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Abstract

Evaluation of the TEFL Program at Master's Level in Iran

By :

Elham Foroozandeh

This program evaluation was designed within Stufflebeam's CIPP
(Context, Input, Process, Product) Model (2002) with the purpose of
evaluating the TEFL curriculum in MA program implemented at nine
major universities in Iran based on the Official Curriculum developed in
1987.

Participants included 68 MA students, 34 instructors, and 9
administrators. Required data were collected through three questionnaires
(checkpoints and open-ended questions) and interviews. Two course-based
questionnaires including 3-point and 5-point Likert type items as well as
one open-ended question for students and instructors were developed
based on the Official Curriculum. To develop the Administrators'
questionnaire, ~several program  evaluation  questionnaires  for
administrators were consulted out of which 42 items relevant to the
Iranian educational context were selected. This questionnaire also
included 5-point Likert type items as well as two open-ended questions.
All the three questionnaires shared 23 items on the program's work plan.
18 instructors agreed to participate in the interview. Interviews with 30
students were done in classroom setting, in defense sessions, or in
students' gatherings in academic events such as conferences. Students’
interviews were later merged with their written answers as their oral
comments were more or less the same as their written responses.

The data were analyzed using both quantitative and qualitative
procedures. The data analysis techniques included Chi-square tests, Mann-
Whitney U-test, QSR analysis for narratives, and Exploratory Data
Analysis (stem-&-leaf plots). To validate and interpret the findings, the




same were discussed with about ten MA students and two Ph.D.
instructors.

The findings generally revealed that (1) there was no consensus among
the participants regarding the overall aim of the program, (2) the
implemented curriculum is partially compatible with the Official
Curriculum, and (3) the participants generally felt the need for (a) the
official curriculum's revision, (b) reform in program delivery, and (c)
reconsidering the screening system.

The Metaevaluation used to evaluate this study showed a total of
49.9% strength of the CIPP Model's provisions for the evaluation
standards of utility, feasibility, propriety, and accuracy in this research.

Finally, in light of the results of this program evaluation, the strengths
and weaknesses of the program, the opportunities for improvement, and
the potential threats to the program's efficiency and long-term impact on ‘
the immediate beneficiaries are set forth through SWOT Analysis.




Table of Contents

Content

Chapter 1: Introduction
1.0 Introduction
1.1 Preliminaries
1.2 Statement of the Problem
1.3 Purpose and Design of the Study
1.4 Research Queries

1.5 Significance of the Study

Chapter 2: Review of Literature
2.0 Introduction

2.1 Preliminaries

2.2 Program Evaluation Frameworks and Checklists

2.2.1 Robert Stake
2.2.2 Lorrie A. Shepard
2.2.3 Audrey Heining-Boynton

2.2.4 Rea-Dickins & Germaine; Alderson & Beretta

2.2.5 Michael Scriven
2.2.6 Carter McNamara
2.2.7 Barry Sweeny

2.2.8 Michael Quinn Patton

Page Number

13
13
14
16

17
17
17
19
19
22
23
31
34
36
42
42

2.2.8.1 Utilization-Focused Evaluation Checklist 43

2.2.8.2 Qualitative Evaluation Checklist

2.2.9 Rossi, Lipsey, & Freeman
2.2.10 Ellen Taylor-Powell
2.2.11 Yvonne Watson

2.2.12 James C. McDavid & Laura L. Hawthorn

iv

44
45
48
54
58




The qualitative analysis of the narratives in this study owes a
great deal to the QSR NVivo 7 Research Team's technical support
from Australia. They sent me follow-up emails and received my
progress reports to make sure the software works all right. They were
available 24 hours, and replied to my urgent requests in no time. Their
diverse contributions to this research have been invaluable.

I am grateful to all my professors who accepted my invitation
to this defense session, and am so happy to have the privilege of the
company of Professor Abjadian and Professor Yarmohammadi, and
also Professor Mirhassani, my External Examiner.

Very special thanks to the Aero Surveying Crew, Capitan
Farhangfar, Engineer Poor-Momen, and Engineer Zare' for their
sincere, sympathetic effort to make an impossible miraculously
possible: booking flights for my Key Committee Members. I am lost
for words... ‘

My ever loving family: my sister and my brother for helping
me with the logistics and... My Mom and Dad, who I can never
overestimate their true love and care to see me here on my second

birthday.
. Ph.D. is more than a degree to me: it is

Patience, Hard work, and Dedication

that I need to take the long way ahead of me...

ii




Content

2\.3 Evaluation Studies in Educational Settings
2.3.1 From the late 1970s to 1989
2.3.2 From 1990 to date

Chapter 3: Methods
3.0 Introduction
3.1 Participants
3.1.1 Students
3.1.2 Instructors
3.1.3 Administrators
3.2 Instruments
3.2.1 Questionnaires
3.2.1.1 Developing the questionnaires
3.2.1.2 Administering the questionnaires
3.2.1.3 Reliability and validity of
the questionnaires
3.2.2 Interviews
3.2.2.1 Interview with instructors and
administrators

3.2.2.2 Interview with students

Chapter 4: Data Analysis and Results
4.0 Introduction
4.1 Organization and analysis of the data
4.1.1 Analysis of the Quantitative Data
4.1.1.1 Chi-Square tests
4.1.1.2 Mann-Whitney U-test
4.1.2 Analysis of Qualitative Data: QSR analysis

Page Number

68
68
75

101
101
101
102
102
103
103
103
103
105

106
107

107
108

109
109
109
110
110
114
115




Content
42 Findings of the study
Chapter 5: Conclusion
5.0 Introduction
5.1 Summary of the evaluation planning, implementation
and metaevaluation
5.2 Metaevaluation
5.3 SWOT Analysis

References

Appendixes

vi

Page Number

120

130
130

130
141

143

148




List of Tables Page Number
NOTE: Tables 1-8, 10, and 11 available on the attached CD

Table 1:

Stake’s 1969 Table of Contents for a Final Evaluation Report
(Reproduced from Shepard, 1977)

Table 2:

Stufflebeam's Meta-Evaluation Criteria (taken from Sheppard, 1977)
Table 3:

Scriven's Checklist for Evaluating Products, Procedures, and Proposals
(taken from Sheppard, 1977)

Table 4:

Shepard's Checklist for Evaluating Assessment (1977)

Table 5:

Heining-Boynton's FPEI for FLES Teachers

Table 6:

FPEI for Principles and Administrators

Table 7:

FPEI for Classroom Teachers

Table 8:

FPEI for Students

Table 9: 33
Rea-Dickins & Germaine's (1992) and
Alderson & Beretta's (1992) frameworks compared

Table 10:
McNamara's Overview of Methods to Collect Information (1997)

Table 11:
Sweeny's Model for Program Evaluation (1998)

Table 12: 52
Questions addressed in different types of evaluation
(Taylor-Powell, 2005)

Table 13: 53
Input, Output, and Outcomes questions within Logic Model
(Taylor-Powell, 2005)

Table 14: 55

Performance Measurement and Program Evaluation compared
(Watson, 2005)

Table 15: 146
SWOT Analysis

vii




List of Figures Page Number

Figure 1: 9
The CIPP Model (Stufflebeam, 1972)

Figure 2: 31
Motivations for Evaluation (Rea-Dickins and Germaine, 1992)

Figure 3: 49
Generic Logic Model (Taylor-Powell, 2005)

Figure 4: 50
PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT: Planning, Implementation, Evaluation

Figure 5: 51
A simple logic model- Parenting program

Figure 6: 57
A logical representation of the causal relationships among
program's elements (Watson, 2005)

Figure 7: 57
The Logic Model (Watson's 2005 presentation at NCIS)

Figure 8: ‘ 59
Public Sector Performance Management: Management Process
(McDavid & Hawthorn, 2006)

Figure 9: 62
Linking programs and intended objectives (McDavid & Hawthorn, 2006)

Figure 10: 62
The two program effectiveness questions involved in most program evaluations

Figure 11: 66
Nagarajan and Vanheukelen's Open Systems Model of Programs
and Key Evaluation Issues

Figure 12: 116
QSR NVivo Coding Summary Report (screen shot sample)

Figure 13: 117
The 12 Tree Nodes extracted from the QSR NVivo environment
(screen shot sample)

Figure 14: 118

The extended parent nodes and the child nodes extracted from the QSR NVivo
environment (screen shot sample)

viil




List of Figures Page Number

Figure 15: 119
Screen shot of the queries results exported from NVivo environment to Excel
Figure 16: 125
Stem-&-Leaf plot for Program: Students' responses

Figurel7: 125
Stem-&-Leaf plot for Program: Instructors' responses

Figure 18: 126
Boxplot

ix




List of Abbreviations

Context-Adaptive Model

Context, Input, Process, Product
Criterion/Norm Reference Tests
Communicative Teaching Project
Diachronic Coherence Model

English as an Additional Language

English for Academic Purposes

English as a Foreign/Second Language
English Language Teaching Project Unit
Foreign Language In the Elementary School
Foreign/Second Language Teaching

FLES Program Evaluation Inventory
General Accounting Office

Governance Self-Assessment Checklist
International Development Research Center
Key English Language Teaching project
Lewis-Clark State College

Master's (Level)

National Center for Environmental Innovations

Neighborhood Integrated Service Team (program)

Program Evaluation
Professional Development
Performance Indicator
Performance Measurement

Program-Based Review

Project-oriented Computer Assisted Language Learning

Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, Threats

Teacher Appraisal Scheme
Teaching English as a Foreign Language

Unitization-Focused Evaluation

Page Number

CAM
CIPP
CRT/NRT
CcTP
DCM
EAL
EAP
EFL/ESL
ELTPU
FLES
FLT/SLT
FPEI
G40
GSAC
IDRC
KELT
LCSC
MA
NCEI
NIST

PE

PD

PI

PM

PBR
PrOCALL
SwoT
T4S
TEFL
U-FE

92

97
70
97
98
38

87
28
68
29

78

90

57
60
58
82
87
58
88
92
143
83

44




Appendixes - Soft Copies on the attached CD

Appendixes 1-11 Evaluation Frameworks

Appendixes 12-14 Admins', Instructors' & Students' Written Responses
Appendix 15 Interview Transcripts

Appendixes  24-25 Patton's U-FE & Qualitative Evaluation Checklists
Appendix 26 Stufflebeam's Metaevaluation Checklist |

Appendixes - Hard Copies attached to text

Appendix 16 MA TEFL Official Curriculum- English Version
Appendix 17 A Instructors' Questionnaire

Appendix 18 Admins' Questionnaire

Appendix 19 Students' Questionnaire

Appendix 20 Stufflebeam's CIPP Checklist (2002)

Appendix 21 MA TEFL Evaluation Metaevaluation Checklist
Appendix 22 Statistical Analyses: Chi-Square Tests,

Mann-Whitney U-test

Appendix 23 QSR Analysis: Extended Tree Nodes

xi




Chanter 1
Introduction

1.0 Introduction
In this chapter, the concepts of 'program' and 'evaluation'
are generally introduced along with some program
evaluation issues in relation to curriculum development.
Next, the problem that motivated this study is stated, the
objectives are defined, and the research queries are set
forth. Finally, the significance of this research in relation
to the Iranian MA TEFL curriculum improvement is

discussed.

1.1 Preliminaries

lanning programs is a typical activity carried out in many
Pcommunities around the world. But not all activities could be
called program. Program is defined as an organized activity offered
on a continuing basis (Weir and Roberts, 1994). Or, technically
speaking, it refers to "any activity, project, function, or policy that has
an identifiable purpose or set of objectives" (US General Accounting
Office— GAO, 1998, p. 3). Programs are planned and delivered in
different contexts like business centers, health care organizations,
educational communities, and the like. For each program, certain

objectives specific to the given context and stakeholders are identified,




and program delivery is supposed to be in line with those sets of
objectives.

There is more to this view than meets the eye. To make sure about
the ‘effectiveness of the program and its success in meeting the
objectives, the program must be evaluated. Evaluation is "the
systematic collection and analysis of all relevant information
necessary to promote the improvement of a curriculum, and assess its
effectiveness and efficiency, as well as the participants' attitudes
within the context of the particular institutions involved" (Brown,
1989 cited in Johnson, 1989, p. 223). It involves careful collection of
information about a program or some aspects of a program to make
necessary decisions about the program. In effect, "evaluation is about
standing back and being able to see things through somebody else’s
eyes" (Patton, 2002, interview at IDRC—International Development
Research Center).

Program evaluation is so essential a process in a program that some
key organizations in the United States and Canada have developed
theoretical frameworks to implement sound program evaluations. In
April 1998, GAO released a set of definitions of evaluation types and
terminology  including Performance Measurement, Program
Evaluation, Relationship Between Performance Measurement and
Program Evaluation (focus and use), and Types of Program
Evaluation (Process or Implementation Evaluation, Outcome
Evaluation, Impact Evaluation, and Cost-Benefit and Cost-
Effectiveness Analyses).

Many similar definitions of the concept of 'evaluation’ have been
provided in the literature, but in almost all the relevant studies,

evaluation is conventionally meant to answer questions or test




hypotheses the results of which will be incorperated into information
bases used by stakeholders. Program evaluation is considered
challenging for the evaluators in that they may not have the resources,
time, or control over program design or implementation situations to
obtain the necessary information.

There are different approaches to evaluation and the purposes that
it would serve. Weir and Roberts (1994) distinguish between
evaluation for purposes of accountability and evaluation for purposes
of program or project development. In this framework, accountability
refers to the competency of the staff to justify the quality of their work
to others including the bureaucrats, employers, senior school staff,
parents, students, the community, or the taxpayer. Along the same
line, they distinguish between contractual accountability, “where job
descriptions and planned outcomes are clearly specified in formal
contracts and project frameworks...” and “more general professional
accountability, where there may be an expectation that staff and
administrators should be answerable for their work as it affects others,
for example in the use of resources, in their professional practice, or in
program outcomes” (p. 4). Therefore, accountability-oriented
evaluation is carried out to assess the extent to which the staff has met
contractual or professional accountability demands.

On the other hand, the purpose of development-oriented evaluation
is to improve the program or the project. It could be carried out by
internal or external evaluators, or a combination of both, which is
generally considered to be more effective (Weir and Roberts, 1994).
In educational contexts, program evaluation is concerned with both

professional accountability and program development.




