TOTAL OF 10 PAGES ONLY
MAY BE XEROXED

(Without Author’s Permission)

BRIAN D













A RE! EVALUATION
OF A GRADUATE DISTANCE EDUCATION
COURSE OFFERING: EDUCATION 6104
FOUNDATIONS OF PROGRAM
EVALUATION

By

© Brian D. Kerr, B.Sc. F

A thesis submitted to the School of Graduate
Studies in partial fuffillment of the
requirements for the degree of
Master of Education

Faculty of Education
ial Univorsity of

1997

St. John's Newfoundland



Abstract

The purposes of this study were (1) to perform an evaluation of the

distance version of ion 6104 - a level course offering

from ial University of and (2) to validate the evaluation
approach as refined and utilized for three prior responsive evaluations. The

review of related li the backgs and discuss various

to il ion with specific to distance

education and training.

This study utilized a modified evaluation approach, which was a
replication of the methodology from three previous research studies using Robert
E. Stake's Responsive Evaluation Model. This particular evaluation model was

chosen based on its past use in both distance ion and grad

settings, and because its emergent design offered flexibility and the use of
naturalistic, qualitative methods. In addition, emphasis was placed on soliciting

concemns and issues from all stakeholding audiences, and there was an ability to

related based on i Itwas
hoped that such an approach would provide a more significant and realistic

evaluation.



Data were gathered from Student Profile Sheets, Pre-Tests and Post-
Tests, i i iews, ions, analysis
e-mail student exams and assignments, as well as

through a comparison of past course experiences and outcomes. All data were
analyzed qualitatively, and reported in relation to the evaluation standards, along
with judgements and suggestions for course improvement.

Evaluati and the ion 6104 course, as well as future graduate

distance education courses.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

Purpose

The purpose of this study was to perform an evaluation of the distance
education version of Education 6104 - a graduate level course offering from
Memorial University of Newfoundland. The research will provide guidelines and
recommendations for future course offerings in similar settings, or as adapted for

use in other settings.

Background Information

The course evaluated by this study is entitled Education 6104 - The
Foundations of Program Evaluation. It is a relatively new course offered for the
first time by distance in the Fall 1995 semester. Education 6104 is based on two
previous courses offered by the Faculty of Education at Memorial University of
Newfoundland: Education 6510 - Evaluation, and Education 6522 - Evaluation
within Instructional Development. Both of these on-site courses had been
offered by the Faculty of Education for fifteen and eight years respectively.
Education 6510 was a required course for the Master of Education (M.Ed.),
Curriculum and Instruction program, while Education 6522 was a required course

for the Educational Communications and Technology program. Education 6522
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was also considered an elective for all M.Ed. graduate programs (Kennedy,

personal communication, 1995).

With the development of new graduate programs at the Faculty of
Education in 1993, both Education 6510 and Education 6522 ceased to exist. In
the Summer of 1994, Dr. M.F. Kennedy approached the Faculty, the School of
Graduate Studies, and the School of Continuing Studies concerning the

development of a new course in Program Evaluation. Due to perceived changes

in student needs, and the geographic disp of p ial students throughout

Newfoundland, it was suggested that the course be offered via distance
(Kennedy, personal communication, 1995). Further justification was made
based on course content. Program evaluation is considered important to
professionals in many settings, and it was estimated that such a course would be
fully enrolled at each offering. Once approved, Education 6104 was then made
ready for offering as an open elective to students on all graduate programs

within the Faculty of Education in the Fall 1995 semester.

At the time of this first offering, Education 6104 was one of only two
formally approved graduate distance education courses offered by Memorial
University through its School of General and Continuing Studies. Up to 1997,
four more graduate courses have been made available via distance; however, no

other offers the same opportunity for communication, and the same level of
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interaction for students. The designers of Education 6104 utilized some of the

latest in components of instructional design and instructional strategies:

* video-taped content (using drama);
e audio-tutorial system of instruction;

e computer-assisted instruction (CAl);

. puter-mediated ication (CMC).

The introduction of a dramatic script in the video-taped portion of course
content set a new precedent, quite a change from the traditional “talking head”
style of instructional video tape, the idea being to illustrate for the learner the
actual content being used in the real world. It was also hoped that this format
would increase learner interest in what is typically considered a rather formal and
sometimes abstract subject area. In addition, the audio-tutorial component
continues with this theme, providing further real-life examples of how the content
can be applied. For the audio-tutorials, a very informal approach was taken,
using a content expert to relate stories and actual situations or scenarios in a

particularly relaxed manner - almost in story-teller fashion.

There was a computer-assisted instruction component which provided the
learners with access to course content information through the latest

technological medium. This gave students the opportunity to actively participate
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in their own instruction. They had the ability to navigate through certain course
material on their own, pushing buttons, reading, and answering questions, all at
their own pace, and in a manner of their own choosing. Multimedia and graphics
were incorporated into this medium for the purpose of enhancing the whole

learning process.

Finally, the ir ion of comput d communication (CMC) in the

course allowed students, with the aid of computer technology, to communicate
between themselves, or directly to the Instructor using electronic mail as well as
computer conferencing and/or computer-mediated discussion. An in-depth
examination of the CMC experience was performed by Bruce-Hayter (Bruce-
Hayter, 1996) as a qualitative case study. The purpose of that particular
research was to “...explore and describe the CMC experience of graduate
distance education students and faculty associated with ED6104...and to make
evaluative assessments on the CMC experience” (Bruce-Hayter, 1996).
Conversely, this particular evaluation study was designed to be comprehensive -

to assess all these course components from a holistic perspective.

Course Design

Education 6104 (The Foundations of Program Evaluation) was designed

to introduce students to program evaluation and examined its application in
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various settings such as: the formal school system; the post-secondary system

colleges, university or college, and nursing schools; the

military; business and industry training. Basically, the content was designed to
meet the individual needs of any student, regardless of background. The course

looks at the historical and i of program ion in order to
provide students with the necessary skills to design evaluations based on

various evaluation models.

The course itself is a packaged course, in that students receive everything
they need in a packaged form at the start of the course. Students then work
through the materials at their own pace; however, a time line is also included to
let the student know what material(s) should to be covered within specified time

periods. The time line is displayed in a week by week format, and the instruction

or learning i are organized into

The materials used for the course were inter-linked and ranged from print-

based instruction, audio-taped tutorials, and videotaped content, to computer-

assisted instruction (CAl). In addition, the was used for
(CMC). All were required to participate in the

CMC. Using ‘electronic’ mail (e-mail) students engaged in on-line discussions
regarding assigned readings. These discussions were on-going throughout the

semester, and involved small groups (i.e., discussion amongst themselves), or
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the entire class, including the Instructor(s). In addition, the availability of e-mail
meant that students had an additional way of contacting the Instructor(s), or
other students, for such things as technical assistance, questions specific to
course content, and general administrative matters. This electronic medium also
provided students with another option for submitting assignments and/or exams.
Submissions via e-mail usually meant expedited delivery to the Instructor or
marker, and this type of submission could be sent to more than one person at

the same time.

Statement of the Problem
Despite growth and d of di ducation, a large number of
faculty and ini ive staff in i instituti have been

apprehensive with respect to moving towards the distance mode of education.

Many of those in formal education doubt the effecti of

and

ing from the setting or i

And the very notion of graduate study via distance is thought of as lessening its

scholarly nature.

While many institutions in North America offer undergraduate distance
education, there are still comparatively few graduate level courses being offered.

However, there is an increasing demand for such courses. Therefore it is
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that current di ion courses be ina
comprehensive manner, to promote their success or failure, and to establish
effective course models for future development. For example, one of the major

about ion at a di has been the lack of seminar-

like discussions, and the dearth of face-to-face discussions among students, as
well as between students and faculty. Therefore, any positive evidence resulting
from such an evaluation could reduce fears in those who are skeptical. The
result could be i more readily and more effective educational

offerings that have the potential for truly meeting the needs of all learners.

In addition, there are some evaluation concems that must be addressed.

Itis i that in the area of ion for distance ion be

expanded since, all too often, distance courses are evaluated simply by focusing
on outcomes and comparing the results to those of live courses. It is regularfy

assumed that, if results equal those obtained in live courses, the distance course
experience is efficient and effective. However, this may not be the best standard
for comparison, especially since live courses themselves are rarely evaluated for

and eff




Major Research Focus

This study was i hence in design; the
researcher could not frame i The ion is the thesis
research - an applied piece of ly
1996). As stated earlier, this ion sought to lish the effecti of

Education 6104, in terms of course content, design, materials, distance delivery,

and student experience.

The evaluation itself focused on the standards and criteria by which the

program was to be judged. The hoped to

related to:

-

. the concems and issues of stakeholding audiences involved with a

course by di

)

. the standards that groups or stakeholders invoived with a graduate

education course by distance would use to indicate its success;

3. appropriate instructional design and/or instructional strategies for a

distance education setting;
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formally evaluate several semesters of Education 6104, it is not considered a

practical option to await a number of offerings within the time-frame of this study.

Third, this study was applied to a graduate course only taught by distance

in a college/university setting; just one graduate course at that, and from only

one institution. The ives would include ing a series of courses or

even entire programs at both the graduate and undergraduate levels, and

ir ing both di and on-site offerings. Obviously, all this would be of
value, especially in reinforcing the case for distance education at the graduate
level, but it is not feasible during this period of study, nor with respect to the

scope of a Master of Education thesis.

R of the abov d imitati this ion of

Education 6104 can certainly add to the body of knowledge conceming the
design/implementation of future distance education applications in a variety of

educational settings.

Definition of Terms

Certain terms appear quite frequently throughout this document, and for

the purposes of this study, their

should be interp in the following

context.




4. the validity of a parti grad ion course by di (i.e.,

was it worthwhile).

In evaluating Education 6104, the author chose the Responsive

Model as ified by L (1990) and applied by Janes (1993)
and Kettle (1994). Janes (1993) recommended “that the modified version be

in the ion of any future level distance education

course at ial Uni ity of (p. 123). Therefore, it was

assumed that the model would prove suitable for this evaluation.

Limitations of the Study

Itis understood that this study had certain limitations and that these

limitations existed for several reasons. First of all, this study was designed to

test only one i While the chosen, based on
Robert E. Stake’s Responsive Model, is very comprehensive, it is possible that
other approaches or models would be applicable in this particular setting.
However, it would not be feasible to assess more than one evaluation model at

the same time (Janes, 1993).

Second, this study examined the Education 6104 course during its first

official offering as a distance education course. While it would be ideal to
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Evaluation. Guba (1969) believed that evaluation, just like any other analytical
term, “...can be defined in many essentially arbitrary ways” (p. 31). However, for
the purpose of this study, the researcher shares the view of Patton (1982), “The

practice of evaluation involves the i ion of i ion about the
and of prog and p
for use by specific people to reduce inties, improve i and

make decisions with regard to what those programs, personnel, or products are
doing and affecting” (p. 15). In short, evaluation is the ascertainment of worth or
merit (Worthen and Sanders, 1987; Lertpradist, 1990; Janes, 1993; Joint

C it on for i 1994).

Distance. il Distance ion refers to ing and leaming

situations that require a flexible delivery system such as electronic devices and
print materials in order to reduce certain constraints imposed by location, time,
employment, or other similar factors (United States Distance Leaming

Assaciation, 1996).

F i ion is a more iptive ap|

to evaluation than earlier evaluation models (Glass and Ellett, 1980). An
educational evaluation is responsive if it orients more directly to program
activities than to program intents (Stufflebeam and Shinkfield, 1988, p. 291);




responds to the concerns and issues of a “stakeholder” audience (Worthen and
Sanders, 1987, p. 134); and “...if the different value-perspectives present are
referred to in reporting the success and failure of the program” (Stake, 1975, p.

14).
are a means of judging success (Abramson,

Tittle, and Cohen, 1979). ing to and Shi (1988),

“...standards are explicit criteria for ing the ofan

offering” (p. 222). Not only that, standards also play an important role in guiding

the design and it ion of ions for such

projects, and ials (Joint C i on for

Evaluation, 1994, p. 3).




CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

Review of L on

o Lisorical Parsnadth

...the two most significant or distinctive North
American contributions of the 1970’s are the movie
Star Wars and evaluation research (Freeman and
Solomon, 1981, p. 12).

This seems to be a pretty radical statement, but Freeman and Solomon

(1981) justify such a parison by explaining the similarities of each: “Both are
a mixture of reality and fantasy, both have proved lucrative, both have been
critically examined and acclaimed by other nations, and both will be refined and
expanded in concept during the next decade” (p. 12). But, what exactly has

happened with respect to evaluation research? Was there in fact a significant

North Ameri ibution to i during the 1970s? Perhaps

the best thing to do is to ine the history of ion, at least the past 50
years; after all, according to Glass and Ellett (1980), the whole conception of
evaluation has been “stunted by the soil in which it took root” (p. 214).
Therefore, it would certainly seem important for an evaluator to review

evaluation’s origins, and study the path that has already been traveled.
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Guba and Lincoln (1981) express the view that evaluation as it is used
today is less than a century old, and it has evolved through a number of forms
during that time-frame. This is reiterated by Kettle (1994) when he states that
“formal evaluations such as that connoted by the term program evaluation are a

relatively recent phenomenon” (p. 46).

It was apparently the World War II effort that had a profound effect on the
direction of evaluation (Kettle, 1994). Although, surprisingly enough, advances
in evaluation theory after the war still were evolving quite slowly (Guba, 1969).
Basically, at that time, the words measurement and evaluation were nearly
synonymous, and in fact, the term evaluation was typically being used to

represent the assigning of grades or the st izing of students’

on tests (Worthen and Sanders, 1987). And, also detrimental, evaluation
researchers were still relying on methodologies from other fields (Lertpradist,

1990).

Soon major advances began to surface, and by the late 1950s into the

1960s ion by more objectives-oriented based upon the work of

Ralph W. Tyler. According to Madaus, Scriven, and Stuffiebeam (1983), the

Tylerian approach encouraged edi and other i to use

stated objectives for ion purposes. Then, in 1956 at the
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University of Chicago, jamin Bloom a of possible

educational objectives, and it was this development that finally provided a much

needed

for izil (Janes, 1993). As a summary, Guba

and Lincoln (1981) provide a good overview of the of
during this time period, breaking it down using the following six general

characteristics:

%)

o

o

. Evaluation and measurement were virtually

interchangeable concepts;

Measurement and evaluation were tied to the
scientific paradigm;

. Evaluation focused on individual differences, and

in education, on narrow ranges of differences
content;

relating to subject matter
Evaluation and had little
to school programs and curricula;

. Evaluation was oriented to standardized and

that were

. Evaluation and measurement fit in well with the

prevailing industrial metaphors guiding schools -
scientific management (p. 1-3).

In 1957, as a consequence of the initial success of the Russian space

program - there was a flurry of activity to improve North American education. A

dramatic change resulted, and a greater emphasis was now being placed on

(L ist, 1990). Large amounts of federal funds were
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being made available for ion of curriculum d efforts, and

evaluators began to look at other ways of evaluating large complex projects, as

well as i pp es and ies for ion - a

revamping of the whole underlining framework of evaluation (Lertpradist, 1990).

Moving into the 1960s and 1970s, the practice and theory of evaluation

began to evolve more rapidly, and more refi occurred. Th this

decade began to “. ion the pi i in the

to and ion, thanks

P ) app

partly to Thomas Kuhn's 1962 book entitied The Structure of Scientific

Revolutions” (Kettle, 1994, p. 54). Simultaneously, qualitati began to

emerge as a valid methodology within the field of evaluation. In turn, there was

ani in ion model d P and testing during the late 1960s.

Throughout the 1970s and into the early 1980s, a greater resource of strategies
and plans for evaluators to follow brought with it “a significant body of new and
practical models and approaches” (Kettle, 1994, p. 55). And, not only that, a
new concern for professional standards of practice in program evaluation began
to emerge (Patton, 1982). Since that time, the professionalism of evaluation has
grown and both new and old models continue to be debated in the literature

today (Janes, 1993).
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So, having looked back, we can see what has really happened with
respect to evaluation research over the past 50 years. Was there in fact a

or distinctive North Ameri ibution to

during the 1970s? Well, the practice and theory of evaluation did begin evolving

more rapidly, including an i use of litati gy.
The 1970s also saw the p of more ion models and
pp Validating the mett gy b place, and models

(both new and old) became more refined as a result. All of this activity with
respect to evaluation was accompanied by a rise in concern for professional
standards, and more frequent debate within the literature. In summary, North
America contributed to evaluation during the 1970s with an increased and more

accurate resource of strategies and plans for evaluators to follow.

The Evolution of Evaluation

According to Worthen and Sanders (1987), “evaluation serves to identify
strengths and weaknesses, highlight the good, and expose the faulty, but not to
correct problems...” (p. 9). In earlier days, the latter was typically seen as a big
short-fall. As mentioned earlier, at that time evaluation was measurement-
based, and the emphasis was placed more on the outcome and not on the
process of getting to that point. The process was more summative than

formative. Evaluation had mostly a quantitative perspective...looking at the facts
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and figures, but not ing the indi orthe p being studied.

F it were ing to use a scient to
however, it soon became quite obvious that evaluation by itself, when used in
this manner, did not really seem to effect a proper solution (Worthen and

Sanders, 1987). Despite the fact that ination results and

actually they did not really provide
suggestions or indicate a need for further information and/or explanation
(Thorpe, 1993). There was finally a dramatic realization - evaluation and

assessment were not the same thing.

Evaluation began to evolve more as a process, providing greater choice to

and practitioners alike. As ion began to change from an

algorithmic methodology to a more heuristic methodology, it became very
situation-specific. With each use, the evaluation methodology had to change to

fit the circumstance - there would not always be a situation to suit every

model. Theref models were i being adapted and/or new
ones invented in order to meet every need (Worthen and Sanders, 1987). And,
a guiding principle came to be that if an evaluation was done properly, it had the
ability to provide a wide variety of sensible alternatives which might be used to
improve, and/or could be incorporated into, the learing process (Guba, 1969).

Although, as Guba (1969) points out, there would always be the underlying

premise that ions were not desi to lish any uni rules or
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laws. They just made j about was being
studied.
ing P ical S
In more recent times, the only short-fall appears to be that of the decision-
making process. That is to say, are being hi in
trying to ine “...what i ies are most ive and

what kinds of information delivered under what circumstances would be most
valuable™ (Guba, 1969, p. 36). According to Worthen and Sanders (1987)
evaluators no longer have the luxury of remaining within any single inquiry

paradigm. They state:

Every luation app! has some inking

iscil who are i that a i
approach to evaluation is right for every
situation...they unthinkingly follow a chosen
evaluation approach into battie without first making
certain the proposed strategy and tactics fit the terrain
and will attain the desired outcomes of the campaign
(p. 1486).

Evaluation has essentially become an activity aimed at determining the
value of certain materials, programs, or efforts; and therefore, it has the potential
to include several different disciplines. There is also the fact that evaluation

practitioners are drawn from a wide range of academic disciplines and
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professions (Rossi and Freeman, 1993). According to Rossi and Freeman
(1993), “differences in outlook [can be] related to the motivations of evaluators

and to the settings in which they work” (p. 33).

Despite a justified need for, and the existence of, diversity within the field
of evaluation, Glass and Ellett (1980) still believe that all evaluations require

some sort of “intellectual discipline applied to the task of organizing and

the various jies, principles, and methods™ (p. 212). This
sentiment is echoed by Guba (1969) as well, who coined the term “technology of
evaluation” (p. 38). Therefore, itis in this context that Worthen and Sanders
(1987) provide a description of five factors that an evaluator needs to consider

before ing an i ilosophical

. the credibility of results reported to evaluation
clients;

2. the need for ion when studying
phenomena;

w

. the importance of understanding or explaining
findings;

4. the need to be sensitive to emerging or hidden
issues during the evaluation;

o

. the importance of thoroughly addressing questions
posed by the client (that is, meeting the client's
i when ing an (p- 49).
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According to Worthen and Sanders (1987), there is nothing wrong with
following a particular persuasion, but it just has to be done intelligently.
Remember, “a model may be possible, but it is not always useful in a given state
of knowledge” (Kaplan, 1964, p. 279). Therefore, it is crucial to know when and
where an approach is not applicable, as well as when and how to apply it
(Worthen and Sanders, 1987). Itis also important to know the assumptions and

limitations of the methodology that is being used (Worthen and Sanders, 1987).

Lertpradist (1990) suggested that one way of understanding the

numerous evaluation models is to compare them with one another. Worthen and

Sanders (1987) taxonomy ifies the main app! to evaluation into
essentially six categories. Table 1 is a summary of their comparative analysis of
the categories. As can be seen, there are a number of evaluation models and a

variety in taxonomies to give order to these models.




Table 1. T: of the six app to from and 1987)
CATEGORY || Objectives-Oriented ~ Management-Oriented ~ Consumer-Oriented Expertise-Oriented Adversary-Oriented Naturalistic &
PURPOSE Determine the extent  Provide useful Provide information Provide professional Provide a inced Understand and
to which objectives  information toaidin  about educational judgments of quality.  examination of all portray the
are achieved. making decisions. products to aid sides of controversial  complexities of an
decisions about issues or highlighting  educational activity,
purchases or both strengths and responding to an
adoptions. weaknesses of a audience's
program. requirements for
information.
MAJOR Specify measurable Provide rational Use criteria checklists ~ Base judgments on Use of public Reflect multiple
CHARACTER- | objectives, use decision-making, to analyze products,  individual knowledge  hearings, use of realities, use of
ISTICS objective instruments  evaluate all stages of  product testing, and experience, use of  opposing points of inductive reasoning
to gather data, search  program informing consumers.  consensus ,  view, decision based  and discovery,
for discrepancies development. team site visitations.  on arguments heard firsthand experience
between objectives during proceedings. on site.
and performance.

PAST USES | Curriculum Program Consumer reports, Self-study, blue- Examination of Examination of
development, development, product development,  ribbon panels, controversial innovations or change
monitoring student institutional selection of products  accreditation, programs or issues, about which little is
achievement, needs management systems,  for dissemination. examination by policy hearings. known, ethnographies
assessment. program planning, committee, criticism. of operating

accountability. programs.
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Based upon the above analysis, there are six prominent models (Table 2)

that can be assigned to represent these six categories (Guba and Lincoln, 1981).

Table 2. Six models, each representing one of the

to

from Guba and

Lincoln, 1981)

Taxonomy: Worthen & Sanders Model: Guba & Lincoln
Objectives-Oriented Tyler's Model
Management-Oriented CIPP Model
(i.e., Context-Input-Process-Product)
Consumer-Oriented Scriven Model
Expertise-Oriented Connoisseurship Model
Adversary-Oriented Judicial (Quasi-Legal) Model
Naturalistic & Participant-Oriented Stake’s Responsive Model
Objectives-Oriented Approach

The first evaluation method examined is the Objectives-Oriented
approach which is also known as the scientific approach. The Objectives-

Oriented approach measures learning gains from the objectives of the program.

According to House (1980), prog would be d by an
assessment of the discrepancy between the stated objectives and the program

outcomes.
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The chief of Objectives-Oriented ion was Ralph W.

Tyler. His model became known as the Tyler Model (Guba and Lincoln, 1981;
Worthen and Sanders, 1987). Tyler's approach was a comparative one. The
model depended on the use of two groups, an experimental and a control group,
using pre- and post-tests administered to each group - essentially a summative

approach (Guba and Lincoln, 1981).

The greatest strength of the Tyler Model is its simplicity - measuring
leaming gains within a treatment group. However, one prominent weakness
inherent to this approach is that it focuses exclusively on using objectives as the
standards (Kennedy and Kerr, 1995). This makes it rather inflexible in nature,
and results in what could be called a very narrow evaluation. Worthen and

Sanders (1987), il some other di ges to this app

« no attempt to evaluate the objectives themselves;
« critical outcomes and unanticipated effects are ignored;
« possible alternatives in planning are ignored;

« an over-emphasis on testing, thus promoting a linear method to
evaluation.
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Management-QOriented Approach

The second method of i ined is the -Oriented

approach. This is a very different approach than that of Tyler. According to
Guba and Lincoln (1981), the Management-Oriented approach is based on the
concept that evaluation does not need an objectives orientation, but rather needs
to focus on what decisions are being made, who is making them, and on what

schedule, using what criteria.

The chief of the Oriented was Daniel

who a four-stage ion process known by its

acronym, CIPP (Context, Input, Process, Product) - a systems approach to
educational evaluation (Worthen and Sanders, 1987). This type of evaluation is

directed at the isi kers within the ization or pi quiring the

evaluation. The CIPP Model that imp isions can be i

in advance, and that the decision-making process is orderly, rational, and

ic - hence i Using 's Model, isions are made
about inputs to the system, processes within the system, and outputs of the
system. And, within the system being studied, it is the decision-makers'
concems, information needs, and criteria for effectiveness that guide the

direction of the evaluation. Nevo (1986), stated that the CIPP Model assesses
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the merits of a program’s goals, the quality and extent to which the plans are

carried out, and the worth of its outcomes.

The CIPP Model is designed in such a way that each stage is a separate
evaluation in itself (Borg and Gall, 1989). The approach provides rationality and
order to evaluation tasks. The advantages of such a model seem numerous.
For example, Cross (1992), indicated that evaluator recommendations or
decisions are usually considered thoroughly informed due to the CIPP Model's
own comprehensiveness. It goes beyond the objectives theory-base, and
“appears to be an excellent model for projects with multi-dimensionality and
scope” (Janes, 1993, p. 40). It has even been used extensively in the evaluation
of educational programs (Cross, 1992). Brookfield (1986), noted that
Stufflebeam’s Model allows for the acknowledgment of concerns for “the
influence of institutional priorities, the impact of individual personalities, and the

prevailing political climate” (p. 270).

However, there are also quite a few limitations to the CIPP Model
including the fact that methodology is exceedingly scant, and the guidelines for
implementation are somewhat lacking. There is a lack of emphasis on values
(Kennedy and Kerr, 1995) in that the values of all interest groups in the program
are ignored, in favour of meeting the information needs of one group, the

managers. Also, like Tyler's Model, the CIPP Model ignores the need for
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It makes ions about the rationality of d

makers; i about the of the decisit king process; and it
seems to ignore human relations and politics (Guba and Lincoin, 1981).
Furthermore, the approach can be quite costly and complex to administer, along

with being time and labour intensive.

Consumer-Oriented Approach

The third to i ined is the C Oriented

approach. Also known as the Goal-Free Model, this method of evaluation was
developed by Michael Scriven in the late 1960s. It was proposed as an
alternative to the goal-based models of the time. Scriven recognized that many
evaluations did not take into account the side effects or inadvertent products of

programs, and suggested ions be without the

knowing the program’s goals or objectives (Janes, 1993).

Scriven's Goal-Free Model focuses on the effects, rather than the goals or

his i the impact on the consumer or

clientele or, the broader impacted population for that matter. The Goal-Free
Model makes a particular effort to “include the identification of non-target

s that are i show uni effects, and hidden costs to the

consumer and society” (Kennedy and Kerr, 1995, p. 5-1).




Chapter 2 - Review of Related Literature 28

Some key points in regard to the Goal-Free approach are:

* The evaluator must avoid leaming of program’s goals.

* The program’s goals are not permitted to focus the evaluation
narrowly.

* The evaluator avoids contact with program managers and
administrators as much as possible.

* The evaluator actively seeks information on unanticipated effects and
side effects of the program (Scriven, 1986).

The Goal-Free Model evaluates the actual effects of the program, rather

than antici ori effects (i.e., it ignores the goals that are

set). The approach is “inductive and holistic by design” (Patton, 1990, p. 116).
The actual effects are judged in terms of meeting the demonstrated needs of
consumers. Thus, if an evaluator found that a program fulfilled a need, the
program would be deemed a success. Even in the absence of stated objectives

an evaluation can still take place.

The C -Oriented appt has broad ication and is easy to

implement. Evaluations of this type will give rise to unintended outcomes or side
effects in programs - those that goal-based models usually miss (Worthen and

Sanders, 1987). In addition, the Goal-Free Model being essentially ‘goal-free’,
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with no ties to the goals and objecti i for the program, tends to

control the level of bias that may enter the evaluation findings (Kettle, 1994).

Unfortunately, Scriven’s method for evaluation “has little direction in

assigning relative weights to the various criteria” (Kennedy and Kerr, 1995, p. 5-

13). There is also no ism provided for ing the validity of one’s
judgments. And, the model would seem useful only for external evaluators. This
was explained by Kettle (1994), who stated that “internal evaluators are likely to
be too close to the program to avoid being aware of, and influenced by, the

intended program goals” (p. 76).

Exnoiisa.On

The fourth approach to evaluation, the Expertise-Oriented approach, is

probably the oldest and most widely used of all the models (Worthen and

1987). It the isa ized expert in the area to

be evaluated. The basis of this approach is subjective p

The chief proponent of the Expertise-Oriented approach was E.W. Eisner, who

proposed the Connoisseurship Model. According to Guba and Lincoln (1981),

“data collection, analysis, p and interp ion take place within the

mind of the judge and are not open to direct i ion” (p. 19). i the

evaluator is at the center of the p with all lving around
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his/her perceptions and sensibilities, using qualitative techniques (Kennedy and
Kerr, 1995). The emphasis in this approach is the search for quality.

Stufflebeam and Webster (1983), state that the purpose of a connoisseur-based

study is to “ i tically ise, and illumi the parti merits of a

given object” (p. 35). “Itis parti ial for prog where the expert is
highly respected within his or her field and where the audience has considerable
confidence in that person’s ability to provide an illumination of the nature and

value of the program” (Kettle, 1994, p. 78).

D to the Expertise-Oriented app include the fact that the
judgments may be based on personal biases. The evaluation relies on the
expertise of the evaluator who does not have to disclose the bases for his/her

judgments about quality (Stufflebeam and Webster, 1983).

Adversary-Oriented Approach

The fifth app is the Ady y-Oriented app! 1. Two of the chief

proponents of this approach were T.R. Owens and R.L. Wolf, who designed the
Judicial Model (the Quasi-Legal Model). They indicated that the legal system
should be used as a basis for modeling evaluation. According to Worthen and

Sanders (1987), the Adversary-Oriented approach aspired to balance probable
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bias, “attempting to assure faimess by incorporating both positive and negative

views into the evaluation itself” (p. 114).

Owens and Wolf suggested using two opposing teams who would work
independently, their goal being to portray the strongest possible case for and
against the program. As explained by Janes (1993), “an evaluation is
adversarial if both sides of the question or issue are argued, one side by
advocates (in favour) and the other by adversaries (opposed)” (p. 43). The
teams then present their findings to a jury for a judgment (Patton, 1982). The
Owens and Wolf process is mostly used in arbitrations or by external evaluators

who have no stake in the program (Kennedy and Kerr, 1995).

The Judicial Model centers itself on decisions, primarily whether or not to
continue with the program being examined (Patton, 1982). This is basically a
summative approach to evaluation. Furthermore, an adversarial evaluation
could be termed a ‘meta-evaluation’ in that more than one evaluation is done,
and one, in a sense, will evaluate the other. So, through opposing viewpoints,

an Adversary-Oriented approach will reveal both positive and negative points to

. Theref the ir i is broad, as is the scope or

methodology of the study. Essentially, there are two separate evaluations taking
place at the same time by two different groups, and this results in diversity with

respect to data collection methods.
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One of the advantages in using the Judicial Mode! for an evaluation is that

it can easily be combined with other approaches. In addition, the legal system

has a ion of ibility and thus, an y-Oriented is more

likely to have little resi from The y Model is

believed to provide the decision-maker with a high quality of information. This
belief originates from the idea that “truth is better served, and decisions more
confidently made, when the responsibility to investigate the veracity of opposing
sides is divided and between assit i i (Kettle, 1994,

p. 86).

However, the legal jargon may confuse the issue, and “the model
depends on both sides being equally able in the defense and argument of a
position” (Janes, 1993, p. 45). And, as stated by Worthen and Sanders (1987),
there is also the lack of an appeal process as well as the manipulation of data
during the debate. In some situations, information might even be revealed just

for the sole purpose of winning (Janes, 1993).

Participant-Ori ’

The last method of ion is the Participant-Oriented One

of the chief for this i was Robert Stake, who
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proposed the Responsive Model. Stake thought that every program was
different, with different evaluation needs, and that there was no one way to

evaluate (Janes, 1993). Guba and Lincoln (1981), believed that Stake’s

Responsive Model was the most ingful and useful app! 1 to performing

an evaluation.

Stake (1983), stated that while his responsive evaluation model was
original, it was based on an old ideology; namely, the idea that evaluation
involves observing and reacting - things people would naturally be inclined to do.
However, the Participant-Oriented approach “demands first hand knowledge and

experience on the part of evaluators, who have to participate in the setting in

order to conduct the evaluation. It also that prog { have
a voice in the evaluation, and that their information needs are met” (Kennedy
and Kerr, 1995, p. 8-1). So, it is responsive to the wishes of the stakeholding
audiences connected to a particular evaluation, thus increasing the usefulness of

the findings for those people.

According to Patton (1982), evaluators using the Responsive Model must

rely on certain qualitative assumptions which include:

...the importance of understanding people and
g in context; a i to study naturally
oecumng phenomena without introducing external
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controls or i i and the ion that

froman
mmeanﬂysso'upen-ended
descriptive, andquohvedalagameredmuxghdrea
contact with the program and its participants * (p. 55).

In Y. an evaluation would be consi ponsive if:

« it focuses on the issues and concems of all stakeholding groups;

it is emergent in design;

. it to particij i fori
e ituses itative or r
. itis itive to the listic values of ici and clients;

the different value-perspectives present are referred to in reporting the
success and failure of the program (Kennedy and Kerr, 1995; Stake,

1977).

A major advantage of using Stake’s Responsive Model is that it is flexible
enough to use any or all parts of other models in order to achieve a specified
goal (e.g., pre-tests and post-tests from the Tyler Model, any technique that is
unique to the CIPP Model). Guba and Lincoln (1986), state that a responsive

ch for ion who are with

is

about a 's value. This type of evaluation

prog Lk

serves and speaks to the community at large. “It requires a high level of
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ir ion b the eval and the audi involved in the progi

and thereby gives all audiences a sense of control and ownership of the

evaluation” (Kettle, 1994, p. 96).

However, there are also limitations to the Responsive Model. These
include the tendency for Stake’s model to be subjective in nature. Any time
evaluators interact with stakeholders in an evaluation for the purpose of forming
an opinion, then the evaluator is being subjectively involved. However, this may

not be negative; it could be considered a strength.

Another potential limitation of the Responsive Model is that the needs of
some audiences or audience groups may dominate simply because they are
more capable of asserting and articulating their wants and needs (Logsdon,
Taylor, and Blum, 1988). Furthermore, the Responsive Model could be at a
disadvantage due to it's heuristic methodology. When using this approach, “the
evaluators do not have a clear, procedural or step-by-step path to follow” (Kettle,
1994, p. 97). According to Sadler (1981), this may present difficulties,
particularly for novice evaluators, because “the competing needs of the multiple
audiences can place extreme demands on the organizational, information
management, and negotiation skills of the evaluator” (Kettle, 1994, p. 97). In
addition, such methodology could also be considered labour intensive and rather

time consuming (Kennedy and Kerr, 1995).
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Review of Relevant Research Studies

Research Study One

Lertpradist (1990) used the Responsive Evaluation Model in her three-
month evaluation of the Artificial Fish Breeding Training Program for the
Department of Fisheries in Thailand. According to Lertpradist (1990), it initially
seemed that the naturalistic approach lacked what she considered to be the
necessary prescription for implementation as a model. However, using Stake’s
guidelines, she was able to adapt eight of the twelve recurring events of

responsive evaluation to the setting in question.

The training program studied by Lertpradist was one of six sections within
the Fisheries Extension Division for the Department of Fisheries in Thailand
(Lertpradist, 1990). This particular program was directly responsible for all
“fishery training programs, including preparing training curricula and plans for
aquaculture, and fishery industrial development training” (p. 92). The program
included both natural and artificial fish breeding training, and was comprised of
approximately 200 participants, of which about 30 took part in this pilot study

(Lertpradist, 1990).
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The procedure used by Lertpradist followed a clock diagram (Figure 1)

which was i ised of eight events in

evaluation modified from Stake (1976). First, she identified the various

inor i with this training program. Next, she used

interviews and brief written i to ine the and issues

of these audiences. The concems were found to range from things such as

basic curri to program imp and
concems. It was from these concemns and issues, as well as audience need,
that she then set standards which were to be used in the evaluation, and these,

in tum, had to be app by each of the atthe ir

stage of the evaluation (Lertpradist, 1990). When formulating these standards, it

became evident that the training program could be broken down into seven

for ion. The believed that
examination of components would lead to [a] better understanding” (Stake, 1975,
p. 23). The next step, according to Lertpradist (1990), was to organize an
evaluation team of four people, and these individuals were to attend all training

sessions of the specified training program. The evaluation team employed

several isti for ing i ion such as ion,

interviews (both d and pt i ing, audio
recording, as well as document and record analysis (Lertpradist, 1990).

Following the observation periods, all data were analyzed qualitatively using
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semantic content analysis as described by Krippendorff (1980), and the
evaluation reports were then prepared.

Identify
audiences,
program scope
Summarize Identify
dara/report concerns,
results issues
Apply Set
criteria/ standards
standards
Observe program Select/
transactions/ develop methods,
outcomes instruments
Analyze
concerns,
issues
Figure 1. ion of Stake’s F i Events in i
ion as byl (1990, p. 99).

What Lertpradist (1990) found was that the Responsive Evaluation Model

p the ity for prolonged i ion with, and to, the

training program, thus giving what she called a “...true picture...,” and

X i the ility of events as being an isolated occurrence”

(p. 141). It was felt that the chosen model did provide detailed data on program

strengths and weaknesses, and zeroed in on areas in need of improvement. In

fact, it app that this isti to ion had provided an
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excess of data “...gleaned from the application of a variety of data gathering
techniques,” and “...data collected through one technique or source were
compared and contrasted with data from other sources, establishing validity and
consistency” (Lertpradist, 1990, p. 141). It also had the advantage of

“...permitting participants to communicate in their own language, and to feel that

they are part of the luation p (L ist, 1990, p. 145). Lertpradist

concluded by giving a glowing report on the benefits of emergent design. It

apparently proved good for prog asit the evaluators to

consider and react to unanticipated data typical of real world settings where, as
Lertpradist (1990) stated, “...each program context exerts its own influence on

the shape of the program” (p. 142).

Lertpradist (1990) did provide some recommendations conceming the use

of Stake’s ive Model. She that “...multiple approaches to

data collection be used to guard against evaluator bias and to establish some

measure of reliability” (p. 144). She wamned that, “while the model is suited to

the extension setting, it is both ti ing and expensive to i " (p.
145). And, she suggested that this type of evaluation might not be feasible if
evaluators do not possess knowledge of naturalistic approaches and methods,
or when those who possess such expertise are not readily available (Lertpradist,

1990).
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Besearch Study Two

After the review of numerous evaluation models, Kettle (1994), in his
evaluation of a Distance Education for Literacy Providers (DELP) Course, chose
to use a modified version of the Responsive Evaluation Model as well. The
subject of that evaluation was a pilot project of a course being offered jointly by
the Province of Newfoundland and Labrador and the Canadian Government
designed to deliver “a distance mode educational development program to adult
literacy practitioners in the volunteer, college, and community-based sectors of

Newfoundland and Labrador” (Kettle, 1994, p. 1).

The Responsive Model was chosen for this evaluation because it was
seen to eliminate something referred to by Kettle (1994) as “elitist intentions” (p.
101). Stake’s Model appeared to offer program participants, and the local
literacy providers for whom it was designed, just as much say in determining the
issues and concerns on which the evaluation would focus as it would to any
other audience group (Kettle, 1994). A participatory approach like this was
considered to have the potential for bringing evaluators closer to all audiences,
and offering the most consultation, including the greatest opportunity for
feedback concerning course improvement (i.e., how to make it even more
suitable for the practical realities of life, work and economics) (Kettle, 1994).

Overall, it was thought that Stake’s Model, as described by Kettle (1994),
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“...would i and that subjectivity in ion is as
valid as objectivity, and that a subjecth would
produce more obvi direct links their and issues and the

evaluation outcomes” (p. 101).

The procedure used by Kettle (1994) closely followed that used by
Lertpradist (1990). From guidelines provided by Stake (1976), the twelve

events in i were modified down to eight, and

these eight events were depicted in a clock diagram as Figure 1 illustrated. The

involved both is and ob: lions. A series of preliminary

interviews were used to identify all program audiences. Semi-structured

and short ini i ires were used to gather
the concems and issues of these audiences. Next, all documents and program

with the and il ion of the course

were then analyzed. Finally, from the concemns and issues of audience groups,
as well as the goals and objectives obtained from the course documents, the

standards and criteria for their measurement were devised. According to Kettle

(1994), once created, these i were then p to each of

the for app! It was i for the to be

to all those invoived because it was these standards that would be used as

by the evall in making jt about the program itself

(Kettle, 1994).




Chapter 2 - Review of Related Literature 42

Data was collected via several different means. Basically, at least one

of the ion team each weekly meeting, and observations
were made and documented (Kettle, 1994). For that purpose, an observation
form was developed to assist in relating observations to the standards and their
criteria. In addition, periodically during one of these weekly meetings, in-depth
face-to-face interviews were conducted with a significantly smaller sampling of
participants (Kettle, 1994). Next, upon completion of the program, short semi-
structured telephone interviews were conducted to determine participant
experiences and feelings concerning the program (Kettle, 1994). And one more
time, approximately six months after the program was completed, a final

assessment was performed. This i was also ini via

telephone, and took the form of a structured questionnaire. Once this was done,

all data were ly quantitatively and/or itatively, and an ion

report was then prepared.

Kettle (1994) concluded that the Responsive Evaluation Model
“...represents an effective, efficient, rigorous, and socially appropriate
methodology for evaluating small to medium scale community-based distance
education programs...” (p. 152). According to Kettle (1994), the participant-

oriented approach “...is very democratic in that it solicits the concemns and issues

of all stakeholding audi i witha p and measures program
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outcomes in relation to them,” which means “...the participants are given a sense
of control and ownership...” by placing value on their problems and responding to

their needs with appropriate resolutions (p. 153).

Research Study Three

Janes (1993) performed an evaluation of a graduate distance education
course offered by Memorial University of Newfoundland. Once again, a modified
version of Stake’s Responsive Evaluation Model was selected as the preferred
approach. The subject of her evaluation was an introductory, but required

p pecialty pr in the Degree of Master of

course for three

Education Program offered by Memorial University of Newfoundland (Janes,
1993). Apparently, the Responsive Evaluation Model was chosen because of
“...its flexibility, its comprehensiveness, and [recently] its particular application to
other distance education programs [or settings]...” (Janes, 1993, p. 62). Janes
also seemed to be influenced by the fact that “...the basic framework for data
collection [in a responsive evaluation] is the concerns and issues of the various
stakeholders - or audiences - of the program being evaluated” (i.e., it “...focused

on audience information needs...”) (p. 63).

As expected, the procedure used by Janes (1993) closely followed that

used by both Kettle (1994) and Lertpradist (1990), and her methodology was
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based on the same modification of Stake’s clock illustration (Figure 1).

her app eight out of the twelve prominent events for
a responsive evaluation as illustrated by Stake (1976). According to Janes
(1993), the evaluation process began by identifying the various stakeholders,
then there was a survey of all such audiences for the purpose of gathering
information on their concerns and issues. Then a number of evaluation
standards based on these concerns were set. The next step was gathering the
data, for which she used several means, including document and record
analysis, interviews, and written questionnaires. There was a pre-test based on
the course objectives given to each learner, and this was done to establish their
entry level knowledge regarding the subject matter (Janes, 1993). As a follow-
up, a post-test (the same as the pre-test) was administered at the end of the

course to establish learners’ knowledge of subject matter at course completion

(Janes, 1993). App: y, all other doct /record ysis was freq and
on-going, and all observations were documented by the researcher herself.
Interviews were conducted both formally and informally, throughout the course
offering. There were even transcripts of the two teleconference sessions which
were analyzed for pertinent data related to criteria and/or standards. “Also
analyzed were the assignments, projects, and examinations submitted by
students, and the grades submitted by the course instructor” (Janes, 1993, p.

67). And finally, there was a student evaluation questionnaire that was

administered at the end of the course. According to Janes (1993), “...this
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instrument had two parts: the first part sought feedback from leamers on their
cognitive experiences, and the second part measured leamers’ affective course
experiences” (p. 66). Once all data had been collected, it was all analyzed
together, and an evaluation report was then written.

Janes (1993) came to the ion that the

Model was "...the most fiexible and/or adaptable for evaluation in higher

education, distance education settings” (p. 116). She was especially impressed

that every ici| in the process, and all had an
equal ity for input. F the i gave her
(the ) “...the ity for p ion with and to

participants,” and this in tum provided “...a reliable picture of the program, and
lessened the possibility of events as observed being isolated occurrences” (p.
117).

Like Lertpradist (1990), Janes (1993) felt that this model provided “...rich
material from a multiplicity of sources and data gathering procedures,” and that
data collected through one method or source could be “...compared and
contrasted with other data to ensure signi validity and i (p-

117). Similarly, there was a glowing report on the benefits of emergent design.
According to Janes (1993), “...[it] gave the evaluator the opportunity to respond

to unpredicted data,” and this is of course especially important in any “...real
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world setting where i of or ions to a cannot always be

foreseen” (Janes, 1993, p. 118).

Janes also i some i ing the use of

Stake's ive Model. She reil L ist's (1990) that

this model was both time-consuming and expensive to follow; however, she still

suggested that the modified version, first used by Lertpradist (1990), “...be

in the ion of any future level distance education

courses at Memorial University of Newfoundland...” (Janes, 1993, p. 123).

Summary

The Tyler Model is not practical for this evaluation due to its summative
characteristics. Brookfield (1986), suggested that this approach does not
adequately consider differences in the experiences of leamers, nor their abilities
orinterests. This particular evaluation study needs to be improvement-oriented,
or formative in nature. The idea is not just to test the effectiveness of certain

objectives. This evaluation should examine the value of objectives in and of

themselves. Therefore, the Objectives-Oriented appi is considered too

narrow in scope, and i ible for this
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The focus in an evaluation of Education 6104 needs the input of all

stakeholding audiences, including the isi ki the the

students taking the course and possibly others, making the CIPP Model
impractical. Brookfield (1986), implied that to conduct an evaluation of this type,
encompassing all stages of a program’s development, it may consume more

time and energy than that exp in actually ing the program itself.

Therefore, Stufflebeam’s Model is not deemed suitable, because of the restricted

time-frame, finances, and human resources.

Since the evaluation of Education 6104 is being done internally, by an
evaluator cognizant of course goals, the Goal-Free Model is not suitable.

Furthermore, the approach is costly to implement and seems to require a highly

dible and luation expert with 3 Th

due to the i cost and quit 1ts, as well as a limited

research time-frame, Scriven’s Goal-Free Model is unacceptable for this

evaluation.

The Connoisseurship Model is unacceptable because it is not feasible to
hire a competent expert evaluator to examine Education 6104 at this time. In
addition, the stakeholders involved will require more data, based on more than
subjective evaluation (i.e., they will want more concrete data than just one

person’s opinion).
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The Judicial Model, by its very nature, costs more than other evaluation
types simply because it incorporates two evaluation teams to look at the program
being studied. Also, there would be an added strain on the stakeholders who
would, in all likelihood, be subjected to multiple questionnaires, and interviews.
That is to say, all efforts/instruments would have to be duplicated. Therefore,
this model would not be suitable for the evaluation in question. Obviously, it is

impractical because of budget, human resources, and time constraints.

The Participant-Oriented approach, in the form of Stake’s Responsive
Model, has been tried and tested in both distance education and graduate
education settings. Its emergent design offers flexibility and the use of
naturalistic, qualitative methods. In addition, there is a great deal of emphasis
placed on the concerns and issues from all representative stakeholding
audiences, and an ability to measure related performance outcomes based on
specific evaluation standards. So, it was decided that because evaluator
judgements would be linked to these newly formed standards, thus providing an
opportunity for a more significant and realistic evaluation, Stake’s Responsive

Model would be the best approach for this study.




CHAPTER 3: EVALUATION METHODOLOGY AND DESIGN

Evaluation Design

Evaluation Model

This study repli the gy of three p studies

as outlined in Chapter 2. Like Robert Stake, the researcher believed that any
given evaluation should be defined by the purposes and information needs of
any/all stakeholders. Therefore, the design of this study was a naturalistic one -

that of Stake's F ive Model - a Partici| -Oriented method of program
evaluation. The choice of this model was not only based upon its previous use

in similar evaluations, but also on its great flexibility in design, methodology,

implementation, and follow-up. ion 6104 in ion and change

with respect to distance leaming, ially in a studies envi at

a university setting. Little was known about the effectiveness of such a program,

and the responsi i was designed to

issues that are important in this type of situation (Stake, 1983).

Stake's ive Model, being in design, focused on the
issues and concemns of the various stakeholders for Education 6104 (i.e.,
participants or students, staff, faculty and administrators with Memorial

University’s Faculty of Education and it's Schools of Graduate Studies and
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Continuing Studies). Data were as and

evaluation activities would then emerge from an ongoing analysis of this data
(Janes, 1993). According to Janes (1993), “...responsive evaluation permits the
inclusion of data from muitiple sources and the collection of data through muitiple

means, ing in both ive and litative data and a comprehensive

evaluation on all aspects of a given program” (p. 64).

As mentioned by Kettle (1994), Janes (1993), and Lertpradist (1990),
Stake developed a simple, heuristic diagram (see Figure 2) to help describe the
process needed to conduct a Responsive evaluation. Although the series of 12
events in the diagram are laid out in the form of a clock, Stake emphasized that
the events themselves need not be read in an exclusively clockwise fashion (i.e.,
the prospective evaluator was free to move clockwise, counter-clockwise, cross-
clockwise or, if events suggest, do several steps at the same time). In other
words, whatever is needed to be responsive to the needs of the evaluation

(Kettle, 1994; Janes, 1993).
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The study will follow these guidelines for the design of Stake's
Responsive Model:

Figure 2. Procedure for Events in a2 Responsive Evaluation
(adapted from Worthen and Sanders, 1987).

Evaluation Procedure

In selecting a model for evaluating Education 6104, a modification of
Robert E. Stake's Responsive Evaluation Model as used by Lertpradist (1990),

was selected (see Figure 1, p. 38). This modified version of Stake’s Model
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appeared to have the right ination of flexibility and i Its

worthiness also seemed to have been proven through prior applications within

the distance i i [ 1990; Janes, 1993; and Kettle,
1994).
Formal data ion involved the ing of i ion using various
and i and record analysis, interviews,

and written questionnaires. First of all, a student profile sheet and a pre-test
were prepared and sent out to all students enrolled in the course. The student
profile sheet was to provide certain “...demographic data on leamers, including

their i g age range, i g and career

experiences” (Janes, 1993, p. 66). The pre-test, on the other hand, was based
on the objectives of the course. It was used to establish the entry-level
knowledge of leamers regarding the subject matter of the course in question.
Later in the evaluation process, results from this initial survey were then
matched-up with those from a duplicate post-test. Data from the post-test were
collected at the end of the course, and the combined data from both surveys
enabled the evaluator to determine whether, in fact, leaming had actually taken

place.

The next step was to identify and survey all stakeholders having any form

of involvement with the Education 6104 course. The purpose of this survey was
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to gather information on the concemns and issues that these stakeholders held.
In essence, this information could vary from concems about the course content,
to the administration of the course, to perhaps even the whole distance
education milieu. Ideally, the concems and issues survey was to provide every
stakeholder with an opportunity for input into the evaluation itself. The

evaluation could then directly address their concems and issues, and had the

potential to ine their own i i i it ided the
evaluator with a perspective on what the actual expectations were for the course

and the evaluation. Hence, the ion was in a manner

that was suitable to all.

There remained the question as to how success should be
measured/determined. For this purpose, the evaluator chose to “conceptualize
issues and problems” (Worthen and Sanders, 1987, p. 136) through the
of Evaluatic These were devised based

upon a ilation of the collecti and issues, and in combination

with the overall goals and objectives for the course itself. Following the

of these ive criteria needed to be developed for

each. The criteria were to assist in ining whether the were

actually being reached. Therefore, each set of criteria measured success for the

and all the together would present the basis for

the evaluation, just as Stake had intended.
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Once the pertinent information was collected from the various

and the and criteria the more i form

of data collection was begun. The most important thing with respect to data
collection was found to be the most obvious: when attempting a responsive-style
evaluation, the gathering of data should be defined by the kinds of information
being sought. Worthen and Sanders (1987) provided some good examples for

the type of i ion that a i should be looking for:

« descriptive information about the object of

evaluation and its context;

. ir i ive to
them, seeking muses and consequences, and
identifying possible actions);

. ive to issues ifying them,
identifying potenna! courses of action to resolve
them); and

o il ion about values (clarifying them, finding
out about their source and degree s of conviction)
(p- 138-140).

In evaluating Education 6104, the evaluator chose both formal and
informal approaches to account for specific criteria and/or to address certain
issues. Interviews were conducted both formally and informally throughout the
entire course offering, and even before the course actually started. In his role as

the On-Site Coordinator for the Education 6104 course, the researcher/evaluator
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was in freq ication with permitting him to function as

p ip ghout the Students often contacted him
seeking assistance with readings as well as course assignments and/or exams,
and many times this provided the opportunity for random informal interviews on
course progress. Likewise, document and record analysis were frequent and
ongoing. The evaluator kept field notes on all contact from students seeking
assistance whether this be through telephone conversations, face-to-face
contact, or electronic mail. The main focus for this method of analysis was the
specific type of assistance required by the learners and the associated
responses and/or assistance provided by the On-Site Coordinator, as well as the

Course Instructor. The evaluator also had the opp ity to ine some of

the assignments, projects, and examinations submitted by each student, as well

as their respective grades assigned by the Course Instructor.

One last instrument administered by the evaluator at the end of the course
was a student evaluation questionnaire. The purpose of this questionnaire was
to obtain direct feedback from the students concerning their overall feelings
toward the course, or as Janes (1993) put it, “their...affective course

experiences” (p. 66).




Chapter 3 - Evaluation Methodology and Design 56

Evaluation Schedule

The evaluation of the distance education version of Education 6104 took
place over a fourteen-month period. The intended procedure for this evaluation
was designed during the Fall Semester of 1995, but was not actually
implemented until the Winter Semester of 1996; however, even before the
course began, some data collection had already started. The data for the
evaluation were collected in several stages, each stage serving a different
function. Data gathered during the first few stages were entirely qualitative and

served the function of enabling the evaluatc her to ish evaluation

standards and criteria.

1. December 1995 - January 1996:

a) All stakeholders having any form of involvement with the Education
6104 course were identified.

b) An informal questionnaire was utilized to survey the stakeholders
regarding their concerns and issues for the Education 6104 course.

c) Student profile sheet and pre-test sent out with the course
materials package to all students known to be enrolled in the

course.
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d) ion from the i surveys used to guide the

completion of a list of standards, which lead to the formation of

specific evaluation procedures and instruments.

e) Criteria were to the degree of achie for
these (i.e., the live criteria acted as guidelines
for judgment).

2. February 1996:

« Based upon the kinds of information being sought, the evaluator
chose both formal and informal approaches to account for specific
criteria and/or to address certain issues. All data then had to be

classified in relation to the pre-determined standards and criteria.

3. Mid-April 1996:

a) The evaluator reviewed the major project and examinations

submitted by each student, as well as their respective grades used

for by the Course

b) Atthe time of course completion, a duplicate survey to the pre-test
was mailed out to the students. This instrument was known as the

post-test, and the combined data from both the pre-test and the




Chapter 3 - Evaluation Methodology and Design 58

post-test were to reflect accurately whether learning had actually

taken place.

4. May - June 1996:

a) The main instrument used in post-course evaluation was an in-
depth formal questionnaire administered using telephone
interviews conducted during a seven-week period from May
through to June.

b) As the last instrument to be utilized by the evaluator, it was used as
an opportunity to elicit direct feedback from the students

concerning their overall feelings toward the course.

5. Ongoing (i.e., January - June 1996):

a) Informal interviews were ongoing between the evaluator and the
students throughout the entirety of its twelve-week duration, and
even before the course had actually started. The medium for this
contact ranged from telephone conversations and electronic mail,
to actual face-to-face meetings.

b) The evaluator kept notes (i.e., field notes) for later analysis.




c) The eval was itorit and other

documents/records.

6. July 1996 - March 1997:

a) The i the data from all sources, and

a combination of quantitative and

The type of analysis was entirely upon the
method of collection used and the kind of information being sought.
b) The task for the evaluator over this time period was to assess what
criteria had been met, and in tum, the degree to which particular
standards had been reached.
c) Anin-depth assessment of all the data had to be performed to

determine whether all questions were indeed addressed.

7. The final few months lead to the generation of a formal report, and this

provided the evaluator with an opportunity to make his comments,

and
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Stakeholder Identification

Six audit groups were identified as having a i stake in the

Education 6104 course and its success or failure. In no specific order, these

groups were identified as follows:

1. The students actually enrolied in the Education 6104 course.

]

The Instructor, who was responsible for both the course design, and the

delivery of the first offerings of Education 6104 by distance.

®

The course design and team il ing the Course

several i i pers, and an

4. The School of Continui ion, who were for funding the

development of the course and also for the administration of the course
delivery system. More specifically, the Director of Continuing Studies,
and the Assistant Director for their Division of Educational Technology

were given an opportunity to provide comments.
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5. The Faculty of Education, in particular the Associate Dean of Graduate
Programmes, and Members of the Faculty’s Graduate Studies Committee,
since it was these individuals who gave initial approval for the

development of the course.

6. The School of Graduate Studies (more specifically, the Dean of Graduate
Studies), who grants approval for all graduate course and programme
offerings, and who develop the regulations governing the offering of

distance education courses.

All individuals contacted were identified as representing at least one of
these stakeholder groups. Contact was made for the purpose of eliciting their
evaluation concerns, issues and information needs to ensure that any evaluation
instrument to be used would reflect their specific concerns and interests. The
concerns and issues questionnaire was described to them as the ideal
opportunity to give both constructive and vital feedback to the course
developers, the Course Instructor, and to others associated with this as well as

other course offerings for potential course improvement.

Concerns and Issues

Responsive evaluation does not undertake to answer
questions of merely theoretical interest; rather, it




takes its cues from those matters that local audiences
find interesting or relevant” (Guba and Lincoln, 1981,
p- 38).

In this case, the concems expressed by those polled were all quite valid
or relevant. There were essentially three categories of concems and issues that

emerged.

1. What should a graduate level distance education course in ‘program

evaluation’ strive to achieve?

Graduate-level courseware;

a consistent design/delivery;

a challenge for the students;

. a gl ing of tion as iced both past and

present;

a realistic view of the role that program evaluation plays;

an opportunity to practice effective evaluation techniques;

e a i ing and practical application of

models;

an ability to evaluate programs based upon existing evaluation

methodology;

evaluation knowledge to be used in one's own specific setting;
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. c presentatior ion to that of an on-campus

course of same type.

2. Elements considered to be indicators for the success of this course:
« well designed instructional materials;
« adequate communication link between students and Instructor
and/or Institution;
« positive student evaluations;
« adequate performance of students in terms of grades;
« requests for additional distance education course offerings;
« requests for more CMC, CAl, and video/audio combinations;
« application in actual setting by participants;
« inquiries about the course from other Universities, or academic

institutions.

3. Is there any specific aspect of the course offering that you would like this
evaluation to address?
« the utility of this course to students;
« on-site vs. distance course objectives;

« the benefit of certain assignments;
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« the of the audi and the

text in content understanding;

« the impact of drama on leaming with respect to the instructional

videos;
o the value (or of the
e student ions of the -assisted i

Instructor bias towards certain evaluation approaches;

* student outcome;
* women's experiences with respect to on-site vs. distance course
offerings.
Evaluation Standards

As i in the above, data from the various

stakeholder groups as well as the course objectives were synthesized by the
evaluator into a number of evaluation standards. This setting of standards is an

important step in any evaluation (Lertpradist, 1990). To assist with the

of these more i to assist in ing judg
about the Education 6104 course, particular criteria were aiso formuiated and

these are listed beneath each standard.




Standard 1. There is administrative and logistical support for the course.

This will be evi by the ing criteria:
* materials received on time;
* instructional materials are error free (i.e., presented in a functioning
condition);
« mail response time is acceptable to both the students and the
Instructor;
« access to Instructor and/or On-Site Coordinator is acceptable (i.e., e-
mail, telephone, visitation, etc.);
. time on assi its and for is
2. The for this should satisfy participant
needs.
This will be evit by the ing criteria:
« the course provi with an i of program

evaluation and methods for carrying out such evaluations;

the curriculum meets the ions of the
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Standard 3. The course results in positive cognitive outcomes for the

student.

This will be evi d by the criteria:

« positive feelings on the part of leamers about the course experience;
« positive attitudes on the part of leamers about the self-directed nature
of the course, and the built-in control;

« student i on inati and i and in

comparison to past course experiences and outcomes.

Standard 4. The course should provide opportunity for sufficient
participation, discussion, and the sharing of ideas.

This standard will be evidenced by the following criteria:

« appropriate amount of time is scheduled for regular student interaction;

. ivities are i which and facilitate
discussion;

. ivities are orct by the and/or the On-Site
C i to promote ions and di

. ities for di; ion meet student
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5. The instructi ials for the course should provide
P! i ge and should be presented to
the ina i with their level of prior

knowledge and training.

This standard will be evidenced by the following criteria:

« suitability with respect to the pre-packaged nature of the course
materials;

e course materials are professional in appearance and of a high
technical quality;

« effectiveness of the course materials as judged/viewed by the students
(i-e., appropriate to learner needs);

* instructional course materials that are easy to understand, interesting,
and relevant to other course materials;

« adequacy of content coverage and preparation for evaluation
measures (i.e., comprehensiveness of the course materials);

¢ adequacy of student feedback mechanisms through instructional
materials (i.e., incorporation of mechanisms for learner feedback);

« overall, the delivery system for the course content should meet the

expectations of the students.
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6. are to the course.

This standard will be evidenced by the following criteria:
» effectiveness of course discussion, readings, and assignments in
developing the major project - an evaluation proposal;
« suitability of assignments and exams with regard to the goals and
objectives of the course;

« adequate measurement of theoretical content by the final examination.




CHAPTER 4: ANALYSIS OF DATA

Based on the concerns and issues expressed by the various stakeholding
audiences, the evaluator developed standards and criteria, which were used to
guide data collection and the formulation of judgements. Data from student
profile sheets, pre-tests and post-tests, questionnaire, and telephone interviews
were analyzed. In addition, the evaluator as participant observer, recorded and
analyzed observational data, course documents including all e-mail
correspondence and student assignments. All data were analyzed qualitatively,

and are reported here in relation to the evaluation standards.

Evaluation Results/Analysis

1. Thereis ini ive and logistical support for the course.

Criteria:

« timeliness of materials receipt;

timeliness of mail response time;
« error free materials;
e Instructor and/or On-Site Coordinator access;

« turnaround time - assignments and feedback.
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In ing the inis ive and logistical support for ion 6104,

data from interviews and the Likert Scale of the questionnaire were used.

Resuits from these two data sources indicated that all the criteria for this

standard were met (see Tabie 3).
Table 3. Student garding inistrative issues ining to

Education 6104.

N=18
Questionnaire tem Very Good Adequate Needs
Good Improvement
Receipt of materials 10 6 1 -
Materials in good working order 13 4 1 2
Receipt of notifications/messages 13 5 - -
Mail tumaround (assignments/feedback) 3 6 6 2
E-mail tumaround
(assistance/discussion/feedback) 16 2 - -
Telephone consultations 9 8 -
(*NOTE: Totals adding up to less than 18 indicate missing data.)
All indi that receipt of ials at the inning of the

semester was acceptable. Only one student did not have materials for the first
week of classes, and the delay in that case was caused by his failure to provide

his teaching address. Hence, mail had to be forwarded to his work location.
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Mail time, i on assif was deemed
adequate by all but two and the ic mail ication was
deemed with i that it their

Similarly, access to the and On-Site C i was app d
by the majority of All students agreed that i ions with
and C were very i i one-third of the students
felt that they would have p more ion with the herself,

but the interactions that did occur were helpful.

The quality of als - their ing and free status, was
app! by all but a few p were as the
course Two of the eight: i only two of four

instructional videos, and three students received blank copies of two of four
audiotaped lectures. On reporting the missing videos, students were supplied
with new copies quite early in the semester. Of the students with the blank

audiotapes, only one student i the course admini and she

received new tapes immediately. The other two students did not inform anyone
of their missing tapes until the evaluation data was being collected at the end of
the course - even when On-Site Coordinators had alerted class members of

potential problems with missing audio and video components, and their ability to

arrange to have these components replaced.
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One student did not receive a course manual in her mailed package, but

chose to pick it up at the University before classes began.

Positive comments from interview and questionnaire data:

"Anytime | asked for help, | received help."

“[Mail turnaround time] was very good...especially considering
where Mary [the Instructor] was."

“[Mail turnaround time] was exceptionally good considering Mary’s
[the Instructor] move to the other side of the country!"

Comments indicating a need for improvement from interview and
questionnaire data:

“[Interaction seemed to indicate] a low initiative on the part of the
Instructor.”

Summary

The Administrative and logistical support for Education 6104 was more
than adequate with one possible exception. Approximately one third of the class
stated a preference for more interaction with the Course Instructor. They
appreciated the ready access to On-Site Coordinators, but wanted to be

provided with more direct access to the Instructor. Perhaps they were in need of
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reassurance in their adjustment to this independent form of study. It should also
be mentioned that a couple of students expressed concern about the turnaround

time i with 1ce using regular mail. However, this was

probably not viewed as a shortfall with respect to the course, but more so the
postal service. Finally, with the exception of five quite similar problems with
missing audio or video materials, there were no significant errors in terms of the
course materials received. For the most part, these problems were addressed
immediately, and no further problems of this type were reported. Standard 1 has

been met.

Standard 2. The curriculum for this program should satisfy participant
needs.

Criteria:
* increased knowledge of program evaluation;

« curriculum meets student expectations.

In analyzing the curriculum of Education 6104, in terms of meeting student
needs, data from questionnaires were used. Results from this data source

indicated that the two criteria for this standard were met.

One criterion specified that the course should provide students with

increased knowledge of program evaluation, and methods for carrying out such
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evaluations. All students completing the course felt that they had learned a lot
about program evaluation, had gained practical knowledge, and approximately
90% felt confident that they could properly perform a program evaluation in the
future. In addition, the majority (83%) felt that their newly acquired knowledge
could be used in their work setting. Only one student indicated that the

knowledge was of no practical use in her work.

The curriculum met the expectations of learners. All students regarded
Education 6104 as a new and positive experience, and they were happy with the
coverage of evaluation models and techniques. Two students did feel that the
content was too advanced for their needs, but none felt that the balance toward

evaluation theory was too heavy.

Positive comments from questionnaire data:

"[The knowledge was] definitely useful to me, but may not be useful
to others in my field of work."

"You['ve] got to know the theory to understand how to apply it!"

Comment indicating ambivalence in relation to professional application:

"Much of what | learned about Program Evaluation is of no use to
me...it should be, but not right now."
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Summary

At the time of evaluation, all students were more than satisfied with their
knowledge of the course content. The majority felt as though they would be
using this knowledge in their work, if not immediately, then sometime in the
future. Therefore, due to the positive ratings that the overall course experience
received, the researcher judged that this standard has been met.

Standard 3. The course results in positive cognitive outcomes for the
student.

Criteria:
« positive feelings re course experience;
« positive attitudes re self-direction and the built-in controls;
« student achievement, comparative with live course.
Criteria i i for ing positive cog

included positive feelings on the part of leamers about the course experience.
Using an interview-style questionnaire and a Likert Scale, the researcher found
that the majority of students (89%) agreed that doing the course by distance
education was just as beneficial as if it had been done as a traditional on-
campus course. In fact, all students expressed a desire to have more graduate

education courses offered in the same manner, but there were nevertheless six
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students who stated that they themselves would not choose to do another

course using this delivery format.

Another criterion used for ing positive it for

Education 6104 was whether the student participants had positive attitudes

conceming the self-directed nature of the course, and its built-in control. The

that all 18 liked the fact that they could
pace themselves and their leaming of the course material. Every student
applauded the self-directed nature of the course, and all (as adult leamers)
appreciated the freedom to do such a course on their own time. However, there
were five students who said they found it difficult to keep pace with the
suggested weekly activities, but all five indi that these were

mostly due to their own personal time management abilities.

A pre-test and post-test were also used by the evaluator to partially

assess cogniti from ion 6104. L of the 18

students, only 12 matched sets of pre-tests and post-tests were collected. The
significant deficit was due to five students who submitted only the pre-test, and

one student who neglected to submit either one.

For the purpose of objectivity, both the pre-test and post-test were graded
in an identical fashion and were both marked out of 10. Also, it should be noted
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that every attempt in the pre-test was considered for credit (i.e., partial marks
were awarded for partial answers and/or attempts at answers). Bearing that in

mind, the post-test answers showed a significant improvement with respect to

student ing and ion of the subject matter (see Table 4).

Table 4. Student grades for the pre-test and post-test used in Education 6104
(maximum grade = 10).

Student Pre-test Post-test Difference
1 15 85 70
2 10 - -
3 30 75 ‘45
4 15 10.0 ‘85
5 1.0 10.0 9.0
6 0.0 85 ‘8.5
7 20 100 8.0
8 20 - -
9 25 95 ‘70
10 ” = %
1 0.0 -
12 05 95 9.0
13 05 10.0 95
14 15 - -
15 15 - -
16 40 85 45
17 15 100 ‘85
18 0.0 80 ‘9.0

Average 14 93 ‘76

Overall, answers for the post-test were well thought-out and demonstrated that

leamers had a firm grasp of the concepts and theory for program evaluation.
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The average mark on the post-test was 93%, and this was compared to an
average mark on the pre-test of 14%, resulting in an average gain of almost
80%.

A final criterion for ing positive it for the course
was that of student achi on inations and assi in

comparison to past course experiences and outcomes. The average mark for
this offering of Education 6104 was 80% with only one student receiving a grade
of 70%, and one student receiving the highest mark - 90%. The grades for the

remaining 16 students varied between 80% and 85% (see Figure 3).

omn s o w

ToO%  80%  86%  90%

Figure 3. Summary of Student Grades for Education 6104
(Winter Semester, 1996).

In terms of past course experiences and outcomes, five prior course

ings were i four pus versions of the Education 6104

course were chosen for comparison, as well as the pilot offering of the distance
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version from the previ The p ions were

by the predecessor to Education 6104 known as Education 6522, and the four

ings that were i took place the Winter of 1990

and the Fall of 1993 at ial University of Newfoundland.

Education 6522 did cover identical course material to Education 6104, and
utilized quite similar assignments as well as the same methods for assessment.
In all five offerings, grades ranged from 75% to 90%, with an average of 80%

(see Table 5). The range of grades app: i across all

and individual for the

Table 5. Student average grade and range for the current offering of Education
6104 and five prior course offerings.

Grade
Course Offering
Average Range
Education 6104 (current offering) 80% 75-90%
Education 6104 (pilot offering) 80% 75-90%
Education 6522 (4 prior offerings) 80% 75-90%

Positive comments from questionnaire and interview data:
“I was earning while learning!"
“It fit into my busy schedule...| was able to study at my own pace."

*I was able to arrange my study schedule according to my own
time.”




Chapter 4 - Analysis of Data 80

"I was able to do all my studying later in the night, when my two
kids were in bed."

"It was good to be able to stay at home [in my community] for a
change with friends and family."

"The flexibility was really nice...some weeks were really busy with
respect to [course] work and others not so bad."

“[1] was able to finish-up the course earlier than required because |

had to leave the province for a couple of weeks near the end of the
Semester."

Summary

Information on the cognitive outcomes from the course were gathered
using interviews and a Likert Scale, the pre-test and post-test results, student
grades on the exams and assignments, as well as a comparison with previous
course outcomes. The analysis revealed a high degree of learning over the
duration of the course as indicated by a comparison of pre-test and post-test
results. Also, the achievement on assignments and exams was quite good with
an overall course average of 80%, and these grades were definitely comparable
to the five prior course offerings that were examined. There were no negative
comments or suggestions for improvement in the interview data, and the
overwhelmingly high measurement for positive student attitudes concerning the.

course enabled the researcher to judge that this standard has been met.
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Standard 4. The course should provide opportunity for sufficient
participation, discussion, and the sharing of ideas.

Criteria:

« time for regular student interaction appropriate;

. viti to promote

« discussion opportunities meet student expectations.
To ine whether ion 6104 i ities for

participation, discussion, and the sharing of ideas, student opinions were
measured using the interview data. Once again the questions asked were based

on pre-determined criteria relating to the underlying standard.

Student responses indicated that all criteria for this standard were in fact
met, but some students stated that they would have preferred more interactions

with the Instructor. One student indicated that she did not think it was right for

the Course to be avail for ions and concems only one night
per week; however, there were no corroborating comments from other students
on this matter. Itis worthy of note that all students felt that they had benefited
from interactions with the On-Site Coordinators.
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Criteria for this also i ion, or the p

for some form of regular interaction among the students. One student actually

put a name on this p i with ion at a distance;

she called it "the isolation factor.” This course was shown to provide sufficient
opportunity for interaction, but some form of face-to-face contact was indicated

as most desirable. One student suggested having at least one teleconference,

which could ibly help imp! general ir

Another criterion relating to this standard stated that any/all opportunities
provided for discussion should meet student expectations, and that these
opportunities should encourage and facilitate participant questions and
discussion. Results from the interview questionnaire indicated that 89% of the
students felt that there was enough opportunity for discussion of the subject
matter integrated in the course. During an informal conversation with one On-
Site Coordinator, a student commented that the distance education experience
really benefited from electronic mail (e-mail), and that was improving overall
communication within the course. In fact, results showed that 17 out of the 18
students felt that having a Computer Mediated Communication (CMC)
component in the course allowed them to speak out and easily express their
opinions. One student in particular expressed a desire for even more on-line
discussion. Based on a Likert Scale used in conjunction with the interview guide,

all students indicated that they liked the opportunity for discussion and
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participation that the CMC had provided; although, this was contradictory to
information collected earlier in the course. At the start of the CMC component,

one student had commented to an On-Site Coordinator that the CMC was not

via

encouraging di ion or ipation. F two
e-mail to the same On-Site Coordinator that these on-line discussions were in no

way for them. Obviously, these did not remain, or else they

were not expressed to the evaluator at the time of course completion and the

final interviews.

Two students were critical of the group discussions used in the CMC
component of the course. One student suggested not using CMC for this type
group discussion at all. A second student agreed, and felt that the group
discussion needed some improvement. Neither student chose to elaborate
further on any of their comments. Interestingly enough, two other students
specifically stated that there should be more of this type of discussion and group
work in the course, especially with relevance to the main assignment - the

Evaluation Proposal.

The believed that further from students helped to

explain some of the above-noted complaints concerning the opportunities that

were provit for di jon in ion 6104. One student felt that her

uncertainty about the expectations for the CMC component of the course made it
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rather time-consuming for her to participate in the discussions. Another student
considered her problems with e-mail to have interfered with her enjoyment of the
CMC discussions. Apparently, this was her first experience with e-mail, and
therefore she was not really comfortable with these on-line discussions. Her lack
of understanding of the technology apparently hindered her ability to participate.
A third student felt that her natural shyness affected her participation in the CMC
component of the course. Once she had met with an On-Site Coordinator and a
couple of other students from the course she began to feel more comfortable

and confident in communicating on-line.

Positive comments from interview data and informal correspondence:
* The Instructor was very available.”

“The On-Site C i were lif they provided a good
link to the Course Instructor.”

*I believe that with distance education there will aiways be a basic
need to talk to people, and [with the CMC] this course had that
advantage.”

“I was more relaxed [while taking this course] than with others [I
had] taken."

"The opportunity for introductions on e-mail was worthwhile, and
this gave me the opportunity to pick out others who might have
common interests and/or backgrounds...this definitely assisted me
in the discussions!"

"The e-mail was a great way to communicate with the Instructor!"

*| really enjoyed it [the CMC] and thought that the interaction was
worthwhile."
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Comments indicating a need for improvement from interview data and
informal correspondence:

“I didn’t really know much about anyone else in the course...| never
even got the chance to see any of them!"

"It is always nice to see someone face to face when possible...with
nobody looking at me, | was really too shy to say much using e-
mail."

"If there was some sort of teleconference...at least this would allow
students to associate a voice with other students in the class."

*| didn’t find the [CMC] discussions as valuable as
expected...several people were much too verbose, and others
would hardly comment at all...no real interactive discussions
seemed to take place."

"The group discussion [using e-mail] didn’t work!"

“[For the CMC group discussions,] the spokespeople assigned [to
each of the groups] did not seem very well organized, nor were
they really aware of their responsibilities."

"Consider pairing people up for the CMC group
discussions...smaller groups might work better."

Summary

In terms of assessing this standard, most students were pleased with the
means and the opportunities for discussion among students and the
Instructor/On-Site Coordinators. A few common concerns related to distance

education became evident. Two students desired more interaction time with the
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Course Instructor, but the majority seemed satisfied with the interactions. In
general, interaction did appear to pose a problem for a few students who
face-to-face icati F only two felt that there

were not enough opportunities for discussion of the subject matter. The

consensus was that having the C C ication (CMC)
component did relieve feelings of isolation. However, some students admitted
to having difficulty using the technology, and there were one or two others who

did not enjoy using that medium for ive work. The made his
judgement - Education 6104 did provide ample opportunity for participation,
discussion, and the sharing of ideas. Standard 4 has been met.
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5. The ir

materials for the course should provide

ge and should be presented to
the student in a manner consistent with their level of prior
knowledge and training.

Criteria:

« positive feelings about pre-packaged materials;

materials professional, high quality;
« materials appropriate to student needs;
« materials inter-related;

. ials provide pi

paration for assigr 3
« adequate feedback mechanisms incorporated;

« delivery systems meet student needs.

To determine whether the instructional materials for Education 6104
provided comprehensive content coverage and whether they were presented to
students in a manner consistent with their level of prior knowledge and training,
student opinions on these matters were gathered through a questionnaire. The
course participants were first asked to rate each of the instructional materials for
Education 6104 based on eight separate characteristics: length, technical
quality, content organization, usefulness (to the student), appropriateness of the
medium, the student’s level of interest, relevance to the course (including

content), and their level of comprehension of the content covered through each




Chapter 4 - Analysis of Data 88

medium. Table 6 presents the data in summary form. The positive ratings (i.e.,
those ratings of either good or very good) are displayed as percentages.

Table 6. Pementagedposmvesmdentraﬁngsbasedmeigmmaran

relating to the i ed in ion 6104.
N=18
Characteristic Course PIT Text | Bookof | Audio- | Video- | CAl
Manuals Readings | tapes | tapes

Length 95% 95% 56% 56% 67% 78% 56%
Technical Quality 100% | 100% | 72% 67% 72% | 100% | 83%
Content Organization 89% 95% 78% 67% 83% 89% 89%
100% | 95% | 78% 2% 61% | 78% | 50%
Appropriateness of Medium 95% 100% 2% 78% 67% 95% 89%
Level of interest 89% 100% 61% 50% 56% 78% 72%
Relevance to the Course 100% 95% 89% 72% 72% 72% 67%
Level of Comprehension 100% 100% | 89% 2% 83% 89% 89%
Average Rating 96% 98% 74% 7% 70% 85% 74%

*Note: PIT = med Instruction Text

Programmed
Text =Commercial Textbook
CAl = Computer-Assisted Instruction

The first criteria examined focus on the presentation and quality of the
course materials. In terms of the print materials, all students taking the course
felt that the print materials were attractive, easy to read, and professional
looking. All students approved of the layout and design of these materials.

Several ly on the ization of the it

the F jon Text (PIT). A rating of 72% for
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the technical quality of the audiotapes may be attributed to the fact that some
students received blank tapes (i.e., no audio recorded). This would certainly
have affected their perception of this medium. In terms of the readings for the
course, 72% of the students responded that they were very valuable to their own
understanding of the subject matter. However, two students felt that
improvements for the Book of Readings were needed - the readings were too

difficult.

Several of the other criteria i with 5 ize the

effectiveness of the course materials, content coverage, as well as the ease of
understanding, the interest level, and the relationship to other course materials.
All of the instructional materials received a positive rating from at least two-thirds
of the class. Table 6 shows that the Programmed Instruction Text (PIT) and the
Course Manuals received the highest praise when compared to the other media
used in Education 6104. The Book of Readings received the lowest average in

terms of positive and the the and the C

Assisted Instruction (CAl) followed in an increasing order.

The lowest average rating in terms of positive feedback was 67% for the
Book of Readings. Table 6 shows that in terms of generating interest and the
length, about half the class voted highly in favour of the Book of Readings, and

78% of the class saw this as being quite an appropriate medium, with 72%
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viewing it as highly relevant. Furthermore, 72% of the class indicated their level

of wding for the ir ion presented in these readings was high.

For the audiotapes, approximately two-thirds of the class provided positive

k ing the appropriateness of such a medium, and 61%
considered them useful. One student felt that the audiotapes were not helpful to
her at all, and found them repetitive of information conveyed by some of the
other course materials. This might explain the slightly lower level of interest as
indicated for the audiotapes. In all, five students did not give the audiotapes a

positive rating for their relevance to the course.

In reference to the videotapes, almost two-thirds of the students taking the

course appreciated the drama that was i into their p ion, and

rated the videos highly on the Likert Scale. Four students in particular gave the
videos quite high praise. However, there were a couple of the students who
apparently grew tired of the videotapes. Basically, their desire was to access the
content information that the videos contained, but their dramatic format made it

difficult for taking notes.

Based on the Likert Scale, 72% of the students viewed the commercial
textbook positively in terms of its level of appropriateness to the course. And

though a small number of students did not find the textbook that interesting, 78%
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indicated a high regard for its usefulness. There was some criticism about the
length of the textbook, with eight students commenting that it was too long.
However, the majority of students did not share this concem, they were simply

using the asan or to the Prog

Text and/or the Book of Readings.

In terms of the Computer-Assisted Instruction (CAl), 50% of the students
seemed to view this component as being useful. However, after further
investigation it was revealed that at least three students had not even instalied
the program onto a computer, and one student did not use it because her
computer was not capable of running the program - it was an older computer.
The majority of students who actually utilized the CAl did find it interesting, with

two-thirds of the class iding positive ing its’ to

the course. There was one student who suggested having more of this form of
instruction throughout the course. A little less than half the class found the
program lengthy, and only one student considered the CAl lacking in terms of
content. Apparently, he found this component repetitive with respect to

information contained in other course materials.

The final criterion examined to give validity to this standard accentuated
that the overall delivery system for the course content had to meet the

of Di: ions with as well as resuits from the
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questionnaire, indicated that this criterion was achieved. There was h

some concemn over repetition of content throughout the various course materials.

Despite this all 18 stud who were led in the course agreed that

Education 6104 should be offered again, and all except one of students indicated
that they would definitely recommend this course to others. Two students in
particular gave the Education 6104 course high praise in comparison to their

past di: ducation course i One of these students felt that the

layout and organization of this course was far superior to the others he had

taken.

Al of the data lead the researcher to his judgement that the instructional
materials for Education 6104 did provide comprehensive content coverage, and
were presented to students in a manner consistent with their level of prior

knowledge and training.

Positive comments from interview data and informal correspondence:
“The course was well laid out...well orchestrated.”

“It was a far better distance education course than those | had
taken in the past."

"All the ials were | have done di:
courses in every way, shape and form, and this is by far the best
due to organization."

"I was pleased with the whole of course i they
were all worthwhile.”
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“The PIT was excellent...the best part...[it] could have been the
course by itself!®

“The Course Manual kept me on track, answered most of my
questions...it was my extra study companion.”

"The time-line included in the Course Manual was definitely a
necessity for me!*

*I loved the audiotapes...they were a really convenient way of
learning the information.*

“They [the videos] weren't boring...they made the content more
appealing.”

“The videos held my interest...and kept me interested in the course
content.”

*I enjoyed the CAL...it was a change from sitting looking at a book
in front of you.”

C indicating a need for i from i iew data and

informal correspondence:
“The writing style and terminclogy of some [articles in the Book of
Readings] made them too difficult to understand, and | had to read
them a couple of times.”
“The [audio] cassettes and videotapes were not worthwhile at all.”

°I am a more visual leamner, and after | listened to the first one
[audiotape], | decided that | wasn't getting enough out of it."

“The videos were entertaining at first, but after that...just seemed a
waste of time."

"The videotapes were not useful for teaching the course
material...they were not helpful at all.”
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"The videos should just state the facts...why not just give the
information right up front?"

"The textbook was garbage...it was not useful at all!"

"The CAl was a good concept, but for next time the PIT idea should
somehow incorporate the computer too."

"The course materials seemed to present the same information in

different ways...[the student] shouldn’t have to use all those
media...it should be optional...left up to the student."

Summary

In order to meet this standard, the delivery system for the course content
had to meet the expectations of students. The data collected demonstrated that
student expectations had actually been exceeded. Of course, there were
particular aspects of certain course materials that individual students did not find
useful, or were lacking interest in, but overall ratings were high. For example,
the Book of Readings, which had the lowest rating for instructional materials, still
received positive feedback from two-thirds of the class. Several students did
criticize the Book of Readings for its general quality and organization, which in
turn affected their interest and comprehension. As for the audiotapes, a few
students indicated that they did not find them useful; however, positive ratings for
the audiotapes may have been even higher had three students not experienced
problems initially with faulty tapes. In addition, the commercial textbook was

considered inappropriate for the course by a couple of students; they expressed
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a very low level of interest in it. And, in terms of the CAl, the majority of students
who used the program were generally pleased. One criticism was that it was
lacking in terms of new content (i.e., too repetitive and simple).

To conclude, it should be noted that students with past experiences in
distance ion i that ion 6104 was the best they had taken to

date. Overall, students felt that the course experience was worthwhile, and
unanimously stated that they would recommend the course to others. Therefore,

with a lack of any signif or faults, the j was that
5 has been met.
6. i are sui to the course.
Criteria:
o soeatidh fon for

« assignments and exams in line with course/objectives;

« final examination measures theory content.

In reference to the criterion for suitable evaluation measures, the
Education 6104 course consisted of a mid-term and final examination, a major

assignment (i.e., an Evaluation Proposal), and Computer-Mediated

Communication (CMC). Data from i ires and i i as
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well as informal and the On-Site Coordinators

were analyzed in relation to the criteria (see Table 7).

Table 7. Student i i used in

Education 6104.

N=18
Questionnaire ttem Very Good | Adequate Needs
Good Improvement

Effectiveness of Computer-Mediated
Communication (CMC) 8 7 2 1
Effectiveness of Major Assignment 12 5 1 -
Effectiveness of Mid-Term and Final
Examinations 8 8 1 1

Based on the questionnaire results, 83% of the students had positive

responses conceming the Comp i C ication (CMC) as an
evaluation measure. However, there were some criticisms with respect to the
value given to this specific course component. Some students felt that too much
time was required for only 10 marks, and that it was a little heavy, especially at

the beginning of the course. Several students suggested that more value be

to the CMC p Two of the i that they were
uncertain as to the expectations for the CMC, and they were not exactly sure
what the Instructor was evaluating. One student in particular recommended that

the CMC be worth nothing. She felt that the CMC was not doing what it was
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supposed to, because it was worth marks students were either contributing too
much, or just enough to get the required participation mark. She also believed
that the CMC was not effective for group work either, and for similar reasons

(i.e., one person did all the work).

There were also two students who expressed concem about the CMC
component due to its’ more technical nature. One student said that her own

computer set-up made it more tir ing to P to
discussion, and another student actually feit that her computer problems affected

her on the CMC of the course.

For the major assignment or proposal, the majority of feedback from the
students was positive. Ninety-four percent of the students were satisfied with its’
and of ical content. The

response from the students was that it was very practical, and it tied all of the
theory from the course together. The general feeling was that this assignment
had boosted their confidence because it was a real world application, plus it was

required to be of a professional caliber. However, there was some criticism in

terms of gui for this Many of the said that they found

the Proposal both ing and ing at first. Ap y, they were
uncertain as to how to tackle the project, and/or what they needed in order to

accomplish the task. Overall, there was a consensus that more direction should
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be provided for such a major assif i g more i One
student even suggested including a sample proposal with the course materials,
or possibly just the inclusion of some suitable reference sources. However, the
Course Instructor was observed to resist this request. From her point of view the
students could, in essence, simply copy a certain format and insert their own

information. This was viewed as interfering with their ability to create a proposal.

As for the exams, 88% of the students considered both the mid-term and

the final to be very effecti i Several stud praised the

comprehensiveness of the exams, ially the final. Some did not
like having a restriction on the amount(s) that could be written. Other students
felt that the exams were overwhelming because they were written in isolation.
One student found the exams to be too straightforward, but she did say that both
were still quite useful. And on the contrary, there was another student who did
not like the final exam, and wondered whether it was actually necessary,
especially after doing all the other required work. It was suggested that the mid-

term or the final exam be eliminated.

Positive comments from interview data and informal correspondence:

" It [the proposal] forced me to do something quite relevant and
applicable to what we had been leaming."

“The proposal wasn't like other proposals that | had done...it really
got me thinking.”
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"The Proposal forced me to go through all the materials, thus giving
me a good grasp of the subject matter...it was definitely the most
practical test for knowledge."

"The exams were definitely useful!"

"The exams did test your knowledge and you definitely had to read
the course material to get through them."

Comments indicating a need for improvement from interview data and
informal correspondence:

" The CMC should carry more evaluation weight, or it should be
scrapped!"

"Because it [the CMC] was worth marks...there were two or three
people who were incredibly verbose, and others who would
contribute by just saying “l agree with that!” in order to get the
mark."

"The value associated with participation in CMC hindered those of
us who were busy...there should not be as many readings
associated with that exercise."

"In the end, | think my computer problems hindered my
performance on the CMC."

"l was uncertain as to how to proceed with the Proposal...| needed
more guidance."

“I wouldn’t have been able to cope with the Proposal had there not
been On-Site Coordinators...| would have chucked the whole
thing!"

“Not certain if the course prepared you well enough to do an
adequate job of proposal. However, it was a good experience."

"The exams were too straightforward!"
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“The exams had the to be a bit ing be
you’re on your own.”

Summary

The data based upon i indic that they
were quite effective. All students approved of the mid-term and final
examinations, the Evaluation Proposal, and the computer-mediated discussions.
Two or three students suggested having less emphasis on examinations due to
the overall workload and the more practical nature of the major assignment.
There were also several criticisms of the grade value assigned to the CMC
component. A few students suggested that CMC be worth more, and one or two
students felt as though it should not be given any value (i.e., this type of
participation should be a regular part of any distance course). There was also
the technical nature of this component, and that in itself generated some criticism
as well. The major assignment or proposal received a high level of praise.
Students responded to its very practical and relevant nature, and the typical
comment was that the Proposal provided a good grasp of the entire scope of the

subject matter. One criticism was

g the ived lack of p
beforehand, and the amount of work invoived in the assignment itself.
Regardless, these criticisms were viewed by the researcher as minor, and

Standard 6 has been met.




CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSIONS/RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary

This study reported on the evaluation of the distance education version of

Education 6104 - a graduate level course offering from Memorial University of

. For the ion, the chose a
due to its itability for the task. The approach
the of three studies using Robert E.

Stake’s Responsive Evaluation Model as modified by Lertpradist (1990). The
modified model offered:

flexibility in design, methodology, implementation, and follow-up;

. i use of naturalistic, qualitative

emphasis of specific evaluation issues that may be deemed important
(Stake, 1983);

« solicitation of concems and issues from all stakeholding audiences
associated with a course or program, and the ability to measure

related performance outcomes (Kettle, 1994);

e an design, itting the to respond to data as it
was being collected, and leading to a more significant and realistic

evaluation (Janes, 1993).




Chapter 5 - Conclusions/Recommendations 102

The Education 6104 course in Foundations of Program Evaluation was
observed over 12 weeks through both direct and indirect contact. The
Responsive Evaluation Model allowed the evaluator to closely interact with the
course participants, and this exposure gave him a reliable picture of the course.
Interviews were conducted both formally and informally throughout the entire
course offering to gather specific information, as well as to detemine student
opinions, feelings, and experiences concerning the course. Pre-tests and post-
tests (based on the course objectives) were also used to assistthe evaluator in
determining whether learning actually took place. In addition, document and

record analysis were frequent and ongoing, including a review of the

ig proj and inations submitted by each student, as well as
their respective grades. Finally, when all the descriptive data were compiled and

compared with the six set by the evaluator, a judgement was made

that all standards had indeed been met. Education 6104 was deemed to be a

worthwhile leaming experience.

Conclusions

The results of this study support Lertpradist’s modification of Stake’s
Responsive Model. The methodology proved quite rigorous, yet it is definitely an

effective and efficient method for evaluating this type of course. As was stated

by Kettle (1994), this app encouraged, , and respected self-
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determination by placing value on, and responding to, the needs of the
audiences for whom a given program is designed (p. 154). Also, as Janes

(1993) indi the is on i iption for all ts rather

than just the sole i  of program proved very useful.

The application of this evaluation model to evaluate the distance version

of ion 6104 led the to certain conclusions. A majority of 90%
of the students who participated viewed the Education 6104 course as a
valuable and worthwhile experience. All students stated that they had enjoyed
the course, and would like more opportunities to take other courses designed in
similar manner. The grades for the course, along with comparative scores
between pre-tests and post-tests clearly indicated that learning had taken place.
Also, the resulting course marks for the students compared exceptionally well
with those of five previous offerings of the course, including four on-site versions,

and its own pilot distance offering.

Despite the fact that all six for the luation of Ed ion 6104

were met, and the course itself was judged to be a success by the evaluator, a
number of minor weaknesses were noted, and should be addressed. These
weaknesses ranged from technical production problems to simple difficulties
experienced by students in terms of their adjusting to the independent nature of

the course.
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The evaluator determined that there was an appropriate level of
administrative and logistical support for the course. The desire expressed by
some students who wanted more ities for i ion with the

was deemed to be more a result of their lack of familiarity with distance

as to with the course design. These few students

may have been i with the

leaming environment, and wanted more access to the Instructor, simply for
security. On this matter, the evaluator acknowledged that the design of
6104 it On-Site Ct who could be readily available to

interact with any student who might require some form of reassurance and/or

F it should be noted that most students
and i the of the On-Site Coordinators for this

purpose. It was judged that sufficient opportunities were provided for
participation, discussion, and the sharing of ideas conceming the subject matter
of Education 6104. A few students did express desire for more of these
opportunities and a suggestion was made for the introduction of additional

interactive media such as a or It was

understood that these few students desired more collaboration, and preferred

not to do all their ling through a A general made

by the eval was that the C I C ication (CMC) did

relieve some feelings of isolation for the students, but the technology posed an
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entirely different barrier for a few students. Again, a need for some form of face-

to-face contact was evident.

The curriculum represented within this course was also found to satisfy

participant needs. Students seemed more than satisfied with the content

ge, and the icality of their newly Positive
cognitive outcomes for the student were also quite apparent. Students appeared
to have overwhelmingly positive attitudes conceming this course offering. A high

degree of leaming was assessed over the duration of the course, and student

were quite F in ison with five prior
course offerings, student grades for this particular offering of Education 6104 did

rank equivalent.

In terms of the instructional materials used for the Education 6104 course,
the evaluator concluded that they did provide comprehensive content coverage
and were presented to the students in a manner consistent with their level of

prior knowledge and training. The Programmed Instruction Text (PIT) and the

Course were well-desi and very effective aids for the

however, the Book of Readings was determined by a few students to be of lower
quality and difficult to understand. In addition, the commercial textbook was
deemed as generating little interest within this group of students. For the most

part, the students wanted print materials that were easy to read combined with a
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logical layout. The audiotapes were also rated as being of little use to a minority

group. However, there were some students who found this additional medium

beneficial for their prehension of the subject matter. The same interpretation
applies for the videos. Several students found them boring, and a minority did
not appreciate the dramatic flare that was integrated into the production of the
video sequences. The audience in this case just wanted the facts and
information given up front. For the most part, the majority of these students
simply wanted to take notes from the videos. Therefore, it was interpreted that
the extra time and effort required to script and produce videos in this fashion

might not be worthwhile for future course offerings, or it is possible that future

attempts might be better of the past experi with this
video series. As for the minor technical problems experienced with the audio
and videotapes, the evaluator concluded that these problems were not

ur 1 for a course integrating such a variety of media into its instruction.

He believed that such problems could only be addressed through better quality
control during production. In addition, early inquiries made to the students by the

Course Instructor and/or the On-Site Coordinator(s) would be considered

T y to ine whether all ials were received and in good working

order.

The also that the Ci Assisted ion

(CAI) did not prove useful to all students. Of those that used it, several said that




Chapter 5 - Conclusions/Recommendations 107

they did not find its content very relevant and/or they had difficulties making the

computer program actually work. The evaluator believed that the content of this

al was rel but it was perhaps the novelty of the medium
that made comprehension difficult. It should be noted that the vast majority of
participants judged this method of instruction as interesting and having potential,
but the technical requirements were considered to be the big limitation. The

evaluator thought that instruction via computer should be used cautiously until an

or ine for skill, and

can be forani

p If such a level of homogeneity

can be reached, then more of the course instruction can, and should be,

incorporated into this mode.

Finally, the I r's 1t included the ion

used in Education 6104, and they were found to be suitable for the course. In

terms of the value associated with the CMC component, this was basically

a mark for participation. Reg: many still felt that the

amount of effort required for this component was worthy of more than just 10%.
They justified their argument by stating that a great deal of preparation time was
required (i.e., reading the article(s) and preparing their answers, as well as time
to get familiar with the technology which for some, took an incredibly long while).
They also mentioned the on-line time, which included actually typing their

comments, reading other student contributions, then preparing and typing
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appropriate responses again. Although, this was not a common complaint

among the in ion 6104, the i ita

valid concem. In his opinion, if more value were assigned to the on-line
component of this course, a more structured method of grading would be
important, and the exercise could no longer be categorized as discussion (i.e.,

emphasis would be placed on the quality and not quantity).

A minor limitation on the experi ided by the major assi =
the Evaluation Proposal - was also evident. Concems were expressed in terms

of the amount of i i for this assi It

seemed clear that students needed an example, or some samples to be
provided perhaps within the Course Manual, and/or one of the other media
formats. At least, it was felt that some useful references or readings need to be

as assit for ing the task. It was also apparent to the

evaluator that more discussion needed to be initiated by the Course Instructor
concerning the proposal, and that perhaps some of the frustrations experienced
by the students could be alleviated if they were permitted to work collaboratively

on this assignment.

In summary, it was determined that Education 6104 was a success.
Overall, the delivery system for this course did suit the intended leamer and the

goals for the course were met. All students clearly enjoyed the experience, and
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as adults, appreciated the ability to participate in a graduate course of this type.
The students supported the design of the course and its content, as well as the
instructional materials used. In the evaluator's opinion, the students most valued
the independence, and self-pacing associated with such a course. Students also
responded well to the variety in media; however, concems were raised in terms
of content repetition. On one hand, students liked having a choice in terms of

the medium through which they leamed, but at the same time, there were

of content ge. This a difficult

dilemma for an i Reg: the has

that the current selection of media should remain as long as the minor

weaknesses of each are The ity of various i

materials was judged as improving the course experience more for the leamer,

and catering to a variety of learning preferences.

Recommendations

The evaluator makes the following recommendations for future offerings

of the i ion course ion 6104, and for the

of future distance ion courses:

1. That Lertpradist’'s modification of Stake's Responsive Evaluation Model be

as the most i ion model, in the evaluation
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of other grad level tly being offered (or that will be

offered) via distance education.

. That the same course design be implemented for the next offering of

Education 6104 with i ion of the ions for

improvements made by this evaluation.

. That the Course Instructor review the selection criteria for the commercial

textbook, and consider replacing it if a more suitable text is available.
. Tutorials, in some form, be provided for not just the CAll, but also the use
of e-mail including the course ALIAS (i.e., a distribution Listserv), and any

other technical media being utilized.

. That all suggested imp for i ional ials be

implemented by the Course Instructor and the Division of Continuing
Studies for future offerings of this, and other graduate distance education

courses.

. That more care be taken in the reproduction of audio and videotapes used

as il i ials for di education
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7. That the Faculty of Education and the Division of Continuing Studies at
Memorial University of Newfoundland consider developing other graduate

education courses to be offered via distance education.
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APPENDIX A
CORRESPONDENCE



December ?, 1995

Dr. Frank Riggs
Associate Dean, Graduate Programmes
Faculty of Education

ial University of
Dr. Riggs:
hmﬂy,[mlundxdmfmlbeMmaafEdmmmlmnngms
Programme with the Faculty of | 1 University of di.
Apnll995 Icomplanduﬂmqnmdmse—wm‘kwﬂhmspuﬂmmymmme

Iam now ready to begin

workanmy'[‘hms

As stated in my letter of October 219, 1995, both Dr. Mary Kennedy and Ms. Diane Janes
have agreed to act as my Thesis Supervisory Committee. My thesis will be an evaluation
of one of the Education Faculty's more recent course offerings via distance - Education
6104 (The F ions of Program ion). I plan to evaluate this course over the
‘Winter 1996 Semester. I will also be using additional data collected by Dr. Kennedy
during the pilot offering of this course in the Fall 1995 Semester.

I'have worked closely with Dr. Kennedy in the development and dﬂign of ED6104 over
the past year. Now, my role will be to perform a formal, responsive evaluation guided by
the information needs of the various sukzholdm The study will be qualitative in nature,

lndlplanmuu such as i and i i to collect the
necessary i ion. Final data ion is antici; at the end of this semester, and
hopefully, the thesis itself will be dbyl 1996. ing

completion of my Thesis, all data will then be destroyed.

As ED6104 is a graduate course for the Faculty of Education, I am requesting your
permission to conduct my research on the course. I would also like to assure you that my
research will be conducted in accordance with the Faculty of Education Ethics Committee
Guidelines and with minimal burden to students and staff. Should you have any
questions, please do not hesitate to contact me by telephone at (709) 722-8733; facsimile
at (709) 737-2345, and/or using e-mail: bkerr@morgan.ucs.mun.ca.

Sincerely,

Brian Kerr, BSc.F
MEd. Candidate
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December ?, 1995

Ms. Doreen Whalen

Director, Division of Continuing Studies
School of General and Continuing Studies
Memorial University of Newfoundland

Ms. Whalen:

Presently, I am a candidate for the Master of Education in Learning Resources
Programme with the Faculty of Education, M ial University of Ni dland. In
Apnl 1995 I completed all reqmrcd course«work with respect !0 my programme

i ions and Technology. Iam now ready to begin

wcrk on my The51sA

Dr. Mary F. Kennedy and Ms. Diane Janes have both agreed to act as my Thesis

Supervisory C i My thesis, as p d, will be an eval of one of the
Education Faculty's more recent course offerings via your department - Education 6104
(The Foundations of Program Evaluation). 1have worked closely with Dr. Kennedy in

the development and design of ED6104 over the past year. Now, Dr. Kennedy has
advised me of her interest in evaluating this course. I plan to evaluate the course in its
current offering over the Winter 1996 Semester. I will also be using additional data
collected by Dr. Kennedy during the pilot offering of this course in the Fall 1995
Semester. The study will be qualitative in nature, and I plan to use instruments such as
questionnaires and interviews to collect the necessary information. Final data collection
is anticipated at the end of this semester, and hopefully, the thesis itself will be completed
by lat 1996. Following letion of my Thesis, all data will then be
destroyed.

As ED6104 is offered by the Division of Continuing Studies, I am requesting your
permission to conduct my rescnrch on the course. I would also like to assure you that my
research will be d with Ethics Gui of the Faculty of
Education and the Umverslty, and will be with minimal burden to students and staff.
Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me by telephone at (709)
722-8733; facsimile at (709) 737-2345, and/or using e-mail: bkerr@morgan.ucs.mun.ca.
If you wish to speak with a resource person not directly involved in the study, please
contact Dr. Patricia Canning, Associate Dean, Research and Development/Graduate
Programmes, Memorial University of Newfoundland.

Sincerely,

Brian Kerr, BSc.F
MEd. Candidate




January ?, 1996

Dear (name will be typed here):

As stated in the introductory package sent to you in January by Dr. Kennedy (Instructor),
Diane Janes and myself (On-Site Coordinators). I will be conducting research to evaluate
the distance version of Education 6104 Winter 1996 semester as my Graduate Thesis.
This research will take the form of a formal, responsive evaluation guided by the
information needs of all groups or stakeholders involved with this course. Dr. Kennedy
will also be acting as my Thesis Supervisor.

My analysis will require info feedback,
chnﬁunmmd/o:nm-p;mmﬁmywnmpom Thﬂefwe.lwo\udlnmmnsk
pﬂm&nmmnonmywvu “electronic’ mail, Mor,pnsﬂvlyawxpleofshan

¢ that such over the ion period will
occupy, at most, only 1 hour of your time. I will also require permission to access your
completed Student Profile Sheet as well as information from the ‘Pre-Test’ and ‘Post-
Test’ as issued by the Course Instructor and the School of General and Continuing
Studies at the beginning and end of term respectively. So, if you are willing to participate
in this study, please sign and return the enclosed form before January 2, 1996 to the
following address:

Box 73
Faculty of Education
e <

of
AlB 3X8

Finally, it is important for you to know that the proposed study is in accordance with the
Ethm&ndelmnoﬁhehcﬂlyof&dmonmdthﬂ)mvumy Your participation in
this study is ion gathered is strictly confidential -
at no time will any individual pamcxp-mbeldenuﬁed. Also, you will have the right to
withdraw from the study without prejudice at any time and/or may refrain from answering
any question that you prefer to omit. However, I might add that this is an ideal
opportunity for you to give both constructive and vital feedback to the Course Instructor
for potential course improvement.

‘This study will be completed by late Summer 1996, and the Thesis itself by Fall 1996.
Following completion of my Thesis, all data will be destroyed, and a summary of the
results can be made available to ici if d ile, should you have

Please return by January ?, 1996



_ Appendix A- Comespondence 123

any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me by telephone at (709) 722-8733;
facsimile at (709) 737-2345, and/or using e-mail: bkerr@morgan.ucs.mun.ca.

If you wish to speak with a resource person not directly involved in the study, please
contact Dr. Patricia Cmmng, Asloc:ne Dean, Research and Development/Graduate

Sincerely,
Brian Kerr, BSc.F
MEd. Candidate
Encl. (1)
>
PARTICIPATION AGREEMENT
L di the nature of this study and hereby
agree to participate in it. [am mlhng to be conumd by the rueurcher (Bnan Kerr)
either by phone, e-mail or,a short to any
during the course. Additi I give ission for the 10 use my

Student Profile information for this study as well as information from the ‘Pre-Test’ and
“Post-Test’ as issued by the Course Instructor at the beginning and end of term
respectively, bearing in mind that all information will remain strictly confidential.

Please return by January 7. 1996
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January ?, 1996
Dear (name will be typed here):
As stated in my last letter, [ am ing a formal, i guided by the
information needs of the various groups or stakeholders involved with the Education

6104 course offering. Dr. Mary F. KumdywdlhemgumyThsnsSupuvxsor

and interests, I would appreciate a few moments of your time and ask that you complete
ma:closedqmnonmnmmdmumnmmnsmnupossxble Please return the
questionnaire before January ?, 1996 to the following address:

Box 73
Facaulty of Education
Pl iversity of

A1B 3X8

‘nnsmdylsmmcotdmumﬂlduEthxcsGmdelmuoﬁhercdtyofEduuuonmdme
University, and your partic In
nddmon,aﬂmfommmgaﬂlﬁedmﬂbemmmﬁxhweoﬂh:mmdn
no time will any individual participant be identified. You also have the right to withdraw
from the study without prejudice at any time and/or may refrain from answering any
question that you prefer to omit. However, please consider this as an ideal opportunity
for you to give both constructive and vital feedback to the Course Instructor for potential
course improvement.

This study will be completed by late Summer 1996, and the Thesis itself by Fall 1996.
Following completion of my Thesis, all data will be destroyed, and a summary of the
results can be made available to participants, if requested.

Thank you in advance for your cooperation, and should you have any questions, please do
not hesitate to contact me by telephone at (709) 722-8733; facsimile at (709) 737-2345,
and/or using e-mail: bkerr@morgan.ucs.mun.ca. If you wish to speak with a resource
person not directly involved in the study, please contact Dr. PmmCannmg.Assocm

Dean, Research and D Sraduate P
Newfoundland.
Sincerely,
Brian Kerr, BSc.F
MEd. Candidate
Encl. (1)

Please rerurn by Jaruary 7, 1996
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Dear (name will be typed here):
!lmlemd:dmfotdieMmuof i inl.u'ning F with the
Faculty of ] i University of | For my Graduate Thesis, [

will be conducting research to evaluate the distance version of Education 6104 recently
offered in the Winter 1996 semester. Dr. Mary F. Kennedy will be acting as my Thesis
Supervisor.

lhwbemmmﬁ:&vﬂmd@pofﬂ)ﬂmmhpmm Now,

my role will be to perform a formal, ion guided by the i

needs of all groups or stakeholders involved with this course. Theseymlpswould
include students, the Course University with such
Faculty of Education course offerings, and the course designers themselves.

1 will be using various i such as il ires and i iews to collect the
information I require. Based upon my initial research, I have identified that you as
(official position will be typed here) represent one of these stakeholders. Therefore, to
ensure that the abe reflect your specific concerns and

interests, I would appreciate a few moments of your time and ask that you complete the
enclosed questionnnaire and retum it to me as soon as possible. Please return the
questionnaire before January ?, 1996 to the following address:

Box 73
Faculty of Education
University of

A1B 3X8

Please note that this study is in wnhlheEthlcsf" ines of the Faculty of
ion and the Uni ity. Your parti ion in this study is completely voluntary,

and that information gathered will be strictly confidential - at no time will any individual
participant be identified. Also, you will have the right to withdraw from the study

without prejudice at any time and/or may refrain from answering any question that you
prefer to omit. However, I might add that this is an ideal opportunity for you to give both
constructive and vital feedback to the course developers, the Course Instructor, and others
associated with this as well as other course offerings for potential course improvement.

Please return by January ?, 1996



ndix A - Correspondence 126

This study will be completed by late Summer 1996, and the Thesis itself by Fall 1996.
Following completion of my Thesls, all data will be destroyed, and a summary of the
results can be made avai to if

I appreciate any consideration that you could give to this matter. Should you have any
questions, please do not hesitate to contact me by telephone at (709) 722-8733; facsimile
at (709) 737-2345, and/or using e-mail: bkerr@morgan.ucs.mun.ca. If you wish to
speak with a resource person not du'ecﬂy involved in the study, please contact Dr. Pntncla
Canning, A iate Dean, R h and Devel Graduate P; M
University of Newfoundland.

Sincerely,

Brian Kerr, BSc.F
MEd. Candidate

Encl. (1)

Please return by January ?, 1996
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STUDENT CONCERNS AND ISSUES QUESTIONNAIRE

What do you personally think the distance education course Education 6104 (The
dations of Program Evaluation) should achieve?

il

Which of the following elements would you judge to be indicators of the success of
this course? Please check (v) all that apply.

___ a) well designed instructional materials

___ b) request for 1 distance ed ion course

___ c) adequate performance of students in terms of grades
___ d) positive student evaluations
___ ) adequate communication link between students and instructor/institution

___ 1) other, please explain:

b

Is there any specific aspect of the course offering that you would like this evaluation to
address?

Pagelof] Please return by Jaruary 7, 1996
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STAKEHOLDER CONCERNS AND ISSUES QUESTIONNAIRE

1. What should a graduate level distance education course in ‘program evaluation’ strive
to achieve?

2. Which of the following elements would you judge to be indicators of the success of
this course? Please check (v) all that apply.

__ a) well designed instructional materials

___ b) request for additional distance education course offerings

___ c) adequate performance of students in terms of grades

___ d) positive student evaluations

___ ¢) adequate communication link between students and instructor/institution

__ ) other, please explain:

3. Is there any specific aspect of the course offering that you would like this evaluation to
address?

Page 1 of [ Please rerurn by Jamuary ?, 1996
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Student Profile

Education 6104: The F { of Program E

This Student Profile sheet will be used for the evaluation of this
course. All information collected is confidential and will be used only
by the course evaluators and course Instructor. Please fill in the
following questions and return the completed sheets, with your
pretest, to the course Instructor before you begin work on the course.
Thank you for your assistance.

i1

n

»

o

o

i

Student Name:

Town/city of residence:

Age: ____under25 ___25-30 ___ 31-40 ___ 41.50
____over50

Degree(s) held: ____ B.A. — BEd: ___ BS¢
other

Graduate Program: ____Teaching and Learning

Educational Leadership
__ Educational Psychology

other

. Number of courses completed on graduate program:

less than 3 3-5
6-8 _____morethan 8

If teaching in the school system, which grade level do you teach:

__primary __elementary __jr.high __ sr. high?

What is your ject of specialty?

How many years of teaching experience do you have?

Page 1 of4

Please return as soon as possible.
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8. If working outside of the school system, please indicate piace of work
and position:

9. What is the main reason that you are taking this course?
___ to complete degree requirements ___as elective on degree program
personal enrichment ___ career advancement

other

10. Was your decision to enroll in this course influenced by its’ being
offered by distance?

— Yes —_No
11. Have you previously taken other courses by distance education or
correspondence?
Yes No.

If yes, were they: undergraduate graduate
other

If yes, did you use email or computer conferencing as part of
the course?

12. Check off any of the items below which reflect your ability/experience
with computers:

___word processing ____ graphics packages ____ spreadsheets
— electronic mail (email) ____ computer conferencing ___ Internet

other

none

13.  Of the above computer applications, which do you use the most?

Page 204 Please return as soon as passible.
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14. Do you own a personal computer? Yes No

15. Ifyes, what type of do you own?

1

o

. Is it equipped with a modem? Yes No

17. What type of communication software do you have?

18. What is the main purpose of your computer usage:
___personal professional?

If you are a school teacher, does your school have computers?

Yes No

20. Do you have regular access to school computers for your school work?

Yes No
21. Are you familiar with STEM~Net? Yes No
22. Is your school online through STEM~Net at Memorial University?

Yes No

23. If you do not use STEM~Net to access the Internet (e-mail), which
service provider(s) do you use:

other University account (e.g. morgan, kean, ganymede, etc.)

employer service provider (e.g. Cabot College, Provincial or
Federal Government, etc.)

freenet (e.g. St. John's Infonet, etc.)

provider (e.g. C AOL, NLNet, etc.)

Other

Page3of 4 Please return as soon as possible.
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24. For this course, how will you have e-mail access:

a ____home computer b. _____ work computer

c. ____other computer location (friend, library, etc.)
Please be specific:

(Use reverse side if required)

Return Completed Profile to:

Course Instructor - 6104
Box 73, Faculty of Education
s Satiel

St John's, NF. A1B 3X8

Paged of 4 ‘Please return as soon as passible.



Pre-test
Please complete this test immediately before you begin to access any of the
instructional materials. Itis i to ish that your baseli

program evaluation is minimal, and it will provide us with a comparative measure
at the end of the course as part of our course evaluation.

This test will not affect your grade in any way. Remember, you are not expected
to know anything at this stage, since you have not begun the course. If you pass
the pre-test it probably means that the course is too basic for you.

Please remove the pre-test and mail it as soon as possible.

Do not be alarmed if you find it necessary to return a blank test. Please retumn it
for our records.

Student #

1. In your own words define program evaluation.

2. List three (3) models of program evaluation.

3. List two (2) current theoretical paradigms for program evaluation.

Pagelof2 Please rerurn as soon as possible.
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4. What do the following terms have to do with program evaluation:

a. scientific and naturalistic

b. qualitative and quantitative

5. What is the difference between program evaluation and educational
research?

Page2of2 Please return as soon as possible.



Post-test

Pbmmﬂebhmmmmumpmnofanm
requrements oneealnouvse to

since the shrt oﬂhls course. Basically, me post-test will be usad as a
comparative measure at the end of the course as part of our course evaluation.

Please retum the post-test as soon as possible for our records.

Student #

1. In your own words define program evaluation.

2. List three (3) models of program evaluation.

3. List two (2) current theoretical paradigms for program evaluation.

Page 1 0f2 Please return as soon as possible.
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4. What do the following terms have to do with program evaluation:

a. scientific and naturalistic

b. qualitative and quantitative

5. What is the difference
research?

and

Page202 Please return as soon as possible.
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Please fill in this survey. This will assist evaluators and course designers to ensure that
future offerings of Education 6104 - The F ions of Program Evaluation will take

into account any concerns you may have after completing the course.

PART A

Below are statements with a four point scale on the right. Please circle for each item the
letters that best describe how you feel about the statement.

Scale: VG  Very Good
G Good
A Adequate
NI Needs Improvement
L. Administrative Issues
1. Receipt of materials VG G A NI
2. Materials in good working order VG G A NI
3. Receipt of notifications/messages VG G A NI
4. Mail turnaround (assignments/feedback) VG G A NI
5. E-mail turnaround (assistance/discussion/
feedback) VG G A NI
6. Telephone consultations VG G A NI
Comments:
II. Instructional Materials
1. Course Manuals
a. Length VG G A NI
b. Technical Quality VG G A NI
c. Content Organization VG G A NI
d. Usefulness VG G A NI
e. Appropriateness of Medium VG G A NI
f. Level of Interest VG G A NI
g. Relevance to the Course VG G A NI
h. Level of Comprehension VG G A NI

Page 1010
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IL Instructional Materials (Cont.’d)

2. Audiotapes

-3
h. Level of Comprehension

3. Videotapes

a. Length

b. Technical Quality

c. Content Organization

d. Usefulness

e. Appropriateness of Medium
f. Level of Interest

g. Relevance to the Course

h. Level of Comprehension

4. Programmed Instruction Text
a. Length

b. Technical Quality

c. Content Organization

d. Usefulness

g- Relevance to the Course
h. Level of Comprehension

<
Q
R X2 K2 K2 N2 XK~

<
Q
[2X2 K2 K2 K2 K2 K217

<
Q
N2 K2 N2 N2 N2 X )

LR (R

e

139

ZZzzzzz3 Z2zz2z22323%

2Zz2=2232332
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IL Instructional Materials (Cont.’d)

A2ZZREEE

ZZzzzzz3

5. Textbook VG G A N
VG G A NI
a. Length VG G A NI
b. Technical Quality VG G A N
c. Content Organization VG G A NI
d. Usefulness VG G A NI
e. Appropriateness of Medium VG G A NI
f. Level of Interest VG G A NI
g. Relevance to the Course
h. Level of Comprehension
6. Book of Readings
a. Length VG G A
b. Technical Quality vG G A
c. Content Organization VG G A
d. Usefulness vG G A
e. Appropriateness of Medium VG G A
f. Level of Interest VG G A
g. Relevance to the Course vG G A
h. Level of Comprehension VG G A
7. Computer-Assisted Instruction (CAI)
»
b. Technical Quality
c. Content Organization VG G A
d. Usefulness VG G A
e. Appropriateness of Medium VG G A
f. Level of Interest VG G A
g. Relevance to the Course Y& 6 A
h. Level of Comprehension VG G A
VG G A
VG G A
Comments:
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PART A (Cont.’d)

III. Evaluation Procedures Used in the Course

1

of C ster-Mediated Di

(CMC) iy
2. Effectiveness of major assignment
3. Effectiveness of final examination

Comments:

VG

VG

[2H~>No]

>
a2
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PARTB

Below are statements with a four point scale on the right. Please circle for each item the

letters that best describe your opinion of the statement.
Scale: SA  Strongly Agree
A Agree

D Disagree
SD  Strongly Disagree

. Ifeel that doing this course by distance education was
just as beneficial as if ] had done it on campus as a
regular course.

1 liked the ability to pace myself based on the self-
directed nature of the course.

»

w

I now feel confident that I would be able to properly
perform a programme evaluation.

4. I think there should be more opportunities to do graduate
courses this way.

©

. I feel that [ would not want to do another course using
this delivery format.

o]

I feel that I learned allot about Program Evaluation.

~

. My knowledge of Program Evaluation now allows me to
use the approach in my work.

)

. The course had too much theory.

9. Readings in the course were very valuable to my
understanding of the subject matter.

10. The use of a variety of media and materials made the
course interesting for me.

11. Asan adult leamner, I appreciated the freedom to do a
course on my own time.

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

D SD
D Sb
D SD
D Sb
D SD

SD

SD
D SD
D SD
D SD
D SD
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PART B (Cont.’d)

12.

13.

20.

23.

24.

Much of what I learned about Program Evaluation is of
no use to me.

This course in Program Evaluation was a new and

1 would have preferred more interaction with the
instructor.

I have gained practical knowledge in Program
Evaluation by doing this course.

I'was happy with the coverage of the various evaluation
models and techniques.

. The CMC component allowed me to speak out and

easily express my opinions.

. Iliked the ity for di:

via the Computer-Mediated Communication (CMC)
component.

. I felt that the CMC component encouraged discussion

Doing the course on my own made it difficult to keep
pace with the suggested weekly activities.

. There was not enough opportunity for discussion of the

subject matter.

There was enough opportunity for discussion of the
subject matter.

i in the CMC ‘on-line’ discussions was
really valuable for me.

The content of the course was too advanced for my
needs.

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

D Sp
D sb
D SD
D Sb
D SDb
D SDb
D SD
D SD
D SD
D SD
D SD
D Sb
D SDb
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25. I enjoyed the method of presentation used in the
videotapes.

26. Interaction with the On-Site Coordinators was beneficial

to me.

27. There was adequate support for the CMC component of
the course.

28. The videotapes could have provided information more
directly using less drama.

29. The print materials were attractive, easy to read, and
professional looking.

30. A computer, used for E-mailing purposes, was readily
accessible to me.

31. The system used for CMC (i.¢., E-mail) was easy to use,
once I became accustomed to it.

32. Ioften found that the actual subject matter was hidden by
the drama in the videotapes.

33. I would have preferred that this distance education
course use different media (e.g., teleconferences,
computer chat options, etc.).

34. I'would recommend the course to others.

35. Because of my problems with E-mail, I did not enjoy the
CMC component of the course as much as [ had hoped.

36. Ithink that the course should be offered again.

37. I would like to do a follow-up course, if one were
available.

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

144
D Sb
D SD
D SD
D SD
D SD
D SD
D SD
D SD
D Sb
D SD
D SD
D SD
D SD
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PART B (Cont.’d)
38. The fact that there were On-Site Coordinators did help SA
me with the course.

39. I found that the Computer-Assisted Instruction (CAI) did SA
not help the course at all.

Comments:

145

SD

SD
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PARTC

Please use the space provided for an appropriate response to the following:

1. Are there any aspects of the course that you especially liked?

2. Are there any aspects of the course that you especially disliked?

3. Do you have any suggestions as to how the course could be improved?

4. What kind of service did you receive from the staff of Continuing Studies?

5. If there is anything else about this course that you would like to comment on, please
use the space below.
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OPTIONAL (i.c., Gender Related):
(a) In addition to your working responsibilities, are you primarily responsible for
housework, childcare, etc.?

(b) Did the fact that this course could be taken directly from your own home help or,
hinder matters?
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Appendix B - Evaluation Instruments 148

MEMORIAL UNIVERSITY OF NEWFOUNDLAND Course:
School of Continuing Education
Rm. E-2000, G.A. Hickman Building Semester:

St. John's, NF A1B 3X8
STUDENT FEEDBACK FORM

This form is intended to provide Continuing Education and the course instructor with your reactions to the
course you are completing. The School of Continuing Education is concerned with how distance education
courses can be improved. Your feedback is necessary if that goal is to be attained.

As so0n as the course is finished and/or your final examination is written, fill in the form by completing
sections 1-3 on the enclosed answer sheet and section 4 on the feedback form. INDICATE ONLY ONE
ANSWER PER QUESTION. Fill in the course name and number in the Identification Number section on
the bottom of the answer sheet (A-J—¢.g. PSYCH 1000). Do not staple the answer sheet to the feedback
form. Using the enclosed postage paid label, return it to the School of Continuing Education. The form is
anonymous, so feel free to be completely forthright in your replies. DO NOT COMPLETE THE
IDENTIFICATION SECTION OF THE ANSWER SHEET. It will not be seen by your instructor until
final marks have been submitted to the Registrar's Office.

Thank you for taking the time to complete and return this form.

SECTION 1

Please respond to the statements below on a scale from 1 to 5 where 1 indicates you Strongly Agree (SA)
and 5 indicates you Strongly Disagree (SD). Respond only to questions that are applicable to the course
you have taken.

SA SD
1 The instructor made it clear what was expected of me 1 2 3 4 L]
at the beginning of the course.
2 The instructor gave helpful comments on papers/exams 1 2 3 4 5
3 ‘The instructor was easy to contact when 1 2 3 4
4 ‘The instructor seemed to know the subject. 1 2 3 4 s
s, The instructor was fair in marking assignments/exams. 1 2 3 4 5
6. The instructor gave results promptly. 1 2 3 4 5
7. The course was well i 1 2 3 4 s
s, Access to outside resources (e.g., library) was necessary 1 2 3 4 5
to complete the course to my satisfaction.
2 The assignments were difficult. 1 2 3 4 s
10.  There were too many assignments. Y 2 3 4 5
1L In terms of understanding the course material, the 1 4
assignments were valuable.
12, The final examination was long. 1 2 3 4 s
13 The course has increased my self-confidence. 1 2 3 4 5
14. The course provided me with information I can use 1 2 3 4 5
right away.
15.  Compared to other courses this was one of the best 1 2 3 4 H
16.  Compared to other instructors s/he was one of the best. 1 2 3 4 5
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SECTION2
Excell. Good Satis. Poor

17. 1would rate the textbook . it a 3 4
18, Iwould rate the course manual .. i A 3 4
19, Iwould rate the videotapes . .. 1 2 34
20 Iwould rate the andiotapes .. . i a2 34
21 Iwould rate the teleconference method of instruction... 1 2 3 4
2. Iwouldrate 2method of 12 34
SECTION 3
2. The workload for this course was

(1] very heavy (2] heavy [3) about right [4] light
24, Forme, the pace at which the material was covered was

(1] very fast [2) fast (3] about right [4] slow
25.  The teleconference time allocated for this course was

[1] just right 2lwolile (3] too much (4] unnecessary
2. did you choose this course?

1] to improve job potential 4] for personal growth

[2) subject was of interest 5] required course

3] other
27.  Howdid you lear about the course?

1] radio [4] newspaper (Which one?)

[2] brochure in mail (5 from a friend

(3] other
SECTION 4
1. Arethere any aspects of the course that you especially liked?

2. Arethere any aspects of the course that you especially disliked?

nanann
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3. Doyouhave any suggestions as to how the course could be improved?
4 What kind of service did you receive from the staff of Continuing Education?
s. Additional comments:
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Course Description

E ion 6104 i you and

its application in the edmhonal rmheu The historical and
theoretical framework of program evaluation is presented, and six
approaches to evaluation are explored through the study of
exemplary models: the Tyler Model, the CIPP Model, the Goal-free

Model, the Cx i ip Model, the y Model, and the
Responsive Model. in addmon ppi to ion
are expl , with p: is on the as
instrument. The role of inpi ion is

through a case study approach, using summary reports, on
audiotape, of actual evaluations.

Course content is both ical and i Student evaluation
reflects the dual thrust of the course. The examinations are based on
the readings in the required textbook and the book of readings. The
major assignment is based on the application of theory to the
development of a program evaluation proposal and design.

Course Objectives

You will attain the following objectives:

& You will have kr and ing of the

of prugram ion from an histori
perspective.

2, You will have knowledge of the paradigm shift in program
evaluation that occurred in the period from 1965 - 1980,
and understand the problems that led to dissent among
evaluators.

< You will be familiar with the six evaluation approaches
delineated in the House (1978) taxonomy.

4. You will have in-depth knowledge of six evaluation models:
the Tyler Model, the CIPP Model, the Goal-free Model, the
Connoisseurship Model, the Adversary Model, and the
Responsive Model.

5. You will the ibution of the naturalisti
paradigm to program evaluation.

6. You will understand the importance of ethics in program
evaluation.

T You will have knowledge and understanding of the political
nature of program evaluation.

8. Given a case study, you will be able to select an
appropriate model and develop an evaluation proposal.
9. Given a particular evaluation model, you will be able to

design an evaluation.
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Course Overview

Course Components

1 Course Manual

1 Commercial Textbook

1 Book of Selected Readings

1 Programmed Instruction Textbook

4 Video Programs

5 Audio Programs

1 Computer-Assisted Instruction Program (on 3.5" HD disk)

Evaluation
Midterm Examination 30%
Evaluation Proposal 40%
c iated C ication (CMC) 10%
Final Examination 20%
Total 100%
Required Textbook
Worthen, B.R. & , J.R. (1987). Ed I

Toronto: Copp Clark Pitman.
Video Programs

Program 1: Welcome to 6104

Program 2: History of Program Evaluation

Program 3: ion App: y Models

Program 4: F and Eq i and
Techniques

Audio Programs

Case Study 1: The Distance Education Evaluation
Experience

Case Study 2: Meeting the Needs of the Consumer

Case Study 3: Being Responsive to Whom?

Case Study 4: Being Qualitative - A Mindset Not a
Methodology

Case Study 5: Designing an Evaluation
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Course Time Line

Module 1: Week One

Programmed Instruction Text: Section 1. Evaluation is...
Videotape 1. Welcome to 6104

Book of Readings: Shadish - Sources of Evaluation Practice
Textbook (Worthen and Sanders): Chapters 1,2and 3

Module 2: Week Two
Programmed Instruction Text: Section 2. Evaluation Theory

Videotape 2. History of Program Evaluation
Book of Readings: Alkin - The Role of the Evaluator; Caron -

Knowledge Required to Perform the Duties of an Evaluator

Textbook (Worthen and Sanders): Chapter 4
Module 3: Week Three

154

Programmed Instruction Text: Section 3. Evaluation Models - Tyler's

Approach
Audiotape 1. The Distance Education Evaluation Experience

Book of Reaqus Mason - Issues in Designing the Standardized

;. Joint C ittee on | 1

A8 Analysis of
Textbook (Worthen and Sanders) Chapter 5
Module 4: Week Four

Programmed Instruction Text: Section 4. Evaluation Models -
Stuffiebeam’s Approach

Book of Readings: Dehar, Casswell, Duignan - Formative and
Process Evaluation of Health Promotion and Disease
Prevention Programs

Textbook (Worthen and Sanders): Chapter 6

Module 5: Week Five

Programmed Instruction Text: Section 5. Evaluation Models -
Scriven's Approach
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Module 5: Week Five (continued)

Audiotape 2. Meeting the Needs of the Consumer
Book of Rcmlngs Walker and Walker: The Process of

g a Program ion of a C:
Pollcmg Initiative
Textbook (Worthen and sanders) Chapter 7
Begin C ion on Ethics (large group)

Module 6: Week Six

Programmed Instruction Text: Section 6. Evaluation Models -
Eisner's Approach

Book of Readings: Corbeil and McQueen - Improving the Quality of
Evaluation

Textbook (Worthen and Sanders): Chapter 8

Module 7: Week Seven

Programmed Instruction Text: Section 7. Evaluation Models - Wolfs
Approach

Book of Readings: Fournier and Smith - Clarifying the Merits of
Argument in Evaluation Practice

Textbook (Worthen and Sandsrs) chapmr

End C ion on Ethics (large group)

Module 8: Week Eight
Programmed Instruction Text: Section 8. Evaluation Models - Stake's

Approach

Book of Readings: Lincoln and Guba - But is it Rigorous?; Morris
and Cohn - Program and Ethical Cr

Audiotape 3: Being Responsive to Whom?

Textbook (Worthen and Sanders) Chapter 10

Begin C ication on Politics (small group)

Module 9: Week Nine

Programmed Instruction Text: Section 9. Evaluation Standards
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Module 9: Week Nine (continued)

Book of Readings: Kennedy: Setting Standards for Evaluating
Distance Education Programs

Audiotape 4. Being Qualitative - A Mindset Not a Methodology

Videotape 3: Evaluation Approaches - Exemplary Models

Computer Assisted Instruction - Naturalistic Evaluation

Textbook (Worthen and Sanders): Chapter 11

Module 10: Week Ten

Book of Readings: Moskowitz - Why Reports of Outcome
Evaluations are Often Biased or Uninterpretable; Joint
Committee of Evaluation Standards. A9 Analysis of Qualitative
Information

Audiotape 5. Designing an Evaluation

Textbook (Worthen and Sanders): Chapters 13 and 14

End Computer-Mediated Communication on Politics (small group)

Module 11: Week Eleven

Programmed Instruction Text: Section 10. Collecting Data

Book of Readings: Martel - Evaluating Leadership Training
Programs for High School Students - A Notion Whose Time
Has Come

Videotape 4. Research and Evaluation - Methods and Techniques

Textbook (Worthen and Sanders): Chapters 15 and 18

Module 12: Week Twelve

Programmed Instruction Text: Section 11. Reporting Evaluation

Information
Book of Readings: Morse - Emerglng From the Data - The
Cognitive P of Analysis in Qualitative Inquiry;

Ryan - An Examination of the Place of Formal
Recommendations in Naturalistic Evaluation
Textbook (Worthen and Sanders): Chapter 21

Module 13: Week Thirteen

Review of Readings
Examination Preparation
Final Examination
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