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Abstract

Due to Covid-19, the world has encountered new challenges regarding pedagogy, learning, assessment, and evaluation.
In meeting these challenges, there have been rapid changes in learning, and the gap between pedagogy and evaluation
has grown. The purpose of this paper is to develop a new evaluative model suitable for the technologically enhanced,
multicultural environment of the 21% century. In this article, we develop a unique multidimensional model of
Culturally Relevant Academic Evaluation (CRAE) that fills a gap in the scientific literature on evaluation in higher
education. The model depicts evaluation as an integrated process of four dimensions: two of them based on the
well-established dimensions of learning and curriculum, and two based on the novel dimensions of inclusive
multiculturalism and technology. We consider evaluation in its broad context in higher education, and we analyze the
interrelations between the four dimensions of the evaluation process, discussing their contribution to the enhancement
of evaluation in higher education.

Keywords: evaluation, higher education, multiculturalism, technology, Covid-19
1. Introduction

In the multicultural, global reality, where technological changes are rapid and modern life is flooded with
information, there is a growing need to adjust educational perceptions and evaluation processes. With the Covid-19
pandemic, this need has been amplified: we need to modify evaluation processes in academia to fit technological
platforms, creating the opportunity to promote diverse and meaningful online evaluations. The pandemic has
highlighted the importance of the argument of Marginson and Considine (2000) concerning the willingness of
academic institutions to reinvent themselves. Evaluation is crucial before reinvention can take place, and we thus
saw a need for a new model of creative evaluation in higher education.

Today's students are supplied with fast, available, and easily accessible information, and our ability to consume
information is constantly improving. Alongside technological changes, multicultural complexity has also caught the
attention of researchers worldwide. Nonetheless, there is a research gap in the area of academic evaluation adapted to
technology in general, and within a multicultural environment in particular.

Is academia able to keep up with the fast-paced changes? Is academia able to adjust its evaluation methods to a
learning environment that is multicultural, diverse, and adapted to these fast-paced technological changes? These
questions are aligned with Case’s (2013) novel notions regarding students' learning in higher education, such as:
What changes in student agency might be considered desirable outcomes for higher education? And how will the
system need to change (structurally and culturally) to better enable these desired changes in student agency?

Cantwell's (2019) ideas about student mobility have wide implications, especially in the era of the Covid-19
pandemic. International students no longer have the regular constraints of time and place for their higher education,
and our model can provide academic institutions with a practical tool for inclusive multicultural evaluation.

Evaluation represents a core part of learning in higher education, as stated by Bransford, Brown and Cocking (2000),
since evaluation is a key component of effective learning. The main objective of this theoretical article is to present a
multidimensional model for conducting meaningful evaluation in the academy that is suited to multiculturally
diverse groups and to technological progress.
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2.1 The Basis of the Model: Evaluation

Evaluating and measuring student achievement is a key aspect of academia. Yet evaluation itself is scarcely
reappraised, and it is rarely studied in aspects unrelated to pedagogy and the curriculum. Academic evaluation is
perceived as feedback on the quality of students' performance and carries with it the value of reward (Sanders et al.,
1997). Evaluation is an ongoing activity, in which lecturers systematically collect information about students’ work.
Students have many different perceptions of evaluation, its various types, its function, and its efficacy (Levy, 2003).

Exams and grades are sometimes a source of concern and anxiety for students. For many of them, the grade is the
“bottom line” of the course and therefore it is one of the strongest motivational factors for learning (Khalaila, 2015).
Students feel frustrated in the following situations: when examinations do not include all the material they were
meant to include; when students are not given enough time to think about the examination questions; when the level
of the examination questions is much higher than the level of the material taught in class; when students are not
given enough information before the examination about how it will be composed and graded (Legult et al., 2006).
Evaluation may also lead to frustration when the reasons for failing or succeeding are not explained or understood
(Butler & Orion, 1990).

Examinations and papers, the leading means of evaluation in academia, may serve as auxiliary tools in navigating
students’ learning, provided the lecturer uses them appropriately (Legult et al., 2006). On the other hand, if the
lecturer does not know how to use them properly, the examinations may become a liability for the students and cause
them to become tired of learning. Traditional evaluation places examinations center stage, where the examination is
an isolated event used to measure the individual’s achievements and to make decisions about the learner (Nevo,
1998). Thus, in traditional evaluation, student achievement is largely expressed in the grade of the final examination.
Sometimes, the value of the grades in the eyes of the students stems largely from their fear of damage to their
self-image and from losing the approval and support of the significant people in their lives (Nevo, 1998).

The evaluation types common today are traditional and alternative assessments that can be either summative or
formative. With the growing awareness of putting the learners and their educational needs first, and with the growing
importance attributed to strengthening the graduate’s independent character, the need arose to adjust the type of
evaluation and diversify evaluation methods. The advantage of formative evaluation is that it provides the learners
with a reliable reflection of their achievements over time and a processive understanding of their academic progress.
Beyond the monitoring capacity that a formative evaluation provides regarding students’ achievements, it also helps
them develop effective learning strategies to nurture their learner independence.
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Nowadays, the use of alternative assessment is becoming more and more common in schools, but in academia it still
seems to be quite negligible. The common academic mindset is still based on traditional evaluation. Alternative
evaluation is based on gathering data for integrative interpretation of the students’ achievements through complex,
challenging, interesting assignments requiring performance that shows understanding. This kind of evaluation
highlights each learner’s uniqueness, as well as the variance among students (Birenbaum, 1997). Such evaluation is
also needed in the academy--evaluation that can highlight the uniqueness of each student, in keeping with their
gender and cultural background. Academic education professionals must do their best to create a meaningful,
equitable, and unbiased evaluation that reflects student variance and diversity, in which the learning products are
synchronized with each student’s world and culture.

2.2 Expanding the Basic Model: From Curriculum, Pedagogy and Evaluation, to Teaching-Learning Processes,
Curriculum, and Evaluation

The basic model was mainly developed in the context of schools; however, in our research, we view pedagogy in a
broader context of Teaching-Learning Processes (TLP). Evaluation is not an isolated, stand-alone component within
the educational setting. The content measured and how it is expressed largely depends on the curriculum and the
pedagogy. Evaluation is not only affected by these components, it also affects and dictates them. These components
should be coordinated with one another and should both seek to achieve the same goals and strengthen each other. If
this is not the case, the components proceed simultaneously and separately from one another. This situation may
disrupt and damage the educational process, and then the evaluation products would not accurately reflect the
teaching-learning goals; or alternatively, teaching would be ineffective (Pellegrino, Chudowsky, & Glaser, 2001).

However, it is difficult to achieve unity between Teaching-Learning Processes, curriculum, and evaluation, since
these are often defined by different people. For instance, the curriculum may be set by the Department Head, the
evaluation method may be determined by the course or program coordinator, and the teaching-learning methods may
be defined by the lecturer. Each of these educators has different needs and uses the evaluation for different purposes.
Some of the components are built top-down while others are built bottom-up. Therefore, the coordination should be
done not only at the same level (class, department and faculty level) but also between the various levels. They all
have to be coordinated with the evaluation triangle of cognition, observation and interpretation. If these conditions
are not met, the evaluation will not be meaningful (Pellegrino, Chudowsky, & Glaser, 2001).

First, we elaborated this basic model (curriculum, pedagogy and evaluation), and then we expanded this model to a
more comprehensive and holistic model, which takes into account the Teaching-Learning Processes (TLP),
curriculum, and evaluation as a more suitable framework for higher education settings.

The triangle of evaluation, pedagogy, and curriculum was developed on the basis of theories of learning and how it
can take place in various disciplines (Bransford, Brown, & Cocking, 2000). As a rule, the goal of the educational
process is to develop higher-order thinking skills, such as deductive reasoning, critical thinking, and problem-solving
abilities, and these will not be independently developed unless they are built into the curriculum (Achtenhagen,
2012).

Defining the goals of the educational process is essential for establishing a curriculum with continuity and cohesion
between its various components. Therefore, the development of an educational curriculum must be based, first and
foremost, on setting uniform standards for defining the teaching goals, contents, and methods of evaluation. These
standards, whose function is to serve as evaluation markers and help with the setting of goals, sometimes become the
teaching goals themselves, and thus drive educational practices. A curriculum in which the uniform standards are
identical to the teaching goals may become “an exclusionary curriculum” - one that denies access to learners from
population groups outside the mainstream (Sleeter & Carmona, 2017).

The essentials of the scientific discourse about a multicultural curriculum mainly deal with the content that should be
learned in the various educational frameworks, focusing on the content included in it versus those that are excluded
(Sleeter, 2016). According to Banks and Banks (2020), a multicultural curriculum means dealing with content that is
taught for the most part outside mainstream education and providing extensive reference to cultural and social
diversity. The difference in multicultural curricular content testifies not only to the content itself, but also to the
starting point from which it develops, based on a two-way discourse between education professionals and the
community about values and ideas (Sleeter & Carmona, 2017). A curriculum constructed in this manner encourages
the learners to become an integral part of the learning process, to legitimize their own voice and personal opinions,
and to directly affect the content studied (Banks & Banks, 2019).
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However, the curriculum alone, however multicultural, is only part of the whole educational process reflected in both
teaching-learning practices and evaluation. Observing the content of learning in isolation from teaching and
evaluation may create only a partial match to the multicultural mindset and lead to a fragmented learning experience
full of internal contradictions. For example, a curriculum in art studies that deals with folklore and the way it
corresponds with contemporary events would be more complete if students researched their positions from the
existing folklore in the culture to which they belong (Nieto, 2015).

Although there are many views on how to define pedagogy, in its narrow definition pedagogy is the instructional
practice applied in education, and its role is to be a social agent (Torres, 1996), connecting academic content
(didactics) and how it is delivered to the learners (methodology) (Alexander, 2004, 2018). The materials presented
and demonstrated to the learners are often taken from the dominant culture, and the use of materials from cultures
outside the mainstream is less common (Aleman, 2014). Moreover, the use of various teaching techniques may be
accessible in different ways to different populations (Paris & Alm, 2014).

2.3 The Relationship Between Evaluation, Pedagogy, and Curriculum in the Basic Model

As an academic faculty, we see that evaluation is often detached from the teaching, pedagogical methods, and
curriculum as reflected in the course syllabus. This detachment, both conceptually and in terms of timing when it
comes to a summative evaluation, has far-reaching implications for the learning process. When we look for a
rationale for choosing one evaluation tool over another alongside the choice of the content we seek to evaluate and
the curriculum and pedagogical methods, we can scarcely find one. But the absence of such a conceptual connection
has implications for the learners' level of functioning, understanding, and performance.

The relationship between evaluation, pedagogy, and curricula has been discussed by researchers for many years
(Fuchs, 1984), and in recent years also in its technological context (e.g., Vrasidas et al., 2000). Evaluation affects
pedagogical processes; when the pedagogical approach assumes that learners are involved in their learning process,
then the evaluation process should also seek to include and involve them (Luxton-Reilly, 2009).

Many studies have shown the advantages of thinking ahead about the compatibility between the pedagogical process
and the evaluation (Taylor & Evans, 2005). In project-based learning (PBL) and case-study analysis, coordinating
between pedagogy and evaluation promotes thinking and understanding among the students (McWhirter & Shealy,
2018). Planning pedagogical strategies in line with a compatible evaluation is also important for promoting students’
critical thinking skills (McWhirter & Shealy, 2018).

In a study that sought to examine how to promote students” understanding by aligning pedagogy with evaluation, the
students participated in a course on research methods, planned an interview, and randomly interviewed several other
students. Based on their experience, they wrote a paper addressing methodological issues. The instructor chose the
topic, trained the students how to interview, entered the data, and formed tables to examine the students’ conjectures.
By directly participating in significant research, the students deepened their understanding of research methods and
understood the many aspects involved in conducting a study (Royce, 2007).

Moreover, some studies indicate that pre-coordinating curriculum, pedagogy, and evaluation is critical for the
success of struggling students (Heid, 1995; Kelley et. al., 2008). This combination was also found to have a positive
effect on people with disabilities (Stecker et al., 2005). Many students formulate an insight into the course's “hidden
curriculum” based on this information (Birenbaum & Dochy, 2012).

This dictates their attitude towards studying in the course. Experience and research show that a large number of
students are dissatisfied with the quality of evaluation. Their arguments relate mainly to the incompatibility between
the exam questions and the content, and the type of questions to which they were exposed during the course, as well
as to the length of time allotted for the examination. Among education professionals, it is widely accepted that the
compatibility between teaching, learning, and evaluation is essential to achieving educational goals in all educational
frameworks. Higher education goals have changed over recent years in order to adjust education to the skills required
for learners' successful functioning in the knowledge era. It is now commonly accepted that students who study in a
higher education institution will have to keep renewing their professional knowledge throughout their lives
(Birenbaum & Dochy, 2012; Bar Shalom, Grebelsky-Lichtman, & Alayan, 2018).

To summarize: the basic model refers to pedagogy, curriculum, and evaluation. While the terms “curriculum” and
“evaluation” are highly relevant and suitable to higher education, we claim that the term “pedagogy” might be too
narrow for our goals to adapt the basic model for higher education. In the basic model the term "pedagogy" is used.
However, in higher education, we find that the term “TLP” is more suitable for describing and analyzing the
educational processes. Pedagogy is a common reference in academic settings, especially in schools. However, in
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higher education, we have to widen our perspective. In this article we expand the basic model to a more
comprehensive one, using the term “TLP,” which will be explained below.

3. Towards A New Model: Teaching-Learning Processes (TLP) in a Multicultural Context

We found the term “TLP” to be more theoretically suitable than the term “pedagogy,” especially for multicultural
settings. The roots of multicultural observation of TLP lie in critical pedagogy, according to which teaching
processes can create social change and promote social justice (Nieto, 2010). In his seminal book “Pedagogy of the
Oppressed” (1970), the educational philosopher Freire referred to the education system as one that maintained the
balance of power between two social groups - oppressors and oppressed. He claimed that educational practice can
challenge its traditional role and seek to free learners from the social role they were assigned (Freire, 2018). This
could be achieved through authentic dialogue, a commitment to action, imparting knowledge and developing
creativity, and through constant reflection (Macedo, 2018).

At the practical level, multicultural pedagogy has evolved not only from an overall perception of the role of
educators, but also from a practical understanding that the learning process becomes meaningful for learners when
the acquired knowledge is relevant for them (Saint-Hilaire, 2014). A learning process that includes a multicultural
reference improves the learning experience by allowing the learners a higher degree of involvement (De La Mare,
2014). Furthermore, it empowers the learners by allowing them to recognize their personal voice, formulate their
self-identity, and strengthen their sense of self-worth (Saint-Hilaire, 2014).

The research literature on multicultural pedagogy presents the evaluation process as secondary, of lower priority in
relation to the learning process that takes place in the classroom (Ford, 2014; Ghosh & Galczynski, 2014). However,
the evaluation process is of great importance and it largely defines the learning process (Black &Wiliam, 2018),
especially in higher education institutions, where great emphasis is placed on achievement measured on the basis of
grades (Schneider & Preckel, 2017). Therefore, we find the term TLP as more suitable for higher education, which
has unique characteristics that are different from school characteristics, such as: multiculturalism, independent
learning, preparing the student for the future, and a changing labor market.

4. Inclusive Multicultural Evaluation

Inclusion in academia is as theoretical as it is practical. In order to discuss evaluation for a wide range of higher
education learners, it is important to first understand the meaning of evaluation for learners belonging to minority
groups, among whom, in Israel, are those whose mother tongue is not Hebrew and those who are learners with
disabilities. This group may also include learners who are first-generation in higher education, who constitute a
minority group among people turning to higher education (Hendin, 2014). Evaluation processes at school are
remembered by some of them as fraught with difficulties and failures, and by some as detached from the accepted
method of evaluation in academia (Liasidou, 2014). Although they recognize the importance of the evaluation
process in their studies, their previous experiences do not provide them with a solid foundation that can help them
make the most of their evaluation.

These learners find it difficult to express their abilities in the evaluation tools currently accepted in academia for two
main reasons. First, verbal, mathematical, and technological literacy, as well as learning skills, are perceived as early
knowledge that learners must bring to academia as they greatly influence the results of any evaluation. Secondly,
currently accepted evaluation tools do not adequately reflect the contribution of the learning process to the learners
themselves and the personal learning curve of each learner.

4.1 Literacy and Learning Skills as a Built-in Part of the Evaluation

Most accepted methods of evaluation in higher education require a high level of verbal, mathematical, and
technological literacy, in accordance with the students’ chosen field of study. In Israel, students are required to have
a high level of verbal ability in Hebrew and English with a broad vocabulary, an understanding of what they read and
hear, as well as competent writing ability. Learners in disciplines that include mathematics courses are required to
have good mathematical understanding and the ability to use mathematical language for problem solving. They must
also be able to work in a computerized environment and to quickly learn applications and software. In addition,
learners are required to express their learning skills by being examined and by writing exercises and assignments; for
example, they need to demonstrate their ability to locate materials, summarize and organize information, as well as
formulate and justify new arguments. All these, although they are a key component for evaluation, are not reflected
within the learning process and are only generally reflected within the lecturers’ stated demands. Learners who
belong to minority groups face knowledge gaps in these areas and, in addition to focusing on the course content, are
required to overcome the additional gaps that exist between them and their classmates.
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4.2 Evaluation as the Reflection of a Personal Learning Process

For learners who belong to minority groups, in addition to being evaluated vis-&vis their peer group, there is great
significance for the personal learning process they undergo throughout their studies. These learners are required to
invest multiple resources in order to overcome the gaps mentioned above. The level of investment is not always
reflected in the final product when compared to the peer group, but it can testify to their own personal progress
compared to their previous achievements. For learners from minority groups, a high learning curve can testify to
metacognitive capabilities, including the ability to monitor products and processes, and high self-awareness. These
capabilities are not reflected in the evaluation process, despite their great contribution to the learners’ success in their
continued studies and in the job market.

4.3 UDL - Universal Design for Learning

The main frame of reference formulated for the purpose of teaching a wide range of learners is the UDL (universal
design for learning). This design was developed as part of the trend of integrating and including children with
disabilities in mainstream settings and was expanded into higher education (Rose et al., 2006). This frame of
reference highlighted the importance of flexibility in three core areas of the curriculum, pedagogy, and evaluation
alike: setting learning goals, selecting teaching materials and methods, and developing ongoing evaluation processes
(Bernacchio & Mullen, 2007). According to the UDL, the starting point of teaching-learning is to plan the
curriculum according to the students’ needs, desires, and abilities. This way the learning process takes all learners
into account and proactively works in favor of their success (Capp, 2017). This frame of reference seeks to delve into
the learning process and encourages students to be proactive learners who can navigate through their learning
process by giving them choices, setting personal goals, and developing awareness of their personal learning skills.
The UDL presents three major components that form part of a full, meaningful learning process, and it also offers
various ways to apply diversity to each of these components (Cast, 2018).

The first component is engagement. This relates to the emotional aspect of learning and stresses the need to promote
learners’ involvement in heterogeneous classrooms with a wide range of learners, each of whom has a unique way to
become more involved in class. For example, linking the learning material can be relevant to one learner but
irrelevant to another (Dean, Lee-Post, & Hapke, 2017). This component also relates to aspects of emotional
regulation in the learning process, and it acknowledges the fact that some learners may perceive a certain form of
learning as threatening, while others might perceive it as interesting and challenging (Griful-Freixenet et al., 2017).

The second component is representation. This relates to the sensory aspect of learning, emphasizing the need to make
the material accessible to different learners by diversifying its presentation (Cast, 2018). It relates to the various
preferences through which the study material is absorbed and understood by the learners; and it stresses the
importance of presenting the information in various modes of input (watching, listening, reading, etc.), organizing
the information in a clearly comprehensible manner (flowcharts, highlighting important information, etc.), and
adding tools that support understanding of the material (a course glossary, concept cards, etc.) (Black, Weinberg, &
Brodwin, 2015).

The third component is action and expression. This relates to the diverse modes of expression that are enabled (Cast,
2018). It addresses the various activities taking place in the classroom that allow personal expression, such as group
work and class discussions, as well as the products the learners are required to present (e.g., a written assignment, a
practical project, or a presentation). It also deals with technological tools that enable various modes of expression
and with how learning-supportive technologies can enable learners with disabilities to express themselves
(Evmenova, 2018). Another aspect of action and expression includes the need for the education professional’s
treatment in breaking down the learning process into stages, providing students with self-supervision tools, feedback
at different stages of learning, recommendations for effective learning strategies, and referring them to
instructors/guides who can help them use technology and improve their learning skills (Thomas, Van Garderen,
Scheuermann, & Lee, 2015).

4.4 A Multidimensional Model for Diversified, Multicultural Evaluation

In the traditional academic mindset, the differences among students were considered an obstacle to educational
equality (Ladson-Billings, 2006; Au, 2010). Subsequently, education reforms sought to bring all students to the same
level of educational achievements through standardizing the curriculum, regardless of background, race, and status
(Patton, 2011). However, studies have shown that such reforms had very little impact on minimizing gaps in student
achievement (Bjorklund-Young & Stratte Plasman, 2020).
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In the research literature, some scholars attribute the standstill in the achievement gaps among students from
different cultures to the worldview expressed in the deficit model (Hambacher & Thompson, 2015). This model is
based on a worldview that people from cultural minority groups are unable to attain the same achievements as people
from the dominant culture, largely due to their cultural background. People from minority groups are different
because their culture is flawed in many ways compared to the dominant culture. Achievement gaps are largely due to
the fact that the culture of minority groups is dysfunctional and lacks important characteristics compared to the
dominant culture. This worldview led policy makers to demand that education institutions raise the achievements of
all their students, regardless of social or ethnic background. However, this policy has not proven successful in
practice (Au, 2009; Bjorklund-Young & Stratte Plasman, 2020).

The modern approach promotes an opposite policy, favoring culturally responsive pedagogy (CRP), which raises the
cultural difference as a source of academic excellence. In other words, unlike the traditional inclination to focus on
students’ weaknesses deriving from their cultural backgrounds, the new approach seeks to consider cultural
difference as a source of students’ strengths (Gay, 2000; Ladson-Billings, 1995; Vavrus, 2008).

Instead of continuing with standardization, education professionals should acknowledge that the history of racial or
socioeconomic exclusion continues to shape the curricula and evaluation tools of our time, and this has to change.
Standard evaluation tools ignore the cultural reality and the socio-historical contexts that critically affect students’
performance.

National reforms that seek to eliminate the differences among students will never close the achievement gaps
between students from different cultures. Instead, we must move toward the implementation of culturally responsive
pedagogical practices in professional development and the construction of curricula and evaluation tools derived
from this multicultural worldview.

5. Evaluation and Technology

At the present time, which is characterized by technology-based learning due to the Covid-19 crisis, we academic
education professionals must rethink pedagogy, teaching, and evaluation. While teaching methods show relatively
broad diversity, with most efforts being directed at coordinating the teaching methods to the available technological
tools, and with online learning and blended learning establishing themselves in 21%-century academia, the tools and
methods of evaluation have largely remained unchanged.

Moreover, the digital era, characterized by information flooding, requires changes in teaching and evaluation
methods, turning them into educational activities in information-rich environments and raising the need to experience
these environments and technologies. The Covid-19 period has removed the barriers to promoting this kind of
learning.

Digital evaluation tools can be good news for lecturers. This is because they allow analysis of extensive information
about the students’ activities and provide students with immediate feedback and formative assessment, and at the
same time, the lecturers learn how each student is doing during class, which allows them to personally coordinate the
contents and pace at each point. Technology-based learning shows how information and communication
technologies are applied to learning and teaching. However, there is insufficient evidence that a common
understanding has developed in higher education of what constitutes the enhancement or cultivation of the learning
experience (Kirkwood & Price, 2014).

These changes in the perception of teaching and learning increase the need for alternative evaluation that would be
appropriate for the environment in which learners are active and responsible for their learning. The present paper
presents a model that combines the technological and multicultural aspects of the evaluation process, alongside
approaches toward evaluation in diverse learning environments, including ones that integrate technology, while
examining learning, interpersonal, effective and reflective processes, and design characteristics. We present a
selection of methods and tools that may serve the evaluation tasks in these environments, and we include
measurements to evaluate reflection and interaction with the environment partners.

The current era of accelerated change due to Covid-19 has placed the issue of learning in a technological
environment, with all its implications, on the public and academic agenda. The need for experiential learning and
evaluation activities that incorporate work in e-learning environments is more significant today than ever. This era
requires a more meaningful examination of online and remote teaching with reference to a variety of new models of
online teaching and assessment, an integration of collaborative learning, and forums that encourage original thinking
and enable quality discussion comparable with what is possible in the classroom. Hence the need to reconcile
methods of evaluation with the various modes of teaching now employed.
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Integrating technology-based learning must be future-oriented but not futuristic. It should be designed according to
the space and practices of design that will not seem dated a few years from now. Therefore it cannot be confined to
the tools and assumptions of the present moment. There should be a path and pace of change, but we should not be
caught up in wishful thinking or in romanticizing technology. Education should be based on the wisdom of design in
order to promote results for most students. Technological design is not performed at the individual level but requires
a team of experts.

While in schools alternative evaluation is applied and perfected all the time, in academia in Israel use of this type of
alternative evaluation is still scarce. Usually the exam score at the end of the semester is a key, if not exclusive,
component in determining the course grade (Birenbaum & Dochy, 2012).

Technology can support evaluation in various ways, such as evaluating the students’ learning process at various
points during a course. The use of educational technology can also be diversified in formative assessment, help
strengthen engagement, identify knowledge gaps, and support deeper learning. Examples of improving learning and
evaluation processes can be increasing flexibility in learning, allowing students an adjusted technological solution (in
a cloud, in a collaborative file, etc.) that will allow them flexibility in adjusting evaluation times according to their
needs and learning style. All the students need for this is available internet and an adapted virtual environment.
Adapted learning has been found to raise motivation (Ennouamani, Mahani, & Akharraz, 2020).

Cloud-learning solutions such as ClassFlow enable lecturers to evaluate students’ achievements and their level of
understanding of the learned material during the learning process itself. The immediate feedback helps lecturers
adjust the teaching in lectures to the students’ progress and to any gaps discovered. Personally adjusted evaluation
can also provide the students with feedback and improve their learning process in real-time.

When we shape technology-based learning we must also relate to culture, in addition to the psychological,
pedagogical, and pragmatic aspects. The cultural assumptions about education are an important aspect that we must
take into account when we build technology-based learning environments. One can apply the claim of Chen and
colleagues (1999) also in the context of evaluation and argue that evaluation must be based on the cultural context in
which it is applied.

Online learning requires formative assessment in order to allow students to monitor their own achievements.
Vonderwell, Liang, and Alderman (2007) related to online learning, stating that evaluation is very significant in
online learning because of its characteristics of interactivity and the use of technological tools. For example, peer
evaluation promotes meaningful interaction, combined with an effective learning community, which are components
of collaboration and interaction significant for promoting a socio-cognitive process alongside critical thinking
(Kehrwald, 2010).

Since future-oriented learning environments will involve online digital platforms, in order to prepare graduates for
the future job market and ensure their ability to apply what they have learned, we must prepare them for meaningful
evaluation processes relevant to their world, where they will express themselves as independent learners who take
responsibility for their learning. Future-oriented learning environments that enable technology-based evaluation open
up many options for education professionals in academia, including the provision of immediate feedback for
implementation, which will promote formative assessment.

6. Examples of the Model’s Applications
6.1 First Example: PBL (Project Based Learning) Evaluation of Several Courses - General Mindset

Today there is growing awareness of integrating alternative evaluation tools. Yet we see that evaluation in academia
is conservative and almost unchanged. It usually involves papers and exams. We believe that the very choice of an
evaluation tool makes a statement, and has meaning for both lecturers and students. When lecturers choose to test
their students through a multiple-choice exam or through a PBL, this choice reflects their view of the course contents
and characteristics and of how the students should be tested in order to “measure” their knowledge.

In a comparative examination of different academic institutions, we learned that few institutions included alternative
assessment methods. Moreover, the exam or paper is usually perceived as an event that takes place at the end of the
course and not as its high point. They are perceived as achievement-measuring tools--not as part of the curriculum or
the pedagogical methods used during the course. Many evaluation tools are at the academic lecturers’ disposal,
which allow them not only to evaluate the students’ achievements, but also to use the evaluation and its various tools
to benefit the students’ learning process. Changing the way lecturers think about evaluation in general and expanding
the range of options for using evaluation tools are the order of the day. The Covid-19 period, having challenged the
traditional teaching methods, has opened many new, diversified options for us, which are now more relevant than
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ever. If, until now, lecturers were satisfied with an exam or a summative paper, the pedagogical change that has
taken place requires that we reconsider evaluation and the evaluation methods we use. According to the basic model,
evaluation tools should be aligned with the curriculum and pedagogy. In other words, at the ideal level, lecturers are
supposed to choose the evaluation tools in a way that would be conceptually connected to the course syllabus as well
as to the teaching methods used. According to the model proposed in this article, adjusting the evaluation tools
should suit both the multicultural aspect and the technological aspect. From the multicultural aspect, the evaluation
tool should suit and faithfully reflect the different cultures the students come from--their cultural uniqueness. The
lecturers’ cultural capability should be reflected in the evaluation methods they choose for their students.
Technologically speaking, the evaluation should reflect the students’ technological literacy, which is required now
more than ever.

If so, how can this be carried out? It can be done by connecting courses independently. This is because courses do
not often “interact.” A certain phenomenon may have been studied in one course in a particular context, and then in
another course in a different context, but the lecturers themselves did not make any connections between the courses’
contents. Therefore, PBL and its evaluation can allow us to embark with the students on a learning and evaluation
journey based on project development in a way that would combine several courses together. First and foremost, this
process requires that lecturers from different courses confer and understand the similarities in their courses’ content.
These projects should connect to the students’ inner worlds, their interest areas, culture, and language.

6.1.1 Project-Based Learning Principles

The central principle of this approach is that "the whole is greater than the sum of its parts." Project-based work
allows deep and holistic observation of a phenomenon, topic, or issue, while adopting a different perspective through
which to observe it.

6.1.2 An Example from the Field

The issue of gender inequality can be relevant for other courses as well; it can be studied through the prism of legal
issues in education, as well as in its economic, philosophical, and psychological aspects. A summative assessment
task for several courses can be based on a comprehensive, in-depth, and critical analysis of a certain phenomenon
from several content areas.

6.1.3 Type of Evaluation

The evaluation in PBL is formative in nature--it is the process that counts. The students learn to think, revise, and
then think and revise again. The students learn to shape their own learning and thinking processes and to develop
critical, in-depth, comprehensive thinking.

6.2 A Second Example of the Model's Application: The Planning and Execution of A Zoom Debate and Reflection on
It

One of the options available to lecturers in order to incorporate the dimensions we have dealt with in this article into
the evaluation process is the planning of a debate by course participants, its execution, and the subsequent critical
analysis of it. In this process the students are active partners in their evaluation process. This example reflects all the
model's dimensions: multiculturalism, curriculum, and technology. These dimensions are intertwined and constitute
the basis of the formative and summative evaluation process with the students. We shall expand on each dimension
below and finally address the evaluation process that is the basis and anchor for all these dimensions.

6.2.1 The Multicultural Dimension

This dimension refers to how the voices of students from different cultures are not only heard and represented in the
evaluation process but form a significant part of the learning and teaching process. The attitudes of students who are
affected by the culture they come from, and their interpretation of concepts, theories, models, and all the content
learned in the course, carry great significance in its learning and evaluation processes. In the example presented here,
the students are required to plan a debate about a particular topic in the course that is relevant, interesting, and
stimulating on the one hand, and open to complicated analysis, with the potential of presenting diverse attitudes, on
the other. This reflects the multicultural dimension, where each student presents his/her attitude towards the topic,
based on what was learned in the course, but at the same time projects an attitude that stems from his/her culture,
previous experience, and inner world. A debate is an opportunity for all the participants to be exposed to different
cultures and different attitudes in a way that may enrich their cultural world. This cultural wealth that is brought up
in the debate contributes to the students by expanding their understanding of the learned material. This cultural
wealth also allows the students to become acquainted with the range of possible interpretations for the studied
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material and to study it from a variety of perspectives. It also makes a significant contribution to the students’
professional development and deepens their systemic understanding.

6.2.2 The Curriculum Dimension

The curriculum is supposed to be reflected in the course evaluation process. The studied materials are supposed to be
faithfully represented in the evaluation and its tools. Optimally, the students are active partners in figuring out the
inner connections between the concepts, theories, and models examined, and they are also partners in selecting the
significant course materials to be included in the evaluation. In the example below, the curriculum dimension is
reflected in the choice of topic for the class debate. This choice is in itself a task that requires in-depth, systematic,
and critical study and observation of the course curriculum. The students are required to think what topics and issues
have elements that could be disputed and are suitable for a class debate. The planning of the debate and the questions
to be raised require students to constantly examine the alignment with the curriculum holistically and laterally in a
way that may encourage connections between different concepts, topics, and even different content worlds. For
example, concepts, topics, models, and theories that arise in a debate planned in a course on informal education may
align with the content and concepts in a course for youth at-risk. We, as lecturers, must encourage our students to
think laterally about their academic areas of study. The reflection and critical analysis of the debate also invite the
students to reconsider their course curriculum.

6.2.3 The Technological Dimension

In the digital era, technology is an integral part of the students’ teaching and learning experience. Technological tools
are highly important in intensifying learning and assessment as they facilitate the use of various presentations of
knowledge.

In the example presented here, the technological dimension is reflected in the many options that can be applied
during a Zoom debate session; i.e., using Padlet, a collaborative board where students can write their ideas and
arguments during the debate, students can organize the discussion orally. Another option is to conduct a poll or a
survey in the classroom using Kahoot for a specific question for which we want to see the segmentation of students'
responses. Other options include creating an animation using Animate, for the purpose of visually and interactively
expressing and demonstrating an argument, an idea, a model, or a concept learned in the course.

As we have explained in this article, the basis of the model is evaluation, so it is important that each dimension is
also reflected in the evaluation process itself. Each of these dimensions is reflected in formative assessment. The
evaluation of the multiculturalism dimension is based on evaluating the student according to the extent to which
he/she represents the voices of all students in the course and debate, and it gives interpretation and meaning to the
contribution of students' culture-based attitudes and interpretations. Regarding the curriculum dimension, an
important aspect in the students’ evaluation is the process and rationale for their selection of a debate topic. In this
process, the students review and critically examine all the content learned in the course and rationally select the most
relevant topic for the debate. Finally, the choice of combining technological tools and their reasoning is also part of
the evaluation process, in which the students explain why a particular tool was chosen and not another and how this
tool contributed to the improvement of the debate.

7. Summary

In this article we provided a novel model for evaluation in higher education. Until Covid-19, the state-of-the-art in
CRAE had been to try to make sure that the tools that educators use for evaluative purposes were appropriate in
inclusive multicultural settings (Banks & Banks 2010; Harry & Klinger 2007; Vavrus, 2008). Covid-19 has dropped
a weighty fourth variable into the CRAE mix: technological literacy and skills. Students today have access to fast,
available, and accessible information, and their ability to consume information is constantly evolving. Our ability to
weave global and virtual social connections has been greatly enhanced. Is academia able to keep up with such rapid
changes? Can it adjust its teaching, learning, and evaluation methods to the students’ world, in keeping with these
rapid technological changes?

Whereas educators had been used to thinking about technology as being helpful for TLP and curricula, technology
has not typically been included in CRAE. Due to the fact that Covid-19 has required all academic settings to utilize
online learning, CRAE must pay careful attention to how technology is being used and what exactly is being
achieved through its use. We introduced a CRAE for the 21% century; i.e., culturally relevant evaluation that pays
attention to technology as well as to pedagogy and curriculum. We know that evaluation affects TLP and curriculum
(Levy-Vered & Nasser-Abu Alhija, 2015), and in light of Covid-19 and the widespread use of online learning,
meaningful evaluation today must include cultural relevance as well as the use of technology. After all, meaningful
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evaluation is not only about assessments and measurements but aims at getting a holistic view of the person we want
to evaluate. Such a holistic view of the person must include their culture, gender, personality, learning style,
technological abilities, etc. In this article, we presented our model and discussed its theoretical and practical
implications for enhancing educational evaluation and assessment in higher education suitable for the multicultural
era of the 215 century.
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