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Abstract

The purpose of this research was to evaluate the Educational Technology Curriculum,
Prince of Songkla University, applying Stake’s model and Stufflebeam’s model. The evaluation
covered 7 factors: curriculum objectives, courses, instructor’s quality, facilities, instructional
process and activities, evaluation, graduates’quality and recommendations for developing and
improving the curriculum.

The population consisted of 7 instructors, 25 fourth-year students, 161 graduates and 98
graduates’ supervisors (total 291). The five—step rating scale and open-ended questionnaires were
used as the rescarch instrument. The received questionnaires were 239(82.13 percent). The data
were analyzed by using mean and standard deviation.

1. The evaluation by instructors, fourth-year students and graduates’ supervisors revealed
that 6 factors including objectives, courses, instructor’s qualification, instructional process and
activities, evaluation and graduates’ quality were at good level, which were higher than the
proposed criteria (mean 3.50), but the facility factor was at average level, which was lower than
the proposed criteria.

2. The aspect that was rated as highest score in the objective factor was the objective
covered cognitive, affective and psychomotor domain. In the course factor was content related to
the objectives of the curriculum. In the instructors' quality factor was instructors' major degree
relating teaching area. In the facility factor was the content of texts were related to the instruction.
In the instructional process and activity factor was the open opportunity of student discussion. In
the evaluation factor was informing the objectives and evaluation methods to the students in
advance, and in the graduates' quality factor was the graduates had modern idea, be punctual and

self confidence. The aspect that was rated as lowest score in the objective factor was adjusting to
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serve the career needs. In the content factor was the content were update. In the Instructors' factor
was the ratio between student instructors. In the facilities factor was the student had sufficient
audio-visual equipments for practice. In the instructional process and activity factor was having
ths lecture by the outside instructors. In evaluation factor was the students could evaluate
themselves, and in the students’ quality factor was the students had analytic thinking, maturity and
self-control.
3. The recommendations for the Educational Technology Curriculum were as follow:

3.1 the contents of the courses should be updated continuously.

3.2 the instructors should conduct more research in this discipline.

3.4 the department should have more facilities supporting teaching and learning.

3.4 the instructors should use variety of instructional methods and modem
instructional media and technology.

3.5 the evaluation criteria for each course should be clearly stated.
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