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Abatract

The aim of this study was to design an app:oach to'planning
a program evaluation for use in devising an internal evaluation
of a college-based diploma nursing program. A aix-atep procedural
approach to this task was developed.

Four research questions were posed:

1. Which of the existing conceptual models of program
evaluation, developed by educational theorists, is most suitable
for use by diploma nursing programs?

2. What are the benefits and limitations ‘of using a
conceptuél model for program evaluation in nurasing education?

3. Can a single approach to educational evaluation
encompass the differing goals and roles that program evaluation
in nursing education may serve?

4. Would a procedural guide to planning educational
evaluation be vieyed by nursing faculty as a feasible and
important approach to the planning of an internal evaluation of

their program?

The first three gquestions were answered through a
literature review. No one conceptual model appeared adequate as
a Dbasis for planning an evaluation. However, it did appear

worthwhile to develop a procedural approach which emphasized the
nethodology of planning a study.
The fourth question involved field testing a proposed

procedure with one college-based diploma nursing program. A
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committee of eight volunteers from the nursing faculty, with
the asajistance of the reaearcher, used the procedure to develop
a simulated evaluation plan. They reviewed some information that
the reaearcher had collected pertaining to the program
philosophy, intended outcomes, unintended outcomes, important
issues affecting the program, and viewse of critics. The group
rank-ordered the most important deciaione to be made about their
program, determined the purposes of the evaluation, - deviased one
evaluation gquestion, and planned a methodological approach to
thias question.

The feedback received in the field testing suggested that
the proposed procedure was a systematic and strucgured way by
which faculty could plan an internal evaluation. Inaights gained
about implementing internal evaluationa are diacussed and recomm-

endationa made for further research.
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Chapter I

INTRCDUCTION

The Criteria, Policies, and Procedures for Approval of
diploma nursing programse by the Registered Nuraes Association
of Britiash Columbia (RNABC) state that "evaluation of the
curriculum is to be a asaystematic procesa”™ (June, 1977). How thise
ayastematic plan is to be developed is not specified. An analyais
of the written curriculum, such a8 the one required by the
RNABC, 1is seen by many authors as an essential c;mponent of
program evaluation (Eisner, 1981; Scriven, 1981; Websater, 1981
Worthen, 1981). Evaluation questions would focus on whether the
curriculum is worth teaching and whether the learning
activities are effective (Eisner, 1981). Webster emphasizes the
importance of validating the relevance of the program objectives
with various clienta (1981, p. S51>. Worthen mentions the value
of obtaining the *"judgmente of relevant substantive experta” as
one aspect of determining curriculum worth (1981, p. 67). This"
approach to progrem evaluation is embedded in moat nursing
program8 by the necesaity to undertake periodic review by the
profeaaional association. But as the literature reveals, progran
evaluation should encompass a broader persaspective of the ‘educa-
tional experience than juat an assegsament of the written curricu-

lum when 3judging program worth. The issue is how to approach



this broader perspective in & systematic and logical way.

Lynch (1978) proposea an approach to evaluating nursing
programe which emphasizes input¥output analysis, that is, the
need for explicitnesa in writing terminal objectivea aa a basais
for collecting data. She also highlights the need to assess
curriculum integration, or the logical connections among the
concepts stated in the philosophy, the overall obJectiveg, the
conceptual framework, the horizontal and vertical ‘strands, the
level objectives, the course objectives, the unit objectives,
and the learning experiences (pp. 2-3). This approach coincides
with the RNABC criteria for curriculum approval. In the National

League for Nureing publication, A Judgment of Merit - Evaluation

of Programs in Nursing: Applications, descriptiona are given of

the attempts of the faculty of different nursing programa to
achieve systematic program evaluation. These articles, rather
than illustrate a common overall approach to evaluation, reveal
that because of limited resources certain aspects of the program
were selected for in-depth study while others were ignored. The
specific areas which were investigated tended to be wunique to a
given program.

In an external evaluation of the first college-based diploma
nursing program in Canada, commissioned by the Registeraed Nurses
Association of Ontario, two basic questions were posed as a
general guide to the five year study. These focused on the job
performance of the graduates and the practicality of conducting

nuraing programs in a college setting (Allen & Reidy, 1971). In



reviewing this study, five major steps were identified in the

planning approach used by the researchera (pp.4-6). Given the
general focus of the atudy, which waa determined by the
aponaoring agency, the first satep was to define evaluation
reaearch in terms which reflected the biasea of the reaearchers.,

Next, the goala of the program were obtained. A conceptual model

of & nurseing program, using a asyatems orientation, was then

provided by the researcherg to give direction to subaequent-data
collection. Meetings were held with knowledgeable insidersa and
outasiders to review information about the program and to identify

relevant issues and concerns. The researchers wanted to ensaure

that the study addressed the major critical view of £he program.

Five detailed reaearch queations were then outlined. Lastly, the

general nature of the evaluation project, as well as the clarity

and focus of the queastions asaked, were validated with variousa
interest groupa, that ias, the aponsor, the faculty of the progranm,
learned colleagues in the nursaing community, and the provincial

department of education.

Aa part of the planning process, major data sources were
alao identified: atudenta, graduatea, nursing faculty, and head
nurses in clinical agencies who had direct experience with the
studenta and graduates (pp. 7-8). Data collection methods were
then developed for easch evaluation gqueation. Also, it was
planned that data from the program under study would be compared
to those from three other diploma nursing programs not based in

colleges.



In analyzing the design of this study, it was apparent that
the evaluation queastions asked determined the direction and
scope of the study. Although the general nature of the
questions waa mandated by the aponsoring agency, the researchers
spent time in the planning stages collecting information about
the program to ensure that the concerns of the faculty and
important critical views of the program would be addressed when
specifying the questions in more detail. In addition to the
general framework provided by the evaluation questions, the
researchers provided a conceptual'model of a nursing program to
give direction to the selection of data sources and data

collection methoda. The cautionary statemént that tﬁere was “a
need to know &a great deal about [the program]l] before placing
value on it" was noted by the researchers (p. 13).

The deasign of another external evaluation study of

three college-based diploma nursing programes in Alberta, was

also based on specifically stated evaluation questiones (Steed,

1974). Thias independent study focused on two major questions
which were noted in the report as reflecting the interests
and values of the researcher, that is, the characteristics:

of the astudent who selects a college-based diploma nursing
program and graduate performance in the workplace. This was
primarily a descriptive study and no effort was made to compare
data on an individual program basis (p.66).

The appropriateness of using specifically worded evaluation

questions as a basis for an evaluation study was apparent in



reviewing these gtudies. Another evident factor relevant to
planning an evaluation was the 'use of a conceptual model to
deacribe the program. Also, it was obvious that a
particularily important aspect of the approach selected to guide
an internal evaluation would be the inclusion of mechanisms to
assist faculty 1in the deliberative selection of the evalugtion
gueations.

Although the literature on educational evaluation describes
program evaluation from the perspeﬁtive of the external
evaluator, it ie common practice in nursing programs to design
and implement evaluation studies internally. Internal
evaluation, in terms of predicted success in improving or
changing educational programs, may in actuality be preferable to
external evaluation. Research on the implementation of
educational programs reveals the importance of developing local
ownerahip and involvement of educational persaonnel when

effecting change (Common, 1981: Fullen, 1979; McLaughlin &

Berman, 1975; McLaughlin & Marsh, 1978). Minimal internal
resistance to program evaluation, as well as a sense of’
ownership for the process, may have a better chance of

occurring if the faculty themselves have planned and implemented

the evaluation.

The Problem

There is an immediate need to develop a formal, planned,.

systematic approach to the evaluation of nursing programs in



British Columbia. The systematic evaluation of curricula in all
nureing programa in the province must be done in order to be
approved by the Regiatered Nurseé Aassociation. In & time when
provincial governmentas are contending with ahrinking fevenues,
all components within the educational system are being called
upon to Jjuatify the expenditure of tax dollars. One must
question if programs are achieving the goals intended, or which
programa are more valuable than others. This movement is
substantiated by such legislation as the "Sunset Clause",
section 68, Bill 82 of the College and Provincial Institutes
Act, which states that "by March 1982 and by the end of each
subsequent five year period [each organization willl report to
the Minister of Education, setting out the reasons, if any,
why it should continue to exiat®. - As a component of a community
college, nursing programs must answer to the demands of this
legiglation ag specified in the Guidelines for the Preparation
of College Strategic and Operational Plans (November 1982). 1In
particular, directives are given in thig document asking for the
specific plans of each college to ensure "quality of courses,
programs, and instructional aupport services".

However, the fiscal restraints that determine the need for
aystematic program evaluation will, at the same time, imposae
limits on the resources available. ‘Hiring outside consultants
is not a feasible alternative. Most frequently, faculty and
administrators are left to their éwn devices to develop a plan

for program evaluation. Very few will have been exposed to the



recent theories and practices of program evaluation. Given
that the pregsent situation dictates the necessity for internal
program evaluation, a proceduré should be established within
the inastitution to produce a valid and credible evalﬁation of

program worth.

Purpose of the Study and Research Questions

The aim of this thesis was to extract from the literature
an approach to planning a program evaluation which would be
perceived by faculty as important and feasible for use in plénn-
ing an internal evaluation of their college-based digloma nuraing
progranm. A procedural approach to this task was developed,
based primarily on the ideas of Cronbach, 1982. Field testing
was done with one nursing program and revisions made to the
proposal using the feedback which was received.

In this thesis, the following research gquestions were
posed:

l1. Which of the existing conceptual models of program
evaluation, developed by educational theorists, is most suitable
for use by diploma nuraing programa?

2. What are the benefits and limitations of wusing a

conceptual model as a basis for program evaluation in nursing

education?
3. Can a single approach to educational evaluation
encompass the differing goals and roles that progran

evaluation in nursing education may saerve?



4. Would a procedural guide to planning educational
evaluation be viewed by nureing faculty as a feaaible and
important approach to the planning of an internal evaluation of

their program?

Pertinent Developments in Program Evaluation

With the passage of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1965 in the United Stateas Congreas, educators were held
accountable for the federal monies they received, signifying in
that country the first major evaluation mandate to be 1ssued by
fund givers. 1In the early 1970s, five major deficiences were
identified by the Phi Delta Kappa Commission on Evaluation as
critical to adequately reépond to this mandate:

1. lack of adequate evaluation theory

2. lack of specification of the types of evaluation
information which are most needed

3. lack of appropriate ingtruments for organizing,
processing, and reporting evaluative information

4. lack of sufficient numbers of well-trained
evaluation personnel.

It is in response to these needs that new theories of
educational evaluation were developed. These same issues are
faced in nureing education today in British Columbia.

The development of a plan for evaluating programs should
begin with a definition of the term evaluation. Evaluation ia

generally accepted to mean a determination of value, or a



judgment of worth. Popham defines systematic educational
evaluation aa "conaiating of the‘formal asaegament of the worth
of educational phenomenon” (1975, p. 8). Worthen and Sanders
emphasize that educational evaluation ia ‘'diaciplined inquiry",
and argue that "evaluation must include judgments aboﬁt the
worth of the program, product, or proceas being evaluated"”
(1973, p. 38). Stufflebeam notes that the entire act of
evaluation ashould center on the ¢riteria to be evoked in making
decisions ( cited in Worthen & Sanders, 1973, p. 25 ).
Certain commonalities are obvious in these gefinitions:
disciplined, systematic inquiry; criteria or atandards; and

judgments of worth.

Worthen and Sanders note some major similarities between
educational evaluation and educational research. They satate
that both use systematic inquiry technigues, that is, a
primary dependence on empirical techniques and methods (1973, p.
14). They equate evaluation activities most closely with
prhilosophical inquiry because of the emphasis in both on value
questions (1973, p. 16).

Worthen and Sanders further emphasize the need to
distinguish what educational evaluation is NOT. They assert
that although there are aome aimilarities, educational
evaluation is not the same as educational research (1973, chap.

2). Popham summarizes these differences under three main
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categories: focus, generalizability, and value emphasis. He
states that research focuses on conclusions, aims for high gener-
alizability and has a value émphasis on truth, while the
evaluation focus is on decisions, with resulting low genéralizab—
ility, and a value emphasaia on worth (1975, pp. 11-15).

Evaluation is also not merely measurement (Pophan, 1975. P,
8). Measurement, or the act of determining the degree to yhich
an individual possesses a certain attribute, ia  however, a
component of the evaluative procesa (Popham, 1975, p. 9).
Eigner reinforces the need to make this distinction, explaining
that evaluation is a complex appraisal which should draw from a
wide knowledge base (1979, p. 98, Because evaluating is
valuing, it should focus on those activities, processes, or
outcomes believed to be most important in the program.

Worthen and Sanders point out that 1in most studies
evaluators simply observe and describe what is, which they note
is &a common shortfall. Theae functions could however be
appropriate in an evaluation study, along with others such as
contributing to curriculum conatruction, predicting academic
success, and improving courses (1973, p. 24). However, the
primary goal, they emphasize, must be 'to anawer questions of
selection, adoption, support, and worth of educational materials
and activities” (1973, p. 24). Morris and Taylor Fitz-Gibbon‘
note that people can expect evaluation to perform many different
functions. Examples they give are needs assessment,

organizational review, description of program implementation,
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program documentation, and evaluation of program processes (1978,
pp. 11-12).

Scriven puts forth a series of important insights and
raises a number of issues regarding educational evaluation in
his seminal paper (1973, pp. 60-1053). One role of educational
evaluation he deacribes is to assess the merits of the
educational goals themselves, and not 3just the degree to thch
goals are achieved. This opinion is shared by others
(Bricknell, 1981:; Popham, 1981). He also statea that pure payoff
evaluation, for example, studente’ grades, does not locate the
sources of difficulty. Another shortcoming of goal—pfeoccupation
he identifies is the creation of '"tunnel-viaion", an orientatiqp
which might overlook the important unanticipated consequences of
a progranm. He cautions the readers to be aware of both the
intended and the unanticipated outcomes of a program.

The important distinction between the formative and
summative roles of educational evaluation was first made by
Scriven (1973). Formative evaluation refers to assessments of
worth which focus on instructional progrars currently being.
taught and therefore, still capable of being changed. Summative
evaluation refers to asgsessments of merit of completed programsa.
Stufflebeam goes further in relating these formative and’
aummative roles to the deciaion-making aspect of educationa;
evaluation. Formative evaluation ia seen as proactive
evaluation and rélated more to internal deciasion making, that

is, a cufricular-process focus. Summative evaluation is termed



12

retroactive evaluation and equated with accountability to
external agencies (cited in Popham, 1975, p. 36).

Scriven recommends that one program be compared against
another because the decision focus of educational evaluation
typically involveasa choices among competing alternatives. The
test or the criteria used in this comparison, however, must be
closely acrutinized. He also points to the use of sﬁbject
natter experts to judge the worth of both goals and gontent
(1973, pp. 62-64). Whenkcomparing two curricula, Popham also
recommends framing the inquiry in terme of the available
alternatives, then gathering information that permiﬁs the merits
of these alternatives to be contraated (1975, p. 195). Eisne;,
on the other hand, notes that hard comparative data is diffigult
to achieve, given that different programs aim at different enda,
and generalizability varies from one setting to another. He
does admit that the effectivenesa of different programs can be
compared, if only in relation to £he1r atated goals and
unanticipated consequences (1979, p. 72).

Krathwohl points out the value of having precisely stated.
worthwhile objectives in order to provide much, but not all, of
the information required to evaluate a program. He provides an
excellent summary of different levels of learning objectives for
both the cognitive and the affective domains of learning (1973,
Pp. 246-248). When evaluating 1learning outcomes related to
knowledge and affect, these examples would be very useful in

reviewingvthe clarity of the objectives themselves, and also the
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fit among these objectives, the stated goals, and learning
activities. These examples could also be used in designing data
collection instruments.

Teacher evaluation could also be a component of a program
evaluation. Scriven notes that teachers should be accountable
for the excellence of instruction (1973, p. 63). Popham states
that teachers, considered as representing "instructional treat-

nents', are to be included in the evaluation process (1975, p.

18). Testing teachers for basic content expertise may be part
of a new trend, as Mitchell reports in 1972 in his article on
the Dallas experiment. The clinical competence of nursing

"teachers is currently an area of concern and discussion in
nursing programs.

Wilhelm (1967) states that evaluation must encompass every
objective valued by the school. If the goals of the school
include important side effects of learning such aa the spirit of
inquiry, sensitivity, and moral development, then these too must
be evaluated. He also states that the most important outcome of
education 18 what happens within the learner; a different’

emphasis than Tyler’s (1949) ‘observable behavior™ view of

learning. The students’ evaluation of their own learning, as
well as their performance on achievement tests, could be

reviewed when measuring outcomes of an educational program.
In nursing education programs, &all of these roles of
educational evaluation could be appropriate. Valuable data for

use in improving the curriculum could be made available.
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Information could be provided to groups in the community with a
vested interest in the program. This information could indicate
the worth, relevancy, and achievements of the progranm. . Also,
it could saserve the important function of providing recognition
and reinforcement to astudents and faculty for positive accomp-
lishmentsa.

In summary, a réview of the literature reveals " that
educational theorists have varying opinions on the definition
of evaluation. Program eQaluation can alao play many different
roles, depending on the needs, expectations, and values of the
people involved in a particular program. The proceas of planning
an evaluation study should logically begin with a definition Qf
program evaluation. Because educational programs themselvesa
are complex phenomena, a broad spectrum of information about the
program should be reviewed prior to narrowing the acope of the
study into manageable units of investigation. Certain authors
in the literature note that relevant feétors to addresa could be
not just whether the goals and objectives of the‘ program are
being met, but alao the intrinaic value of theae atatementa
themselvea. Intended and unanticipated outcomes could be
evaluated. Comparing one program againat another, or one method
of program delivery or instructional technique against another, "
could algo be appropriate to include when deaigning a study. A
critical function in planning a program evaluation would be to
review a wide base of information about the program prior to

deliberatively selecting the particular focus of the study. The



15

criteria used to guide the selection process should be both

readily apparent and juatifiable to others.

Significance of the Study

Mandatory evaluation of all college programs in Bfitish
Columbia has been legislated by the provincial government,., The
systematic procedural approach proposed 1n‘this theais presents
one way to assist evaluators in s&pecifying the types of
evaluation information which are viewed in the literature as
most important to program evaluation. It can accomodate
differing philosophical viewa toward education and evaluation,
and it can provide a aystem for organizing, procesasing, and
reporting evaluative information. Because the evaluation
procedure is internally based, it facilitates the skill
development of faculty in program evaluation. It therefore
addresses the concerns noted by the Phi Delta Kappé Commission
as critical in responding to a legislated evaluation mandate.
Although the procedure is applied to diploma nursing programs,
the major theoretical basis is derived from general education‘
theory. Therefore, there existas the possibility of adapting
the procedure for more general usage in other non-nursing
college prograns. |

Historically, the major thrust in the evaluation of all
diploma nursing programs in the province has been toward meeting
Fhe demands of an external evaluation established by the RNABC.

However, both this approach to program approval and the criteria
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used are currently under review by the Association. There is
the possgibility of incorporating‘a self-evaluation component to
the approvalsa process. This would emphasize the value 6f having
a set procedure to guide a systematic internal evaluation of the

progranm.

Limitations of the Study

The first three research questions were answered by an
analysis of the literature on program evaluation. As a result
of this analysia, it was decided to develop a procedural
approach to developing a plan for an internal evaluation of a
college-based diploma nursing program. A preliminary study was
done by the researcher with a faculty group at the college where
she ia employed. As chairperson of the Program Evaluation and
Regsearch Committee of the Nursing Department within the
college at that time, the researcher proposed to the committee a
procedural approach to developing an evaluation plan for theif
nursing program. As a result of this preliminary field teating,
the procedure was modified and further developed. That revised
procedure was then formally teated for perceived importance
and feaasibility within the same nuraing department.

The asample of nursaing féculty used in both the preliminary
and the aecond field testing of the propoaed approach to
planning evaluations was selected from one college-based diploma
nursing program in British Columbia. It was not claimed that the

sample was representative of all seven college-based nuresing
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programs in the province. However, these nursing programs deo
share many commonalitiea in thel atructure and organization of
their curricula because of the mandatory approval procesé of the
provincial Regiastered Nuraea Association. Alao, the influence
of the Miniatry of Education regarding program evaluation,in
all college programa throughout the province is the same.

It was felt that the moat valugble data on the
appropriateness of the proposed procedure, from a practical
point of view, would be éained by having one faculty group work
through the application of this procedure to tbeir actual
progranm. Subaequent field tesating in other reality settings,
although neceasary, was conaidered to be beyond the scope of
thia thesis.

Given the complexity and the time involved in the task of
designing an evaluation plan for a two year nursing program, it
was decided to focua the second field teating of this thesia on
only a portion of the propoased procedure. Through the
formation of a aimulated Program Evaluation Steering Commit-
tee, a group of nuraing faculty, with the assistance of the
researcher, worked through in totality the firat three stages of
the procedure. For the remaining three atages of the procedure,
only one evaluation question was selected as a prototype example
and developed to illuatrate how these asteps would be applied.
The field teasting of the entire procedure to develop a compre=-
henaive evaluation plan should be the object of a subsequent

atudy.
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This procedure proposes one way to approach planning
evaluations of nursing programs; Because of the aubjectivity
inherent 1in any evaluation process, other ways of déveloping
rlans would certainly be possible. Cronbach notes that "there
is no single best plan for an evaluation, not even with aléiven
program, at a given point in time, with & particular budget"”

(1982, p. 321).

Cutline of the Study

There were three main research activities involved in
developing this thesis: a review of the literature on progran
evaluation, the subsequenﬁ development of a procedural approadh
to planning _internal evaluations based on this review, and
lastly, the sysatematic field testing of the proposed procedure
in a reality setting. The first three research questions posed
by this thesis were answered by reviewing existing theoretical
approaches to program evaluation. Discussions regarding these
questione and the conclusions made by the researcher are
presented in chapter two of the thesis.

Chapter three outlines the development of a proposed
procedural approach to planning internal evaluations, along with‘
aupporting references from the literature. Rather than creating
new ideas on what should be included in such a plan, the
procedure was & unique configuration of selected concepts of
noted theorists which were arranged in a sequential order most

closely resembling those of Cronbach, 1982. The :initial draft
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of this proposal and a description of the preliminary field
testing are deacribed in this cﬁapter. Reviaionsa which were
then made to the procedure, based on the preliminary fieid exper-
ience, are aubsequently outlined.

Chapter four describes the second field testing 6f the
procedure within the same nursing program. The purpose of this
field testing waa to anawer the fourth regearch quéation: would
a procedural guide to planning educational evaluations be viewed
by nureing faculty as a feasible and important approach to the
planning of an internal evaluation of their prpgram? (See
Appendix A for an detajiled outline of the steps used by the
researcher in implementiné the second field testing). Volunteer
faculty membera used the ﬁrocedure to develop a simulated evalu-
ation plan for their program. The sampling and methodology used
are &lgo ocutlined.

The results of this field experience are presented in
chapter five. The data collected regarding the perceivéd
importance and feasibility of using this approach are presented
in this chapter. The conclusiona and recommendations for‘

further research are discussed in chapter six.
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Chapter I1I
LITERATURE REVIEW

In this chapter, the first three research questions‘posed
by thia theais are anawered through a review of the literature
on program evaluation. Following a statemgnt of each dquestion,
there is a discussion of pertinent readings from the literature.

Summary statementa are then made.

Conceptual Models of Program Evaluation

The first question asked was: which of the existing concept-
ual models of program evaluation, developed by educational
theorists, is most suitable for use by diploma nursing programs?

In the late 1960s and in the 19702, different conceptual
models of program evaluation were developed by American
educators in response to the legislated evaluation mandate froh
their federal government. The purpose of a conceptual model
ahould be to provide a 1logical framework from which one can
make sense of the phenomenon perceived. It ahould also
illuminate major concepte and their interrelationahips. For the
purposes of providing an organizing ayatem for novice
evaluatoras, the model should be relatively easy to comprehend
and apply. In the models reviewed 1in this chapter,

attempta are made by the various theorists to depict or explain,
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both verbally and diagramatically, the major variables which
interact in any program. The way in which the program is descri-
bed formas the basia for the e?aluation approach which is
aubgequently developed.

The use of a conceptual model as the basis for curriculum
development ia required of all diploma nursing programs by the
Regiatered Nursea Aasociation Approvals Proceas. Therefore’ the
use of a conceptual model aa the basis for program evaluation
was explored in this thesis. The maJor‘ models for program
evaluation preaented in the 1literature were reviewed ‘and
analyzed for their suitability in guiding thev internal
evaluation of nursing progams.

A comprehensive overview and a summary chart comparing the
major models for educational evaluation is preaented in Worthen
and Sanders (1973, chap. 3. The presentation made in Pophanm,
however, ias perhapa more comprehenaible (1975, pp. 20-45). He
outlines four descriptive categories .o0of the various models
available, using the overriding orientation of each as the basis
for differentiation. He admits that his categorization is
artificial and imperfect, but adds that his aim is to clarify.
The <four categories he proposes are: goal-attainment models,
judgmental ' models emphasizing intrinsiec criteria, judgmental
models emphasizing external Criteria, and decision-facilitation
models. Popham’s method of categorizing these models was used
to organize the discussion of the first seven models addressed

in this thesis.
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Goal-attainment models

A model in this category wduld focus mainly on the degree
of achievement of stated program goals as the basis for the
agssesament of merit. Popham associates the development of sauch
models with the influence of Ralph Tyler.

Tyler (1949) aaserts that general checksa on the
appropriateness of the goals and objectives of a program can be
made in relation to the subject matter itsélf, the needs of the
atudents and of sasociety, as well as the theories of educational
psychology. The moat important aspect in his view, however, is
to determine to what extent the educational objectives are
actually being realized, as evidenced by behavioral changes in
students. Therefore, there 1is a8 great need for clearly defined
behavioral objectives to direct both the development and
organization of learning activities, and +the evaluation of
program effectiveness. Tyler emphasizegs that measuresg of student
behavior should include more than J;Bt paper and pencil tests.
He recommenda the inclusion of other dimensions of measurement,
auch as direct obaervation and atudent interviewa. The need
for followup atudiea to evaluate longitudinal effecta ia also
noted. It 18 evident that Tyler’s theoriea, publiashed in the
1940’s, have influenced the development of all the aubaequent
theories of educational evaluation.

Tyler points out the importance of making a clear

connection between the goals and objectives of the program and
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the needs of the students and society. In nursing programs which
prepare graduates who are expected by employers to have certain
knowledge and skills in a work setting, this connection is
particularily relevant. Hia emphasis on clearly vdefined
behavioral objectives to guide the evaluation of learning is
evident in many nuraing curricula which stress competency¥based
learning. Tyler’s principlea, however relevant and appropriate
to the evaluation of nuraing programs, provide more of a general
approach to planning an evaluation than a detailed framework.

The goal of Hammond’s model of educational evaluation is to
determine if the program is “really effective 1in achieving its
expreased objectives® (in Worthen & Sanders, 1973, pp.
157-169). He describes’ an educational program as "the
interaction of apecific forces within the educational
environment®” (p. 159). A cubic diagram is presented which
depicts these forces in terms of three dimensions. Each dim-
mension is defined by its own set of variables which operate
and interact within the graphic structure. The instructional
dimension of the model includes organization, content, method,
facilities, and cost as variables. The institutional dimension
is defined by the variables of c¢hild (atudent), teacher,
administrator, educational apecialiest, family, and community.
The third dimension, the behavioral dimension, is defined by
the variables of cognitive, affective, and psychomotor behavior.
Once these forces have been outlined and explained, he then

places the cubic structure within another diagram, or model,
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depicting the evaluation process (pp. 166-167). This second
diagram outlines a systematic step-by - step procedural approach
to evaluation. It begins with isolating the aspect(s) of the
program to be evaluated, defining the relevant institutional and
instructional variables, specifying objectives in behavioral
terms, assessing the behaviors described in the objectives, and
analyzing goal-attainment results.

The conceptual <framework for evaluation which "he proposes
is extremely complex and: would be overwgelming to Dbeginning
evaluators as a basis for planning an evaluation. The detailed
breakdown of factors provided within each dimension and variable
would, however, be very helpful in understanding the core and
peripheral elements affecting a given aspect of the educational
process. There is no clear philosophical statement to inform
the reader of what is valued in Hammond’s model. Although he
suggests to initially focus the sacope of the study by defining
the program only in terms of what isa  to be evaluated (in
Worthen & Sanders, 1973, p. 167>, there are no guidelines given
to assist in this selection process.

The third model Popham places 1in the goal-attainment
category is that by Metfessel and Michael. A program, in their
view, is defined in terms of apecific behavioral objectives
stated as '"operational definitiona involving measurable and
observable changes in behaviors that have been judged to be
significant and relevant to the broad goalas and the philosophy

.0f the educational institution" (in Worthen & Sanders, 1973,
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P. 269). They outline an eight step procedural f{flow chart for
implementing evaluation atudieas, aimilar to Hammond’s, but with
a more detailed breakdown of the'steps. Their emphasis, too, is
on identifying proceas and content elementa and the dégree to
which these affect atated learning objectives (in Worthen &
Sanders, 1973, pp. 269-288).

The objectives, or foci, of evaluation in Metfessel and
Michael’s procedural approach would depend on the emphasis given
for the atudy by the planning group. Again, value eatatementa to
guide this selection process are not made. Included in their
discussion 1is an excellent gaummary of the satrengths and
weaknesses of the various methods and instruments which could be
used in the evaluation of apecific behavioral objectives. Thia
summary would be very useful to beginning evaluators - in

designing a methodology for an internal evaluation.

Judgmental models emphasgizing intrinsic criteria

Both o0f the 3judgmental c¢ategories Popham proposes are
distinguished by the weight given to the professional judgment
of the effectiveness of a program as compared to set criteria
or standards.

In the first of these categories, major attention is given
to evaluating the intrinsic or process elements of the progranm,
rather than the characteristics of the graduate. Therefore,
such factors as books 1in the library, physical plant, faculty

qualifications, and content of the curriculum is given close
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scrutiny. The most prevalent type of this kind of systematic
educational evaluation, Popham explains, is the accreditation
model. The accrediting agency‘ visits, and on-  the basis of
previously determined criteria, judges if the program meets
minimal standards. Suggestions for improvement are made when
necessary (Popham, 1975, pp. 24-25). Preceding this visit, the
faculty usually prepare a report of self-study and this can be a
very useful internal exercise in formative evaluation.

Popham cautions against this ‘emphasié on process Criteria
because of the sacarcity of empirical evidence to confirm -"the
relat;onship between these process factors and final outcomes

(1975, pp. 24-25).

Judgmental models emphasizing extrinsic criteria

Again, in this category, professional judgment against set
criteria is emphasized, but now with more attention given to the
product of the educational program.

Stake’s "“Countenance Model"™ is placed in this category by
Popham, although the fit does seem less than perfect. Stake
defines two main operations as essential to educational
evaluation! description and 3judgment. Both descriptive and
judgmental functions would be applied to three sources of
information: antecedent, transaction, and outcome data. He‘
defines an antecedent as '"any condition which existed prior to
teaching and 1learning which may relate to outcomes”, for

example, entry behaviors and resources (in Worthen & Sanders,
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1973, p. 116). Transactions are the "succession of engagements
which comprise the proceas of education” (p. 116). OQOutcomes are
“the conaequences of the educational program: short and
long-term, personal and commnunity, cognitive and affective'" (p.
116). 1Included here is also the measurement of coat and the
impact on teachera, adminiatratora, counsellors.

Two principal procedures are applied to the processing of
deacriptive data. The first one ia to seek congruence between
what was intended in each of the three areas and what was

obgerved. This would note the presence and the degree of any

diacrepancies. The second procedure involves the analysis of
data to aeek both logical and empirical contingency
(relationahip) among ghe antecedents, transactions, aﬁd
outcomes. Thia procedure servea an important function‘ by

revealing total curriculum integration, both in intent and in
practice. The focus in the deacriptive matrix is on formative
evaluation. The judgmental functiona allow for both an absolute
compariaon with general standarda of excellence, and relative
comparison with other programs aa referent criteria. This would‘
be the summative focua.

Stake;s model, with its view of the educational process as
involving antecedents, transactions, and outcomes would point to.
general informational domaina to be addreased in an evaluation
study. The proceaaea of seeking logical and empirical
contingency among these elementa are compatible with the

approach to curriculum development required of nurasing progranms
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in British Columbia by the Approvals criteria. Marriner,
Langford, and Goodwin (1980) deacribe an attempt by a nuraing
program to apply thias model to an internal evaluation. They note
aome difficulty experienced in applying the judgmental functiona
because this aspect of Stake’s model is not as explicitly devel-
oped as are the descriptive functions. Moreover, having prior
knowledge of the criteria which would be used to judge excellence
before the data were collected, would ensure that the appropriate
information was collected. It appears in Stake’s model that the
deacriptive activitiea precede the judgmental, or couparigon,

functions.

Decision-facilitation models

Popham’s fourth category ias differentiated from the other;,
not on the basis of the nature of the data collecteaed, but onvthe
aim of the theorists to avoid personal valuing of the data
collected (1975, p. 33). In these models, the decision maker is
not the evaluator. The evaluator's‘role is to design the
evaluation study and c¢ollect the relevant data to facilitate
informed decision making by othera, such as educators and
administratoras.

The best known of these, Popham contends, is Stufflebeam’s
CIPP model. Four different areas of a program which could be
evaluated are identified: context, input, process, and product
(CIPP). Evaluation design ias defined as the preparation of a

set of decisjion aituations for implementation toward the
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achievement of specified objectives' (in Worthen & Sanders,
1973, pp. 143-150). There is a close relation between thia
deaign and management procedurg&. For all sf the above four
areas, certain procedural ateps are outlined. 'The major atep
emphasized 13‘ focusing the evaluation study on the specific
deciasiona to be made. Thia would involve identifying the level
of deciaion making to be aerved, for example, local or
provincial; projecting the decision aituations in termsa of'
locus, priority, and alternatives; and defining ﬁhe Criteria
needed in making these judgments. Decision situations are
further distinguished by the nature of their consequences wiﬁhin
the educational system (in Worthen & Sandera, 1973, .p. 37). Once
these major decision-making areas have been examined, the next
procedural steps would bé to consider how the information wouid
be collected, organized, analyzed, and reported to provide vélid
and reliable data for decision making.

Context, input, process, and product evaluations are
described in terms of the information provided in each area.
Context evaluation would provide the rationale for determining

educational objectives, as well as identifying problems, needs,

and opportunities within the educational setting. Methoda are
both descriptive and comparative. Input evaluation directs
attention to the instructional resources, procedures, and

strategies necessary to promote achievement of the program
objectives. Proceas evaluation; employed once the program is in

progress, addregses the effect of the activitiea w«which are
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impleménted against what was intended, along with particular
strengths and weaknesases. Product evaluation emphasizes the
measurement and interpretation ofy educational ou;comes, not only
at the end of the program, but also during the cburse.yOutcomes
are compared to stated objectives, as well as to external
criteria.

In reviewing Stufflebeam’s model, one gets a good
understanding of the different purposes evaluation studies can
serve. There 1is flexibility within his model to AChieve these
different ends; When compared to Stake’s model, there are
similarities between the major areas of evaluation. What Sﬁake
sees as antecedentsa, Stufflebeam has further differentiated into
context and input. The interaction among the four elements of
a program identified by éhis model isa not as clear as it is in
Stake’s model. However, the inclusion of the decision-making
aspects of educational evaluation would be valuable- in helping
to focus the purpose of the study.

Alkin’s model, known as the CSE Model (after the UCLA
Center for the Study of Evaluation), ia also categorized éa
decision~facilitating by Popham. Evaluation ia defined as the
“process of determining the kinde of decisions that have to be‘
made; selecting, c¢ollecting, and analyzing the information
needed in making these decisions; and reporting this information.
to the appropriate decision makers" (in Pophan, 1975, p. 37).
Alkin, himself, points out that the CSE Model is similar to the

CIPP Model, except that the area Stufflebeam calls process
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evaluation is further developed (in Popham, 1975, p. 37). In the
CSE Model, five areas or different kinda of program evaluation
are identified and distinguiashed by the deciaion focua of each
(in Worthen & Sanders, 1973, pp. 150-155). |

Systems, or needs, assessment, the first kind of evalu-
ation described, ia the comparison of the current atatus of the
program, for example, performance of the learners, with the
desaired outcomea or atated needa of the ayatem (students,'
community, society). Reaulting gapa would identif§ educational
needs or goala. The deciaion focus ia problem identification.
The next area of evaluation ia program planning, which foéuses
on selecting from alternative programs the one which meets the
definad eaducational needa. Tha deciaion emphaaia here ia on
program selection. The éﬁrpose of the third area of evaluatioh,
program implementation, is to determine if the progranm is dbing
what was intended, particularily concerning the appropriateness

of the program design and stated purpoae. General outcomea are

analyzed and reviewed. Decisions now center on program
modification. The fourth kind of evaluation is prograh

improvement, or progress evaluation. Efforta are made to
identify the relative success of the specific objectives of thse

various componentas of a program, the goal of which ia to improve

any deficiencies. Decisions focus again on progranm
modification. Both of these types of evaluations address the
issue of formative evaluation. Program certification is the

final type of evaluation identified in the CSE model, and it
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focuses on the general worth and generalizability of the prbgran
as reflected by the outcomes produced. Such information would,
enable the decision maker to determine if the program should be

eliminated, moditfied, retained, or introduced more widely.

The CSE model is based on a developmental view of
educational programs, that is, the view that programs evolve
through five stages of development from the initial needs
assegssment through to more general implementation. As ~well,-

typical program decisions are identified for eaﬁh of these
stages. The nature of the evaluation activities is determined
by the program’‘’s stage of development and the comcomitant
decision focusa. By identifying five different typea of program
evaluations, the model could assist novice evaluators in the
selection of a particdlar tocus for their study. With fﬁe
emphasis on decision making, it is also a practical approaéh to
adopt. However, even with the decision focus, the influence of

Tyler’s input-output view of education is evident. Faculty using

thisa model would have to agree with this view. The decisions
stated in this model could be useful in structuring an

evaluation plan. However, there may be other decisions, not
mentioned by Alkin, which are more important to a given progran,
for example, determining the cost effectiveness of a certain
staffing pattern.

Popham notes that the CSE -model has been adopted by private
consulting firms 1in the United States specializing in

educational evaluation. It therefore has the potential for
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widespread use by external evaluators.

With the deciaion-facilitating models, aa with the
goal~attainment models, there is the possibility of aexcluding
important information about the program too early in the
planning stagea of an evaluation study beqauee of the s;ecific
focus inherent in the design. With the former, the focus is
on deciaionsa to be made, with the latter, it is on the atated

program goals.

"Educational criticiesm (connoisseurship)

An approach to educational evaluation, not mentioned by
Popham, waa developed by Eianer (1979). He presents -a uniéue
view of educational evaluation conpared to the previéusly
described approachegs. He states that one of the shortcomings of
prevalent educational evaluation practicea is the expectation
that all educational asaspirations will be either verba;ly
describable or measurable (p. 98). Life, he states, is not
always linear, and the educational experience \is “ag
multilayered as a work of art"” (p. 216). Rather than present a
paradigm of evaluation, Eisner proposes to supplement the
traditional quantitative procedures with a type of qualitative
evaluation he calls "educational criticism®” (p. 193). He likens
it to art appreciation or connoisseurship, in that the evaluator
is able to perceive subtleties and intricate ways certain

particulars form part of a structure. He astates that
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guantitative evaluation studies give a deceptive  sense of
educational precision, whereas the way to convey the richness,
complexity, and ambiguity of the educational experience is
through qualitative evaluation. By using both approaches, he
states that one can achieve “binocular vision | through
complementary forms of inquiry'" (p. 198).

There are three phases to educational criticism as he

describes it. The deacriptive phase would 4illuminate the
generai environment, tempo, and cultural style of the
claasroon. The rulea and values under which the classroon

operates also would be described. Next, in the interprefive
phase, questions would be posed such as:!: what does the situation
mean to those involved or what ideas, concepts, or theories can
be used to explain its -maJor features? The evaluative phaée
would involve the application of educational criteria to Jﬁdge
the worth of what was perceived.

To implement this' method of evaluation would fequire the
evaluator to have both a broad base of experience in educational
practices and a broad theoretical background in the sociél
sciences and education. The reporting methods would also be
quite different. Antecdotal deacriptions, similar to critiqueé
of art or music, would be reguired. Audio or video tapes could
also be used. This qualitative approach to educational
evaluation might be difficult for inexperienced evaluators to
implement. However, the philosophical approach to program

evaluation described by Eisner does have relevance to nursing
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programs. Nurse educators struggle to evaluate the affective
behaviora of atudenta because auch behaviora are believed to be
important in nursing. The affegtive quality of the program it-

self should be equally as important. Eisner doea not specify how
the quantitative aapect of the evaluation should be done. His
approach would have to be supplemented by using one of the other

modela to organize this aapect of the evaluation.

A nurs#ng model

Allen (1977) has proposed a model with direct application
to the evaluation of educational programa in nursing. Her model
revolves around three fundamental criteria which . ahe sees aa
applying to all nuraing programa. These are:

the relevance of the goals, activities, and outcomes tok

the (health) needs of a particular community or country;

the relatedness of the different parts of the program in
seeking common goals and in discovering the means to achi-
eve them; and the accountability of the program in
teaching that the primary responsibility of the nurse is

to the patient or client (p. 9).

These criteria, she notes, form the basis of the evaluation
procesa as well as being the overall goals for guiding the
development of the curriculum. Also,b each progranm is viewed as
a system in her design and recommendations are given to gather
information on the various parta of the ayatem in order to
understand its dynamics (p. 14). Programs are described as beiné
in one of three curriculum devejiopmental phases: the initial or

planning phase, the implementation phase, and the outcomes

phase. Evaluation activities are described in terms of their
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functional relevance to each phase.

Allen’s model, the most recent in the series of conceptual
frameworks discussed, synthesizes many of the concepts presented
by earlier theorists and applies them specifically to nursing
programs. Tyler (1949) mentions the importance of connecting
the goals and 6b3ectives of any educational program to the needs
of society. Stake’s model (1967) emphasizes the need to seek.
logical and empirical contingency among the .anteceAents,
transactions, and outcomes of a program; what Allen refers to
as the relatedness of the different parts of the curriculum. -

Allen’s choice of the three criteria does make a clear
value statement about what should be wvalued in both the
curriculum of a nursing - program and in the evaluation of that
program. However, there may be certain uniquevfeatures or goals
of a program «hich are not addressed by these criteria, for
example, the development of communication skills. The need to
plan program evaluation activities in terms of the developmental
phase of the curriculum is seen as an important feature of
Allen’s model. This could help in directing the focus of an
evaluation plan to the most appropriate areas and activities
within a given progran.

Allen’s model has been accepted for use in determining
desirable standards of performance in accrediting Baccalaureaté
Programs in Nursing (Canadian Association of University Schools
of Nursing, 1983). One other criterion has been added by this

Association: that of uniqueness, or the *“extent to which a
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program capitalizes on the unique characteristics of its setting
and resourcea" (Canadian Aasociation of University Schools of
Nursing, 1983, p. 8). In this document, indicators for each
criterion are preaented along with examplesa ' of behaviors
relating to each indicator and a scale upon which to rate that
evidence (pp. 12-20). Adoption of Allen’s model by this
national group of nurse educators is one indication of accéptance
by the nursing community of its usefulness and validity in the

external evaluation of progranmns.

Summary

All the models reviewed seek to describe the same phenomenon-
an educational program. Differing philosophical beliefa about
education, asa well aa. differences in the perceived role
educational eQaluation should play, account for sonme of the
variance in each of the theorist’s orientation to the task. The
terminology used to deacribe the same element in the educational
proceas is different in many of the modela. Some atreas the
affective quality of programa; others atress the competencies of
graduates as directed by clearly defined objectives. What is
evident in reviewing all of these models is the complexity and‘
richness inherent in an educational progranm.

Rather than facilitate the selection of one model of
educational evaluation, the résearcher felt that this literature
review revealed that each of the models presents some important
concepts relating to educational evaluation, or to the

educational process, which could be relevant to the internal
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evaluation of a diploma nursing program. Certain variables
affecting the educational experience reappear in many of the
models, Theae are the context or institutional variablea, the
atudent variablea, and the 1instructional variablea. The
detailed deacription of how each of theae variables would
operate could vary from one program to another, but it aeenms
important that they be addreaased in any evaluation. A' model
which would be of great asaiatance inAplanning the methodology
of an evaluation atudy would be that of Metfesael and
Michael. Their aummary of the atrengtha and weaknesaea of some
maethoda of collecting evaluation data would be very usefui to
novice evaluators.

Given the complex and unique features of all educational
programa, it ia doubtful-that the needa of an evaluation couid
be met by any one model. Some authora note that the use of a
conceptual model, in its entirety, as a basis for implementing an
actual program evaluation haas not been demonatrated (Marriner

et al, 1980; Popham, 1975: Worthen, 1977).
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Benefits and Limitations of Conceptual Models

The second research queation pogsed in thias thesis was?
what are the benefita and limitationa of using a cqnceptual
model aas a baaia for program evaluation in nursing education? In
the recent literature, certain concerns are raised by some
authors about the use of conceptual mrodels to guide evaluation
studiea. The first of these concerna is that the models are too
general, Modela, as organizing frameworksa, can ﬁe useful 1in
delineating generally the main variables that comprise the
educational experiences within a program. Informational doméins
could be identified and concepts aselected to guide the design of
the atudy, the selection of methods, and the analysis of data.
As such, they are gener;lized plans for generalized progran;.
Bricknell (1981) noted that "“a weakness of every model is in‘the
missing of the particular, uncommon I{uniquel” aspects of a given
program (p. 97). In practice, theoretical models are frequently
blended or adapted to meet the particular needs of a program or
of an evaluation satudy (Popham, 1981; Worthen, 1981). Models
should be viewed "not...as a methodology for actually
conducting evaluations, but rather as persuasions or frameworks
within which more specific constructs and methods must be
plaged" (Borich, 1983, p. 61).

When selecting the particular focus that a given program
evaluation could take, there are some factors noted 1in the
literature which are useful to consider. The importance of

identifying the critical decision-making needs of the prograna,
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emphasized in some of the earlier theoretical models (Alkin,
1973; Stufflebean, 1968), ia supported by many program
evaluators as a critical factor in planning evaluations (Pophan,
1981; Weiaa, 1972). Some authora call thia procesa apecifying
the informational needa of the program (Hagen, 1979:AWOrthen,
1981). Another aapect of importance in tailoring the evaluation
to the unique needa of a given program is identifying tﬁe real
issuea, or problema operating in the program (Lewy, 1981).
Conaidering the timelineas of certain ‘informatibn to the
deciasion-making proceas within a program ia also noted aa a
valuable planning activity (Lewy 1981; Sichel, 1982). 'The
evaluative queationa that are asked about the program can
themaelves form the focua or organizing framework for the study
(Sichel, 1982; Vaughn, 1979; Worthen, 1981).

The limitations‘ of a generalized theoretical model in
identifying the unique featurea of a given program or 1in
fulfilling the purpoaesa of a specific evaluationvstudy are
valid criticiams of modela. However, there ia a need to
conceptualize or specify the program under study when planning a
atudy (Weias, 1972). Underatanding the component partas of a
program 1as an essential prerequisite to asking the right.
evaluative queationa (Weiaa, 1972, p. 46) and in delineating the
major informational domains (Madey, 1982). This can be done by\
uaing a generalized model as ‘a atarting point (Borich, 1983), or
by studying the program itself (Weias, 1972). Cronbach (1982)
cautions not to trust the final conclusions of a atudy

“unleas...nothing that matters in the real world was left out of
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the model” (p. 161).

Another concern revealed in the literature about the use of
the described modela is the appreciation of the underlying
philcasophical biaa intrineic in each (House, 1978} Papagiannis,
Kleea, & Bickel, 1982). Scriven (1973) noted that control
of bias can be achieved only once recognition of the presence
of bias is acknowledged. Evaluation, itself, is a valué-laden
activity (Eisner, 1981, Wasserman, 1979). The open acknowledge-
ment of the philosophical biasea of external evaluatdrs is recei-
ving more attention in the 1literature (Bonnet, 1981; Eisner,
1981). 1In addition, the need to be aware of the values operaﬁing
within the program itaelf, and by those who read the evaluation
report, is of importance (Bonnet, 1981; Borich, 1983: Cronbach,
1982). A progran nuaé be juastified in terms of the valueé,
needs and concerns of those from whom the impetua for the progran
originated”" (Borich, 1983, p. 62),

Bonnet supports this view by describing the judgments made
about program worth as being "rational evaluative decisions made
by integrating relevant information with the valuea ... of tﬁe
community"” (1981, p. 11). The selection, or omission, of the
evaluative questions asked about a program are in thémselves‘
indicators of the values held (Shumaker, 1979; Sichel, 1982.)
The need to clearly explicate the basis on which value
Judgments are made concerning a program was emphasized by the
Joint Committee on Standards for Educational Evaluation (1981).

Another ahortfall of using a generalized model ia the

omigsion 1in the models of the need to identify the intended
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primary audiences of the evaluation report. Identifying the
audiences for each avaluation queation ia deacribed by asome
authora as a critical <first atep 1in planning an evaluation
study. Thias will help enaure that the information provided will
be credible to thoae who receive it (Cronbach, 1982: House,
1978; Joint Committee on Standards, 1981: Morris & Taylor
Fitz-Gibbon, 1978: Worthen, 1981), and alao be reaponsiQe to
their needa (Cronbach, 1982: Joint Committee on Standarda, 1981;
Madey, 1982; Worthen, 1981). "Unleaa an eyaluation‘providea an
explanation (to increase ' the understandingl] of a particular
audience, by the content and form of arguments provided, itvis
not an adequate evaluation® (House, 1980, cited in Cronbach,
1982, p. 110).

A further concern exﬁreased with the use of models is that
they do not addreaa the inevitable limitations impoaed ‘by
application in the real world. The resourcea available, in
terma of manpower and budget, will always impose limita on the
scope of the evaluation study. Out of necessaity, the evaluation
will have to focus on <certain aspects of the program while
lgnoring othera. The models do not give direction as to how
this selection process should occur.

Moreover, the models do not illuminate the political
forces which influence all educational programa in real and
important ways. The need to be aware of the political context
of educational evaluationa 1is emphaaized by many authora in the
recent literature (Bricknell, 1981; Cronbach, 1982: Morris

& Taylor Fitz-Gibbon, 1978: Weiass, 1975; Worthen, 1981). In
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particular, there is the need to consider the “political
benefits” of an evaluation study (Weiss, 1975, p. 18) and the
need for evaluation "to enter the thinking of the relevant
political community*” <(Cronbach, 1982, p. 8). Weiss atates that
"knowing that there are political constraints and resistances...
is a precondition for usable evaluation™ (1975, p. 15). She
notes the vulnerability that programs have to interferencé from
such external power groups as legislatures, interest groups,
and professional groups, and connects the brocess of

educational evaluation to the "politicas of program survival®™ (p.
15. Awarenesa of the political environment in which .all
programs operate is certainly an important and practical point of
reference when designing a study. The reality of the legislated
evaluation demanded of ébllege programg in British Columbia b&

Bill 52 must be addressed.

Summarz

Certain benefits and 1limitations of conceptual models as
guides for planning evaluation studies are evident in the
literature. Three major benefita are apparent. The models do
present different ways to conceptualize or specify the program
under study. They also can increase understanding of the
component parts of a complex entity and thus define
informational domains. Laatiy, as Worthen (1977) points out
“the value of the models lies in their ability to help us think,
to serve as mental checklists of things we ought to conaider, or

remember, or worry about” (p. 11).
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However, these benefits are outweighed by some important
limitationa. Theae limitationa may be aummarized aa: modela are
general, whereasa programs are unigque and apecific; modela do
not give direction on how to adjust the acope of the atudy to
resource limitationa or to the timeliness of certain information
to decision-making needs; models have a philosophical bias which
may not be openly acknowledged and which may differ from ﬁhat of
the user: modelasa do not addreaa the need to apecify the
audiences of the report and therefore mayl loae sone
credibility: and 1laatly, the isasue of the political context in
which all programa exiat ia not specifically addreséed.
Conceptual modela therefore, as a baais for planning internal
evaluationa of nursing programa, do not seer tc be the mnmnoat

advisable approach.

Standards for Evaluating Evaluation Studies

The third research question asked in this thesis was: can
a single approach to educational evaluation encompaas the
differing goala and rolea that program evaluation in nursing
education may serve?

In the literature, the late 197038 mark the beginning of a.
trend which goes beyond a conceptual emphasis on modela as
frameworka for evaluating programs. There igs a ahift to a
procedural emphaaia outlining certain standarda or criteria by
which the quality of the evaluation studies themselvesgs are
judged (Bonnet, 1981; Cronbach, 1982; Joint Committee of

Standards, 1981: Morris & Taylor Fitz-Gibbon, 1978: Worthen,
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1981). The purpose of a given evaluation study and the depth
and acope of the information collected are not predetermined by
the above mentioned atandardsa. Rather, that these factors be
determined by the planners of the evaluation ia atated as the
standard to achieve. As such, there is flexibility for‘the study
to adapt to the unique evaluation needs and sapecial features of
any given program. |

These standards also accommodate many differing
philosphical biases toward evaluation; the importént issue is
that these biases be openly revealed and justified by the
evaluators (Bonnet, 1981; Cronbach, 1982; Joint Conmitteé on
Standards, 1981; Worthen, 1981). Morris and Taylor Fitz-Gibbon
(1978) provide in their Evaluator’as Handbook procedural
guidelines to planning ah evaluation astudy which are based on
Alkin’s CSE model (1973). However, the philosophical iasue is
not as clearly addressed in their proposal as it is in the other
cited standards.

Audience identification is an area indicated in all the
standards reviewed as an important criterion in establishihg
credibility for the report and in meeting the information needs
of the decision-makers (Bonnet, 1981; Cronbach, 1982; Join£
Committee on Standards, 1981; Morris & Taylor Fitz-Gibbon,
1978; Worthen, 1981). All of the cited standards for evaluating
programs also mention the need to consider addressing the needs,
opinions, and valuea of those political groups w«which influence
the functioning and deciaion-making of the program under atudy.

Clearly stating the evaluation queations to be asked by the
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study is another standard included by these authors. In the
reaearcher’a view;, it ia Cronbach (1982) who offera the moat
comprehensible and practical qpproach to the planning and
implementation of evaluation queationa aa én organizing
framework for a study. The evaluative questions themselves are
worded in such a way that the formative evaluation‘ aspects of
the phenomenon under atudy are addressed, that 1is, wh§ was
thia experience successful or why was it a failure (p. 14)..

Cronbach explaina further that each, evaluation question
could form one component within an overall evaluation deaign.
Each of these componentas would plan to incorporate four elenénts
he gseea present simultaneously, and which provide for an
exhaustive atudy of each question (1982. chap. 3). These four
elementa, the UTOS, are’ the Unit or sample, the Treatneni,
the observing Operation(s), and the Setting. He atates that a
“"domain of investigation" regarding a given aubject is then
formed by these four elementa (p. 8Q).

The unit and treatment elements mentioned by Cronbach are
also alluded to by other authors who, however, use different
terminology to describe them. Determining the unit(s) and
treatment(s) ia cal;ed "object identification® by the Join£
Committee on Standarda (1981, p. 99). This concept is further
deacribed by the Committee as '"the clear identification of the
particular thing: inatructional material, procedure, outcome
under study* (p. 99). Worthen (1981) deacribed this asapect of
planning evaluationa aas ‘'characterization of the object of

evaluation' and "'the apecification of information needa and
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source” (p. 82)., In traditional research design, it would be
the selection and operationalization of the constructas under
study.

The term ‘"observing operations” used by Cronbachvrefers to
the procedurea or data collection inatruments selected for the
study (chap. 3). The setting would describe factors in thg local
situation, or organizational characteristica, which have an
immediate influence on the object of study (p. 82). This proceas 
of describing thea setting is also included b§ the Joint
Committee on Standards (1981) as ‘"context analysia"™ or the
process of examrining “"the combination of conditions surroun&ing
the object that mnay influence its functioning"” (p. 104).
Examples given by the Committee of such conditiona are the
political and social ciinate in the region at that tin;,
relevant professional activities in progress, and the naturé of
the staffing (p. 104). Such information givea the evaluation
findings the appropriate context for judging effectiveﬁess.

Although the other cited authors include these steps in
planning evaluations, Cronbach relates them specifically and
concisely to each evaluation question. This method of
organizing the plan would be particularly helpful +to the
inexperienced evaluator. In his proposal, each question also
includes a timeplan <(p.83) and a budget for distributing
resources (p.218).

Another strength perceived in Cronbach’s approach is the
advice to alternate the processes of divergent and convergent

thinking when devising the plan. The divergent phase would
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require the wuse of naturalistic and qualitative methods, and a
wide variety of informanta, to appreciate all poasaible
evaluative questiona that c¢ould be asked about the program. The
convergent phase would aaaign prioritiea to the duestions which
would then form the baasia of the study (p. 210). Using these
processea, the omission of questiona becomeas a deliberative act
and "not the inadvertant consequence of limited vision; (p.
210). The convergent phase would also consider the limitationsa
of the available resources, the ability to ‘manage the
information collected, and the focus of the report (p. 224). As
well, it would conaider the valuea of the participantsa énd
policy-shaping community (p. 228>. This aapect of. Cronbach’as
proposal makes it the most practical in approach while, at the
same time, taking into &onsideration the credibility of the

report.

Summary

The standards described in the literature for use in the ex
post facto evaluations of evaluation studies themselves could be
adapted into a procedural approach to the planning of an
evaluation study. This would provide a structured and relatively
aimple conceptual approach to planning evaluationa. Such qualit-’
les are important aapects to consider when propoaing a procedﬂre\
for novice evaluatora. The major components eapoused by the
authoras cited could be adapted to fit the practicea prevalent
within diploma nursing programa. Although these criteria were

developed to evaluate external evaluations of programs, they
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could also be used to help in the planning of internal evalu-
ationa.

Whereas the authors of the models reviewed base their
approach to evaluation on a certain view of educational
programa, Cronbach’s method focuses on the evaluation procesa
itaself. Although general categorieas of information abopt each
program are designated in his procedural approach as important
to conaider when planning the evaluation, how that category isv
operationalized ias left to the devices and personal biases of
the uaer. For example, Cronbach’s unit, treatment, operations,
and setting elements form one domain of investigation. What is
to be astudied or how it will be atudied is not apecified as it
ia in the models. For inatance, Stake’as Countenance mnodel
points to examining the ;ntecedente, transactionas, and outcomés
of a program fpr both logical and empirical congruence.

Statements of program philosophy within the nursing
programs could be used as the philoaophical baaia for the
evaluation plan. All the methods currehtly used to evaluate the
curriculum for the purposea of program approval, or program
effectivenesa, could be coordinated and organized by an overal;
framework of evaluative queations. There would then be a
deliberative and ayatematic allocation of reaocurcea to all the
evaluation endeavoras of the program.

It appears from an analysis of these standards, that a
procedural approach to planning the internal evaluations of
diploma nurasing programs could encompaasa any of the different

poasaible roles program evaluation could play. Alaso, in the
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researcher’s opinion, the systematic and structured approach
inherent in a procedure would have a higher probability of incre-
aaing the akilla of nuraing faculty with little experience in

pPlanning program evaluationa than would a conceptual approach.
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Chapter III

DEVELOPMENT OF A PROCEDURAL APPROACH

This chapter begins with a summary of the rationale used in
selecting a procedural approach to planning an internal
evaluation. The first draft of the procedure is described, as
is the method used for the initial field testing. The' six
steps which comprise the revised version o0f the pfocedure are
presented in detail, along with supporting references from the
literature. Finally, there is a brief summary of some recommeﬁd-
ations made in the literature about wriﬁing an. evaluation

report.

Rationale for Selecting a Procedural Approach

Given the limitations of conceptual models as a basis for
program evaluation described in the review of the literature, a
procedural approach to planning internal evaluations of
college-based nursing programs was adopted for this thesis.
The focua, therefore, was not on one conceptual view of an
educational program. The process of planning evaluation
atudies was emphasized. The proposed procedure presented a
step-by-step process for planning evaluationsa which was based .
primarily on the ideas of Cronbach (1982). The ideas of other
educational theorists were used to clarify or elaborate on
certain aspects of developing the plan.

Rather than present new ideas on what should be included in
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developing an internal plan for evaluating nursing programs, the
procedure proposed by thias theaiasa is8 a unique configuration of
selected concepta presented in the literature and arranged in
a sequential order moat closely resembling that of Cronbach
(1982). Appliéations are made to the operations typical of
college-based diploma nuraing programs. The aim in field-testing
the procedure was to measure the degree of feasibility and impor-
tance of thia procedure perceived by the faculty who would
subseguently use it. Such data were used to furthef modify the
procedure.

The following definition of program evaluation formed.the
baaias for the propoaed procedure: it is a proceas used to
judge the worth of an educational program which

bringa to a conscioué level and in a form to expedite

deciasion~-making, the assumptiona and values inherent

in the educational program, to relate thease to antie-

ipated procedures and expected accomplishments and to

compare these plana with actual functioning and results.

(Dressel, cited in NLN Pub.No.16-1773, p. 15)

The ultimate form and focus of the evaluation plan
reaulting from the application of thia procedure was determined
by the asaystematic decision making of the group of faculty
responaible for the evaluation plan. Subsequent applicationsa by
other faculty groupa could produce differing plansa. The
procedure waa deaigned to give faculty this flexibility in

creating and owning their own unique evaluation plan.

The cognitive approach inherent in the procedure was based
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on Cronpbach’s views of alternating convergent and divergent
thinking at various phases of developing an evaluation plan
(1982, chap. 7). This approach 1s the same as the cognitive
processes used by nursing faculty in the applicatlonvof the
nursing process. The familiarity of nurses with this method of
problem-solving helped determine the selection of Cronbach’s
approach to evaluating programs as the basis for the procedure,
that  1is, data are collected from various sources, then
specific data are selected and ordered - to define priority
needs. Omission of factors is a deliberate choice, based on the

best knowledge of all that ia poasible to evaluate.

The First Draft of the Procedure
The first draft of a procedural approach to the planning of

an internal evaluation of a college-based diploma nursing

program wasa deasigned in January 19835, At that time, the
researcher was a full-time faculty member of the nursing

department of a college diploma nursingAprogram, and chairperson
of that department’s Program Evaluation and Research Committee.
Becauge of plans within the department to make major revisions
in both the organization and content of the nursing program in
the fall of 1983, the eight person committee decided to
develop a systematic plan to evaluate the implementation of this .
new curriculum. With the committee’s agreement, the researcher
proposed to draft an approach to this task, based primarily on

Cronbach’s views (1982 . The 1deas of other authors were used
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to clarify and elaborate certain aspects of developing the
plan. The Program Evaluation and Reaearch Committee was
composed of nuraing faculty members, three of whonm had
experience in program evaluation and four othera with an

expresaed interest in developing these skills. The Director of
Nursing Programs attended two of the four planning meetings
held monthly January-April 13983.

The initial draft of the procedure is outlined in Appendix
B. The {first step in this procedure was to review )the progran
philosophy which had béen recently ratified by the whole
faculty for the new curriculum. Because all judgments of
educational worth are ultimately made on the baais -of personal
or group values, it is important to discuss these and state them
openly when 'designing a plan for evaluating progranms (House;
18978; Papagannis, Klees, & Bickel, 1982). All nursing progr&ms
have a written statement of philosophical beliefs. The philosop-
hical basis for evaluating the worth of a nursing program should
be <congruent with the philosophical basis for developing the
curriculum. This aspect of the proposed procedure acknowledged
the philosophical biasea of the evaluatora (Bonnet, 1%81; Eianer,
i981>, and revealed the values cperating within the program it-
self (Bonnet, 1981;:; Borich, 1983: Cronbach, 1982).

The program philosophy was further connected to the .
evaluation plan by using the atated philosophical beliefsa of the
program to help in eliciting the major concepta (variables) seen

as important to the eaducational process within the program.
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Also, the interrelationsnips among these concepts were
described. The philosophical statements of the program were

therefore used to draw a graphic picture of what was believed

to comprise the program (see Appendix C). This step is
described by Cronbach as '“imagining the program processes”
(13882, Pp- 216-217). Weiss notes the importance of

understanding the component parts of a program as an essential
prerequisite to asking the right evaluative questions (1972, p.
46). Conceptualizing the program would also .- delineate the major
informational domains (Madey, 1982). Saracho (1982) emphasizesa
understanding the program’s operational components, that is, the
major characteristics, the surrounding conditions, and the
important processes (p. 75).

An analysis of the conceptual models of program evaluation
by the researcher had revealed three common major dgroupings 6f
variables which deacribe an educational program (allen, 1977:
Hammond, 1973: Stake, 1967:; Stufflebean, 1973). These are
institutional; inatructional, or content énd learning activitiea;
and student variables. The committee was directed to address these
major groupings in the graphic description of their progranm.

The purpose of this activity was to provide, for the
audiences of the report, a context to communicate meaning and a
visual schemata to increase the clarity of understanding. There
would then be a depiction of the whole and the component parts
of the progran. This could assist the audiences to generalize

the findings ot this evaluation report to similar programs.
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The next step, stating the purposes of the evaluation, was
to focua the thinking of the group on certailn activities or
evaiuation gquestions (Cronbach, 1982; Standards, 1981:; Worthen,
1981y, Determining the audiences of each question, the third
step, was included because of Cronbach’s view that directing the
information to specifié audiences would increase the plaus;billty
of the conclusions (p. 108), and increase the credibility of the
report as a whole with those audiences (p. 161).

Alternating divergent and convergent cognitive processes
when selecting evaluation questions, steps three and four in
the draft proposal, would increase the rationality of the plan
and justity both selection and omission of guestions (Cronbach,
i982, p. 2100. The factors 1liated to assist in the selection
of evaluation questions were taken from chapters seven and nige
of Cronbach’s book.

The final step in the procedure, that of allocating
resources, determining the time dimensions, and selecting the
methodological approach for each central question, was taken

from cnapters three and eight of Cronbach (1982).

Initial Field Testing

The initial field testing of +this proposal by the committee
indicated the appropriateness and usefulness of using the
philosophical statements of the program to elicit the main
variables operating within the program (see Appendix C). Three

main purposeg of the evaluation were then decided on by the
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committee, aithough these were stated in quite general ternms,
These were to improve/revise the content and learning
activities, to improve the program delivery, and to report
information to sapecified groupas as a way of being a;countable
to the community.

The next =step, that of 1listing all possible evaluation
questions that could be asked about the program and indicating
the primary audience for each, provided some difficulty ‘to thé
committee members. This was a very time consumiﬁg task. The
committee decided to break into smaller sub-groups; with each
sub-group suggesting possible questions for one of the ﬁajor
variables outlined in Appendix C, the progfam picture. Based on
this experience, the researcher felt that it would have been
more time efficient if,-prior ta sasuggesting possible'evaluation
questions, the scope of the study would have been focused.more
specitically.

The committee made positive comments about the list of
factors given to assist in the selection of questions, as well
as the UT0OS methodology suggested in Cronbach’s modél. These
latter two asteps in the propoaed procedure were only discussed
with the committee in the initial field testing because of
intervening sumnmer vacations. As a general comment, the
committee mentioned that it would have been more effective to
have had longer blocks of time to work on the development of
the plan than the two houra per month normally designated by the

department for this committee’s work. Four-hour meeting times
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were suggested.

Revision of the Procedure

Based on the experiences of the researcher in the initial
field testing with this group, the procedure was revisgd to
comprise S1iX major steps (ase figure 1) .

The process of wusing a Program Evaluation Steering
Committee was seen as a functional way for nursing faculty to
implement this approach kto planning an internal evaluation
study. This group could work through the steps in the procedure,
returning periodically to the faculty at large to validate the
outcomes of their discussions. It 1is suggested in the literature
that the credibility of a study would be increased if thé
information selected by the Steering Committee was validaﬁed
with as many interest groups as is practical, for example,
other faculty, students, administration (Bricknell, 1981; Worthen,
1981y .

The procedure was intentionally designed to be a systematic,
structured approacn to a complex task. Although a faculty group
would need some assistance and claritication in the 1initial appl-
ication of the procedure, the intent was for thia experience to
increase the gkills of those 1nvolved so that in aubszequent .
applications they could independently develop their own evaluation

plana.
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OUTLINE OF A PROCEDURE FOR DEVELOPING AN INTERMAL EVALUATION OF A NURSING PROGRAM*

1. COLLECTING DATA ABOUT THE PROGRAM

PROGRAM
PHILOSOPHY QUALITATIVE PROBES

J e/”///// J _ \\u
‘ PROGRAM INTENDED UNINTENDED IMPORTANT CRITIC%
PICTURE | QUTCOMES QUTCOMES ISSUES/PROBLEMS VIEWS
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2. MOST IMPORTANT DECISIONS TO BE MADE + DECISION-MAKERS
l

3. PURPOSES OF PROGRAM EVALUATION
!

4. RANK ORDERED EVALUATION QUESTIONS]
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FOR EACH QUESTION

/

5. ~
INFORMATION NEEDED TO CRITERIA ACCEPTABLE AS
ANSWER QUESTION (RELATED TO A BASIS FOR CEANGE

DECISION MAKING NEEDS &
4 CREDIBILITY WITH READERS
OF REPORT

6. ! y

UNIT(S) OF STUDY + TREATMENT + OPERATIONS + SETTING + TIMELINE + RESOURCES +
COORDINATOR

*Adapted primarily from L. Cronbach. Desianing evaluations of educational and
social progams. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1982.
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Steps in the Revised Procedure

1. Collecting data about the program.

The major changes made in revising the procedure related to
expanding the sateps prior to focusing the purposes of the
atudy. The firat step now was to collect five major ca;egories
of information about the program. The uase of the program’sas
philoaophical atatementa to define the major variablea affect1n§
the educational experiences, or drawing the program picture, was
retained. However, 1t“waa decided that more data about the
program, and the context in which the program existed, needed to
be collected at thias stage.

To make this data collection task manageable and focused,
four other specific 1nf;rmational domaina were defined: 1nten&ed
outcomea of the program, unintended outcomea, important iéauea
or problems affecting the program, and the viewa of progranmn
critica (see figure 1). Theae categories of information were
mentioned by Cronbach (1982, chap. 7) as some of the factorsas to
conaider when selecting evaluation queationa to be asked about a
program. The researcher felt that these asame factora could be
used earlier in the planning satagea of an evaluation to help
focua the purpoaea of the atudy more apecifically.

Also, a further review of the literature aupported the
appropriateness of including these categories of information.
Many other authors cite the importance of reviewing atated
educational goala, or intended outcomes, when evaluating progran

effectiveneas (Hammond 1973; Lynch, 1978: Metfessel & Michael,
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1 1973; Stake, 1967; Tyler, 1949). Reviewing intended outcomes at

the preliminary phaae of planning an evaluation was therefore

added to the procedure. The unanticipated or unintended
outcomes of the program are also mentioned as important
considerations in program evaluation, and were therefore

included in the revision (Cronbach, 1982; Eisner, 1979; Scriven,
1973).

The fourth category of information to be collected about
the program at this stage of planning the evaluation was a list
of the important issues or problema affecting the prog?am.
Consideration of this information relates the timeliness of
certain evaluation activities to the most critical informational
needs of the program (Lewy, 1981; Sichel, 1982: Standards,
1979>. Allen notea that nursing programs should be reaponéi;e
and relevant to community needs, that is, addreas releQant
iasues and problems (1977, p. 9). The position paper adopted by
the Board of Directora of the RNABC in November 1983 states
that nursing education is currently atva critical decision point
in its evolution. This paper notes certain health care issues or
trends in Canada which impact directly on nursing, and which
“necessitate a review of the initial and ongoing educational
needs of nurses' (RNABC News, JAN/FEB 1984, p. 16). Five major
trends or health care issues affecting nursing which were cited
are: the ahift in morbidity rates from infectious diseases to
chronic illnesses and accidents; an increasing proportion of
aged members of the population; increasing acuity and

complexity of illneases treated in acute care facilities; an
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- increasing incidence of diseases linked to lifestyle factors and
atresas; and the financial need to f£find leaa expenaive
alternatives to hospital-based care. These are community iassues
which affect all diploma nuraing programs. There may be other
important internal iasuea or problema affecting a particular
program. Characteristic iasues or problemga ashould also be
illuminated by the astage of curriculum development of ; given
program (Allen, 1977; Hagen, 1979).

The laast category of information included in the data
collection atage of the revised procedure is that of the views
of program critics. Cronbach (1982) emphasizes the neéd to
conaider these views when deaigning a program evaluation, as do
Allen & Reidy (1971). Conaideration of this information wasa
seen by the reaearcher- as one way to address the politic;l
context of educational evaluation noted by many authora as
important (Bricknell, 1981; Cronbach, 1982: Morrias & Taylor
Fitz;Gibbon, 1978;: Weisa, 1975: Worthen, 1981).

As well as delineating five apecific categoriea of
information about the program at this stage of the planning, it
waa decided that it would be helpful to the faculty uaing the
procedure to have possible data sourcea indicated. As waﬁ

nentioned, the philosophical atatements were uased aa a basais for

drawing the program picture. The atated program goals, or
overall objectives, would indicate intended outcomes.
Information about unintended outcomes, important issues or
problema, and critica’ viewa would be collected by using

qualitative procedurea auch as open-ended questionnairea or
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"interviews. Data could be collected from students, faculty, and
staff in clinical agencies; major data sources indicated in the
Allen & Reidy atudy (1971). It i; suggeated that these insiders
would have the beat information concerning the issues that
should be evaluated (Worthen, 1981). The use of ‘“qualitative
probes... can pinpoint and establish priorities of informational
needs' (Madey, 1982, p. 227).

This information should be collected, summarized and
circulated to the Steering Committee members prior to their
first meeting. This would give members time to review and
analyze the information. It would also make the procedure ﬁore

time-efficent, a concern expreasased in the initial field-testing.

2. Selecting the most important decisions to be made about

the program and designating the decision makers.

Because of the time and effort spent in the initial
field-teating of the procedure on listing all possible evaluation
questions about the program, it was decided that a useful early
step in the planning would be to direct the thinking of the
committee to the most important decisions to be made about the
program. The five categories of data, which were previously
described, formed the informational base from which possible
decisions about the program were suggested. The need to connect
program evaluation activities to the critical decision-making
needs of the program was identified in some of the earlier
conceptual models of program evaluation (Alkin, 1973;

Stufflebeam, 1973). It 1is also supported in other publications
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(Popham, 1981; Weiss, 1972). Some authors call this proéess
apecifying the informational needa of the program (Hagen, 1979:
Worthen, 1981).

The committee planning the evaluation reviewed the
collected data, then by using a brainstorming technigque in small
groups of two or three, mrnade a 1list of possible  program
decisions which seemed relevant to the data. Selscting and rank
ordering of decisions was done by using a rating scale &evised
by the researcher (see figure 2). An example of a program
decision suggested by the group is: Do we need to increase the
amount of time our students spend in the clinical area?

‘Each decision was given a numerical value, based on a 1 - S
scale of importance to the program, for each of the crite;ia
listed. A value of 1 would be the least important, whereas a
value of S5 would indicate the most important. The total point
value ‘allotted to each possible decision helped the committee
eliminate some potential decisions and retain others. The
factors selected for use in this decisibn—rating scale were taken
from the literature.

The first criterion in the rating scale, consideration of
the stated values of the program, made the philosophical
connection to the evaluation plan (Bonnet, 1981; Eisner, 1981;
House, 1978). Student needs; timeliness of information to.

Program planning; resourceg available within the program ¢to
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FIGURE 2

A DECISION-RATING SCALE
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manage certain information; degree of informational need, or the
degree of prior uncertainty as to nature of the data that would
be obtained; political leverage; value given by program critics;
and future impact on program were factors citedrby Cronbach as
issues to consider when selecting possible evaluation guestions
about a program (1982, chap. 7). Thease same factors wereladapted
by the reaearcher for uase 1in aselecting and rank ordering
posaible decisions to be made. The stage of curriculum
development of the program was included- in the rating scale
because certain program decisions are more important than others
for a new curriculum versus a well-estaplished one (Allen,‘1977;
Hagen, 1979).

Once decisions were selected and rank ordered, decision
makers were specified for each. The final evaluation repsrt
could then be tailored to the specific decision-making neeas of
identified people. This aspect of the revised procedure
therefore addressed the consideration of the audiences of the
report. The decision 'makers were viéwed as the audiences or
readers of the evaluation report. It is noted in the literature
that the credipility and wvalidity of tnhe evaiuation repor;
will depend, in part, on the needs and expectations of the audie-
nce receiving the report (Cronbach, 1982: Stake, 1976).

Connecting the planning of a program evaluation to
facilitating decision making within the program was seen by the
regearcher as a practical way to give guch evaluation activities

credibility and importance with both the nursaing faculty and
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the administration of the program. Vaughn states that to be
effective and successful, program evaluation activities must be
viewed by faculty as valued and worthwhile, as well as be given
administrative‘support and attention (1979, pp. 22-23). Saracho
(1982) emphasizes that only the persons who have the experience,
or the continuous contact with the program, are in the position
to determine which decisions would be most beneficial (p. 76).
Stake reinforces this view by stating that only the insiders can
know the consequences of certain judgments about a progran
(cited in Saracho, 1982, p. 76). Also, if an evaluation gtudy
needs to focus on certain aspectas of the program and ignore
othersgs, this would be one practical way to direct the selection
process, In times of fiscal restraint, college faculty are
becoming increasingly aware of the importance of participatiﬁg
in decision making. Many college~-based nursing programé in
British Columbia use a participatory style of management,
therefore this aspect of the procedure was designed to be
congruent with such a management style.‘ Use of a rating scale
was seiected as one way to make the planning of the internal

evaluation more objective and also more justifiable to others.

3. Determining the purposes of the program evaluation.

Stating the purposes of the program evaluation, after
considering the most important decision making needs, would

narrow the scope of the study and assist the group in suggesting
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appropriate evaluation questions. Stating the major benefits
to the program which could result from an evaluation study,
could heip the Steering Committee specify these purposes.
Thus, the boundaries of the study would be détermined after
conaideration was given to what information is needed and valued
most by both the nursing department and the intended audiences
of the report. At this point in the planning, the committee
should openly discuas the 1issue of “token' versusa meaningfulr
program evaluations. Worthen emphasizes that nn important
activity in the early planning stages, is to address whether
preconceived positions about the program are really open no be
changed by the evaluative data (1981, p. 68). This was felt
to be a particularily important diacuasion in the planning of an
internal evaluation‘ whére certain faculty groups may have:\a
vested interest in maintaining the status quo, regardless of the

evaluation findings.

. 4. Selecting and phrasing of evaluation questions.

The list of rank-ordered decisions provided the committee
with a basia for selecting relevant evaluation dJquestions. The
defined purposes of the study, and the major concepts emphasized
in the philosophy of the program could be reviewed to asaist in
this activity. Because resources availaple for program evaluation
within a nursing department are ultimately finite (people, funds,
time), the evaluation questions selected should be realistic 1in

terme of the ability and limitations ot the faculty to collect
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and manage data.

Selected evaluation questions were then phrased in terms of
facilitating factors and blocking factors as a way of directing
the plan toward the collection of information that wou;d be the
most useful to the program (Cronbach, i982y. These evaluation

questions formed the organizing framework for the study.

5.Specifying each evaluation question.

For each evaluation question, the committee outlined the
nature and detail of information needed to answer that gquestion
(Hagen, 1979; Worthen, 1981). Consideration was again given to
meeting the decision~making needs of the program -and providing
information that would be credible to the audiences of the
report. -

Also, at this stage of planning, the group was directéd to
state, aa apecifically asa posaaible, the criteria which would be
used by the faculty as a basis for change. For example, an
evaluation question could be: what factors facilitate and/or
block the students’ learning of peychomotor skills? Would the
criteria for change be 30%, 50%, or 20% of the students
expressing dissatifaction with certain teaching methods? Would
asatudent opinion be used at all, or only faculty views?
Consideration of such criteria would assist the group in the
subsequent planning of a methodological approach to each
question. For the evaluation to be meaningful, the study must

go beyond simply describing what is to making judgments of worth
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(Worthen & Sanders, 1973, p. 38). Outlining criteria of change
addreaased thia aapect of program evaluation. Program goala and
objectivea were reviewed as standarda of performance.

Hagen suggests that in setting criteria $uch as these
within & nursing program, the group should reach consensus on
each criteria, having given conaideration to the characte;istics
of the students in the program, the complexity of performance
embedded in the activity, and the amount of instructional time
devoted to achieving competence (1979, pp. 57-58); Hagen also
notes/ that wusing these criteria form the only framework for
comparison of data that most nuraing programs have available to
them as a way of gtrengthening the research design of their
evaluation studieas. Thia comparative aspect of deaigning prograa
evaluations is emphasiz;d by some authors (Pophanm, 1975:

Secriven, 1973).

6. Désigning a methodological approach for each evaluation

question: Cronbach’s UNIT - TREATMENT - OPERATIONS - SETTING

(UTOS) .

Based on the nature and detail of information needed to
answer a given evaluation question, the group decided on the
best primary sources for this data. As a result, the target
unit under study was deacribed (Cronbach, 1982; Hagen, 1979:.
Worthen, 1981>. Plans were made to incorporate any available
information and/or currently used data collection procedures
that related specifically to the aelected evaluation quesation

(Vaughn, 1979; Worthen, 1982). Thua, any existing evaluation
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activities, or evaluation questions, could be incorporated into
the development of thia overall plan. The apecific treatment
under atudy, for exanmple, learning activitiea or content,
waa then defined (Cronbach, 1982; Standardsa, 1981). Operationa,
that is, data collection procedurea and toola, were aubsequently
determined.

Various authors in the 1literature mnake recommendations
concerning the activity of determining operationa. Some of
theae are: using a multi-method approach to collecting data
related to a given area (Scriven, 1973: Tyler, 1949);: examrining
student producta, auch aa Health Care Planas (Hagen, 1979); uaing
structufed interviewas with atudents to asasess their perception
of the connection between theory coursea and clinical
application'(Eisnér, 1981, p. <44): using classroom or cliniéal
observation techniques to reveal unintended outcomesa orv the
degree of fidelity in curriculum implementation (Webster, 1981,
pP. Sl1); collecting peraonal reports to give the audience
“"vicarious participation™ in the progfan (Stake, 1981, p. 32):
reviewing self-evaluation reports by student and faculty
(Wilhelnm, 1967); and asseasing teacher effectiveness (Pophan,
1975; Scriven, 1973). The pros and cons of various data
collection methods outlined by Metfessel and Michael (1973) were
selected by the researcher as a reference to be uaed when
applying thia aaspect of the procedure.

Other caveata evident in the literature pertaining to the
‘"selection of data collection procedures are: plan to collect

both qualitative and quantitative data (Eianer, 1979): conaider
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using more than one data source for each gquestion <(Cronbach,
1982); consider what kind of information will be credible with
' the audience (Worthen, 1981, p. 70); plan to minimize disruption
of the natural processes of the progranm (Eisner,71979); consider
the constraints of time, budget, staff and the availability of
participants and data (Standards, 1981, p. 52); and in;ure the
procedure will vyield data that most closely <fits the
informational needs of the program and the defined criteria.
This may be a shortcoming of a standardized instrument (Buros,
1977>). Also, any research study must consider the rights of the
subjects involved for anonymity and confidentiality (Bailey,
1978, chap. 17). It was also a policy of the college involved.
The outcome of incorporating these considerations would be the
selection of time efficient procedures that collect valid,
reliable and Fredible data as a basis for decision making.v(See
Appendix D for the summary of thig methodological approach which
was used in field testing the procedure).

The setting described the context in which data wgre
collected for each evaluation gquestion. It also described
factores in the local situation or orgaﬁizational characteristics
which had an immediate influence on the object of study
(Cronbach, 1982, p. 82). Such information would give the evalu-
ation findings the appropriate context for 3judging effectiveness
(Standards, 1981, p. 104).

A time dimension for all the evaluation guestions was then
done. Cronbach suggests breaking the evaluation plan into

comparatively small self-contained studies with different
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central gquestions, and varying starting dates and durations
(1982, p. 241). Moat programea would have a nmnulti-year plan of
evaluation atudiea (Cronbach, 1982; Lewy, 1981). Hagen notea
that queations concerning the developmnent of_ student
comnpetencies in nursing programs should be collected no more
than four times during the duration of the program (;979, P.
71> . Other practical aapecta which were diacusaed concerning
planning the time dimensiona of the study were the considerationv
of when certain information would be most.useful ﬁo the faculty
and alao, when certain information would be required for any
concurrent inatitutional five vear planning. Timelines
were made realiatically conaidering the limita of the reaources
available and the workload of faculty. The outcome of this stage
of the procedure waa a timeplan with deadlines for anaswering éhd
reporting on each evaluation queation.

Finally, reasourcea were allocated, including the deaignation
of one person to be reaponaible for the completion of an evalu-
ation quesation. The budgeting of reasourcea also 1ncluded’a
diacusaion on soliéiting volunteer help for clerical or data
tabulation taaka to aave faculty time. Suggeationa were made to
use computer acanning aheeta or carda when initially collecting
data. Thia would aave time in compiling and deacribing findinga.
Cronbach notea that it is always wise when allocating resourceas
to plan, if poaaible, for a amall reserve to deal with
unanticipated results or with new important issues that may
arise during the course of the atudy (1982, p. 239).

The methodological approach to an evaluation quesation is
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summarized in figure 3.

Writing an Evaluation Report

The use of evaluation questions as the organizing
framework for an evaluation study can also facilitate the
reporting of the evaluation findings. Certain authors make

recommendations which would be helpful to nursing facultyv
‘concerning the writing of an evaluation report. l

Cronbach reminds the writers of an evaluation report to
use language that the audience, or decision makers, Qill
understand (1982, chap. 10). Worthen recommends providing an
iqtroduction to the report which includes: a brief description
of the curriculum, the éhilosophy of evalustion espoused, the
pﬁrpose of the study, the intended audience(s) and a brief
overview of the report (1981, p. 87»>. Also, he mentions
ligting the selected evaluative questions which were used to

guide the study. A brief deacription of the process used to

select or omit evaluation questions could also be included. The
program picture would give an overall schematic view of the
major components of the program. An outline depicting the

overall evaluation plan with central questions, the UT0OS for each
question, the timeline, and the resources allocated for each
question could also be presented in the introduction.

Bonnet suggests organizing the information included in an
evaluation report in such a way that, after an overall introduc-

tion, each central question ia used to form a segment or chapter
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FIGURE 3

SUMMARY OF A METHODOLOGICAL APPROACH TO EVALUATION QUESTIONS

PART 1: SPECIFYING THE QUESTION

(i)Statement of the guestion - “What factors facilitate

and/or bloCK.eisacceara

(ii)>Information needed to answer the gquestion.

(iii)Information relevant to decision making.

(iv)Information credible to audiences of report.

(v)Criteria for change.



PART 2: DETERMINING UTOS AND TIMELINE

(vi)Unit of study.

(vii)Treatment (process/thing under study).

(viii)>Operations (instruments,

(ix)Setting.

(x)Timeline:

planning needs.

Person responsible......

Date

Date

When

Date

information needed.

instruments done...

data collected.....

report written.....
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institutional
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of the report. Each of these segments would include a statement
of the evaluation queation followed by a short anawer to that
queation. Thia anawer would 1pclude the recommendationsa made,
the aubstantiating evidence, and a diascusaion rof the findings
(1981, p. 21). The written summary of each central question is
thus prepared as a small independent evaluation study which can
be aubsegquently collated into a larger report, if this is deasired
by the faculty.

In planning the format to be used in the writteﬁ report, the
main focus of the evaluation study ashould be remembered - that of

facilitating the decision making of the intended audiences.

Summary

The philosophical 5iases of the group planning the progfﬁn
evaluation will be openly atated at the onset if the plaﬁning
proceas begins with a review of the program philosophy. There
ahould be congruence between the philosophical atatementa which
directed the development of the curriculum and those which
digect the nature of the evaluation plan.

Because the rescurces available within a nursing program for
program evaluation are ultimately finite, it ias most practical t§
focuas evaluation efforta on the moat important deciasiona to be
made within the progranm. Selection of these deciaiona ia moat
Juastifiable if conaideration 1is given to the following five
categorieas of information: the educational variables perceived
to comprise the program, the intended outcomes, the most impor-

tant issues or problemas affecting the program, the unintentional
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outcomes, and the views held by influential program critics.

The reaulta of the evaluation will be moat credible if
consideration is given, in the designing of the plan, to the
intended audiences, or readers, of the report. Data ghould be
collected that meet the informational or decision-making needs of
these audiences.

Each nursing program will develop a unique evaluation plan,
depending on the expressed values of the program, the stage of'
curriculum development, and the institutional variabies. Relating
the evaluation questions asked to the most important decisions to
be made will provide the most useful information to the progfam.
Using selécted central evaluationa to coordinate existing and
future evaluation endeavors provides for the systematic planning,

implementation, and reporting of a program evaluation.
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Chapter 1IV

VALIDATION OF THE REVISED PROCEDURE

The last of the four research questions posed was: would a
procedural approach to planning educational evaluation be viewed
by nuraing faculty aa a feasible and important approach to thev
planning of an internal evaluation of their program? To asaessa
faculty reasponse to the revised procedure deacribed inv the
4previous chapter, further field testing waa implemented.

In this chapter, the sample uaed in the field testing ias
deacribed. Next, the four major atepa involved in the methodol-
oéy employed by the reaearcher are outlined. These steps afe:
collecting recent qualitative data about the program, orieﬁting
the committee of faculty volunteera, meeting twice with this
committee to apply the procedure in developing a simulated evalu-

ation plan, and laatly, measuring their‘response to its uae.

Field Teating the Reviaed Procedure

Sample

The same college-based diploma nursing program involved in
the preliminary field teating of the draft procedure was uaed inv
validating the revigzed veraion. The researcher, a full-time
faculty member of that department, waa at this time on

educational leave from the college. The initial contact to
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solicit agreement to participate in the study was made with the
-Director of the Nuraing Programa at the college (See Appendix E
for the Proposal to Implement Reasearch on Program Evaluation in
Nursing Education).

The faculty involved in field testing the procedure taught
in a two year diploma nursing program wwhich prepares g:aduates
for eligibility to write the Registered Nurse exams in British
Columbia. Eighty-four students are admitted each fall into the-
first year. Students who continue into the secondlyear of the
program are called second year basic studentas. The program alao
allows acceass of Licensed Practical Nursea and Registered
P&schiatric Nurses into the second year, through a proceas of
challenge exams, prerequisite work experience and credential
réview. Typically, 45 -Licensed Practical Nurses (Access‘\I
studentas) and 33 Regiatered Pyschiatric Nurses (Accesé I1
students) are adnitged each year. The three groups of second
vyear students are integrated for classroom and clinical learning
experiences. Faculty generally move 'between teaching in the
first and the second year of the progranm.

The members of the committee who applied the procedure to
developing a simulated evaluation plan for their program were
voiunteers. There were s8ix nursing faculty members, the
Director of the Nursing Prggrams, and one representative from
the Advisory Committee of the program. In soliciting volunteers
for this study, the researcher suggeated to the group that such

a committee have the following composition: admrinistrative
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raeprasentation by the director of the nursing program; faculty
.representativea from the different nuraing apecialty areaas,
for example, Medical-Surgical Nursing and Obstetrical Nursing;
faculty with experience teaching in different‘ semegters and
yeara of the program; and a repreaentative from the Advisory Com-
nittee. Thia would give a broad persaspective on the issues
discussed and help neutralize biases from any one segment (Bonnet,
1981).

Table 1 gives a detailed description of thé background
experience of the actual committee members. One of the faculty
members waa also a graduate of the program. Because of thevtime
iﬁvolved in field testing the procedure, the researcher decided
not to golicit atudent volunteers on the committee even though

tﬁeir involvement would be preferred in an actual application.

Methodology

The second field testing of the revised prodecure involved
four major activitiea on the part of the researcher: collecting
some recent data about the program, orienting the volunteer
faculty participanta to the nature of their involvement, meeting
twice with thias committee to apply the procedure in developing a
aiﬁulated evaluation plan, and lastly, evaluating their reasponse

to using the procedure.

1. Collecting program information., The first step

designated in the procedure was to collect specific categories
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TABLE 1

PROFILE OF STEERING COMMITTEE MEMBERS
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of data about the program for use as the informational base in
‘the aubsequent development of the evaluation plan. The
researcher assumed responsibilit? for this tasak. In collecting
recent information about the program, different data sources
were used. Qualitative data were collected by using open-ended
questionnaires, Also, written materials that had been rgcently
ratified by the faculty for use in the newly revised curriculum
Qere obtained. Publiahed policy atatementa of the RNABC were-
another source of information. |

The qualitative surveys were done by the researcher in the
month immediately preceding the firat meeting of the committee.
fhe categoriea of information addreassed in theae - surveya were
the intended outcomes of the program or the factors which
£écilitated learning, th; unintended program outcomea, the vie;s
of program critica, and important iasues or probiens
affecting the program. Open-ended gquestionnaires were used to
collect data from the following groupa: firat year atudents,
aecond year basic students, second yeér Acceaa I, second year
Acceaa 11 studenta, faculty, and the head nursea from the
clinical agencies used for satudent experiences (see Appendix F
for queationnaires).

Twenty names were randomly selected from the 72 students
currently in the first year claas, using atudent numbers as the
baais for selection. The reaponae rate waa 100X of the aample.
Twenty of the 56 aecond year basic atudents were randomly

aselected for sampling. 0f thease, 12 completed the question-
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‘naires, a response rate of 60%. Sixteen names were selected for
the aample from the 28 aecond year Acceaa I atudenta (LPNa) with
a response rate of 73%. All 16 second year Access II atudenta
(RPN=) were asked to voluntarily complete the. queationnaire.
Nine participated, a reaponse rate of 36%. In preparing the
resultas of the atudenta’ queationnairea for review by the
committee, the data from each of the three kinda of second year
studenta was kept diatinct.

All 27 instructors teaching in the spring sémester, 1984,
were included in the sampling of faculty. 0f these, 15
completed the gquestionnaire, a reaponse rate of 56%. |

‘The 17 head nuraes involved in the atudent clinical
experiences in the apring asemeater, 1984, were included in the
sémple of agency staff; Five completed the questionnaire,i a
reasponae rate of 29%. The relatively low reaponse rate of the

head nurses wwaas attributed to the method selected by the

researcher for diatribution of the questionnaires. Faculty were
asked to deliver and collect the questionnaireas from the
clinical areas. Although the purpose of the exercise was

explained to faculty, many reported difficulty in explaining the
purpose of the survey to the head nursea. Also, two head nurse;
commented on the quesationnaire that the wording waas vague and
confusing. However, the nature of the responses made by the head
nuraes on the questionnaires returned waa typical of the commenta
uaually made in routine evaluationa of the clinical placements.
The summarieas of the reaponaez made on the open-ended

questionnairea used to collect program information validated that
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students,; faculty, and agency staff did indeed have different
.perspectives bf the program.

In reporting the results of the program information questi-
onnaires, the researcher organized the raw data into the main
topic areas which seemed to arise logically from the nature
of the responses. The detailed comments made by the respondents
were listed under each topic area. The total number of responses
made for a main topic area was indicated, as well as the number
of times each detailed comment was made. , Bar graphs indicating
the frequency with which these main topic areas were mentioned
by the different groups surveyed, that is, first year studénts,
éecond year studentsa, faculty, and head nurses, were included in
the report. Appendix G contains examples of the qualitative data
collected about the progéam.'

The researcher deliberately did not label the responsés as
positive or negative. It was felt that it was more appropriate
for the committee members to do this taask as they feviewed the
data in preparation for the meeting. In the report, the
researcher explained that the purpose of summarizing the déta
into natural categories was to indicate major topic areas that
could possibly be investigated more thoroughly as part of theif
plén to evaluate the program. The decision to pursue further

evaluation of one of these areas would be their decision, after

# The SO page report of data collected in the
qualitative surveys is available, on request, from the
researcher.
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‘reviewing all o¢of the designated five general categories of
. program linformation.

The members were given directions in their orientation
packet to write down possible decisions they felt should be made
about their program as they were reviewing the data.

The most important trends in health care and recent changes
in nuraing practice affecting nuraing education, identified in
‘the November 1983 poaition paper of the RNABC Board of
Directors, were also used in the category, of imporiant issues or
problems affecting the progranm.

The written program philosophy describing the views of the
faculty regarding the Nature of Man, Nursing, Health, Teaching -
Learning, and Nursing Education waas collected for use as a
statement of the philoéophical baaia of the evaluation plén.
Theae philosophical satatementa were also a data source in
helping the committee desacribe the major variables operating
within the program, that is, the program picture.

The overall objectives of the curriculum were obtained for
uge in designating the intended outcomeza of the program. Also
included in this category were the data collected by the
open-ended gqueationnairea with £firat vear and second yeaf
atudents relating to factora within the program which they

perceived as most facilitating of their learning.

2. Orienting the members of the committee. The researcher

held a brief orientation meeting for the volunteer participants
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two weeks prior to their first committee meeting. A verbal

.overview of the procedure waa given and an explanation of the

nature of their involvement in the resaearch. In addition, they
were given a packet of reading materials to review in
preparation for the first meeting (see Appendix H). Directions

were given in the packet to relate the review of apecific
material to subsequent planning activities which would be done
in the meetinga.

The reading packet circulated to the members‘ included the
information that the researcher had collected about the program
as well as the schematic overview of the procedure as depicted
in figure 1. The data and written materialg were organized into
sections labelled with the five categories of information

designated by the procedure.

3. Meeting with the Steering Committee. Through the
formation of a simulated Program Evaluation Steering Committee,
the group of nursing faculty, with the assistance of the
researcher, worked through the process of applying the revised
procedure to developing an evaluation plan for their nursing
program. The committee met for two four-hour sessions, spacea
ten days apart. The format used in the meetings was like that
of the researcher conducting a workshop on program evaluation.
The researcher distributed reading materials, gset the agendas,
and led the group discussions.

At the first meeting, the committee worked through the

firat three stages of the procedure (see Figure 1). After a
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brief introduction to the topic of program evaluation, the
8chematic overview of the proposed procedure was reviewed with
the committee members. The purpoae of thelr involvement in the
field testing was also reviewed, that ia, after using their
analysis of the five categoriea of data collected about their
program as the basisa for developing a aimulated evaluation
plan, they would atate their impreasionas of the feaaibility and
importance of using thia procedural approach. The definition of
program evaluation used in developing the'procedure/was given to
the members. The committee then worked through an application of
the first three steps in the procedure.

Firstly, for use as visual cues during the discussions, the
reasearcher poated summariea of the data pertaining to the
following categoriea of fnformation:

» the program picture

*# aummarized issues or problenms

®= intended outcomes

e summarized views of program critics

» summarized unintentional outcomes.

They also had available their copy of the detailed report on
the data. |

The meeting then proceded through the following series of
planning activitiea:

i validating the use of the statements of progranm
philosophy as the philosophical basis of the plan. Eisner’s
five orientations to curriculum (1979) were used to clarify

the major thrusts of these statementa.
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(ii) validating the appropriateness of the draft progranm
picture previously done by their faculty.

(iii> clarifying any questions they had regarding the
qualitative data.

(iv) devising the most important decisions to be made about
the progfam. The committee broke down into four smaller groups
of twe to three members and used a brain-storming technique for
25 minutes to compile this list. The decisions proposed by each'
of the groups were posted for a total committee reviéw.

(v) using the decision-rating scale, members individually
assigned a numerical score to each decision. |

(vi) collecting scores from individual members for tallying.
The proposed decisiona were then rank ordered based on the
totalled numerical scores;

{vii) designating decision makers for the top-ranked deéis—
ions.

{viii) indicating the major purposes of the kevaluation
study.

A questionnaire measuring the perceived feasibility and
importance of the first three steps in the procedure was given
to the committee members at the end of the meeting (seé
Appendix I».

The committee met for a second and final time ten days

after the first meeting. At the second meeting, one evalu-
ation question was devised as a prototype example, and used
to apply the remaining three atagea of the procedure. There

was alao a brief diacusaion on writing an evaluation report.
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At the beginning of this session, charts showing the
rank-ordered liat of decisions, deaignated decision makersa, and
the purpose of the astudy were pqsted for the committee to see.
A brief review of the group’s work related to the application of
the first thrée steps in the procedure was also done. One
evaluation question was then devised and used as a prototype
example in applying the last three steps in the procedure., A
Qritten aummary of the proposed methodological approach - to an'
evaluation question had been prepared by the reseafcher for use
ag a guide for committee members (see Appendix D).

The . researcher posted the reasaults of the commitﬁee's
diacussion related to each of the atepa in the methodological
approach. Thua, the logical flow of ideaa from one planning
activity to the next coﬁid be visually apparent to all memberé.
Five reference articlea relevant to these sateps in the procedure
were made available for the committee as optional further reading
These were from Metfessel and Michael (1973, cited in Worthen
& Sanders pp. 274-279 and pp. 286-287) concerning multiple
criterion measures for the evaluation of school programs and some
nethoda for collecting evaluation data; {from Cook and Campbell
(1979, pp. 41-44, pp. 51-55, pp.64-68, and pp. 73-74) concerniné
threata to the validity of their atudy: from a NLN publication
(1979) concerning the reliability of achievement teatsa; fron
Martin (1977) on the development and use of classroom
Oobservation instruments; and lastly, a summary from the litera-
ture prepared by the researcher about writing an evaluation

report.
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A second questionnaire measuring the perceived feasibility
and importance of the laat three atepa in the procedure was

given to the members at the end of the meeting (see Appendix J).

4. Evaluating the process. At the end of each of the two
meetings of the Steering Committee, members were asked to
indicate their perceptions concerning the use of the proposed
procedure in developing an evaluation plan. Two parameters were
ugsed to describe these perceptions: feasibility énd importance
to developing an evaluation plan.

FEASIBILITY was defined as ... capable of being putrinto
effect, workable, suitable for use.

IMPORTANCE was defined as ... critical, valued, esaential.

Specifically, the -following components of the proceddre
were addressed in the questionnaires soliciting the opinioﬁs of
the Steering Committee members:

(i) the use of the gqualitative surveys to collect program
information PRIOR to the first meeting of the committee.

(ii) the use of the program philosophy as the philosop-
hical basis for the evaluation plan and as a reference point
in describing the progran. |

(iii) the use of the five categories of program information
as a basis for suggesting possible program decisions.

(iv) the use of the decision-rating scale in selecting and
rank ordering decisions.

(v) the method used to specify the informational needs of

an evaluation gquestion.
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(vi> the methodological approach suggested for each
evaluatioh question.'

(vii) ﬁhe use of centra; questiona as the organizing
framework for an internal evaluation plan.

(viii) general comments about the procedure.

A five point Likert scale of agreement or disagreement was
uaed to aaseaa perceived importance and feasibility §£ the
varioua stepa proposed in the procedure. The following example'

illuatratea how the acale waa conatructed: .

"Using central questions as the organizing framework for

the plan to evaluate a nursing program would be:*"

STRONGLY - STRONGLY
DISAGREE DISAGREE NEUTRAL AGREE AGREE
(A)IMPORTANT tveeeluisecaceccsolennnnccencBensonocconcsedevccnonneed
COMMENTS:
'If members strongly disagreed that a given step was

important to developing an evaluation‘plan. a value of 1 would
be indicated. 1If they stronély agreed to its importance, a
value of 5 would be given. O0Only one value waa to be assigned for
each acale. Space waa also provided with each fating of import-

ance and feaaibility for further commenta.
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Chapter V

RESULTS QF FIELD TESTING THE PROCEDURE

At the beginning of this chapter, there 1is a list of the
general comments about the procedure made on the questi&nnaires
by the nursing faculty who used it to develop a simulated evalu-
ation plan for their programn. Next, the ratings of importance
and feasibility for each step in the procedure are presented,
using the format of the questionnaires themselves to organizé the

data. The results are then diacussaed.

General Comments by Respondents About the Procedure

The overall response of the committee to the proposed
procedure, both in the meetings and on the questionnaires, was
generally positive. There were also aspectas of the procedure
which they suggested could be improved. General comments about
the overall approach, which were solicited from the members at
‘the end of the second importance and feasibility questionnaire,
were as follows:

» the atep-by-step approach insured that all aspects of the
procedure were addressed. Provided wus with structure, and
enabled us to focus on the question.

e procedure is time-consuming at first, but I believe that
a giyen group would become quite proficient at using it after

two or three plans were carried out.
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*» a logical and organized way to approach program evalu-
ation (3 commenta).

» factors which contribqted to feelings of "user-
friendliness"” toward the procedure were my inexperience with
evaluating programs, therefore no biases toward other methods of
program evaluation:; and the opportunity to apply it to our
program, rather than theoretically. |

* helped to narrow or focus the scope of the study and kept>
ua on track (3 commenta). |

» based on current knowledge and flexible regarding the
purpoge of evaluation. |

# procedure systematically guides decision making and
involves the evaluators in the development of a plan that is
sﬁecific to their needs.-

» it requires a philosophical statement and draws attehtion
to inatitutional wvaluesa which should be the baais for judging
procegs and outcomes.

* requiresgs considerable thinking and a rationale for the
evaluation to be eatablished prior to implementing the plan. |
| = I think thia approach would be very effective in planning
a program evaluation. |

* appears valuable as a way to get at the "hidden curr-
iculum” and its effect on the learnersa and perhapa faculty.

Factors noted by the committee members to consider prior
to aubsequent applicationa of the procedure were:
" the procedure would need an effective group facilitator

with a good background and understanding of the theory of
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program evaluation to guide a faculty group through this
approach. Perhapsa specific guidelines could be written up.

» the difficulty experienced with the use of decision-
rating scale and criteria headings could be alleviated by
avoiding jargon or the use of vague terms.

e I don’t know if I would have felt the same towards thé
procedure if someone less knowledgeable about our program (than
the researcher) was attempting to help us apply it.

» It probably requires some selling ,to any faéulty group,
particularily if they believe they already know "how to" or ‘'what
to" evaluate. ‘

e There may be some notion of threat in the preliminary
collection of data, unless all participants are fully inform-

ed of the purpose and process. Budgeting for the evaluatibn

would necessarily include this initial data gathering.

Detailed Responses from the Questionnaires

The ratings given by the faculty volunteers on the steering
committee are presented using the format of Importance and Feasi-
bility questionnaires. Below each scale of importance and
feasibility, there is a notation of the number of times a giveﬁ
rating was made. There is also a list of any comments made by
individual members to each statement. 1If no additional comments
were made by the respondents to a given question, that section is

omitted in the report.
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(A) SURVEYING OPINIONS
Regarding program evaluation planning:
1. Using open-ended gquestionnaires to survey opinions of the

FOUR categories of nuraing students in our program was:

STRONGLY STRONGLY

DISAGREE DISAGREE NEUTRAL AGREE AGREE
(A)IMPORTANT . s e ceelecireescclinencsesaBanscncscsceduecancnsasesd
number of :
responses (n=8) 1 1 3 . 3

RESPONDENTS COMMENTS:

®» important to survey all four categories to compare results,
because éf backgrounds, resulta are somewhat different - we
need to tailor our program to meet specific groups’ heeds as
much ags poaaible (2 commenta).

* questionnaire format let them comment on the areas that
aprung to mind first, or freely express their ideas

(4 comments).

* students’ knowledge of what constitutes a program appears
to be limited to curriculum, therefore responses outside of
pure curriculum issues were limited.

= limitation of this method is the uncontrollable variable-
interpretation of the question.

* excellent opportunity to distinguish between what students

conaider important and not what we think is important.
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STRONGLY STRONGLY

DISAGREE DISAGREE NEUTRAL AGREE AGREE
(D)FEASIBLE. . ceelicceeceerlacantnesaeBecanncesePacnensnesd
number of | | | |
responses (n=8) 1 1 4 2

RESPONDENTS COMMENTS:

* hard to comment on this, dependé under which circumstances
students were to answer, for example, all first year attended
whereas second year self-selected as evidenced by lower
response rate.

» it must be very hard to categorize some of the data.

= fofmat of the questionnaire could have ligted categories

under which to write things.

* if we had focused the students’ responses into various
categories, it would be difficult to ascertain which, category
of response was most important in the students’ mind. By
asking them to focus on igsues in general, it may be that the
most pressing issues for students revolve around the curricuium,
even though it is only one part of the program picture.

* could followup with a closed-ended questionnaire with a

rating scale to ensure that as much rele#ant data as possible
isygathered. Students may not be aware of some areas of program
evaluation and may need additional direction for this reason.

* requires time-consuming content analysis but the results
should be valuable., Available computor software would assist

in this task.

% students appeared pleased to participate.



2. Using an open-ended questionnaire to survey faculty
opiniona was:

STRONGLY STRONGLY
DISAGREE DISAGREE NEUTRAL AGREE AGREE
(@A) IMPORTANT s eneluineeeecse2inennnsscBecnncvacebennansanasd
number of | | |
responses (n=8) 1 3 . 4

RESPONDENTS COMMENTS:

* widely varying responses would indicate need for more
speéific probea or questions.

# faculty have a broader knowledge of the components of a
prdgram <than students) which would lend reliability to their

reaponsaes.

STRONGLY STRONGLY
DISAGREE DISAGREE NEUTRAL AGREE AGREE
(D)FEASIBLE.cveelicnerevneesZinencrsnanBacsscocnebocsnnsnsnased
number of | i |
responses (n=8) 1 1 4 2

RESPONDENTS COMMENTS:

* appropriate format for this group because they are familiar

with the program and the major areas of evaluation.

®* probably a good deal of preparatory work needas to be done

to aassure faculty of anonymity, importance of project, help

them see it as "their'" concern rather than an administrative

or "outsiders" task.
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3. Using an open-ended questionnaire to survey opinions

of head nurses in clinical agencies wasg:

STRONGLY STRONGLY
DISAGREE DISAGREE NEUTRAL AGREE AGREE
(a)IMPORTANT . e ccelecenccesanelecsensnne3easnnesceadecncansand
number of | | I
responses (n=8» 2 3 C

RESPONDENTS COMMENTS:

* necessary to get viewpoint of employers because they are a
part of the consumer group for your system output
(2 comments).

* client/patient input is another possible source.

STRONGLY - STRONGLY
DISAGREE DISAGREE NEUTRAL AGREE AGREE
(B)FEASIBLE..ccselerisecceceeeecnncccseBencasnncssePFacsscnnnsesd
number of | | i
responses (n=8) 1 2 4

no rating given - 1

RESPONDENTS COMMENTS:

* you might expect this group to have a narrower frame of
reference in relation to the students and the program. It
would be interesting to compare this data with that of the
client/patient.

* this tool not the most appropriate with head nurses, that
ia, the time to complete it énd need to clarify the intent of

the questiona (5 commenta).
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(B USE OF THE PROGRAM PHILOSOPHY
Regarding program evaluation planning:

4. Use of the stated program philosophy as the philoso-

phical basis of the plan wasa:

STRONGLY STRONGLY
DISAGREE DISAGREE NEUTRAL AGREE AGREE
(a)IMPORTANT.....cl.uveeceeee2inecenneeBeereeccesdeneeneaasd

number of I | |

responses (n=8) 1 ' 3 4
STRONGLY : STRONGLY
DISAGREE DISAGREE NEUTRAL AGREE AGREE

(a)FEASIBLEI - 9 & 8 ll. - 5 8 @ & 0 l2l @ a 2 & & 0o 28 I3. a & & =« & & .4. ® & " 8 8 8 &0 .5
number of | |
responses (n=83 4 4

RESPONDENTS COMMENTS:

* thigs exercise would be limited or enhanced by the quality
and detail of the philosophical statements (3 comments).

* it would be important for these statements to be

up-to-date.
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S. Using the stated program philosophy to elicit the
main concepta and their interrelationships (draw the program

picture) was:

STRONGLY STRONGLY

DISAGREE DISAGREE NEUTRAL AGREE AGREE
(a)IMPORTANT .. ccceleeecccacensluicenaeseedensnsonsenBanascscnnssead
number of ] { l
responses (n=8) 1 S5 2

RESPONDENTS COMMENTS:

* may also need other data such as a concebtual framework and
description.

#* I can’t imagine what else could be used.

* to a boint, the theory was a good idea, but withoﬁt prior
knowledge of the reasons for selecting and arranging the

concepts, 1t was confusing and hard to grasp.

STRONGLY STRONGLY
DISAGREE DISAGREE NEUTRAL AGREE AGREE
(D)FEASIBLE. . cc2lcececcecrceecsannnsenBossscencscseBanaccansasd
number of | . | |
responses (n=8) 1 ] 2

RESPONDENTS COMMENTS:

* the philosophy easily lent itself to creating a clear

picture of how all the main concepts are related and
interrelated.

* poasible to do, however, there was quite an overlap in

some areas - it was clear to us who drew the picture, but not to

othera why we put certain thinga in one area and not in another.



* takes a good deal of time to get everyone in the same
héadspace.

* as a member of a planning committee, 1 would need input
into the decision-making which arranged the component parts

of the picture.

(C> DATA SOURCES
Regarding program evaluation planning:
&. Using the program picture to assist in eliciting

decisions to be made about the program was:

STRONGLY - STRONGLY
DISAGREE DISAGREE NEUTRAL AGREE AGREE

(ajIMpORTANTIDIII.1-..Il.I..l2........lSllI.l.ll.4...l.'.l'5'

number of | | | |
responses (n=8) 1 1 4 2

RESPONDENTS COMMENTS:

* development of this picture was crucial to appreciating the

largeness and complexity of the progranm.

* ag a reference source, it shows héw all decisionsa are
interrelated.

* not being involved in its development, I couldn’t do this.

Discussion helped only slightly.
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STRONGLY STRONGLY
DISAGREE DISAGREE NEUTRAL AGREE AGREE
(DIFEASIBILE. cicueluiniereee@rcncnneceSBannessnces@ecccnncenald
number of | _ | |
responses (n=8) 1 S 2

RESPONDENTS COMMENTS:

# having participated in developing the picture made it clear
and comprehensive.
* each nursing program has a philosophy which can be

transformed into a program picture with a lot of work.

7. VUsing the summary of important issues or problems
from the surveys to elicit décisions to be made about the
program was: »

STRONGLY STRONGLY.
DISAGREE DISAGREE NEUTRAL AGREE AGREE

(a)IMPORTANT...'-.l-..I....-2.......-.3..--.....4.-.'....-.5
number of | | |

responses (n=8) 1 1 6
STRONGLY STRONGLY
DISAGREE DISAGREE NEUTRAL AGREE AGREE

(BIFEASIBLE. .. ceeeliinnceenecenencanseSecnccceneeessencenead
number of | ] | |
responses (n=8) 1 1 1 S
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8. Using the summary of issues presented in the RNABC

position paper to assist in eliciting deciaions wasa:

STRONGLY STRONGLY
DISAGREE DISAGREE NEUTRAL AGREE AGREE
(@a)IMPORTANT . cveeelecenesenslincescnseeBecassssoeaPacrsescanasd
number of ! i |
responses (n=8) 1 4 .2

no rating given - 1

RESPONDENTS COMMENTS:

# RNABC position paper provided a perspective broader than
one local situation. |

*» (selection of this paper) clarified where the researcher
personally stood.

* positions represent those of our official body.

STRONGLY STRONGLY
DISAGREE DISAGREE NEUTRAL AGREE AGREE
(D)FEASIBLE. .t eelicrececoslacensscsaSBencsscncesBaceccnenasd
number of } |
responses (n=8) . S 2

no rating given - 1

RESPONDENTS COMMENTS:

* position paper readily available and prepared by respected

colleagues.
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9. Using the program objectives (intended outcomes) to

agsist in eliciting decisions was:

STRONGLY STRONGLY

7 DISAGREE DISAGREE NEUTRAL AGREE AGREE
(@)IMPORTANT s s eeeeleneeceensrosvoncecSeccsrencesBanscseasaned
number of | | i
responses (n=8) 1 1 : S

no rating given - 1

RESPONDENTS COMMENTS:

* provides an opportunity to review these objectives in terms
of what we are"actually accomplishing versus what we intend
to achieve.

» éerhaps a more important point of reference is whether the

graduates are achieving these objectives.

STRONGLY STRONGLY
DISAGREE DISAGREE NEUTRAL AGREE - AGREE
(BDYFEASIBLE.. - eliicerreeaZricenercsesBenccscncsss@avancoscnsed
number of | : | |
responses (n=8) 1 1 5

no rating given - 1

RESPONDENTS COMMENTS:

* all nursing programs have objectives that can be used.
» I feel our objectives are reflective of actual not ideal

objectives.
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10. Using the summary of perceived views of progran

critics to assist in eliciting decisions was:

STRONGLY STRONGLY

, DISAGREE DISAGREE NEUTRAL AGREE AGREE
(@)IMPORTANT ¢ v et eenlececvcesnnlensosneseeBanscncssecs@ecancenss
number of | ] |
regponses (n=8) 1 3 3

no rating given - 1

RESPONDENTS COMMENTS:

* gre critics really familiar with the program?

* we should consider negative views of our program Qhen
planning to evaluate it.

#* guestion whether critics views, as reported by faculty and

head nurses, are any different than their own views.

STRONGLY : STRONGLY
DISAGREE DISAGREE NEUTRAL AGREE AGREE
(DIFEASIBLE. . esasliceeneeceZeicernecsasBarencsenedecacnssnnsed
number of | | |
regsponses (n=8)> ‘ 3 3 1
no rating given - 1

RESPONDENTS COMMENTS:

*# there are always critics of any program.
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1l. Using the summary of unintenticnal outcomes to

aagliat in eliciting decisiona waa:

STRONGLY STRONGLY
DISAGREE DISAGREE NEUTRAL AGREE AGREE
(@)IMPORTANT ceeeeelensncnnaesenncncnaseBenceneoec@ecnoancead
number of | | | |
responses (n=8) 1 2 1 3

no rating given - 1

RESPONDENTS COMMENTS:

* some theorists maintain that the unintentional curriculum
is as important as the planned curriculum.

* are theae thinga we can really do anything about?

(2 comments).

*» sometimes teachers do not realize what students do with our

expectations.

STRONGLY STRONGLY
DISAGREE DISAGREE NEUTRAL AGREE AGREE
(DIFEASIBLE..sceeluicnceenee2inrnsceeeaBunencncoe@eceaneanad
number of | | |
responses (n=8) 2 3 2

no rating given -1



12. Using these five categories of program information

to assist in eliciting decisions to be made about the program

was.

STRONGLY STRONGLY
DISAGREE DISAGREE NEUTRAL AGREE AGREE
(a)IMPORTANT ccvceelenecnsneselecsnscsensBeccncsncnssdesncsoneesd
number of | |
responses (n=8) 3 4

no rating given -1

RESPONDENTS COMMENTS:

= provided a comprehensive data base (2 comments).

= diatinguiahing reaponaes from the queationnairea as

positive or negative under each category would have increasged

the reliability of the deciaion aselection.

STRONGLY A STRONGLY
DISAGREE DISAGREE NEUTRAL AGREE AGREE
(B)FEASIBLE.. v vselecenesseslannsesscsedacsancssscsdecsnnncoasd
number of | |
responses (n=8) 3 4

no rating given -1

RESPONDENTS COMMENTS:

*» examination of philosophy possible, other categories using
questionnaire format a lot of work but simpler than

interviewing and probably elicited more honest responses.
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(C> DECISION MAKING
Regarding program evaluation planning:
13. Using the decision-rating scale to assist in the

selection and rank ordering of deciasions about the program

waa:
STRONGLY STRONGLY
DISAGREE DISAGREE NEUTRAL AGREE AGREE
(A)IMPORTANT v eeeeslineennseeeccannessBaanssanssebassnnceesed
number of | | ] ]
responses (n=8) 1 1 3 3

RESPONDENTS COMMENTS:

* meaning of the criteria in the scale unclear and therefore
not helpful at the présent‘stage of development.

* need to clarify, on the instrument itself, the meaning of
each of the criterion and the meaning underlying the
assignment of a given rating for each criterion (4 comments).
* gscale too haphazard and subjective; directions so unclear,
different interpretations were given by members toc the
ratings of the scale.

# overall scale of 1 - 35 of relative importance to evaluating

the program did not seem to fit every criterion.

STRONGLY STRONGLY
DISAGREE DISAGREE NEUTRAL AGREE AGREE
(B)FEASIBLE. ... vel.iiuverveeeinnsnasneBececasssesdesanecaasad
number of | | | }
regsponses (n=8) 1 3 1 3

RESPONDENTS COMMENTS:

* more time needed to do this task (2 comments).



14. Determining who the decision makers would be for

each decision was:

STRONGLY STRONGLY
DISAGREE DISAGREE NEUTRAL AGREE AGREE
(@)IMPORTANT .. ceselineensensRenssacesBuvcacnosssBossaanssasd
number of | | |

responses (n=38) 1 1 4
no rating given -1

RESPONDENTS COMMENTS:

#» thia planning action would increase the credibiliﬁy of the
report, an aspect of program evaluation not previously

considered (2 comments).

# administrative bodies have the final word anyway.

STRONGLY STRONGLY
DISAGREE DISAGREE NEUTRAL AGREE AGREE
(bDIFEASIBLE. . veseleicincreeleccnncsee3incnccsnssdecencannnensd
number of | I |
responses (n=8) 1 1 4

no rating given -1
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(D> FOCUSING PURPOSE
Regarding program evaluation planning:

15. Using the list of rank ordered decisions toc be made
about the program to focus on the main purposes of the

program evaluation was:

STRONGLY STRONGLY
DISAGREE DISAGREE NEUTRAL AGREE AGREE
(@)IMPORTANT .. ecceluneneeeenlennccesoaBaanascnces@daveccannsesd
number of } ' |
responses (n=8) ; : 1 S

norrating given -2

RESPONDENTS COMMENTS:

* this step in the procedure does not seem to tie as directly

to the other parta as did the previous steps.

STRONGLY STRONGLY
DISAGREE DISAGREE NEUTRAL AGREE AGREE
(DIFEASIBLE. cevvevlecencerealanenencsosBucecennnes@Beceecenced
number of | . |
responses (n=8) 1 S

no rating given - 2

RESPONDENTS COMMENTS:

* doing this seemed to bring the "elephant™ (the huge,

complex program) down to a mangeable size.
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(E> SPECIFYING THE EVALUATION QUESTION
Regarding program evaluation planning:
15. Stating the question in terms of facilitating and

blocking factors was:

STRONGLY STRONGLY
DISAGREE DISAGREE NEUTRAL AGREE AGREE
(a)YIMPORTANT . e e e el inncceeZonessssesBenannssvsosBanancnaeed
number of ] |
responses (n=7) ' 2 5

RESPONDENTS COMMENTS:

* yery important és we continued to go back to the evaluation

queation as a point of reference in developing the resat of

the plan.

STRONGLY STRONGLY
DISAGREE DISAGREE NEUTRAL AGREE AGREE
(D)FEASIBLE. .. ceclceecencavnelanoacnoraBronasanseaPdeccannsenasd
nunber of | |
responses (n=7) 2 5

RESPONDENTS COMMENTS:

# 1t is difficult being aspecific enough.
# would require a lot of time, especially with a large

group.
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1. OQutlining the nature and detail of information

needed to answer the evaluation queation wasa:

STRONGLY STRONGLY
) DISAGREE DISAGREE NEUTRAL AGREE AGREE
(a)IMPORTANT .. evieleueeenees2uecnccecocesBanesnsssePennsaanead
number of | |
responses (n=7) 1 S -

RESPONDENTS COMMENTS:

®» points to questions of cost-effectiveness.
= enabled us to determine what we are really looking at,

explore the questions and associated factors (2 comments).

STRONGLY ’ STRONGLY

DISAGREE DISAGREE NEUTRAL AGREE AGREE
(B)FEASIBLE..ctseeleneoeneee2ennccanvseBencnvccacBencsacensad
number of | |
responses (n=7) 1 1)

RESPONDENTS COMMENTS:

% faculty should know what is presentlylavailable and what
resources would be necessary to obtain information not
presently available.

% good to have input from people in other areas, for example,

RNABC.
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17. Specifying the criteria which would be used as a

basis for change was:

STRONGLY STRONGLY

DISAGREE DISAGREE NEUTRAL AGREE AGREE
(a)IMPORTANT.......1.........2..........3.........4...,....5
number of ] |
‘responses (n=7) 1 6

RESPONDENTS COMHENT?:

* requires faculty to identify objectively their valuing of
any one criterion (2 commenta).

= really grounds you to whatever measure you would regard asa
representative of a needed change.

®= very important for measurement purposes and to pursue
validity.

» must be done to guide Aecision making; difficult

value-laden activity.

STRONGLY ' STRONGLY

DISAGREE DISAGREE NEUTRAL AGREE AGREE
(b)FEASIBLE..v.veleceanenerso@eressacssBacccscanssBacesannead
number of | |
‘responses (n=7) 2 5

RESPONDENTS COMMENTS:

* may be hard to achieve consensus in a larger group.

®= yesa, each person on the committee‘had an idea of what
criteria to use as a baais for change.

* this did not prove to be a difficult task.

®= difficult to assign numbers to value-oriented material.

lig
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(F) DESIGNING A METHODOLOGICAL APPROACH
Regarding program evaluation planning:
18. Deciding on the UNIT,TREATMENT, OPERATIONS, and

SETTING (UTOS) for the evaluation question was:

STRONGLY STRONGLY
DISAGREE DISAGREE NEUTRAL AGREE AGREE
(a)IMPORTANT . coeeeleccececnnceelecnncncenaSBecenceseoedesensanead
number of |
responses (n=7) 1 5
no rating given - 1

RESPONDENTS COMMENTS:

» reqﬁires group to specify task, thereby making it mangeable
(3 comments).

* provides structure and organizational framework p?ior to
carrying out the study.

* focuses evaluation and forces decision making re instrument

preparation.
STRONGLY ‘ STRONGLY
DISAGREE DISAGREE NEUTRAL AGREE AGREE
(BI)FEASIBLE......cl.ccreceveececnceseBeecnoescaclecaneesssd
number of | |
responses (n=7) 2 4

no rating given -1

RESPONDENTS COMMENTS:

* this approach gives us a way of getting at the data to
answer the evaluation question.
* [process of working through UTO0S] not linear, but a working

back and forth as the plan was developed.
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19. Considering the list of author’s views on OPERATIONS
(data collection methods) was:

STRONGLY , _ STRONGLY

DISAGREE DISAGREE NEUTRAL AGREE AGREE
(@)IMPORTANT . ccvneeleneenceeecZinncannesrBananancsns@acseancesesd
number of [ |
responses (n=7) 3 3

no rating given -1

RESPONDENTS COMMENTS:

* important as we want to have reliable, valid data as a
result of using a reliable and valid system of collecting
data (2 comments).

* gave us all the same starting point as a group.

* helps guide choice of instruments and determines group’s
values. that is, reliabil;ty and validity may be more
important than the ease with which the ingstrument could be

developed.

STRONGLY STRONGLY

DISAGREE DISAGREE NEUTRAL AGREE AGREE
(B)FEASIBLE..cvenelineenceereZinececaneeBencccccebeccacenasd
number of | |
responses (n=7) 3 3

no rating given - 1

RESPONDENTS COMMENTS:

* summary format really nice, many people not aware of

importance of choosing the best tool.



20. Setting a timeline and determining a coordinator

for an evaluation queation was:

STRONGLY STRONGLY

DISAGREE DISAGREE NEUTRAL AGREE AGREE
(@)IMPORTANT .. v ceelueennceereencoscnsssBaccascoscBansceses
number of ' T
responses (n=7) 1 ]

no rating given -1

RESPONDENTS COMMENTS:
* part of implementing the plan and ensures responsibility

and accountability for follow through.

STRONGLY STRONGLY
DISAGREE DISAGREE NEUTRAL AGREE AGREE
(BIFEASIBLE.. ceeecluivesceevecelicccaconcsSBecosncsose@ececncaseld
number of
responses (n=7) 1 5

no rating given -1
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(G) USE OF CENTRAL QUESTIONS
Regarding program evaluation planning:
21. Using central questions as the organizing framework

for the plan to evaluate a nuraing program would be:

STRONGLY STRONGLY
DISAGREE DISAGREE NEUTRAL AGREE AGREE
(@a)IMPORTANT . cecvelcecenccece2rnnnasceacBesncanssabeanncnans S
number of | .‘
responses (n=7) 1 3
no rating given - 3

RESPONDENTS COMMENTS:

* as long as the questions came out of a reliable data base.

STRONGLY STRONGLY
DISAGREE DISAGREE NEUTRAL AGREE AGREE
(D)FEASIBLE. . ceaecelenenccceensencacsensencnscsennsGancccesss
number of ‘ |
responses (n=7) B § 3

no rating given - 3
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Discussion of Results

‘There were eight nursfng faculty who attended the <first
meeting of the committee. Ail eight of these participants
completed Part 1 of the Importance and Feasibility queStionnaire.

The responses to the first step in the procedure, that of
collecting the five categorisa of information about the érogram,
indicated that thia waa an important and feaaible atep in
planning an evaluation. There were some suggestions made on how
to improve the methods of gathering gqualitative data. Their
comments indibated that using open-ended questionnaireé was
viewed as a desirable method of collecting qualitative data by
aome members and an undesirable method by others. The concerns
that they ‘had about tgis method, that |is, the timevxénd
difficulty involved in summarizing or categorizing qualiﬁative
responses, cautious interpretation of the data because of the
various posgsible meanings respondents could give to the guestions
asked, and the self-selection of fespondents with strong
feelings about the program when participation is voluntary, were
valid ones to consider if this method is selected for use. In
an actual application of the procedure, they would have the
option of choosing their - own preferred method. Open-ended
questionnaires were seen as the most appropriate format for use
with faculty, whereas it was recommended that interviews were
preferable with agency staff. Incorporating the collection of

such data into routine end-of-placement evaluations would be a
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time-efficient approach.

The field testing revealed the importance of planning to do
preparatory' work with all participants in the data collection
step of the procedure in order to elicit support for program
evaluation activities and to provide some background information

on the posesible goals and roles of program evaluation. When

the researcher asked the group in the meeting about the
appropriateness of categorizing the qualitative data into
positive and negative responses, the opinions were split

evenly, that 1is S50% in favour and 50% opposed. This would be
another planﬁing decision in an actual application.

From the responses on the gquestionnaires,. it seemed
important and feasible to use the program philosophy both as the
philosophical basis of an evaluation plan and as an aid to dréw—
ing the program picture. The conceptual framework could alsd be
considered by a planning group for use in assiasting with eliciting
concepts for the picture.

Most members indicated agreement to the use of the program
picture as a feasible and important part of the planning process.
For expediency, the researcher used the picture previously done
done by a group of faculty of the same nursing program in the
preliminary field testing of the procedure. Given the expressed'
confusion of those members pf the committee who did not particir_
pate in drawing the picture, it would be important in future
applications that all members of a planning group be involved in

its construction.



The majority of the members agreed to the use of the
summary ot important issues/problems collected by the open-ended
questionnaires. The importance and feasibility of using the
aummary of l1ssues presented in the RNABC position paper to
assist in eliciting decisions was also agreed to mosﬁ members.
In the tield testing, the researcher selected this reference
aopurce. In an actual planning aituation, faculty might choose
sther data sources. One member did comment that the selection of
the RNABC paper revealed the personal biases of the researcher.

Six ot the eight members indicated agreement with both the
feasibility anad importance of reviewing the program objecﬁives
as intended outcomes. Using the summary of perceived views of
program critics as an informational source in planning an
evaluation study was ag well agreed to by six mempers. In
actual applications, the data sources for this categoryv of
information would vary with the preferences of different

planning groups. The wuse of the summary of unintentional

cutcomes to assist in eliciting decisidns was viewed positively

by the majority of the members. ‘However, two of the members
questioned whether these are tactors which teachers can
reaily do something apout, given that every progran wili
have unintentional outcomes. There was some discussion about

minimizing negative effects of a program.
in summary, the £field testing revealed that the tive
categories of program information designated in the procedure

ware an appropriate Dpase from which an evaluation plan could be
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developed. The wWwritten comments indicated the importance of a
given: planning group selecting their own preferred method of
coilecting these data as well as'tne data sources.,

The design of the procedure was intended to allow for that
flexibility. It would be important for subsequent planning
Jroupa to apprecliate the intent of this data collection step in
the procedure, that i3, to identify areas that possibly need to
be investigated more formally as part ot an evaluation plan, It
is not to nhe viewed as the final evaluation of that topic area.

The group stated that the process of suggesting possible
program dec1éions was an important, yet time-consuming tésk.
Even though they had two weekg in which to individually raeview
the information that was collected about their program 1in
relation to proposing pos;ible decisions, they wanted more tiﬁe
at this activity as a group. They stated that because these
deciaiona determined the ultimate focus of the evaluation plan,
this activity shouid have had more time than the forty minutes
allotted. Although the <field testing invoived developing a
simuiated evaluation plan, their comments indicated the relative
importance they gave to thlie step in the procedure.

Using the decision-rating scale was difficuit for the
committee. Six members did however 1i1ndicate agreement wlth
the importance of using an instrument to assist in tne process of
rank ordering potential decisions. The difficulty was with the
stage of development of the rating scaie used in the field

testing. Comments 1ndicated that more sgpecific directions ror
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its use. were needed, with more detail provided as to the meaning

of each criterion and the assignment of a given rating on each

The -3 o

Hy

scale. overall scale of 1 relative importance to

program planning did not seem to fit every criterion., The

design of this instrument, as it was presented in the second

tield tesing, was 1ndicated as the area most in need of revision

prior to subsequent applications of the procedure in reality
settings.
Both the importance and feasibility ¢f determining who the

decision makers would be was agreed to by five of the eight

Two

nembera. comments noted that this planning action could
increaae the credibility of the report, an aspect of progran
evaluation which they had not previously congaidered. The member

who gave a neutral resaponse to this guestion commented that

adminiatrative bodies have the final word anyway.
Although

following through from the rank-ordered decisions

and designated decision makers to

evaluation was strongly agreed to
by five members,

a new dimension to the planning.

commemted that stating the purpose

directly to tne other parts as did the

At the second meeting of the

changed somewhat. The Director of

one of the instructors could not

unanticipated committments. Six

detfining the purposes

the researcher felt that this step

O the original mempers

of the

as poth important and feasible

did not add

One of the members also

did not seem to tie as

previous steps.

committee, the membership

the Nursing Programs and

attend because of other

re-
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mained, and one new faculty representative joined the group.

“One evaluation queastion waa formulated by the group and
used as a prototype example ;n applying the remaining steps
of the procedure. A handout was done by the researcher to
assist the group in applying these steps (see Appendix D).
The question that the committee devised and followed through
was: what factors facilitate and impede the students’ ability to
reet the clinical objectives of the program? All of the seven
faculty who participated in this meeting cqmpleted Part II of the
Feasibility and Importance questionnaire.

Stating Fthe evaluation question in terms of facilitéting
and blocking factors was agreed to by all the members. All of
them also indicated agreement to both the perceived importance
and feasibility of ou£lining the nature and detail Bf
information néeded to answer the evaluation qgquestion and. of
specifying the criteria which would be used as a basis for
change. Their comments recognized the difficulty involved in
the value-laden activity of specifying criteria for change, but
did note that it was a necessary planning activity which would
later guide judgments of worth. When devising an actual
evaluation plan, it would be important at this stage of planniné
to validate the criteria with the faculty at large. Discusaion
of these criteria for change would challenge the preconceived
positions of individual members and indicate how the evaluative
data should be interpreted. It would also indicate that the

internal evaluation was intended to be more that a token effort.
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The ratings and the comments made regarding the structured
uToSs stép in the procedure were all poaitive. One comment by a
committee member would be part;cularily ralevant to aubaequent
épplicationa of the procedure. Thia waa that the proceaa of
developing thebunit, treatment, operationa, and setting elements
be seen not as a linear process, but rather as a working back
and forth among the elementa while developing the plan.

The responaea of the membera indicated their agreement to
the importance and feasibility of setting a timeline and
determining a coordinator for each quesation. Using central
questiona aa rthe organizing framework for a plan to evaluaﬁe a
nursing program wasa alaso viewed poéitively in the field tesating.

The group made sone verbal comments at the end of
the second meeting ofA the committee which were alao notéd
by the researcher asa relevant feedback for any subsequent field
teating of the procedure. The detailed handout which the
committee members were given to use as a guide to specifying an
evaluation question and developing the methodological approach
to the question was seen as a better format of presentation than
what waa used for the deciaion-rating acale. Thia format was
therefore uaed as the model for reviaing the deciaion-ratiné
acale. The group alaoc commented that the method used by thé
researcher to record their commenta aas the diascuasion progressed,
facilitated their underatanding of how to connect the concepta
from one step to the next. (Their comments were written, for

each satep of the methodological approach, on large sheets of
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paper which were posted for all to see.)

In conclusion, many committee members shared their
impressions that evaluating a ‘program could be an enormous,
>complex, and time-consuming task. Although they agreed that it
was a valuable exercise, they reminded the researcher that, in
reality, their involvement in program evaluation activities were
added on to their present workload of teaching and curriculum
planning. Focusing their efforts on facilitating decision
making was considered to be an important, and feasible way of
connecting these activities to both the management of the

program and to the development of the curriculum.
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Chapter VI

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The changes made in the final revised procedure are present-
ed 1in thia chapter, along with a summary of the viewé of the
researcher regarding the subsequent use of this approach. . Next,
there is a diacussion of the inaighta regarding internal program
evaluation gained aa a result of this experience. Lastly,

recommendatidhs are made for further research.

The Revised Procedure

Based on the experiences of the researcher in the second
field teating, and on the data received on the Importancé and
Feasibility queationnaires which were completed by the faculty
membera of the steering committee, there were three major changes
nade in the final version of the procedure.

The first change was to omit the atep of determining ﬁhe
purpoase of the avaluation. The selection and rank ordering of
deciajona and determining the decision makers, the step whicﬁ
immediately preceded the astatement of purpose, aeemed to narrow
the scope of the inveatigation sufficiently. Stating the purpoae,
in addition, appeared redundant. The researcher felt that it was‘
important to reduce, if poasaible, the number of stepas 1in the
procedure in order to aimplify the proceas and make it more time-

efficient for the usera.
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Secondly, recommendations were added regarding the
collection of qualitative data about the program. There were
two reasons for designating the collection of qualitative data
as the <first step in the procedure. These data’ form an
informational base for suggesting possible relevant decisions to
be made about the program and for rank ordering the most
important of these. The comments made by the committee members
pointed out that more valuable data might have been collected ifi
the respondents were given some background information about the
possible roles and' goals of program evaluation prior to
completing thé questionnaires. In the field testing it appéared
that, without background information on program evaluation, the
respondents focused their comments on the needs for progran
evaluation primarily on tﬁe curriculum.

This background information could be provided . to
participants by arranging an information session for those
involved. Or, an introduction to any questionnairesbused could
mention the other possible roles that program evaluation could
play. The general goals of evaluating a program mentioned by
Love (1983), that is, advocating the value of the program in the
community, providing data to assist in policy choices and
selecting operating practices, and improving the quality of the
program, could be listed. ‘The program picture could also be
ugsed in an orientation to a broader perspective of poasible
areas to investigate.

The selection of data sources, the preparation of

participants, and the methods selected to collect gqualitative
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data about the program must be decisions made by the faculty
planning the evaluation. Recommendations in subsequent
applicationa of the procedure would specify that the faculty
Qroup responsible for developing the plan determine which
methods and sources will be used to collect qualitative data.
The criticisms of the data provided about their program, made
by the committee in the second field teating, might have been
avoided if the membera had this involvement. Aa it waa, the 
regsearcher assumed this reasponsibility in order to have recent
and relevant data about the program to use in developing a
simulated pian. Whatever method ia selected for >use,
conasideration should be given in the design of the instrument to
the ease of tabulating and summarizing data for subsequent
review by a committee. Aiso, the data that are collected muat be
immediately relevant to the five categories of informaﬁion
designated in the procedure.

The nature of the qualitative data collected in the field
testing validated that satudents, faculty, and agency staff do
indeed have different viewa of the progranmn. Having a variety of
data asources for these data, from both inaide and outaide the
program, provided for a broader informational base from which to
davelop an evaluation plan. But, becauae of different background
experiencea, the method aeleqted to collect data from the varioﬁs
informantsa may be different. Ffor example, interviews rather <+han
questionnairea, appear to be the method of choice for agency ataff,
Group interviewa, like the ones desacribed by Allen and Reidy

(1971), could be done.
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The third major change made in the procedure related to the
format and the amount of detail provided in the decision-rating
acale (see figure 2 for the original). This was done because of
the confusion experienced by the committee in interpreting the
meaning of each criterion itself and also the significan;e of a
certain rating on the scale. A brief introduction outlining the
purpose of the scale and general instructions for its use weré-
added. Some of the criteria seemed to overlap, therefore the
total number was reduced from nine to six.

In reducing the number of criteria used in the acale, those
relating to the same general topic area were combined. The
criteria of "timelineas of information to program planning”,
“the stage of curriculu; development”, and "future impact ;n
the program”™ were combined to become one criterion, that. of
“timeliness of information to program improvement". "Available
regsources’ was omitted entirely. This criterion seemed to apply
more appropriately to the selection of a methodological approach
than to the selection of an evaluation decision. The criterion
of “value given by program critics"™ was incorporated under that
of "political leverage" or the degree of anticipated response
from the community. The criteria *student needs”™, ‘'stated
values of the program'™, and_ ‘‘degree of informational need” were
retained. A new criterion, ‘*impact on policy choices and

operating decisions” was added to connect the evaluation
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planning activities more directly to the administrative practices

within the department.

Each criterion was also defined in more detail and
operationalized by adding specific i1nformation about the
program. Some of this program information would be provided by

asking related questiona when collecting the gqualitative data
about the program. A rating sacale of 1 - 5 was provided for
each criterion. Because each criterion addresses a ~un1qué
aapect of the program, an explanation was, given of the meaning
of a "1' and a "5 'rating on each acale. An adjoining 3ummnary
sheet waa devised for uge 1n tallying individual ascores .(see

A&ppendix K for the revised sacale and summary saheet) .

Summary

Initially nursing faculty would need some assistance in
using the proposed procedure as a pasis for planning an
evaluation otf their progranm. Because the procedure presented a

structured and reliatively simple approach to a complex task, it
ahould have a high probability of being accepted by novice
evaluators. The procedure addressed some important aspects of
program evaluation which are noted 1in the literature. Because of
this, appiication of the procedure would i1ncrease the theoretical
knowledge of the ugers. Az more and more nurses are educated to
the Masters level, the reasearch skilis of faculty groups will
also increase. Although\4the procedure included some components

of planning the methodoiogy of a study. the emphasi:s was on a
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systematic approach to an overall plan. This proposal assumed
that specific knowledge and skills related to research design and
statistical analysis would be gained elsewhere.

The procedure preaented in thia theaia proposed one way to
approach the gystematic planning of an internal evaluation of a
nuraing program. Given the subjectivity inherent in the processa
of evaluating any phenomenon, other approaches are certainly
posaible. The important issue wasa that the unique philosophical
biases of the faculty group were openly connected to the
program evaluation activities. The field testing of this
proposal in one diploma nursing program did indicate, thever,
that such an approach was perceived as both an /important and

feaaibla way to plan an internal evaluation.

Implications for Internal Program Evaluations

Any educational program is a complex phenomenon whose
unique learning experiences and outcomea result from the
interaction among institutional, inétructional, and student
variables. Because of constraints of time and reaources, any

internal evaluation of a nursing program will ultimately have‘to
focus on certain aspects of the program while ignoring others,
regardless of the theoretical approach selected to guide the
process. That there be some kind of a framework that provides
for the logical and justifiable organization of time, effort,
and resources is essential. The faculty and administration of

college-based nursing programs are accountable to many different
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groups for the quality of their progranms. Therefore, the
approach selected and the focus given to an evaluation must be
justifiable to others outside the department, not only for what
ia selected for use, but also for what is rejected.

Evaluation activities must compete with other departmental
reaponaibilitiea for the time and attention of both faculty and
administration. Even with a systematic, structured appfoach to
planning an evaluétion, which specifically connects evaluation
activitiea to decision-making needs, concgntrated effort muat be
nade to keep the acope of the atudy compatible with the ability
of vthe peocple involved to manage such endeavours effectively.
The design of the proposed procedure has the flexibility to
allow faculty, at each step in the planning processa, to make the
nature of their activi£ies aa broad or as narrow asxyis
realistically posaible. If evaluation activitiea are tb be
required of any college program, and are truly valued by fund
givers, faculty will need release from their usual teaching and
curriculum planning responaibilities ﬁo plan and implement an
evaluation which will yield meaningful reaulta.

When soliciting volunteers to participate in the field
testing, the researcher felt resistance from the faculty toward
becoming involved in this extra activity. The climate within
the program at the time of the field testing was affected by
the fact thatl major changes were planned for the program in the
fall, The researcher had originally hoped to incorporate the

field testing of the procedure into the actual program



134

evaluation activities of the department. However, planning had
already been done, and to redo or change any aspect of these
plans was not a realistic expectation to make of the faculty.
Even though the researcher had many years of experience with the
usual workload of a nursihg instructor, being on full time leave
of absence had made her too quickly forget the stresses of the
work environment. Also, when a research project is one’s'primary
focus, one somehow expects that all others will share the same
level of enthusiasm and committment for such activities. This
short-sightedness can alienate a researcher from the faculty
group even when that person is a member of the department.

Although subjectivity is a salient feature of any
evaluation, it becomes a particularily important issue when
planning an internal evalﬁation. Beginning the planning procéss
by having a group discussion of the entire faculty regafding
whether their preconceived positions about the program are
really open to be changed by evaluative data would be essential.
At the least, this discussion acknowledges such a possibiliity.
A positive view of the purposes of an internal evaluation should
also be emphasized, fbr example, that the process is intended ;o
improve the program for students.

Any evaluation will have the highest probability of hawving
positive results if it is implemented within a c¢limate of
trust. WEven though the planning of an internal evaluation is
most efficient wwhen done by a amall group, w«whenever possible,

information should be reported back to faculty-at-large and the
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opportunity given to validate major components of the plan.

Being informed
evaluation and
should promote
ic may diffuse

One of

and clearly understanding the purpose of the
who the intended audiences of the report shall be
trust. A positive and frank discussion on the top-

some of the emotional impact evaluation can have.

the advantages, perceived by the researcher, to

planning an internal versus an external evaluation, was that the

faculty would feel ownership for the process. Therefore, there

would be a

higher' probability of them believing in the

evaluative data and making changes as a result. In field

testing the

proposal, the researcher designed the data

collection tools and collected and summarized the qualitative

data about the

effort of the

program. This was done to reserve the time ahd

volunteer participants for the application of the

procedure. Also, being a member of this faculty, the researcher

viewed herself

as an insider to the progranm. But, because the

group itself did not have input into this beginning step of the

planning, there

validity and

was much discussion on their acceptance of the

reliability of both the tools and the data. At

the onset of the field experience, the data collection activities

were viewed by

the researcher as a relatively insignificant part

of testing the procedure. But the expressed faculty opinion
indicated that this step was indeed a very important one - it
was a representation of their progranm. The researcher was not

prepared for the emotional response of the group toward the data

which had been collected about their progranm. It appears that
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receiving evaluative data about one’s program is comparable to
receiving evaluative data about one‘’a own performance, that is,
it ias a peraonal experience.

| The faculty using the procedure must be involved ‘in every
aspect of the planning to feel ownership for it. They must feel
comfortable with the data collected about their program or they
may Buapect’that the outcomea of the plan will be biamsed by the
nature of the informational base initially provided.

Prepa:atory work 1a essential to ensure the success of an
internal evaluation. With the pressurea of the timelines
involved in csmpleting the thesis, the researcher did not séend
enough time explaining to individual faculty the purpoase of the
research and the possible benefits to the department. Although
group information sessigns were held, it appeared that mo;e
one-to-one communication should also have been planned. Such
preparatory work ia eaaential to gain cooperation and committment
for evaluation endeavora.

Planning for input from outside the department involved is
an essential aspect of an internal evaluation. Outside input
can be ensured by selecting data aourcea external to the program
when collecting i1nformation about the program. Alao, having a
nember of the planning committee who ia not a member of the
nursing department would p:ovide aome measure of objectivity.
External involvement in the process may also increase the
credibility of the evaluation with the audience of the report.
In career programs such as nursaing, it is practical to include

representation from potential employers of the graduates when
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planning a program evaluation.

Program evaluation activities can be made more time-
efficient if one overall apprqach to the task is generally
accepted by the faculty group. Rather than exist ag distinct
functions, evaluation activities can be incorporated into
normal routines of the department such as teaching team meetings
and end-of-placement interviews with agency ataff. Also,
congideration should be given in the overall plan to addressing'
any concurrent evaluation c¢riteria imposed by the demands for

institutional self-evaluation and program approval.

An intérnal program evaluation is in essence a
self-evaluation. There are those who are philosophically
opposed to this approach because they feel that the process is

biased from the onset ;nd that the results are not to \Be
trusted. There are also‘others who feel that it is only thrbugh
self-evaluation that weaknesses and strehgths can truly be
identified. An introduction to an internal evaluation report
should acknowledge the philosophical bias. Whether the faculty
who implement an internal evaluation are completely honest in
reporting problem areas is a critical factor. Perhaps, the
ideal program evaluation involves the perspectives of botﬁ

internal and external examiners.

Summary
The following insights into program evaluation were gained
by the researcher as a result of the field experience:

(i) evaluating an educational program is an enormous and
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complex taak.

Cii) . some kind of organizing framework 1is essential to
make the taak relevant, valid, and manageable.

(iii) whatever approach is adopted, the aelectiqn and the
rejection of ‘various options must be a rational process and
justifiable to others.

(iv) evaluation activities must compete with other
departmental responsibilities for the time and attention of
faculty and administrators and for funding,

(v) when evaluative data about a program is presented to
inaiders, oné‘ahould expect an emotional reasponse. |

(vi) program evaluation activities ﬁust take place 1in a
climate of truat.

(vii) planning an internal evaluation must involve facuity
in every aapect of the process. Preparatory work, in gfoups
and 1in one-to-one seasgsiona, ia neceasary to gsin faculty
cooperation and committment as well as to decrease defensiveness.
Such preparatory time should be included in the plan.

(viii) internal evaluations should have input from
outaiders. Thia action recognizes the political climate 1in
which all educational programs exist, may increase the credibility
of the evaluation, and gives a broader perspective.

(ix) program evaluatipn activitie=s must be time-efficient
and mainatreamed into normal departmental activitiea.

(%) internal program evaluation ia a self-evaluation.
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Recommendations

Further field testing of the proposed procedural approach
to planning an internal evaluation is necessary. Both the

initial and the second field tests were implemented within the

same nursing progranm. Feedback from faculty groups of other
programs could provide differing perspectives on both <the
importance and feasibility of using this approach. Ideally,

further field testing should involve the development of an
actual, rather than a simulated, evaluation plan. Feedback
concerning the revisedldecision-rating scale would definitely be
warranted. |

If nurse educators are to take responsibility ‘for planning
and implementing evaluations of their programs, it is essentigl
that significant numbers of them possess the necessary research
skills. Inservice programs could be one method of achieving this
goal or, incentives could be provided by program administrators
for faculty to attend formal univeraity-level courses.

Recognizing that there are many wéys to approach the task
of planning an internal program evaluation, it is expected that
the comparigon of the proposed procedural approach with other
methods, even within the same progran, would produce different
outcomes. However, it could be possible to establish some
criteria of comparison between approaches that would be-
meaningful to faculty users. For example, time-efficiency and
simplicity in design could be such criteria. Surveys of
nursing faculty could be done to egtablish criteria for

comparing different approachea.
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APPENDIX A

OUTLINE OF THE STEPS

USED IN IMPLEMENTING

THE SECOND FIELD TESTING OF THE PROCEDURE
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Steps used in Implementing the Second Field Testing of the

Procedure.

1. Soliciting permission from the Director of the Nursing
Programa at the college to participate in the reaearch (March
11, 1984).

2. Collecting information about the program to uée as a
basis for developing the sasimulated evaluation plan (late March
and early April, 1984).

(a) collecting and summarizing some specific and recent data
about the program relating to four informational cateﬁoriea
deaignated by the procedure; that ia, intended outcgmea (factora
which facilitated learning), unintended outcomea, important
1ssues/probléms affectiné the program, and views of progfam
critica. Open-ended qués;ionnaires were givén by the reseafcher
to the following groupa of volunteer participanta: £first year
studenta (n=20), asecond year baaic asatudenta (n=12), second yeAar
Acceaa II (n=9), second year Accegaa I (h=14), faculty (n=1i5), and
head nursaea from clinical agenciesa hoating atudent experiences
(n=3). (late March and early April, 1984).

(b)) collecting printed material from the curriculum of the
nuraing program relating to the program philosophy, the program
plicture, and the intended outcomea (overall objectives). An .
article form the RNABC News, Jan/Feb. 1984, waa used in the
category of important issuea/problems affecting the program.

3. Collating the above information into a package of
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reading materials for the eight faculty who had volunteered to
apply the procedure in developing a simulated evaluation plan for
their progranm.

4, Meeting with these voiunteers for a short orientation
session. The reading materials were distributed | and the
reacearcher did a brief overview of the procedure and the nature
of their subsequent involvement in the study (April 1s, 1§84).

5. The first meeting of the faculty volunteers (the
Steering Committee) was held May 4, 1984. The researcher
assisted the group 'in applying the first three steps of the
procedure, The informational base which was used to de&elop
this component of the simulated evaluation plan was the package
of reading materials which had been prepared by the researcher
about their progranm. - |

6. Distributing and collecting Part 1 of the Imporiance
and Feasibility guestionnaire which was completed by the
committee members at the end of this meeting.

7. The second meeting of the Stéering Committee was held
ten days later. Using one evaluation qguestion as a prototype
example, the researcher assisted +the members in applying the
remaining three steps in the procedure.

8. Distributing and collecting Part 11 of the Importance
and Feasibility questionnaire from the faculty who participated

in the second meeting.
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APPENDIX B

INITIAL DRAFT OF THE PROCEDURE
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APPENDIX B

Initial Draft of the Procedure, field tested in an

actual application (Jan. 7833 ¢ An Application of Cronbach’s

Viewas on Developing an Evaluation Plan=

1. Using the program philosophy describing the Nature of
Man, Nursing, Health, Teaching-Learning ang Nursing Education,
define the major variables affecting the educational experiences
in our nursing program.

Omit nothing that matters in our real world.

Consider that Cronbach’s model 1is an interaction; one,
involving the population (students?, treatment (curriculum and
teachers), and the setting.

2. State the major -purposes of the evaluation, for example,
to improve the curriculum.

3. Determine the target audiences for the evaluation.
Consider entering the thinking of the relevant political commun-
ity, that is, those involved in political discussions about the
program and those who shape the program as it operates.

4. Brainstorm all possible gquestions that could be asked
about our program. Consider the need to have input from other

sources, for example, students, college administration.

S. Based on all possible questions, select ones which are
practical for us to ask, that is, within our available
resources. Omission of guestions is to be a deliberate choics.

in selecting questions, Cronbach suggests the following
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criteria be used:
*» dispelling questions of program critics
= anticipated expectations of the progranm
* valuea reflected in the-pfogram philosophy
* our greatest needs for information (uncertéinty re
rezaulta)
* questioning stated program goals
* areas with the greatest degree of leverage on . policy
choicea and operating deciaiona (political leverage)
*= queationa likely to be aaked about the program in the
future
6. Cronbach suggests that it is helpful to break the
evaluation study into comparatively small studies with warying
atarting dateas and dugations, and with different centkal
queational that ia,
CENTRAL QUESTION
UNIT OF STUDY
TREATHENT
OPERATIONS
¥
SETTING
Cronbach’s INTERACTION model: ALL 4 elements present for EACH

queation (UTQOS).

*= L. Cronbach. Designing Evaluations of Educational apnd Social
Programs. San Franciaco: Jossey-Baas, 1932,
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APPENDIX C

EXAMPLE OF A PROGRAM PICTURE
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APPENDIX D

A METHODOLOGICAL APPROACH TO PLANNING AN EVALUATION QUESTION



149

APPENDIX D

A METHODOLOGICAL APPROACH TO PLANNING AN EVALUATION QUESTION

OBJECTIVE: A logical and believable approach to evaluating
a given aapect of a program - blocking off a domain of

inveatigation.

l. STATEMENT OF THE EVALUATION QUESTION WHICH ADDRESSES THE
FORMATIVE ASPECTS OF EVALUATION, that ias, what factors facilitaté
and/or block..."

(i> Helps the eQaluation study consider not only outcome
behaviors, but also factors/charateristics/processes within the
program wwhich may be atrongly asaociated with cértain outcome
behaviora.

(ii) Most useful in terms of curriculum planning. and
revising, most facilitating of decision making ( selecting among
varioua courses of action).

e.g., "What factors facilitate and/or impede the students”’

learning of paychomotor akilla?®"

2. INFORMATION NEEDED TO ANSWER THE STATED QUESTION.

(i) Factora to be included are thoae which provide for a
baéic and up~to-date deacription of the aapect of the program
under atudy.

(ii) Outlines certain issues within the program thought or

known to be aasaociated with the aapect under atudy.
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(iii) Consider the input of those most knowledgeable in the
selected area.

e.g., * Describing the current situation for learning of
skills ( scheduled time for demonstration and practising skills
in lab, student/teacher ratio, methods used to teach skills in
lab, time apent in maatery demcas etc.).

*» agsegament of skill performance i1in the clinical area by
students ( self-evaluation) and by teachers.

* nature and number of clinical learning experienées ﬁo
practise skills.

* students’ opinions of faciliating and blocking factors.

* teachers’ opinions on faciliating and blocking factors,

3. INFORMATION NOT ALREADY MENTIONED THAT WOULD FACILITATE
DECISION MAKING.

e.g., 1f the decision was Do we need to change the method
used to teach psychomotor skills in our program?', some other
info might be-

* cost-effectiveness of implementing current method vs

other methods.

4. INFORMATION NOT ALREADY MENTIONED THAT WOULD INCREASE
THE\CREDIBILTY OF THE STUDY WITH THE DECISION MAKERS (readers
of the report).

e.g., If the decision makers designated are the nursing facu-

lty and the Director of the Nursing Programs, other info might be-
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= study included faculty input in the data collection.
# evaluation data included the amount of the students’ own
preparation for skill performance.

®# aignificant numbers of studenta were sampled.

S. Statement of the CRITERIA (indicators’) FOR CHANGE.

) “"For an evaluation to be meaningful... the atudy muat go
beyond simply describing what is to making judgmenta of worth"
( Worthen and Sandersa, 1973. p. 38). |

(i) What information collected by the study would indicate
the need for cpénge? |

(ii> Consider input by the decision makers.

(iii) Hagen (19739) suggests considering the cﬁaracteristics
af the atudents in the program, the complexity of performance
embedded in the activity, and the amount of inatructional time
devoted to achieving competence when deciding on criteria for uae
in program evaluation. She also recommends that consensua be
reached by the group using these criterijia.

@.g., * 30% or more of the graduates have difficulty with
akill performance as indicated by the Dyer tool in the 6 month
followup of graduate performance.

* 30% or more éf the teachers in Phase I indicate atudents
have difficulty performing akilla in the clinical area.

* 30% or more of the‘practicum atudents have difficulty‘

with skill performance.
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6. UNIT OF STUDY ( target data sources).

(i) Criteria (indicators) for change help direct aelection
of data sourcea.

(ii> Consider avallability of participants and datsa
(Standards, 1981, p. 323. |

(iii>d Determine sample aize -~ random selection or whole
population. If statistical applications made to data, a minimum
number of 30 ias advisable (Bailey, 1978, p. 84),.

e.g., * Which group of students (semester I, semesfer Iv,
practicum, graduates) and in what years of the program (is this a
longtitudinal study).

* 2Faculty and hospital staff included - which faculty?

7. SETTING in which-Data Collection takes place.

(i) Determine the gaettings in which data will Dbe
collectedf

€.g9., = nursing lab.

®* clinical learning experiences for students currently in
the program.

# clinical areas where the graduates work.

(ii) Describe to the extent feasible, whatever information
in the setting is expected to help in interpreting the results -
influence of the immediate situation on the data collected
(Cronbach, 1982, p. 82). |

2.9., = nature and availabilty of lab equipment if nursing

lab is studied.
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= nature of health problems (acute M/S, or ECU), size of
ward and hospital, amount of staff involvement in teaching, if

clinical learning experiences are studied.

8. TREATMENT - Defining the process/thing under study.

(1> Conaider the cognitive, affective, and paychomotor
aapecta of learning, if appropriate, in the definition.

e.g., * What constitutes "performance of a skill” (critical
elements, time element, knowledge of the principles undérlying
the akilly.

* specified skills (aseptic techniques - dressings, cather-
ization, administering medications, monitoring intervenous
therapy) or all skilla generally.

* actual performance  of skills by students in the clinical
area (currently in the program or graduatea).

= firat, aecond, third performance of a given akill by a
atudent or the mastery demonatration.

* attitude (opinion) of atudenta  toward teaching methods
and learning activities which facilitate and/or block learning

of akills.

9. OPERATIONS - Selection of Observation and/or Measurement
techniquea, toola and prodedurea.

(i) VALIDITY - instrument measures what you intend it to
meaaure.

RELIABILITY - instrument will yield similar results with
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similar participants over time.

(ii) Ensure methods selected will yield data that will most
facilitate decision making within the progranm.

(1ii) Consider the resources within the department to
implement methods ( people power, clerical assistance, money,
time).

(iv) Consider use of any existing methods and/or evaluation
data.

e.g., ®* Could items on computer—markéd nursing theory exams
that test knowledge of skills be coded to enable retrieval for
analysis?

¢ Use of items on the Dyer tool which reiate to skill
performance of graduates. -

(v) Plan to use computer-scanning cards for collecting
data, facilitates management of data. Incorporate into design of
tool.

(vi) Plan to minimize disruption of the natural processes
of the program (Eisner, 1979).

(vii) Consider, if possible, a multimethod approach to
collecting data e.g., interviews and paper and pencil tests,
qualitative and quantitative methods (Cronbach, 1982; Eisner,
1979; Scriven, 1967; Tyler, 1949).

(viii) Consider your oétions - review the given summary of.
various data collection methods available, and the pros and cons

of various methods (Metfessel and Michael, cited in Worthen and
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p. 286-287).
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APPENDIX E

PROPOSAL TO THE COLLEGE
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Appendix E

Proposal to the College to Implement the Research

A)Purpose of the Research

The main purpose of thia research 1a to field test, with
nuraing faculty, a ayatematic procedure for developing &a plan
for an internal evaluation of a college- baaed dip%oma,nursing
program. The research question being asked ia, "Would a
procedural guide to planning educational evaluation be viéwed By
nuraing faculty as a feasible and important approach to the

planning of an internal evaluation of their program?”

BYParticipation of the Nursing Department

Thia proposal would involve the following participation from
the nuraing department.

1. Permigaion from the Director of the Nursing Programs,
and othera if appropriate, for the reaearcher to aurvey
randomly selected aamplea of faculty, atudenta, and head nurases
in clinical agendies in March 1984. Open-ended gueationnairesa
would be used. Data would be collected and summarized by the
regearcher for the exclusive use of the nursing department at

the college. The data would be ugsed aa a bagig for planning an

evailuation of the program. See attached for the proposed
queationnaires.
2. Participation of the Program Evaluation Committee

(either exiating or newly formed) and the Director of the

Nurasing PFrograms in two half day meetingas in late March or
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early April 1984, to apply the proposed procedure in developing
an evaluation plan for their diploma nureing program. Reading
materiala would be circulated to the committee one to two weeks
prior to the firat meeting. Thia committee would alao be asaked
to complete a questionnaire evaluating the percéived importance
and feaaibility of the procedure. The agendaa for thease two pro-
posed meetings and questionnaire are outlined later in the
report.

The literature on program evaluation suggests that é
committee such as this, have representation from all groups who
have a Vestedr intereét in the program. This would give the
broadest perspective in planning the evaluation and help in
neutralizing any biases. For example, the membérship could
include student and administrative representation, faculty repre-
sentatives from different nursing specialty areas (Med/Surg, Obs,
Peds) and from different years or semesters in the program,
representatives from the Advisory Committee, or clinical agencies.

An ideal number would be eight members.

(C)Perceived Benefits to the Department

H;ving done a recent review of the literature on progrdm
evaluation, the researcher can share with the nursing faculty
the latest thinking on this topic. As a result of the time spent
in applying the proposed prdcedure, the nursing department willv
havé an opportunity to focus their thinking on ways to
systematically plan a wvalid and useful evaluation of their

nursing program. They will also have developed a plan for their
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program. The faculty will have for their use, data about their

program which was collected and summarized by the researcher.

(D)Overview of the Proposed Procedure

The procedure ia comprised of S distinct atagesa or
dlffereht aequential activitiea (see attached diagram).

S5tage I: Collecting sapecified categories of information
about the progran.,

Stage II. Deciding on the most important decisions. to be
made about the program and who the main decision makers would be.
5tage III. Deterﬁining the purpoase(a) of the evaluation

Stage IV. Selecting and rank ordering evaluation queationsa

about the program.

Stage V. Specifying each evaluation question.
Stage VI. Determining a methodological approach to each
gqueation.

Information will also be provided on how to write an

evaluation report.
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AGENDA OF THE FIRST MEETING OF THE STEERING COMMITTEE

1. Overview of the procedure

2. Using stated program philosophy, elicit main concepts
valued in the progranm. Conaider interrelationshipas among
conéepts. (Review program picture done in Jan.83).

3. Brainstorm most important decisions to be made about
the progran.

4. Select and rank order these decisions using a given
decision-rating scale. |

S. Determine the main purposes of the program evaluation.

6. Complete an evaluation of the above process.

AGENDA OF THE SECOND MEETING OF THE STEERING COMMITTEE

1. Write one evaluation gquestion based on the rank ordered

list of program decisions and the purpose of the evaluation..

2. Specify the evaluation question.
3. Plan a methodological approach to the question.
4. Discuss the writing of an evaluation report.

S. Complete an evaluation of the above process.
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QUALITATIVE DATA QUESTIONNAIRES

STUDENT, FACULTY, HEAD NURSE

[N

[



PROGRAM EVALUATION
SURVEY OQF

STUDENT OPINION

Program vevaluation in nursing education is Just as
important as it is 1in nursing practice. Students can
provide very valuablé information to °" faculty who are
deciding on hqw to beét plan an evaluation of their program.
Although your participation in this survey is voluntary,

your ideas are very important! The information collected by

this questionnaire is for the exclusive use of the nuraing

faculty at the College. This questionnaire is part of an
approach to Program Evaluation in Nursing Education being
tested by one of the nursing faculty for a Masters Thesis in

Education at Simon Fraser University.

Your name was randomly selected from the student lists
and will NEVER appear in the data. Please be as detailed
as you can when answering. Your honesty will be

appreciated.

Thank you for participating!
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INDICATE ONE OF THE FOLLOWING :

I am a

(4. I

«.«..first year student ____.

second year ongoing student____.

second year LPN access student_ .

- ———

aecond year RPN acceaa student____ .

feel that the 3 things which MOST

facilitate my learning in this College Nursing Program are:

1.



lea

(B). As a student in this program, I feel the S5 MOST
important ISSUES/PROBLEMS to = conaider when planning an
evaluation of this College Nursing program are:

1.
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(C)>. Every nursing program has effects on students that
were NOT intentionally planned for by the faculty and the

curriculum. These effects may be positive or negative.

INSTRUCTIONS

1.The following pages will ask you to state what effects
this College Nursing Program haa had on you that
you think were NOT intentionally planned for by the faculty and
the curriculum.

2. Consider BOTH positive and negative effects.

3. Comment only in areas you feel are important to you.
Uze the back of thia form if neceasary.

4. If you did not take one of the courses menﬁioned in the
following queationa, indicate thia by checking the DID NOT TAKE

reaponae.

UNINTENTIONAL OUTCOMES:

(A). CLASSROOM LEARNING EXPERIENCES _ No comment_

Effecta on me:

(B). PACKETS AND INDEPENDENT STUDY No comment_

Effecta on me:



(C>. NON-NURSING COURSES

Effects on me:

(D). COMMUNICATIONS COURSE(S)
(or PROFESSIONAL INTERACTIONS)

Effecta on mnea:

(E> BIOLOGY COURSE

Effects on me:

(F). NURSING THEORY COURSES

Effects on me:

(G>. PHARMACOLOGY COURSES

Effects on me:

(H>. NURSING LAB EXPERIENCES

Effects on me:

(I> CLINICAL EXPERIENCES

Effects on me:

(J>> RELATIONSHIPS WITH INSTRUCTORS

Effects on me:

DID

No

DID

No

DID

No

No

DID

No

No

No

No

NOT TAKE__

comment _ _

NOT TAKE__

comment __

NOT TAKE__

comment __

comment _ _

NOT TAKE__

comment __

comment _

comment _

comment _

166
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(K>> RELATIONSHIPS WITH OTHER STUDENTS No comment_ _

Effects on me:

(L> EVALUATION METHODS No comment_ _
(EG. EXAMS, CLINICAL BOOKS, HEALTH CARE PLAN3)

Effecta on me:

(M>. OTHER UNINTENTIONAL EFFECTS I FEEL ARE IMPORTANT TO

MENTION:



PROGRAM EVALUATION
SURVEY OF

FACULTY OPINION

Program aevaluation in nursing education is jJust as
important  as it is in nursing practice. Faculty, as
insiders, can provide very valuable information for use in
deciding on how to best plan an evaluatioh of their progranm.
Although your participatioﬁ in this survey is voluntary,

your ideas are very important! This gquestionnaire is part

of an approach to Program Evaluation in Nursing‘Education

being field tested by one of the nursing faculty for a

Masters Thesis in Education at Simon Fraser University.
Your cooperation would be greatly appreciated! The
information collected is for the exclusive use of the

nursing department at the College.

Your name will NEVER appear in the data. Please be as
detailed as possible when answering. Your honesty will be
appreciated.

Thank you for participating!

168
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Answer ONE response for EACH of the following:

I am now teaching ! in the first year .

in the second year .

non-teaching .

I usually teach : in the first year .

in the second year .

about equally in the first and second year T .

I usually teach ! clinical nursing courses .

clasaroom nuraing courses .

I am now working : fulltime _ .

part time ____.

I have the following amount of experience with this

College Nuraing Program: {(montha or yeara).
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(A)I feel that the S most important ISSUES/PROBLEMS to
consider when evaluating cur nursing program are:

1.

(B>I feel the 3 most frequent statements made

by CRITICS of this College Nursing Program are:

1
- .
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(C) Every nursing program has outcomes which were NOT
intentionally planned for by the faculty and the curriculum.
These effects may be positive and negative.

S5tate what effecta you feel thia College Nuraing
Program has had which were NOT intentionally planned’for by
the faculty and the curriculum. Conaider both poaitive and
negative effects.

1.
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PROGRAM EVALUATION

OPINION SURVEY OF

HEAD NURSES IN CLINICAL AGENCIES

Program evaluation in nursing education is just asvimportant
aa it 1a in nuraing practice. The head nurasea directly involved
with the clinical learning experiencea of nursing studenta cén
provide very valuable information to faculty who are deciding on
how.to beat plan an évaluation of their program.. Although your
participation in thia aurvey ia voluntarvy, your ildeaas are very
important! Thia queationnaire 1is part of an approach to Program
Evaluation in Nurasing Education being teated by one of the nu;sing
faculty at :the College for a Maatera theaia in Education at
Simon Fraser Universaity. »The information collected 1a for the

excluaive use of the nursing department at the College.

Your . name and the name of the agency will NEVER appear

in the data.

Please be as detailed as you c¢an when answering. Your

honeaty will be appreciated! Thank you for participating.



PLEASE ANSWER ONE RESPONSE FOR EACH OF THE FOLLOWING:

1. At the present time on my unit, I have:

firat year atudentas _ .

gsecond year studentsa .

2. I usually have:!: first year students _ .

second year students _ .

———

both first and second vyear .

not applicable (my first experience)

3. I have had the following experience with this College’s

Nursing Students (experience = one or two groups of students

week completing a clinical rotation on my unit) :

my first experience .

2 - 4 previous experiences ___ _.

more than 4 previous experiences .

173
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(A I feel that the S5 most important ISSUES/PROBLEMS
to consider when evaluating this College Nursing Program

are.

(B) I feel the 3 most frequent statements made by CRITICS of -
thia College Nursing Program are:

1.
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«C Every nursing program has outcomes that were NOT
intentionally planned <for by the faculfy and the curriculunm.
These effecta may be poaitive or negative.

State what effecta you feel thia College Nuraing
Program has had which were NOT intenticnally piannedvfor by the
faculty and the curriculum. Conaider both the poaitive and the
negative effects.

1‘



APPENDIX G

EXAMPLES QOF QUALITATIVE DATA

ABOUT A NURSING PROGRAM

COLLECTED BY THE RESEARCHER

IN THE SECOND FIELD TESTING OF THE PROCEDURE
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APPENDIX G

EXAMPLES OF QUALITATIVE DATA ABOUT A NURSING PROGRAM

ISSUES/PROBLEMS REPORTED BY FACULTY

All 27 faculty teaching in the apring semsateaer, 1982, were
included in the sample. O0Of thege, 15 completed the ques;ionnaire
(response rate S56%). Five reported usually teaching in the first
year, and 10 in the second year. |

In the summary, the faculty responses are organized into NINE
main categori;s. Detéiled comments made by thé faculty are listed
under each category. The number following each comment indicates
the number of times that response was made in answer to the
question. The number following the category heading is the total

number of responses which were made related to that topic area.

1. Performance of Graduates: 12

*» functioning of graduates in work settings (use of nursing
process, knowledge, communication skills, professidnal
behavior) -8

* success o0f graduates on R.N. exams -1

*= ability of students (graduates) to recognize own strengths and
weaknesses -1

* ability to interact professionally with others (communication

skills, legal issues, policies) -2
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2. Clinical Learning Experiences: 13

* clinical settings appropriate in meeting the needs of the
students (help prepare for graduate responsibility) -4

# gatudent/teacher ratio, coopera;ion of agencies, evaluation tool
fformat and tlmé it takea), atudent progresa-2

» appropriatenesas of ECU va Med/Surg for firat rotation -1

= amount of clinical time (related to # of akills, amount’of
theory taught)-2

* students’ abilty to apply theory in clinical -1

» students’ ability to give safe and thorough basic care -2

» atudents” apility té aet priorities and organize care for 4-3

patienta -1

3. Content: 14

» depth, amount, level of mastery, relevance to students,up-to-date
(relevance to prevalent health problems){application of model-4

* ability of atudenta to uae the nuraing proceaa -4 (ashould there be
a stronger emphasia on asseaament rather than atating problema and
goala in first year - 1 reaponse)

* sequencing of theory courses (first year) i.e., pharmacology and
biology -1

* biology- more direct application to human Anatomy and Physiclogy
rather than a genaral course -1

# gtudenta“‘ ditficulty with hath -I1.V. and medication doaage
calculation- 1

*. studenta’ communication akilla -1

*» effects of a college system on a program course -1
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APPENDIX H

READING MATERIALS
FOR THE

STEERING COMMITTEE
NOTE:
The appendix includes only the introductory portion of the fifty-
two page report provided to the Steering Committee. The table 6f
contents which is provided lists the major sections of the entire
report. A sgmple of the gqualitatative data resulting from the

surveys is given in Appendix G.
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INTRODUCTION

The procedure proposed in this thesis presents one way

nursing faculty could approach the task of planning an internal

evaluation of their program. Your involvement in two one-half
day meatinga, 283 a mnember of a Program Evaluation Steering
Committee, will be to review gapecified information about

your College Nursing Program and subsequently apply the

proposed procedure to develop an evaluation plan. The fesearéh
guestion to be answered by this activity is, "Would a procedural
guide to plagning e&ucational evaluation be viewed by nursing
faculty as a <feasible and important approach to the planning of
an internal evaluation of their program:' You wili be asked to
cqmplete a questionnaire at the end of each of the meetings.
These questionnaires will ask for your opinions regarding the
feasibility and importance of the proposed procedure in
assisting you to develop the evaluation plan. Your name and the
name of the college will NEVER appear in the data.

The proposed procedure is adapted primarily fron the ideas
of L. Cronbach, “"Designing Evaluations of Educational and
Social Programs, " San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, i1s82. I
introduced his approach to evaluating programs to the Progran
Evaluation and Research Committee in January, 1983. Some of you
may recognize aspects of thev procedure from those discussions. I
understand that this approach has continued to be used by the
committee. Modifications have been made in this thesis 1in the

sequencing and focus of the different steps in the procedure.



183

OVERVIEW OF THE PROCEDURE

Figure 1 depicts an cutline of the proposed procedure for
developing an internal evaluation plan of a nursing program. The
procedure involvea six different aequential planning activities.

Tha firat atep in the procedure, that of collacting
specified data about the program, has already been completed.
That material ia included in this packet for your review. The
data and materials collected relate apacitically to the fi&é
categoriea of information about the program deaignated in the
procedure. Tbis forﬁs the informational base <from which the
moat important deciaions to be made about the program are drawn.
The deciaions makera are also designated. Step ‘three in the
procedure 1nvoives outlining the purpoaeas of the evaluation.
These first three stepa 1in the procedure will be covered in the
firat meeting of the committee,

Step four involves the selection and rank ordering of the
evaluation questions. the organizing framework for the plan. The
fifth step ia to specify the information needed to answer a
glven evaluaﬁion question. The planning at this point includes
both the information that will most facilitate decision makihg
within the department and the information that will be moat
credible to the readera of the report. Specifying the
evaluation question also invélves stating the criteria that will
be uaed as a baals for change. Step five in the proceduré is
intended to aaaiat the plannera in aelecting the most appropriate

rethodological approach to c¢ollecting data related to an
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evaluation gquestion. Steps four through six in the procedure .

will be applied in the second meeting of the committee.

Preparation for the First Meeting

| The purpose of the firat meeting of the committee will be
to apply the first three steps of the procdure. In preparation
for the meeting, please review the material in this  packet.
This material relates specificallyr to the five categories of
information about the program designated in the procedﬁre ana
forms the informational base from which the most important
decisions to be made ;bout the program will be drawn. As you
review the data, please‘consider what decisions you feel should
be made about the program. Theae ideas will be ‘discussed and
compiled at the meeting. A decision-rating scale will be provided
to assist the group in selecting and rank ordering decisions.

The material in this packet includes:

i the philosophical statements of the nursing progran,
developed by the nursing faculty for the new curriculum.
(Consider if these statements are suitable for use as the
philosophical basis of the evaluation plan.)

(ii) a "picture"™ of the College Nursing Program, done by
the Program Evaluation and Research Committee of the Nursing
Department in January 1983. (This "picture'" was done by the
group based on the ideas expressed in the program philosophy.‘
Consider’ if you feel it 1s an accurate representation of the
program.)

(iii) the intended outcomes of the program as outlined in
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three data sources: the  overall objectives of the new
curriculum (relevant to the first year), the overall objectives
of the o0ld curriculum (relevant to the second year), and the
aurvey resulta of atudent queationnaires asking for factors
which facilitated their learning in the progran.

(iv) current iasuea/problema affecting the program, as
indicated in a survey of students, faculty, and head nurses. The
RNABC poaition paper on entry'to practice is alao included in
this category. |

(v) unintentional outcomes of the program as indicated in a
sﬁrvey of stu@ents, féculty, and head nuraesa.

(vi) viewa of program critics aa indicated in a aurvey of

faculty and head nurae.

The Second Meeting of the Committee

There will be no further reading required in preparation
for the szsecond meeting. Based on the results of the work done
in the firat meeting , one evaluation gquestion will be deviaed
by the group and used as a prototype example in applying the
last three sateps in the procedure (aee figure 1l). Thia will
include apecifying the evaluation question and planning the
methodélogical approach to the implemenatation of the atudy. The
committee members will alao receive a aummary, prepared by the
reaearcher from the literéture, about writing an evaluation

report.
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APPENDIX I

IMPORTANCE AND FEASIBILTY QUESTIONNAIRE PART I

NOTE:

In order to conserve space in the presentation of this thesis,
the format of the gquestionnaire has been condensed. The séales
illustrated on the first page of the questionnaire were given
for each question in £he actual field testing. In this appendix,
the questions are listed for review. Chapter five of the thesis

also illustrates the construction of the gquestionnaire.
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PART I
EVALUATION OF THE PROPOSED PROCEDURE
BY
MEMBERSHIP OF THE PROGRAM EVALUATION STEERING COMMITTEE

1. The first part of this questionnaire asks you to
deacribe your educaticnal background and experience 1in
nursing and in program evaluation. This data will be uaed
in the thesis to deacribe the background ’‘experiencea of the
members of the Steerihg Cbmmittee. Your name and the name
of the college will NEVER appear in the data.

2. Please indicate your AGREEMENT or DISAGREEMENT with
the feasibility and importance of each of the atepa used in
applying this procedure to developing an avaluation plan for
your nuraing programnm.

FEASIBILITY is defined as .... capable of being put
into effect, workable, asuitable for use.

IMPORTANCE la defined as ... critical, wvalued,
esaential. |

3. Please add detailed comments to support your views,.

4. The viewa expresaed in this quesationnaire will be
used to reviasae the procedure into a form moat appropriate
for use by faculty in the pianning of an internal evaluation

of a diploma nursaing progranm.
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FACTOR

YOUR EXPERIENCE

CLINICAL SPECIALTY
(clinical area + usual phase
you teach in the program

YEARS EXPERIENCE 1IN
NURSING EDUCATION -

EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND
(degrees and/or
certificates attained)

COURSES COMPLETED IN
RESEARCH DESIGN OR
STATISTICS

NATURE OF EXPERIENCE IN
PROGRAM EVALUATION
(e.g., questionnaire
construction, collecting
survey data)
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CIRCLE ONLY ONE RESPONSE

(A) SURVEYING OPINIONS:

Regarding program evaluation planning:

1. Using open-ended guestionnaires to survey opinions of

the FOUR categoriea of nursing studenta in our program was:

STRONGLY : STRONGLY
DISAGREE DISAGREE  NEUTRAL AGREE AGREE -
(@) IMPORTANT « v v o v v edoueceneveseBeneeaseeeaBoscasaneadesennnnnad
COMMENTS :
STRONGLY STRONGLY
DISAGREE DISAGREE  NEUTRAL AGREE AGREE
(BYFEASIBLE e s evveeloseeceeneeePenceeasaeeBanneceneceedosenasnnead

COMMENTS:
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2. Using an open-ended questionnaire to survey faculty
opinions was!:
3. Using an open-ended gquestionnaire to survey opinions of

head nurses in clinical agenciea waa @

(BYUSE OF PROGRAM PHILOSOPHY

Regarding program evaluation planning:
4. Uase of the atated progranmn phiocaophy aa the
philosophical baslia of the plan was: |
S. Using the gatated program philcaophy to elicit the main
concepts and tpeir inﬁerrelationships (draw the program picture)

was.

(CYDATA SOURCES

Regarding program evaluation planning:

6. Using the PROGRAM PICTURE to assist in eliciting
decisiona to be made about the program Qas:

7. Using the summary of important issues or problems form
the aurveya to elicit decisiona to be made about the program waa:

8. Uaing the aummary of iaaues preaented in the RNABC
poaition paper to asaiat in eliciting deciaiona waa:

3. Uaing the program objectivea (intended outcomea) to
aaaiat in eliciting deciaiona waa:

10. Using the summafy of perceived views of programv
critica to asmaiat in eliciting decisiona waa:

11. Using the summary of unintentional outcomes to assist

in eliciting decisiona waa:
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12. Using these FIVE categories of program information to:

aaglat in eliciting deciaziona to be made about the program was:

(D)DECISION MAKING

Regarding program evaluation planning:
13. Using the decision-rating scale to assist in the
selection and rank ordering of decisions about the program was:
1i4. Determining who the decision makers would be for eacb

decision was.:

(E)FOCUSING PURPOSE

Regarding program evaluation planning:
15. Using the list of rank-ordered decisions to be made
about the program to focus on the main purposes of the program

evaluation was:
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APPENDIX J

IMPORTANCE AND FEASIBILITY QUESTIONNAIRE PART II

NOTE:

In order to conserve space in the presentation éf this
thesis, the format of the questionnaire has been condensed. The
scales illustrated oﬁ the firat page of the gqueationnaire were
given for»each queation in the actual f{field teating. In this
appendix, the queationa are liasted for review. Cﬁapter five of

the theais alao illuatrates the conatruction of the queationnaire.
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- APPENDIX J
PART II
EVALUATION OF THE PROPOSED PROCEDURE
BY THE

MEMBERSHIP OF THE PROGRAM EVALUATION STEERING COMMITTEE

1. Please indicate your AGREEMENT or DISAGREEMENT with the
feasibility and impor£ance of each of the steps used in applying
this procedure to developing an evaluation plan for your nursing
program.

FEASIBILITY is defined as ... capable of being put into
effect, workable, suitable for use.

IMPORTANCE is defined as ... critical, valued, essential.

2. Please add detailed comments to support your views.

3. The views expressed in this questionnaire will be used
to revise the procedure into a form most appropriate for use by
faculty in the planning of an internal evaluation of a diploma
nursing program. Your name and the name of the college.will

NEVER appear in the data.
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CIRCLE ONLY ONE RESPONSE

(A) SPECIFYING THE EVALUATION QUESTION

Regarding program evaluation planning:

1. Stating the queation in terms of facilitating and

blocking factors was:

3STRONGLY STRONGLY

DISAGREE DISAGREE NEUTRAL AGREE . AGREE
(@)IMPORTANT s eneeesleerennsesaBenerenssesBdaosneancsssadaseanennned
COMMENTS:

STRONGLY STRONGLY

DISAGREE DISAGREE NEUTRAL AGREE AGREE

(b)FEASIBLEIIIIII.lllll.lllllilzlllllllllllal-IIOIIIIIQIIIDIIIIIS

COMMENTS:
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2. Outlining the nature and detail of information needed to
anawer the evaluation queation waa:
3. Specifying the criteria which would be used as a basis

for change waa:

(B> DESIGNING A METHODOLOGICAL APPROACH

Regarding program evaluation planning:

4. Deciding on the UNIT, TREATMENT, OPERATIONS, and SETTING
(UTOS) for the evaluation question was: |
5. Considering the list of authors’views on OPERATIONS

(data collect%on methéds) was:

. Setting a timeline and determining a coordinator for an

evaluation question was:

(C> USE OF CENTRAL QUESTION

Regarding program evaluation planning:
7. Using central questions as the organizing framework for

the plan to evaluate a nursing program would be:

GENERAL COMMENTS ABOUT THE PROPOSED PROCEDURE:




APPENDIX K

THE REVISED DECISION-RATING SCALE

(based on feedback received in the second field testing)
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APPENDIX K

A DECISION - RATING SCALE

This instrument is designed to assist a faculty group in the
proceaa of rank ordering the moat important deciasiona to be made
about a diploma nursing program. These decisions can be used as
a bagis for planning an internal evaluation of that program.

There are 2 steps involved in using this instrument: .
(i)>adding apecific information about your program to operational-
ize each criterion. |
(iidusing the summary sheet to tally individual numerical scores

to rank order proposed evaluation decisions.

INSTRUCTIONS
1. List all possible decisions that could be made about the
progranm.
2. As a group, add specific information about your program rele-

vant to each of the criterion.

3. Individually, rate each of the proposed decisions by assigning
a numerical score of 1 - 5 on the suﬁmary sheet for each of the
criteria.

4. Add the scores amsigned to the 6 criteria to obtain a total

score for each decision.

S. Tally individual ratings to indicate a group score for each
decision.
6. Use the totalled group scores to rank order the proposed

decisions.
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CRITERIA FOR RATING EVALUATION DECISIONS

1. STATED VALUES OF THE PROGRAM

Major philosophical orientation(s) of the curriculunm,
for example, adaptation to current manpower needs, facilitating
cognitive processes, changing the status quo.

The major concepts valued in our program are:

1...-‘.".'!..2-lI..lll.IlBlI.lI-'llll.l4.l....'ll|l.l'lills'
not congruent most congruent
with our with our stated

stated values values

2. STUDENT NEEDS

Use recent qualitative data collected from students re
unintended outcomea of the program and major issues/problems
from thelr perspective.

The data indicated the major topic areas which should be

addreased concerning the needs of our students are:

leceeeesonnceelecacaansnsnssoeBesasessascnseeaBaeacovnocscscscssseed
not most relevant
relevant to to student needs

student needs



3. TIMELINESS OF INFORMATION TO PROGRAM IMPROVEMENT

Conaider what topic areaa would be moat relevant to your
immediate program planning needa, for example, the fit bet-
ween new theory content and the clinical learning experiencea
available for studenta.

Given the present stage of development of vyour

curriculum, the most timely issuea to evaluate are:

G 1 P =
not most relevant
relevant ’ to curriculum
to curriculum . planning/revision
planning/revigion needs needsa

4. POLITICAL LEVERAGE (Advocacy role of program evaluation)

Conaider the biases/values held by external power groups
(legislatures, profeasional groupsa) in the community who are
able to influence the wviability or ultimate character of
your program. Alao conaider areas that influential CRITICS
of your program would like to see evaluated. Qualitative
data from agency staff could be used and/or the RNABC
criteria for approval of progranms.

An evaluation study which addressed the following issues

would most likely evoke a positive community response to our

progranm:

ettt ieieree@eciraccensscaeBecarnscnnsecssss@einccanaosrnsnssd
not likely most likely to
to evoke a evoke broad-based
positive response positive response

from the community from the community
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S. IMPACT ON POLICY CHOICES & OPERATING PRACTICES

Conasider which decisions would provide the most
valuable/usefui information to assist in making choices
among possible policy and operating alternatives, for
example, admission criteria, or staffing patterns.

' Regarding our present policies and operating practices,
the most useful information that could be provided by ' an

evaluation study would concern the following topics:

lecereeesennicennconnasesaBereescscncsanaBancrccansansnaned
not useful/ most useful/
valuable re valuable re
policy choices policy choices
& operating practices & operating practices

6. DEGREE OF INFORMATIONAL NEED

Consider which evaluation findings would most increase
your present knowledge of the program processes or outcomes,
for example, if you already know that moat students feel
positively about the method used to teach psasychomotor
akills, further investigation of this area would not likely
vYield new information.

The following topics have already been extensively

evaluated in our program:

. D = |
already no evaluation data
have many available related
evaluation to this topic

data about this topic

200
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