLE regulations under 

confidentiality rules similar to those required in the Court’s (2020) Rule 797. In KSC Rule 

801(o), the KSC expects the program to benefit all MCLE constituents.  

Some of the KSC Rules for CLE are nearly identical to the Supreme Court of Illinois’ 

(2020) Rules, in which the KSC and Supreme Court of Illinois both expect: 

1. Interdisciplinary program content (KSC Rule 804(d) and Supreme Court of Illinois 

Rule 795(d)(4)). 

2. Stand-alone content for ethics (KSC Rule 803(a) and Supreme Court of Illinois Rule 

794(d)) 

3. Law practice management content (KSC Rule 806(h) and Supreme Court of Illinois 

Rule 795(d)(3)).  

4. Substantive law content (KSC Rule 804(h)(2) and Supreme Court of Illinois Rules 

795(a)(1, 2) and 795(d)(3)). 
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5. Presenters with practical or academic experience (KSC Rule 804(h)(3) and Supreme 

Court of Illinois Rule 795(a)(4)). 

6. If delivered live, a suitable setting (KSC Rule 804(h)(5) and Supreme Court of 

Illinois Rule 795(a)(6)). 

7. High quality materials provided at the session or in advance (KSC Rule 804(h)(4) and 

Supreme Court of Illinois Rule 795(a)(5)). 

8. Attorneys to receive credit for teaching or writing (KSC Rule 806(c, d) and Supreme 

Court of Illinois Rule 795(d)(5-7)). 

Beyond the KSC Rules, the Kansas CLE Board (n.d.) clarified its duties to “include 

updating the requirements and rules as necessary. . .and working with providers of CLE” (About, 

para 2). Kansas CLE Board staff have sought best practices through participation in industry 

associations. S. Sutton, Executive Director of the Kansas CLE Commission served on the 

Technology Committee and C. Chafin, Assistant Director of the Kansas CLE Commission, 

served on the Management Committee for the CLEREG. Working with providers, the Kansas 

CLE Commission and Professor W. Franklin Spikes, its former non-attorney board member from 

Kansas State University’s Department of Education, established the Kansas Education Initiative. 

According to Fisher (2017), the Kansas CLE Commission expected the Kansas Education 

Initiative to answer, “How do we know whether CLE improves an attorney’s ability to practice 

law?” (p. 7). The Kansas Education Initiative was multi-faceted, with projects in which the 

Kansas CLE Commission (a) developed materials to improve CLE facilitator effectiveness, (b) 

sponsored CLE facilitator skills courses, and (c) introduced technology devices for use by board 

members (Spikes & Fisher, 2017a; Sutton, 2013; Sutton, B., & Spikes, 2017). The Kansas CLE 

Commission launched an additional Kansas Education Initiative project in 2013, a research study 

conducted with Kansas State University (Fisher, 2017; Spikes & Fisher, 2017b). 
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Fisher (2017) completed a mixed-methods study with the Kansas CLE Commission 

surveying 260 MCLE providers and conducting focus groups with 22 of those MCLE providers. 

Fisher collected data about CPE methods Kansas MCLE providers use and evaluated the 

reported use of methods. Fisher (2017) concluded, “Most providers reported a focus on keeping 

attorneys up-to-date through CLE curricula, delivering classes in traditional formats with a heavy 

emphasis on instructor presentation, and evaluating programs using mostly Level I reaction 

methods” (p. 207). Fisher (2017) provided evidence some MCLE providers used CPE methods 

such as (a) collaborative program design with attorney learners and their employers, (b) timely 

offerings of programs related to changes in substantive law, (c) interactive course delivery 

methods, and (d) post-course surveys to confirm application of course content learning in 

attendees’ practice of the law.  

Fisher (2017) recognized the fragmented landscape of MCLE constituents--including 

employers, other providers, attorneys, the public, the courts, and the Kansas CLE Commission. 

Fisher described this fragmented landscape impeding full implementation of CPE methods in 

needs analysis, planning, design, delivery, and evaluation of MCLE. Fisher (2017) further 

recommended, 

It would be valuable for future researchers to conduct a similar 

study with CLE regulators and providers in other states to gain an 

insight into the best practices and challenges that CLE efforts face 

elsewhere so that they might determine the sameness or difference 

from this researcher’s case study findings. (p. 207) 

After the Kansas CLE Commission director, Fisher, and Spikes (2017b) published the research 

results in a paper at the CLEREG conference, the Kansas CLE Commission director (S. Sutton, 

personal communication, June 5, 2017) sent correspondence to CLEREG members to encourage 

other state MCLE regulators to conduct similar research. Based on the Kansas CLE Commission 
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efforts to advance MCLE standards integration and consistent with Fisher’s (2017) 

recommendation, this researcher secured the opportunity to conduct additional research about 

CPE methods providers use with the Board, its IWG, director, deputy director, and staff. Based 

on Fisher’s (2017) detailed coding of survey verbatims and focus group comments, this 

researcher with the assistance of Fisher, improved the reliability of the proposed survey 

instrument and replaced open-ended questions in the proposed survey instrument with closed-

ended questions for several topic areas.  

The ALI-ABA Committee on Continuing Professional Education Arden House III 

Conference 

The ALI-ABA Committee on Continuing Professional Education (1987) held its Arden 

House III conference shortly after the publication of the inaugural ABA Model Rule for MCLE in 

1986 (ABA Standing Committee on Continuing Legal Education, 1989) and concluded in its 

final statement “The organized bar should intensify its efforts to identify competence problems 

and encourage all efforts to enhance competence. This should be a central objective of CLE” 

(ALI-ABA Committee on Continuing Professional Education, 1987, p. 4). Panel discussions, 

speeches, and papers presented by the ALI-ABA Committee on Continuing Professional 

Education (1987) recommended “adult education experts should be consulted with respect to the 

techniques utilized in CLE programs” (p. 20). The ALI-ABA Committee on Continuing 

Professional Education asked Cervero to serve on a seven-member Quality of CLE Commission 

established to present findings of a Quality of CLE Study at the Arden House III conference. The 

Quality of CLE Commission (1987a) recommended studies about providers’ application of CPE 

methods to CLE be presented at future conferences.  

The ALI-ABA Committee on Continuing Professional Education (1987) also published 

two studies for the Arden House III conference by Lawner (1987a, 1987b). Lawner’s (1987a) 
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first study was based on a 50-question survey sent in 1979, resulting in over 9,000 responses. 

Lawner described one finding -- attorneys preferred the traditional law school lecture delivery 

method -- which is not a recommended CPE method. Lawner’s survey results were combined in 

the published conference papers with the findings from the Quality of CLE Commission’s study, 

which comprised written expert observations of 32 CLE programs delivered in 1987. In the 

paper, Lawner (1987a) did not reference statistics from the survey nor the observations. 

Lawner’s published results of the first study had limited applicability, due to not following 

survey and data analysis methods.  

In the second study, Lawner (1987b) conducted a 13-question survey, completed by 114 

law school faculty respondents, with objectives to research (a) law school CLE program 

offerings, (b) responsibility for program management, and (c) course evaluation methods. 

Lawner did not present any verbatim comments, findings, or recommendations. Lawner 

published tabulations in the paper, indicating more than 60% of responding law schools used 

course evaluations in their CLE programs and one-third had CLE program administrators who 

performed quality assurance observations. The other questions in Lawner’s survey appeared to 

collect demographic information. Lawner’s second study had limited applicability because 

Lawner only studied law schools as one of many provider-types delivering MCLE. Lawner 

provided no recommendations in this paper. 

Conclusion - Prior Research Studies About CPE Methods Used In MCLE 

Fisher (2017) stated “In the review of the literature, the researcher found a dearth of 

recent empirical research on the subject of CLE” (p. 16), revealing no further studies related to 

MCLE provider use of CPE methods. While Fisher had not discovered Lawner’s studies, they 

have limited applicability to the study of CPE methods in MCLE.  
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Fisher’s research and conclusions are applicable to the study of CPE methods in MCLE, 

developed the survey instrument, prompted this study with the Board, informed refinements of 

the survey instrument to be used in this research through extant data, and provided extant data 

that could be used for comparative purposes among the two states in this study. Fisher’s (2017) 

correctly concluded there was no prior applicable research on CPE methods used in MCLE. This 

research was expected to determine CPE methods for the further professional standards 

integration and continuous improvement of Illinois MCLE.  

Summary of the Literature Review 

The study was based on the literature of CPE methods, as cited and recommended in 

standards by the organized bar. This study measured providers’ adherence to the Rules, which 

are the implementation of bar standards in Illinois. Providers’ practices in conjunction with 

feedback from other constituents including regulators, employers of attorney learners, and 

attorney learners themselves, can guide the next phase of transformation in CLE standards 

integration.  

  



 

58 

Chapter 3 - Research Methodology 

The purpose of this quantitative survey study was to explore adult education and CPE 

methods used by accredited providers including those required in Rule 795, reflecting the Court's 

(2020) adoption of the current ABA Model Rule for MCLE. The study was specific to adult 

education and CPE methods in needs analysis, planning, design, delivery, and evaluation 

reported by accredited providers of MCLE to non-novice, post-apprenticeship attorneys of the 

Illinois bar. In Rule 795, the Court (2020) requires providers’ courses and activities: 

1. Increase each participant’s professional competence in matters primarily related to the 

practice of law, including specified subjects of professionalism, diversity and 

inclusion, mental health and substance abuse, civility, legal ethics, providing pro-

bono services, and matters of law practice management and associated technology. 

Unspecified subjects dynamically change with substantive law including cross-

disciplinary subjects (Rules 795(a)(1, 2) and 795(d)(3, 4 and 8)). 

2. Be planned by individuals with legal or educational experience (Rule 795(a)3)). 

3. Be conducted by those qualified with practical or academic experience (Rule 

795(a)(4)). 

4. Provide written materials to participants before or at the time a course is conducted 

(Rule 795(a)(5)). 

5. Have high quality written MCLE materials which are thorough, readable, and 

carefully prepared (Rule 795(a)(5)). 

6. Be delivered live or via recording, with interactivity as a key component (Rule 

795(a)(7)). 

7. If delivered live-by-faculty-in-the-room-with-participants, be conducted in a physical 

setting conducive to learning (Rule 795(a)(6)). 
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8. Be no less than one-half hour of instruction (Rule 795(a)(8)). 

The Rules related to provider methods are grounded in adult education and CPE methods 

in the literature. In Rules 795(a)(1-2) and (d)(3, 4, and 8), the Court (2020) described the broad 

cultural content topic areas, including stress management, civility, and practice management 

consistent with Nowlen’s (1988) performance and competency models and Bierema’s (2016) 

expected professional behaviors. The specific and continually revised substantive law content 

assumed in these Rules fit Nowlen’s update model. Rules 795(a)(3-4) in which the Court (2020) 

required qualified planners and presenters fully and practically embraces Queeney’s (2000) 

expert developer, Houle’s (1980) facilitator, and Knox’s (2016) expert presenter to adults. The 

interactivity the Court (2020) expects in Rule 795(a)(7) was directly related to Biggs’ (1990) 

mindful involvement and methods recommended in other literature including case studies, 

discussion, demonstrations, hands-on activities, practical exercises, poll questions, and 

simulations (Bichelmeyer, 2006; Biggs, 1990; Brookfield, 2015; Daley & Cervero, 2016; 

Murphy & Schwen, 2006; Queeney, 2000). When considering the requirement to ensure time for 

interactivity within an MCLE session, Brookfield’s (2015) 10-to-15-minute chunks of content 

delivery align to the Court's (2020) Rule 795(a)(8) which expected segments of no less than 30 

minutes. Brookfield’s scaffolding via handouts and Knox’s (1990) annotated case outlines, 

boilerplate forms, practice books, and procedural guides were some of the types of course 

materials the Board expected when evaluating accreditation according to Rule 795(a)(5) (Court, 

2020).   

This chapter describes the methodology used for conducting this quantitative study, 

including (a) the research design, (b) the research questions and supporting hypotheses, (c) the 

population and setting of the study, (d) the survey instrument design and development, (e) 
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validity and reliability, (f) data collection, (f) the extant data, (g) data analysis techniques, (h) the 

role of the researcher, (i) the limitations, and (j) ethical considerations.  

Research Design 

This researcher conducted a quantitative study working with the Board. The Board 

allowed the distribution of a survey to 1,872 active and accredited MCLE providers, which had 

delivered courses in 2018 or 2019. 438 (23%) providers submitted a survey response to report 

information about their organization’s use of adult education and CPE methods to adhere to the 

Rules and their use of additional methods the Rules do not require. 

The researcher quantitatively analyzed respondents’ answers to describe the providers’ 

reported use of adult education and CPE methods in needs analysis, planning, design, delivery, 

and evaluation. Demographic information about Illinois MCLE providers was analyzed to 

demonstrate the variation in the use of CPE methods by provider strata. The synthesis of 

quantitative findings with extant data helped the researcher and the subject matter experts 

(SMEs) on the Board staff and IWG identify themes and recommendations (Corbin & Strauss, 

2008). (See Figure 2).  

 
Figure 2. Research process. 
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The quantitative analysis was performed using JMP, a SAS Institute product, to generate  

descriptive statistics to measure the central tendency and variation in the survey responses (see 

Table 3), including the provider demographics and extant data (Gliner & Morgan, 2000). JMP 

multivariate techniques showed relationships of the responses to the provider demographic strata. 

Chi-squared analysis measured the frequencies of non-numerical, qualitative, ordinal categories 

with a single choice response (Coladarci, Cobb, Minium, & Clarke, 2008). When measuring the 

frequencies of nominal categories with the possibility of multiple choices, the chi-squared 

analysis included a count test with Poisson rates (Pawitan, 2001). One-way analysis of variance 

(ANOVA) with an accompanying Tukey-Kramer Honest Significant Difference (HSD) test 

analyzed continuous survey data such as the number of evaluations completed and continuous 

extant data like the percentage of course credits earned via recorded delivery (Coladarci et al., 

2008). While other multi-variate tests were conducted, to include stepwise regression, to find 

possible relationships among continuous extant data and continuous demographic data, none 

produced conclusive results.  
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Table 3 
 
Board Survey Questions and Types of Data 

Survey question number(s) Type of data Number of responses allowed 

7, 8A-B, 10, 14, 17, 19D, 22, 23  Ordinal, Likert Single 

2A, 6, 13, 18, 19A, 19C Nominal Multiple 

3A-B, 4-5, 12, 19B Continuous Single 

2B, 9A-B, 11A-C, 15-16, 20, 21, 
24, 25A-C 

Ordinal, nominal, and continuous  
for use by the Board 

 

2A, 2C, 6, 7, 8B, 9B, 13-14, 17-
19A, 19C-D, 20-21, 24, 25B 

Optional open-ended text  
for use by the Board 

 

 

Research Questions 

This research design answered the following research questions: 

1. Are providers using CPE methods to meet the Rules? 

2. What CPE methods do providers use beyond the Rules? 

3. What provider demographics are predictive of CPE methods used? 

Descriptive statistics were used to report the percentages and significance of the reported 

use of CPE methods. Statistical evaluation of the following hypotheses indicated the use of CPE 

methods required in the Rules.  

H1: Providers are meeting the requirements in the Rules. 

H2: Providers are exceeding the requirements in the Rules. 

Demographic information about accredited Illinois MCLE providers was analyzed via 

hypotheses to demonstrate variation of CPE methods used by provider strata.  

H3: Provider demographics are predictive of CPE methods used. 
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Inferential statistics produced with the demographic data indicated provider types’ use of 

CPE methods. The research questions were determined from the cumulative influence of CPE 

methods literature, the ABA Model Rule for MCLE, the Rules, prior research about MCLE, and 

engagement with Board SMEs. Board SMEs also helped this researcher develop findings about 

the CPE methods used by each provider demographic strata in a specific context.  

Population and Settings for this Study 

As of May 2020, the Board had 1,872 active MCLE providers with one or more programs 

accredited within the most recent two-year reporting cycle, making up the theoretical and 

accessible populations (Gliner & Morgan, 2000). Therefore, the selection of MCLE providers 

accredited by the Board was convenient. These providers’ organizational purposes vary 

significantly, including local, specialized bar associations, a few dozen university law schools, a 

few legal aid societies, hundreds of employers such as law firms or corporations, government 

agencies, and hundreds more commercial workplace education providers possibly serving 

multiple professions.  

As one might assume from these examples, these organizations range from being 

organized exclusively by volunteers to large, corporate entities with dozens of experts who are 

focused on using adult education and CPE methods when providing MCLE. In Rule 795(c), the 

Court (2020) allowed organizations to seek accreditation of each individual course to be offered 

or for organizations to apply for annual accreditation that applies to all programs offered. The 

Board categorizes provider types for management of their accreditation program in the Provider 

Course Accreditation Management (PCAM) database as shown in examples in Table 4 and Table 

5. 

. 
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To encourage responses from each provider, the researcher and the Board agreed to send 

the survey via the KSU Qualtrics portal to all 4,458 known contacts at the 1,872 provider 

organizations shown in PCAM. The email survey invitation and email reminders asked contacts 

to coordinate and submit one response per provider organization. 438 (23%) providers completed 

the survey, a response rate similar to those Fisher (2017) and the Kansas CLE Commission 

obtained, given many of the same conditions existed for data collection, including the providers’ 

established relationships with the regulator and many national and regional providers being the 

same entities.  

The actual sample consisted of provider organizations confirming submission of a survey 

response. The remainder of the convenient, accessible population of providers “opted out” of 

participation by either not responding to the email survey invitation or not completing 

submission of the survey. Although access to accredited MCLE providers through the Board was 

convenient, the population of 1,872 providers and 23% response rate, and proportional response 

rate in each provider type (see Table 4 and Table 9) resulted in a representative sample 

(Eisenhardt, 1989). A disproportionately high response rate from annually accredited providers 

may indicate the strength of engagement level with the Board (see Table 5 and Table 10). 
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Table 4 
 
Board Provider Types (Nominal Extant Data from the Provider Course Accreditation Management Database) 

Provider type Examples of such organizations 
Unique provider motivations to be 

explored by the Board 
Accredited 
providers 

Employers of  
attorney learners 

Law firms, corporate legal departments, 
government agencies 

Improve attorney performance and 
ensure compliance with MCLE 

759 

Legal membership 
organizations 

Bar associations and legal professional 
organizations 

Expand offerings to their attorney 
membership, particularly under 
Rule 795(d)(3) allowing credit for 
networking meetings 

164 

Non-legal 
membership 
organizations 

Organizations representing non-legal 
professional groups, trade associations, 
industry groups or businesses 

Expand offerings to their 
membership, including attorneys 

238 

Legal related 
businesses  

Practicing Law Institute, West Law Profitably deliver accredited, 
relevant, and efficient MCLE to 
attorneys 

215 

Non-legal related 
businesses 

For-profit, non-legal commercial entities 
such as banks, real-estate, mortgage, 
title, and software companies  

Profitably deliver accredited, 
relevant, and efficient MCLE to 
attorneys who are also potentially 
business clients 

314 

Not-for-profit Advocacy groups and charities offering 
legal aid or pro-bono legal services 

Deepen outreach to attorneys 
advancing the groups’ causes 

141 

Adult education 
institutions 

Law schools, colleges Expand offerings to their attorney 
alumni and other attorneys in their 
communities 

41 

Note. N = 1,872; MCLE = minimum continuing legal education. 

 
Table 5  
 
Board Accreditation Types (Nominal Extant Data from the Provider Course Accreditation Management database) 

Accreditation type  
Unique characteristics to be explored  

by the Board 
Accredited 
providers 

 Annual presumptive provider accreditation Offers more courses and seeks the  
efficiency of annual accreditation 

230 

 Accredited for each program offered Offers fewer courses 1642 

Note: N = 1872. 
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Survey Instrument Design and Development 

The electronic survey was sent via email to collect quantitative information from 

respondents. The investigator-developed instrument was used because of the exploratory nature 

of this type of quantitative research with accredited Illinois MCLE providers. Although adapted 

for use by the Board and improved upon for this research, the instrument was based on an 

instrument Fisher (2017) developed and used with the Kansas CLE Commission.  

Adaptation of Fisher’s (2017) instrument formed the basis of some closed-ended 

questions in the survey used in this research. The survey included similar summated ordinal 

rating attitude (Likert) answer choices about use of CPE methods as well as continuous answer 

choices regarding demographics and use of CPE methods. Additionally, other closed-ended 

questions used nominal category response scales with unordered choices, which often allowed 

respondents to check all applicable categories whether to collect information about use of CPE 

methods or demographics.  

None of the questions required a response, allowing maximum flexibility for a provider 

organization to respond to questions found to be most applicable, skip questions viewed as not 

applicable, and submit a completed survey unimpeded. As such, data analysis output was 

missing some responses.  

The instrument was designed to measure the use of required CPE methods articulated in 

the Rules. In addition, the instrument also asked about CPE methods not specified in the Rules. 

(see Table 6 for a complete listing of CPE methods asked about in the instrument). While the 

survey categorized CPE methods such as needs analysis, planning, design, delivery, or 

evaluation, the Rules do not specify these categories.  

The instrument sent to potential respondents had a total of 37 questions, with 21 closed-

ended questions pertinent to CPE methods, the Rules, and demographics used in this research. 18 
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of the 21 closed-ended questions presented the respondent multiple selections for which answers 

could be provided. In addition, 14 closed-ended questions collected data intended for use by the 

Board outside of the purposes of this research. A single, overarching, open-ended question 

collected general comments on the effectiveness of Illinois MCLE for use by the Board outside 

of the purposes of this research. Another administrative open-ended question asked for an 

alternative contact name. Of the closed-ended questions on the survey, 14 offered an optional 

open-ended comments section for a respondent to provide clarifying comments for further 

insight about answers to the closed-ended questions, also for use by the Board outside of the 

purposes of this research. In the pilot and using modeling in the survey portal, the survey took 

approximately 15 minutes to complete, with similar elapsed time results by respondents. The full 

survey is in Appendix A.  
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Table 6 
 
Adult Education and Continuing Professional Education Methods Measured in Closed-Ended Questions on the 
Board Survey 

Adult Education and CPE methods measured in closed-ended questions 

Survey 
question 

number(s) 

Planning 
and 

needs 
analysis 

Design 
and 

delivery Evaluation 

Stakeholder involvement (Nowlen, 1988; Tisdell et al., 2016). 6, 7, 8, 13, 
17-19 

x x x 

Goals to drive curriculum (Knox, 2016), Course objectives (Bichelmeyer, 
2006; Knox, 2016; Queeney, 2000). 

6, 12, 19C x x x 

Feedback (Knox, 2016) 6, 18, 19 x x x 

Developmental benchmarking (Bierema, 2016). 6 x   

Occupationally qualified planners (Queeney, 2000), Academically 
qualified planners (Knox, 2016). 

7, 14 x x  

Active, mindful involvement (Biggs, 1990), Case studies (Argyris & 
Schön, 1974; Schön, 1983), Combining learning strategies (Auster & 
Chan, 2004; Houle, 1980; Murphy & Schwen, 2006; Queeney, 2000), 
Experience-based learning (Schön, 1983), Keynotes and Poll questions 
(Brookfield, 2015), Meaning making (Daley & Cervero, 2016), Peer 
interaction (Biggs, 1990), Performance aids (Knox, 2016), Revisiting key 
ideas (Daley & Cervero, 2016), Time for practice (Phillips & Phillips, 
2007), Discussion, Demonstrations, Hands-on activities, Practical 
exercises, Simulations (eg. mock trials). 

17  x  

Annotated case outlines, Boilerplate forms, Practice books, and  
Procedural guides (ALI-ABA Committee on Continuing Professional 
Education, 1990), Handouts for scaffolding a lecture (Brookfield, 2015), 
Thorough, readable, and carefully prepared written materials. 

17, 19C  x  

Pre-testing and Changing pace (Knox, 2016), Adapt to learner styles 
(Cervero & Rottet, 1984), Adjust for learner experience level (Bierema, 
2016; Nowlen, 1988). 

18 

 

x 

 

Suggestions from previous courses (Cervero & Rottet, 1984). 6, 19A-C x  x 

Cervero four component model (Cervero et al., 1986; Cervero & Rottet, 
1984), Kirkpatrick four levels of evaluation (Phillips & Phillips, 2007). 

6, 19A, C x  x 

Expected behaviors in a profession (Bierema, 2016), Performance, 
Competency, and Update models (Nowlen, 1988). 

6, 19C, 23 x  x 
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Adult Education and CPE methods measured in closed-ended questions 

Survey 
question 

number(s) 

Planning 
and 

needs 
analysis 

Design 
and 

delivery Evaluation 

New developments (Bierema, 2016; Houle, 1980; Nowlen, 1988), Ethical 
standards (Bierema, 2016; Houle, 1980; Nowlen, 1988; Schön, 1983). 

6, 23 x  x 

Learner motivations (Daley & Cervero, 2016). 8A-B x  x 

Occupationally qualified presenters (Houle, 1980; Knox, 2016),  
Academically qualified presenters (Knox, 2016). 

14, 
19A,C,D 

 x x 

Self-assessments (Knox, 2016). 17-18, 
19A 

 x x 

Technology (Brookfield, 2015; Killian, June 15, 2015; Knox, 2016). 17, 19C  x x 

Utility analysis (Phillips & Phillips, 2007). 19A, C   x 

30-minute segments (Brookfield, 2015), Expectation to apply learning 
(Cervero & Rottet, 1984; Nowlen, 1988). 

19C   x 

Instructor effectiveness (Knox, 2016) 19C-D   x 

Note. CPE = continuing professional education. 

 
Validity and Reliability  

Validity testing confirmed the instrument measured what was intended to be measured 

(Salkind, 2014). Types of validity considered included content, criteria, and construct. Reliability 

methods were intended to preclude errors in entries by survey respondents.  

Consistent with Dillman’s (2009) guidelines and with debriefing methods used in focus 

groups (Biemer & Lyberg, 2003), Fisher (2017) and an expert panel at the Kansas CLE 

Commission identified two areas in which the survey instrument could be improved if used 

again: 
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1. Lessons learned regarding criteria validity were revealed in responses to the survey or 

were discovered when clarifying responses in focus group discussions. These changes 

were made to the instrument for this study. 

2. Some themes from Fisher’s (2017) research were not collected using closed-ended 

survey questions in the quantitative data collection. These themes were only 

discovered through coding of information identified in the qualitative data collection 

and analysis. Further review of the survey indicated these themes could be presented 

in closed-ended questions on the survey, which were added to the instrument for this 

study to improve its construct validity.  

Fisher (2017) performed a pilot on the survey instrument to confirm validity and reliability. 

A panel of SMEs from the Board staff and IWG, following principles of a pilot study, 

closely reviewed and provided feedback on the survey to validate the instrument. Comments 

from these reviews, regarding the context of providers accredited in Illinois and the Rules, were 

incorporated into the research survey to further improve content validity (Creswell & Plano 

Clark, 2007; Gay, 2012; Yin, 2014). For example, the Board staff and IWG focused on the 

context of provider relations, CPE methods of interest to the Board staff and IWG, the Rules, and 

evolving legal education requirements to ensure the completeness of content validity pertinent to 

these factors. While no list of factors could have ensured universal content validity, several 

factors were added or wording refined. Up until the May 1st, 2020 deployment of the survey, 

SMEs from the Board staff and IWG continued to refine the proposed survey to ensure it was 

optimally valid for accredited Illinois MCLE providers at the time of distribution (Salkind, 

2014).  

During the pilot, the SMEs also developed questions on topics beyond the scope of this 

research proposal (see Table 3). A specific example included questions 11A-C pertinent to 
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providers such as bar associations as intended beneficiaries of the Court’s (2020) Rule 795(d)(3) 

allowing Illinois attorneys to receive MCLE credit for networking meetings. The Board staff and 

IWG also added open-ended questions to gather further insight from providers about their 

answers to the closed-ended questions.   

JMP output on Cronbach’s alpha for internal validity ranged from .40 to .62 with a mean 

of .61 with an n=438 (Salkind, 2014). A principal components exploratory factor analysis scree 

plot had an elbow at the eighth of 72 data elements and an eight-factor analysis accepted 

loadings ranged from .30 to .90 and explained 50% of the variance. In further iterations, using 

loadings greater than .50 and simplifying the model with the removal of 9 data elements, four 

factors aligned to key constructs in the survey instrument of 1) qualified planners and presenters, 

2) interactive delivery methods, 3) courses offered for delivery using technology including 

recordings, and 4) providers’ feedback on the effectiveness of the Illinois MCLE program in 

achieving its objectives.  

Survey distribution was purposefully timed by the Board at the recommendation of the 

Board staff to be approximately 45 days after the height of work-from-home arrangements being 

stabilized in the legal profession during the 2020 COVID-19 crisis, based on the Board staff’s 

observation of post-crisis responses at providers having normalized. This choice may have 

contributed to reducing a threat to internal validity from such events outside of the program. 

Likewise, limiting the survey data collection period to three weeks might have contributed to 

reducing a threat to internal validity.  

To remove error in observed scores, further building on lessons learned from the 

instrument and its reliability as used by Fisher (2017), several other measures were taken by this 

researcher (Salkind, 2014). First, instructions were made standard for nominal question 

responses throughout the instrument to choose any and all that apply, Likert scales were 
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standardized to five possible selections, and Likert scale ordinal response variables were 

consistently worded scales with superlatives of always or extremely for all such questions. 

Second, with the larger accessible population and similar response rate, more than twice as many 

responses were available versus for Fisher in (2017). In addition to improving validity, clarifying 

the wording in response variables as well as making it possible to answer via a survey selection 

rather than verbatims had a corresponding effect on improving reliability. The instrument was 

simplified for the respondent versus those presented in the survey used by Fisher in (2017) with 

the removal of several multi-part grids for entering responses as well as removal of response 

variables for don’t know and not applicable. Similarly, there were no questions respondents were 

required to answer. This was intended to allow a respondent to continue the survey without 

impediment nor the confusion of having to answer a question when a provider may not have 

wanted to answer or was incapable of providing an answer. 

Data Collection 

Following Dillman’s (2009) recommendations, the Board director published an email 

correspondence to provider contacts in advance, announcing the survey and encouraging 

provider participation. According to Dillman (2009), internet survey principles followed 

included: 

1. Emails and web pages matched the brand image of the Board (see Figure 3). 

2. Emails sent through the KSU Qualtrics survey portal contained links taking potential 

respondents to a computer screen or mobile device for next steps in the survey and 

acknowledged the collaboration with Kansas State University (see Figure 4). 

3. Email language varied slightly but was consistent through the last reminder. 

4. The first question in the survey was simple (p. 400; see Figure 5). 
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The survey invitation with a link to the survey portal was sent from the KSU Qualtrics survey 

portal on behalf of and under the Board director’s signature on May 1st, 2020. Several reminder 

emails were published by the Board director from her Board email address and via the portal by 

the researcher for three weeks until the survey closed May 23rd, 2020.  

 
 
Figure 3. Board brand image on electronic survey materials. 
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Figure 4. Email from the Qualtrics portal inviting a provider contact to take the Board survey. 
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Figure 5. First question on the Board survey. 

 
Extant Data 

In addition to the data collected through the survey, the Board, through the mutual 

protection of a non-disclosure agreement, provided this researcher access to a variety of other 

information sources to enrich the research findings, including but not exclusively limited to the 

following sources: 

1. Demographic, course, activity, and accreditation data the Board maintains in its 

provider database. This data was loaded into the KSU Qualtrics portal as embedded 

data keyed to each contact’s profile, so it could be used later as additional quantitative 

factors in the statistical analysis of responses (see Table 7). 
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2. The Board’s annual reports. 

3. Information from provider conferences the Board conducted. 

4. Other anecdotal information about daily business activities from the Board staff. 

Additionally, this researcher referenced other published papers and conference presentations 

related to Fisher’s (2017) study and the Kansas CLE Commission. Consistent with the purpose 

of Fisher’s study, data and detailed insights were also available for reference with the permission 

of the Kansas CLE Commission and under continued protections regarding ethical practices. 

Access to this additional information allowed the researcher and the Board staff and IWG to 

develop themes and recommendations with deeper context than would be achieved by relying 

solely on the survey responses.  

Table 7 
 
Board Extant Data Embedded in Contact Records within the Kansas State University Qualtrics Portal (from the 
Provider Course Accreditation Management Database) 

Data elements Type of data 

City, state, zip code, county, metropolitan statistical area, circuit court 
affiliation, district court affiliation, country, contact identifier 
numbers, primary contact status, provider identification numbers, 
provider type, accreditation type, accredited course status for 2018, 
accredited course status for 2019, and survey logic code 

Nominal 

Percent of courses by delivery method, percent of credits earned by 
delivery method Continuous 

Contact names, contact email addresses, and provider names Text 
 

Contrasts Between Kansas Extant Data and Results of This Research 

The continuous data from this research were categorized in ranges as defined by Fisher 

(2017) to identify any statistically significant demographic characteristics among Illinois and 

Kansas CLE providers using two-sided proportions tests shown in Table 8. Organizations 

considered for profit as defined by Fisher (2017) represented 37.3% of providers answering the 
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Kansas survey. Twice as many providers having answered the Illinois survey (74%) were for 

profit. This may indicate a far larger proportion of business providers in Illinois, including 

employers through their in-house programs. Among Illinois providers, 76% ask attendees to rate 

topic relevance in post-course evaluations, different than the rate among Kansas providers at 

95% (Fisher, 2017). Providers offering live non-traditional course delivery as defined by Fisher 

(2017) represented 12% of Kansas providers, less than one-fourth the proportion of Illinois 

providers (52%) offering courses via live technology, indicating more technological delivery 

offered by Illinois providers in 2019 versus Kansas providers in 2017. Among Illinois providers, 

43% ask attendees if they will change how they practice law, also different from Kansas 

providers at 60% (Fisher, 2017). 
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Table 8   
 
Board Survey and Kansas Continuing Legal Education Commission Survey Demographic and Survey Response 
Differences (Results of SAS JMP Two-Sided Test of Difference of Proportions) 

 

Illinois  

Percent n 

Kansas 

Percent n 
Power 
(1 - b)   

 
Comparisons to Board extant data: 

For-profit (employers, legal related 
businesses and non-legal related 
businesses) 

  74% 325   
 
37% 

 
70 

 
0.999 

Non-profit (legal membership 
organizations, non-legal membership 
organizations, not-for-profit, and 
adult education institutions) 

  26% 113   
 
63% 

 
124 
 

 
0.999 
 

Live non-traditional courses offered 
(live technology) 
 

  52% 218   
 
12% 

 
24 
 

 
0.992 
 

 
Comparisons to Board survey questions:  

Question 23: Effectiveness of CLE at 
encouraging ethical practice 

  68% 297   
 
51% 

 
90 

 
0.810 

Question 19C – Which of the 
following does your organization 
assess in post-course evaluations? 

      
   

 Topic relevance to the 
attorney attendees’ practice 

  80% 333   
 
95% 

 
159 

 
0.999 

 Attorney attendees’ opinions 
the course has changed the 
way attendees will conduct 
their practice of law 

  43% 180   
 
60% 

 
101 

 
0.873 

Note. The Kansas CLE survey had 198 responses (Fisher, 2017) and the Board survey had 438 responses; stated risk 
of Type I error (a) is 0.05 and actual test size (a) is 0.055 or less; null difference is zero.  
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Data Analysis Techniques 

Quantitative analysis was performed in JMP, a SAS Institute product, to generate  

descriptive statistics to measure the central tendency and variation in the survey responses (see 

Table 3), including the provider demographics and extant data (Gliner & Morgan, 2000). JMP 

multivariate techniques showed relationships of the responses to provider demographic strata. 

Chi-squared analysis measured the frequencies of non-numerical, qualitative, ordinal categories 

with a single choice response (Coladarci et al., 2008). When measuring the frequencies of 

nominal categories with the possibility of multiple choices, the chi-squared analysis included a 

count test with Poisson rates (Pawitan, 2001). One-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) with an 

accompanying Tukey-Kramer Honestly Significant Difference (HSD) test analyzed continuous 

survey data such as the number of evaluations completed and continuous extant data like the 

percentage of courses credits earned via recorded delivery (Coladarci et al., 2008). While other 

multi-variate tests were conducted, to include stepwise regression, to find possible relationships 

among continuous extant data and continuous demographic data, none produced conclusive 

results.  

Preliminary quantitative statistical analysis findings were used to prompt discussion of 

the results with the Board staff and IWG SMEs. With the extant data, adult education and CPE 

literature, ABA committee recommendations, the ABA Model Rule for MCLE, the Rules, prior 

research, local context, and SME experience, a synthesis of the preliminary findings resulted in 

themes and recommendations presented to the Board. Statistical results were presented in 

Chapter 4 and synthesized conclusions in Chapter 5.  

Role and Background of the Researcher 

The researcher’s relationship with the Board resulted from an invitation by the Kansas 

CLE Commission for all states’ regulators to consider conducting further academic, scientific 
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research of providers’ use of CPE methods, as Fisher (2017) did in Kansas. Fisher, Spikes, and 

the Kansas CLE Commission (2017b) had previously presented these research results at an 

association conference of all state regulators; therefore, those results were already known to state 

regulators at the time of the Kansas regulators’ request for other states to consider further 

research (Spikes & Fisher, 2017b). Fisher (2017) worked with the Kansas CLE Commission, and 

developed the survey instrument used in the study. Fisher is the researcher’s spouse.  

The Board was one of a few regulators expressing interest in the research and contacted 

the researcher to examine the opportunity. The researcher conducted a series of meetings with 

the Board director and staff in 2017 thoroughly presenting the study and other materials from the 

Kansas CLE Commission and included Fisher and Spikes who were available to answer 

clarifying questions. After confirming the Board director’s interest in pursuing research in 

Illinois, the researcher assisted the Board director in preparing a recommendation to the IWG 

and Board which was approved in December 2017. In developing this partnership with the Board 

director, IWG, and staff as research partners, the staff viewed the researcher as an unpaid 

consultant, program manager, and expert in their methodical, scientific study of provider use of 

CPE methods.  

The researcher is a bank executive of a highly regulated mortgage division who is 

required to have employees’ certifications annually renewed according to whether they have met 

CPE requirements. In this organizational leadership role and others previously in his career, the 

researcher has relied on education as one of several methods to drive change. Similar to many 

other executives, the researcher struggles to measure training effectiveness. Experience has 

taught the researcher hands-on and experiential learning influence lasting change and therefore 

improves the return on investment. In his chapter on professionalism, Schon (1983) described a 
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banker’s similar circumstances in gaining experiential, professional education through 

subconscious reflection-in-action, while working: 

An investment banker, speaking of the process by which he makes 

his judgements of investment risk, observes that he really cannot 

describe everything that goes into his judgements. The ordinary 

rules of thumb allow him to calculate “only 20 to 30 of the risks in 

investment.” In terms of the rules of thumb, a company’s operating 

numbers may be excellent. Still, if management’s explanation of 

the situation does not fit the numbers, or if there is something 

additional in the behavior of the people, that is a subject of worry 

which must be considered afresh in each new situation. (p. 63) 

Risk managers working for the researcher routinely gain valuable insight to develop new 

capabilities in a highly fluid regulatory system through their hands-on learning. These insights 

cannot always be codified in lesson plans or procedure manuals. However, if the case 

characteristics are found to be frequently repeated, risk managers can then create business rules 

as decision-making innovations which have knowledge-creation value and return on investment 

in productivity (Kirkpatrick, 1994; Thompson, 2017). These opportunities and outcomes are not 

easily measured on tests, program evaluations, or performance evaluations directly related to 

attendance at adult education or CPE events. 

Although not an attorney, the researcher has engaged attorneys to produce practical work 

products. The researcher has witnessed lawyers’ influence on business decision making, from 

their credentialed status, ethical objectivity, logical problem-solving skills, and expertise in 

current substantive law. The researcher has also witnessed countless instances of corporate 

attorneys advising executives and then routinely ending with the phrase “it’s a business decision” 

after describing scenarios and rendering an expert opinion, so their professional objectivity is 

maintained separate from business decisions as implemented.  
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The researcher’s formal undergraduate, masters, and professional education is focused in 

mathematics, statistics, and their application in practical problem solving. The researcher 

routinely leads studies in the commercial workplace to examine opportunities for revenue 

growth, productivity, customer satisfaction, employee engagement, and adherence to regulatory 

controls, using fact-based problem solving with statistical analysis. At this stage in his career, the 

researcher most often sponsors and guides the conduct of these studies, often relying on 

professional statisticians to prepare supporting work products with descriptive and inferential 

statistical techniques. 

Limitations of the Research Approach 

Nearly 60% of accredited Illinois MCLE providers were not direct employers of 

practicing attorneys and provided MCLE as a third party (see Table 9). Therefore, these third-

party MCLE providers were separated from optimally valid measurement of program 

effectiveness, as they did not directly measure post-program performance improvement of the 

attorneys.  

Additionally, providers might have had some bias in their reported use of CPE methods, 

especially given the regulator was sponsoring the survey. For-profit providers which comprise 

close to one-third of Illinois MCLE providers, might have been conflicted in sharing any known 

limitations in their use of CPE methods or effectiveness of their programs as contradicting their 

marketing messages, risking degradation of their profitability. This limitation was intended to be 

mitigated by the independence of the researcher publishing the survey from a survey tool 

operated by Kansas State University with disclosures. Disclosures to potential respondents 

described protections of the anonymity for the respondents and their provider organizations. 

Another limitation in this research was attorney learners not directly providing information from 
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their post-course evaluations or from survey data collection. Lastly, applicability of this research 

might be limited outside of Illinois.  

Nonetheless, the Board was a willing research partner. It was remarkably innovative for 

the Board to be conducting this scientific research with an outside academic entity while also 

seeking to abide by the Court’s confidentiality Rules. A less progressive regulator might have 

simply avoided the research. The Board’s sponsorship of delivering this survey instrument in its 

name and its collaboration as a research partner made this study reasonably easy to conduct with 

few respondent objections (Gliner & Morgan, 2000). As a condition for this access, the Board 

and the Court approved the content of this dissertation to ensure adherence to the Court’s (2020) 

Rule 797 was maintained. In addition to the data collected through the survey, the Board, 

through the mutual protection of a non-disclosure agreement, has authorized the researcher to 

access a variety of other information sources to enrich the research findings.  

Ethical Considerations 

Institutional Review Board (IRB) protocols expected by KSU were followed to protect 

the volunteer survey respondents’ confidentiality. The researcher completed all of the required 

KSU IRB training. Specifically, the cover memo to the survey disclosed confidentiality of 

responses through data stored in a secure location. Findings were based on aggregated data and 

summarized, so as to keep individual responses anonymous. Further, the disclosure statement 

ensured participants knew they could leave the survey anytime or not start the survey. A non-

disclosure agreement in effect with the Board ensured the researcher practiced similar 

confidentiality to comply with the Court’s (2020) Rule 797. 

Conclusion 

This study explored the CPE methods MCLE providers use. This chapter has explained 

the research approach.   
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Chapter 4 - Findings 

The purpose of this study was to explore adult education and CPE methods used by  

accredited providers including those required in Court’s (2020) Rule 795. This chapter describes 

the findings and quantitative analysis from the research survey responses to answer the following 

research questions: 

1. Are providers using CPE methods to meet the Rules? 

2. What CPE methods do providers use beyond the Rules? 

3. What provider demographics are predictive of CPE methods used? 

This section reports the response rate to the research survey and demographic strata of provider 

organizations responding to the survey. In order to answer the hypotheses, descriptive statistics 

reported use of CPE methods and statistically significant relationships of reported use of CPE 

methods by provider demographic strata: 

H1: Providers are meeting the requirements in the Rules. 

H2: Providers are exceeding the requirements in the Rules. 

H3: Provider demographics are predictive of CPE methods used. 

Evidence of providers meeting the Court’s (2020) Rule 795 were answered by each of eight 

specific required methods: 

1. Professional competency content. Offering program content to increase each 

participant’s professional competence in matters primarily related to the practice of 

law, including specified subjects of professionalism, diversity and inclusion, mental 

health and substance abuse, civility, legal ethics, providing pro-bono services, matters 

of law practice management, associated technology, and substantive law including 

cross-disciplinary subjects (Rules 795(a)(1, 2) and 795(d)(3, 4 and 8)). 
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2. Qualified planners. Individuals with legal or educational experience planning 

programs (Rule 795(a)3)). 

3. Qualified presenters. Individuals qualified with practical or academic experience 

delivering programs (Rule 795(a)(4)). 

4. Timing of written materials. Providing written materials to participants prior to or at 

the time a course is conducted (Rule 795(a)(5)). 

5. Quality of written materials. Providing high quality written MCLE materials which 

are thorough, readable, and carefully prepared (Rule 795(a)(5)). 

6. Delivery methods. Delivering programs live or via recording, with interactivity as a 

key component (Rule 795(a)(7)). 

7. Physical setting. If delivering live-by-faculty-in-the-room-with-participants, 

conducting the programs in a physical setting conducive to learning (Rule 795(a)(6)). 

8. Session length. Delivering sessions of no less than one-half hour of instruction (Rule 

795(a)(8)). 

Survey Response Rate 

As of May 2020, the Board had 1,872 accredited providers. Email invitations to take the 

survey were sent via the KSU Qualtrics survey portal to all 4,458 known representatives at the 

providers with contact data from the Board’s PCAM database. 438 (23%) providers completed 

the survey.  

Demographic Strata 

Descriptive statistics showed demographic strata about provider organizations based on 

nominal extant data in Table 9. Demographic data was collected via nominal survey responses 

about the roles of respondents at provider organizations and are shown in Table 10. Measures of 
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central tendency for demographic continuous data survey responses are in Table 13. Inferential 

statistics tests demonstrated differences by strata. 

In Table 9, the sample and accessible population are compared on two key demographic 

strata. Two-sided proportions tests with a 95% confidence interval indicate the sample 

proportion of Illinois respondents to the survey by provider type are consistent with the 

accessible population of Illinois providers. Illinois providers responding to the survey which 

maintain annual accreditation are over-represented by two-and-a-half times in the sample versus 

the accessible population, confirmed via a zero-difference, two-sided proportion test establishing 

a stated a = 0.05, and resulting in an actual test size of a = 0.051 and power of 0.983. The Board 

grants presumptive accreditation to all courses offered by a provider, based on routine annual 

reporting and certifications. The disproportionately high response rate from annually accredited 

providers may indicate a strong engagement level with the Board based on the rigor of this 

annual process. A chi-squared test in Table 11 shows a statistically significant finding of 

annually accredited providers being three times more likely to offer 100 or more courses with c2 

(3, 438) = 44.56, p < 0.001. All other providers seek individual course accreditation, and the 

sample was under-represented by 20% versus the accessible population, based on a zero-

difference, two-sided proportion test with stated and actual test sizes of a = 0.05 and power of 

0.999. 

Provider representatives answering the survey were asked the initial question “What 

is/are your role(s) in your organization as it relates to providing CLE to Illinois attorneys?” 

Representatives could choose any or all of the responses. Nearly two-thirds of representatives 

having responded for their organizations oversee CLE programs at the provider, nearly half are 

involved in program scheduling, over one-quarter are involved in program billing, just less than 
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one-quarter handle curriculum design, 18% deliver programs, and 15% develop course 

technology (see Table 10). Nearly all representatives (95%) play more than one of these roles for 

their organizations’ CLE programs. A chi-squared with Poisson rates test shown in Table 12 

identifying relationships of provider types with respondents’ roles. Results of the test with a c2 

(42, 438) = 17.20, p = 0.009 indicate statistically significant findings of non-legal related 

businesses’ and not-for-profits’ higher proportion of respondents serving in instructor roles. 

While the same test shows a statistically significant finding of not-for-profits’ lower proportion 

of respondents serving in CLE course billing or payment roles, with only 2 responses, this result 

was not considered important to the analysis.  

The next questions on the survey asked about operating details for the provider 

organizations including how many courses the provider offered, the number of employees in the 

organization, the number of employees in CLE roles, and among volunteers in CLE roles which 

were planners or instructors. The ratios of CLE employees and courses per employee were 

calculated based on employee and role counts submitted. Due to wide variances in the 

continuous data reported by survey respondents the median was reported as the measure of 

central tendency (see Table 13). The median number of employees at providers was 30, median 

employees working on CLE matters was three (or 10% of employees), median volunteer 

planners was one and presenters was five, and the median number of programs offered was 10.  

Provider types explain much of the variation as shown with some examples in Table 14 

including employers, legal related businesses, and non-legal related businesses having far more 

employees. Further analysis by provider type in an ANOVA in Table 15 and an accompanying 

Tukey-Kramer test in Table 16, shows employers have one-quarter to one-half the ratio of CLE 

employees versus other provider types as a statistically significant finding with an F (6, 378) = 

11.89, p < 0.001, h2 = 0.16. This finding may support assumptions that employers would not 
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view CLE as a core function. Employers more likely seek to efficiently maintain attorneys 

MCLE compliance, as such limiting the number of trainers as compared to trainer ratios at 

professional education providers. A second ANOVA in Table 17 and accompanying Tukey-

Kramer test in Table 18, shows statistical significance with an F (6, 396) = 5.91, p < 0.001, h2 = 

0.08 in legal membership organizations and legal related businesses offering twenty-five to thirty 

times more courses per employee than employers. To expand on stratification by provider type, 

providers’ accreditation status, and providers’ motivations, while 72% of Illinois providers rated 

CLE as extremely or very important to their organization’s mission, chi-squared results indicate 

unique missions by provider and accreditation type. In Table 19, statistically significant findings 

indicate legal related businesses whose purpose is providing CLE for profit as well as legal 

membership organizations who attract members by offering valued benefits with c2 (24, 438) = 

80.18, p < 0.001 find CLE important to their organizations’ missions. In Table 20 a statistically 

significant finding is indicated for the importance of CLE to the mission of annually accredited 

providers’ with c2 (4, 438) = 34.14, p < 0.001. The tests above show the importance of 

stratifying by provider and accreditation type, a prominent analysis theme in this chapter.   



 

89 

Table 9  
 
Board Survey Respondent Demographic Strata (Nominal Extant Data from the Provider Course Accreditation 
Management Database) 

Demographic strata  N=438 Percentage  P=1872 Percentage  

Provider Type       

 Employers of attorney learners 170 39% 759 41% 

 Non-legal membership organizations  67 15% 238 13% 

 Legal related businesses 59 13% 215 11% 

 Legal membership organizations 53 12% 164 9% 

 Non-legal related businesses 48 11% 314 17% 

 Not-for-profit 32 7% 141 8% 

 Adult education institutions 9 2% 41 2% 

 For profit as defined in (calculated) 
 (Fisher, 2017) 

325 74% 1288 69% 

 Illinois MCLE Accreditation       

 Annual presumptive provider accreditation 131 30% 230 12% 

 Accredited for each program offered 307 70% 1642 88% 

Note: N = Number of survey responses; P = accessible population. 
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Table 10 
 
Board Survey Respondent Role with the Provider Organization (Nominal Survey Response Data) 

Question 2A: Role of Respondent in the Provider Organization N=438  Percentage 

 Partner, director, officer or manager overseeing CLE programs 275 63% 

 CLE course scheduling, data collection, and/or data entry 211 48% 

 CLE course billing and/or payments 119 27% 

 CLE curriculum design  101 23% 

 Instructor or faculty delivering CLE 78 18% 

 Technology for CLE course delivery  66 15% 

 Compliance and/or accreditation tracking 31 7% 

 More than one role 418 95% 

Note. For the 438 surveys, providers were instructed to answer this question with any and all applicable roles. 
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Table 11 
 
Chi-Squared Test Results from SAS JMP: Course Count Ranges, by Accreditation Type  
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Table 12 
 
Poisson Test Results from SAS JMP: Role(s) of Provider Respondents by Provider Type 
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Table 12 (continued) 
 
Poisson Test Results from SAS JMP: Role(s) of Provider Respondents by Provider Type 
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Table 13  
 
Board Survey Demographic Strata (Continuous Survey Respondent and Calculated Data) 

Demographic strata Mean Median Std Dev Min Max   n 

Question 3A:           

Number of employees   823 30   4,487 0 60,000 417 

Employees in CLE roles   9 3   33 0 400 408 

 Ratio of CLE roles 
to all employees 
(calculated) 
 

  24% 10%   31% 0% 100% 377 

 

Question 3B:            

Volunteer planners  2 22 1   182 0 3,000 406 

Volunteer presenters   75 5   398 0 6,000 404 

           

Question 5:           

Number of courses offered   69 10   291 0 5,000 428 

 Ratio of courses per 
employee 
(calculated) 
 

  2.77 0.25   
 
10 

 
0 

 
113 

 
396 

Note. For the 438 surveys, providers were not required to answer all questions. 
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Table 14 
 
Board Survey Demographic Strata by Provider Type (Continuous Survey Respondent and Calculated Data) 

Demographic data stratified by 
provider types Mean Median Std Dev Min Max   n 
 
Question 3A - Number of employees: 

 

Employers of attorney 
learners, legal and non-
legal related businesses 

 N 1,092 - 
1,853 

10-150   
 
3,066- 
8,259 

 
1 

 
30,000-  
50,000 

 
47-164 

 Adult education 
institutions 

  246 124   
 
280 

 
4 

 
700 

 
8 

 Not-for-profit and  
membership 
organizations 

  40-46 3-18   
 
56-133 

 
0 

 
200-950 

 
30-62 

Ratio of CLE roles to all employees (calculated)   
    

 

Membership 
organizations  
and  
legal related businesses 

  36-39% 23-31%                                                                                                                                                                                                               
 
30-37% 

 
<1% 

 
100% 

 
36-57 

 

Not-for-profit,  
non-legal related 
businesses, and  
adult education 
institutions 

  23-29% 7-12%   
 
24-40% 

 
<1% 

 
100% 

 
8-42 

 
Employers of  
attorney learners 

  10% 3%   
 
20% 

 
<1% 

 
100% 

 
159 

 
Question 5 - Number of courses offered: 

 
Legal related 
businesses 

  210 30   
 
721 

 
0 

 
5,000 

 
56 

 

Employers and  
legal membership 
organizations 

 
 

 62-65 10-12   
 
126-220 

 
0 

 
700-1,500 

 
53-166 

 
 

Not-for-profit,  
non-legal related 
businesses, and  
adult education 
institutions 

   17-40  5-10   
 
21-145 

 
0 

 
100-1,000 

 
8-66 

Note. For the 438 surveys, providers were not required to answer all questions. 
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Table 15 
 
ANOVA Test Results from SAS JMP: Ratio of CLE Employees, by Provider Type  

 
 
Table 16 
 
Tukey-Kramer Test Results from SAS JMP: Ratio of CLE Employees, by Provider Type 
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Table 17 
 
ANOVA Test Results from SAS JMP: Courses Offered per Employee, by Provider Type 

 
 
Table 18 
 
Tukey-Kramer Test Results from SAS JMP: Courses Offered per Employee, by Provider Type 
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Table 19 
 
Chi-Squared Test Results from SAS JMP: Importance of CLE to the Provider Organization Mission, by Provider Type 
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Table 20 
 
Chi-Squared Test Results from SAS JMP: Importance of CLE to the Provider Organization Mission, by Accreditation Type 
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Reported Use of Adult Education and CPE Methods in Court Rules 

Descriptive statistics showed survey responses answering the first research question with 

nominal data in Table 21 and ordinal data in Table 22. Measures of central tendency about 

course delivery methods based on continuous extant data are in Table 29. To address the third 

research question, inferential statistics tests showed significance by demographic strata. The 

results were organized below by each of the eight specific required methods in the Rules. 

Professional Competency Content 

Responses from several of the survey questions indicate providers select professional 

competency program content consistent with Rules 795(a)(1 and 2) (Court, 2020). For example, 

question six (see Table 21) on the survey asked, “Which of the following sources does your 

organization use to identify CLE course topics?” Providers reported choosing content based on 

current developments in the legal profession 86% of the time and 73% based on changes in case 

law, statutes, or regulations. Mandated professionalism topics are not as consistently considered 

by providers for content selection at approximately 60%. Overall, 95% of Illinois providers use 

one or more of these sources to select program content topics.  

Respondents scored the effectiveness of professional content categories in accredited 

Illinois MCLE programs when answering question 23 “How effective is Illinois MCLE for…?” 

Providers rated Illinois MCLE extremely or very effective at expanding knowledge and sharing 

new developments 71% of the time, 68% at encouraging ethical practice, 61% at improving the 

practice of law, and 47% at supporting law practice management. Overall, 79% of providers 

rated one or more of these content categories as extremely or very effective elements of Illinois 

MCLE (see Table 22).   
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Table 21 
 
Board Survey - Questions Indicating Use of Adult Education and CPE Methods in the Rules (Nominal Survey 
Response Data) 

Methods N=438  Percentage 

Question 6 - Sources used to identify course topics:   

 Hot topics, recent legal issues, or current developments in the legal profession 378 86% 

 Case law, statutory, or regulatory changes 321 73% 

 Mandated topics set by CLE regulators 266 61% 

 Standards for professionalism and ethical practice 259 59% 

 One or more of the four sources above 416 95% 

Question 13 - Factors used to select course delivery formats:   

 Recommendations of a course program organizer or leader 259 59% 

 Recommendations of a course design expert 60 14% 

Question 19C - Topics explored on post-course evaluations:   

 Instructor effectiveness, knowledge, preparation 399 95% 

 Topic relevance to the attorney attendees’ practice 333 80% 

 Usefulness of audio visuals and other materials 287 69% 

 Attorney attendees’ opinions that the course instructional methods helped 
engage them in the learning process 

260 62% 

 Facilities  258 62% 

 Schedule, session length, timing 233 56% 

Question 18 - Refine course sequencing, pace or learning methods based on feedback 
from previous attorney attendees 

209 48% 

Note. For the 438 surveys, providers were instructed to select any and all applicable answers to questions. 
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Table 22 
 
Board Survey – Questions Indicating Use of Adult Education and CPE Methods in the Rules (Ordinal Survey Top 2 
Box Response Data) 

Methods 
Top 2 Box 

N=438                Percentage 

Question 23 - Effectiveness of Illinois MCLE:   

 Expanding attorney knowledge and skills 313 71% 

 Sharing new developments, cases, and ideas 309 71% 

 Encouraging ethical practice 297 68% 

 Improving practice of the law 265 61% 

 Supporting law practice management 205 47% 

 One or more of the content topic categories above 347 79% 

Question 7 - Influence of planning contributors on course selection:   

 Attendees 348 79% 

 Organization leadership or other supervisors of attorneys 328 75% 

 Legal experts 273 62% 

 Program or CLE planning committee 257 59% 

 CLE Director 205 47% 

 One or more of the qualified planner types 396 90% 

Question 14 - Importance of presenter qualifications:   

 (Legal) subject matter expertise 431 98% 

 Reputation (in the legal profession) 340 78% 

 Practice as an attorney (in the specialty) 306 70% 
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Methods 
Top 2 Box 

N=438                Percentage 

Question 19D - Usefulness of post-course evaluation feedback:   

 Future course planning 327 78% 

 Instructor feedback/training 310 74% 

 Venue selection 139 33% 

Question 17 - Course learning delivery methods used:   

 Written materials and other handouts 400 91% 

 Instructor or speaker lecture 377 86% 

 Specific sessions or times for questions by attendees and answers by 
instructors or speakers (i.e., Q&A) 

291 66% 

 Verbal understanding checks (such as questions followed by discussion or 
other feedback involving instructors or speakers) 

210 48% 

 Expert panels 169 39% 

 Take home job aids 135 31% 

 Roundtable or attendee discussion  84 19% 

 Online discussion/bulletin boards/chat rooms as an element of interactivity 
during the course 

78 18% 

 Attendees’ individual action planning 51 12% 

 Online discussion/bulletin boards/chat rooms as an element of interactivity 
after the course 

47 11% 

 Attendee-conducted activities, exercises, time to practice 44 10% 

 Booster learning after the course 39 9% 

 Quizzes, tests or other written understanding checks 35 8% 

 Mock trials, negotiations, simulations, or practice-based case studies 22 5% 
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Methods 
Top 2 Box 

N=438                Percentage 

Question 17 - Course learning delivery methods used (continued):   

 One or more traditional, non-interactive methods used as part of delivering 
programs 

400 91% 

 One or more interactive delivery methods used during or after the course 353 81% 

 One or more interactive delivery methods used during the course 343 78% 

Note. For the 438 surveys, providers were instructed to select any and all applicable answers to questions. 
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Qualified Planners  

To learn about adherence to the use of qualified planners described in the Court’s (2020)  

Rule 795(a)(3), question seven (see Table 22) asked “How influential are each of the following 

CLE planning contributors on the selection of courses offered by your organization?” Providers 

rely on legal experts’ influence as extremely or very important 62% of the time, 75% on provider 

leadership, 59% on CLE planning committees, and 47% on the CLE Director as the types of 

qualified planners contributing to the selection of program content. Overall, 90% of providers 

rated one or more of the qualified planner types above as extremely or very important to the 

selection of program content, demonstrating strong use of qualified planners. Question 13 (see 

Table 21) on the survey asked, “Which of the following factors does your organization use to 

select course delivery methods?” Providers rely on their internal leader experts as qualified 

planners 59% of the time to select program delivery methods meeting the interactivity 

requirements in the Court’s (2020) Rule 795(a)(7) and 14% of providers use a course design 

expert.  

Chi-squared test output in Table 23 indicated statistical significance for responses of 

extremely and very important regarding the influence of section officers or members, who as 

attorneys are qualified planners, have on program planning at legal membership organizations 

with a c2 (24, 438) = 84.76, p = 0.001. Similarly, Table 24 shows statistical significance to the 

extremely important influence CLE planning committees have on program planning at legal 

membership organizations and non-legal membership organizations with a c2 (24, 438) = 62.33, 

p = 0.005.  

Reinforcing how providers and their qualified planners use closed-loop feedback for 

program planning, 79% of providers reported attendees’ influence as extremely or very important 
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in question seven and 78% finding the feedback extremely useful or very useful to plan future 

programs in question 19D (see Table 22). Among Illinois providers, 80% ask attendees to rate 

topic relevance in post-course evaluations in question 19C, Table 21. A chi-squared test in Table 

25 indicates statistical significance of evaluation feedback being extremely useful in non-legal 

membership organizations’ future course planning with c2 (24, 438) = 50.58, p = 0.01. 

Qualified Presenters 

Checking how qualifications factor in providers’ selection of presenters for their 

programs to meet the Court’s (2020) Rule 795(a)(4), question 14 on the survey asked “How 

important is it for CLE presenters to have the following qualifications?” Providers almost 

universally agree (98%) it is extremely important or very important program presenters are legal 

subject matter experts. Providers find it important to seek experts with an esteemed reputation 

78% of the time and 70% to seek attorneys practicing in a specialized form of law (see Table 

22). The only difference among provider types was in Table 26 in which a chi-squared test 

showed statistical significance in non-legal related businesses finding the practice specialty of 

the presenter not at all important with a c2 (24, 438) = 55.78, p = 0.029. Providers show 

commitment to confirming their instructor selections, with 95% asking attendees to evaluate 

instructor effectiveness in question 19C (see Table 21) and 74% finding the feedback extremely 

useful or very useful in improving instructors’ performance in question 19D (see Table 22).  
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Table 23 
 
Chi-Squared Test Results from SAS JMP: Section Officers’ or Members’ Influence on Program Planning, by Provider Type 
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Table 24 
 
Chi-Squared Test Results from SAS JMP: Planning Committee Influence on Program Planning, by Provider Type 
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Table 25 
 
Chi-Squared Test Results from SAS JMP: Importance of Evaluations on Future Course Planning, by Provider Type 
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Table 26 
 
Chi-Squared Test Results from SAS JMP: Importance of the Attorney Practice Area as an Instructor Qualification, by Provider Type 
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Written Materials 

Courses and providers are not accredited if written materials are not provided to attendees 

before or during course delivery. Likewise, courses and providers are not accredited, if upon 

Board review, written materials are not of sufficient quality consistent with Rule 795(a)(5) 

(Court, 2020). Question 17 on the survey asked “How often does your organization use the 

following learning methods in CLE course delivery?”, on which 91% of providers reported their 

programs have written materials always or most of the time, demonstrating strong compliance 

with the Rule. Providers also send home further job aids for use after the course 31% of the time 

(see Table 22). Closing the loop with feedback for continuous quality improvement, 69% of 

providers ask attendees to rate the usefulness of materials in post-course evaluations as answered 

in question 19C, Table 21.  

Interactivity in Course Delivery 

Question 17 (see Table 22) also asked about providers’ use of interactive instructional 

methods in program delivery to satisfy Rule 795(a)(7) (Court, 2020). Two-thirds of providers use 

questions and answer periods always or most of the time to achieve interactivity and 48% use 

verbal understanding checks. Far fewer providers use the following interactive methods during 

delivery of their programs: roundtable discussions (19%), online discussion during the course 

(18%), activities (10%), or mock trials (5%). Overall, 78% of providers use one or more 

interactive methods during delivery of the program and 81% either during or after the program. 

A chi-squared test in Table 27 shows statistical significance of online discussion during course 

delivery being used more frequently as the number of courses offered by a provider increases, 

with a c2 (12, 438) = 73.56, p < 0.001. A chi-squared test in Table 28 shows statistical 

significance of verbal understanding checks being used twice as frequently by providers offering 

less than 20 courses, with a c2 (12, 438) = 31.28, p = 0.008. Usage rates of interactive delivery 
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methods may be explained by the legal profession’s bias for lecture format based on law school 

traditions, with 91% of providers also using traditional, non-interactive methods as a part of 

program delivery (see Table 22). Showing a commitment to re-evaluating delivery method 

selection, 59% of providers ask attendees to evaluate instructional methods used in the program 

as answered in question 19C, and 48% refine program instructional methods based on attendee 

feedback, as answered in question 18 (see Table 21).  

Extant data about provider respondents in Table 29 show 81% of accredited programs are 

offered in a live-delivery-in-room format, 52% via live technology, and 12% by recorded 

technology. It is important to note providers may offer a program in multiple delivery methods, 

such as an ethics course being offered online and on demand, while also offering scheduled live, 

in-person sessions of the same program. Nearly all credit hours earned by Illinois attorneys 

(93%) were from programs delivered live, whereas only 7% were delivered via recorded 

technology. ANOVA tests in Table 30 and Table 32 as well as accompanying Tukey-Kramer 

tests in Table 31 and Table 33, show statistically significant results indicating recorded 

technology is a strength of legal related businesses (also known as for-profit CLE providers). 

They offer two-to-three times more programs via recorded technology with an F (6, 416) = 5.47, 

p < 0.001, h2 = 0.07 and attendees earn credit many times more frequently via recorded 

technology programs from legal related businesses with an F (6, 398) = 8.15, p < 0.001, h2 = 

0.11. Another ANOVA test in Table 34 and accompanying Tukey-Kramer test in Table 35, 

shows statistically significant results indicating the proportion of courses offered for delivery by 

Faculty-in-Room-with-Participants is indirectly proportional to the number of courses offered 

with an F (3, 406) = 24.52, p < 0.001, h2 = 0.15. 
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Physical Setting  

Live, in-person programs represent over 80% of programs offered. Live, in-person 

courses are not accredited if they are not delivered in a conductive physical setting consistent 

with Rule 795(a)(6) (Court, 2020). Above and beyond basic course accreditation criteria, 

providers appear committed to meeting the intentions of a conducive physical setting, as 

evidenced by 62% of providers asking attorneys about facilities in post-course evaluations in 

question 19C, Table 21. In addition, on Question 19D “Overall, how useful is the feedback from 

your organization’s post-course evaluations?”, 33% of providers reported evaluation feedback as 

extremely or very useful to venue selection for future programs (see Table 22).  

Session Length  

Courses are not accredited if session segment lengths do not exceed 30 minutes 

consistent with Rule 795(a)(8) (Court, 2020). In answers to question 19C, 56% of Illinois MCLE 

providers collect feedback on post-course evaluations regarding session scheduling, length, and 

timing (see Table 21). This feedback loop is evidence beyond basic course accreditation criteria 

of providers’ practical implementation of instructional segment length balanced to meet attendee 

needs and Court requirements.  

Summary of Court Rule Adherence Findings 

Overall, descriptive statistics of the survey results showed nearly all providers reporting 

adherence to Court Rules. The inferential statistics indicated some provider types excel in using 

the required adult education and CPE methods. In particular, legal related businesses appear to 

use more technology and focus on continual improvement of instructors. Membership 

organizations seem to use more evaluation tools and feedback. Data analysis was performed on 

other provider organization demographic strata collected on the survey and available through 
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extant data, none of which indicated any statistically significant differences in use of the required 

adult education and CPE methods.  
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Table 27 
 
Chi-Squared Test Results from SAS JMP: Use of Online Discussion During Course Delivery, by Course Count Ranges 
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Table 28 
 
Chi-Squared Test Results from SAS JMP: Use of Verbal Understanding Checks During Course Delivery, by Course Count Ranges 
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Table 29 
 
Board Survey Respondent Course Delivery Methods (Continuous Extant Data from the Provider Course 
Accreditation Management database) 

 
Course Delivery Methods Mean Median Std Dev Min Max   n 

Percent of programs offered:    

Live delivered by faculty in 
the room with participants   81% 100%   

31% 0% 100% 416 
  

Live technology    52% 53%   33% 0% 100% 416   

Recorded technology   12% 0%   27% 0% 100% 416   

Combination of live and 
recorded technology   5% 0%   

15% 0% 100% 416 
  

       

     

 
Percent of attorney credit hours from programs delivered:    

Live (in room or via 
technology) 

  93% 100%   23% 0% 100% 398 
  

Recorded technology   7% 0%   23% 0% 100% 398   

Note. 438 surveys were submitted by providers, however Provider Course Accreditation Management (PCAM) 
database records for some providers did not have program delivery data available; PCAM records for providers 
show each course delivery method offered for an accredited program.  
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Table 30 
 
ANOVA Test Results from SAS JMP: Recorded Technology Programs Offered, by Provider Type 

 
 
Table 31 
 
Tukey-Kramer Test Results from SAS JMP: Recorded Technology Programs Offered, by Provider Type 
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Table 32 
 
ANOVA Test Results from SAS JMP: Recorded Technology Credits Earned, by Provider Type 

 
 
Table 33 
 
Tukey-Kramer Test Results from SAS JMP: Recorded Technology Credits Earned, by Provider Type 
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Table 34 
 
ANOVA Test Results from SAS JMP: Courses Offered to be Delivered by Faculty-in-Room-with-Participants, by 
Course Count Ranges 

 
 
Table 35 
 
Tukey-Kramer Test Results from SAS JMP: Courses Offered to be Delivered by Faculty-in-Room-with-Participants, 
by Course Count Ranges 

  



 

121 

Reported Use of Adult Education and CPE Methods Beyond Court Rules 

Chapter two discussed adult education and CPE methods required in Court Rules as well 

as other methods not incorporated into the Rules. Survey responses from Illinois MCLE 

providers explain their use of methods beyond the Court Rules to answer the second research 

question. Descriptive statistics showed survey responses with nominal data in Table 36, ordinal 

data in Table 37, and continuous data in Table 38. To address the third research question, 

inferential statistics tests showed significance by demographic strata. The results were organized 

below in the lifecycle of a CLE program. 

Planning and Needs Analysis 

In answers to question six “Which of the following sources does your organization use to 

identify CLE course topics?”, 35% of providers select course topics based on law firm or 

employer business objectives, 18% based on attorney developmental benchmarks and 

competency models, and 16% based on attorney performance evaluations. These objective-

centric practices for course topic selection beyond the Court Rules are consistent with 

recommendations from the Final Report of the Critical Issues Summit (ALI-ABA and ACLEA 

Continuing Professional Education Association for Continuing Legal Education, 2009) and adult 

education authors cited. A Poisson test by provider type shows two course topic sources to be 

more statistically significant for Illinois provider employers, business objectives with a c2 (48, 

438) = 28.47, p < 0.001 and attorney developmental benchmarks or competency models with a 

c2 (48, 438) = 25.39, p < 0.001 (see Table 39). A second Poisson test in Table 40 indicates a 

statistically significant finding with a c2 (24, 408) = 12.32, p = 0.006, in which providers with 21 

or more employees in CLE roles are more likely to use attorney developmental benchmarks or 

competency models as a source for course selection. A third Poisson test shown in Table 41 
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indicates a statistically significant finding, in which providers offering 100 or more courses are 

more than twice as likely to use attorney performance evaluations with a c2 (24, 428) = 26.33, p 

< 0.001 and also more likely to use attorney developmental benchmarks or competency models 

with a c2 (24, 428) = 20.52, p < 0.001 as sources for course selection.  

Question 8A (see Table 37) asked providers, “How often do you ask attorneys why they 

attended (CLE)?” Indicating a strong inclination by providers to know the motivations of the 

attorney learners attending the programs offered, 59% answered always or most of the time. 

Answering question 8B about attorneys’ reasons for attending CLE, providers reported 65% of 

attorneys attend CLE always or most of the time for purposes of professional development, 58% 

to gain general legal education, and 53% for specialized education. Overall providers reported 

69% of attorneys attend CLE for course content compared to the 73% of attorneys attending 

CLE to fulfill regulatory requirements, indicating attorneys’ similar weighting of content and 

compliance. Knowledge of attorney motivations between content and compliance is insight 

providers can use in program planning to align objectives to stakeholder motivations, consistent 

with adult education authors cited in Chapter 2 and the standards integration literature, most 

recently the Critical Issues Summit (ALI-ABA and ACLEA Continuing Professional Education 

Association for Continuing Legal Education, 2009). 

Design and Delivery 

In question 17 (see Table 22), providers reported limited use of post-course interactive 

methods, with 12% of providers using action planning in programs always or most of the time 

and 11% using online discussion after the course. Chi-squared test output in Table 42 shows 

statistical significance of online discussion after course delivery being used more frequently as 

the number of courses offered by a provider increases, with a c2 (12, 438) = 38.70, p = 0.007. 
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Question 18 (see Table 36) asked “Which of the following do your organization’s 

instructors use to refine course sequencing, pace, or learning methods?” Providers’ instructors 

collect input and adjust delivery before starting a program 67% of the time, and 45% make 

delivery refinements based on attendees providing pre-course demographic profiles. Adjusting 

the pace and delivery methods of a program based on learners’ styles and experiences is a 

method recommended by adult education authors cited in Chapter 2 and the standards integration 

literature, most recently the Critical Issues Summit (ALI-ABA and ACLEA Continuing 

Professional Education Association for Continuing Legal Education, 2009). 

However also from question 18, consistent with a professional bias against testing after 

attorneys pass the bar exam, 15% of Illinois CLE providers reported using pre-tests to refine 

learning methods before delivering a program session, 8% use quizzes always or most of the time 

during program delivery (see question 17, Table 22), and 5% of providers rate program 

effectiveness based on test scores (see question 19A, Table 37). Though not widely used in CLE, 

learner knowledge assessments are recommended by and consistent with adult education authors 

cited in Chapter 2 and the standards integration literature, most recently the Critical Issues 

Summit (ALI-ABA and ACLEA Continuing Professional Education Association for Continuing 

Legal Education, 2009). 

Question 12 (see Table 38) asked “Approximately what percentage (of courses offered) 

have specific learning objectives identified before the courses are delivered?” Providers on 

average reported 85%, with two-thirds of providers reporting they do so for 100% of courses. No 

demographic strata were found for Illinois providers.  

Evaluation 

Nearly all providers (95%) conduct post-course evaluations and use other evaluation 

methods (see question 19A, Table 36), with 67% relying on feedback through instructors, 43% 
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looking at attendance trends, 43% collecting other anecdotal feedback, and 29% collecting 

further feedback later from attorneys. An ANOVA test in Table 43 and accompanying Tukey-

Kramer test in Table 44, shows statistically significant results indicating the number of 

evaluations completed by attorneys attending courses is inversely proportional to the number of 

courses offered with an F (3, 402) = 8.32, p < 0.001, h2 = 0.06.  

On post-course evaluations, 94% of Illinois providers measure overall program 

effectiveness (see question 19C, Table 37). Among Illinois providers, 43% ask attendees if they 

will change how they practice law. Further analysis of Illinois providers’ responses about post-

course evaluations showed 73% measure how closely course objectives were met (see question 

19C, Table 36), and 12% ask the attorneys if they will be expected by their employer to apply 

learnings from the program. Less than 20% of providers evaluate program effectiveness by 

observing attorneys on-the-job (see question 19A, Table 36), 12% based on business results, 9% 

based on attorney performance ratings, 6% from surveying employers, and 4% measuring return 

on investment. A Poisson test in Table 45 indicates statistical significance of employers being 

more prone to observe attorneys on-the-job as a method of evaluating CLE with a c2 (54, 438) = 

27.30, p < 0.001. Another Poisson test in Table 46 indicates statistical significance of providers 

offering 100 or more courses to use attorney performance results as a method of evaluating CLE 

with a c2 (30, 438) = 10.36, p = 0.016 and conduct follow up surveys of attorneys and/or their 

supervisors as methods of evaluation with a c2 (30, 438) = 9.51, p = 0.023.  

Overall Effectiveness of Illinois MCLE 

Among providers, 72% rated Illinois MCLE as a program as extremely or very effective 

(see question 22, Table 37). Providers rated Illinois MCLE as extremely or very effective 55% of 

the time for networking (see question 23, Table 37). A chi-squared test in Table 47 indicates 
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statistical significance in how non-legal membership organizations view Illinois MCLE as 

extremely effective for networking with c2 (24, 438) = 63.61, p < 0.001. Another chi-squared test 

in Table 48 indicates non-legal related membership organizations with c2 (24, 438) = 97.74, p < 

0.001 finding their attorney attendees attend CLE to network.  

Summary of Findings About Methods Used Beyond Court Rules  

Overall, descriptive statistics of the survey results show some methods prominently used 

which are not required by the Rules. The inferential statistics indicate some provider types excel 

in using adult education and CPE methods beyond the Rules. In particular, employers of attorney 

learners, providers offering more courses, and those with more employees in CLE roles are prone 

to use attorney performance information, competency models, and business objectives in 

program design. Non-legal membership organizations and their attorney members seem to share 

an understanding of the value of networking. Data analysis was performed on other provider 

organization demographic strata collected on the survey and available through extant data, none 

of which indicated any additional statistically significant differences in use of adult education 

and CPE methods beyond those in the Rules.   
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Table 36 
 
Board Survey - Questions Indicating Use of Adult Education and CPE Methods Beyond the Rules (Nominal Survey 
Response Data) 

Methods N=438  Percentage 

Question 6 - Sources used to identify course topics:   

 Suggestions from previous course evaluations 248 57% 

 Planning committee/focus group recommendations 166 38% 

 Law firm or employer business objectives 152 35% 

 Attorney developmental benchmarks or competency models 80 18% 

 Attorney performance evaluations 68 16% 

 One or more of the three advanced evaluation methods just above 206 47% 

Question 13 - Factors used to select course delivery formats:   

 Convenience for the attendees 348 79% 

 Feedback from attorneys 249 57% 

 Financial cost for your organization  205 47% 

Question 18 - Refine course sequencing, pace or learning methods:   

 Focusing the course session objectives with beginning of course input from 
attorney attendees 

294 67% 

 Attorney attendee demographics 195 45% 

 Pre-course inquiry, tests or assessments of attorney mastery of the topic(s) 67 15% 

Question 19A - Evaluation methods: 

 Post-course participant satisfaction evaluations 418 95% 

 Speaker or instructor feedback 295 67% 

 Enrollment and attendance trends 187 43% 

 Anecdotal discussion with attorney attendees and/or supervisors 187 43% 
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Methods N=438  Percentage 

Question 19A - Evaluation methods (continued):   

 Follow up surveys, interviews, or focus groups with attorney attendees 128 29% 

 On-the-job observation of attorney attendees 84 19% 

 Feedback on business results 51 12% 

 Individual performance results by attorney attendees, as reported by 
employers, supervisors, or others 

41 9% 

 Follow up surveys, interviews, or focus groups with supervisors of attorney 
attendees 

25 6% 

 Test scores, grades, or other learning evaluation tools 21 5% 

 Return on investment calculations 18 4% 

Question 19C - Topics assessed on post-course evaluations:   

 Overall learner satisfaction  391 94% 

 Fulfillment of course objectives 304 73% 

 Attorney attendees’ opinions that the course has changed the way that 
attendees will conduct their practice of law 

180 43% 

 Attendees’ professional attributes and demographic information  75 18% 

 Attorney attendees’ expectation that their supervisor will encourage 
application of the new learning in their practice of law 

51 12% 

Note. For the 438 surveys, providers were instructed to select any and all applicable answers to questions. 
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Table 37 
 
Board Survey – Questions Indicating Use of Adult Education and CPE Methods Beyond the Rules (Ordinal Survey 
Top 2 Box Response Data) 

Methods 
Top 2 Box 

N=438                Percentage 

Question 10 - Importance of CLE to the provider mission 316 72% 

Question 22 - Overall effectiveness of Illinois MCLE 314 72% 

Question 23: 

 Connecting attorneys with their peers  239 55% 

 Enhancing the profession’s public image, the public’s opinion of attorneys 
and views on the judicial system 

174 40% 

 Increasing attorney job satisfaction 149 34% 

Question 8A – How often do you ask attorneys why they attended? 257 59% 

Question 8B - Reasons attorneys attend CLE:   

 To fulfill MCLE requirements 263 73% 

 Professional development 234 65% 

 General legal education 209 58% 

 Specialty legal education 192 53% 

 Networking 133 37% 

 Legal topics content 304 69% 

Question 19D - Usefulness of post-course evaluation feedback:   

 Assessing attorney learning 214 51% 

 Anticipating future improvement in attorney practice 182 44% 

Note. For the 438 surveys, providers were instructed to select any and all applicable answers to questions. 
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Table 38  
 
Board Survey (Continuous Survey Respondent Data) 

 Mean Median Std Dev Min Max   n 

Question 12 - Percent of 
courses with specific 
learning objectives identified 
before the course is 
delivered 

  85% 100%   
 
29% 

 
0% 

 
100% 

 
420 

Note. For the 438 surveys, providers were not required to answer all questions. 
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Table 39 
 
Poisson Test Results from SAS JMP: Course Topic Selection Sources, by Provider Type 

 
 



 

131 

Table 39 (continued) 
 
Poisson Test Results from SAS JMP: Course Topic Selection Sources, by Provider Type 
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Table 40 
 
Poisson Test Results from SAS JMP: Course Topic Selection Sources, by Number of Employees in CLE Roles 
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Table 41 
 
Poisson Test Results from SAS JMP: Course Topic Selection Sources, by Course Count Range 
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Table 42 
 
Chi-Squared Test Results from SAS JMP: Use of Online Discussion After Course Delivery, by Course Count Ranges 

 
. 
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Table 43 
 
ANOVA Test Results from SAS JMP: Evaluations Completed by Attorney Attendees, by Course Count Ranges 

 
 
Table 44 
 
Tukey-Kramer Test Results from SAS JMP: Evaluations Completed by Attorney Attendees, by Course Count Ranges 
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Table 45 
 
Poisson Test Results from SAS JMP: Evaluation Methods, by Provider Type 
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Table 45 (continued)  
 
Poisson Test Results from SAS JMP: Evaluation Methods, by Provider Type 
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Table 46 
 
Poisson Test Results from SAS JMP: Evaluation Methods, by Course Count Ranges 
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Table 47 
 
Chi-Squared Test Results from SAS JMP: Effectiveness of Illinois MCLE for Connecting Attorneys with their Peers, by Provider Type 
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Table 48 
 
Chi-Squared Test Results from SAS JMP: Networking as Attorneys’ Reasons for Attending CLE, by Provider Type 
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Chapter 5 – Conclusions and Recommendations 

This chapter briefly reviews the purpose and research questions to interpret the data 

analysis findings from the previous chapter. The discussion of these findings describe 

implications for future practice by Illinois CLE providers and recommend revisions to 

accreditation Rules from the Court to enhance delivery by providers, all based on practices 

recommended in the adult education literature and the profession’s standards integration 

literature. Finally, this chapter proposes additional recommendations for the Illinois MCLE 

program, recommendations for future research to advance integration of CPE practices as new 

standards for MCLE, and other reflections on the conduct of this research.  

Review of the Research Purpose and Questions  

The purpose of this study was to explore adult education and CPE methods used by 

course providers including those methods required in Rule 795 (Court, 2020). Descriptive 

statistics of Illinois CLE providers’ reported use of CPE methods and statistically significant 

relationships of reported use of CPE methods by provider demographic strata explore three 

hypotheses: 

H1: Providers are meeting the requirements in the Rules. 

H2: Providers are exceeding the requirements in the Rules. 

H3: Provider demographics are predictive of CPE methods used. 

The findings from the quantitative analysis indicated accredited Illinois MCLE providers use the 

required methods in the Rules. In some particular cases, providers reported using methods 

considered more sophisticated as described in the literature by adult education authors and 

recommended in the standards integration literature of the profession. This chapter interprets in 

greater detail the use of adult education and CPE methods by accredited Illinois MCLE providers 

and discusses recommendations for the Board and Court. 
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Providers’ Use of Adult Education and CPE Methods 

Descriptive statistics of the survey results showed nearly all providers having reported 

adherence to the Rules, consistent with the accreditation criteria providers must follow to remain 

annually accredited or to gain individual accreditation of new course offerings. Descriptive 

statistics also show providers having reported use of some CPE methods beyond those required 

in the Rules. Inferential statistical tests indicated which demographic strata may be more prone 

to use various methods. Statistical findings presented in Chapter 4 supported recommendations 

for providers and the Illinois MCLE program’s support to providers. 

Course Content 

Providers reported several factors influencing course content selection in their survey 

responses, including content categories allowed in the Rules and the influence of qualified 

program planners. Learning objectives describing course content seemed to influence 

accreditation and value-driven participation decisions by attorney learners, despite not being 

subject to accreditation Rules. This researcher presented recommendations to the Board to 

capitalize on some demographic groups’ reported use of tools for content selection and on 

proposing Rules regarding course objectives.  

Allowable course content categories. The literature recommended the update model for 

course content selection in program planning, with updates including course objectives to close 

technical knowledge gaps as well as capability building in competencies such as those for 

lawyers as defined in the MacCrate Report (ABA House of Delegates, 2017; Kenny, 1985; 

Nowlen, 1988). Additionally, the literature recommended including ethics content in 

professional CPE program planning (Adelson, 1990; Azzaretto, 1990; Bierema, 2016; Houle, 

1980; Nowlen, 1988; Schön, 1983).  
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In providers’ responses to survey question 6 “Which of the following sources does your 

organization use to identify CLE course topics?”, 95% of providers reported selecting content 

based on one or more of the content categories allowed in the Court’s (2020) accreditation Rules, 

including the practice of law, professionalism, diversity and inclusion, mental health and 

substance abuse, civility, legal ethics, providing pro bono services, matters of law practice 

management, legal technology, substantive law, and cross-disciplinary topics. The Board was 

one of only a few states’ regulators which allowed providers to offer content to attorneys for 

MCLE credit in such a wide variety of categories and thus these states were realizing a fuller 

extent of the principles of the update model. This wide variety of content categories allowed by 

the Board, including attorney well-being, legal technology, and law practice management, also 

demonstrated the fullest extent of standards integration, consistent with the legal profession’s 

most recently published version of the ABA Model Rule for MCLE, Section 3A(2)(a), (ABA 

House of Delegates, 2017). Inferential statistics did not find any statistically significant 

differences in providers’ use of the content categories. The high adoption rate of allowed course 

categories in course content selection practices, and no adoption rate distinctions in 

demographics, resulted in no specific recommendations for the Board regarding content 

categories. 

Planners’ influence on course selection. Nine out of ten Illinois MCLE providers saw 

the influence of qualified planners as important to the selection of course content, a key principle 

in CPE literature and the organized bar’s standards integration literature (Bierema, 2016; 

Cervero et al., 1986; Council on the Continuing Education Unit, 1984; Knowles, 1980; Knox, 

2016; Phillips & Phillips, 2007; Queeney, 2000; Tisdell et al., 2016). Inferential statistics 

indicated a statistically significant strength of influence on course content selection by attorneys 

with subject matter expertise serving on CLE planning committees at membership organizations. 
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These experts were reported to have brought knowledge of the content most vital to offer 

members consistent with principles of the update model, while also having led membership 

organizations to actively expand value for members.  

Employers reported in the survey that their planners often know what course content their 

employee attorneys needed based on organizational objectives, performance in achieving these 

objectives, expected competencies at career milestones, demonstrated use of the competencies, 

and gaps in attorney practice found through analysis (ABA Section of Legal Education and 

Admission to the Bar, 1992; ALI-ABA and ACLEA Continuing Professional Education 

Association for Continuing Legal Education, 2009; Bierema, 2016; Daley & Cervero, 2016; 

Houle, 1980; Knox, 2016; Nowlen, 1988, 1990; Queeney, 2000). In survey responses, 47% of 

employer providers reported using one or more of these more advanced evaluation methods in 

course content selection, a statistically significant result, partly due to employers’ access to the 

information, and possibly driven by employers’ organizational motivations to make their in-

house programs or expenditures with outside providers more productive.  

The first recommendation for the Board regarding content selection was to highlight the 

practices at future provider conferences from membership organizations and employers in course 

content selection, so transferable practices can be identified for use by all accredited Illinois 

MCLE providers. Another recommendation for the Board on content selection was to broaden 

use beyond employers of the advanced evaluation methods as input to course selection. Yet 

another recommendation for the Board was to consider asking the Court to expand the Board’s 

role to collect and anonymize such data about employers’ needs, so non-employer providers 

could target their MCLE program improvements to meet the needs of Illinois attorneys and their 

employers (Bierema, 2016; Cervero et al., 1986; Council on the Continuing Education Unit, 

1984; Knowles, 1980; Knox, 2016; Phillips & Phillips, 2007; Queeney, 2000; Tisdell et al., 
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2016). Leveraging its PCAM database, the accreditation process, and the recently deployed 

course list system, the Board could collect this feedback from employers, aggregate it much like 

was done in this research study, anonymize the data to protect confidentiality, and summarize the 

data for use by all providers seeking to better support those employers. The data could contribute 

to providers’ more efficient selection of and design of courses offered. Based on the inferential 

statistics, it appeared smaller, non-commercial providers may benefit most if such insights were 

collected and shared by the Board. 

Learning objectives. Providers reported an average of 85% of courses offered had 

learning objectives in course plans. Two-thirds of providers reported all (100%) of their courses 

had objectives. Inferential statistics did not find any statistically significant differences in 

objectives being in course plans for any particular provider demographic groups.  

The Board’s staff stated they rely on all submitted materials, including documented 

learning objectives, when accrediting courses requested by providers. In addition, providers 

reported attorney learners found information like learning objectives useful. As an example, 

providers reported nearly 70% of attorney learners had motivations to learn specifically desired 

content to close knowledge gaps as a method to derive value from their MCLE credit-earning 

activities, beyond mere MCLE compliance. Documented objectives were reported to be 

important information, helping attorneys align their motivations and planned value from 

participating in an MCLE program (Bierema, 2016; Cervero et al., 1986; Council on the 

Continuing Education Unit, 1984; Knowles, 1980; Knox, 2016; Phillips & Phillips, 2007; 

Queeney, 2000; Tisdell et al., 2016). With such wide adoption of objectives in course plans 

already reported and with no distinctions in the demographics, the Board could recommend a 

Rule be added by the Court requiring providers submit course learning objectives with 

accreditation applications. If the Rule further required providers publish those objectives, or 
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permitted the Board to publish them, the available information would aid Illinois attorneys 

seeking to close knowledge gaps make informed decisions to participate in the MCLE programs 

with the highest value. 

Delivery Methods 

Providers reported several factors influencing course delivery methods in their survey 

responses. In particular, some demographic distinctions seemed to indicate the prevalence of 

using recorded sessions and interactive methods. The preparedness of presenters to use these 

methods was also indicated by providers as a factor in using these methods. Many providers 

seemed to want help from the Board with technology, delivery method selection, and evaluation. 

Very few providers reported use of learner assessments before course delivery as self-

assessments or after course delivery to confirm new attorney competencies were built. Another 

recommendation was for the Court to expand the Board’s role to continuously improve its 

support of providers use of CPE methods including expert advice on the selection of 

technological methods, and the use of Board-sponsored technology tools for on-demand 

delivery, interactivity, learner assessments, and evaluation.  

Recorded offerings. In 2018 and 2019 data from PCAM, Illinois providers appeared to 

offer delivery by Faculty-in-Room-with-Participants in over eight out of ten of accredited 

Illinois programs. Recorded delivery was only offered for one out of eight programs. The 

inferential statistics indicate Illinois legal related provider businesses appear to use recorded 

sessions three times more frequently than other provider types, perhaps having demonstrated 

more advanced responsiveness to attorney feedback about on-demand content availability, 

compliance flexibility, and more modern delivery. The inferential statistics also indicated smaller 

providers are limited in their capabilities to deliver anything other than live, in-person programs.  
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Providers reported nearly 70% of attorneys using CLE to find and learn specifically 

desired content and 73% of attorneys being motivated to complete their MCLE credits in order to 

comply and not lose their license to practice. Newer generations of attorneys have had previous 

experiences with educational technology and expect content on-demand, convenience in 

maintaining their licensure, and modern delivery, expectations which would be met with more 

recorded sessions (Grotelueschen, September 1985).  

Few providers (14%) reported using course design experts to select whether a program 

will be delivered live, in-person, via technology, exclusively using recordings or using a blend of 

live delivery and recordings. Course design experts’ involvement and their use of attorney 

motivation data, might influence all providers to increase the number of courses offered via 

recorded sessions to compete for attorney learners’ participation (Daley & Cervero, 2016). 

On a related note, in April 2020 while responding to the COVID-19 crisis, the Board 

rapidly announced fee waivers for changing scheduled dates or delivery methods to ensure 

availability of more remote delivery options, allowing attorneys to continue earning MCLE 

credits, and providers to continue earning revenue from their MCLE offerings, all while having 

abided by governmental shelter-in-place orders. COVID-19 era work-from-home lockdowns 

were a transformational event for some Illinois providers and attorneys seeking more options for 

technological course delivery out of necessity. This rapid crisis response by the Board, providers, 

and attorney learners to return the MCLE program to a fulsome schedule of available courses, 

represented adjustments based on stakeholders’ various objectives (ALI-ABA and ACLEA 

Continuing Professional Education Association for Continuing Legal Education, 2009; Bierema, 

2016; Cervero et al., 1986; Council on the Continuing Education Unit, 1984; Knowles, 1980; 

Knox, 1986, 2016; Phillips & Phillips, 2007; Queeney, 2000; Tisdell et al., 2016). Based on 

learnings from the COVID-19 response and the societal transformation in progress, the Board 
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added Question 25B to the survey “If the Illinois MCLE Board were to provide support to 

improve your organization’s CLE programs, which topics would be of interest to your 

organization?”, to which 27% of providers selected course delivery format selection and 48% use 

of technology in course delivery as topics of interest.  

To expand use of CLE expertise, it was recommended the Court support an expansion of 

Board offerings, to include course design training sessions or course design expert consultation 

available from the Board staff for use by providers and with the objective of increasing the 

offering of recorded sessions. With increased recorded session offerings, providers might see 

course utilization of their CLE courses increase, while also experiencing cost-reductions in 

course delivery. Increased recorded session offerings could also put the Board in a leadership 

position to tilt attorney sentiments within the profession away from a long-standing cultural 

perception of MCLE being a compliance task that competes with attorneys’ demanding 

schedules and billable hours, to MCLE delivering desired content on-demand at the precise 

moment it is needed in attorneys’ practice (Daley & Cervero, 2016; Grotelueschen, September 

1985).  

Interactive methods. Providers reported using interactive delivery techniques in 64% of 

accredited programs offered. Some of the sophisticated interactive techniques providers reported 

using included practice case studies, simulations, action planning, online discussion, booster 

learning, and the non-threatening introduction of privately-viewed, self-assessing knowledge 

checks (ALI-ABA and ACLEA Continuing Professional Education Association for Continuing 

Legal Education, 2009; Bierema, 2016; Brookfield, 2015; Clark et al., 2015; Daley, 1999; Knox, 

2016; Phillips & Phillips, 2007). Inferential statistics indicated larger providers used interactive 

methods more frequently. 
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Newer generations of attorneys have had previous experiences with technologically 

delivered simulations or gamification. The Board plans to make sophisticated, mass-customized 

interactivity more possible so the attorney learner could not only gain knowledge, but could 

rehearse application in practice with simulated case examples, ask questions of expert instructors 

to solidify learning, and receive expert support from a network of peers to get clarifications 

necessary to solve the real-world case the attorney faces in his or her practice (ALI-ABA and 

ACLEA Continuing Professional Education Association for Continuing Legal Education, 2009; 

Bierema, 2016; Biggs, 1990; Brookfield, 2015; Clark et al., 2015; Daley, 1999; Houle, 1980; 

Knox, 1986, 2016; Phillips & Phillips, 2007; Schön, 1983; Taylor et al., 2000).  

Instructors’ proficiency. Adult education and the bar’s standards integration literature 

described both professional practice and educational expertise being important considerations in 

the selection of presenters (ALI-ABA and ACLEA Continuing Professional Education 

Association for Continuing Legal Education, 2009; Council on the Continuing Education Unit, 

1984; Houle, 1980; Knowles, 1970; Knox, 2016; Queeney, 2000). However, Illinois providers 

responding to the survey reported legal subject matter expertise as five times more important for 

selecting presenters than academic or facilitation experience. This seems to have indicated a bias 

among program planners against selection of experienced educators, even as co-facilitators, and 

might be an idea for Rule changes to be recommended by the Board to the Court, requiring 

educator experience for presenters or for presenters without such experience to be supported via 

an academically qualified co-presenter.  

A robust nine out of ten Illinois providers reported asking for feedback about the 

effectiveness of instructors and seven out of ten found the feedback useful for improving 

instructors’ performance. Of providers answering Question 25B on the survey, 25% said 

preparing instructors was a topic of interest where they thought the Board could assist. This 
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resulted in a recommendation for the Court to amend the Rules, permitting the Board meet this 

need by offering courses and providing advice in the development of presenters’ skills through a 

faculty development course, including the use of sophisticated interactive methods (ALI-ABA 

and ACLEA Continuing Professional Education Association for Continuing Legal Education, 

2009; Bierema, 2016; Biggs, 1990; Brookfield, 2015; Clark et al., 2015; Houle, 1980; Knox, 

1986, 2016). 

Technology platform. Overall, according to PCAM data from 2018 and 2019, Illinois 

providers appeared to offer sessions delivered via technology four-to-five times more than 

reported by Kansas providers (Fisher, 2017). Despite this relative strength, inferential statistics 

indicated non-commercial Illinois providers offered fewer courses overall, fewer with 

technology, fewer via recordings, collected fewer post-course evaluations from attorney learners, 

and employed sophisticated interactive methods less frequently.  

With 27% of providers having reported wanting help with course delivery selection and 

48% in the use of technology in course delivery, building upon its history of technological 

innovation, it was recommended the Court revise the budget and the Board’s assigned functions 

in the Rules, in order to offer a shared service platform to enable Illinois providers and their 

presenters to deliver courses using sophisticated interactive and recorded methods. The 

recommendation included the Board subsidizing subscriptions for non-commercial 

organizations, similar to the cross-subsidization already built into the Court-approved 

accreditation fee schedule. This would go beyond but also complement the aforementioned 

assistance by experts on these topics.  

This recommended shared service technology platform would offer an online training 

environment with tools such as those often used in WebEx Training or Zoom, and integrated 

with a learning management system. The platform could enable subscribing providers to enter 
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course objectives, manage enrollments, and collect post-course evaluations. Presenters from 

these providers would have access to tools that could provide learners the ability to self-assess, 

complete pre-course screenings, use online interactive discussion boards, have continual access 

to course content, find on-demand recorded sessions, participate in simulations, and receive 

booster learning content.  

A subscription to use these tools hosted by the Board could be an economical alternative 

for smaller and non-commercial providers who otherwise may not have the means to invest, do 

not have the CLE experts to operate such a platform, nor see the economic benefit with a very 

small number of programs offered. Providers using such a platform in conjunction with the 

Board’s recently deployed course list system could improve efficiencies in the Board’s 

monitoring of basic accreditation criteria such as publication of course objectives, session length, 

provision of online written materials, interactive methods employed, and evaluations collected 

using data from the platform.  

Evaluations. Looking more closely at post-course evaluations, 95% of providers reported 

using post-course evaluations in addition to other evaluation methods including collecting 

feedback from instructors and employers. Larger providers completed more evaluations.  

Employers used evaluation of attorney performance to run their MCLE programs. One-third of 

providers answering Question 25B on the survey asked for support from the Board on evaluation 

methods.  

A recommendation to the Board was to offer a standard template form on the 

aforementioned subscription platform, built in accordance with adult education practices, to 

collect and confidentially aggregate attorneys’ sentiments on convenience, content availability, 

delivery format, interactivity, and post-course improvements in practice. The Board would have 

the benefit of being able to measure attorney sentiments indirectly through evaluations logged 
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through such a platform, while maintaining anonymity and confidentiality expected by both 

providers and attorneys. The Board plans to collect further data by offering a way for providers 

delivering evaluations via their own means to confidentially and anonymously load key data 

from those evaluations with course list submissions. Evaluation data collection and aggregation 

by the Board for subscriber and non-subscriber providers will become a source of anonymous 

course and presenter ratings across all courses approved for Illinois MCLE credit. An expert 

resource on the Board staff will help providers subscribed to this service with answers to 

technical questions and suggest CPE methods being used by other subscribers. With such 

assistance from the Board, smaller and non-commercial providers may expand use of 

technology, recordings, on demand accessibility, evaluations, and advanced interactivity. 

Learner assessments. Pre-course and post-course self-assessments, hardly used by 

Illinois providers that responded to the survey, could help learners confirm mastery of concepts 

and even confirm competency in the practice of law through case study analysis (Cervero et al., 

1986; Cervero & Rottet, 1984; Council on the Continuing Education Unit, 1984; Daley & 

Cervero, 2016). Pre-course screeners could help attorney learners confirm the fit of their learning 

needs with the objectives of the session offered. Board experts providing advice how providers 

can implement learner assessments, and the subscription learning management platform 

mentioned above having this as a capability, would all potentially support broader adoption of 

this critical CPE method. Expanded use based on a Rule requiring use for accreditation, may 

help the Board confirm that courses build attorneys’ competencies. 

Summary of Providers’ Adherence to Court Rules and Use of Other CPE Methods 

Generally, providers reported adherence to all the Rules, including the quality and 

timeliness of written materials, conducive physical settings for courses delivered in-person, and 

session length. No demographic differences were found for adherence to these Rules. Further 
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recommendations regarding these Rules could include building upon Illinois providers’ general 

adherence to all the Rules, with more objective ongoing post-course measurement of written 

materials, conducive physical settings for courses delivered in-person, and session length.  

Illinois providers, particularly in some demographic strata, more prevalently use 

recommended CPE methods. Employers reported using evaluation for course selection and legal 

related business offer more recorded sessions and use more interactivity. Based on the 

exploration of CPE methods used by Illinois MCLE providers in this study, the Board has 

planned to provide recommendations to the Court under Rules 792(c)(1, 5) to continue the long-

standing tradition of continuous improvement, advanced MCLE standards integration, and 

innovative program transformation to improve the quality of MCLE for Illinois attorneys (Court, 

2020). 

Further MCLE Standards Integration 

As a result of this research, the Board gained additional insight on adherence to the 

accreditation Rules it regulates. The Board now has more data about the use of CPE practices by 

its providers and indictors of which provider types, sizes of providers, and other demographic 

strata more prevalently use certain CPE practices. The results also indicated additional 

considerations for the Board and other CLE regulators, which are discussed in this next section.  

Ongoing Anonymous Measurement by the Board and Court 

The Court (2020) through Rule 797 expects the Board to maintain the confidentiality of 

all data collected for and generated from its program. The conduct of this research study has 

demonstrated confidentiality can be maintained through anonymity, while also rendering 

statistical findings, insights, and recommendations for program advancement.  

Provider adherence to Court Rules. With increased data collection after program 

delivery through provider entries in PCAM, some of the shared service learning management 
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system platform suggestions above, and the recently deployed course list system, the Board 

could more efficiently and continually evaluate basic accreditation Rule adherence using data 

rather than document inspection. Rule adherence could be easily measured after each session 

delivery to include presenter qualifications, session length, interactive methods used, percentage 

of evaluations collected, timeliness of written materials, and learner satisfaction levels indicating 

conduciveness of physical settings for in-person programs. This ongoing data collection and 

review could also simplify annual accreditation reviews for providers and the Board, allowing 

the Board and a provider to instead celebrate program achievements and together select focused 

areas for future program improvement.  

Correlations of professionalism behavior and MCLE results. The legal profession has 

a profound influence on American society and how it functions. Without other information, the 

American public can tend to form its perceptions of the profession from the worst cases of abuse 

as published in the media. MCLE was first started to preclude future challenges to the integrity 

of the profession.  

As stated in Article VIII of the Court’s (2020) Rules also known as the A Lawyer’s 

Responsibilities, the preamble of the Illinois Rules of Professional Conduct mandates:  

In all professional functions a lawyer should be competent, prompt 

and diligent…In addition, a lawyer should further the public’s 

understanding of and confidence in the rule of law and the justice 

system because legal institutions in a constitutional democracy 

depend on popular participation and support to maintain their 

authority…Lawyers play a vital role in the preservation of society. 

The fulfillment of this role requires an understanding by lawyers of 

their relationship to our legal system. The Rules of Professional 

Conduct, when properly applied, serve to define that relationship. 

(Court, 2020) 
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The Board has substantial data on MCLE completed by attorneys which the Board maintains as  

confidential under the Court’s (2020) Rule 797. Under the Court’s (2020) Rule 751, the Attorney 

Registration and Disciplinary Commission maintains data on disciplinary cases, also 

confidentially under the Court’s (2020) Rule 766. There could be additional related data on legal 

malpractice claims available through the Illinois insurance regulator. A third organization, the 

Illinois Supreme Court Commission on Professionalism, is assigned a duty under the Court’s 

(2020) Rule 799(c)(4) of “Assisting CLE providers with the development of courses and 

activities offered to fulfill the professional responsibility requirement” (Court, 2020). Like the 

Board, this Commission also has the duty to make recommendations to the Court under Rule 

799(c)(10) (Court, 2020).  

It is recommended the Court have the data its Board and Commissions maintain 

anonymously, indexed to protect confidentiality. From this aggregated, indexed data, 

confidential statistical analysis could be conducted much like done in this research study to 

determine, of the MCLE completed, which courses are predictive of attorneys’ professional 

conduct. Insights from such an analysis could assist the Board and Commissions in fact-based 

recommendations to the Court on continuous improvements to professionalism course content 

requirements in the Rules (Cervero et al., 1986; Cervero & Rottet, 1984; Kirkpatrick, 1994).  

The Court’s Promotion of Legal Professionalism in Illinois with the General Public 

Whereas 72% of providers rated Illinois MCLE as extremely or very effective overall, 

40% viewed Illinois MCLE as extremely or very effective in bolstering public perception. The 

Commission on Professionalism is also assigned the duty in the Court’s (2020) Rule 799(c)(9) 

of, “Facilitating cooperation among practitioners, bar associations, law schools, courts, civic and 

lay organizations and others in addressing matters of professionalism, ethics, and public 

understanding of the legal profession” (Court, 2020). Periodically produced confidential, 
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anonymous, statistical analysis of education, discipline, and malpractice may indicate 

correlations and generate findings. Any findings and resulting action plans could be included in 

the Court’s annual report and related press releases from the Commission to build public 

constituents’ understanding of legal professionalism in Illinois and the Court’s intentions for 

continuous improvement, while protecting confidentiality throughout.  

Board-Sponsored Provider Conferences to Promote Broader Use of CPE Methods.  

The Board has previously sponsored provider conferences to share best practices. Based 

on findings from this research study, the Board intends several forum topics could be on a future 

provider conference agenda such as legal related business providers showcasing their use of 

interactivity like online discussion or membership organizations demonstrating how informal, 

collegial knowledge sharing at networking events could be a form of in-session interactivity 

replicated in any CLE offering. These best practice sharing forums could be yet another form of 

assistance and access to CLE experts some providers were seeking in their answers to Question 

25B. Providers serving attorney, employer, and regulator constituencies in Kansas, Illinois, and 

other states may find the comparisons of the two research studies’ insights helpful to advancing 

improvement of their programs. The Board intends to present results of this study to providers at 

future conferences. During the conferences the Board intends to conduct focus groups to gain 

more insight through discussion of the findings and possible solutions with focus group 

participant experts.  

Advancing MCLE Standards Integration Beyond Illinois 

Comparisons of Illinois and Kansas survey results. Generally, where collected data 

were comparable, findings by Fisher (2017) from the survey of Kansas CLE providers had 

similar statistical results to those from this research with Illinois MCLE providers. Content 

selection, use of written materials, and overall learner satisfaction being assessed on post-course 
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evaluations showed the strongest statistical similarities based on a zero-difference, two-sided 

proportion test with a 95% confidence interval.  

ANOVA tests with the strongest correlations in both states’ studies showed the 

proportion of courses with a delivery option by Faculty-in-Room-with-Participants being 

indirectly proportional to the number of courses offered by the provider. This appears to indicate 

smaller, non-commercial providers do not have the resources for technological or recorded 

delivery. The small provider phenomenon, as defined by number of courses offered, also proved 

statistically significant in both states’ statistical tests. Smaller providers in Illinois and Kansas 

were far less prone to use attorney developmental benchmarks or competency models in course 

selection and online discussion after course delivery as an interactivity method.  

There were also some differences between Illinois and Kansas providers’ responses. Data 

from the two studies seem to indicate twice as many for profit providers in Illinois. One-quarter 

more Kansas providers ask attorney learner attendees to rate topic relevance on post-course 

evaluations and one-third more ask if courses change attendees’ practice of law. The most 

striking difference was four times as many Illinois providers’ courses having a live technology 

delivery offering, which could be a function of more for profit providers answering the Illinois 

survey, the general advancement of technology over the four years between the two studies, or 

both. Further exploration of these types of similarities and differences could be helpful for 

Illinois, Kansas, and other states in their advancement of recommended CPE practices among 

their accredited providers. 

Sharing conclusions with other states, CLEREG, and the ABA. The practices 

highlighted in this research might be proposed by the Board as recommendations for further 

research and consideration by CLEREG or future model rule changes by the ABA. A number of 

practices recognized in this research as strengths in the Illinois MCLE program and among its 
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accredited providers are worthy of consideration by the standard integration constituents of the 

profession: 

1. The advanced state of the Board’s technology. 

2. The depth of CPE practice by providers. 

3. Model rule adoption in the Rules. 

4. Illinois providers’ Rule adherence. 

5. Those providers’ extensive use of known CPE practices. 

6. The knowledge from this study illustrating selected Illinois provider strata 

demonstrating particular strengths in their CLE programs. 

7. The Board’s commissioning of this data-driven research study. 

8. The use of the survey instrument. 

9. The statistical comparisons of results from Kansas and Illinois. 

10. Expansion beyond those two states to anonymize nationwide data analysis. 

11. Board recommendations to the Court about expansion of the Board’s role and 

changes to the Rules.  

All of these could all be shared by the Board with CLEREG or the ABA. Other states’ CLE 

regulators seeking advancement of standards integration independent of actions by CLEREG or 

the ABA may similarly benefit from the Board’s best practice sharing.  

Summary of Further MCLE Standards Integration 

Illinois’ MCLE program demonstrates advanced regulator adoption of nationally 

recommended standards, strong provider practice according to Court Rules, prevalent provider 

practice of recommended CPE methods beyond Court Rules, and some provider types with 

particular strengths. The Court and Board are innovative, have the technical foundation to 

support further transformation, a history of past implementation successes, and as evidenced by 
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the response rate to this survey are able to engage providers in improvements for attorney 

learners. Lessons learned from Illinois MCLE could contribute to further advancement of 

standards integration nationally.  

Future Research 

The profession could benefit from further exploratory research of provider practices by 

the national standards integrator, the ABA, or by other states, in order to add to insight from this 

research and Fisher (2017). Such additional research could build on and improve the validity of 

the survey instrument to measure provider practices in MCLE. Other professions’ CPE can build 

on this provider research with similarly constructed studies.  

The researcher also suggests further exploratory research effort with attorneys to gain 

insights specific to making MCLE more valuable. Traditionally, direct research with attorneys 

has been viewed as risky, as it may yield objections seeking to overturn MCLE program 

requirements. However, research with attorneys, with the presumption 45 years of MCLE has 

made the standards permanent, could yield important insights about learner motivations, learning 

needs, and delivery method preferences which would advance transformational improvements in 

regulations, planning, and delivery for the profession.  

Reflections on Conduct of This Research Study 

This research study was built based on work by the Kansas CLE Commission, the vision 

of its former academic board member Dr. W. Franklin Spikes, their collaboration to launch the 

Kansas Educational Initiative, of which the research by Fisher (2017) was one part, and for 

which the survey instrument was first sent to CLE providers.  

An important early milestone was the introduction through the Kansas CLE Commission 

to the Board. This resulted in the Board’s consideration of similar research and launched focused 

dissertation efforts. The last four years of work with the Board has brought independent, 
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academic research methods to a welcoming, patient, and innovative partner. Through experts and 

leaders at the Board, the researcher has been able to learn about the legal profession, the origins 

of MCLE standards integration within the broader history of the organized bar, and apply these 

insights to develop a focused, valuable research effort with real-world application for the Illinois 

MCLE program and its accredited providers. The same period has allowed the researcher to 

humbly learn and grow through the teachings of many in the field of adult education.  

Despite many improvements made to the instrument based on Fisher’s (2017) lessons 

from post-research evaluations of validity and reliability, some remain after its use in this study. 

In particular, attempts to refine the instrument in conjunction with a statistics expert advisor for 

both studies, included the collection of continuous data for many demographic criteria and two 

provider practices. This was done in contrast to ordinal categories used in the instrument by 

Fisher (2017). While this was intended to create improved construct validity through multiple 

regression, since most of the continuous data were dependent variables, the use of continuous 

data in such tests were very limited in the JMP software (Salkind, 2014). The statistician also 

advised using Likert scales versus yes/no selections on more questions than in the instrument 

used by Fisher (2017). This provided more possible analytical methods for this research study 

than were available for the data from Kansas providers. Similarly, question 22 was added with 

the advice of the statistician, who intended to treat the question like an index score. However, 

since it was established as a Likert scale, its use as an independent variable in the JMP software 

was very limited.  

Also, despite extensive initial testing of the instrument with the Board starting in 2017, 

the refinement of the research to be purely quantitative in 2018 at the suggestion of Dr. Jeffrey 

Zacharakis, the further focus in 2019 on the eight basic accreditation criteria in the Court’s 

(2020) Rules also suggested by Zacharakis, and formal pre-launch piloting of the survey 
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instrument by the Board in the first quarter of 2020, the instrument still did not directly query 

providers about adherence to Rules regarding conducive physical settings nor session length. 

Fortunately, the Board already had confidence in course accreditation requiring adherence to 

facilities requirements and session length, so validation of provider adherence to these two Rules 

did not materially affect the results of the exploratory study. Also wording in questions on the 

instrument did not specify providers answer about CLE programs accredited to Court (2020) 

Rules. Therefore, there could have been inter-rater or internal consistency unreliability from 

providers answering more generally about programs accredited according to regulations in 

multiple states. Nonetheless, these lessons can be applied if the instrument were to be used again 

in future research.  

  



 

162 

References 

ABA House of Delegates. (2017). Resolution 106: Model rule for minimum continuing legal 
education. Chicago, IL: Author. 

ABA Section of Legal Education and Admission to the Bar. (1992). Legal education and 
professional development: An education continuum. Report of the Task Force on Law 
Schools and the Profession: Narrowing the gap. Chicago, IL: Author. 

ABA Standing Committee on Continuing Legal Education. (1989). ABA model rule for 
continuing legal education with comments. Chicago, IL: Author. 

Adelson, Y. C. (1990). Ethics in professional practice: Some issues for the continuing 
professional educator. In R. M. Cervero & J. F. Azzaretto (Eds.), Visions for the future of 
continuing professional education (pp. 209-232). Athens, GA: University of Georgia, 
Dept. of Adult Education, College of Education, Georgia Center for Continuing 
Education. 

ALI-ABA and ACLEA Continuing Professional Education Association for Continuing Legal 
Education. (2009). Equipping our lawyers: Law school education, continuing legal 
education, and legal practice in the 21st century: Final recommendations. Scottsdale, 
AZ: Author. 

ALI-ABA Committee on Continuing Professional Education. (1987). CLE and the lawyer’s 
responsibilities in an evolving profession: The report on the Arden House III Conference, 
November 13th to 11th, 1987. Philadelphia, PA: American Law Institute. 

ALI-ABA Committee on Continuing Professional Education. (1990). CLE Quality Evaluation 
Methods and Standards Project: Discussion draft. Philadelphia, PA: American Law 
Institute. 

ALI-ABA Joint Committee on Continuing Legal Education. (1959). Continuing legal education 
for professional competence and responsibility: The report of the Arden House 
Conference, December 16th to 19th, 1958. Philadelphia, PA: American Law Institute. 

ALI-ABA Joint Committee on Continuing Legal Education. (1963). Selected papers presented at 
the Second National Conference on the Continuing Education of the Bar, Arden House-
Harriman, New York, December 14-17, 1963. Philadelphia, PA: American Law Institute. 

ALI-ABA Joint Committee on Continuing Legal Education. (1964). Arden House II: Toward 
excellence in continuing legal education: The report on the Second National Conference 
on the Continuing Education of the Bar, Arden House-Harriman, New York, December 
14th to 17th, 1963. Philadelphia, PA: American Law Institute. 

American Bar Association. (1976). National Conference on Continuing Legal Education Issues: 
Final statement with recommendations. American Bar Association Journal, 62(2), 210-
211.  



 

163 

American Bar Association. (2017, July 1). Comparison of jurisdiction rules to ABA MCLE 
Model Rule by state. Retrieved from ABA Website: 
https://www.americanbar.org/content/dam/aba/directories/policy/aba_model_rule_compa
rison_by_state_meet_model_rule_noted.pdf 

American Bar Association. (2018, March 28). Alphabetical list of jurisdictions adopting model 
rules. Retrieved from ABA Website: 
https://www.americanbar.org/groups/professional_responsibility/publications/model_rule
s_of_professional_conduct/alpha_list_state_adopting_model_rules/ 

American Bar Association. (n.d.-a). A legislative history. Retrieved from ABA Website: 
https://www.americanbar.org/groups/professional_responsibility/publications/model_rule
s_of_professional_conduct/ 

American Bar Association. (n.d.-b). Timeline. Retrieved from ABA Website: 
https://www.americanbar.org/about_the_aba/timeline/ 

Argyris, C., & Schön, D. A. (1974). Theory in practice: Increasing professional effectiveness. 
San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass  

Auster, E., & Chan, D. C. (2004). Reference librarians and keeping up-to-date: A question of 
priorities. Reference and User Services Quarterly, 44(1), 57-66.  

Azzaretto, J. F. (1990). Power, responsibility, and accountability in continuing professional 
education. In R. M. Cervero & J. F. Azzaretto (Eds.), Visions for the future of continuing 
professional education (pp. 25-50). Athens, GA: University of Georgia, Dept. of Adult 
Education, College of Education, Georgia Center for Continuing Education. 

Banfield, E. C. (1961). Political influence. Glencoe, IL: Free Press. 

Barton, B. H. (2001). Why do we regulate lawyers? An economic analysis of the justification for 
entry and conduct regulation. Arizona State Law Journal, 33(2), 429-490.  

Bernabe, A. (2018). Ahead of his time: Cardozo and the current debates on professional 
responsibility. Touro Law Review, 34(1), 82.  

Bichelmeyer, B. A. (2006). Best practices in adult education and e-learning: Leverage points for 
quality and impact of CLE. Valparaiso University Law Review, 40(509), 511-520.  

Biemer, P., & Lyberg, L. (2003). Introduction to survey quality. Hoboken, NJ: Wiley and Sons. 

Bierema, L. L. (2016). Navigating professional white water: Rethinking continuing professional 
education at work. New Directions for Adult and Continuing Education, 2016(151), 53-
67. doi:10.1002/ace.20195 

Biggs, J. B. (1990). Teaching for better learning. Legal Education Review, 2(2), 133-147.  

Bourdieu, P. (1991). Language and symbolic power the economy of linguistic exchanges. 
Cambridge, UK: Polity Press in association with Basil Blackwell. 



 

164 

Brookfield, S. (1986). Understanding and facilitating adult learning. School Library Media 
Quarterly, 16(2), 99-105.  

Brookfield, S. (2015). The skillful teacher: On technique, trust, and responsiveness in the 
classroom (3rd ed.). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 

Burger, W. E. (1973). The special skills of advocacy: Are specialized training and certification of 
advocates essential to our system of justice? Fordham Law Journal, 42(2), 227-242. 
Retrieved from https://ir.lawnet.fordham.edu/flr/vol42/iss2/1/ 

Cervero, R. M. (1988). Effective continuing education for professionals. San Francisco, CA: 
Jossey-Bass. 

Cervero, R. M., & Azzaretto, J. F. (1990). Visions for the future of continuing professional 
education. Athens, GA: University of Georgia, Dept. of Adult Education, College of 
Education, Georgia Center for Continuing Education. 

Cervero, R. M., & Daley, B. J. (2016). Continuing professional education: A contested space. 
New Directions for Adult and Continuing Education, 2016(151), 9-18.  

Cervero, R. M., Dimmock, C. H., & Rottet, S. (1986). Analyzing the effectiveness of continuing 
professional education at the workplace. Adult Education Quarterly, 36(2), 78-85. 
doi:10.1177/0001848186036002002 

Cervero, R. M., & Rottet, S. (1984). Analyzing the effectiveness of continuing professional 
education: An exploratory study. Adult Education Quarterly, 34(3), 135-146. 
doi:10.1177/0001848184034003002 

Charmaz, K. (2014). Constructing grounded theory (2nd Ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Clark, E., Draper, J., & Rogers, J. (2015). Illuminating the process: Enhancing the impact of 
continuing professional education on practice. Nurse Education Today, 35, 388-394.  

Clark, G. J. (2012). Monopoly power in defense of the status quo: A critique of the ABA's role in 
the regulation of the American legal profession. Suffolk University Law Review, 45(4), 
1009-1046.  

Coladarci, T., Cobb, C. D., Minium, E. W., & Clarke, R. B. (2008). Fundamentals of statistical 
reasoning in education (2nd Ed.). Hoboken, NJ: Wiley and Sons. 

Continuing Legal Education Regulators Association. (n.d.). The official MCLE guide. Retrieved 
from CLEREG Website: https://www.clereg.org/dashboard/guide/questions/print/68 and 
https://www.clereg.org/dashboard/guide/questions/print/141 

Corbin, J. M., & Strauss, A. (2008). Basics of qualitative research: Techniques and procedures 
for developing grounded theory (3rd ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Council on the Continuing Education Unit. (1984). Principles of good practice in continuing 
education. Silver Spring, Md.: Author. 



 

165 

Creswell, J. W., & Plano Clark, V. L. (2007). Designing and conducting mixed methods 
research. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Daley, B. J. (1999). Novice to expert: An exploration of how professionals learn. Adult 
Education Quarterly, 49(4), 133-147.  

Daley, B. J., & Cervero, R. M. (2016). Learning as the basis for continuing professional 
education. New Directions for Adult and Continuing Education, 2016(151), 19-31. 
doi:10.1002/ace.20192 

Dillman, D. A. (2009). Internet, mail, and mixed-mode surveys: The tailored design method (3rd 
ed). Hoboken, NJ: Wiley and Sons. 

Dzienkowski, J. S. (1989). American lawyers. Texas Law Review, 68(2), 451-490.  

Dzienkowski, J. S. (2014). The future of big law: Alternative legal service providers to corporate 
clients.(Colloquium: The legal profession's monopoly on the practice of law). Fordham 
Law Review, 82(6), 2995-3040.  

Eisenhardt, K. M. (1989). Building theories from case study research. The Academy of 
Management Review, 14(4), 532-550. doi:10.2307/258557 

Eraut, M. (2004). Informal learning in the workplace. Studies in continuing education, 26(2), 
247-273. doi:10.1080/158037042000225245 

Fisher, H. B. (2017). Exploring programmatic issues which affect continuing legal education 
practice in Kansas. (Doctoral dissertation). Kansas State University, Manhattan, KS. 
Available from ProQuest Dissertations and Theses Global database. (10269450) 

Foucault, M. (1982). The subject and power. Critical Inquiry, 8(4), 777-795.  

Freedman, M. H. (1980). The Kutak model rules v. the American Lawyer’s code of conduct. 
Villanova Law Review, 26(Vill. L. Rev. 1165 (1980-1981)).  

Garvey, J. B., & Zinkin, A. F. (2009). Making law students client-ready: A new model in legal 
education. Duke Forum For Law and Social Change, 1(101), 101-129.  

Gay, L. R. (2012). Educational research: Competencies for analysis and applications (9th ed.). 
Upper Saddle River, NJ: Merrill/Pearson. 

Glendon, M. A. (1994). A nation under lawyers: How the crisis in the legal profession is 
transforming American society (1st ed.). New York, NY: Farrar, Straus and Giroux. 

Gliner, J., & Morgan, G. A. (2000). Research methods in applied settings: An integrated 
approach to design and analysis. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 

Grigg, L. A. (1998). The mandatory continuing legal education (MCLE) debate: Is it improving 
lawyer competence or just busy work? BYU Journal of Public Law, 12(2), 1-12.  



 

166 

Grotelueschen, A. D. (September 1985). Assessing professionals’ reasons for participating in 
continuing education. New Directions for Adult & Continuing Education, 1985(27), 33-
45. doi:10.1002/ace.36719852703 

Hansman, C. A. (2016). Mentoring and informal learning as continuing professional education. 
New Directions for Adult and Continuing Education, 2016(151), 31-41. 
doi:10.1002/ace.20193 

Harris, C. A. (2006 Spring). MCLE: The perils, pitfalls, and promise of regulation. Valparaiso 
University Law Review, 40(2), 1-28.  

Houle, C. O. (1980). Continuing learning in the professions. San Francisco, CA: Josey-Bass. 

Kansas CLE Commission. (n.d.). About. Retrieved from https://www.kscle.org/about 

Kansas Supreme Court. (n.d.). Continuing legal education. Retrieved from 
https://www.kscourts.org/Rules-Orders/Rules/Amendments-2018/Rules-Relating-to-
Continuing-Legal-Education-Ame 

Kasworm, C., Rose, A. D., & Ross-Gordon, J. M. (2010). Handbook of adult and continuing 
education: 2010 edition. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Kenny, W. R. (1985). Program planning and accreditation. New Directions for Adult & 
Continuing Education, 1985(27), 47-60. doi:10.1002/ace.36719852706 

Killian, M. D. (June 15, 2015). Board considers enhance technology CLE component: Vision 
2016. Florida Bar News, 42(12), 1-5. Retrieved from The Florida Bar Website: 
https://www.floridabar.org/the-florida-bar-news/board-considers-enhanced-technology-
cle-component/ 

Kirkpatrick, D. L. (1994). Evaluating training programs: The four levels (2nd ed.). San 
Francisco, CA: Berrett-Koehler. 

Knowles, M. S. (1970). The modern practice of adult education: Andragogy versus pedagogy. 
New York, NY: Association Press. 

Knowles, M. S. (1980). The modern practice of adult education: From pedagogy to andragogy: 
Revised and updated. Chicago, IL: Association Press. 

Knowles, M. S. (1984). The learning connection (Vol. 1). Syracuse, NY: Syracuse University 
Library Special Collection. 

Knox, A. B. (1986). Helping adults learn: A guide to planning, implementing, and conducting 
programs (Vol. 31). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 

Knox, A. B. (2016). Improving professional learning: Twelve strategies to enhance 
performance. Sterling, VA: Stylus. 



 

167 

Knox, A. B. (September 1985). Evaluating continuing professional education. New Directions 
for Adult & Continuing Education, 1985(27), 61-73. doi:10.1002/ace.36719852703 

Lawner, K. H. (1987a). 1987 study of the quality of continuing legal education. Paper presented 
at the Arden House III Conference, Harriman, NY. 

Lawner, K. H. (1987b). Summary of findings: Law school CLE survey. Paper presented at the 
Arden House III Conference, Harriman, NY. 

Legal Information Institute. (n.d.). Police powers. Retrieved from Cornell Law School Website: 
https://www.law.cornell.edu/wex/police_powers 

Lilly, G. C. (1997). Skills, values, and education: The MacCrate report finds a home in 
Wisconsin. Marquette Law Review, 80(3), 753-760.  

McDonald, R. (2014). ‘Bourdieu’, medical elites and ‘social class’: A qualitative study of ‘desert 
island’ doctors. Sociology of Health and Illness, 36(6), 902-916. doi:10.1111/1467-
9566.12121 

Minimum Continuing Legal Education Board of the Supreme Court of Illinois. (2007). 2007 
Annual Report. (No. 16174v1). Chicago, IL: Author. 

Minimum Continuing Legal Education Board of the Supreme Court of Illinois. (2009). 2008 
Annual Report. (No. 16199v1). Chicago, IL: Author. 

Minimum Continuing Legal Education Board of the Supreme Court of Illinois. (2017). 2016 
Annual Report. (No. 415207v1). Chicago, IL: Author. 

Minimum Continuing Legal Education Board of the Supreme Court of Illinois. (2020). 2019 
Annual Report (Draft). (496670v4). Chicago, IL: Author. 

Moran, R. F. (2019). The three ages of modern American lawyering and the current crisis in the 
legal profession and legal education. Santa Clara Law Review, 58(3), 453-522.  

Morgan, G. (2006). Images of organizations. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Murphy, D. S., & Schwen, T. (2006). The future: Transitioning from training lawyers to 
improving their preformance. Valparaiso University Law Review, 40(521), 1-16.  

National Association of State Boards of Accountancy and the American Institute of Certified 
Public Accountants. (2016). The statement on standards for continuing professional 
education (CPE) programs. Retrieved from NASBA Website: 
https://www.nasbaregistry.org/__media/Documents/Others/Statement_on_Standards_for_
CPE_Programs-2016.pdf 

New York State Bar Association Task Force on the Future of the Legal Profession. (2011). 
NYSBA report of the task force on the future of the legal profession. Retrieved from NY 
State Bar Association Website: 
https://nysba.org/app/uploads/2020/02/Report_FINAL_APR_14_W_COVER.pdf 



 

168 

Nowlen, P. M. (1988). A new approach to continuing education for business and the professions: 
The performance model. New York, NY: National University Continuing Education 
Association. 

Nowlen, P. M. (1990). New expecations, new roles: A holistic approch to continuing education 
for the professions. In R. M. Cervero & J. F. Azzaretto (Eds.), Visions for the future of 
continuing professional education (pp. 15-24). Athens, GA: University of Georgia, Dept. 
of Adult Education, College of Education, Georgia Center for Continuing Education. 

Pawitan, Y. (2001). In all likelihood: Statistical modeling and inference using likelihood. In.  

Peters, J. M., & Jarvis, P. (1991). Adult education: Evolution and achievements in a developing 
field of study. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 

Phillips, P. P., & Phillips, J. J. (2007). The value of learning: How organizations capture value 
and ROI and translate them into support, improvement, and funds. San Francisco, CA: 
Pfeiffer. 

Posner, R. A. (1995). Overcoming law. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 

Queeney, D. S. (2000). Continuing professional education. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 

Remus, D. A. (2014). Out of practice: The twenty-first century legal profession. Duke Law 
Journal, 63(6), 1243-1286.  

Salkind, N. J. (2014). Statistics for people who (think they) hate statistics (5th ed.). Thousand 
Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Scanlan, C. L. (1985). Practicing with purpose: Goal of continuing professional education. New 
Directions for Adult & Continuing Education, 1985(27), 5-20. 
doi:10.1002/ace.36719852703 

Schön, D. A. (1983). The reflective practitioner: How professionals think in action. New York, 
NY: Basic Books. 

Schön, D. A. (1987). Educating the reflective practitioner: Toward a new design for teaching 
and learning in the professions. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 

Shestack, J. (1998). Taking professionalism seriously: The president of the American Bar 
Association outlines six criteria for lawyers to follow in the pursuit of excellence. ABA 
Journal, 84(8), 70-73.  

Simon, W. H. (2003). Who needs the bar? Professionalism without monopoly.(2002 Mason Ladd 
Lecture). Florida State University Law Review, 30(4), 639-658.  

Spikes, W. F., & Fisher, H. B. (2017a). Examining the relationship between learning, continuing 
legal education, and the improvement of the practice of the law. In S. Frasard & F. C. 
Prashun (Eds.), Training initiatives and strategies for the modern workforce (pp. 90-115). 
Hershey, PA: IGI Global. 



 

169 

Spikes, W. F., & Fisher, H. B. (2017b). Kansas Education Initiative results. Retrieved from 
CLEREG Website: https://www.clereg.org/assets/pdf/CLE_Education_Initiative.pdf 

Supreme Court of Illinois. (2005). Court Rules. Springfield, IL: Supreme Court of Illinois. 

Supreme Court of Illinois. (2020). Illinois Supreme Court Rules. Author Retrieved from Illinois 
Courts Website: http://www.illinoiscourts.gov/SupremeCourt/Rules/default.asp. 

Sutton, S. (2013). Kansas CLE Commission speaker training workshop: Evaluation results. 
Kansas CLE Commission. Topeka, KS.  

Sutton, S., B., F. H., & Spikes, W. F. (2017). The Kansas CLE Education Commission’s 
Education Initiative: Exploring programmatic issues which impact continuing education 
practice. Paper presented at the CLEREG 2017 Mid-Year Conference, Charleston, SC.  

Taylor, K., Marienau, C., & Fiddler, M. (2000). Developing adult learners: Strategies for 
teachers and trainers. San Francisco, CA: Jossey- Bass. 

Thompson, K. S. (2017). Training’s impact on time-to-proficiency for new bankers in a financial 
services organization. In S. Frasard & F. C. Prashun (Eds.), Training initiatives and 
strategies for the modern workforce. Hershey, PA: IGI Global. 

Tisdell, E. J., Wojnar, M., & Sinz, E. (2016). Developing continuing professional education in 
the health and medical professions through collaboration. New Directions for Adult and 
Continuing Education, 2016(151), 69-79. doi:10.1002/ace.20196 

Van Loo, J. B., & Rocco, T. S. (2006). Differentiating CPE from training: Reconsidering terms, 
boundaries, and economic factors. Human Resource Development Review, 5(2), 202-227.  

Yin, R. K. (2014). Case study research: Design and methods (5th ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: 
Sage. 

  



 

170 

Appendix A - Board Survey 

 
INTRODUCTION 

Thank you for participating in the Illinois MCLE Board's provider survey. Working with and learning from 
our providers is an important aspect of our mission.   
    
Through this research questionnaire, we strive to learn about the practices, tools, and methods that 
your organization finds effective in the continuing legal education of Illinois attorneys. Our goal is to 
identify, explore, and share those best practices in ways that will help providers create the best possible 
learning experience for our attorneys.      
    
We will keep all individual responses strictly confidential.       
    
It will take about 15 minutes to complete this survey. You can save your responses and return to 
complete the survey later should you need to research some of your answers. If you decide to opt-out 
once you have started completing the questionnaire, simply stop, and we will not include those results 
in the research.  
  
Please complete the survey no later than Monday, May 18th, 2020, for us to include the answers for 
your organization in our research.  
     
While we sent this survey to you as a primary contact at your organization, you are welcome to gather 
input from others in your organization involved in the CLE process. That way, you can submit one set of 
responses for your organization.   
  
Sincerely, 
Karen Litscher Johnson, J. D., Director   
  
MCLE Board of the Supreme Court of Illinois   
    
    
(The Board is conducting this research in conjunction with Kansas State University, which has conducted CLE-related survey research in the 
recent past. If you have other questions about this research survey please contact the Illinois MCLE Board staff at 312.924.2420 
or mcle@mcleboard.org.)  
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PROVIDER DEMOGRAPHICS 

Q2A As a starting point, please share what is/are your role(s) in your organization as it relates to 
providing CLE to Illinois attorneys? 
 
 (please choose any and all that apply) 

▢ Partner, Director, Officer, Manager overseeing CLE programs  (1)  

▢ Instructor, faculty delivering CLE  (2)  

▢ CLE curriculum design  (3)  

▢ Technology for CLE course delivery  (4)  

▢ CLE course scheduling, data collection, and/or data entry  (5)  

▢ CLE course billing and/or payments  (6)  

▢ Other, please describe  (8) ________________________________________________ 

▢ None of the above  (9)  

▢ I prefer not to answer  (10)  
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Q2B  
Before we continue, in your opinion, are you the best contact person to answer questions in this 
research survey on behalf of your organization, about planning, designing, delivering and evaluating CLE 
offerings targeting Illinois attorneys? 

o Yes  (1)  

o No  (2)  

o I am unsure and would like to return to this question after viewing the survey to confirm my 
answer  (6)  

 
 
Display This Question: 
If Q2B = 2 
 
Q2C  
If someone else is a better contact person to answer this research survey on behalf of your organization, 
please provide that person's name and contact information in the form below. 

o First Name  (1) ________________________________________________ 

o Last Name  (2) ________________________________________________ 

o E-mail address  (3) ________________________________________________ 

o Telephone number  (4) ________________________________________________ 
 
 
Display This Question: 
If Q2B = 1 
 
Q2D At this point, if you'd like to continue to view or enter answers in this research survey press the 
Save and Continue button to the bottom, right.   
    
If however, you would like to exit, simply close your browser.   
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Q3A  
The next few questions are to gather general information about your organization and can be answered 
quickly.  
 
Approximately, how many employees are in your organization? 

   (3) 

In all roles (27)   

In roles planning, designing, evaluating or 
administering CLE (28)   

 
Q3B How many volunteers support CLE at your organization? 

   (3) 

In roles planning, designing, evaluating or 
administering CLE (5)   

In roles presenting CLE as a speaker or instructor 
(12)   
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Q4 Approximately what percentage of your organization's overall revenue is derived from providing 
CLE?  
  
 (each of your entries below could be up to 100%) 

   (3) 

For All States' CLE (1)   

For Illinois MCLE (2)   

 
Q5 Approximately how many CLE courses does your organization offer each year in any location, by any 
delivery method, and accredited by any State? 

(12) ________________________________________________ 
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CLE PROGRAM PLANNING AND NEEDS ANALYSIS 

Q6  
Next, please answer a few questions about your organization's planning of CLE programs. 
 
First, which of the following sources does your organization use to identify CLE course topics? 
 
(please choose any and all that may apply) 

▢ Case law, statutory, or regulatory changes  (11)  

▢ Mandated topics set by CLE regulators (e.g., professional responsibility, ethics, civility, 
diversity, mental health, substance abuse)  (2)  

▢ Hot topics, recent legal issues, or current developments in the legal profession  (3)  

▢ Planning committee/focus group recommendations  (5)  

▢ Suggestions from previous course evaluations  (7)  

▢ Attorney developmental benchmarks or competency models  (8)  

▢ Attorney performance evaluations  (9)  

▢ Law firm or employer business objectives (e.g., increased client satisfaction, 
productivity, regulatory compliance)  (13)  

▢ Standards for professionalism and ethical practice  (14)  

▢ Other, please describe  (17) ________________________________________________ 

▢ None of the above  (18)  
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Q7 How influential are each of the following CLE planning contributors on the selection of courses 
offered by your organization? 

 
Extremely 
 important 

(61) 

Very 
 important 

(62) 

Moderately 
 important 

(63) 

Slightly 
 important 

(64) 

Not 
 at all 

 important 
(65) 

Attendees (1)  o  o  o  o  o  
Organization 
leadership or 

other 
supervisors of 
attorneys (5)  

o  o  o  o  o  
Legal experts 

(21)  o  o  o  o  o  
Nonlawyer 

adult educators 
or training 

professionals 
(13)  

o  o  o  o  o  
Nonlawyer 

administrators 
or marketing 
professionals 

(14)  

o  o  o  o  o  

CLE director (6)  o  o  o  o  o  
Program or CLE 

planning 
committee (7)  o  o  o  o  o  
Focus groups 

(8)  o  o  o  o  o  
Section officers 
or members (2)  o  o  o  o  o  

University 
curriculum 

committee (20)  o  o  o  o  o  
Other, please 
describe (24)  o  o  o  o  o  
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Q8A Considering the CLE courses offered by your organization, how often do you ask attorneys why they 
attended?  

o Always  (42)  

o Most of the time  (43)  

o About half the time  (44)  

o Sometimes  (45)  

o Never  (46)  
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Display This Question: 
If Q8A = 46 
And If 
Q8A = 42 
Or Q8A = 43 
Or Q8A = 44 
Or Q8A = 45 
 
Q8B Please enter how often attorneys reported the options below as their reason for attending CLE. 

 Always (51) 
Most 

 of the 
 time (52) 

About 
 half the 

 time (53) 

Sometimes 
(54) Never (55) 

General legal 
education 

(25)  o  o  o  o  o  
Specialty 

legal 
education 

(26)  
o  o  o  o  o  

Networking 
opportunities 

(27)  o  o  o  o  o  
Professional 
development 

(28)  o  o  o  o  o  
Fulfilling 

MCLE 
requirements 

(29)  
o  o  o  o  o  

Other, please 
describe (32)  o  o  o  o  o  
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Display This Question: 
If Survey Logic Code = 2 
 
Q9A Approximately what percentage of the CLE credits earned by your organization's attorneys are 
from...? 
 
(please enter amounts that add up to 100%)  

 In house programs - Rule 
795(d)(1) (5) 

Programs offered outside of 
your organization (6) 

  (11)    
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Display This Question: 
If Q9A [ 11 ]  = 0 
And Q9A [ 11 ]  Is Not Empty 
 
Q9B Which of the following sources outside of your organization do you recommend that your attorneys 
use to obtain CLE requirements? 
 
(choose all that apply) 

▢ Commercial CLE providers (legal and non-legal businesses offering CLE for profit)  (1)  

▢ Legal membership organizations (bar associations and legal professional organizations)  
(2)  

▢ Adult learning institutions (law schools, colleges or universities)  (4)  

▢ Nonlegal related business or trade associations  (5)  

▢ Courts (federal, state, administrative or local)  (6)  

▢ Legal nonprofit entities  (8)  

▢ Pro bono training  (9)  

▢ Court entities that oversee attorney registration, discipline, or professionalism  (10)  

▢ Lawyers Assistance Programs (LAP)  (11)  

▢ Other, please describe  (14) ________________________________________________ 

▢ None of the above  (15)  
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Q10 How important is CLE to your organization's mission? 

o Extremely important  (66)  

o Very important  (67)  

o Moderately important  (68)  

o Slightly important  (69)  

o Not at all important  (70)  
 
 
Display This Question: 
If Survey Logic Code = 1 
 
Q11A As a bar association or legal professional organization, MCLE Rule 795(d)(3) allows your 
organization to offer Illinois CLE credit to your members that attend qualifying meetings. Do you provide 
this credit to your members? 

o Yes  (23)  

o No  (24)  
 
 
Display This Question: 
If Q11A = 23 
And If 
Q11A = 24 
 
Q11B Approximately what percentage of your members receive Illinois CLE credit for attendance at 
qualifying meetings held by your organization under Rule 795(d)(3)? 

 (10) ________________________________________________ 
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Display This Question: 
If Survey Logic Code = 1 
 
Q11C How important to your organization's mission is offering meetings eligible for Illinois MCLE credit 
held under Rule 795(d)(3)?  

o Extremely important  (27)  

o Very important  (28)  

o Moderately important  (29)  

o Slightly important  (30)  

o Not at all important  (31)  
 
CLE COURSE DESIGN AND DELIVERY 

Q12  
You've completed half of the survey questions. 
  
 The next few questions will ask about your organization's delivery of CLE courses.   
    
Considering the CLE courses offered by your organization, approximately what percentage have specific 
learning objectives identified before the courses are delivered? 

(2) ________________________________________________ 
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Q13 Illinois MCLE Rule 795(a)(7) allows courses to be delivered in person or via live or recorded 
technology.  
  
 Which of the following factors does your organization use to select course delivery formats?   
    
(choose all that apply) 

▢ Recommendations of a course design expert  (1)  

▢ Recommendations of a course program organizer or leader (e.g., Partner, Director, 
Officer, Manager)  (2)  

▢ Feedback from attorneys (e.g., surveys, focus groups, evaluation forms)  (3)  

▢ Financial cost for your organization  (4)  

▢ Convenience for the attendees  (6)  

▢ Other, please describe  (10) ________________________________________________ 

▢ None of the above  (11)  
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Q14 How important is it for CLE presenters to have the following qualifications?  

 
Extremely 
 important 

(28) 

Very 
 important 

(29) 

Moderately 
 important 

(30) 

Slightly 
 important 

(31) 

Not 
 at all 

 important 
(32) 

Subject Matter 
Expertise (22)  o  o  o  o  o  

Reputation 
(23)  o  o  o  o  o  

Practice as an 
Attorney (5)  o  o  o  o  o  
Law School 

Professor (24)  o  o  o  o  o  
Classroom 
Facilitation 
Experience 

(25)  
o  o  o  o  o  

Adult Learning 
Degree or 

Certification 
(26)  

o  o  o  o  o  
  Other, please 
describe (28)  o  o  o  o  o  
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Q15 Considering the CLE courses offered by your organization, approximately what percentage of 
your presenters, speakers or instructors are...? 
  
 (please enter amounts that add up to 100%) 

 Paid for this work (1) Not paid for this work 
(volunteer) (4) 

  (2)    

 
Q16 Considering the CLE courses offered by your organization, approximately what percentage of 
presenters, speakers or instructors are...? 
  
 (please enter amounts that add to up to 100%) 

 
Attorneys or professional staff 

employees from your 
organization (1) 

From other organizations (4) 

  (14)    
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Q17 How often does your organization use the following learning methods in CLE course delivery?  

 Always (41) 
Most 

 of the 
 time (42) 

About 
 half the 

 time (43) 

Sometimes 
(44) Never (45) 

Instructor or 
speaker lecture (1)  o  o  o  o  o  
Expert panels (10)  o  o  o  o  o  

Roundtable or 
attendee 

discussion (18)  o  o  o  o  o  
Specific sessions 

or times for 
questions by 

attendees and 
answers by 

instructors or 
speakers (i.e., 

Q&A) (2)  

o  o  o  o  o  

Verbal 
understanding 
checks such as 

questions 
followed by 

discussion or 
other feedback 

involving 
instructors or 
speakers (19)  

o  o  o  o  o  

Quizzes, tests or 
other written 
understanding 

checks (8)  
o  o  o  o  o  

Attendee-
conducted 
activities, 

exercises, time to 
practice (9)  

o  o  o  o  o  
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Mock trials, 
negotiations, 

simulations, or 
practice-based 
case studies (6)  

o  o  o  o  o  
Written materials 

and other 
handouts (e.g., 

binders, 
PowerPoint slide 

copies, 
photocopies, 

electronic 
resources) (3)  

o  o  o  o  o  

Attendees' 
individual action 

planning (i.e., 
planning for 

practice changes 
and learning 

application on-
the-job) (21)  

o  o  o  o  o  

Online 
discussion/bulletin 

boards/chat 
rooms as an 
element of 
interactivity 

during the course 
(4)  

o  o  o  o  o  

Online 
discussion/bulletin 
board/chat room 
as an element of 
interactivity after 

the course (20)  

o  o  o  o  o  

Take-home job 
aids  (e.g., 

checklists, tip 
sheets) to be 

considered by the 
attorney attendee 
after the course 

(12)  

o  o  o  o  o  
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Booster learning 
(e.g., micro-

learning email 
reminders, 
quizzes, or 

surveys) after the 
course (23)  

o  o  o  o  o  

Other, please 
describe (24)  o  o  o  o  o  

 
 
Q18 To best meet the needs of attorneys in attendance at a particular course session, which of the 
following do your organization's instructors use to refine course sequencing, pace, or learning methods? 
 
(choose all that apply)  

▢ Pre-course inquiry, tests or assessments of attorney mastery of the topic(s)  (1)  

▢ Attorney attendee demographics (e.g., years of experience, practice area, geography)  
(8)  

▢ Focusing the course session objectives with beginning of course input from attorney 
attendees  (5)  

▢ Feedback from previous attorney attendees  (6)  

▢ Other, please describe  (12) ________________________________________________ 

▢ None of the above  (13)  
 
CLE EVALUATION AND MEASUREMENT 
Q19A  
You've completed more than 80% of the survey.  
 
In this section, please answer a few questions about the tools, techniques and methods your 
organization uses to evaluate CLE courses' impact on attorney learning.   
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Which of the following methods does your organization use to evaluate CLE courses? 
 
(choose all that apply) 

▢ Post-course participant satisfaction evaluations (as required by the Illinois MCLE Board)  
(1)  

▢ Speaker or Instructor feedback  (11)  

▢ Test scores, grades, or other learning evaluation tools  (2)  

▢ Enrollment or attendance trends  (4)  

▢ On-the-job observation of attorney attendees  (21)  

▢ Follow up surveys, interviews, or focus groups with attorney attendees  (20)  

▢ Follow up surveys, interviews, or focus groups with supervisors of attorney attendees  
(26)  

▢ Anecdotal discussion with attorney attendees and/or supervisors  (3)  

▢ Individual performance results by attorney attendees, as reported by employers, 
supervisors, or others  (19)  

▢ Feedback on business results (e.g., increased client satisfaction, productivity, regulatory 
compliance)  (18)  

▢ Return on investment calculations (e.g., cost/benefit ratios, payback period)  (7)  

▢ Other, please describe  (33) ________________________________________________ 

▢ None of the above  (34)  
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Display This Question: 
If Q19A = 1 
 
Q19B Approximately what percentage of your attendees typically complete your post-course 
evaluations? 
 
 (2) ________________________________________________ 
 
Display This Question: 
If Q19A = 1 
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Q19C Which of the following does your organization assess in post-course evaluations?  
 
(choose all that apply) 

▢ Overall learner satisfaction  (1)  

▢ Instructor effectiveness, knowledge, preparation  (2)  

▢ Topic relevance to the attorney attendees' practice  (15)  

▢ Fulfillment of course objectives  (4)  

▢ Schedule, session length, timing  (5)  

▢ Facilities (e.g., room, setup, food, beverages, temperature)  (6)  

▢ Usefulness of audio visuals and other materials  (7)  

▢ Attorney attendees' opinions that the course instructional methods helped engage them 
in the learning process  (9)  

▢ Attorney attendees' opinions that the course has changed the way that attendees will 
conduct their practice of law  (8)  

▢ Attorney attendees' expectation that their supervisor will encourage application of the 
new learning in their practice of law  (12)  

▢ Attendees' professional attributes (such as their practice setting) and demographic 
information  (10)  

▢ Other, please describe  (26) ________________________________________________ 

▢ None of the above  (27)  
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Display This Question: 
If Q19A = 1 
 
Q19D Overall, how useful is the feedback from your organization's post-course evaluations for... 

 Extremely 
 useful (84) 

Very 
 useful (85) 

Moderately 
 useful (86) 

Slightly 
 useful (87) 

Not 
 at all 

 useful (88) 

Future course 
planning (1)  o  o  o  o  o  
Instructor 

feedback/training 
(2)  o  o  o  o  o  

Venue selection 
(3)  o  o  o  o  o  

Assessing 
attorney learning 

(4)  o  o  o  o  o  
Anticipating 

future 
improvement in 
attorney practice 

(5)  

o  o  o  o  o  
Other, please 
describe (9)  o  o  o  o  o  

 
Display This Question: 
If Survey Logic Code = 2 
 
Q20 Does your organization include timely completion of CLE when evaluating attorney performance? 

o Yes, please explain how  (23) ________________________________________________ 

o No  (24)  
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Display This Question: 
If Survey Logic Code != 2 
 
Q21  
Does your organization work with law firms or other organizations that employ attorneys to gather 
information about how CLE courses have impacted practice or business results?    

o Yes, please explain how  (35) ________________________________________________ 

o No  (36)  
 
VIEWS ON CLE OVERALL 

Q22  
Please share some feedback from your organization on CLE overall. 
 
Overall, how effective is CLE in Illinois? 

o Extremely effective  (47)  

o Very effective  (48)  

o Moderately effective  (49)  

o Slightly effective  (50)  

o Not effective at all  (51)  
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Q23  
Additionally, how effective is CLE in Illinois for... 

 Extremely 
 effective (31) 

Very 
 effective (32) 

Moderately 
 effective (33) 

Slightly 
 effective (34) 

Not 
 effective 
 at all (35) 

Improving 
practice of the 

law (1)  o  o  o  o  o  
Expanding 
attorney 

knowledge 
and skills (8)  

o  o  o  o  o  
Sharing new 

developments, 
cases and 
ideas (2)  

o  o  o  o  o  
Connecting 

attorneys with 
their peers (3)  o  o  o  o  o  
Encouraging 

ethical 
practice (4)  o  o  o  o  o  

Supporting law 
practice 

management 
(5)  

o  o  o  o  o  
Enhancing the 

profession's 
public image, 
the public's 
opinion of 

attorneys and 
views on the 

judicial system 
(6)  

o  o  o  o  o  

Increasing 
attorney job 

satisfaction (7)  o  o  o  o  o  
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Q24 Please add some comments about CLE, covering any of the following topics or any other topics 
important to your organization.  
    
What should the purpose of CLE be?   
    
What is effective about CLE for Illinois attorneys? ...and why?   
    
What is not effective about CLE for Illinois attorneys? ...and why?   
    
If you could change one thing about the Illinois MCLE program or its requirements, what would 
it be? ...and why?   
  

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 
 
Q25A  
Only a few more questions about Illinois MCLE... 
 
Do you make available to attorney learners a system that tracks their Illinois MCLE requirements? 

o Yes  (23)  

o No  (24)  
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Q25B If the Illinois MCLE Board were to provide support to improve your organization's CLE programs, 
which of these topics would be of interest to your organization? 
 
(choose all that apply) 

▢ Course selection  (4)  

▢ Preparing presenters  (2)  

▢ Course delivery format selection  (5)  

▢ Use of technology in course delivery  (3)  

▢ Evaluation  (7)  

▢ Other, please describe  (9) ________________________________________________ 

▢ None of the above  (8)  
 
Q25C If a member of your staff were to use this support, what delivery methods are preferable?  
 
(choose all that apply)  

▢ Live in-person events  (5)  

▢ Live virtual events  (2)  

▢ Recorded events  (3)  

▢ Online materials  (1)  

▢ None of the above  (7)  
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SUBMIT FINAL RESPONSES 
 
Q26 You've now viewed all of the questions on this research survey.  
    
If you have completed entries for all of the questions to reflect the final response on behalf of your 
organization, please press Submit Final Responses to the bottom, right. At that point, you will not be 
able to re-enter the survey to update your organization's responses.    
    
If however, you would like to return to the survey after further research or to check your answers before 
submitting them as final on behalf of your organization, please simply exit by closing your browser. 
When you return to the survey using the link provided in the survey invitation email, the answers you've 
entered and saved thus far will display for you and you will still be able to edit those entries.    
     

THANK YOU PAGE  
 
The Illinois MCLE Board thanks you for providing your feedback. Your responses have been recorded and 
will remain confidential.  
 
We look forward to sharing the results with you soon. 
 
(This research is being conducted by the Board in conjunction with Kansas State University, expanding on CLE-related research in the recent 
past. If your organization responded to prior research surveys, please answer again for the Illinois MCLE Board, to update your responses 
particular to providing CLE to Illinois attorneys. If you have other questions about this research survey please contact the Illinois MCLE Board 
staff at 312.924.2420 or survey@mcleboard.org.) 
 
 


