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The research delineated and explicated in this dissertation had a tripartite
structure. First ascertained were the criteria used for evaluating the core
competency of building inspectors. The researcher thereupon developed a training
course for building inspectors earmarked for enhancing their core competency.
Finally, the researcher had this training course evaluated. In carrying out this
tripartite program, the researcher followed a quadripartite series of steps.

These steps are as follows:

Step 1: Initially investigated were the criteria for determining the core
competency of building inspectors. Collected were data taken from the legal
systems of various countries specifying necessary qualifications for building

inspectors. The data collected served as a framework allowing the construction
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of an apposite questionnaire. However, additionally eniployed was the Delphi
technique whereby the opinions of twenty-two building experts were canvassed
in the course of three rounds of querying. On this dual foundation, the data were
synthesized, thereby allowing for the determination of criteria for accurately
accessing the core competency of building inspectors.

Step 2: This step necessitated the development of a model course. A
model curriculum was developed by reference to the fundamental data obtéined
in the course of carrying out the first step. Accordingly, this step itself unfolded
in tripartite fashion.

(1) First was constructed a framework for the curriculum. This framework
was concerned with problems in and the necessity for such a curriculum in
addition to the objectives to be met in instantiating such a curriculum. Specified
for each training unit were objectives, scope, and what was to be learned. Content,
learning activities, training media, and measurement and evaluation methods
were as well specifically stipulated.

(2) The evaluation of the curriculum framework was conducted by
presenting the constructed curriculum to ten experts. The experts were queried
in regard to the curriculum in the aspects of general curriculum development,
development of a building construction curriculum, and measurement and
evaluation. This quality assessment was conducted by reference to the criteria
of appropriateness and congruence with the framework of the curriculum.

Suggestions from the experts led to improvement in and corrections of the
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framework of the curriculum. This actually constituted a perfecting of the
curriculum prior to its actual use.

Step 3: The process of evaluation was part and parcel of the implantation
of the training curriculum. The curriculum implemented was of course the
improved and corrected curriculum which had had weaknesses eliminated.

With the approval of the Building Control Board, forty registered building
inspectors were used as a sample population. The evaluation followed a 6ne
group pretest posttest design procedure. Experimental duration was over the
course of five days for a period of thirty hours.

The researcher evaluated the results of the experiment using the following
techniques: pre-experimental evaluation using a test of knowledge; a skills
assessment form; a personal characteristics evaluation form; and a building
inspector traits evaluation form.

Post-experimental evaluation made use of a test of knowledge, a skills
evaluation form, a personal characteristics evaluation form, a building inspector
traits evaluation form, an evaluation form accessing learning behaviors, and
an evaluation form concerning reactions to training. Finally, the performance
of building instruction two months after training was evaluated using an
evaluation form for ascertaining the results of training.

In this step, the analysis of data involved comparing differences between
scores prior to and after the experiment in regard to the test of knowledge, the
evaluaﬁon of skills form, the personal characteristics evaluation form, and the

traits evaluation form using a dependent t-test method of testing.
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In regard to the evaluation of learning behaviors; reactions to training
and the results of training, mean, standard deviation, and the comparison of
mean scores were ascertained in addition to utilizing the set criteria.

Step 4: This step is constituted by a recapitulative summarizing of the
training course evaluation.

Findings in this regard are as follows:

1. The core competency of building inspectors consisted of four aspects
as follows:

1.1 The aspect of knowledge pertained to the roles, duties, and
responsibilities of building inspectors as determined by the law; the philosophy
of building inspection; the laws concerning building inspection; the security
and strength of buildings; health and environment systems; systems of fire
prevention and control; steps in carrying out building inspections; and safety
standards applicable to buildings.

1.2 The aspect of skills consisted in being able to write and summarize
building inspection reports; techniques used in explaining and giving advice
to owners of buildings; visual inspection techniques; means of solving problems;
observational methods; and methods to be used in developing effective teamwork.

1.3 In regard to the aspect of personal characteristics, taken into
consideration were an awareness of duties and responsibilities; honesty at
work; self-respect; and professional ethics.

| 1.4 In respect to the aspect of traits, thoroughness in work and habits

of close observation were taken into consideration.
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2. The results of the evaluation of the curriculuin framework by the
experts in curriculum development found that in respect to the aspects of meeting
needs; objectives of the curriculum; training units; learning units; contents;
learning activities; training media, and methods of measurement and evaluation,
all were found to be appropriate at a high level and were congruent with all
relevant factors.

3. By reference to the criteria stipulated by Kirkpatrick, the results ’of
the curriculum evaluation were as follows: |

3.1 In regard to the aspect of academic achievement, evaluation of
the core competency of the building inspectors after the training found that it
was higher than prior to training at a statistically significant level of .05.

3.2 Concerning the aspect of learning behaviors, evaluation of these
behaviors by reference to participation in training found that the mean score
was at a high level with the mean of 4.32 being higher than the set criteria
(not below 3.50).

3.3 Respecting reactions to training, evaluation of levels of satisfaction
with the training program found that it was at a high level with a mean of 4.14,
which was higher than the set criteria (not below 3.50).

3.4 As far as the results of training are concerned, the follow-up
evaluation of performance in building inspection two months after training
found that it was at a high level with the mean of 4.46 being higher than the

set criteria (not below 3.50).





