2 3 4
1 (Portfolio Evaluation)
(evaluation) (assessment)
(standardized tests) 1980
5

(Moss, Schitz Collins, 1998;
Fan Tone, 1994)

(assessment revolution) 1990
(portfolio evaluation) (authentic assessment)
(constructive assessment) (direct assessment)
(holistic assessment) (Hart, 1994; Oosterhof,1994;
2540)

(written  tests) !



10

(perfermance evaluation) Oosterhof

(1994) 3
(behaviors) (outcomes)
(process) (products)
(real settings) (simulated setting)
(natural stimuli) (structured stimuli)
(specific)
5
Oosterhof (1994)
Qosterhof (1994)
Hart (1994) " (authentic evaluation)

(direct measuse) (reflection)



Hart (1994), Qosterhof (1994), {2540)
' (mirror)
(portfolio) (information)
(work samples)

11

(portfolio)
(portfolio evaluation) (portfolio assessment)

Farr Tone (1994)



(portfolio)
Meyer, Sehuman Angello (1990
Reckas, 1995) Arter Spandel (1992 Coleman, 1996) Paulson Meyer

(1991 Burke, Fogarty Belgrad, 1994)

(2540) Oosterhof (1994)

(2540) Oosterhof (1994)

Hart (1994)

Anderson Bachor (1998)

Elton Gruber (1987)



Reckase (1995)

LeMahieu, Gilomer Eresh (1995)

!
Doner Grilman  (1998)
Portfolio  Process)

Koretz (1998)
(1998)

Stecher (1998)

(Development

Doner

Grilman
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12
Mehren ~ Lehmann (1984)
3
|
3
(psychometric - theory)
(reliable)
(validity) (ture score)

(rmor) !

Moss, Schiitz Collons  (1998)

(Performance  Assessment
Development Project = PADP)
(Interstate  Teacher Assessment and Support Consortium = INTASC)
(hermeneutics)



(rivising initial interpretation)
(hermeneutics) Gradamann (1987
Moss, Schiitz Collins, 1998) !

(assumption) 2

13
2-4 Bure, Fogarty ~ Belgrad (1994)
Bure, Fogarty Belgrad
L, (personel portfolio)
2
11 (the total portfolio)

12 (my best work)



intelligences)

(visual),
(musical),

16

(academic portfolio)

2.1 (the graded portfolio)
2.2 (integrated portfolio)
2.3 (cooperative group portfolio)
24 (multi-year portfolio)
= 73/ )k
4
25 (multiple
1
Gardner (1983) 7
(logical/mathematics), (verbal),
(interpersonal), (intrapersonal)
(bodily/kinesthetic)
2.6 (the class profile)
2.1 (portfolio of intelligent behavior)
2.8 (the school mide profile)

2.9 (time capsule portfolio)
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2.10 ( / ) (districtwide profile)

Bure, Fogarty Belgrad (1994)

LaMahieu (1995)

(large Seale)

(small Seale) LaMahieu
Leckase (1995) 3
(school level) (district level)

(state level)

(professional portfolio)

31 (college admission portfolio)
/
3.2 (college schoolarships)
Transeripts
33 (employability portfolio)

34 (preservice portfolio)
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'35 (teacher portfolio)
l ’
36 (staff evaluation protfolio)
3.7 (administration portfolio)
38 (performance reviews)
Bure, Fogarty Belgrad (1994)
Niguidula (1997)
(digital portfolio) (paper portfolio)
14
3 Doner Griman (1998),

Reckase (1995) LeMahieu, Gilomer Eresh (1995)



outline)

31

(setting

19

3
(Planning)
(outline)
(study example of portfolio)
(construct portfolio
(selecting material)
criteria)



32 (portfolio development)

(reading

relevent material) 3. ()

(process of reflecting)

(data reduction)

(metacognitive)

(reflecting on creation

of portfolio)

33 (presentation portfolio)



Doner' Grilman (1998)

3
(table of content)
i
(writing  inventory)
(find reflecting)
Doner Grilman (1998)
LeMahieu, Gilomer Eresh (1995)
6 -12
5 1
2 3
4) 9

Reckase (1995)



25 7 )
2) 3
4) 5 6)
7)
3
4, (scorer and scoring process)
LeMahieu, Gilomer Eresh (1995)
(scorer/rater/reader/

examiner)

Lyman (1986)

Burke, Rogarty Belgrad (1994)



Hart (1994)

Hart (1994)

scoring rubric

Farr Tone (1994)

Hart (1994)
(holistic scoring rubric)
(analytic scoring rubric)
(holistic scoring rubric)

1

23



(analytic scoring rubric)

Reckase (1995)

5 : , 2
0.8 Reckase
0.8
(internal consistency) 0.55
(inter correlation) 0.28
LeMahieu

24



6
2
1 3
Farr
Tone (1994) 6
3 2 1
(machanics)
5. (discussion evaluated product)
(hermeneutics)

6. (planning to development)
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6
Burke, Fogarty ~ Belgrad (1994) 10 )
(project purpose) 2)
(collect and organize) 3) (select key artifacts) 4)
(interject personality) 5)
(reflect metacognitively) 6) (inspect to self assess) 7)
(erfect and evaluate) 8)
(connect and conference) 9 (inject/eject to update)
10) (respect accomplishments)

Burke, Fogarty  Belgrad (1994)

15

LeMahieu (1995)



Moss, Schiitz
)

Doner

Stecher (1999)

Collins (1998)

Gilman (199)

Doner

Gilman

21



28

2 (Metagvaluation)

( , 2538) Stufflebeam (1981)
1960
' metaevaluation
Scriven .. 1969 Seriven

( Stufflebeam,
1981; Nyirenda, 1994; Finn, Stevens, Stufflebeam  Walberg, 1997)



21
Scriven metaevaluation
(evaluation of evaluations) .. 1969
Stufflebeam (1981)
5 Leon Lessinger (1970), Malcolm Provus

(1971), Richard Seligman (1973)
(evaluation of program auditing)

2 Cambell  Stanley (19%),
Bracht Glass (1968)

3 Stufflebeam (1974,
1978) (checklist)
(formative metaevaluation)
(summative metaevaluation)
4 Scriven (1976)  Millman (1979)

[
Gowin (1978)
(concept mapping) QUEMAC
(audit) (monitor)
(validiity assessment) (value judgment)
' Anderson, Ball,
Murphy (1979) (secondary
evaluation) /
Anderson, Ball, Murphy (1975)

(secondary  evaluation)



(metaevaluation) (audit of eval ation)
(meta analysis)  Glass (1976) Glass
3 (primary
analysis)

(secondary analysi)

(meta analysis)

(metaevaluation)

(analysis of analyses) (evaluation of
evaluations)

22

(Stufflebeam, 1981; Gallegos, 1994; Finn, Stevens, Stufflebeam  Walberg, 1997; Hill, 2541)
(audiences) (evaluation consumer)

(Project Metaevaluation Panel) — Finn (1997)
(Integrated Learning Systems Project)



(Waterford Institute)
(Wicat Institute)
I

2
! 2
!
(worth) (merit)
Hill (2541) ! (function)
4 Hill (2541)
(role) Stufflebeam (1981) 4
L (quideline) (monitoring)
(improving) (formative
metaevaluation)
2 (reporting)
(validiting) (adding credibility)
(summative  metaevalution)
|
3 (promoting) (motivating)

(psychological and socio political)
!



4 (controlling)

23
Stufflebeam (1981) Gallegos (19%4)
2
Stufflebeam
L (formative metaevaluation)
2 (summative metaevaluation)

Worthen  Sanders (1987, Hill, 2541)
3



(original evaluators)

2 (evaluation consumers)
(Spansor) (Client)
(other stakeholders)
3 (competent eval ators)
Brinkerhoff (1983 Hill, 2541)
Hill (2541) 3

Stufflebeam (1981)



24
' 4 Finn, Stevens, Stufflebeam
Walberg (1997) "2 Hill (254) "3 Nyirenda (1994)
Gallegos (1994)
(Project

M etaevaluation Panel)
(Integrated Learning System)  Finn, Stevens, Stufflebeam Walberg (1997)

8 i\
)
3)
o 4) 9)
6)
I 7)
9)
Hill (2541)
Finn, Stevens, Stufflebeam Walberg (1997) Hill (2541)
Hill 4
Hill
Hill (2541)



Gallegos (1994) !
(Metaevaluation of School Eval ation Model) Gallegos
! 51

Gallegos 5 1)
51 )
(typology/evaluation  matrix) 3)

(Standard for Evaluations of Educational Programs, Project and
Materials) 4 30 4)
(rating scale) 5
1 2 3 4

. Gallegos (1994) !
(evaluationmatrix) (quality indicators)
! ! 51

(a typology/evaluation matrix)
10

X £.0 <840°i2



11 (compliance monitoring models)
(input) (process)
12 (diagnhotic  monitoring models)
(formative)
13 (performance monitoring models)
(summative)
2. (process)
!
3
(self-study=S9) (visitation=V)
(desk audit=DA)
3. / (level focus)
5 (elementary schools=E),
(middle schools=M), (high schools=H), (all levels=DIST)
(state=State)
4, (intended focus)
2 (formative=Form)
(Summative=Sum)
D. (data focus)

(quantitative=Quan)
(qualitative=Qual)

36



6. (planning/dicision making)
(CIPP model)

Stufflebeam (1983) 4
(context evaluation®) (input evaluation?)
(process evaluation=P1) (product evaluation=P2)

1.

4 Stufflebeam (1991) (growth=G)
(equity=E) (feasibility=F) (excellence=Ex)
8.

Standards for Evaluations of Educational

Programs, Projects and Material (Joint Committee)

1981 4 30

(utility standards=u) 8 (feasibility standards=F2) 3
(propriety standards=P) 8 (accuracy

standards=A) 11
9, (system focus)
(disrict)

10. (unique strengths)

10



(quality indicators in school eval ation)

(authentic assessment)

38



2)

(1981)
10

Stufflebeam, 1981)

25

. 1981)

.. 1960

50

1980

McGraw-Hill

30

(Stufflebeam, 1981)

(team technique)

10)

Scriven (1991)

39

Stufflebeam
!
2)
Reinhard (1972,
4)
(ANOVA)

(standard)

(Stufflebeam



(2537)

5.1

(2539), (2537),
30 4 (utility standards)
(feasibility standards) (propriety standards)

(accuracy standards)
(utility standards)

(feasibility standards)

(propriety standards)
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—_ o~

(accuracy standards)

)

i

))l))))))
— N MM g O © I~ o o <2

~—

—_—

~—
~—

. 1980

Sander

. 1994

2

30



11

4 30

(1991) 15

15

(resources) 5)
(process)  8)
(generalizability) 10)
11)
(significance) 13)
(report)  15)

26

Stufflebeam (1981), Gallegos (1994), Finn, Stevens, Stufflebeam

42

1 1
25%9)

(key evaluation checklist=KEC) Scriven

1) (description)

(client) |
(background & context)
4)
(consumer) 6)
(outcomes)  9)
(costs)

(values) 7)

(comparison)  12)
(recommendations)  14)
(metaevaluation)

Walberg, (1997)

(education and training)



31

3.2

(education and restructuring)

(personal improvement)

(schoolfuniversity partnership)

(2539)



(2541)
6 60
01
(2542)
265
203
(2541)
1)
2)
2540 3)
5 3
16
(2541)
3
452
001

001



114

(2541)

(2540)

05

(2540)

43



(97

(2541)

16

02

10

(99

2539

4

7252 3



(2540)

47



32

(2541)

249

46



49
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