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ABSTRACT

204248

This research aims to evaluate the second grade level of the career and
technology learning substance group curriculum of schools under the Suphan Buri
Educational Service Area Office 3 by using the CIPP Model evaluation.

The samples consisted of three groups: the first one obtained by multi-stage
sampling comprised 10 school directors, 10 teachers and 10 school board members;
the second obtained by stratified random sampling consisted of 120 students and 120
guardians; and the last group comprised 50 alumni, selected by a purposive sampling
technique. The instruments used were an interview form and a questionnaire. The data

was analyzed to calculate percentage, mean (i), standard deviation (S.D.), and .

content analysis.

The findings indicated that regarding:

context evaluation: the school directors, teachers, school board members,
guardians and students agreed that the goals, the structure of the curriculum and the
content were appropriate. The alumni agreed that the context was very appropriate.

input evaluation: the school directors, teachers, school board members,
guardians and students agreed that the characteristics of the teachers and the students,
instructional materials and school buildings were appropriate, and the budget was very
appropriate. The alumni théught that the teachers’ and students’ characteristics,
instructional materials and school buildings were very appropriate.

process evaluation: the school directors, teachers, school board members,
guardians and students agreed that learning management, measurement and
evaluation, and curriculum administration were appropriate. The alumni thought that
learning management, measurement and evaluation were very appropriate.

product evaluation: the school directors, teachers, school board members,

guardians and students agreed that the product was appropriate while the alumni

thought that the product was very appropriate.





