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EVALUATION REPORT

International seminar »A Long Way Home – Media and Political Discourses on the EU Integration of the 'Western Balkans'«, Slovene Etnographic Museum, Ljubljana, November 26, 2009

The international seminar »A Long Way Home – Media and Political Discourses on the EU Integration of the ‘Western Balkans’« was organized within the framework of the East East: Partnership Beyond Borders Program at the Peace Institute. 

The seminar was organized with the aim that scholarly debates and criticism of the EU discourses and policies exceed academic domain. It included the authors of these discourses and policies – journalists and politicians into these debates and contribute to better practices and greater self-reflection. The exchange of views of scholars, journalists and decision makers from the Western Balkans and the European Union was made possible. These discourses was related to historically established discourses about the Balkans as a savage, semi-civilized, backward region on the European periphery, with the aim to show how these stereotypes function in the new context, in which Europe is ideologically equated with the European Union. 

The main purpose of this evaluation was to get feed back from general public and to analyze the level of success. The evaluation questionnaire was used as a method for evaluation: participants were asked to fulfil in a questionnaire after the seminar. The main problem was that the morning sessions of the international event was very well attended (64 participants), but after the lunch break many listeners left. The evaluation questionnaires were delivered at the end of the day, thus 17 questionnaires were returned to the organizers.
The questionnaire was divided into two parts: one with closed questions and the second with open–ended question. The first part consisted of three questions: evaluation of the useful of the content, the quality of structure and the level of organization. The answers were measured using the Likert's 1-to-5 scale, where 1 means 'strongly disagree' and 5 'strongly agree'. The second part consisted of three open-ended questions with which we wanted to learn what participants found as best part, what they missed and what they suggested for the improvements of similar international events in the future.

Seminar Estimation

INDICATOR                                                        MEAN VALUE
Usefulness of the content                                                4.59

Quality of the structure                                                   4.65

Level of the organization                                                4.65

The results show that the average estimation measured by the three indicators was very high. The results show that the seminar fulfilled its goals: 65% participants stated that they strongly support the selected content and they found it very useful (they encircled number 5), 29% encircled the number 4 and 6% stayed neutral (encircled the number 3).

77% participants stated that they strongly agree with the structure of the seminar (they encircled number 5) and 12% encircled number 4 and 12% participants stayed neutral (number 3).

The vast majority of participants was very satisfied with the level of organization which can be confirmed with the data that 77% participants encircled number 5, 18% encircled number 4 and only 6% encircled number 3. 

‘Open-ended questions’:

Participants were asked to write down what was best, what they missed and what are their suggestions for the improvement in the future. Nine participants left this part of questionnaire empty, which can interpreted as they were satisfied with the seminar since their answers to the closed questions was high. 

It can be seen from the answers below that the vast majority of the participants liked best the selection of the speakers and the content of their presentations. They missed  representatives from Macedonia and Kosova, a booklet with abstracts and some other things below. The suggestions for the improvement are connected with the things they missed and the suggestion are as listed below. 

What did you like best?

· The variety of speakers' profiles and the variety of their speeches,

· Different guests from different proffesional fields and countries;

· The choise of different profiles, non-academics as well; 

· Speakers inputs;

· Interesting topics and lectures, good speakers;

· Fair exchange of ideas and positions, new details of political discourses;

· Some speakers (Močnik, Hladnik, Vlaisaljević, Čolović);

· The composition of speakers from the ex-Yugoslavia;

· Open discussion.

What did you miss?

· A booklet with abstracts of speakers's speeches;

· More open discussion, round table event;

· Representatives from Macedonia and Kosovo;

· Reflection; theoretical debate on the concept of »discourse«;

· Promotion of the event;

· More active public, public which would be active in discussion.

What are your suggestions for improvement?
· A booklet with abstracts of speakers's speeches;

· More time for discussions;

· Less discussion, more praxis, 

· Organize another similar event (repeat it);

· More visual material in representations;

· Too many topics for one day;

· Reflection; theoretical debate on the concept of »discourse«;

· More different opinions, more diverse speakers;

· More stress on marketing, use of marketing mechanisms, contact with laic public.

Conclusions:

The seminar can be evaluated as a very successful in terms of mean values, estimating each of the measured focuses (content, structure and organization) are very high. On 1-to-5 scale where 1 stands for ‘strongly disagree’ and 5 for ‘strongly agree’ all of the mentioned focuses were estimated with more than 4 as a mean value in average. The biggest success was that the representatives of different interested public attended the international event and that majority sessions was attended by 64 participants. The result is that the topic was very well debated in various circles. 
