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Curriculum Evaluation

Curriculum evaluation broadly conceived, is a stock-taking process.
A curriculum may be structured in so many ways. For instance,

-it may be based on an assembly of courses that are deemed
necessary to meet certain job requirements;

- it can be formed from the basics of a particular discipline in a
faculty or department;

- it can be designed to meet the needs of a professional or
technical programme,

- or it can be developed based on a systematic specification of
outcomes.

It must therefore be periodically evaluated.
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APPROACHES TO CURRICULUM
EVALUATION

« Goal-based

« Determining whether pre-stated goals of educational
or training programs were met.

« Goal-free

« Uncovering and documenting what outcomes were
occurring in educational or training programs
without regard to whether they were intended
program goals focus.

« Responsive (contingency-unforeseen event)

« Comparing what was intended for instruction to
what actually was observed.
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These approaches are based on the classical
curriculum evaluation models as presented
by Stufflebeam and Shinkfield (1990)

The decision-making

The collecting information about educational
or training programs for the purpose of
decision-making.

- The accreditation

It is for forming professional judgments
about the processes used within education
or training programs.
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» Curriculum evaluation ranges from
estimating the performance of a single child
in @ course through the evaluation of specific
instructional materials, methods, activities
and techniques to the evaluation of an entire
curriculum.

» A comprehensive curriculum evaluation is
concerned with the worthwhilness of the
curriculum components, and the information
provided is for the sake of facilitative
decision making at the various stages of
curriculum development (Alade, 2006)



Edle3 (§9)

i."\’ :\ mﬂll‘ﬂbu,\v,\mj:w}}lgﬁ LB{ -)j:'r:;}"'pméﬂ‘. [;156[41’?{0“” (\‘LJGW BJW%\"{

-— L P :
g‘ ead 1m N‘Z 11-; }JLP)‘{}’\%"X 'Jn‘;a ((G}ﬂ 3’{}04‘@"%’"’033:

}.—. 1 Ll ,i Ly ; {-\W I'"".-' =% ~ . L:r . L:1 > ':..-' ; Ia_r‘f - W -.r l '5 ] ‘- - N L‘J.". i _?I'f _! i 1‘ #1 $ ' ]J {,-‘\J .t ’ r
...J d oo } W o 1 v i) T'L ; I! 1 5 ] ?I { E I \ E :’ / i :’t

AU Y r8GLom I 'n"

UJ‘\ ! %LQ ‘l"-"! 0y {_‘-. B ,'!'L_Z i
n g o mens flor oy Y a6 d TR ol WO P,

SRR 24 -

A - 2, e _-\-hi'; INYY S 'J.q'am"r,a)f"il pr %;‘.Gpm" '-]Jnfrt;:p : f*‘l@tf\( d1 {6‘4'*6 m

4 3 p -
3L A d\ LA u~ ’ l."i s V) ¢
= | . 'ﬁ |

S o & % it
”‘ﬁ} q«"?:alrrvf PN AR ”TGL( M{l\qj@%t‘? NLl il )C?: ’}”&. '6{-' 6’” s ]i . ¥J q(df‘




Three paradigms or world views
about evaluation

Melrose (1996) grouped existing models into three paradigms or world
views about evaluation, these are:

i. The functional model

ii. The transactional model; and

iii. The critical paradigms of evaluation.

The functional paradigm of evaluation usually measure the programme
outcomes against pre-stated goals;

the transactional paradigm focus is on whether or not the current,
expressed needs of stakehalders, especially students as customers or
clients have been met and whether the negotiated learning events have met
the participants’ satisfaction;

the critical paradigm of evaluation involves dialogue and collaborative
investigation whereby a focused question is agreed upon by the group far
each cycle of evaluationwhich may be small or broad in scope.

Evaluation thus become the systematic community learning process
for the collaborative review, improvement and development of polices,
programmes and practlices
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ALADE’S SIX MODELS

From another perspective, Lawton (1980) cited
In Alade (2006) classified models of curriculum
evaluation into six, viz:

1. The Classical Model

2. Research and Development Model

3. lllumination Model

4. Briefing Decision-Makers Model

5. Teacher as Research (Professional) Model
6. Case Study Model.
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OLAITAN'S FOUR MODELS

In respect of vocational-technical education evaluation, Olaitan
(1996)identified the following evaluation models which had
been employed by a good number of researchers.

They include:

the lllumination Model,

the Goal-Free Model,

the Context, (C) Input (1), Process (P) (CIPP) Model, and
The Transactional Model.

They had been found reliable as a guide for collecting
evaluative data in curriculum evaluation.

While a volume of other evaluation models still exist in the
available literature, the fact remains clear that a model presents
a mental picture of a conceptualization of the relationships
assumed to exist among a set of phenomena, and how the
parts of a whole framework affect each other (Alade, 2006).
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CIPP Evaluation Model
(CACIIPPEM)

Curriculum Adaptation of CIPP Evaluation Model|
(CACIIPPEM)

« r-relevance
* a - adequacy
« s —suitability rd s x

X — Any other criteria
C

D)

D

Figure 1: Curriculum Adaptation of GIPP Evaluation
Model-CACIPPEM
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Models of curriculum evaluation

Robert Stake’'s countenance model (1967)
Scriven’s goal-free models (1970s)

Stenhouse research model

Tyler's objectives model

Parlett and Hamilton’s illuminative model (1977)
Stake’s matrix for processing descriptive data
Eisner’s educational connoisseurship model
Stufflebeam’s CIPP model
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Scriven’s goal-free model (1970s)

Introduced the term “formative’ and ‘summative’
Broaden perspective of evaluation

Evaluator should not know the educational program’s
goals in order not to be influenced by them

Evaluator therefore totally independent

Evaluator free to look at processes and procedures,
outcomes and unanticipated effects

Methodology, the field is open to the hunter but he did
have a ‘lethal’ checklist of criteria for judging any aspect
of the curriculum



