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ABSTRACT T

Professors-in the University of Pittsbuyrgh 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) present an overview of principles,
problems, and examples of methodolagies 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 ‘the different
levels of sophistication of the participants, conducting the sessions
in a building with a high noise level and uncomfortable seats, and
aaintaining 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
partnership in financing this special program vas deemed positive.
(BJG)
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J _ PART I

—

) =,
PREPARATIONS

L

Aéknowledgements . ‘ ‘ . .
. . ] \\\,

From the beginning of discussions to thg completibn of this, report,

wé have been %pdébféd to a great many people. On campus, specific hélp

a

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

personnel of the fiscal office of the Center -for gnternational Studies;

an4d 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
» . g ‘
of absence from campus.

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

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

USAID/V were extremely helpful during the seminar in last minute trans-
lations, product}on of instructional'materials from stencils prepared
in Pittsburgb, travel arrangements, etc.  Mr. Eldop Stewart, éhief of
Human Resource Develoqment was always activelf engaged in our ﬁghalf
and h%; preparatory arrangements were particularly appreciated;

The Ministry of Education through Dr. Arist8bolo Pefa, had Prepqred

N\ -
-for the seminar quite thoroughly. We particularly appreciated the

o
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the support and guidance receiv
; 2

Lic. Adela Gosen. ‘Miss Gosen s

month.’ ‘- .

.
For ghe facilities and anc

Prof. Felipe Medina and his staff at the Instituto de Mejor@mienio. -

Finally, we greatly apprec

ed ffom.Lic. Francisco Tugues and

[l AY

erved ac seminar.assistant throughout the

|

«

illary support, we were indebted to

jated the acceptance we experienced

> ~

by the seminar participants. Their personal kindnesses and professional

support made-the seminar an ext

r

Rationale

The SEPIC Workshop on Meth

Pittisburgh proféssors who parti

remely positive(e}?erience‘ for us.

e
AN

-

N >

ods of Educational Evaluation nqussitated

. . . \ .
a great deal of work to plan and carry out. The, four University’ of

cipated insthis technical-assistance

ef fort have justified their investment of time and effort as follows:

. 1) The need to respond to

-

assistance in implementing a £l
f.

in the Ministry of Ea§§§tion.

innovation holds no little promise for the qualitative improvement

a new government's request for expert -
o™ ’ .
edgling .Control and Evaluation Division
o .
This encouraging organizational

¢

of Venezuelan education if evaluation staff can be properly trained

and deployed. This we helped t
2) As professional studepn

interested not only in professi

v

o do. ‘ -~
ts of national development, wWe are

onal capacitation, but also in the

process of cross-cultural efforts to seek diretted change--bosir

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

«
question, for instance, if the

[y

N

19

assistance requested is feasiple; and

ra]
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if so, under.what conditions? This'analysis continugs.

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

efforts to forge fruitful professional and academic links with cognate

third~world institutions. This attempt is secn as contributing to 2)
"\ 2 . .

d

above as well as to the botential for collahorative researth, professorial

f 7 "

»

.
collégiaf relationships and placement of our graduates in consultative

and long-term development education positions.

Preliminary Planning ol ' .

Pranning for the evaluation seminar began in November 1969 with

»

Dr. Watson's conversations with FEDUPLAN concerning-their need for

long-term technical assistafice in educational-evaluation techniques.

Shortly thereafter, most educational- evaluation responsibilities were

-\

moved from EDUPLAN--which became Plancamiento, or Planning-- over to ’

. e .
the new Direccion de Control vy Evaluacrén.
v
At their reguest, Dr. Paulston spent three weeks exploring ‘possi-
b R .

+

.

bilities for Pitt to help the new evaluation unit train its largely
untrained staff. The Direccigh requested a month-long workshop in

July 1970, and Professor, Thomas Hart spent April and May in Caracas

-

helping AID and the MEP plan'this undertaking.
Simultaneously, at the Un@versiiy of Pittsburgh, Drs. Paulston,
‘Mauch, Watson, and Drugo began a new IDEP 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 students discussed problems, strategies, and

tactics using the proposed SEPIC workshop as an illustrative case

5
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study. Staff and students prepared bibliographic materials,
identified relevant déta, and caw 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

-

o
exclusive}y'on planning the content of the four weekly units. In all,

over 120‘professoriél man hours of workshop preparation took place in
the seminar alone.

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

of fering and support the activity mentioned under our second general

Pr
rationale.

Materials

Because materials on educational 2valuation played such a crucial
s R

role in the workshop, tﬁey should receive separate note. AID suppl%ed
-~ \ g ’

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

* “l -

$500 on evaluation materials in Spanic-. 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

. 7 /
library in the offices qf.Direccion de Control y Evaluacion and

- .

. 7 . .
Ministgrio de Lducacion, a ‘specialized library probably without equal

in all of Latin America. ) !

t
. . - ' .
H
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Staff and Partici aiits

Four professors from the University~of Pittsburgh spent the month )
of July in Caracas at the Instituto de Mejoramientg Profesional at
Dos Caminos. Drs. Hart and Pau]sfbn represented I[uEP; Dr. Watson,
‘IDEP and UCIS; and Dr. Mauch, the Office of Research and rield

-

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

" of Education. v
. R . \
Consultation on individual evaluation problems and corcerns took
p .
place during tke 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 participants represented'over'ten Venezuelan

organizations.’ (Seé-invitation and list attached).
P

& - . }
They,com?rised a heterogenous group that rathcr soon divided into
N R

two sections: the first characte;}zed by expertise and interest in .
educationul esaluation, 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 beﬁter our instructional

-~ »

N

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 weékly units.

Before we move on to content, we mighg first 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
2

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

urged all the participants to make the most of this opportunity. He

was emphatic_in his stress on adapting methods and techniques to .

e

Venezuelan reality and prublems; the need to develop Venezuelan education

by and for Venzuelans,

”~

—
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Preplaﬁhing Documents
. " (see Apperidix 1)

1.1 IDEP Seminar

1.2 Invitaticn to Participating Institutions (SEPIC)
/ .

1.3 Propoéed Participants (SE™IC)

1.4 List of Instructional Materials Purchased (AID sup@ort)

L 4
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PART {1

-

THE SEMINAR AND RELATED ACTIVITIES

) /
3

~

Introduction , . ’ .
- , : /
~The Ministry Of Education had developed the following genéral

objectives for the Seminar:

1. Obtain points of theoretical reference about the evaluation of

personnel, curriculum, and institutionms.

\ ’

2. ‘Present an ov%rview of principles, problems, awnd'é&xamples of
methodologues‘of evaluation

.

T /
3. Apply theory, /models, and instruments to the .educational situation
, & ) :
in Venezuela:

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

. . L4 «
mentation was impossible during the nineteen sessions available for the

2 N i

c°minar. The instructional staff decided on three broad operational *

. objéctivés for the conduct of the sefinar. They were:

<

1. To proVide only specifically reélevant .theoretical covérage’
' \0
and give participants the capacity to use a limited number of’
’ N
‘methods and instruments over a reasonably broad spectrum of

—
)

/
evaluatioh concerns and

.
.

2. To,-lgave behind carefully selected iﬂeés and supporting materials

v

& . L .
calculated to create a long term effect of presence to .add to °
A

the immediate impact of seminar sessions.
A

. ' ¥

-~

[N
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‘3. To enhance the potential for both immediate and long-term
"

///;ect by working closely w1th individuals and small groups

’
/

with special interests. - ' /

Another major concern was frankly pedag?éécal. The instructors
. . | - ¢
decided upon a generally informal style of regentation and discussion
\ - . . . A

and up6n the use of a wide variety of .teaching methods. As will be

noted in subsequent sections of this report, the methods used included
A Y ’

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

. Ik .
roléLplaying; mini-case studies; short lectures, etc. Too, it was*

-

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

-~

talents and information bases of* participants could be’ used as instruc-
o .

. 2R

tional inputss  C

’ .
We were fortunate that the make-up of the seminar group was such

that the 1nstructxona1 task was generally reerdlng and that help from

the group was always\avallable and cheerfully g1ven.

N The seminar was officially opened on July 3 at 4:00 p. Tm. wdth
charges to the group being made by Professor Pedro Contreras, Director
Genéxal,of Education. (See Appendix 1.1 for Inaugural Program outline).

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

as introductior, a short formal talk (Appendix 1.5)rand the following

-

announcements: g

3 - 1 - - - 3 - 3
1. “The instructional staff is available, as individuals or-as a

‘

| . . .
. team, to meet with participants each mornlng'and after the semlnar
\

- session ends gt 5:30 p.m. We will meet at the seminar site

or in places of work." .—

| > R ~

11
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\
2. "Recognizing the heavy work responsibilities of the participants,

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

Please make any invitation spe¢ific as to houf, and expected

contribution." - o
. v Co R . =
3. "Unless otherwise committed.to work with participarts 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

N ’ ) \ '
specific and individual cdncerns.": - . . o .

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

. . ] .
whith you may wish to be part of the content of the seminar

!

or which you feel would acéuaint the inStructors with Venezuelan
' . A o, - L . .
reality as related to evaluation."-
In addition our ;iving address and telephone number were given ,
to the participénts.
v . “:. - - * .
The instructors were introduced to the participants and the seminar . .

o

-

began its month of work. ' \ Do~
i

Y .. . ' .

.
* .
R\/ ' '
Praareiinene ////
.
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—_ (see Appendix 2) ’
.. 2 1 Programas Para la Inauguraciéﬁ
~
. [}
2.2 SEPIC Programa General '
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2.3 Planilla de Inscripcion
2.4 SEPIC: Participantes del Nia .
2.5 Introductory-Remarks: SEPIC, July ;;’1970 '
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EVALUATION OF EDUCATIONAL PERSONNEL i A

2 ’

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

’ B . A

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

LS

. - . B - : . .
de Mejoramiento Profesional. Average daily attendance this week was
- !

34 participants and the four thstructors. :

. - .
-

4 -
st v
v
'

Objectives ,

N @

"1. Presentation and orientation to seminar group of general pur- éé
y .

.4 7
poses, plan of work, and -questions about the reality of edﬁtqtion

-

in Venezuela. This orientation included effective methods to

3

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

1

evaluation, actionst problems, potent}élé,‘and background
. « .

information. v ' ﬁi )//\

3. Develop $kill and_gbility to utilize instruments and techniques
for the evaluation of educational personnel.
Since<the seminar .,group was found to be heterogeneous in dcademic

background, experience and professional responsibilities, it was necessary

to make the presen;atiéns;of the first week reach the majority middle

.

level. Thic brought on some criticism but cnabled the instructors to

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

»
. -

cipants. .

: ‘ , 2 N .

-~
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Subjec&s and Topics Covered

i

Personnel Evaluation , ) .

1. Criteria for Selection

~

These included a presentation and critical apalysis of

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

o \

’ 2. Criteria for evaluating téacheq§ in action. Emphasis was

.

placed on classrobm performandé as the kéy activity in

@

teaching. ' N o —— I

R .
3. The dysfunction of any set of sanctions‘was stressed. Instead

’ the p051t1ve approach through better selection of, teachers

was! presented as a means of upgrading and professionallzlng

L4

. the teacher corps.

Methods and Activities .

2 ' \
, \
Methods used during the first wpek were lectures; socio-drama or:

-~ s

role playing in which four participants took teacher-supervisor and .
peer responsibilities to illqstrate good and poor personnel evaluation
o )

techniques; work in small gr&hps on assigned topics, and the distributing

of bibliographical materials for reading and discussion. . . Cs

f. /

s

PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC




NS
MATERIALS PRODUCED AND DISTRIBUTED °
(see Appendix 3) ‘
1/’ 4
.Firsf.Week g Personnel Evaluation
Title . ' Pages -{fDistributed .
‘ 1} : t
3.1, Un punto de vista de 1o que es - 18 - 40
supervision--Falk . .
/ :
3.2 La conferencia.individuai--Falk 8 40 '
s
3.3 Un programa de evaluacidn--Falk ’ 29 40 N (
3.4 Confcrencia de Grupo--Falk 10 . 40
3.5 La Evaluacién y su importancia , 23 40 ’
para el supervisor--Guerra - C
3.6 Visitas a las clases: §upérvision--Falk 17 40 . -
3.7 EvaluaciSQ de Supervision--Falk 21 40
3.8 Direccibn ¥y Administracifn de 33 4 40 .
Personal - Pigors y iiyers o« .
I
!
I 5
i
\ / f
, |
._\\;t |

16 |
‘. ‘
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QAMPLL% OF GROUP WORK--FIRST WEEK

(sec Appendix 4) . ‘
S '
™ ' ¢
Title : : roug Pages Dist.
4.1. Criterio de disefo / ) Conirol y 1 40
frograma: Evaluacipn del” . Evaluacidn
\\\\' /Sistema de promogidn automatica de Pegg
. o . por asistencia en 1, 2 y 3 grado L
.. # de primaria ;
. 7/ A
4.2 Creacion de la Oficina de Comision de 1+~ 40
Educacion de Adultos Evaluacion ,
7 1 /
4.3 Evaluacidn,de un Profesor 1 1 . 40
de Biologia--Area Rendimiento L g
en el Auia ’ .
e e e
- 4.4 Evaluacion de la actuaclion #2 1 40
. del Profesor en el aula - )
4.5 Instrumento de Evaluacién para #3 ! 40
un profesor de asignatura
. e .
4.6 Evaluac1éh de un grupo de maestris #s . 1 40

de primer grado, que enseRan a |
leer, para seleccionar la que
tenga condiciones Sptlmas para
cubrir un cardo de maestra
asesora o coordinaciou
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Outcomes--Expected and Others

g

‘ One of the important outcomes of this semina{ﬂ;hs the noted change

-

in attitude toward evaluation. Feedback from participants through

third parties in thc Ministry of Education indicated that participants

have changed in attitude from resistance and misunderstandings about
evalyation, particularly personnel cvaluation, to acceptance, understanding

and lesser feelings of insecurtiy. This was due, in part, to the oppor-
) \
\
" tunity given the participants each wee5 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 ma‘n, was dedicated, effective, serious, and

N, . .
meaningful. There was a concerted willingness to work and cooperate
LY
1%
N ’

in producing meaningful results.

>
v An unexpected outcome was that one group, selected by a Ministry
_ e .
representative (as were all the first groupings) turned out to have in

G,

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

. b
e

-~

friction and requests for regroupings. The regrouping was accomplished

during the second week. ~/

~ %

Appraisal

The criticisms voiced and written about .evel, techaiques and

content by the participants in their evaluation of the first week of
' \
work were valid for the instructiomal staff. This helped us to mect

- N
these criticisms and suggestions by putting more emphasds on content,

instruments and methods of evaluation.

B -
Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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.

‘A participant who attended most of the sessions de§6ribea the

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

4

difficulty he observed was the diverse backgrounds of the participants.

y . s
Reactions' to specific presentatidons or mateyials were highly indivi-

M -

\ , ) .
duaf?éed because of these differences. .Ore excéption to this disparity

| - . ‘

was that most participants felt the meeting place was inadequate and

| ’
\ -
extremely noisy.
1t
Results of formal evaluation are show in the fallowing charting:
\
. , .

A scale of 1 to 5 was used with 1 being the most posiLiGe responsé.
.. : !
Category 1. Methodology of presentation arid orientation including plans

of work for seminar and questions on "the educational realities
in Venezuela.

o

- 39 responses; median 2.2 ) 1
Range 1 to 4 [ ‘ ] '
Mode 2

Category 2. To present, in general,ga point of-view on evaluation,
problems, potentials and antecedents. .
B

26 reéponses; median 2.5
Range 1 to 5 .
Fode 2 NN

Category 3. Develop skills in using techniques and instruments of
personnel evaluation. : ,
. ‘.

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

———
.
¢r

Y

*of
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EVALUATION OF PROGRAMS

-

Objectives . :

“t

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

1.) gain knowlédge amd -uaderstand ing” of 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 various models criticall&, flexibly, and
- A )
sensitively to educational programs and the projects in Venezuela.

4.) apply an eva%uation system to the work 'of the second week.

These objectives:were specifically focused on evaluation of

. educat}pnal programs and projects of immediate interest and importance

to Vgnezuelan educators. .
Objectives in Spanish were pasged out, discussed, and agreed\uﬁop
the first day of the second week.

; The staff, in assessing its accomﬁlishments during this first
week of work, agreéd in most instances that we had accomp}ished the
objectives set. We ékso agreed that the'participants' criticisms were
valid and usgful to us for the planning of the femaining three weeks
of the semlnar. Appare;Fly the approach of the first week had beeﬁ\\\

effective in "breaking the ice' and. in_setting/the stage for much 1es;\q

/
/

, formal presentation than is usual or customary in the Venezuelan
environment. \\ ’ \\' . CS

v ' \ £
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‘Subjects and Topics Covered

The subjects and topics covered are listed in Appendix 5 under

"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 begihning_of every new topic, or the night

before if the reading required was long.

In the first topié, an attempt was made to develop a theory of
evaluaéiog, not as a rubric or pronouncement bt as a proposal to be
criticized, discussed, and hopefully improved: ‘
The proeess and utility of a éheory was first discuss:a, then the

assumptions necessary to its development. One of the assumptions was

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

«

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

’
3

theory could be put and its applicatign to Venezuelan Programs. It s

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 intende? to enhance and make more systematic
»
and precise the decision-making process. !
(;\, A major task of cJaluatton was seen as ascertalning the eritical

N

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

U ’,

decision maker and not the evaluator determine what will be examined

and evaluated. The evaluator's role nevertheless, frequently includes

21 ,

PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC . hed
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) ) different problems of the programs being evaluated, and the natﬁre of

challenging and stinulatiné a wider view of evaluation thar 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

* s

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-

.ua§or includes the deverbpmeni of instruments. -
The task of collecting and analyzing the data will vary with the
. ] -

the particular decision-making context.
Summary data was described as being most useful to the decision~
maker when it enables him to make sound decisions about alternative

t

courses of action. This is the yery\gssence and purpose of the whole .
evaluation process. ’ '
A second th?me was the presentation and examinatioq of the CEPP
model. This explanation is contained in the Appendix. It is based on
the assumption that to truly evaluate a program oxr project one has to
know both the context in which the program started and oPerates, and the
"inputs™ made to get the prPogram started; or in the case gﬁ proposed
”pL;grams, the resourcés,_proposéd strategics, désigns and objectives

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

is an analysis of alternative procedural designs in terms of potential

° - [ P ——— Rt SRS
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cos%s(end benefits. .

Once a designed course of action has been appr0ved or has started,

"processh evaluation is needed to provide periodic feedbéck to the
managemenf.  The purpose of process evaluation is to detect during the -
.operation of a program or pro}ect defects in the désign, management

or even objectives of the operation. The record of process information
can also be used later for interpreting project outcomes.

Considerable discussion of product evaluation is the end of the

¢,

program—evaluation cvcle 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 to the objectives stated originally or as modified. % i
1
On the second day the CEPP model application was described in termse

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

) ) 5 . .
Corps at the University of pittsburgh. See Appendix 5--"pisefio de

Evaluacign del Cuerpo Docente, Modelo'CIPP.“ This application went
through_éﬁch step syétematically marking the objective of each step,

the methods of analyzing the model ét each step, anq the instrumentalization.
A list of variables to be examined with the instrumentation was also

. e '
distributed.

23
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Metheds and Activities Used

The first day and a half were largely devoted to discussions and
questions. After analyzing the effectiveness of tée methodology in terms
of Venezuelan educational programs and projects, many préblems were aired.
The participants were the helped :; modify and augment the applic;tion of
the model to their own needs.

Following the opening theoreticai development and, application,
participants were divided intolfour 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 préducéd4épplications
which were then mimeographed and critiqued. These critiques resulted

in a deeper understanding of the use#s and limitations oé the models; and
athe difficulty of applying the models where extensive instrumentation is

needed. .
€

/

:+ Other key activities,ﬂuring the oocond week included (1) a discussion
/
of evaluation study design, principles and processes, (2) a description
and application of the DPiscrepancy Evaluation Model, and (3) extensive

- group work on the curront status and problems of evaluative research

in Venezuela.

: 22 ' : -
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Qutcomes ,

. The partigipants demonstrated their understanding and knowledge

of the evaluation process presented by sharp questioning of specific
. ) s

items and critigism of some of the bases or assumptions. For example, -

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

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

s N

& :
ro know or is interested ‘in 2xplaining some phenomenon in the absence of

any immediate decision-ma¥ing purpose.

¢

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

number of uses which evaluation would s.rve (Sce Appfndix; "Algunos

j ¥

. y

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

Puntos Claves de la Educaciéh.")

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

» .

with different topics during the third and fourth weeks.

The participants also wished to develop the instrumentation phase,
- . ‘Q - N

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

!

(See Appendix 5).

\ .

Participants Piso 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 1ist of references is also apgendéd, dated

July 16, 1970. o

A loose-leaf binder of some common evaluation instrumentsand.their
) ¥
use was prepared and reviewed by participants. Members of the seminar
t ~ ¢ ¢

also brought instruments of their own and shared them witl, the teaching

’/

I3
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staff for review and comment. ) .

Y ‘ . .
One of the most euncouraging outcones wasathe critical attempt by

. .

A3

participants to evaluatce the usefulness of the concepts and rnodels to

their-own current work. Several of the urits nf the !"inistry shored

«

theiraown current evaluation projects with the staf f and exchanged ideas .

a
e

as to the possibility of improving their work bv applving the models
5 ' ‘
and improving their utility by exposing them to the light or reality.
i
- .

"\
éyéﬁqually encouraging was the high degree of cooperation and fruitful

-

collaboration in the group working ‘sessions that combined rembers.of L

various‘depar\ments of the I, of universitices and pedaporicos, and T

-«

educational organizations. -

’

- . +
. ~ . .
‘

A

Appraisal . e ,

3
- Instructor ‘«appraisal was positive, primarily because of the . .
. o . . }
¥ ability of the participants tovapply¥ evaluat:, and criticallv ¢ amine’
\ v
the usefulness of the theory and modéls under varying conditiens.

.

Not all students, hovever, gave evidence o? understanding the
. Ve

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

appropriate instruction or ‘a lack of participant’ interest in the

N

specific subject matter of program and project evaluation.
The participants therisclves rated the utilitv of the week's work.
using the week's objectives as standards. (Sce Appendix 5.) .

The first two evaluations concerned the utility of the CEPP and

‘

Discrepancy Yodels. An analysis, presentedago the participants,
) '

o~



A consisted of. the following:
1. How well did you upderstand the model?

Medn Perfectly Very Well Well OK Not at all

.

.

.CEPP N=15 3.33 2 3 8 2 -7
. R
Discrepancy 3.25 1 4 14 1
) N=20 . >
f x

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

‘Mean Perfectly Very Well Well OK Not at all
L\
CEPP N=15. 3.80 1 10 . 4
-~ y . . f
Discrepancy 3.45 1 .7 N 12
© N=20 °

-

3. Have you thoughg@pf ways to apply the model in your work? Please

%

give examples. J -

14 & of 15 gave examples with regard to the CEPP model.

’

19 out of 20 replied with examples in regard to the discrepancy model.
' . w*
4, You may have used the same or similar models in your work before

. atténding the Seminar. From your experience, ‘would yo%,be able to
suggest modifdications or imprévements in the models presented?
Please put down your suggestions.

With regard to the CEPP model, 9 out of 15 made suggestions.
With‘}egard~:o the discrepancy model 11 out ofléO made suégestions.

One possible conclusion is that the participants were more

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

understaﬁggpg the model. This was supported by their ability to give

: 27
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4 .

examples of how one or anothér of the quels could be used in their work.

The participants also demonstrated an ability to apply the models
o
T,

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

they were perhaps overly modest ;n assessment of their understanding.

Anbther factor may be the fact that the evaluation of the under-
standing of the models was requested immediately after. the instruction.
it may be that after additional practice in application, participants
become more self-confident in their ability to use the models and more
experienced at critically appraising them. 5

The second weexly evaluatibh by participanis of the degree to which

the week'% instructional objectives were achieved tends to confirm this
+

\
view.

. A .

S
o
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MATERIALS PRODUCED A DISTRIBUTED--SECOND WEEK )

(See Appendix 5)

l\
Title * Pages Distributed
—_ . ;
5.1 Desarrollo de una teorfa de Evaluacién-ﬂauch 8 40
5.2 Variables para una evaluacign—Mauch 4 40
5.3 Algunos puntos claves de la Evaluacigh-Mauch_. 1 40 \\
A
3 .
5.4 Aproximaciones a un estudio evaluativo: una ? 8 40
revisibn-F.G. Caro B
: Vs
5 5 .Fallas en la evaluacion educacional-E.G. Cuba 20 40
\ A
5.6 Evaluadores Educacionales: #in modelo para 9 40 .
. el Desarrollo de Tareas Orientadas a\la
la posiciéh—— Rice, Buser, y Ellis
5.7 Selected Rererences on CEPP Model 1 40 .




H

¢ LIST OF INSTRUMENTS USED AS EXAMPLES IN SEPIC SEMINAR

1. Identified Teacher Corps Objective
2. . Your teacher
3. My class
; .
4. My school 7 ’
(\
5.. Questionnaire on Attitudes of New Teachers toward children
6. Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory
7. Principal Interview
8. Teifher~intern follow-up analysis
/ 9. Int%rn Assessment of Sensitivity training ot
. 10, Follow-up questionnaire on dropouts from Teacher-Intern Program.
11. Teacher-behavior Record
12. Instructor Rating Form

2

/
13. Instructional Consultant Checklist

14

14. 1Intern intervicws--attitudes and school relationships
v \‘

N
\




EVALUATION OF INMSTITUTIONS . ,

Objectives o

\

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

of institutions. Stated objectives for the week shortened by a Triday

-
-

o

holiday were:
1. To present a point of view about thc importance of evaluative
study of institutions as iqstitutions 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
[}

L3

3. To work with various schemes which contribute to institutional

evaluation.

Subjects and Topics Covered = - + . o

£3

The majority of the seninar participants appeared to pezieive insti-

tutional evaluation as essentially the same as progran evaluation with the

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

.

A focus on the institution qua institution, considerable effort was made

c

to separate it from its parts and from its product.

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

»

included in 'personnei’ as long as they are enrolled in school. Thés
helped to emphasize the students' role in the processecs of institu--
tional 1life and the fulfillment of its mission.

it was argued, too, that graduates or drop~outs vere not the sole

products of the educational cnterprize. The schools, as institutions,

PAruiToxt provided by exic [IEY
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I
~ .

/
produce social pressures, influence fiscal polfcy, demand and use human

resourceé, etc. Too, schogls have internal rationales and they cause
peréonal and interpersonal behaviors, establish educational goals and
alter goals ifatéd 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&{fgg in terms of how it goes about its

.
- t

work.

Sincé.administration is key to ‘institut intenance and change,
its behavior, its decision-making processes and its efficiency must be
evaluated. o PN

Priorities in a system of educational oveluation were suggested—-
largely related to the kinds of data needed. A schematic presenta-
tion "Contexto General de Una Insgitucign Edulativa' was made (see .
Figure 1) and lectures and discussions used that schematic as aJLase
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:objectiyfs generally ynderstood; 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 institutioné] evaludtion, that of an:accrediting

. .
agency, was presented. This presentafion emphasized the utility of the
process in inducing chan; e and effecting improvement. This was seen

1
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! . .
. as the greatesf value of evaluation the process utilized. Further

emphasis was placed upon breadth of participation in the.process.
H
Vienezuelan examples of self-evaluations were presented byaparticipants.
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-
. p .
cussion around a second schematic; "Esquema de Recoleccion de Datos
Sobre .Especfativas del Administrador Educativo y Congruencia con
— AT . .
.\ Programas /? Preparacion,” (Figure 2). The schematic emphasized the need
to evaluate'a series of functions based upon a clear statement of .

expectations regarding tasks, leadership style, needed skills, and

decision-making. v

Methods and Activities

Once the basic concepts were presented, relatively lit time"
. . $° ‘
. was spent in lectures. Presentations of Venezuelan examples of self-
»

. '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 ware

frequently enriched by general discussion.

Qutcomes - A

. 0 .
The participants were active throughout the week--both as producers

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

\

C , *

O

ERIC
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)

discomfort'wa§ 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 systematjc evaluation of administrators.

The idea of self-evaluation E%g?d most favor among the grdup,

some of whom had expériehce in such projects. Presentations dealing {

with that kind of approach were particularly interesting to participants, .
é ¢ 2
’ )

’

and group projects showed that they had basic understandings of the

S
process. <
There was great demand for materials related to institutional A
3 . . . AN \
evaluation and much out-of-class di§cussion with the staff. b *

Again, ds in the previous two wecks, the value of representation
from a variety of ;nstitﬁtions was evident-® A great deal of teaching

was done b¥ the morq-expcrienced participants.

- " . . \
Appraisal "

The participants were positive in their formal evaluation of the
w2ek's work. .Then judgments related to the degree to which objectives

were met were recorded on the following scale: . -
. i ;
1 2 3 4 - 5
Perfectly Very Well Well Slightly Not at all

A compilation of responses showed the following means:

.

*

Objective 1 Mean 2.0
2 2.0
3 2.53

f
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-

)

Comments showed tremendous interest in the week's théﬁe but decried
the amount of time av;klable for applicatien of the ideas presented,
especially rggarding self-evaluation modﬁ:i.
The instructional staf f supports the criticism. Much of the

* ’

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

only an insecure base for implementation could be left behind.

35 |
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A}
1HIRD WEEK - SAMPLES OF GROUP WORK.
(See Appendix 8)

Title .

8.1 Application of Self-Evdluation Model
Application of Self-Fvaluation hodel
- Y .
8.2 Comiéi6a.¥§cional de Evaizacigh.de Lduplan
8.3 Instituto Pedagé%ico (Caracas) . :
Self-evaluation documents

#

Group Pgs. Dist.

4

2

1

L

40

40
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OVERVIEW * ¢ '
e N g *
Objectives
\ Tt ‘was planned to devote the final week of the seminar to the . - )
\foll, bjecti g '
o ‘pwing objectives: . o
X . S,
- 1. Make specific applicatioms, using previous week. ’

;-
2. Review principles. and concepts presented.

.

3. Evaluate the seminar with respect’ to:

a. Utility of content

' " b. Effectiveness of Instruction

—
ae

c. Individual undgrstanding
Ny

Subjects and Topics Covered

An attempt was made to show the .interrelationship of the various
models presented in each ‘of the three categories of ecvaluation effort

' discussed: personnel, program, and‘institutional. In general, self- .

evaluation (institutiona}) was used as the vehiclej

Each model presented was reviewed brfefly andlatte ts were made
tb clear up récognizable misconceptions.

The only new substance for the week was a description of the ,
Delphi Technique and its potential as a tool in establishing goals énd

[

evaluating processes and products.

)
Y
Methods and Activities -

s

The participants continued to serve as informants and presenE appli-y

i .
cations to the group. At the request of the participants, small group- -

}

&

40
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activities were curtailed and th%fe was more discussion time'as a

[

"ecommittee of the whole."

We attempted use of incident and caseé study technique in relation

-

to administrative problems in schools. .

.

A major and most delightful activity was arranged by the partic%ganus
for the instructors and other guests on Thursday evening of the final

l1 ]
week. A dinner party was held at a club situated aigh above Caracas.
, .
The food, view and exzellence the company were all much aSk:eciated

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 viith Prof. Aristéﬁélo
ééﬁa 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 and-a record of Creole musié'

was presented to each of the four instrucggps. 1
. e .

—~—

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,
$ew items with which they wanted morc intimate acquaintafice. This did
not take place. Too, we cxpected them to be interested in specific
efforts to apply cergain models. Only a few appeared to be so inclined.

The group preferred to remain together for dicussion purposes.

T;:iﬁajaz\Prob]em during the last wéek was pure fatigue. All

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

: 42
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3

»

the semin.r. By.the middle of the last week, there wa$ much 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' social’ emphasis of the latter part of week four had, it seemed
to us a very positive ;esult. fhe group 9xpre§sed iﬁterest in main-
taining a working liaison and the development of jcint efforts of evalua-
tion. Some-of the 1e§; scphisticated professionals became well acquainted

with colléagues 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 appreaches to teaéhing 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.”
.. .‘;V

Activities Related to'SEPIC

During the course of the Seminar, we made ourselves availhble to in-

~

dividual dr groups among the participants as consultants. sie were in-
vited, as.a group, to consult with three different elements of the
Ministry of Education. As individuals, a total of twengy-one consul-
tations were held related to specific problems of evaluation, advising
participants on plans for adv;nced 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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N . . /
. /

. / .
to several of the entitice represented amoxg participants.

~

/
Upon returning to campus, we have fg}lowed-up on many requests for

/
information by potential future stud;ﬁts from among participants.

w-\QW\\\¥\
\
Final Appraisaf \\
£ \

Formal eyaluation by participants included response to twofseparate

instrumegfs. The first was an attempt to arrive at pdrticipant per-

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

'

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

of the seminar and again on the last day.

PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC

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

<5 with 1 being the most positive response:

’ .
¢ Que conocimientos posce usted sobre la teorfé, la pr&ética y
los problemas de la evaluacigh de programas educativos? .
/ . *" : .
2. ¢ Gue habilidad posee usted para plancar y llevar a cabo la
d .
evaluacién de programas educativos?

v , / . . .
3. ¢ Que 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 £ - First response Mean 2.96 32 respondents
Final response llean 2.23 26 respondent$

Question 3 - First response Mean 1.72 32 respondents .
inal 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.

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

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

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

. ¢

.
’

A

sonal knowledge. ’ The following charting shows the results:

Perfectamente Muy Bien Bien

Poco

Nada A,’

45

Objectivos\ Utilidad del. |[Efectividad] Ayuda de Cono~ TTotals ’
L Contenido “Jde Instit: cimiento Personal
1. Obtener marco de | Mean 1.90 [Mean 2.43 | Mean 2.21 Objective 1 results
referenéia sobre | Range 1-3 [Range 1-4 Range 1-4 Mean Z;IQ
la evaluacibn de | Mode 2 Mode 2 Mode 2 , [|Range 1-4
personal, curri- : "] e Mode 2
culum, y instit. ! //—\\\
2. Presentar una Mean 1.75 [Mean 2.41 | Mean 2.07 Objective 2 results
visidn de prin- | Range 1-3 Range 1-4 Range 1-4 Mean 2.04
cipios,problemas} Mode 1 Mode 2 Mode 2 Range 1-4
y ejemplps de me Mode 2 :
todologias de la
/
evaluacion
3. Aplicar teoria, Mean 2.07fMean 2.65 | Mean 2.14 Dbjectives 3 result
modelos, e in- Range 1-4 |Range 1-4 Range 1-4 Mean 2.29
strumentos a la Mode 1 Modes 2&3 Modes 1,2,8&3 Range 1-4
situacion educa- Mode 3
tiva Venezolana
| Content Instruction{ Personal Know-
. results results ledge results
TOTALS Mean 1.90 {Mean 2.49 Mean 2.14
Range 1-4 |Range 1-4 Range 1-4
Mode 2 Mode 2 Mode 2 -
#
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Consistently, the analysis shows that the content of the seminar
was considered to lhave 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 eXperiencé is that participant evaluative responsec; parti- .
cularly when partieipants are experiénced professionals, as these were,
have a tendency to cluster around the midpoipt on the evaluative scale.

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

and 7ﬁﬁes would at 3. We were most gratified at receiving responses at

O

ERIC
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a muth more positive level. . - ~ —_—
‘The final evaluation instrument also contained opgn-ended questions.

In responding to those questions, participants made many suggestions

for follow-up activities. They clearly saw SEPIC as a prel?minary step

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

. L. 3 :

and techniques. \

Participants were virtually unanimous in making suggestionslrelated
L .

L ]
to the following: ) .

{

1. The continuation of seminars on evaluation--they wished for
pfograms which operate at’different 1eve1; of sophistication

/jnd in different evaluation categories; a regularized schedule
of special programs; conduct of programs in scpools.
2. Maintaining the participants as a group--they expressed a desire
to m;intain contact with other participants; to be used by their

a

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

16
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«

evaluation policy development; to be permitted to condgct infor-,

mation sessions with teachers; to develop models spécific to

Venezuela's needs; and to be permitted to influence p?eCOnditions

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 eléments of the Ministry} to develop and maintain a

documengg;ion center on evaluation; and fo have a 2-day meeting

of directors and participants to make basic decisions.

.

In addition, comments ihcluded suggestions about seminar management
such as: ''should be shorter and more concentrated."; "a quieter, more
secluded site should be chosen,'" etc.

. O

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

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

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 begt bits of evidence of the reception of the seminar

by participants was the average daily attendance of neérly 30 people.
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PART III ,

CONCLUSTIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

’

1

o “In this section of the report,';he instructors of SEPIC will preséﬁ&\\
their own views about the seminar and about reasonable next' steps. N

'\ v

Management

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

ga“ﬁ";zyé"d.,“ prepared for, and supported: )The -coordinationbetween—the—

Ministry of Education and USAID/Venezuela was good as were preliminar&

documentation and orientation. In our considerable experience with
A Y

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

* LY
enjoyment than any previous experience. . ‘ Cy *
-t "ﬁ N - -~
N Our major criticism is related to the locale. We are convinced

that the space occupied was the best available at the Instituto de
Mejoramiento PFOfesional and certainly the aid given us by its di{gctor
and his staff was superb. However, the noise level was very dis;on—
certing to’instructors and partifipants 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. . t

48 ‘
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Participants

The participants were, without exception, the kinde;t peorle one
could imagine. Theyv accepted our informality and our frequent language
atrocities with patiencé and food humor. 'Thcy viere heipful vith their
suggestions and generous with their teaching talents. They actively
pa;ticipated 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 amonq par=

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

~

O

E
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of our approaches and helped create periods of boredom for sore anc

incomprehension for others.

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

to adant our presentation and concepts to Venezuelan situations because
/

there were several views of reality. All tlis made us less he'nful in
) o
applications to specific needs thangwe had hoped to he, Theoretica]l}.
we could have served thak purpose by other consultations but participants,
having to maintain their vork, could not invite us for those corsultationg
of ten enough.

Several participants, because of their vork load were Sften unable
to attend enough consecutive scssions to receive a cunulative effect.
They, then, received only bits and pieces of somc content-= a discodraging
thing to happen in the learning process.

Ve should point out that the representation of various entities
in such a program has sonme positive aspects. Tt enrds to break éown

departmentalized secularism and to give partici ants an acaquairtance
p N 4 I !

.

49 -
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. geminar Content and Method
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with individuals who may b useful as consultants to their particular

interests. '

El

SEPIC was scheduled for far too short a time to adequately cover
the range of topics scheduled and for 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

O

E
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evaluation in Venezuela. Given the heterogenious nature Of thegroup—and—-

&

-

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

do differently if we could start again,

A4

We should have had more problems specific to Venezuela to analyze

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

P

I3

dible.
Our approach to teaching and the variety of techniques employed

appeared to be acceptable to the participants.

Instructional staffing . .
4
There are some difficulties in providing instructors such as our-~

gelves, to seminars like SEPIC. Tc is rare that an institution can re-

H

jease senior professors (four of them) to participate in programs off

L}

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

A
sence results in considerable disruption of+classes, graduate student

»

: 20
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N

advising, etc. Tt Is much casier to be avallable for one or two veels
or for a full term. Even in the case of a one-term abtsence professional
dislocations exist and personal dislocations are magnified.
We feel that instructional teams could include; without harm to
programs to be conducted, perhans fewer senior professors and more
O ) . s - :
advanced graduate students in appropriate fields. Quite frankly, the
,
senior professor is often a very self-centered person. He has his

specializations and his commitments and he is interested in furthering

those considerations. All of us are committed to international

development—work—but-we-can a¢ford only on occasion to particircate in

essentially teaching activities abroad.

On the other hagd, advanced graduate students are often pager to
participate, are excellently prepared substantively, and are interested
in the accumulation of experience already Leld by sgnior professors.

p o 1'
RECOXC IENDATIONS
\

In general, we are in accord with the Government of Venezuela's
interests and efforts toward the capacitation of its professiornals.
We hope that our .recommendations will be helpful, not only in terms’
;f next steps in the field of eva]ua&ién, but in planning the vhole

range of anticipated activities. e shall, even uvith that hepe in mind,

confine our specific suggestions to new efforts in evaluation programe,

[

o1

o~
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Training of Evaluators

Ve recommend that: ’

Y

1. Specific efforts be continued to prepare a large number
of profes;ionals 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,gschool
administration, counseling and guidance, and curriculum

. with strong emphasis on data collection and evaluation

techniques. <

. LA

Training Approaches

We recommend that:

1. A regularﬂg;d 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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B

Par ticipants be grouped according to lgvel of sophisti-
. ) s _
cation to the degree possible and representative of a

variety of entities.
. ¢
If at all possible, participants be released from vregular
i \ ‘
taske and committed full-time te seminar study with timé\\

for field applications of new skills. 1,

: i
Seminars bg supplemented by advanced formal study for*

~
selected individuals including "internship" arrangements

with such agencies as learning research laborateries,

research components of puhlic_schoolsﬂ_schogi;study

4,
5.
6.
7.
8.

‘couneils, curriculum centers, state departments of

-

of education, accrediting agencies, etc.
Seminars be staffed by Venezuelans and visitors with
visiting teams made up of one senior professor and needed.

numbers of advanced graduate students of appropyiate
. ‘V . -

- -

preparation. 3

The specific problems 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.

A continuing liaison (a person) be developed to relate '

concerns about evaluation in the Ministry of FEducation
to the staff resourees of the University of Pittsburgh - gf(
(and/or others) to plan training activities, and to coor-

dinate evaluation efforts. -

. : \ »
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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

v

. - over a period of one or two ycaxrs, utilizing a series

of short term visits coinciding with various program stages:

»
>

planning, datafteiéction (instrumentation), data analysis,
£ -

and implementing policy changes shown to be needed as a

%

result of the evaluation. J)

We feel that the US/Venezuela partnership in finahcing special

programs -such as SEPIC is a very positive force and hope that it wila

continue indefinitely. These partnéTSTméy*wish”tO'considerﬁthe—possi
bility of creating a finance pool and a service contract arrangement with
the Universitﬁ of Pittsburgh. We recognize the reluctance of AID to

R . 3 R
enter into institutional contracts but feel that a systematic second

look should be taken. A contract would assure Venezuela of service of
. ,“o f7,__, .

the kinds and at times needed and allow the University to plan its
contributions over,an extended tihe“ieriod. The University as wgllsgs
individual professors wouldlb‘e committed to the effort. &
c
We wish to again express our interest in a close and continuing
association with education in Venezuelg. We hope that SEPIC was valuabie

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

«
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