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Improvements to education are necessary in order to keep up with the education requirements of today. The Context, Input, Process,
and Product (CIPP) evaluation model was created for the decision-making towards education improvement, so this model is appropri-
ate in this regard. However, application of this model in the actual context of medical health education is considered difficult in the edu-
cation environment. Thus, in this study, literature survey of previous studies was investigated to examine the execution procedure of
how the CIPP model can be actually applied. For the execution procedure utilizing the CIPP model, the criteria and indicators were de-
termined from analysis results and material was collected after setting the material collection method. Afterwards, the collected material
was analyzed for each CIPP element, and finally, the relationship of each CIPP element was analyzed for the final improvement deci-
sion-making. In this study, these steps were followed and the methods employed in previous studies were organized. Particularly, the
process of determining the criteria and indicators was important and required a significant effort. Literature survey was carried out to
analyze the most widely used criteria through content analysis and obtained a total of 12 criteria. Additional emphasis is necessary in
the importance of the criteria selection for the actual application of the CIPP model. Also, a diverse range of information can be ob-
tained through qualitative as well as quantitative methods. Above all, since the CIPP evaluation model execution result becomes the ba-

sis for the execution of further improved evaluations, the first attempt of performing without hesitation is essential.

Keywords: Context, Input, Process, and Product model; Context, Input, Process, and Product evaluation model; Educational
evaluation

Introduction

As times change and the education environment changes along
with the students, education always possesses an unending possi-
bility of change. Thus, experts are constantly contemplating on
how medical health education can be improved. Effective im-
provements can be achieved when which aspects and how are de-
termined. Thus, the suitable education evaluation method can fa-

cilitate the improvement of education.
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Various education evaluation models exist depending on the
meaning and perspective of the model and Worthen et al. [1] in
1997 categorized these models largely into objective-oriented,
management-oriented, consumer-oriented, expertise-oriented,
participant-oriented, and adversary- oriented evaluation models
[1]. These approaches were summarized by Kim [2], Kim [3],
and Sung [4].

The objective-oriented evaluation approach focuses on estab-
lishing goals in advance, and then on determining how far the
goals have been achieved. However, the emphasis is only on eval-
uations of outcomes such as the effectiveness of education and
student achievement, which can overlook the evaluation of teach-
ing and learning process itself.

The management-oriented evaluation approach considers an

evaluation to assist decision making by providing decision makers
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with the necessary information. The limitation is that it is rather
complex to be fully implemented, but this approach allows the
evaluator to assess all aspects of the program implementation. In
addition, it helps to clarify the focus of the evaluation by helping
the evaluator create important questions to be addressed at each
stage.

The consumer-oriented evaluation approach regards every-
thing used for education as an education product, and further-
more, conducts education as a service. Accordingly, attention is
drawn to what consumers and consumers of education programs
want and need. However, this approach can reduce the motiva-
tion of teachers and curriculum developers by considering only
the consumer’s position.

The expertise-oriented evaluation approach is the oldest and
most widely used model, and the method of evaluating education
by expert judgment. The limitations of this approach can lead to
irrational deliberations, since the weights of the criteria for the
trivial and the important are not presented. In addition, manager
prejudice can influence the formation of a review team.

The adversary-oriented evaluation approach is able to collect
the opinions of the subjects broadly by dealing with all the oppos-
ing views in one evaluation, and help shed light on the advantages
and disadvantages of the education program.

The participant-oriented evaluation approach attempts to take
a holistic approach to humanistic issues in complex contexts and
is characterized by value pluralism, and therefore can take a very
different approach than other assessment approaches. But subjec-
tive or prejudiced interventions in the assessment cannot be ruled
out. In addition, by excluding the evaluator’s role in the assess-
ment, the evaluation method itself cannot assume the role of as-
sessment.

Among these, the management-oriented approach provides the
necessary information to the decision-maker to help the deci-
sion-making [4], and thus, this model type is appropriate in pre-
senting the important information for education improvement.

Representative evaluation models are Alkin’s Center for the
Study of Evaluation model and Stufflebeam’s Context, Input, Pro-
cess, and Product (CIPP) model in the management-oriented ap-
proach. The CIPP model is a cyclic evaluation model [ 5] that can
be modified at any time by detecting errors or deficiencies at each
stage by providing information on decision-making about pro-
gram planning, structuring, executing, and improving as well as
evaluating activities. Therefore, the CIPP model is suitable for
quality management of curriculum [6].

The CIPP evaluation model is most commonly used in the ed-
ucation field [6]. The main characteristic of this model is that the
major objective of the evaluation is on improving rather than

www.jeehp.org

proving [7]. CIPP is an acronym for Context, Input, Process, and
Product. Since evaluation is conducted using detailed criteria re-
garding these components, they are useful in carrying out system-
atic and structure evaluations [8].

In the world medical health professions education field, CIPP
evaluation model is introduced and used for educational evalua-
tion [9-16]. In addition, many educational sectors in Korea also
use the CIPP evaluation model [5,6,9,17-26]. However, only a
few studies can be found in educational evaluation in the field of
medical health professions education in Korea [8,27]. As such,
there are many advantages in evaluating education based on the
CIPP model, but there is not much research and utilization in the
field of medical education in Korea using the CIPP model. Al-
though the complex characteristics of medical education go
through a rather complicated process to implement the CIPP
evaluation model [4,28], this study analyzes several previous
studies and shows how they can be applied.

In this study, the experience of using the CIPP model to evalu-
ate the “Medical humanities course” at Seoul National University
College of Medicine and various previous studies were compre-
hensively investigated to determine how this model can be execut-
ed with what kind of procedure in the context of an actual medical

education.

Education evaluation execution procedure
using the Context, Input, Process, and
Product evaluation model

The following procedure is carried out when performing an
evaluation using the CIPP model. First, the criteria and indicators
are determined. Next, necessary materials and the method with
which such materials will be collected for the evaluation are
planned. Third, the collected materials are analyzed according to
the criteria and indicators of each section of the CIPP model.
Lastly, relationships between the CIPP sections are analyzed [8].
Recognizing how the CIPP model can be applied by following

these evaluation steps can enhance the level of understanding.

Development of Context, Input, Process,
and Product evaluation criteria & indicators

When the ultimate goal of the evaluation is set, the very first
step in the evaluation of education is determining the evaluation
criteria and indicators. This step is also important in determining
the direction of the evaluation. The evaluation criteria refer to the
standard, principle, rule, or sign for the evaluation [29]. The crite-
ria, which are the standard of the evaluation, facilitate communi-
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cation between the evaluator and evaluation requestor regarding
the evaluation subject or content based on the evaluation activity
[17] as well as systematic judgment [18]. For these reasons, this
step of determining the criteria and indicators has sufficient re-
search merit in itself. The process of this step and its results have
actually led to a significant research [17-21]. Likewise, the first
step of evaluation requires substantial preparation and caliber as
this step is significant enough to be regarded as an independent
study subject.

The activity of setting the criteria and indicators is as follows.
First, these steps are for when literature is used as the basis
[8,9,20-22]: interview such as focus group interview [20,21], us-
ing the Delphi technique [19], and agreement between experts
[8,10-12,19,22].

Understanding what each of the Context, Input, Process, and
Product comprising the CIPP model means is important for a
systematic evaluation. Context evaluation is the evaluation of the
need, problem, asset, and opportunity within a situation [17]. In-
put evaluation assists in the decision-making of how facilities, hu-
man resources, and budget will be determined and constituted to
achieve the goal of the education [27]. Process evaluation is the
continuous examination of the program execution plan and pro-
cess records [29]. The assessment of this step provides informa-
tion regarding the schedule, method of progress, input activity
type, and education method related to the education program to
the education director so that this information contributes to the
smooth progress fitting for the education goal [30]. Product eval-
uation measures and analyzes the results during and after the edu-
cation [23] and examines the overall efficacy of the program [17].
This step has to inspect the intended effects, unintended effects,
positive effects, as well as negative effects [24].

The CIPP model is employed as the evaluation method in vari-
ous fields including science education, mathematics education,
local education, education research and development, achieve-
ments through testing, education reliability of the government,
school improvements, teacher training, human resource develop-
ment, social welfare improvement, services of non-profit organi-
zations, and technical development [25]. As the model can be uti-
lized in various fields, the criteria can be diversely set according to
the characteristics of the institution and program for evaluation,
evaluation objective, evaluation context, and evaluation character-
istics. Table 1 shows the criteria of literature and it can be ob-
served that various criteria were used depending on the evaluation
objective and field, which included institution evaluation, educa-
tion evaluation, nursing education, and medical education.

However, the following common criteria can be obtained when
content analysis was conducted for these criteria based on their
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frequency (Table 2): goals (6) and necessity or needs (S5) had the
highest frequency for context evaluation, material resources and-
facilities (6), human resources (6), contents (5), and curriculum
(3) for input evaluation, educational and service process (7), pro-
gram evaluation (4), and educational courses and programs (3)
for process evaluation, and finally, global satisfaction (S), students’
and service achievement (4), and program performance (4) for
product evaluation. These results can become resourceful for fu-
ture study and evaluations based on the CIPP model.

When evaluating a college on medical curriculum or education
program, the education objective, achievement, focus, and opera-
tion guideline have to be considered [8]. Drawing up a blueprint
by integrating these elements with each element of the CIPP
model contributes to the systematic decision-making through the
evaluation.

Material collection method determination
and material collection

The material collection method determination and material
collection can be largely divided into the method for quantitative
evaluation and the method for qualitative evaluation as shown in
Table 1. Stufflebeam and Shinkfield [7] presented material collec-
tion methods possible for each CIPP element. For context, system
analysis, survey study, literature survey, public hearings, inter-
views, diagnostic assessment, and the Delphi technique were pre-
sented; for input, available human and material resources, resolu-
tion strategy, design procedure, possibility and economic analysis,
literature survey, pilot program survey, advocacy groups, and pilot
attempt were presented; for process, procedural disorder identifi-
cation and accidental disorder awareness, detailed information ac-
quisition for scheduled decision-making, description of the actual
process, continuous interaction with the program operation staff,
and observation of their activities were presented; for product,
operational definition and measurement of the performance stan-
dards and collection of judgments by interested parties were pre-
sented. These various techniques can be used as methods of ma-
terial collection for actual evaluation, and among them, the meth-
ods presented in Table 1 were mainly used in published academic
papers. Specifically, quantitative material collection is possible
through questionnaire, literature survey, and grades. For qualita-
tive material collection, the methods of short answer surveys, in-
terviews, meeting minutes, curriculum, syllabus, and literature
were used in previous studies.

As shown in Table 1, in many cases, students and professors
were included as subjects of material collection. However, there
were also many cases where various related people were included
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Product

Implementation according to plan; Goal achievement; satisfaction of
the curriculum

Process
evaluation of the program by stu-

dents

Input
and material resources); educa-

Available input resources (human
tional strategy

Context

Goals, necessity or needs

Category

Criteria

Author
Lee et al. [8]
(2019)

Table 1. Continued

Item

www.jeehp.org

Questionnaire, FGI, meeting min-
utes, grades

Questionnaire, FGI, meeting min-
utes, syllabus

Questionnaire, FGI, meeting min-
utes, time table

utes, syllabus, curriculum

Material collec- Questionnaire, FGI, meeting min-
tion method

Target of evalua- Students, faculty

tion

CIPP, Context, Input, Process, and Product; NICU, newborn intensive care unit; FGI, focus group interview.

Table 2. Content analysis of previous studies in Table 1 according to the reference frequency for each Context, Input, Process, and Product model section

Process Product
Global satisfaction (5); students' and

Input

Context

Item

Material resources, facilities (6); human Educational and service process (7);

Goals (6); necessity or needs (5); infra-

Keywords extracted by content

service achievement (4); program per-
formance (4); efficiency of research

program evaluation (4); educational

courses and programs (3); student

resource (6); contents (5); curriculum
(3); funding (2); academic approach

structure (2); organization (2); man-

analysis (frequency)

agement (2); intention (1); duties (1);

barriers to achieve goals (1)

and educational programs to increase

(1); facilitation (1); administration and ~ knowledge and performance (1); bar-

progress evaluation (2); composition
financial (1); service satisfaction (1)

(1); admission process of students (1);
interest and understanding of students

(1); educational and strategy (1); im-

plement plan (1)

riers to achieve goals (1); the process

of teaching and learning (1)

as subjects. In order to persuade various people, it is necessary to
understand the relationships between various related people and
their evaluation demands through multi-faceted evaluation meth-

ods [31].

Collected material analysis and relationship
identification

The CIPP evaluation model was developed with the purpose of
providing systematic information for decision-making as a proac-
tive evaluation from the very beginning. Thus, an evaluation is de-
fined as a process for planning, obtaining, and providing useful in-
formation necessary for determining decision-making solutions
[32]. In the CIPP evaluation model, 4 types of decisions are made
to improve the evaluation subject and these decisions are plan-
ning, structuring, implementation, and recycling. Planning deci-
sion sets the objectives, structuring decision composes the proce-
dural method necessary to achieve these objectives, implementa-
tion is a practical decision regarding the selected procedure, and
recycling decision determines the continuation, termination, and
modification of the program [24]. For these 4 decision types, the
CIPP evaluation model proposed by Stufflebeam and Shinkfield
[7] involved the goals, plans, actions, and outcomes of the core
value of the program being examined and modified through the
context evaluation, input evaluation, process evaluation, and
product evaluation, respectively [17]. In detail, decision-making
regarding objective determination, order of priority, and distribu-
tion guideline can be done through context evaluation. With re-
gard to the selection of strategy for the program, the collected in-
formation can become a guideline and can be put into the design
of detailed procedure through the input evaluation. Process evalu-
ation contributes to execution guidelines and product evaluation
contributes to guidelines for termination, continuation, modifica-
tion, and initiation [7].

Meanwhile, the results of each element can not only be utilized
for the improvement of the corresponding elements but also the
relationship between them can be identified for improvement. In
the 2019 study by Lee et al. [8], a need to actively reflect the de-
mands and capacity of the students was observed in the context
evaluation, and this impacted the input, process, and product as-
pects as well. In addition, the strategy in the input element was
positive but there was a need to faithfully carry out the execution
of the original plan in the process element. Another study in 2012
by Al-Khathami [11] showed that problems found in the process
also affected the product. Likewise, since education is a continu-
ing, single system, relationships between the elements can be
identified to make improvements, and when the analysis for each
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CIPP model element is completed, important messages can be
obtained when the relationships between the elements are deter-

mined.

Conclusion

Up to now, various previous studies were investigated with a fo-
cus on the CIPP evaluation model and explored from a practical
perspective on which procedures and methods were employed.
These results showed that evaluations using the CIPP model,
which can be considered rather difficult, can provide the basis for
education improvement and no longer be considered a tough
task.

With regard to the execution of this model, the setting of the
criteria has to be emphasized once more. The model may not be
able to address unplanned evaluation questions [13]. Thus, this
setting of the criteria can act as a definitive evidence that deter-
mines whether an evaluation is successful.

Especially, the omission of evaluation of unset parts becomes
more vulnerable for quantitative evaluations. In this regard, a
method of material collection that can cover this criteria determi-
nation is collecting as much qualitative material as possible. These
materials can contribute in obtaining a diverse range of opinions
that quantitative materials cannot explain.

Rather than utilizing a single group such as the student group as
the evaluation material collection source, having a balanced per-
spective of various interested parties regarding education can im-
prove the reliability and validity of an evaluation, which can then
be utilized as convincing base data.

In this study, even if there is any hesitation in using the CIPP
evaluation model due to realistic resource limitations despite
completely understanding the CIPP evaluation model and recog-
nizing its importance, it is recommended that the attempt be car-
ried through because the result of the evaluation conducted now
can be used as the basis for determining the criteria and material
collection method of a future CIPP evaluation to be carried out.
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