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Short Critically examine the relationship between learning theories and learning, the use of learning media, and educational technology. This
Course ability includes (1) making decisions and solving problems wisely, (2) applying knowledge, experience and thinking skills more
Description | practically both inside and outside the organization/school, (3) producing creative and innovative ideas or creations, ( 4) overcome
hasty, vague and narrow ways of thinking, (5) improve cognitive and affective aspects, and (6) be open in receiving and giving opinions,
make judgments based on reasons and evidence, and dare to give views and criticism
References | Main :
1. Pablo Brifiol and Kenneth G. DeMarree.2012. Social metacognition. Taylor & Francis Group, LLC; NY
2. Schunk, Dale H. 2012. Learning theories : an educational perspective.Pearson:NY
3. Levin , Daniel T. 2004. Thinking and seeing : visual metacognition in adults and children. Massachusetts Institute of
Technology; Massachusetts
4. Pefia-Ayala, Alejandro. 2015. Metacognition: Fundaments, Applications, and Trends: A Profile of the Current State-Of-The-Art.
Springer; NY
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(Sub-PO) (

offline
(1) (2 (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
1 Describe the 1.. Describe Criteria: case Material: Behavioristics 50%
LeI?tlonshlp behaviorism depth in analysis | study Reader: Schunk, Dale
eween. in learnin 2X50 H. 2012. Learning
behavioristic and ing Form of theories -
social theories in 2.- Describe . eories - an
learning social Assessment : educational
cognitive Participatory perspective.Pearson:NY
gni Activities
learning
2 Describe the 1.Describe Criteria: case Material: social 0%
E)elfltlonshlp behaviorism depth in analysis | study cognitive
bgrg(\e/?or}istic and in learning 2X50 Reference: Schunk,
social theories in 2.Describing ::-\(;rsrszfment . Dale H. 2012. Learning
learning social Participato . theone_s. ot
cognitive licipatory educauor"/al
. Activities perspective.Pearson:NY
learning
3 D?sqribehthe " 1.Describe the | Criteria: case Material: cognitive 0%
relationship o - ; depth in d h
of . relationshi eptn in study theory
cognitive theory in b P discussion 2 X 50 References: . Slavin
learning etween R.E. (2006) ’
gzgzig\gfnem Form of E&lu'cationall
d learni Assessment : Psychology: Theory and
andlearning | participatory Practice. New York:
2.Describe the | Activities Pearson.
relationship
between
language
development
and learning -
3.Describe the
relationship
between
intellectualism
and learning
4 D(lasqribehthe " 1.Describe the | Criteria: case Material: cognitive 0%
relationship o - ; depth in d h
o . relationshi epth in study theory
cognitive theory in b P discussion 2X50 References: . Slavin
learning etween R.E. (2006) ’
3232:3;; ent | FOM of Educational
d learni Assessment : Psychology: Theory and
andlearning | participatory Practice. New York:
2.Describe the | Activities Pearson.
relationship
between
language
development
and learning -
3.Describe the
relationship
between
intellectualism
and learning
5 Describing Describe Criteria: case Material: Constructivist 0%
constructivism in constructivist. depth in providing | study Literature: . Santrock,
learning theory. Describe research 2 X 50 J. W. (2010).
the relationship Educational
between
constructivists in ; S)gh‘)’o%-l New York:
cGraw-Hill.

learning

Material: Constructivist
Literature: . Slavin,
R.E. (2006).
Educational
Psychology: Theory and
Practice. New York:
Pearson.

Material: Constructivist
Reader: Schunk, Dale
H. 2012. Learning
theories : an
educational
perspective.Pearson:NY




Describing Describe Criteria: case Material: Constructivist 0%
COﬂSt_I’UCtIVISm In COﬂStI’UCtIVISt_ depth in providing study Literature: . Santrock,
learning theory. Describe research 2 X 50 J. W. (2010).
tbheetvrglgrt:onshlp Educational
constructivists in i(;rsn;sosfm ent : Psychology. New York:
|earn|ng o . McGraw-Hill.
Participatory
Activities Material: Constructivist
Literature: . Slavin,
R.E. (2006).
Educational
Psychology: Theory and
Practice. New York:
Pearson.
Material: Constructivist
Reader: Schunk, Dale
H. 2012. Learning
theories : an
educational
perspective.Pearson:NY
Describing Describe Criteria: case Material: Constructivist 0%
constructivism in constructivist depth in providing | study Literature: . Santrock,
learning theory. Describe research 2 X 50 J. W. (2010).
Lhee;v(’eelgrt]lonshlp Educational
constructivistsin | Formof Psychology. New York:
learning =3 : McGraw-Hill.
Participatory
Activities Material: Constructivist
Literature: . Slavin,
R.E. (2006).
Educational
Psychology: Theory and
Practice. New York:
Pearson.
Material: Constructivist
Reader: Schunk, Dale
H. 2012. Learning
theories : an
educational
perspective.Pearson:NY
Midterm exam 0%
2 X50
1.Describing 1.Describe Criteria; ] case Material: metacognitive 50%
metacognition metacognitive | depth |nhmak|ng study Bibliography: Pefia-
in learning theory researc 2 X50 Ayala, Alelqntzl.ro, 2015.
2.Distinguish 2.processes, Eorm of I\F/letzcogmttlon.
between abiliies and | pgsessment : AZZ ”?g;l%z SS and
metacognition skills Participatory Trends: A Profile of the
as a process, Distinguish Activities Curreni State-Of-The-
ability and skill between Art. Springer; NY
3.Describe metacognitive ’
metacognltlon as Material: metacognitive
in learning 3.Describe References: Levin
metacognition Daniel T. 2004.
in learning Thinking and seeing:

visual metacognition in
adults and children.
Massachusetts Institute
of Technology;
Massachusetts

Material: metacognitive
Bibliography: Larkin,
Shirley. 2010.
Metacognition in young
children. Routledge; NY

Material: metacognitive
References: Blummer,
B., & Kenton, JM
(2015). Improving
Student Information
Search A Metacognitive
Approach. India:
Chandos Publishing.




10 1.Describing 1.Describe Criteria: ] case Material: metacognitive 0%
metacognition metacognitive | depth in making | study Bibliography: Pefia-
in learning theory research 2X50 Ayala, Alejandro. 2015.
2.Distinguish 2.processes, E . Metacognition:
o orm o Fundaments,
between abilities and Assessment : o
metacognition skills i ' Applications, and
Distinguish Participatory Trends: A Profile of the
az.? procdesls(,_” b IStnguIs Activities Current State-Of-The-
ability _an ski etween 3 Art. Springer; NY
3.Describe metacognitive
mt—lz-tacognltlon 3 as ib Material: metacognitive
in learning -Describe . References: Levin,
metacognition Daniel T. 2004.
in learning Thinking and seeing:
visual metacognition in
adults and children.
Massachusetts Institute
of Technology;
Massachusetts
Material: metacognitive
Bibliography: Larkin,
Shirley. 2010.
Metacognition in young
children. Routledge; NY
Material: metacognitive
References: Blummer,
B., & Kenton, JM
(2015). Improving
Student Information
Search A Metacognitive
Approach. India:
Chandos Publishing.

11 Describe the 1.Clarifying Criteria: case Material: Motivation 0%
relationship motivation 5 studies Reader: Schunk, Dale
between motivation H. 2012. L ;

A theory . . Learning
and the learning theories :
process 2.Describe the ;orle‘s. a;‘p
factors that e ucat/otl_va P NY
influence perspective.Pearson:
motivation o A
3.Describe the Material: motivation
impact of Reference: . Santrock,
motivation on J. W. (2010).
| . Educational
earning Psychology. New York:
McGraw-Hill.

12 Describe self - Describe the Criteria: case Material: Self regulated 0%

regulated learning basis of self- depth in analysis | study learning
{eegﬁﬁgd 2 X 50 Reference: Schunk,
Describe the Dale H 2'012. Learning
relationship theories . an
between self- educational
regulated perspective.Pearson:NY
learning and
learning

13 Describe self - Describe the Criteria: case Material: Self regulated 0%

regulated learning basis of self- depth in analysis | study learning
{ggrl::?ntgd 2 X 50 Reference: Schunk,
Describe the Dale H 2.012. Learning
relationship theories : an
between self- educational
regulated perspective.Pearson:NY
learning and
learning

14 Describe the - Describe the Criteria: case Material: cognitive style 0%
relationship differences depth in providing | study References: . Thomas,
B ele | Eetueenyend | anabse” T 2Xs0 P R, & MoKy, J.B.

Y 9 gnitiv (2010). Cognitive styles
styles. Clarify the ; ; ]
relationship and instructional design
between in university learning.
cognitive styles Learning and Individual
and learning Differences, 197-202.

15 Describe the - Describe the Criteria: case Material: cognitive style 0%
relationship differences depth in providing | study References: . Thomas,
Sieand leaming | D cognive | 2SS 2X50 P R, &McKay, J. B.

Y 9 gnn: (2010). Cognitive styles
styles. Clarify the ; ; ]
relationship gnd lrjstruptlonal c[es:gn
between in university learning.
cognitive styles Learning and Individual
and learning Differences, 197-202.
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Learning Outcomes of Study Program Graduates (PLO - Study Program) are the abilities possessed by each Study
Program graduate which are the internalization of attitudes, mastery of knowledge and skills according to the level of their
study program obtained through the learning process.

The PLO imposed on courses are several learning outcomes of study program graduates (CPL-Study Program) which are
used for the formation/development of a course consisting of aspects of attitude, general skills, special skills and knowledge.
Program Objectives (PO) are abilities that are specifically described from the PLO assigned to a course, and are specific to
the study material or learning materials for that course.

Subject Sub-PO (Sub-PO) is a capability that is specifically described from the PO that can be measured or observed and is
the final ability that is planned at each learning stage, and is specific to the learning material of the course.

Indicators for assessing ability in the process and student learning outcomes are specific and measurable statements that
identify the ability or performance of student learning outcomes accompanied by evidence.

Assessment Criteria are benchmarks used as a measure or measure of learning achievement in assessments based on
predetermined indicators. Assessment criteria are guidelines for assessors so that assessments are consistent and unbiased.
Criteria can be quantitative or qualitative.

Forms of assessment: test and non-test.

Forms of learning: Lecture, Response, Tutorial, Seminar or equivalent, Practicum, Studio Practice, Workshop Practice,
Field Practice, Research, Community Service and/or other equivalent forms of learning.

Learning Methods: Small Group Discussion, Role-Play & Simulation, Discovery Learning, Self-Directed Learning,
Cooperative Learning, Collaborative Learning, Contextual Learning, Project Based Learning, and other equivalent methods.
Learning materials are details or descriptions of study materials which can be presented in the form of several main points
and sub-topics.

The assessment weight is the percentage of assessment of each sub-PO achievement whose size is proportional to the
level of difficulty of achieving that sub-PO, and the total is 100%.

TM=Face to face, PT=Structured assignments, BM=Independent study.
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