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AjaUAIANNWALY (BiansEiuigy)
1. Three types of evaluation by Kiely & Dicken (2005)
2. Bradley’s Effectiveness Model
3. Tyler’s Objectives-Centered Model (1950)
4. Stufflebeam’s Context, Input, Process, Product
(CIPP) Model (1971)
5. Scriven’s Goal-Free Model (1972)
6. Stake’s Responsive Model (1975)
7. Eisner’'s Connoisseurship Model (1979)
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1. To improve the course

2. 13908 ajiSuEuLsmsisAyiksian To check the
impacts of the curriculum

3.To check the strength and weakness of school
curriculum in systematic evaluation

4.To collect all valid data from teachers and
students including other staff involved

5. To promote transparency work quality in
education

6. To inform parents

/.To work out with any dissatisfactions of teachers
or other staff to the curriculum or any process of it

8. To decide if to keep or get rid of the course



9.19. TS aSISuuinin
axfp u U u (g cal o
NYIkEUNN
Curriculum
1. eomau)s Stakeholders
2. aan:aunijpUpRananys / (nv

[UAapamanan School boards

WaANaRAN /[ AREUTRUTSEaIH
3.[nuus 81 HAIgSAYIRIAp

Syllabus

Curriculum developer

4.1aui)8 Teachers J,

5. Ut S fufyj Students

AGiamMIvij)S

6. M Um / HIAMAN U &S &g§ Parents
Lesson plan



9.0. nlitt

==ﬂ.
:l
El'i
E;v
=

-] i O (-] i sl
SInSSUmMARJIMIvRIAYIROARN
Interrelationship of Components of Curric_;um o

/ Cf imuuani \
> 78,
D,

=%
Bl

2

. 0 o USHiANGS
ts—m:]san

*gsfinmanymsmunsismi{sajia

JuMAUIt Wi s Google Gemini




[\ el =
9.10. mi'ij'iﬁ fiin iﬁﬁjﬁjl( i) AfismiubaAvinoaniouunids
o ' ° il
Anna ke
IMULEAN . imotanidap
Backward Design Model 16l S

» Overall course
Learning objectives
* Module (unit)
leaming objectives

Identify
Learning Goals:
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Key Moments in the Evolution of Al

By Med kharbach, PhD

GPT-3 Released ChatGPT Goes Public

OpenAl's anguage ChatGPT brings
model stuns with its generative AI to the

fluency and scale public
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Transformers Introduced  AlphaGo Defeats a Go

Google’s “Attention Is All Master
You Need” paper leads to ~ DeepMind’s Al conquers
powerful language models.  the complex game of Go

Deep Learning Breakthrough AlexNet Wins ImageNet

Geoffrey Hinton revives A deep learning model
neural networks, setting transforms image recognition, ? '
the stage for modern Al marking a new era. ‘ - gy TeeTetseTew

Deep Blue Beats Kasparov MYCIN Expert System

IBM’s chess Al defeats An early medical AI that
the world champion—AI could diagnose blood
shows strategic power. infections .

>

The Turing Test The term Artificial

Turing proposes a method to  ntelligence is coined at the
evaluate machine intelligence..  partmouth Conference.
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*Poster by Lesley Okumu

If Al is DOING THE
HOMEWORK,

WHAT ARE CHILDREN
LEARNING?

Ask for REFLECTIONS,
not just submissions

m. i) uRgmig:aminns Al SSMGIHM ST WN WA SPLIT the task:

9. ﬁﬁﬁtﬁﬁ‘liﬁjﬁﬁﬁmm mmﬁ( SHIUNUAS Sﬁﬁﬁjniﬁiﬂjnﬁmi
iUﬁIQS) ‘HS‘I‘HSLm Sinﬁ‘li"“lﬁﬁgmiiS”loig"l Self-assessement or
self-reflection

V. GIURRGMIM NI GUMAGMIGITAITUTHN A (REmIg:) Si
YUIig) i W EH

half written,
half oral

G. BIRHAGMADTUNPRUISEIBRM N AgjBIIN SMITHSTE]H i oo

(Scaffolding) 1N HMIZAIMITANSIGNATAN 8 Create visible c%}%
SCAFFOLDING

b) o o o o = e o el Talk about AI- - _;‘
. NINANMANEN Al — /AN Uﬂﬁiﬁj fUNUE S SUNWHN AT don’t AVOID ﬂ%
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inanuivuusSjanjiuy Humanistic approach

o iRpNjeuivuGiy: Eclectic approach
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iMNBRNIISABINIARN Learning Goals

MiIMAUIUS Suajgimi (Context and Needs Analysis).
() I EE 1. mimauius Environment Analysis

. HasoAnimeuiidl Target learners
[m] et [m]

i.{aui{)s Teachers

iii. ansmn Situationss UIUSANMNLYS TUEAGIUNG SUjEEUNG
SMsSiNMWwRY (school, socioeconomic, sociocultural,

sociopolitical contexts)

o

2.Needs Analysis miiman{gimis AYa1a UGAEIAMIGITNG 81 §
fdpuuinmaqgimivigs (Lacks, Necessities, and Wants)

3. mumaimeumian Principles Analysis¢ Approaches and

Methodologies



iﬁii:l c THRASIE S (Knowledge/Cognitive)
_ 9. MIGHONEINIL (Recall data)
Learning Contents . MW (Understand)
— M. MiFSIti (Apply / Use)
G. MITME (Analyse - structure/elements)
&. MIJIUNG (Synthesize - create/build)
— 9. MiN [U‘ﬁ"ig (Evaluate - assess/judge)

miimAUIUS 8hagimi (Context and Needs SRASASE]S ( Psychomotor)
Analysis) 9. MIFHR{NUMY (Imitation / Copy)

1. MAFMEMITANS (Manipulation / Follow instructions)
m. MG SMNMAANS (Develop Precision)

2 UGN Sfuy|s1 Skills G. miﬁ@i@ﬁﬁmm (Articulation - combine/integrate skills)
d. MIGEIgIm ﬁjtﬁ‘[jﬁﬁ (Naturalization - become expert)

1.3 fY[S1 Knowledge

3.GilnIY|s1 Atitude R
BITRGHS (Affective)

9. MIGGIUWH (Receive / Awareness)

1. MIGWHYT (Respond / React)

m. Mif{H1Y (Value - understand and act)

Ce. miiﬂUﬁLﬁﬁ§ﬁf§§1 igs (Organise personal value system)
d. MIGEHIYM tiimtﬁ‘ﬁﬁjgnﬂ: (Internalize value system)



ﬁﬁﬂlﬁiii'ii}i Sniﬁi'ln Class Activities

p— iﬂﬁn’liil‘iilii'iuiliijnitlﬁ'liﬂlﬂnh_lm
m, USAIRNGS 9. HNMILIATEiH (Cognitive Factors):
\ * ¥ isAii)sain o ML) IMSIFSAFRAM?
o i8I Say{pIG: RN LIFsA{ERAm?
o ifii5OANISNSIREIAGMAMINT UMIRANIUAIEHN)SIHIUIS?

=|
-1
o

M. AMGSMS (Resource Factors):

o IFGAMI, FUGIANG, MAMGIHNNS SHHANMATS
HIMSUI)SShi)s

o 1aJ)fiAl, UguI)s

o SUAIANGSWMIGA]S (Visual aids)

o 61

o GOAMILS

o AUV IIE)H

o {UhahY

o MIM{GIBHRTEM

1. im0 ShinnSi (Affective Factors): Mt
ISMINMGH SHRIINGS
o ifigni)sMSMNINMBHGIMinaInNIS:itiuie?
o IHUHURIGMIATNMINMSIIRIUIG?
o R{HUIR] ST SMITANRIHASRNISNSPATGMA
TRiu1g?




i

in sy suiliig (Test Matrix)

SiiminiGnTE Assessments

prast.
Course Content Behavioral Weight | Number | Duration Level of
syllabus Objective (100%) | (Item) Bloom’'s
Taxonomy
MoEY Vocabulary 1. Matching: Match 20%% 10 5 mn Remember
(2015) vocabulary words (Easy)
Grade 7: with their - a
English for definitions, sl
Communicati Test sl
o Past Time 2. MCQ: Chesthod 200 10 5 mn Analyse
Expressions correct answer. (Moderate)
Irregular Verbs | 3. Gap Filling: 20¥% 10 10mn | Apply
Complete the (Moderate)
sentences using the
correct past simple
form of the verb in
parentheses.
Past Simple, 4. MCQ: Choose the | 208% 10 10mn | Analyse
Present Simple, | best answer to (Moderate)
and Present complete each
Continuous sentence.
Tenses
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Other existing models to
evaluate a curriculum
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1. Three types of evaluation by Kiely &
Dicken (2005)

1. Large-scale evaluations: focusing on major educational innovations
with significant financial backing with an underlying agenda
2. Teacher-led evaluations

3. Management-led evaluations

Avoid hidden purposes that all the
people have to be in agreement!



EXHIBIT 12.1

Bradley’s Effectiveness Model for Curriculum Development Indicators

2. Bradley’s Effectiveness Model

Indicator Description Yes or No Indicator Description ves or No
Vertical The course of study reflects a K-12 format that enables teachers to have quick droad Buildings in the district have teacher representatives an the curricular

. ] R ) involvement committees; elementary, middle level or junior high, and high school
curriculum and constant access to what is being taught in the grade levels below and above principals (or designees) are represented; and school board members are
continuity them. Also, upward spiraling prevents undue or useless curricular repetition. apprised of and approve the coursa of study.

. . ] . Long-range Each program in the district is included in the 5-year sequence and review
Horizontal The course of study developed provides content and objectives that are planning eycle. Also, a philosophy of education and theory of curriculum permeate the
curriculum common to all classrooms of the same grade level. Also, daily lesson plans entire school district.

EDI‘ItiI'IUity reflect a common ality for the same gra de level. Decision- Controversies that occur during the development of a program center on the
i making clarity | nature of the decision, and not on who makes the decision.

Instruction Lesson plans are derived from the course of study, and curriculum Positive Also, the initial thoughts about the curriculum come from teachers,

based on materials used are correlated with the content, objectives, and authentic nlmar principa’s, and the curriculum leader. Al participating members are willing

. relations to risk disagreeing with anyone else; however, communication lines are not
curriculum tasks developed. allowed to break down.

. . . . . . . . . Theory-into- The district philosophy, vision, mission, exit (graduation) outcomes,
Cu.rnn_:ulum Phllosqphlcal and financial com mitments are evident. Clerical assistance oractice orogram philosophy, rationale statement, program goals, program objectives,
priority is provided and reasonable stipends are paid to teachers for work during approach learning outcomes, and authentic tasks are consistent and recognizable.

the summer months. In addition, curriculum topics appear on school Planned Tangible evidence shows that the internal and external publics accept the
change developed program course of study for the school district. The process of

board agendas, administrative meeting agendas, and building-staff
meeting agendas.

developing a course of study for each program or discipline in a school
district is no longer one of determining how to do it, but one of determining
how to do it better.

If any of the 10 indicators are identified with a No (negative), consideration should be given to make it a
Yes (positive) indicator.

SOURCE: The 10 indicators of effectve curriculum development were adapted from Curriculum Leadevship and Development
Handbook (pp. 141-146), by L. H. Bradley, 1985, Englewood Cliffs, N]: Prentice Hall.




3. Tyler’s Objectives - Centered Model (1950)

Tyler approach moved rationally and systematically through several related steps:
1. Begin with defined behavioral objectives outlining learning content and expected student behavior.
2.ldentify situations enabling students to exhibit targeted behaviors, e.g., oral language use.
3.Choose, adapt, or create assessment tools ensuring objectivity, reliability, and validity.
4.Use evaluation tools to gather and summarize results.
5.Discuss results from various assessments pre and post interventions to gauge progress.
6. Analyze outcomes to identify curriculum strengths, weaknesses, and possible reasons behind

trends.

Adjust cu

o easy to apply, rational and systematic

o focusing on curricular strenghts and It does not suggest how objectives
weaknesses, not only the performance of themselves should be evaluated. It does
individual students not provide standards or suggest how

o emphasising the importance of a continuing standards should be developed (Guba &

cycle of assessment, analysis and Lincoln, 1981).

improvement



. Stuttlebeam’s Context, Input, Process,
Product (CIPP) Model (1971)
/\

CIPP model is developed by a Phi Delta Kappa committee chaired by Daniel
CIPP model’'s weakness is its’ failure to

_ _ _ recognize the complexity of the decision-
1. context evaluation: continuously assesses needs and problems in the making process in organization, assuming

Stufflebeam (1971). it emphasized the importance of producing evaluative data

for decision making, using four stages of program operation:

context to help decision makers determine goals and objectives more rationality and ignoring the political

2. Input evaluation: assesses alternative means for achieving those goals to factors. It seems difficult to implement and
expensive to maintain (Guba & Lincoln,

help decision makers choose optimal means 1981)

3. Process evaluation: monitors the processes both to ensure that the
means are actually being implemented and to make the necessary
modifications

4. Product evaluation: compares actual ends with intended ends and leads

to a series of recycling decisions



5. Scriven’s Goal-Free Model (1972)

Characteristics
o Distinction between intended and unintended effects.
o Unbiased observer
o Qualitative methods
Purposes
o Redirect the attention of evaluators and administrators to the importance of
unintended effects

o Be used to complement, not supplant, goal-based assessments

Not clear instruction of how to use Goal-free Model, maybe only expert can do.



6. Stake’s Responsive Model (1975)

This model is dealing with the stakeholders, and Stake recommends an interactive and recursive evaluation process that
embodies these steps:
» Meet with clients, staff, and audiences to get their perspectives and intentions over the evaluation.
» Draw on such discussions and the analysis of any documents to determine the scope of the evaluation project.
» Observe the program closely to get a sense of its operation and to note any unintended deviations from
announced intents.
» Discovers the stated and real purposes of the project and the concerns from various audiences and the
evaluation.
» ldentify the issues and problems and develop an evaluation design, specifying the kinds of data needed.
s Select the means needed to acquire the data desired.
» Implement the data-collection procedures.
» Organize the information into themes and prepares “portrayals”, such as videotapes, artifacts, case studies, or
other “faithful representations.”
= Decide which audiences require which reports and choose formats most appropriate for given audiences. (as
cited by Glatthorn, 1987, pp. 275-276)



7. Eisner’s Connoisseurship Model (1979)

The Eisner model is built on two closely related constructs: connoisseurship and criticism.

Connoisseurship is the art of Criticism is the art of disclosing qualities of an

appreciation through perceptual entity that connoisseurship perceives. In such a
memory, drawing from experience to disclosure, the educational critic is more likely to qualities of
appreciate what is significant. It is the use what Eisner calls “non-discursive”—a educational life
ability both to perceive the particulars language that is metaphorical, connotative, and
of educational life and to understand symbolic. It uses linguistic forms to present,

how those particulars form part of a rather than represent, conception or feeling.

classroom structure.

judgments to improve the educational

Processes

explicate

social phenomena
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