(1) 2)

3)
(Behaviorally-Anchored Rating Scales) (4) «
(5) (6)
1
1.1 ?
(Rating Scales) «

(Ordinal Scales)
(Saslow,1982 411)

»

(Good,1973! 469)



« 3

1. (Process Evaluation)
2. (Products Evaluation)
3. « (Evaluating

Personal-Social Development)

Tuckman (1975 199-201)

0171)34



»

1.2

»

»

» »

Guilford »

L.

(Numerical Scales)

»

—
o

Most pleasant imaginable
Most pleasant

Extremly pleasant
Moderately pleasant
Midly pleasant
Indifferent

Midly impleasant
Moderately impleasant
Most impleasant

—_ N W N~ U1 oo N oo ©

Most impleasant imaginable

(Descriptive Cues)
Very Heavy
Heavy
Medium
Light
Very light

»

16



3.
(Scales Value)

17

(Graphic Scales)

(Standard Scales)

(Rating by Cumulative Points)
(Check-list)

-1
(Forced-Choice Rating)



Turney Robb (1971 136-137) {

3
1, i f (Numerical Scale) {
, 2 ;3 4
, 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
2. (Graphic Rating Scale)
/
l«
3. |f (Descriptive Scale)
I /



Rummel <1964: 201-202)

3 Turney Robb
1. (Numerical Rating Scales)
2 ;3 , 4
..................... 1 2 3 4 5
................................... 1 2 3 4 5
2. ?  (Graphic Rating Scales)
? ?

3. (Descriptive Rating Scales)

19



Vockell <1983: 92)
1

—_— N W I~ o

20



21

4 (2530: 105-106)
™| ' '
3
1. (Numerical Rating scales)
1,2,3,4,5,
X
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
2. (Graphic Rating Scales) I
X
3. ? (Descriptive Graphic Rating
Scales) 1 2
X 1 2 3 4 5



13

«

{

Guilford (1954: 296)

(Crane, 1979: 295)

«

22



23

1
(Selltiz,et al.,1959; 352)

1 (Mathis,1979; 295)

(Rater Patterns) )
Halo Error Leniency Error Error of Central Tendency

Halo Error
?
)
?
) (Mathis, 1979: 298)
Leniency Errer
(Positive Leniency)  ? (Negative
Leniency) ?
) ?
?
Error of Central Tendency
?
(Systematic Error) 1 ' (Selltiz,et al.,

1959; 35)



Thorndike Hagen (1977} 487)
1) ' » '

3) (Rating Form)

Oppenhiem (1966: 86-87) 7«

?
Guilford (1954: 280)



Bias)

Cronbach (1960  510)

Mathis (1979: 297)

Mathis
(Behaviorally-Anchored Rating Scales)

(Rater

25



26

2.1 ?
(Rating Scales)
! (Guilford» 1954: 263, Turney and Robb, 1971: 36)
Monahan (1975: 421) '
(Measurement Myopia)" X

? ™

«

(Educational Needs Assessment)

20 . .2525 - 2531

(Numerical ~ Scales)
(Graphic Scales)



2.2

(Rating Scales)

5

95

60
20

10

1

20

(25305 30-42)

(2527; 110-142)
2521

(Items)

)

13

6-9

-9

27



308

12-19

10-15

(2530; 102-125)

252
8-14
(2526 62-73)
4
5
100
(2528; 37-54)
337
6
91

3.69-3.99

10

100

28



250

14-20

4.05-4.31

10

55

(2530: 31-46)

11

100

(2527; 127-155)

155

4.11-4.39

(2527: 64-81)

39

3.65-3.95

29

, 1
)

1

272
4.00-4.17

3.57-3.84 1
62
4-5



11

»

(2529; 48-65)

»

86

(2529; 51-63)

»

»

»

(2530) »

»

»

15

100

»

(2530)

»

(2526)

30

(2527)
(2529)



(2530)

10 "

(2527)

™

(2529)

™

31

7 7"
(2526)
mo (2528)
(2530)
1"
)

(2526) " «
" (2530)



") (2529)

(2529)

(Staff Development Needs Assessment)

(Needs) «

(2530)

51

«

«

(Gap)

(2525)

32



(Showers,

»

1973:

»

5731-A)

»

»

33



3h

3 ? |f
3.1 [ if
| f ! Smith
Kendall  (1963; I Witkin, 1984: 15)
fa fa Behaviorally-Anchored

Rating Scales- BARS (Witkin, 1984: 79) Behavioral Scales Behavioral
Based Rating Scales (Campbell, 1973) Behavioral Expectation Scales
(Keaveny, 1975 695) ?

(Mathis, 1979: 305)

(Rating Scales)

(Witkin, 1984: 80-81)



«

H $0 )05C

«

0
(Crane,1985: 413)

«

35



36

3  *? '
4) | VvV ? 1?7 "
(BehaViorS) (Performance)

(EffectiVENESS)

o , ' (Campbell and ethers, 1973)
(Kearney, 1979)

(Witkin, 1934: 79)
(Witkin: 83-85)

3.3

{

Landy Schwab (1974), Heneman = DecCotiis (1975)

(Dimensions)



50-80
(4)
(5)
3)
(Equal Intervals)
3

(Trait)

(Interrater Reliafaility)



38

;4 «
Campbell (19731 15-22)  «
«
(Leniency Error) (Halo Error)
Convergent, and Discriminant Validity
«
9 (Dimensions)
: « (Summate Rating Scales)
Likert 4
<Items)
1- 4 -
(Subject for Scale Evaluation)
537 (Raters)
" 2
2 (Mean)

(Standard Deviation)



39

2
Multitrait-Multimethod ,
Campbell Fiske (1959) 9
(Heterodimension)
(Heterotrait) ?
(Leniency Error)
4.00
6 9 3.00-4.00
6.00
5*00
? 9
1
5
(General Factors) ?
(Halo Error)
7 ,
Multitrait - Multimethod Convergent and Discriminant
Validity ? ‘
Campbell Fiske ? Discriminant Validity

Showers ( 1973; 5731-A)
2-3 ?
Leniency Bias

(Ranking)



40

' { Showers
2 (1) [
(Evaluative Cues) ;1 ,
2)

a 3 (1) (Fixed Alternative
Likert Cues) (2) (Fixed Alternative
Evaluation Cues - Superior - Inferior ) (3)

(Descriptive Cues) 2
(Rater
Reliability)

Pierson (19752 2718—A)

(The Semantic D ifferential Technique)

(Graphic D ifferential)

Pierson

VR (Concrete Graphic)

«



Slater (1975 6203-A) Leniency Error
o'W 2

(Adjective-Anchored Scales)

(Behaviorally-Anchored Scales)

15
3
d 3 )
Keaveny MeGann (1975:  695-703) «
(Behavioral Expectation Scales)
) 4
L« 2
[
13
4
f
1 Multitrait - Multimethod Convergent & Discriminant
Validity 2 ' 13

i (Heterotrait)
Halo Error ; !



kz

Leniency
Error '
' if
Leniency Error Multitrait- Multi method
if |f (Discriminant Validity)
Cook (1988: 31-45)
2 of (Behaviorally-Anchored Rating Scales)
no (Likert Scales)
|f (Leniency Error)
P (Halo~ Error) 2
2
1
Halo Error
(Standard Deviation) f
(Halo Score)
(Halo Score) Halo Error
Halo Error

|f Leniency Error ;
Halo Error



360

(2522: 38-42)

(2527: 50-57)

15

23 45 6
67
(1) |
(3)
" (4)
(5)
L)

!



1)

(25297 30-39)

5 x T
1

«

(Scales Format)

Keaveny

Campbell (1973) «
Showers (1973)
Slater (1976)

McGamn (1975)  «
v

25

«

X

«

44



»

4)

1999 )

6)

(Validity)

(Dependent Variable)
| »

Leniency Error

Cook (1988: 32)

Halo Error

«

Kingstrom Bass (1981, quoted
2
( , 2522)
) > , 2521)
( . 2527)
» »
(Reliability) )

«

in Cook,
1956

«

«



5.1
(Management) s Lo
, (Crane, 1985 19)
" |
" (Crane, 1985: 4)
(1)
2) (3) (4)
( . 2530: 1)
«
»
a | (Mathis, 1979:
290-291)
L (Compensétion)

2. (Placement)



3. « (Training and Development)
\ ,

«

(Training Needs)

«

« «

5.2 /

Crane (1985; 401-402, 407-408)
(Immediate Supervisor)



48
? Inverted Appraisal

(Buddy Rating or Peer Rating)

(The Group Summary Appraisal)
) (The
Self-appraisal Process)

Mathis  (1979: 298-301)
4
1. (Subordinate Rating Approach)

« !
2. (Group Rating Approach)
, 2 (1)

Multiple Rating (2) (Committee
Appraisal )



3. 1 {l (Superior Rating of
Subordinates)

4. , (Se f-Appraisal

through the use of Management by Objectives)

1 Ik «

\Vin

Dressel (1977} 1486-1487), Harris (1986: 102) Lemlech (1976:

262) (1)

2) (3) (4)

(2530: 101) A (2524: 2) (2526: 12)
(1) I

(2) / (3) / @ |1

(2524: 96-99)



(5)

«

50

, (2524: 99)

Aleamoni (1983: 111-115)
) 1

Harris (1986: 130)
3



51

(Raters)

Mathis (19791 301-307)

4 (1)
(Category Rating Inventory) |
"'V (The Graphic Rating Scales)
(The Checklist) (Forced Choice
Methods) (2) (Comparative Methods)
(Ranking) (Paired Comparison) (3)
(Written Methods)
(The Critical Incident Method)
(4)

(Behaviorally-anchored Rating Scales)



Crane (1985: 404-409)

Locher Teel
0  (Rating Scales)
Crane ;o 2
(1) »  (Traditional Methods)
(Graphic Scales) (Ranking)
» (The Critical Method) (2)

(Developmental Approaches to Appraisal)
«

«

«

(Appraisal through
Management by Objectives) » (The

Behavioral 1y-Anchored Rating Scales)

» »

»



«

»

6. 1

Mathis

?
(19791 §-25)
(3)
(10)
(14)

53

»

18
2)

: )

(7
(1)
(12)
(13
(15



Gerhard (1971s 239-242) '
(Teaching-thinking-learning Process)

(1) (2)
(Cognitive Process) (3)
(4) (%)
(6) (7) (8) (Provide)
(9)
Erickson (1980: 58)
(1)
(2)
3) (4)
()
(6) (7)
Peter (quoted in Nelli, 1981 39) (
( (1) (Flexible) (2)
(3) (Personalize
Teaching) (4) - (5)
(6) (7)

(Well-Established Examination Procedures) (8)
(9) (10)

54



Verner

3)

(1973: 1-13)

55

2

2 4

(Interaction)

(Management and Instruction)

(Evaluation) -



Squires

(Professional Growth)

[ (quoted in Abruscato, 1985 8-9)
(Effective Teachers)

3
(Planning)

(Classroom Management)

1-2

(Instruction)
(Overview)

56



«

6.2

(System Approach)

(Explanation)

-«

(Monitoring Performance)

(2532 10)
(1)
3)

(2531; 71-72)
(1)
(3)
(4)

57



Popham Baker (1970: 11-17)

58

(Goal-Reference Instructional Model)

[ | [ I [ 1 [ |
o ‘ o [=Y ]
AVURINUYTEAIA l ' UseLauNa l I dou ' I PRI i

s S S _—

‘ m7iFand l l nowL Tem l l ' I |
I | l | | | L |
/ l

Popham

(Teaching Procedures)

Research Consumer)

(The Hypothesis Tester)

Assessment Model

(The



10.

(2529 30-34)

Popham

59

Baker



10

(Professional Growth)

6.2

N2

60

10

6.1

10




61

/ |
1

2) !
(3)

} )
6.3

2524 ( . .2533)
2532: 1-12)
(1)
! (2)



62

«

«

«

«



»

»

»

»

»

»

»

»

»

63



«

«

«

«

«

«

6h



2527)
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