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This research employed the research and development methodology and was classified into two stages. The first stage was an
exploratory siudy aimed at studying the teachers’ instructional evaluation culture factors from existing refated documents and from 16
experts, so as 10 examine teachers’ instructional evaluation culture from three focus groups and from questionnaires mailed to @ sample of
1,090 teachers drawn from three school districts in Bangkok Metropolitan Area. The research instrument used to collect qualitative data
consisted of three instruments, whereas the one for quantifative data employ only one instrument divided into three parts. The first part, a
knowledge of feachers’ instructional evaluation’s test, had difficulty and discrimination index ranged from 022-0.72, and 0.25-0.75,
respectively, and a reliability coefficient {KR-20) of 0.802. The second and third parts were 5-point rating scales measuring teacher's
evaluation culture had refiability coefficients of 0.802 and 0.796, respectively. The qualily of instruments was assessed by construct validity
analysis using second order factor analysis. The results showed that the evaluation culture modet fitted the data very well (chi-square=88.41,
df=96, p=0.69662, GFI=0.99, AGFI=0.98, RMR=0.015). The second stage of this study was an experiment research aimed to develop
teachers’ evaluation culiure. The sample was 165 teachers drawn from 9 schools, 3 jurisdictions in Bangkok Metropoltan Area. Tweo
experimental groups consisted of 50 and 83 teachers and a control groups consist of 52 teachers. Data analyses included descriptive
statistics, t-test, analysis of variance (ANOVA), content analysis, and structural aquation model. The major findings were as foflows:

(1) The teachers' instructional evaluation cuiture factors synthesized from research documents and experts consisted of 3
dimensions composing 22 indicators. The first dimension was knowledge about instructional evaluation, the second was beliefs about
instructionat evaluation, and the third was continuous evaluation.

(2) In general, all teachers had consistently low instructional evaluation culture. School jurisdiction variable, educational level
variable, and school level variable did have an effiect on the level of teacher's instructional evaluation culture. Teachers with higher
educational fevel possessed higher level of instructional evaluation culture than those with lower educational level. BMA schools’ teachers
had higher instructional evaluation culture than OPEC's teachers. Also, teachers in schools which taught only kindergarien level possessed
lower instnuctional evaluation culture than those who taught in schools which faught up to primary level.

(3). The comparison of instructional evaluation cullure assessed from pre and post fraining revealed that teachers from the
experimental group possessed higher instructional evaluation culture than assessed before the experiment also, higher than that of the
control group. Schoot jurisdiction variable had an effect on level of instructional evaluation culture of the controlled group at a different level.
OPEC’s teachers and BMA’s teachers had higher level of instructional evaluation culture than those under OBEC. In addition, instructional
evaluation culture of OBEC's teachérs assesses before and after the experiment showed no significant different.

(4) The products gained from the research was one training manual for trainer and one training manuat for trainee. One book
about instructional assessment was also produced. Teachers who were trained had three pattems of leaming.

(5) Teachers in the experimental group opinionated that their increased level of instructional evaluation culture was a result of the
fact that the developed training provided trainees opportunities to practice which is a unique characteristic of the developed training, and that
shared experience among participants developed tangible understanding. They highlighted that the developed training was practical and





