o, ™ DOCUNENT RESUME .
"BD° 118 589 : e L T bos 072 ¢
. A * - - N - 7 0T o »
AUTIOR . - Rott, Robert K. cT ‘ _
TITLE . Evaiuatlon of’Medical Nurse Practltloner Program. oL
1 .
: ) - Participant Instrugent No.. 1: . T
INSTITUTION State Univ. of New. York,. Buffalo. SChool pf . .
) . © Narsimg. . . . S
: PUB DATE rpr 73 - ., -, . S
" NOTE Tp. et T e e - :
: . . LRI S \ T Q
; EDRS PRICE NF-$0. 83 HC-$1.67 Plus postage -
¢ DEgCRIPTORS Health Occupatidns Bducation; ngher Pducation. :
- . “*Nurses; *Participant Satisfaction; *Drogram 2
¢ " Evaluation; *Ra*1ng Scales ol
ABSTRACT - e

Th1s instrument vas designed to:prcvide a goal-free.

, evaluat1on of a pilot training program for Medical: Nurse
o Practitioners. With minor modification, tXe instrument can be app11ed
to programs at several»edncat1ona1 levels- secondary, college, adult,
and ctontinuing. The.instruaent uses S-polnt Likert-type scales (with
positive and negative polarities at the extremes), progresses from- -
general to specific considerations of .the program, and contains some
open-ended questions, so that respondents.can :comment ad hoc. :
Overall, the guestionnaire prov;deg information to determine the
. appropriateness of the training progran for the students enrolledx
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v , v Participant Instrument No. 1 .
. . The principle purpose of this €orm is to assist.in the planning of subse-
» “ .(, . . » . - . ) . . .
-quent programs, Therefore, be completely candid in’your résponses. Do not
Ty - » L . L
- ‘ .sign your name.
‘ - ! . - ¥
. . For‘each question or partial statehent,below,‘pleaee circle the number
. 7 'that best ref1ects-your reqption. : ' e

1. Ovérall, how important. do you feel the topics of this Program aré to_ .
medical nurse practice? , . T

i 7

very important- - 5 - 4 3 .2 1 very unimportant*

2, 0vera11, ‘how relevant was the content to tlie various topics?

highly relevant 5 4.3 2 1  notatall relevant

3. Leaving aside the quality of instruction for @he moment,.do you think - °
*all the major topics treated in this Program should be treated again
in future programs’ :
to- . W T ' . )
definitely 5 4 3 2 1 definitely not.

b4 ’

4 The instructors' objectives for this Program were:

‘very clear to me 5 4 3 T2 1 very unclear to me

- . .

5} The planning (organization) of this Program was:

|
- " . . ‘
¢ M

=+« ~ excellent- 5 4 .3 2 1 poor

Do . - - T . '

- 6. -Overall, was the Program long enough to cover. the topics adequately?
' : : g : ) ’ > . . )

considerably too long. 5 4 3 -2 1 . considerabiy-too short
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'_ too elementary . 5° 4 3 2 1

10.

. *(
13.

14.

As’ a tule, daily sessions were: .

© or prior knowledge?

" Were the reading materials made available to'you fer this Program

considerably too leng ~ 5 4 3 2 1

.

,eonsiderably too -
short

ey,
b 3

Do you feel that you entered the Program with -he appropriate prerequisites

- - . %
. e . 5
I had more than * 5 4 3 "2 1

. I was seriously lack-
enough prepiration C°

_ 'ing in-preparation )

-‘!‘

L4

In terms of x background anq preparation for this Program, the e

content, of‘this Program was: .9
. > ". * *

too advanced‘
!

&

Overall, the quality of instruction in this Program was:

exceIlent © 5 .4 3 ‘ i_ 1 . poor ‘b,

3 \ . ' 4 ) . \( ' 0

Overall, how did 'you find the pace of instruction? .

'\ . . . - - . ] . - - R
too rapid 5 4 '3 2 1 too slow .

. »
£ 4 Al . t

.
4 - = . .

adequate? T . g ' 1t

o . i > * *

too elementary 5 4 3 -2 1 . koo advaﬁged‘

Bt
s

Did you receive the reading materials’ or assignments sufﬁiciently inuad-
vance forfyou to prépare yourself for classwork? :

Yes, materials or assignments were timed apprOpriatély -

»

No, materials ‘or assignments were given too late

No materials or assignments were givgn
. . . et

The instruction was generally

v

-
£ 7

too lecture oriented . 3 4 '3 .2 1 . too discussion.
.. . ’ . oriented
very interesting 5 4. 3 ‘!2 1 * very yhinteresting
. ) : ;
very informative . 5 4 3 2 1 - very uninformative

-
..

Opportunitiles for asking questions were:
sufficient. / ) ‘e .3 4 3 %Y 1 insufficient ;é
e |

f ‘-' ) 3 -
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Pt ‘16, Opportunities for studying were: e
i: . . ’ ‘ . LT . / .-
" . sufficient - - 4 3, 2 1 . insufficient
| ¥ - .'- ¥ o ' :
«, ¢ 17. The amount of work the!instructors required of you-was:
far' too ‘mych - 5 4- 3 2 S | far too 1Yttle ° ‘\
=« " . % 18. Opportunity for you to interact with’ Progizam instructors wzs:
' \ . o k. o
. sufficient . 5 4 3 2 1 insufficient
; _ 19, Written examinations' should be included in this progr;m. ;
o i . ' o R Q -
. ' strongly agree -5 4 3 2 1 | strongly disagree-
. oo - v Z.
20. Clinical reports (patient work-ups) were evaluated adequately. °
7 - . . ' IR .,
stronghy dgree 5, 4 3 2 .1 -s'trongly dis‘sgree
‘21, ) Evaluation emphasized the applicatipn of concepts or prin tples.
. . l >
ko3 " ‘strongly agree e 5 4, 3 2 "1 g strongly\ disagree
. i |
. ' . 5\
( 22, Criteria for evaluating your work in the Program were specified.«
strongly agree. C e "5 4 3 2 1, strongly disag!-ee' — » =
. - - . R R R oy . :
. “ - . ~ . . . >‘ - . ’ ' :
(;A , ° 23, Preceptors were available.for confererces as necessary. > ~
- . i s / ". “ . - . o
. strongly, agcee 5 4 3, 2 1 stronzly disegree,\- .
- ‘e " . o . e ¢ . . ‘ ’ L. -
. 24, In your. opinion, the teaching staff members were in general: S
. - " ’ .. s < .o . o . ‘f ..
) very well ‘qualified 5 "4 3 .2- 1 _ very unqualified "
gl . ! very well prepared . . 5 4. 3 -2 1 very unprepared
) > ' . - A
25, Did the instructional staff seek your reactions to their instructional
) pyocedures, scheduling, etc., during the Program? ’
Y, frequently < 5 4 3 21 never
~ s . . — — , '
0y .
. it“appear to you that your reactions led to improvements in he
* instructional procedures ) scheduling, etc.?
. frequently e . 5 4 3 2 1 _ never }
) |
g
g
1‘
|
|
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27. The classroom facilities for the Program were: | ‘
-excellent 5 -4 3 2 -1, ) pooxr
) L.t C ¢ - ‘
28. The clinical faciiities for the Program were: | v
excellent 5 .4 3 2 1 - poor - .
. r. - .

*
.29.' If you were able to do it a11 over agaim, would you conmit youreﬂ" .
to ‘this Program? . '

Yes ) Uncertain ' No

P IE———

. . ’”,
N e 4

30% If this Program we{e repeated, would you recommend to other nurses
' that they attend? («"\ . ’

Xes |, - 'eertain o __No T

'

»

31 "How" would you rate the value of each of the following topics to the
Program? - ' . . . v

vos ~ », “
. L ey, . o s (3 .
v . v,

(Ple_ase\e_ircle ONE response for EACH row)

. : ' No- opportunity Very . 3
. ) « to judge : valuable  Worthless °
a. Miss bymewgh: ’ Intro . M 5 4 3 2 1
‘ to trends and issues . . ' o
b, Dr. Sukes Changes -in - - L . \
" health care delivery - 8 . .
system NA i 5 4 3 2 1
* Cu Mr't Ghewvemsew: Inter- - . L .
© ° viewing tecliniques. NA T 5- 4 3- 2v1 A
’ * . * . - ry - .
d. Dr.. Oid-n: ‘Problem- ' N
orient‘,ed :ecord : v NA 5 4 3 2 1 .
P I . . .
-e. Dr. -Dio'i'..: Basic . E , . . '

‘medical history and , .
' physical B 5 4 3 2 1

LME, Neew: Sociolosical ‘ L A '

aspects : NA 5 - 4 .3 2 1 v
p? S .

g Miss Reh: "types of T, e ' :
/ . health agencies. NA . 5 4 3 2 lu

h. Dr..ddddngeen: *EyeL B

examinations NA- -5 .4, 3 2 1 -
N ) - ; * e . \ . -
i. Dr. Qemstems: -‘ileart ’ I i
sounds NA 5 4 3 2 1

& demographical changes, ! el e e
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No opportunity Very ‘ '

Ly
¢

32, Plesse list any aspects o hﬁm other than those listed in
y /’5 g

4
31 above which you fe'lt were of considerable value. s

M - _ to, judge valuable Worthless -
Lab. tech. Hematology ,‘ + NA. o 5 4,4.//3‘.-‘ 21
_ and clinical pathology . ! o
Dr. 'B'l'woué Hypertensic;nh N&w " '5 ) 4_ - 3 M”Z - -i»
Dr. Bhwehin ASHD . NA - 5 4 3 .2 1
b / A . '
Dr. m Diabete NA "5 4 3 2 -1
Dr. Ip..—; Chronic N 5 4 3 72 i
lung d; diae{se :
Dr. Medem:.. Basic'GI, - ) o
DX, ulcer, 1iver disease, i ‘
1cohoI*is;n ’ Y NA 5 4 3~ 2 1
Dr. W : ‘
pharmacology, ASHD, angina, t .
chronic lung, etc. . ' NA 5 4 3 2 1
. ¢ N v R
Dr. Swhwedkew:’ Thyroid ‘NA 5 4,03 2 1
) :. . ’ . ’ -
Dr, dewime: Artbhtitis M s 3 4 3 2 1
CMHC group: Psych d.ise,'[a,'sje NA ’s 4 3 2 .-1
e ’ . . v s * '&3 - ! -
Dr. Cuopw Basic concepts - ] . ' ,
of malignancy NA, 5 4 3 2 1
Dr. Poboen: Skin, concepcs ' . ~
of infeetious diseases ' NA 5 4 3 2 1
Preceptors: ¢ Work-up .of B . oL »
patients on wards NA - 5 4 3 2 1
Dr. Oid—n: Epishdic illness - NA 5 .74 3 27 1
. b et )

»
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33. Please list any criticisms or suggestions you have concerning_time
-éallotation for any of the Program activities or sessions,

5 . -

) 3
. ' / —- .
.

34, a. Please 1ist any‘elements that were missing from this Prqgram that
you feel would be of value in future prograins of this type.,

: . , v
¢ i . )
© A *
2% N S <
’ ) i ‘
' ! % C. '
.' . .
J ” . ¢ ‘ ‘ -\; , <
b. What would you suggest sacrificing from the present ?rogkam-fo;mat
- to make “room for new topics or activities? r -
o° o .
2 T
' t '
. . R .
( » b N 2 . .
' s S S ¢ ‘ .

c. What factors contributed to student motivation in the Program?
Lf ‘nore, what would you suggebt? vt

. . Program Evaluation Instrument
’ ‘Designed April 1973 by .
) D Robert K. R3tt -
for use in -
' Buffalo General Hospital

v .}? ~ .

.

*means scale change




