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1.  Introduction 
The core task of TVET development in the IR4.0 era is to improve the quality of talent development (Liu, Wang & Wang, 

2016), and the TVET curriculum significantly affects whether educational programs are successful or unsuccessful 

(Drakos, 2005). The curriculum incorporates what should be delivered in an educational environment, along with a 

predefined set of instructional methods, materials, and evaluation standards (Medgyes & Nikolov, 2000). The curriculum 

gives participants a clear understanding of what needs to be accomplished throughout project implementation and how 

things actually turned out at the end of the project (Drakos, 2005). According to Cai (2003), effective curriculum 

instruction includes curriculum design and curriculum development, classroom performance, and assessment of 

curriculum instruction. The strengthening and improvement of curriculum development and assessment is the key to 

promoting teaching and learning infrastructure and improving teaching quality and faculty standards. As a result, 

curriculum assessment has become a crucial component of raising the standard of both teaching and learning as well as 

the standard of human resources. However, there is no one single criterion is sufficient to assess effective teaching and 

learning (Marsh, 1987). 

Curriculum assessment is an important component of most assessment programs, especially educational programs, 

and is an essential phase of educational curriculum and program development (Nouraey et al., 2020). However, the 

appropriateness of evaluation models depends on the context, and evaluators are faced with the task of adapting the 

models (McNamara, 2000). This is where the use of certain evaluation models, rather than the models themselves, 

presents serious limitations (Cahapay, 2021). 

The primary goal of program evaluation is to determine if the program is effective or whether changes need to be 

made (Rossi, Lipsey & Henry, 2018). Some academics have a propensity to systematically classify the potential goals of 

program evaluation. For example, Kirkpatrick (1994) proposed a four-level training evaluation model as a standard 

training program evaluation tool, and this model is widely used to evaluate the effectiveness of training programs. SCM 
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evaluates the effectiveness of training by intentionally looking for the best results produced by the training (Brinkerhoff, 

2005). The Technology Acceptance Model (TAM), proposed by Fred Davis, is widely used to examine the factors 

affecting user acceptance of technology. In the context of education, conducting program evaluation implies both 

professional responsibility and program development (Nouraey et al., 2020). 

To date, a large number of researchers have tended to elucidate research on the development of assessment models 

(Rossi, Lipsey & Henry, 2019; Brinkerhoff, 2003; Kirkpatrick, 1994; Philips, 2012; Stufflebeam, 2003). There are 

already more than 50 models for evaluating curriculum (Kavgaoglu & Alci, 2016). Several of these models are prominent 

in the field and have been continuously explored by other academics, while others have only been examined occasionally 

(Nouraey et al., 2020). Therefore, the purpose of this research is to review some prominent program and course 

instructional assessment models and examine their concepts, theories, and characteristics. This research was conducted 

to help researchers quickly and clearly enter this field of study and to provide guidance in selecting the correct and 

appropriate models for future evaluation efforts, including instructional programs, courses, and teaching. Generally, the 

research objectives of this study include: 

1. Identifying five well-known models for assessing curriculum and educational program. 

2. Identify the concepts and characteristics of these five models. 

3. Attempting to develop a curriculum instructional assessment model based on these models. 

2.  Methodology 

According to Bowen (2009), document analysis is a methodical approach to reading and assessing literature, in which 

researchers interpret the literature to give voice and meaning around the topic being assessed. Literature analysis can 

include both quantitative and qualitative components, with emphasis here on the qualitative approach, which is common 

as a research method in many social science disciplines. O'Leary (2014) classifies documents as having three main types, 

namely Public Records, Personal Documents, and Physical Evidence. This research used a document analysis method 

(Bowen, 2009) in which Google Scholar, a database of literature, was used as a data source and the keywords 

"Educational Evaluation Model" were used to search for papers that were included based on various criteria, incorporating 

pertinent information about the search terms, the research journal's impact factor, and the quantity of citations. Number 

of citations. After the search, the researchers read the titles, abstracts, and keywords of the articles to initially obtain 

articles related to the topic of the study. An in-depth reading of the identified documents was then performed.  

3.  Findings & Discussion 

3.1  Rossi's Five Domain Evaluation model 

In the late 1970s, Rossi et al. developed an evaluation model called the Five Domain Evaluation Model (Rossi et al., 

2019). In this model, each assessment should be customized based on local needs, resources, and program type. This 

includes customizing the assessment questions, methods and procedures, and the nature of the assessor-stakeholder 

relationship. 

The Five domain evaluation model highlights five main evaluation domains. 

1. Program needs assessment 

2. Program design and theory 

3. Program implementation and process assessment 

4. Program outcome or impact assessment 

5. Program cost and efficiency assessment 

 
Figure 1: Rossi's Five Domains of Evaluation 

In this evaluation model, each domain builds on the previous one. Ideally, programs will not be designed and 

implemented unless the need for the program is identified. If the program is not implemented, it will also not be possible 
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to evaluate program results. It is not appropriate to conduct an efficiency evaluation without determining whether the 

program is achieving the desired results. 

3.2  Brinkerhoff’s Success Case Method 

The Success Case Method (SCM) (Brinkerhoff, 2003) entails finding and carefully assessing the greatest and least 

successful cases in a program. This approach was developed by Brinkerhoff to evaluate the impact of organizational 

interventions, such as training and coaching, although the use of SCM is not limited to this context. It is an effective 

technique for compiling impact accounts and for gaining a deeper comprehension of the elements that either strengthen 

or weaken impact. 

The greatest and least successful program participants are specifically highlighted in the success case model. Instead 

of focusing on average performance, the aim is to uncover and analyze extreme cases to answer the question, "How well 

does the program operate when it runs? What is effective and ineffective?" 

SCM research can be used to answer any or all of the following questions: 

"What really happened? 

What results, if any, did the program help produce? 

What is the value of those results? 

How can the initiative be improved?"(Brinkerhoff, 2003, p. 6-7). 

Direct results of conducting success case method studies include documented impact stories that can be disseminated 

to stakeholders and a better understanding of the factors that enhance or impede business impact. 

In the SCM approach, there are five key steps (Brinkerhoff, 2003, p. 29) 

1. Sharpen the focus and plan a successful case study 

2. Create an "impact model" that defines what success should look like 

3. Design and implement a survey to find the best and worst cases 

4. Interview and document success stories  

5. Communicate findings, conclusions and recommendations 

3.3  The Four-Level Evaluation Model 

Kirkpatrick's Four-level model of evaluation for learning, which was first suggested in the 1950s, is a thorough approach 

of curriculum and program evaluation. (Kirkpatrick & Kirkpatrick, 2006). The model has undergone a number of 

adjustments since then, but the fundamental ideas (the four basic evaluation levels) are still valid today (Hamemoradi, 

2014). 

In Kirkpatrick's opinion, the information or data collected for an assessment can generally be divided into four 

different categories or levels. That is, an evaluation can typically consist of four different levels of platforms. 

1. "Reactions" platform. Reaction is the evaluative feedback of the participants on the training program and its 

results based on their own impressions and feelings. The "reaction" evaluation is conducted in order to understand the 

participants' views and opinions on the instructors, teaching materials, teaching methods and approaches, as well as the 

organization and management of teaching. In general, only a training program and implementation process that is 

generally satisfactory to the participants is likely to provide a fuller picture of the actual effectiveness of the training. 

2. "Learning" platform. This level is for evaluating the trainees' educational activities. Its primary objective is to 

assess the trainees' cognitive and technical proficiency, as well as their level of post-training mastery of the related 

concepts, information, abilities, and methods. This level of evaluation methods, including oral examinations, written 

tests, field operations and job simulations, etc. 

3. "Behavior" platform. By behavior, we mean the work behavior of employees. Behavior change evaluation is to 

determine the degree of change in the actual work behavior of the trainees after they return to their jobs after training. In 

other words, it is to measure the extent to which the knowledge and skills learned by the trainees have been translated 

into improvement and enhancement of actual work behavior. Behavior change can be evaluated in the areas of work 

attitude, work methods, productivity, attendance, scrap rate, and accident rate, etc. The evaluation methods can be self-

assessment, colleague evaluation, and supervisor evaluation, etc. 

4. "Results" platform. This level is for evaluating the training for enhancing organizational performance. According 

to Kirkpatrick (2006), following training, production cost savings, output changes, and quality improvements can all be 

tracked through analysis and evaluation of improvement in organizational performance. 
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Figure 2: The Four-Level Evaluation Model 

From this, Kirkpatrick's "Four Levels of Evaluation Model" aims to answer four important questions: 

1. Whether and in what ways are the participants satisfied with the training program? 

2. What did the trainees master as a result of the training program? 

3. Did the training alter the participants' behavior? 

4. Whether the change in behavior has a positive impact on organizational performance? 

The actual situation shows that these four questions are the most instinctive and expected answers for any person or 

organization related to training activities, and they are also the fundamental questions that can most directly reflect the 

value and meaning of training activities and training evaluation itself. Therefore, Kirkpatrick's " Four Level Evaluation 

Model" is often referred to as the most classic and well-known training evaluation model and is widely used in training 

evaluation practice in many countries. 

3.4  Philips’ Model of Learning Evaluation 

Although Kirkpatrick's " Four Levels Evaluation Model" is known for its classic meaning, flaws were quickly identified, 

and attempts were made to revise this basic evaluation model. The Philips' evaluation model (2012) (Table 1), additionally 

referred to as the learning evaluation model, is thought to be a supplementary model to Kirkpatrick's four levels of 

evaluation by including a fifth level: Return on Investment (ROI) to the model. In summary, Philips' model is concerned 

with collecting data, separating out the effects of training from other factors, and considering additional benefits. The 

core task is to compare the monetary profit generated by the training program with its cost. 

Table 1: Philips’ Model of Learning Evaluation (Nouraey et al., 2020) 

Levels of Evaluation Measurement Focus Time Frame 

Level 1: Reaction Participant reaction to a learning program. Conclusion of program 

Level 2: Learning 
Degree to which participants acquired new knowledge, 

skills or attitudes. 

Conclusion of program 

or within 6 to 8 weeks 

after 

Level 3: Behavior 
Degree to which participants applied back-on-the-job 

what was learnt. 
2 to 12 months 

Level 4: Results 
Degree to which targeted business outcomes were 

achieved. 
9 to 18 months 

Level 5: ROI 
Degree to which monetary program bene fits exceed 

program costs. 
9 to 18 months 

Philips (2012) notes that many HRD organizations place great emphasis on training evaluation, but they are more 

concerned with general satisfaction with training and rarely assess "ROI". According to Philips (2012), the "ROI" 

evaluation may indeed be a very difficult, complex and well-planned exercise. However, it is only when this level of 

evaluation is completed that the entire training evaluation process can be declared truly complete. 

Phillips' revision of Kirkpatrick's model, in addition to adding the crucial "ROI" platform, also provides tips on what 

to look for at each level of evaluation. He points out that: The first level of checking participant satisfaction must 

acknowledge that positive feedback does not always mean that participants have acquired new knowledge and skills; the 

Lv4:

Results

Level 3: Behaviour

Level 2: Learning

Level 1: Reactions
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second level of learning evaluation must be aware that the positive results about the platform, not always guaranteed to 

be applied in the workplace; the third level is to assess the application of training content in the workplace, it is important 

to note that the training program does not necessarily. It is crucial to keep in mind that training initiatives may not always 

benefit the organization in a positive way; as a result, they must be carefully and impartially evaluated; the fourth level 

is to evaluate the impact of the knowledge applied by the participants on the performance of the organization, and it is 

important to recognize that training programs may produce significant performance, but its cost investment will have a 

significant impact on performance, so the last level of "ROI " evaluation. 

Through Phillips' tips for each level of evaluation, one can discover that the entire training evaluation process is 

actually a series of connected processes: the first and most fundamental link is the evaluation of satisfaction; the second 

is the evaluation of learning activities, which lays the groundwork for testing the application of newly acquired knowledge 

and skills; the third is the evaluation of knowledge and skill application, which is a requirement for evaluating 

organizational performance following training; and the fourth is the evaluation of organizational performance changes, 

which is the only way to determine the return on investment.  

However, fundamentally, Phillips' evaluation model is a more traditional systemic training model of evaluation. The 

basic components of this training model are determining training needs → developing training plans → implementing 

training activities → evaluating training results. The step of "evaluating training results", which is the last part of the 

whole training process, is basically irrelevant to the other steps before it, except that it may have some influence on the 

subsequent training programs. The evaluation model is basically designed to accomplish the task of the last phase in the 

training model. As a result, these evaluation models are largely of the "summative evaluation" variety. This leads to one 

of its shortcomings, that is, all the efforts made for training evaluation, are almost useless for the training activity itself - 

neither to talk about the implementation of the necessary monitoring of its entire process, nor to make it possible to 

continuously obtain the necessary adjustments and improvements. Thus, the "CIPP" training evaluation model, which 

advocates evaluation activities throughout the training process and has obvious "process" and "formative" characteristics, 

has been developed. 

3.5  The CIPP Model 

 

Figure 3: The CIPP Model 

The CIPP model (Stufflebeam, 2003) is a comprehensive, detailed evaluation model that focuses on four major areas of 

the project. Stufflebeam defines the components of the model as follows: 

1. Context evaluation: Understanding the pertinent environment, diagnosing unique issues, analyzing training 

needs, identifying training needs, identifying training opportunities, setting training objectives, etc. The primary 

tasks among them are identifying training needs and establishing training objectives. 

2. Input evaluation: Assemble data on available training resources; assess those resources; decide how to best 

utilize those resources to meet training goals; and ascertain whether the overall approach to project planning and 

design necessitates the use of outside resources. 

3. Process evaluation: Insight into the potential reasons why training initiatives fail, along with programs that aim 

to address those reasons; analyze the negative factors that lead to training implementation failure and suggest 

solutions; assess and explain what actually occurs during the implementation of the training and the 
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circumstance; evaluate and assess the distance between them and the goals; insist on giving details regarding 

decisions made during the implementation of training, both new and existing decisions, etc. It is true that process 

assessment requires a substantial amount of pertinent data to be supported, much like other evaluation phases. 

Formal and informal techniques, such as the use of rating scales, feedback forms, and record analysis, can be 

used to gather this information and data. Those in charge of putting training programs into action should get 

feedback from process evaluation in order to make prompt and continual corrections or improvements to the 

way training programs are put into practice. 

4. Product evaluation: The measuring and interpretation of the goals attained through training activities, including 

the measurement and interpretation of both the goals attained that were intended and the goals attained that were 

unintended.  

The CIPP evaluation model has very distinctive features, especially its full, process and feedback. 

Full: The evaluation activity is actually connected to every step of the training activity, or rather, it is truly integrated 

into every step of the training process. For example, the phases "identification of training needs" and "determination of 

training objectives" are related to "background evaluation," "input evaluation" is related to the steps "deciding training 

strategy" and "designing and planning training," and "process evaluation" is related to the phase "implement training." 

Process: It is suggested that the training program's implementation process be watched carefully so that any potential 

failure factors, unfavorable circumstances, and the distance between implementation and training objectives can be 

identified. The training program should also be guided through the implementation process to make timely and 

appropriate strategic and tactical adjustments or suggestions for ways to improve. 

Feedback: According to the CIPP approach, "outcome evaluation" can be carried out both before and after training. 

In other words, the CIPP model wants to conduct "outcome evaluation" both before and after the training so that its 

feedback can be more beneficial to the subsequent training programs. It also wants to conduct "outcome evaluation" 

while the training is taking place so that its feedback can be more beneficial to the ongoing training activities. As 

demonstrated by experience, "outcome evaluation" in training implementation will once more provide a more useful basis 

and motivation for improving and facilitating the training process on the one hand, and will support fully utilizing the 

learning potential of the participants and boosting their motivation on the other. 

4.  Conclusion & Suggestion 

Scholars and researchers in the area have proposed a variety of program and course evaluation models. Some of these 

models have been continuously tested, while some are less commonly mentioned. The ultimate goal of all these evaluation 

models is to figure out whether a program or course is meeting its goals. Each evaluation model has strengths and 

weaknesses. For example, Kirkpatrick' Four Levels and Phillips' Five Levels evaluation model, while lacking 

consideration of all aspects of the training process, has a detailed and operational design for post-training evaluation; The 

CIPP model illustrates the importance of the entire process, including the process and feedback from the evaluation, but 

it also leaves room for improvement in terms of "outcome evaluation" and other areas. In this sense, their relationship is 

a "complementary" one. When one needs to apply them in practice, it is necessary to select them appropriately or combine 

them as necessary according to the actual requirements of the organization or the training program. These suggestions 

might result in assessments that are more productive and efficient. Therefore, the researchers suggested a comprehensive 

evaluation of course learning effectiveness of students in Zhumadian Vocational and Technical College based on the 

CIPP model and the Kirkpatrick' Four-Level Evaluation Model. The researchers divided the course learning effectiveness 

evaluation into three stages, corresponding to before, during, and after the class. The background and input evaluations 

in the CIPP model were incorporated into the pre-course stage. Considering that course learning is a cyclical process, the 

researchers incorporated the Kirkpatrick' model's response, learning, and behavioral evaluation indicators into the process 

evaluation: the during class phase, in order to promote learning quality during the learning process. Product evaluation 

was implemented at the end of the course to evaluate the effectiveness of student learning. 

 

Figure 4: The Modified CIPP & Kirkpatrick' Four-Level Evaluation Model 
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