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Abstract

The purpose of this study is to explore the possibility of qualitative evaluation and applicable models in
the evaluation area of educational program. To this end, the concept and characteristics of qualitative
evaluation are examined, and grounded theory is selected as a suitable methodology for evaluation, and its
characteristics and procedures are described.

Because qualitative evaluation focuses on the spontaneous practice elements of the site, it can
supplement the quantitative evaluation of the variables set in advance. The researcher presented the theory
of qualification as a methodology for qualitative evaluation, aiming to extract the theory explaining the
phenomenon among the qualitative methodologies.
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<Table 1> The difference between evaluation and
research
Evaluation Research
practical matter theoretical problem
focus on the act focus on the description
merit/worth judgment description
short-term subject long-term subject
depends on evaluation depends on research
method method
non-disciplinary disciplinary
- . outsider
insider evaluation .
evaluation(always)

Source: Shaw(1999, p. 8)
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<Table 2> Concepts and characteristics of grounded

theory
concept characteristic
. theorize the meaning of individual or
theorize . . . .
social phenomena in an inductive way
. gain  insight into overall human
insight . . .
behavior and interaction
. researchers and readers gain a better
understanding . .
understanding of particular phenomena
research is  conducted based on
interaction interaction between researchers and
research participants
collect and analyze data at the same
concurrency .
time
theoretical sampling events without sampling
sampling people

Source: Kim(2013, pp. 350-351)

<Table 3> Comparison of inductive qualitative model and grounded theory

general model

grounded theory

question process, descriptive Process is top priority
.. _ . | purposeful; theoretical and empirical criteria based
. purposeful; empirical and a priori; demographic . . ..
sampling criteria on categories derived from the original data are
never selected based on a priori criteria
research inductive and generally circulatin, uestions .
.g Y . € 4 . Inductive and must cycle
process and data collection and information analysis

data analysis

focus on comparing topics with each case

It focuses on the development of the theoretical
categories through continuous comparison methods
comparing the data with each other and also with
the theoretical categories.

memo important and vary in type

essential, descriptive, theoretical

criteria for

collecting data | information or insights

when additional data no longer generate new

when additional data do not help to further

develop important theoretical categories

genergli?gtion theoretical generalizability of cases theoretical — generalizability  through discounting
possibility process
scope of from a practical theory to a mid-range formal | from a practical theory to a mid-range formal
theory theory theory
® developed and focused on during the study | ® developed and focused on during the study
design ® goals are in the interpretation of abundant | ® the goal is in the theory that appears when

data

analyzing data

Source: Charmaz(2010)
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<Table 4> Comparison of case study and grounded Theory

characteristic

case study

grounded theory

focus

develop thorough and detailed description and
analysis of single cases or multiple cases

develop a theory based on data from the field

type of problem
best suited to
your design

to provide a thorough and detailed

understanding of a single case or cases

to develop a grounded theory from the
viewpoint of research participants

academic
Psychology, Law, Politics, Medicine Sociolo.
background 4 £, ’ ’ 24
. . events, programs, activities, more than one | many individuals include processes, behaviors,
analysis unit N . .
individual and interactions
data collection use various sources such as interviews, | interviews with approximately 20-60

form

observations, documents, and artifacts

individuals

data analysis
strategy

in addition to the topics between the cases, a
description of the subject and the case

Open Coding, Axial Coding, Selective Coding

create report

develop detailed analysis of one or more cases

Create a theory that is
picture

explained by one

general structure
of research

® introduction illustrations

® introduction (questions, questions, case
studies, data collection, analysis, results)
description of cases / cases and their
context

developing issues

detailed discussion of selected issues
opinion

closed illustrations

® introduction (problem, question)

® research procedures (grounding theory, data
collection, analysis, results)

® open coding

sxial coding

® sclective coding and theoretical propositions
and models

® discussion of the theory and contrast with
previous literature

Source: Creswell(2013).
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