3
1
2
3
1
11
Tyler (1950) Nevo (1995)
Cronbach (1963) Stufflebeam (1969)
Alkin (1969) Nevo (1995)
(Scriven, 197,
Stufflebeam, 1974; Eisner, 1979; House, 1980 Nevo(1995)

(2539)



2
mILsuidiu ety
v l — yadan n
U »| fiEwalumadadula | — maden 1
I — y9ian @
SHEah
1 .. 2539, 2L
( ,
2537)
2 (formative
evaluation) (summative eval ation) (Scriven, 1996;
, 2537; , 2538; , 2539)  Scriven (1967
Nevo, 1996)

(formative evaluation)

(Ssummative evaluation)



- 2531)

(planning)

Davis (1974
, 2534) 10



13

Davis
(2535)
(Orthner Smith 1986)
3
ML | M S Mea9ia Ml
anaautiu 1w 1 g
. .2528 262.

| 5%)



14

(Kaufman & English,1981; Witkin, 1995;
, 2528, , 2531)

, 2028; , 2531 , 2531)

(2534)



(

(comprehensive

evaluation) ( , 2539)

(context evaluation)

- 2539)

(needs assessment)
!

| 25%)

(summative  evaluation)

15



2.1

1980

| 253)

needs assessment

(

(Witkin, 198)

2531

1960
(Witkin, 1984)

1970

16



17

1 ! : 1
i (dleefeﬁ&ﬁey)/ |
(oan) 4 c WML ot should be);
(real needs)) M * AV o
(Witkin & Altschuld, 19 gqorich 18%8: Kaufman &Ehdiish,
1979 Cummings, 1985, *
, ™ Wi (Witwn 8
Altschuld, 1995) 'l L1 gt  Jju V
. 1 01 G V I
(0 ceived needs) ) 9H
g (stufflobeam 11985)
[ )
1 (disc?)
0 L A
I
2 - mJ j16 viow)
' l - 15
3 = 1
4, (diagnostic vie™ 0
f * | *
L
mou
! 1 1 1

' Itke fm fc ! 8 MtedM 111995 Kaufman

& English, 1979; Kaufman & English, 1979 a\mtags, 1986. "a
2531)



Reviere (199)

(needs assessment)

2.2

- Kaufman & English (1979 Cummings, 1985)
3

L

2

3

Witkin & Altschuld (1995)

1 (Preassessment)

(exploration)

18



(data gathering)

L

199%;

(Assessment)

(Postassessment)

(utilization)
(set priority)

)

19

(Witkin & Altschuld,



2

(mean difference  analysis) (multi
component data analysis) (weighted
needs index) Cummings (1985)

3 (weighted needs index)
2 ! 1
3
4
B,
, 1
3
(user)

(McKillip, 1987)

2.3

(Witkin, 1984)
1 (survey)
(McKillip, 1987; Witkin & Altschuld, 1995)



11 80
( - 2530) 1

Witkin (1994)
5
12

13 !

2 (group processes)

(Moore,
1937)
2.1 (nominal group technique)



22

6-10
45-60  (Moore, 1987)
!
(Witkin & Altschuld, 1995)
2.2 (community forum)
50
1
(Witkin & Altschuld, 1995)
2.3 (focus group interviews)
[
(McKillip, 1987; Soriano, 1995)
8-12
3
31 (DACUM)
8-10
(Witkin & Altschuld, 1995)
32 (concept mapping)
(Witkin & Altschuld, 1995)
1 75-90

1020  (Domout, 1989 , 2539)



41

(Witkin & Altschuld, 1995)
4.2

5 (

B.
(postassessment)

51

5.2

(Witkin, 1984;
6.

(fishboning technique)

10-12

(fault tree analysis) FTA

- 2539)

(Witkin, 1984, 1994)
(ranking)

(paired weighting procedures) PWP

15
| 5%)

23



24

61 (delphi)

17
( , 2522)
6.2 (Scenarios)
( , 2537)
[
1981 - 1993~ Witkin (1994) 3 2
24
Bradshaw
( McKillip, 1987) 4

L
2



Ahmad  (1995)
(2540)

, 20524

Bradshaw

| 2534)

25



26

25 (Witkin & Altschuld, 1995;
, 2531)

L

2

3, 1

4

5.

6.

1.

8.

5-9000 11S0-9000
(Gurmeet, 1997)



(2537)

2.5

Brandon (1994)

- 5%9)

27



251

Leviton Hughes (1981)

Patton (199%)

(user)
(Weiss, 1972)

(Patton, 1996)

Leviton Hughes (1981)

Weiss (1972)

28



11

12

21

22

2.3
24

Weiss (1972)

1

Leviton

Mowbray (1983)

Hughes (1981); Mowbray (1988)

5

Altschuld

64

(1993)

29



30

(2540)
Altschuld (1993)

Leviton  Hughes (1981)

(2540)
Cousins Leithwood (1986)
[
Altschuld (1993) (2540)
[
Putt  Springer (1989 , 2540)
3
(timeliness)
(completenness)

(relevance of information)

Johnson (1998)
(evaluator characteristics)



31

2 (user characteristics)
3 (contextual ~ characteristics)
4, (characteristics of the evaluation)
252
3 Leviton Hughes (1981) Beyer & Trice
(1982) (2534)
L (instrumental use  direct use)
Rich (1977 Leviton  Hughes, 1981) Witkin, 1984)

(Johnson, 1998)

2 (conceptual use)  Rich (1977
Leviton Hughes, 1981 Witkin, 1984; Johnson, 1998)

(Beyer & Trice, 1982)



3
Young Comptais (1979

Levitan, 1981)

Leithwood (1986)
1986)

Witkin ~ (1994)

32

(persuasive use) Pelz (1978)
Levitan ~ Hughes, 1981) symbolic use

(Florio, 1979

(2540)

Levitan Hughes (1981) Cousins
Caplan (1976 Cousins  Leithwood,



1

. 2435

. 2538

14

. 2484

33

. 2528



34

11



12

13

1

&0&0-d

35



1)

3

7

8

9,
L
2
3
4
5

10.

36



25%)

11.

12

13.

4-5

L

L2503

. 25%)

37



. 2534

14
1
2
!
3
!
.. 253 | 2
( , 2537, 2540)



2540)

11

2537, 2540)

, 2537, 2540;

39



10,
11,

40



	บทที่ 2 วรรณคดีที่เกี่ยวข้อง
	ตอนที่ 1 บทบาทของการประเมินกับการวางแผน
	ตอนที่ 2 ความหมาย หลักการ และวิธีการประเมินความต้องการจำเป็น
	ตอนที่ 3 บทบาทและหน้าที่ของกระทรวงศึกษาธิการ


