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ABSTRACT
Differences in conditions in the U.S. and one

developing country, the Bahamas, suggest that evaluation of higher
education programs are more welcome in the latter. U.S. evaluation

. prograas, ‘such as J.orida's annual review of selected disciplines in

. its nine state institutions of higber education, are few in number
and have spread only recently, in response to declining resources and
increasing demands for accountability. In developing countries,
hovever, .there is a critical need for prograam evaluation, because of
these countries' large nuamber of proBle ¢ the consequent need for
maay higher education programs, the lack of models for coaparison, '
the sharp limits on reésources and funding, and the need to deai with
political pressures for particular programs. An example of a .
successful evaluation occurred in the Bahamas, where the College of
the Bahamas assessed the need for and implementation and outcome of a
nev program to prepare secondary school dropouts for empioyment or
higher e¢ducation. The evaluation process included data collection and
analysis as vell as faculty training in evaluation nmethods. As .
expected, college and governament officials vere very receptive to the
prograr evaluation process. (RW)
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. ABSTRACT -
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.

- I3

In-this piper the need for ginewér and more expanded

~

concqpﬁion of program evaluation is described: The theme ~

A
L}

is advanced that conditions are favorable for the imple-

1

" mentation of, the evaluation process in one of the world's

developing thntrLes, the Bahamas, where, it is pointed

”

/

-

oat, resource limitations and intense need combine to maxi-
. - . . #

b \

to procedures. The paper includes a summary of the

evaluation strategies the. author has .emplcyed in ‘the Bahamas

and a description of the results with one érogramu

H *

~e

L&

'mize’poteh;ial gains as well éé‘thé likelihood of adherence

.



I. BACKGROUND: Program Evaluation-new dlrectlons, old
' realities

3

For reasons'fanging from déclining enrollments and -

' : .

declining revenues to legislative demands for accountabi- . ’
. ' [ 4

-

lity, many institutions of higher education in the United
- .
_States have begun to implement a process of program review

and evaluation. For the purpose of this paper, program
. ‘ . M - .

evaluation is difiﬁed as a systematic and objective exam-
.inatiot of the Key ptmponents of.an institut;on'g &egree

or ton-de;ree QESe;ings. It'is ki:e-ranging'enough to - \q’
include everything from a coésideration of the\ratLQngle

' for the éffering,tb its programmatic design and follow-up. . :
o * ' ' * - R '
The intensity of its implementatipon and methodology'employed~

fdapendé upon conditions present in the institution and .
ranges' from cursory looks at -credit hour pr&ductivity all
N *

the way to "sunset" cla&ses whichk require the development
‘ . ¢ .

- L] A

of a convxncxng rationale for all programs every couple of . '

. . " -
years to dnsure continued funding. *

A

The situation in the state of Florida flfustrates tpe
purposes and the methodology being employed to implement one .

kind of program review. The Flori&a Boa;&.of Regents i s .

designed a system which would, L . -

". . . shift away fromvreliance on degree - PR
productivity critéria as an appropriate measure of
program quality and as the~sole means of identif¢ing .
existing programs which may be subjected tq, an in- *
depth study for possible disegptinuation. e new .
process of systemwide review is intended te confirm
that programs are meeting standard’,of quality, are /N
being managed efficiently, and are providing a .
desired service to their regions and the state.”’(Hill, 1978)

-
- .
, 0 . N
.
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. tional activities available within the program. chally

Within -the State seve’ral academic disciplines are :

studied intensively each year. Once these ;fograms ar;
identified, each of the nine state'ins;itutions of h%gher
education dejglops rqspohses to specific'state qu;:tions
deéling‘with {sgues Quqh as manpower ne;d for the program,

) ~ )

. %
Professional prepagation of program faculty and, amdng

many other concerns’.zhe hature and diversity of instruc-
s

prepp;ed‘written materials are éupﬁiied to a team of out-

side consultants,. jointly gelected by the stase and the

) .

. . ~/{ .
institutions. The consultants, thLemselves equippeg with

s -

a set*of 'guidelines provideﬁ'by the state, then visit each

site. The outcome of the process is a set of recommenda-
’ . *

tions issued by the consultants dealing with site specific

concerns and system-wide needs as ﬂrll. -
The intent of the. various approaches to program review

is clear. At a time when money may not be available to T

.

cbntinuohsly fund all possible programs, it appears<¥eason-
able \toutilize objective information to determine' which
shoqfd be supported at the same‘ievel and which are déserving

of greaier or lesser levels of support. Presumabky‘ggvieys

)

~

could serve the purpose of "savind" or revitalizing needed,

1

\

] . .
but floundering programs, or even lead to the initiation 'of

new programs (using saved monies) for an area currently not
<

[

being served. ‘ _ ’ * \

Despite the'encouraging signs of the emergence of
] . »
program review as described above, the overall status of

evaluation acéiviﬁies at the college level in general

-

5 \




\\\\ prbcess, long dormant in higher educati&n circles, may

¢

»

e . / *

remains at a very low level. As Samuel Ball, Senior Research'

Psychologist at ETS has noted,
. . . the traditional formal educational insti-
tutions -* the colleces - rarely indulge in.program .
\Nuevaluatzon in any fdérmal sense of that _term. It secms
that once a program is installed at the college level
"+ it becomes_ sufficient unto itself or 'functionally
. autonomous' and it is unlikely that any formal effort
will occur to gather evidence .concerning the need for
program modification or continuation" . (Ball, 1977)

‘ 4

The-foregoing,suggests that the review and evaluation ‘ P

’

be rejuvenated in response to new realities. 1n order to

3

have sustained impapt, however, it will first befpéggssary M !

Y

to overacome long standing obstacies and various other Lo o

congitional factors including a lack of familiarity with

[} - bt

\'data-based dec;sioﬁ making. The remainder of this paper ' -

is devoled to consideration of a locale where situational

factors vhry from what is pregent in this country. It °

' 4

wi{l be pointed out that in the Bahamas fcctors such as a -

fe

r. 7

critical need for new programmatic offetrings, a lack of
ﬁultiple programs aﬁd\a severe shortage of resources for '

program development may‘senve £o increase the likelihood C 3

that the p{ogram review proéess could w;rk within its
major institution of higﬁer learniné. Presentéd on khe ,
pages which follow. is a detailed description of the éon-
ditiOns which appear likely to enhance the‘rev;ew process

t

‘An this develbplng country and a dLscussion of the exper-

iences the writer has had in the implementa;idn of the

process.
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II. PROGRAM REVIEW IN.OTHER SETTINGS: New Potential

I8 cdncern for pragram review warranted in developing

LY

countries where often E}e fun'ds barely exigt for the

establishment of programs in'the first place? Or is

. ’ N

prograu revigw-somethinb qpﬁropriatel) done only by those

institutions, and nations, with spare fuﬁqé/;vailable

. . ~

.

4 * ,
to support it? In/short, how likely is it. that the bene-

fits derived ‘from the process will be sufficiently favorable
i 14

[ .

in developing countries to justify involvement with it?

. To begin to address these issues it is worth examining ~

. £

several features of the environﬁenq present in developing

countries and relate these to the program revieﬁrprocess.

.

First it should be recognized that insti;utions of

higher learning in developing countries haQe a néed fbr
progrgn.review daﬂé equal to or greater than the need

of institptioﬁs'witﬁ&n "developed" countriés &or ghg'fol-‘
lowing reasvons? ’

a. the number of pxoble;s inldeveloping countries’
which may appropriately be;addressed‘by their h}gher
learning institutions isgbxten;ivez

b. the environment within which p}ograms operat:

¥ L4

in developing countries is considerably more flexible than

it is in developed countries; and . Ve
c. there are fewer higher education based programs

currently in opetation to serve as models in developing
countries vhan is the case in so-called deveioped countries.
. . [ ) .

The above suggests that in developing:countries thére

is an extensive need for new pfogrims which must be

.

Y o s

[
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’

- -

responsive to changingr conditions. Further, there is
. - ) .
little .2xperience to draw upon and, hence, a greater

.

likelihood that,initial‘atqempcs may require continuous
) []

developmént and, of course, a system for monitoring

c

progregss and problems. The combination of rapid changes
2/ K .

and limited experience shqgests a strong nqéﬁ for a system

_of program review.

. . .
. ev&dluation considerations have npot been of 'much concern

Secondly, the fact:thap funding for program initia-

tion and support is so limited in developirng countrics,
< K
leads decision hmakers in their ‘quest to spend scarce
. .

A

dollars carefully, fo-an increased aipreciation of the

kind of information the program review process can provide.

.

This may-stand in contrast to *the situation in many
" -

sections- of the United States where, as pointed out above,
<« i . R ¢

tb_educators. Only recen}ly, dgp to fundingwconstrainté
has this situation even begun to change. Too often eval-
uation contirues t# be viewed as’'a periodic nuisance which

. . . !
as best will resylt in programs being left alone until
)

the rsviéw cygle repeats itself onte again. ' This behavipr

4

is not based Jn any unwillingﬁess to change, or on any -

‘orghnized‘ercrt against the data collection and review

CN ,

process. It is rather a recognition tkat when critical
. . 2

allocation decisions do not have to be made by higher

administration the review process, will proSably end up

unpséd, placed on a shelf somewhere. Receptivity to‘

.

review is not a constant However, and as Yesource restric--

‘* tions become evident in American higher education one can

v

[
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-

expect significant changes in actitwde toward the

process. o ' ' . )

.

The current situation in developing qgountries

* stands in sharp contrast to'the situation described o

] 4, .
above. In developing countries it is often the case
that critical decisions about prograns need to be made
)

because the money spent on them cQuld be used in many

.other ways. These decfsions will ‘be made whether hard
objective data §s or is not available. In such a setting

the regquirements of prpgram review become no less dif-

ficult but may be perceived as being far more preferable
than the alternative of basing *decisions on;someihing

othér than the conditions present in the program in

question. Findings then tend to be needed in reverse
. proportion to the monies ﬁyailable for program support.
*One may concludé that institutions with the severest limite

on funds (e.g. those in developing countries) stand to

~ 3
¢ -

make” the greatest use of data generated in the program

P

-

review protess. - 5
Thirdly, because institutions of higher learning in

~

developing countries have the least experience with the

program review process itself and the- super-structure

within whirh these institﬁtions operate has little, if
' \

-~

any, -experience with program review and all the problems

which accompany it, there is'a need for high placed indi-
o 3 “
viduals within these institytions to be well trained in
- . ‘e s .
the implemenhation of the program review process and

. strongly committed to its use. Thus ié is recognized

' ' * s

[y

9
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that even under the best of circumstances decision makers
will face'pol;tiéal pressﬁres to act in ways not always

‘supported by data at tﬁfir disposal. Training and éommit:
/ %

ment will both be nacessary to overcome the resource and
~
o
human obstacles-which tend to accompany program rewview

wher;ver and whenever it is atfempteq. Further, the' .
manager seeking to implement the process cah expect that '
he will have to frequenély justify his methodology and
explain his results. Q

The points made above indicate a stPong neeq‘in
develgpiqg countgies for the'kind of data the program
review_pxbcess can provide; a suggeszion that limited
s v N
funding for brogram shsport~can, if handled properly,
result in an i:freased reliahcg on program review date;
and a reminder that need and likelihood of.use are in-
sufficient without trainihg\and commitment. These factors
were'supported by experiences the writer has had as a
consultant to the College of the Bahamas in'Na;;au. The
College, with FOfd Fodndation funding and developmggtal
;scigtahce provided by the Institute of Open Education

L] -~

of Antioch Graduate Center, developed a program to prepare
K f“ .

non-seébnda;} schcol graduates for admissiqp into the.-

+ College and/or job ad&ancement. A strong needs statement
prepared by the Collegé Principal indicated that S‘signif- )
icant percentage of the Island's popula;i;n_cduld bénefit
from the Program since, unsil very‘recegtly, very few

of the nation's citizens had graduaébd from secondary

school. ' I o .

,- 0
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Working closely with the College Principal a progiam

review model was evolved by the writer with the following’

S
components:

- [y
- “,

a. In-depth training of all faculty involved in

the Program to acquain em with all phases of the program

-

review process and to enable them, by year's endﬂ to take

fhll.responsibiliﬁy for.its coniinuation. _At this point,

*
>

Program faculty are callecting data altl consxder to be

important and they are preparing to write the final report?

-

S. ’ Introductor} seminars on program review were
géesented to all'intereétgdiéollegq'facultx (25 of total
faculty of 60 voluntdrily attended) to acquaint thew with
what w;s going on in the ?rogram and to disc%ss the reie-/

vance of the process to their own interests.

c. @Reéiewh of progress and problems have been

presented on a regqular basis to College Administration

/

along with 1nd1cations of their ‘responsibility for the

1nst1tut10nallzat€;n of the! process.
K

d. ? A compﬁehensive data collection, reviey and

analygis gchema is in place which emphasizes the program

o«

. development and enﬁancement capability of the: - program

review broceds. The Program staff has pursued the review

process utilizing a ttn:ee stage model and, to date, has
~

/dri;n conclusions in each of these—areas as follows:

g

S - : ,




v et ' . * Q- . l‘ -

- * : M .
n V. - -
l. ©Needs Assessment: The staff sought to learn the extent
- ‘ Q .
of the need for their program and likelihood of the need to con-

- -

tinue over the short term' and the long term. They discovered in
alarmingly high gropout rate, which they labeled‘"éiidemic"”ané N

they found no programs in exisfence, or planngd,.xo address the

‘ . ”» .

problem. o ' ' ) ' %,

PR o, * - Y _
. , o N

- . .i ’

1 . LR
’ ; ¢
. I ’ ) ' 4

P As a result of this pﬂise of the evaluation, staff "

generated statistics ofA the incidence of this behavior (for the
. L d .

.

first time in the Bahamas) and were able to point out the long

-

. .’term need for changes in schooling opportunities’ ang job rkqnire-

. ments to copeowith the pfoblemu

. 1

2. Progrdm Planning and Implementation: 1In this phase of

< N ~

their investigation,—the staff studiled each component of their

program to determine how it was operating and whethsr it was con-'
n ‘\ *

. tributing to the‘resglution af the‘problems identified in their

’ needs assessments. They. discovered that too much emphasis was '

‘;Iaced in some areas of their curriculum (math and scieace) anq
. ; \
not enough was paid to others (English and job interview skills) .

N’

.o ) .
They discove{Fd tdo that assumptions in program planning they ,
had made about the need for full time study was perhaps not

correct. That is, havihg.ﬁheir progrﬁm requiie fuil»time'studi )
P turned out to eliminate many potential students who couldznqt'
e ’ . :

: ~ “make that kind of commitment.
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They congluded thati their tutorial was extremely
£ .

|

E

g

l ®
i successful and needed to, be expanded. - Other useful findings
} B

LY

from this phase were derived from interviewing chairmen of

variQus departmenpts of the College of th. Bahamas to determine

been. These interviews enah®led the program nlanners to further

mesh their curriculum with college expectations.

their perceptions of how lucqalfub'the special curriculum had
A final interesting £inding having to do with ‘program

implementation wag, that the nature of the student being attracted
a o, .
into the program went beyond the high school dropout. Thus, the

. /
prooram enrolls high school graduates (as well as dropouts) who

lack stvdy skills, or con“idence, along with szome basic skills

3

e needed to' succeed in c@lleqe and employment.

3. Outcome Assassment: In this part of their evaluation

®

achieving their original objectives. They were particularly
interested ih learning whether their graduates were able to
aqhiéie in- the regular courses of the College of the Bahamas, once

they were enrolled there, and whether those looking for work were

more suchssful than they would have been if they had not enrolled

¥

work, staff looked criti 2ally at how successful they had been in

in the pr4qtan.
' . ‘By studyiﬁg the grade transcripts of their graduates
* : .

and a comparable grbup of other weak students,’hbth of which sub-

dequently enfolled in regular college courses,.tﬁey were sble to

ccnclude that their nos* recent graduates fared better thin the
? . \\

other students in college courses. They also notéd that their

|
| gradutes had a lower dropoué’rate than students.jrom other pro-
i N ) 4 -

L grams. , , P
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Unfortunately, their studies alse¢ rgvealed that much
1

still needs to be done to change the attitudes of employers, most

of whom feel that only college graduates capable of passing special
. { .
examinations (which happen to be completely unrelated to the require-

<

ments of the job) are eligible for employment.

[}

IIt1.” SUMMARY

Sn this papér the author has suggested that certain

conditions present in the Bahamas increase the receptivity of
" ) "

¢ program and governmental leaders toward the program evaluation

process. ' . ) .

'Inathe evaluation discussed herein, staff and an outside

N S

evaluator looked critically at a pfogram‘deiigned to meet signifi- ~
cant needs of their developing couhtry; namely, what to do about the
young people who drop out of hich school unequipped for work or ’ .

further education. ™iing a multi-stage needs:assessment model,

4

' conclusiops were c¢.. - reihgive to the pervasivépess of the
prdgiem, curricula changes needed, and overall imp;ct to date. -~ '
e“' ' The bre?icted receptivity to the evaluation process on
’ the part of College and governm?ntal officials was, in fact, .

borne out, leading to the conclusion that the prospects for improved

! . . ) ) P
services to clients and for educational developmert in general

‘in the Bahamas may be quite favorable. The next group to take

on are the entrenched employers who continue to deny meaningful
v

&>

[~ work to many qualified applicants.

. B 1 'ﬂ'%“_«_/_



