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ABSTRACT

This study was designed to examine the perceptions of Alberta
nursing instructors regarding actual and preferred evaluators, data
gathering practices and criteria for assessing their teaching

\

effectiveness.

The Nursing Instructor Evaluation Instrdment was distributed to
Alberta nursing instructors whq were teaching one-half time or more
in diploma or basic baccalaureafe programs at the time of study. The
first section of the questionnaire requested personal and professional
information on nine variables. The second section consisted of seven
types of evaluators, twelve data gathering practices and thirty evalua-
tion crite;fa and requested scoring of these items in terms of their
actual and preferred importance in evaluating teaching effectiveness.
The criteria included had been modified from those utilized in a
pilot study. The third section 1n91ted instructors to make comments
concerning evaluation and/or the study.

The statistical procedures used to ahalyie the data included
correlations to determine the relationships between the nine indepen-
dent variables; standard deviations and rankings of means to show
the extent of common perceptions in the actual and preferred
situations; Spearman rho calculations to determine ﬁhe exten; of
similarities or differences between the ratings for‘thé éctual and
preferred situations; T tests to determine whether actual and
preferred differences were of statistical significance; T and F

tests to determine the effect which the independent variables had

iv



upon perceptions concerning actual and preferred evaluators and
data gathering practices; a factor analysis to determine if criteria
couid be classified according to product, process and presage
categorizations and T and F tests to determine the effect of the
independent variables upon preferences for product, process or
presage criteria. |

Analysis of the data revealed that senior administrators and
jmmediate supervisors were seen as the most important evaluators while
the teachers preferred that instructors'themseives and immediate
supervisors be most important. Nursing instructors prepared at the
master's level and those teaching in baccalaureate programs had the
strongest preference for the use of peer eva]uation The instructors
did rot see or prefer students to be a major source of evaluative
input, however. those instructors working in baccatgyreate programs
and‘those prepared at the master's level saw and preferred more
student invo]vement than did other A]berta nursing instrpctors:>AThe
'instructors preferred that a broader range of data gathering practices o
and criteria be utilized in evaluating their ‘teaching effectiveness

>

The preference was for data gathering practices which invo]ved the .

- direct observation of the teacher. Criteria invoiving evaiuative and

- communicative skills were considered important. The use of produet
criteria received minimai emphasis in the actual and preferred situa-
tions aithqugh the preference'for the use of product criteria increased |

directly with the amount of teaching‘experience.

i

The study seemed to show a.need for further assessment of the
roles which various personnel might play in Alberta nursing’l

" instructor evaluation, development and use of practices to directiyﬂ.

i



observe the nursing instructor and the possibility of constructing

eva]uation’instruments based upon criteria.which were identified

¢ as important.
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e
CHAPTER I

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM AND ITS SIGNIFICANCE '
\ !

“ INTRODUCTION

) The concept of accountability is being emphasized jficreasingly
within the nursing profession today. Part of that emphasis is reflected
by a growing concern for the evaluation of those who practice nursing
(Hauser, 1975). In addition, attention is being devoted to improving
thé procedures for evaluating nursihg students. It would seem, however,
that relatively little attention has been given to the topic 'of nursing
instructor evaluation to date. <

Evaluation of teaching effectiveness can be viewed as a
complex, continuously occurring process. The assessment of nursing
instructors may be especially complex since'many nursing teachers
function in both cldﬁsroom and nursing practice seti{ings. Selection
" of appropriate evaluative criteria and practices becomes a challenging
task. Bolton (1973:22-23) commented on the continuous manner in
which teachers are evi .. ~d, indicating:

A11 teachers are evaluated. Regardless of how formal the
evaluation systen is, -what evidence is collected and analyzed,
or how often forma reports are written, teachers are ev2uated
often. They are e :alv-ted by students, parents, other teachers,
administrators, supervisors, and the public. The question is
not whether teachers should be evaluated, since this cannot
be avoided, but rather how systematic the evaluation should be
in order to be most effective.

Much of the research conducted on nursing instructor

eva1uation‘seems to focus on establishing criteria yhich distinguish

[



effective from ineffective teach'l\ng behaviors. Nursing students .
seem.to be the most frequent souréé of input in this nesearc\h. It
seems appropriate to ascertain in more detail what nursing instructors
themselves perceive con.oe‘ming various aspects. of the process}involved
in evaluating their teaching effectiveness.

The present situation’in Alberta is th&t nursing educators
' function'in a variety of college, hospital and university settings.
Although no move has been made to date, the Department of Advanced
Education announced its intention in 1973 to have all schools of
nursing come under its jurisdiction. In addition, the Department of
Advanced Education is studying a reconmend’ation for the phasing
in of a plan which vqould mean that all nursés pjrepared in the
Province of Alberta after 1990 would hecjuire a Baccalaureate degree
in nu'rsing. Implementation of this latter measure could have
implications for nurse educators in terms of cooperation in program
development and a varjety of other 1ssnn:es. Invo]lving A]berta.nursing

educators in a study concerning evaluation of their teaching effec-

tiveness would seem to be a timely endeavor.
“THE PROBLEM

| The purpose of the study was to examine the perceptions of
selected Alberta nursing educators conceming ac‘tual and preferred
practices and criteria for evaluating their teaéhing .effectivenes.s.
’ Emerging from the basic problem of the study were several
subprobiems: |
1. To what degree do nursing instructors have common

" perceptions concerning who evaluates ‘and who should evaluate their

.~
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teaching effbctiveness?

2. To what degree do statisticaﬂy significant differences
i exist between the perceptions concerning actual and preferred evaluators?

3. How do the personal and professional variables of age,
educational preparation, teaching experience, length of present
employment, type of present employment, hours of present employment,
area(s) of major teaching responsibility, type'pf program, and
vﬁmber of full-time facu]ty affect nursing instructor perceptions
copceming actual and preferreﬁ evaluators? |

4. To what degree do nursing instructors have common
- perceptions concernfng the data gathering practices utilized and
preferred for/the evaluation of their teaching effectiveness?

+5. To what degree do statietically signifitant\gifferenpes
exist between the perceptions 60ncerning“actua1 and preferrea\yata
gathering practices? ' _

‘6.  How .do the se]ected personal and professional variables
affect nursing 1n;¥rqptor perceptions concerningAactual and preferred
data gathering practices? p

7. To what degree do nursing instructors have common
perceptions concerning the criteria utilized and preferred for the
evaluation of their teaching effecfiveness?

8. To what degree do statistically s1gn1ficant d1fferences_
exist between the perceptions concerning actual and preferred evaluation
criteria? ‘ r

9. To what degree do nzrsing instructors have common

perceptions concerning the present and preferred emphasis on product,

process or pr"age criteria for eva]uating their teaching effectiveness?

- Ty
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10. How do the selected personal and professional variables
affect nursing instructor perceptions conéerning their preferences for

the use of product, process and presage criteria?
IMPORTANCE OF THE STUDY

The study should have value in that it will update and add
to the rather limited amount of research-which has been done on nursing
instructor evaluation in Canada. The information should be of interest
“to those concerned with evaluation of nursing teachers as an éducationa]
issuve. CIn addition, the study is believed to be the first of its
kipd to be conducted with Alberta nursing educators; it should have
merit in that it will provide some baseline data conceming nufsing
instructor evaluation in this province. In particular, the study will
provide an indication of the degree to which Alberta nursing educators
see evaluation of fheir teaching effectiveness as a major concern. In
addition, it will provide information abbut the extent to which common
practices and criteria exist and are préferred by the nursing 5nstructor§
participating in the research.

' The study should stimulate interest in the topic of nursing
instructor evaluation. The study will identify and examine the
pefceptions of'pafticipants concerning particular aspects of nursing

“instructor evaluation. In addition, the study will develop comparisons

of the perceptions of nurse educators, who were involved in the research7/

///

/
s

The analysis of the relationship between instructors' perceptions
regard1ng evaluation and the personal and professional variables
1nc1uded in the study may be of interest to those administrators and

instructors who are involved 1n the deve]opnent or modification of an



evaluation program.

The study should be of value in that it will allow certain
comparisons to be made between practices and criteria utilized for
evaluation in general education and those utilized,and preferred in
the evaluation of Alberta nursing instructors. Finally, since the
study is intended to be general in nature and cover a range sf
practices and criteria, the findings may stimu]éte research of a more

speci fic nature. ,
DEFINITION OF TERMS

Teacher evaluation is an assessment of teacher effectiveness

by measurement, rating, or ranking. It involves value judgments
based on observations.

Percégtfon is "awareness of whatever sort, however brought
about” (Good, 1973:413)."

Product criteria are sets of observations which measure

student gain as a method of assessing teacher effectiveness.

Process criteria are sets of observations which measure

teacher behaviors in order to assess teaching effectiveness.

Presage criteria are sets of observations‘which measure

teacher characteristics in order to assess teaching effect{Veness.

. ASSUMPTION, DELIMITATIONS, AND LIMITATIONS

~ Assumption \

~ The basié\theoretical assumption is that perceptions of
nursing instructors concerning evaluation of their teaching effective-

ness are significant in that they will influence their behavior as

.
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<'L‘

teachers.
Delimitations of the Study
The study was delimited to the perceptions held by

Alberta nursing educators at one particular point in time. The

study did not a]]ow for the perceptions which these nursing 1nstructors
held regarding evaluation to be compared with those of administrators,
s tudents, or others who may be involved with the evaluation of
teaching effectiveness. In addition, the study was delimited to

those nursing instructors considered to be employed at least one

half of a full-time posftion in‘A]berta nursing schools which prepare

diploma or baccalaureate nurses; it did not ‘include those instructors

" who teach in the post basic baccalaureate or master's degree programs.

g

Limitations of the Study

The study was limited by the amount of theory and research
available on nursing 1hstructor evaluation particularly concerning
the aspect of product evaluation. In addjtion, the study instrument
did not specify the purpose or purposes for which evaluation was |
beidb considered. A third limitation was that the survey instrument
did not allow participants to make a "don't know" response to any
section of the instrument. The instrument was constructed so that
respondents indicated a degree of importance for each itemr

The study uas Timited to the thirty criteria and the twelve
data-gathering practices out]ined there1n In addition, the
selection of criteria was not preceded by an explicit theory of
instruction. One final limitation was that generalizations drawn

from this study were limited to selected Alberta nursing educators.

VThe presence of other variables in other populations might result in

6t



- significantly different findings and conclusions 1f further empirical

research were conducted. R

Gm

ORGANIZATION OF THE REMAINDER: OF THE THESIS

The following chapter dea]s with theony and practice related

o
to the problem which has been descrfbed anp delineated. Chapter III

describes the instrument utined in the séudy. It includes a
discussion of instrument development. It a\so describes the sample
of nursing 1nstructors chosen to part1c1pate in the research, as
well as the procedures used for collecting datq.

_ Chapter IV contains a description of thé analysis of the
data as well as a discussion of the ;°1ndings of the data analysis. The
final chépter of the study includes a summary, conclusions and

implications.



CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE RELATED LITERATURE AND RESEARCH

Miller (1974) discussed the growing interest in the evaluation

of teachers of higher education which is apparent in the United States.

He indicated:

The current interest in faculty evaluation is unprecedented
although by no means new. Interest existed in the twenties and
thirties, and a noticeable spurt occurred in the late forties
and early fifties, due largely to concern about the effects of .

) increased enrollment and rapid expansion of faculty on the

! quality of classroom teaching. Some falling off took place in
.the sixties, probably due to the wealth of higher education while
expansions in program and personnel sought to keep pace with :
growth in enrollment, and due to the large infusion of federal
and state money. Student unrest in the mid sixties and
increasing fiscal constraints have further encouraged interest.
The area continues to display the same vigor since about 1970,
and continued growth in interest and programs of faculty
evaluation can be expected (p. 1).

In Miller's opinion, faculty evaluation in the 1970's was and would
¢ontinue to be closely linked to issues of finance, governance and
accountability. The“fssues cited by Miller seem to have relevance for
the Canadian nursing education scene. Certainly funding for health

and education seem to be only fwo of the current governmental pfiorities.ﬁ
In a&dition, the publication of such federal documents as A New

Prespective on the Health of Canadians (LaLonde, 1974) may well affect

the funding which hospitals receive. In the area of governance, Alberta
nurse educators functidn under collective agreenenté of one sort or
“another. These agreements may place increasing emphasis on teacher
evaluation in the future. Finally, evidence of increasing concern fof

accountability within @ursjhg is apparent in both American and Canadian



Titerature (Poulin, 1977).

According to Pedersen (1975) a good deal of effort has gone
into attempting to define teaching effectiveness. He stated that the
question:

has enticed more researchers than any other single issue

in education. Literally thousands of studies have been done
that deal with such matters as characteristics of teachers, the
effects of "good" teaching, and the goals and purposes of .
education. Yet, despite nearly half a century of rigorous
scholarly investigation, few, if any, facts are now deemed
established about what constitutes teacher effectiveness. In
fact, today's researchers and educators often disagree on the
very basis of assessment (p. 12).

Volk (1972:13) commented that "definitions of good teaching,
teacher effectiveness, and teacher competenée are often unsupported by
research and are as numerous as the number of evaluators.” Without
' adequate definitions, it becomes difficult to carry out the process
of eva'uating teaching. Issues arise related to the specifics of the
evaluation prbcess. They include concerns related to the purposes of
evaluation, who should provide evaluative input, how evaluation data
should be gathered, and what criteria should be utilized in evaluating

;eaching effectiveness.
PURPOSES OF TEACHER EVALUATION

Herman (1976).ind1cated that evaluation programs may serve .
a single purpose or be carried out for muitip]e burposes. He described
twelve of the more evident reaéons for developing a teacher evaluation
program. The reasons ranged from improving student instruction to
providing an opportunity to congratulate an employee on a job well done.
Wotruba and wrighf'(1975) discussed the purposes of teacher evaluation

from a decision-making perspective. ‘According to them:

S



The evaluation of teaching effectiveness is of great
interest to three groups of decision-makers. First are admin-
istrators who are responsible for counselling faculty members
and for evaluating them with respect to retention, tenure, and
promotion. Second are the teaching faculty themselves whose
purposes are to gain feedback on their teaching ability so that
self improvement can be facilitated. Third are the students who,
for whatever reasons, seek information which will he]p them
select instructors and courses (p. 653).

Glasman (1976) seemed in agreement with the purposes outlined by
Wotruba and Wright. He added that teacher evaluation could also be
utilized for research purposes.

There seems agreement that the most important purpose for
teacher evaluation should be to improve teaching. Schweer and Gebbie
(1976:184), two nurse-educators, contended that "the primary purpose
of appraising is that of improving teaching in terms of the total
profession.” Miller (1974:8) commented that "the overriding purpose

of faculty, Adninistration, and institutional evaluation must be to
improve the instructional program."

Proponents of teacher evaluation see that the process can
accomplish many goéls. For example, Carlson and Mable (1976:33)
indicated that "the‘evaluation process has good potential for opening
communication and providing proper feedback." Others see that such
positive effects are not always obéainéd. Pine and Boy (1975)
recognized that negative attitudes toward evaluation exist and sugges ted
that such attitudes are often related to situations where evaluation
criteria are imposed upon teachers, or where' thg ch’ter'ia are utilized
‘without being adapted. to the particular situation. Authors such as
Carlson and Mable (1976) presented suggestions as to how evaluation

practices might be improv-. One recommenqatioh was that the purpose of

the evaluation be stated and coomunicated as clearly as possible.

X
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MacKay (1974) made similar suggestions for nursing instructor evaluation
practices.

There seems ;greement that properly conducted teacheé
evaluations can lead to improved teaching. There seems to‘be much
less certainty, however, as to whether or not evaluative practices
carried out to improve teaching should also be utilized for administra-
tive decisions related to retention, promotion-and tenure of faculty
members. Salek (1975) advocated a separation of thé two procedures
while Eble (1970:16) suggested that it is probably "difficult and
inadvisable to separate the two." Miller (1974:8) recommended that
"the results of faculty evaluation should be used to assist 1n.decis1ons
about promotion and tenure . . . . Current economic realities make these
decisions even more important." The issue facing the administrator
would seem to be one of obtaining the most valid data for decision

making from the most suitable source or sources.

WHO SHOULD PROVIDE EVALUATIVE INPUT?

4

According to Parker (1975), superVisor, self, student, and

peer appraisal were commonly utilized practices for eva]uating'teéching

effectiveness in the general education setting. Conley (1973:367), a

- nurse educator, advocated the same practices for the assessment of

- nursing instructors stating:

Many people are in a position to evaluate the teachers
formally or informally and should be involved in the evaluation
process. Several types of ratings are practiced, such as 1) self
ratings 2) peer ratings 3) student ratings 4) supervisor ratings
and 5) expert ratings.

Conley did not expand upon the type of-individual that she saw as

appropriate to provide expert ratings. The American Nurses' Association

[NER 7N
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(1975:19, 25) published the following standard for the faculty of both
diploma and baccalaureate nursing programs: “Faculty utilize multiple
means for the evaluation of fpeir continual growth as faculty members,
i.e. self evaluation, peer evaluation, student evaluation.". Recently

the Nationdl League for Nursing Department of Diploma Programs (1977:41)
&

suggested the followina:

Since the teacher is directly associated with the effective-
ness of teaching, a self-assessment of attitudes, abilities and
knowledge can provide the individual instructors with an
jdentification of their strengths and weaknesses. Formal and
informal evaluation by administration, peers, and students in both
the classroom and clinical laboratory can provide clues to the
performance of the‘teacher. - '

As did Conley, the League recognized both formal and informal processes
as being important for the process of nursing instructor evaluation.
Schweer and Gebbie (1976) discussed evaluation of the nursing instructor
in the clinical setting. They suggested that self, peer, and student
evaluation techniques were useful. They apparently did not see super-
visors or administrators as being appropriate to evaluate thelcliﬁical
instructor.

Self, peer and student evaluation techniqueéxzppeared to be
the most popular ones among nurse educators. They seemed to see
evaluation as a complex process and, like many general educators
(Marks, 1976; Wolansky, 1976), saw more than one type of individual as

»ybeing appropriate to provide evaluative input.

Evaluation by Administrators and Supervisors -

Support for evaluation by administrators and supervisors.

Wolansky (1976) argued that the administrator had an important role

N

in teacher evaluation. He stated:

e e o
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The administrator should be .concerned and involved in the
evaluation process of faculty. If individual faculty member
deficiencies are uncovered, frequently the administrator is in
a position to provide avenues for inservice, recommend a shift
in responsibilities to areas of strengths, or other appropriate
decisions. Procedures to help faculty grow and.develop, and
means to carry out recommendations can be facilitated by
administrators most effectively (p. 83).

The National League . for Nursing Departme;t of Baccalaureate and Higher
Degree Programs (1977:9) has set as one of its appraisal criteria

that "the administrator of the school of nursing, with theparticipat{on
of the facu]ty? is responsible for faculty appointment’andvreview.“

Concerns about evaluation by-adminiétrato}s and supervisors.

Metzer (1970) cited research which indicated that the principal's
rating of a teacher may induce teacher conformity and create a tendency -
to rate teachers without- reference to student chan?e.'

Manatt, Palmer, and Hidlebaugh (1976§2])ldescribed the position
of the p;incipal in relation to teacher evaluation as follows:

Evaluation of teacher performance is not an easy task.
However, regulations, administrative directives and--in several
states--statutes require that teachers be evaluated . . . . The
principal finds himself in a difficult position. He is required
to perform the conflicting functions of helping his teachers teach
and of evaluating that performance.

McAfee (1975) discussed a study in which teachers and their
immediate supervisoﬁs evaluated various aspects of the teacher's

ﬁerfonnancg. He found a wide variag:on between the responses of

teachers and supervisory responses and stated, “I. seems possible that

either the teachers or the supervisors or both are incapab]e of correctly

_evaluating the teacher's performance, background or abilities" (p. 339).

He suggested training in evaluation for teachers ang supervisors was

needed. )

I ) S
Hayes (1976) expressed concern for the present nursing

instructor eva1daticnbpfocedures. She questibned the inclusiveness of
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the annual employee evaluation by a: ng: ™+

Is it 1imited to the adm1nistrator's\;ﬁp(eSsiyn? Is the
evaluation tool meaningful? Is there some means of peer review?
Is there input from the peer population within nursing service
who must workewith the faculty members in the 1inical setting?
Is there on-s?te supervision of the faculty memb&ris performance
in the process of educating the student? (p. 46).

Hayes apparently saw direct observation of performance and a variety.
of sourceg of peer input as being essential for effective evaluation.
Schweer and Gebbie (1976) questioned the administrator’s ability to
be concerned with improvement of teaching. They proposed that for

clinical instructors:

A more equitable evaluation can be made by a colleague
who is studying similar teaching techniques and patterns and is
interested in teaching improvement as opposed to evaluation by
administrative personnel, who can evaluate faculty members for
the purposes of promotion without real regard for the improvement
of instructional programs (p. 184).

The administrator seems to be in an interesting position in

terms of teacher evaluation. Since he is responsible for the operation

a school and the necessary administrative decision-making involved,

he must ensure tﬁat thé process of evaluation occurs. Determining how
and at what point in the evaluation process to become involved would
seem to be the challenge.

Peer Eva\uation

Support for peer evaluation. General educators such as

McCarter (1974) and Wolansky (1976) supported peer evaluation. Peer
review é]so has been advocated for some time 1n_the United States as
‘a method of evaluating the practice of nursing (Maas, Specht, and Jacox,

1976). Hauser (1975:2204) indicated:

At the 1972 convention, the American Kurse's Association set,
as one of its priorities, the promotion of peer review as a method
of maintaining standards of care. Two years later the ANA Congress
for Nursing Practice issued "Guidelines for Peer Review". At the

14



[:g

15

(%
1974 convention, ANA resolutions aga?n emphasized standards of
care. : : ‘
Peer review is seen as havir;g potential for encouraéing profession;ﬂism
through the promotion of autonomy and accountability. ‘ N
It can be anticipated that educators in United States
b;ccalaureate nursing programs will make 1ncr~eqsing use of peer
review in the future since the Nationaleeague lq'for Nursing (N.L".N.)
Department of Baccalaureate and Higher Degnee Programs (_1977511)‘neoently
'pubh'sr;ed criteria for accreditation which included the "‘participatioh
in peer evaluation of teaching effectiveness" as-one faculty respon- ;
sibilify. The cr1te.r'ia will come into effect in the fall of 1978
and‘ will most 1ikely have an influence upon the emphasis given to
peer review by teache& in Canadian baccalaureate and higher degree
nursj)ng programs. s |
Although peer evaluation is one method of teacher eva]uation

which re;:eives support in the nursing education literature, little

information seems to be available on how the reviews should be conducted.

4The publication in the fall of 1977 of the papers from the recent

National League for Nursing Workshop on Evaluation of Teaching Effective-
ness (Raff, 1977; Boyle, 1977; Stone, 1977) will add to the information
available on the subject.

Concems related to peer evaluation. Several years ago

&.ighton (1965:22)‘—'1nd1cated} the following disadvantages to the use

of peer review: N

First, even when sufficient time was allowed in teachers'
schedules to free them to visit classrooms and make firsthand b
observations, teacher-evaluators were often reluctant to evaluate
their colleagues' performance formally. Second, teachers varied
in their ability to judge personality-and performance formally.
Third a protective you-rate-me-high-and-I-will-do-the-same-for-you
attitude may develop among the corps.

Vg el
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In a recent article, Centra (1975:328) indicatr1 that little
"is actually known about the basis of cb]léague eva]uitions of
instruction.” Centra conducted a study in which peers evaluated college
teachers by observing their instruction in the classroom. He found in -
his study that the teacher effectiveness ratings made by co]]éagues
were generally less reliable than the student ratings of the same
faculty members. He cautioned that consideration be given to what
colleagues "might best judge and for what purposes" (p. 336). He

24

stated that:

Colleague ratings of teacher effectiveness based primarily
on classroom decisions would in most instances not be reliable
enough to use in making decisions on tenure and promotion--at
least not without faculty members investing much more time i
visitation or in teaching sessions (p. 335).

It would appear that the issues relqted-fo peer evaluation
are concerned with the facilitation of the necessary time, skills and
attitudes to ensure that effective evaTuation can occur.

Self Evaluation

Support for self evaluation. . Wolansky (1976) advocated

teacher self evaluationk He stated, "Self evaluation ensures the
j process of sustained motivation for self impfovenent";(g. 83).
Heidgerken (1965:669) encouraged use of self evaluation by teachers of

:~sing, indicating, "Introspective hna]yses of one's teaching practices

)

are useful whether or not other evaluative activities are undertaten.®
She'provfded an extensive tool for self evaluation which referre.
~specifical]y”to the selection of lgarning experieﬁées, Schweer ahd
Gebbie (1976) believed that.the tool developed by.Heidgerken could be
édapted for use'in the evaluation of clinical instruction. They

also supported the use of "televisad recordings, videotapes, audiotapes

and other devices" (p. 184) in having clinical instructors assess their

R S I
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own performance. \

Concerns related to self evaluation. Solton (1973:117)

:3 expressed two concerns related to teachér self evaluation. He indicated
‘é téachers may have difficulty analyzing Specific aspe;ts of their teaching
é if they lacked a conceptual framework or systematic observation
3system; secondly they may not have ;he'§kil1 necessary to operate
éaudio or video equipment td record théir behaviqr.
‘ Howsam, cited by Parker (1976:38), expressed the following
.concern: |
If self-improvement were the goal, then self-evaluation

might have considerable merit. If administrative action were to

be based on the rating, it was daubtful whetner self ratings

could be accepted; the ratee became both judge and jury,

~p]a1nt1ff, and defendant of his own trial.

) Several authors advocated that self evéluétion be combined
with othef‘téacher evaluation methods. -For example, Pine and Boy (1975)
 saw thét such an approach utiiized the teachér'é intemal frame of
reférence~as well as capitalizing upon the externai frame of reference
which others provided. Glasman (1976) récqgnized that an instructor's
need to change could be based upon a dngrepancy‘which he recognized

himgelf, or which was due to input from others who influenced him within

o

the institution. ; .
~,Itiwou1qﬁseem that those who support self evaluation combined -

“With other methods do so on the basis of encouraging both feedback and |

N

accountabf]i;y.
Evaluation by Students

Support for student evaluation. The general education

literature contains a good deal of information concermning the issue of

student involvement in evaluating teaching effectiveness. Miller




(1974:2) stated that "those who oppose use of students' appraisals
deny the single most important data base for judging teaching effective-
hess.” Authors such as Eble (1970), Hi 1debrand (1972) and Frey (1976) 3
éeémed in agreemént that students do have a valuable contribution to = ¢
make in this area. |
Jacobson (1966) advocated student involvement in the
evaluation of nursing instructors. She saw nursing students as being
particularly suited for this process.
From the time they enter the nursing program they are
taught to observe and record human behavior in precise terms,.

although their proficiency in this type of observation may
vary with their level in the program (p. 219).

X
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Nursiﬁg students are taught assessment as a vital part of the nursing

‘process. In addition, the theoretical and practical aspects of

their pérfonmance as students are assessed on a consistent basis. Butler
and Geitéey (1970:56) commented that nurse educators'spend'"much
time and.effort cons tructing and perfecting tools which enable us
to judge behaviors of a student at specific levels of her education.”
Lowery, Keanne, and Hyman (1971:438) found that the‘under;
graduate and graduate nursing_students and faculty in their study agreed
that students should evaluate teachers and that "length of time as a
student or tedcher seemed to have little effect on this opinion.”
Schweer and Gebbie (1976) advocated student evaluation of the clinical
instructor. They indicated: | |
~ Properly obtained evaluations of teaching effectiveness
result in: 1) a means of teacher self-improvement leading .
to changes in teaching approaches and course objectives; ' H
2) strengthening student-teacher relationships; 3) renewed
~ recognition of the student as an individual and as the basic .

reason for the existence of the educational institution, and
' 4) greater commitment in teaching (p. 183).

~ Jackson (1977) found that thg,diploma‘nursing students in her study were




strongly in favor of evaluating their nursing instructdrs in both
the clinical and classroom settfngs.

The National League of Nursing Department of Baccelaureate
and Higher Degree Programs (1977:10) included the following in their
accreditation criteria:

Although ultimate responsibility for and decisions about

the development and conduct of the education program(s) in nursing
rest with the faculty and nurse administrator, channels are
provided for student involvement in . . . . evaluation of
teaching effectiveness.
Student evaluation of teaching effectiveness was one method discussed
at length at the recent N.L.N. Workshop on Evaluation of Teaching
Effectfveness conducted for teachers in baccalaureate and higher level
‘nursing programs (Raff,.1977; Stone, 1977).

Dixon and Koerner (1976:300) made the fo]]owidg eomment
concerning research into student evaluation of'teaching effectiveness:
."The central research issue has become the deve]opmenf'pf tools and
constructs to maximige the reliability and validity of this evaluatidn :
methodo]dgy, rather than the continued qﬁestioning of the use of;5ych
a methodology." :

!

Concerns/rélated to student evaluation. Mims (1970:53)

described a concern related to student evaluat1on

: Many faculty members are convincéd that students can make
~“sound judgments and offer many.useful suggestions for improving
instruction. The issue of whether student ratings should be
used as a basis for decision on course offerings and faculty

. promotion or tenure has not been settled.

Concerns about the va]idity and reliability of student ratings inevitably

~ arise when such uses of student evaluation are being considered Centra

(1976 335) described the situation in this way:

19
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Numerous studies of student ratings over the years have
affirmed their reliability, but their validity has been
disputed. In particular, their, relationship with how much
students have learned in'a course has been a critical question.
$heehan (1975) saw the issue of validity as being particularly
1npoftant when student 1nput was beingkused‘for administrative décisioﬁ-
making. He cautioned: o
Administrative evaluation judgments are '“usqqlly_,irreversw]p
and positions and even careers are at stake as {Reyare made. Thus ' !
the information on which such decisions are made must be of : :

proven validity; and if student ratings are to be a source of
this -information they must be able to reflect effective instruction

{p. 688).
He expiored four factorsywhiéh could cause stu&ent ratings to be invalid.
Briefly, these factors were that student ratings of instructors did -
not always distinguish between teachers who facilitate high and low levels
of student achievement; that rating’sbales were generally composéd of
evaluation items that did not tap all dimensions of teaching uniformly; .
that rating sca]esfaid not take advantage of differences in student
learning styles; and finally, that evidence'ex{sted to show that student
responses on rating sca]es coulé?:z affected by such factors as
instructor influence tactics. Sheehan also listed factors which have
been shown to cause variations in student ratings. Hé included ét;dent
sex, student class, student age,lstudent grade point average, subject
matter area, c]a;s size, elected or reﬁuired course, sex of instructor
and academic rank of instructof. | |

- It would seem that there is considerable consensus in the

general and nhrsing education literature that student input can be a -
- valuable means for aiding}the teacher to improve his or her teaching

effectiveness. The agreement appears to be less when student input

is being considered for use in administrative decision-making. Questions :



such as the weighting which stﬁdent input should be given in the
assessment process seem relatively unexplored.

Each source of evalutive input seems to have particular
advantages and disadvantages assbci ated with it,:'mak‘inc.; the use of
multiple sources of input a possible way to deal with the complex

process of evaluation. . -
DATA COLLECTION PRACTICES

» Parker (1975:109-110) indicated that the following data
collection ﬁractices,wefe cémﬂonly used in teacher evaluation withfn
the general education setting" classroom observations tests,
interaction analysis, microteaching, pup11 gain, questionnaires,
inventories, anecdotal records, checklists, rating scales, open end
statements and projective techniques. He found that the teachers in
his study werg,ngthe,opinion that classroom observation was the most
effective data collection technique. The teachers also gave some
support to the use of interaction analysis, pupil gain, questiomaires,
anecdotal records and checklists. He found “slightly more disagreement‘

than agreement by c]éssroom teachers regarding practices of collecting
‘data to appraise teacher performance by tests, microteaching,

inventor“ibes, rating scales, open end statements and projective techniques

(p 87-88).
Bolton (1972) dist1ngu1shed between direct and indirect
measures of teaching behavior. He described direct measurement as:

The assessment of teacher performance as he attempts to
influence leamer development within the instructional setting.
This form of assessment employs measures ranging from highly
systematic techniques (e.g., regulated observations by trained
observers) to less systematic techniques (e.g., casual obser-
vations by untrained observers) and self eva]uation techniques
(pp. 112-113).
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_ He’described indirect measurement of teacher behavior as the assessment
of out-of-classroom behavior such as activities in organizations,

extra-class activities, and contributions to curriculum deveicoment.

‘Performance Observation/and‘Recording
L It would seem fhét performance observation could be classified
as a direct measure of teaching which could range from being highly
systematic to being less systematic in nature. Observation of tﬁé
nursing instructor could take place in the classroom, 1aboratory
}v and patient care settings, since the nursing instructor oftén has.
resbonsibi]ities for teaching in more than one of these areas. Although
performance observation is advocated in the nursing education literature,
little seems to be Qritten copcerning how or by whom the process should
- be carried out. ¢Some informa%ion on observation of teaching performance
in the classroom is available from the general education ]itérature.
Concerns agg.raised about present c1asrpom observation practices. For
example, Diamond (1975:29) discussed observatiﬁﬁf5;~gaﬁihistrators: '
A]though,%]assroom teachers receive visits from some _
administrators during the academic year, most of the observations
merely determine the status of the teacher--should he remain on
the job in the coming year, how should-he be rated for

administrative purposes, should he be awarded tenure?

Such visits are all too often brief and infrequent and what ,
is generally observed by the principal or some surrogate are o
class management as well as order and responsibility for ‘ P
teaching what has been mandated by the school district or . :
curriculum department.

Miller (1974) saw classroom visitation as being a colleague
re%ponsibi]ity. Eble (1970) indicated:some dissatisfaction with the
present way in which observations by colleagues were conducted. He
stated, "Though individual faculty members in many colleges may visit

another professor's classes, few colleges have formal boards of visitors



or a tradition Qh1ch makes visiting classes a natural, casual and
revealing activity" (p. 11). Centra (1975) suggested that the
reliability of colleague assessment of teaching effectiveness based
on classroom observation could be improved by training colleagues
in evaluative techniques and by increasing the number of peers who
evaluate a particular teacher's performance.

Authors such as Frey (1976) saw the student as having an
important role in observing teaching performance. He indicated,
"Because students are the only regular observérs in the college '
classrooms, reports of thefr classroom experiences pro?1de unique
information about the teacher and the learning environment" (n, 327).
Other authors such as Sheehan. (1975), saw concerns related tc
student éva]uative'input. It would seem that whether classroc. ...
vation is carried out by S£udents, peers or administrators, quest sns
arise concerning evalﬂafive skills and the appropfiateness of
specific evaluative tools. o |

Flander's Interaction Analysis is an example of a systematic,
direét measure of teaching effectiveness. The Flander's system of
. interaction analysis is a technique used to analyze the verbal
interactions between teachers and students in classrooms. Bolton (19?3)
considered the Flander's Interaction Analysis system to be a single-
vfactor‘observationa] system in that it is intended to focus hpon one
. aspect of a teacher's behavior at a time. Anderson, Ball, and Murphy
(1975) expressed some optimism concerning the use of tools such as
Flander's Interaction Ana]ysis."_ They indicated:

Traditiona]]y the effects of a teaching situation or a

training program have been measured without observing the

teaching process or, at best, with only enough observation
to make a rating of the teacher's ability. With the advent

1
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. of new observation instruments based on systématic recording
of observapie behaviors, a more Precise data-based orientation
toward the teaching-learning process is possible (p. 266).

On the other hand, McNeil and Popham (1973) contended that such
instruments were not intended for teacher evaluation. They ?tated,
"Examination of these instruments leads us to conclude that the
tools are most useful for describing the teaching act rather than
identifying instructional variables of great power or for judging
effective‘teaghers" (p. 220). | |
Parker (1975) consfdered that the use of anecdotal recording
was a powerful adjunct to observation. He described anecdotal
records as "a recording of progress, changes and improvements made
as the teacher gains»experience" (p. 111). There. is a l1ikelihood
that teachers of nursing would be familiar with the process of anec-
dotal recording since the approach has been advocated for some time

as a method of evaluating nursing students (Rines, 1963).

Microteaching

DeTornyay (1971:5), a nurse educator, described micro-

“teaching as follows:

The term microteaching as a training technique is derived
from its characteristics--small segments taught to a few
students for a short period of time, in order for the teacher
to practice a single component of teaching. Microteaching
provides the teacher with a setting in which to practice with-
out the complexities and responsibilities of the classroom or
clinical setting. /

Good (1973) indicated that microteaching has been utilized in the .
preparation of teachers as well as for the inservice training of
experienced teachers. It would seem that microteaching would have a

definite use when the purpose for teacher evaTuation was instructional

improvement.
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Inventories, Checklists and Rating Scales

Parker (1975:27) descrigéd an inventory as follows:

An 1nvenfory attempts to 1ist as many related statements
as possible about some teaching area. The evaluator then
judges the extent and frequency these statements apply to the
teaching process under observation. Inventories have value
in directing attention to problem areas.

A checklist can be considered an adaptation of the
inventory. Good (1973) indicated that a checklist is a prepared list
of items which deals with the teacher qualities, techniques, or -
conditions to be observedﬁin a teaching situation. The checkligt can
be used by an observer for recording or appraisal, or by the téacher
as a tool for self improvement. Schweer and Gebbie (1976) recommended
the use of the checklist as a self improvement guide for nursing
instructors. :

Anderson, Ball, and Murphy (1975:315) described ratings as
"subjective assessments made on an established scale." They indicated
that rating scales Qeré in very common use for evaluating job behavior.
These scales also seemed to be a populaf method of obtaining input for
research on nursing instructor evaluation (Atexander, 1968; Mihs, 1970,
Butler and Geitgey, 1970). | |

Bolton (1973:115) expressed the concermn that rating scales
may be prone to error since, like other non-systematic techniques,

"the observer, trained or otherwise, withholds his judgement until the
end of the behavior sequence." Anderson et. al. (1975) indicated that
the setting in which the rating took place was an important consideration.
They‘saw it as necessary that the persqn'being rated have an opportunity
to perform:the.activitiesvon_which he was being assessed. By the

same token, thé rater must have an opportunity to-observe these
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behaviors. They indicated that many of the sources of error éssociated
with rating scales cou ' ve avoided by the appropriate se]ection
apdvtraining of the raters.

Bo]tdn'(1q73) indicated three measures in addition to
training raters which could be utilized to make rating s;a]es.and other
non-systematic techniques more effective. These included clearly
defining the fpcus of the evaluation, developing specific, Tow
.1nferénce jtems and using a common record form. McNeil ahd Popham
(1973:232) Sefious]y questioned the use of rating scales, indicating
that some of the limitations associated with rating §ca1es "make

them of doubtful worth in the hands of administrators, supervisors

and peers." Anderson et. al. (1975:316-317) seemed'to take a more lenient

view by suggesting that "although there are problems involved in using
such rating forms, they should be used by trained observers when
more objective methods of measuring performance are not available."

~

Questionnaires

Anderson et. al. (1975:311) described a questionnaire as:

A group of printed questions used.to elicit information
from respondents by means of self-report.. The question may be
open-ended,” requinring respondents to answer -in their own words,
or fixed choice, requiring respondents to select -one or more
answers from among those provided. The respondents may also
be provided with checklists or rating scales. Questions may
be concerned with the respondent's personal background, factual
knowledge, or attitudes and opinions. ¢ BN

Questionnaires have been utilized in general education research t6  :
obtain input regarding various aspecfs of teaching effectiveness
(Rogers,‘1970; Coober, 1972; Volk, 1972). The technique has also been
“popular for research to identify effective nursing instfﬁctor

behaviors as well as in the evaluation of nursi%g 1nstructor'pérfprmance

(Layton, 1976; Armington, Reinikka and Creightoﬁ, 1972; Jackson, 1977).
. |

26



(G
For example, Layton (1969) used a simple questionnaire to/ascertain
which nursing instructor attitudes and actions were seen és-he]pful
or harmful by two year nursing program students.

Anderson et. al. (1975) described several weaknesses which
may be associatéd with use of the questionnaire. These weaknesses
included a Tow response rate, the fact that responses may.be influenced
by situationally induceé:differences and a concerm for the self-report
nature of the questionnaire.

Measuring Student Gain

Parker (1975) indicated that standardized tests were
often uti]izéd in research which measured student gain as a method
of asséssing teacher effectivenesé. He stated:
With this method, certain areas to be tested were
selected (usually in skills or subject matter knowledge).
Tests then were given and the results treated in one of
the following ways: class standing, raw gain, achievemént
~ guotients, or residual gain (p. 44). ° |
| Parker listed several Timitations to use the pupii gain method.
One such limitation was the problem of ascertainingethe contribut{on
made by the individual teacher. This may be a well justified concemn
when considering nufsing instructor evaluatﬁon since 'some schools
utilize team teaching and'ihtegrated curyicu]ar approaches. In
addition, teachers may-instruct more than one level of student so that
the effect of the individual fEachér.may indeed be difficult to.
determine. Fgr example, several inétruefors may have contr1guted'to
the student's understanding of medicaj nursing; which is one of tﬁg
squect areas te#ted on €anadianiregiétration examinations."

Parker also noted imperfectiOns'in testing as a limitation

to the usé of pupil gain criteria. It may be especially difficult to )
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develop standardlzed tests to measure knowledge, sk1]1$ and attitudes
for a subject as complex as nursing. Furthe; concerns related to -
measurement of student gains as a teacher assessment technique'will

be consideredin the discussion concerning product criteria.

Teacher Tests and Projective Tests

Parker (1975) indicated that standardized tests could be
utilized in teacher evaluation. He fndicafed that such tests have
been employed primarily for research purposes. He cited the National
Teacher Examination as an examp1e.of a test which has been used
-in the United States to predict teaching éffectivehess. Little
eQidence existed for the use of standardized teacher tests for

instructors of nursing.

McNeil and Popham (1973) believed that teacher tests could be
utilized to distinguish -among teachers. They referred to "perform-
ance tests" or "teaching\power tests." The method utilized was - ﬁ
that teachers were given one or more identical object1§ééuéhd‘af'“””
sample of how student gain would be measured. The”objectfvegwcould‘<
"be cognitive, affective énd psychomotor in nature. The metﬁbds of
instruction were left entirely up to thé,teacher; tests were administefed

following instruction to determine pupil attainment of the-objectives.

They cited several studies and stated:

These studies suggest the conclusion that when the
reasonable control for extraneous factors (teacher famil
‘with content and pupil populations) some teachers are con-
sistently more successful than others in getting desired
results. There is, however, need for verifying that teachers
who can produce desired effects under conditions of teaching
performance tests maintain their effect over time and in- the -
presence of a greater range of conditions such as exist in
conventional classrooms (p. 236).

e
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Projective tests represent a different testing approach for
assessing teaching effectiveness. Anderson et. al. (1975) indicated
that projective tests provided an individual with an ambiguous or
unstructured stimulus. The individual created his own responses
which\were "then interpreteca as projecfions of the person's thoughts
or feeiings" (p. 294). They indicated that projective tests generally
assess personality variables and noted that two of the most commonly
utiiized\tests as being the Rorschach and the Thematic Apperception
Test. v ‘ : v

Anderson et. ai.'(1975:295) cautione& against the q{i]ization
of these tests in any evaluative context, indicating:

The administration and scoring of projective tests usually

- require a considerable amount of training and a great deal of ..
time. Since these tests usually have to be individually
administered and scored by a highly skilled person, the st is
high. If a projective test is used in evaluation, -4t is .dvis-
able to use other personality measures (e.g., inventories,
questionnaires) as additional means of assessing the variable
of interest.

Schweer and Gebbie (1976) suggested utilization of one projective

A .
technique for obtaining student input concerning nursing instructor
effectiveness. They suggested the use of "forms'asking students to
complete sentences best describing their feelings or complete drawings
: to- iiiustrate‘their thoughts regarding a particular incident“ (p. 183).
Otherwise. there is l1ittle evidence for the use of proJective tests
in the evaluation of nursing instructors. It is likely however, that
nursihg instructors would be familar with the technique oprrojective

testing as it is utilized in patient assessment.



CRITERIA FOR EVALUATING TEACHING EFFECTIVENESS

Th; major focus in research on nursing instructor effective-
ness has been on criteria identification. A variety of criteria have
been identified.

Bamham (1965) utilized a critical incident technique to
determine instructor behaviors which two-year college nurses thought
to be essential. Tpe teacher behaviors of showing restraint‘so at
one's own anxiety does not 1nf1ue§ce the situation and explaini#é r
student comprehension were identified most frequently by‘the

respondents.

» Jacobson (1966) utilized a modified critical'incident
::echnique ‘to evolve fifty-eight critical requirements for effective
nursing instruction. The major categﬁries included availability to
student§, ability as nurse and teacher, skill in interpersonal
relationships, teaching practices, and evaluation practices.. She
indicated that, except for the items wﬁich dealt directly with patient
cére, the criteria could be utilized in any teaching setting.

Aléxander (1968), a Cahadian nurse educator, focused on °
teaching behaviors of the instructor in the ciinical setting. She
developed a tool to assess the instructor teaching in this area and
stated, "Separate tools are necessary for the asséssment of teaching
effectiveness in c]agzroom instruction and clinicalwinstruction"v(p. 5).
In.making her point, she noted that almost two-thirds of the critical
incidents 1déht{fied in the Barnham (1965) study occurred while students
were in thé clinical setting. Aleander developed a 30 item Rating

oy

Scale for Clinical Instruction. 'ﬁpe noted that baccalaureate program

¢
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A1nstructors in her study were rated highest on. the fo]lowind‘items——
concern for pat1ent welfare, 1nterest in subject and personal
appearance‘ She expressed concern for the low ratings which the
instructors received on the items which dealt with presentation of
subject matter and stimulation of intellectual curiosity.
Layton (]969 27) found that in her study conducted with

two year nursing students, "by far the most frequently nentioned
'behaviors were those that demonstrate interest in and acceptance of
the student as a person o

‘ But]er and Geitgey (1970) described a tool developed by
Butler for rating teaching effectiveness. Unlike Alexander (1968),
they advocated that, with slight modification, the tool could be P
utilized in both the classroom and c]intcal settings.
_ ths (1970) constructed a trial instrument for obtaining
student’and faculty 1nput concerning evaluation of nursing 1nstructors:
“The items considered most inportant by the student respondents
1nc1uded fairness 1n making and grading tests, ability to interest.
' students 1n the subject, and the systematic organization of subject
matter i r
, ~ Lowery et. al. (1971) utilized.a factor ana]ysis approach to
determine aspects of teaching effectiveness cons1dered 1mportant by
the underqraduate and graduate nursing students and faculty in their
study. The four factors identified included concern for the inter-
personal e]enent in teaching practices--in particular, teacher-student

comnunicat'ion the teacher 3 personal warmth, ability to inspire the

student; and, f1na11y, the teacher's thorough knowledge of the subject



matter..
‘Wood (1971) utilized a portion of the rating scale developed
by Alexander (1968) to determine the teaching effectiveness of
several English tutof§‘(c1assroom instructors) as perceived by their
students. Characteristics which were rated highest included the
teacher's personal appearance, concern for péfient's welfare,
interest in subject, and knowledge of nursing practice. Wood
considered the criteria to be in three‘categories--knowledge and
skiil, personal behﬁvior. and relationships. She concluded that the
English tutors rated high on knowledge and skill but Tow on personality.
As'jn‘AJexander's study, Wood also found that tutors ranked Tow
on presentation of subject matter and stimulation of intellectual
curiosity. The high ranking of concern for.patient welfare among
classroom instructors was a particularly interesting finding.
Armington et. al. (1972) utilized a-questionnaire to have
students Eate.instructors who had theory or theory and clinical instruc-
tion responsibilities. Instructors who wefe ranked aone average
werévthoﬁe who “"were enthusiastic about their work, impressed students
as being exp?rts in their f1e1d; éncouraged studehts to think and
were easily accessible to them" (p. 791). They reporfed‘that the.
characteristics o; teacher effectiveness identified in their study
tended to be similar to those 6f several other étudies which had been‘

\

conducted in general education.

Kiker (1973) focused on criteria perceived as effective d

by different types of students. Kiker grouped“thé twelve character-
istics into three categories--professional competence, relationships

with students, and individual personal attributes. She found
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signff1cant di fferences betwéen undergraduate students in nursing’
and education and graduate nursing students. The undergraduates
rated‘professional competence highest while the graduate students
“ited cr?eativi ty first. The study may have implications for
nursing 1n§trgctors who teach at both the graduate and under-
graduate levelg;i\%\
Dixon and Koerner (1976) utilized a three stage study to
identify effective nurse-educator classroom teaching behaviors.
Two constructs were identified. Factor I was labelled individualized
prescriptive approach. Dixon and Koerner reported that items that
scored highest on this factor{Were--evaluates the students in a
variety of ways'based on objectives pf course; keeps student apprised
of his progress; and, identifies sfudent's strengths and guiqgs the
‘Student toward further development. Factor II was labelled éystematic | -
theoretical orientation. Items which scored highest were--demon- |
strates logical thinking process to wbrk through complicated problems,.
highlights siéni%icant'concgpts and princip]es; and presents content J
systematically and clearly. From their\study Dixon and Koerner advised
| that "investigators who tackle these issues in the future would do
well to focus on differences between classroom and clinical teaching
in nufsing. Previous studies in éhe nursing literature have not Penégﬁ
to differentiate between these aspects" (p. 305). | ‘
Jackson (1977) conducted a study with diploma nursing students
to ascertain their opinions congerning'items which could be utilized
. for course and instructor evaluation in both the clinical and classroom

settings. Unlike Dixon and Koerner, Jackson (171:12) cohcluded:
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An iﬁstrument composed of mutually agreed upon statements
should encourage the greatest possible degree of objectivity.
Using one accepted form throughout the school, all students
would be considering the same characteristics and traits for
every instructor and course evaluated.
A variety of criteria were identified in nursing research
as being indicative of nursing instructor effectiveness. Most frequently
mentioned were those which dealt with the instructor's éva]uative,
teaching and interpersonal relationship skills as well as with her
availability to the student.

The Mitzel Categorization of Criteria.

Mitzel (1960) proposed that criteria ufilized for evaluating
teaching éffectiveness could be placed.into three categories--those of
product, process and presage criteria; According to Mitzel, product
criteria involved a measurement of change in student behavior. He
stated that process criteria "are most often described and measured
in the classroom in terms of conditions, climates, or typical sitﬁations
V involving the social interactions of sFudents and teacher" (p. 1483);
. The final éategory, the presage criteria, were described by Mitzel as
"pseudo-criteria, for their relevance depends upon an assumed or
conjectured relationship to other criteria, either process or product"”

(p. 1484). In discqssing presage ériteria, Mi;zel further indicated:
| -~ There are at least four types of presage variabies in
common use as criteria in teacher effectiveness research:
a) teacher personality attributes, b) characteristics of
teachers in training, c) teacher knowledge and achievement and
d) inservice teacher status characteristics (p. 1484).

Mftzé] indicated that the relationsh%p between process and

‘Product criteria must be emphasized. He stated, "If certain définable

and observable educational means are C]early better than others, then

their effects should be discoverable in measured educational ends"



(p. 1484).
Recent research utilizing Mitze]'é categg?ization of

criteria has occurred in general education. Moore (1966), Thomas  «
(1969), and Rogers (1970) used Mitzel's categorization of criteria
1n.exam1n1ng how principals and inspectors evé]uate teachers. Moore‘
identified thirty criteria for his study instrﬁhent--ten eacﬁ pf

the product, process, and presage categories. iCooper:(1972) modified
- the criteria developed by Moore and utilized the resultant tool to
ascertain practices for eva]uatingvcommunit& college personnel in .
Wes tern Cansda. Volk (1972) utilized the criteria déve]oped by

Moore to study the perceptions of urban -Saskatchewan school teachers
concerning actual and preferred criteria for the evafuation of their
teaching effectiveness. No evidence was found to indicate thaf the
Mitzel categorization has been emplo§ed in nursing instructor evaluation
research. | | m

Product Criteria

Support for the utilization of prbducf criteria. The concept

'of evaluating teachers in terms of gains made by their students is not
a new one. Parker (1975) indicated that the jdea of appraising teachers
' . g
by the achievements made by their students was advanced in the United
States as early as 1913. Johnson et. al. (1975:178) explained the
jnterest in product evaluation as follows:
Perhaps the most obvious approach to' the evaluation of
teaching is by looking at student leaming outcomes as
direct results. The ease with which this approach can be
stated, and its apparent common sense, no doubt largely
account. for its perennial attractiveness.
McNeil and Popham (1973) seemed among the strongest

present day proponents for the dti]ization of_product criteria. They
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stated that "a focus on pupils reveals far more about the effectiveness
of teachers than does the direct study of teachers themselves" (p. 218)
and advocated the pupil gain approach for research on teaching effective-
ness. They 1nd1cafed that many researchers have "succumbed" to the
difficulties associated with this approach,

: and have opted to use more readily available criteria. By

- studying certain procedures employed by teachers and assuming

that these procedures are related to pupil growth, the investigator

gets at a readily accessible process criterion and hopes it

reflects an outcome criterion (p. 220).

Volk (1972)- found that while current Saskatchewan teacher
evaluation practices indicated that most emphasis was given to process
criteria and the'ieast to product criteria, teachers preferred that
process criteria remain of greatest impoktance but that increasing
emphasis be given to product criteria.

McNeil and Popham (1973) advocated two new approaches to
teacher evaluation based on student géin. The concept of teacher
power tests was discussed earlier. In addition, they suggested the use
of \contract plans which are based on'student_ga%P. They indicated that: '

the essence of this technique involves the development of

a carefully selected set of objectives for the. pupil. Super-

visors and teachers agree in advance what they will accept as evi-
dence that the teacher has been successful in changing the skills,
competencies or attitudes of his students (p. 234). o

Concerns related to the utilization of product criteria. Costin

et. al. (1971:520) deecribed the utilization of student gain criteria as
being " fraught with practica1 and technica]'difficu1t1e$."_ McNeil and
Popham (]973). although advocates of the approach, identified certain
philosophical and technical difficulties associated with 1t. They

discussed the technical difficulties as including:

\

‘?
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concerns about the adequacy of measures for assessing a
wide range of pupil attitudes and achievement at different
oducational levels and in diverse subject-matter areas,
failure to account for instructional variables that the teacher
does not control and unreliability in the results of teacher
behavior, that is, inconsistent progress of pupils under the

l same teacher (p. 218). .

The deve]opment of adequate measures to assess teaching effectiveness
in terms of pupil gain may be difficult in a subject such as nursing
which has a heavy focus upon the knowlege, skill and attitude domains.
?erhaps this is the reason that although product criteria sometimes
receive support in discussions, they do not seem to have been
incérporated into nursing instructor evaluation resgarch or practices.
For example, Conley‘(1973:367) gtated that "ideally teaching success
should be judged primarily in terms of changed behavior in students."
She then proceeded to discuss a teacher evaluation approach which
appeared to use process and presage criteria exclusively.

Johnson et. al. (1975a) expressed a concern in-addition to
that of the technical difficu]tiés associated with evaluation by stud-
gain. They emphasized that teaching and learning were two separate
processes and that whether or not Tearning occurs is often a matter
of choice and/or ability 6n the part of the student.

| ) Johnson‘(1975) added a third concern related to the utilization
of groduét critéria. He noted that United States legislation on teacher
eVa]uation has been utilizing stuq;nt gain as its foéus. He also seemed'
concerned with the extent to whicﬁ evaluation procedures are prescribed.
As an example, Johnson (1975:607-608) cited the California Stull Act of
some years ago which mandated a:

"uniform system of evaluation and assessment of performance
of certified personnel within each school district of the state."
Each district was ordered to develop "objective evaluation and



assessment guidelines" based on "standards of -expected student
progress in each area of study and techniques for the process."
It was required to review "competence" as it "relates to
established standards of student progress."

/

Pedersen (1975) noted that with the Canadiﬁn public's increasing demand
for accountability, product oriented teacher evaluation legislation

may become a reality for Canadian education in the future.

Process Criteria

Support for the utilization of process criteria. Glasman

(1976) saw the approach of utilizing process criteria as a valuable
one for present day educational administrators. 'He stated:

Because there are no comprehensive theories of teaching,

one cannot be sufficiently certain about what good and bad

teaching means and, therefore, cannot specify with certainty

criteria for its evaluation. In the absence of such theories

to guide the construction of appropriate evaluation instruments,

the administrator is faced with two "strongly advocated"

positions on the matter of instruments. A state legislator or

a taxpayer wants instructors to be evaluated in terms of the

extent to which students learn. They are essentially demanding

'product” evaluation. Instructors who reluctantly agree to be

evaluated want "input" variables to be taken into account.

They argue that students' level of intelligence or administrative

support of instructors do effect teaching success. As researchers
~develop their theories of teaching and its subsequent evaluation,

the administrator's most viable option at this point is to

adopt a compromise between the two positions (pp. 314-315).

The use of process criteria seemed to be a pobu]ar one in general
educ;tion. Vo]k (1972) found that.the Urban Saskatchewan school

teachers in his study perceived that the greatest emphasis in eVa]uating
their.teaching effectiveness was on process criteria. Hevstated’ﬁhat his .
- findings coinéided with those of Moore (1966), Tﬁomas (1969) and Rogequ(1970)>
who found that "both inspectors and principals e;bhgsized process
criteria and de-emphasized prBduct criteria in eva]Jating teachers"

(p. 95). Volk also found that the _instructor“preferences were for

process-oriented evaluation criteria.

\

The nursing studies cited earlier seemed to emphasize process



criteria. Interpersonal relationship skills and specific teaching
skills seemed to be mentioned frequently.

Concems related to the use of process criteria. Although

tﬁe usé of process criteria for teacher evaluation has been popular,
a major concern has been expressed regarding the fact that teaching
behéviors may be evaluated without adequate consideration of the
relatjonship of those teaching behaviors to student learning (McNeil
and Popham, 1972). The lack of focus on this relationship in the
past may be related to the present day emphasis on student gain criteria
in United States educational legislation (Glasman, 1976; Pedersen, 1975;
Johnson, 1975). N |

Another concern related to the use of prdéess criteria
indicated that it may be difficult to distinguish between process and
presage criteria. According to Johnson et. al. (1975a:173):

Analysis of pedagogical behaviors fails to distinguish

critical teaching acts from more general teacher characteristics
interpretable in terms of teacher personality. _ .

Johnson et. al. (1975a) also expressed a concern related to

the method of selecting process criteria for use in teacher evaluation.

39

They stated that the problem is with "the logical, empirical and theoretical

grounds for the choice of any particular set of pedagogical behaviors
as the basis for evaluation of teaching" (p. 189). They indicated
that educational researchers in the past have very seldom presented thé

logic behind their selection of particular sets of teaching behaviors.

Presage Criteria

Support for the utilization of presage criteria. Johnson et.

al, (1975a) recognized measurement of teacher characteristics as one'of

the three basic approaches to teacher evaluation. They indicated:

/



This approach to.eva]uétion of teaching attempts to show
that teachers with certain characteristics ?such as friendliness,
fairness, humor, sensitivity, enthusiasm, or the appearance of
competence, for example) are approved, valued, or accepted by
individual students or groups of students. The efficacy of
the approach appears to rest upon the notion that learning will
be increased if students come to perceive their teachers as
attractive human beings. Thus, teachers who possess the supposedly
desirable characteristics will presumably be good teachers.
Furthermore, teachers who possess more of them, or possess them
to a greater degree, or appear to possess them in the eyes of
a greater .number of observers, will be better teacheps than those
who have them only to a lesser degree (p. 184).

Cooper (1972) found that when college teachers were being assessed for

administrative promotion, presage criteria were considered as most

important, while process criteria were stressed in the evaluation of
instructor competence. The three presage criteria considered most
important for administrative prometion were the degree of cooperation

by the instructor with other staff members, the dependability of

the instructor, and the quélities of Teadership displayed by the

instructor. Although in Cooper's research no overall difference

existed between criteria used in th- ‘wo evaluative situations, evidence

that the importance given to specific criteria varied with the evaluative

purpose was apparent in her study. '
Some presage criteria were identified in nursing research

on teaching effectiveness. The teacher's personal warmth (Lowery et. al.,

1971), her personal appearance (MWoods, 1971), and expertise (Armington

et. al., 1972) were examples of the criteria identifidd in the nursing

studies.

Concerns related to the use of presage criteria. Costin
et. al. (1971) expressed concem over the use of presage criteria for
evaluating teaching effectiveness. They stated that:

although one is apt to assume intuitively that students'
ratings of cq11ege teachers' performance should be influenced
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by or corre]ated with personality traits . . . . very little
evidence exists to demonstrate whether or not this is so
(p.184).

‘Johnson et. al. (1975a) indicated that in Using téacher characteristics
to detérmine effectiveness it was difficult to_deve]op criteria
specific to teachers.

It seemed that the use of each of Mitzel]'s categories‘of
criteria received support in the literature. Each approach had
Timitations associated with it. The approach or approaches selected
for instructor evaluat1on\méy well vary with such factors as purpose,,

ease of assessment and system prescriptions which may 1imit the choice

process.
SUMMARY -

In this chapter theoretica1 and research Iiteratdre were
reviewed in an attempt to prov1de and develop the background for the
study. The 11terature suggested that peer, student and self evaluative
inpuf were most popular for nursing instructor evaluation, while
administrative and supervisory iﬁput was accepted for use with instructors
not teaching in the clinical practice area. One study 1nd1cated that ™
length of time as teachers did not affect the preference of various
nursing facu]ty mer :-s for utilizing student eva]uat1ve ﬁnput

The 11terature also suggested that a range of data gather1ng
pract1ces were utilized for teacher evaluation in generh] education,
while the evaluation of nursing instructors seemed more limited ;o the:
use of rating sca]és, checkli§ts and questionnaires. There was no
indication as to whethef or.not nursihg instructors would prefer a

broader range of data gathering practices to be used. . .
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The literature seemed to indicate that most research in
nursing education had been.related to teaching effectiveness criteria.
One study indicated that the teacher characteristics identified as
éffective in that study were similar to those identified in general
education studies. The literature also suggested that nurs<e educators
differed in opinion as to whether criteria utilized for instructor
evaluation in a setting such as the classroom could also be utilized
or adapted for use in evaluating the nUréing instructor in other
settings. | |

" No evidence was.found in the 1itefaturevto %ndicate that
Mitzel's categorization of criteria had been utilized in nursing = .
education research on teacher effectivenq;s. 'General education\stddies
which used the categorization described by Mitzel determined that |
teacher éva]uatfon practices presently emphaSized proceés criteria.
- One study whiéh asked teachers to indicate both existing and preferred
criteria found thaf\the teachers' selection 6f criteria varied in tﬁ;;e
two situations. No sim11arstudy seemed to have been conducted wifhin
nursing education. Therefore, little seemed to be known about
‘ variab]és which might have an efféct‘upon nursing insfﬁuctor perceptionsv
concerning the actual ‘and preferred situations for evaTuqting their
teaching effectiveness. For example, whether anlinstrUCtorlteaches in
a bacca]aqreate or diploma nursing program may;affect her perceptions
concerning teécﬁer evaluation. Simi]ar1y,‘wifh increasingveducationél
preparation,'a”nursing instructor may be exposed td more informqtioh on
teacher'eva1gation; - Lo

v
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CHAPTER 111
INSTRUMENTATION AND METHODOLOGY

This chapter provides a descriptiqn of the 1n§tr;1ment used
in the study and of the methods used to coéllect and analyze data.
The initial section deals with the')pmcedures uti lgized to develop the
bersona] ahd professional data, the criteria, and the comment aspects
of the instrument. The final section prdvides a descriptidn of the

methods employed to collect and analyze the data of this study.

INSTRUMENTATION

The Pilot Study &

For the purpﬁses of this study, it was hecessary to collect
data regarding the percep;:ions 6f nurﬁing instructors conceming
evaluation of their teaching effectiveness. Mitzel's catégorization'
of criteria was adopted as the basis for developing an instrument
" for data collection.

Fort'y-itwo bilot s tudy questionnaiireitems, related to ‘the
general and nursing education literature and based upon Mitzel's
’ cﬁteria as well as studies éonduct_ed by Cooper (1972) and Volk (1972),
were constructed. The items developed were intended to represent
the product, process and presage categories equaﬁy-and were placed in
random orde,r" in the pilot study questionnaire. Since the nursing
education 1iterature reviewed made iittle reference to produét oriented
criteria, the exﬁ]anatory lettér atzwpanying the pilot study questionnaire

\

43



indicated that criteria which measured nursing instructor effectiveness
in terms of student performance had beenlinc1uded in the questionnaire.

The pilot study questionnaire was circulated to thirty

;;inursing instructors in Alberta and British Columbia known to be teaching
in diploma or basic baccalaureate nursing programs, or to have done so
within the last three years. In Section I of the instrument, pilot
study subjeéts were asked to provide specific personal and professional

)

data.
Section II of the questionnaire requested pilot study subjects

to rate criteria in terms of their perception of the importance which
each criterion was given’(actual) and should be gi;én (preferred) in
the evaluation of their teaching effectiveness. The following rating
scale was utilized:

0 Don't know

1 None or very ]imitedhimportance
Some importance

Moderate importancg

HwWw N

Great iﬁportance

. S 'Very gré?t importance
In Section III of the questionnaire, respondents were asked to
work-throdgh the 42 items a second tfme and to rate each item on an
eight-point sca]é in terms of its clarity. A rating of one meant.
that the item was unclear, while eight indicated that the meaniﬁr =
the item was clear. In addi tion, respondents were ‘requested to .. .
4uggest{onskin the space provided below each item as to how the clarity

me item mic- " be {mproved. | )



In Section IV, subjects were requested to couuknt on the
questionnaire or on the topic of nursing instructor evaluationAin general.

Responses were received from 27 (90 percent) of the pilot
study subjects. Difficulties which the pilot study subjects had in
completing Section I of the instrument were noted so that.fhese problems
could be avoided in the construction of the Nursing Instructor Evaluation
Instrument.

The responses to Sections II and III made by 25 pilot study
participants (83 percent) were analyzed by conputeri Two additional
qUestionnairgs were reieived following analysis. Comments made on the
various sections of thése instruments were noted.

Frequencies and means were calculated for the actual and

pi%ferred responses to each item in S&ction II in order to determine

the importance given to each item by the pilot study participants. Thesem.

results aided in the selection of criteria for inclusion in the Nursing
Instructor Evaluation Instrument.
The results of Section II of the pilot study were factor

analyzed by use of a varimax rotation procedure in order to determine if

)

" the criteria represented product, 5rocess and présage categori;ations

as proposed by Mitzel. Five,ifour, three aﬁd“tﬁﬁ“fattor‘501Utions_were
attempted for both the actual ahd preferred series of responses. Each
of the factor analyses on the p;eferngd responses accounted for more ‘of
the total variance than each of the comparable analyses on the actual
responses. For that reason, the results of the breferred anajysis were
utilized. The three factor solution seemed to represent the best -
distriBu@ion of significant lpadings. Table 1 shows the three factor

solution for the preferred criteria. ®actor I seemed to deal with product
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Pilot Study Factor Solution for Preferred

Table 1

Criteria Emerging From Varimax
Rotation and a Three Factor Solution

Factor III

[ tems Communalities Factor I Factor 11
1 0.278 -0.481 ~0.042 0.213
2. 0.596 0.719 0.091 -0.264
3. 0.383 "_0.181 -0.159 0.596
4. -0.618 -0.181 0.117 0.756
5. 6.159 0.045 0.379 0.116
6. 0.456 0.295 0.605 -0.053
7. 0.313 -0.052 0.535 0.155
8. 0.435 0.180 0.605 0.189
9. 0.624 0.716 - 0.057 0.329
0. 0.392 ~0.016 0.624 -0.040
. 0.551 -0.197 0.716 -0.021
12. 0.294 . -0.343 0.419 0.040
13. 0.441 0.103 0.583 0.301
1a. 0.683 0.208 0.789 -0.127
15. 0.719 0.806 0.117 0.237
16. 0.504 0.396 -0.¢ 0.589
17. . 0.346 -~ 0.088 .32 0.485
18. £ 0.496 0.049 0.07 0.698
19. 0.691 0.008 0.800 10.225
20. 0.225 -0.162 0.404 0.191
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Table 1 (continued)

Items - Communalities Factor 1 Factor II  Factor III
21. ~0.584 ©0.176 0.727 0.156
22. 0.735 0.852 -0.095 . -0.024
23. 0.455 o 0.671 0.067 _0.019
24, 0.256 0.299 0.162 0.375
25. 0.396 0.593 0.175 -0.118

 26. 0.579 - 0.014 0.183.  0.739
2. 0.120 ~0.028 0.345 0.002
28. 0.637 0.797 0.032 0.019
29, 0.799 0.865 -0.151 0.166
30. 0.305°  0.284 -0.012 4_“_&

31. . 0.528 0.007 | 0.701 . 0.190
P?. 0.758 0.708 .  -0.174  0.476
33, 0.497 ~0.283 0.354 0.539
3. 0.797 0.191 0.385  0.797
3. 0.700 © 0.096 0.606 0.570

%, 0.736 0.820 0.128 0.219
.  o.el 0.845  -0.119 . 304
38. 0.3%7 . 0.4 023 0.602 °
39. 10.173 0.096 - 0.350 o.>n<z

-~ 40. 0.601 0.675 0.148 0‘.1352\
a. 0.527 0108 0.390 0.604 |
a2. 0.355 -0.094 - 0:588 -0.002

&

Percent;,age of Common Variance _
100.000 30.798 32.381 . 28.82]
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cr1ter1a.}Factor I1 with items of a process nature and Factor III

with the presage criterial The results of the three factor solution
were utilized to identify items which could be included in the Nursing
Instrucfor Evaluationiinstrument to represent product, prbcess and
presage criteria. |

| Frequencies and means were calculated to determine the
perceived clarity of each of the 42 criteria included in Section III
of the instrument. The clarity ratings and the extensive suggestions °
for item improvement that were madeAby pilot study participants aided
in the selection and modification of items for inclusion in the
'Nursing Instructor Evaluation Instrument. o

Comments made on Section IV of the pilot study instrument

were qategorized according to: general comments concerning evaluation

of nursing instructors, comments concerning instrument construction

and comments concerning criteria for evaluating teaching effectiveness.
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Out of the 27 queStionnaires returned, 19 (70 percent) contained comments .

in Section IV. Seventy-four percent of those who completed Section IV
made at least one commeﬁt in their responées conceming the critéria
which dealt with student‘gain. The high response réte and the nafure
of the responses to this section indicated that subjects ‘completing

the Nursihg Instructor Evaluation Instrument might make use of a similar
section if it were included fn that instrument. -

The Nursing Instructor Evaluaton Instrument

The Nursing Instfuctor Evaluation Instrument is included in
Appendix A, page 148. It contains three sections. Section I, Personal
and Professional Data, includes the following nine variables: agé,

A

’?’
highest Tevel of education, amount of teaching experience, length of
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employment, type of present employment, hours employed at present,
aréa of major teathing responsibility, type of program and approximate
number of full-time faculty. It was thought that these variables
might have considerable relevance to the perceptions being studied.

Sectibn II: of the'Nursing Instructor Evaluation Instfumeht
deals with evaluators, data gathering practices and criteria for
evaluating nursing 1nstructor§. The same rating scale was utilized
throuéhoUt Section II. The regqunse key was a§ follows:

1 Very 11‘mi ted importance

Limited inpor_’tanlce

Médera'oe importance

& w N

| Gréat importance
5 Very great importance _

Section II(a) of the Nursing Instructor Evaluation Instrument
asks respondents for their perceptions concerning the importance which
specific types of individuals had (actual) and should have (preferred)
in the evaluation of nursing instructors. Types of individuials were
utilized rather than spéc*l fic titles since nursi‘hg“educa* m programs
were known to have a variety of administrative structures. Space
was provided for respondents to specify other personnel who might be

involved in evaluating their teaching effectiveness and to rate their

"

perceived 1npoftance. ,

Section .II(__b) deals with practices which might be undertaken
to gather information for evaliua'_cing nu'r;sing instructors. A brief
description of each practice was included since the pialot study suggested
that extensive systems of nursing instructor eva‘lua‘tion might not be

common. The descriptions included-were a modified version of those |

e



utilized»by Parker (1976).

Section II(c) deals with criteria for evaluating teaching
effectiveness. Ten criteria from each of the process, presage and
product cétegories as identified by the pilot study féc;or analysis
were retained for the questionniare. The criteria se]ected were
modified considerably from the pilot study based upon input from the
pilot siudy\subjects. Modi fications generally took the form of
making an item more specific or rewrfting a criterion in beha?iora]
terms.

A table of random numbers was utilized to determine the
order which the categories Qould take throughout Section II(c). Within
the categories, 1tens‘yere arranged in what was perceived to be
ah.easy to difficulty ordering according to the results of the factor
analysis, the assessment of the clarity of each item by the
pilot study respondents, and efforts to ensure that product items were
preceeded and followed by criteria which clearly referred'io the

instructor.

Section III encouraged respondents to comment on nursing

A\

instructor evaluation in general and/or the queStionnaire itself.

METHODOLOGY

Collection of Data

The Nur§1ng Instructor Evaluation Instrument was distributed
to nurse educators who were teachihg in Alberta dip]oma’or basic .
vbaccalaureate ﬁursing programs'at‘the tjme of the study. In order to
obtain participants for the study, a request was made to meet with

-the administrators who formed the Consortium of Senior Nurse Educators.

-
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The administrators were informed of the nature of the proposed reseérch
on nursing nstructor evaluation at their Januéry 1977 meeting. A
follow-up 1ette} was then sent to each Consortium member, asking that
person to provide a 1ist of facd]ty members whom they considered to

be teaching nursing one-half time or more in their program. They

wére requested to 1nc1ude both those employed sessionally and on a
permanent basis. In addition, the Tetter requested permission .to

send the questionnaire and a follow-up letter to the work address of
each facu]ty member provided. Faculty 1ists were subsequently received
for all diploma and basic baccalaureate programs in Alberta.

. Two hundred and thirty one questionnaires were mailed to the
nursing instructors identified for the study. The questionnaire included
a covering letter which indjcated that the anonymity of‘individua] |
résbonses would be ensured. A se]f-éddressed, stamped envelope was
enclosed for returning the questionnaire. In addition, a self-addressed,
s tamped post card was included for those who yished to receive a summaﬁy
of the study results. A reqinder bost card was sent to all pghtﬁcipantsl
 ten days after the original questionnaires had been distributed. A
follow-up letter was distr1bhted appéoximateiy one month following the
reminder post card in ordgr to encourage any remaining study participants
who wished to comp]ete the questionnaire to do so as soon as possible.
ATl correspondencebis included in Appendix B, page 158.

One hundred énd eighty nine questionnaires were returned
Of these, five were not usable, leaving one hundred and eighty four
ret&rns to be analyzed. The usable returns represenited eighty percent of

the study participants.
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Statistical Analyses

Pearson and Phi correlational procedures were utilized to
determine the relationships between the nine personal and professional
variables included in the study.

In analyzing the data from Section II of the questionnaire,
standard deviations and rankings of means wefe utilized to show the
extent of common perceptions concerning the importance of actual and
preferred evaluators, data gathering practices and Eriteria.

The Spearman rho correlation from ranks was used to determine
the degree of Fe]at1onsh1p between the importance given to the various
evaluators, data gathering practices and criteria in the actual and
preferred situetions. | |

T tests were utilized to determine whether differences which
existed in perceptions concerning actual and preferred eva]uators,
xdata gathering practices and criteria were of statistical significance.

T and F tests were used to deterﬁine the effect which the
nine personal and professional variables had upon perceptions concerning
actual and preferred evaluators and data gathering practices.

A factor analysis was done to determine if criteria tended

52

to cluster in Mitze1's categories of process, product and presage criteria.

T and F tests were utilized to determine the effects which
the nine personal and professional variables had upon preferences for

\
product, process and presage criteria.

SUMMARY

The data for this study were collected by the use of a

questionnaire. In addition to questions dealing with personal and
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professional fnfonnation. and questionnaire included measures for

types of evaluators, data gathering practices and criteria for assessing
nursing instructor effectiveness. A1l Alberta nursing instructors
teaching one half time or more in basic baccalaureate or diploma

nursing schools were included in this study.

/ !

/
;



CHAPTER IV
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA AND DISCUSSION OF
THE FINDINGS

This chapter provides a description of the findings which
emerged when di%ferent tyoes of analyses were applied to the data, as
well as a discussion of those findings. The initial section deals with
preliminary findings regarding personal and professional variables as
'we11 as relationships between the independent variables. F1nd1ngs
related to types of eva]uators data gathering pract1ces and cr1ter1a

are discussed in subsequent sections. The final section presents a

summary of the chapter.

/PRELIMINARY FINDINGS

Personal and Professional Information

The nufsing instructors were asked to answer nine quesfions
presented under the heading, Personal ‘and Professionai Data. Information
was obtained conoeroing the instructor's age, 1eve1 of education,
amount of'teaohing experience, length of present emp]oyment, type ,of
present employment, hours of present emp]oyment, area of major teaching
responsibility, type of program and number of full-time faculty. G

Frequency and percentage d1str1but1ons were used to summarize .
'the-responses to the nine questions. Table 2 presents information

_concerning the respondents Since there were infrequent responses to

some of the 1tems, the data collected from this section of the

 nili—
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questionnaire were collapsed into the categories indicated on the

table.

Table 2 ‘indicates that 60.4 percent of the instructors were
between the ages of 26 and @5. Table 2 also indicates that 4 out of 5
of the instructors had a bacc‘:alaureate‘degree or a baccalaureate plus
some additional preparation while only 9.2 peroent of the instruétors
were prepared‘at the master's l.evel The relatively §‘mall number of
nurses prepared at the master's level indicates that this study was

" concerned primarily with perceptions concerning nursing instructor

ev_aluation as held by instructors with baccalaureate preparation. Studigs

involving more master's l'evel prepared nurses might produce findings

_significantly different from the ones emerging in this study. . »

Table 2 shows that approximat~lv one half of the nursing |
instructors had less than 5 years . tec. fnng experience; however. a

full 81 percent of the instmctorc had been employed in their present

57

teaching positions for less than 3 yc-~<. The employmenz*llobility

uhich characterized the study participants might have provided them
with an understanding Of a variety of institutional practices whicii.ﬂ S
existed for nursing instructor evaluation. on the other hand, teachers
who were neu to an institution might be uncertain as to what- evaluation
practices did exist “Table 2 indicates that most of the nursing

instructors were employed on a permanent basis and were norking in a

'full-tine capacity Table 2 also indicates that abdut two-thirds of
-nursing instructors had approximately equal clinical and classroom teaching
’ r.i."'j responsibilities The fact that the najori ty of respondents had uaching
' :nesponsibilities in both areas is likely to ‘have had an effect upon ‘

l'i their responses in terns of. selection of evaluators. data gathering

! 4
«/



practices and cri ter_'ia cons tdered appropriate for both settings.

Table 2 reveals that 87 percent of the instructors taught in ‘brograms
which prepared diploma nurses. The s.:dy primarily involved instructors
teaching in hospital and college based programs ‘since the prep:ration
of diploma nurses occurs in those settings. Studies involving more
instructors teaching in baccalaureate programs might nroduce
significantly different findings from the ones emerying in this study
Finally. Table 2 shows that schools withklf) -19 faculty m? rs

were mst oomon, houever -a variety of school sizes is apparent.

Relation&lips Bebveen .the Independent Variables

_' it Cor're]etional procedures were utilized to explore relation-
ships,i heiueen the independent variables ‘ATl possible relationships
ibeuveen the 9 variables are reported in Table 3. -The tabluhows
t.hat 32 out of a possible 36 elationships were found to be
statistiCally significant.

- Table 3 shows that anproximately two-thirds of.the significant
relationships were‘positive. b Menx of the posii:ive relati?nships such_
~as the correlat*w"' setween age\ and amdunt of teaching experience were
¥ expected; however, one neletionshi'p' of note is that which occurred - -
between age and mnber of faculty The finding indicates thaii older
instructors tended to be employed at the larger schools. Teble 3
: .also shows that older teachers and’ those with move education tended
to stay in a place of emloyment longer. In addi tion, Table 3 shows
significant relationships between length of present employment and
school size. T:;e finding indicates that instmctors working in
larger schools tended to have been employed longer than those teachi ng

T

in the smller schools. '_ ~
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‘Table 3 indicates that 8 (out of a possib]e 36) relation-
ships had significant negative correlations. One relationship of
note is that which occurred between age and level of education. The .
fipding}indicated a tendency for younger instructors to be more
highly educated. The table also shows a correlation indicating that
there was aislight tendency  for those with more education to be

employed in the smaller schools.

}

TYPES OF EVALUATORS
2 ah

Lo

Importance and Consensus'of Peréeptions

One of the purposes of the study was to determine the extent
to which Alberta nurse educators shared common perceptions- as: to who
was and should be invo]ved in providing input for evaluating their

teaching effectiveness. | M »

Table 4 presents the importance which the various evaluatorse”é”i‘

were givenin the actual and preferred situations by ranking the means
for each situation and indicating the difference 1w rank between the

two situations Table 4 reveals that senior admini$#Pwtors were ranked
~as being the most important source of evaluative input, while the

study respondents preferred that input from the instructors themselves,
immediate supervisors and peers be of more 1mportance than that provided
by the seniqr administrator. Input from immediate" supervisors received

the same ranking in both situations (2) as did input from students (4).

Table 4 shows that the instructor herself was perceived by the study ;j

participants as .their most preferred source for evaluative input. The
table shows that the Spearman rho wa§'.49;5'This value indicates' that a

the overall similarity in‘perceptions concerning actua] and prefeirred

g



A Comparison of Perceived Importance of Actual
and Preferred Involvement of Evaluators

"Table 4

Type of Evaluator

Mean Score
Actual Preferred Actual Preferred in Rank

Mean Rank

Difference

Senior\-administ’rator(s) 3.36

- Immediate supervisors 3.28

Peer instructors 2.24
Instructors themselves 2.99
Students ©2.66
Others ‘ 2.00

3.36
3.94
3.42
. 412

ARG N
o e agvp
C R

3.36
2.91

AN s w O,

1

N

4

-3

O N N o

Rho = .49; Not significant
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evaluators was not great enough to be of statistical significance.

Table 5 presents the extent of consensus in perceptions
concerning the importance which various evaluators were given in the
actual and preferred situations by presenting the standardvdeviationSxﬁp
for each type of evaluator. The standard deviation was used as a
measure of consensus since it was recognized that a large standard
deviation nou]d reflect a considerable dispersion or spread in a set
of scores while a small standard deviation would reflect a set of |
scores which were less variable (Popham and Sirptnik, 1973).

Table 5 shows that the most consensus existed concerning
the actual use of others to provide evaluative input. In responding
to the section of the 1nstrument which dealt with'eva1uators, s tudy
subjeots were asked to name personnel other than administrators,
supervisors, peers, instructors themselves and students who nere or
should be involved in provid%ng evaluative input.:’The respondents were

then requested to rate the type of individual named in terms of their

perceptions of the actual and preferi:;iimportance of that individual

in evaluating teaching effectlveness §S1xty two respondents (29 7
percent) completed the other category. The1r responses were categorized
and 1nd1;ated thatlgz 9 percent of the subJects saw the head nurse, or ”
head nurse -in conjunction w1th the ward staff or nursing supervisor

as being most suitable as other sources of evaluative input. Others dnh
the clinical area such as the clinical nurse specialist and the |
physfcian were named by 14.5 percent of the respondents. The remainder
"of the smbjects who comp]eted the other category (22.6 percent)

1nd1cated that’personne] outside of the nur51ng practice setting shou]d

Y

1
3
i
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Table 5

 Extent of Common Perceptions Concerning
Actual and Preferred Evaluators

L

)
Standard Deviation

Type of Evaluator , Actual Preferred
Senior administrator(s) ©1.38 . © 0.95
Inimediate supervisors 1.40 0.83
Peer instructors - 1.21 1.04
Instructors themselves 1.37 0.88
Students 1.32. T 1.03

Others : 1.20 0.99

Gl




)
provide evaluative input. Individuals such as curriculum coordinatoré,
seeretarial staff, registrars and campus directors were suggested.
| Table & indicates that perceptions concerning the actual
use of peers, and then students, had thefnext most common agreement.
Table 5 also shows that the least most common’ perceptions existed
concerningAthe role which immediate supervisors played in evaluating
teaching effectiveness.
2 Table 5 shows that, within the preferred situation, the
most common agreement existed for the role which immediate supervisors
should play in prdviding\evaluative input. The next most common
perceptions were for tﬁe use of instructors themselves and senior
administrators, in that order. Table 5 also shows @hyt the least most
common perceptioné existed concerning:the role which peer instructors
shou]d play. '

Table 5 shows that standard deviations for each of the
‘preferred evaluators were smé]]er.than those of the ac;ua] evaTuatorﬁ,
indicatiﬁg that nursing instructors were more similar in their |
perceptions of who should evaluate than in their understandfng dfﬂthe
existing use of evaluators. A

D1fferences Between Actual and Preferred Evaluators _

" The study‘also addressed itseif to the question of whether
or not any d1fferences found between the perceptions concern1ng actual
_ and preferred eva]uators were of stat1st1ca1 significance. Table 6
compares the actual and preferred evaluators by utilizing the T test.
Table 6 reveals that statistically significant differences existed for

five out of six evaluators, with the greatest difference océurring



Table 6

A Comparison of Perceived Importance of Actual and
Preferred Involvement of Evaluators by Means

Type of Evaluator | A2i321 Prgggared T Value
Senior administrator(s) 3.36, | 3.36 .05
Immediate supervisors o 3.28 3.94 6.0 %+
Peér.instructors 2.24 3.42 =11.59%**
Instructors themselves 2.99 - 412 -12.04%**
Students 2.66  3.36 -6.81x**
Others 200 0 291" -5, 05%**

w**Significant at .001 Tevel

]
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i
between the actua]‘and preferred use of instructors t?emse]ves

as a source of input (7 value, -12.04). Table 6 indicates that

the difference between the actual and pruferred use of peer instructors
was almost as great ( T value, —11.59); No statistically significant
‘difference occurred in the actual and preferred use of senior
administrators, but all other evaluators took on increasing importance
in the preferred sitqation, as indicated by the increase in means from

actual to preferred.

Effect of Independent Variables on Perceptions Concerning Evaluators

The study was concerned with‘the effect which the selected
persona] and professional variables had upon the perceptions of the
study participants concerning actual and preferred eQa]uators. T
and F tests were utilized. SR

Table 7 shows the effect which type of employment had. The
table shows that 1 out of 12 comparisons reathed statistical signifiance.
The large number. of non-significant f1nd1ngs indicates that instructors

4
emp]oyed sess1ona11y and on a permanent bas1s were largely in agreement

N

concerning actual and preferred evaluators. The s1gn1f1cant d1fference

which did occur was that those employed on a sess1ona1 basis had a

stronger. preference forhstudent evaluative input than did those emp]oyed"

r et

on a permanent basis.

vTabTe 8 indicate “hat no statistical]y significant differences
(out of a possible 12) occurred between those employed 50 to 74 percent
of full-time and those employed 75 percent of full time to full-time.
This finding suggests that the gfbups were homogeneous in their

A

perceptions concerning actual and preferred evaluators.

\ -

Az
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'/’\—' v’“‘)‘ ’

Effect of %y‘pe of E,nip]ofmént on Perceptions of
Actual and Preferred Evaluators by Means

Type of Empio ‘ment T Va]ué
Type of Evaluator Sessional {ermanent
Senior administrator(s). ,
ACTUAL 3.03 3.43 -1.42
PREFERRED 3.31 3.36 v -0.28
Immediate Supervﬁsors
ACTUAL 3.69 3.19 ' 1.77
PREFERRED 4.07 3.91 0.93
Peer instructors
ACTUAL 2.38 2.22 0.64
PREFERRED 3.59 3.39 0.92
dnstructors themselves ‘ |
-~ ACTUAL ‘ 2.66 3.06 -1.46
"~ PREFERRED : 3.93 4.16 -1.27 .
Students L “
ACTUAL : 2.93 2.61 Bt .25
- PREFERRED%: 3.70 3.30 Toqieex
; ! .
Others : - -
. ACTUAL o o 2.08 - 2.00 0.21
PREFERRED | 2.71 3.02 -1.02
*Significant at .05 level =



" Table 8

Effect of Hours of Employmént on Perceptions
of Actual and Preferred Evaluators by Means

- Percentage of Full Time T Value
Type of Evaluator 50%-74% 75%-100%
Senior adminfStratoHKs) , '
ACTUAL 2.91 3.42 -1.64
PREFERRED 3.09 3.38 -1.34
Immediate supervisdrs
ACTUAL 3.33 3.25 0.25
PREFERRED 4.09 - 3.92 0.92
Peer instructors ‘
"~ ACTUAL 2.18 2.26 2 -0.29
PREFERRED | 3.27 3.43 -0.67
Instructors themselves .
ACTUAL 2.76 3.06 -0.95
PREFERRED 3.90 4.17 -1.28
Students '
ACTUAL 2.91 2.61 1.00
PREFERRED 3.55 3.34 0.86
Others : )
ACTUAL 1.75 2.05 -0.79 -
PREFERRED 2.69 .06 . -2 :
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Table 9 indicates that 3 statistically significant differences
(out of a possible 12) occurred between instructors teaching in fgsf::
diploma and baccalaureate nursing programs; It reveals that ggcpalad;eatgv
program instructors saw more use being made‘of student evaluative ;
input at present than did diploma instructors. It also indicates that
instructors in the baccalaureate programs had a stfonger preference
for both peer and student inpuf than did instructors teaching in dip]oha |
nursing programs. o

Table 10 presents the effect of age -~ instructor perceptions
concerning who does and should evaluate. One finding out of 12 was

statistically significant, indicating that respondents of various ageé

were largely i agreement concerning actual and preferred evaluators.

The significant finding was concerning the effect of age on perceptions

of the extent to which immediate supervisors were preéent1y uti1ized.

- Differences were found between the 30 and under and over 40 age groups;

’ Betweeh the 36-40 and the‘over 40 age groups; and between the 31-35

and the 36-40 age group. Those jnstructors over 40 peréeived immediate

supervisors to be utilized to the greatest extent. They werevfollowed

by those 31-35, the instructor group under 30 and, fina]]y,'the 36-40

age group.

Table 11 indicates 0 statisticaf]y signifiéant differences

existed between instructors with various levels of education concerning

|

actual evaluators. v
Table 11 indicétes that two statistica]ly significant findings

wére ke]ated to the effect of level of education on preferences for

student and peer éva]uative input. The diffgrence in preference for

peer evaluation occurred between the group of instructors prepared at the

<

o



Table 9

!
£

‘Effect of Type of Program on Perceptions of
\Actual and Preferred Evaluators by Means

T Value “

Type of Evaluator gyﬁe of Erogrgt‘
Senior administrator(s) 3
ACTUAL . "3.35 - 3.46 20,5
PREFERRED 3.38 . 3.17 1.04
Imnmediate supervisors ? . |
ACTUAL 3.24 3.48 .- -0.75.
PREFERRED 3.94 3.87 0.42
Peer instructors :
ACTUAL 2.23 2.38 -0.55
PREFERRED 3.32 4,08 -4, 5] %%
Instructo}s themse1ves :
ACTUAL 2.98 3.08 " -0.41
PREFERRED . 4.1 4.17 -0.27
: ’ . 4 [ s N
Students - '
ACTUAL - 2.58 3.17 -2.05*
PREFERRED, @ — 3.25 4.17 -4, 28%**
Others . .
ACTUAL 2.03 1.80 0.41 .
2.92 3.33 -0.96x0,

PREFERRED

e,
¥
et

*x%$ignificant at .001 level

N\_*Significant at .05 Tevel .
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 Table 10

Effect of Age on.Perceptions of 'Actual

~ and Preferred Evaluators by Means

7

e : Age in Years ~ F Ratio
.Type of Evaluator <30 . .31*_, 36-40 >40 S
Senfor achfnistrator(s) - . Coady
- ACTUAL - 3.15 3.27 3.70 -3.81 2.16

(PREFERRED =~ ¢ 3.3 331 315  3.47  0.53
Imdiaw supervisors ) AR _

- ACTUAL - 3.00 3.50 ,2°50 3.97 6.63%*x

PREFERRED 3.83 4.00 3.95 - 4,06 0.69
Peer instructors S | _ i
.. ACTUAL ' L 2.3 2.20 1.90 2.6 . 0.92

PREFERRED SLows 3,80 3.32 3.55 3.53 . 0.39

_ Instructors themselves L " |

ACTUAL ‘ - +3.00 2.92 o7 3.25 0.1

PREFERRED , 419 408  ° ¢« 827 0.46."
Studeﬁiis ) - . ‘ ; T

ACTUAL C2.45 2.69 2.76 1.58

. PREFERRED 3.26  3.38 , 3.62 907
, Others " ST e R - RN L X '
ACTUAL ’ Low L YL750 2,00 v 2.33 1.18:
'Pnsrs,mgn o292 308 . 3.16 ,0.36

. : ":Q;.:\;\* o — . P - _
***S‘Igrlﬁcant at .001 e
s ‘
-( -
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Table N
" | Effect of Level of Education on Perceptions of
Actual and Preferred Evaluators by Means
[ J
™ Tyve of Evaluator ‘ ‘R.N‘.-"LeveIB?chduc-atig:sters " Ratfo
3 . ACTUAL o 3.28 3. 3.8 . . - 1.3
- PREFERREB | 3.17 3.37 .+ 3.41 0.40
s Jimmemdtate supervisors |
MERL. 1.50
PREFERRED - | . 0.00
“Peer fnstruc -
ACTUAL - - 1.04
o PEFERRED 5.23%*
‘ Instructors themsel*ves S
ACTUAL 1.09 -
PREFERRED ' = . . 1.45
. Students 5
©. -« ACTUAL - 1.94
¥ " PREFERRED 8. 38%**
Others
-7 ACTUAL . - 0.27+
PREFERRED < - 0.99
e T ‘f T ,
. ***Significant at 001 ]eve] - L -
@f . *Significant‘at .01 level = . e’ " vy
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master's’level and the instructors prepared at the baccalaureate
le’yel “Th‘egroup prepared at the master's level had the strongest

ference for peer evaluation.‘followed by those at the R.N. level,

f K

and finally. by the baccalaureate prepared’ group of nursing 1nstructors ﬁnn
Table 1 shows the second statistically significant finding 'to be

the effect of level of education on preference for studént eval?ative
input. The difference occurred between the master' s and diploma
prepared nurses and t%e master s and baccalaureate prepared nurses.
The masteris level instructormfhad the greatest preference for '
student inputa followed by‘unybaccalaureate prepared instructors and.

Q’\p\w

finally, the diploma prepa

o < |
« Table l2 presents the effect of amount of teaching eﬁperience .

onggctual and preferred %galuators Table lﬁ 1rdicate$ that only 1

out of a possible 12 differences was’ foundbto be of statistical Slgnlf—
L &
ncance, indicating that respondents who had been. teaching for varfous BN ’Qt
RSl
lengths og time held similar perceptions concerning evaluators The Y

i
- significant difference whith did occur was “between those with&ﬁet li‘[}~

vt
-

R
years and those w1th 5- 8 years of t%aching experience The group with .

‘ aw'the most use being made of the
R 'te superyisor in present evaluation pra practices. They'were followed% ,
by those with over 8 years experience, 1nstructors wﬂth less than 3 B
‘years and, finally, by the group with 3- 4,years of expdrieﬁce

Table 13 indicates that no statistically significant.differences'
occurred in the perceptions of groups employed For varying lengths of ‘
“time concerning the actual and preferred 1mportance of input from

individuals other than the. 1nstructors themselves !

o}



Table 12

g

, o
: W “A
Effect of Amount of Teaching Experience on Percept10n§ : '
Af Actual and Preferred Evaluators by
Means
Type 0~ raluator pbingsggpgr{encg‘% ryF Ratlo
Senic admin'lstratbr(s) e
ACTUAL o 3.20 3.20 3.54° 3.67 1.26
PREFERRED 3.33 ° 3.46 3.24 3.38 0.43
Immedi ate supervisors: &
ACTUAL 3.18 2.87 3.64  .3.49 2.70*
PREFERRED. 3.76 3.98 4.00 4,06 1.10..
Peer instructors , A 4 o
ACTUAL 2740 2.12 2.13 2.35 0.68
PREFERRED 3.42 3.200° 3.40 3.77- 2.06
Instructors themselves & ' .,
- ACTUAL ‘ 2.85 3.43, . 2.87 3.20" %.73 ‘
PREFERRED 4.00 4.23 ° 4.09 4.20 +0.68
" Students R — ‘
ACTUAL - 2.42 2.53 . 2.84 2.97 1.68
- PREFERRED 3.19 3.18 -~ 3.59 3.60 2.36
RV N . {:} ) - G
. ACTUAL . + 2.00 1.82 1.85 2.67 1.51
' PREFERRED v 2.69 3.13 45 2290 . 2.92 0.55
[ - : N : - N 5 .
*Significant at .05 18\7} -
] ; /
X N R
q-s‘ / b} . ) .‘
; ( .
| "
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G, - Table .13

Effect of Length of Pnesenf Employment on Perceptions of
Actual and Preferred Evaluators by Means

Type of Evaluator JJears o_]f_I;resent'.?fllilploymen‘tj:+ F . Ratio
Senior aaministrator(s)
~ ACTUAL 3.29 3.36 3.10 3.91 2.45
PREFERRED 3.37 3.30 3.31 - 3.47 -0.24
Immedi ate supervisors ®
ACTUAL 3.10 3.58 3.02 3.50 1.80. -,
PABFERRED 3.90  3.98  .3.94  3.94 0.07
Peer‘\inst.ruc_tors .'
ACTUAL - 2.22 2.43 2.10 2.27 0.60
PREFERRED 3.3 3.45 3.72 3.56 0.30
Instructors themselves . o . ‘
ACTUAL 2.68 2.89 3.41 2.97 2.60*
PREFERRED 3.88 - 3.96 4.37 4.26 -  3.24*
=2 Students : R :
ACTUAL oA 253, 2.60 - 2.76 2.79
¥ PRE',FERREB : B %0 o330 3.41 * 3.65
" Others o et : S
ACTUAL '2.13 - 1.58 . 2.00 2.18
PREFERRED 2.72 2.75  3.27 3.17
Lt > . 1
*Significant at .05 Tevel S
v Do | o



——

N 76
&l
Table 13 shows that groups employed for varyingllengths
of time differed significantly in their perceptions of the importance‘
which input from instructors themselves had and should have. The
: 51gn1f1cant d1fferenge 1n percept1ons occurred between those employed

. for less than one year and those emp]oyed between 3 and 4 years C ; '.§&,

3

Those 1nstructors empibyed petween 3 and # years gave the most

- ,,‘!’ﬁ“' .

importance of any group to the use of instructors themselves'as actual

and preferred evaluators. They were followed by those whe had been <
. . : ,_‘_," "Q .

employed 5 or more years those emp]oyed 1-2 years-and, finally, by

those who had worked 1nthe1rpresent emp1oyment for less than one year ?~§$

——

Tab]e 14 presents the ana]ys1s of the effect of maJor v
teach1ng re§$0ns1b111ty on actual and preférred eva]uatorsy The “

1"

absence of statlst1ca11y 51gn1f1cant d1fferences among those whose

major teach1ng respons1b111ty was c11n1ca]. c]assroom, or both,
_ .

1nd1cated homogenf* ¥ 1n terms of- the1r percept1ons of who did and who

P . @ )
shou]d eva]uate;,ﬂ’;{f ~§§§?~, . o

L

" “Tableé T§£indicates the effect of the number of facu]ty‘(fchoal
size) on perceptions... By far the greatest nunber of,statistica]ly
significant differences between groups were apparent with this
1ndependent variable. (Seved out ef a possib]e 12 were significant)

Table 15 reveals a d1fference due to schoo] s1ze for every type of .
%%1’_9’ ) *\

actua] evatggtor except the other category.

r

The d1fference in percept1on of the importance wh1ch senior

adm1n1strators had in hiﬂy1d1ng eva]uat1ve input shown in Tab]e 15
"6ccurred between the ]argest schoo]s (30-39 faculty) and the next two

smalter schoo]s (20 29 and 10e1§?£acu1ty members respect1vely)

G
(. % A»
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Table 14°
Effect of MaJor Teaching Responsibﬂity on Perceptions
. “of Actua] and Preferred Eva]uators by Means
- . o Responsibility F Ratio
Type of. E"a“"ad?:?‘” : Ciassroom Clinical Classroom/
' ' : Clinical
k J
Senior adninistrator(s) e
ACTUAL - , 4 3.30 .- ¢y 3.20y, 3.45 0.60
P:}%.PREFERRED - 3.30 3.45 3.32 0.37
Immediate supervisors : o - | T
ACTUAL i S 2u70 3.000 * . 3;2 2.50
_PREFERRED . 440 . 3.80 - 3.9 2.26
Peér instructors’. **' ' S G | &
ACTUAL - ey el 2,20 2.14 ;. 2.30- 0329
xg“RREFERRED <y 3.30 3.14 - 3.55 2.80
Instructors,themse]vgs é o '
* ACTUAL « ' Sert 3,80 2.96 2.96 0.72 4
' PREFERRED ‘ 4.50° 4.06 4.10 1.07%.
Students “a . .
CACTUAL 7, 2.90 .69 2.63 0.21
- PREFERRED 3.40 3.2‘9 3.39 - 0.15
Others : | -
.~ ACTUAL 1.00 2.27 - 1.90 . 1.10
A PREFERRED 4.00 2.63 * 3.10 ©2.49 7
. A .
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IS

" Effect of Number of Faculty on Perceptions i
of Actgal and Preferred Evaluators by Means «
‘: ) > [
2
Type of Eva]uator <¥gmber]8f]gul]J;BngFacuggfsg FfRat1o
Senior administrator(s) ‘
ACTUAL - 3.1 3.69 3.83 2.57 8. 84 ***
PREFERRED 3.32 3.25 3.40 3.50 0.62
Immpdiate supervisors L ‘
- AETUAL ‘ . "3.83 3.37 . 3.7 2.15 14, 22%%*
PREFERRED .- 4.23 3.91 3.94 3-M 2.03
Peer instructors ;7-

ACTUAL ‘ 2.97 .18 - 1.86 2.33 5.68%%%
PREFERRED 3.70 3.77 3.19 3.02 6.40%**
Instructors themselves o . '

ACTUAL - S5 3.07 313 247 338 3.90%%
PREFERRED ;&{5 224,10 74,10 4.04 4.29 -.9.64‘ v
Students - pi . . | o
ACTUAL ‘ TTR3. 2.95 1.90 2.79 8.70%%*
PREFERRED- , _ "~ 3.40 3.73 3.06 3.14 5.06**
K‘,Othefg : N - | ¢ ‘
" ACTUAL : 2.63. 1.85 2.07  1.50 2.43
PREFERRED = . 2.88  3.27 © 2.81 ' 2.58 1.59
»
]

***Significant at .001 level’
**Significant at .01 Tevel

78
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Participants in school sizes of 20-29 saw senior\administrators as
having the.greatest importance in evaluating ihstruetors. They
were followed by the schools of 10-19 in size, the schools of under
10 faculty and, finally, the Iargest schools (30-39 faculty).

h Table 15 shdws a difference in perception among groups
'concerning the importance which immediate supervisors had in evaluating <
_teachihg effectiveness. The defggznce in perception concerﬂing this *g

1mportance occurred between those “from the largest schools and those o
from every other schoo] size. The smallest schools saw ‘the most i .

use being made of the immediate supervisor. They were followeé, y | X
schoo]s of 20-29 faculty size, 10- 19 size and, finally, by the

Iargest schools (30-39 faculty). ) .

, Table 15 1ndicaies that a difference in percept1on among groups
‘occﬁrred concerning -the actual use of peer instructors. The di fference
ocCurredbetweeh instructors from the sma1]est gthools  (under 10).

and the next two larger schools (10—19 and320§29 respecfively). The

smallest schools saw the most use being made of peer evaluation. They

were folluwed by the largest schoo]s, the schools with 10- 19 faculty

and, finally by schools with 20- 29 faculty members . E .
) ~ Table 15 shows that the statistically significant difference
among group ngceptions concern1ng the importance which - ,tructors o,
‘as evaluators were given occurred between the 1argest faculties (30-39) |
and the next'two sma]]er facu]ty groups The 1argest schools saw this
source of- 1nput as being most 1mportant They were”fo]lowed by the

schools. of 10-19 faculty nembers the sma]lest schoo]s and, finally, thév
~shoots with 20-29- instructors. - L o
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"groups of intermediate size. ‘The faculty group

“Table 15 reveals that faculty members from schbols of different
sizes saw student 1nput as being of vary1ng importance in present

practices. The: difference occurred betweeh facu1t1es of 20-29

~1n ‘size and every other group. Instructdﬁs dn the smallest schools saw
themselves as utilizing student input to the greatest extent. They

.were followed by facultles of 10-19 in size, 30-39 in size, and,

f1na11y, 20-29 in size. Instructors from the smaller schoo1s perceived

that student input was ut111zed more than did instructors’ from the

larger schools.

" The significant difference in preferences for peer input shown e

in Tab]e 15 occurred between the facu]ty groups of largest and sma1]est

size, between the largest and next to smallest gT:up and between the
of 10-19 had the .

greatest preference for peer evaluation.. They were followed by the

facu1t1es under 10, the fa;lélties fmm&% in s1ze and finally, -

the 1argest faculty groupsggéﬁtgwou]d ar that facu]ty who teach

in the smallest schools pré?%% peer eva]uat1on to the greatest

extent.
Table 15 indicates that a significant difference'existed in

terms’ of what faculty from various sized schools preferred in terms

of student 1nput The di fference oecurred between.the second sma]]est ;ﬁ;'
schools (10- ]9) and ‘the two larger grodgs (?Gﬁégﬁ and 30-39 respect1vehy) ?
The s€cond sma]]est schools expressed the greatest preference for student
input. They were followed by the smallest schools, the Jargest schodhs

and the schoo]s of s1ze 20-29, in- that ordgr A compar1son of the

actua] and preférted situations in terms of student eva]uagkve 1nQut

dicated that the sma]lest schools preferred 1ess emphasis upon student
d ,
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input, while the second smallest schools (10-19) preferred that
cbpsfderab]y more emphasis be placed on students as a source of

inﬁut i - -

The non-significant tindings concerning preferred evaluators

‘as outlined in Table 15 indicate that faculties of varying sizes

-and student evaluation should be given.

_Importance end Consensus of Perceptions

seemed to have similar preferences for the importance which senior
administrators, supervisors, instructors themselves and others
should have in evaluating their teaching effectiveness. The: -

perceptions seemed to vary most concerning the importance'which peer

DATA GATHERING PRACTICES

- Sea
. PO

e
oo B

One of the purposes of the study uas to determn: the extent
‘x» . L 4
“to which Alberta nurse’ “edu it rs shared comméﬁfpggceptions concerning
4 b Ao * v
the importance of data gathering practices” whitﬁﬁuére beidg or -

-

Shou]d be used in evaluating their 1nstructiona1 effectiveness.

Tab]e 16 indicates that importance which various data

gathering practices were given in. the actual and pr 5rred situations -

£, :
by a ranking of means and a comparison of thé.difference 1n rank between
Y

the two situations.: giable 16 shows that teacher self appraisal was

seen as the most common method df obtainq‘lEeVaiuation 1nput ‘The

-~

tahﬁe a]so reveals that se]f appraisaf was the preferred method of

t

“choice. Student gain was the second most’ common method by which teacher .

assessment infbrmation was gathered howevere,the study participants

preferred that it be given much 1ess importance. Checklists and rating

scales rated third and fourth, respectively. : W e



A Comparison of Perceived Importance of Actual and /
Preferred Data Gathering Practices

Table 16

s/

h \{,’

Practice Actﬂg?n gtr:*(e);grred Actﬂg?n gxgrmd D;’:fggﬁzce
Performance observation 1.68‘ 3.42 5 2 -3
Interaction analysis .61 3.29 6 -2
Anecdotal reéords : 1.68 3.16 5 5 0
Microteaching . o .1.36 3.30° 7 3 4
Checkl{sts LB 3 6 -3

Rating scales L 244 o4 8 -4
Inventories 1,30 .21, 8 .9 -1
Questionnaires 1.20 ¢ 1.95° 9 ,._TJ” | 2
Student gain 2.03 . a.f8E 7 =5 -
Projective tests BN BRI - | R P -1
Teacher tests '. 1?14 o 10 }O\'d | )0
Se]f\avppra1$a1 . N 239 407 .14. 1 : _\,- '0'

Rho = .70; Significant at .05‘1evé1‘

82
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C minor ro]e in the preferred s1tuat1on

Zfor each data. gathering pracﬁgte

83

i
Table 16 indicates that the preference was for the use
of performance observation, microteaching and interaction analysis
in addition to self appraisa] | These findings suggest that the nursing
instructors preferred direct observation of their teaching behav1or

to be ut111zed in addition to self appraisal.

Tab]e 16 shows that the Spearman rho was 70 This -

value suggests that .there was a. positive correlation between the

actial and preferred use of the data.gather1ng pract1ces, that is the

data gatherIng practices perceived to p]ay a ‘major ro]e in the ex1st1ng

[}

51tuat10n tended to be se “as p]ay1ng a maJor ro]e in the preferred
[

: s1tuat1dh and,’ converse]y, data gatherlng practices perce1ved to play a

'm1nor role, in. the exist}ng s1tuat1on tended to be seen,aS/pT/&ing a.

sy 4
N\‘,»

Tab]e 17 shows the extent ‘of consensus 1n°percept1ons concerning

9w

;1mportance whith varjous data gather1ng pract1ces were g1ven in the

: d preferred s1tuat1ons by present1ng the standard dev1at1on*

0 -

% . ' —t
*“Tab]e 17 1nd1cates%that the most agreement about existing ‘

pract1ces occurred dbncern1ng the use of proJect1ve tests, teacher tests,

-quest1onnaires\anzdanventorles Table 17 also- shows that the

'. participants shar he most d1ffer1ng percept1ons concern1nggthe use

of se]f appraisal performance observat1on and. student gain. Tab]e 17
v

revea]s that se]f appra1sa1 had the greatest degree of var1ance as ;;y

indicated by the standard dev1ation obtained

Table 17 shows that the most common]y shared gercept1ons were

'..concern1ng the prefer{éd use of proJect1ve tests se]f appraisal

questionnaires and teacher tests, 1ntthat order. Tab]e 17 also,1ndtcates

. . X . ‘
\ - - .
. . v »
. - s

\ .
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. . Table 17 Lo
Extent df Conmoﬁ Perceptions Concéming
Actual and Prefer)*ed Data Gathering Practices

i

Y

' |  Standard Deviation
Data Gathering' Practice Actual - - ~ Preferred

‘Perfonnénce' observqtioh ie -4'1.,1‘9' ' o 1.10.
Interaction anaJy’sis _ N | 1.301 T 1 -04
\,,Anécdlota] records - - 1.08 ‘A o | ~1.08
Microteaching.- L | " 0;86\ | | © .02
‘CheckHsts-. gy o . ‘ | 1.06 - ’ ,»1‘.0‘7,: o

. Rating séﬁléggggz s o8 o tos .
In}ventoriﬁ% . | : | . .76 N

0
* Ques tionnaires 0.56 ,0.91

é:‘

Student gain R 16 e 115 4
P/rfojeqtive'tests; LT R .0.23'“"‘7 - - 0.69 ¢
Tgachgf tests e 7 I P“S . | | |

_ ih_ Se1f-épp5gjsa1 L Yo ..gf;f‘o.ggr'

‘v"L.'*“, ) g : | ,» -. | . j v : s | . I 5 o ;\;_‘

,’, I > R el
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that the'most variance in the respondents' perceptions occurred
concerning the importance which student‘gain; performance observation,
anecdotal records and rating scalgs should have. Measuring student

. gain was the preferred data gatherjng practice about which educators
~expressed the greatest difference in perception.

Di fferences Between Actual and Preferred Practices‘

The study was also concerned with the suestion of whether
orlnot any differences which occurred between the actual aﬁd preferred
data gathering practices were of statistical significance. Tab]e 18
indicates that a significant difference was found between the actual
and preferred situation for ea;h of,.the 12 data collection practices.
Table 18 also shows that the means for each of the practices increased
from the actual to the preferred situation, indicating that the siudy
participants were in favor of more emphasjs being placed on éach
practice. The tab]e also shows that perceptions about microteaching,
interaction analysis and self appraisal demonstrated the greatest
di fferences between the actual and preferred situations.

Effect of ‘Independent Variables on Perceptions Concerning Practices

The study a]soxgpnsidered the effect which the selected .
independent variables nﬁghé\have had upon.the perceptions of study
participants concerning actual and~preferred data gathefing prgctices.
\T and F tests were utilized. |

Table 19 shows the effect of type of emp]oyment on data
collection practices. The table ind1cates that 4 out of 24 comparisons
reached statistical‘sign1f1cance mis finding suggests that sessional
and_permahent émployees were genercily in agreement cohcerning actual

and preferred data gathering practices.



Table 18

A Comparison of Perceived Importance of Actual and

Preferred Data Gathering Practices by Means

T Value

Practice ACTUAL PREFERRED

Performance observation 1.68 - 3.42 ~16.28%**
Interaction analysis 1.61 3.29 -18.3/- **
Anecdotal records .1.68 3.16

Microteaching 1.36 3.36. <20 7 ok
checklists 1.75 2.79 =10, 17%**
Rating scales 1.7 2.44 - B.16***
Inventories ) 1.30 2.21 \-11.46?**
Questionnaires 1.20 1.95 -10.76***
Student gain 2.03 2.75 - 6.69%**
Projective tests 1.03 1.35 ~ 6.34%**
Teacher tests 1.14 2.1 213.82%%x
Self appraisal . 2.35 4.b7 -16.90*;*

)

)

***Significant at .001 1eyel



Effect of Type of Enp]dyment on Perceptions of Actual
and Preferred Data Gathering Practices by Means

Tab

le 19

-
: Type of Employment T Value
Data Gathe‘ring Practicg Sessional Permanent
Performance observation
ACTUAL : 2,21 1.58 2.09*
PREFERRED 3.40 3.42 -0.11
Interaction anaiys:.
ACTUAL 1.79 1.58 1.07
PREFERRED 3.10 3.3 -1.08
Anecdotal records
ACTUAL 1.72 1.67 0.24
PREFERRED 3.10 -3.18 -0.35
Microteaching
ACTUAL 1.33 1.36 -0.15
PREFERRED 2.80 3.40 ~2.97%*
Checklists
ACTUAL 1.79 1.74 0.26
PREFERRED 2.63 2.82 -0.85
Rating scales
ACTUAL 1.46 1.76 -1.67
PREFERRED 2.27 2.47 ~0.96
Inventories o
ACTUAL ' 131] 1.31 -0.67
PREFERRED- 2.03 2.25 -1.07
Questionnaires
ACTUAL ~ 1.25 1.19 0.49
PREFERRED 1.97 1.95 0.11
Student gain _
ACTUAL 1.90 2.05 -0.66
PREFERRED , 2.80 <. 74 0.27
Projective tests ' : 4
ACTUAL : 1.00 ‘ 1.04 -0.84
PREFERRED 1.10 1.39 =3.49%**
Teacher tests L
ACTUAL 1.17 ' 1.14 ‘0.31
PREFERRED N 2.03 2.13 -0.52
Self appraisal o
ACTUAL 2.14 ) 2.44 -1.16
PREFERRED 3.60 - 4.17 -2.76**
,&\

*+*Significant at .001 level .
**Significant at .01 level
“*Significant at .05 level

87



Table 19 indicates those who were employed sessiona11y
percéived that performance observation was ut11ized significantly
more than did those who weré employed on a permanent basis. Table
19 also feveals that those emp]oyed on a permanent basis had a
significantly stronger preference for the use of microteyching tﬁan
did those employed sessionally. In addition, the fab]e shows tnat
permanent~emp1oyees had a stro;gef‘preference for use of projectivé
tests and self-appraisal.

Table 20 indicates the effect which hours of employment
had upon perceptions concerﬁing data gathering practices. The table
shows that 2 out of 24 comparisons feached statistical significance,
The’ﬁ#éat number of non-significant reSu]t;;indicates that those
employed from 75 percent of full-time to fu]l-t{me generally shared
the same perceptions concering data collection practices for teacher
evaluation as did thogg employed from 50 to 74 percent of full-time.

| Table 20 shows that those employed in a fu]i time o} near to

full-time capacity saw ratings scalesas utilized more than did those
“employed less than 75 percent of a fu11;t1me capacity. In addition,
those employed on a 75 percént of full-time to fuli-time basis -
had a stronger preference for the use of projective'tests and self
dppraisal than did those employed oﬁ more of a part-time basis.

‘Table 21 reveals that out of 24 comparisons befweeﬁ the
perﬁeptions of instructors teachfng in‘diploma aﬁd baccalaureate
programs concerning data collection préctices, none were statistically
significant. These findings indicate a high degreé of agreement between

the groups as to actua1-énd preferred data gathering practices.

Table 22 reports the effect which the variable of age had



(f

Eff.ct of Hours of Employment on Perceptions of Actual
and Preferred Data Gathering Practices by Means

Table 20

‘ Percentage of Full-Time T Valde
Data Gathering Practice 50%-74% " 75%-100%
‘Performance observation
ACTUAL 2.15 . 1.66 - 1.44
PREFERRED 3.62 3.37 1.00
Interaction ana1ysis ) , T
ACTUAL ~1.48 1.62 -0.61
PREFERRED 3.14 3.31 -0.73
Anecdotal records
ACTUAL 1.70 1.66 0.15. .
PREFERRED 3.27 - 3.1% 0.49 '
Microteaching '
ACTUAL - 1.33 - 1.35 ° -0.11
- PREFERRED 2.90 3.35° " =1.90
~ Checklists ‘
- ACTUAL 1.65 1.71 -0.26
PREFERRED 2.64 2.80 -0.67
Rating scales : :
ACTUAL . 1.35 . - 1.73 -2.40*
PREFERRED S 2.36 : 2.46 -0.37
Inventories '
ACTUAL 1.20 - 1.28 -0.53
PREFERRED 2.41 ' 2.19 0.94
Questionnaires
ACTUAL 1.40 1.17 1:72
PREFERRED 2.18 . 1.89 1.44
Student gain : ‘ '
ACTUAL : 2.25 2.01 0.88
PREFERRED 2.86 2.73 0.48
Projective tests
ACTUAL 1.00 : - 1.04 -0.69
PREFERRED -1.09 1.38 =3, 4Q%*
Teacher tests .
ACTUAL - 1.10 1.15 -0.40
PREFERRED . 2.19 2. N 0.38
Self appraisal
ACTUAL ' 2.05 2.44 .=-1.26
' PREFERRED ’ 3.68 4.14 =1, 72%*

***S'lgnif'lcant at .001 level

**Significant at .01
*S'lgnificant at .05

level
‘Ieve]
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Effect of Type of Pi‘ogram on Perceptions of Actual
and Preferred Data Gathering Practice’s by Means

Table 21

3.96

" Type of -Program T Value
Data Gathering Practice R.N. B.ScC. ‘
Performance observation .
“ACTUAL 1.73 - - 1.35 1.44
PREFERRED 3.46 3.17 1.22
_ Interaction analysis : ‘
- ACTUAL 1.58 1.82 -1.03
PREFERRED 3.32. .3.08 1.03
Anecdotal records ' '

" ACTUAL. 1.70, 1.54 0.67

~ + PREFERRED 3.23, 2.7 2.24
Microteaching - '

- ACTUAL 1.37 1.26 0.56
~ PREFERRED -3.35 "2.96 1.75
Checklists ' :

" ACTUAL . 1.74 - 1.79 -0.23

PREFERRED ‘2.84 2.46 1.61
Rating scales . ~ o
ACTUAL 1.70 1.78 -0.34
-PREFERRED 2.46 2.33 0.52
Inventories : ‘
ACTUAL 1.28 1.42 -0.91
PREFERRED 2.28 1.79 2.22
"Ques tionnaires o
ACTUAL -1.21 1.12 0.96
- PREFERRED 2.02 1.50 2.66
- Student-gatn !
~  ACTUAL 2.09 1.63 1.84
PREFERRED - 2.75 2.75 -0.01
Projective tests
ACTUAL 1.04 1.00 0.73
PREFERRED 1.37 1.21 1.08°
. Teacher tests '
ACTUAL 1.15 1.13 0.15
PREFERRED 2.13 2.00 0.66
Self appraisal ‘ :
ACTUAL 2.34 2.75 -1.46
PREFERRED 4,09
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Tab]e 22

Effect of Age on Peréeptions'OF Actual and
Preferred Data Gathering Practices by Means

‘Age in Years

PREFERRED

F Ratio
Data Gathering Practice | <30 31-35 36-40 >0
Performance observation ' S
ACTUAL . 1.73 + 1.90 1.81° 1.33 2.83*
PREFERRED - 3.59 3.30 3.80 3.03 3.03
Interaction analysis _
ACTUAL 1.63 1.61 1.33 1.68 . 0.61
" PREFERRED 3.41 3.16 3.62 2.97 2.40
Anecdotal records \
ACTUAL 1.81 1.61 1.57 1.48 0.82
PREFERRED 3.23 3.18 3.52 2.69 -3.03*
Microteaching ' _ .
ACTUAL . 1.43 1.37 1.38 1.17 0.66
. PREFERRED . 3.36 3.22 3.52 3.19 0.65
Checklists . _ .
ACTUAL 1.67 1.92 1.76 1.68 0.62
PREFERRED 2.92 2.58 2.90 2.66 1.27
Rating scales ~ ,
ACTUAL ' 1.76 1.65 1.55 -1.80 0.30
PREFERRED \ 2.53 2.26 2.48 2.47 0.64
Inventories ’ .
ACTUAL 1.32 1.20 1.21 1.42 0.73
. PREFERRED 2.22 2.04 2.45 2.31 0.97
Questionnaires '
ACTUAL 1.17 1.18 1.16 1.27 0.28
PREFERRED - 1.87 1.96 1.90 2.09 0.49
‘Student gain ,
ACTUAL 1.83 2.12 2.10 2.26 1.30
- PREFERRED 2.58  2.51 2.10 3.28 4.,50**
Projective tests '
ACTUAL o ~1.04  1.04 1.05 1.00 0.26
PREFERRED 1.32 1.32 1.35- 1.44 0.24
Teacher tests _ ‘
ACTUAL . 1.19 1.06° 1.05 1.23 2 1.19
PREFERRED 2.08° 2.10 2.55 1.97 1.83
Self appraisal
-ACTUAL ‘ - 2.40 2.20 2.43 2.58 0.44
4,17 3.96 4.14 4.00 0.68

**Significant at .01 Tevel

*Significant at .05 level
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upon perceptions concerning data §athering practices. The table
indicates that age had an effect upon perceptions concerning 3 out
of 24 data collection practices. The large number of non-significant
findings in Table 22 indicates that nursing instructors of various
ages Qere largely in agreement concerﬁing actual and preferred-

data collection practices.

) Table 22 indicates that a significant difference in perceptions
occurred concerning fbe actual importance of nerformance observation.

The difference in perceptions was between the 31-35 and the over

40 age group. The 31-35 age Qroup saw performance observation as

being of most importance. They were followed 6& the 36-40 age group,
then the under 30 and, finally, the over 40 age group.

Table 22 reveals that age also had a significant effect
hpqn preferences for the use of anecdotal records. The difference
occurred between the group aged 36 to 40 and those over 40. The
36-40 age group had the strongest preference for the use of anecdotal
records, followed by the under 30 group, those 31-35 and, finally,

the over 40 age group.

| Table 22 shows that age also had an effect upon preferences
for measuriné student gain as a method of gathering data conceming .
instructional effectiveness. The significant difference occurred
between the over 40 age group and the under 30 and 31-35 age gr‘oubs.
The over 40 age groﬁp preferpeq;the use - of student gain as a data
collection method. They were fd]]owed by the 36-40 age group,‘the
under 30 and the 31-35 group respectively. The findings indicate
that the two oldest groups of instructors were the most favorable

toward utilization of student gain.



'Tab1¢ 23 shows that no statistically significant differences
were found among mean perceptions of snstructors with various levels )
of education conceming data collection practicgs. .These findings
indicate that the'groups were highly in agreement concerming the
actual and preferred use of the dat;'col1ection techﬁiqbes included .
in the study. . ;

Table 24 indicates the effect of the variable, amount
of teaching experience, on perceptions concerning actual and prgferred
data collection practices. Tab]g 24 reveals.that only‘3 out of ’
a possible 24 statistically §1gn1f1cant differences occurred. These
findings 1ndicate\that except for the practices of performance‘
- observation and measuring student gain, instructors witﬁ\varying amouht§
of experience seemed in agreement concerning how 1nformat?bn concerning
their tegching.effECtiveness'shou]d be collected. |

Table 24 shows that amount of teaching experience affected

the perceptions held concerming the extent to which performance
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observation was being utflized as a data collection practice. The
significant difference occurred between the group with 5 to 8 years
of teaching experience and the group with over 8 years. Those with
5-8 years of teaching experience saw performance observation as being
of most importance. They were‘fbllowéd by those with 3-4 years 6f
teaching experience, those with less than 3 years and, finally, those
with over 8 years of teaching'experience..
Table 24 shows that amount of teach}ng experience had a

significant gffect upon perceptions concérning both the actual and

preferred use of student gain. The differences in perceptions concerning

- present utilization of student gain practices occurred between the group

~y



Effect of Level of Educatipn on Perceptions of Actual
and Preferred Data Gathering Practices by Means

Table 23

4.22

Level of Education

Data Gathering Practice R.N. B.Sc. Masters N
Performance observation - Co

ACTUAL 1.78 1.72 1.29

PREFERRED 3.29 3.43 - 3.47 .
Interaction analysis = Ea

ACTUAL 1.67 1.64 « 1.29

PREFERRED 3.50 3.23 - 73,53
Anecdotal records B L LS

ACTUAL 1.44 1.71 1.71

PREFERRED 3.33 3.14 , 3.18
Microteaching

ACTUAL 1.50 1.33 1.44

PREFERRED 3.1 3.32 3.3
Checklists

ACTUAL 1.50 1.77 1.82 0.56

PREFERRED 2.67 2.79 2.88 0.18
Rating scales

ACTUAL 1.72 1.70 1.82 0.N

PREFERRED 2.56 2.47 2.59 0.32
"Inventories

ACTUAL 1.22 1.27 1.59 1.69

PREFERRED 2.39 2.20 2.18 0.30
Questionnaires
- ACTUAL 1.22 1.20 1.18 0.03

PREFERRED- 2.06 1.97, 1.65 1.12
Student gain

ACTUAL 2.50 2.01 1.65 2.45

PREFERRED 2.78 2.74 2.82 0.05
Projective tests \

ACTUAL 1.06 1.03 1.00 0.25

PREFERRED , 1.22 1.38 1.18 0.98
Teacher tests ‘ ,

ACTUAL 1.22 1.13 1.24 0.58

PREFERRED 2.2{3 2.1 2.00 0.41
Self appraisal ‘ '

ACTUAL 2.50 2.33 2.82 1.19

PREFERRED 4.05 4,18 0.43
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. Table 24

[

Effect of Amount of Teaching Experience on Perceptions
of Actual and Preferred Data Gathering Practices by Means

' Years of Teaching Experience F Ratio
Data Gathering Practice <3 3-4 5-8 >8
Performance observation
ACTUAL 1.56 1.81 2.00 1.26 2.93*
PREFERRED 3.39 3.49 3.53 3.20 0.70
Interaction analysis
ACTUAL 1.75 1.59 1.64 1.40 0.84
- PREFERRED 3.40 3.39 - 3.20 3.08 0.95
Anecdotal records
- ACTUAL 1.73 1.75 1.60 1.61 0.23
PREFERRED 3.19 3.08 3.20 3.17 0.12
Microteaching
ACTUAL 1.371 1.35 1.42 1.35 0.14
PREFERRED 3.21 3.27 3.39 3.33 0.28
Checklists
ACTUAL 1.75 1.67 1.83 1.74 0.18
PREFERRED 2.69 , 2.88 2.67 2.91 0.59
Rating scales
ACTUAL 1.7 1.67 1.82 1.63 0.25
PREFERRED 2.25 2.63 2.43 2.44 1.05
~Inventories ‘ v
ACTUAL 1.31 1.30 1.27 1.31 0.04
PREFERRED 2.13 2.33 2.17 2.20 0.35
Questionnaires
" ACTUAL 1.12 1.15 1.27 1.31 1.22
PREFERRED 1.87 1.90 2.00 2.06 0.41
Student gain .
ACTUAL 1.7 1.85 2.09  2.58 . 4.38%*
PREFERRED 2.58 2.69 2.74 3.25 3.01*_
Projective tests '
ACTUAL 1.04 1.02 1.07 1.00 0.56
PREFERRED 1.31 1.24 1.33 1.52 1.35
Teacher tests : v
ACTUAL 1.10 1.15gJ, 1.1 1.26 0.85
PREFERRED 2.00 2.14 2.08 2.29 0.70
Self appraisal
ACTUAL 2.21 2.25 2.70 2.46 1.42
PREFERRED 4.08 4.00 4.13 4.1 0.20

**Significant at .01 level
*Significant at .05 level - -
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with over 8 years of teaching experience and those grouﬁs with _
under 3 years experience and between 3 and 4 years. *“Those with the
greatest.amount of teaching experience (over 8 years) gave the |
~most importance to student gain; each less experienced group
'perceived that increasingly less emphasis was‘being given to student
gain as a data collection practice. Table 24xfhd1cates that the signi-
ficant difference in amount of emphasis preferred for student ga1n‘\‘
practices occurred between those with over 8 yeafs of instructional
experience and ¥he groups who had beén teaching for less than 3 N
‘and between 5 and 8 years. ‘Those with over 8 years of experience
had the greatest preference for tﬁé uti]iz;tion of this method, |
followed by the groups wjth 5-8 yeafs, 3-4 years and under 3 years,
respectively, B v |

Table 25 presents data showing the effect which being
employed in the same institution for varying lengths of tiﬁe had upon
perceptions of study participants concerning data c611ect1on practfces.
The table indicates that a high number of non-signiffcant relationships
existed. It seems that nursing instructors wﬁo had been employed for
various lengths of time expressed a high degree of agr!pnant codcerning
actual and preférréd data collection practices. The one statistically.
significant difference which occurred was betweeﬁ those emb]oyed
the least length of timé (less than 1 year) and those who had worked
the lbngest (over 5 years) concerning their preference for fhe usg/gf
microteaching. Of the 4 groups, those employed over 5 years h?d>the

. . - \
areatest preference for the use of microteaching. They were followed "

by those employed 1-2 years, those emplgyed 3 to 4 years'and. finally, by

those with less than 1 year of experience, injthat order.
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# Table 25

Effect of Length of Present Employment on Perceptions
of Actual and Preferred Data Gathering Practices by Means

g o

Years of Present Employment F Ratio

Data Gathering Practice <1 -2 3-4 5+
Performance observation . ' o
ACTUAL ‘ 1.86 1.87 “1.64 1,21 ° 2.55
PREFERRED 1 3.22 3.41 = 3.64 3.41 » 1,27
.Interaction analysis ‘ o .
ACTUAL ; 1.71 1.62 1.52 1.59 0.29
PREFERRED § 3.25 3.23 3.33 3.34 0.12
Anecdotal.records :
ACTUAL 5 1.84 1.83 1.51 1.50 1.40
PREFERRED . ' 3.04 3.21 3.08  3.40 0.92
Microteaching . '
ACTUAL o 1.43 1.5 1.30 - 1.24 0.45
PREFERRED - - 2.98 3.36 3.33 3.63 3.02*
Ghecklists. ‘ S P
ACTUAL . 1.86 1.70 . 1.78 1.58 0.53
PREFERRED . 2.80 . 2.72 - 2.84 2.76 0.12
Rating scales . St _—
ACTUAL ' 1.56 - 1.77 1.78 . 1.76 0.50
PREFERRED : 2.33 2.30 2.61 2.54 0.95
. Inventories ‘ T o ,
ACTUAL ) . 1.16 1.39 1.22 . 1.48 1.92
PREFERRED ’ 2.02 2.22 2.29 2.38 1.05
Questionnaires v .
- ACTUAL - . 1.15 1.20 1.18 '1.32  0.73
PREFERRED - 1.86 - 2.07 2.08 1.74 1.37 .
Student gain - ' .
ACTUAL . 1.80 1.85 2,25 2.26 2.18
PREFERRED ' 2.63  2.53 2.92 | 2.97 1.56
Projective tests _ - .
ACTUAL 1.04 1.00 1.08 1.00 1.22
.~ PREFERRED - T1U3271.30 1.47 - 1.26 - 0.80
Teacher tests '
ACTUAL ; 1.16 “1.13 . 1.10 1.21 0.36
PREFERRED 2.06. 1.96 2.25 °  2.21 1.03
Self appraisal : .
ACTUAL 3 2.10 2.36 2.57 . 2.61 1.49
PREFERRED 3.94 3.94 4.18 4.32 1.92

© *Significant at .05 leve] .
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Table 26 indicates the effect of major teaching responsibi]ity
upon perceptions concerning the various data collection practices:
The table shows that only 3 out of a possible 24 differences were
statistically significant. These findings indicate a high degree
of;agreement among these groups concerqing actual and preferred data
collection practices. When significant differences did occur, they
were related to the preferreé situation.

Table 26 presents a difference which occurred be tween
those who taught only in the classroom and those who had equal class-
room and clinical responsibilities; the highest preference for tHe
‘use of questionnaires occurred with those who taught primarily in the
c]aésroom, followed by those whose major responsibility was.in the
clinical area, and finally, with those whose respons1bi]it1es inc]uded

QD

both classroom and clinical instruction.

Table 26 indicates that a significant difference occurred
concerning the preference of the groups for the use of projective tests.
The classroom instrqcto;s were found to be different from both
other gfoups in this preference. Classroom teachers mosriitrongly
.favored the use of projective tests, followed by those who had equa]

c]assroom and c11n1ca1 respons1b111t1es ‘and, f1na11y, by those who
instructed in the clinical : cas. Table 26 1nd1cates that a third
»difference‘in perceptions o-zurred between the classroom instruct-rs

-~ and each othef group concernil pr ferences for the use of teacher tests.
C]assrnom ‘teachers had the greatest preference for the use of teacher
tests, fo]]owed by those w1th equal clinical and classroom respons1b111ties
and, f1na11y, by those who instructed primarily in the clinical area.

Table 27 presents the effect of number of full-time faculty

9



99

Table 26

Effect of Major Teaching Responsibility on Perceptions
- of Actual and Preferred Data Gathering Prag}ices by Means

' Responsibility , F Ratio
Data Gathering Practice Classroom Clinical Classroom/
-Clinical

‘Performance observation

ACTUAL 1.40 1.88 1.63 1.06

PREFERRED 3.30 3.35 3.45 - 0.20
Interaction analysis '

ACTUAL 1.40 1.62 1.63 0.25

PREFERRED 3.40 3.24 3.30 0.13
Anecdotal records. ) -

ACTUAL 1.30 1.62 1.74 - 0.87

PREFERRED 3.50 3.06 3.16 0.7

« Microteaching

ACTUAL 1.30 1:33° 1.38 0.07

PREFERRED 3.30 3.04 3.39 - 2.12
Checkliists )

ACTUAL 1.30 1.82 1.74 1.03

"PREFERRED 3.20- 2.59 2.82 1.68
Rating scales

ACTUAL 1.30 1.57 1.81 1.61

PREFERRED . 2.80 2.41 2.42 0.59
Inventories N :

ACTUAL 1.00 1.16 1.38 2.68

PREFERRED 2.80 2.14 2.19. 1.87
Questionnaires’ , _

ACTUAL 1.20 1.20 1.21 0.00

PREFERRED 2.60 2.06 1.85 3.80*
Student gain ‘ -

ACTUAL 2.30- 2.02 2.03 0.27

PREFERRED 3.50 2.69 2.73 2.25
Projective tests :

ACTUAL 1.10 1.04 1.03 0.48

PREFERRED 1.90 1.18 1.36 4.81%
Teacher tests :

ACTUAL 1.00 1.12 1.17 0.61

PREFERRED 2.90 2.02 2.07 4, 39%*
Self appraisal ; ‘

ACTUAL , 2.30 T 2.38 2.40 0.03

PREFERRED 4.60 3.96 4.08 2.18

**Significant at .01 level
*Significant at .05 level
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Table 27

Effect of Number of Faculty on Perceptions of Actual
and Preferred Data Gathering Practices by Means

, Number of 11-Time Faculty F Ratio
Data Gathering Practice <10 10-19 20-29 30-39
Performance observation
ACTUAL 2.07 1.35 - 2.27 1.12 11.63%**
PREFERRED 3.38 3.28 3.69 3.37 1.42
Interaction analysis
« ACTUAL ) J.83  1.54 1.77 1.38 1.74
\PREFERRED 3.17 3.34 3.12 3.52 1.33
Anecdotal records '
ACTUAL 1.79 1.54 2.12 1.29 5.29%*
PREFERRED ‘ 3.30 3.24 3.14 2.98 0.69
Microteaching
ACTUAL 1.50 1.27 1.65 1.05 4 23%*
PREFERRED 3.30 3.47 3.20 3.17 0.93
Checklists
ACTUAL - 1.79 . 1.77 1.96 1.39 2.30
PREFERRED ' 2.80 2.69 2.79 2.93 0.41
Rating scales .
ACTUAL 1.52 1.77 2.02 1.41 2.80*
PREFERRED 2.27 2.45 2.55 - 2.43 0.43
Inventories : .
ACTUAL' 1.28 ° 1.37 1.37 1.12 1.26 -
PREFERRED “ 2.13 2.32 2.11 . 2.26 0.51
Questionnaires - ‘
ACTUAL 1.39 1.21 1.13 1.15 1.50
PREFERRED 2.29 1.98 1.63 2.07 3.73*%*
Student gain
ACTUAL 2.17 2.23 2.00 1.68 1.99
PREFERRED : 2.90 2.68 2.76 2.76 0.25
Projective tests ~ .
ACTUAL 1.00, 1.05 1.00 1.07 0.99
PREFERRED - 1.50 1.41 1.23 1.29 1.22
Teacher tests , , ‘
ACTUAL 1.31 1.13 1.13 1.07 = 1.32
PREFERRED 2.17 2.25 1.88 2.20 1.65
Self appraisal : .
ACTUAL 2.28 2.61 2.33 2.24 0.85
4.07  4.04 4.26 0.90

PREFERRED . 3.93

***Significant at .001 level
**Significant at .01 level
~ *Significant at .05 level .



101

on perceptions concerning data co]]eétion practices. The number of

. full-time faculty had the most effect upon perceptions of any of the
independent variables. Table 27 indicates that 5 out of a possible
24 comparisons were statisticé]ly significant. The table shows that
cthe majofity (4 out of 5) of the significant differences were related
to actual data collection practices.

Table 27 presents a finding which indicates a significant
aifference in perceptions concerning the actual use of performance
observation. The snal]est schools (those with a faculty of under‘
10) were different from the largest schools (those with facﬁ]ties of
39-39). Each faculty was also different from the one of the next
largest size. Schools with 10-19 faculty saw the greatest use being
made of performance observation. They were followed by schools
with under 10 teachers, those with 10-19 and, finally, by the largest
schools (30—39Xfacu1ty).
| Table 27 indicates that a significant difference occcdred
among the groups concerning the actual importance which was given to
anecdotal records. The difference occurred betWeen schools with 20-29
faculty members and'the next smallest (10-19) as we11 as with the
largest schools (30-39 faculty nenberé). Schools with 20-29 fgcu]ty
menbers saw thé most .use being made of anedotal records. They
were followed by the smallest schools (under 10), the next largest
‘'schools (10;19) and finally, the largest schools (30-39).

Table 27 reveals a difference in perceptions concerning the
importance which microteaching had as a data collection practice./jfhe
difference occurred between the 1afgést and second largest schools.

In perms of the extent to which the practice was utilized, schools
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with 20-29 faculty saw fﬁg most emphasis being given it in present data
collection practices. Théy were followed by the smallest schools,
the next largest and, finally, the largest schools.

Table 27 presents a difference,concernfng the perceptions
of the importance given to rating scales in actual instructor
evaluation. The difference occurred between the largest and tﬁe_
second largest 5choo]s. Those in schools of sizes 10-29 |
saw rating scales being used most extensfve]y. They were followed
by the 10-19 group, the under 10 group and finally, the largest
school gfoup (30-39 faculty members)

Table 27 indicates only one significant difference concerning
preferreg practices. The differenc occurred between fhe group |
fepresenting the smallest facultigs (under 10) and the third largest
échools (thosg W1fh 20-29 facult members). In order of importance,
the smallest, the largest, then the intermediate sized schools

preferred questionnaire useage.

CRITERIA FOR EVALUATING TEACHING EFFECTIVENESS

Importance and Consensus of Perceptions

One of the problems which the study dea]t w1th was to deter-
mine the extent to which nursing instructors shared common percept1ons
concerning the 1mportance which various criteria did and should have in
the evaluation of teaching effectiveness. In addition, the study sought
to determine the degree to Yhich instructors held common perceptions
concerning actual and prefeﬁred emphasis on product, process and presage
categories of criteria. In order to .determine the emphasis which the

study subjects perceived, it was necessary to ascertain whether or not

-



the criteria hti]ized in the 1nstrument could be placed in the
three categories as described by Mitzel. A four, thfee and two
factor solution was attempted utilizﬁhﬁmpreferred criteria for the
purpose of determining how these items could be categorized.’

The factor analysis was- done using the preferred criteria
since there was less variance in responses for this situation. When
the four factor solution waS-atiempted, one of the factors had an
eigen value of less than']. With the three factor solution,
étudy criteria which had been predicted as process and presage tended
to merge into dne factor loading. The second factor contained some
of the items predicted to be product while the third factor
consisted of a variety of items. Y

The two factor solution seemed most suitable. Table 28
1dent1f1es the 29 out of the 30 cr1ter1a wh1ch loaded significant]y
;on one of ‘the two factors. Factor I contained 19 items which appeared
to reflect e process-presage dimension; Factor II contained 10 items '
which seemed to represent the product categorization. Table 28 shows
thatkgﬁem 2 (asks thought-provoking questions) did not«1o§d
significantly on either item. N )

The 30 criteria selected from the pilot study fér inclusion
in-the Nursing Instructor Evaluat1onInstrument had represented equal
numbers of process presage and product criteria as identified by the
pi1ot study factor ana]ys1s The merging of the process\and Presage
items which is apparent in the factor ana1ys1s of preferred criteria

from the Nursing Instructor Evaluation Instrument may have been due

" to the modification of pilot study items which was done in an attempt

to make criteria for the Nursing Instructor Eva1uation Instrument more
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Table 28
" Factor Loadings for Preferred Evaluation
Criteria Emerging from Varimax Rotation
and a Two-Factor Solution

(N=184) }
— i
. \ .
Items Communalities fFachr I Factor 11
1 0.357 0.5 0.321
2 0.177 0.31 0.280
3 0.256 -0.002: . 0.506
4 R 0.290 0.526 0.716
5 0.279 0.502 0.164
6 0.232 0.429 0.218
7 0.307 0.524 0.181
8 0.211 .029 0.458
9 0.431 0.142 0.641
10 0.587 0.764 0.055
N 0.608 0.775 0.086
12 "0.499 0.639 0.203
13 0.617 0.786 -0.013
14 0.553 0.712 0.214
15 0.485 0.659 0.225
16 0.464 0.668 0.131
17. 0.268 0.427 0.29
18 0.517 0.301 0.653
19 0.580 0.310 0.696
20 0.347 0.566 0.16
21 ° 0.411 o . 0.558 0.317
22 0.574 0.193 0.733
23 0.623 2 0.264 0.744 .
24 0.491 . 0.583 0.389
.25 0.237 0.453 0.179
26 0.348 0.490 0.329
27 0.462 0.638 0.234
28 0.578 0.371 0.694
29 n.604 0.293 0.720
30 U.STT 0.231 0.677
Percentage of - '
9.6 20.4

common variance 106.00 7
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specific and behaviourally-oriented.

Table 29 presents the importance which various crfteria were
given in the actual and preferred situations by presenting a ranking
of means for both situations. Table 29 shows that items 25 (follows
institutional policies), 27 (fo]lows through on commitments), 11 (keeps
students informed of their progress) and 24 (sets an example for his/her
students) were ranked as the four most important criteria in the
actual situation. Only 1tem’nUmber 11 remained in the top four ranking
for the preferred situation. The top ranking item in the actual
situation (item 25) received a rank of 21 in the preferred situat1on,
1ndicating that respondents preferred that much less emphasis be q1ven
to adherence‘to institutional po]1c1es as criterion for assessing
teachjng effeotiveness. Item 25 showedlthe most difference in rank
(2T) between actua1 and preferred means. Item 27 which ranked second
in the actual situation received a rank of sixth in the preferred
situation, while items 11}and 24 were rated first and seventh respectite]y
in the preferred-situation;?\th
| Table 29 shows that item 1 mored from an actual rank of
'3 to a preferred rank ofvl Tab]e 29 indicates that 1tem 13 (gives
his/her students construct1ve crit1c1s”\4n an appropriate manner) was
considered the second most important criterion in the preferred situation.
'Both item 13 and item 11 seened to deal with the teachers' evaluative.
skil]s The table shows that the third most 1mportant cr1ter1on
in the preferred situation was item 16 (establishes an environment
- Which is conducive to student discussion and expression of feeling).
The fourth ranked criterion was that of mak1ng the students aware of

the teacher's expectations (item 10).



A Comparison of Perceived Importance of

Table 29

Actual and Preferred Criteria
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Criterion Mean Score ‘ Mean Rank Difference
Number Category Actual Preferred Actual Preferred in.Rank
1 P/P 3.33 4.20 13 9 4
2 - 2.94 4.12 22 12 10

3 P 2.90 3.22 23 25 .2
4 P/P 3.61 4.40 6 7 -1
5 P/P 3.17 4.16 16 10 6
6 P/P 3.04 4.01 19 15 4
7 P/P 2.97 3.93 21 17 4

8 P 3.14 2.84 17 26 - -9/
9 P 2.70 3.67 26 23 3
10 P/P 3.48 4.52 9 4 5
1. P/P 3.73 4.62 3 1 2
12 P/P 3.31 4,33 14 8 6
13 P/P 3.51 4.55 8 2 6
14 P/P 3.47 4.49 10 5 5
15 P/P 3.62 4.39 5 7 -2
16 P/P 3.36 4.54 11 3 8
17 P/P 2.83 3.82 25 20 5
18 P 3.10 4.07 18 13 5
19 P 3.33 4.20 13 9 4
.20 P/P 3.34 3.65 12 24 -12
21 P/P 3.53 4.14 7 1 -4
22 P 3.22 3.96 15 16 -1
23 . P 3.01 4,03 20 15 5
24 P/P ‘3.65 4.40 4 .7 -3
25 P/P. 3.86 3.75 1 22 =21
- 26 P/P 2.89 3.92 24 18 - 6
27 P/P 3.81 4,44 2 6 ~ 4
28 P 3.04 4.02 19 14 5
29 P 3.14 3.81 17 21 -4
30 P 2.90 3.84 23 19 4

Rho = .72; significant at .01 Tevel

P
P

/

p

Product
= Process-presage



Table 29 shows that the Spearman rho was .72. This value
suggests that there was a positive correlation between the existing
and preferred use of the criteria; that is, the criteria perceived
to play a major role in the existing situation tended to play a major
role in the preferred situation and, conversely, criteria percéived
to play a minor role in the existiﬁg situation tended to be seen as
piaying a minor role in the preferred situation.

Table 29 indicates the catégorization of the 30 criteria
according to the results of the factor analysis. It'é110ws compar?sons
to be made to the importance which the various categories of
criteria were given by study subjects by presenting a ranking of means
for the actual and preferred responses. '

Table 29 ;hows that the product criterion which ranked
highest in the actual situation (item number 19) received a rank of 12
out of 30. Item 19 also was ranked as the highest prefer;ed product
criterion. It received a rank of 10 in this situation. Table 29
indicates that 7 of the 10 product criteria rank between 10
and 20 in both the actual and preferred situations. The.remaihing 3
criteria ranked between 21 and 30, again ;;r bdth situations. The high
rankings which the process-presage criteria received in the actual and
preferred situations.and the Tow rankings obtained by the product
criteria indicate that nursin§ instructors perceived actual and preferred
criteria which focused on teacher characteristics and teaching behaviors
to be of prime importance in evaluating their teaching effectiveness.

Table 30 indicates the :-.ent of consensus in perceptions

concerning the importance which various criteria were given in the

actual and preferred situations by presenting the standard devi%tions for

107
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Table 30

< - ®

Extent of Common Perceptions Concerning
Actual and Preferred Criteria .

Criterion Number Standard Deviation: ‘
. ACTUAL : PREFERRED °
1 1.14 - ' 0.79
2 1.16 - 0.88
3 1.07 1.05
4 1.13 0.64
5 1.05 0.73
6 1.13 0.89
7 1.20 0.87
8 1.25 0.97
9 1.00 0.91
10 1.06 0.60
11 1.04 0.58
12 1.12 0.69
13 1.14 0.57
14 1.25 0.64
15 .14 0.69
16 1.19 ~ 0.63
17 1.12 -~ 0.87
18 1.11 0.84
19 1.11+ 0.82
20 N 1.13 0.90
21 1.04 6.80
22 1.03 0.89
23 1.10 0.93
24 1.06 -~ 0.67
25. -~ 1.09 - 0.98
26 1.11 - 0.88
27 1.06 0.7
28 1.14 . 0.88
29 - ; 1.05 0.91
30 - 1.09 1.00




. 109

each criterion. Table 30 shows that the most agreement concerning
importance occurred for the use of items 9, 11, 21 and 22, in that
order. The table a]so'indicates that participants shared the most
differing perceptions concerning the importance which items 7, 8, 14
and 16 were given in evaluating teaching effectiveness.

Table 30 shows that, within the preferred situation, 1tems‘t
10, 11, 13 and 16 received thekmost agreement. The table also shows
that the study respondents shared the leastﬂcommon perceptions
concerning the dnportance which items 3, 30, 25 and 8 shouid\receive.
Items 3, 30 and 8 were product criteria while item 25 was concerned

o

with the instructor following institutional policies.

Table 30 shows that the standard dev1at1ons for each of
lthe preferred criter1a were sma]]er than those for the actua] criteria,”
indicat1ng that 1nstructors were more s1mi]ar in thefr perceptions .
of criteria which should be ut111zed than 1n the1r understanding |
of criteria which were be1hg used 1n ex1st1ng eva]uat1ve practices.

Differences Between Actual and Preferred Criter1a

The s tudy was a]so concerned w1th whether or not any differences
which occurred between the actuaT and preferred eva]uatmon criteria were

| . of statistical significance Tab]e 31 shows that a s1gn1f1cant
difference was found bebueen the actua1 and preferred perceptions of _:vi ~
M

P
:

indicates an increase in means’, between the actua] and preferred situations

evaluation criterza for 29 out of 30 criteria Table 31 a]so

for 28 out of 29 significant criteria, indicat1ng that in the -
majoyity of cases study particwpants preferred that greater emphasis

be given to the 1nd1v1dua"’cr1terla than was. present]y be1ng done

"Table 31 shows that the one: ,1f1cant cr1terionrwhich had a lower mean
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Table 31

A Comparison of Perceived Importance of
Actual and Preferred Criteria by Means

q

Criterion Number Mean Mean T Value
- ACTUAL PREFERRED :
1 e 3.33 4,20 -10.43%**
2 2.94 4,12 -13.19%%*
3 ¢ - 2.90 3.22 - 3.59%%*
4 : 3.61 - 4,40 - 9,02%** 1
5 ©3.17 - 4.16 -13.16%**
6 3.04 4.01 T =12, 3% %¥ \
7 2.97 3.93 =11.07%**
A 3.14 2.84 3.29%**
9 2.70 3.67 -12.44%*%
10 3.48 ‘ 4452 =13.03%**
11 3.73 : 4.,%‘2 L =11.20%** s
12 » 3.31 « 4,33 =12, 19%%* .-
13 3.51 4.55 -12.50%**
. 14 3.47 4.49 -10.46%***
15 3.62 4.39 - 9,7 7*¢*
16 3.36 4.54 ‘ -12.86***. -
17 - 2.83 3.82 : -12.06*** .
18 3.10 4.07 . =12, 15%%*
19 3.33 4.20 o -10.56%%*
20 3.34 3.65 . yo= 3,71k %
.21 3.53 4.14 ‘ - 7.55%%%
22 3.22 3.96 - 9,47%%*
23 3.01 - 4,03 -12.26%**
24 3.65 ' 4.40 - 9,3p%***
25 3.86 \\ . 3.75 - 1.20
-26 2.89 3.92 -11.48%%*
27 3.81 4.44 - 8.95%k*
28 3.04 4.02 - =12.44%x%
29 3.14 3.81 o - 9,04%**
30 2.90 3.8«. =11.712%%*
. ‘ . ] ) . ‘
/o . ¢

|
t
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in the preferred situation was item 8 (success of his/her students on
Canadian nurse registration examinations). The criterion which did .
not show a significant di fference between the actual and preferred
situations was item 25 (follows institutional policies).

Effect of Independent Variables on Preferences for the Criteria
Categories _

The study also cons1dered the effect which the selected

personal and professional variables had upon the instructors’
preferences for the use‘of process, presage or product categories
of cr1ter1a In order. to compare the process-presage category of
cr1teria with the 1ndependent var1ab1es, an average mean éor each
of the sub-groups withln the independent variable was calculated.
This was done by summing the responses of the sub-droup items
jdentifind as process-presage and then divfding by the number of -
response>. The T test was then utilized to determine the effect which
the variable had.upon preferences for process-presage criteria.
The same prpcedure was carried out to determine the effect which each
jndependent variable had}upon preferences for the uti]ization of .
product criteria. |
Table 32 presents the effect of the dichotomous variables,
type of present employment, hours of employment and ;ype of program
on. the preferences for the various categories.  Table 32 shows that no
statistically significant differences occurred between the sub-groups
for each of these.variab1es. The tabTe jndicates that whether instructors
were employed on a sessional or permanent basis; full or less than
fu11~t1ne; or in a baccp]aureate'or°diplome nursing.program, they

possessed'similar;preferences concerning the use of product and procéss-
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Table 32 &N

Effect of Independent Variables on
’ Preferences for Product and
Process-presage Criteria by Means
(Using the T Test)

/
‘ o . .'Process- _ -
Variable - _ - presage T Value , Product T Value:
Type of ‘ \
Employment Sessional 4.21 : "~ 3.88
! -0.05 R R
-Permanent ‘ 4.21c w373 |
Hours of
Employment. 50-74% of ful] time 4.24 3.94
0.26 1.37
75-100% of full time  4.21 373
fype of ) ' /
Program  R.N.- 4.20 L
-1.30 < -0.80

B.Sc. 4.33 : 3.85
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presage criteria.

Table 33 shows the effect which the 6 continuous variables
had on instructor preferences for specific types of criteria. Table
33 indicates fhat 3 out of a possible 12 differences were statistically
significant. It shows that level of education, type of progran’
and school size had no significant effect upon preferences for the
useﬂof process, presage and product criteria.

Table 33 shows that instructors.of varying ages differed
significantly in their preference for the use of product-type criteria.
The difference pccurred between the over 40 age group and the under
"30'and 31-35 age groups. Those bver 40 had the strongest preference
for product criteria. With each successivgly youﬁger gfoup, the prefer-
ence for the product criterfé decreased. '

‘Table 33 also indicates that amount of teaching experfenpe
affected t@e study participants' pﬁeferences %pr product cr?feria.

The significant diffefencewoccurfed between th3§e with the least amount
bf,anching experience (1essafhan 3 years) and those_with most
" experience (over 8 years). Those instructors with more than 8 years
| had the greatest’preference for product criteria. They-wer;\;ollowed
by tt .« with 3 to 4 years experience, those with 5 to 8 years and,
fipa]ly, those with less than 3. years. ) -

| Table 3? shows that those emplbyed for varying lengths of
| time differed significantly in their'perceptions of»tﬁe_iﬁportange
which both Processipresagé qnd product ;;iteria should have. In each
Ease, the difference'occurred between those emplbyed the least leﬁbth
of time (less than 1 year) and those emp]dyed,for the longest (5 years

and over). Those employed for the longest time had the greatest



Table 33

Effect of Independent Variables on
Preferences for Product and
Process-presage Criteria by Means
(Using the F Test)
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Process- - ;“ |
Variable presage F Ratio Product F Ratio
Age < 30 4.20 3.63
| 3]"'35 4.]6 0.99 ' ‘ 3-6? 4.44**
36-40 - 4.17 3.8i
40 4,34 4.1
Level of R.N. 4.15 3.4
Educatfon B.Sc. 419 2.70 371 1.78
Masters 4.46 3.94
Years of <3 4.07 . 3.56
Teaching ‘ :
Experience 3-4 4.24 2.26 3.78 3.1
‘ 5-8 4,27 -3.76
>8 4.31 3.99
Years of < 4.09 | 3.60
Present
1-2 4.16 3.68
Employment ’
3-4 a.31  2.68* 3.81  2.86%
5+ 4.33 3.99°
Major ClaSsroom  4.24 ' 3.97
- Teaching ' _—
Responsibility Clinical 4.17 0.35 3.70  0.68
- Classroom/ ’
Clinical 4.23 3.75
Nutber of <10 4.23 - '3.95
Full-time -
Faculty . 10-19 4.26 4 34 3.82 5 04
20-29 4.10 | 3.58
30-39 4.27 ° - 3.73

PR

**Significant at .01 Jevel

*Significant at .05 level
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preference for the use of both process-presage and product criteria.
As the groups decreased in their length of present employment,

their preference for the use of process-presage and product criteria

N
N
A

also decreased.

«COMMENTS ON THE STUDY

Al

" Respondents were invfted to make comments concerning the
eva]uafion of nursing instructors or about the study 1£se1f. Thirty
* five percent of the study participants made sﬁch comments. The ]é;ge '
number of comments (107) was taken to be an indication of the nursing
instructors' concerns about teacher évaluaton.

The comments were classified under the following headings:
1. General reaction to the instrument
2. Types of gva]uators
Evaluation criteria !
Importahce of ﬁursing 1nstru§tor evaluation )

Current nursing instructor evaluation practices

(< SN 3 , T SR

Issues related to nurgzng instructor evaluation

Table 34 presents the frequency and percentage of responses
~ in each category. AThé table shows that’each.category (with the
eXception of number 4) contained an approximately equal number of
comments, 1hdicating that study participants had chosen to express a

variety of ideas and concerns.

A sample of comments from each category is included in the
¢ ) .
discussion following. ‘Comments chosen for inclusion were those-which‘
represented the major concerns within a category and those which presénted

contrasting points of view. The comments included have been reproduced
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Table 34

Comments by Category and Frequency -

: Frequency "~ Percentage of
Cat99°fy of Responses Responses

General reaction to instrument ) - 22 20.6
Types of evaluators '> o 20 18.7
Evaluation of criteria ' 21 - 19.6
Importance of nursing instructor \ .

evaluation ' 7 . 6.5
Current‘nursing instructor

evaluation practices 17 15.9

."Issues related to nursing - .
instructor evaluation 20 18,7

107 100%
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as originally written; although in 'some cases only excerpts have

been taken from lengthy comments.

\

General Reaction to the Instrument

Most of the comments in thisdcategory dealt Qith difficulties
in responding to the sections of the instrumént which dealt with /9

actual perceptions, concerns related to the rating scale gfed in the

e
oo,

instrument aqqﬂgggvlen%;h of the instrument and comments on the
clarity, specificity or relevance of specific i tems.

Difficult to reSpo;d to as there is little input given
to instructors at our school as to their performance. :

Found actual hard to appraise‘when not actually being

done. Would almost have preferred to rate criteria from most
important to least important. '

I've noted areas where "0" would have best indicated
‘the importance of an item. o

Well desjéned because required thought to answer. Rather
complex format is explicit in directions. I took 45 minutes
to do this--too long for teachers not well motivated to answer

it.

. 11 € (1) How do you define or describe “enthusiasm"?
Could be more specific. Perhaps some of your other points would
lead to-or show "enthusiasm"--I think that in itself is a value

word.

17 - "shows interest"--to me. that is vague. A more
definite statement, as the others, could be--makes a contribution
to the nursing profession. e

24 - example for what? If for professienal attitudes and
actions, yes. If for personal lifestyle and values, no.

25 - Utilize policies--important up to the point where the
patient's best interests are not being served, then should utilize
professional discretion and appropriate lines of authority
(Tegality) to attempt to modify the situation.

Types of Evaluators

Comments were made concerning each type of‘evaluator included

in the instrument. Peer and self evaluation were most frequently
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mentioned. Comments oftep related to how a particular_type of

evaluator could be utilizéd most effectively.

School director evaluation--valuable if director skilled,
if available and if done regularly.

A1l evaluation from superiors is done on a subjective basis
rather than using specific assessment tool’s. Due to the subject-
ivity involved--the real criteria for evaluation are support of
administration, maintenance of the status quo, and teaching
methods which are not too far removed from the traditional

lecture. -

Most instructor evaluations are inaccurate because information
is all second hand or "hear-say". The most effective ones I've
had given me were .f my "immediate" superior who came to observe
my work for the purpose of evaluating it and helping me improve
in any way she could. These evaluations were geared % my
work and the improvement of the nursing program and were not
personality analyses. ‘ o,

The most obvious reason they were helpful is that the person
doing it was secure in her position and knew what she wanted |
from the instructor and could demonstrate to you areas she felt

you could im_prove. 1

Peer evaluation--should be the best since other instructors
of same level of students know how we should be functioning.
Excellent opportunity for sharing--could be done in group sessions.

Other professional peers should have input to evaluate such
as head nurse or coordinator of yodr clinical area.

I feel that instructor self evaluation is of extreme importance
and if used consistently with guidance can be the basis for change
and improvement. One method of achieving satisfactory self

~ evaluating is to set specific objectives and goals for yourself
and, over the specific time period, take a look at these and
constantly check to see if you are progressing or changing as
needed.

Re student evaluations--due to wide and wonderful variety
of students evaluations, I have some doubts abaut.the validity of

some. My comments are: :

1. Should be signed by student and open to query as we
do for student evaluation.
2. Students should receive some groundwork in eval uation

technique. - _ S

I feel that students are an important source of evaluation L
for the instructor. But--the areas students are evaluatin should  /
be appropriate to their level of competence and insight. (e.q.
hard to evaluate certain aspects of a course such as content {/ '
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when new to the material. Good to evaluate the rate of material
covered.

: Is need to look at total picture, for this need input from
- students as well as peers, and nursing service staff working with
instructors. '
Who evaluates is important--does the person know about
teaching; is she a respected and good teacher herself? What
of personal bias? 'Possibly evaluation by more than one person -
would be best and help- achieve more objectivity.

Evaluation Criteria

The majority of_comments iﬁ'this categony.weré made concerning
the use of student géin (product) criteria in measuring teaching
effectiveness. A variety of concerns were presented. Other comments
suggested additional criteria which might be used to evaluate teaching
and how specific criteria aight bést be utilized.

.Evaluation is, of course, presently confronting many
professional groups -teachers in particular. The public cries
for "accountability"--yet has 1limited under standing of the task
. of ®eaching. Your objective about measuring the teacher's
effectiveness by the marks his/her students achieve:is frightening
and does not recognize the individual student's responsibility
and individual differences. o
Teaching and learning are not synonymous. They are both
merely parts of a much larger picture. . ‘

Although student performance seems to be one way to evaluate
instructors, the success or failure of the student may be due to :
course structure rather than teaching ability, or to individual
student differences. ° :

‘ Great emphasis is placed on the progress of students--is this
realistic, if nursing instructors have no input into student

. selection, and therefore perhaps may have several marginal students
in a class who either fail out of the program or fail their R.N.'s.

I think instructors should Elso be evaluated re-their use of
time. I feel that many hours of time are "wasted" even though
instructors are always "busy". ‘

. I found Part C on'page 5 difficult to answer since I :feel
. that the importance-that each criterion is given depends on whom
is doing the evaluation e.g. student or administrator.

I felt that some of the critéria and their level of importance
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wou]dadepend on:

1. the ratio of students/instructor
2. the level of students

I feel there is a real need to develop criteria for evaluating
instructors. We spend a lot of time improving our evaluative
techniques with students, but much less effort goes into evaluating
an instructor.

Importance of Nursing Instructor Evaluation

Comments in this cafegory indicated that nursing instructor
evaluation was seen as a pertinent and relevant topic for 1nvesfigation.

Nursing instructor evaluation is very important aspect
especially as so many programs are now using sessionals who have
very little contact with full time faculty. Instructors need
assessment and assistance in developing their skills--I hope
this study will be distributed to all Schools of Nursing anc
that the results will provide useful recommendations.

I'm glad to see you researching this very pertinént issue
in Nursing Education and hope that your data will shed some ligr*
on meaningful criteria etc. for nurse educator evaluations.

Current Nursing Instructor Evaluation Practices d

The majority of comments in this category were made concerning
the adequacy of present evaluation practices. In some cases uncertainty
was expressed concerning -what procedures were utilized.

The institution wherein I am currently employed places the
greatest emphasis on instructor evaluation which I have been
exposed to in 9 years of teaching. Because of my experience with
Timited evaluations of my performance prior to 1975, I am very
pleased to see work being done on this topic as there would seem to

be a need for it.

I have been evdluated once in 4 years, by the Director of

Nursing Education, using a rating scale designed by Personnel

to evaluate any employee. I found this an exercise in futility:
the rating scale was not specific for my job description, the
evaluator based her comments from my written evaluation of my
students and their comments about me, and from minimal verbal =
feedback from one of my peers. At best, this evaluation reflected -
the Director's perception of me from second-hand sources.
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My experience concerning nursing instructor evaluation has
been rather limited in that formal .evaluations were seldom given,
only on termination, and I felt these were very subjective at best.

I have not been evaluated in this school of nursing for the
last three years therefore, I do not know the criteria which are®
used.

.

Instructor evaluation (in my experience) is usually carried
out on thebasis of very little contact in the work area between the
instructor and evaluator. Evaluations then tend to be entirely
positive and complimentary; the instructor must then recognize B
her need to continue self-evaiuation on an on- going basis in order.
to assess effectiveness. ,

I would value more feedback on my_performance from a trained .
evaluator who has no vested interest in my career or control.over
my position. (I appreciate that my students are in just the
particular bind I wish to avoid . . . . their promotion depends
greatly on my evaluation.)\ ' .

The A.A.R.N. collects a\QSZStantiél fee . . . . could théy |
use some of the funds to provide such a service . . . . an
on-call observer . . . . how's that for 2 dream!

Issues Related to Nursihg Instructor Evaluation

A wide varlety of comments were made in this category.
They dea1t with such concerns as the purposes of eva]uation, object1vvty,

the time required to evaluate effectively and weighting of evaluative

input.

The college where I work is heavily into evaluation, not only
of nursing instructors but all staff. The difficulty we are
encountering relates to the utilization of evaluation pro dures

for assessment as well as development of staff. As ey tion
procedures are used-for assessment primarily, the value of evaluation
for development purposes has been neglected.

~ How should evaluations be used--for promotion, merit
increment, dismissal, for progress identification?

] We need objective evaluation which prevents rewarding for
criteria such as social popularity and extraversion.

How do you provide time for precise evaluation?

Nursing instructor evaluation should be done on'a regular
basis in some form other than just a self evaluation. I believe
it is important for the nursing instructor to have constructive
feedback in order to grow in his/her job.
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A thorough knowledge of teaching-learning theory is of
value when one embarks on evaluations. As evaluation means to
e-value-ate, one must be cognizant of his/her own values before
.assessing the attributes of a teacher. ‘

Will the method of evaluation be constructive rather than
destructive being that the evaluation could be very threatening
-especially to a beginning instructor who is stil] trying to
adjust to a situation. :

I think the weighting of data on instructors’ performance
should be proportional to the length of time the supplier has -
interaction with .the instructor, i.e. someone who sees her-
for two hours a week at a meeting should have Tess impact than
another person who interacts with her for twelve hours a week,
in relation to the,same criteria of performance.

Often feel that senior instructbrs are not evaluated
realistically--it is accepted that they are performing adequately
and they are given little input for personal growth.

Areas in which one is being evaluated should be clearly
outlined to nursing instructors at the start of their employment.

The overall piétbré shoh]d be,evéluatedF-by a variety of
tools. and from a variety of sources. :

© SUMMARY -

In this chapter the dataigathered,from'study respondénts were

analyzed and discussed. Frequency and percentage distributjons_were

presented and discussed in order to describe the personal .and professional

characteristics of the study respondents. Correlations between the nine

independent variables were shown and discussed.

A presentation of means, mean ranks and standard deviations

was used for each of the sections which dealt with eva]uators, data

gathering practices and criteria in order to discuss ‘the extent to which

respondents shared common perceptions concerning these aspects of nursing

instructor evaluation. Spearman rho calculations from ranks were used to -

indicate whethgr any overall differences existed between the actual

[
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and preferred‘situations for evaluators, data gathering pract1ces
and criteria : » ‘S -

The resu]ts of T tests were used to discuss whether d1fferences
between actua] and preferred-evaluators, data gather1nq practices and
criter1a were of statistical significance.

The resu]ts of a factor analysis were used to present the
‘most suitable categorization of the study cr1ter1a accordlng to the oy

_classificat1on system proposed by Mitzel, »

The results of T tests and F tests were presented and discussed
in order to show the effect which the nine indepeodent variables had
upon perceptions concerning actual and preferred evaluators, data gathering
practices and conceming preférences for the use of- product presage

o

or process criteria.



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, QONCLUSiONS AND IMPLICATIONS

3

In this chapter the problem, procedure and results of the

stud} will be summarized. Conclusions will be stated and some implications

3
o . . . .

for practice and for further research wi-11 be discussed.

SUMMARY. ' \

<

The nursiﬁg profession seems to be.increaSingly concerned
with evaluation as part‘of the accountability issue; hOWever,;the
literature examined by the researther indicated that>relat1ve1y little
attention has been baid to the topié-of nursfng instructor evaluation
in Canada. ?;tudent evaluat1ve 1nput has been d1scussed to the greatest
“extent in the existing 11terature The use of other types of eva]uat1ve
personnel, purposes of evaluation and methods of daéz collection seemed
relatively unexplored. Criteria for gva]uating'ﬁursing instructor
.effectivgpeSS have received considerable attention although no evidence
existed concerning the use-df the‘categorization of critefia as propOsed‘
by Mitzel (1960). -
This study has sought to provide practiging adminiskrafors
and teacher§ in nursfﬁbleducation with up-to-date information conbernihg
the percept1ons of Alberta nursing 1nstructors in terms of actual
and preferred eva]uatorsgzdata gather1ng practices and criteria for
eyaluating their teaching effectiveness. o -

A pilot study was conducted w1th Br1t1sh Columbia and Alberta

nurses who were teaching or had taught in d1p1ema and bacca1aureate

-~
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nursing programs within the last three years.

A.Nursing Instructor Eva1uatibn Insfrument was used to C.
measure nursing instructor perceptions. The instrument consisted of
threeugections. Sectionfi requested personal and professional |
information on nine variables. Section II consisted of seven types
of evalﬁation personnel, twelve data gatherfng practices and thirty
evaluation criteria. The criteria included had been modi fied from
pilot sfudy criteria which had been identified as product, process
05 presage by’a factor éna1ysis. Instructors were asked to indicate the
| importance of the eva]uafors, data gatheringlpractices and criteria
in actual and preferred evaluation pragtices. In Section III
- nursing 1hstructors were invited to comment on evaluation and/or
the study. ' |

A]ber;a-nursing instructors who were teaching gt 1easf half
time in Qiploma or basic baccalaureate nursing programs compriéed the
sample for the study. The Nursing Instructor Evaluation Instrument
was used to collect all datg and, in ordér to gyaranteexanonymity,-\
no identifying marks appeared on any' of the questionnaires or on arb

of the-enve1opes_in.which the questionnaires were retu}ned. Each_ study -
‘participant was offered a summary of the findings of the study. '
Freqﬁency and percentage distributions were uséd'fo present
a preliminary analysis on the personal and pfofessiona] data coi1ected'
from the~184 nursfng instructors. Correlational procedures were
utilized to determine interreTationshjps between the 9 personal and T
profe$siona1 variab]es‘ o ‘ \ | _
| Ranking of means for both the Sctua] and preferred situations

was utilized to determine ;he extent to which respondents shayed common
. ‘ . ] O’/“' .
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perceptions concerning the importance of actual and preferred
evaluators, data gathering practices and criteria.

A Spearman rho ca]cu]etion was used to determine the extent
of similarities or differences between the ranking for actual and
preferred evaluators, data gathering practices and criteria.

Standqgg deviations for actﬁa{,and preferred evaluators,
data gathering practices and criteria were.calculated in order to
show the extent to which study respondents shared common perceptions
concerning these aspects of nursiﬁg instructor evaluation.

T tests were utilized to determine if any of the differences
between the actual and preferred situations for evaluators, data
gathering practices or criteria were of statistical significance. X

A factor analysis was performed in order to determine if
‘the study criteria could be classifigd aceprding to the product, process
and presage categorizationsﬁ Four, three and two factor solutions
were attempted on the preferred criteria. The ranking of each
cr1ter1on by category for both the actual and preferred situations was
’ determ1ned

T tests and F tests were utilized to determine the effeet of
the 9 independent.variables on the perceptions of the respondents concerning
actua1 and preferred evaluators and data gathering practices and concern1ng
the preferred use‘of product presage and process criteria.

Representat1venurs1ng instructor comments on the study were
class1fied under the fo]]owing headings: Typeéfof Evaluators, ‘Evaluation
i Criter1a, Importance of Nursing Instructor Evaluation, Current Nursing

Instructor Evaluation Practices, and Issues Related to Nursing Instructor
' .

Evaluation.
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The various analyses of the data revealed the following: |
1. The majdrity of the instructors in the study were
between 26 and 35 years of age, prepared at the baccalaureate level and

teaching in diploma nhrsing programs. In addition, most had instructionaf
. : |
responsibilities in both the “assroom and clinical areas and had been \

teaching nursing for less than 5 years. . \
’ 2. Thirty-two out of 36 significant relationships were found
between the independent variables. ‘The majority of the significant
re]ationsﬁips were ﬁositive in nature. | \\\_
3. Senior administrators and immediate supervisors were
uconsidered to be the most important evaluators in present(evaluative
practices while the study participants preferred that fhe teacher be the
primary evaluator. Immediate supervisors retained the rank of second
most important evaluator in the'prefer}ed situation. Respondents perceived
that self appraisal, student gain, checklists, and rating scales were
present]} the most ihportant data gathering practices, while the 4 top‘
1anking practices in the preferred situation were self appraisal, performénce

-

observation, microteaching and interaction analysis, in that order.

The ranking of means for the criteria section of the questionnaire’indicated
that only 1 of the top 4 ranked criteria'for“the actual situation

(item 11) remained in that ranking for‘the preferred situation.

4. Nursing instructors shared more cohnnn perceptions concerning
who should evaluate and concerning the criteria whi;h should be utilized
than concerning the evaluators and criteria ufi]ized in presenf evaluative
practices. A11 differences between actual and preferred evaluators were
of statistical significance except»for that difference involving the

senior administrator(s). A1l 12 of the differences between actual and



preferred data gathering practices were of statistical significance,
as were 29" of the differences between actual and preferred criteria.
~The mean for the preferred situation was higher than the mean for the
actua1lsituat10n in all cases except those involving the senior ,
administrator and the criterion which dealt with assessing tne teacher
in terms of the success of his or-her students on the registration
examinations. The higher means for the preferred situation indicated

-that respondents preferred evaluators, data gathering practices and

criter1a to be ut111zed signif1cant1y more than was present]y being done

in- nursing instructor evaluation.

5. Twenty-nine out of the 30 criceria loaded significantly
on one of two factors. Factor I seemed to represent a process-presage
categorizatign while Factor II anpeared to represent those items with
a product orientation. The process-presage crite: ia ranked highest in
both the actual and preferred situations; the highest ranked product

criterion received a rank of 10 in the actuai situation.

6. The independent variables were found to have an effect on

43 out of-a possible 342 perceptions concerning actuaivand preferred

eva]uators data gathering practices and cr1ter1a

- Age had significant effect upon the perceptions concerning the

fol]ow1ng (1) the actual role of the 1mmed1ate supervisor (2) the use
of perforﬂance observation (3) the preferred use of anecdotal records

u(4) the preferred use of student gain as a method of data coliection

and (5) the preferred use of the product critegﬁaﬁas jidentified by the

factor analysis : ' ‘
J—

Level of education had a s1gnif1cant effect concerning types

of evaluators only. The two significant findings dealt with

128
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(1) preference for the use of peer 1nstructbrs and (2) prefErence for
student evaluative input.

| Amount of teaching experience had a significant effect upon
perceptibns éoncerning the following 5 variables: (1) actual
importance of 1nned1até15upervisor (2) actual use of péfformance
observatioh (3) actual use 6f student gain for data collection

(8) preferred use of student gaih for data collection and (55 preferred
use of the product criteria as 1dentified through factor analysis.

' The length of time the instructors were employed had a
signff1caht effect upon perceptions concerning the following 5 variables:
(1) actual importance of self evaluation (2) preferred importance of self
evaluation (3) preferences for the use of micmteaching (4) preferences
for the Qse of the process-presage~category of criteria and
(5) preferences for the use of the product category of criteria.

Di fferences between instructor perceptions for those employed -
on a sessional and a permaﬁent'basis occurred concerning the following
4 variables: (1) preference for-Student evaluative input (2) aétua] use
of performance obserQation (3) preférred use of microteaching and
(8) prefefred use of projective tests. ' Type of employment had no effect
on preferences for the use of process-presage or product criteria.

: Différenceg in perceptions between those employed 50-74 percent
of full-time and those empToyéd 75 percent of full-time to fu]]-time
occurred only in the area of the fo}]owing 3 data gathering practiceg: f
(1) actual use of rating scales (2) preferred use of projective tests
and (3) preferred use of self appraisal.

c Very few differences in perception occurred between

instructors teaching in c1assroom; clinical and combined classroom and
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. clinical settings. Thé significant differences, all of which dealt
with preferred data gathering practices, involved the use of
(1) questionnaires (2) projettive tests and (3) teaching tests.

Instructors teaching in baccalaureate and diploma nursing
programs seemed in agreement»concerﬁinghdata.co]]ection practices and
criteria for evaluating teaching effectiveness. Three significant
differences in pertéptions occurréd'relatedrto the following evaluators
(1) preferred use of peer evaluators (2) actual use of students and
(3) preferred use of students.

School size (as indicated by the number of full-time faculty)
influenced the greatest number of perceptions concerning teacher
evaluation. Perceptions concermning the following 13 variibles were
affécted (1) actual use of senior administrétors (2) actual use of
1hmed1ate supervisors (3) actualluse of peers (4) breferred use of |
peers (5) actual use of self (6) actual use of students (7) preferred
'use of studeﬁts (8) actual use of performance observation (9) actual use
of rating scales (10) actuai use of microteaching (11) préferred use
of questionnéires (12) actual use.of anecdotal records and (13) preferred
use of anecdotal records. School size had no significant effect on |

perceptions concerﬁing the process-presage and product categories of

criteria. |

CONCLUSIONS

The following conclusions are based on the findings of the
study:
1. Nursing instructors perceive senior administrators and

immediate supervisors to be the most 1mportant evaluators in present
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nursing instructor evaluation practices. They prefer that more emphasis
\be\given to all types of evaluators except the senior adm1ntstrator'and
are highly in agreement that the instructor herself and the imﬁed1ate
supervisor (in that order) should be the most important evaluators.

2. MNursing instructors prepared at the Master's level, those
instructors teaching 1n‘bacca1apreate nursing programs and those teachtng
in schools with 10-19 faculty have a stronger preference for peer input
than do those ‘teachers prepared at the baccalaureate or diploma level,
those instructors teaching fn diploma programs and those instructors
teaching in schools of fewer or more than 10-19,facu1ty members.

3.’ Nursing 1nstructors do not see br prefer students to be
a major source of evaluative input. However, those instructors working
in baccalaureate nursing programs and those instructors prepared at the
Master' s level see and prefer more student involvement than do those
teaching in a diploma program or those prepared at the bacca]aureate or-
dip]oma 1eve1 In addition, those teachers employed on a sessional
basis have a stronger preference for student input than do those employed
on a permanent basis. |

4. Nursing‘instr0ctgrs prefer that a broader range of data
gathering practices be utiliaed in assessing their teaching,effectivehess.

5.f Nursing instructors perceive self appraisal, measuring
student gain, checklists and rating scales to be the major data gathering
practices used in present instructor evaluation but are highly in
agreement that self appraisa] and techniques wh1ch requ1re d1rect
observation of the teacher should be utilized. | |

6. Nursing instrUctor preferences for measuring student gain

as a method of gathering data conceming teaching effectiveness increase .
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‘directly with teaching experience.
. ¥

7.  Nursing instructors prefer that a broader range of criteria

-
3 i

be utilized 1p assessing their teaching effectiveness.

8. | Nursing instructors prefer that criteria of a process-
presage nature receive the greatest enphasis‘fn‘nursing instructér
eva]uatiah. Nursing instructors perceive that criteria such as adherence
to institutional policies and following through on commitments are of
major ihportance in the present assessment of nursing instructor
effeétiveness. They prefer that criteria which measure a teacher'§ﬁ
evaluative and communication skills receive“the_most_emphasis.

9; | Nu;singiinstructOr preference for the use of specific
product criteria increases with age but is not affected by the other

independent variables.

IMPLICATIONS

'AlthOUgh the data provided by this investigation resulted in
some significant findings, it is recognized that much more empirical work
is needed in the area'ofiAlberta nhrsing instructor evaluation,
Consequently, suggésfions concerning implications for practice must be
expressed cautiously. ' /

Implications for Practice

Findings for this study which appear to haVe‘relevance for
nursing instructors and‘administratorsraré contained in the section of
this chapter which deals with conclusions. The finding§ {ndicate a
preference on the part of Alberta nursing educators to broaden the
range of evaluators, practiées and criteria'utilized to assess their - -

-

teaching effectiveness. In most instances, the educators prefer that a
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different emphasis concernlng these various aspects of instructor
evaluation be used. |

The findings indicate that nursing educators are concerned about
.the 1mportance which the senior adm1n1strator has in present evaluative
practices. With an increasing focus on accountability predicted for the
1970's (Miller, 1974), the senior administrator might do well to
consider how he or she could best facilitate an effective evaluative
~ program. The administrator will continue to be responsib]e for decisions
concerning the retention and promotion of faculty and yet the findings of
this study indicate that nurse educators would prefer that immediate
supervisors and instructors themselves play the major roles in evaluating
teaching effectiveness. One\appropriate function for the administrator
might be to ensure that adequate resources are available for the
deve]opment of evaluative skills in 1nstructors and their supervisors.

The data gathering pract1ces which were rated as 1mportant by
the study respondents may be worth consideration by those developing or
revising a nursing instructor evaluation system singe it seems that a -
high degree of consensus existed concerning -actual and preferred data
gathering practices ‘

The rating of self appraisal as the most important actual and
preferred data gathering practice reinforces the‘finding that nursing
instructors see themse]ves as appropriately involved in both gathering
data and providing input concerning their teaching effectiveness. The
preferences for perfbrnance observation, 1nteract1on analysis and
microteaching 1ndicate that nursing 1nstructors prefer to have direct
observation of their performance form the basis for assessment of their

teaching effectiveness. This preference for direct performance

aatend 1
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observation might 1ead to a.consfderation of who might best observe
teaching behav{or. Administrators may be restricted in the time which
they have available for regular performance observation while immediate
supervisors. peers and students may be able to accomplish Ehis proceSs
more readily. An appropriate‘role for the administrator might be to
ensure thaf‘adequate time and personnel resources are available for
re§u1ar performance observation to be carried out.

‘The relatively Tow ranking (4 out of 6) which students received ~
as gva]uators requires further exploration by administrators and faculty
members. It may reflect a discontent in those schools where students
are the major source of evaluative input or a perception that students
are more skilled at evaluating for some purposes than others. For
example, the findings concerning students may have been different if the o
questionnaire had considered evaluation for the purpose of instructional
improvement only. 1In establishing or revising an evaluation system,
administrators and their faculties would need to determine_appropriate
roles for students to play in evaluating teaching efféctiveness.

| The difference in Perceptions between instructors in diploma
and baccalaureate nufsing Programs concerning the actual and préferred
use of student input as well as the preference for peef input may have
implications for developing or rev{%ing instructor evaluation systems.
The difference my be due to an 1nc}eased eXposUre on the part of those
teachihg in the baccalaureate progfams to information on the use of peer
and student input. Administrators may do well to ascertain faculty
perceptions conceming the formal use of peers in providing evaluat%ve

input. In addition, as more Titerature on peer review in nuf%ing

[

education becomes available, administrators may want to ensure that the
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information is given‘consideration by their instructors. The s tudy

findings concerming the importance which peers should p]ay in providing

. g
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evaluative input might have been different 1f the quiétionnaire had

s
AT

provided an explanation of peer review as a formalized procedure

(Stone, 1977).

Gom
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The findings concerning school size and its effect upon
data collection practices may reflect a 91fférence-in what schools in
the province are actually doing for nursing instructor evaluation, rather
~ than é difference due to gize. The comments received from the s tudy
participants 1ndicated that the schools do vary in how much they are
presently involved in nursing instructor evaluation. : S L

The findings indicate that age and amount of teaching experience
have some effect on perceptions: concerning actual and preferred data
collection practices. For example, one f1nd1ng 1nd1cates that the
preference for the yse of student gain 1ncreases d1rect1y with the
amount of teaching exper1ence Perhaps as a teacher gains éxperience ' s
she becomes more confident in making a self asseéSment by judging the
performance of her students or in héving others assess her performance:
in terms of the progress of her students.’ Administrators and faculty may
need to consider. individualizing the cr1ter1a and methods used to assess
teaching efféctiveness as the percept1ons of a nursing 1nstructor
change during her teaching career. '

~ The criteria provided in the study may be of some use to

adm1n1strators and facu]ty in designing or revising instructor eva]uation _ .3
1nstruments Those criteria which were ranked as the two most important 1
in the actual situation (follows institutional polvcies and follows :

through on commitments) appear to be the k1nd of criteria which cou]d
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be assessed without‘direct observation of the teacher's performance.
" The low ranking of these criteria in the preferred situation and the
‘content of the items which did receive top ranking indicate that
teachers see 1tems which deal’ more directly with 1nstructor—student
: interaction as being of mos t importance. This finding would seem
consistent with the preferences of teachers for the use of various
4 performance observation techniques and for evaiuative input from. their

‘ innediate supervisors. The findings may have been different if the
criteria had beenh indicated as being specific to a particular situation,
a]though ciassroom and ciinicai instructors and those who shared equal
classroom and clinical..responsibilities seemed to have simiiar preferences
f throughout the study

; ‘ The age of the study partic1pant had an effect upon the

,specific preference for those 10 criteria 1dent1f1ed as product by the

factor ana1y51s This finding, in addition ‘to the rank received by the

. product criteria would: suggest that these specific student gain o

. ‘criteria nnght not be effective for use in evaluating all nur51ng
instructors The comments. of study part1c1pants 1ndicate simi]ar
concerns related to the use .of product criteria as were raised in the:
literature by such authors as McNeil and Popham (1973). '

_ The findings indicate that a re]atively narrow range of
evaluators, data gathering practices and criteria are utilized in
assessing nursing instructor effectiveness. A more indepth exploration
of the options availab]e for\efféctive teacher assessment may be
appropriate for programs which prepare.nur51ng instructors and for

inservice development activities.
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Implications for Research

Because this study was the first of its kind known to have
been conducted in Alberta, more empirical research might be carried out
in an attempt to eithervsbpport or refute the conclusions of this study.
While it appears that a great deal-remains to be Tearned about all the
variables an‘relationships‘with which this\study is concerned, further
research regarding nursing instructor evaluation might be more
productive if tﬁe following questions and tasks were conéidered:

1. Furthér research should be-Undertaken concerning the

role which the‘senior administrator could play in nursing instructor

I

evaluation.
2. Further investigation concerning the role which the imedi-

ate supervisor does and should play should be undertaken. The results of this
;tudy 1ndicate that pursing ihstructors see that this individual is and
should continue to play a‘najor role in pr-—iding evaluative 1ﬁput.

| 3.  Further résearch into the role of peer evaluation shouid
be undertaken. For example, a determination of factors which influence

attitudes concerning the suitability of peer evaluation could be carried

P

out.

e

) 4. Further research should be conducted as to how instructors
. themselves can best play a major role in collecting data and providing
fnput to evaluate the1r teaching effectiveness The study participants

1nd1cated a strong preference for self appraisa] practices.

5. Further investigation into the role which other professionals‘
should take in providing eva1uat1ve input could be undertaken. The

study 1ndicated that-by far the majority of participants had at least .

some responsibilities in the clinical area and therefore regularly came
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in contact wigh charge nurses, staff nurses and other meﬁbers of the
health care oeam., .

6. Further investigation into the role which stUdent§ should
play in nursing instructor evé]uation.shou1d be undertakén For example,
- the purposes for which their evaluative input could be used and the
weighting given to such input could be studied.

7. Further research into the use of techniques for the direct
‘observat1on of nursing instructor perfonmance in the classroom,
1aboratory and patient care settings should be undertaken The results
of this study indicated that teachers instructing in various settings
seemed to share a similar perception that a broader Eange of data
collecting practices should be utilized. fThey also indicated agreement
as to which ones‘they would prefer to be of major importance.

é. The issue of whether classroom and c]injoa]‘insfructors
require separate evaluation criteria requires further investigation. Tﬁe
results of this study indicate that the majority of Algérta~hurs%ng
instfuctors teach students in both éettings Having teaching responsibil-

‘ities in both areas could 1nf1uence an instructor's perception of what -~

criteria would be considered appropr1ate

a
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FACULTY OF EDUCATION THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA
EDMONTON, CANADA

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL
ADMINISTRATION M Teo 2aB

March 7, 1977

Dear Nurse Educator:

Evaluation of nursing instructors may be a topic of concermn

to you. The purpose of the attached questionnaire is to

obtain input conceming your perceptions of the process of
evaluating nursing instructors as it is now and how you

think it should be. The questionnaire is being circulated

to Alberta nursing instructors who have teaching responsibilities
-at the undergraduate level. The data received will be analyzed
and a thesis prepared. The thesis will be available from the
A.A.R.N. and University of Alberta Education Libraries once

the study 1s completed.

I would ask your assistance in completing the questionnaire

and returming it in the stamped, self-addressed envelope which

you will find enclosed. The questionnaire should take 20-30

minutes of your time to complete. I hope the results of the

study will be of some value to you and I am willing to send

you a summary of my findings as a small thank you for completing

the questionnaire. Enclosed you will find a stamped, self-addressed
postcard to complete if you wish to obtain that summary.

Please mail the postcard and questionnaire separately in order
to ensure the anonymity of your response. -

I am Tooking forward to receiving your input. Thank you for
your assistance.

Sincerely yours,

Lee Cadman, R.N., B.Sc.

LC/bt ‘
Attachment



I.

EVALUATION OF NURSING INSTRUCTORS

Personal & Professional .Data

In the box provided, please write the number
which represents the most accurate answer to
each section.

(a) Age to your nearest birthday - /'
1.21 to 25 " 4. 36 to 40 6. 6 to 50

2. 26 to 30 5. 41 to 45 7. over- 5]
3. 31 to 35

(b) Highest level of education -
. R.N. diploma

- R.N. plus post hasli
. R.N. plus othe

1

2

3 -~
4. Baccalayreate dg
5. Master's . :
6.

(c) Total amount of te 'ching 'ie?fb'e_\rienoe'in nursing

education - ‘

1. Less than 1 year 4.5 to 6 years l I
2. 1 to 2 years 5. 7 to 8 years

3. 3 to 4 years 6 over _8 years

(d) Length of present employment -

4. 5 to 6 years
5. 7 to 8 years

67 over 8 years

1. Less than 1 year
2. 1 to 2 years
3. 3 to 4 years

(e) Type of present employment -

1. sessional 2. permanent

(f) Hours employed at present - - .

1.°50 - 74 % of a full time position
2. 75 - 100% of a full time position

(g) Areas of major teaching responsibility -

. Classroom fnstruction

Clinical instruction
Approximately equal classroom and
clinfcal responsibilities

Other - please specify

R XY NP

For Keypunch
Use Only

oo

"0

n
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¢h) Type of program in which you presently
teach -

1. Prepares diploma nurses
2. Prepares Baccalaureate nurses

(1) Approximate number of full time faculty in
present program

1. Under 10 3. 20 to 29 5.  over 39
2.10-19 4. 30 to 39

Pléase use the following response key throughout the remainder
of the questionnaire. For your convenience, the key is
reproduced at the bottom of each subsequent page.

. #
Response Key ‘
1 .2 3 ‘ 4 E 5

~very limited = some moderate great - very great
importance importance importance importance 1nportancg

1. Marsing Instructor Evaluation

A. The following 1ist indicates types of individuals who
may be involved in evaluating nursing instructors.
Using the key provided, please circle the response
which best indicates your perception of the importance

- which eath type of individual has (ACTUAL) and the
importance that type of individual should have
(PREFERRED) 1n nursing instructor evaluation,

Examglé Item ‘
School 1ibrarian (Actual) A 1@ 3 5
(Prpferred) P . 1 2 3 é 5

(Using the key provided, the numbers circled indicate

that the respondent perceives school librarians as having
some importance in evaluating nursing instructors; however,
he/she perceives that they should have great importance in
evaluating nursing instructors.)

<

Types of Individuals - Importance -

1. Senior administrator(s) of A 12345
nursing programs : P 1 2 3 45

2

For Keypunch
Use Only

C
12

13

14
15
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3
For Keypunch
Use Only
Types of Individuals Importance c
2. Most immediate supervisors A 1 2 3 4 § 16
P 1 2 3 4 5 17
3. Peer instructors Al 2 3 45 18
: - P12 3 45 19
4. Instructors themselves Al 2 3 4 5 20
P12 3 45 21
5. Students A1 2 3 45 22
o P12 3 45 23
6. Others. Please specify A1 2 345 24
type of individual and P12 3 45 25
importance
B. The fonoﬁing represents a range of practices which
may be utilized in gathering information for evalu-
ating nursing instructors. Please circle the numbers
which indicate your perception of the fmportance '
which each practice is given (ACTUAL) and should be
given TPREFERRED) 1n evaluating nursing instructors. | *
A = ACTUAL . P = PREFERRED
Description of Practices Importance
1. Performance observation - A1 2345 26
trained observers watch P12 3 45 27
Instructors in the work 2
- setting and record what they
do. v o )
2. Interaction analysis - Al 2 3 4G5 28
analysis of the number and P 1 2 3 4 5 29-
kinds of verbal inter- ' .
tions between instructors
and students. ‘ ;
3. Anecdotal Records - a Al234acs 30
series of notes concerning P 1 2 3 4 5 3
the behaviours of an .
R instructor.
Response _
1 D 4 5
very limited some moderate great very great
importance  importance importance importance

importance
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=

. monly ysed

10.

7,

. Meaqﬁﬁ?ﬁg.student :
“an Instryctop by assessing

o

" Descrd tion of Practices

Specific

;qgiysis of
short

Microteaching -
tehching skills by assessing
Periods of teaching ~.-most

frequent)y videotapfng is usghs

- Checklists . usingﬁd list of
‘traifts, skills op K
evaluyate teachers .

behavioyrs to

Rating Scales - comparing the_traits.
skills op behavigyrs of the teachers
those of other
» OF with other

> Trculating 5
of p anned;‘written questions
3 to a particular,topic ~ com=~

to measyre attitudes
andopinions . .

Jist

the

amount of progress made by his/her

Students.

- staﬁdardized tests

Téécﬁer' Tests
about specific

to gather Information
teacher abilities,

Response Key - ' .

1

very 1imiteq

inpontance

2 3 4
queraté
impdrtgnce

some
~ importance

g

great
inportance

T

-

Very great
importance

=

-
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5
‘ For Keypunch
Description of Practices Importance Use Only
. _ c
12. Self appraisal - methods, tech- Al 2 3 45 48
nfques, material and tools used P 1 2 3 435 49

by tnstructors to gain evaluative
data about their growth and
development as instructors.

C. The following criteria may be ssed 1in evaluating nursing
instructors. Included are selegted items dealing with
characteristics of the instructbr, the actual teaching-
leaming process and the concept of evaluating the .
instructor by assessing the performance of his/her
students, , : |

Please circle the number which indicates your perception
of the importance which each criterion has (ACTUAL) and
should have (PREFERRED) in th& evaluation of nursing

~ instructors. )
A= ACTUAL P = PREFERRED
Criter& | : ‘ IM- rtance )
1. Demonstrates enthusiasm for A1 2 50
teaching. P12 - 8] .
2. Asks thought-provoking questions. é } g gg :J

“

3. Success of his/her students in
meeting course requirements.

4. Evaluates students based on
course objectives.

O X © >
—
o
3

5. Is well informedon technical
and professional advances.

6. Interprets abstract ideas and
theories clearly. .

7. Shares own thinking ¥ th
students. . :

\
—d wed

3

3

3

3

3

3
T3
1 © 3
3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

»n R ¥ -3 L -3 P R 3 L% » L
(S N ¢, ] o vron o o oW tran [ 03]
RS

°>» ©V>» vV o>
—d 1 -—
R PN N R

8. Success of his/her students on

Canadian nurse registration 65
examination. -
T T 3 a s
- . ST
. some moderate great very great

fmortance fmportance {mortance {mportance

T / ; ‘ e




e v — e

CH teria

9. Progress_of his/her students
in utilizing communication
skills.

10. Makes students aware of his/her
expectations for them.

11. Keeps students informed of
their progress.

12. Takes advantage of hew or

mexpected sitgntions in teaching

his/her” studcnts o

.13, Gives: his/her students construc-
2 tﬂ! criticism 1g an appropriate
nnm

: ’14 Respects *{ndiv‘lduality of
g students
R

s Makes himself/herself available
. to:students when needed

Establishes an environment which
is conducive to student discussion
and expression of feeH_ng.

» ' 4,

'17.. Shows interest in making a
contribution to the profession
of nursing. .

18. Progr'ess of his/her students in
utilfzing -~+lem solving skills.

Progress of his/her students in
relating theory to nursing
practice.

.19,

" Response Key
1 2 3 4
i ' 3.

great:-
importance

moderate
{sportance

some
importanee

i
/
!

very limited
ilportant_:e .

O W P» U» O»
—

I!Qortance

O
—
[aS AN ]
W W

-
[aS ] NN NN
ToW W W o

0 >

— —-—

NN N [aV ] N o NN ~N
w W w w ww w

—
NN NN
w W [N N

very great

importance

W,

P

LI SN A Y

wvron w (3] g, anaw;m

3 45
J 4 5

! wn g,
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For Keypunch
Use Only

67
68
69

70 <
n

72
73

74
75

76
77
78

DUP 1-3; 2
T

s U

¢

10.
n -
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7
/ For Keypunch
P Use Only
Criteria Importance
C
20. Shares workload on A1 2 3 4 5 12
faculty committees. P12 3 4 5 13
21. Communicates effec- A1 2 3 4 5 14 -
tively with peers. P 1 2 3 4 5 15
22. Progress of his/he A i 2 3 4 5 16 .
students in providing P12 3 475 17 ; L
individualized nursina - , S k%:‘“
care. 7 : . ‘ J,“"A"j“-‘:»’\
23. Progress of his/her A1 2345 18 s 5
students in becoming P 1 2 3 4 5 19 , :
self directed in :
learning.
24. Sets an example ‘for Al 2 3 45 20.
his/her students. P12 3 4 5 21
25. Follows institutional Al 2 3 45 22
- policfes. ‘ P 1 2 3.4 5 23
26. Proposes needed change A1 2 3 4 5 24
within the work environ- P 1 2 3 4 5% 25
ment.
e
27. Follows, through on A1 2 3 435 26 \ '
comiﬁbnts. P12 345 27
28. Progress of his/her Al 2 3 45 28 ; s
- students in recognizing P 1 2 3 4 5 29 o
" their strengths and .
\ limitations.
- \_29. Progress of his/her A1 2345 30
\_ students ‘in functioning P 1 2 3 4 § K)|
N #s members of the o
~nursing team. NP
\ : :
30. P ss of his/her A1 2 3 45 k 74
students in recognizing P 1 2 3 4 5 33 - %
i their responsibilities oo
as future mesbers of the ik
nursing profession.
Response Ke a
o 23 4 5 ) |
very limited some mode great very great

1u!.>ortance‘ -importance impo ce  importance inportance,
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II1. Comments

Any. commen®s which you have concerning nursing instructor

evaluation and/or this particular questionnaire would be
appreciated.

Thank you for completing this questionnaire - your 1nﬁut is
appreciated. _ '

7
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10926 - 129 Street,
Edmonton, Alberta.
TSM 0X9

December 22nd, 1976

-Ms. Shirley Shantz, Chairperson,
Consortium of Nurse Educators,
Red Deer College,

Red Deer,

Alberta.

“Dear Shirley: —

I am presently enrolled in the Masters Program in Educational

‘ Administration at the University of Alberta. I am looking at

.. nursing instructor evaluation as the subject of my thesis. I would
. appreciate an opportunity to attend the next meeting of the

Consortium of Nurse Educators which I understand is scheduled for

Friday, January 28th, 1977. At that time I would like to explain

my thesis plans in detail and request the cooperation of the

Consortium members. 1 believe this would take about one half

hour and I would apprectate being able to speak with you in

the morning. if possible. .

Thank you for Sf‘our assistance.

Ny

.

Yours sincerely,

Lee Cadman

LC/bt
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FACULTY OF EDUCATION

DEPARTMENT OF KDUCATIONAL

ADMINISTRATION e g TG ROS

X

.. your assistance in the following ways:

10926 - 129 Street
Edmonton, Alberta
February 9, 1977

Dear

I was pleased to have the opportunity to meet with you at
the January 28th meeting of the Consortium of Senior Nurse
Bducators. The input which I received from your group was.
of value to me.

I will be c.ircu.lat.in& my questionnaire on Nursing Instructor
Evaluation within the next three weeks. I would appreciate

v

-~ I would ask that you send me a list of your
faculty members whom you consider to be teaching
ong half or more of a full time position in yout
Diploma/Baccalaureate.Program. : Please include -
those employed both ﬁebsionally and on a pemdent
basis. g

-~ I would then like to send an introductory letter,
a questionnaire and a follow up postcardto the
above faculty members utilizing their work address.
Many thanks for your cooperation.

Ssi ndsrel y yours,

Lee Cadman

LC/bt ,

’ THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA
EDMONTON, CANADA

»
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Request For a Study Summagy

Dear Ms. Cadman:

Please send a summary of the results of your study on Evaluation of
Nursing Instructors to:

Name
Street ¢
5‘4\:}
City _
Postal Codgxf//>y<:‘-———\\\_,,/~’”"”rﬂf\\ '
\\.
>
_ , :\"‘)
Reminder Postcard N
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATION
UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA
' Dear Nurse Educator: | ' 17/3/77

i

Recently a questionnaire on Evaluation of Nursing Instructors wés
sent to you. If you have already completed the questionnaire, I
would Tike to take this opportunity to thank you once again for
your assistance. If you have not found the time as yet to respond,
I would request that you do so at your earliest convenience. Your
input is appreciated.

Thank you for your c66ﬁératioh;

Sincerely yours,

Lee Cadman, R.N. B.Sc.




162

FACULTY OF EDUCATION THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA
EDMONTON. CANADA

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL 4
s ADMINISTRATION w . Tea 208

April 12, 1977

Dear Nurse Educator:

Several weeks ago you were sent a questionnaire concerning
the Evaluation of Nursing Instructors. To date, I have
received responses from approximately 65% of the Alberta ‘
nursing instructors selected to participate in my study.

I believe that the quality of the research would be
improved if the perceptions of more of you were represented
If you are willing to participate in the project and have
not yet done so, I would appreciate your completing and M
returning the questionnaire within the next few days.’

(I have enclosed a duplicate copy of the questionnaire

in case you have misplaced the original).

% If you have already sent in your response, please accept
my thanks once again. ’
Sincerely yours,
Lee Cadman, R.N., B.Sc.

o
Lo
£



