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Abstract

Curriculum evaluation is a way to make judgments about the effectiveness of a curriculum. No matter how well
the curricula are prepared, it is necessary to continuously evaluate the curricula in order to check whether they
meet the needs of the society in which they are applied, and the evaluation results should be reflected in
curriculum development studies. For this very reason, curriculum evaluation studies are of great importance.
There are different curriculum evaluation models proposed in the literature, one of which is Hammond’s
evaluation model which is among objectives-oriented evaluation approach that focuses on the extent to which
educational goals are achieved in a curriculum. In this study, it is aimed to introduce Hammond’s evaluation
model, which is one of the curriculum evaluation models but is used in a limited number in the literature, thus
contribute to the literature. Within this purpose, the conceptual framework of Hammond’s evaluation model was
explained, and the strengths and weaknesses of the model were revealed. As a result, Hammond’s evaluation
model can be used effectively in curriculum evaluation studies in which research areas require an in-depth
examination, quantitative and qualitative data collection tools are used since it can be divided into smaller parts
and adapted to the context. In addition, it is thought that the use of Hammond’s evaluation model in the
evaluation studies of newly developed curricula will provide a more comprehensive framework for curriculum

development studies.
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Oz

Program degerlendirme, bir egitim programinin etkililigi hakkinda yargida bulunma siirecidir. Programlar ne
kadar iyi hazirlanirsa hazirlansinlar uygulandiklar1 toplumun ihtiyaglarimi karsilayip karsilamadiginin kontrol
edilebilmesi i¢in programlarin siirekli olarak degerlendirilmesi ve degerlendirme sonuglarinin program gelistirme
calismalarina yansitilmas1 gerekmektedir. Bu nedenle program degerlendirme calismalar1 biiyiik 6nem
tagimaktadir. Literatiirde onerilen farkl program degerlendirme modelleri bulunmaktadir. Bunlardan biri bir
programda egitim hedeflerine ne olgiide ulasildigina odaklanan amag¢ odakl degerlendirme yaklagimlarindan
Hammond degerlendirme modelidir. Bu calismada program degerlendirme modellerinden biri olan ancak
alanyazinda simirh sayida kullanilan Hammond degerlendirme modelinin tanitilmas1 ve alanyazina katki
saglanmas1 amaclanmigtir. Bu amag¢ kapsaminda Hammond degerlendirme modelinin kavramsal cergevesi
aciklanarak modelin giiclii ve zayif yonleri ortaya konmustur. Sonug olarak, Hammond degerlendirme modelinin
daha kiiciik parcalara boliinerek kendini baglama uyarlayabilmesi nedeniyle, arastirma alanlarinin derinlemesine
incelendigi, nicel ve nitel veri toplama araglarinin kullanildig1 program degerlendirme ¢aligmalarinda etkili olarak
kullanilabilecegi tespit edilmistir. Bununla birlikte yeni programlarin degerlendirilmesinde Hammond
degerlendirme modelinden faydalanilmasinin program gelistirme calismalarina daha kapsamli bir cerceve

sunacag diisiiniilmektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler Hammond Degerlendirme Modeli, Program Degerlendirme, Program Degerlendirme

Yaklagimlari, Amag¢ Odakli Degerlendirme, Degerlendirme Kiipii

Introduction

Evaluation is a process of judgment, comparison, and interpretation based on the comparison of two
things. In other words, evaluation is to draw subjective conclusions with mental judgments from the
measurement results obtained by observation or objective measures (Usun, 2012). Evaluation in the
educational process is carried out for two purposes (Erden, 1998): (1) To decide which students should
repeat a course by evaluating the success of the students, (2) to make judgments about the effectiveness
of a curriculum and to identify which element(s) of the curriculum are the cause of the deficiencies in
the curriculum, and to make necessary corrections. While the object evaluated in the first statement is
student, in the second statement it is curriculum. So, what is curriculum? Varis (1978) defines
curriculum as all the activities carried out by an educational institution for students to achieve the
objectives of national education and the institution. Marsh (2004) defines curriculum as topics covering
necessary information. Taba (1962) defines curriculum as a learning plan. To put it another way, a
curriculum can be regarded as "the mechanism of learning experiences provided to the learner through

activities planned at school and outside the school" (Demirel, 2012: 4).

Curriculum evaluation, on the other hand, is a way to make judgments about the effectiveness of a
curriculum. Tyler (2014) defines curriculum evaluation as a process that determines how much of a
curriculum’s predetermined objectives are achieved. Similarly, Erden (1998) defines it as a process of
collecting data on a curriculum with various instruments, interpreting these data, and making decisions
about the effectiveness of the curriculum. According to Milakovich and Gordon (2009) curriculum

evaluation refers to systematic measurements to provide specific information about program outcomes
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to decision-makers for use in management decisions. According to Usun (2012: 10) curriculum
evaluation can be described as the process of making decisions about the accuracy, adequacy, suitability,
efficiency, effectiveness, usefulness, success, and executability of a curriculum by using scientific
research methods based on systematic data collection and analysis. According to Melrose (1998: 37)
curriculum evaluation refers to “the process by which a judgement is made about the worth or merit of
a curriculum or its appropriateness for the individual, the group, the organization offering it or the
society within which it operates.” Curriculum evaluation can be regarded as a systematic analysis of all
information about the curriculum to understand whether the curriculum is effective in fulfilling its
objectives (Brown, 1995). That said, curriculum evaluation not only provides data that can be used to
make the course more effective but also provides a basis for making decisions for the future and effective
use of the curriculum (Welch, 1969). At this point, decision-makers take actions to continue, change or

terminate the curriculum based on the data obtained.

Fitzpatrick, Sanders and Worthen (2004) note that curriculum evaluation results can be used to
empower teachers to have more say in how school budgets are allocated, make judgments about the
quality of the school curriculum in specific content areas, accredit schools that meet or exceed minimum
accreditation standards, assist families and students select a more effective school, inform the
institutions that support the school financially on the effectiveness of the curriculum and help identify
the deficiencies in teachers’ professional development and overcome them. McChain (2005) asserts that
for curriculum evaluation to be useful, evaluation results must be used to improve the learning
experience, determine whether and to what extent the objectives of the learning experience were met,
determine the adequacy of the content, assess the effectiveness and relevance of the instructional
strategies, reinforce learning, provide feedback to the facilitator, provide feedback to participants on
learning, identify which participants are experiencing success in the learning experience, identify the
learning used on the job, assess the on-the-job environment to support learning, decide who should

participate in this or future programs, and gather data for marketing purposes.

In conclusion, no matter how well the curricula are prepared, it is necessary to continuously evaluate
the curricula in order to check whether they meet the needs of the society in which they are applied, and
the evaluation results should be reflected in curriculum development studies. For this very reason,
curriculum evaluation is of great importance. In the curriculum evaluation process, different
curriculum evaluation approaches and models can be used considering the purpose and context of the
curriculum evaluation study. These models guide researchers in carrying out curriculum evaluation.
There are different curriculum evaluation models proposed in the literature. For instance, Gredler
(1996) examined curriculum evaluation models under two headings as utilitarian and
intuitionist/pluralist. Utilitarian evaluation approach provides quantitative data that will be useful to
decision-makers and focuses on large groups such as the school district or the entire school (Oziidogru
& Adigiizel, 2016). Examples of utilitarian evaluation approach are Provus's Discrepancy Evaluation
Model, CIPP Model, Stake's Congruence-Contingency Model, and Goal-Free Evaluation Model. In
intuitionist/pluralist evaluation approach, data are collected to evaluate the impact of a curriculum on
individuals or small groups (Oziidogru, 2016). Multiple criteria can be employed to assess a

curriculum’s worth. Everyone affected by the curriculum can express their opinions about it
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(Fitzpatrick, Sanders & Worthen, 2004). Examples of intuitionist/pluralist evaluation approach are
Eisner’s Educational Criticism, Illuminative Evaluation, and Responsive Evaluation. Cronbach
examined curriculum evaluation models under two headings as scientific and humanistic. Scientific
evaluation approach focuses on learners. In this approach where research data tend to be quantitative,
program decision is based on the comparative information collected (Ornstein & Hunkins, 2018).
Examples of scientific evaluation approach are Stake's Congruence-Contingency Model and CIPP
Model. Humanistic approach, on the other hand, although not completely rejecting experimental
studies, emphasizes that researchers can utilize more naturalistic methods such as observation and
interviews (Oziidogru, 2016). Examples of humanistic evaluation approach are Eisner’s Educational
Criticism and Illuminative Evaluation. Scriven examined curriculum evaluation models under two
headings as intrinsic and payoff. In intrinsic evaluation approach, evaluation criteria are not defined
(Ornstein & Hunkins, 2018). Instead, the evaluators seek to answer to the question, “How good is the
curriculum?” and examine the content, order of content, learning experiences, and learning materials
(Oziidogru & Adigiizel, 2016). This approach assumes that if the content of a curriculum is accurate and
has a solid basis for its organization, students will effectively learn (Ornstein & Hunkins, 2018).
Examples of intrinsic evaluation approach are Eisner’s Educational Criticism and Illuminative
Evaluation. In payoff approach, the effect of the delivered curriculum is examined. Evaluators consider
the curriculum’s effect on students, teachers, administrators, and parents based on the differences
between pretest and posttest and between experimental and control group tests (Ornstein & Hunkins,
2018). Examples of payoff approach are Provus's Discrepancy Evaluation Model and Tyler’s Curriculum
Evaluation Model. Fitzpatrick, Sanders and Worthen (2004) examined curriculum evaluation models
under five headings as management-oriented, expertise-oriented, participant-oriented, consumer-
oriented, and objectives-oriented evaluation approaches. In management-oriented evaluation
approach, the evaluation of a curriculum is carried out in order to inform the decision-makers about
the curriculum’s worth (Yiiksel & Saglam, 2014). Examples of management-oriented evaluation
approach are CIPP Model and UCLA Evaluation Model. Expertise-oriented evaluation is an approach
that primarily depends on professional expertise to evaluate an institution, product, curriculum, or
activity (Fitzpatrick, Sanders & Worthen, 2004). The main purpose of this approach is to examine and
evaluate the quality of a curriculum from a professional perspective (Usun, 2012). Eisner’s Educational
Criticism is an example of expertise-oriented evaluation approach. Participant-oriented evaluation
approach deals with stakeholders who are interested in the program to assist in carrying out the
evaluation (Fitzpatrick, Sanders & Worthen, 2004). Examples of participant-oriented evaluation
approach are Stake's Congruence-Contingency Model, Responsive Evaluation, and Illuminative
Evaluation. Consumer-oriented evaluation approach deals with developing product-related evaluation
information to enable consumers to choose between similar products and services (Usun, 2012). In this
approach, the most used data collection methods are product evaluation forms and checklists. Example
of consumer-oriented evaluation approach is Scriven’s Checklists. Objectives-oriented evaluation
approach focuses on the extent to which educational goals are achieved in a curriculum. This approach
is based on determining the objectives of a curriculum and evaluating the outputs carried out in line

with these objectives (Yiiksel & Saglam, 2014). Tyler’s Curriculum Evaluation Model, Metfessel-
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Michael’s Evaluation Model, Provus's Discrepancy Evaluation Model, and Hammond’s Evaluation

Model can be given as examples to this approach.

Hammond’s evaluation model, one of goal-oriented evaluation approaches, is compatible with scientific
and humanistic approaches in that research data tend to be both quantitative and qualitative. The model
is of great significance in that it details the institutional and instructional variables that are often
overlooked in other evaluation models. However, there is a limited number of studies that utilized
Hammond evaluation model in the literature. It is thought this is due to the model is not known enough.
Therefore, this study aims to give contribution to curriculum evaluation studies and literature by

examining Hammond’s evaluation model.
Conceptional Framework of Hammond’s Evaluation Model

The need for a systematic approach to curriculum evaluation has been one of the most challenging
problems. Hammond argued that over-simplified approaches to curriculum evaluation and insufficient
data limit curriculum evaluation only to the aversion of teachers and students. The fact that schools do
not consider evaluation as one of the basic criteria of curriculum development, and the lack of clear
guidelence about curriculum evaluation have led to the lack of a clear framework about what should be
evaluated and how. The guidelines in the literature, on the other hand, could not go beyond the
recommendations for the application of achievement and intelligence tests (Hammond, 1967). Based
on the need to develop evaluation guidelines, Hammond developed a more detailed curriculum
evaluation model by developing Tyler's evaluation model (Gusky, 2000). While the objectives
dimension in Hammond's evaluation model includes Tyler's views, the definition of instruction and
institution dimensions is more clearly addressed in this model (Alkin & Christie, 2004). The main
difference between Tyler's evaluation model and Hammond's evaluation model is that Hammond adds
a third dimension to the evaluation approach. The purpose of Hammond's evaluation approach is to
compare the data gathered from the students with the program's objectives and to determine the
effectiveness of the program in achieving the predetermined objectives (Clark, 1974). As Hammond

(1967: 2) notes:

The success or failure of innovations in modern programs of instruction is
determined by the interaction of specific forces within the educational
environment. The forces affecting innovation are described in terms of specific
dimensions and variables operating in a three-dimensional structure. The
interaction of variables from each of the three dimensions produces combinations
of variables described as factors to be considered in the evaluation of a given
program. The importance of any combination of variables is determined by the

nature of the instructional program selected for study.

Hammond’s evaluation model, which consists of a total of 9o cells measuring 3 x 5 x 6 units, is
informative, but complex and time-consuming. However, it is not necessary to evaluate each of the cells
as part of the curriculum evaluation. Within the scope of the evaluation purpose, the relevant cells are

taken into consideration, irrelevant cells are eliminated, and an in-depth examination is made within
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the remaining cells (Fitzpatrick, Sanders & Worthen, 2004). In this model, evaluation approach is
handled holistically, and a comprehensive evaluation is made on the three surfaces of the cube and the
cells where these surfaces intersect (Hammond, 1967). Therefore, the model can be divided into smaller
parts and adapted to the context, but it basically consists of three basic dimensions: behavior,

instruction, and institution (Figure 1).
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Figure 1. Hammond’s Evaluation Model (Hammond, 1967: 3).

In this three-dimensional evaluation model, it is of great importance why the curriculum’s objectives
are not achieved as much as how much they are achieved. Therefore, the model is useful in that it can
create evaluation questions focusing on the connections between the three dimensions and allow the
curriculum to be evaluated in terms of these three dimensions. The model also helps reach more
detailed evaluation results by allowing to identify and examine the types of questions that may arise in

curriculum evaluation studies. The sections of the evaluation model are as follows (Hammond, 1967):
Instructional Dimension

This dimension defines the innovations in terms of certain variables. The first of these is organization.
Organization defines the environment in which teaching takes place. This structure is divided into two
components as time and space. Time defines the amount of time devoted to the subjects taught. The
duration of the lessons and the weekly time can be given as an example. Space refers to the vertical and

horizontal organization of students. The vertical organization serves to categorize students and move
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them upward from their entry into the program until they graduate. The horizontal organization divides

students among teachers. Both classifications can be homogeneous and heterogeneous or mixed.
Vertical organization: Vertically, schools can be graded or non-graded.

Graded: The content and arrangement of a curriculum is determined according to the suitability of the

subject and teaching materials to the grade levels.

Non-graded: In non-graded schools, content is determined by students' ability to cope with subject-
specific challenges. It is important to ensure the development of each student in these schools, which

focuses on students’ readiness to perceive.

Horizontal organization: Schools can be organized horizontally in various ways. These horizontal
structures take their source from four components: student, curriculum, school’s philosophy, and
teacher’s qualification. Variables such as the physical condition of the classes, class size, school culture,
the quality and the number of teachers and students, student readiness can be given as examples of

these components.

The second variable is content. Content can be defined in terms of specific topics to be covered in a
particular class. While determining the content of a curriculum individual and social benefits should be
considered (Varis, 1994). It is important that the content determined in this direction is equipped with
philosophical, contemporary, and scientific knowledge and suitable for the need and readiness of
students (S6nmez, 2008). In addition, it is noted that while organizing the content, teaching principles
such as from unknown to known, from near to far, from abstract to concrete, from simple to complex,
from easy to difficult should be followed and new learning should be built on old learning (Simsek,

2000).

The third variable is method which is the learning-teaching process designed to facilitate learning. This
process includes teaching methods and techniques (lecturing, group discussion, project work,
experiment, brainstorming, problem-solving, concept mapping, role-playing, demonstration, question-
answer technique, round table, symposium, field trips, homework, storytelling etc.), types of interaction
(teacher-student, student-student, media-student, teacher-teacher) and learning principles
(Hammond, 1967). At this stage, it is necessary to organize the learning experiences that students need
to get through to reach the predetermined goals (Erden, 2007). Moreover, in order to keep students at
the center of the curriculum while organizing learning experiences, learning activities should be

consistent with learning outcomes and attract students' attention and motivation (Demirel, 2012).

The fourth variable is facilities. Facilities include special equipment and materials, supplies, and space
needed to support an educational program (Hammond, 1967). The physical condition of an educational
institution in terms of technological equipment; the variety, number, and physical condition of the
learning materials in the classrooms, the suitability of a learning environment for effective learning, the

variety and number of in-class and out-of-class activities can be given as examples to facilities variable.

The fifth variable is cost. Cost is the financial resources required for services, equipment, and personnel

expenses provided for learning activities. The financial resources required for various scientific, social
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and cultural activities such as seminars, workshops, conferences, concerts, exhibitions, panels,
symposiums, festivals, trips, sports, competitions for students and the materials needed in the learning-

teaching process can be given as an example to the cost variable.
Institutional Dimension

The characteristics of the people in an educational program fall into this group. The program is
influenced by the characteristics of everyone in the program. For this reason, each of the variables is
defined as sub-variables that can have a direct effect on the program. Students, teachers,
administrators, education specialists, family, and community constitute the sub-variables of this

dimension (Hammond, 1967):

Student: It includes age, gender, grade level, academic achievement, ability, interest, socio-economic

variables, etc.
Teacher: It includes gender, age, work experience, educational background, personality traits, etc.

Administrator: It includes gender, age, work experience, educational background, personality traits,

ete.

Education specialist: It includes gender, age, work experience, educational background, personality

traits, etc.

Family: It includes the size of the family, marital status, economic status, education level and

associations of family members, etc.

Community: It includes historical development, geographical setting; economics, social and political

characteristics, etc.
Behavior Dimension

Evaluation as a process can best be accomplished through behaviorally stated goals. At this stage of the
evaluation structure, the objectives are classified into three learning domains as cognitive, affective, and
psychomotor. Cognitive domain includes using intellectual skills such as remembering, understanding,
applying, analyzing, evaluating, and creating. Standardized achievement tests are the best example of
tests in this field. Most educational programs use these tests to identify success and failure. Affective
domain includes interests, attitudes, tendencies, feelings, and emotions. Lastly, psychomotor domain

includes physical movement and motor skills.

Hammond’s evaluation model provides a framework for identifying the elements that have a direct
effect on an innovation. The elements created from the interaction of each variable in the three surfaces
of the model can be examined and researched at the desired depth. Thus, the application of this
evaluation model should be approached through carefully defined steps. The first step should be to start
with a single subject area of the curriculum such as history, mathematics, and English. It is
recommended that the first stage be limited to a certain number of classes due to the time factor. The

second step is the process of defining the descriptive variables in instruction and institution dimensions.
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The third step includes determining the objectives. This stage is one of the most important steps in the

evaluation process.

Accurately stated objectives will:
e determines the behavior that will be accepted as proof that the student has achieved the
objective.
e shows under what conditions the behavior will be expected to occur.
e specifies performance criteria by explaining how well the student should perform (Hammond,

1967).

The fourth step is the performance evaluation stage. At this stage, various measurement and evaluation
tools such as standardized achievement tests, observation, scale, and open-ended questions can be used.
The fifth step is the analysis of the results and the comparison of the acquired results with the objectives
in the curriculum. At this stage, changes can be made in the curriculum in line with the results obtained.
The results obtained provide the school board and administrators with the necessary data to make
important decisions in order to provide suitable learning experiences for each student's needs

(Hammond, 1967).
Strengths and Limitations of the Model

Hammond’s evaluation model has some strengths and limitations as in other evaluation models. The
most important strength lies in the fact that it allows for an in-depth examination of the context through
both qualitative and quantitative data, and for the researcher to conduct the research as
comprehensively as possible. Since the relevant cells can be focused on within the scope of the
evaluation study, it allows the cells to be handled comprehensively and to reach significant evaluation
data. The model allows to create evaluation questions that focus on the connections between behavior,
instruction, and institution dimensions and to examine the curriculum in depth in terms of these three
dimensions. Since the implementation stages of the model are clear, it provides plenty of information
to the decision-makers at all stages. Clearly stated objectives of the curriculum help evaluators see what
criteria will be considered in making judgments about the curriculum. In addition, real-life situations

can be described, and critical features of the curriculum can be revealed within the scope of the research.

As for the limitations of the model, it may ignore significant outcomes other than the objectives of the
curriculum. The views and beliefs of the researcher may affect the interpretations in the analysis of
qualitative data. In the analysis of quantitative data, researcher bias can affect sample selection,
selection of statistical analyzes, and presentation of findings. Another limitation is related to time and
economic resources. Since various data collection tools are used within the scope of the model, the
collection and analysis of data can be spread over a wide period of time and may require financial
support. In addition, the evaluator must be experienced in how to use multiple methods and approaches
appropriately. Last but not least, creating interview questions that focus on the intersections of the

cube's three faces can be challenging and take some time.
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Conclusion

In this study, it is aimed to give contribution to curriculum evaluation studies and literature by
examining Hammond evaluation model with its strengths and limitations. Hammond’s evaluation
model can be used effectively in evaluation studies where the context is examined in depth and both
qualitative and quantitative data collection tools are utilized. The model is extremely handy in that the
number of factors available can be reduced in each dimension in accordance with their applicability to

the evaluation made.

Hammond evaluation model has some similarities and differences with other goal-oriented evaluation
approaches such as Tyler’s curriculum evaluation model, Metfessel-Michael’s evaluation model, and
Provus's discrepancy evaluation model. The main difference between the other goal-oriented evaluation
model and Hammond's evaluation model is that Hammond adds a third dimension to the evaluation
approach. The definition of instruction, institution, and behavior dimensions is more clearly addressed
in this model. Whether or not a curriculum objectives were attained is significant in all goal-oriented
evaluation approaches. However, Hammond believed that whether or not a curriculum objectives were
achieved was important but equally important was also determining why those objectives were achieved
or why those were not. Therefore, the purpose of Hammond's evaluation approach is to collect data
regarding not only whether or not curriculum objectives are attained, but also the learning process and
to determine the effectiveness of the program in achieving the predetermined objectives. The model, in
this sense, can also be used as a tool by which evaluators generate a number of significant questions
that can be explored in the evaluation, which allows for a comprehensive evaluation on the cells where

three surfaces intersect (Barrett, 1998).

In the literature, Hammond’s evaluation model was utilized in various but limited evaluation studies
such as undergraduate programs, elementary school programs, and secondary education programs. For
instance, Unal (2019) aimed to evaluate the views of 8t-grade students on citizenship awareness in the
context of responsibility, rights, and participation through Hammond’s evaluation model. In the study
in which mixed method was utilized, research data were collected through personal information form,
citizenship awareness scale, interview, and scenario texts form. Within the scope of the research
cognitive domain, content, and student dimensions were taken into consideration. Study results showed
that students' citizenship awareness status was low and had a negative relation with gender. Altay
(2018) aimed to evaluate the gth-grade English curriculum through Hammond’s evaluation model.
Qualitative and quantitative methods were used together in the study. Research data were collected
through a self-efficacy scale, observation, and semi-structured interviews. Within the scope of the
research cognitive domain, affective domain, psychomotor domain, organization, content, method,
facilities, student, and teacher dimensions were taken into consideration. Study results showed that gth-
grade English curriculum was functional and comprehensive. Ayuningtyas, Slameto and
Dwikurnaningsih (2017) evaluated the instructional, institutional, and behavioral dimensions of the In-
House Training (IHT) program through Hammond evaluation model. In the study in which qualitative

and quantitative methods were used together, research data were collected through document review,



U 0DU Sosyal Bilimler Arastirmalari Dergisi / ISSN: 1309-9302 / dergipark.org.tr/tr/pub/odusobiad -

interview, and questionnaire. Study results showed that instructional dimension was in good category.
Hidiroglu, Kandemir and Tuncel (2016) aimed to evaluate the teaching principles and methods course
in teacher training programmes through Hammond evaluation model. In the study in which mixed
method was utilized, research data were collected through semi-structured interview form, multiple
choice test, observation form, and personal information form. Within the scope of the research
cognitive domain, affective domain, organization, content, method, facilities, cost, student, and teacher
dimensions were taken into consideration. Study results showed that teacher candidates were aware of
the importance of the course, and the contents of the course might help them acquire practical
knowledge and skills that they would use in their classes. Hussin, Darusalam and Ali (2016) aimed to
evaluate the Islamic Studies course given at a private university in Malaysia. The changes in student
behaviors in terms of cognitive, affective, and psychomotor skills were examined through Hammond
evaluation model. Study results showed that there were significant differences in the cognitive, affective,
and psychomotor learning of learners based on educational level, age, and socioeconomic status. Ismail
(2015) aimed to analyze the curriculum implementation in Islamic Education Study Program, Arabic
Education Study Program, and elementary school teacher education through Hammond evaluation
model. In the study which utilized qualitative research method, interview, questionnaire, observation,
and document review were used as instruments. Study results showed that while students’ mastery of
teaching skills and attitudes were good, their mastery of pedagogical skills were low. Jumaeda, Djaali
and Rahayu (2018) aimed to evaluate a training program in a boarding school. In the study, CIPP
curriculum evaluation model developed by Stufflebeam (2002), and Hammond's evaluation model were
used. Research data were collected through document review, interviews, questionnaire, and
observation. Eser (2011) aimed to evaluate the science and art center’s curriculum according to the
opinions of students, teachers, classroom teachers, parents, and administrators through Hammond
evaluation model. As instrument, a questionnaire was used in the study, in which the quantitative
research method was utilized. Tenedero and Pacadaljen (2021) evaluated the learning experiences of
the outcome-based education curriculum through Hammond’s evaluation model. In the study in which
convergent parallel design was utilized, research data were collected through a questionnaire. Study
results showed that the number of cognitive, affective, and psychomotor objectives attained were high.
Kiiclikkayhan and Adigiizel (2021) evaluated the vocational open education high schools’ programs
through Hammond’s Evaluation Model. In the study in which mixed research design was utilized,
research data were collected through questionnaires, semi-structured individual interviews, and
researcher diaries. Study results showed that the content of the courses in vocational open education
programs was sufficient to learn the profession; however, the content was not suitable for the level of
the student and the curricula were not up-to-date. Karagol (2020) evaluated the elementary teaching
program in the context of value, attitude, and academic motivation towards the teaching profession in
terms of improving affective features through Hammond’s evaluation model. In the study in which
convergent parallel design was utilized, research data were collected through portrait values
questionnaire, teaching profession attitude scale, academic motivation scale, document analysis, field
notes, observation forms, and semi-structured interview forms. Within the scope of the research

affective domain, organization, content, method, facilities, cost, student, teacher, and administrator
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dimensions were taken into consideration. The study results indicated that although teacher candidates
had high levels of attitude and motivation towards the profession, their attitude towards the course,
thus motivation to attend classes, was low. While many teacher candidates found the course time to be
enough, many faculty members found it insufficient. Results also showed that there was a limited

number of objectives for affective learning domain.

Taken together, these studies support the notion that Hammond’s evaluation model can be easily
modified to incorporate relevant cells for any curriculum evaluation studies thus providing a good
checklist for ensuring that significant categories or areas are not overlooked. In addition, the model is
considered important in that it enables the opportunity to collect more in-depth data regarding the
relevant cell using both qualitative and quantitative methods. Since the new curricula in Turkey are
based on constructivist approach, process and product-oriented evaluation methods are advised to be
used. In this regard, it is thought that the use of Hammond’s evaluation model in the evaluation studies
of newly developed curricula will provide a more comprehensive framework for curriculum
development studies in that the model indicates how many of the objectives are achieved and what
causes the unachieved ones. Therefore, it can be recommended both to generate elaborative questions
and consider the opinions of all stakeholders (student, teacher, administrator, family, education
specialist, non-governmental organization representatives, etc.) regarding the evaluated cells in order
to obtain detailed information on why the objectives could/could not be achieved. Moreover, participant
observation can be utilized to get detailed data about the cells evaluated and the alignment among the
four dimensions of a curriculum, which are objective, content, method, and assessment. Exhaustive
information about the learning process can also be obtained by conducting brief interviews with

teachers and students about the course during the breaks shortly after the observations.
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Genisletilmis Ozet

Program degerlendirme bir egitim/ogretim programimn etkililigi hakkinda yargwya varma siirecidir. Tyler
(2014) program degerlendirmeyi, programin belirlenmis hedeflerinin ne kadarim kazandwrdigun belirleyen bir
siire¢ olarak tamimlamaktadir. Program degerlendirme, dersi daha verimli hale getirmede kullanmilabilecek
verilerin elde edinmesini sagladigi gibi programin gelecegine ve etkin kullanimina yénelik kararlar ahinmasina
dayanak olusturur (Welch, 1969). Bu noktada karar vericiler elde ettikleri verilere dayanarak programi kabul
etme, degistirme ya da sonlandirmaya yonelik eylemlerde bulunurlar. Programlar ne kadar iyi hazirlanirsa
hazirlansin, uygulamaya konulduktan sonra birtakim eksiklikler ortaya c¢ikabilir. Bu nedenle hazirlanan
programlarin degerlendirilmesi biiyiik onem tasitmaktadir. Alanyazinda cok farkh ve cesitli program
degerlendirme yaklasim ve modelleri mevcuttur. Bu program degerlendirme modellerinden biri de amag odakh
program degerlendirme yaklasimlar icerisinde yer alan Hammond program degerlendirme modelidir. Model,
diger degerlendirme modellerinde siklikla gozden kacan kurumsal ve dgretimsel degiskenleri detaylandirmast
bakumindan biiyiik onem tasimaktadir. Ancak alanyazinda Hammond degerlendirme modelini kullanan siirh
sayida calisma bulunmaktadir. Bunun, modelin yeterince bilinmemesinden kaynaklandigi diistiniilmektedir. Bu
nedenle bu calismada Hammond degerlendirme modelinin tamtilmast ve alanyazina katk: saglanmasi

amaclanmistir.
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Hammond degerlendirme modelinde degerlendirme yaklasim biitiinctil bir sekilde ele alinir ve kiipiin yiizeylerin
kesistigi hiicrelerde kapsaml bir degerlendirme yapilir (Hammond, 1967). 3 x 5 x 6 birim ebatlarindaki toplam
90 hiicreden meydana gelen model bilgilendirici, ancak karmasik ve zaman alhcadir. Bu nedenle program
degerlendirme kapsaminda hiicrelerin her birini degerlendirmek gerekmez. DeJerlendirme amact kapsaminda
tlgili hiicreler dikkate alimir, ilgisiz hiicreler elenir ve kalan hiicreler kapsaminda derinlemesine inceleme yapilir
(Fitzpatrick, Sanders & Worthen, 2004). Model bu noktada daha kiiciik parcalara béliinerek kendini baglama
uyarlayabilmekte fakat temelde davramnis, dgretim ve kurum olmak lizere ii¢ temel boyuttan olusmaktadir.
Davranis boyutu bilissel, duyussal ve psikomotor 6grenme alani; 6gretim boyutu organizasyon, icerik, yontem,
imkanlar ve maliyet; kurum boyutu dégrenci, 6gretmen, yénetict, egitim uzmanu, aile ve toplum degiskenlerinden
olusmaktadir. Modelin diger amag¢ odakh program degerlendirme modellerinden temel farki, Hammondun
degerlendirme yaklasimina iiciincii bir boyut eklemesidir. Ogretim, kurum ve davrams boyutlarimn tanim bu
modelde daha acgik bir sekilde ele ahinmaktadir. Amag¢ odaklh degerlendirme yaklasunlarinda programin
amaclarina ulasiip ulasiimadigi onemlidir. Hammond'un program degerlendirme modelinde programin
amaclarina ulasiip ulasilmadigr kadar, bu amaclara neden ulasildigt ya da neden ulasilamadigi da 6nemlidir.
Hammond degerlendirme modelinin diger program degerlendirme modellerinde oldugu gibi baz giiclii yonleri
ve sturhliklart bulunmaktadir. Hem nitel hem de nicel veriler araciligiyla baglamin derinlemesine incelenmesine
ve arastirmanin olabildigince kapsaml bir sekilde yiiriitiilmesine olanak saglayarak énemli degerlendirme
verilerine ulasilmasina imkan vermesi modelin giiclii yamim olusturmaktadir. Bununla beraber model
kapsaminda ¢esitli veri toplama araclart kullamldigindan, verilerin toplanmast ve analizinin genis bir zaman
dilimine yayilabilmesi ve finansal destek gerektirebilmesi modelin onemli ssmirhiliklarindandir.

Tiirkiye'de yeni 6gretim programlart yapilandirmact yaklasima dayal oldugu igin siire¢ ve iiriin odakh
degerlendirme yontemlerinin kullanmilmas: tavsiye edilmektedir. Yeni gelistirilen O0gretim programlarimin
degerlendirme ¢alismalarinda Hammond'un degerlendirme modelinin kullanilmasimin, modelin hedeflerin ne
kadarina ulasildigimi ve ulasilamayan hedeflere neyin sebep oldugunu géstermesi bakimindan program
gelistirme calismalari i¢in kapsaml bir cerceve saglayacag diistintilmektedir. Bu nedenle, model kapsaminda
degerlendirilen boyutlar hakkinda dénemli veriler elde etmek i¢in hem detayl sorular iiretilmesi hem de tiim
paydaslarin (6grenci, 6gretmen, yonetici, aile, egitim uzmamn, sivil toplum kurulusu temsilcileri vb.) goriislerinin
dikkate alinmasi onerilebilir. Ayrica, degerlendirilen hiicreler ve 6gretim programimin dort boyutu olan amac,
icerik, 0grenme siireci ve degerlendirme arasindaki uyum hakkinda ayrintil bilgiler elde etmek icin katilimct
gozlemden yararlamlabilir. Gozlemlerden hemen sonra teneffiislerde 6gretmen ve 6grencilerle ders hakkinda

kisa goriismeler yapilarak 6grenme stireci hakkinda detayh bilgiler elde edilebilir.
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