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ABSTRACT
Professorsin the University of Pittsburgh School of

Education were invited by the Venezuelan Ministry of Education to
develop a seminar following three general objectives: (1) obtain
points of theoretical reference about the evaluation of personnel,
curriculum, and institutions, (2) pre sent an overview of principles,
_problems, and examples of methodologies of evaluation, and (3) apply
theory, models, and instruments to the educational situation in
Venezuela. These objectives were addressed in 19 sessions where an
effort was made to provide an in-depth focus on a limited number of
evaluation techniques while providing relevant theoretical coverage.
Problems faced included addressing the sessions to'Cle different
levels of sophistication of the participants, conducting the sessions
in a building with a high noise level and uncomfortable seats, and
maintaining seminar continuity for participants with work conflicts.
The seminar was generally viewed as a meaningful first step in the
training of Venezuelan evaluators. The United States/Venezuela
partnershipin financing this special program was deemed positive.
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PREPARATIOUS

Acknowledgements

From the beginning of discussions to thk completiOn of this, report,'

wihave been indebted to a great many people. On campus, specific help

came from graduate students in IDEP; Miss Carol Jones, IDEP Secretary;

personnel of the fiScal office of the Center -for international Studies;
v.

an' the BOok Center. The instructors were released from their normal

duties for the seminar thanks to the interest and understanding of-,

Dr. Paul Masoner, Dean of the School of Education, and Dr. John Singleton,

Chairman of IDEP. Colleagues in IDEP, UCIS, and the Office of Research

and Field Services had to take up the slack caused by four man-months

.1"

of absence from campus.

In Venezuela similar support was received from personnel of USAID/V

and the Ministry of Educatiqn. Secretarial and general services staff of

USAID/V were extremely helpful during the seminar in last minute trans-

lations, production of instructional'materials from stencils prepared

in Pittsburgh, travel arrangements, etc.- Mr. Eldon Stewart, Chief of

Human Resource Development was always actively engaged in our behalf

and his preparatory arrangements were particularly appreciated.

The Ministry of 4ducation through Dr. AristObolo Pelia, had prepared

.for the seminar quite thoroughly. We particularly appreciated the
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the support and guidance received fiom.Lic. Francisco Tugues and
L.

Lic: Adele Gosen. 'Miss Gosen served as seminar.assistant throughout the

month.'
t.

For ehe facilities and
ancillary support, we were indebted to

Prof. Felipe Medina and his staff at the Instituto de MejorpMiento.

Finally, we greatly appreciated the acceptance we experienced

by.the seminar participants. Their personal kindnesses sand professional

support madethe seminar an extremely positive(e)perience for us.

Rationale

The :'EPIC Workshop on Methods of Educational Evaluation necessitated

a great deal of work to plan'and carry out. The, four University-of

Pitosburgh profesqors who participated in this technical-assistance

effort h.ve justified their investment of time and effort as follows:

. 1) The need to respond to a new government's request for expert

4*

assistance in implementing a fledgling_ Control and EvaluatiOn Division

in the Ministry of E tion. This encouraging organizational

innovation holds no little 'promise for the qualitative improvement

of Venezuelan education if evaluation staff can be properly trained

and deployed. This we helped to do.

2) As professional students of national development, we dre

interested not only in professional capacitation, but also in the

process of cross-cultural efforts to seek direCted changehash-

qualitative and quantitative -in third-world educational systems. We

ifquestion, for instance, it the assistance requested is feasiole; and

ti
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.if so, under. what conditions? This'analysis continuys.

3.) A third Thread in our rationale is to support out University's

!efforts to forge fruitful"profesSional and academic links with cognate

third,-world institutions. This attempt .
is seen as contributing to 2)

'1

above as well as to the 'potential for collaborative researth, professorial

1
%

.

colldgial relhtionships and placement of our graduates in consultative

a and long-term development education positions.

Preliminary Planning
',-

Planning for the evaluation seminar began in NoVember 1969 wit

Dr. Watson's conversations with ED1JPLAN concerningtheir need for

_.------'

long -term technical'aSsistafice in educational-evaluation techniques.

Shortly thereafter, most
educational-evaluation responsibilities were

k

moved ftom EDUPLAN--which became Planeamiento, br Planning-- over to

../ ./

thi; new Direction de Control y Evaluation.

4.

At their request, Dr. Paulston spent three weeks exploring 'possi-

n

bilities for Pitt to help the new evaluation unit train its largely

untrained staff. The Direccio/ n requested a month-long workshop in

July 1970, and Professor, Thomas !fart spent April and May in Caracas

..

helping AID and the MEP plan'this undertaking.

Simultaneously, at the University of Pittsburgh, Drs. Paulston,

'Mauch, Watson, and Drugo began a new 1DEP Seminar on evaluating

directed-change projects in development education ( see attached /

copy). This experimental seminar
met weekly; and with the help: of

some seven graduate studentsdiscussed problems, strategies, and

tactics using the proposed SEPIC workshop as an illustrative case
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study. Staff and students prepared bibliographic materials,

identified relevant data, and saw to the preparation, translation and

the like of stencils, duplicated and reproduced materials, etc. With

Dr. Hart's return.in late May, this IDEP Seminar concentrated almost

exclusively on planning the content of the four weekly units. In all,

over 120-professorial man hours of workshop preparation took place in

the seminar alone.

It now seems likely that this seminar will become a regular course

offering and support the activity mentioned under our second general

rationale.

Materials

Because materials on educational evaluation played such a crucial

roleintheworkshoP,dleYshouldreceiveseParateD supplied

$600 for books on evaluation, while the University of Pittsburgh spent

4'

$500 on evaluation materials in Spanis. translation. In addition the

IDEP contributed well over $200 of its budget to Xerox costs, and the

IDEP staff worked many extra hours on project details.

All of these books and materials are now located in a special

'/library in the offices of.Direccion de Control.y Evaluacion and

Ministerio de Lclucacion, a specialized library probably without equal

in all of Latin America.

/41
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Staff and Partici ants

Four professors from the University-of Pittsburgh spent the month

of July in Cdracas at the Instituto de Mejoramient Profesional at

Dos Caminos. Drs. Hart and Paulston represented IpEP; Dr. Watson,

IDEP and UCIS; and Dr'. Mauch, the Offide of Research and Field

Services. All' are Professors in the Univ!rsity.of Pittsburgh School

of Education.

Consultation on individual evaluation problems and concerns took

place during the mornings and after class, which held from 2 p.m.

till 5:30 p.m. Staff costs were equally divided between USAID and the

Venezuelan Ministry of Education.

. The forty workshop Pafticipants represented' over ten Venezuelan

organizations.' (See invitation and list attached):

p
They, comprised a heterogenous group that Thor soon divided into

two sections: the first characterized by expertise and interest in

educational evaluation, the second by little or no knowledge of the topic

to be covered. With the bi-polar nature of- the group determined in the

first day or so, it was possible to adapt be)ter our instructional

methods, activities and content so as to maximize participation,

interactich, and learning. Something of our attempts to this end can be

illustrated with a brief review of objectives and activities during

each of the seminar's four weekly units.

Before we move.on to content, we might firs.t observe that the

workshop was suitably inaugurated with wise words--and excellent
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chaMpagne--by.the Director General of Education, Dr. Pedro Contreras
9

on August 3. Dr. Contreras stressed the need for this seminar and

urged akl the participants to make the most of this opportunity. He
,.,

was emphatin his stress on hdaptIng methods and techniques to

Venezuelan reality and problems; the need to develop Venezuelan education

by and for Venzuelans.

,
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1.1 IDEP Seminar

7

. Preplanning Documents
(see Append ix 1)

1.2 Invitation to Participating Institutions (SEPIC)

1.3 Proposed Participants ( SEPIC)

1.4 List of Instructional Materials Purchased (AID support)

4
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PART dI

THE SEMINAR AND RELATED ACTIVITIES,

Introduction

-The Mintry of Education had developed the following gen/is eral
t

objectives for the Seminar: .

1. Obtain points of theoretical reference about the evaluation of

personnel, curriculum, and institutions.

2. 'Present an overview of principles, problems, avd'examples of

methodologues of evaluation

3. Apply theory,

in Venezuela:

0
models, and instruments to the,educational situation

Clearly in- depth coverage of evaluation theory, method, and instru-

mentation was impossible during the nineteen sessi ons available for the

The instructional staff decided on three broad operational '

, objectives for the conduct of the seminar. They were:

1. To provide only specifically relevant .theoretical coVetage.

and give participants the capacity to use a limited number of

'methods and instruments over a reasonably broad spectrum of

evaluation concerns and

2. To..gave behind carefully selected ides and supporting'materials

calculated to create a long term effect .of presence to,,add to

the immediate impact of seminar sessions.

10
4
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'3. To enhance the potential for both immediate and long-term

effect by working closely with individuals and small groups

with Special interests.

Another major concern was frankly pedago, ical. The instructors

I

decided upon a generally informal style of resentation and discussion

1

0

and upOn the use of a wide variety of .teaching :iiethods. As will be

noted in subsequent sections of this report, the Methods used included

a great deal of small group work on specific topics and problems;

4°4role-playing; mini -case studies; shdit lectures, etc. Too, it was

decided to search for and utilize times and places in which the varied

talents and information bases of` participants could be'used as instruc-

tional inputs:

W were fortunate that the make-up of the seminar group was such

that the instructional task was generally rewardingand that help from

the 'group was alwayS\ available and cheerfully, given.

The seminar was officially opened on July 3 at 4:00 p.m. with

charges to the group being made by Professor Pedro Contreras, Director

General ,of Education. (See Appendix 1.1 for Inaugural Program outline).

The first working session began at 2:00 p.m. on July 6 and included,

as introductiod, a short formal talk (Appendix 1.5)and'the following

announcements:

1. :.The instructional staff is available, as individuals oras a

team, to meet with parpicipantseach
morningand after the seminar

session ends 4t 5:30 p.m. We will meet at the seminar site

or in places of work."

it

p.
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2. "Recognizing the heavy work responsibilities of the participants,

we will not come to places of wprk without specific invitation.

Please make any invitation specific as to houf, and expected

contribution,"

3. "Unless otherwise committed,to work with participants at other

locations,the instructors will be at the seminar site from

10:00 a.m. each morning until the scheduled hour for convening

the afternoon session for consultation or conversation about

specific and individual cdncerns."'

4. "Please bring any documents, instruments, or statements of tasks

P

whith you may wish to be pari of the Content of the seminar

or which you feel would acquaint the instructors with Venezuelan

o

reality as related to evaluation."

In addition 'our living address and telephone number were given
1

to the participadts.

The instructors were introduced to the participants and the seminar .

began its month of work.

9

12
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Introductory Documents
(see Appendix 2)

/
2 1 Programas Para la Inauguracion

2:2 SEPIC Programa General

2.3 Planilla de Inscripcion

2.4 SEPIC: Participantes del P,i!a

2.5 IntrOductoryRemarks:
SEPIC, July 3cl970

7

1
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EVALUATION OF EDUCATIONAL PERSONNEL

The Seminar'on Evaluation of Personnel, Programs, and - Institutions

began formal class activities Monday afternoon, July 6, at the Ins ituto

de Mejoramiento Profesional. Average daily attendance this week as

34 participants and the four instructors.

Objectives

1. Presentation' and orientation to seminar group of general pur- 0" .

poses, Plan of work, and questions about the reality of edireation

in Venezuela. This orientation included effective methods to

help introduce the instructors to the. participants and the

participants to each other and the instructors.

2. To present in general terms a point of view about personnel

evaluation, actions] problems, potentials, 'and background

information.

3. Develop skill and,IbiUty to utilize instruments' and techniques

for the evaluation of educational personnel.

Since-the seminar, sroup was found to be heterogeneous in academic

background, experience and professional, esponsibilities, it was necessary

to make the presentatiOns of the first week reach the majority middle

level. This brought on some criticism but enabled the instructors to

gain a rapport and stimulate interest and verbal exchanges with parti-
,

cipants.

14
Cl
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Subjects and Topics Covered

Personnel Evaluation

1. Criteria for Selection

These included a presentation and critical analysiS of

instuments and procedures'developed and to be put into use.

2. Criteria for evaluating teachers in action. Emphasis was

placed on classroom performance as the key activity in

0

teaching.

3. The
e
dysfunction of any set of sanctionsvas stressed. Instead

the positive approach through better selection o4 teachers

wasi presented as a means of upgrading and professiOnalizing

- the teacher corps.

Methods and Activities

t,.

Methods used during the first week were lectures; socio-drama or

role playing in which four participants took teacher-supervisor and .

peer responsibilities to illustrate good and poor personnel evaluation

techniques; work in small groUps on assigned topics, and the distributing

of bibliographical materials for reading and discussion.
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MATERIALS PRODUCED AND DISTRIBUTED
(see Appendix 3)

4

First Week ' Personnel Evaluation

Pages .lIDistributedTitle

3.1.

3.2

3.3

3.4

3.5

3.6

3.7

3.8

Un punto de vista de lo que es

supervision--Falk
x

La conferencia.individual-rFalk

Un program de evaluacicin--Falk

Conicxencia de Grupo--Falk

La Evaluacicen y su importancia,/

para el supervisor--Guerra

.

Visitas a las clases: SupervisionFalk

/
gvaluacion de Supervision--Falk

.i -
Direccion Administraci6n dey
Personal - Pigors y :4yers 4-

18

8

29

10

23

17

21

33 "rr

40

40

40

40

40

40 ,

40

40

16
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SAMPLES OF GROUP WORK--FIRST WEEK

(sec Appendix 4)

-

Title\

4.1. Criterio de disehrib

#rogramat Evaluacipn del,
'Sistema de RcomociOn automatica

por asistencia en 1, 2 y 3 grado

de primaria

4.2 Creacion de la Oficina de

Educacion de Aduitos

./
4.3 Evaluaclon de un Profesor

de Biologia- -Area Rendimiento

en el Aula

./'
4.4 Evaluacion de la actuaciorn

del Profesor en el aulr.

4.5 Instrumento de Evaluaci& para

un profesor de asignatura

./
4.6 Evaluacion de un grupo de maestr s

de primer grado, que enseran a

leer, para seleccionar la que

tenga condiciones optimas para

cubrir un cardo de maestra

asesora o coordinaciou

. t

c4,

: Group
(.;.

Ccntiol y
Evaluacign
de Pena

Comision de.

EvaluaciA

#1

#3

#4

Pages Dist.

1 40

1 40

1 . 40

40

1 40

1 40

c

t.



Outcomes--Expected and Others

16

One of the important outcomes of this seminar 4s the noted change

in attitude toward evaluation. Feedback from participants through

third parties in the Ministry of Education indicated that participants

have changed in attitude from resistance and misunderstandings about

evalkation, particularly personnel evaluation, to acceptance, understanding

and lesser feelings of insecurtiy. This was due, in part, to the oppor

tunity given the participanits each week to evaluate the seminar and the

staff. The public analysis of these evaluations and the positive attitude

of the instructional staff helped to gain the confidence of the

participants in the value-and use of evaluation procedures.

Group work, in the ma4n, was dedicated, effective, serious, and

1.

meaningful. There was a concerted willingness to work and cooperate

in producing meaningful results.

An unexpected outcome was that one group, selected by a Ministry

4-

representative (as were all the first groupings) turned out to have in

it only one man, who tried to dominate the group. This produced some

friction and requests for regroupings. The regrouping was accomplished

during the second week. --17

Appraisal

The criticisms voiced and written about -evel, techniques and

content by the participants in their evaluation of the first week of

work were valid for the instructior01 staff. This helped us to meet

theSe criticisms and suggestions by putting more emphaseis on content,

instruments and methods of evaluation.

18
6
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*A participant who attended most of the sessions described the

atmosphere of the seminar-workshop as flexible and relaxed. One

difficulty he observed was the diverse backgrounds of the participants.

Reactions'to specific presentations or materials were highly indivi-
.

duagzed because of these diffetences. .0rie exception to this digparity

was that most participants felt the meeting place was inadequate and

extremely noisy.

Results of formal evaluation are show in the following charting:

A scale of 1 to 5 was used with 1 being the most posititie responEd.

Category 1. Methodology of presentation arid orientation including plans

of work for seminar and questions on'the educational realities

in Venezuela.

39 responses; median 2.2
Range 1 to 4

Mode 2

Category 2. To present, in genera1,4a point ofview on evaluation,
problems, potentials and antecedents.

26 responses; median 2.5
Range 1 to 5
Mode 2

Category 3. Develop skills in using techniques and instruments of

personnel evaluation.

24 responses; median 2.8
Range 1 to 4
Mode 2 and 4 ;

19
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EVALUATION OF PROGRAMS

Objectives

The second week's work was devoted to helping the participants to

1.) gain knowledge aml-uaderstandingrof what evaluation is and

the state of the art;,

2.) develop a theory of evaluation under which principles and

models could be consistently and systematically applied;

3.) develop and apply vriou6 models critically, flexibly, and

sensitively to educational programs and the Projects in Venezuela.

4.) apply an evluation system to the work'of the second week.

These objectives were specifically focused on evaluation of

educatInnal programs and projects of immediate interest and importance

to Venezuelan educators.

Objectives in Spanish were pasted out, discussed, and agreed upon
N '

the first day of the second week.

The staff, in assessing its accomplishments during this first

week of work, agreed in most instances that we had accomplished the

objectives set. We also agreed that the participants' criticisms were

valid and useful to us for the planning of the remaining three weeks,

of the seminar. Apparently the approach of the first week had been\,

effective in "breaking the ice"'andin_setting/the stage for much less

formal presentation than is usual or customary in the Venezuelan

environment.

t
ri

20
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`Subjects and Topics Covered

The subjects and topics covered are listed in Appendix 5 under

4 A

"Segundd Semana: Evaluacion de Programas," dated July 13, 1970.

The many reports and informes distributed and discussed are also

listed in the appendix. Generally, information and lecture material

were given out in Spanish at the beginning of every new topic, or the night

before if the reading required was long.

In the first topic, an attempt was made to develop a theory of

evaluation, not as a rubric or pronouncement but as a proposal to be

criticized, di.scussed, and hopefully improved.

The prols and utility of a theory was first discussed, then the

assumptions necessary to its development. One of the assumptions was

a specific definition f evaluation, proposed useful for the purposes of

Venezuelan education. The seminar discussed the uses to.which the

theory could be put and its application to Venezuelan Programs. It

was pointed out and demonstrated, for example, that different kinds

of needs would demand various evaluation Procedures:

There was considerable stress placed on the major proposition

advanced that evaluation is intended to enhance and make more systematic

and precise the decision-making process.

A major task of evaluation was seen as ascerialnIng the'crltical

areas of concern. The point of view enhanced by the seminar was that the

decision maker and not the evaluator determine what will be examined

and eva'luaed. The evaluator's role nevertheless, frequently includes

21.
4
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challenging and stimulatili a wider view of evaluation than may

originally have been advanced.

The seminar then attempted to show a distinction between the design

and uses of evaluation and research, evaluation forms designed to provide

the best possible basis for informed judgments and decisions and research

designed to explain some phenomenon.

Another task of evaluation discussed was the selection of appro-

priate data in light of the area to be considered. The task of the eval-

uator includes the development of instruments.

The task of collecting and analyzing the data will vary with the

ndifferent problems of the programs being evaluated, and the nature of

the particular decision-making context.

Summary data was described as being most useful to the decision-

paker when it enables him to make sound decisions about alternative

courses of action. This is the very gpsence and purpose of the whole .

\*

evaluation process.

A second theme was the presentation and examination of the CEPP

model. This explanation is contained in the Appendix. It is based on

the assumption that to truly evaluate a program or project one has to

know both the context in which the program started and operates, and the

"inputs" made to get the pttogram started; or in the case 44 proposed

.programs, the resources,-proposed strategies, designs and objectives

of each viable alternative. The end product of such input evaluation

is an analysis of alternative procedura] designs in terms of potential

22
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costs and benefits.

Once a designed course of action has been approved or has started,

"process" evaluation is needed to provide periodic feedback to the

managemenp." The purpose of process evaluation is to detect during the

.operation of a program or project defects in the design, management

or even objectives of the operation. The record of process information

can also be used later for interpreting project outcomes.

Considerable diScussiod of product evaluation is the end of the

program-evaluation cycle used to determine the effectiveness of the.

program or project after it has been run f"11 cycle. Its purpose is to

measure and interpret outcomes in light of the context, inputs and

processes of the project of the program. The value of the end product has

to be related td the objectives stated originally or as modified. )i

On the second day the CEPP model application was described in terms

of an actual program currently being evaluated in Pittsburgh--the Teacher

Corps at the University of Pittsburgh. See Appendix 5--"Diserlo de

Evaluacion del Cuerpo Docente, Modelo CIPP." This application went

through etch step systematically marking
the objective of each step,

the methods of analyzing the model at each step, and the instrumentalization.

A list of variables to be examined with the instrumentation was also

distributed.

23
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MethLds and Activities Used

The first day and a half were largely devoted to discussions and

questions. After analyzing the effectiveness of the methodology in terms

of Venezuelan educational programs and projects, many problems were aired.

31.

The participants were tht helped to modify and augment the application of

the model to their own needs.

Following the opening theoretical development and,application,

participants were divided into foux groups and requested to choose an

educational program of interest and currency to them, then try to apply

the model to determime its usefulness. The groups worked separately after

presentation of each model, often raising questions about the manner

of applying the model, or modifying it so it could be applied. The results,

of their work can be seen in Appendix 6. The groups produced applications

which were then mimeographed and critiqued. These critiques resulted

in a deeper understanding of the usd6 and ]imitations of the models, and

the difficulty of applying the models where extensive instrumentation is

needed. ft

Other key activities ,during the second week included (1) a discussion

of evaluation study design, principles and-processes, (2) a description

and application of the 45iscrepancy Evaluation Model, and (3) extensive

'group work on the current status and problems of evaluative research

in Venezuela.

24
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Outcomes

The partypants demonstrated their understanding and knoWledge

of the evaluation process presented by sharp questioning of specific

items and criticism of some of the ba,ses or assumptions. For example,.

---

debate arose over the position of the instructors:i.e. evaluation exists

to help decision-makers make better decisions, not.because someone needs,

to know or is interested in Oxplaining some phenomenon in the absence of

any immediate decision-ea-Wing purpose.

As a4result of the discussion, a summary was prepared listing a

number of uses which evaluation would s_rve (See Appfndix; "Algunos

Puntos Claves de la Educacan.")

Another outcome, hoped for and evidenced, was the ability of

participants to apply the model on their own when the seminar dealt

with different topics during the third and fourth weeks.

The Participants also wished to develop the'instrumentation phase,

and in much of their work the instrumentation was quite sophisticated.

(See Appendix 5).
\

Participants /Aso asked for select-!d references of the CEPP and

discrepancy models:in order to be able to gain a degree of broader

understanding of the model for their own use and understanding after

the seminar. This list of references is also appended, dated

July 16, 1970.

A loose-leaf binder of some common evaluation instruments7and.their

use was prepared and reviewed by participants. Members of the, seminar

also brought instruments of their own and shared ti6 with the teaching

25
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staff for review and comment.

One of the most encoura6ng outcomes was the critical attempt by

participants to evaluate the usefulness of the concepts and models to

their-own current work. Several of the units of the !'intstry 'shared

their own current evaluation projects with the staff and exchanged ideas

I

as to the possibility of improving their work hv applying the models
ti

and improving their utility by exposing them to the light or reality.

Equally encouraging was the high degree of cooperation and fruitful

collaboration in the group working 'sessions that combined rembersof

various .departments of the :.:ED, of universities and perlarprieos, and

educational organizations.

-05

Appraisal

Instructor '-appraisal was positive, primarily because of the

ability Of the participants to"apnly'revaluate, and critically camine'

the usefulness of the theory and moAls under varying conditions.

Not all students, however, gave evidence o understanding t1;e

usefulness of the models, whether due to a lack of effective and

-

appropriate instruction or a lack of participant- interest in the

specific subject matter of program and project evaluation.

The participants theriselvos rated the utility of the week's work

using, the week's objectives as standards. (See Appendix 5.)

The first two evaluations concerned the utility of the CEPP and

Discrepancy Models. An analysis, presentedmiao the pArticipants,

1

26
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consisted oE the following:

1. How well did you understand the model?

Mean Perfectly Very Well Well OK Not at all

.CEPP N=15 3.33 2 3 8 7

Discrepancy 3.25 1 4 14 1.

N=20

2. To what extent do you consider the model useful?

Mean Perfectly, Very Well Well OK Not at all

CEPP N=15. 3.80 1 10 4

Discrepancy 3.45 1 . 7 12

N =20°

3. Have you thought of ways to apply the model in your work? Please

,

14 out of 15 gave exAmples4with regard to the CEPP model.

19 out of 20 replied with examples in regard to the discrepancy model.

4'
.

4. You may have used the same or similar models your work before

give examples.

attending the Seminar. From your experience, would yo be able to

suggest modifications or improvements in the models presented?

Please put down your suggestions.

With regard to the CEPP model, 9 out of 15 made suggestions.

With regard to the discrepancy model 11 out of,20 made suggestions.

One possible conclusion is that the participants were more

positive toward the utility of the models than toward their feeling of

understading the model. This was supported by their ability to give,
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examples of how One or anoth6r of the mpdels could be used in their work.

The participants also demonstrated an ability to apply the models

to new situations later in the course in,sucil a way as to suggest that

they were perhaps overly modest in, assessment of their understanding.

Another factor may be the fact that the evaluation of the under-

standing ofcthe models was requested immediately after, the instruction.

It may be that alter additional practice in application, participants

become more self-confident in their ability to use the models and more

experienced at critically appraising them.

The second weekly evaluati.on by participants of the degree to which

the week'bfinstructional objectives were achieved tends to confirm this

view.

28
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MATERIALS PRODUCED A DISTRIBUTED--SECOND WEEK

(See Appendix 5)

Title
. Pages Distributed

5.1 Desarrollo de una teorla de Evaluaci6-Mauch 8 40

5.2 Variables para una evaluacien-Mauch
4 40

/
,

5.3 Algunos puntos claves de la Evaluacion-Mauch k 40

A

5.4 Aproximaciones a un estudio evaluativo: una
1,4

! 8 40

revisien-F.G. Caro

5.5 Fallas en la evaluaciow n educacional-E.G. Guba 20 4Q

5.6
\
Evaluadores Educacionales: On modelo para 9 40 .

el Desarrollo de Tareas Orientadas a la

la posicien-- Rice, Buser, y Ellis

5.7 Selected Rererences on CEPP Model 1 40

29
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LIST OF INSTRUMENTS USED AS EXAMPLES IN SEPIC SEMINAR

1. Identified Teacher Corps Objective

2. .Your teacher

3. My class

4. My school f

5._ Questionnaire on Attitudes of New Teachers toward children

6. Minnesota ,Teacher Attitude Inventory

7. Principal Interview

8. Tether- intern follow-up analysis

/ 9. IntOrn Assessment of Sensitivity training . .1

10. Follow-up questionnaire on dropouts from Teacher-Intern Program.

11. Teacher-behavior Record

12. Instructor Patjng Form

/
13. Instructional Consultant Checklist

14. intern interviewsattitudes and school relationships

30
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EVALUATION OF INSTITUTIONS

Objectives

The third week was devoted to some iceas related to the evaluation'

of institutions, Stated objectives for the week shortened by a,rriday

holiday were:

1. To present a point of view about the importance of evaluative

study of institutions as institutions and as general social

forces, and to stimulate a critique of that viewpoint,

2. To suggest approaches to study of institutions as social

organizations with emphasis at administrative levels, and

To work with various schemes which contribute to institutional '

evaluation.

Subjects and Topics* Covered

The majority of the seminar participants appeared to pe eive insti-

tutional evaluation as essentially the same as program evaluation with the

final test of effectiveness being the institutional product. In order Io

focus on the institution Rua institution, considerable effort was made

to separate it from its parts and from its product.

For instance, the group' was asked to consider students as being,

included in "personnel' as long as they are enrolled in school. This

helped to emphasize the students' role in the processes of institu-

tional life and the fulfillment of its mission.

It was argued, too, that graduates or drop-outs were not the sole

products of the educational enterprIze. The schools, is institutions,
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produce social pressures, influence fiscal policy, demand and use human

resources, etc. Too, schools have internal rationales and they cause

peronal and interpersonal behaviors, establish educational goals and

alter goals !fated at other levels.

/The institution, then, is established to perform certain 'unctions

in society. It will certainly become a force on its own and in its

own interest. It therefore must be understood and evaluated in the light

of its effectiveness as an instit tion in terms of how it goes about its

work.

Since administration is key to Institut intenance and change,

its behavior, its decision-making processes and its efficiency must be

eyhluated.

Priorities in a system of educational evaluation were suggested--

.

largely related to the kinds of data needed. A schematic presenta-

tion "Contexto General de Una Instituci(n Edu8atiNia" was made (see

Figure 1) and lectures and discussions used that schematic as afbase

early in the week.

For purposes of consistency, participants were asked to view the

institution as " an organization of people, recognized as a positive

force by the society; with objectives generally understood; with

tradition and a future; and which can be identified as a place." We,

then, were concerned with-a school , a university, or a Ministry unit.

A typical process of institutional evaluation, that'of an'accrediting

agency, was presented. This presentation emphasized the'utility of the

process in inducing shame and effecting improvement. This was seen

32
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r

as the value of evaluation the process utilized. Further

emphasis was placed upon breadth of participation in the.process.

Venezuelan examples of self-evaluations were presented bynmrticipants.

Because of the importance of institutional decision-making and the

administrator's critical role, a way to study the decision-making

process was presented. This then became a part of presentation and dis-

cussion around a second schematic; "Esquema de Recoleccion de Datos

Sobre .Especebtivas del Administrador Educativo y Congruencia con

/ \
. Programade Preparacion," (Figure 2). The schematic emphasized the need

tit to evaluate'a series of functions based upon a clear s.tatement of,

expectations regarding tasks, leadership style, needed skills, and

decision-making.

Methods and Activities

il. r

Once the basic concepts were presented, relatively lit time''.
K'

was spent in lectures. Presentations of Venezuelan exampl s of self-
t

'evaluation were repOrted by participants representing a pedagogical

institute, and.a university. Various group tasks were assigned and

carried out (see Appendix 8). Presentations were informal and were

,frequently enriched by general discussion.

Outcomes

The participants were active throughout the week--both as producers

of group work and as critics of ideas and schematics presented: Some

C
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discomfort was apparent at first with the concept of institutional

evaluation as presented but they clearly understood the concept and

expressed interest in its application. They were clearly unused to

the idea of systematic evaluatiomf administrators.

The idea of self-evaluation f d most favor among the grdup,

some of whom had experience in such projects. Presentations dealing

with that kind of approach were particularly interesting to participantv

and group projects showed that they had basic understandings of the
1'

process.

There was great demand for materials' related to institutional

evaluation and much out- of'-class diTcussion with the staff.

Again, ds in the previous two weeks, the value of representation

from a variety of institutions was evident.' A great deal of teaching
I

was done bF the more ,experienced participants.

Appraisal

The participants were positive in their formal evaluation of the

waek's work. .Then judgments related to the degree to which objectives

were met were recorded on the'following scale:

1 2 3 4 - 5

Perfectly Very Well Well Slightly Not at all

A compilation of responses showed the following means:

Objective I Mean 2.0

2 2.0

3 2.53

AT;
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Comments showed tremendous interest in the week's thane but decried

the amount of time available for applicat' n of the ideas presented,

d:
especially regarding

self-evaluation mo s.

The instructional staff supports the criticism. Much of the
,

rationale for ideas presented could not he presented and, therefore,

only an insecure base for implementation could be left behind.
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IUIRD WEEK - SAMPLES OF GROUP WORK

(See Appendix 8)

Title

Application of Self-Evdlua'tion Model

Application of Self-Evaluation Model

Comii4n Nacional de Evaluacion,de Eduplan
. ,

/
iIn-stituto Pedagogc° (Caracas) ,

Group .Pg. Dist.

8.1

8.2

8.3

4

2

1

1

3

4

40

40

40

40

Self-evaluation documents

2/)J
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OVERVIEW

Objectives

%."

It'was planned to devote the final week of the seminar to the

'following objectives:

1. Make specific applications, using previous week.

2. Review principles, and concepts presented.

13. Evaluate the seminar with respect' to.:

a. Utility of content

b. Effectiveness of Instruction

c. Individual uniterstanding

Subjects and Topics Covered

An attempt was made to show the. interrelationship of the various

models presented in each'of the three categories of evaluation effort

'discussed: personnel, program, and,einstitutional. I'n general,

evaluation (institutional) was used as the vehicle.

Each model presented was reviewed briefly and atte is were made

tb clear up recognizable misconceptions.

The only new substance for the week was a description of the

Delphi Technique and its potential as a tool in establishing goals and

evaluating processes and products.

-4*

Al

Methods and Activities

The participants continued to serve as informants and present appli-1

cations to the group. At the request of the par;ticipants, small group

:7
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activities were curtailed and thee was more discussion time'as a

"committee of the whole."

We attempted use of incident and cast study technique in relation

to administrative problems In schools. _

A major and most delightful activity was arranged by the participants

for the instructors and other guests on Thu sday evening of the final

week. A dinner party was held at a club situated .nigh above Caracas.

The food, view and ex:ellence the company were all much appreciated

by all of us. It was really quite an elaborate evening's entertainment;

very warm, human, and on occasion hilarious.

On Friday the closing ceremonies were held Yith Prof. Aristako

Pena making a few highly pertinent remarks and presiding over the

distribution of certificates to 40 participants. (See attached sample).

At the same time a bottle of Venezuelan rum-anda record of Creole music'

was presented to each of the four instruct,ofr5.

4'

Outcomes and Appraisal

No forma comments were requested from the participants about

objectives for the week. We expected that the group would focus on a,

few items with which they wanted more intimate acquainca6E.F: This did

not take place. Too, we expected them to be interested in specific

cefforts to apply certain models. Only a few appeared to be so inclined.

The group preferred to remain together for dicussion purposes.

The m roblem during the last week was pure fatigue. All

participants had been carrying a full work load as well as working in

42
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the semin_e. By the middle of the last week, there Wag Mitch more

interest in planning the party on Thursday night than in new material

or application of old. This was perfectly understandable and resulted

in the above mentioned excellent party.

The'sociak emphasis of the latter part of week four had, it seemed

to us a very positive result. The group expressed interest in main-
.

taining a working liaison and the development of joint efforts of evalua-

tion. Some of the less sophisticated Trofessionals became well acquainted

with colleagues who can be very helpful to them as time goes by.

That emphasis, too, demonstrated an ease and confidence in relation-
------------
ship to the instructors which was highly gratifying. It demonstrated,

to our view, that our informal approaches to teaching were not only

acceptable but approved.

The results of evaluation fo the entire seminar will be found in

a later section of the report under "Final Appraisal."

Activities Related to SEPIC_

Dpring the course of the Seminar, we made ourselves available to in-

dividual dr groups among the participants as consultants. Il4p were in-

vited, as,a group, to consult with three different elements of the

Ministry of Education. As individuals, a total of twenty-one consul-

tatiJons were held related to specific problems of evaluation, advising

participants on plans for advanced academic study, and discussions

about other programs needed or potential follow-up of SEPIC.

One or more of the instructors made visits of an informal nature

43
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to several of the entitle:- ::epresented among participants.

Upon returning to campus, we have followed-up on many requests for

information by potential future students from among participants.

Final Appraisal/

Formal evaluation by, participants included response to two_' separate

instruments. The first was an attempt to arrive at partic4pant per-
/

ceptioni of "before and after" competence and confidence in the field

of evalua.,on. The questionnaire was administered during the first week

of the seminar and again on the last day.

They were asked to answer the following questions on a scale of

5 with 1 being the most positive response:

ZQue conocimientos posee usted sobre la teorZa, la prletica y

los problemas de la evaluation de programas educativos?

2. iQue habillead posee usted para planear y llevar a caba la

./
evaluacion de programas educativos?

3. LQue grado de confianza tiene usted en mejorar su habilidad

para evaluar programas educativos?

The following is a charting of results:

Question 1 First response Mean 3.00 32 respondents

Final response Mean 2.23 26 respondents

Question z - First response Mean 2.96 32 respondents

Final response Mean 2.23 26 respondent's

Question 3 - First response Mean 1.72 32 respondents

'final response Mean 1.27 26 respondents

44
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Participants, as a group, reported substantial growth. Individually,

21 reported improvement in Question 1;19 in Question 2; and 10 in

Question 3. One participant reported a negative result for himself on

all three questions. Curiously, he also reported a loss of confidence

in his ability to improve as an evaluator.

The second evaluation was made on the final day of the seminar.

Participants were asked.to evaluate the degree to which we had reached

the three major objectives of the seminar. Further, they were requested

to bake responses on three dimensions: content, instruction, and per-

sonal knowledge. 'The following charting shows the results:

4

Perfectamente Muv Bien Bien Poco Nada de
.

Objectivos\
,,,

Utilidad del.
Contenido

Efectividad
de Instit.

Ayuda de Cono- 'Totals
cimiento Persona]

1. Obtener'Marco de
referenaia sobre
la evalOacipn de
personal, cUrri-
culum, y instit.

Mean 1.90

Range 1-3

Mode 2

: 4

Mean 2.43
RatIge 1-4

Mode 2

Mean 2.21

Range 1-4
Mode 2 ((

Objective
Mean 2..11

Range 1-,

Mode 2

2. Presenter una
vision de prin-
cipios,problemas
y ejemplps de me
todologf5s de la
evaluacion

Mean 1.75

Range 1-3
Mode 1

Mean 2.41

Range 1-4
Mode 2

Mean 2.07

Range 1-4
Mode 2

Objective
Mean 2.0
Range 1
Mode 2

3. Aplicar teoria,
modelos, e in-
strumentos a la

/
situacion educa-
tiva Venezolana

Mean 2.07

Range 1-4
Mode 1

Mean 2.65

Range 1-4
Modes 2&3

Mean 2.14

Range 1-4
Modes 1,2,&3

Objective,

lean 2.2

Range 1-40
lode 3

.

TOTALS

Content
,results

_-
Instruction
results

Personal Know-
ledge results
Mean 2.14
Range 1-4
Wide 2 ..

Mean 3.90
Range 1-4
Mode 2

Mean 2.49
Range 1-4
Mode 2

1

45

1 results

2 results

41.

3 result;
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Consistently, the analysis shows that the'content of the seminar

was considered to have clear utility to the participants and that it

contributed' substantially to their knowledge. Responses were heavily

on the positive side with the only reluctance showing up in relation

to Objective 3; referring to application to the Venezuelan situation.

`Our experience is that participant evaluative responses; parti-

/.

4

cularly when participants are experienced professionals, as these were, ,

have a tendency to cluster around the midpoint on the evaluative scale.

Thus, we fully expected that means woul5Y fall between 2.75 and 3.25

and des would at 3. We were most gratified at receiving responses at

a mush more positive level.

The final evaluation instrument also contained open-ended questions.

In responding to'those questions, participants made many suggestions

for follow-up activities. They clearly saw,SEPIC as a preliminary step

to the development of a cadre of people well prepared in evaluation methods

.4"

and techniques.

Participants were virtually unanimous in making suggestions related

to the following:

1. The continuation of seminars on evaluation--they wished

programs which operate at different levels of sophistication

)nd in different evaluation categories; a regularized schedule

of special programs; conduct of programs in schools.

2. Maintaining the participants as a group--they expressed a desire

to maintain contact with other participants; to be used by their

employers in evaluative activities; to be used as a group in

46
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evaluation policy development; to be permitted to conduct infor-,

mation sessions with teachers; to develop models Specific to

Venezuela's needs; and to be permitted to influence prleconditions

required for a systematic program of evaluation.

3. The need for centralized coordination and policy--they felt the need

for a defined policy on evaluation; to coordinate evaluation efforts

in different elements of the Ministry; to develop and maintain a

documentation center on evaluation; and to have a 2-day meeting

of directors and participants to make basic decisions.

In addition, comments Pncluded suggestions about seminar manageMent

such as: "should be shorter and more concentrated."; "a quieter, more

secluded site should be chosen," etc.
th,\

In general, then, the seminar was seen as relevant, well conducted,

and personally fruitful. It was considered as only a beginning and there

4'

was much interest in continued effort. There appeared to be rather

general dissatisfaction with current coordination of evaluation programs

and with the state-of the art in Venezuela.

One of the beet bits of evidence of the reception of the seminar

by participants was the average daily attendance of nearly 30 people.
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4

PART III

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

'In this section of the report:the instructors of SEPIC will presen\st\

their own views about the seminar and about reasonable nexesteps.

Management

We were impressed by the degree to which the seminar was well or-

gan;led:;-pregaredfor;--ant supported. -)The- coordination- between -the

Ministry of Education and USAID/Vene7.,uela was good as were preliminary

documentation and orientation. In our considerable experience with

such programs, SEPIC presented fewer problems, less confusion, and more

enjoyment than any previous experience.
i`

Our major criticism is related to the locale. We are convinced

that the space occupied was the best available at the Instituto de

Mejoramiento Profesional and certainly the aid given us by its director

and his staff was superb. However, the noise level was very discon-

certing to*instructors and participants and the long hours in uncom-

fortable seats must have been nearly intolerable.

The assistance we received in producing additional materials and in

translations was excellent. Most of all, we appreciated the cordiality

apparent on all sides.
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4 5.

Participants

The participants were, without exception, the kindest peonle one

could imagine. They accepted our informality and our frequent language

atrocities with patience and food humor. They were helpful with their.

' suggestions and generous with their teaching talents. They actively

participated in discussions, worked hard in small groups and penerally

impressed us with their dedication and competence.

In terms of preparation for such a seminar, the range among par-

ticipants was great. This heterogeneity -forced us to alter certain

of our approaches and helped create periods of boredom F6f-some-diiir

incomprehensiOn for others.

Too, the group represented a variety of entities. It was difficult

to adapt our presentation and concepts to Veneiuelan situations because

there were several views of reality. All this made us less helnful in

applications to specific needs,than4Re had hoped to be. Theoretically,

we could have served that purpose by other consultations but participants,

having to maintain their work, could not invite ns for those consultationF

often enough.

Several participants, because of their t:ork load were ten unable

to attend enough consecutive sessions to receive a cumulative effect.

They, then, received only bits and pieces of some content-- a discouraging

thing to happen in the learning process.

e Should point out that the representation of various entities

in such a program has"sone positive aspects. Tt ends to break down

departmentalized se5plarism and to give partici ants an acquaintance
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with individuals who may b useful as consultants to their particular

interests.

Seminar Content and Method

SEPIC was scheduled for far t o short a time to adequately cover

the range of topics scheduled and fo too long a time to assure constant

attendance of individual participants. The content for such programs

should be more focused and for shorter p riods.

We felt that our presentations were pitched at a lower level of

sophistication than would have been desirable for the benefit of

evaluation in Venezuela. Given the heterogenious nature of-the -group-and

the time limitations we do not, even in retrospect, know what we would

do differently if we could start again,

We should have had more problem8 specific to Venezuela to analyze

and develop but, again, timing and the participant mix madq that impos-

se

Our approach to teaching and the variety of techniques employed

appeared to be acceptable to the participants.

Instructional Staffing

There are some difficulties in providing
instructors such a.; our-

selves, to seminars like SEPIC. It is rare that an institution can re-

lease senior professors (four of them) to Participate in programs off

campus for a month. We are all heavily committed on campus andour ab-

sence results in considerable disruption ofvclasses, graduate student
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advising, etc. It is much cAsier to 1),: available for one or two weelql

or for a full term. Even in the case of a one-term absence professional

dislocations exist and personal dislocations are magnified.

We feel that instructional teams could include; without harm to

programs to be conducted, perhaps fewer senior professors and more

advanced graduate students in appropriate fields. Quite frankly, the

senior professor is often a very self-centered person. Be has his

specializations and his commitments and he is interested in furthering

those considerations. All of us are committed to international

develepment-work-but-we_can_aclard
only on occasion to particirate in

essentially teaching activities abroad.

On the other hand, advanced graduate student's are often eager to

participate, are excellently prepared substanti "eiy, and are interested

in the accumulation of experience already held by senior professors.

fe

014S

In general, we are in accord. with the Government of Venezuela's

interests and efforts toward the capacitation of its professionals.

We hope that our recommendations will be helpful, not only in terms'

of next steps in field of evaluation, but in planning the whole

range of anticipated activities. Ue shall, even with that hone in mind,

confine our specific suggestions to new efforts in evaluation programs.
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Training of Evaluators

We recommend that:

1. Specific efforts be continued to prepare a large number

of professionals to conduct evaluation programs

2.. Selected participants from SEPIC be made into a cadre to

organize and plan introductory in-service programs for

teachers and school administrators.

3. Competence in evaluation techniques be viewed as ancillary

to other professional capabilities and not as a strict

specialization.

4. Selected personnel be provided becas for advanced study in

teacher education, student personnel services,. school

administration, counseling and guidance, and curriculum

with strong emphasis on data collection and evaluation

techniques.
fr

Training Approaches

We recommend that:

I. A regularAred schedule of seminars be planned over as

extended a period of time as possible with both intro-

ductory and advanced levels represented.

2. Seminars operate for not more than two weeks and concern

themselves with a single theme ( i.e., personnel or

institutions or program)
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3. Participants be grouped according to 1Rvel of sophisti-

s

cation to the degree possible and representative of a

variety of entities.

4. If at all possible, participants be released from regular

tasks and committed full-time to seminar study with tine

for field applications of new skills. ,,,,
..

5. Seminars he supplemented by advanced formal study for
,c(

selected individualS including "internship" arrangements \
.,.._ with such agencies as learning research laboratories,

research Qom/aneats af_public schoolssclloor-study

councils, curriculum centers, state departments of

of education, accrediting agencies, etc.

6. Seminars be staffed by Venezuelans and visitors with

visiting teams made up of one senior professor and needed

numbers of advanced graduate students of appropriate
44

preparation.

7. The specific pr.)blems of any one entity be attacked by

employing a consultant to work directly with the entity

staff on the job rather than in a formal seminar.

8. A continuing liaison (a person) be developed to relate

concerns about evaluation in the Ministry of Education

to the staff resources of the University of Pittsburgh

(and/or others) to plan training activities, and to coor-

dinate evaluation effort.

g
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,

9. Once a continuing program of evaluation in any category

is underway, a consultant be employed to work with the staff

over a period of one or two years', utilizing a series

of short term visits coinciding with various program stages:

planning, dataegllection (instrumentation), data analysis,

4

and implementing policy changes shown to be needed as a

result of the evaluation.

We feel that ,the US/Venezuela partnership in finghcing special

programs such as SEPIC is a vdry positive force and hope that it-Will

continue indefinitely. 'These partners, may wish to consider th e possi

bility of creating a finance pool and a service contract arrangement with

the University of Pittsburgh. We recognize the reluctance of AID to

enter into institutional contracts but feelthat a systematic second

look should be taken. A contract would assure Venezuela of service of

9--

the,kinds and at times needed and allow the University to plan its

contributions over,an ex/tended time period. The University as well as

individual professors would be committed to the effort.

We wish to again express our interest in a close and continuing

association with education in Venezuela. We hope that SEPIC was valuable

to participants and to the purpose of the Ministry of Education.
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