ISSN 1680-5526

m — w5k

2006500006

& A %gmwww4@:ﬁmﬁﬁﬁm&—-éimiEmWMW§&§

&5 & R E

Bulletin of National Institute of Educational Resources and Research

HEFESE )0F

Special Issue of Educational Evaluation

BIMHEERE #RED
PEREN+=F1T=AH

Taipei. Taiwan. R.O.C. 2004



HBERET
B <
Bulletin of the National Institute of Educational Resources and Research 2 9 $E:

HEFEEE

Special Issue of Educational Evaluation

BUHSERNE WD
PERBNALT=F1T=FA

Taipei, Taiwan, R. O. C. 2004



(1
(27)
(153)
(95)
(119)
(139)
(169)

(195)
(209)

(225)

(247)

(271)



1996

(293)

(309)
(327)
(341)

(359)
(381)
(413)
(437)

(493)

(515)

(527)

(545)
(557)



BULLETIN
OF THE

National Institute of Educational Resources and Research
Vol XXIX
~Special Issue of Educational Evaluation~

Contents

1. The Conception and Development of Educational

Evaluation Ching-shan Wu, Hsiang-Li Wang. (1)
2. The Professional Inquiry on Processes and
Methods of Educational Evaluation Tien-yu Lin ( 27)

3. Metaevaluation of Educational Evaluations
Chia-Cheng Yu, Hsiang-Jung Tseng ( 53)
4. A Study on Qualitative Evaluation of Education
Jeng-Jye Hwang ( 95)
5. How to formulate an evaluation plan Chunrong Liu (119)
6. Evaluation Indicator of Senior High School Principals
Performance Hsin-fa Lin, Shang-yu Lin (139)
7. The Planning and Implementation Strategies of Profession
Development Oriented Teacher Evaluation Derray Chang (169)
8. Theinternal and external of school evaluation: the difference of
conception among school-based eval uation,

school self-evaluation and internal evaluation Chao-Yu Kau (195)
9. AnAnalysis of the Concept of
Curriculum Evaluation Chia-Hsiung Huang (209)

10. The analysis of the reviewing process of the
socia studies textbooks Yung-sheng Ou, Meng-Ju Hung (225)



11. The Study of Developing Evaluation Tools for Primary and
Junior High School Teacher.
Shin-Jen Chang, Li-Yia Feng, Shang-Cheng Chiu (247)
12. Review and forward-looking of Evaluation of Education
Administration inaSenior Administrator’s perspective
Wen Hsiung Chiang (271)
13. The kindergarten Evaluation--The system that the organization

transfers to automatically is built and constructed Mei-kuei Lu (293)
14. Evaluation of Higher Education: lessons from the case of 1996

research assessment exercise in the UK Ru-Jer Wang (309)
15. Perspectives of Evaluations for Technological and Vocational

Education Lung-Sheng Lee & Chun-Chin Lai (327)
16.Special education evaluation practice and

related studies in Taiwan. Jan-Der Wang (341)
17. Reflections on teacher education eval uation:

Some un-examined issues Hsun-Fung Kitty Kao (359)
18. School Buildings Evaluation : The Development and

Model of Post-Occupancy Evaluation .Chih-Min Tang (381)
19. A Study on Educational Evaluation in Japan Szu-Wei Yang (413)
20. A Study on Higher Education Evaluation

System in the United Kingdom Ying Chan (437)

21. A comparative study on evaluation systems of
students' achievement of upper-secondary education

among ten countries Yi-hsing Chung (493)
22. Problem, Development and Prospect for

Educational Evaluation Lin Xiao (515)
Appendix 1:
Contents in All Volumes (527)
Appendix 2: Index
Chinese (545)

English (557)



1@

Key Words: Evaluation, Educational Evaluation, The History of Educational Evaluation



(2 2

K. Stufflebean , R. Stake , E. Eisner, M. Scriven...

Scriven(2003)
normative

descriptive

85

93

93



85
61

(evaluation)

92
87 89
72

91

3 (3)

Stufflebeam(1973)

Tenbrink(1974)

Chelimsky(1985)

Stufflebeam
Shinknfield(1985)

Worthen
Sanders(1987)

Alkin(1990)

M cL auaglin(1990)




4 4

House(1993)

Worthen, Sanders
Fitzpatrick(1997)

Douglah(1998)

Boulmetis
Dutwin(2000)

Stufflebeam(2003)

78

84

92

93

1950
R. H. Tyler

( Nevo,1995) Cronbach 1963
( Wolf,1990)
(The Joint Committee on Standard for Educational Evaluation,1994)
Nevo(1995)

Worthen  Sanders(1987)




Scriven(1967)

82

89

93

93

5 (5

88

90

Joint Committee on Standard for Educational Evaluation,1994



(6) 6

Stufflebeam
Shinknfield(1985) (The Joint Committee on
Standard for Educational Evaluation) 1981
(pesudo-evaluation) (quasi-evaluation) (true evaluation)
(covert investigations) (public
relations-inspired studies) (objectives-based studies)
(experimentally oriented studies)
(decision-oriented studies) (client-centered studies) (policy
studies) (consumer-oriented studies)
93
(intellectual) (social) (symbolic)

82



Scriven(1994)

(trans-disciplines)

87

1970

(knowledge base)
(Who We Are)

Scriven

7 (1)

Shadish(1998)

Shadish

93



(8) 8

61
85 87 89
85 87 89
Shadish, Cook  Leviton(1991)
(Foundations of Program Evaluation: Theories of Practice.)
(valuing) (knowledge construction)
(knowledge use) (social programming) (evaluation
practice) Shadish(1998)
1
1

“Evaluation Theory Is Who We Are,” by W. R. Shadish , 1998,
American Journal of Evaluation, 19 (1), p.2.



9 (9

Shadish Cook  Leviton(1991)  Shadish(1998)
1

(terminology) (Shadish,1998)

Shadish

93



(10) 10

70

Merwin 1969 1115
84 2200
(Dubois,1970 ; Popham,1993)

2200 1115

84

85

68
76 72

Stufflebeam & Shinkfield,1985

2000

(Worthen & Sanders,1987)

600



11 (11)

89

925 89
Worthen
Sanders(1987:12)
1920 1920-1965 1965 1987
Stufflebeam Shinkfield 1985
Tyler
Tyler (Pre-Tyler Period)
1934 (Tylerian Age) 1930 1945
(Age of Innocence) 1946 1957 (Age of Realism)
1958 1972 (Age of Professionalism) 1973
Madaus & Stufflebeam(2000) 1972 2001

(The Age of Reform,1792-1900) 1792
William Parish
(The Age of Efficiency and Testing,1900-1930) F.
Taylor

(The Tylerian Age,1930-1945) R.W. Tyler



(12) 12

(The Age of Innocence,1946-1957) (Age of
Ignorance)

(The Age of Development,1958-1972)

(The Age of Profesionalization,1973-1983)

(The Age of Expansion and Integration,1983-2001)

Guba Lincolin(1989)

(generations) 89 93
91 Guba Lincolin(1989) 1910
(1910-1930)
(1930-1967)
(1967-1987)
(1981 )
Madaus & Stufflebeam(2000) Guba
Lincolin(1989)
1949
85
606 606
1905
1905 1949

1949 1949



13 (13)

1949 1974

84

84)
1975 1999

89

92

89
1992

78
Stufflebeam Shinkfield 1985
Systematic evaluation 82 84
86



(14) 14

1970 2 1980 14 1990 47
93
2000
93 26 2000
2003
2000-2004 129
93 19 2004
84

(theory-driven)
93

91



15 (15)

84
(localization)
88
88
Worthen
1994
Worthen, Sanders  Fitzpatrick(1997) ()
() ()
() ()
(institutionalization) ( ) () ()
()
() Worthen
() ) )

Worthen (1997)



(16) 16

Scriven(1969)
(meta-evaluation)
Stufflebeam(2000)

(Martin,1982) Nilsson Hogben

1983
( Worthen & Sanders,1987:370) 89
92
89
89 92 92 90 85
83 90 91 86 91

91



17 (17)

91

(National Council for the
Accreditation of Teacher Education,2002) (Canadian Evaluation
Society) (Australasian Evaluation Society)

89
15 5 7
91 10
9

93
92 93 93 92 91



(18) 18



19 (19)



(20) 20



82

88

91

82

61

21 (21)

2.
4.
6.
7 8

93

84-114

133-144
84 Patton, M. Q.
117 6-14

88 29 66

1-12



(22) 22

93
320-338
90
93

88
89

76
92

85
92

92

89
78
68
89
103-105
93

90

89
87

93
86
87
85

191-215

91 36-44

42 1-15

34 17-28



91
83

92

78
72
70
89
93

92

93

92
11 3 133-156
90

91
183-236
84
3-59
91

86

92
91

11-23

23 (23)

15



(24) 24

93
24-27

91

Alkin, F. (1990). Debates on evaluation. Newbury Park, CA:Sage.

Boulmetis, J. & Dutwin, P.(2000). The ABCs of evaluation: Timeless techniques for
program and project managers. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Chelimsky, E. (1985). Program evaluation: patterns and direction. Washington, D.C.:
American society for public administration.

Douglah, M.(1998).Program development and evaluation-developing a concept of
extension  program  evaluation. Retrieved Aug. 31, 2004, from
http://www.uwex.edu/ces/pdande/eval uate.html

Dubois, P. H. ( 1970) .A history of psychological testing. London: Allyn & Bacon.

Guba, E., & Lincoln, Y. S. (1989). Fourth generation evaluation. Newbury Park, CA.:
Sage.

House, E. R. (1993). Professional evaluation. Newbury Park, CA.: Sage.

Joint Committee on Standard for Educational Evaluation.(1994). Program evaluation
standard.(2™ ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA.: Sage.

Martin, P. H. (1982).Mata-analysis, meta-evaluation and secondary analysis. (ERIC
Document Reproduction Service, N0.228280)

McLauaglin, M.(1990).The rank change agent study revisited: Marco perspectives and
mirco realities. Educational Researcher,19(9), 11-16.

National Council for the Accreditation of Teacher Education (2002) . Handbook for
accreditation visits. Washington, DC: Author.

Nevo, D. (1995). School-based evaluation: A dialogue for school improvement. NewYork:
Pergamon.

Popham, W. J.(1993). Educational evaluation.(3' ed.). London: Allyn and Bacon.

Scriven, M. (1967).The methodology of evaluation. In R. E. Stake(Ed.). Curriculum
evaluation. American education research association monograph series on
evaluation, 1. Chicago: Rand McNally.

Scriven, M. (1969). Evaluation skills. Washington, D. C.: American Educational
Research Association.

Scriven, M. (1994). Evaluation as a discipline. Sudies in Educational Evaluation, 20,
147-166.



25 (25)

Scriven, M. (2003). Evaluation theory and metatheory. In T. Kellaghan, D. L.
Stufflebeam & L. A. Wingate(ed.) International handbook of educational evaluation
(part one:perspectives)(ppl5-31).London: Kluwer Academic.

Shadish.W.R.(1998). Evaluation theory is who we are. American Journal of Evaluation,
19 (1), 1-19.

Shadish, W. R., Cook, T. D., & Leviton, L. C.( 1991). Foundations of program
evaluation: theories of practice. Newbury Park, CA.: Sage.

Stufflebeam, D. L.(1973). An introduction to the PDK book: Educational evaluation and
decision-making. In B. R. Worthen & J. R. Sanders(Eds.). Educational Evaluation:
theory and practice. CA:Wadsworth.

Stufflebeam, D. L. (2000). Foundational models for 21% century program evaluation. In
D. L. Stufflebeam, A. J. Shinkfield, & T. Kellaghan (Eds.), Evaluation models:
Viewpoints on educational and human services evaluation (2" ed.) (pp. 33-83).
Boston: Kluwer Academic.

Stufflebeam, D. L. (2003). The CIPP model for evaluation. In T. Kellaghan & D. L.
Stufflebeam(Eds.). International handbook of educational evaluation.(pp. 31-62).
Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic.

Stufflebeam, D. L. & Shinkfield, A. J.(1985). Systematic evaluation. Boston:
Kluwer-Nijhoff.

Tenbrink, T. D. (1974). Evaluation: A practical guide for teachers. New York:
McGrew-Hill.

Worthen, B. R.(1994). Is evaluation a mature profession that warrants the preparation of
evaluation professionals? New Directions for Program Evaluation,62,3-15.

Worthen, B. R. & Sanders, J. R. (1987). Educational Evaluation: Alternative approaches
and practical guidelines. New York: Longman.

Worthen, B. R., Sanders, J. R. & Fitzpatrick, J. L. (1997). Program evaluation:
Alter native approaches and practical guidelines (2" ed.). New York: Longman.



(26) 26

The Conception and Development of Educational

Evaluation

Ching-shan Wu & Hsiang-Li Wang
ABSTRACT

Planning, implementing and evaluating are three key components for education
sustainable development. In the past decade, we have been devoted to educational
reforms. Educational evaluation plays an important part in understanding the
performance of educational reforms and assuring the educational quality. The purpose of
this article is to discuss the basic conception and recent development of educational
evaluation. It divides into five parts. We begin to analyze the important conception of
educational evaluation. Secondly, we illustrate the characteristics of discipline and
theoretical construction of educational evaluation. Next, we review the history of
educational evaluation and present the educational evaluation development in USA and
Taiwan . We then to analyze the challenges of Taiwan's educational evaluation, including
the efforts of localization, the promotion of profession, advocacy of meta-evaluation and
ethics of evaluation, as well as the integration of various evaluations. Finally, we address

eight strategies for improving our educational evaluation effectiveness.

Key Words: Evaluation, Educational Evaluation, The History of Educational Evaluation
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The Professional Inquiry on Processes and

M ethods of Educational Evaluation

Tien-yu Lin
ABSTRACT

This article discusses possible ways to escalate professional status of educational
evaluation from the perspectives of process and method. Definition of professional
behavior and professional standard are defined first. Then, professional standards and
contents of evaluation processes and methods are explored. The review of literature
indicated that professional processes and methods demonstrates following characteristics:
(1) clear professional standards, (2) precise evaluation steps, (3) sound methodologies,
(4) fairly long period of evaluation days varied with school size, (5) standardized

processes, and (6) quality assurance system. Suggestions are made based on the above

characteristics.

Key Words: educational evaluation, evaluation process, evaluation method, profession of

educational evaluation
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Metaevaluation of Educational Evaluations

Chia-Cheng Yu & Hsiang-Jung Tseng

ABSTRACT

The purposes of this article are to analyze the concepts of metaevaluation, the
professional standards and principles for metaevaluation, and the design for
implementation. Based on literature review, four conclusions are brought about. Firstly,
metaevaluation is a type of higher-order evaluation or secondary evaluation, which
reevaluates primary evaluations, educational evaluations, to judge their values and merits.
Secondly, the establishment of standards for metaevaluation of educational evaluation is
the symbol of professional evaluation. Since the evaluation communities have already
developed standards and principles for educators, evaluators and other stakeholders to
follow, but evaluators also can develop their own by systematic research methods and
procedures when necessary. Thirdly, as one of various evaluations, the process of
metaevaluation is extremely complicated and social-political and would be designed in
detail before being implemented. The 16 steps presented in this article could be the
useful guidelines, if educational evaluators try to make a reasonable plan for
metaevaluation. Besides, four suggestions are proposed as follows: (1) institutes of
educational evaluation would follow the metaevaluation standards to design and
implement educational evaluations; (2) metaevaluation should be embedded as necessary
parts to any educational evaluation, and be implemented during its beginning, process
and the end; (3) the outcomes of metaevaluation should be included in educational
evaluation reports for their users; and (4)it is right time for both communities, education

and evaluation, to collaborate developing metaevaluation standards.

Key Words: metaevaluation, evaluation standards, evaluation program
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A Study on Qualitative Evaluation of Education

Jeng-Jye Hwang

President, National ~ University  of Tainan

ABSTRACT

Educational evaluation is one of many important fields of educational system
operation. Due to its broad scope and complex procedures, many problems have been
raised in its implementation, especially the problem of quantitative orientation, which
has dominated the field for a long time. This paper first analyzed main concepts of
qualitative evaluation, then discussed some examples of educational evaluation adopting
qualitative methods, reviewed current problems of applying qualitative method to
educational evaluation, and finally made recommendations for further implementation of

qualitative evaluation of education.

Key Words: educational evaluation, qualitative evaluation of education, qualitative

method, qualitative research
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Evaluation Indicator of Senior High School

Principals Performance.

Hsin-faLin & Shang-yu Lin
ABSTRACT

This article aims to set up proper indicator for evaluation of senior high school
principals performance in Taiwan, and provide our educational administration
authorities for reference.

Using the Delphi Technique as the primary research method, the researcher has
gathered the documents concerning indicator for evaluation of senior high school
principals' performance. In addition to the relevant documents, the researcher also brings
the scholars' opinions on the items and indicator for "evaluation of senior high school
principals' performance in Taiwan."

According to the findings of the research, the research constructs a set of evaluation
of principals' performance of senior high school in Taiwan, which concludes six aspects
and 49 indicator. The six aspects of the evaluation are leadership of education, leadership
of curriculum, leadership of teaching, leadership of administration, students learning
status, public relations and satisfaction of related members.

Some suggestions are the following:

a. It is crucial to uphold the professions of the senior high school principals. Therefore,
the evaluation of principals performance must be administered every four years to
ensure the quality of senior high school education.

b.In order to provide the principals the reference and directions of handling their
schools it is advisable for educational authorities to produce detailed measures for
accomplishing criteria.

c. Besides the indicator in accordance with the characteristics environment and historical
background of the respective school achieve the best result of evaluation.

d.The Delphi Technique is a proper method for opinion collection and reaching
consensus in establishing indicator.

Key Words: evaluation indicator, evaluation of principals’ performance.
evaluation of senior high school principals’ performance.
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The analysis of the reviewing process of the social

studies textbooks

Yung-sheng Ou, Meng-Ju Hung

ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study is to explore the reviewing process of the social studies
textbooks developed with the guideline provided by the national grade 1-9 curriculum,
attempting to provide a comprehensive analysis through the actual reviewing system to
understand the issues and problems confronted during the reviewing process when the
publication of the textbooks was open to all interested parties. The learning stage under
study was the second stage of the social studies. The authors would also like to explore
the factors affecting the reviewing process. The methodology employed here were
document analysis, participating observation, and interviewing.

Based upon research findings, this paper tried to provide several recommendations

for the policy makers to improve the quality of social studies textbooks in the future.

Key Words: social studies textbook, textbook reviewing process
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24
4
4
1 0.800 1.00
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1 0.367 0.967
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5 1 0.767 1.000
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3 0.967 1.000
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(x 2) | 12.000* | 5.905 10.792* 14.811** | 14.811** | 13.429** |99.385***
* p<.05 ** p<.01
24
r=.364, p<.05 r=.491, p<.05
r=.381, p<.05 r=.361, p<.05

r=.220, p>.05




19 (265)

1)

)

.67
.85



(266) 20

-20

30

15

1/2

15



1993

1990

1996
1993a

1999

22-45
1996

1999
NSC87-2511-S-017-005
1997

1999
NSC87-2511-S-017-004
1999

NSC85-2513-S-018-001

21 (267)



(268) 22

NSC87-2511-S-017-002
1982 15 195-204
1999 15 171-226
Schaffer 1981
9 113-124
1999

1999

1997 —

1994
NSC83-0111-S-017-013
1996

1999

1991 ()

1998

Brophy, J. & Good, T.(1986). Teacher behavior and student achievement. In
M.C.Wittrock(Ed.)., Handbook of research on teaching .(3rd ed.) .New York:
Macmillan.

Rosenshines, B. (1983). Teaching functions in instructional programs. The Elementary
School Journal, 83(4), 335-351.

Texas Teacher Appraisal System. (1986). Texas Teacher Appraisal System Instrument.
Austin: Texas Education Agency.

West, S .S. (1990). Sudent perceptions of teaching effectiveness . Texas: TexasA&M

University.



23 (269)

The Study of Developing Evaluation Tools for
Primary and Junior High School Teacher

Shin-Jen Chang, Li-YiaFeng, Shang-Cheng Chiu
ABSTRACT

The purpose of the study was to develop suitable evaluation tools for primary and
junior high school teachers. The evaluation tools include Classroom Teaching
Observation Table, Demonstration Teaching Evaluation Table of Teacher's Screening
Examination, and Teacher Teaching Portfolio Evaluation Table. There were tens of
primary and junior high school teachers and education experts discussing, examining and
pilot studying the Tables. Kendall’s coefficient of concordance, scorer reliability, and
concurrent validity were used to test the credibility and validity, and to investigate the
suitability of the Tables, which is to see if the tables can be used in different disciplines
and different grades. Users Manuals are also established for the evaluations of primary

and junior high school teachers.

Key Words: teaching efficacy, teaching evaluation, teacher evaluation
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The kindergarten Evaluation—

The system that the organization transfers to

automatically is built and constructed

Mei-kuei Lu

ABSTRACT

The intelligence way ' is deep-rooted in our heart, not merely influence us to
understand this world, influence a lot of assumptions , stereotypes that we took action
too at the same time, even the the image builds constructing . This text tries commenting
the source beginning of the ancient bronze mirror from the kindergarten, via starting to
establish for issue,it go through CIPP , case leading factor to,so that kindergarten each
way where the standards develop, analyse the characteristics of every stages, in order to
understand in depth and comment the context of kindergarten evalution .

Secondly, this text put on ' kindergarten-based management ' especially and each
stage task, expect via the phase of “ organizational reform ", “ scenario analyse” ,“ the
formulation of visions and objectives’, “curriculum development and applications ” and
“ evaluation and modification ", the importance of the deep body “ self evaluation ” that
kindergarten can, and then pinpoint the problems and propose solving the tactics; Make
use of the model of the model kindergarten to study , the operation system that is
assessing and revising ' transfer to automatically ' constantly, and then development is

one's own speciality and kindergarten of the style.

Key Words: kindergarden evaluation > kindergarden— based management
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1996 Research Assessment Exercise
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insights

1996 Research Assessment
Exercise, 1997

rating scale

5*

3a

3b

Scott, 1995; 1996 Research Assessment Exercise, 1997.

60
69 units of assessment
1996 2
Circular RAE96
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1996 Research Assessment Exercise, 1997
1996 3 31

1990
1 1 1996 3 31

1995

1996 4 30

2,896



1996

192 55,893

1996 69

5

(313)

O©CoO~NOOOUITA,WNPEP

Clinical Laboratory Sciences
Community Based Clinical Subjects
Hospital Based Clinical Subjects
Clinical Dentistry

Pre-Clinical Studies

Anatomy

Physiology

Pharmacology

Pharmacy

Nursing

Other Studies and Professions Allied To Medicine
Biochemistry

Psychology

Biological Sciences

Agriculture

Food Science and Technology
Veterinary Science

Chemistry

Physics

Earth Sciences

Environmental Sciences

Pure Mathematics

Applied Mathematics

Statistics and Operational Research
Computer Science

General Engineering

Chemical Engineering

Civil Engineering

Electrical and Electronic Engineering
Mechanical, Aeronautical and Manufacturing Engineering
Mineral and Mining Engineering
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32 Metallurgy and Materials
33 Built Environment
34 Town and Country Planning
35 Geography
36 Law
37 Anthropology
38 Economics and Econometrics
39 Politics and International Studies
40 Social Policy and Administration
41 Social Work
42 Sociology
43 Business and Management Studies
44 Accountancy
45 American Studies
46 Middle Eastern and African Studies
47 Asian Studies
48 European Studies
49 Celtic Studies
50 English Language and Literature
51 French
52 German, Dutch and Scandinavian Language
53 Italian
54 Russian, Slavonic and East European Language
55 Iberian and Latin American Languages
56 Linguistics
57 Classics and Ancient History
58 Archaeology
59 History
60 History of Art, Architecture and Design
61 Library and Information Management
62 Philosophy
63 Theology, Divinity and Religious Studies
64 Art and Design
65 Communication, Cultural and Media Studies
66 Drama, Dance and Performing Arts
67 Music
68 Education
69 Sports-Related Subjects

1996

1996 Research Assessment Exercise, 1997.

1997 69




1996

1996

7

(315)

1
University of Birmingham 4 A 30.0
Birkbeck College 5 A 19.0
Bolton Institute of HE 2 E 6.0
University of Bristol 5 A 19.1
Brunel University 3a B 10.3
University of Cambridge 5* A 20.0
University of Central Lancashire 3b E 6.0
City University 4 B 14.0
Coventry University 2 E 3.0
De Montfort University 2 B 9.0
University of Derby 2 E 5.0
University of Durham 4 B 13.0
University of East London 2 C 26.0
University of Essex 4 B 10.0
University of Exeter 4 B 15.6
Goldsmiths College 4 A 19.5
University of Greenwich 2 B 7.0
University of Hertfordshire 3a C 18.0
University of Hull 3a B 16.0
Keele University 3a B 134
University of Kent at Canterbury 3a B 335
King Alfred's College, Winchester 1 B 4.0
Lancaster University 4 B 20.0
University of Leeds 4 B 19.5
University of Leicester 3a A 17.6
University of Lincolnshire and

Humberside 2 D 100
University of Liverpool 3a B 15.0
Liverpool Hope College 1 B 9.6
London Guildhall University 2 D 10.
L oughborough University 3a C 11.0
University of Luton 2 E 8.0
University of Manchester 4 B 25.0
Manchester Metropolitan University 3b D 9.0
Middlesex University 2 C 18.8
Nene College 1 D 8.0
University of Newcastle upon Tyne 4 D 8.9
University of Northumbia at

Newcastle 2 D 7.8
University of Nottingham 4 A 25.7
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Nottingham Trent University 2 C 9.6
Open University 3b B 22.0
University of Oxford 5* A 215
Oxford Brookes University 3b D 4.7
University of Plymouth 3a C 17.0
University of Portsmouth 3b C 19.6
University of Reading 5 B 17.0
Roehampton Institute 2 B 12.0
Royd Holloway, University of London| 5 B 154
University of Sheffield 5 A 30.0
University of Surrey 3a B 19.6
Staffordshire University 2 B 8.0
University of Surrey 4 A 26.2
University of Sussex 3a B 10.0
University of Teesside 2 D 8.0
Thames Valley University 1 E 2.7
University College London 5 A 40.3
University of Warwick 4 A 14.3
University of Westminster 3b C 12.0
University of Wolverhampton 2 D 12.0
Worcester College of HE 1 C 7.0
University of York 5* A 155
University of Aberdeen 4 B 16.0
University of Abertray Dundee 2 B 6.0
University of Dundee 4 B 14.0
University of Edinburgh 3a B 155
University of Glasgow 4 C 19.0
Glasgow Caledonian University 3b C 17.9
University of Paisey 2 D 7.0
University of St Andrews 5* A 20.0
University of Stirling 4 C 175
University of Strathclyde 3a B 13.3
University College of North Wales,

Bangor A 27.6
University of Wales, Swansea 4 A 17.0
University of Wales, Cardiff 5 A 30.9
The Queen's University of Belfast 3a C 16.5
University of Ulster 2 C 275

@
@)

TMoOO®>

©)

95-100 %
80-94 %
60-79 %
40-59 %
20-39 %
20 %
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1996 Research Assessment Exercise, 1997.

5
University of Cambridge University of Oxford
University of York University of St. Andrews
5 Birkbeck
College University of Bristol University of Reading
Royal Holloway, University of ondon University
of Sheffield University College lkndon
University College of North Wales, Bangor University of Wales,
Cardiff
1996
1 2 3
Aston University 4 E 7.2
University of Bath 5 A 11.0
University of Birmingham 4 B 17.2
Birkbeck College 3a B 13.0
Bournemouth University 1 E 8.0
University of Bradford 3a B 14.5
University of Brighton 3a D 18.0
University of Bristol 5 A 21.5
Brunel University 2 C 12.0
University of Cambridge 5* A 25.0
Chester College of HE 1 E 2.0
Centre for
City University 3a B 36.0 Software
Reliability
Coventry University 1 E 10.0
De Montfort University 3b E 14.3
University of Derby 1 F 4.0
University of Durham 4 B 13.0
University of East Anglia 4 B 24.7
University of Essex 4 B 20.0
University of Exeter 4 A 10.0
Goldsmiths College 2 B 4.0
University of Hertfordshire | 4 E 19.7
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University of Huddersfield 2 D 16.5
University of Hull 3a A 15.0
Imperial College of
Science, Technology and 5* B 46.0
Medicine
Keele University 3b B 15.3
University of Kent at
Canterbury B 28.0
King's College London 3a C 11.0
Kingston University 2 D 19.4
Lancaster University 5 A 19.0
University of Leeds 4 B 34.0
Leeds Metropolitan
University 2 E 9.0
University of Leicester 3a D 5.0
University of Liverpool 3a B 21.0
Liverpool John Moores
University 2 c 5.0
London Guildhall
University L D 8.0
L oughborough University 4 C 17.0
University of Luton 1 D 8.0
University of Manchester 5 B 54.0
UMIST: A- Computation 4 B 27.0
UMIST: B- Language
Engineering 4 B 12.0
Manchester Metropolitan
University 3a E 8.5
Middlesex University 2 D 12.0
University of Newcastle
upon Tyne 5 B 31.0
University of North London| 2 E 6.0
University of Northumbria
at Newcastle 2 F 4.0
University of Nottingham 4 B 17.0
Nottingham Trent 3b E 11.0
University
Open University 3a D 15.0
University of Oxford 5* B 40.0
Oxford Brookes University 2 D 11.0
Adaptive and
University of Plymouth 3b D 14.0 Neural
Systems
University of Portsmouth 1 D 22.0
Queen Mary and Westfield
College 4 B 24.3
University of Reading 4 B 14.0
Royal Holloway |, 4 B 16.5

University of London
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University of Sheffield 4 B 21.0
Sheffield Hallam University | 2 E 14.0
University of Southampton 5 B 19.0
South Bank University 3b E 18.0
Staffordshire University 1 E 21.8
University of Sunderland 3a D 24.0
University of Sussex 5 B 30.3
University of Teesside 2 D 25.0
University College London 5 B 27.0
University of Warwick 5* A 21.0
Techno-Maths
University of Westminster 2 E 14.0 and Scientific
Computing
University of West of
England, Bristol 3a D 20.0
University of
Wolverhampton 2 F 11.0
University of York 5* A 31.3
University of Aberdeen 4 C 10.0
University of Abertay
Dundee 1 D 12.0
University of Dundee 5 A 12.5
University of Edinburgh 5 A 80.2
University of Glasgow 5* B 32.3
Heriot-Watt University 4 B 10.0
Napier University 2 E 9.0
University of Paisley 3b E 9.0
Robert Gordon University 3b D 10.0
University of St Andrews 4 B 9.0
University of Stirling 3a C 10.0
University of Strathclyde 3a C 16.0
University of Glamorgan 3a E 12.0
University of Wales,
Swansea 4 A 11.0
Swansea Institute of Higher
Education 1 E 3.0
University of Wales,
Aberystwyth 4 A 17.7
University of Wales,
Cardiff 4 A 13.3
University of Wales
Institute, Cardiff 2 F 1.8
The Queen's University of
Belfast 4 B 21.0
University of Ulster 3a 42.0

1996 Research Assessment Exerise, 1997.
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5
University of Cambridge Imperial
College of Science, Technology and Medline University of Oxford
University of Warwick University of York University
of Glasgow 5
University of Bath University of Bristol
Lancaster University University of Manchester
University of Southampton University of Sussex
University College lkndon University of Dindee
University of Edinburgh
1996
1 2 3

Anglia Polytechnic University 3b F 105

Aston University 3b A 5.8

University of Bath 5 B 22.0

Bath College of HE 2 E 11.0

University of Birmingham 5 A 63.1

Bretton Hall 2 D 104
Multiple
Literacies,

University of Brighton 3b D 31.0 Higher
Education
Management

University of Bristol 5 B 50.2

Brunel University 3b D 25.0

University of Cambridge 4 A 31.0

léir;lr\T/“errSrt]);r;)]f Central England in 2 E 220

University of Central Lancashire 2 E 4.0

gtregrt;gl School of Speech and > E 20
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Canterbury Christ Church College| 3a E 20.8

Cheltenham and Gloucester CHE 2 C 234

Chester College of HE 1 F 51

EQ:J c(::r;Ielsct)(ra]r Institute of Higher > D 243

City University 3b D 4.2 égﬁ&cft. to?,]
De Montfort University 2 D 254

University of Derby 1 F 20

University of Durham 4 B 39.3

University of East Anglia 5 B 255

University of East London 3b D 237

Edge Hill College of HE 2 E 19.9

Institute of Education 5* B 140.0

University of Exeter 4 C 70.2

Goldsmiths College 4 B 324

University of Greenwich 3a E 235

University of Herfordshire 3b D 19.2

School
Homerton College, Cambridge 3a B 57.8 Improvement
and Processes

University of Huddersfield 2 D 225

University of Hull 3a C 25.0

Keele University 3a B 16.5

King Alfred's College, Winchester| 2 E 9.0

King's College London 5* B 35.2

Kingston University 2 E 121

Lancaster University 5 A 22.0

La Sainte Union College of HE 1 F 1.0

University of Leeds 5 B 74.3
bﬁ;’;’i‘s“’p"' Itan 3b D 184

University of Leicester 3a c 00 |pay
gﬂxgresrj;% gf Lincolnshire and > B 11.0

University of Liverpool 3a C 18.0 Egjggt?on
Liverpool Hope College 1 6.0
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Liverpool John Moores University |  3a E 13.8
L oughborough University 3b B 18.0
University of Manchester 4 A 835
L'\jl r?}?/c;rhgst:t;r Metropolitan 3 D 69.0
Middlesex University 3b D 24.3
Nene College 3b F 33
S;CIJ\r/le'lr')S/lr?é of Newcastle 5 C 30.0
Newman College 1 E 135
University of North London 3b D 20.0
North Riding College 1 E 5.0
ﬁgg//g;gltg of Northbria at 3a = 70
University of Nottingham 4 C 50.0
Nottingham Trent University 3b E 15.0
Retion” 4 c 751
(I??Plgguggi\éﬁ?'ghnol ogy 5 B 500
University of Oxford 5 B 18.1
Oxford Brookes University 3b D 21.6
University of Plymouth 3b E 16.0
University of Portsmouth 2 D 21.0
University of Reading 3a B 98.2
Roehampton Institute 2 B 73.1
College of St Mark & St John 2 E 10.0
S. Martin's College 2 E 10.3
University of Sheffield 5 A 384
Sheffield Hallam University 3a E 37.0
University of Southampton 4 C 29.6
South Bank University 2 F 6.0
University of Sunderland 2 D 19.0
University of Surrey 4 A 20.8
University of Sussex 4 B 334
University of Teesside 1 B 10.0
Thames Valley University 2 A 5.0
Trinity & All Saints 1 E 8.0
University of Warwick 4 A 86.8
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Westhill College 2 D 19.0

Westminster College, Oxford 2 C 34.2

léﬂgtlglrsty of West of England, 3b D 265

University of Wolverhampton 1 D 41.3
Early

Worcester College of HE 3b D 14.0 Childhood
Education

University of York 4 B 12.9

University of Aberdeen 4 B 6.0

University of Dundee 3a D 7.0

University of Edinburgh 4 A 133

University of Glasgow 3a D 133

Heriot-Watt University 3a B 154

Moray House Indtitute of Education| 3a D 30.5

Northern College of Education 1 C 87.0

University of Paisley 1 F 4.0

St Andrews College of Education 2 F 12.9

University of Stirling 5 C 17.6

University of Strathclyde 3b D 114.0

Hiogr;herEéztu\é\z/a?il $ Ingtitute of 2 E 40

\l/JVr;I\égrsI;tgn gg:lege of North 3a D 11.2
Special
Educational

University of Wales, Swansea 3a B 32.2 Need and
School
Attendance

gévl?g;?gr:naltute of Higher 1 E 6.0

University of Wales, Aberystwyth | 3b C 14.0

University of Wales, Cardiff 4 B 22.1

ggrl(\j/%s ty of Wales Ingtitute, 1 E 14.0

The Queen's University of Belfast | 4 C 16.0

University of Ulster 4 D 28.0

1996 Research Assessment Exercise, 1997.
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5
Institute of Education King’ s College
London 5
University of Bath University of Birmingham
University of Bristol University of  East Anglia
University of Leeds University of Newcastle
Open University: Educational Technology University of Oxford
University of Sheffield University of Stirling
1993

69
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84

1996 Research Assessment Exercise. (1997). Website: http://www.niss.ac.uk/
education/rae96/

Further and Higher Education Act 1992. (1992). London: HM SO.

Green, D. (1994)(Ed.). What is Quality in Higher Education? Buckingham: SRHE &
Open University Press.

Scott, P. (1995). Changing Patterns of Research in British Higher Education, Paper
Presented at Symposium on Higher Education - Universities Autonomy and Their
Societal Responsibilities, Taipei, Taiwan.
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Perspectives of the Evaluation for Technological

and Vocational Education in Tailwan

Lung-Sheng Lee

Professor, Department of Industrial Technology Education, National Taiwan Normal
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Chun-Chin Lai
Professor, Infant and Child Care Department, National Taipei College of Nursing

ABSTRACT

Evaluation has been increasingly considered integral in a variety of continuous
improvement mechanisms for educational institutions. This paper sequentially: (1)
introduces basic concepts of educational evaluation, and states that in Taiwan promoting
sound educational evaluation is one of the responsibilities which current laws requires the
central educational authority to take; (2) introduces policy focuses of the evaluation for
technological and vocational education promoted at the federal levels of the United States
and Australia, and states that students’ learning outcomes are emphasized in both countries;
(3) introduces how educational authorities in Taiwan promote evaluations for vocational high
schools, junior colleges of technology, as well as universities/colleges of technology, and
states that the evaluation measures for schools and colleges/universities tend to be similar.

Consequently, the following perspectives of the evaluation for the technological and
vocational education in Taiwan are pointed out: (1) Current evaluation measures
promoted by educational authorities should (and will) continue; (2) Various evaluation
measures currently conducted for senior high schools, vocational high schools and
comprehensive schools should be appropriately integrated as soon as possible. (3) Future
evaluation should increasingly value students learning outcomes and further
development. (4) All schools and colleges/universities are expected to continue their own
self-evaluations and employ their evaluation results to make substantial improvement. (5)
The comprehensive evaluation system for academic universities and the professional
accreditation system wunder developing are influencing the evaluation for the
technological and vocational education. (6) Indicators for excellence should be
developed to indicate the features of technological and vocational education.

Key Words: evaluation, technological and vocational education (TVE), improvement
mechanism
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Reflections on teacher education evaluation: Some

un-examined issues

Hsun-Fung Kitty Kao

ABSTRACT

The task of teacher education evaluation has been conducted by the Ministry of
Education for several years since the deregulation of Teacher Education Act in Taiwan.
However, the problems of teacher education are increasing and the quality of teacher
education institutions is questioned by the public. And moreover, the effectiveness of the
policy for teacher education reform is also challenged. There are many questions need to
be answered, such as: is there any need for improvement of teacher education evaluation?
Is there alignment between means and ends of teacher education? Is there relationship
between students’ achievement and teacher quality? What else need to be evaluated in
addition to teacher education institution? What is the impact of the deregulation of
teacher education? The purpose of this article is to investigate the current practice and
research of teacher education evaluation. Besides, the researcher uses JCSEE standards
of program evaluation to review the current practice of evaluation on teacher education
institutions. The researcher also raises some issues and questions for the future teacher

education evaluation.

Key Words: teacher education, educational evaluation, program accreditation, teacher

quality
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('stakeholders ) » 4 BILRL {0 ™ 178 1 (=8 PO IR o 7 fff B 523 *ﬂiﬂ“
8.Sanoff (2001) : H| vsﬁ Iﬁ[i_}ij%iﬁ’?‘fff?r’?ﬂ{ﬁ'Tﬁ*‘gfﬂ‘ﬁ'? - 7
9.Vischer (2001) : H] [Fﬁ (POE) PSS I'f'\?FI':I'FI?JE\%’%@‘;f P~
W S S pm‘fﬁ W 5 S TEHHRORE A, bﬁﬁﬁ*flﬁiﬁlﬁm
FuifmEe (p23) -

10.1:?[%12‘?% F"‘,f (New Zealand Ministry of Education, 2004 ) : E'J%ZFEII?L] (POE)
(SR el Ul A Bl S CIERE R U 7

ll.E'Jf%'zﬁg—“]'F‘[i“:ﬁﬁ‘ (Post Occupancy Evaluation, 2004 ) : E'Jf’%’é?j[’fl (POE) {7 akpy
K?I'El HIH oA R SRR b R SEOE S R E'J??F[U%T
= EQJ:ISQH:@ %Jr o FF 1 J FTpupu .

12. @F‘i’ (1991) faeh 1 B lﬁ[ (POE) L PSR SEPIEY SR PR
TR ERHRE izplfﬂ“ [l ST ST (TS s ) s 7 e RS
E-lﬁffpﬁ’z}l‘a’ (BY92 1) -

13.[@1‘??%’ (1997) = FE'JF%'EI?FI'F‘U AR RLET B H SFPr s i SERUR A0 1]
’g’glﬂrﬁje?,%ﬁfﬁl@“ﬂiiﬁpl‘ LIRS %‘E‘FIEI +H= o

14.(% 4% (2001) : POE WREFERSFGUF » hl— FE 7 H 2 JEL 2 2 ST
EECITLINERS Sl s @H&%ﬁdmpﬁ R
e R O R L i
TJIE’,[L‘EIFIJFI » SRS 5 BB TR - 7 k) ||&7FEITJ S SE S A

HFRHEF §F{?:f"‘1_§ﬂapj ;[éiﬁ“epuﬁﬂfg‘“fﬁ g T G i
[l 5 g ;eﬁ:qﬁ Fio VIO HEHEBE S HE (91406 F1) -

15.?‘%{?{—'{ (2002) :*H] lﬁl (post occupancy evaluation * ##4 POE) kl— 7
gﬁlﬁfjéﬁ’ﬁ’ﬁﬁ@ > ?f‘jﬁ?ﬁ%ﬁuﬁﬁ HF AEERE - A %“f Ky lﬁl
LTEFE Y SR R 0 P Effﬁ s ﬁ GRS R R |
filo B o S P ([ ﬁ\,r%r) ?“&plgu o B R E ) s fﬁ:]; i
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W%%ﬁ@ﬁ%@r% 9 (389

“%*@?””?éf*”@*‘ (87204 F1) -

16,48 (2004) : POE ALEF1Ji s [l S I B oAaice 7 2] 56 « e
SRRV RS R el g SR o R
ISR o

k(o> MIEE i (post-occupancy evaluation » POE ) Lt 5¥5 g2 it ] -
PRI e T o a7 T B 55 3500 52 d R PV Rl S e

POE fiL™| ') it SER I b p S AR + ST 07 B PO ae - 7
A AR > AR ALYV [plfs - POE B A ] i AU EJZJTEE@‘*
it (contributes and detracts) 1% %;F}”T} JEYF I FF[}
[OBSE > R SR RO R IR (Mason - 1999) o[
I POE ] =t B 3¢ @050~ 8 - i i@t ints -~ SR Rl
;»FJ: . ;[fgﬁj%.%z%éf . i}éﬁiﬁjﬁl’ F%F*Ti ) zﬁ@m R S S
Fo5E & A (Federal Facilities Council » 2001) °
Preiser (2001) [?:t POE ffUsd 2 M A fiu f g L 487 2 F 1Py
1LHE %g’rpﬁﬁ [iﬁlﬁ % (functionality and appropriateness) - &g =
- liﬂjir’?@kﬁﬂ?’vﬁ%? /- I (conformance) : Gy A -
7 ISR BMPééﬁfTEI Hi 7] POE  (heB Rt » /00 |t h g
FiN 9t BRI 3: [ft;;iﬁs@:j[\tfgmk
2. r%rﬁr%%” (to fine-tune a facility ) : Jﬂfﬁ%ﬁé’f F%ﬁﬁ[‘i ( adaptability )
PO PR > D ¢ B R AL ) lftur;' 9 g [
IE:F" [Fr, ' Wf”ﬁ%@% [[pJ*”*ﬂ;‘.}——} l/ﬁ}@[i@%@
35&@;@ FIE g - g “”’I&H EEE EEIVE R - POE i
I?iér %J%U%['?%T?iﬁgﬁ@ﬁ% L - RS ;l@‘[‘%?ﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁi puFsd o
APEFH STE M H U 5 (to research effects of buildings on  their
occupants> HSEI] ~ ORI B R R AR H ﬁ‘i"#‘%ﬂi
— P H Py B (building-occupant interaction) & | {3 Y 27 g h) o [P
%ﬁl‘ﬁl % BBIPYR] S Preiser (2001) iy POE P42 i = liufp;f Ve i
JE‘[JE' = R HE R PR AT B35 Y ) AT TP cross-sectional
studies) - I'JF[PAE é&%‘ﬂhﬁj““i%rﬁru (generallzablllty of findings) -
S.HIFE T SR (to test the application ): 4]/ % & [i@( innovation involves
risk) - ﬁg‘;ﬂ i (tried-and-true) fropfed ﬂl@l%’![‘ﬁ:g‘qﬁﬁuzﬁzlﬁlfJEfﬁ’i;, el



(390) 10 FpRREI & =5T- o ol

ﬁ%p@@%ﬁo POE & 2t T forfis g i | ¢ ,Q o Ry LI .
6.}?5.([‘ (= = EFAIYE | (tOJUStIfy actions and expendltures) DR 1?5‘32#1:???’3??]%{
FlijﬂT}l - POE"E SRS SRy |
E’}L-E’gfipjr[ s IF%%”‘FTJ Sﬁ (New Zealand Ministry of Education, 2004 ) F ,,,,, % POE
FVE TRV RLGERSS #lﬁ (1) SPAERA % oo Rl i®e « (2) f;7 R R AE U
FIAYZhfE 1% (functionality of purpose) 5 (3) # ﬁf[lﬁﬂﬁliﬁﬁ (4) i7 ﬁ'k“[[;ﬂj
[ fft (have received value for money ) & (5) 5f\ ?‘ii_g[ ' (B ({47 Watson ( 2003)
PP R AR ORI B S PR SE LR HRA BT
Fo AP i“"[fl'ﬁéif?\fj‘ff‘“ﬂ“ﬁ@?% I JE'VFISF? S IRTE
FEE D o LB (PO EIRLEIL] R T S L o P SRR R PR
?5 s I'E,[ﬂJEI’SFl}éZ]_iiHF % ’ ?E”:QU;Q?@A > ?ﬂ#[]ﬁiﬁlﬂ[ @Tﬂlﬁ*}j?’?a TITJéfFD a2 ﬂﬁfjf{ﬂ]:ﬁ
‘A” SRS R o BTSRRI [ o T (RELE #ﬁﬁlﬁg‘”%1#7ﬁ?ﬁﬂ
i N x%ﬁ

45 Forbes (2004) V42 » 7] f%;'z?j]'ﬁ[ﬁ‘ J3 BT FE IR
1RsHIpY (historical) PR SRR BRI TRV
TR f[ J
2.0k py (comparative) = SFE ARSI o PSR RORUCA AR o - =R
#ﬁﬁ@ﬁ[p’v%ﬁ* o
3kEfY (longitudinal ) ?ﬁ%@ﬁlwm o ALIENELYE [ o SR HORARRR
Eﬁ%&a&%@ﬂﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁo
4. 5= 98y (quasi-experimental ) = il = R ke DR RS A A U]
[RIErR
5;]&%’2@%;1 ( post mortems) : ;’“‘:’ﬁ??ﬁ%?%ﬂl@iﬁ@%@¢ SYROR A o R
F%I%ii:” TR PP [ 57 -

Forbes(2004)qfﬁ B ™ SR rﬁ&lpi H .& rFf, L I E E'JE[51€¥§4 (1)
Mgy, (economy) fLHE '%Friﬁ[ﬁﬁ[ ¢¥F£ FIASENE o B E Eijf
FEFR Y 2352 ﬁﬂf"(}:? AEEAIER S E*ij‘ ﬁ*ﬁl?ﬁ'ﬁl M ﬁﬁ[ﬂlﬁ#l*ﬂﬁrf?
ﬁ[féﬁﬁﬁﬂ@iiﬁﬁ@ﬁﬁo (2) "Zhge s (function) i RS RL TR —
SEALISEUPALISER BFR CE FIA ISR i %EWWiWﬁi
EIH R~ > [ AR b 2 AL R AR
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TR = 2 6] » (3) A3, (performance ) 5{?1%}&%%?[[@ S 13 A
ST A 1?1—gﬂlﬂ For S A O R S BE R FTR O A
P B R ﬂﬂl?%rﬁ]&uﬂ\ F%FFIJTMP J%J?‘I[ﬂ:ﬁ;f‘ Tl 2] 8 R A
r%f Il ’[U%ﬁfﬁf{\i .

r?haﬁ%ﬁ‘fu SE) &_ = {7 r AHEJJ BUALELE ] EORERO L - $ 7 POE YR
RS S § ) f AOfi=Y s 191> 1982 & Marans #1 Sprechelmeyer Uizt
fﬁ?@guf?r%flﬁl B 2 RO ORI UL - U BSAIT (EEUY 5 1989 # Van
Wagenberg A[I Wimes 3% rﬁfﬁ?ﬁﬁ,ﬂ PR AR (U ER) R
FpgaE > I E'J?ﬁw’éjfﬁl B BB E PRy 35 (performance criteria) » HY ¥
& - Jﬂgélj?ﬁ ©(1) #[HEr (the spatial aspect ) fH’F‘E‘f [15EH 1 [ PP = g5 (2)
r+%’* [#1 (the social aspect) : I%U?L]EIJT—{*%A TR 5 (3) qba 1 (the service aspect) —
P E I RSPV (Forbes, 2004) -

POE {1 = 7] = ’%f*ﬁ P ERT R E ) — T R [ - IFIZ 359

Jaunzens, Cohen, Watson, Maunsell, & P|cton(2003)3?’ﬁH', POE [yl ™
(1) 7 AR(E P[50 % PORGRIAE TS 2~ Al 5T - =] B
.ﬂi%‘; ;E=°kﬁrﬁ;rg||w ﬁ»uyggkﬁ%¢ NG F‘ﬁﬁ;poE Hl;f%’ggi, %E[g;k’sr

it EE UT et ) fi’?v* DRSO - (2) HRBIFFEELE T I
#05 POE » 4 FIH 25 7=~ AL A ROl R > E'QZN?FEFUL
S B nmmf, (3) ff"] WE&_?;@? |11 3 [ 2 TS POE Y
:T‘?'é”j&ﬁ D ESEEEE P E'E%S'E fi-Hfe1 - Doidge (2001) Hf
ik POE’F?‘“EJE*M%%_%J@R gl}ﬁfgﬁqwﬁ'ﬁw@-@ﬂliﬁ_ﬁjm?o

Vlscher (2001) :&~ #ifT > S FFihL POE iﬁéﬁg’l@ﬁ@?y~ ) :Lj_%] POE
HORVZRI IS POE. [ R EEEGHITEING © % Vischer Fél FETRy POE Rl
0 RLFHREE 20T S I R 2 LA R TR 5

O R B R o T SRR SR & IRV S bl AL

FATR SIS ] F|| (o e s, ﬁﬁﬁlﬁ; U {;p%ﬁﬁbﬁﬁ@ﬁﬁ[?ﬁg
(EEREES U I@Ew@ H S SRR A - P9 SR
Y O RRE ) GRS - S BIEEE S ) - POE PR
EARInl: e R R ;L@ TS 3 FREGEAV AR [0 kL
52 POE 16377300 IR (i > Vischer (2001) 755 PO fORg e b7
ALY @@Efﬁ?ﬁiﬁ& : Eﬁﬁﬂ”ﬁ fams ZREPg

U}



(392) 12 FPERRIR FIETT A e

RER D A " RS fly > L vk (el 2
4 ERI S POE 132 [ﬂ POE 5 5| * HHF (ERRES L ﬂﬁﬁiﬁ’*ﬁ"ﬁ
SO TEIY 1

- ,t;;&,;,\[ggl GHFS * F T S b RO B AL A E b
ﬁ%% »JT @f ;efﬁ:ﬁ TIRY TG P ﬁiflﬁ POE ji £, jc[]%;}' n ]glj
" (aposterlorl P EIRPFAET ORI - 2 LR Y B Fﬁ ’

e O R AR ) S
EJ

'_ﬂ

3.
R I R kL~ Ry TR TR o P& g T AT s 2 SR [
IR & - Iﬁﬂmfﬁi;?[ﬂ'?ﬂ‘ﬁﬂii‘“—ﬂﬁﬁl (afollow-up look) =7 rﬁi TE|H ]
UAS ‘H\]"‘E"r 2RI F g,igAlﬁxjﬁy_j;HﬂjiF]w " POE HAHfY i+ f PF' o

'LFI e ﬁ;ﬁ'T’[& s A = 5 % "EJ’#] O Y T S
POE ﬁrbﬁl%ﬁf, POE ?&%,mu L HE 7 I F{Uiﬁgﬁ  HRIC R+ 6 Ffa;
]Ff[ ( cost-accounting evaluations ) Z[| g ZF 5y ¥ & 5] £l ( technical
measurements of building performance) - #l P&;‘:J:F[ (EFEA Ol @r{u@%ﬁ =,
b EL kL POE - POE & fifis il < @ﬁ?%ﬁ/ V2 BRI I T I R o
~ BRI 55 £ POE U foIf 6

U5 POE |7 2% ~ fl1 ~ S35 - Eﬂ?ﬁ‘%ﬁﬁlﬁf@’ AEE > ERFE LS
FTY 3-5 5 FAR G R A - P PR B S T g R Y 10-25
TR 75% lﬁﬁf%rTF f' POE £i- {ff=a » 5% POE Fr - il
[ s %I_rmglm‘ POE [0 ~ [l ~ R#IF5E » Rty (Preiser, 2001 ) :

LA 354 EH?F, (D) ?FF}FJ IEJFE?&T‘FFR (2) ?j%ﬁﬁ@Flfj%fﬁ'
(proactive facility management) [piVEsd SE( =¥ i (3) & A A1
SRH ST ISPURIES ; (4) Fal TREA *[ﬁ,g@#c%‘éﬁﬁ@” fupsg
(5) fEr e BTy A RV sgi s #5 ( the performance implications of changes
dictated by budget cuts) 5 (6) i\” f,iﬂ%ﬁ W*['E?EF%EJF“EF%\

2. plHHHES 2% Eu;f, (1) gk F%ﬂuﬁ% Jo I PR %&Mﬂj AR B A Y =
WA RROPTL R s (2) R SPRTE Y S i E R R B AR AT
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B (3) RPEAE S BSOSO
BRI Wi (1) R SPSBPORMEE 5 (2) FRART R
fF’Ii/f:“ ) JJE}JF’[EJ[?I/ RAvEE 5 (3) FiEE ci;u | H SRS SR B
Preiser %~ W73 » POE fiffl - EAEARERET & A AR Al [Ef] E | AL
Z 0 P RS * . POE AL ﬁéﬁﬁﬁ'ﬁupfjw:& i (- @jﬁ:;ﬁ@
?FE‘?EEJFE', HIT it AT o 2R H LRV R B R o T A
aﬂz'%&tﬁﬁ‘lﬁfﬁ%%ﬁ?« (= POE ﬁ;[%l u;f“srﬁicmplﬁﬁﬁgf;%pt;_l F[J:lsmrl ,
Bf SRR EREAEGT PO R P -
7i3?'?f?f§$§?f » Zimring {1 Rosenheck (2002) #i# POE 7t %ﬁ\%ﬁ%’(ﬂ? F]El@if?-;‘i
St (1) ﬁé,’bﬂJ 7;J|Tk ('stakeholders ) v[l%;ﬁ{ F R A
g ?% p(2) ﬁhﬂlﬂ EVRAE OB - &R ﬂ:TE’g SRR N NS S e =¥ v
(under-performing schools ) » F#,#;FSF E R lJ?FﬁﬁfE\ﬂj IF‘JF':‘E'[ e Ni‘?{ s (3) LHESLE
‘I“F“ ?lﬁl@f%?’% (fine-tuning ) ° F%’JL (settling-in) FIP1#r: (4) HLH F Tﬁ %quﬁfjfﬁk[ 1 (5)
AP 5 (6) LIFRATHII IR () 8
HUE Ry RS S T;[””%ﬁ@‘r PIIpnE R oS . BW*‘%' (1997) ]?iﬁ“ 1/54 7 e
IS R SR gt T (BRI U)Wﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ\ uﬂw
AT HIRIEY R FEJEEU (1ssues) e U IR L RLE T R S S T A l’ﬁ I W['l’ﬁj
TRHBERL L (What) S I %<D¢Hmeﬁ*ﬂw RS T
= THR 5 (3) VR I hEE FYAIE] Efil‘fﬁ;i_ﬁf‘aﬂj' iy rg:%u (4) R RERH
FIRAIRETH e BERL g Rl YR PRIV ET i1 5 (5) W= ’?Wru U?{ﬂ'%“ﬁ?d:
Y (&) FpuRFRE 2 (6) + TW%‘H%FJ 5 IR T = e

mEmﬁ@%ﬁ%%%%%@%ﬂﬁﬁ$wﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁ%wﬂﬁﬁ%%FW%
S (10 1960 % 1970 & 4 T sl P G A1 R POE 0] AR D

R [Jh|| 2 [%“;f R IR ERY IR TH E}?—L?Vfgo%;[%d\]q ?liyggﬂgwég@ﬁfﬁ
LR u%jaf_@fémfk F'JFI@E'F” v VA %pg;:gggjg&;;@?m ]'Fr[]gmg s g
SR R BRI S U S - 1980 18 AR 2 LT (EITAAR Y
] » K POE 3 * 7 H H SFHAVR - POE oy $2 2t LR 1% D -
i;t’pfji%?rﬁ@;@ Fbg > = SOOI B P A AT ER (Vischer v 2001 )

93— [ £1fY POE R HFAT 1960 5 1 3> S50 B ot e A B B 2 [T



(394) 14 ?’f:ﬁj\g}ﬁ]’g‘[ BT HTT A e

éjfﬁl ‘[gglg’h‘i@ﬁ%j—h[ YR 32 2 AL RIPRYE ] | 1960 F [ EHSH
zfy.jt'r%’ﬁ%?;fr T’“' AT - Al o ST R P I\Jig’rqﬁfﬁfd ”JW/FW%? IEJ;JJ
if} RS s g 1968 F EJ%U??L%#W%?EQ ( Environment Design Research
Assomann) ﬁ“F =H?ﬁﬁ SEH AR B %FETEE' e ?{PJF%?FEEFJ NRE e S
Tir%“?fj; < R REEREIPYRIEE S, mpjgﬁz A R R O SEPEA (human
behavior-based building research ) F%@#E%U (facility programming ) » & F1feI VAL POE »
Il ST 2 A i][‘ﬁﬂ fi 3% FW?} WA I ELRS POE el gL
I 1L (Environment and Behavior ) » r UL~ 2RI 28101 (The Journal of Environmental
Psychology ) 1= fol iU S¥¥EGE > U1 T g S¥AE" Prgt 5% | (Architecture and Progressive
Architecture ) » %EYQH Ay ST |¢ lﬁ, (Preiser et al. > 1988) °
CEF e T R pi’ﬂ‘?{‘iﬁéﬂﬁﬁ ?f’?@ﬁ%ﬁ?’f 790" POE $%: 5PV E ol
’[‘%ﬂlﬂ ['Ff,’m[“’EIUH 5 > Christopher Alexander flfi! # 7 Lﬁ]ﬁfﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ C B R
RYE TR [ 1964 & pY r%’“iﬁy'j‘rﬁt' 1 (Notes on the Synthesis of Form ) » 1969
{9 T 258y (Houses Generated by Patterns) A1 1977 & iV TEGYEIF | (A Pattern
Language ) ° lﬁﬁ F[ ri%“fF%EH' et ?ﬁgﬂ‘ PSRRI AR > 2 T %Ejr ?ﬁﬁ”g‘i
?*]ﬁ[t'g (SRR A zﬁ"ﬁ’&*ﬁf%% g s YIS [Eﬁ"'“?f’*‘ﬂﬂifi,lqﬁ/?u WP’”{
( General Services Administration, GSA ) » 1975 & F'Eﬁlpt VPR B BED S pURy IR,
POE Y ﬁlz ”EWET@ » RO EE 1960 F P~ 1970 F FUAT 1980 F = [J“?wﬁﬁﬁfj » 2855
g™ (Preiser et al. » 1988) ¢
1960 institutional settings
RIS POE [R5 (A » 2 BIAI SO H |2 2
B8] F"ifﬁ‘ (=< Van der Ryn I Silverstein1967 & %f4f 1 *%’ﬁf IR
'Ff' 3] Hsia#! 1969 + Preiser plt%ui " (o g R E |4 " e
@‘tﬂhﬁ%' ’ Wﬂﬁ'%’ﬂk F o~ ] ?ﬁﬂ'ﬁ%ﬁﬂ A F" o 1) S S A
T‘“,, T, 5% R ) F fr e
= /Pm“ = »;w;f 1060 & (4 » 7 1970 4 [ FIUS » i e SEA
in 57— T IJF[ ]‘ﬁ*ﬂyrlﬂj L Tlf\_@[ﬁ;k%ﬂ{-guﬁp‘@‘c Fp- 1971 = Field
ﬁiﬁiﬁi*?*ﬁl = (the Tufts University Medical Center ) #ih5— [i5% F'
e O SR G B LRI U LY AR ] R L g 1
(prOX|m|ty of hospital functions) - Iiff’sf L [ EJEa*JF ) f' BE I
Eﬁ]ﬂ‘ﬂ'ff} » 1970 & Trites =& * = i~ 31 1] pO i o [R[R) - ip i gy &
efIf1 i (Pilkington Research Unit) F17 flilil&E" 37 f'*ﬁk]&“ﬁ i



FH S IR AW 15 (395)

1970 systematic, multimethod POEs
1970 & {& POE [ M| ¢ &k 1 gy JD ’ D*”E:Lj i JSREIA
BRI ST l[ﬁ‘vﬁﬁﬁF[\Jﬁ%ﬁI lﬁl %V%Ejﬁllﬁjﬁ SR 5 (the
University of Strathclyde, Scotland ) # 355 #F-% ff & (the Building
Performance Research Unit) py Markus #1£! {ﬁJEJME? 1960 & (454 MR Ay
H ZTRY I 0 Markus HLTASYY 4 fﬂ"@ﬁ’?}}k’@ ]’F‘[)Fﬂ:“ (a cost-based building
evaluation model ) » FPFH ¥ 7K %Li?‘i 4 ﬁ%liﬁgﬁ AR I *J[ﬂ:;fﬁ » IR
H 2 EFIPTAUAIE VU Sy R F“ HAgH] .

Newman 1973 & iy [ [ #4594 [ | ( Defensible Space) — ?; P
[T fEu [\J;cjggﬁgﬁ; ) ﬁ’g,[ Eﬁ“fé g[ IV EE - (9] ’rfflﬁ’z}l‘a’ﬁgﬁj% E%‘?ﬂigi@s E3
iz ff"%ﬁiﬁiﬁjtﬁﬁl RU Tl I A f] ﬂﬁ“UF ik ‘/FL%I’ o P T
[Er el T S = FU?EJFFTW ’ “@FJFT? POE H i 'Jﬁl&%& JHIIS2E

HpapyiE :féj (i F B AR (7 F1 Cooper A §F}F§ﬁ POE &vf[ fupu & &

gﬁﬁ Sfak*ﬂg‘“ﬁ 05 RGPS (TP E R R (St Francis
Square ) 7“[' rggif,ém [+7 (Easter Hill Village) ﬂJ“r ]Ff[ - %*{*i Y POE >
ﬁl?F'JﬁﬂFj%ﬁHlJ“%ﬁﬁ” ’ FJ@FUIFD” ?Elﬁ O
(vehicular-free pedestrian zone) ~ {% ¢ #1721 plf[}p puzlfe A «ﬂjfﬁ
T~ SRl AR A R RS E E‘jﬂﬁ?‘ﬁj ]Ffl = BRI RS e o

1974 # Becker FlI7i 7 v‘?ﬁ é}ﬁfkﬁ (= (the New York Urban Development
Corporation ) &2 » {4~ WEF]#’%EZE'F%%?FW?EI O E'Jf%éﬁéjfﬁlElfl
PR BT RS~ 30 R TR 2 IR RS = R
FURTER = FEIED (triangulation) FY YR FUE HEEpORIA] i/[‘%ﬂ‘[ . ?5?5*['
AR S ﬂ?f«{l@' ( behavior mapping ) * ’rﬁ"fi?ﬁﬂl (archival data) #I
fsY A 88 ( photographic records ) « == POE fLT— ffi*] ]F‘[ 2 26 35 AP
B

1970 & FEHE > ph= I ETRII POE T REH POy = E I
08 ’%Hlﬁ‘}f‘ (the U. S. Department of Housing and Urban Development ) FY* 7 IR aﬁ
~ ORI Hi*xﬂ]u'iﬁpjj fi TRENS ﬁﬂ[ﬁlﬁ%[%l M I EHJZE;’E L —

A %ﬁéﬁfjl’%:ﬁ'iﬁﬁ]ﬁl A EEI A Tl B P H IfpEH) e == POE ¢

FOE TR PP E 5{?’5"?% P PP I'“'?f?’?fHI R RRLEE

T EUR Y O R

B PIpuf RS o I [ES«‘@;[I T SRS (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers ) &1



(396)

16 ORI R FHY A I

o BHA = [JFUQr lﬁl TR BB B (ULS Army service schools ) »
i+ H‘HI i I/@fé?;;m“rw HsE R Ry E%ﬁj\ﬁj[ PUBLRE e =g ] 5k :“fﬁl
W“ﬁﬂg?ﬁﬁ#ﬁ‘fdw (o =1l _L[,”%J\ A LTS

1976 &+ Goodrich 815 rr%*f = [Ffu (post-design evaluation) > 600 £} f}
o SR B A lﬁl‘ﬁ%’?ﬂ' B2 SR O e AL SIS
%’?ﬁﬁ’éﬁlf’?]'&ﬂl POE > -~ AR E > 3 Goodrich fihF £17 SfHE" 7
B IO L -

1975 & Rabinowitz fiY " ffl ™|l e gt [/7317“ ¢ ; (Building in Use Study ) ° ]?I
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] < ¥fi : The Evoluation of Post-Occupancy Evaluation: Toward Building Performance
and Universal Design Evaluation, W. F. E. Preiser, 2001, p.12.
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7R ¢ Yfi - The Evoluation of Post-Occupancy Evaluation: Toward Building Performance
and Universal Design Evaluation, W. F. E. Preiser, 2001, p.16.
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School Buildings Evaluation : The Development

and Model of Post-Occupancy Evaluation

Chih-Min Tang
ABSTRACT

Post-occupancy evaluation, POE, is the process using systematic method to analyze
the relation between the building effectiveness and the objective after the building has
been occupied for a period of time. POE provides a systematic method to learn from
successes and mistakes of previous buildings. It then offersinformation in atimely and
appropriate way to improve future buildings and to account for design quality of
educational buildings.

POE of school buildings and educational environments has nearly a forty-year
history. However, POE wasn't introduced in Taiwan until 2 decades ago. In the recent
10 years, the POE research on the nation’s school buildings has been booming and has
accumulated plentiful of research results. These research results have made great
contribution to the design and planning of school buildings, building effectiveness, and
quality improvement. In the recent 10 years, the evaluation of elementary and junior
high schools has included “environment and equipment” as an important part of
evaluation, which hence places greater importance on the evaluation of the building
effectiveness. In essence, POE is an important method of evaluation and research for
school buildings as well as an important basis for school building design. The article
will introduce the POE development history briefly and discuss the POE process model
by the authority of POE research, Professor W. F. E. Preiser at the University of
Cincinnati, which could be made as research development foundation for the evaluation
of school buildings and post-occupancy evaluation.

Key Words: school buildings, school buildings evaluation, post-occupancy evaluation,

process model



A ST E R S 1 (413)

ﬂl%ﬁﬂj [RpuRBE [ A T }E"ﬁ?y?]]?j%'@%ﬁ; o ?J%?y?‘ﬂﬁlfjﬁﬂ'ﬁé%
SRR AL I’EFI[J!J‘{\‘?Y?FJ\E&E', FKJ%T‘TP s KT RLE 4 ’J'%@?Fﬁj%ﬁwFﬁ;ﬁ%ﬁJ%zﬁ?g@#‘ *
S 195 P R 31 ) BT I R R
TJF R A R B T ATERA

+ P ,ﬂ FL—LJ H j}ﬁ'ﬁ;l . |¢%W§_w£ﬁr¢w [FIVRE ~ %.WQ%F %g}g.gé]‘ . PrEe
W*%ﬁuﬁ ﬁ@%g%ﬂ%ﬁ*%’é ﬁj%pj*ﬁﬁ <<ﬁbﬂ@drﬁﬁb*ﬁ*£ﬁlﬁﬁuw W

Y .ﬁ“ﬁﬁ?‘?fﬂ 1?FF” E“F‘i (- )E”«F“ﬂﬁ *%}Eiiaﬁ‘%ﬁawu&/ ;
(Z) ﬁlii"}"ﬂﬁ S A el 2 #‘El*ﬁﬂﬁ T (Z) F%ﬂjf& Ml 19?%”535" FH
A-f ﬁﬁ*%&:)HﬁFMW$¥W TERER AR EESTT LR
b%ﬁflfﬁ“ﬁﬁwﬁ Pk s (p4) EI%F%?FIT? a Elf ﬁr‘f@ﬁhﬁ‘/ ﬂ%ﬁﬂliﬁii&%ﬁ (7))
EEI‘%} il A S SRR S o "‘Fsﬁ = (- )[ES«'H*HT?%T fr‘ R
%WF*<*>w*ﬁ%$~*ﬁﬁﬂ~fﬁﬁfi>F?*ﬂlw*mwlﬁ%
A e

Fi

WL - FREE - RERE - PNTE RS

Key Words: school evaluation, accountability, self evaluation, external evaluation



A ST s S 3 (419)

T Eﬁm*%ﬁu;ﬂa’r CEE 0 2 LR lﬁ W p 2 S v aE s R g
37 “J‘B”ﬁi_?iﬁf:ﬁ Bl f%%ﬁjﬂ& %o SR TR P - B SRR
wﬁ*ﬁ@ﬁ%bfsﬁw’ﬂ%ﬂﬁ*%%WW%E(mwmmmw’WF’$
B RUCE Y FE'%%LE'%#&:J It ’“J@ﬁ;‘f? %%'Ewﬂﬁﬁhl[“&é?m )
ffln il xﬁiE'if”ﬁ@lE Trfﬁ I 19*4,/4 7?%[*%”’?;%

T L A A T s L WTE‘FTJE'S‘E" bE'i‘fﬁT%Wv'fFlﬁ:?
*I/Ilﬁ}%g [P#Eli [rﬁlj E U J@.ja? %EIIS—'TJEI ) t,{aﬁ ;9?~ I'L‘EIJ[?SQIJJ/JE [[Jﬁ
pufET- IEF[ dl*é‘TJ”*FrT* TS PR ’JEH}E*I*) F”PTH s TN AR I
i IEEE'I‘@?,@?%\' S HA T SEEEN %J I E N SRR EE R B RV
(‘accountability ) Ui “J[HIF“EII&*,L.L 71‘?‘[ ,L,qu%ﬁﬁfjﬂ}ﬂ o



(416) 4  FPHERR FETT A e

AV AR SRR SE

@%%'ﬁ?ﬁfﬁ‘i E‘ . ﬁiﬂﬁ‘l‘% NCASER Fﬁ OF Z FHI A
OF 1255 HvfER Ok (15 HV Al
©*@E¢@fw% OF IR b=
O e sep l
= JJIEETé‘F' T’;FE
FR A
ST TRy, )
v
¥ ﬁ{fﬁ[éﬁ TRV A pﬂ:J‘ FrvBEREEET
>
@:ﬁg%;r IJE}'E,I”—EIF " (S O SRl
oF* P ik ﬁ%ﬁ Oyl F s
o ﬁfjﬁfuwr CREATCESES

£ B fofs S g 41 PN :L]»H[E&J[QFI #T:E Q[Eﬁlx
O F SR 2 i 30 H7 Top 5

O F 125 7 a5t 2 Bl B o A
O*% E‘*WE”'?ﬂ G TR EE L Vg

l

PR e e | | PR IR s

OFHLAL R WATH s - OF TRy 7 [~==psake
© 7 By 2fh FUAH ©F ;cﬂl‘f TR p Jﬁf“m‘f =
O 125 8 BT ([0 ORI I 12 tir

O == wt- 5 H AllE J,,fﬁ H J#ﬂ;ﬁj

1
CPR IR IR 0 2003 1 11



A ST E R S 5 (417)

El—¢ﬁ£§h;~,r Jtlyﬁ'. s [k S Rl l[ahiglg,[pjgﬁ FAJ = ﬁ?ﬁk?%ﬂ?ﬂ
YR IS A 0 2002 (1Y 14) E fﬁ*;f” r ? AR S
TUET‘*E:’E 7“] Fk[z/[M :
THIT R LR SN S R O T FRE SL %153%
P e %‘Wg[‘%ﬁl{iw 9125 Rl = 8 G T A
RO o
25T 20E PR A TEE T ARP RS e e

S
PYZ I T S R AR Y B (S ARG AR )
FREPURY .
PRy PRSP R S F I ~ S ?E‘F%«“EIE' J%Jﬂv( ﬁﬁf[
AT m@%;ﬁ;@ﬁz}%rﬂ Pl e R PR AR SR

P BB EPOLUR BRSO -

FUR PSR — R AL @«'@I%ﬁ? o [HE 2P H R H AL 5T
RS IRy bﬁﬁ#%u@gi FJ Eﬁjgf’]j{,} IR T SR
#%&EJF' » [EH ﬁl;iiﬁyt E'*Wﬁ%ﬁ%ﬂﬁmﬁlm’?(ﬁﬁk PF > 2003) - Z[| 5T
»ﬂ]ﬁg&ﬁﬁ&l}.& GHQ (% ,[E&'[F’"‘Elﬁl) A 77 A r*@;%a ]ajﬁfﬁ;; B F A i

SR P F*WJ 1?F[|1J'?‘/t r*ﬁ(*ﬂu OB & o 1 R
5 o P Sl sl P - ol 2m&)34w)

?Jrjéga‘j: il ﬁ'ﬂkﬁgﬁf]paﬁju@ < Fr 57 F"J [[,#Eﬁgﬁ%‘]aﬂj/
Elj:pfjﬁwg%ﬁju@ ) ?‘Jﬁffﬁff&!tzﬁﬁ? 1872 (EEHF"[ 5) & » H &k 1885 F 7
R jﬁ ﬁ%‘a}'ﬁlgﬁ E‘ﬂf[l%ﬁ%ﬁjﬂ@ﬁ?%@ oo w#ﬁfu@ Y gs'g‘, file

R R LT SPEOARRRARE o PR AT AL TSP PR D e

FI-T-RpEE (1912 &) = ﬁ*['@ﬁﬂ C PIREEE R DI SRS
AUErEg » pl= R[S Elfj§”sr?]r}1ﬁ2[ﬁfj§ﬂ»7[‘if§ﬁ$ﬂ,ﬂlj;ﬁ o HF F'[EUF[I EJ%%



(418) 6 FP R R FETT A e

r*ﬁgﬁfﬁ Ik EIIFJ Eﬁ]&uﬁﬁfﬁgﬁkimq |;L‘(F3£ AP 53AT “IFHJ; S TR
A 52 JIH?E'“‘J* PRI 1 R - S
PR TR igﬁfﬁﬂ”'rﬁnﬁw 5 (uﬁt o) - 1938 196) - i Sl
rﬁ[E?‘jﬂj r*ﬁ%ﬁu (AR r%e;fiﬁ Gl SE:\ [mg_j HFL'

A > P W R A - ﬁ&@@ﬁﬂ%gawﬁ v
B SHE TSR PSRRI EL L > PO SRS p R B A0 5
?”ﬁlﬂ?‘y%’ ) > B R TR B R SR Uﬁ"’f&:‘-ﬂl_ﬂjﬁﬁﬁ
ORI SRS RO 2 S I e YRR MR RV & Y RS A
FRAVTEIR B 2 ok S D o3 o T =R (gt [Mu 1936 : 176) -
«VPgP¢%**mW*%”m P R+ RLT S e A
e I?,fif o Vst o BL A FRLUER [ﬂj,grﬁj:hi;r%ge J\“ﬁqﬁ[&&%%ﬁﬁ
R > FURLETE 0k > H A IR kuﬂ@ﬂmmﬂﬁ  EE R FRLEL O
%‘% SR E S B IR A A I > B )
ST o

1950 & i % » CE[F N 2 RV X B E'ii%é%%“?'EfiEﬁJ?fﬁ Eng s
SERHS) S F*Fﬁﬂ@b F%HF %) - school evaluation FPZ&/[f| e « SgHj HIfuSF
RS F PRI - H - RG] I\JI?E‘%IL% EZIE"J@J%!T’ Hife UM
EII&]:[‘/JLIJ AT > bl i%ﬁfﬁﬁgglm&ﬁr% %F W H Elf%l’r%‘:{ﬁ’vgﬁj
B o 1) SR 9] TR SRV RLREY Jo A > VIR Eﬁd@ﬁ?ﬁﬁ!ﬁuﬁl‘é{@ﬁ‘I‘%Elfﬁ/fﬁ‘}ﬂ?j
= lﬂjﬂ:ﬁ“ 55 SRS AT R OB e BESRY B R RV B H VPR R
[ AR S o AR T o T BESI i ke > (- T Az

TR E'lfSFiF{%:J o

|

B2 [;T%TJ/ AE5 > = 1955 & ] i 3 i g B I* -Iy [ji_ Jﬁr?’jjj e
5 ORI RIS S S speeee
B?ﬁl?}ﬁlﬁﬁﬁﬁgﬁfﬂ@b*E??F,ﬁlﬁlﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ FLIWL[E‘EU'W g3 FI}:JEE'P F; J [F{Eﬁﬁz
2 g;. bt 7 (e 40D T 34 2y s » iy ) bwﬂ%&g = -
] El”l r /]UFHAFKMJ (E’;ﬁ) FKJ“LJ;K};\%I:; .



[ ) 7S R JERE 7 (419

FHFEFEVEE ﬁijl%sﬁq&@ﬁf » AT 5 PR R R O R
#wyﬁﬁ“ﬂéaf D PR RS RS RT f E
el kﬁufjﬂ%ﬂifiﬁﬁﬁfz&jﬁl@ﬂﬁﬁﬁﬁﬂ%ﬂmﬁ%<) [ 3 LT
= %1«—%m Llﬁlﬁﬁilﬁaﬂg%gx}%pg;ﬁ L ir;zpﬁglﬂ,u Pﬁﬁzmau%&a%gaa&gﬁ )
TREPRLAVEI S P RSP U R SRR PO S Pt - R
e R R PR PR L SR ELP IR R
POBORS  RIVIEIBERO TR g 2 P AT S AOE G S R AT R (A
B R T SR S E

il

ﬁﬁm FURLTE 1070 4 [ i I HE IR ABJRIPORER IR E 10 - 037 ot ol
e Eaﬁjﬁ = s [[__Ejt]gﬁ ;fj HF” 3 i/[*v’g gl&gutr r"'WFT A L] ?E‘
(o ﬁ 4{@%* w(%@ﬁ 1986) ; H#$?Wﬁﬁﬂﬁﬂﬁ$¥@@
FRs ﬁ¥@4WWﬁ B TR (e Y AL IR

1983) 5 H fa ) = %Eﬁﬁtﬁj“r%@igl——ﬂg%l]ﬂj 3;& ) EJ§F{F§ﬁr§Eﬁ3%Ekr? A
“ﬁ[?ﬁ HHRIRE T u“r,m;fg', u@;@ﬁ (A - [ > 2000)

1000 & (1) i+ TR LT B 0 BISHERBI ) B REPE .~ A
VPR T 0 1) B WS R I o SRR
ﬁfﬁpﬁ?ﬁbfrﬂ T S EEUR - NI [':]gm%@gf’ ﬁgéj‘—F’téﬁ}ﬁé&?\%
FE IS h O PRI LT A o SBR[ SR A 5
S O SR OB ¢ I P T 058 1 s
R TR P IR T S S R LR TRl
RIS O EEUR o T o PRI S ST T P G A
BGOSR TS SR T
I+ L) 5 RL B RS AL I « [0+ 9 < S
7 Eﬁ,[ng,gﬂﬁ,jTu o (&L > 1994)



(420) 8 FPERRIR FIETS A e

(BT AR R TJ—E’}E S UL = (LR B
T (IR > S TR T RS LY

_ﬂ

W R S 2 2 Y3 fF‘ #*L]j]guf[ilgm;{: T (BT 0T R R (Y
DY o AP O R O T ot
R > (AR AR IRL TR - g PSR R e
FlJ;{: HEEE 2 2 ?yEJEF rﬁ [ Ji_j F' s "";{FIJ T 1@6&?@% ) Eﬁ?&‘}j\ﬁ[i'
9“”%?’&“&F%€”ﬁﬁfk*l%éfiﬁﬁéuwawfﬁﬁmﬁ
PO [iy=l o PNIEL ﬁ'lﬁfxﬂﬁ'ﬁ'* 7\3 W G- G- diposig Y [

aJﬂ#ﬂbH%uﬁgﬂﬁﬂ[ﬁwl ~%%im*ﬁ*%wy%ﬁ S E
et ﬁiﬁ”*m*%wx?ﬂ% ww&ﬂ%x%*mﬁww@
F| o BT Hji "‘J W= [\fkpjglfﬁfk kL xﬂﬁﬁli‘%‘ B TEMy FL pAE BB Bl R

i (iR > [ SR S ) K R R ,%wﬂ%ﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁ’ﬁ
IR TRERE o B I mwwmww$m;%4 R A £ [
FN R -

FOFCIse e s A SR LR IR - PO SR AR rg;.ﬁggg[fy];rﬁj )
F4 [RER ARG [ ] o FRL o T 1951 FIA R TSR b
SRR ORI G] (G B o BEIRI TSR (1 R
?ﬁ% oY= ?ﬁ}ﬁ‘%ﬁ1 = rﬁ“ fﬂJF S PUEIfol o I F"THE')J ?ﬁf\j"[ |*‘1?Fi|aﬂrztﬂ< < F5
RS g?gg’%ﬁ§ﬁﬁ“ﬂﬁﬁﬁk4*w PR B2 (|
bﬂﬂ?ﬁiﬁmrﬁﬁim ’rfl]ﬁ AUf g e 3y e F%?%Ehﬂ—rﬁ ’lejﬁlrﬁgﬁg{ S0 éj’m '.gﬂfjiﬁg; )
AT RSt S PR R R S A I rgﬂ@ e
F“%E‘%iﬁ“ RV e
C T ERLTE T R cﬂ?ﬁf“f? rF} 1y fUiferl > (NEEE) i
Rwﬁ” wi#m‘wﬁ%WP*ﬁ“ IR =1 2 LR - TSR
REINIRE TSI i S Eﬁiﬁlﬁﬂi IR A RS REEE



A SR B 9 (420)

IR (RO (O - 2 1R S K ‘Eﬁ?%ﬁfﬁj%
FOTHIREET 11 > A0 SRR » 2 SR R ) L L

ML{

R RO o B O AR I A Ry
FIUpr TRORER S IOT A o IR - R s IS
ﬂ“%‘ﬁ“ » PR R RS GO R E IR R (RS L) e e A
EEEE df]pJ* SERL T T M EIY o [LRLED R Ry FRpv R > R D
BrnE s ITE&H ?Eﬂ FU?‘,?‘E"[#FFFEZ[fF s IR FELH FI%‘E‘ I [Jz[i‘:F"“:—?T%“jj, TP
ORI T 77 B SRR [~ - L) IR AR
AR AL PRI~ S T B R S AR - P iuRRe
Jﬁr%ﬁug'@ﬁ PSR R iR = ”Jﬁﬁgﬁ%%’?ﬁ?%ﬁ“ﬁﬂ?"

—E

E‘i'ilﬁf vé,pJP SEARE H WL i T - jEI;FT:'-‘EﬂF  E 2 RIAYRUR LR B
CETCEIRIRNN RN = JE R

I:I Ll

1965 &+ & I 2 B %“FP“ SRR 2 ) IERETS FeEy
=D i,EIHI}{ﬁJ’FT%’—FIi@‘c » ') P—D—S (Plan—Do—See) £ ?ﬂr*iéj% ] iHF
Bk d[& N I)';LIFU %*J?ﬂ[”ﬁf@[tﬁaﬁﬁ LY @ﬁ?%
o [“E‘if RS ERE IR E'Tﬂf FhE ~ BRI A “?F, ) e P EAE
TANEE . TR - PRRLES BT F"T,“}’?’df%f""?ﬂl'ﬁlal o T o HEE F,I;JIH*E"
FBL=E s =T E'Sf?» I‘JWFQ(ACHOH)’[“I“{’E'F*} P—D—C—A(Plan—Do— Check
—Action) Friugi=t (hd FLE140 2 1990) » T RIE S T “HJJ (show) * Tds
# (innovation) IO » gk ) = 1L S0 6

\“fy"

R ERL > SIE ﬁm“'*?ﬁp%'%ﬁurﬁwrﬁw B A
KGRl | JLJ.@_ K *ﬁ*%wﬁ i HY o ELETT Y[R LR £ 2 AR [JH[ =
WAL a@ SLTIES IR g EERRIP R AR A
el lgg‘ilﬂlge’fifll’%?ﬂl AR PEEOBIRAR I - s ST PSSR
DS A ELRE B PR BTSSP AL 1



(422) 10 FFpevRI& 5T A e

FUHE T N R OUOEIE 2 8 R § U [ LU R L
FI RS B PSSE R BIELELRE - F g 423 “f%iiﬁ?%"f%ﬁéi ’T'P%KL'* |
TRy SR o R F= ﬂﬂjﬁﬁﬁ/'aﬁ% Bl | A RO B P T
g Ffsréiﬂfr?ﬁ*,ﬂ - 6T W P ) 1 ﬁ"#rg’g[?%ﬂ,éi Z)| 5 ’fi?
ST RLE IS

- ffJf‘ﬁ»IMﬁgﬁﬁT%ﬂ REA A ﬁ*%ﬂ”ﬁlﬁd » RLEFAE 1T Fﬂ?ﬁ‘v =
o EEERI 0 7 FT‘JET%? A lﬂﬁ |FPEFIp : H - RIS
E*};*‘Fﬁiz’?‘%z Jtr,Elglr F%;”r?jﬁﬁ{;ﬂ%@b#@‘rﬁuﬁ[ A éﬁﬁpkr,
E'ﬁélgﬁ ET%:?H “ifléfixpﬁﬁbﬁ IJPI[ ﬂf\_cprm JFT%:bﬂr%ﬂFI%
o3 P EIRE > s BRL b (3 ) Y S R [ O TS "
WF@uW&%’p$WWﬁﬁ$nﬁ p’*@ﬂ*@gﬁwﬁﬁ RIS
I 4;%?%{#3%[%# J 5 W SRS SAR D LIRRLARIRY &) 5
E'ﬂy“t‘[ I—Uj'ﬁzs,E'[_, 23] FEgﬂTﬁ‘"ﬁ ﬁj 2o F: HSEE T W BRpUE ﬁl?: o
[‘p Il Jﬁng[]eﬁﬁFﬁzlﬁgdr? T gﬂlﬁlﬁ RS ] ﬁi_friﬁ'
[ Az

-

JE - T EI¢IH§:E§@*%VEI$€J » LR A7 ] J@ﬁ,ﬁ? ST
lﬁ_ ’ clSl‘_FIHHJ-]f‘ [/-]Fjj{'sr
BTt L RS R 2002 201 [l S A

e ;ﬂf% rﬂj@r‘%g P fiE %F F[Fk@ OF ﬁé}f ?'j:fgjs’/ F%mﬂ%ﬁg;ﬁpﬁﬁ
o VRl E > SR F*WEIW*%UWTT‘ AP = %lé‘rr’ﬁff
%’;—T o [NIF=> 2002 & 3 KA *T‘i I&“T TR U HJ% Y FFN&*W%“FIEL
Jyjmﬁﬁimv%pzmzﬁﬁ ,@ Bl ETE o BRE i
T EEFIHEM ] SR A S e *$ﬂ P IR - s
& B ; =N SE: o EIEE I S 2 o,

#%ifjubﬂ ﬁiﬁr,t}%@ Ak &%b?%& g Bl 2 mﬁ AT Ejﬁ‘j%
FEP LR Wﬂﬁjw%ﬁﬁmlﬂod$% 151 Y B R

Hiwfl*&mmﬁﬁ SRR 5 TSR R LR R 2 [
FHE S R I P$ﬁwﬁ%§uﬁaﬂ%W%@’ﬁ?%@wﬂa
] £ (5 SR EDE 3 Ry R S o b S0 s S (SR 464

E[::lf]:l‘fg—, o #I'IEF%\I, H ]Eﬁffﬁ%%ﬂ/ﬁqéﬁai‘%ﬁ[ o H R B T‘f?ﬁ'ﬁfwﬂ?ﬂ@éﬁ

%_’“H —ﬁﬁi

ﬂ_ﬂ



P 7T *%ﬁ'w R~ I/}zcj 11 (423)

B SRS SRR R (£ FEO - ] P AR -

Pigt =y "T”‘JFT;JEJ?* HoHp o HUEA %H/%FIF :

- P‘J’Ef‘,’ FUSEAE b BB ] ﬁ,ﬁ IJ“H?**MFET% [ F? R S I =
7%‘% SEra ?ﬂrﬂj ’ T‘:[_‘WE]ULEJ%’L_‘\ » 2 HIFIRE H il IEXIE ﬁ(jfgz%ﬂguﬁ@%:
Jw?ﬂ*m@b*mﬁm

= EREE ISR GHRPROAT EUR  BUE  S E &%%a‘é

BRSSPI S - R EI&Jé[ﬁ:ﬁILJ?EIﬁTl:l B %))

VAR SRS PR SREEY b RE R TR D

IR L EUE&%’- > ez E R FRH G

T WW’WW%F“*Hﬂ%mHW“WQ PFIE ISR S K S
R RN AR R

RRCHE ﬁb#ﬂﬁap;ﬁkﬁ_ 7 E PG S A R R P TIAEE
m“r{%fu{/ BE; pIyE s =58 %Em“r NG o T F R s T
ﬁﬁﬁ*%‘

IO [ o OB SR SRR A F A [ R
TIAERR ] o B ORI Rt o T A T{m@ gk - =R
FR o BERS Y PO 1) RIS [0S T [ R T
i BldRE = gefi*%u#*rfg@ﬁm .

f#ﬁﬁ s Eligu%ﬁﬂ*/ﬂ §L¢ FIJSEROEI TS SR S [ g
I T @F%ﬁﬁgﬁwplpmp i e Lg%prwaﬁ
g{jﬁeﬁ“r%gﬂﬁrﬁﬂﬁﬁp = Hk’z ,,’qurgrr ;f:ﬁg t[ﬁﬁirﬁgij[[
S R G o 1 e LS 200361 26)

bl

m

PSS
=SS

_ﬂ

I 5 B

iR g 2 s PR Jb;l—h»;&;lz;;]
I g e S| GRS

(why) 1)) E&%’ gl accountability v =
%&H H [F”H;Eﬂfl:([éﬁfg[@ ( 2 Eli_w;‘%ﬁ?jjjf
i %S?FiH'ELJ ’\FF[ TIEY ‘g'lr ) \
(what) |70 TR TR

#F 18] Jrgﬁﬁéflrﬁlﬁﬁ IR o+ R
T LA~ YA o)




(424) 12 FPErRRFETS A e
PR BE - FR 5 jﬁkﬂak4\
S HTIFBEY () ESHTE S T ER T "
(who) =) 5T HASE
FEZ Ay (2L
361 ~ B () ~ PR IERY S A
(when) | T E RS BRI - ww\mm
FI !F{JF[J
E FIZ5 k=) AT
HE s g Vepifh s -
conory |TRERT g
eIy Eirs
(where) |H75¢ 7 U0 Gl > Bl A ) =gt
e [AEER T
(how |5 CFrtisssesaty gt 15 s
HH gefp ﬁffm’@”;l L
(B 4 EdnEpuse
ST [P 4 B fik P A
(show) |75k SIS 119 PPl
ﬁ%*ﬁwwwgmf
PR 0 AR~ ] 2003a ¢ 26

o SRR
SIS SRR o))

?J%%gﬂmr‘?i_&g (SE= ’ﬂﬁrﬁlii&?\%’%? Ef
(e=NiN BT ?’ibﬁ BT rl?ﬂﬁmﬁﬁl‘é“ ’
RIS SR T PR ERD
T H ;\.,\vgjréﬁ?ﬁ?%ﬁ Ke&m&zﬁ*%Nﬁlﬁ E R
i, {;pf,i?JFTﬁ'T EJ?*%‘L:JPFIHIWE
= ZHEI

&= Fx A2 §IE[ fNEEal

"L 73 HU;P;E IF [/

HEIR T ot 0

:ru _,.jil*éiéﬁ(F

5 HIRLRE T A
SO P

,le.%!—

&%f :F"{ [
TR

2003b 75-86)

G P S
o T2

G

%"‘ ”FE‘FTJ
?{7&'/ N/ [[ ’ 1?%@3{%
EAAR IR U

o e E’EWF e Pl A kL (4 Elfféﬁ'ﬁi’%‘%f%l ’Fﬁit‘f‘ “\El?fﬁ

294 A



A ST s 5 13 (429)

SRRl HWW@ = H ORI W” [?ﬁ?ﬁgﬁw o
rwﬁ* ALE *kwu’%fﬂﬁfw%r Sk A WU

7i'ﬂﬂ e Wﬂ***ﬁwm7ﬁ¢Aww-f SRS R

%{I'F[Jfﬁjﬁ FEII#‘{%EIE AU LR > L=, JEI #-1] LLTi_
TEIPFE @ T RLEC Y DR RCRE o T T T AT E AR
R ?fﬁ“bwﬁwﬁﬁ Il BRI T ? @i&fm
?J Elfjfa—tjﬁm?fﬁ-f .

il
—v—v—v

?Jﬁiﬁéﬁﬁﬁ%%ﬁ FUF9 Iy o L NEORE R O fees » F“F?J/; SR Y *‘“?ﬂ it =5
SRR ewﬂg?mﬁﬁg&ﬁ PORRG ~ > SR R LR -
RS A PR T ]#%E[EIEJ#“% St u%lﬁﬁj [ il 1
AL SRR SLAE HR L iy 2 5 Ewﬁﬁﬁﬁam&
DS \REE

_ﬂ

J

Ik

?mﬁﬁguiww' RLEAZVH 0 g R B R SR IR
BRI me1~%mkmuﬁﬂ ##%m*%gu*“ I A
SRR EOS ) S PSS T LB Wﬁ%wbﬁpﬁuﬁq
PO R R %w%% w%kﬂoﬂﬁy$w%ﬁg%@ﬁ%
Wﬁllpﬁ'%ﬁ E*g*“F‘JE”**‘JEb fl s "‘J S SR B EIC’J'J'LSF’*‘, (= Pyt

SR FORER S o) 5P R FY LIS AT LI 70 AL [ s
i“a °

H:_L[F[[EQWT—E¥[§FT@T ':iﬂ;[:i %E ﬁ:U@i SR Sﬁ '.a“iflfﬂzjfﬁ i ’ﬁ ?
%’ﬁ“ﬂ?'ﬂi@'ﬁ Iy *F"Jmﬂiﬁ?@‘ﬁ”u HURL ek RS S AR LS

PIHEH S A E R Y R - R E[th‘rrf]‘?&[f [ 2 T S O I 2

JE[%' FORLIEF PV E R 5 > 3 [N P HOE RS - Wbp'y “n"hf%?m IS 35 0

A R & 2y R R RL S AR SR [ T P B

PERFHLEEL @ﬁ&?ﬁiﬁﬂﬂﬁﬂ ) 2 SR R B S

e FURIPRERECE S AL AR ] A s S %jsﬁﬂéﬁ%ﬁ’ﬁ%ﬁ%
AT



(426) 14 B EvR & 8T A e

[ifrjd/gufflffjjy tf*ﬁ*%ﬂﬂﬁwﬁijpl | g5 FJEI?I:@“FT‘FIU%»@E%IM—L
£ = BIRLAE- 1990 = I*FJH [Iji"“fjﬁ ﬁiﬂi HE| F”F K yTUTJrF‘*J\E}' UFTJ
bASH ATE R S M SR P (SR TR Ift SRR R A SR H
% 2000 &+ JELFALE TR0 S o ST A R RO PR ) RO R
VR BRI IR 208 SRR RS - i sl
PHERAE L AP P SR A 4 L B 0 2 YA O -
9 "Ej%ggéﬁmﬂfxﬁmfﬁgﬁ o BRI 20 A S A [y G BB ;Fp,;:g&,ﬁ )
ZSRIMPSE R Iﬁﬁ*?ﬁi*%ﬁj;lﬁilﬁf’# it PR DIRERL P (55T 0 2004) -

I KL EAORAN © SRR R R ST (R
Eﬁﬁﬁmgumg gh_m%ﬁjﬁjﬁn l*" mifggu%ﬁru [ﬂwﬁ?;ﬁi*fﬁﬁgn cliﬂj[yjuy
Z -

DY RLH S S RS BV S MY e SR AL RIS
SESCIINY o %¢MWEﬁkw*%ﬁﬁﬁme

5Y= il*mwﬂwﬁﬁb”“ﬁﬁfﬂmwﬁﬁw*  BEIRE T
B EVREOTERITE 2 RS S PR JLF%ﬁ?w%% R TR

ﬂ[l“lf\y_ﬂr‘%ﬁrﬁ%ﬁ%ﬂﬁﬂm R €1 o E R SRR R A
fit— ﬁﬂl“*’” rﬁj’r%@d;*lgufﬁr PIIEE FTJ E&L[‘Pguﬁ“'ﬂr‘%ﬁTEﬁuﬁ:F Y £, 28
FEAEY FRVE IR - =R ERL ] ?x%{ Fﬂ[ FIJ@E’J[‘ = “"F}%‘WE%“J%W"

Hiﬁ%%ﬁ%%ﬁﬂ%’mﬁ FISFE [ R ¢ T
R AP - F'W
e sy kﬁmg:'tgqg DRV R] o FRL S HEEEI A I/J\%fﬁl {%:fu]ﬁp% @r{ FIET
=B 1S I o FI Wﬂﬁ*%wWylwfym'ilpﬂ;%ﬁ%
ﬁ*%@zmﬁuw R LS (B SR » 2002) - i s

PR P RO, - g (0 L e SRR PR P RO
’LIEIFULF‘%":}%FJVE“J JF”V'FQ o IS ZFFLA%IEJHFL (N 2003
38)-



FI43 ﬁl; *Mg:ﬁljﬁw )E\E'g I/};K;j 15 (427)

2
A== Fg §Jl‘fr,m 3 éj%ﬁ IEEL
El‘“&ﬁr,ﬁ, e SALRYI=E pj* s, *“#E[y?ﬁ;ﬁf%pq
pege— FHTHAaP L i e
Ulias F,ﬂ,;@% PR oy sty | sphepofoistagse vy
EAEHD — AR, + 7 R
ﬁll’ﬂJF i %&W‘E’?Eﬁﬁﬂ%ﬁ EJJ[HJ%‘U[E ﬁl—{?—: ]:I E{/ﬁf I.JJCI; gﬁ
PR PR - ANl 2003 ¢ 38
TPk 207 N KRR ) 2 A B R EE AT
ﬁlJF:I\fE:E p\f;?%&lj—tjp-, , = j&ﬁfjig[ FIAYT o H: ) ﬁlja‘j T T NP R
BERE AP A S R (R #ER D (RSTER > 2003) -

FTJ PRI Y LT 2 BRI A 1951 RISy
o i Jfﬁ%i e 7;1— » HE P S Eﬁg‘ﬂ“ﬁﬁ” 1953 & fl e

e S :,uu wlﬁﬁuﬁr%&%ﬁ R R R T ET ML )
HIRL ™ I3 3 (A %) ff%iﬁéﬁﬁffﬁﬁrﬂ%”‘ﬁff%i » B & — IEFFIERY
i‘%l’#%’jéﬁ o TE A KGN TSR puSS L AR :'TE%*?EEH = R ISR TR
;{@]gu[% JEEI TS 85 I }-{‘—’]’“r%]&ug'gﬁ';’ﬁa]“;'nﬂﬁl s piot B 4(B
%) ppﬁjj  H FREETEE® AEJFT%?‘WEI JIIE 2 R S ’ﬁ‘ﬁw T,L, b 55 63
fEFED o = o ﬁr‘:—%ﬁ bR e AEE (REE B0 ET,MF,[‘E“F&E&W i1 2E! i
RV~ [ (20 > F AR T U{”F‘/F s FF FrgsZE rJtWLFEJ*W]?%’ FHWH
R %Ffé’gf% Bl R SR A “ﬁzf AR F*%E’fi* PERLYERS 1993 F (E (Y
E:, &[N 4T 2001 # I r%’?’fif,m Rl IR .

=HE F%FI%N?F[@?E‘ » NP 3 WA 4 s s r?%ﬁE'fﬁh PJ?‘[’B’?E?J

s # = fﬂ/l“'




(428) 16 ekl & FE1-

P_}
_L
—-
i

3
i e 7 ot
| Aul IR OF T FH ORI O )
| i)
As FHEOS B OFLEMT I OFLFF wA5e| i

A BT I

O Bfiuth

Ass B

OF M1t
OB R W B FU] M S

A HEAY | IR &

OF £ UFHIEET

W

A FH| FL ”;lg

OPZflezse | 1 S| nggﬁ“

Ags P U © * HEfIRE W%%%ﬁ SRR
A L e e T T S
o A%1ﬁmf¥bé@*ﬁa, C> SR SRR
Ags%“ w2k @*‘Jﬁrﬁr"ﬁ U B J%‘Z‘—f
Azf%“ *beﬁ’ @Eﬁpﬁl@‘i TR e 5!
Ay A5 '“HWﬂ%b%ﬁ
Age P RUSFIETH <D$ﬂ%ﬁﬁﬁmmﬁ>mﬁ%ﬁ
rr ) b Y E*’H P gk
As S FRIPUFE | Aq 55 T TSI @gﬂﬁﬁjgpﬁw ,ﬂ o
AQRIBUFBE | Ag PR RTEIIR | OB B vEES |0 BALE ety s
AT o o v g OF L a1 -~ PRy
F A5145f?37v]§<,“ﬁj]ﬂj}{"tﬁd @E[Ejﬁﬁ?iﬁghg g’r
Sﬁ’ TR agsmmmaporan | omw i s

A ?J’iﬂj CIpFEES
TFIEY

An 5 TR N

@g&}ﬁ_‘ﬂ} ’3_&7&/1‘*@&;&15 []E[LJW I;:EI

Ao % T AL

Bt

Ae 755 TR HH N

(©F IR Ij[%

@jl“ EM 1= ,tlnF[ Eﬁlﬂ-‘uq

Ao 2 51F FpIf

Ag = F HFETRY

CEERS I i R

Ay F 17 [ Ll 1]

©— PSR g‘ﬁp@a@x};g

Ags Tl

O p+ AL P

geopsny  |CefTENZ D AR O FRI 2 LR W g
Agslgrilgu Egjgs @i@FIJE@@IF{[bﬁ%I’J&J
Aos I FPFY = = il | ORI EFo | el i
Agy 5 TS % I 6 | O 4 % SIS T i i
Ao ZHE T Ay T L BRI O lﬁi%‘ s
O JI/ApHrgf', é;%
g A T FHE @f—‘f Iﬁjj%; OFr= IIFJJ,_’TJF};J
%g@@éi A BURIER f @% u**{r%ﬁ?%

A TN UJLP‘WJ

@%ﬁ%%%ﬁ(?ﬁ%%?%ﬁ

EFRRIR S 0 2000 2] 2




P 7T *%ﬁ'w R - I/}zd 17 (429)

4 B
= & p b N L
' Bu A58} hé
Bi [ HE
By AL7555
By AE5 AT B %#TE%; FIEL L 4 e

Bis ﬁﬁﬁ F, n

Bis (75 fIR |4

By B E

B [ [P

Bz Wb L?F—Ergf By, T I FHE

Bos FIL HHE 1 1o s

By era R VR # A

AU E |
Bs By PN R

Bas ¥4 Wp VRIS [l

Bas &ffiil ISEE==ainkn iil§

B4]_ T;E%IEI JP &5 H%[ﬁ[

B PHEEE Buﬁmiﬁﬁ%ﬁ

Bus F5H1 « F5 [OBEii e aeE]

Bs1 F[ﬂﬂﬂrﬂbiﬁw

P K =
BS L V‘I‘FJ %A[In 852 E?;I:;[zlk ﬁ_bi‘[ ]ﬂjla'll:lj

Be1 ZALHIFU D R

- Beo 2k W[ 2 i
o BIbP 2 ST ULy

Bes %l’fﬁ"mgl*l

Bos SHEAEI B

R ﬁ;ﬁﬂ‘ Gl
TR IR mﬁh *f? 5 g; 2001£F 2 E| 2]

FRR DT o BT - R PR DR A
1Ewﬁﬁﬁ%iﬁfﬁ*%’f ”W@aﬂZ%ﬁz%wpﬁ@’9¢Mﬁwa
AL 5 3750 P ST G S O b 4,?3?@[’4,];;414»;&;
ﬁiﬁ[ﬁ”ar%ﬁ:” 5.5 [ rj:?ﬁ?ﬁ'h‘f‘*%‘?ﬂ@p’{’ﬁ“ﬁ i P*ﬁft}];:ﬁm“ﬁ:flz
ST LA L SR 'ﬁl#kzwﬁﬁm%i%b%aﬂﬁww
'Eﬁm’3@@ﬁghﬁ@FWiﬁ"%ﬂ%ﬁﬁ?f*ﬁwwﬁﬁ:4WEﬁEFE@g
G o (PIRf pi¥> 2004 : 31-35)




(430) 18 PR R F5Y A e

U]+ EUR SRS 1SR R I RIS
ERE > SR I UG s U E‘”:ﬁ ﬁ:‘: %3 AR FET B g“\‘[iij%‘a
iﬁfémﬁ@ﬁh *B’;r{jﬁ?’“F W 1998 I EABET SRS FIFS R R pUflE
TS ERR - PBE - FH a;;i REEZ EX RS N LS
*r%iﬁgﬁ*ﬁi*ﬁ SEVEUE T3 T 0 A 60 F) 32701 0 A Y Fl,*”-’r'“’ *Uf I3 FL
WS o Pt > FEEEAIAE FIF FaRI4EE e :Ehgl[@+ ] iﬂ’;ﬁ:}%ﬁgﬁ%\l%? )
?J~ = H[ﬂ BT PSR ERERIGE B T N P RL cpﬁj F“ﬁéﬁ]éﬁj’@%ﬁﬂ pUEpL >
(E5 % FtTE‘ETicISFF SRS TS S R S T R R
Piji 73 R AU IS EEI‘;F:?JE; r ’l?Sé’)'g’%ﬂ? R TJH T e PRV E!
i 1 LRI o 20 2 SR SRR B R TR R T R Y
WA e, (FRi- [ 2003 : 206) -

E%w*ﬁﬁ%‘ﬂﬂ S| HW PO R EVY > PP SRR
K37 R R R S I&*%ﬁﬁh H T EGE B AR  LR i [ AR
% :#*%w*m@# @%%w$wpﬁ&-NW@_5w 3.2 LfU53 g

5

NO. A AlBlc|oD
1| E R RS R - S D AR
2 ' OB S I -

3 ¢T¢¢J|’”ﬂﬁﬁﬁ§?ﬁ R

4 ??ﬁ}lﬂ%l 197 E e ) R -
EE F#fgaﬁﬁ S L R A
TRR[ e f ¢ R =EEA > 2003 : 200-202

6

NO. R A|B|C|D
1| E|SF AL pugs -

2 || f I PRl

3| P Bh R S

4 | BFLFE LR B W RETRVEE

5 | TE PR e TR R A L ig&f L%
TR R T REEEA 5 2003 1 203-204




FI43 ﬁlg *Mg:ﬁljﬁw EE I/};K;j 19 (431)

7 2003
FIPHAZETE S ERSAZETE S b= A Y NS o il
1.?&@@%%,,@’?5%3 1.1 t"ﬂ A LLL SE S BT | v 3T SR
EYHRAE TV Jo tﬂ@f‘i [E5°‘ *IH;E“D % E - .ﬁ‘ﬁ*“ﬂfﬁ)‘*@
FAGEEHE - g’?’éﬁ“ﬂftﬁ@ﬁ i IFUH 4“?7
11.2 le*@ﬁl*‘iﬁﬁf #ﬁﬁ;;l%&&?g[% 22
| em ‘ﬁ' - *Wdfi
iEZ[/T]jl;}[Z 4 FI JJ#W ?F[Fﬁj
2NRT S AR fh | 2.1 Bl LE@VEJI 211 HAVHFRPE | R E ] HET
Z W #4597 50 55 Zffiie 53 5 Ij =S 90% ) ! HRUEEH
I R 60/ 2.1.2 HLHH &M 461 | 100 55
M'F 213 ﬁ%‘%ﬁr l%?dfl B ?ﬂﬁﬁfj?ﬁ”&@j ety
F 9055+
T B
Fﬁfa’ii%llzi v
i
*i'@EJaT:ﬂ 20 1)
VRt
TEREEE AP IR RIS 301 Qlﬁii [H'%ﬁ{ EERE [H'EEI{IIF?EJ
ﬂ%pufjﬂ%?ﬁé E Td rETJrE.a S |7p‘j:~r]'*” SE R Oppa
?ﬁﬁliﬁfﬁﬂ - 90/EJJFr ﬁﬁlﬂfﬁuigﬁ}-{k 80%
T > TR R e
e 3 u1000
AT 2 B[ AL A B PR 411 AR | (A p
*&xg J]:l&%g'_‘_“é‘} ) HEe =5 FJ" 0 H El PR [ G5 20%
RCLES N I T et e ﬁé‘“{ PR
41.2 %ﬁ%é«ﬁpl‘e@ ”[@%‘ﬁ (S5
e st = | 7 f“ iz
Pgy o
5.4 31 ) 110245 271 1[S00 271y ¥ Hey| 57T RiF- - Home
F‘ ’?‘ﬁgﬁgﬂfv vER wE AR R A pE kTS 0 | Page
6.1 it S i i"*& N Nﬁ%’%& s PO 2 i e
== fe 7y Lﬁnﬁf %ﬁ@ﬁ |F304 .
IHHE R 111512 Pl 5° =i
el | Rl AL e ™
% o 513 & ﬁ‘f‘ﬁﬂj 42 85%
FiFdded
6.1.1 E‘%FE}EWE =
A 2 A
THE TR s B 5 5 2008 ¢ 32




(432) 20 f"fﬁé;]e[_j% THTT A et

ERA T O Sl kIR RS 0 R P CE e
P RIEE G, BRI (ARG EEA « W 2 AL RS Y
Eﬁ [ P—D—C— A [l » I[JFE,U o 7 — e S A S

BESURLE 1Y =t w gt S f o BREESE R TR MR NE

@im; ‘

4 )
A
)
T

I d

2 4t 2003 113



P ST R 21 (439)

1 ST Rt o LI S EUR E R R

p¢wﬂ?*%ﬁw W“*ﬁﬂ%@wu;&g/, )jwpﬂ*%ﬁ
91 HIEE S e 5 w&awgﬁw~3#4“ AR
ﬂ?@”ﬁ

Elj:?t§%?jaiﬁﬂﬁﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁfh ’ﬁkﬁiﬁzﬁjfa§&?j$§§§w ﬁ;ﬁﬁéﬁf&ﬁ;}[%&?jﬁ§§%y
2R RS B DRI T Caccountability) s pAGE < S U
SEERE AN U ES N S e SIS At e Sk
R B O] AR -

PR EUE O A RIS IR WS
Jj#wﬁﬂ*%{ﬂ ﬁfﬁ%ﬂﬁopwﬁﬁ%ﬁFﬂg%ﬁﬁﬁ@@
R %@iwbﬁﬁﬂﬂwu%*ﬁﬁgﬂw IS AEE

ik %?ﬁ FYET TR0 9t = SR R PR P i e
e RN L e AR S e 7@ﬂy«%wf
?F%$%F'ﬁ4fﬁﬁwgdfﬁﬁfﬁﬁo

ﬁfﬁb”?#ﬂ“ﬁf [ K] ] 4 2S5 IR o
.

ﬂ%? ,@ﬁﬂ,f? Eg@f{@%ﬁ L#@gwwfﬁpﬂw
&R R BTER] e FUR SR B SR SRR R A pww
R L o ) 0 A B 2T O T S,
FHBHLFEEL 5 45 R ﬁ@@é%ﬂ%:sﬁﬁmeﬂ? g
(AR 2008 ¢ 35) o i ESLSEEIT0E e

I SR TR W 2 o SRR ORGP



(434) 22 PP ERRIR ST A e

wp £ 7 HR I Emjﬁ%’q%mﬁﬂﬁﬁ T T I P ke 75
,Ju 7 IH#E/H: E H{E 15: lﬁeﬁiiyﬁg&l{ﬁﬁ ffﬁ}]")ﬁtﬁj‘ﬂ] e IJ* iEIJJAJE J?i‘
1@[ °

Hﬁn&%ﬁe@ﬁ#ﬁﬁﬁ@ﬁﬂﬁ%rp:wgm ErEy lﬁﬁul¢ L - EE??
ﬁ‘?ﬁf Jj“%ﬁfﬁiﬁ EVs ) Sl mg s "H'E@ 1 EJZ{%‘?‘%E?,][

»rm_d;__
[y

B H*T‘i‘i’%ﬂﬁ*ﬁ?”# CUPEE - R O E Y Y S R B
rwﬁﬁﬁw*%yﬂﬁwﬁiﬂ*ﬁ FIfivR %?WFH@HEHWE’
ST E“E:E SRR E R %J]\‘F . F‘[ =t I&*%&F"'ﬁf

Ej*[/fjj Sy HES ?ﬁ rﬁ1—4 H‘pj};hrﬁ

BN [

PP F I H - RS RN ERLE R PE PR  E R A
*%1 I [ BTN S RN AR (s R
;g?F;ﬂﬁ&#ﬁ‘ﬁﬁkg%?ﬁwﬁﬂﬁﬁ@ﬁﬁ?ﬂwﬁw’w
P44 2 3P PR A7 S0 U0 A L | 75 T

&

l

_ﬂt

m

FIEpTae i (1983) « 257350 = SRR T A o B
45?7[;1 P SRERDE W3 R - il B )
P -
1 1 (5 (2003) o R
2003 = 10 £[¥~| (! 28-33) - E[J"IJ : ?’fﬁ\ fiF vgimt’?’fr o
e skd’ (2003) - FIF R A I N
Sl F128-42 P FHUHY

7 i~ F] (2000) - %W%l%}’ﬁru o HWHT | W[:*fﬁ :gwiﬂg; ,tr' ;«h: «m‘ EF’%
AR o



A ST R B 23 (439)

i~ P (2003a) -

BRI A A SR Fr10-27
F DEREH U o
# i~ ¥ (2003b) « [ e
ST (2004) ¢ 2004 3
PIRE B3 ST A T (2004) - FiE Fl it :—‘j»’r?\“'
R ¥4 (2008) - HS R A A
R F1181-183 i ¢ FIHL -
£ (1994) - BEEE BFEFHD < il Eﬁ?ﬁiqiﬁﬁg‘ﬁf’éﬁﬁ ¢
SrEibL (1986) - FAGEFRZET o N B AP -
mﬁ A (1938) ¢ [ SFRFEE AP R S

Eﬂ,&& 1%, (1990) « SPAEFLRY o BT FTFP NI © Tl ¢ HT- g
HyfE=TIE (2003) -
% :,»Sf‘é%&?’:"ra@ ’ﬁ% NO.156 ( fI 10-13) -

,ﬁ\gizk (2004) - 1% clsrﬁlﬁﬁa o BT J[[ “&?Jclsrﬁ.
J‘{J‘( 140-43) < FUi = Rl g A o
# pﬁ%[ I (2002) - CUEEIEN *Fr.ga’rﬁf o

| E e (1936) - SPALRZFIITE - W MIEH



(436) 24 ?fﬁg}’ﬂe[%ﬂj;ﬁ‘j:{ Lt

A Study on Educational Evaluation in Japan

ABSTRACT

To accommodate the world trend, Japan is facing new demand of education
evaluation. Although the history concerning education evaluation has been a long time,
there are new theories and viewpoints of school evaluation for the demand of education
revolution. The article analyzes the relevant problems of theories, immediate situations
and characteristics of education evaluations in Japan just from the new viewpoints of
school evaluation, and adopts literature review to do the research.

There are introduction, review on the history of school evaluation in Japan, discuss
on the problems of school evaluation, development of new school evaluation, school
management revolution concerning school evaluation and ways and meanings of school
evaluation, and come up with conclusion and inspiration. The conclusion includes six

items: (1) The developing history of education evaluation has been a long time; (2)

Educational evaluation is based on relevant measures of educational reforms and set into

action;( 3)Self evaluation is priority of evaluation, and goes towards external evaluation;

(4) Internal evaluation includes teachers, students and parents, and external evaluation
includes education councils and professional institutions; (5) The indicators of self
evaluation can be designed flexibly by executive districts and schools; (6) The main

streams of evaluation are curriculum and school management. The inspiration are

proposed : ( 1) The academic circles in our country should do more research; ( 2) Deeply
analyze the points of school evaluation problems nowadays; (3) Educational evaluation

and school culture should be integrated closely.

Key Words: school evaluation » accountability » self evaluation - external evaluation
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1992

UGC UFC
Higher Education Funding Councils

Key Words: British Education, Higher Education Evaluation, Quality Assurance,
Teaching Assessment, Research Assessment, QAA, RAE.
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United Kingdom of Great
Britain and Northern Ireland Great Britain
1949

1992 binary system
Royal Charter
Colleges of Advanced Technology CATs
Council for National Academic Awards
CNAA Polytechnics)

1992 1992 Further and Higher Education Act

Higher Education Funding Councils

1963 Robbins Report
Robbins 1963 6-7
1972 102-103
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1981 7
Higher Education in England outside the Universities:

Policy, Funding and Managemen

DES 1981
DES 1981
1985 5 1990 The Development of Higher Education
into thel990s DES 1985
1988 The 1988 Education Reform Act

1987

The Advisory Board for the Research Councils

National Advisory Board 1987 Scott 1989
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4

1987 Higher Education: Meeting the Challenge

DES 1987
1992
1992
1992 1992
1992 Old 1992 New
1992
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1992

1992 universities

polytechnics

Institutes or Colleges of Higher Education

Institutes or Colleges of Education

Central Institutions

1992
universities

post-1992 universities

Institutes or Colleges of Higher Education

1992

1992

2 1992

1992
1992

1992

1.
Ancient Universities

Oxford 1167-1185 Cambridge 1209 St. Andrews 1411
Glasgow 1451 Aberdeen 1495 Edinburgh 1582

2. University of
London

University College 1828 Kings College 1829 Imperial
College, LSE 17

3.
Redbrick or older civic
Universities

Durham 1837 QueensU. of Belfast 1908  University of
Wales 1938 Manchester 1880 Birmingham 1900
Liverpool 1903 Leeds 1904 Sheffiedld 1905 Bristol
1909 Reading 1926

4. Newer
Civic Universities

Newcastleupon Tyne 1963 Leicester 1908  Nottingham
1948 Southampton 1952 Hull 1954 Exeter 1955
Leicester 1957




(442) 6

5.1992 Kede 1962 Sussex 1961 York 1963 East Anglia
“ New” Universities| 1963 Essex Kent at Canterbury Warwick
1964-65 Stirling 1967  Ulster 1968

6. CATs 1964 Aston Bath Bradford Brunel City Loughborough Salford
Surrey Heriot-Watt  Strathclyde

Mackinnon & Statham 1999  Education in the U.K., London:
Hodder & Stoughton, PP.98-99

1 1992 Universities Open
University University of Buckingham 1974
1983
1992
External Examiner
Open University
1992 1992
1992 1 3
2003-2004 170
114 55 HESA 2003a HEFCE 2004
3 2003-04
89* 43 132 77.65
10** 4 14 8.24
14 6 20 11.76
2 2 4 2.35
114 55 170 100.00
* 17
** University of Glamorgan University of Wales Cardiff University
9

1.HEFCE 2004 Higher Education in the United Kingdom, Jan. 2004 ,
revised edition, Bristol: HEFCE.
2.HESA 2003 Higher Education Satistics for the United Kingdom 2001-02,
Cheltenham: HESA.
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1991
DES 1991a 1988
2000
1997
2003 Charles Clarke
The Future of Higher Education
1960 21 6%
2001-02 21 35 HESA
2003d 1 2003 18-30
43 DfES 2003 2004
18 30 44
http://news.bbc.co.uk/hi/uk_news/education/3642771.stm
2010 18 30
50% DfES 2003
Martin Trow 1974 elite
mass universal
2002-03 4
4 2002-03
1,807,665| 173,575| 898,595|1,072,170 243,170| 492,320(735,495
119,535 9,920\ 60,540 70,460 13,5655 35,525| 49,075
197,365| 19,070 122,875| 141,945 26,595 28,825| 55,420
50,550 4,195 29,300| 33,490 7,430 9,635| 17,060
2,175,115| 186,345|1,069,210|1,318,065 283,505| 547,020 (857,050
HESA
1. 0 1 2 0 21 22 20
2. 5 3 6 5
3.

HESA 2004 Studentsin Higher Education Institutions-- 2002/03, Re-issue,

Cheltenham: HESA, pp. 24-25.
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parliament
House of Lords House of Commons cabinet
Prime minister
1 2.
3 4.
5.
2001 160
1839 1839
Privy Council Committee of the Privy Council for
Education
2001 163-164
1856
Education Department Vice-President of
Committee of the Privy Council 1899
Board of Education Act 1900 The Board
of Education junior minister
1944 The Ministry
of Education
Local Education Authority LEA 1964
civil science Ministry of Science
Department of Education and Science DES
1992
--Department of Education and Science
Department for Education DfE
Office of Science and Technology OSsT

the Science branch
Research Councils 1995 DfE
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Department for Education and

Employment, DfEE 1997 DfEE
2001
Department for Education and Skills DfES
DfES

Scottish Executive Education Department SEED
National Assembly for Wales
Northern Ireland National

Assembly Department of Education, Northern
Ireland DENI Department of Higher and
Further Education, Training and Employment DHFETE

Department of Culture, Artsand Leisure DCAL O'Callaghan & Lundy
2002

Local Education Authority LEA Education
Authority EAs Education and Library
Boards ELBs

councils
Education

Committees

2001 201
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10
1963 University Grant
Committee uUGC 1919 uGC
The Treasury DES UGC
Buffer
UGC 1968
1988
uGcC NAB
University Funding Council
UFC Polytechnics and Colleges
Funding Council PCFC 1989 4
part-time
UGC
UGC
NAB a representative body UFC UFC
UFC UFC
DES
UFC
UFC desirability

1988
UGC UFC
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PCFC UFC 11
1992 UFC PCFC
Higher Education Funding Councils HEFCs
FEFCs
FEFCs HEFCs
1999 Learning to Succeed
Department for Education and Employment DfEE
FEFCE TEC Training and Enterprise Council
Learning and Skill Council DfEE 1999 2004 4 30

SHEFC SFEC
Specified Tertiary
Education Providers STEPs http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/scotland/3671917.htm

uGC UFC UFC
UFC HEFC HEFC
HEFCs
8 15 HEFCE 12-15 HEFCW
8-12
HEFCs
5
2004 HEFCE HEFCW

SHEFCE Department for
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Employment and L earning DEL
12
DEL
NIHEC
1997
HEFCE 2004
5 2004
England Wales Scotland Northern Ireland

Scottish Executive | Northern Ireland Assembly
Department for

Education and National Assembly | Enterprise and Northern Ireland Higher

Skills for Wales Lifelong Learning Education Council  NIHEC
(DfES) Department advisory role
(ELLD) y

Higher Education | Higher Education

Funding Council | Funding Council

for England for Wales
HEFCE HEFCW

HEFCE (2004) Higher Education in the United Kingdom, Jan. 2004 , revised
edition, Bristol: HEFCE. PP. 6.

Scottish Higher
Education Funding
Council SHEFC

Department for Employment
and Learning DEL

CVCP—Committee of Vice Chancellors and Principals of the

Universities of the United Kingdom Universities UK
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the Quality Assurance Agency QAA Higher
Education Statistics Agency HESA 13
HEFCE 2004
atarm’s
length
2002-03
38.9% 1980-81
62.6% 6
autonomous
HEFCs
2001-02 Aston Bath
Birmingham Bristol Cambridge Durham Leeds London Oxford Manchester
Reading Sheffield Warwick York 14 132
HEFCE 132
32.5% HESA 2003c
6 1980 2002
1980-81 | 1988-89 | 1994-95 |1999-2000| 2001-02 | 2002-03
62.6 52.7 43.6 40.4 39.3 38.91
( ) 17.2 12.9 22.4 225 230|  24.05
12.9 20.4 14.5 155 16.8 16.68
6.4 124 16.7 19.3 19.1 18.88
0.9 15 24 2.3 18 1.48
1,563 3,070 10,038 12,718 14,500 15,562

1990
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1. CVCP(1991): Higher Education in Britain: The Universities London: CVCP Figure 2.

2. HESA (1996): Resources of Higher Education Indtitutions, 1994/95 Chetenham: HESA. Table B.
3. HESA](QOOZ): Resources of Higher Education Ingtitutions, 2000/01  Cheltenham: HESA. Table D.
4, HESA (2003c): Resources of Higher Education Indtitutions, 2001/02 Cheltenham: HESA. Table D.
5. HESA (2004b): Resources of Higher Education Ingtitutions, 2002/03 Cheltenham: HESA. Table D.

2002-03 7
2002-03
79.90 12.03 5.37
2.70
51.47
38.00
41.22% 43.44
7 2002-03
4,837,578| 325399 728,064| 163,518| 6,054,559
HEFCs 79.90 5.37 12.03 2.70| 100.00
1,072,170| 70,460 141,945| 33,490| 1,318,065
81.34 535 10.77 254 100.00
(HEFCs)
38.00 43.44 41.22 51.47 38.91

1.HESA (20044): Sudents of Higher Education Institutions, 2002/03, Re-issue, Cheltenham:

HESA. Table 1.

2.HESA (2004b): Resources of Higher Education Institutions,2002/03, Cheltenham: HESA.

Table 1.

1992

HEFCs




15
HEFCs
QAA
institutional level subject level
QAA
QAA
QAA
QAA
2005 HEFCs
dual support system
HEFCs RAE
Office of Science and Technology OST
osT osT
infrastructure
HEFCs
2003 1998

The Arts and Humanities Research Board AHRB
Research Councils
Biotechnology and Biological Science Research Council BBSRC
Engineering and Physical Science Research Council EPSRC
Economic and Social Research Council ESRC
Medical Research Council MRC
Natural Environment Research Council NERC

Particle Physics and Astronomy Research Council PPARC
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Council for the Central Laboratory of the Research Council CCLRC
2004
2004 3 309 248 61
7 1 Higher
Education Act AHRB

Arts and Humanities Research Council AHRC

Barnett 1996
CNAA
appropriate standards
1985 Lindop
academic
validation CNAA
Mackinnon & Statham 1999 39-40
1980
Barnett 1996 CvCP Peter
Reynolds CvVCP External
Examiners research degree
students the monitoring of courses
the use of professional bodies CVCP 1986 Barnett 1996

1997
a set of notes of guidance on Academic Standardsin Universities
CVCP 1985
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efficiency
effectiveness) Jaratt 17
Internal External Operational
performance indicators Johnes and Taylor
1990 4-5 1997
DES
uGC CVCP

Joint Working Group
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CVCP 1988
and Taylér 1990 7 1997

Johnes and Taylor 1990 7
input indicators
resources and factors

process indicators

output indicators

CvCP CNAA
CVCP
1985 UGC 1986/87 1989/90 UGC
1986
of research quality UGC
1989/90 61.2
4.0 Jones & Taylor 1990 147
1990 CVCP
AAU
7
1991

Higher Education: A new Framework

Johnes

CVvCP 1988

outputs

outputs

assessment

UGC
34.8

Academic Audit Unit

CVCP 1996

HEFCs
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DES 1991a Morley 2003 16

1992 UFC HEFC

Higher Education Quality Council
1992 7 Webb 1994 Morley 2003 16
CVCP

19

HEQC

the Conference

of Scottish Centrally Funded Colleges the Standing
Conference of Principals a company
limited by guarantee HEQC
AAU
CNAA Barnett 1996
HEQC AAU HEQC
Quality Assurance Group QAG Lim 2001 37
1992
quality assurance
CNAA
course review institutional evaluation
UGC 1919-1988
UFC 1988-1992 1997
105-132
1992
UFC HEFC
Higher Education Quality Council HEQC HEQC
quality
audit Morley 2003 16
HEQC Lim 2001
38 HEQC HEQC

QAG
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20 process standards Lim
2001 37 1992 9 HEFCs
Quality Assessment Committee QAC Lim
2001 39 Quality
Assurance Quality Assessment Green 1994
CVCP SCOP

COSHEP HEFCE HEFCW SHEFC
The Joint Planning Group for Quality Assurance in Higher Education

1996 4 1996 12 CvCP
1996
DENI
HEQC
HEQC
1997 1997 Dearing
Dearing Report 1997 Morley 2003 16 1997
QAA QAA HEQC QAA

Lim 2001 45-47 Gordon & Lawton 2003 117 QAA

Morley 2003 16 QAA

QAA Dearing
Institute of Teaching and Learning
professional development and accreditation of teachersin higher
education Morley 2003 16
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Barnett 1996

1960 1980 21
CNAA
1980 1990
CVCP
1990
CvCP AAU 1992
HEQC
1992
1997
1997 QAA HEFCs
Research Assessment Exercise RAE
1980 2000 CvCP
accountability policies
tabulated form
performance productivity customer
satisfaction Morley 2003 16
evaluation

quality assurance quality
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assessment HEFCE 2004
22 8

(QAA)

(QAA)— 2005

professional and statutory bodies

HEFCE 2004 Higher Education in the United Kingdom, Jan. 2004 , revised
edition, Bristol: HEFCE. PP. 6.

QAA
RAE
RAE
1986 UGC Research Selectivity Exercise
1989 UFC 1992 1996 2001 RAE
1995 2003 2004 60 http://www.hero.ac.uk/rae
1992 1992
1992
CNAA
1990 1990 CVCP AAU
1992 HEQC

1997
QAA HEQC
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Quality Assessment Divisions

subject assessment 23 1998

SHEFC Lim 2001 45
subject level
institutional level HEQC QAA
benchmarks
qualifications frameworks programme specifications
HEQC 1992 1995
3 1995 4
excellent satisfactory
unsatisfactory QAA 2003 15-16
HEFCs QAC assessors
a brief template
Lim
2001 39-40
Alderman 1996
976 557
57
Lim 2001 41
1992
1992 RAE HEFCs
1992

benchmark Lim 2001 41
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24 Lim 2001 42-43 Morley 2003 17

excellent

curriculum design, content and organization
teaching, learning and assessment
student progression and achievement
student support and guidance
learning resources
quality management and enhancement
1 4

4 4 24

Morley 2003 17
graded profile
an overall threshold judgement

QAA

The aims and/or objectives set by the subject provider are not met; there are
major shortcomings that must be rectified.

This aspect makes an acceptable contribution to the attainment of the stated
objectives, but significant improvement could be met.
The aims set by the subject provider are broadly met.

This aspect makes a substantial contribution to the attainment of the stated
objectives; however, there is scope for improvement.
The aims set by the subject provider are substantially met.
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This aspect makes a full contribution to the attainment of the stated objectives.
4 | The aims set by the subject provider are met.

25

QAA (2001): Subject Overview Report—Education 2000 to 2001.
http://www.qaa.ac.uk/revreps/subjrev/overviews.asp.

QAA  1995-96
Chemical Engineering Sociology
Linguistics French German and Related
L anguages Italian Iberian Languages and
Studies Russian and Eastern European Languages and
Studies 272 165 107
99 42 4
1992 1992 1992
Lim 2001 43
Lim 2001 43-44
1998
programme design and curriculum teaching and learning
academic support student’s achievement

excellent satisfactory

unsatisfactory 2001-02 QAA

limited confidence

confidence
no confidence QAA 2003 15

1993-98

curriculum environment and resources
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teaching and assessment student guidance and
support outcomes and quality control
26 excellent highly satisfactory
satisfactory unsatisfactory 1998
2000-2002 QAA
subject level academic standards of the
awards quality of learning
opportunities available QAA 2003 15
confidence
limited confidence no confidence QAA
2003 15
commendable approved failing QAA
2003 15 institutional level
overall confidence limited
confidence no confidence QAA 2003 15
ahighly

corrosive form of performance and regulation  Morley 2003 17
Morley 2003 17
quality control

guality assurance and enhancement

QAA 2005
2005 QAA institutional level
HEFCE 2004
Dearing QAA
Lim 2001 47-48 accountability

ownership QAA



QAA
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enhancement
27

reduce the perceived burden on academicsand their

institutions
QAA

QAA

http:

[lwww.gaa.ac.uk/revreps/subjrev/overviews.asp  QAA 2001

Archaeology
Celtic Studies
Economics Education

Recreation, Sport and Tourism

Business and Management
Classics and Ancient history
Hospitality, Leisure,

Librarianship and Information

Management Philosophy Politics Theology
and Religious Studies
2001 QAA
Education 10
2000 2001 77
77
77 26 4
4 69 3 26
2 4 1 0.4
10 QAA 2001
TN P S S
Anglia Polytechnic University. 4 4 3 3 3 2 QA
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Bath Spa University College 4 4 3 4 4 3 QA
Bexley College 2 2 3 3 3 3 QA
Bolton Ingtitute of Higher

Education ? 4 4 4 QA
Bradford Lollege 1 3 gfled to ent
Brooklands College 4 4 3 4 4 2 QA
Brunel University 4 4 4 4 4 3 QA
Canterbury Christ Church

University 3 3 2 3 3 2 QA
College

Central School of Speech and

Senral Sp 4 | 4| 4| 4| a ]| 3 QA
Croydon College 3 4 4 4 3 4 QA
De Montfort University 4 3 3 4 4 2 QA
Edge Hill College of Education 4 4 4 4 4 4 QA
Herefordshire College of

Technology = 3 2 3 3 3 2 QA
Ingtitute of Education 4 4 3 4 4 3 QA
King Alfred's College 4 4 4 4 4 4 QA
King's College London 4 4 4 4 4 3 QA
Leeds Metropolitan University 4 4 4 4 4 3 QA
Liverpool John Moores

Unioora ty 4 | 3| 3| 4] 3| 4 QA
Middlesex University 3 3 4 4 4 4 QA
New College Durham 3 3 3 4 4 3 QA
Northbrook College Sussex 4 3 3 4 4 2 QA
Oldham College 3 3 4 4 4 3 QA
Open University 4 3 3 4 4 4 QA
Oxford Brookes University 3 3 4 4 4 3 QA
Sheffield Hallam University 4 3 4 4 4 4 QA
South Bank University 4 4 4 4 4 3 QA
South East Essex College of Arts

and 4 4 3 3 4 4 QA
Technology

St Marys College 2 3 3 4 4 4 QA
St Mary’s University College: A

College of of The Queen's 4 4 4 4 4 4 QA
University of Belfast

Stranmillis University College:

A College

of Theegueen’s University of 4 4 4 4 4 4 QA
Belfast

Stockport College of Further and 3 QA
Higher Education

The City Literary Institute 3 QA
The Manchester Metropolitan 4 QA

University
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The Nottingham Trent

University 4 4 4 4 3 3 QA
The Queen’s University of

B dfa% y 4 | 3| 4| 4| 4| 4 QA
University College Northampton | 4 3 4 4 4 4 QA
University College Worcester 4 4 4 3 4 4 20 A
University of Bath 3 4 4 4 4 4 QA
University of Birmingham 4 3 4 4 4 2 QA
University of Brighton 3 3 3 4 4 4 QA
University of Bristol 4 4 4 4 4 4 QA
University of Cambridge 4 3 4 4 4 4 QA
University of Central England in

Birmi ngh)allm o 413 1 4 4] 43 QA
University of Central Lancashire| 4 4 4 4 4 4 QA
University of Derby 3 3 4 4 4 4 QA
University of Durham 4 3 4 4 4 4 QA
University of East London 3 4 4 3 3 2 QA
University of Exeter 4 4 4 4 4 4 QA
University of Greenwich 4 4 3 4 3 2 QA
University of Hertfordshire 3 3 4 4 4 4 QA
University of Huddersfield 4 4 3 4 4 3 QA
University of Hull 3 3 4 4 4 2 QA
University of Keele 4 4 4 4 4 4 QA
University of Lancaster 4 4 4 4 4 4 QA
University of Leeds 4 4 4 4 4 4 QA
University of Leicester 4 4 4 4 4 4 QA
University of Lincoln 4 4 4 4 4 4 QA
University of Manchester 3 4 4 4 4 4 QA
University of Newcastle upon

Tyne y P 4 | 4 | 4| 3| a]| 3 QA
University of North London 4 3 3 3 4 3 QA
University of Northumbria at

Nl 4 | 4 | 4| 4| 4| 4 QA
University of Nottingham 4 3 4 4 4 3 QA
University of Plymouth 4 3 4 4 4 3 QA
University of Portsmouth 4 4 4 4 4 3 QA
University of Sheffield 4 4 4 4 4 4 QA
University of Southampton 4 4 4 4 4 4 QA
University of Sunderland 4 3 3 4 4 3 QA
University of Surrey 4 4 3 4 4 4 QA
University of Surr

Roehamp¥on & 4 | 4 | 4| 4| 3| 3 QA
University of Sussex 4 3 4 4 4 3 QA
University of the West of

England,>I13ri$10I 4 4 4 4 4 4 QA
University of Ulster 4 4 4 4 4 3 QA
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University of Warwick 4 4 4 4 4 4 QA
University of Wolverhampton 4 3 4 4 4 4 QA
University of York 4 4 4 4 4 4 QA
Warrington Collegiate I nstitute 3 3 3 4 4 3 QA
Wigan and Leigh College 4 3 4 4 4 3 QA
%.OQA Quality Approved.
QAA (2001): Subject Overview Report—Education 2000 to 2001.
http://www.qaa.ac.uk/revreps/subjrev/overviews.asp.
RAE RAE
1986
UGC Research Selectivity Exercise 1989 1992
1996 2001 1995 2003 2004
60 http://www.hero.ac.uk/rae
1986
1986 UGC  Research Selectivity Exercise
Lim
2001 52
peer
review
outstanding or
starred above average average
below average 2003 2004 61

Johnes & Taylor 1990 156
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1989
UFC 1989
31
300 100
70 advisory groups 152 subject
unit of assessment
1986
Johnes & Taylor 1990 156 UFC 11

1989

Research quality that equates to attainable levels of international excellence in some
sub-areas of activity and to attainable levels of national excellence in virtualy all

5 |others.

Research quality that equates to attainable levels of national excellence in virtually all

sub-areas of activity, possibly showing some evidence of international excellence, or
4 |insomeand at least national level in amajority.

Research quality that equates to attainable levels of national excellence in a majority
3 of the sub-areas of activity, or to international levelsin some.

Research quality that equates to attainable levels of national excellence in up to half of
2 |thesub-areas of activity.

Research selectivity that equates to attainable levels of national excellence in none, or
1 |virtualy none, of the sub-areas of activity.

Johnes, J. & Taylor, Jim 1990 : Performance Indicatorsin Higher Education,
Buckingham: SRHE & Open University Press. pp.156-157.
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1989 1986
Johnes & Taylor 1990 157-158
1.
232
3.
4.
5.
1989
3.7
24
25
1992
1990
1992 RAE
RAE 170 1992
2,700 43,000
Unit of Assessment UoA 72 RAE
63 panels and subpanels
450 RAE

assessors 50 Lim 2001 54
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http://www.hero.ac.uk/rae/rae92/ c26_92.html

1992
1989 1989
1992
33
12 RAE
A 95-100
B 80-94
C 60-79
D 40-59
E 20-39
F 20
http://www.hero.ac.uk/rae/rae92/ c26_92.html
UoA
/ basic/strategic research applied
research basic research

strategic research

applied research
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34 1989
13
13 1992

Research quality that equates to attainable levels of international excellence
in some sub-areas of activity and to attainable levels of national excellence
5 4 |invirtually all others.

Research quality that equates to attainable levels of national excellence in
virtually all sub-areas of activity, possibly showing some evidence of
international excellence, or to international level in some and at least

4 3 national level in a majority.
Research quality that equates to attainable levels of national excellence in a
3 > majority of the sub-areas of activity, or to international levelsin some.

Research quality that equates to attainable levels of national excellencein up
2 1 |to half of the sub-areas of activity.

Research quality that equates to attainable levels of national excellence in
1 0 |none, or virtually none, of the sub-areas of activity.

http://www.hero.ac.uk/rae/rae92/c26_92.html

1996
RAE 1996 1992

1. 5 5*
3 3a 3b 1996
http://www.hero.ac.uk/rae/rae96/cl_96.html Lim
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2001 55 14
2.1996 192 2,896
55,893 UoA
1992 72 69 RAE
subject panels 1992 63 60 35
1992
1992 450 560
3. 1992 1996
4, / basic/strategic research
applied research
http://www.hero.ac.uk/ rae/rae96/c1_96.html
14 1996 Rating Scale

5*

Research quality that equates to attainable levels of international excellencein a
majority of sub-areas of activity and attainable levels of national excellence in
all others.

Research quality that equates to attainable levels of international excellence in
some sub-areas of activity and to attainable levels of national excellence in
virtually all others. re

Research quality that equates to attainable levels of national excellence in
virtually all sub-areas of activity, possibly showing some evidence of
international excellence, or to international level in some and at leastnational
level in a majority.

3a

Research quality that equates to attainable levels of national excellence in a
substantial majority of the sub-areas of activity, or to international level in some
and to national level in others together comprising a majority.

3b

Research aqualitv that equates to attainable levels of national excellence in the
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majority of sub-areas of activity.

2 | half of the sub-areas of activity.

Research quality that equates to attainable levels of national excellence in up to

1 |egvirtually none, of the sub-areas of activity.

Research quality that equates to attainable levels of national excellence in none,

http://www.hero.ac.uk/rae/rae96/c1_96.html

2001
2001 RAE 2001
173 3,204 56,000
UoA 68
RAE subject panels 60
685
68 Units of Assessment UoA
2001 RAE 15
15 2001 RAE Rating Scale)
Rating Description

Quality that equates to attainable levels of international excellence in more
than half of the research activity submitted and attainable levels of national

*
o excellence in the remainder.
Quality that equates to attainable levels of international excellence up to half
5 of the research activity submitted and to attainable levels of national
excellencein virtually all of the remainder.
Quality that equates to attainable levels of national excellence in virtually all
4 of the research activity submitted, showing some evidence of international
excellence.
Quality that equates to attainable levels of national excellence in over
3 two-thirds of the research activity submitted, possibly showing some evidence
a of international excellence.
2/3
Quality that equates to attainable levels of national excellence in more than
3b half of the research activity submitted.
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Quality that equates to attainable levels of national excellence in up to half of
2 the research activity submitted.

Quality that equates to attainable levels of national excellence in none, or
1 virtually none, of the research activity submitted.

of

RAE 2003 A Guide to the 2001 Research Assessment Exercise.
http://www.hero.ac.uk/rae
2001 RAE 5% 5

Cambridge 48 Oxford 42 UCL 40 Manchester 37 Bristol 36  Sheffield
35 Birmingham 32 Edinburgh 28 Leeds 28 Nottingham 26

51 30 5% 18 5 46 25
5 17 5 Oxford Polytechnics Oxford Brookes
University 1996 5 2001 Oxford
2001 5 5* http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/education/
1706223.stm 1992

1992 1996 2001
16

16 RAE 1992 1996 2001

Rating % of staff selected

1992 | 1996 | 2001 | 1992 | 1996 | 2001
Anglia Polytechnic University. 1 3b 3b F F D
Aston University 3b A
Bath College of Higher Education 2 2 D E
Bath Spa University College 2 F
Birkbeck College 3b D
Borton Institute of Higher Education 1 F
Bretton Hall 2 D
Brunel University 3 3b 3a C D C
Cardiff Universit University of Wales, "
Cardiff) a y 3| 4| ¢ A
gﬂﬂggury Christ Church University 3 3a 3a E E E
Centra School of Speech and Drama 2 E
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Cheltenham and Gloucester of Higher

Education 2 2 ¢ c

Chester College of Higher Education 1 1

University College, Chichester 2 D
Chichester Institute of Higher Education 2 D

City University 3 3b 3b B D C
CoventrgdJniversity 3b C
Crewe and Alsager College 2 D

De Montfort University 2 2 C D
Derbyshire College of Higher Education 1 F

Edge Hill College of Education 2 3b E F
Glasgow Caledonian University 3b E
Goldsmiths College 3 4 4 C B C
Heriot-Watt University 2 3a A B
Homertn College, Cambridge* 3 3a 5 D B C
Institute of Education 5 5* 5 A B B
Jordanhill College of Education 3 D

King Alfred’'s College, Winchester 2 3b E E
King's College London 5 5* 5 B B B
Kingston University 2 E

La Sainte Union College of Higher Education 1 1 D F

Leeds Metropolitan University 2 3b 3a C D E
Liverpool Hope College 1 E
Liverpool John Moores University 2 3a 3b E E F
Loughborough University of Technoligy 3 3b A B
Manchester Metropolitan University 3 3b 4 E D E
Middlesex University 2 3b 2 D D D
Moray House College of Education 3 3a D D

Nene College 3b F
Newman College 1 E
Eg&k;tllfgrs]t Wales Institution of Higher > > E E
North Riding College 1 E
Northern College of Education 2 1 F C
Nottingham Trent University 2 3b 3b D E D
Open University

A-- Educational Technology 5 5 4 C B B
Z -- Education 4 4 4 C C D
Oxford Brookes University 3 3b 3b E D E
Queen Mary, University of London 1 B
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Queen’s University of Belfast 3 4 4 D C B
Roehampton Institute 3 2 C B
College of St. Mark & St. John 2 2 E F
Sheffield Hallam University 3 3a 3a E E E
St. Andrews College of Education 2 F

St Martin's College 2 3b E E
St Mary’s College 1 E 39
Staffordshire University 2 B
Stranmillis College of Education 1 D

South Bank University 2 F
Swansea | nstitute of Higher Education 1 1 2 E E F
Thames Valley University 1 2 D A
Trinity & All Saints 1 E
University College Chichester 2 D
University College Northampton 3b E
University College Worcester 3b D
West London Institute of Higher Education 2 D

Westhill (College) University 2 3a D E
Westminster College, Oxford 2 C
Worcester College of Higher Education 2 3b E D
University of Aberdeen 4 4 C B
University of Bath 5 5 5 A B B
University of Birmingham 5 5 5 A A B
University of Bradford 1 A

University of Brighton 2 3b 3b D D D
University of Bristol 4 5 5* A B A
University of Cambridge* 4 4 5 A A B
University of Central England in Birmingham 2 3b E F
University of Central Lancashire 1 2 B E
University of Derby 1 3b F D
University of Dundee 3a 3a D A
University of Durham 4 4 5 B B C
University of East Anglia 4 5 4 A B B
University of East London 3 3b 3b C D D
University of Edinburgh 5 4 4 A A D
University of Exeter 5 4 5 A C C
University of Glamorgan 2 B

University of Glasgow 2 3a 4 C D F
University of Gloucestershire 3a E
University of Greenwich 3a 3a E E
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University of Hertfordshire 2 3b 3b F D E
University of Huddersfield 2 2 3b F D E
University of Hull 3 3a 3a A C D
University of Keele 3 3a 3a A B B
University of Kent at Canterbury 2 C

University of Lancaster 5 5 5 A A B
Universiiy of Leeds 5 5 4 A B B
University of Leicester 4 3a 4 A C B
University of Lincolnshire and Humberside 2 B
University of Liverpool 3 3a 3b B C B
University of Manchester 5 4 4 B A C
University of Newcastle upon Tyne 5 5 4 B C B
University of North London 2 3b 3b E D D
University of Northumbria at Newcastle 2 3a 3b F F E
University of Nottingham 4 4 4 A C C
University of Oxford 4 5 5 A B B
University of Paidey 1 F
University of Plymouth 3b 3a E E
University of Portsmouth 2 2 D D
University of Reading 4 3a 3a B B C
University of Sheffield 5 5 5 A A A
University of Southampton 4 4 4 B C C
University of Stirling 4 5 4 C C C
University of Strathclyde 3b 4 D E
University of Sunderland 2 2 3a E D F
University of Surrey 3 4 4 B A B
University of Surrey Roehampton 3a E
University of Sussex 4 4 5 B B B
University of Teesside 1 B
University of Wales, Aberystwyth 3 3b 3a A C B
University of Wales, Bangor 3 3a 3a B D F
University of Wales Institute, Cardiff 1 E
University of Wales, Swansea 3 3a 3a B B B
University of the West of England, Bristol 4 3b 3a F D E
University of Ulster 3 4 3a E D D
University of Warwick (Education) 4 4 4 B A B
Univer_si ty of Warwick (Continuing 3 A

Education)

University of Wolverhampton 2 1 2 F D F
University of York 3 4 4 A B B
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1.* University of Cambridge  Homerton College, Cambridge 2001
joint submission

2.Bath College of Higher Education  Bath Academy of Art Bath
Spa University Bretton Hall University of Leeds Jordanhill College of
Education University of Strathclyde Cheltenham and
Gloucester of Higher Education University of Gloucestershire
http://www.hero.ac.uk/rae/rae/Results a1
2007 2008
2001 RAE Gareth
Roberts RAE
RAE 2004
1. favour established disciplines
4,
active
Roberts 2003 5
RAE
RAE 2007 10 31 2007
11 30 2001 1 1 2007 7
31
2008 12
RAE 70
UoA 15-20 main panels 70
sub-panels RAE 2004

2008
http://www.rae.ac.uk  4* 3* 2* 1* unclassfied
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RAE 2004 2001
quality profiles DfES 2004
5* 5 international
national
unclassfied
17
42
17 RAE 2008
UoA

4* 3* 2* l*

50 15 25 40 15

5

20 0 5 40 45

10

Research Assessment Exercise (2004): RAE 2008: Initial Decisions by the UK

funding bodies. http://www.rae.ac.uk.

HESA UCAS HEFCs
national ranking or league table

The Times Good University Guide
18

2004
Imperial College LSE
University College 2004

2004
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18 2004
24.0(7.0| 30.0 | N/a| N/a | N/a | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 1000
1 |Oxford 224|65| 295 |12.4|1495| 283 | 85.0 | 83.6 | 96.0 | 1000
2 |Cambridge 22966 298 |11.3|1141| 146 | 87.8 | 90.5 | 98.0 | 986
3 |Imperia College |22.3|6.4| 283 |13.0|1146| 154 | 706 | 855 | 96.0 | 936
4 |LSE 220| 64| 283 |13.0|1146| 154 | 706 | 855 | 96.0 | 921
5 |Bath 218|6.0| 25.7 |138| 685 | 419 | 742 | 824 | 940 | 893
6 | nversty College,| 51 |60| 257 | 6.7 | 989 | 179 | 723 | 792 | 910 | 881
7 [York 23.1|58| 25.7 |125| 582 | 168 | 67.9 | 745 | 95.0 | 875
8 |Warwick 227|6.0| 26,6 |156| 660 | 198 | 748 | 77.2 | 93.0 | 870
9 |Bristol 22057 270 |138| 578 | 293 | 80.3 | 789 | 98.0 | 868
10 |Durham 222|57| 257 |141| 687 [ 302 | 64.1 | 81.3 | 930 | 867
11 | StAndrews 22.7|5.7| 263 |11.5| 579 | 177 | 77.8 | 77.2 | 91.0 | 860
12 |Loughborough | 22.8|5.1| 22.0 |17.5| 608 | 295 | 61.3 | 82.3 | 89.0 | 856
13 |Nottingham 22053 26.0 |14.0| 686 | 249 | 754 | 821 | 94.0 | 853
14 |Edinburgh 22156 26.6 |12.8| 849 | 247 | 764 | 77.1 | 88.0 | 849
15 |Manchester 221|5.7| 239 |14.0| 810 | 224 | 704 | 76.7 | 89.0 | 823
15 | Birmingham 22153 238 |135| 647 | 239 | 700 | 77.7 | 910 | 823
17 |Newcastle 222|52| 225 |138| 833 | 260 | 67.6 | 734 | 900 | 822
17 Ec')rr‘%jnco”ege' 222|55| 246 |11.3| 719 | 217 | 67.3 | 825 | 89.0 | 822
19 |Royd Holloway |22.0|5.7| 227 |135| 508 | 331 | 629 | 71.1 | 91.0 | 820
20 |Aberdeen 22.1| 47| 184~|107| 765 | 295 | 649 | 81.9 | 83.0 | 813
21 |Lancaster 221|58| 220 |17.4| 644 | 274 | 634 | 686 | 920 | 797
22 |SOAS 220|55| 228 |104|1173| 85 | 706 | 720 | 740 | 792
23 [UMIST 209(55| 235 | 81 | 616 | 202 | 59.1 | 845 | 83.0 | 787
24 | Leicester 222|50| 220 |150| 480 | 261 | 644 | 734 | 930 | 786
25 | Cardiff 22157 227 |17.6| 552 | 223 | 65.0 | 739 | 910 | 785
25 | Sheffield 222|55| 250 |15.1| 489 | 176 | 69.1 | 75.8 | 88.0 | 785
27 |Glasgow 22452 246 |139| 598 | 178 | 706 | 742 | 820 | 777
28 | Southampton 21858 236 |15.7| 612 | 193 | 616 | 738 | 90.0 | 773
29 |Reading 218|53| 208 |13.4| 569 | 158 | 622 | 79.8 | 88.0 | 771
30 |Essex 225|56| 182 |15.1| 650 | 281 | 496 | 66.5 | 850 | 770
31 |Dundee 22551 193 |12.6| 473 | 150 | 62.8 | 80.2 | 84.0 | 768
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32 |Queens, Belfast |21.9|4.9] 24.4 |16.8] 463 | 282 | 575 | 80.4 | 86.0 | 767
33 |Aston 216|50| 21.7 | 199 426 | 251 | 685 | 854 | 88.0 | 761
34 |Exeter 220|52| 224 |16.7| 483 | 128 | 69.8 | 741 | 92.0 | 758
35 |Leeds 215|53| 242 |155| 601 | 122 | 684 | 737 | 910 | 742
36 | Srling 222|48] 194 | 166|559 | 199 | 65.4 | 68.9 | 80.0 | 740
36 | Strathclyde 220|47| 21.0 |16.0| 487 | 172 | 638 | 769 | 83.0 | 740
36 | Surrey 207|54| 196 | 144 518 | 252 | 59.0 | 85.0 | 89.0 | 740
39 |EastAnglia 21254 21.3 |15.1| 534 | 241 | 64.4 | 69.6 | 90.0 | 737
40 | Queen Mary 218[50] 199 |11.1] 595 | 189 | 57.6 | 76.0 | 85.0 | 734
41 | Sussex 213|55| 228 |14.8| 573 | 208 | 620 | 675 | 87.0 | 726
42 | Liverpool 218[52| 212 |16.2| 433 | 141 | 61.9 | 77.9 | 900 | 723
43 | Aberystwyth 215|45| 186 |19.7| 512 | 255 | 59.1 | 72.1 | 90.0 | 713
44 |Keele 221|46| 193 |16.3| 367 | 180 | 59.4* | 80.3* | 93.0 | 708
45 |Kent 21.4|48] 200 |183| 526 | 149 | 59.1 | 77.4 | 87.0 | 704
46 | Brune 219|43] 17.7 |19.7] 455 | 192 | 585 | 783 | 85.0 | 702
47 | Heriot-Watt 21.0|47| 195 |14.0| 594 | 231 | 481 | 72.0 | 87.0 | 688
47 |Oxford Brookes |21.9|2.8| 16.8 |16.1| 384 | 244 | 51.7 | 83.7 | 820 | 688
49 | Swansea 220|46| 195 | 154 437 | 192 | 489 | 641 | 87.0 | 684
50 |Hull 218[43] 17.7 |17.9]436* | 105 | 60.3 | 733 | 88.0 | 681
51 |City 20.7|4.4| 205 | 138|503 | 185 | 57.2 | 80.8 | 84.0 | 680
52 [Plymouth 214|32]| 153 |12.3] 593 | 195 | 496 | 716 | 880 | 679
53 | Northumbria 221] 23] 168 |183| 448 | 240 | 51.2 | 71.9 | 89.0 | 678
54 [UWIC, Cardiff | 21.8|2.7| 164 |16.9| 358 | 324 | 489 | 695 | 87.0 | 672
55 |Bangor 216|47| 169 |17.3| 511 | 153 | 511 | 715 | 87.0 | 662
56 |Nottingham Trent | 20.9|2.8| 17.5 | 17.1| 487 | 212 | 53.9 | 80.1 | 88.0 | 661
57 |Ulster 210|38| 182 |16.9| 388 | 138 | 615 | 74.0 | 88.0 | 652
58 |Hertfordshire 218|25| 150 |17.4| 503 | 136 | 481 | 76.7 | 86.0 | 641
59 |Lampeter 225|47| 130 |227| 362 | 119 | 514 | 69.4 | 810 | 632
59 |Bradford 206|4.4| 17.9 | 165 482 | 253 | 47.6 | 740 | 880 | 652
61 |Robert Gordon | 20.9|1.9| 16.3 | 165 467 | 119 | 57.9 | 86.6 | 850 | 631
62 | GoldsmithsCollege | 20.3[5.3| 10.8 | 16.9| 440 | 122 | 62.7 | 64.8 | 87.0 | 626
63 |Westof England | 22.0|2.8| 16.4 |19.2| 459 | 179 | 42.4 | 745 | 780 | 624
63 | Sheffield Hallam | 21.4| 30| 16.3 | 20.3| 383 | 202 | 505 | 71.6 | 87.0 | 624
65 | Kingston 224(27] 127 |229] 400 | 134 | 51.7 | 748 | 76.0 | 616
66 | Glamorgan 219|24| 133 |176| 434 | 185 | 442 | 69.7 | 830 | 615
67 | Portsmouth 212[32] 152 |16.0| 435 | 125 | 46.8 | 724 | 840 | 605
68 |Brighton 212|29]| 167 |215] 420 | 147 | 488 | 755 | 86.0 | 604
69 mg‘r‘c’ﬁt‘?an 21.4|29| 154 |19.0| 439 | 117 | 46.8 | 746 | 8.0 | 600
70 |Abertay Dundee | 20.8|2.0| 12.5* | 17.1|1183| 140 | 505 | 68.3 | 79.0 | 599
71 | Sunderland 216|28| 128 |17.3] 368 | 190 | 51.9 | 70.4 | 740 | 593
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72 | Salford 20.7]43] 156 |17.6] 371 | 199 | 482 | 67.3 | 82.0 | 589
73 g‘éghegmpton 20.8|32| 136 |19.4| 407 | 239 | 47.6 | 715 | 84.0 | 583
74 | Westminster 210| 28| 137 |138| 415 | 144 | 56.1 | 665 | 730 | 574
75 | Luton 216| 18| 123 |17.2| 477 | 162 | 505 | 67.2 | 71.0 | 566
L
76 Me:tfzpoman 202|22| 157 |17.9| 622 | 152 | 49.7 | 73.2 | 82.0 | 557
77 | Huddersfield 213| 24| 140 |19.2]| 333 | 123 | 429 | 729 | 780 | 551
78 g;la:gg‘é‘{an 21.3|25| 182 |19.2| 239 | 67 | 56.8 | 70.1 | 74.0 | 548
79 |Gloucestershire | 21.0| 3.0| 138 |225| 362 | 90 | 488 | 715 | 810 | 545
80 |Wolverhampton | 20.9]2.0| 124 |16.2] 423 | 235 | 50.4 | 61.1 | 80.0 | 542
80 | De Montfort 204|31| 140 |187| 424 | 92* | 51.2 | 732 | 80.0 | 542
82 | Bournemouth 19519 178 [17.2| 438 | 47 | 531 | 78.1 | 87.0 | 541
Liver|
8 |\ Oorggo' John o061 26| 145 |180| 421 | 115 | 482 | 700 | 79.0 | 534
84 | Middlesex 211|27]| 122 |194] 418 | 61 | 504 | 67.7 | 79.0 | 532
84 | Napier 20.7| 23] 9.2~ |21.6| 364 | 123 | 61.1 | 72.3 | 850 | 532
86 | Saffordshire 208[22| 131 | 204 486 | 169 | 44.6 | 639 | 80.0 | 522
87 | Central Lancashire|21.0| 22| 14.4 [20.2] 390 | 172 | 44.1 | 685 | 70.0 | 521
87 |Coventry 206| 21| 14.6 |19.8|512* |227* | 438 | 60.5 | 82.0#| 521
89 | Teesside 203| 19| 139 |17.9] 387 | 128 39.2 | 76.6 | 82.0¢#| 513
90 |Central England | 19.9|2.2| 136 |21.7| 429 | 175 | 54.4 | 71.1 | 81.0 | 510
91 |Paisley 210| 16| 11.4~ | 189| 573 | 160 | 46.4 | 59.2 | 75.0 | 500
92 | Lincoln 196|1.7| 134 |16.2| 473 | 100 | 47.4 | 665 | 84.0 | 49
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HEFCs
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subject level QAA
QAA
QAA
QAA
subject level RAE
QAA
QAA 2005
HEFCs
2004 2003-04
1996 2001
5* double 5*
5* 4

2 DfES 2004 4
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Committee of Vice-Chancellors and Principals CVCP
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2004 Higher Education Bill
316 311
316 288

2004 7 1
Higher Education Act
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A Study on Higher Education Evaluation System
in the United Kingdom

Ying Chan

Professor, Graduate Institute of Educational Policy and Leadership,
Tamkang University

ABSTRACT

The well-known “binary” system of higher education in the United Kingdom was
ended after the 1992 Further and Higher Education Act. Before 1992, the CNAA was
responsible for the quality evaluation of higher education institutions outside the
university sector, whilst the pre-1992 universities had a latent quasi-quality assurance
system in place through the operation of the traditional university committee system and
the external examiner system. Changes in British higher education funding system, from
the UGC, established in 1919, to UFC in 1988, and then HEFC in 1992, have aso
accompanied with the increasing emphasis on the accountability of higher education
institutions, while allocating the funds. At present, the teaching quality and research
quality of higher education are evaluated by two separate bodies. On the one hand, it is
the Quality Assurance Agency (QAA), via undertaking teaching assessment both at
institutional and subject levels, responsible for the improvement in the quality of
teaching and learning in higher education. On the other hand, the Research Assessment
Exercise (RAE), isin charge of carrying out research assessments, and providing ratings
of the quality of research conducted in higher education institutions, which are usually
used to determine how research funding is allocated. This paper is aiming to explore the
higher education evaluation (or, more often used, quality assessment or assurance)
system in the United Kingdom. In so doing, this paper starts with a brief introduction of
the existing British higher education system, then the focus of this paper is on the
analysis of the origins, development, the existing system, and reform of the evaluation
system of British higher education.

Key Words: United Kingdom, Higher Education Evaluation, Quality Assurance,
Teaching Assessment, Research Assessment, QAA, RAE.
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A cost-based building evaluation model
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A follow-up look 392

A multimethod strategy 400

A posteriori 392

A representative body 446

A setting-by-setting 406

A spectrum of practices 386

A Way of Life 294
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Academic support 461

Academic validation 452
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Accuracy 31> 66 359 362 517

Accuracy standards 353

Activ 477

Adaptability 389

Adequacy 98

Advanced certification 360

Advisory groups 467

Age of Innocence 11

Age of Professionalism 11

Ageof Realism 11

Alberta 361

Alternative certification program 369

American Evaluation Association, AEA
63

%] 13 (557)

American National Standards Institute
30

An overall threshold judgement 460

Analytic induction 45

Antecedents 214

Applied research 469 > 471

Applying 400

Apportioning 328

Appraisal discussion 158

Appropriate standards 452

Approved 462

Archaeology 463

Architecture and Progressive Architecture
394

Archival and document evaluation 399

Archival data 395

Articipatory 28

Assessment 484

Assessment of research quality 454

Assessors 459 - 468

Atarm’slength 449

Australasian Evaluation Society 1730

Authenticity 98

Autonomous 449

Average 466

B

Baccalauréat 500
Baccalauréat general 500

Baccalauréat Professionnel 500
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Beyond 58

Big Six 328

Binary system 438

Birkbeck College 317
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Building activation 386

Building evaluation 387

Building in Use Study 396

Building performance 386 > 398
Building performance evaluation 387
Building Shared Vision 299
Building-in-use assessment 387

Building-occupant interaction 389

Buildings 383

Business and Management 463
C

Cabinet 444

Campus 383

Canadian Evaluation Society 17

Case study 40

Causal loop diagrams 294
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Chemical Engineering 461

Chunk 133

Civil science 444
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Clients 120
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Closed appraisa 175
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Commendable 462
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Comparative 390
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Conducting 400
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Construction 402 > 403
Consumer-oriented studies 6
Contributes and detracts 389
Convergent phase 81
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Councils 445

Countenance 214

Country assistance 28
Country program 28
Coursereview 455

Covert investigations 6
Credibility 99
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Criticism 215 Disconfirming evidence 99
Critique 58 Divergent phase 81
Cross-curriculum 503 Document review 40
Cross-sectional studies 389 Dual support system 451
Curricular policies 159 Due process 337
Curriculum 378 » 461 Early excellence centres 32
Curriculum design, content and
organization 460 E
Customer satisfaction 457 Easter Hill Village 395
Economics 390 - 463
D Education 361 - 463
Data analysis and interpretation 64 Education action zones 32
Decision making 59 Education Committees 445
Decision-oriented studies 6 Education Department 444
Decommissioned 404 Educational adequacy 384
Defensible Space 395 Educational instruments 212
Define facility needs 385 Effectiveness 332 - 452
DEL 448 Effectiveness review 403
Delphi Technique 69 > 146 Efficiency 332> 452
Department of Education for Northern Elite 443
Ireland 310 Empowerment 296 > 302
Description 215 Empowerment evaluation 202
Descriptive 2 Engineering 337
Design 402 - 403 Enhancement 462
Design quality of educational buildings Entities 212
382 Environment and Behavior 386 » 394
Design review 403 Environment and resources 461
Desirability 446 Environment for learning 384
Develop facility master plans 385 Environmental audits 387
Developing 68 Environmental design evaluation 387
Diagnostic POE 400 Epreuve obligatoire 500
Direct observation 40 Eprueve facultative 501
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Established disciplines 477
Evaluate existing buildings 385
Evaluation 215 383> 457 > 484
Evaluation Network, E NET 63
Evaluation of evaluations 55
Evaluation practice 8

Evaluation Research Society, ERS 55> 63
Evaluation Review 521
Evaluation Standards 30
Evaluators 120

Examination 361

Ex-ante 28

Excellent 459 - 460 - 461
Experience 361

Experimentally oriented studies 6
Ex-post 28

External 28> 203 > 329 - 452
External evaluation 196

External Examiner 442 > 452

F

Facilities 383

Facility planning sequence 384
Facility programming 394
Failing 462

Favour 477

Feasibility 31> 359 362 517 > 66
Feasibility standards 353
Feedback loops 403
Feedforward 401

Fellow headteachers 158
Filter 376

Financial and management system 159

Fine-tuning 393

Focus group interview 40

Follow up and support 158

Form follows function 384

Formative 28> 329> 509

Formulation and negotiation 63

Foundations of Program Evaluation:
Theories of Practice. 8

French 461

Function 390

Functionality and appropriateness 389

Functionality of purpose 390

Further education colleges 32

G

Generalizability of findings 389
German and Related Languages 461
Goal 238

Goal settin 174

Goal-directed 133

Goal-oriented 133

Goals 385

Goodness 98

Governors 33

Grading 328

Great Britain 438

Grundkurs 499

Guidelines for Good Practice in
Evaluation 30

Guidelines for the Ethical Conduct of
Evaluations 30
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Habitability framework 407

Have received value for money 390

He social-science-based approach 396

He state-of-the-art knowledge 400

He University of Strathclyde, Scotland
395

Hidden curriculum 217

Higher Education Act 452 > 483

Higher Education Bill 483

Higher Education Funding Council for
England 310

Higher Education Funding Council for
Wales 310

Higher Education Funding Councils
437

Higher-order evaluation 57

Highly qualified 360

Highly satisfactory 461

Historical 390

Hospitality, Leisure, Recreation, Sport
and Tourism 463

House of Commons 444

House of Lords 444

Houses Generated by Patterns 394

How 362

Iberian Languages and Studies 461
Imitation 294
Imperial College 478
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Imperial College of Science, Technology
and Medline 320

Improving Mental 299

Improving Teacher Quality State Grants
360

Improving the quality of teaching proces
159

In succession 58

Independent 28> 32

Indicative POE 399

Indicator 29

Induction 45

Infrastructure 451

Initial meeting 158

Innovation 421

Innovation involvesrisk 389

Input indicators 454

Insights 311

Inspecting schools : Framework for
inspecting schools 32

Inspectors 158

Institution 378

Institutional evaluation 455

Institutional level 451459462462 -
482

Institutional settings 394

Instructional leadership 143

Intellectual 6

Internal 28 > 203 > 329 » 452

Internal evaluation 32> 196

International 477

Interpretation 215
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Interview 158

Interviews 399

Intra-disciplinary 328
Intuitionist/pluralist perspectives 216
Investigative POE 400

Invited alarge sample of teacher to
respond to a questionnaire 158
Issues 393

Italian 461

John Dewey 215

Joint 28

Joint Committee on Standards for
Educational Evaluation 55

Joint Working Group 453

Knowledge base 7

Knowledge construction 8

Knowledge use 8

Knowledge-based 403

KPM1 332

KPM2-KPM5 332

KPM6-KPM7 332

L

Lancaster University 320

Learning resources 460

Leistungskurs 499

Librarianship and Information
Management 463

Limited confidence 461 > 462

Linguistics 461

Links with home,outside bodies and
other school 159

Local educational authorities 32

Longitudinal 390

Localization 15

LSE 478

M

Main panels 477

Market or needs analysis 403

Mass 443

Massachusetts State 156

Member checking 99

Memoranda of Agreement on Teacher
Preparation 361

Mental Models 294

Merit 213

Merit=quality 328

Meta 28> 58 328

Meta evaluation 352 > 521

Meta-evaluation 16 - 297 » 55

Michael J. Spendolini 304 > 305

Mid-term 28

Ministry of Science 444

Moving target 402

N
Naming and shaming 510
National 477
New 440
NIHEC 448

No confidence 461 > 462
Normative 2



North Carolina 384
Notes on the Synthesis of Form 394
Now what 362

O

Objectives 385

Objectives-based studies 6

Observation 158

Occupancy 402 > 403

Occupied buildings 388

Occurring later 58

Old 440

Open appraisal 175

Open University 442

Open University: Educational Technology
324

Operational 452

Optimal functioning 404

Outcomes 214

Outcomes and quality control 461

Output indicators 454

Outputs 332> 454

Outstanding or starred 466

Overall confidence 462

Ownership 462

P

Panels and subpanels 468
Parliament 444
Participants collaboration 99
Peer review 466

Peer review or debriefing 99
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Performance 378> 391 > 457

Performance concept ~ evauation
system 405

Performance criteria 391 » 400

Performance indicators 453

Performance issues 399

Performance levels of pertinent sensory
environments 407

Performance-based 375

Permanent Professional Teacher
Certificate 361

Personal interview 40

Personal Mastery 299

Pesudo-evaluation 6 > 517

Philosophy 463

Photographic records 395

Pilkington Research Unit 394

Placemaking 387

Plan-Do-Check-Act » PDCA 180

Planning 400 > 402 - 403

Plant maintainability 384

Plausibility 98

Play grounds 383

POE practice in the public and private
sectors 396

Policy studies 6

Politics 463

Polytechnics 438

Post mortems 390

Post-construction evaluation 403

Post-design evaluation 396

Posterior 58
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Post-occupancy evaluation 387 » 404 »
385

Practice Review of Teaching Regulation
361

Preexisting 405

Pre-occupancy evaluation 387

Preordinate evaluation 214

Pre-Tyler Period 11

Primary evaluation 57

Prime minister 444

Privy Council 444

Proactive facility management 392

Problem seeking 397

Process 28 455

Process architecture 387

Process indicators 454

Process model 400

Productivity 457

Products-buildings-settings 406

Professional behavior 29

Professional leadership 162

Professional standard 29

Program 28 328 » 362 » 378

Program Evaluation Standards 30

Program review 403

Programme design and curriculum 461

Programme specifications 459

Programming 402 - 403

Programs 370

Project 28

Project construction 385

Project design 385

Prolonged engagement in the field 99
Propriety 31> 359 362> 516 > 66
Propriety standards 353

Prototype program 404

Province 361

Proximity of hospital functions 394
Pseudo evaluation 145

Public relations-inspired studies 517
Public relations-inspired studies 6
Punch list 403

Q

Qualifications frameworks 459

Quality Assessment 456

Quality assessment 32 > 484 > 455 >
456 > 457

Quality assurance and enhancement 462

Quality Assurance System 375

Quality audit 455

Quality control 462

Quality management and enhancement 460

Quality performance criteria 407

Quality Teaching Standard 361

Quasi evaluation 6 - 145 517

Quasi-experimental 390

Questionnaire survey 40

R
R. H. Tyler 4
Radioactive waste 404
Ranking 328

Rapid change ° Rising competition * Rising



complexing 294
Rating scale 311
Reconaissance and feasibility 401
Recurring building programs 404
Recycling 402 > 403 > 404
Reflexive 200
Reifzeungnis 499
Reliability 39
Remedial model 174
Research 310
Research Assessment Exercise 310
Research Councils 444 > 451
Researcher reflexivity 99
Resources and factors 454
Responsive evaluation 214
Robbins Report 438
Royal Charter 438

Royal Holloway, University of London

317
Russian and Eastern European

Languages and Studies 461

S

Satisfactory 459 > 461

Saul Zenith 306

Schematic design 403

School activities and routine 159

School building assessment methods
384 > 399 » 408

School building safety and security 384

School buildings 383

School development plans 158

%] 21 (565)

School governors 158

School self-evaluation 196

School-based evaluation 196
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