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Abstract

Background: Intragroup evaluation is a process through which faculty members, students, and university officials examine the
strengths and weaknesses of their department by assessing the educational unit to clarify the status of the department.
Objectives: The present study aimed to investigate the internal evaluations (IEs) of the departments conducted at Kermanshah
University of Medical Sciences (KUMS), Iran.
Methods: In this descriptive study, IEs were performed at KUMS during 2012-2018. A summary of the documented information was
collected by a checklist, and 22 IEs of the university departments during this period were reviewed. Data analysis was performed in
SPSS version 21.
Results: Most of the IEs were evaluated within six months. In 100% of the cases, the educational goals of a specific department, cases
of the evaluation areas, and assessment criteria were determined and scored, and the lesson plans for the existing theory units
were delivered to the students. In addition, documents of faculty members’ research activities, along with specific and codified
programs for conferences, were reported. However, only 27.3% of the educational experts and 54.5% of the student representatives
were involved in the group evaluation committee, and in 68.2% of the cases, there were lesson plans for skill units and clinical wards.
On the other hand, 40% of the cases had a specific documentary program to assess the students’ academic decline/achievement in
the groups.
Conclusions: Formally, the IEs were performed correctly, and the obtained results briefly showed that they could achieve multi-
ple academic goals. Due to the differences between the results and the observed state of the university, external evaluations are
recommended as well.
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1. Background

Communities need universities for progress and devel-

opment, and these centers are the most valuable institu-

tions in this field. Due to the growing number of students

and universities and the subsequent economic, social, and

educational issues, it is essential to improve the quality

of education and examine the extent to which it has been

achieved so far (1). Policymakers must pay special attention

to the quantitative and qualitative improvements in the

higher education system. The purpose of quantitative and

qualitative improvement is to enhance educational perfor-

mance, improve the higher education system, increase a

sense of responsibility in institutions toward each other,

and ensure the adequacy of graduates and quality control

(2).

Intragroup evaluation is a process through which fac-

ulty members, students of different levels, and university

officials examine the strengths and weaknesses of their

department in various fields in an attempt to overcome

the obstacles and problems in education. Research, pa-

tient treatment, and other factors that hinder achieving

the primary goals of the field could provide appropriate

feedback to colleagues and officials for effective decision-

making and addressing these shortcomings (3).

Evaluation is a means to increasing the efficiency of

higher education and a mechanism for certification, rea-

sonable fund allocation, informing stakeholders, ensuring
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the achievement of goals, and continuous improvement.

In Iran, the evaluation and accreditation program of med-

ical universities was approved in the third period of the

five-year development plan of Iran. The first plan of the Ira-

nian Ministry of Health and Medical Education (MHME) is

goal-oriented internal evaluation, followed by the external

evaluation of various departments of medical universities

based on the internal evaluation. In the process of internal

evaluation, items such as improving the quality of the ed-

ucational system, self-regulation, and participation of fac-

ulty members in group activities in line with the univer-

sity system and society’s needs lay the foundation for in-

creasing the quality of the educational system (4). Educa-

tional evaluation is a formal and purposeful activity, which

is designed and implemented to determine the quality, ef-

ficacy, and value of an educational program or process (5).

Internal evaluation is performed by the educational unit to

clarify the quality and quantity of the educational and re-

search status in the form of self-evaluation. In general, the

purpose of internal evaluation is to determine the current

status and its distance from the desired state (6). Attention

to evaluation and feedback is a clear sign of attention to the

quality of higher education, followed by systematic plan-

ning to improve the situation (7).

Recognizing the extent to which the goals of medical

universities are achieved and knowledge of the shortcom-

ings and strengths (current status) are essential tools that

help decision-makers, policymakers, and planners of med-

ical universities improve the applied methods, achieve

goals, and increase efficiency. Moreover, dynamics and

growth in these universities require constant monitoring

and evaluation (8). The importance of external evalua-

tion in the management of higher education is undeni-

able. Universities seek to continuously improve the quality

of their programs and educational, research, and special-

ized services system by applying various solutions. Inter-

national and national experiences show that the external

evaluation process (especially at the departmental level)

is an effective mechanism for ensuring academic quality.

On the other hand, external evaluation is used as a gen-

eral term referring to all forms of quality review, review,

and validation. External evaluation is the process used

by external experts to evaluate and ensure the quality of

a program/institution. Undoubtedly, external evaluation

should be based on internal evaluation, so that an internal

evaluation report would be available before implementing

the process (9).

In the past two decades, several studies have been fo-

cused on the performance and internal evaluation of de-

partments in medical universities in different regions of

Iran, including Kermanshah.

2. Objectives

Considering that the reports of these intragroup eval-

uations have not been examined quantitatively and for-

mally so far, the present study aimed to review the intra-

group evaluations in 2012 - 2018 as an introduction to the

additional studies of these evaluations to provide effective

solutions for improving the quantity and quality of univer-

sity departments.

3. Methods

This cross-sectional, descriptive study was conducted

to review the internal evaluations of various medical de-

partments of Kermanshah University of Medical Sciences

(KUMS), Iran during 2012 - 2018. The sample population was

the group assessments, and sampling was census by select-

ing all the evaluation reports. Documented information

was also included in the final report of these evaluations

in a checklist containing 40 items (based on seven factors

of internal evaluation, including (1) objectives, organiza-

tional position, management and organization; (2) faculty

members; (3) students; (4) learning-teaching strategies; (5)

educational facilities and equipment; (6) thesis, study op-

portunities, and seminars; and (7) graduates), which was

extracted in the evaluation for summarization.

Data analysis was performed in SPSS version 21 using

descriptive statistics (frequency and percentage for the

qualitative variables and mean for quantitative variables)

and bar charts.

The study protocol was approved by the Medical Edu-

cational Development Center (EDC), Research Council, and

Ethics Committee of KUMS (code: IR.KUMS.REC.1399.360).

4. Results

During the six years of the study, 22 evaluations were

performed regarding the departments of KUMS, and 11

cases (50%) were related to the medical school (Figure 1).

Departments such as ophthalmology, neurology, pharma-

ceutics, and medical emergencies were evaluated twice.

The largest number of evaluations was in 2015 (n = 9), and

the smallest number was in 2012 and 2013 (n = 1). Most of

these evaluations were performed within six months (n =

13; 59.1%), with the minimum and maximum duration de-

termined to be three months and one year, respectively. In

2 Educ Res Med Sci. 2021; 10(1):e115443.
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addition, the number of the pages of the final report was

within the range of 36 - 184 pages.

In 81.8% of the reports (n = 18), a briefing/introduction

session was held for the group members at the beginning

of the evaluation, and in 86.4% of the cases, an intragroup

evaluation committee was formed. In 95.5% of the evalu-

ations (n = 21), the mission and vision of the department

were specified, and in 100% of the cases, the areas of eval-

uation and the criteria for assessing and desirability of the

current status accordance with each of the criteria were de-

termined and scored.

In 68.2% of the cases, the method of data collection was

internal evaluation through a questionnaire, while an in-

terview was performed in only one case (Figure 2). The eval-

uation methods included workshops, pamphlets, book-

lets, books, and experts in the field of evaluation, which

were exploited to acquaint the faculty members with the

evaluation process in 77.3% of the cases. In 95.5% of the

cases, the method of department manager selection was

based on specific instructions and procedures, and in 100%

of the cases, there was a specific job description of the de-

partment manager, as well as a specific plan for the recruit-

ment of new faculty members. In more than 80% of the

cases, there was a specific program for the scientific devel-

opment, skills, encouragement, and evaluation of the fac-

ulty members within the department. In 100% of the doc-

umented research activities of the faculty members, there

was a specific and codified program for conferences, semi-

nars, and scientific conferences.

In 100% of the cases, the teaching methods used within

the department were specific and documented, and there

were cases of lesson plans for theoretical units. Lesson

plans were also available in 86.4% of the cases for practi-

cal units and 68.2% of the cases for skill units of the clinical

departments. In 100% of the cases, the lesson plan was de-

livered to the students, and in 90.9% of the cases, it was up-

loaded to the department’s website. In more than 90% of

the cases, the welfare facilities for the faculty members and

students were mentioned, and in 100% of the cases, docu-

ments were confirming the evaluation of the students by

the faculty members, as well as the evaluation of the de-

partment manager by the faculty members.

In 50% of the cases, the departments provided rooms

for the faculty members and students and had an indepen-

dent class for the group. However, only 40% had a well-

documented program to assess the students’ academic de-

cline/achievement within the departments. In terms of

graduates, 50% of the departments provided documents

regarding communication with the graduates, feedback

from the graduates, information on the graduates’ pro-

fessional transcript, continuing the graduates’ education,

and publishing the graduates’ researches. In 45% of the

cases, no information was reported about the characteris-

tics of the faculty members of the department, and in 35%

of the cases, only the academic rank of the faculty mem-

bers was mentioned.

In 68.2% of the reports, the problems and limitations of

the department were mentioned, and in 77.3% of the cases,

suggestions were made to the officials to solve the prob-

lems and limitations of the department, reflect these prob-

lems, and initiate follow-up. In 77.3% of the reports, con-

tent/resources were produced by the members of the de-

partment, and in 95.5% of the cases, there was a report on

the expenses and budget of the department. Only 27.3% of

the experts were recruited in the group evaluation com-

mittee, and in most of the cases (72.7%), educational ex-

perts were absent from the team. In 54.5% of the cases, stu-

dent representatives were recruited in the group evalua-

tion committee. In 72.7% of the cases (n = 16), all the fac-

ulty members of the department participated in the evalu-

ation. In most of the cases (72.7%), no specific program was

available regarding the cooperation of the experts within

the group.

5. Discussion

According to the results of the present study, KUMS

evaluations were performed correctly, quantitatively, and

formally, and our findings indicated that they could

achieve multiple academic goals. In more than 80% of

the performed evaluations, a briefing/introduction ses-

sion had been implemented at the beginning of the eval-

uation for the group members to rate the formation of an

intragroup evaluation committee, the mission and vision

of the group, and determining the evaluation areas, evalu-

ation criteria, and the desirability of the current status ap-

propriate to each criterion.

Our findings demonstrated that the educational goals

of the departments were specified, and the method of

group manager selection was based on specific instruc-

tions and procedures, as well as a description of the du-

ties of the group manager and a specific plan for the re-

cruitment of new faculty members. A specific program

for scientific development included outlines on skills, en-

couragement, and evaluation of the activities of the fac-

ulty members within the department, documentation of

the research activities of the faculty members, a specific

and codified program for symposiums, scientific seminars,

Educ Res Med Sci. 2021; 10(1):e115443. 3
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Figure 1. Frequency of Evaluations Performed in Medical Schools of KUMS

and conferences. The teaching methods in the group were

specific and documented, and there were lesson plans for

theoretical units and practical units, which were delivered

to the students or uploaded on the department website.

Furthermore, the welfare facilities provided to the faculty

members and students had been listed on the reports.

The student’s evaluations of the professors and evaluation

of the group manager by the professors were also docu-

mented, and a report was also available on the expenses

and budget of the departments.

The reported rate in the final reports of internal evalua-

tions for the following cases was less than 50%: rooms had

been provided to the faculty members and students, and

independent classes had been considered for the depart-

ment, as well as a special documentary to assess the aca-

demic decline/progress of the students within the groups

and the graduates. The reports also included the profile of

the faculty members and the recruitment of teaching ex-

perts and student representatives in the group evaluation

committee.

The results of the intragroup evaluation study of the

dermatology department of KUMS indicated that this de-

partment could cover six of seven factors (1) goals, organi-

zational status, and management and organization; (2) fac-

ulty members; (3) Students; (4) teaching-learning strate-

gies; (5) educational facilities/equipment; and (6) study op-

portunities and seminars) in an acceptable state. In terms

of the seventh factor (7 graduates), this factor was consid-

ered to be in a moderate state, which is consistent with the

results of the present study (3).

According to Anjam Shoa et al. (10), the seven factors

mentioned in methods and the above paragraph along

with organizational status/department management, fac-

ulty members, educational/research facilities and equip-

ment, and graduates of the department had a favorable sta-

tus. On the other hand, the factors of students, teaching-

learning strategies, and training courses and curricula

were only moderately favorable. Furthermore, the three

categories of the input, process, and output factors of the

business management department were reported to be fa-

vorable. As a result, the general state of the business man-

agement group of the Faculty of Management of the Uni-

versity of Tehran (Iran) was reported to be favorable, which

is consistent with our findings (10).

4 Educ Res Med Sci. 2021; 10(1):e115443.
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Figure 2. Frequency of Performed Evaluations Based on Data Collection Method

The findings regarding the external evaluation of the

Department of Restorative and Dental Materials of the

School of Dentistry of Babol University of Medical Sciences

(Iran) indicated that regarding the factor of faculty mem-

bers, the individual personality component of the faculty

members had a favorable status, while the components of

teaching quality, assessment skills, and interpersonal com-

munication were unfavorable. Moreover, the results of the

goals and mission factor indicated that the educational

and research components, space, equipment, and facilities

of information technology, goals and mission, evaluation,

and organization had a favorable state in terms of value

burden. Summarizing the data obtained from the evalu-

ation of the equipment and facilities of the Department of

Restorative and Dental Materials demonstrated the favor-

able status of the department in terms of clinical equip-

ment, electronic services, and technology, while the state

of the library, physical space, and welfare services was rel-

atively favorable. Since the mentioned study involved an

external evaluation, their findings could be inconsistent

with the present study in different aspects (11).

In another study, Sepahi et al. (12) investigated the sta-

tus of outpatient education from the perspective of the

trainees and clinical interns of KUMS. To this end, they con-

ducted a cross-sectional, descriptive study in the academic

year 2012 - 2013, and data were collected using a researcher-

made questionnaire with confirmed validity and reliabil-

ity. Their findings showed that the students’ views on vari-

ous aspects of clinical education indicated an unfavorable

status in this regard (12). In another study, Monfared and

Safi (13) compared the performance appraisal and ranking

of various departments in a public university, reporting

that the departments with the same inputs were inefficient

in some of the evaluation components.

In the study by Dehghani et al. (14), the educational de-

partments of Shahid Beheshti teaching hospital in Kashan

(Iran) were evaluated, and the views of trainees and interns

about the status of the round and grand round in most of

the departments indicated a relatively favorable status in

this regard. The results of the aforementioned studies are

inconsistent with our findings since they mainly involved

an external evaluation. Therefore, it could be concluded

Educ Res Med Sci. 2021; 10(1):e115443. 5
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that internal evaluation and external evaluation yield dif-

ferent outcomes.

External evaluation is essential within universities. Ex-

ternal evaluation is performed by an evaluator outside the

evaluated organization in two manners of in-university

and out-of-university. The difference between these two

formats is that in the first mode, the committee consists

of specialists from inside the university, while they are se-

lected from outside the university in the second mode. At

this stage, the goal is to review the results of the internal

evaluation by those who have been selected from outside

the department and belonged to the training group. The

purpose of this group is to determine the validity of the re-

sults of the internal evaluation so that they could report

their observations and judgment based on each of the fac-

tors, criteria, and indicators used in the internal evalua-

tion. The results of such external evaluations may not dif-

fer greatly from the results of internal evaluations or they

may differ significantly. The optimal validation results are

obtained with coherence between the performances of the

two evaluation groups. Therefore, there is an urgent need

to form an external evaluation team within KUMS.

5.1. Conclusions

According to the results, quantitative and formal

evaluations were performed correctly, and the outcomes

briefly indicated that multiple goals could be achieved. In

some cases (e.g., physical space and issues related to stu-

dents/graduates), the reported rates were not considered

appropriate. In addition, the results of the internal eval-

uations differed from the external evaluations and group

problems in several cases (e.g., group organizational chart,

group facilities). Therefore, there is an urgent need to form

an external evaluation team within KUMS or assist experts

in the evaluation and the review of the organizational is-

sues within the university departments.
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