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Abstract

The primary purpose of this evaluation wagto identify the needs of th@ofessionals
enrolled ina General English coursa one government entity in Colombi#) to determine
whether the current language training program meets those nee(s) tangrovidea sound basis
for decisioamakingregarding future language training progrdra.this endfour evaluation
guestions were addressed in four phakd®wing the utilizationfocused evaluation (UFE)
framework Datawere collected fronthe profesionalsworking in this entity (=66), high
management officials in charge making decisiow®) and the program administratasing the
following instruments: focus groups, interviews, observatamda surveyquestionnaireln phase
one 38 domain experts participated in focus groups and structured interingstase twpa
guestionnaire survey was decided to be used as the methods for further data collection.ém need
phase three, mskbased needs analysis was conducted to detertime frequency of tasks that
require using English at the workplaé@llowing the data collection, the professionatse tested
for academic reading amggneral proficiency92% response rate and 200espectively. In phase
four, a meteevaluatiorwas performedData were analyzed using thematic coding and descriptive
statisticsThe findings reveal ed t he clubgaive an abjectivee s
needs. Moreover, on the basis of the findings, this evaluation propoE&Panuseas an answer

to the complexity of needs in this government entity

Keywords: UtilizationFocused Evaluation (UFE) Needs Analysis (NA), TasBased Needs
Analysis, English for Specific Purposes (ESP).
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Chapter One

Introduction
Evaluation Setting and Statement of the Problem

Teaching English has been a growing need and concern over the past decade in Colombia

(McKinney Gehman 2007).The need for Englisfirst emerged irthe private sector, mostlin
multinationals andhe oil industry. However, with an increasingly globalized economy, and as
Englishhas becme the language of business, the Colombian public sector soon faced the same
necessity. There has beansystemic problem resulting from deficiencies in private and public
secondary and higher education, as well as in private language ins{ioE8nney Gehman
2000. Therefore, companies have had to | ook for
levels. One way has been by providinghimuse language training through cawts with language
institutes.From the language institute point of vietwere has been a focus on providing native
English speakers instead of focusing on the specific needs of the(RlEtinney Gehman 2007)
Nevertheless, this has not guaranteed success given that companies are intervening in an unfamiliar
process: languge teaching and learning are not their field (McKin@shman 2007) whereas

institutes and universities are outsiders and often not familiar with the context.

TheOrganization for Economic Cooperation and Development (QEXDD9 argues that
there is a hhge gap between academia and the workplace, whithfor changes in approaches to
Vocational Educatioand TrainingVET). For many learners, the world of work is seen as
something specific, concrete and real, whereas learning is often seen as soabstnaog and
more often than not, unrelated to work. Vocational training programs often do not meet the specific
needs of the industry (OECD, 2009), and the situation deteriorates when teachers and trainers are
not familiar with the context in which theye teaching. In light of globalization, the
competitiveness of developing countries must
with adequate technical and professional skills for international markets. The only way to
accomplish this is by brging the gap between academia and industry, thus bringing the learning
directly into the workplace, with trainers who are skilled and familiar with thesnafeithe industry
(OECD, 2009).

Following this line of though the National Administrative Departmieof Statistics
(DANE) has been trying to provide its domain experts with adequate language training program.
This institution coordinates the National Statistical System of Colombia (SEN for its acronym in

Spanish)whose purposis to strengthen the glity of official statistical information, which, in

be
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turn, is essential fordecisiona ki ng i n t he country. DANE’' s missio
guality statistical information for decisiemaking and research in Colombia as well as to develop

the National Statistical Systefittp://www.dane.gov.co/index.php/acemaldane/114op-

menu/acercaleldane/4034generalidadgsTo this endDANE works closely with many

international organizations, one of which is the Organization for Economiap@uaion and
Development (OECD)oining the OECD would mean f@olombiaan opportunityto actively
participate in international markets, proposkigons within the OECD, and fight against
corruption, poverty and otherdal issues inside the country

(http://usoecd.usmission.gov/mission/memberddapefits.htm

Many decifons, such as the inclusion of Colombia into the OECD, are based on the
information produced by DANE, which is constantly evolving DANE' s vi si on for 201
become a modern, innovative institution that generates knowledge and is a leader in statistical
production. As a result, English is highly important for this entity because it is the language of
communication with foreign organizations. Another reason why English is such an important tool in
DANE is the fact that bilingual experts have access temesources than monolinguals as most of
the technical literature is written in English. For entities such as DANE, bdmgoaftandle, read,
and producénformation written in English is crucial. The lack of bilingual experts implies constant
need for tanslators, prdoeaders, and interpreterBo help the expertgain the expertise in their
use of Englishas i gni f i cant p a istesignated DoANglEsh sourdelmvwbyee this
does not seem to yield results most likely because the courses that the entity provides do not to
respond to the needs of the employees. All English programs that have been implemented in this
entity until today have been General Englishgpams (GE) thatlo notseem to have addressed
specific needs of DAlgeststhdateocoses that DANE mauns thrsugh T hi s
contracting completelynight beunjustifiable.

Evaluation Purpose and Questions

This evaluatioh mtendedourpcseswere (a)to identify the needsd ANE’ s domai n
experts enrolled in the language training progrdanto determine whether the current language
training program meets those needs, @)db provide information to make decisions regarding
future langage training programFurthermore, this evaluation gathered information regarding the
domain experts’ previous experiences with | angua
Taking into account that DANE is a statistical departmetit very speific responsibilities within

theColombian governmentsector i t was hypothesized that a possi'l


http://www.dane.gov.co/index.php/acerca-del-dane/114-top-menu/acerca-del-dane/4031-generalidades
http://www.dane.gov.co/index.php/acerca-del-dane/114-top-menu/acerca-del-dane/4031-generalidades
http://usoecd.usmission.gov/mission/membership-benefits.htm
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would be an English for Specific Purposes (ESP) course. To investigate this, the following
evaluation questions were addressed

EQ 1:What are the profiles of the participants in #Nsluation as reported in the survey
guestionnaire?

EQ2: What dajualitative data, gathered through interviews, focus groups aneenpiel
guestions, reveal abotlte perceptions and experienceshafdomain expertgnrolled in the in
house General English Language training programs in this public entity?

EQ2:Whatactual needs were revealed through the questiormaire

EQ3: What kind of language training program should be implemented in orderemdshto be
met?
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Chapter Two
Review of he Literature

Globalization is an economic phenomenon tfeled to increased interaction and
integration of economic systems, affecting betbbnomies and educationid@ens {990 as cited
in GeorgantzgKatsamakas& Solowiej, 2006)defines globalization as the intensification of
worldwide social relations, highlighting that with the development of information technology, the
interaction between people has become instantanaed £ nglish has become widaccepted as
language of communication in cressltural encounters. Most of the actors taking part in
international communication usiee Englishlanguage as a tool to better career opportunities and to
exchange knowledge, which would be impossible evittcareesspecific vocabulary. This
instrumental orientation to language and the dynamic complexity of globalization (Katsuhisa &
Masahide, 2006) have affected language teaching worldwide: new generations of learners with
different and more specific neekiave emerged. This has led to an increasing number of
publications and journals in the field of English for Specific Purposes (ESP) (Hewings, 2002).
Subsequently, new approaches to teaching have been developed, and the importance of needs
analyses and pgoam evaluation as a step to program improvement and rational deuigkmg
have grownl(ong, 2005; Mathison2005.

English for Specific Purposes (ESP)

Hutchinson and Waters (1987) argue that rather than a product, ESP should be seen as an
approach téanguage teaching in which all decisions in terms of content and method are based on
thelearnersreasons for learning. This makes ESP a leacaptered approach in language
teaching. This new focus on the learner was a breakthrough in the histori &3#tand needs
analysis for curriculum development.

Although the term ESP may seem s®tplanatory, some authors have debated of what it
comprises (Anthony, 1997As a consequencBudley-Evans (1997%et forth a twepart definition
of ESP, defining itebsolute and variable characteristics. According to the absolute characteristics,
@ ESP should meet ©b)ESPmakesuse ofthe pralerlying methodolegy d s, (
and activities of the discipline it servesyd €) ESP is centered on the larage appropriate to these
activities in terms of grammar, lexis, register, study skills, discourse and Gemmethe definition
provided abovepnecan conclude that ES®not limitedto a specific age, field or a group of
students; therefore, it shoutdt be perceived as a product.

ESP has had an evolutionterms of how it is viewedRichards (2001) writes that ESP

began as a response to a number of practical concerns and needs of specific groups of people such
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as immigrants, graduate students,native students at foreign universities, businessman
researchers, and so fartHutchinson and Waters state tHats English became the accepted
international language of technology and commerce, it created a new generation of learners who
knew specificly why they were learning a langudgd 987, p.6). Hutchinson and Waters (1987)
further argue that there were three main reasons for the emergence of ESP: globalization, a
revolution in linguistics, and a new focus on the learner.

In the era of global&tion,English has become a global communication tool. The ability to
communicate in English has become crucial for both new job seekers and those already working in
industries. As a result, a growing number of maiive English professionafsustreach certain
levels of proficiency, or in some cases even master the English language in order to be able to
cooperate globally (Kim, 2013). As a response, traditional English ccasedeemeplaced with
courses that focused on the specific needbesfe groups of studer{tdutchinson& Waters, 1987).

The second reason for the emergence of ESRawealution inappliedlinguistics. This
was guided by the idea that since language varies from situation to situation it should be possible to
deternine features of language needed in a specific situadimh design courses around these
language feature3raditional linguistics that focused on formal features of the language made a
shift towards how language is used in real communication. This chethgethe idea that English
needed for a specific group of students could be identified by analyzing linguistic features of the
specialist eea. The guiding principle/as,“ Tell me what you need and | will tell you the English
that you neetd(Hutchinson& Waters, 1987)This led to register and discourse analyiteq &
Widdowson, 1974Halliday, Mcintosh & Strevens1964; Swales, 199Qrimble, 1985). The main
hypothesis was that the difficulties students fagenot arise from the lack of knowledge of English
grammar structure. Therefore, instead of teaching the composition of sentences, ESP courses should
focus more on developing knowledge of how to use sentences to perform speech aeliéan real
communi@ation in specific fields (Allen &\Viddowson, 1974).

The third reason for the development of ESP amasw focus on the learner, which was a
breakthroughn the history of both ESP and needs analysis fdAgurriculum development. The
underlying assuptionin the learneicenteredcapproach was thae relevance of the course for

|l earners needs would increase their motivation.
material from | earners’ speci al i s bursasrugialg . Resear
have welldefined deadlines to prepare for a specific occasion for which they would have to use

English, be that an academic exam, business event, or moving to a foreign country as an immigrant

or worker (Basturkmen, 2006). Following thisdiof thinking,Basturkmen arguebat*since
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students in ESP classes often have restricted time to learn English, it makes sense to teach them
only the bits of English they need. Thus, the task of the ESP course developer is to identify the
needs of thedarner and design a course around thgm18) For the purpose of the present study,

an evaluation was conducted in order to obtain information about the specific needs of the domain
experts in one public entity in Bogota. This information was then tesedke decisions regarding

the future language training programs implemented.

Needs Analysis in ESP

Definition and history of needs aalysis The concept of needs analysis (NA) commonly
refers to the processes of gathering informatibout the needs of a particular client group in
industry or education (Brown, 2009n education, conducting needs analyses is the first step in the
development of any curriculum. Bachman and Palmer (1996) arguadeats analysis or needs
assessmentvolves the systematic gathering of specific information about the language needs of
learners and the analysis of this information for purposes of language syllabus’ d@sigm
students’ needs are identi fi edjsddsignadraccordingly.obj ect i

The needs analysis for ESP courses, however, differs noticeably from those undertaken for
general English courseBhe difference between the two is most often associated with traditions in
English instruction related to the TERCGacronym (Teaching English for No Obvious Purpose,
Abbot, 1981). The acronym TENOR is used to describe a common problem in many second or
foreign language programs worldwide that teach English because of its imperial status (Brown,
2015). TENOR is often viewed in a bad light, and as such, teaching languagecffic gurposes
is often seen as a way to ensure that language instruction hadife maipose, and therefore a
value (Brown, 2015). In other words, wher&&ss for general English courses focus on general
language proficiency, the focus WAs for ESPcourses are specific needs in a specific context
(Astika, 1999).

Hutchinson and Wate(4987)suggest that while ESP courses are to be based upon the
principles of teaching gener al English courses,
specidized fields (Astika, 199P Following this line of thought, RichardBlatt and Plat{1992)
defined needs analysis in the following way:

The process of determining the needs for which a learner or group of learners requires a

language and arranging theeds according to priorities. It makes use of both subjective

and objective information. The analysis seeks to obtain information on the situation in

which a language will be used including whom it will be used with, the objectives and
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purposes for whickhe language is needed, the type of communication that will be used,

and the level of proficiency that will be requirédp. 242-243)

In other words, when determining the purposes for which a learner or group of learners requires a
language, thaesearcher should makse of various sources of information (e.g., primary intended
users, stakeholders, policy makers, teacledes) as well as focus on both subjective and objective
information. NAs seeko obtain information on the situation in whiahanguage will be used

including who will be using it, the objectives and purposes for which the language is needed, the
type of communication that will be used, and the level of proficiency that will be required.

NAsin ESP have made important progréssn their beginnings. In the 1970s, ESP
courses were based on register analysis. This was grounded in the idea that in different situations
people will shift into different registers, a phenomenon which took place on a sentence level; then
came discoursanalysis, that focused on language above sentewek This was followed by
deficiency analysis that identified knowledge gaps in order to develop a curriculum or a program
built around them. In the 1980s, targ#tiation analysis emerged as a respooseneed to detect
real undertakings that a student might need to do and address them in a curriculum. This led to
learner and learning centered approaches that focused on skills and strategies (Hutchinson &
Waters, 1987). New approachescurriculum degn in the 1998, however, brought new focuses
in NA. With the emergence of communicative, skalhd taskbased teaching, the emphases of
needs analyses were placed upon communicative skills that professionals need in order to fulfill
their daly tasks ad communicate acrossiltures in the workplace. Today, the main division in
ESP needs analysis is dependent on their focuthasdurce of information used. However, in
order to understand these tamnceptsit is important to emphasize that, despit thanges and
emerging approaches to NAs, the theory still greatly relies on the concepts of needs defined by
Hutchinson and Waters in the 1980s.

Hutchinson and Waters (1987) make a distinction to three different types of needs:
necessitiedacks andwants Necessitiesre defined as everything that learners need to know in
order to successfully function in the target languageksare differences between what learners
currently know and target language proficiency. The third type of needsts which represent
everything that learners would like to learn. These three types of neeglscde viewed as
subjectiveandobjective needsSubjective needs are derived from cognitive and affective needs of
learners, such as their attitudes, personality expectation@rindley, 1984) These, in other

words, arghel ear ner s wants. Objective needs include f

levels and the redife situations where learners use the target language. Objective needs comprise
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neessities and lacks. In the present evaluation, both subjective and objective needs were analyzed

in order to determine the domain experts needs
NAs according to their focus Recent literature divides NAs into two grougscording to
their focus: targesituation analysis and presedituaton analysis (Flowerdew, 2013). Arget
situation needs analysis focuses on analyzing the needs of learners in terms of the language needs or
skills that learners might need in a targighation. These needs include necessities (objective needs)
and wants (subjective need8)present situation analysis, on the other hand, focuses on analyzing
where students are at the beginning of a language courseytlwins and St. John (1998,1125)
argue that a presesituationanalysis‘estimates strengths and weaknesses in language, skills,
learninge x p e r i eimother svdrdsipcan be used to determittee gapsist udent s’
knowledge A combinationof these two different focuses (targahd presensituation analysijs
which could also be viewed asalyzings t u d mecessiies, lacks and wants, will lead to more
representative result§hisis the reason why both were used when collecting data for the present
evaluation.
One of thamost popular approaches to ESPd\tve totheir usefulness and practicality
over the last two decades has been-b@sled needs analysis (Basturkmen, 2006). This approach
analyzes the tasks in a target situation, and is therefore, related tesiargitn NAs. There are
various definitions of task the literaturewhich are at times confusingasthe termgaskand
activity can sometimes hgsed interchangeablyan den Branden (2006. 1) writes that the
definitions are so wide in scope, tatmog anything related to educational activity can now be
calleda task” Long (1985, 2005) proposes the following definition of task, which is the wile
usefor the present evaluation:
A piece of work undertaken for oneself or for others, freely orstime reward. Thus
examples of tasks include painting a fence, dressing a child, filling out a form etc. In other

wor ds, by t ask’ i's meant t he hundred and on:¢
play, and in between. Tasks are the things pewsjl¢ell you they do if you ask them and
they are not applied linguists. (Lori2)05, p.89)

One can conclude thdte definition ofatask as a unit of analysis (Long, 2005) is different feom

task as an activity or a piece of classroom wblknan,1989). Tasks, as defined by Long (2005)

and Hyde (2013) encourage meaningful communication. These afiéerémsks that lead to

language learning, whereas pedagogical tasddescribed byNunan(1989) are chosen and

included ina curriculumas a restlof their pedagogical valu&®obinsomoted that:
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Adopting tasks as the unit of analysis helps to ensure a high degreewbriehtelevance,
since they are based on a needs analysis of target performance objectives, thereby most
likely increasing stud# interest and motivation in classroom pedagogic activities, and the
possibility of direct transfer of the abilities developed in classrooms to similar situational
contexts. (Robinsor001, p. 292)
Taskbased needs analysis focuses ortlitsatargettasksin whichtarget tasks are
identified as'a differentiated proce¢that] domain experts have to carry out in Engdli¢Gilabert,
2005, p.184). This kind of analysigims to helgnhance the reavorld relevance of thEnglish
course the students are undertakamell as incread@eirinterest and mtivation (Kim, 2013).
Theseare the reasonshy this method of analysis wadapted forthe present evaluation.
NAs according to the source of information ed When déermining the needs for which
a learner or group of learners requires a language, the researcher should make use of various sources
of information in order to guarantee that the results are valid and representative of the actual needs
of the program (Brown2015). Jasséguilar (2005 agrees withPrince (1984)y naming three
possible sources of needs analysis for the workptaoad:analysigwhatthe company feels is the
need and the goal of the courgey analysigdescription of the joh)andlanguageanalysis
(linguistic analysis). Although #division to three sources seems to be outdated, there is a plethora
of recent research reports that follow this theory and very useful findiegzresentedVVhen
identifying theKoreanneeds of a group of bingss professionals, Hyun Hyo (2013) designed her
survey gquestionnaire based on t,Nasa@hdRic®T j ob desc
(2014)uselinguistic analysis as one of the instruments for needs analysis aimed at program
improvement and devgiment.
Further theonybased literature distinguishes objective information about the needs (which

includes facts about | earner’s |l anguage ability
information (which includes their attitudes and expectationgjoN#2010), Hutchinson and

Waters (1987), and Graves (2000) argue that, alt
unreliable, because they are often not familiar with the job requirements (Long, 1996), we cannot

negl ect | ear merhow Subjective these might be. Roaetheless, resbassd

literature has shown that therenist anecessary correlation between what learners want and what

an ESP teacher detects as a necessity. A study conducted in Korean context (Kish@@&3d)

inconsistencies in what is considered to be a priority for the stakeholders in ESP courses. In this

study, Kim found that professors emphasized the importance of engineering content, students

placed their focus on daily English, wheréaes professionaleho work in the industrgxpressed
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that general Business English should be the most important aspect of any ESP course. Similarly,
Il rham’' s ( 2 0totBelanguagesneeals o€ eémgineening students in Malaysia showed
inconsistencies between the leas@erceived needs and the real needs in the engineering context.
One way to avoid such inconsistencies, as Long (2005) strongly suggests, is by using triangulated
sourcesusing more than two sourcesinformationto obtain the data provides greateiaaility.
In more recent literaturehé importance of domain experts as source of information has
been emphasized wariousresearchers (Gilabert, 2005; Long, 2086rin, 200§ due to the fact
that domain expertscan provide el i abl e insiders’ view. However,
although familiar with the target domain, the experts are not a reliable source of accurate
information with regards to linguistic aspects of the tasks they perform (Gilabert, 2005).
Neverthelesd,ong (2005) argues that subsequent analysis by linguistic experts can help determine
the necessary linguistic aspects of the target t&&ere making any decisions with regards to the
target English languag@ogram, it is important to engage all staidelers and understand their
perspectives (Framework for Program Evaluation, 199.r t hese reasons, both i
perspectives and outsiders’ dformeecliabléereedls on | i ngui s
analysisThisis the reason whyn this ewaluation,subsequent to administering the survey
guestionnaire, domain experts’ proficiency | evel
Theneeds analysithat wasperformed as a part of the present evaluation focosede
necessitieggaps inknowledgeand wants of therimary intended useras well as on their objective
needsthesewere determined thrgh a taskased needs analysis.
Evaluation
There are many definitions and purposes of evaluation and diverse social interventions that
can be evaluated in practice. For thgposes of the present study, evaluation will be defined as the
use of social methods to systematically investigate the effectiveness of social intervention programs,
and these will provide sound foundations for their improvement and-bakegjudgmens (Rossj
Lipsey, & Freeman, 2004 In the simplest of terms, evaluatshould answer threguestions
(Patton 2012 p.3):
1. What? What happens in the program? What experience and services does the program
offer to participants? What outcomes and impact result from the program?
2. So what?So what do the findings mean? Whatgmentsan be made? What are the
implications of the findigs?
3. Now what?What recommendations come from the findings? What improvements should

be made? Should the program funding be reduced, ended, continued or increased? In
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general terms, evaluation should lead to improvements, and dieisgsrbegins bgngaging
all stakeholderse(g.,persons or organizations who have interest in evaluation findings).
According to the Framework for Program Evaluation in Public Health (1999), stakeholders
must be engaged otherwise evaluation findings might be ignored, criticizexjsted
since these may not address the stakehol der s’
Furthermore, th&ramework(1999 p. 5-6) argues that in every evaluation, the following three
groupsof individualsmust be identified:
1. Those involved in program operations (e.g., sponsors, collaborators, coalition partners,
funding officials, administrators, managers, and staff);
2. Those affected by the program (e.qg., clients, family members, neighborhood
organizations, academic instituti®) elected officials, advocacy groups, professional
associations, skeptics, opponents, and staff of related or competing organizations); and
3. Primary users of the evaluation (Framework for Program Evaluation in Piddith
Evaluations may have differefdcuses, from assessing the outcomes of programs, needs
analysis for a program, its design, operation, and progffiaiency (Rossetal., 2004).
Furthermore, depending on their purposes, evaluations can be formative, summative, knowledge
generating or gsess accountability (Pattd®012). What all of these have in common, however, is
that they should bé&planned, conducted, and reported in ways that encourage “thitowgh by
stakeholders, so that the likelihood that the eatadnn will be used is incesed’ as defined under
the program evaluation standard numbéiaint Committee on Standards for Educational
Evaluation, 1994). This, however, is not always the case. In practice, evaluations often end up with
a report being published on the Internekept on the shelf in the library in order to meet some
requirements. As a response to the-nea of evaluation findings, Patton (1978) proposed the
Utilization-Focused Evaluatn Framework (UFE).
Utilization -Focused Evaluation

UFE begins with the premise that evaluations should be judged by their utility and actual
use (Patton, 2008lror this reasonlUJFEs should be carried out with situational and contextual
sensitivity, thus ensuring intended use by primary intended userse\difiators pay special
attention to how real people can use the evaluation findings in the real world. Accordingly, Patton
(1978, 2012¥ocuses his UFE framework on Primary Intended Ugelds), in other words, all
those who will be using the findingsrfdecisioamaking or those who will participate in the
program. In UFEs, PIUs actively participate in each stage of the research and develop a working

relationship with the evaluator. The engagement of both stakeholders (intended users) and evaluator
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(facilitator) helps to determine the direction of the study and ensure the use of its findings (Patton,
2008). UFE does not prescribe any method or theory; ratheathathodology, UFE should be

used as a fraework Regardless of the method applied or theeulythg theory, UFEs can be
summarizednto a series of steps, which wereléealed during the present study.

Steps in UFE Over the years and with contributions from research, UFE has been revised
and improved, modifying the number of steps to follow in each of the stages (Patton, 2012). For the
purposes of the present evaluation, UFE can be summariz@dmain steps that fia been present
from the first days of UFE. Althoughése steps can be grouped iftiar mainphasesas show in
Figurel, they are not part of a linear process. On the contrary, as argued by(P@i@yn his
most recent booKssentials of Utilizatio-Focused Evaluatigrthere is a iterativedialogueamong
steps, which allows evaluators to go back and forth, and, if necessary, make adjustments. This is the
core of situatioal and contextual sensitivity.

Evaluation phase one: Context analysidAs stown in Figure 1, phase one is tt@ntext
analysis The reason why this first phase is crucial is the fact that there are many challenges to UFE.
Some of the major unfavorable factors that can affect the evaluation are project funders and
managers who atgnable or unwilling to give up control of an evaluation; inflexible organizational
cultures; staff turnover; and insufficient funding, time, or human resources dedicated to evaluation
(Ramirez & Brodhead, 2013). For this reason, the first five UFE stepstal to evaluation
success. During the first five steps of any UFE, the evaluateassdisses his or her own readiness

as well as the organization’s readiness and will
to ensure the utilizations dfie findings. It is important to note that this first UFE phase represents a

learning experience for both the evaluator and the PIUs and the success of the entire evaluation

might greatly relyonthe success of the first phase. For that regdtase oneequires facdo-face

meetings and working closely with the PIUs to assess their readiness to commit to the evaluation.

Understanding the context and evaluator’'s readin
and focus the evaluation.
Evaluation phase two: Designing the evaluatiorDuring this stage, important decisions
with regards to the evaluation focus, design and simulation of its uses are made. Due to the fact that
UFE does not prescribe any method or design, the information from phaaedtie
understanding of the context will be used in phase two to decide on the design, data collection
methods, and the focus of the entire evaluation. In this way, the focus and the design become

responsive to the context.
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Evaluation phase three: Undert&ing the evaluation The next three stefiis this phase
includedata collectiondata analysisandfacilitation of use As previously explained, UFE does
not proscribe any specific data collection method. However, a general principle in this phase is to
manage data thoughtfully and adapt to any problems that may arise, such as tight schedules or
delays in administering the questionnaires. The responsibility of@valsator in this stage is to
work closely with the PIUs and make sure that the evaluptaomwill adapt to the context and
realities of the fieldwork (Patton, 2012). The last step in this phase is communicating the evaluation
findings, a step that is crucial to ensuring the utilization. At this point, the evaluator should keep in
mind the inended uses and the evaluation questions, as well as the PIUs. The findings should be
communicated in a way that has been agreed upon with the PIUs. Some stakeholders require thick
and detailed reports, whereas others prefer executive summaries or roigiaét approaches to
reporting. The UFevaluator should be aware of this and report findings in a comprehensive and
situationally responsive way. This will facilitate the use of findings.

UtilizationFocused Evaluation

Phase 1: Phase 2: Phase : .
Analyzing Preparing for Undertaking Phefr?a?'s'?gem
Context Evaluation Evaluation y
Assessing Focusing the .
— Program —  Evaluation | Data Collection
Readiness
Assessing .
—  Evaluator's E\Sél;?“r?n — Data Analysis
Readiness 9
| Idsr?rt:]fglrng | Simulation of |  Facilitation of
Y Use Use

Intended Users

Situational
Analysis

Identifying
— Primary
Intended Uses

Figure 1. Steps in UtilizatioAFocusedEvaluation, adapted from Ramirez aBicbdhead (2013).
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Evaluation phasefour: Meta evaluation. This stage consists of reflection on evaluation
findings and its general succe¥bhe UFE metavaluation focuses on the factors that have affected
or might affect the use of findings. At this stage, it is important to make a distinction between use
and utility. Patton (2012) argues thagerefers to how real people in real life usalenation
findings,whereaautility refers to ushility rather than actual usé/hen conducting &FE meta
evaluation, the evaluator must not only assess the utility aépimt (ts potential utility for the
stakeholders), but also the intended use and whether the stakeholders have actually used the report
for its intended purposes. This is where UFE restaluation goes a step beyanttier meta
evaluation processes.

Researctbasediterature shows thavaluation models in education have been gaining
importancdn recent yeardRecent contributions to UFE in Second Language Acquisjhm)
have been made by Pierce (2012), who applied UFE to investigate whether there was a need for
gaining teaching experience within the Bachelor of Arts program (BA) in Second Language Studies
(SLS). The evaluation findings were then used for program development by the intended user, the
Department of Second Language Studies (SLS) at the Universitsvedii.

Evaluation Paradigm

The present UFE can be defined as a summativefiggabvaluatiorfPatton, 2012;

Scriven, 1972)According to the definition;summative evaluations judge the overall effectiveness
of a program and are particularly impartan making decisions about continuing or tarating an
experimental prograinPatton, 2012). The present evaluation sought to determine the intrinsic
value of the language training program or, in other words, determine how effectively the program
was inmeetingthé nt e n d eneedsuAdtlough summative evaluation commonly involves
measuringmpact and goadttainment (Patton, 2012), the evaluation presented in this document did
not deal with those factors but rather with program implementation &inal aeeds of the PIUs,

the reasons whthis evaluation can b#efined as a godfee. In essencan evaluation can be

defined agjoatreeif it is “conducted by someone external to the program arhklis evaluator

should make every effort to avdigarning about the stated program goéls/nch,1996,p. 84).

Scriven (1972) proposed gefake evaluation as an alternatibatchallengeshe positivist view

that every program evaluation should address explicitly specified goals for that progrgfotughe

of every goaffree evaluation is not on what a program is trying to accomplish but rather what is
actually going on. According to Patton (2012), givak evaluation involvesgathering data on a
broad array of actual effects and evaluating the itapoe of these effects in meeting aerstrated

needs’
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According to researehased literaturé_ynch, 2006)thereare several benefits akinga
goakree evaluation. One of the advantages is that the evaluator is less biased and more
independent, ands such, can provide an objective and detailed description of what is being
observed in program implementation (Lynch, 2006). Another benefit of this type of evaluation is
that no program brochures or program goals are discussed: the evaluator relssreetiobal
techniques and has direct contact with program participants with the sole purpose of digleeissing
program’ s a clhesearé¢ judged based amghe extent to which they meet demonstrated
participant needs, which has becoanguiding pinciple in every goafree evaluation (Lynch,

1996), and as such, has guided thisdyBluation.

Regardinganalysis, the data in this evaluation were analymagthe mixed method
approach.JohnsonPOnwuegbuzieand Turne2007) provide the following definition of mixed
method research:

Mixed methods research is the type of research in which a researcher or team of researchers

combines elements of qualitative and quantitative research approaches (e.g., use of

qualitativeand quantitative viewpoints, data collection, analysis, inference techniques) for

the broad purposes of breadth and depth of understanding and corroboration. (p. 123)

A mixed method approach was selected for this UFE due to its advantages over other
reseach methods, especially in casesvhich theintegration of two methodsadsto greater
understanding of research dafhe advantages include the followingsf, by mixing qualitative
and quantitative data, mixed metisatludies provide the researcheéth the possibility to combine
instruments (e.gtheuse of qualitative and quantitative instruments for data collection and analysis)
for the broad purposes of capturing the complexity of educational issues (Creswell, Shope, Plano
Clark, & Green, 200&ited in De Lisle, 2011 Secondwhen conducting a mixed metrestudy, a
researcher will use various means (data sources, researchers and methts)efame, has
greater possibility of triangulation, which in turn will result in data reliabilitgti®h, 1999). That
said, using qualitative and quantitative data in complementary fashion for research questions that do
not necessarily providenintegrated picturef the research problerallows the resarcher to build
on findings and havabetter and more complete understanding ofdéisearch problem. This is

preciselythe reason why this particular method was chosen for the present evaluation.
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Chapter Three
M ethodology

The evaluation presented here is a response to an urgent npeshgfam evaluation and
needs analysis for amBlishcourse in one government entity in Colombia. The project expéored
Utilization-Focused Evaluation (UFE) framework in order to guarantee the use of findings, and
raise awareness among the primary intdnaers (PIUs)n this section, | will explain the
methodology and instruments applied in this study.
Participants

Theparticipantsn this evaluation werthree topmanagement officials in charge of the
decisionmaking processes aité domain expertfrom 12 different divisions imneColombian
governmenentity. The topmanagement official@he program administrator, the deputy director
and the advisor of the general director of this entitg)je identified as primary intended users
(PIUs) because #y would use the evaluation findingshe administrator was identified as a person
who understands the bidding and implementation processes of the language training programs in the
entity. Moreover, the program administrator was someone who was direatlydd in drafting the
bidding requirements and was in the best position to use the evaluation findings. The deputy
director of the entity and the advisor of the general director were invited to participate due to their
power to influence the decisiamaking processes and implement changdée groupof 66
participants, iincludedthe directors of various divisions within this entity and professionals who
workedin thosedivisions.These participantwereidentifiedand selectedfter the interview with
the program administratdrecausell of themhadparticipated in the ihouse language training
programand would directly be affected with any decisions with regards to the program
Evaluation Purposeand Intended Use

The purpose of this evaluan was to(a) collect informatiorregardingheimplementation
and outcomesf thecurrentlanguagerogramin this government entity and)(analyzethe PIUs
subjective and objective needs. The findings were thentaggaherate a list of suggestionhich
would helpmakeinformeddecisions with regards fature language training prograrimsthis
entity.
Procedures

In accordance with the UFE framework, this evabratvas conducted in foyphases and
data collection methods were decided upooonsultatiorwith the PlIUs In this section, | will

describehe methodology and instruments employed in each UFE stage.
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UFE Phase me: Analysis of the context and peparing for the evaluation. The main
goalin this phase was to learn moreoabtheconext andtheimplementatiorof thecurrent
language training prograrmandestablish working relation with the PIUBo this endglthree
instruments were appliedonparticipant observations, intervieyand focus groupg-irst, non
participant observations were selected as an instrument becausedrkadclosely with the
domain experts anlaad provided them wh translating services over a thwgear period. As their
translator] had beerable to observe their work withoutt@nfering with their daily activities.
Moreover,| had worked closely with all 12 divisiorend thisprovided me withusefu insightsand
understanding of the organizational struct@econda structurednterview with theprogram
administratotin the entity was conductedue to the fact that this was a government eimityhich
thetraining servicesverealways selected through a bid, no chargpld be made in the program
once the biderhad been selectedror this reasonnterviewing the programdministratorwas
crucialasthis persorhadall the necessary information with regards to program implementation
was in charge of draftinthe documentation with the requirements for the thidrefore,
establishinga close working relatiomvith the administratowasparamount for this evaluatiomhis
interviewhelpeddeterminewvho the participants should be amtlich questions, viewsnd issues
are worthy of a followup study througlnterviews and focus groups

As thenext stepfive directois were selected as potentiaiervieweegAppendix A) The
reason for selectinthis specific group of interviewe&gs twdold: (a) as directors, they are
familiar with theresponsibilitiesandthe needsof each area an(h) theyparticipatedm thelanguage
training prograntherefore were likely to provide useful information as program beneficiddies
five directors accepted the invitations fodividual interviews, which wereecrded for further
data analysis.

After the interviewsg1l domain eperts were invited to participate in focus groups where
they discussedarious topics, such dise importance of English at their workplace, their previous
experiencein language training programs in the entity and the implementations of those programs
(Appendix B) The participants were asked to talk freely about all pros and cons of the current
training program and provide suggestions for the fufliney were also asked to reflect on their
needsas learners and domain expefike response rate wé2.29% (n=38) and theparticipants
were organized in fodocus groupsAt the end okeachsessionthe participants were askedltmk
atalist of 20targettaskscommonly performed in business indudi@agaptedrom Sorin 2006)and

identify the taskghatthey need to perform in their entity in English



UTILIZATION -FOCUSED EVALUATION FOR PROGRAM IMPROVEMENT
24

All qualitative data (transcriptions from focus groups, interviewsl operended
guestions) were imported in Atlas.ti and analyzed using thematic coding. The findings were then
categorized according to tkkencepts defined in thtbeoretical framework of the present
evaluation. The findings from the survey questionnaieee quantitativeand they were analyzed
using descriptive statistics.

UFE Phase tvo: Designing the evaluation and data collectiomstruments. In this
phase, decisions regarding the evaluation focus, desighintended uses were malte.
consultatiom witht he di r e c, it was desidedtddhe fogus pf the evaluatishould be
placedthe actual needs of tipgogram beneficiariegnd thadata collection in phase threeosid
aim to detect such needs. Tasténd, andn the basis ahe information provided by the
participants in focus groups and interviewghase onea survey quesinnaire was developed in
phase twoWhen developing the questionnaire, the opinioralgfarticipantsvere taken into
account, as well as their suggestiaspecially those regarding the target take questionnaire
was reviewed and edited together witth e di rect or’ s advi sor, as hi
statistcs was identified as valuable duritigs phaseThe intended use of the evaluation firghn
determined in this phase was making informed decisions regarding the future language training
program by constructing a document that would describe the needs of the entity and determine the
requirements for the bidding process. With this, the evaluatas ready for the next phase
which data would be collected.

UFE Phase hree: Collection of data. Following the UFE flow proposed by Ramiremnd
Brodhead (20183 this fhasewas comprised ahree main steps: data collection, data analgsid
facilitation of use. In this section, | will descritiee procedure followed ieach of these three steps.

Data mllection procedure For the collection of datahtee different data clelction
instruments were used: suryeyplacement tesand a proficiency test.

Survey Together with the PIUs survey was chosen # method for data collection. The
survey draft was reviewed tyh e  d i r e cdt the ehtisyQuestionsvererated using five-
point Likert scale (1 = strongkfisagree to 5 = strongly agree), followed by rating scale questions
and operended questits. The final survey instrumerig included in Appendix CThe Likert scale
and rating questions provided quantitative data, whereas theeagedcomments were coden
Atlas.i and were organized by common them@&ge final version of the questionnaire consisted of
six sections that addresséd; demographiénformation about respondent$) taskbased needs
analysigthat focused on the aatasks that the doma@xpertsperform in the workplace as well as

the frequency of each task performed in Englighd o mai n expert s

previous

e X
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language training prograsand theimperceptiongbout their progresas a result of thogerograns;
(d) perception®f domain expertabout the courseurriculum (e per cepti ons of studen
the course methodologyand (J perception of students about their language proficiency and. skills

Language test To assess the levels of English of ttemain expertd initially planned to
administer a placement testorder to assess the overall proficiency levels at the entity and ensure
thatthepar t i ci p ant spropdriymssessedy the ardjuapednstitufgovider of the
language training serviceldowever, on the basis ahefindings in phase ona possible need for
academic reading skills was identified and whasrefore decidedto administettwo differenttests:
CambridgeUnlimited EnglishPlacement TegAppendix D and IELTS Academic reading tes
(Appendix B. These two tests were used to astieskevels of 66 and 62 PIUs respectively. Four
of the users from the first testing were not able to take the second test.

Data analysis Initial qualitative findings from interviews, obsetian, and focus groups in
phase onevere analyzetty means of thematic codinging thesoftware Atlasit There weresix
individual interviews and foulocus groups, whichonstitutedLO primary documents for the
andysis using the software Atlas.Two additonal d@wuments were analyzed in Atlasfteld notes
containing the information from unplanned discussions poior after the formal meetingsd the
document that included answers to an epEponse question from theestionnaire administered
in phasethree The coded data were organized iamerginghemes, which were then reviewed
with the PIUs and used ithase twdo develop a survey guestionnaiféie sirveywas then
administered in phagbree which provided both qualitative and quantitattlataThe data
analysisfocused orboth target and present situation analysis, taking into accoupathepants
subjective and objective need$ie entire process is presentedrigure?2.

Triangulaion of data. The data in this study wetgangulated by using multiple sources of
information to respond to the evaluation questi@es Table )L This provided more

comprehensive data, as will be described in the following section.
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Phase 3:
Data

N

Needs analysis|
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Placement .-
Survey Proficiency test
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[ Target Present | Present | Present
situation situation situation situation
analysis | analysis | analysis | analysis
[ Attitudes toward
| | Task-based the English
needs analysis language
S program
' Wants for the
— future language
programs

Figure 2. Data collection focuses and instruments in phase three of this evaluation
Facilitation of use.In order to ensure the use of findings, the reporting procedure involved
several means of presenting data for the thredetogd administrators (the programraidistrator,
the deputy directognd the advisor). The findings were first reported in an oral briefing with charts,
during a meeting with the deputy director and th
Subsequent to the meeting, an executive teqmntaining the information on methodology and
recommendations for the future language program was sent by email to both PIUs. Once the report
was officially accepted, different reports thedifferent targeted users were generated. These
contained complete tables with test results for the program administrator and individual
spreadsheets sent to each of the 66 participahthe end of the evaluationl] @omain experts
who participated inhis study received their scores from the placement and academic reading tests,
as well as the error analysis as feedback to help them become aware of their strengths and
weaknesses in terms of grammar. As the last step, a meeting was held during vghich a li
recommendations was generated collaboratmély the program administratorhe final
document created during this meeting contained t

experts and requirements for the future bidding processddhisment was then sent to the legal
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area in order for it to be included in the bidding process that would choose the future provider of
language training services for thetinuse English course.

UFE Phase bur: Meta-evaluation. The purpose of this phag&s to assess utility and
usability of the evaluation finding¥he analysis and the reflection on the entire evaluation were
performed in this phasa order to detect the limitations and strengths of the study

Tablel
Evaluaticn Question and Data Sources in Each Phase

Focus EQ Phase Type of Data collection instruments
data
Present EQ1,2 1,3 Mixed Interviews,  Questionnaire
situation Observations,
analysis Focus groups
Target EQ3 1,3 Mixed Interviews,  Questionnaire Language tests
situation Observations,
analysis Focus groups

Note: EQL. What are the profiles of the participants in this evaluation as reported in the survey
guestionnaireEQ2. What are the perceptions and experiences of the domain experts enrolled in the
in-house General English Language training programs in this public eE{3? What are the

actual needs of the domain experts?



UTILIZATION -FOCUSED EVALUATION FOR PROGRAM IMPROVEMENT 28

UTILIZATION -FOCUSED EVALUATION

Context Analysis Design

Data Collection Meta Analysis

Focusing the
. evaluation:
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Needs Analysis
Summative Goat y
Free Evaluation

: Intented use: Target-Situation
Interviews Decision Making Analysis

PresentSituation
Analysis

Focus groups — Survey Design Task-based needs

analysis —  Placement test

Academic reading
test

Figure 3. Instruments used and steps taken in each phase ofatuation



UTILIZATION -FOCUSED EVALUATION FOR PROGRAM IMPROVEMENT

29

Chapter Four

Evaluation Findings

This evaluation was conducted in four phases and ansfmneevaluation questions.

Evaluation question one investigated aboutthé part pant s

entity. Evaluation questiotwoa i me d

t o

col |

ect

profiles and

i nformati on

toward and wants fdenglish language coursdsvaluation giestionthreefocused on collecting

information abat the objective needs, which consist of both the target tasks (the tasks that the

participants need to perform in a target situation) and levels of proficiency (which helped to

determinepat i ci pant s’ Evhluatog aeatignfour grevides! u sythesis of the

answers to both question one and two, by proposing characteristics of a program that would respond

to the needs of the targeted usetse Tindings in this section will be organiziedorder of

evaluation questi®so as tachieve more intgrated and comprehensive descriptias shown in

Table 2.

Table2

Evaluation Questions, their Focuses and Data SourcesiU

EQ

EQ1

EQ2

EQ2

EQ3

EQ4

Focus

Profiles and
years of service

Attitudestoward
language
programs
Wantsfor
language
programs
Objective/target
needs

How to meet the
needs identified
through EQ1
EQ2 andEQ3?

Data sources

Interviews,
Observations,
Focus groups

Interviews with
the directors

Qualitative data
from interviews
and focus groups
Qualitative data
from interviews
and focus groups
Qualitative data
from interviews
and focus groups
Participants
identify target
work tasks

Questionnaire
(Quantitative
data)

Quantitative data
from
questionnaire
Openended
questions

Openended
guestions

Taskbased
analysisto
determine the
frequency of the
target tasks

Languagetests

Placement test
Academic reading
With the purpose of
determining
language gaps

Based on the analysis, the program is proposed

year

regard|]
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Note EQ1.Whatare the profiles of the participants in this evaluation as reported in the survey
guestionnaire? EQ2Vhat are the perceptions and experiences of the domain experts enrolled in the
in-house General English Language training prots in this public entity EQ3 What are the

actual needs of the domain expelE24. What kind of language training program should be
implemented in order such needs to be met?

EQlL:Partici pantsdéd Profiles

In order tolearnabout the context and the program beneficiarfesfitst module of the
guestionnaire investigated abduh e p a r academicpackgtownd agdarsof service in this
entity. All domain experts/ho participated in this studyere categorized into the followirtgo
groups:(a) technical staff/subje@xpertand (b)executives/advisor#\s shown in Figure 4, ost of
the participants that werenrolled in the language training programe technical staff or subject
expertswhose responsibilitieger se are highly technical. It should be noted thatttisgory has
lower rotation of staff membeesmost of the subject experts24) had been working for ¢h
entity for more than 13 years; thejority of whom hold a MA degreeRegardinghe executive
positions, the situation is quite similathin terms ofeducation background and yeafsservice.

In addition to participating in the survdye directors were interviewed in phase one. The
directors were all enrolled in the language training programs and were an important source of
information forthis evaluation. As shown in Table 3, all five directootd an MA degreeandwork
in different divisions This provided broader perspectivabout the current situation andeds of the

entity as a whole.
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YEARS OF SERVICE IN THE ENTITY
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OTHER) OTHER)
TECHNICAL STAFF/SUBJECT EXPERT EXECUTIVES/ADVISORS

Figure 4. The profilesof the participants in the survey

Table3

The Directors of Divisions Interviewed During Phase One

Division Academic level Years of service
attained
Director 1 Division for Statistical MA 2
Marketing,
Dissemination and
Culture
Director 2 Geostatistical Division MA 10-12
Director 3 Systems MA 3-6
Director 4 Division for MA 10-12

Regulation, Planning,
Standardization and
Normalization

Director 5 Division for Statistical MA 10-12
Methodologies and
Production

EQ2:Par t i c Attjpudes Tosvdrd and Wants for English Courses
In order to answegvaluationguestion two, qualitative data were collected through

interviews, focus groups and opended questiong:irst, the information about the program
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collectedthrough interviewsvasorganizedn order to become familiar with the characteristics of
the current language training prografubsequenththe datacollected from interviews, focus
groups and opeanded questionsere coded in Atlas.tThe sources ofnhformation used were the
interview with the program administratdiye individual interviews with the directors &ifre
differentdivisions and four focus groups with the domain exfdeots various working divisions

The purpose of thqualitativeanalysis was t¢a) learn about the current prografh) detect
the limitations that exist in the current learning context, (@hlentify the subjective needs as
expressed by the participants. These three factors were considered as the main factigist that
influence the success o fThenfaiathgnaesidentifeiirpughn t s’ l earn
thematic codingvereconstraints perceptionsandwant (see Figure b For the purposes of this
evaluationconstraintsrefer tolimitations identifiedin the actual program implementatjon
perceptionsomprise all otheaspects thahe domain expertsonsider relevant in the current
learning and teaching context, amdntsrefer to all subjective needs expressed byptrticipants
as domain experts

Program description. The interview with the program administrateas a first step aimed
to helpunderstand thexisting program, the mechanisms for its selection, and the coftexfirst
step was crucial because it provided an insight into possise ghat were worth further research.
As reported by the administratoing initiative to improve proficiency levels of the domain experts
in DANE first started four years ago. Over that period, various language training programs took
place in this entityand although the courses were implemented by different providers of services,
they all had the following five characteristics in common: (a) they were all General English (GE)
programs thautilized different levels of skilbasedcommercial books avaitde in the language
education market, (b) the providers of services were all chosen through a bidding process, (c) the
process of choosing the next provider of services lasteerage sirmonths, which implied that
the domain expert haguitelong perials without language instructidretween the two coursgsl)
the language program and the course books were proposed by the provider of services and agreed
upon with the program administrator, (e€) each year, the duration andiintef the program would
vary depending on the bgelt, but would usually include shours of instruction per weeknd (f)
the teachers were both native and-native speakers, with experience in teaching but not

necessarily with background in pedagogy.
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Constraints. The following aspects were identified by the participantsoastraintsof the
English language traininghe book, the teaching strategies, teachers, schedules, course evaluation,
course duration, rotation of teachers, placement procedure and stekeheld deci si ons (see
6) These constraints were identified as what stand
proficiency levels and were the main reasongiferfeeling ofdiscontent among thgarticipants

Lack of time.The participantsn the present evaluation expressed that sometimes, due to
their workload or business trips, they have to miss classes. A major concern for this group of
participantds that they have no opportunity to recover the sessions lost, thus often perform poorly
on exams or are simply forced to withdraw from the course. gamgcipantexpressed that dealing
with time constrains can sometimes be difficult:

It is almost impossible for us. Look, | think that | failed the last course because of the

absences. My classe®re from 7 to 9 am, but usually have a committee at 8. So, you go to

classes, stay for a while and then simply have to leave. Also, we have many business trips.

(Interview, Director of the Mrketing Division, February 252015)

Anotherparticipantargued that although English classes are highly important for them, it is always
the work that is more iIimportant. Due to the fact
even though the domain expert are in class, they are still withimdber hours, therefore often
have to leave classes to attend meetings or respond to some urgent matters. The time they lose can

never be recovered, so they often struggle with the topics covered in their absence.
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Course evaluationThe participantsepated that course evaluation consisted of
achievement tests. No proficiency test was administered at the beginning or at the end of this or any
previous courses in the entifhismakes it extremely difficult to measure the impact of any of the
language tining programshat took place in this entityrhe tests administered throughout the
language program were mostly written, gramifie&iused testsvhose purpose was to assess the
command of topics covered in classes.

It should be noted that certain digza@cies were found in thémtegory of findingsAll
domain experts who were enrolled in the course reported that the course evaluation consisted of two
or three grammar and vocabulary tests administered during the course. However, the program
administrato argues that therogram beneficiariesere tested three times to measure their
progress, with the first language test serving the purpose of classifying the domain experts. This
however, was na part of the placement procedure because at the tim&ioftde first test, the
domain expert had already been classifitedughanoral examination. Due to the fact that the
teaches andlanguage institute did not participate in this evaluation, it was not possible to determine
whether tle first test was aachievement test after some of the units in the book or rather a
proficiency test.

Duration and characteristics of the progranihe participants reported thas this isa
public entity, the beginning and characteristics of the course are always dependent on a bidding
process and clearly specified in the bidding documentation. The requirements fof tediids in
the pashad been created by the Human Resources deg@irand the program administratonce
the provider of language training services is chosen through a bid, the program is proposed by the
services provider and agreed upon with the program administrator. No needs analysis had ever been
performed by thenpvider of services and the perceptions of the program administrator influenced
greatly all decisions regarding the curriculum and implementation of the program. As a result, as
reported by th@articipantsthe course seemed not to have addressed thifispeeds existing in
this entity because it focused on general English skills and everyday topics that the domain experts
do not tackle with at work. With regards to program duration, language courses were usually short
but intensive, followed by a lorfgreak without classes until a new course is chosen through a bid.
The breaks between two language programs would usually last for six months, whereas the program
itself would last from three to six months, with an average of six hours per week. Such short
courseswith long intervals without classes combined with a curriculum that does not prepare the

domain expert for their immediate work tasks, have resulted in some mdrtiwpantdeeling
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discontent with the training programmd most probably, witH@wv progress in terms of their
language skills

The perceptions of the program administratgks shown in Figure @&he decisions of the
program administrator influenced greatly the characteristics of the language training program. It
should be noted th#tte program administrator in this case had no background in languages or
education. Furthermore, the person in charge of managing the language program in this entity was a
Spanish monolingual. AlIl deci si onsinmanaging bas ed
similar training programs in this entity and the suggestions made by the provider of language
training services, who was an outsider ,andst probablynot familiar with the specific needs of
the domain experts. Through the interview, it wasgible to note several misconceptions about
language learning and strong resistance toward any type of ESP courses. The program administrator
argued that when learning a language, a person should start with basics such as family environment,
daily activites, neighborhoqeetc., so that once a person reaches higher level of proficiency, it
would be possible to start learniagnore technicategister It was surprising to discover that the
arguments for choosing a course boskich might have been moremppriate for younger
learners, was explained by this conception of language learning. The program administrator argued
that:

All learning needs to start in your basic environment. From your family, from your

neighborhood, from your municipality, so thatdr you can advance to a more technical

language. And all of that is part of a learning process. | believe that it is similar to a

culture, and a culture cannot be transformed in a day. So, we should all be a bit more

patient.

(Interview, Program administrator, Feb 20, 2015)

Furthermore, the administrator mentioned thdturally, Colombians tend to be shy and self
conscious whespeakingn a foreign language, and that this might have been a reason for slow
progress. In addition to asking about the perceptions of language learning and teaching, the
administrator was asked a question about how the course book and methodology were shosen. A
reported, once a language institute wins a bid, the person appointed by the language institute meets
with the program administrator in the entity, and they agree upon the course book and methodology
together, which is then followed by oral examinatiooiider to classify students.

One the most important findingat to certain extent is part of the perception)as

admini strator S resistance to the evaluation.

an interview and was willing to sha information regarding the selection and implementation

Al
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processes, her opinion was that there was no need for program evaluation. As reported by the
administrator, the program was adequate because the program beneficiaries had the opportunity to
use a foeign language and express their personal opinions, describe their private lives and
environmentFurthermore, the administrator fully relied on the expertise of the provider of services
and reported that the program was suggested by the language imgiitutad been working in the
language education field for many years, and therefore should not be questioned. Moreover, the
administrator argued that over the feu@ar period and four English courses that had been
implemented in this entity, it had notdrepossible to implement any ESP course because the great
majority of the program beneficiaries had basic command of English. This, according to the
administrator, was an obstacle and a reason not to evaluate the program but rather continue
immediately wih the bidding process without any needs analysis. It was interesting to find that all
other participants in this evaluation acknowledged the importance of capturing their needs and
opinions.

Teaching strategiesThroughout the focus groupbe participans reportecthat they were
not satisfied with theiEnglish language prograbecause teachers did not show knowledge of
pedagogy and teaching strategies. This was further explained by the fact that some of the teachers
were native teachers with no backgrdun teaching or education, and that classes apparently did
not have clearly defined goals. Furthermore, some of the activities were not meaningful for the
students. For instance, every two weeks, all domain experts would join on Satandbtyey
would participate in various activities with the domain experts from different groups and levels
During a fourhoursessionthey would be engaged in role plays or small projects. Although this
kind of activitieswasdescribed afun, interactive andpromotirg fluencyby someparticipants
othersreported that it had several drawbacks. First, by mixing students from different levels, most
of the lower level students would feel intimidated and reluctant to speak. Secopaltitipants
argued that this sorf activity, although creative, does not relate to their immediate raetitasks
they perform at workNonetheless, thegarticipantseexpressed that they liked the idea of being
exposed to English during these fdwur sessions, so they suggested diffekard of activities
that would be more meaningful for them

Another challengender this themevas the fact that some of the groups suffered frequent
rotations of teachers. The domain experts reglattat one group was assigned saliéfiarent
teachers over a sixonthperiod This caused some program beneficiaries to withdraw from the

course.
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Course bookThe course book was shown to be a major constraint for various reasons. The
participants informed that, although the same @ogwas used for all levels (Face to Face,
Cambridge Edition), not all books contained resources fopsatitice (such as workbook, revision
files, interactive DVD, etc.). Moreover, some course books were reported to be quite outdated. In
addition, the pdicipants mentioned that the content of the course book was in no way related to
their work and to what they need to do at their jobs on a daily basis.

Perceptions This theme emerged during the data analysis andlitdesthep ar t i ci pant s’
perception®f how important English is in their division, their improvement essalt of the
language progranperceptiongbouttheir skills and strategiethey useo overcome certain
languagedeficienciesas shown irfFigure 7

There was a consensus that Estglvas a growing need in the entire Department of
Statistics. One participant mentioned that a good command of English is a requirement for all
domain experts who wish to develop professionally or participate in training sessions abroad
provided by the dity. Moreover, another participant added that when selecting which domain
experts will represent the entity at the seminars and congresses abroad, in most cases, a good
command of English is what decides. As a result, instead of sending the most egdeaighc
knowledgeable experbften timesan expert with the best command of English is given the task to
represent the entity abroad. There was an agreement among experts that improving their command
of English is therefore crucial not only for their preg@onal development but also for the future of
the entity.

In addition to identifying the need for Englishpstparticipantsn focus groups agreed that
they lack certain skills which could help them perform better at their workplace. For instance, one
participant mentioned that one of the common tasks was reading methodologies and international
classifications delivered to them by the OECD in English. It sometimes happens that the person
who is the expert in the topic has only a beginner level of BEndlighose cases, the person needs
to rely on the help from their coworkers or virtual translators. Another interesting finding was that,
since the participants were experts in the field and often familiar with the technical terms, they
manage to understid the meaning by relying on vocabulary, especially in areas such-as geo
statistics and system engineering. With regards to skills, there was an agreement among the
participants that speaking skills are crucial and that those need to be the centeanfaagd
program. As the participants reported, when communicating with foreign experts, there are no

strategies that can help them bridge the gaps in oral communication.
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Wants. When analyzing h e p a r dubjectivepnaedd, \arious categomese
organized under the them@&ants as shown in Figur8. The participantdnformed that they wish to
improve their speaking skills, and that they consider the knowledge of English grammar structures
asone of themost importanfactors that affect theftuency and ability to speak in Englishhere
was a consensus within anth@ng focus groups that grammar and knowledge of syntax constitute
an impotant part of language learning, and as sachprding to the participantshould be one of
the focuses of a language prograifith regards to activities, some of thmst enjoyablactivities
werethose that involve interacting with -weorkers (role plays, presentatioasd followup

guestiongetc.).
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Theparticipantsalso informed thathey wish to use the language and practice in class,
given that the theory can be learnt abrte, which led to believe that tipped classroom method
(Bergmann & Sans, 201fight be an appropriate method for these groups of learners. Some
participantexpressed that they would like to have a blended course, especially for situations when
the work load interferes with classes or when absent due to business trips. Due to the fact that lack
of time and absences had already been detected as a commothissuestion whether they
would consider an online or blended course was then incorporated in the questionnaire so that a
bigger sample could express their opinidhe results of the survey showed that 84.9416)
percent ofespondents/ould take a blended course, whereas 1511:88)(percent would not
consider enrolling into such courses. These findings suggest that a solution might be a blended
course that combines brigdmortar classroom with online activities on the platformhis tvay,
the participantsvould get a change to work with their teachers in a traditional setting as well as to
make up for the classes they might miss due to their work responsibilities or trips.

In module five of the survey questionnaire, the domaireggpvere asked about their
previous experiences with English courses and their wiléagrno take ESP courses (Table 4
Although 27.27 %1=40) of domain experts responded that the language training program had not
helped them perform better at workgaing that it was not related to their work tasks, the majority
of respondents (72.73%hsweredffirmatively. With regard to thir previous experiences, 94%5
of participants had never taken any ESP coursgeher the great majority (90.9d) showed
willingness to tak&SP courses. In addition, 85%%f the respondents expressed willingness to

enroll into blended courses.

Table4
The Participantsd Experiences and Want s
Yes No
40 15
Did the 2014 language training program hgdp perform better at work? (72.73%) (27.27%)
Over the last 4 years, have you taken any English course for specific purpt 3 52
(Business English, Legal English etc.)? (5.45%) (94.55%)
Would you consider enrolling into any English course focused on your are: 50 5
work? (90.91%) (9.09%)
Would you consider enrolling into a course that combines virtual anddace 47 8

face classes? (85.45%) (14.55%)
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EQ3:Par t i c ObpedivetNseds

For the purposes of this evaluation, the objective needs of the participants were analyzed
through a taslkased needs analysis that provided insight into most frequently performed tasks by
the donain experts, and language tedtsis provdedd at a on t he pohproficiercy pant s’
and their lacks.

Target tasks performed by the domain gperts. The two main sources of information for
this analysis were the qualitative data from focused groups collected in phase one and survey
findings in phase threds the first step toward determining the task frequeh8ytarget tasks were
identified by the domain expetisrough the interviews and focus growgssactivities they
commonly perform in their division3hen, hese target tasks weareluded into subsequent task
based needs analysis in phase three. The tasks were classified into four groups, as shown in Table 5:
correspondence, meetings, business,tapd reading in English.

Identifying the frequency of target taskéfter theparticipants had identified the target
tasks in focus groups and interviewse tespondents in the survey were asked to indicate the
frequency point for each task on a Likert scale, ranging &eeny daythree times a weeknce a
week once a monthard almost neverThe quantitative data analysiss performed in order to
determine the frequency of each of the task in the list. drbisded valuable data on what are the
most frequently performed tasks by #gerts working in this entity

According b the mean analysis resultspwsing information in Englishas shown to be
the most frequently performed task by the domain experts (see JaBlealing documentgas
also a frequently performed among the respond&ft8.06) with 2046 of respondents perting
that they read documents written in English every day. Translating documents was the third on the
list of most frequetly performed tasks, with 584 of respondents reporting that they translate
documents (international classifications, method@sggitc.) more than once a monithese
findings were somewhat expected due to the factttieggparticipantamentioned the importance of
reading skillsand translatingn thefocus groupsHoweve, one interesting finding was revealed in
the survey. Althagh theparticipantgeported the importance of speaking skills, the analysis
showed that the task that require speaking skills are less frequent that those that require reading or
listening skills. For instance, although the participants in focus graygsaise one emphasized the
need for speaking skills, when asked how often they deliver presentations in EBBsthof
respondents in survey reported that thEyost never deliver speeches and presentations in English

Similarly, meeting and visitingforeign guests aralmost neveperformed bythe domain experts
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(87.3 %and89.1 %respectively)whereas interpreting, which was mentioned in focus groups as

something the domain experts perform at work, was shown to be the least frequavittadh9|.

Table5
List of Target Tasks Identified by the Participants in Focus Groups
List of commonly performed tasks
Correspondence
1. Email

2. Phone calls
3. Writing reports

4. Translation (Translate documents for the purpose of dissemirmatsigaring them
with other ceworkers/area)

Meetings

5. Training sessions and workshops in English (face to face or video conferences
6. Delivering presentations in English

7. Seminars and Conferences (where English is the official/working English)

8. Socialreunions (business lunch or reunions with guests from other countries)

Business Trips
9. Making reservations (e.g. Book flights, hotels for business trips)

10. Visiting entities where English is a working language)

11. Interpreting (oral translation)

Reading in English
12. Reading documents written in English for professional development (studies,
research, international classifications etc.)

13. Browsing and handling information in English

There were some findings that were surprising. For instandsteaasting finding was that
one of theparticipantgeported thashe never carries out any tasks in English. Despite the fact that
the tasks were introduced into the questionnaire based on the input from 43 domain experts (38 of
which participated in fags groups and five directors who were interviewed), it was surprising to
learn that some of the public officials who were enrolled in the language training program, did not
use English at their workplacEurther data collection should be conducted tondesther this is an
exception or it can be taken as a norm that this specific area (financial) does not need English for its

day to day taskd$zurthermore, the question remains whether the domain experts working in
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financial area should be given accesautarfe courses or some other domain experts, whose area
shows to have greater need for Englishusdhde granted that opportunity.

Anotherinteresting findingn the survey was the frequency of translating tasks. Translation
was included into the questicaine because it was identified by the focus group participants and the
interviewees as a commonly performadk However, as shown in TabletBge overall frequency
does not pointo the importance of this taskhich is whyl decided tdfurther examinét by talking
to theparticipans who marked this task as frequent. The findimygaledhat allparticipantsvho
marked translation as an important task belong to the same division inside thdterityision
for Regulation, Planning, Standardizateasmd Normalization. Thereforéhis might lead to believe
that some basic rules of translation should be includedheturriculum for this specific group of
students.

Table6
The Frequency of Tasks Performed by the Domaajerts as Reported in the Survey

N Mean Median Range SD

1. Browsing informationn English 55 3.16 3 4 1.3
2. Reding international classifications, report

methodologiesetc. 55 2.95 3 4 13
3. Translating dcuments 55 2.09 2 4 1.2
4. Emails 55 205 2 4 1.1
5. Writing reports 55 1.44 1 4 0.8
6. Training sessionsiiEnglish (Video or face

to face) 55 1.40 1 3 0.7
7. Delivering presendations or peeches 55 1.38 1 3 0.6
8. Seminars/Conferences 55 1.36 1 1 0.5
9. Phorne alls 55 125 1 4 07
10. Meetings with foreign xperts 55 1.15 1 2 0.4

11. Visiting entities where English is the officia
language 55 1.11 1 1 0.3

12. Making reservations (e.g. hotelight,
restaurant, te.) 55 1.09 1 1 0.3

13. Interpreting 55 1.09 1 1 0.3
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In addition todetermining the tasksequency, the domain experts were also asked to
indicate how important each of the four skillasfor their workplacgsee Tabler). According to
the results, the most importaskill is reading, with 58 of the domain experts egforizing it is
very inportant Speaking skills were next, with 43% of respondents markingipsrtantand
3.8% asvery importantThe least important skills were shown to be listening and writing, which

were categorized by most of the participanta@sso importanbr notimportant at all.

Table7
The Importance of Each Skill According to the Participants

Not

Median Mean SD . very Important _Notso important
important important

at all
Reading 4 3.18 1.08 56% 13% 18.9% 11%
Speaking 3 278 1.12 38% 21% 22.6% 19%
Listening 2 2.20 0.90 3.8% 43% 26.4% 26.4%
Writing 2 1.84 0.83 1.9% 23% 32.1% 43%

Lacks determined in the current language levels_acks analysisneans that students, or
in this case domain experts in this government entity, are assessed to see what language skills or
knowledge they lack (HutchinsonWaters, 1987) and how they overcome those lacks in their
daily tasks. To this end, both domainexpt s’ perceptions of their | acks
taken into account. In order to collect informat
lacks, various questions were included into the survey questionnaire. These questions informed
about how participants feel about their proficiency levels and skills as well as which strategies they
use to overcome the language gaps at work, as shown in8f&ldleen asked about their ability to
perform work tasks in English, 38.18 % of participaetgponded affirmatively, whereas 27.27%
informed that they cannot perform tasks in Engl&st aarming 34.55% of participant decided to
stay neutral as an answer to this question. Similar findings werdadweth the following

questioninthelist, weih i nvesti gated into participants perc
asked whether they were able to read documents written in English without help from their

coworkers, 27.27 % of participants neither agreed nor disagreed, 49.09% respondedvatirmat

whereas 23.63 % reported that they do not posses

skills, the survey revealed interesting information. The majority of participants feels that they do not



45

possess sufficient level of English to eegs their opinion in either oral or written form (60 % and
50.91 % respectively).

As the participants in focus groups mentioned that they use various strategies to overcome
their language deficiencies, two of the questions in the survey were introdwreeritio obtain
guantitative measures regarding these stratefiiesfindingsrevealed that 70.94 of the
participants use online tools to translate entire paragraphs when reading official documents, such as
methodologies and international classificati@h8.186 totally agreeand 5273% agred. Similar
resuls were obtainedhrough focus groups, in which there was a consensus among the patrticipants

that translating paragraphs had been quite useful for them in the past.

Table8
Part i ci pantsb6 Perceptions About Their Skills
. Strongly . Strongly
ltem Median Mean SD Disagree Disagree  Neutral Agree Agree

My level of English
allows me to 3 309 0.96 3 12 19 19 2
perform my work tasks ' ) (5.45%) (21.82%) (34.55%) (3455 (3.64%)

in English
I can read documents in 21 6
English 4 9 15 o
without asking my s 329 109 (7570 (1636%) (27.27%) (10.9%
(38.18 )

coworkers for help
To understand a text
written in English,
| use online translators

1 6 9 29 10
to translate the whole 4 3.75 0.94 o o o
paragraphs (Google (1.82%) (10.91%) (16.36%) (52.73) (18.18
Translate,
Word reference etc.).
To understand a text
Vise dictionares o s 3o o 2 4 ¢ T 1

) . 0, 0, 0,
check the meaning of (3.64%) (7.27%) (7.27%) (58.18 (2369
unfamiliar words.
| can express my
oo . . 10 23 14 7 1

opinion in a discussion 2 238 098 (1g18m) (41.82%) (25.45%) (12.73 (1.82%)
in English.
| can express my 2 260 1.04 8 20 14 12 1
opinions in written form. ' ' (14.55%) (36.36%) (25.45%) (21.82 (1.82%)
| can participate in 3 289 125 9 13 14 13 6
workshops in English. ' ) (16.36%) (23.64%) (25.45%) (23.649 (10.9)

Par t i cprgiicgency lev@ls Although a diagnostic test is commonly used in this kind
of analysis, for the purposes of this evaluation, two assessment tools were administered: The
Cambridge Placement Test and IELTS Academic Reading Test. The first test wasitidtpl

planned to be used, whereas the latter was decided during the data collection process. The reason to
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assess the participants ac ade minphaseormshkoivedg s ki | | s
possible need for academic reading skillthim entitybecause the majority giarticipants reported
the frequency and importance of readiaghnicaland academic papeia their positions in the
entity.
According to the results from the Cambridge Allittén Placement Tes?, % (= 1) of the
program participantsvereat starter levell4% (n=8) wereplaced at elementary leyel6 % (n=17)
of theparticipantavereplaced at préntermediate level53% (n=30) the intermediate leve%
(n=6) at advanced levéfFigure 9)
As for the Academi®&keading tesfFigure 11) the results from 66 participants (100%) were
converted fronthe raw scores into the IELTS bandjngthelELTS online Raw score converter

(http://mmwvw.examenglish.com/IELTS/IELTS Band Score Calculatorhifilen,the scoresvere

expressed according toe Common European Framework (CEF). Below are the charts that show
the distributioraccording to each levelhe highest percentage of the particigamés classified at
pre-intermediate level (55%), followed by elementary level (35%), intermediate (8%)-upper
intermediate (2%).
The overall performance on the Cambridge pl ac
performance on the IELTS academéading test. This can be explained by the fact that, although
the participants as domain experts work with academic and technical material on a daily basis, they
were never trained in reading strategies. Furthermore, it could be hypothesized thaicibamtart
would not be able to handle complex academic texts without using a translating tool, which was

reportedly the most common strategy they use according to the survey results.
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Figure 9.Levels of English according to Cambridge All Written PlacenTasst
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Figure 10.Results of the IELTS academic reading.test

| was surprised to learn that, according to the final reports and classification lists presented
by the provider of language training services to the Human Resources, none of theeckpesd
was reported to have pmetermediate level of English at the end of the language training program.
This shows certain discrepancies and might require further research in order to establish clearer and
more reliable assessment procedimgthe laguage institute
EQ4: Meeting the Participants Need through an ESP course

The fourth evaluation question in this study aimed to identify the characteristics of the
language training program that would best respond to the subjective and objectivemebds
were identified through the needs analysis as a part of the present evalltaifindings suggest
that, given the frequen@nd naturef the specific work taskihat were identifiedhrough the
needs analysisndbased orthe wants and attitudes tfe participants, an ESP coukgeuld bethe
best answer tthe subjective and objective needs of the domain experts igdbhésnment entity.
The subjective needs analysis showed that the participants recognize the importance of a tailor
made coursewhich would target their specific needs. Furthermore, the participants seem to be
highly motivated and some of them even reported that they would rather enroll an ESP course, even
if that would imply studying hardeMoreover, although it was not possiblenteasure the impact

of the current general English program, it was most likely ineffective because most of the students
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are still at lower levels of proficiency despite the fact that they had been patrticipating in the
programgor almost fouryears. Another reason to opt for an ESP course was the fact that even

though general English courses increase general proficiency, they do not prepare domain experts for
immediate tasks they need to perform on a daily basis. As a teagjtie that a general Blish

course, especially a skitlased course that uses a commercial course book, is unlikely to meet the
demonstrated needs of this group of participaars therefore, proposdaskbased ESP

curriculum which woul d a dademie eading anlelp tpemrcarry ci pant s

out themost frequently performed tasgeesentedh this evaluation.
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Chapter Five
Discussion
The primary intended use of this evaluation was to pravst®ind basis to make informed
decisions regarding the futule@nguage training program in this government entity. The question
that arose fronthe very beginning dahis evaluation was whether the domain experts in this entity
might need a more specific course which would target their immediate specific needspand pr
them for their daily taskg§.o this end, the evaluation had two main focuses: capture the

participants perceptions about and wants for En
needs through a tadlased needs analysiad language téag.
The first intended focusf this evaluatiowas approached by collecting data about the
primary intended users and program beneficiariesp e r cabopttthe langsage training program
Additionally, | recordedheir attitudes toward and wants for training programs in this eAsty.
reported by th@articipants in focus groups, the content of their language progesngeneral and
not related to their work tasks. Although the influence of General English samnshe overall
proficiency should not be denied (Chostelidou, 2011), various researchers argue the gap between
the language classroom and the real world can be bridged by introducing a focused approach in
which specific t asks datenekdd (Gevks, 2088 longs2005;Giva t s i mm
2004).Additionally, survey responses indicate that the majority of participants perceive ESP
courses as a viable solution to address the specific needs existing in this entity.
The second intended focus was to determine the objective needs of théH&ldsaluation
findings reveal certain discrepanclestween what the domain expentgrking in this entityreport
as their needs and tbjective needsTheneeds analysis showadyap between the skills and
knowledge thg@rogram beneficiarieacquired through the language program and the tasks they
usually perform as part of their jobSithough some of the findings in this section might seem

ambiguous, they go in line with thesearckbased theory. Hahi nson and Waters' s di ¢
three types of needs (1987) and possible discrep
context.A significant percentage tfierespondents the present evaluation pointed to the

importance of speaking skills (49%); however, the survey results showeddstadf thedomain

expertsseemed to have few chance®tmagen activities that actually involve speaking English.

As shown in Table 10, 49% di¢respondentsarkedspeaking ieithervery importanior

important Similar information was reported in focus groups and interviews, where the participants

described geakingas a highly important and desirable skill. If comparethéotaskbased analysis,
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speaking does not seem todeelevant skill. The results in Table 3 shibnat presentations in
English, social reunions, booking hotels and flights for business trips, and oral transledioay
rarely perfor med by Thhtopsfivedaskls actoydingstcetithskmased n e x pert s
needs analysis alwowsing information in Englishreading documenisranslating documents
writing emaik, andwriting reports All these tasks requé academic reading and writing skikded
these were not mentioned as part ofdhrent general English progrdotus.As a conclusion,
although theparticipants in this studshould improve their speaking skiltecause these are part of
their subjective needspeaking as a skidhould not be the main focus of the language training
program Another important aspect are seminars and conferences, whéref 8Teparticipans
reportedthat they engage in this kind of activities once a moaltihough his task is not as
frequent aseading workrelated documentseminars can have imgantroleford o mai n exper t s’
professional developmeirt general, and the image and the functiomahthe entity. Therefore, all
skills that would provide the domain experts with the opportunities to perform well at congresses
andseminars should beingorced.
Furthermore, as argued bljunan (1989), the effectiveness of a language program will be
dictated both by the attitudes and expectations of the learners and by the specifications of the
curriculum. For this reason, this evaluation proposes lieatiain focus of the curriculum for the
language programs in this entity should be on preparing the program beneficiaries for the most
frequently performed tasks at their work place. Based on the survey findings, these tasks rely
heavily on academic readjrskills. However, regardless of the objective needs, a language program

should not neglect the participants want s. I, t
included as a secondary focus of the curriculum, and in this way, the participghtgeel more
motivated as their wants would be acknowledged.

Moreover this evaluation caught certaiveaknesses in the criteria for choosing one
language program over anothvenich might have affected the adequacy of the language program.
First,thebidding criteriad e pended heavily on the program admini
conceptions of language learning and teaching. No prior needs analyses had ever been performed
because the program administrator, as an insider and someone who had workeghitityHior
more than 10 years, argued to be famasliar with t
communicative. This led tanguage training programs whose focus and effectiveness were
guestioned based on results of the present evaluation. Tibtheske issues, it should be noted that
the decisions regarding vocational training should be made based on data (OECD, 2009), which had

not been the case in this entity before conducting this evaluation.
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Another important factor detected througle present evaluatiomas time which was
acknowledgedby the participantas an important factor and major limitation in language learning.
This finding, however, was not surprisiriime has been acknowledged as an important factor in
language learninby several researchers. Hutchinson and Waters (1987) argue that time should be
considered as a learning need when conducting a needs analysis. In more recent studies, lack of
time and the shift toward modern technologies have led to arguing for coragsitted language
learning(CALL) (Blake, 2013)For these reasons, | argue that the domain experts should be
provided with a blended course and online support, which would increase their opportminities
attend classes and cover the study material even thieg are away on business trips.

Limitations of the Study

Although this study provided a sound basis for decigiaking regarding a future language
program in the entity, it suffers from several methodological limitations.

The firstweakness of this stly is the sampling procedure. When choosing the participants
for this evaluation, | followed the criterion called purposive sampling, which consists of choosing
the participants who can provide relevant answers to the research questions (Bryman, 2008). Fo
this reason, only the domain experts who were enrolled in the language training program were
invited to participate in this evaluation. However, in hindsigatidied random sampling might
have provided more accurate results because it would havétpdrparticipants to be classified
into strata according to their divisions. This, in turn, would help determine the needs of each
division and help decide whether, for instance, the marketing division has different needs compared
with the cartography dision. Although we can draw some general conclusions about the specific
needs of each division using the data collected in this sstidyified random sampling mighave
offered more precise findings.

The secondirawback detected during the data arialyss the Likert scale that was used in
the survey questionnaire. As suggested by the PIUs who participated in questionnaire design, in
most of the questions the domain experts were given five optisoagly disagregdisagree,
neutral agree andstrongly agree This led to some ambiguities as a significant percentage of
domain expert chogeeutrd as the answer to various question. Although some conclusions can be
made by comparing these answers with the tpiale analysis, the study mighave proided
much more precise results and the findings would have been of greater use, had the domain experts
been given only four optionstrongly disagregdisagree, agreandstrongly agree.

With regards to sourceanothermpossible weakness was detectechia area. Although this

study’s intention to examine the needs of Col

omb
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consideration both their experiences as learners in previous language courses and their wants for
future language courses was shdwibe effective, this study would have covered broader
perspectives if the opinions and experiences of teachers had been available. Unfortunately, due to
the resistance toward the evaluation and lack of cooperation from the Human Resources
department, it &s not possible to contact the teachers or obtain any information from the language
institute who provided the training services. Had that been possible, it would have helped resolve at
least some of the ambiguities that arose in this study, such atbh&amirse material and focus of

the class activities.

Last the major limitation in this evaluation was the fact that there was no funding for its
implementation. With adequate resources, it would have been possible to hire a more experienced
evaluatorto work alongside me. Furthermore, although the PIUs engaged with and showed interest
in this study, financial remuneration seems fair and some of the PIUs, such as the program
administrator, may have dedicated more time to this study and be more &antreélgd. Although
all PIUs were very collaborative, this evaluation was in no way part of their daily duties, therefore it
would have been logical to provide them with the incentives for their participation.

Strengths of the Study

The metaevaluationshowed thatthe present evaluation has varionsthodological
strengthsThe first strengtlof this evaluations thatit successfully implementettie UFE
framework and explored itsenefitsin the Colombian public sectoFirst, this evaluation is
innovative because, after researching, | hestdoundanysimilar studies in Colombian research
literature. Second, this evaluation has satisfied the criteria of utility and usdbtiymined in UFE
theory. the findings weg not onlyused to create important bidding documentation in order to
improve the language training program offered to the domain experts in the launtiéyso were
shown to be useful because they revealed important deficiency in the current langnemge tra
progam Last, one of this ¢&omaHe begitningwethesresigtaneedy e s t
some PIUs to engage in the study. The fact that the evaluation was conducted in a government
entity, in which most of the changes are likely to bected wasan obstacle. However,
successfully dealing with the resistance and
argument to support a UFE framework and acknowledge the inlizdianderstandinghe context
and engaging the PIUs from therydeginning can have on the success of the entire study.

Choosing and successfully applying mixed methedse second strength of this
evaluationThis evaluation strategically combined qualitative and quantitative methods to answer

the evaluation quesbns, taking into account esite social and organizatiorfalctors Approaching

c ha

e a
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the needs analysis in this way helped determine not only the objective needs but also the opinions of
the participants who belong to different organizational levélsthermae, converging the data
allowed to elaborate and verify certain findir{§sown, 2014) For instancethe importance of
certain taski&dentified through qualitative analysis was further elaborated by expanding from
gualitative to quantitative analysis, whiprovided task frequen@agcross different divisian
Moreover the importance of the skills mentioned in focus groups and interviews was further
clarified through survey findings, which permitted drawing more consistent conclusions (Brown,
2014).

Thelast strength identifiethrough metaevaluationis the use ofriangulated
methodologiesFrom the initial stages of this evaluation, data were gathered from multiple sources,
namely the admistrator, program beneficiariesnd higher managemiei\s thenext step, method
triangulation was used. This was achieved by gathering data with multiple procedures: interviews,
observations, focus groups and a surdéethird type of triangulation explored in the present
evaluation washeorytriangulation: the neds of the domain experts were analyzed by applying
several underlying theories, suchtlasory onlanguage needs, tadlased needs analysadtarget
situation anajsis. The last typefdriangulation used in this study wperspective triangulation
(Brown, 2014), which allowed to explore various perspectives, even those which contradicted the
findings. For instance, in order to facilitate the use, the findings were communicated to the program
administrator. During that meeting, the program administetpressed her opinion regarding

some recommendations made by the uat@lr and necessary adjustments were made.
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Chapter Sx
Conclusion
While private companies are more likely to innovate, the public seftem lagshehind
(European Commission, 2013), and this evaluatiais forward useful findings to belietieat the
National Administrative Department of Statistics (DANE for its acronym in Spaisisiot an

exceptionAi mi ng to i mprove its domain experlifes profic
tasks, DANE had worked closely with various language instit@eera fouryearperiod the
domain experts were enrolled in various General English courses whibls egaluatiorshows
did not meet the specific needs of this particular group of domain expertsresultthe following
list of recommendatianwas created.
Recommendations
On the basis of the evaluatiorBndings, the following list of recommentians was created
togethemwith the program administrator.

1. The results of this evaluation show that this entity wdagidefit morérom an ESP course
Due to the need for academic reading skills, and specific tasks that the domain experts
should perform om daily basis, iwwould behighly advisable to provide them with an ESP
course thatesponddo their immediate needs.

2. The domain experts should be provided with-silfdy resourceshatoffer opportunities
for autonomous and sdtfirected learningAnother possible option would be offering
opportunities for online practice.

3. The entity should be given an opportunity to negotiate the sylamrsafter the bidding
processtaking into consideration the findiagf the present needs analysis.

4. The donain experts should be given an opportunity to work on tasks that resemble the
target tasks identifieth the present needs analyditie same should also apply to
evaluation and assessment. If the domain expessto read academic and technical
document in English, assessing their academic reading skills would seem appribyanate
assessing their knowledge of grammar

5. Alt hough the program s main focus sheuld not
based instruction as this was part of the pasitip wants.

6. Inthe era of timgoverty and online courses, the domain experts should be given the

opportunity to take blended courses.
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7. Due tothe fact that all domain expsihavehigh level of educatiomand work with
academic and technical documenit® teachers should also bepkewho hold higher
education degrees with demonstrated and relevant experience in teaching.

8. In order to guarantee the quality of the language training program, it is important to
encourage th provider of languagdraining sevices to participate in future program
evaluations in order tmeasure the impact of the courses and ensure that the program will

continue being responsive tite needs of the entitfhese may welthange with time

Theserecommendations served as a sbhasis for making informed decisions in this
government entitybutthereare stillsteps to be takethat would lead to improvinignguage
training programs in this entiip a long termAlthoughthe utilizationrfocused evaluation
conducted in this orgézation was effective in detecting the needs of the domain exgretts
ensuring the use of the evaluation findirtés should not be a oriame practice. Rather than that,
in order to ensure the effectiveness of the programs, this kind of collab@reivations should be
an orgoing practice not only in thisut in all entities and industriés Colombia whichinvest into

vocational education and training (VET).
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Appendix A. Questions for Structured Interviews

What are the responsibilities of tlivision within DANE?

How many employees does the division Have

How many of t h e facilties and haverAccEsath [arigisage training
progran?

Are there any staff member or temporary workers that might need English for their daily
tasks but cannot enroll into English courses due to their contract specifications?

As a director, which taskdo you expect your staff members to perform in English

In terms of language courses, are there any schedules that are more convenient for staff
members to attend clas8es

In youropinion, what should the course for those working in this division fools

How have you managed the tasks in English untilhow
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Appendix B. Focus Group Protocol

Introduction:
The goal of this focus group is not to reach consensus but to have rich discussion about

your experiences from the language training prograthhar your recommendations and
expectations from any futel language training programs.
Key Question One:
Last year you were all enrolled in a language training programuld like to ask you to
discuss the following aspects of the program and express your opinions and describe the
experiences you had:
1 Need for English in your area
1 Materials used during the course
1 Schedules
9 Evaluation (before, during and at the encath level)
1 What do you feel you should be taught in your courses?
1 Do you feel that the program is meaningful to your labor practices and tlegist h

you perform better atork?

Key Question Two
Here, we have a list of tasks that persons commonly pediorvork. | would like you to
take a moment to look at them and circle the @oesmonly perform oare expected to
perform at work in English.

Closing Question
This focus group is part of a larger evaluation investigating the need for an ESP course in
this entity and how to potentially meet this need. Findings from this evaluation will be used
to make decisions about the future programs. Is there anything thabwailike to add?

Il s there anything you didn’'t bet@kerintd he chance

consideration for future courses in this entity?
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Appendix C. Survey Questionnaire

Y2526 Aralisis de necesidades de los funcionarios del DANE

Analisis de necesidades de los funcionarios del
DANE

El propdsito de esta encuesta es conocer con qué frecuencia los servidores plblicos del DANE
realizan tareas laborales en inglés y estudiar su percepcion al respecto, con el fin de realizar los
estudios previos del Programa de Bilingliismo en |2 entidad. Es importante sefialar que los
datos provistos aqui son estrictamente confidenciales.

Esta encuesta posee 7 madulos v tiene una duracion aproximada de 15 minutos.

* Required

1. Nombre y Apellido *

2. Correo Electronico *

Mdodulo . Identificacion

3. Direccidon *
Elija la direccion del DANE a la que pertenece
Mark only one oval.

Oficina de Subdireccion

) Direccion de Regulacion, Planeacion, Estandarizacion y Nommalizacidn
") Direccion Geoestadistica

Direccion Censos y Demografia

" Direccion de Sintesis y Cuentas Nacionales

| Direccion de Metodologia y Produccion Estadistica

-':: Oficina Asesora de Planeacion

Oficina Asesora Juridica

Oficina de sistemas

") Oficina de control Intemo

_ Direccion de Difusion, Mercadeo y cultura Estadistica
() Other:

hitpsiidocs, google: com/form sk TW D42y ovyi E-wuHuhnR GAYBLIU oowM VTM X1 24D giedit 110
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4. Cargo que desempefia dentro de la entidad *

Ver las definiciones en: http:/igoo. glids OKXz
Mark only one oval.

() Directivolasesor
[ ) Profesionalitécnico
'_‘_: Asistencial

5. Ultimo nivel educativo cumplido *
Mark only one oval.

Post-grado (Magister, Doctor o Especialista)
Formacion Universitara (Profesional)

) Formacidn Tecnolégica(Tecndlogo)
C __'} Formacién Intermedia Profesional
() Media Vocacional
() Basica Primaria-Secundaria

6. Tiempo de servicio en la entidad *
Mark only one oval.

1 mes -1 afio

2 afos - 3 afios
) 3aios - 6 afios
7 afos - 9 afios
10 afios - 12 afos
) Mas de 13 afios

7. Sexo”
Mark only one oval.

) Masculino

() Femenino

hitps idocs. google comuformed TW D42y o E-wuHuhnR GEAYBLIU oowh WV TM Xv 1) 2dD g iedit
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3. Edad *

Mark only one oval.
[ ) 18a25aios
[ ) 26a 30 afios
© ) 31235 afos
() 36a40 afos
() 41a45aios
[ ) 46a50 afos
) 51ass
() Mas de 55 afios

Aralisis de necesidades de los funcicnarios del DANE

Maodulo Il. Tareas y habilidadaes en inglés

Durante los Ultimos 6 meses en la entidad, ¢con qué frecuencia ha usted realizado alguna de

las siguientes tareas en ingles en su trabajo?

9. Cormrespondencia *
Mark only one oval per row

Comen electronico
Llamadas

Escribir informes
Traduccion (traducir
documentos con el fin

de compartifos con los
demas o publicarlos)

10. Reuniones *
Mark only one oval per row

Capacitaciones en inglés
(video 0 presenciales)
Presentaciones
Seminarios/Conferencias
( donde |a lengua en uso
es el inglés)

Reuniones sociales
(cenar o almorzar con
los invitados de otros
paises etc.)
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Jveces ala
semana

ra

L
==
e
==

L

"

Jvecesala
semana

Pt

'a' Fat
L

A

L—

1vezala
semana
|‘,. .-\-
LA
|f 3
LA
|', 3
M v
rd Y
'-,_ _.-"
1vezala
semana
(.,
Y
1
W
L

1vez al
mes
LS,
(-
ra ™y
I\_ "
I Y
I\ A
1 vez al
mes
-
oY
I'\. A
L

Casi
nunca
|'- -\-
4

"

)
-\I
)
.

Cazi
nunca
oy
L
L/
oy
Fa !
LY /
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VIEIE Aralisis de necesidades de los funciorarios del DANE
11. Viajes (para este apartado, solo deben tenerse en cuenta los viajes por frabajo) *

Mark only one oval per row

Todoslos  3vecesala 1vezala 1vez al Casi

dias semana semana mes nunca

Hacer reservas (gj. Yy Yy If\_ P p i
Hotel, vuelo etc.) e — — —
Visitar entidades donde  ——, I.-—-x — P —
se utiliza el inglés —
Interpretacion ) ) —
(traduccion oral) R L (N - W/

12. Lectura en inglés *
Mark only one oval per row.

Todos los  3veces ala 1vezala 1vez al Casi
dias semana semana mes nunca

Leer documentos que le

ayudan realizar su

trabajo mejor (ampliar

conocimiento a través — — — — —
de la lectura de -
estudios,

clasificaciones

intemacionales etc.)

Buscar informacion en ) ) ) ] ]
ingles de diferentes L Lo ) L L )
fuentes o o o o o

13. Por favor, marque en orden de importancia cada una de las siguientes habilidades en
ingles para su posicion actual dentro de la entidad *
Mark only one oval per row

Muy importante Importante  Poco importante Mo es importante

rd

g -~

Leer en inglés
Escribir en inglés
Escuchar en inglés
Halilar en inglés

P N g S

R LN LA
5

PP A N P

Pt | S| | S

14. ;Ha tomado usted algun curso de inglés en la entidad en el afio 20147 *
Mark only one oval.

) Si Skip to question 15.

“ ::: Mo Skip to question 20.

Maodulo lll. Evaluacion del curso de inglés del afno 2014
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25206 Aralisis de necesidades de los funcionarios del DANE
15. Por favor marque la respuesta que describa mejor su opinidn sobre cada afirmacion *

Mark only one oval per row
Totalmente  De  Ni de acuerdo ni En Totalmente
de acuerdo  acuerdo  endesacuerdo  desacuerdo
desacuerdo
Las actividades en
la clase le
ayudaron a P ) Ty o
njejmrsu *, y L] o | T p% A
desempefio en el
trabajo
Logro mejorar sus o i J— J— o
habilidades de ) C C )
escucha
Logra mejorar sus
habilidades de — Ty Y o
eschiura en ingles R p— R A A
Logro mejorar sus
habilidades de — .-'_\ Y N —
COMVErsar en — —
ingles
Logrd mejorar su — — — pam—
COmprension ) ) ) )

auditiva en ingles

Modulo IV. Evaluacion del curriculo del curso de inglés en el
ano 2014
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Y2506 Aralisis de recesidades de los funcicrarios del DANE

16. Por favor marque la respuesta que describa mejor su opinidn sobre cada afirmacion.
Durante el curso: *

Mark only one oval per row.

Totalmente De Ni de acuerdo ni En
de acuerdo  acuerdo endesacuerdo  desacuerdo

Uitilizamos varios

recursos

didacticos (tales — — — —
como laboratonio, ~— D

intemet, libros
etc.)

Se utilizd solo un
libro de texto — — — — _—
Los ohjetivos del
curso han sido
claros desde el — ./ S _— —
pincipio

El material que se
utilizd durante el
curso fue de
acuerdo con los
objetivos del curso
El matenal
adicional que se
utilizo durante e
curso (fotocopias,
videos, otros libros — — (— (—} —
de texto efc.) - —

contribuyo al

cumplimiento de

los objetivos del

Curso
Al terminar el

curso se lograron — — P ™ —
los objetivos del L — (- L LN L
Curso

El libro de texto se

pudo utilizar sin la o o
ayuda del docente () ) D, D, .
( en la casa, fuera

de la clase)

Cuando perdid

alguna sesion,

pud{:- cubrir los —y C} — — —
temas del libro sin —

la ayuda del

profesor

Pudo obtener

apoyo de su

docente fuera de

la clase (horariode 7 — Yy ' Y
oficina, — -
plataforma, Skype,

etc)

Uno de los

Y
p—
e
L
e
b
s
S
oy
L

Y
W

=

o

—~
L
Yy
A
il
WS

P
L

- - -

P
A

-,

N
p—
Faln
.

F
L

objetivos fue o o o o o
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68

YIS Aralisis de necesidades de los fncionarios del DANE
i ™y ' ™y ‘s ™ i ™y i ™
%Eﬁ::jer coma LS v I\ A I\ s I\ J L. o
presentaciones
académicas en
inglés
Uno de los
objetivos fue — ~ .
mejorar 1a lectura Q) ( (
académica en
inglés

17. :Le ayudod el curso 2014 a mejorar su desempeno laboral 7 *
Mark only one oval.

18. Explique su respuesta *
Si su respuesta anterior fue "Si", describa como mejord su desempeiio laboral a
continuacion. Si su respuesta fue "No™ describa por qué cree que &l curso no le ayudd para
mejorar su desempefio laboral.

Médule V. Evaluaciéon del docente titular del curso de ingles
en el afio 2014
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Y2506

19. Por favor marque la respuesta que describa mejor su opinidn sobre cada afirmacion *

Mark only one oval per row.

Aralisis de necesidades de los funcicnarios del DANE

Totalmente De
de acuerdo  acuerdo  en desacuerdo

El docente mostro
dedicacion al
Curso

El docente

cumplié con los {

horarios del curso
El docente ofrecio -

retroalimentacion

Las instrucciones
del docente fusron

claras y faciles de L

Sequir

Me gusto la
metodologia v las
estrategias de (
ensefianza del
docente

El docente mostrd
un atto nivel de
conocimiento de la
pedagogia de
ensefianza

El docente mostro
un alto nivel de
canocimiento del
contenido que
dictaba

F LS
-
|

o A

'\. —
} |

F LS
-
|

A+ L

N —
} |

i L

- —
} [}
&+

Modulo VI. Autoevaluacion

Ni de acuerdo ni
I/_\.
# oY
\ A
"
| J
# oY
\
"
)
I.-" Y
N S
|'H- h
. A

En
desacuerdo
I/_ \'.

I/ '\I
I/_\I
I/ '\I
r_'\l
_J
L J

Totalmente
en
desacuerdo
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Y2506 Aralisis de recesidades de los funcicrarios del DANE

20. Por favor marque la respuesta que describa mejor su opinidn sobre cada afirmacion *
Mark only one oval per row

Totalmente ~ De  Nideacuerdoni  En L
de acuerdo acuerdo en desacuerdo  desacuerdo En
desacuerdo
Mi nivel de ingles
me permite i ; —
realizar las tarsas () D D )
de mi trabajo en
inglés
Puedo leer
documentos en
IngIEE 5in pedlr N I." "'~.I ' '\I o L
ayuda de mis p— L L ] L
compafieros de
trabajo
Para entender un
texio en ingles
utilizo ayuda del
traductor virtual Ty ' ' e —
para traducir p P \. \
pamafos (Google
Translate,
Wordreference etc)
Para entender un
texto en ingles
consulto
diccionarios para
revisar significado
del vocabulario
que No CoNoZco
Soy capaz de
expresar mis — — ( . — —
opiniones en un L — P S ./ ./
debate en inglés
Soy capaz de
expresar o o
claramente mis ) D C (D) )
opiniones de forma
escrta
Soy capaz de
DGI'[ICIDEF en las oy r_\l " L Fa 1
capacitaciones en — R QR P L
inglés

oy
p—
Ty
L
Ty
—
Ty
—
Yy
L

21. ¢Ha usted tomado algan curso de inglés con fines especificos durante los Gltimos 4
afios (Inglés para negocios, inglés legal, inglés financiero, inglés para contabilidad
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Y2506

23

24.

25.

71

Aralisis de necesidades de los funcicnarios del DANE

:Le ha ayudado ese curso para mejorar su desempefio en el puesto de trabajo? |
responda solo si su respuesta a la pregunta anterior fue afirmativa)

Mark only one oval.
./_ , Si
-_\_: Mo

A

¢ Consideraria usted tomar en un futuro un curso de inglés enfocado en su contexto
laboral (su drea de trabajo en el DANE)? *

Mark only one oval.
::: Si
( Mo

¢ Consideraria usted tomar un curso de inglés que combine parte presencial con una
parte virtual? *

Mark only ane oval.
f '_“_: Si

>

26. Acepto voluntariamente parficipar en esta encuesta. *
Lesr consentimiento informado:. hitp:/iigoo.glfaFEvni
Check all that apply.

[ ] Aceptar

Powered by

E Gﬂugle Forms
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Appendix D. Sample of The Questions from The English Placement Test

Engligﬂ—\

Unlimited Placement test

Written test

« Choose the best answer for each question.
+ Stop whan the questions become too difficult.
« Spend no more than 40 minutes on the test.

1 Whera from'?
I'm from Russia.
A you arg B you

2 We have housa in Moscow.
A any B a

3 | hawva two , @ boy and a girl.
A sons B daughters

4 I work in a .I'm a doctor.
A hospital B hotel

5 This is my brother. nama's Paul.
A Her B His

6 five peopla in my family.
& They arg B Therzis

7 I get up 7 o'clock in the moming.
A for B at

8 I like apples, but | bananas.
A don't like B like

] Excuse me, speak French?
A doyou B youdo

10  How much are shoas?
A this B thess

rqisn e )
Unlimited Placement test Written test

(@ AftoCl)

G are you

C children

T suparmarket

T There arg

C dolike

C that

Photocopiable @ Cambridge University Press 2010 1

Note: A complete version ofis Cambridgeaests (2010) is available online.
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Sample of the online answer sheet

262016 Examen de rivel en ingiés DANE

Examen de nivel en inglés DANE
Hoja de respuesta formulario DANE

* Required

1. Nombre *
Escriba su nombre

2.9%
Escriba su cédula

3. E-mail *
Escriba su comeo eletronico

4.1
Mark only one oval.

) A
B

.

J C
(op
5 2
Mark only one oval.
/_J A
LB
::: D
6.3
Mark only one oval.
‘ A
,/_ / B
C '.‘,: C
C D
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Appendix E. IELTS Academic Reading Test

Departamente Administrative Nacional de Estadistica (DANE)
Anilisis de necesidades

Lectura académica

ACADEMIC READING ASSESSMENT

READING PASSAGE 1

This is the first section of yvour IELTS Reading test. You should spend about twenty

minutes on it. Read the passage and answer questions 1-13.

MAKING TIME FOR SCIENCE

Chronobiology might sound a little futuristic — like something from a science fiction
novel. perhaps — but it’s actually a field of study that concerns one of the oldest processes
life on this planet has ever known: short-term rhythms of time and their effect on flora and

fauna.

This can take many forms. Marine life, for example, is influenced by tidal patterns.
Animals tend to be active or inactive depending on the position of the sun or moon.
MNumerous creatures, humans included, are largely divmnal — that is, they like to come out
during the hours of sunlight. Nocturnal animals, such as bats and possums, prefer to forage
by night. A third group are known as crepuscular: they thrive in the low-light of dawn and

dusk and remain mactive at other hours.

When it comes to humans, chronobiologists are interested in what is known as the
circadian rthythm. This 1s the complete cycle our bodies are naturally geared to undergo
within the passage of a twenty-four-hour day. Aside from sleeping at night and waking
during the day, each cycle involves many other factors such as changes in bloed pressure
and body temperature. Not everyone has an identical circadian thythm. “Night people’, for
example, often describe how they find it very hard to operate during the morning, but
become alert and focused by evening. This is a benign variation within circadian rhythms
known as a chronotype.
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IELTS academic reading online answer sheet

22572018

Academic Risading Assessment

Academic Reading Assessment
* Required

1. Nombre y apellido *

2. Correo electronico *

Reading passage 1

This is the first section of your IELTS Reading test. You should spend about twenty minutes on
it. Read the passage and answer questions 1-13.

Questions 1-7

Do the following statements agree with the information given in Reading passage 17
Answer True, False or Mot given to questions 1-7.

True, if the statement agrees with the information
False, if the statement contradicts the information
Mot given, if there is no information on this

3. 1) Chronobiology is the study of how living things have evolved over time.
Mark only one oval.
| _';: True
"~ ) False

') Not given

4. 2) The rise and fall of sea levels affects how sea creatures behave.
Mark only one oval.
'\ '_\: True
(") False
_';; Mot given

hitpsfidocs. google.comforms/d 1 GiMOy-nR_zYxB5nm SETcbbSne nCiC2gl HORSODUR A edit 3

Note The sample of the exam containing all three passages is available at
http://takeielts.britishcouncil.org/prepaest/practicaests/readingracticetest1-academic
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