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Abstract

This evaluation of the Bachelor of Arts Program in Social Development Curriculum of the year
1996 had 4 purposes: 1) to evaluate the context of the program and to analyze the program; 2) to evaluate
the input factors of the program; 3) to evaluate the program procedure; and 4) to evaluate the program
results. Both quantitative and qualitative research methodologies were used. The research subjects were 1
program administrator, 6 instructors, 100 students, 42 graduates, 22 employers of graduates, and 3 experts.
Research instruments included experts’ evaluation forms for the program’s context and program analysis, an
interview form for the program administrator; 4 questionnaires for the instructors, students, graduates, and
the graduates’ employers. SPSS program was used for quantitative data analysis while frequency and

percentage were used for statistics. Content analysis was used for qualitative data.

The findings were as follows :

Regarding program context evaluation and program analysis, the overall appropriateness was
at the moderate level. Considered by items, the program was rated as follows: the appropriateness of
objectives and information about the program was at the highest level; the relationships between the
program and the university’s visions, between the program and the visions of the faculty, between the
program and the needs of the country, as well as between the objectives, structure, and content of the
program and courses were at high level; The relationship between the program and the needs of the
Southern communities as well as the updates of the program and its content were at the moderate level. The
appropriateness of the program revision was at the low level while that of the program evaluation was at the
lowest level.

Regarding input factors, their overall appropriateness and efficiency were at the moderate
level. Considered by items, those of students and learning facilitators were at the moderate level while those
of instructors were at the high level.

Regarding the program procedure, the overall appropriateness and efficiency were at the high
level. Considered by items, the selection of students; the recruitment, evaluation, and development of
instructors were at the highest level. The instruction was at a high level while the program administration
was at the low level.

Regarding the program results, the overall efficiency was at the moderate level. Considered
by items, the graduates and the academic services for development was at the high level. However, the

creation of body of knowledge and academic excellence was at the low level.



