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ABSTRACT
Background: Programmes born of bilateral agreements fix their content before their participants are known, so their design does not begin from a needs analysis. Evaluability assessment asks whether such a programme can be evaluated against its own objectives. This study examines a French cooking training programme for vocational teachers run by BBPPMPV Bisnis dan Pariwisata with the Institut français d'Indonésie and the Institut Disciples Escoffier in its 2024 and 2025 editions. Methods: Using a descriptive evaluative approach and directed qualitative content analysis, the study analyses the Technical Arrangement, training guides, activity reports, programme structures, final examination score sheets, and certificates from both editions. Curriculum, certification scheme, and competency test documents serve as comparators, and perceptions of 40 teachers in the 2025 cohort as supplementary evidence. Results: The content is relevant to the learning outcomes and competency tests of the vocational culinary curriculum, yet the programme did not derive its training needs from them. The project arrangement required under Article 4(3) was never prepared for either edition. The programme shrank from 370 to 158 instructional hours under a spending efficiency policy, and the whole reduction fell outside hands-on production: the 60-hour culinary teaching component vanished in the edition where 42 of 44 participants taught, while production rose from 120 to 135 hours. The 2025 assessment does not reach the competences set as the second and third objectives. Conclusion: The programme is evaluable on part of its objectives only, and preparing the project arrangement for each edition would close the gap.
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Introduction
Training programme evaluation judges achievement against objectives that have already been set. The Kirkpatrick four-level model, for instance, judges reaction, learning, behaviour, and results (Kirkpatrick & Kirkpatrick, 2006). The model requires clear objectives and activities genuinely designed to reach them. That requirement is normally met through a training needs analysis, from which the organiser derives objectives, content, and success criteria (Noe, 2010).
Not every programme meets it. Some teacher training programmes originate in bilateral cooperation agreements. Their content is fixed before their participants are known, because an agreement of this kind exchanges the partner country's distinctive expertise (Knight, 2004). In such a programme, an evaluator cannot simply assume that needs, objectives, activities, and results are already connected to one another.
Wholey (1979) proposed evaluability assessment as a preliminary step for this situation. It examines the clarity of programme objectives, the plausibility of the link between activities and objectives, and the availability of relevant data. Evaluators use the result to adjust their criteria before outcome evaluation begins.
Studies of government training in Indonesia generally skip this step. Work in government training centres applies the four-level model directly to test the effectiveness of programmes whose objectives are treated as already clear (Ritonga et al., 2019). Some studies stop at the reaction level and infer programme success from participant satisfaction (Nawawi, 2022).
The institution studied here was once the site of a training needs analysis, when it was still named PPPPTK Bisnis dan Pariwisata (Andriani et al., 2019). That article does not report that the institution used its results to determine its training activities, and its mapping was not wholly a competence gap: part of it was inferred from respondents not yet holding competence certificates, while the task analysis found gaps in only six of eighteen sub-indicators. The chain from needs to programme design is not visible in the available literature on this institution.
The object of this study is a training-of-trainers programme in French cuisine. BBPPMPV Bisnis dan Pariwisata runs it with the Institut français d'Indonésie (IFI) and the Institut Disciples Escoffier (IDE) across two editions under the same agreement. The first ran from 7 October to 22 November 2024. The second ran from 13 to 31 October 2025 under the name French-Indonesian Training of Trainers (FITT).
The programme was selected because its conditions are comparatively favourable to evaluability: a written chain of agreements with an explicit scope, objectives set out in writing, experienced partners, and two editions under the same institution, partners, and agreement. Flyvbjerg (2006) calls this a critical case. If an evaluability gap appears even where the formal conditions are this complete, it is unlikely to stem from the absence of formal structure and more likely from how that structure is translated into the design of activities. The case is also information-rich: all documents from both editions are accessible, and the comparison shows which parts of the design persisted and which changed.
This study examines the evaluability of the programme across both editions, covering the clarity of its objectives, the relation between objectives and programme structure, and the coverage of its assessment. The study is formative. Its purpose is to support the design of the next edition, not to judge the performance of the organiser.
Methods
This study uses a descriptive evaluative approach with document analysis as its principal method, because the research question concerns relations among the programme's official documents.
The primary documents are the Technical Arrangement between the Directorate General of Vocational Education and IFI dated 29 July 2024, the training guides of both editions, their activity reports with annexes, the 2025 final examination score sheets, and the certificate formats. Vocational curriculum and certification documents serve as comparators: the culinary learning outcomes in force for each edition (Badan Standar, Kurikulum, 2024, 2025; Kemendikbudristek, 2025), the KKNI Level II certification schemes for hotel food production in cookery and patisserie (Badan Nasional Sertifikasi Profesi & Kementerian Pendidikan, Kebudayaan, 2023a, 2023b), and the culinary competency test packages for the 2025/2026 school year (Kementerian Pendidikan Dasar dan Menengah, 2025). They serve to judge the relevance of programme content and to check whether a framework for setting training needs already exists outside the programme.
The analytic technique is directed qualitative content analysis (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005) within a document analysis framework (Bowen, 2009). It is called directed because the coding categories were set before analysis, drawn from Wholey's three evaluability conditions (1979) and from the programme theory stated in the guides. Units of analysis differ by document type: articles and clauses in the Technical Arrangement; objective statements and instructional-hour units in the guides and programme structures; criterion items on the score sheets; and learning-outcome elements, competence units, and package coverage in the curriculum and certification documents.
Analysis ran in five stages: reconstructing the programme theory by mapping the objectives in the guides against the programme structure by instructional hour; comparing the two editions on programme structure, participant composition, and assessment system; coding each assessment criterion to the objective it measures, or to a no-objective category where none fitted; tracing the existence of documents the agreement requires, after coding its articles into scope and obligations; and matching programme content against learning-outcome elements, certification scheme units, and competency test package coverage.
Grouping of instructional hours in the second stage followed the content descriptions in the guides rather than module names, so that the categories of the two editions align. The hands-on production category holds content described as preparing dishes or pastry. The non-practical culinary knowledge category covers gastronomic history, philosophy, culture, and innovation. Other categories follow their content names.
Supplementary data come from the 2025 participant perception questionnaire, completed in the closing session. It comprises 41 five-point Likert items and five open questions. Four of 44 respondents belonged to the organising institution; they were excluded because they held a dual role as participant and as part of the institution under evaluation, leaving 40 vocational teachers. The Likert data describe only the relative pattern between items, not a level of satisfaction. Open answers were grouped thematically, the number of respondents per theme counted, and quotations presented verbatim under anonymous codes. Perception data from 2024 were not analysed because the instrument differed. Workstation counts for both kitchens come from field observation and activity documentation, and two alumni of the 2024 edition were asked about continued access to that edition's teaching materials.
Source triangulation followed these rules. Each document is the primary source for its own function: the Technical Arrangement for what was agreed, the guides and programme structures for what was designed, the official score sheets for what was assessed, and the activity reports for what was reported as delivered. Every statement in the results rests on more than one document. Where two documents disagree, the study does not select one and disregard the other but reports the disagreement as a finding, as with the difference between the guide rubric and the score sheet. A statement supported by a single document is confined to the level that document supports, so the presence of a module in a programme structure is not read as evidence of its delivery, and statements about the absence of a document are confined to the place searched.
The first author works at BBPPMPV Bisnis dan Pariwisata. This position gives access to all programme documents but also carries a risk of bias. The study manages that risk by resting every finding on official documents rather than on the author's experience, and by applying the triangulation rules above.
Results
Absence of the derived agreement document
Both editions rest on a single chain of agreements. The Directorate General of Vocational Education and IFI signed the Technical Arrangement in Jakarta on 29 July 2024. It refers to the Indonesia-France memorandum of understanding on education signed in Paris on 5 December 2016 and to the Joint Plan of Action on education for 2023 to 2025 signed in Paris on 26 June 2023.
Article 1 states the purpose of the cooperation as raising human-resource skills in cuisine, hotel management, fashion, beauty, and tourism enterprise to match industry needs. Article 2 sets the scope. Three of its items bear on this study: developing training for teachers, lecturers, and trainers; raising their training competence; and curriculum alignment.
Article 4(2) requires a separate arrangement for each form of cooperation. Article 4(3) obliges both implementing institutions to prepare a project arrangement covering procedures, specific programmes, tasks, schedule, and cooperation plan. That document was not found at the organiser for either edition.
Its absence bears directly on evaluability. The only planning document available is the training guide, which holds the programme structure, schedule, rules of conduct, and participant rights and obligations. The guide is not designed to derive content from the scope in Article 2. As a result, no document connects the scope of the agreement to the design of the activity, and the relation between them cannot be examined. This gap sits at agreement level, outside the authority of the organising committee.
Neither guide cites any needs analysis document. Applicants for the 2025 edition registered through an online form and uploaded supporting files, which the data team verified as the basis for selection. Of 68 vocational teacher applicants, the organiser called 40. With four staff of BBPPMPV Bisnis dan Pariwisata, the cohort reached 44, and all attended. Selection therefore rested on administrative completeness rather than on a mapping of competence gaps.
This finding concerns the recording of needs: participant needs were not recorded, which does not mean the content was not needed.
Curricular position of the training content
French cuisine belongs to the continental family, and continental content has formal standing in the vocational culinary curriculum. The culinary learning outcomes in force for the 2025 edition require students at the end of Phase F to produce continental, oriental, and Indonesian dishes, desserts, and pastry and bakery products (Badan Standar, Kurikulum, 2025). The outcomes in force when the 2024 edition was designed contain a similar statement, with stock, soup, sauce, appetiser, salad, and sandwich itemised under food preparation (Badan Standar, Kurikulum, 2024). The standing of the content is therefore the same in both editions.
The 2025 outcomes also name four target occupations for graduates: cook helper, baker, waiter, and helper patisserie (Badan Standar, Kurikulum, 2025). These four occupations become the roles in the four culinary competency test packages for the 2025/2026 school year, the same school year in which FITT ran. Three packages test Western culinary production, namely pastry products, bakery products, and continental food preparation, and the fourth tests food and beverage service (Kementerian Pendidikan Dasar dan Menengah, 2025).
The certification schemes used by vocational school assessment bodies itemise the same competences down to unit level, from stocks, sauces, soups, seafood, and meat in cookery to pastry, gateaux, yeast goods, chocolate, sugar work, and petit four in patisserie (Badan Nasional Sertifikasi Profesi & Kementerian Pendidikan, Kebudayaan, 2023a, 2023b). These units correspond to the coverage of both classes in both editions.
The content is therefore relevant to the teaching duties of the participants, and this study does not claim otherwise. The same documents also show that a framework for setting training needs in detail already exists: learning outcomes, graduate occupations, certification schemes, and competency test packages all refer to the national occupational standards for the hotel sector, and the schemes itemise competences down to unit and element, which become the criteria on student competency test score sheets. Both guides list only the policy basis for holding the programme and cite none of these documents.
Design differences between the editions
The two editions share institution, venue, partners, and agreement, yet their designs differ sharply. Table 1 sets out the comparison.
Table 1. Comparison of the two editions
	Aspect
	2024 edition
	2025 edition (FITT)

	Period
	7 October to 22 November 2024
	13 to 31 October 2025

	Duration
	7 weeks
	3 weeks

	Total instructional hours
	370
	158

	Participants
	48 in two classes
	44 in two classes

	Participant groups
	4 government training instructors, 36 vocational teachers, 4 course instructors, 2 polytechnic lecturers, 2 professional chefs
	40 vocational teachers, 4 staff of BBPPMPV Bisnis dan Pariwisata

	Teaching staff
	4 chefs
	4 chefs

	Assessment
	Three stages, in weeks 2, 4, and 7, covering written test, practical work, and presentation
	Once, on the final day, covering theory test and practical work

	Final score scale
	0 to 100
	280 practical points plus theory test

	Certificates
	Institut Disciples Escoffier certificate and a BBPPMPV Bisnis dan Pariwisata certificate of training completion
	Institut Disciples Escoffier certificate


The largest difference lies in the composition of content. Table 2 aligns the instructional-hour allocation of the two editions.
Table 2. Allocation of instructional hours by content category
	Content category
	2024
	2025
	Change
	Share, 2024 and 2025

	Hands-on culinary and pastry production
	120
	135
	+15
	32% and 85%

	Non-practical culinary knowledge (history, philosophy, culture, innovation)
	120
	0
	-120
	32% and 0%

	Kitchen management and hygiene standards
	60
	9
	-51
	16% and 6%

	Culinary teaching
	60
	0
	-60
	16% and 0%

	Weekly review
	0
	6
	+6
	0% and 4%

	General sessions (policy)
	4
	2
	-2
	1% and 1%

	Supporting sessions (ceremony, assessment, evaluation)
	6
	6
	0
	2% and 4%

	Total
	370
	158
	-212
	100%


The reduction was not spread evenly. The programme shrank by 57 per cent, yet hands-on production gained 15 hours. The entire reduction fell on components other than production, which dropped from 250 to 23 hours, a fall of 91 per cent. Non-practical culinary knowledge and culinary teaching disappeared completely. The share of hands-on production rose from about one third to more than four fifths of the programme.
The 2024 programme structure lists Module 4, Culinary Teaching, at 60 hours, covering principles of culinary teaching, course planning, classroom management, facilitation and communication technique, developing training to suit learners' experience levels, and assessment and feedback skills. The 2025 edition has no module of that coverage. The 2024 activity report repeats the structure table without recording the delivery of individual modules, and its eleven annex types record who attended, who taught, and the final scores, but not the content delivered in each session. The completeness of those annexes shows that the absence of content records is not a matter of mislaid files but of such records not forming part of the required set, so the comparison here holds at the level of design, not of delivery.
The reduction in duration followed Presidential Instruction No. 1 of 2025 on state spending efficiency for the 2025 budget year (Kementerain Sekretariat Negara Republik Indonesia, 2025). The Instruction sets the size of the efficiency and the categories of spending it targets, among them office operations, maintenance, and official travel. It determines the resources available but does not regulate the composition of training content. What requires explanation is therefore the removal of culinary teaching. The basis for that split should have been recorded in the derived agreement document, which was never prepared.
Objectives against the programme structure
The 2025 guide sets three objectives. The first is technical: to raise teachers' knowledge and skill in cooking French dishes or making French pastry. The second is to equip participants with effective and innovative teaching technique. The third is to produce competent trainers able to disseminate knowledge and skill in their own regions. The outputs section also expects graduates to share good practice in their own schools.
The 158-hour structure supports the first objective but allocates no hours to the second and third. The only substantive component outside hands-on production is kitchen management and hygiene standards at 9 hours, covering space layout, stock management, menu planning, food safety standards, and health risk prevention. All are operational competences of a professional kitchen.
The guide describes the 6 hours of weekly review as revision, and the delivery strategy of demonstrations, group case studies, and assessment is oriented to mastery of production technique.
The objectives of the 2025 edition are almost identical to those of its predecessor, but the activities supporting the second and third objectives are gone. For an evaluator, two of the three objectives have no activity that can be judged.
Assessment in the 2025 edition
Assessment in the 2025 edition comprises eight practical criteria and one theory test. The eight criteria measure culinary production performance: dish quality, timing, workstation tidiness, taste and presentation, and the smoothness of the workflow through to completion. This coverage matches the first objective. Neither edition records a baseline before training began, and the earliest assessment stage in 2024 fell in the second week, so what is captured is performance at the end rather than change during the programme. The score sheets show that the final practical examination ran in two sessions, team A and team B, of 11 participants each. With 12 stations per kitchen, each participant occupied one station while being assessed.
The assessment does not reach the competences in the second and third objectives. No criterion measures a participant's ability to teach the material back, and no assessor came from an education background. All participants passed and received a certificate from the Institut Disciples Escoffier. In the 2024 edition, participants received a certificate from the same institute plus a certificate of training completion from BBPPMPV Bisnis dan Pariwisata; in 2025 only the partner's certificate was issued.
Assessment coverage in 2024 was broader: it ran in three stages, the third including a presentation alongside a written test and practical cooking, a component absent in 2025.
Assessment documentation in 2025 is also not aligned. The guide holds a 100-point rubric with six criteria, while the final examination score sheet holds eight criteria totalling 280 points plus a theory test worth 63 points for the cookery class and 64 for the pastry class. Several criteria in the guide do not appear as separate items on the score sheet, and the reverse also holds. Since participants read the guide as their reference, aligning the two would make assessment results easier to trace in a later evaluation.
Implementing roles and participant composition
Article 3 of the Technical Arrangement names BBPPMPV Bisnis dan Pariwisata and IFI as two implementing institutions of equal standing. IDE is not a party to that agreement.
In delivery, IDE supplied the content, facilitators, and assessment system, while BBPPMPV Bisnis dan Pariwisata supplied the facilities and the participants. The 2024 teaching materials were delivered through IDE's own online learning system, accessible only to participants. Two alumni of that edition confirmed that access has since been closed, so no record of the teaching materials sits with BBPPMPV Bisnis dan Pariwisata. Funding followed the same split in both editions: IFI and IDE covered the chefs' fees, BBPPMPV Bisnis dan Pariwisata the practical materials and operations, and the participants' home institutions their travel and allowances.
This split places the institution holding vocational pedagogy expertise in the role of supplying facilities and participants. Without the derived agreement document, the two implementing institutions did not set out a substantive division of labour, so each role formed around the resources available. Article 5(2)(d) makes advice on suitable equipment and products a responsibility of IFI, yet the activity reports of both editions record a recommendation that practical materials and equipment be adjusted to the conditions of the participants' home institutions.
Participant composition also changed. Article 5(1)(a) refers to facilitating the development of master trainers at BBPPMPV Bisnis dan Pariwisata. The 2024 edition involved five participant groups: government training instructors, vocational teachers, course instructors, polytechnic lecturers, and professional chefs (Table 1). Some did not teach in formal education. The 2025 edition involved vocational teachers and four internal staff, so that 42 of its 44 participants were teaching staff, namely 40 vocational teachers and 2 government training instructors.
Content on lesson planning, classroom management, and feedback suits a cohort of this composition most closely, yet that component was absent from that edition.
The two activity reports carry almost the same recommendations: replace imported ingredients with local ones, adapt recipes and content to current conditions, and hold a follow-up programme. Similar comments appear in the 2025 questionnaire. Recommendations that repeat in this way indicate that no mechanism links the evaluation of one edition to the design of the next, a role the derived agreement document could fill.
Participant perceptions in the 2025 edition
The perception data serve as a cross-check on the document findings, not as a measure of programme success. All participants completed the questionnaire in the closing session, a 100 per cent return rate. The mean across all items for the 40 vocational teachers is 4.76 of 5, and 12 respondents scored 5 on all 41 items, so the absolute mean is uninformative and Table 3 presents the relative position between items.
Table 3. The five lowest and five highest rated items (N = 40)
	Five lowest items
	Mean
	Five highest items
	Mean

	Assessment during the training was objective
	4.47
	Proud to join training at this institution
	4.92

	Time allocated for practice was sufficient
	4.53
	Hope a similar activity is held again
	4.90

	Discussion and group work encouraged active participation
	4.55
	Willing to join this institution's activities again
	4.90

	The balance of theory and practice was right
	4.55
	Satisfied with the delivery overall
	4.88

	Content came with summaries or printed material
	4.60
	Facilitators had good command of the content
	4.88


The five lowest items all concern the fit of the programme design: objectivity of assessment, sufficiency of practice time, participation in discussion, balance of theory and practice, and availability of reference material. The five highest concern affective attachment and judgements about the institution. The variance remaining beneath the ceiling effect concentrates on the design-fit dimension.
One item deserves particular attention. Hands-on production fills 85 per cent of instructional hours, yet the item on sufficiency of practice time sits second lowest at 4.53. Although its distance from the overall mean is small, its position shows that a large share is not necessarily experienced as sufficient time. Two mutually reinforcing factors explain the anomaly.
The first is schedule density. The 2025 edition placed 135 practice hours in three weeks, an average of 45 per week, while the 2024 edition placed 120 practice hours across seven weeks, about 17 per week. The total practice time is nearly the same while the density rose more than two and a half times. At that density there is less opportunity to repeat a technique and absorb feedback between sessions. Two other low items, balance of theory and practice (4.55) and availability of summaries or printed material (4.60), are consistent with the loss of 120 hours of non-practical culinary knowledge.
The second is kitchen capacity. The cookery and pastry kitchens each hold 12 participant stations and 1 instructor station, while each class holds 22 participants. At any moment the stations available cover about 55 per cent of the class, so participants share stations or take turns. The 85 per cent share therefore describes practice time at programme level, not the hands-on time of each participant. Examination conditions also differ from practice conditions: during the final examination each participant occupied a station alone, whereas in training they did not always work alone.
The two factors have a different status. The 2024 edition used the same kitchens for 48 participants, an average of two participants per station. The participant-to-station ratio is therefore a fixed constraint in both editions, while what changed is schedule density. The number of stations was known before the programme began. Schedule density and class size are design decisions. The anomaly therefore returns to instructional design: the programme was compressed without adjusting either the content load or the class size to station capacity. Decisions on class size, station capacity, and schedule density should have been recorded in the derived agreement document, and because that document was not prepared, the basis on which they were set cannot be traced. Participant comments about equipment concern a different matter, namely the mismatch between equipment and school conditions.
The lowest-rated item, objectivity of assessment (4.47), cannot be explained by shared stations, since each participant occupied a station alone when examined. The open answers point elsewhere. Two respondents reported ingredients running short during the examination, one writing that "during the exam many ingredients ran out so we had to wait while the clock kept running because exam time is limited" (P-33). In an examination that scores timing and workflow, such waiting enters the participant's score without arising from their performance. The rubric mismatch described above may be a further explanation, since participants read a 100-point rubric with six criteria while assessors scored on eight criteria totalling 280 points plus a theory test. Perception data cannot establish causation, but both explanations are consistent with the document findings and the participants' own reports.
The open answers point the same way. The most frequent theme is programme duration and density, raised by eight of 40 respondents; one pastry participant wrote that "three weeks I think is not enough to get to know it more deeply" (P-21). Next come programme continuity (seven respondents), clarity of information and schedule (six), recipes (five), and practical materials and equipment (four), while four asked for modules or content summaries, consistent with the low rating for printed material. Two respondents asked explicitly that ingredients and equipment be adjusted to school conditions (P-19, P-22), matching the recommendations recorded in both activity reports.
Asked about additional competences, participants named chocolate and sugar decoration, petit four, cake decoration, bread, food and beverage service, cost control, and menu planning. Several appear in the comparator documents, which indicates not that the programme chose the wrong content but that its scope had not been discussed with participants beforehand, so expectations surfaced only on the final day. Not one suggestion asked for training in how to teach the material to students, though participants often mentioned an intention to pass on what they had learned; one wrote that the knowledge would be "disseminated to improve the quality of the culinary programme at school" (P-16). The third objective is therefore accepted as an aspiration while the capability to realise it is not seen as something requiring training, consistent with the programme's structure and its assessment.
Discussion
The findings answer Wholey's three evaluability conditions (1979). Clarity is met, because the guide states three objectives explicitly. Plausibility is met only for the first objective, since the second and third have no supporting activity, and data availability only for culinary production outcomes. Figure 1 summarises the chain the agreement assumes and the actual chain of 2025, with the points at which it breaks.
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Figure 1. Comparison of the programme theory chain: the chain the agreement assumes (panel A) and the actual chain of the 2025 edition (panel B)

Both panels use the same six columns, from the scope of cooperation through to assessment, so positions at the same height can be compared directly. Panel A shows the chain the agreement assumes: the scope of cooperation is translated into a derived document, then into a statement of participant needs, then into programme objectives, the allocation of instructional hours, and assessment criteria. Panel B shows the actual chain of the 2025 edition, with solid lines for relations supported by programme documents and dashed lines for documents or allocations that are unavailable. The first two links are missing, so the objectives stand without a written derivation from the scope of the agreement and without a statement of needs. The chain for the first objective runs intact to assessment, while the chains for the second and third break at the allocation of instructional hours and never reach assessment.
The programme can therefore be evaluated on part of its objectives only. An evaluation without this preliminary check risks judging participants on competences that were never trained and never measured. Baldwin and Ford (1988) and Grossman and Salas (2011) show that evaluation at the behaviour level depends on continuity between training content and change in the workplace. For the second and third objectives, that continuity does not exist.
The problem originates in a documentary gap. Article 2 of the Technical Arrangement includes raising training competence and curriculum alignment, while the 158-hour structure contains neither. The connecting document is the project arrangement in Article 4(3), and it was never prepared. The organiser worked without the instrument that should have been available to it, so the substantive division of labour and the basis for changes in design went unrecorded. Meyer and Rowan (1977) describe a state in which formal structure and technical activity run apart as decoupling, a useful comparator for this case.
This conclusion holds at operational level. The derived document was searched for at the organiser; it may be held at the Directorate General of Vocational Education or at IFI, which does not change the finding. The committee, teaching staff, and assessors designed and ran the programme with the documents in their hands, and a document held elsewhere cannot guide a programme structure or an assessment criterion. The same limit applies to Module 4 in 2024: the activity report does not record the delivery of individual modules, so the achievement of that component cannot be traced even though the module appears in the structure, and the record of its teaching materials sits in a partner system that is no longer accessible. The report and its annexes are complete administratively, covering attendance, profiles, scores, and certificates, but hold no record of the substance delivered. Administrative completeness therefore does not by itself produce traceability, and BBPPMPV Bisnis dan Pariwisata does not hold the records it needs to examine its own programme.
Comparing the two editions sharpens the problem. The 2024 design once carried a culinary teaching component delivered with the same partners, so the component lies within the reach of the partnership. The reduction in duration in 2025 followed the state spending efficiency policy, which regulates the size and categories of spending but not the composition of content, so how the reduction was divided remains a design decision. Traces of the compression appear across documents and participant answers: duration fell by 57 per cent while practice density rose more than two and a half times, eight of 40 respondents raised duration and density, two reported ingredients running short during the examination, and several asked that schedules be announced less abruptly. The documents analysed hold no budget plan or realisation, so no causal relation can be tested; what can be stated is that the compression left observable traces, unaccompanied by any record of deliberation in any planning document.
Changing curriculum demands do not explain the decision either. The learning outcomes in force for the 2024 edition specify that culinary teaching use discovery learning, problem-based learning, project-based learning, teaching factory, and product-based learning (Badan Standar, Kurikulum, 2024). The version in force for the 2025 edition retains the demand for student-centred models (Badan Standar, Kurikulum, 2025). The pedagogical demands of the curriculum persisted across both editions while the pedagogical component of the programme disappeared.
It is the division of the reduction that requires explanation. Of the 44 participants in 2025, 42 were teaching staff. For such a cohort, culinary teaching is the component closest to their daily duties and the one that most supports the second and third objectives. That component disappeared while hands-on production grew. No document records the basis for the split.
One justification that might be offered is that vocational teachers and government training instructors already hold teaching qualifications, so the teaching hours could be removed. This rests on what Meyer and Rowan (1977) call the logic of confidence: the acceptance of a formal credential as a guarantee of competence, which leaves that competence neither trained nor inspected. The concept of pedagogical content knowledge (Shulman, 1986) exposes the weakness of that justification. A teaching qualification equips a person to teach in general. The second objective demands something more specific: how to present French technique so that vocational students can understand and practise it, including an understanding of which parts of a technique students find hard to master. Knowledge of this kind grows alongside mastery of particular content. The programme's own first objective presupposes that participants are still building their command of French technique. Knowledge of how to teach a technique one is still acquiring cannot be assumed to arrive with the qualification a participant brings.
The programme and curriculum documents strengthen this argument. The 2025 guide lists teaching technique as its second objective, so at the design stage the organiser did not regard the participants' qualifications as sufficient either. The 2024 structure included developing training to suit learners' experience levels and assessment and feedback skills, both pedagogical components specific to culinary teaching, and the learning outcomes demand models such as teaching factory and product-based learning (Badan Standar, Kurikulum, 2024), which require teachers to design instruction around a production process. If the credential-based justification is the one in use, the programme displays decoupling in Meyer and Rowan's sense (1977): the training objectives persist in the formal documents, the technical activity trains production alone, and confidence in credentials keeps the distance between them unexamined. Only two responses are consistent: restore the teaching component, or revise the second and third objectives.
The relevance of the content does not diminish this problem. Relevance visible after the programme has run differs from a need established at the outset, and without that establishment the programme has no statement of need to serve as a success criterion, nor any calibration of which techniques are most needed, at what level, and by which teachers, even though the certification schemes and competency test packages supply the reference. The stronger the curricular justification, the harder it becomes to explain why no instructional hours and no assessment criteria touch how to teach them.
Delivery indicators are good: full attendance, a 100 per cent pass rate, and high participant satisfaction. The findings of this study concern the completeness of planning documents and the coverage of assessment, not the quality of delivery. Both can be improved in the next edition without altering the substance of the cooperation.
Limitations
The delivery of Module 4 in the 2024 edition, the 60-hour component covering principles of culinary teaching through to assessment and feedback skills, could not be verified. The activity report and its eleven annex types hold no record of content delivered per session, and the teaching materials sit in a partner system whose participant access has been closed. This study therefore compares the design of the two editions rather than their delivery, and does not claim that the culinary teaching component in 2024 was delivered as designed; verifying that would require interviews with the teaching staff and alumni of that edition. The derived agreement document was searched for at BBPPMPV Bisnis dan Pariwisata as the organiser, so the finding reads as not found at the organiser; it may be held at the Directorate General of Vocational Education or at IFI.
The study rests on documentary evidence, and the absence of something in a document does not prove its absence in practice. The chefs may have conveyed ways of teaching particular techniques informally between demonstrations; such delivery received no instructional hours and was not assessed, so it is not recorded as a programme outcome. For the same reason the study does not explain why the organiser divided the reduction as it did, which could be traced only through interviews with the programme designers and examination of budget documents, both outside its scope. The curriculum and certification documents serve as comparators at the level of coverage: programme content has not been mapped session by session against competence units, and the degree of correspondence has not been measured.
Coding was performed by one researcher without an inter-coder agreement test; to allow re-examination, the rules for grouping instructional hours are set out in the methods section. Respondents completed the perception questionnaire themselves in the closing session, so the data are vulnerable to social desirability bias and are used only to read the relative pattern between items. The study covers one programme across two years of delivery and is not intended to support generalisation.
Conclusion
Across both editions the programme can be evaluated on part of its objectives only. The first, raising technical skill in cooking and pastry, has supporting activities and is covered by the assessment. The second and third, teaching technique and the capability to train others in their own regions, received no instructional hours in 2025 and are not assessed. The content is relevant to the learning outcomes and competency tests of the vocational culinary curriculum, but the programme did not derive its training needs from those documents.
The programme shrank from 370 to 158 instructional hours under the state spending efficiency policy, and the problem lies in how the reduction was divided: the whole of it fell outside hands-on production, including the 60 hours of culinary teaching, while production grew. The teaching component disappeared in the edition where 42 of 44 participants were teaching staff, even though the pedagogical demands of the curriculum persisted across both editions, and the derived document required under Article 4(3) was never prepared, so the basis for that division is undocumented.
The study offers seven recommendations, each with an owner inside the organising institution.
1. Prepare a project arrangement for each edition under Article 4(3), settled alongside the budget plan for the year of delivery and at the latest before applications open, since the call for applications requires certainty about the target cohort, selection criteria, and programme scope. Drafting sits with the quality development, innovation and cooperation working group together with its counterpart at IFI, and because IDE is not a party to the agreement its role in supplying content, facilitators, and assessment should be stated in writing through IFI. Beyond what Article 4(3) requires, the document should set participant needs against vocational competence units, the division of substantive work including the owner of the pedagogy component, class size matched to workstation capacity, assessment criteria for all three objectives, follow-up to recommendations from the previous edition, and a record of content per session with its teaching staff to be added to the standard annexes.
2. Insert a short needs analysis when applicant documents are verified, handled by the data and information working group, using competence units from the certification schemes and the competency test packages as the reference list. The analysis must distinguish a competence gap from a credential gap, since earlier work at this institution inferred part of its gap from respondents not yet holding competence certificates (Andriani et al., 2019).
3. Set a written rule of component priority from the outset, stating the order in which components are retained if the budget falls, together with the reasons. The principle proposed here is that components attached to the participants' own duties come first, so for a cohort of teachers the teaching component is not cut before others. In 2025 the Presidential Instruction set the size of the efficiency without regulating content, while the organiser cut all 60 hours of culinary teaching and added 15 hours of production; without such a rule, decisions of that kind leave no record of reasoning for the next edition to examine.
4. Return the culinary pedagogy component as the contribution of BBPPMPV Bisnis dan Pariwisata, designed by the quality development working group and delivered by the facilitation and competence development working group, without extending the programme. As an illustration, hands-on production returns to the 120 hours of 2024 and 15 of the hours released go to culinary teaching. Fifteen hours is far smaller than the 60 of 2024, so its scope should stay close to the participants' duties, and it should end in a single teaching project: the design of one unit of instruction for the participant's own school that adapts a newly learned technique, covering learning objectives, recipe adaptation, teaching sequence, and a plan for assessing students. That turns the component from content delivered into an output that can be examined. The figure is illustrative and should follow from the needs analysis above.
5. Complete the assessment design with a baseline measure. The theory test already used in the final examination can also be given at the start, so that gains in knowledge can be computed without constructing a new instrument, while the practical component stays at the end. Criteria for the second and third objectives differ: mastery of teaching technique can be judged at the end, for instance through a short teaching practice or a lesson plan, whereas the capability to disseminate only materialises after participants return to duty, so what can be judged on the final day is its intermediate output, the teaching project design and its implementation plan.
6. Resume issuing the institution's own certificate of training completion as in 2024. That certificate and the partner's state two different things, participation through to the end and sufficiency of competence by the partner's standard, and they do not substitute for one another. Issuing its own gives the organiser a record of participation independent of the partner's system.
7. Run evaluation in two steps: an evaluability assessment as Wholey proposed (1979), establishing which objectives have supporting activities and adequate data, then outcome evaluation with a suitable model using criteria from the first step. Such an evaluation cannot stop on the final day, since the third objective requires tracing after participants return to duty. The implementation of the teaching project can be the object of that tracing, and the task belongs to the quality assurance working group, whose remit is evaluating training and its reports, so that follow-up attaches to a standing unit rather than to a committee that dissolves when the programme ends. The tracing period, data format, and division of tasks need settling at the outset in the derived agreement document. This study is the first step for the programme concerned.
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