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To systematically develop the courses or programs of medical education,
guidelines were developed for the improvement of integrated courses,
modifying the existing evaluation model of school curriculum to fit the
curriculum of medical school, The guidelines were divided into three
parts, prior-class, mid-class, and post-class, and 18 items were developed
in the areas of situation analysis, developing process, goals, contents,

organization, management, performance, and evaluation,
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Fig. 1. Model of school curriculum evaluation by Park [4].
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Fig. 2. Draft of evaluation domains.
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Fig. 3. Draft of evaluation criteria.
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Table 1. Guidelines for improvement of integrated courses in a medical school

Domain

Guidelines

Prior- Situation
class analysis

Developing
process

Goals

Contents

Organization

Mid-class

Post- Performance
class

Evaluation

~N O\ D B

10

11

13

14
15

17

18

Does the improvement of subjects use the past implementation result (planing,
operating, outcome etc)?

Does the improvement reflect the interest and needs of stakeholders*?

Does the improvement of subjects reflect the goals of education, graduate
outcomes, and principle of curriculum development?

Do all the professors participate in the improvement of subjects?
Does considered knowledge, skill, affective?
Are lesson plans developed according to the directions?

Are achievements and goals” developed in the hierarchy order of achievements of
subject, achievements of unit, and instructional objectives?

Do achievements reflect the goals of education, graduate outcomes, and the
principle of curriculum development?

Does instructional objectives include core contents$?

Are the contents of class chosen considering the followings?
10-1 Core contents(achievements and goals)
10-2 Level of students ability before class
10-3 Medical environment and the demand of local community
Are the contents of class organized considering the followings?
11-1 Scope (example > relationship to the subject/basic-clinical, theory-practice etc.)
11-2 Sequence

Are the class hours of each professor decided reflecting various opinions?

Are the methods of education chosen considering the content of education and the
characteristics of students?

Are the evaluation methods appropriate for making achievements?

Are classes managed according to the syllabus?

Are there assessments to see if students made achievements and reached the goals
of the subject?

Does the assessments of subject ?

17-1 Content, teaching, evaluation, feedback in opinion of students

17-2 Content, teaching, evaluation, feedback in opinion of professors

Were the management result analyzed and were the relevant contents given
feedback?

18-1 Improvement of future subject

18-2 Improvement of curriculum

* Stakeholders: students, parents, professor, committee etc. # Subject outcomes and objectives: included subject
outcomes, unit outcomes, lesson outcomes. § Core contents: essential to know.
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