
A Critical Analysis of Various Evaluation Models: 
Step Towards Education 4.0 

Abstract: The purpose of this study is to propose an 
innovative model for evaluating the various higher 
education programs keeping in mind the National 
Education Policy (NEP) 2020. Since independence, 
there has been incredible growth in the landscape of 
higher education. According to the recent statistics 
from about 20 universities in 1950, there are now 
about 1040 universities. About 135 of these 
institutions are regarded as Institutions of National 
Importance (INI). From these figures, it is seen that 
the number of education universities and enrollment 
has geared up which has also given rise to the concern 
for quality and relevance of the education imparted. 
The quality of education and its relevance can be 
judged from the assessment and evaluation patterns. 
According to the New Education Policy 2020, Higher 
education is treated as a program as it is intended not 
only to impart knowledge it is also to develop certain 
associated skills thereby inculcating a specific type of 
attitude. Therefore, they should be looked at and 
evaluated as a training program. There are various 
models which are proposed by various researchers 
and trainers in different eras. This research paper 
intends to study these models in detail and tries to 

propose a new evaluation model which will be a step 
toward Education 4.0.

Keywords :NEP 2020; Higher Education; Evaluation 
models and Education 4.0   

I. Introduction

 Education 4.0: To prepare future graduates to lead 
a dignified and meaningful life ahead, education must 
get aligned with the industry and social requirements 
and also should align itself with the evolving fourth 
industrial revolution. To ensure the quality of 
education every professional course has to be 
considered as a program. The universities running 
these programs must have their own designed 
program objectives. These program objectives must 
have some desired outcomes and some of these 
outcomes are supposed to be attained with the help of 
activities, demonstrations, events, or workshops. The 
era of Education 2.0 was the time when technology 
started penetrating the education process, it was just 
the beginning when the teachers, as well as students, 
started using technology just at a beginner's level. 
Moving further Education 3.0 emerged as an 
advanced use of technology wherein technology 
became the inevitable part of education. It was the 
phase when the number of internet users increased 
drastically. 

 Today in the Education 4.0 era learning has to be 
technology-centric and the focus has to be on the 
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Ÿ As evaluation and assessment affect the learning 
process, they can also be used as learning tools. The 
universal truth is people tend to pattern their work 
behavior as they are assessed. So, assessment 
primarily influences the teaching/ learning process 
pattern. The other aims of evaluation contain the 
following things:

Ÿ  To determine whether the objectives of learning 
are achieved.

Ÿ  To evaluate the effectiveness of various 
components of the learning such as contents of the 
program, the tools, facilitation skills, relevance of 
material distributed, method of assessment and 
evaluation, etc.

Ÿ  To assess the worth of the program, and its value 
for money.

Ÿ  To find out whether the program was successful 
enough to provide meaningful insights and impart 
practical skills.

 Organizations have adopted various models for 
evaluation according to their requirements, 
traditions/convenience. Two Broad approaches to 
program evaluation are goal-based and system-based. 

 The system-based approach deals with the level to 
which the program objectives or process objectives 
have been attained. On the other hand, the goal-based 
evaluation approach deals with the extent to which the 
actual outcome was attained and measured. 

 Researchers have proposed numerous models for 
evaluation. Some Contemporary, relevant, and 
significant amongst them have been evaluated 
critically in this study. They are as follows:

I. Kirkpatrick's Four-Level Training Evaluation 
Model

II. CIPP Evaluation Model (1983)

III. Congruence-Contingency Model

IV. CIRO (Context, Input, Reaction, Outcome) 
Model

V. Responsive Evaluation Model

VI. Kaufman's Five Levels of Evaluation

transformation of education through technology. It is 
the era in which Artificial Intelligence has become an 
inevitable part of the educational process. Keeping in 
view all these the Universities have to prepare their 
students for the future so that they can become 
employable or adopt entrepreneurship as a career 
choice. This perspective shall change the curriculum 
and the entire teaching-learning process to transform 
it into a training program and enhance the learning 
experience of the students.

2. Need and Importance of Evaluation

 To cope with the changes, training is one of the 
most important activities in every organization. 
Training evaluation means assessing the impact of 
training on the performance of the trainees and their 
behavior. Hamblin (1974) defined the process of 
evaluating training and development as: “any attempt 
to obtain information (feedback) on the effects of the 
training program, and to assess the value of the 
training in the light of that information”. Similarly 
keeping the requirements of Education 4.0 in mind 
educational institutions should adopt the following 
principles for the evaluation of their students. 

Ÿ  Reaction: It is the immediate reaction that the 
learners give to the learning that they receive.

Ÿ  Learning: It is the stage of gaining knowledge, 
developing skills and attitudes, and changing 
capabilities.

Ÿ  Application: It is a stage wherein the learner 
experiences the practical implementation of their 
learning in real life.

Ÿ  Impact: In this stage observe the results of the 
implementation of learning.

Ÿ  Return: In this stage, the results could be the ability 
to perform in a superior way, and improve process 
quality and high productivity (results).

Table 1 : The Level of Evaluation Depends 
Upon the Following Principles:

  

Reaction

  
(level 1)

 

Learning/

 understand
ing

 

(level 2)

 

Applicati
on (level 
3)

Impact
(level 4)

Return on 
investment 
(level 5)

Mome
nt of 
evaluat
ion

During 
or 
directly 
after the 
learning 
program

During or 
directly 
after the 
learning 
program

2 – 6 
months 
after the 
learning 
program

6 – 12 
months 
after the 
learning 
program

12-24 
months after 
the learning 
program
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1) The first model covered in this study is the “Four-
Level Model” proposed by, Donald Kirkpatrick, 
former Professor Emeritus at the University of 
Wisconsin in the year 1959.

 It is a recognized tool to measure and evaluate the 
outcome of any educational or training program. It 
evaluates both formal and informal teaching-learning 
methods and rates them against four levels: reaction, 
learning, behavior, and results – .

Level 1 Reaction: The first level is all about knowing 
what the students (learners) want to know from the 
program. 

Level 2 Learning: The second level is about knowing 
to what extent the changes in knowledge, skills, and 
attitude were achieved by the students (learners). 

Level 3: Behavior: The third level is knowing the 
extent to which the behavior changes and 
improvement in performance after applying the 
learnings of the program. 

Level 4: Results: In this stage the level to which the 
changes in the organization have been impacted 
because of the implementation of learning into 
practice i.e. the effect of the learner's performance in 
the organization. It is one of the most common and 
effective ways of identifying the effectiveness of any 
program and it is the most popular model used 
worldwide  

2) CIPP Model

 This model was created in the year 1960 by Daniel 
Stufflebeam, it is considered a decision-oriented 
model that scientifically gathers information about a 

VII. Phillips's Five-Level Training Evaluation 
Model

VIII. ROI (Return on Investment) Model

 As per the definition of training given by Dale S. 
Beach, training is an organized procedure with the 
help of which people impart necessary knowledge and 
develop certain skills for some definite purpose. 
Similarly, higher education should also be considered 
a training program for acquiring knowledge and 
developing certain skills. 

 The Kirkpatrick Model is a globally known 
instrument for evaluating and analyzing the outcomes 
of educational, training, and learning programs. The 
model clearly distinguishes between reaction 
outcomes, learning outcomes, behavioral outcomes, 
and organizational outcomes. Although the model is 
being used globally and has proven its worth from 
time to time still there is need for a sophisticated and 
scientific assessment of learning outcomes of higher 
education. The major focus of this study was to apply 
such a mechanism which is an integrated system for 
evaluating the effectiveness of higher education 
programs at individual and organizational levels. 
Hence the following research question was 
developed: 

Research Question: How to evaluate the effectiveness 
of the higher education program?

A. Methodology adopted:

 This is an exploratory study, descriptive as well as 
empirical in nature. It focuses mainly on AICTE-
affiliated MBA institutes associated with RTM 
Nagpur  Univers i ty,  Nagpur.  The research 
methodology of this study includes a systematic 
literature review and a focused interview.

B. Objectives of the Study: 

1. To review the existing literature on the key models 
for studying the effectiveness of the program.

2. Critically evaluate the evaluation models.

3. Proposing a new model for evaluation of higher 
education programs.

C. Review of Literature 

Fig.1: Kirkpatrick Model
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program to recognize strengths and limitations in 
content or delivery, to develop program efficacy, or 
plan for the future of a program . This model also has 
four levels: the overall goals or mission Context 
Evaluation); the plans and resources (Input 
Evaluation); the activities or components (Process 
Evaluation); and the outcomes or objectives (Product 
Evaluation). 

 The main aim of the Context Evaluation is to 
provide the logical reason behind the formulation of 
objectives. Apart from this it also identifies unfulfilled 
needs and recognizes the reasons behind them, which 
remained unfulfilled, and the curriculum environment 
i.e. the WHO, WHEN, WHAT, WHERE, WHY, and 
HOW parts are identified.  

The purpose of Input Evaluation is to provide all sorts 
of information for determining how to use various 
resources to achieve the objectives. The other 
purposes of this model are analysis of objectives and 
goals, resources and experiences to be used to achieve 
the goals, and comparing it with other programs and 
strategies. 

Ÿ  The process evaluation has three objectives: 

Ÿ  To identify lacunas in the process design or while 
implementation; 

Ÿ  Second to provide information for stereotyped 
decisions and third to maintain a record of the 
procedure as and when it occurs. 

Ÿ  And third, to do the Product Evaluation, the basic 
requirement is summative and formative data. 
Apart from this logical interpretation based on 
process information is also required.

3) Congruence-Contingency Model

 The Congruence-Contingency Model was 
developed by Robbert Stake in the year 1969. The 
three categories of data provided by this model are as 
follows: 

Ÿ  Antecedents: These are the circumstances that 
exist before teaching and learning take place. The 
nature of the instructors, how the curriculum is 
implemented, the materials and resources that are 
available, and the setting are some examples of 
such circumstances. 

Ÿ  Transactions: These are the events that take place 
while teaching-learning is being done. Here, 
emphasis will be placed on the evaluation process, 
contact hours, and facilitation methodologies.

Ÿ  Outcomes: The intended effects of a certain 
curriculum are referred to as outcomes. Here, 
emphasis will be placed on teachers' knowledge, 
their ability to teach, and their beliefs and attitudes 
in light of societal demands and inspirations. 

 The Congruence-Contingency Model offers the 
researcher the opportunity to contrast desired 
outcomes with actual outcomes. From this model, the 
researcher may decide what standards to apply to 
assess if the curriculum's results are accomplishing 
the goals they were intended to.

4) CIRO Model

 This model was developed by Peter Warr, Michael 
Bird, and Neil Rackham in the year 1970 to evaluate 
management Training. According to NEP, every post-
graduate program has to be treated as training so the 
CIRO Model can be applied for the evaluation of 
learners. The CIRO Model, like other models for 
evaluating training, is hierarchical, requiring 
practitioners to begin at the first of its four levels 
before moving on to the subsequent levels 
consecutively. The CIRO Model and other training 
assessment methods, including the Kirkpatrick Model 
and the Phillips ROI Model, that have been explored 
in the past are comparable in this regard. According to 
this concept, evaluation is significant in terms of 
context, input, reaction, and outcome. The immediate, 
intermediate, and ultimate objectives are determined 
in the context evaluation, which is a collection of data 
on performance deficiencies. 

Fig. 2 : CIPP Model
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When doing the input evaluation, the following 
inquiries are pertinent: What are the relative 
advantages of the various facilitation techniques? Is it 
possible for an independent entity to run the program 
more effectively? Should internal resources be used to 
build it? How much time may be dedicated to specific 
inputs? What outcomes were obtained in the past 
when a comparable program was run? The Reaction 
Evaluation provides part icipant-subjective 
evaluations of the whole program. Finally, the 
outcome evaluation establishes the goals of training, 
chooses and creates certain metrics for achieving 
those goals, takes the measurements at the right 
moment, and then evaluates the outcomes to enhance 
future programs.

5) Responsive Evaluation Model

 Similar to the Eisner Connoisseurship Model, the 
"Responsive Evaluation Model" (Stake, 1975) places 
more emphasis on characterizing actions and 
processes than test results and outcomes. It aims to 
"convey the program's narrative. "A method of formal 
program assessment for education and social services 
is responsive evaluation. Assess the ability and value 
of a program or activity, it starts with the problems and 
worries of different stakeholders. It emphasizes 
individual experience and draws on how individuals 
typically judge quality. It is a ten-step formal 
assessment strategy that includes developing an 
evaluation framework with sponsors, getting 
sponsors' input on subjects, issues, and/or questions of 
concern, the creation of evaluation-guiding questions; 
the definition of the curriculum's focus and activities 
in light of client and staff requirements; the 
preparation of observation logs and case studies; the 
distillation of data and the identification of the key 
issues or questions; presenting preliminary findings in 
a tentative report, analyzing responses, looking into 
the main issues in further detail, searching for 
contradictory evidence that would undermine 
findings and corroborating evidence that would 
support findings, and finally reporting the findings.

6) Kaufman's Five Levels of Evaluation

 In the Kaufman Model, the scope of evaluating the 
impact of training goes beyond the institute, it 
includes how training benefits society and the 
surrounding environment in the institutes.  

 The Kirkpatrick method is essentially the 
foundation of this paradigm. The 5 levels of this 

model consist of the following levels:

(i) Input and Process: Enabling and Reaction are the 
two sub-parts that make up this model. The 
purpose of enabling us to assess the quality and 
availability of financial and physical resources. 
This level serves as an input to Reaction, which 
assesses the effectiveness and acceptance of the 
training's methodologies and procedures.

(ii) Acquisition: At this level, a test group or 
individual's proficiency and mastery are assessed 
in a controlled environment.

(iii) Application: This level's goal is to assess a group's 
or an individual's performance depending on how 
they are using the training program material.

(iv) Organization Output: The goal of this level is to 
assess the contributions and benefits of the entire 
organization as they are related to the training. 
One indicator used to assess overall success is 
ROI.

(v) Societal Outcomes: This level examines how the 
training affects the contributions to and from the 
end-user are impacted by the training. 
Investigated success indicators include payoffs, 
repercussions, and responses.

7) Phillips's Five-Level Training Evaluation Model

 Dr. Jack Phillips asserts that the implementation of 
a training program should result in a chain of effects at 
several levels, starting with satisfaction and planned 
action and concluding with ROI. The remaining levels 
must also be assessed to gauge business outcomes and 
ROI (Levels 4 and 5).

 To influence business, skills, and knowledge 
acquired at Level 2 and Level 3 should be utilized in a 
chain through the levels (Level 4). It is impossible to 
establish that the program genuinely contributed to 
the attained business results if measurements are not 
made at each level. The assessor should be able to 
pinpoint the broken link(s) in the chain, such as the 
participant's failure to learn (Level 2) or their inability 
to properly use the new knowledge on the job, if a poor 
ROI is the consequence of the training expenditure 
(Level 3). Moving from Level 1 (Reaction, 
Satisfaction, and Planned Action) to Level 5 along the 
chain of influence, from the viewpoint of the 
organization, improves the value of the information 
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acquired.

8) ROI (Return on Investment) Model

 The assessment model that resulted from Drs. 
Donald Kirkpatrick and Jack Phillips' research has 
grown to be the most reputable and often employed 
training and HRD evaluation approach in the world. 
Even the Phillips model provides a useful technique to 
estimate the possible ROI (return on investment) of a 
planned training or human resources development 
effort before allocating funds.

 A financial statistic that may be used to assess 
training and development investments is a return on 
investment (ROI) based on the Phillips method. Using 
this simple decision support tool, businesses can 
easily create and evaluate the business case for 
spending money on workforce development. The 
ability to quantify the return on investment enables a 
company to weigh the financial gains of a program 
against those expenditures. ROI (Return on 
investment), is the degree to which the outputs of 
training surpass the inputs. It enables an organization 
to compare the financial advantages of the program 
with its expenses. Following are the five levels of this 
model:

A. Reaction & Planned Action: Evaluates participant 
response to the program and lays forth detailed 
implementation strategies.

B. Learning: measures changes in abilities, 
knowledge, or attitudes 

C. Job Applications: Analyze how your conduct has 
changed at work and how the training has been put 
to use. 

D. Business Results: evaluates the program's effects 
on the business 

E. Return on Investment: It calculates a percentage-
based measure of the results' monetary worth and 
program cost. 

3. Critical Analysis of All The Models:

 It may be concluded that each strategy for 
evaluating training efficacy has distinct outcomes and 
opinions based on results. Taking into consideration 
the various levels of evaluation it was predominantly 
observed that although the Training and development 
fraternity has been using such evaluation models for 
their training programs, the educational institutions 
offering professional programs did not take into 
consideration any of the above-mentioned evaluation 
models concerning these programs. None of the 
models takes into consideration the current level of 
students, how to measure the current level and the 
improved level, how to identify the gap between his 
past learnings and the learnings that the institute wants 
to imbibe into him, and how to fill this gap, skill 

Model

Level

Kirkpatrick CIPP Congruence-
Contingency

CIRO Responsive 
Evaluation

Kaufman's 
Five Levels 
of 
Evaluation

 
Phillips 5-
level 
training

ROI 
Model

Reaction

 

Context 
Evaluation

 

Antecedents

 

Context

 

Key issues

 

Input & 
process

 
Reaction, 
Satisfaction, 
planned 
action

 
Reaction 
& Planned 
Action

Learning

 

Input 
Evaluation

 

Transactions

 

Input

 

Preliminary 
findings

 

Acquisition

 

Participant's 
failure

 

Learning 
& Failure

Behavior

 

Process 
Evaluation

 

Outcomes

 

Reaction

 

Analyzing 
response

 

Application

 
ROI of 
training 
expenditure

 
Job 
application

Results

 

Product

   

Outcome

 
Looking into 
the main 
issue

 Organization

 
ROI 
Utilization

 
Business 
results

        searching for 
contradictory 
evidence

 Output
 Influence 

on 
organization

 
Return on 
investment

          Societal 
outcomes  

    

ANNEXURE-I
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development in the students, ensuring application of 
his learning in practical life, gaps remaining after 
going through the learning process/program partially, 
etc. Taking these aspects into consideration which are 
missing in the process of evaluating the researchers 
have developed the following model which addresses 
all the above-mentioned issues:

 According to this model in the first phase, it should 
be mandatory for the organizations to identify the 
level of learners through their summative and 
formative assessment after getting admission in their 
respective programs. The key issues or areas for 
improvement have to be identified. The group should 
then be homogenized to a particular predetermined 
level. This may be achieved through preparatory 
classes, not simple induction or introduction to the 
MBA Programme and faculty members. After the 
preparatory classes, the post-preparatory level of 
learning needs to be mapped. Given this, mapping this 
gap between levels ought to be achieved, and needs to 
be determined. Accordingly, inputs may be designed 
and delivered.

 In the second phase, the gap can be identified 
through a continuous process, various activities 
undertaken, the incubation centers of the institutions, 
industry exposure through an internship (not a simple 

one-day visit), presentations, and seminars. One may 
also administer specific aptitude and analytical skill 
tests in addition to the above. The gap thus unveiled 
can be filled up with the help of working on slow 
learners, bridge courses, value-added courses, 
certification, etc. 

 Once this is done then in the third phase the context 
evaluation has to be done i.e. the overall evaluation 
objectives have to be designed. Then accordingly the 
evaluation parameters, criteria, and appropriate 
evaluation tools & methods need to be identified and 
developed. Utmost care needs to be taken while 
designing and moderating tests to ensure proper 
distribution of the level of difficulty. That means 
all/most of the questions should neither be Easy/Very 
easy nor all/most of them should be difficult/ very 
difficult. The distribution should be judicious for 
achieving nonambiguous results according to 
Bloom's Taxonomy.

 After getting the results, the institute has to have a 
comparative analysis of the learnings drawn by the 
learners and the standards set by the institute for the 
given time frame (semester) case if the results are not 
found up to the mark, then again, the second step has 
to be repeated otherwise the learner can move towards 
fourth and the last phase of the application of his 
learnings into practical life and become ready for 
placements. 

 In the fourth stage, the institute will get an idea 
about the capability of the candidate and can make 
necessary efforts towards placement. Thus, the return 
on investment, not only in terms of money but in terms 
of time, effort, facilities, and opportunities given to 
the learners can be measured.

4. Summative Assessments: 

 Elements of Summative assessments: Five key 
evaluative components that make up the best practices 
for creating effective summative assessments  :

Ÿ  Authenticity: The evaluation shows a variety of 
authentic real-world abilities acquired outside of 
the classroom.

Ÿ  Reliability: The test yields a result that is consistent 
across classroom settings, student groups, and 
routine circumstances.

Ÿ  Volume: Students who are fatigued from tests 
 

     

Fig. 3 : Evaluation and Assessment 
Model for MBA Program
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won't give accurate answers on any test. So spread 
out the assessments throughout the semester.

Ÿ  Validity: What was taught to the students 
throughout the sessions should be accurately 
reflected in the assessment.

Ÿ  Variety: Students should be encouraged to use 
mult iple  modes of  ski l l  and knowledge 
demonstration during the evaluation.

It may include the following tasks:

 Group projects in graduation, presentations, Focus 
Behaviour Review Interview (FBRI), Five Factor 
Personality Test, Pfeffer's Test of self-efficacy, Mayer 
Brigg's Type Indicator (MBTI), Test of Aspiration, 
Social Contribution till graduation apart from Grades 
obtained Locus of control inventory, etc.

Formative assessment:

 There are four elements of formative assessment: 
1) identifying the “gap,” 2) feedback, 3) student 
involvement, and 4) learning progressions. Teachers 
need to have a clear understanding of each of these 
elements  

Ÿ  Identifying the “Gap”: According to Goldilocks 
finding the "just right gap" is a crucial step in the 
format ive  evaluat ion process .  I t  i s  the 
responsibility of the teacher to identify immature 
but developing structures, to build on them, and to 
promote cognitive development through 
cooperation and direction through measures like 
projects. The process results in the student 
understanding the tools needed to solve a specific 
challenge, and these tools then form a component 
of the student's developmental success.

Ÿ  Feedback: To let students determine their future 
actions, feedback is crucial. Sadler's model 
strongly emphasizes feedback to students through 
the use of the feedback loop. Teachers and their 
pupils are both involved in this loop's continuing 
process. Effective teacher feedback tells students 
where they are in a learning progression, how their 
understanding differs from the desired learning 
goal, and how they might advance. It is 
straightforward, detailed, and criterion-based. By 
altering instruction, reassessing to provide 
additional information on learning, readjusting 

instruction, and so forth, the teacher works to close 
the gap between the student's current learning and 
the goal. Learners must be able to use feedback 
from formative assessments to enhance their 
learning  

Ÿ  Student's involvement: To engage with their 
teachers in creating a shared understanding of their 
current learning status and what they need to do to 
advance in their learning, as Sadler suggests, 
students learn the skills of self-assessment and 
peer assessment during formative assessment  

Ÿ  Learning progressions: Learning progressions 
give teachers a clear image of what needs to be 
taught and assist them in identifying where on the 
learning continuum each student is currently in 
their development.

It may include the following tasks:

Ÿ Drawing concept maps, asking the students to 
summarize the lecture/session learnings, small 
projects/research papers under the guidance of the 
teachers, etc. 

Ÿ  Continuous evaluation: It includes both Co-
scholastic and Scholastic areas.  Co-scholastic 
areas encompass life skills, abilities in co-
curricular domains, attitudes, and values, whereas 
curricular or subject-specific activities are covered 
by scholastic areas.

Ÿ  Co-scholastic activities: These may comprise Life 
Skills, Attitudes, Human Values, Cocurricular 
activities, and Aesthetic, visual, and performing 
arts.

Assessment for life skills includes:

1. Individual assessment: It focuses on the 
assessment of an activity/task performed by any 
student. 

2. Group assessment: It focuses on the learning and 
progress of a group of students working on a task 
together to complete it. 

3. Self-assessment: It refers to the student's 
assessment of her/his learning and progress in 
knowledge, skills, processes, interests, attitudes, 
etc. 
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4. Peer assessment: It refers to one student assessing 
other students. This can be conducted in pairs or 
groups.

Assessment for attitude includes:

 The Self-Rating questionnaire, Psycho-matric 
questionnaire, Psycho-analytical tests, etc.

Assessment for Human values includes:

 Lectures by experts, Associations by NGOs, Social 
Activities like Blood donation camps, Distribution of 
food in slums, Educational/health check-up camps for 
needy people, College fete to assess business acumen 
(in groups comprising of different specializations) 
followed by presentations, etc.

Co-curricular activities can generally be classified 
into five categories

 1) Literary Activities 2) Physical Development 
Activities 3) Civic Development Activities 4) Social 
Welfare Activities 5) Excursion Activities 6) Film 
Appreciation

 Aesthetic activities, Performing and Visual arts 
Co-curricular activities also include several activities 
like Music, Vocal, Instrumental, Dance, Drama, Craft, 
Sculpture, Puppetry, Folk Art forms, Business plan 
competitions, designing ad campaigns can be 
organized to develop aesthetic sense among students.

 Scholastic activities: Live projects, Music, Lab 
activities, various simulation exercises, structured 

and semi-structured instruments for assessing 
managerial capabilities, use of case lets and case 
studies, etc. 

 While conducting the assessment wherever a 
psychometric test is used it should be combined with 
either an additional psychometric/psychoanalytical / 
FBRI or a simple interview to reduce the element of 
subjectivity.

Table 3: Type of Assessment and Typology

S. 
No.

Type of 
Assessment

Some Suggestive 
Instrument

Typology of 
instrument

1. Summative 
assessments

Learnings from 
Group projects in 
graduation

Experiential learning

Presentations Structured evaluation

  

Focus Behaviour 
Review Interview 
(FBRI)

 

Behavioural 
Interview

 

  

Five-Factor 
Personality Test

 

Psychometric test

 

  

Mayer Brigg’s Type 
Indicator (MBTI)

 

Psychometric test

 

  

Test of Aspiration

 

Psychometric test

 
  

Locus of Control 
Inventory 

 

Psychometric test

 

  

Thematic 
Apperception Test 
(TAT)  

 

Psychoanalytical test

  

Pfeffer’s Test of Self-
efficacy

 

Psychoanalytical test

  

Social Contribution 
till graduation if any

 

Sense of Social 
Responsibility

 
 

 
 

 
  

 

 

 

Activities like Blood 
donation camps, 
Distribution of food 
in slums, 
Educational/health 
check-up camps for 
needy people, etc.

7.

 

Co-curricular 
activities

 

Literary Activities, 
Physical 
Development 
Activities, Civic 
Development 
Activities, Social 
Welfare Activities, 
Excursion Activities

  

 

 

2. Formative 
assessment

Drawing concept map Knowledge 
Assimilation

Summarising the 
lecture by 
students/session 
learnings 

 

Knowledge 
Assimilation

  

Small 
projects/research 
papers under the 
guidance of the 
teachers

 Knowledge 
Assimilation

 

  

Quiz, Crossword 
puzzles

 

Knowledge 
Assimilation

 
  

College fete to assess 
business acumen (in 
groups comprising of 
different 
specializations) 
followed by 
presentation

 

Experiential 
learning,

 

Demonstration of 
skills acquired

 

  

Live projects, Lab 
activities, various 
simulation exercises, 
structured and semi-
structured instruments 
for assessing 
managerial 
capabilities, use of 
case lets and case 
studies,

 

etc.

 
 

Experiential 
learning,

 

Demonstration of 
skills acquired

 

3.
 

Co-scholastic 
activities:

 
Outbound training 
programmes, NSS, 
NCC camps

 Life Skills, Attitudes, 
Human Values

 

  

Cultural events, Skit, 
Music,

 

Drama, Film 
appreciation,

 

etc

 

Cocurricular 
activities and 
Aesthetic, visual,
and performing arts.

4.

 
Assessment for 
life skills 
activities

 
Mock Drills, Team 
Work / Assignment,

 

Role Play
 

 

5.
 

Assessment for 
attitude 

 A self-rating 
questionnaire, 
Psycho-metric 
questionnaire, 
Psycho-analytical 
tests,  etc.  

 

6.  Assessment for 
Human Value 
Activities  

Lectures by experts, 
Associations with 
NGOs, Social 
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Conclusion:

 Getting a good return on investment requires 
connecting the training function and activities to the 
institute's total activities which include all sorts of 
input provided to the candidates and the evaluation 
tools and techniques. The Kirkpatrick four-level 
assessment methodologies are still the most widely 
utilized evaluation framework as per the literature 
available.

 The number of learners with individual goals for 
learning and progress, as well as the average number 
of training hours required for the learners, are all 
factors that the institutes imparting training 
emphasize. A training program is not finished until the 
techniques and outcomes have been assessed, so 
evaluation is one of the most important factors in 
every program may it be training provided to the 
employees or training provided to the students. Hence 
evaluation tools and techniques have to be developed 
very meticulously keeping all the aspects of 
development into consideration.

Suggestions:

 The teachers/ professors are required to get into the 
role of a facilitator of learning rather than a hardcore 
teacher, making efforts, and trying to drive principles, 
concepts, and theories into the minds of the learners. 
They need to develop an in-depth understanding of 
adult learning principles, processes, and associated 
andragogy as the learners coming for these programs 
are adults. This calls for a paradigm shift. To achieve 
this the teachers, need to accept, internalize, and 
develop a strong conviction about their role as a 
facilitator of learning. 

 These facilitators need to master the art of creating, 
identifying, and administering case studies and case-
lets. They also need to develop skillsets to choose and 
use and also may be, to design and develop 
psychometric or psycho-analytical tools.

 They should also enhance their competencies to 
conduct and administer psychometric or psycho-
analytical tools, FBRI, and FGD/GD effectively.

 Evaluating the outcomes of psychometric and 
specifically psycho-analytical tests is not a layman's 
task. It requires certain skills and expertise which need 
to be developed among the facilitators.  This will help 
them achieve an in-depth understanding of 

instruments and the rationale behind it will also be 
clearly understood. 

 For all this to take place it is of utmost importance 
to impart systematic and scientific training 
interventions.  So, the institutes will have to invest in 
developing the facilitators. None of the facilitators 
should be excused for whatever reason from a 
professional development program of this nature.

 There should also be a mechanism to take feedback 
from a student who has already been placed by their 
respective employers to understand and identify if any 
common gaps are being observed during their 
performance and incorporate measures to include or 
give more weightage to those particular components 
in the process of learning. 

 All this may get due attention if these are 
incorporated into policy documents or in the form of 
directives from organizations like AICTE. Another 
way can be to ensure that these factors are taken into 
consideration in the process of accreditation and some 
mechanism has to be designed to ensure it is not mere 
compliance and is followed in letter and spirit.
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