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A Research on Improving School Evaluation System for Quality School

The purpose of this study is to investigate school administrators’
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(Pukyong National University)

Abstract

perceptions of school evaluation,

examining the current situation in the hope of finding solutions to the problems caused by current
evaluation. The subjects of this research were consisted of 230 middle and high school administrators in
Busan. The instrument used for the study were the questionnaire included 27 questions concerning the
improvements of school evaluation. The results of this study were as
followed: (1) school administrators generally have a positive attitude toward school evaluations. But, they

current situation, the problems and

thought need to enhance their

leadership qualities so

that teachers can feel more positive about

participating in school evaluation. (2) school administrators have to show more of an interest in the
planning, performance and the use of the results of evaluation. (3) to enhance the quality of teaching
practices in school they have to improve their methods for providing feedback of the results of
evaluations. (4) the biggest problem related to school evaluation is the lack of quality and professional
knowledge of the evaluation teams. And each school develops a unique curriculum and focuses on the

improvement of instruction methods.

Key words : School evaluation, School improvement, Educational accountability
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<Table 1> Characteristics on school evaluation system of main countries

u.s England Japan Finland main characteristics
Subject State g0v§rnment Nation School School
or association
- Compilance of - Quality - Formation of - Support of - Enhancement of
regulations improvement ogarnic relationship  decision making accountability
- Evaluation of of education between government for educational - Improvement of school ed.
performance through and staste and policy - Providing Information for
standard - evaluation school - Information educational development
Purpose .
Improvement of - Improvement of collection &
sustainable school education analysis for
school education educational
- Academic development
achievement
- Student wastage - Student - Learning quality - Academic - Input: Purpose, planning,
rates achievement - Voluntary decision achievement budget, number of teacher &
- Academic standard onsiderring school - Curriculum student, facility, environment
achievement - Learning characteristics - Integrated ed. - Process: Curriculum ,
- supervisor, quality - Student council ~ Subject, guidance,
teacher - student activity extra-Curriculum,, prnicipal's
Content . .. .
evaluation development - staff training leadership
- Educational - school - relationship - Output: academic
program efficiency between family achievement, wastage
evaluation and school rates, graduate rates,
satisfaction, school events
results
- Document & - Document & - Establishment of - Building self - Harmony of quantitative &
field field evaluation school evaluation  management qualitive evaluation
evaluation - Clear system system - Harmony of self-evaluation
- Classroom evaluation - Activating self- - Orientation and external evaluation
Method . . :
observation standard evaluation - self-evaluation
— Fedback - external - Selection of task
— Conference evaluation - Discussion &
approval of task
- Result opening - Result - Publicly opening - Reporting result - Connection with
for stakeholders opening - Information - Establishment of accountability,
- Basis of budget - budget providing to self-development administrative & financial
allocation allocation stakeholders planning support
- maintenance or  -follow-up - Submmit to - Improvement of edtl
Utilizati abolition of service for school distirct activity &
on of school Improvement - District: school management
result of school ed. administrative & - Shaping operation for

financial support information use
- Close Connection &
co-operation
between school & support
agency

u=r¢] AdvancEDS} 22 Stw i 2l & AL F Qe AAE F4 el E oo st
ojyf =9 sty o= FIE 93t 8 - A A (Owens, Gail Sunderman, 2006). & 37143}
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<Table 2> Characterristics of subjects

Varible Classification N Ratio
Principal 116 50.4
Position Vice-principal 114 49.6
Total 230 100
Below 1 year 23 10.0
2 year-5 year 119 51.7

Career
5 years over 88 383
Total 230 100
Middle school 116 50.4
School High school 114 49.6
Total 230 100

2. =X

2y =7

2 AFelA ZF8E HdEAE Seong(2004)7
Whang(2004)2] A3 A9} Kim(2012), Kim(2011),
Hong2012)2] 75t 8jsl 7232 #7b A4
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CTable 3> Contents of ftems & Cronbach’ BR7 =0l g rre] deA 57 e o
able ontents of Items ronpach's a - _
A AR ANstn Ui wEd dw
Domain Nc?m. Content of items Croyn- F7F A3 g8 2 3rk e dEAdel diEsiAE
of item bach's a “ - o1 o o s o
- Purpose & necessity FAAo®R QAsta Qe Ae & 5 Sl
- Domain & element
- Method & procedure <Table 4> Perception of school evaluation situasion
- Satisfaction of outcome
S}tua- 13 - Reﬂectlop _Of school 857 Item content M SD Rank
tion Charateristics Necessity 213 74 1
- Classroom leadership - - -
- Proffessionalism of evaluation ProPr%ety of purpose 3.23 85 >
staff Validity of content 3.17 .98 6
- Educational improvement Objectivity of method 3.26 77 4
- Purpose & necessity Rationality of procedure 3.49 .70 2
- Domain & element Reﬂectiqn .of school .84 8 7
Probl- ; - Method & procedure 229 Charateristics i i
em - Schedule of site visit ’ Classroom leadership 2.68 .86 11
- Composition of eval. staff Satisfaction of outcome 2.56 74 12
- Result use Educational improvement 2.74 .85 10
- Method & procedure Classroom improvement 2.78 .83 9
Impro- - Schedule of site visit Number of evaluation staff 3.27 .76 3
ment 5 - Composition of eval. staff | .794 Proffessionalism evaluation staff | 2.82 .80 8
plan - Result use Total 3.08 | 081
- Establishment of conditions
Total 25 832 B
b AARE N AR B
I FEdme] YYrFEel e A A4S
L AT A AU gl Aow e stuwzt Avel o
- — - .= - =2 S 3% A AT 5 01X ZA)LS
1, slnEyl 38 U 1Ss=E M & 5dE A FEel g XS AR A
= <Table 5>8} #th
7 Smpke @F w4
Z2egol FANES gatoz stwydrie]  <Table 5> Perception of Educational improvement
Aol et Q14E AR dhs <Table 4>9} Item content M SD Rank
At
o organization of curriculum 2.75 .84 2
<Table 4>°l4 & 5 Sl5zo] ag7l el _ ,
B _ B Teaching-learning method 2.53 .79 7
dE FESw ARk A4S AA Farol
~ _ Craetive experience activity 2.59 .80 4
3082 OiAE FFHo® vehdth FAgo®
S - - Student aut tivit, 2.57 .82 5
Apm SpsEzie] WoAe] tjd Wit udent autonomy activity
4132§‘ 7]_%1_ %% 7)4\943 ]4_5]_1;}\_1 51—37]_ ;gj]_ Life guldance 2.74 79 3
9 #7949 g’:’ o} Wy 2w g9 Staff training & supervision 2.29 .88 8
AR =4 JeEbsth whdo) cstw syt A |k Buget allocation & execution 3.21 .86 1
'Z,:E’Oﬂ EHT?} _Tjgﬁ_o] 2560 2 7]_;&]. %74] L]'E]'k}\' Democratization of school 257 93 6
_ _ management
a, st = AR, FANA 5xe 719
. Total 2.66 .84
5 Bhsde AR 59 edvt AvEow
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of g wSEE N Aol Ui A A A FEF wlay w2 Jo® s 3la
Pitol 2660% VOlEst BA e Ao b & & & 9rk
Bt FAHoR 4wy, olEd 2 A
ol g&sbr 3212 7 %A vehd A& A 2, stumole| 22X

St cgARQ o wl ®E Fco _ _

St mAd G R CYE WEOI29F oo amugt @6l e B4 AnE Wl
Vg RE e I BE QhEo] R e e s
R I R T wem smvlel ARl O SEotn 9y
o sty Aol et Aa o &
A SdolM = JHA 7o Er) Erkal 14
<Table 6> Problems of school evaluation
Problem Category 1 Category 2 Category 3 Category 4 Category 5 Total
Method & Undue value of | Short site visit Quality of Overload for Over weight
procedure document paper schedule evaluator interwiew of non-expert
Frequency(ratio) 136(59.1) 35(15.2) 17(7.4) 25(10.9) 17(7.4) 230(100.0)
. Lack of Lack of Expedient Exclusion of L ac.k.of
Agency(subject) . o .. . objectivity &
connection accreditation administration | school context .
fairness
Frequency(ratio) 31(13.5) 46(20.0) 51(22.2) 75(32.6) 27(11.7) 230(100.0)
Evaluation Authoritative Lack of Biased Lack of Not knowing
group attitude objectivity administration expertise school context

Frequency(ratio) 2(.9) 60(26.1) 18(7.8) 79(34.3) 71(30.9) 230(100.0)

Site visit period Too short Short Appropriate Long Too long

Frequency(ratio) 11(4.8) 138(60.0) 75(32.6) 6(2.6) 0(0) 230(100.0)

Inspection of Inspection of School .
Purpose education policy | accountabiliyt control Ambiguous
Frequency(ratio) 125(54.3) 32(13.9) 12(5.2) 60(26.1) 230(100.0)
Content Too many Too short Over-weight Over-centered Not contain
of non-edu. results outcomes
Frequency(ratio) 31(13.5) 7(3.0) 45(19.6) 103(44.8) 44(19.1) 230(100.0)
Result Not deliver to Not deliver to Not reflect Not reflect
. Vague teacher
application school teacher school edu. .
training

Frequency(ratio) 8(3.5) 76(33.0) 56(24.3) 38(16.5) 52(22.6) 230(100.0)

<Table 6>¢] ¥AA vieke wpel ol S wAh g BAGORE AAAFE T
Hrp BAo EAFdoRE StudA ES st A44.8%), ‘TS Al Ujgel AE(21.3%),
B7h Beje] HASe oa Aege] i Ik Auwd WE 98(83%) 9 o= teht A

/\] A

B3 (53.5%),

) FAMAolIL BT F(26.9%),
AT A3(143%), ALst, TAFEA(5.2%) 2]
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i
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<Table 7> Improvement plan for school evaluation
Impr;)lx; Tlment Category 1 Category 2 Category 3 Category 4 Category 5 Total
Main points for Education Audit & Curriculum & teacher Educational
site visit plan management instruction appointment conditions
Frequency(ratio) 22(9.6) 5(2.2) 169(73.5) 34(14.8) 230(100.0)
Constitution of | Diversification Expertise Contain Contain edtl.
evaluator of evaluator of evaluator teacher administrator
Frequency(ratio) 35(15.3) 70(30.6) 122(52.9) 3(1.2) 230(100.0)
Lo Contribute to Educational teacher Secure school admmlstrat.lve
Result application L . . & financial
accountability improvement appointment autonomy
support
Frequency(ratio) 52(22.8) 87(37.8) 18(7.9) 31(13.4) 42(18.1) 230(100.0)
Method & school ExPan51F)r.1 of Replace with Enhancement Enhancement
rocedure autonom site visit supervision of of document
P 4 schedule P self-evaluation evaluation
Frequency(ratio) 38(16.7) 110(47.6) 38(16.7) 44(19.0) - 230(100.0)
Establishment of | Extension of Reduce Resolve gaps Enhancement Varlogs r.e sult
. R . . . application
conditions autonomy teacher’s load in education of fairness
Frequency(ratio) 86(37.4) 30(13.0) 29(12.6) 49(21.3) 36(15.7) 230(100.0)
919l <Table 7>9] &AM Ehd wpep o], o cwHIA 8l F]P(73.5%), ‘wFod 9
Tt WATFES St WEEIEE FAlEler @(14.8%), ‘wHAE 34 °(9.6%), St 37
S W Bk Al AR Avuclel @A % £92%9 0% viepdrh stwg7ele
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