SBNUMsIFATUTHYI

WU A AR

mslsziunangasuazanufaiuveIgliiata : nsaianm
% =2 U A a IS < I~ J
HangaAINMIANHINHIVUNA ﬁ'lﬂl]i]‘lfl!ﬂﬂiuiﬁﬂﬂ]ﬁﬂﬂ‘kﬂ AUSANHIAITAT
NHIINGDYYIN
Curriculum Evaluation and Employers Opinion for Graduate Students :
A Case Studyof the M.Ed. in Educational Technology, Faculty of Education,

Burapa University

seaman3 10158 as.neAlszindg vingass

Y d
HNANMIYaI ﬁszwmuwaﬂ

Tasuguarivayumsivesulszainaniusala

d a LY
ﬂmgﬁﬂ‘ﬂ1ﬂ1ﬁﬂi NMngIagYImn ?JQ‘U‘IJ%%N'I&! W.fl. 2557



Uszmangms

v = (3

9 = s a o {q 9 Y
Q’J g UBVDUNITAU AUSANHIAITAT NﬁW’JﬂﬂWaﬂyﬁWW “VIGlfViijﬂWﬁm’J 3]
Y

Tumsihive vag ldmsaivayutuaulszanadmsumsiteluassil

e

a Y d

Ay o Ao d YYY A g Y
Tﬂiﬂﬂﬁ’li]&lﬂﬂﬂl!ﬁuiil]lﬂﬂ’wﬂ ﬂ’JEJﬂ’NiJ?Jl;l!ﬂi1$1’i%’38£1’iﬂﬂi1’iﬂ]ﬂilﬁi]"Iﬂ

G

NFTUMILIMINANEAT 0115dRd0U tahalundngasmsAnyumtiuda a19133

a Y

maluTadnsdny uazdldiiudia MnAnsauIalunsasrvdounIadiio laun

U L1l q Q

J a J o J a J
TONATNINTY AT NNYLNTT utym"lw FOUFNEANTITY A3.252 Ul“V]fJ‘WTL!G]f LAZIDIMTANINTY AT.

[

a a 14 o Y a o g’z dyo <3 1] S YA d'dy
IBIE DUNTYAY ‘Vniﬁ'ﬂWﬁ'Jﬁ]ﬂﬂﬁﬂua”llﬁﬂ@WﬂJﬂﬁi}ﬂﬁgﬁﬂﬂ NIVYUDVAUNT AU N

59MNANT19136 AT 52IATy MngasTH
9 o
{avY

WA AsWanmed

Y @ @

H381IN 98

U



UNAAEID

a A R v

4 4 a @ a < Ly
¥oI1309 mslsziiunangasuazanufamiuued 1 5iude : nsdiAnyIMangas
= v A a = =2 = J
msfnyItuRa @u3suna TuTagmsany anzAnymdnas
UNINGIAYLY TN
I 4 J a

JIve 599MANTIN58 AT M52y MngITT

FYAl = @ 4

A92e0n308  WeeIydsT sz iaunad

a o = o a = =
ﬂTi‘l]'i&iJlﬁ/iﬁﬂfjﬂﬁ, MIANEINMYnNA d1vuna 1u lagnsany

W.A. 2558

[ Y s A

4
1137 ﬂﬁﬁ @]Qﬂigﬁﬂﬂ W 1. ﬂizmuwﬁﬂq@]smiﬁﬂymmﬂmmm 113981
= = Y A Y v o 9 ¥ Y a A
mﬂjuiﬁﬁlﬂﬁ'ﬁﬂ‘lﬁ AMUUIUN ﬂWUﬁfﬂﬁ]ﬂu%ﬂﬂ ATUNTESUIUNIT LASATUNANAN 2. 1ND

a < 9 v A A o o v @
ﬁaumummmmummEﬁ%wmummm 3. LW’f]’i]ﬂ‘ﬂ’léllﬂlﬁuﬂllu$LlaglluﬁﬂW\iclUﬂWﬁﬂi‘Uﬂ?Q

a v

v = % a a = = dyd J
HangaINIIANYIUUNG v una Tulagmsany MSINeUANE1INYTZHINT 4 nau

[

Y
Aail 1. NTUMTUITMTHANGATD $1UIU 5 A 2. e1915edaenlunangasa 1 6 A

o

a { o & v o v A '
3. ‘]Jil!“ﬂ@]‘ﬁﬁuii]ﬂﬁﬁﬂ‘hlﬂu‘ﬂﬂﬂg@i‘ﬂ A1UIU 79 AU LA 4. rzfl%’ummmnmmmm/ﬁmu

o 1 1 3 ' I { o
Usznoums $1uau 10 une ngualegailulszmnnsnainslalidoya Ao 1. nssums

'
A Ao

a (Y o 4 [ o @
UIVITHangasa 1UIU 4 AU 2. mmiwjﬁauiuwaﬂq@]ﬂ NUIU S AU 3. YUNANTUID
= [ o 9 o a 1
ﬂ']'iﬁﬂ‘]%lﬂl!ﬁﬁﬂ@'ﬁﬁ"l ATUIU 50 AU LLAL 4. Eﬁ‘ﬁﬂﬂ!“ﬂ@ﬂ?ﬂﬁl&’)ﬂﬂl&/ﬁﬂWHﬂﬁ%ﬂ’t’J‘UﬂTﬁ

o 1 di A d' EY a v 9 1 1 o
TUIU 8 KN inFealen e lun1sive “lmm HUUEDUDINUUUNIATUTENMAT TIUIU 4 >

]
a A o v

o [ a [ ] I~ a
dmFunssuMsuImsuangas, 013edaou , Tadanduiamsane uazdldiuda

@ C4 9 o a o a 4 aa
puudumuainuuilInseadie 1 ga dmSunssumsusmsnangas msanzivoya lvana
4 4

A a d A
WU LA MITAUATIZHIUO N
HaMsIenUNWaNMTlsziiunangasmsanewtaga @iy una Tulad
= ~ 9 a [ <Y @ a @ =
M3ANET N 1RINNTTUMSVTHITHANGAS 010150Ad0N aztiuga lunangasnmsan,
o a a ~ = ~ a < ] @
wiiude avIvuna Tulagmsaneilummsmiianuaamued lussaumuzauun (

X =3.88, SD=0.42) AUUTUN (Context) Hram3tlsziliuoglusezdunin (X =433 ,SD

A a 3 9 1w g o A 3 o w 2
:0.34) lij)Wﬂ']iﬂnlﬂUﬁ'meUﬁ]WU'n 'J@IQ?Jﬁgﬁ\‘]ﬂ"’ll@\‘]ﬁaﬂq@ﬁuﬂj’u\llWll1$ﬁ3JL°]Jua1ﬂllLlﬁﬂ b\



AunfeszAUNINNgA (X =4.63, SD=0.45) autladerind (nput) Iwamsdszdiueglu

[

@ N, i A < J ua a
sEAUNN (X =4.10, SD =0.37) tienasaniusiedeonuin anauia quqal uazquanyuy

v
=1

mmﬂﬁuﬂmﬁw1ﬂif‘fﬂqmﬁmmmmzauﬁwﬁ’umﬂizﬁuumm;m(Y =4.89, SD =0.26)
AMUNTZUIUM (Process) THam3Usziiiuegluszauun (X =3.65, SD =0.45) o950
I 1 a o o w [ ~,
Flusedonun miumﬁwaﬂqmﬁmmmmzaumﬂuusﬂ FEAVNIN (X =4.42,SD

9 a =\ a 1 [ ~, A
=0.45) MUNaNaa (Product) uwamﬁﬂmuuagiuimumﬂ (X =3.51,SD=0.53) 1i®

= o

a I 1 o 1 { o o @ ~,
W%WiﬂﬂlﬂuiTﬂ“ﬁJﬂWU’ﬂ ‘mu’)uﬂWiNﬂuﬂWﬁﬂWLﬂaﬁlﬁWQUllﬁﬂigﬂUNWﬂ (X =3.72,SD

a < v A 1 Y a wa v A {
=0.65) ﬂ”l‘Wi’Jllﬂ’ﬂllﬂﬂlfl’iusll’t’NEﬂ%}ﬂmm@]ﬁ@ﬂmaﬂHﬂl3LLZ‘]8ﬂ1ﬁﬂ§]ﬂﬁﬂ1uﬂlﬂﬂﬂﬂ1ﬂﬂl“ﬂ@ﬁ
o = 1A a ] o ~, A a
FAUTIMIANYT WUN uwamiﬂixmuﬂgiuizﬂuﬂmﬂma (X =3.25,SD=0.43) tHBNITU
I 9 1 o w A 9 [ v o J 1 A P Y N,
Wusrgtonu araunsn ADAIUNNHEANUAUNUTICHINYANANAURAYISAVNIN (X =

3.75, SD =0.46)



Research title: Curriculum Evaluation and Employers Opinion for Graduate Students :
A Case Study of the M.Ed. in Educational Technology, Faculty of Education,
Burapa University
Key words: Curriculum Evaluation / M.Ed. Program in Educational Technology
Researcher:  Associate Professor Dr.Pongprasert Hoksuwan

Assistant Researcher: Miss Nusara Pheeraphatanaphong

Year: 2015

Abstract

The purpose of the research were 1) to evaluate the M.Ed. in Educational Technology
curriculum, faculty of Education, Burapha University in context, input, process and product by
using the CIPP Model. The data were collected from the curriculum administrators, the instructors,
graduate students of M.Ed. in Educational Technology and graduates’ employers. The research
instruments were the questionnaire and the interview form. The collect data were analyzed by
using percentage, mean, standard deviation and content analysis.

The results of the research were as follows: -

1. The evaluation of the M.Ed. in curriculum in educational technology, faculty of
Education, Burapha University as a whole found that the curriculum administrators, the instructors and
graduates, in Educational Technology were appropriate at the high level ( X = 3.88, SD=0.42),
The context evaluation found that as a whole was appropriate at the highest level. When
considered in each item, the item on the purpose of the curriculum was at the highest level, The
input evaluation was appropriate at the highest level(y =4.10, SD =0.37). When considered in
each item, the attribute of the curriculum administrators was at the highest level (Y =4.89, SD
=0.26). The process evaluation found that as a whole was appropriate at the highest level(y =
3.65, SD =0.45). When considered in each item, the item on the management of the curriculum
was at the high 1evel(¥ =4.42, SD =0.45). The product evaluation found that as a whole was

appropriate at the high level(y =3.51, SD =0.53). When considered in each item, the item on



the number of the job was at the high level (Y =3.72, SD =0.65) , and the employers of
graduate students of M.Ed. in Educational Technology were appropriate at the middle level
(Y =3.25, SD =0.43). When considered in each item, the item on the interpersonal relationship

skills were appropriate at the high level (Y =3.75, SD =0.46).



