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The Historical Development of Evaluation and Theorists’ Concepts
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Abstract

The evaluation includes measurement, compares evaluation objects with standard criteria, and
compares value judgment about merit, worth, significance, and benefit of evaluation objects. The period
of evaluation, is the period prior to 1900 and has been developed until the recent times. Each period
of evaluation has evaluation theorists’ concepts such as an evaluation of Michael Scriven, The CIPP
Model of Daniel L. Stufflebeam, Stake’ s responsive evaluation, Utilization-Focused Evaluation of Michael
Patton, Theory-Driven Evaluation of Huey T. Chen, and Four Generation Evaluation Theory of Guba &
Lincoln. This article presents the historical development of evaluation and theorists’ concepts for knowing,

understanding and applying theorists’ concepts to others evaluation projects.
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Tuifnlszdnduresnysd Aaateeiy
nsdszifunaad el enaaiunsananiaals
nnsdszifiunatiiaad asiusnlunisilFauiioy
Aasing ) eindunuALaznalslemd (benefi)
mm?ﬁlqﬁmﬁ'@Lﬁﬂuﬁummsﬁmmgm (criteria)
frvualulareudazyana ladraziiludus
nsaene vsisulseniu nasduansldaes
AABAAUNITNIEYINNANTTHAY 7]

N1Useidiung (Evaluation: E) Lun1ssnay
AAT (Judge: J) lasdana (Measurement: M)
uazFnAuANAIL0sRINgNUTTL A LA el
(criteria) ¥38 E = M + J yanaazinduladsziiung
adle 7 fauigeannisnFauiauiunasila
vasuRazYAARLEINLIATTLTIANEATY SAnen
wazliAanuANAT (Scriven, 2001; Stufflebeam, &
Shinkfield, 2007)

UszRmanigaadayeinisssiiune Fu
faudnaut a.a. 1900 tnsutiufly 7 ga ldun
The Age of Reform (naul a.A. 1900), The
Age of Efficiency and Testing (A.A. 1900-1930),
The Tylerian Age (A.A. 1930-1945), The Age of
Innocence (A.A. 1946-1957), The Age of Development
or The Age of Realism (A.A. 1958-1972), The Age
of Professionalization (A.A. 1973-1983), The Age
of Expansion and Integration (A.A. 1983-2001)
W smesumstssiiunadnsfiadasedie

=2 ar
Aaunafaqiu

Tunsazgaaislszdfmaninisdsviiung
funaAennufresindsufiuidany 18un wuada
NaN17lsziduaay Michael Scriven, nisilseidiu
F1illuinaues Daniel L. Stuffiebeam, nnstlsziiiu
LWULABUAUBIURY Robert Stake, n13uszifliuiiiu

nnslitlselemives Michael Patton, nnstsziiiulaeld
o fluussdtimas Huey T. Chen, matlsziiugail 4
9189 Guba & Lincoln {lugs Feldinausluumansil
Lf:@msl,uummmﬂizﬂ@‘u5q&ﬂizf5ﬁmﬁmm§qﬂ@ﬁﬂ
289N17UTZLNUNG WAUINITI8INITUTZLHUNE
panAuLL AR EIraintiumiadlaluns
WU UL Tl HUNG

s TRANGRS LAZ NI RINSURINS
UszLiuNA

gAaNEUDINITUTELIUNANITIRT YA LA
wazWmuINsAssaliil

gAusn neul A.A. 1900 Fe5undn “The
Age of Reform” (3331 Formal education evaluation
fuafausnluewinuilel a.a. 1845 Snsmaaatl
Uss unadugnaniens FouaewinGauluueasiy
FedenlugndnAyranlszdRmansmatlsviiumes
finsldazuuunmagauiiedssifivlssdnsnan
984l59F Ul TNTNNNT T IUNNTaDY (Stuflebeam
and Shinkfield, 2007; Stufflebeam, Madaus, &
Kellaghan, 2000 cited in R. Lance Hogan, 2007)
nannlull A.A. 1895 Joseph Rice lasavusaa
AzLUUARLUNNT B EUNNTRENARILALATINANARAT
ANUNITEY 16,000 AULUBLNTN WAZAUNLAN
TuwrazdulinisldnanlunisaunisaznaAINin
LARAENgNININ G aulunnsaznafndus ot
nsdsziiuaedlsdneidy Formal educational
program evaluation ﬂ%ﬂLLiﬂsluﬂLaﬁm (Stufflebeam
and Shinkfield, 2007; Stufflebeam et al., 2000 cited
in R. Lance Hogan, 2007)

gANaas 1 A.A. 1900-1930 @4Fandy
The Age of Efficiency and Testing Fredrick W.
Taylor lauuuaAnlse@nsnn (efficiency) wag
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NNIADUNINTFIU (Standardized testing) NﬁLﬁ@ﬁu
wnsgunarssansninlulsafeu (Stuflebeam
and Shinkfield, 2007) #n17l4 Objectve-based
tests LiluAsd Ay lunisdndugnininaesnisFou
nsaau azivlddnludacusniifadadnnisinuas
nstlsziiufludaien (Worthen, Sanders, &
Fitzpatrick, 1997 cited in R. Lance Hogan, 2007)

gAfi@w 1 A.A. 1930 - 1945 GaFandn
“The Tylerian Age” lut24sut] A.A. 1930 Hrinnawsy)
audAydalazunisnanaarudndudaiuvenig
UsziiunanisAnelawn Ralph Tyler (Stuflebeam
and Shinkfield, 2007; Stufflebeam et al., 2000 cited
in R. Lance Hogan, 2007) lniaeslavinnsdnenily
5221981 8 U (1932-1940) lnetsziiunaldsunsy
NMTANENY BTG aUlsINAN N RaUUA LA AUNL
fiﬁmqﬂizmﬁsummﬁ?L?‘ﬁummfaw,ﬂuﬁﬁa'%mﬂ
woAnssnlunisFaunisaen dnglszasAaaiy
ﬁugﬂummﬂﬁiﬂﬁ‘uﬁu (Tyler, 1975 cited in R. Lance
Hogan, 2007) nisdszifivlununinaadiniaas
Auflunstsziiugadnglszasd (objective-based
evaluation) TaeLfaunadns ARy (outcomes)
ﬁuﬁmqﬂizmﬁ (objectives) INTAMNADAARBINY
Wela waldlaliaonuaulanininiuANNuANFN
PeeAzLUUTNGouLAazAL M9tssiiuaa G uiay
Faiaunanaanannisialasfiaoadaiauluasdign
Uszifudlefeuiuinumitadednglszasdduie

aANA 1 A.A. 1946 — 1957 B4F8ndn “The
Age of Innocence” fudaanamdasnsalanaia
2 BaAuiaInsanAaiulandaaianasny
vl fiAnnsimnlunans ] adnaiiednagdan
Fadu lunnansdnednisuenadalubesaeso
1JAAA (personnel) LL@%“U@‘?T?JLE”@ (facillities) (Stufflebeam,
2007; Stufflebeam and Shinkfield, 2007) M1LLie
Adesiiouaznaddfivainuanglunistsziiu Tudl
A.A. 1956 LNA “Taxonomy of Educational Objectives”
1ne Bloom, Engelhart, Furst, Hill wag Krathworth
AuandliifiudanginssuaesdiFauni onadns
mqmﬂ?wﬁumwmagnﬁﬁLLuanmqﬂizmﬁ
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A9 N9NNTANEN (Stufiebeam and Shinkfield,
2007) lugpillsaFouazlsnfiunarelailszfiung
mansanenilalaglafianunanuainulaungaes
FFunanananazaaiy ulunstsuidiuinainesans
meﬂaﬁ‘ﬂuﬁmﬁu (Stufflebeam and Shinkfield,
2007)

8A7Ivin Tl .. 1968 - 1972 FalFandn “The
Age of Development or The Age of Realism” 11 [;lgx‘l WA
Annsaeanu Sputnik 1 Tutl A.A. 1957 nlwdng
ARUNUBINANGRTFANN ] TnalaniganenAaniuas
ptlAANanFassaeinIssviiunaldsunsuvangms
nsGeumantiu deslull a.a. 1957 FIL0aNIg
fulounaliusiuayunisAnsdmiudn s
Hoyuineninizaw lunirdssidunainisldnig
NARBLNIATFIUTINALNTUTLAUAINABAAA DY
PaanadnsLasdngUszasAmnLuoAnvedlniaes
Fawannstsziiunuanalisanndeainiuidesan
ﬁﬂm?ﬁﬂmgqmmﬁmzﬁﬂﬁmslumiﬁ”'ﬁmqﬂismﬁt.%q
woRnssndidlaglalldauingszasdinandaya
ANABIN1TALTIU (needs) Waziloyvaasinizau
nasana1av i iinauAusan1enislss fiuna
ﬁﬁﬂmwﬁmqma‘ﬂ?xLﬁut,ﬁm'%u@ﬂ'wmﬂ"lﬁl,l,ﬂ'
Provus (‘T] A.A. 1969 & 1971), Hammond (1“] A.A.
1967), Eisner (ﬂ A.FA. 1967) LAy Metfessel & Michael
il .. 1967) LmuaLLmﬁmﬁﬁuﬂﬁ;qmﬂmL@®§ Glaser
@ m.p. 1963), Tyler (T A.A. 1967) waz Popham
@ A.A. 1971) LAUBNTNARDLULLILBINEUN (Criterion-
referenced testing) Wlunisiaanainnianaaay
LL‘].I‘].IEJH’@::N (norm-referenced testing) Cook (ﬂ A.A.
1966) LEUBNTTIENNTALATILATITLUL (the systems-
analysis approach) lun1sisziniuldsunsa Scriven
(T A.A. 1967), Stufflebeam wazae I A.A. 1967
& 1971), Stake (U A.A. 1967) Unaualunalng
aaan17lsziiiv GeuusAnueanaiinilssiiy
pananadnasunszrtnieaNandulunisdssiiu
whunng (goals) Jadatid (inputs) N13ANLEUINY
(implementation) N34 AuadNETIRAlalL AR (intended

outcomes) havuaansniundlaliiia (unintended




outcomes) 1a4ldsunsy saudatuANNadu
Tumiﬁmamﬁ'mﬁuqmm (merit or worth) 28&7
gnilsziiiu azwiuladivmuinisaainislssiiiv
TugaiifuuaAnnisssfiunszuaung madsefiu
\Nasndunmuan uanielilainnisdszfiuiniu
NAANTLA BRI

gAfiun 1l A, 1973 - 1983 AaFandn “The
Age of Professionalization” Lﬂuﬂﬂﬁﬁmﬂuwm 8N
ﬁ@xﬁﬂﬁmiﬂiuﬁuﬁmwLﬂummﬁmmﬁmﬁw
Tnafiansansmanistsziiumiatuléun Educational
Evaluation and Policy Analysis, Studies in Educational
Evaluation, CEDR Quarterly, Evaluation Review, New
Directions for Program Evaluation, Evaluation and
Program Planning, Evaluation News ST TR RPN
NVNANENAEFNG ] Ak University of llinois, Stanford
University, Boston College, UCLA, University of
Minnesota, Western Michigan University e Nova
University 1TufAu lngamanenaafinisdnausy
LL@zﬁmﬁ"ﬂqmmﬁﬂumm@uﬁlﬁmﬁumiﬂj‘uﬁu
uanantdlugatiainsimuimaiace 1 luns
Uszidin squian1smauaueIANmain1saily
we9K kN 728U (clients of evaluation) ANTFWHNLN
LWIAANOBVNNTdesidueing o leun nnsdezidiu
wuladeingiszasa (goal-free evaluation) 184
Scriven, N17U7¢L8U CIPP Model 194 Stufflebeam,
n17UseLdU responsive evaluation Ua39 Stake,
N17U92 N UTETINTNR (naturalistic evaluation) Lag
Guba & Lincoln, 712181 metaevaluation, N7tlseidiv
WUUAALANINEeY Eisner, M3Usziiunnnumedanng

ailu (needs assessment) usu

aAfldn 1 A.A. 1983 - 2001 GaFandn
“The Age of Expansion and Integration” sluﬂﬂf:
madssfiuinsuensfaiaseennaduand i
ANMIRHINNTN 20 Uszinafiingaslu professional
evaluation societies NAMNTINNBNULAZNITAARD
Aeanstiureaantinlszifiy uanainildedl The
Evaluation Research Society mTernareatintsziny

American Evaluation Association (AIA) KAFNNATD

yiliAansysannisuaznnsuanilasuaiaia
TunnsUszLfiu (cross-fertilization of evaluation ideas)
AaaAAUIgINeINTIUNTTUseliu Tull A.A. 1995
AEA THannnslsyuuasi@nindssifiuanialan
FalsvaumnudSauaziinasAnsAnNanTang
N17U92LNU (evaluation associations) H1NNI1 20 LA
ﬁ'fﬂ@ﬂ uﬂﬂﬂ’mﬁ?u Joint Committee on Standards
for Educational Evaluation lannuumsn m3§’1uﬁi’1\‘i il
FAsatunslszan Taun NMTFIUNTUIEIAY
ldsunsa (The program evaluation standards)
NMTFIUNTUILIAUYAAR (personnel evaluation
standards) #1AsgIuNITUszIuINGEY (The
student evaluation standards) 1flufi Anvaiinng
nuUANIATFIUTeINsEIiU (AEA’s Guideline

principles for evaluators)

UsgdRmanivaanisissifiudouseint
flaqiiluusazgasiinnoudnematssfiuidifny
faflaqtiuAdafinniuuRangeisie g waiu
snldmiagluilagtiunsaznanafssialy

L=

WUIAANRURIUNUTEL R UNANAATY

o

Alkin Uag Christie lAWNZIRUULUIARYBY
tnnoEgnemetssidiueng o luusiazepuazlaiden
Evaluation Roots 11l A.A. 2004 uwazt5udgdlvailull
2012 Ingdrutlsznavresnuldvianisdsaifiulaun
SINVBINNTUTLUNUDELUTTUIBINANANNT LR AT
FR&IAN (social accountability) MANNITALLANY
LANNIAINNATININAYAN (social inquiry) LAY
ANEN (epistermology) TaLiluAnans/noujv
= o v Yo v a @
WaanuANg wasldanauinianislssfiuy
a v v I a A v
Aanuanveessuldlaeutadu nnsdseiiunui
nstlldUselemd use), nsussiRiuitihumnadanisg
(Methods) wazn1sselinuditiuguAman (valuing)
(Alkin, M. C., & Carden, F., 2012) ({au1uuIAA
waetindszidulunsazganndnsiunssuuiuls
WAZENINTNNIUIBINTTUTLL N WA BTILTINLUIAR

a a YV @ 18 v v v 1
watinlssiivuliidunnoanyaslasulduanng
UTLLRUAT NN 1
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Use

Methods

Valuing

A 1 Auldurannsdsziiin (Evaluation Theory Tree)

7137. a7n “Evaluation Roots: An International Perspective,” 2012 1ng Alkin, M. C., AUAIN www.ipdet.org

anasuluisnisdssiiunanslimiua
naAulART yIanNTesANanI NN Tlsziiiy
paudefnisilaqiuludazgafindnnnuinians
dszidiunanavinu Inglutlaaiiudensinisiuuoin

v
o A

a o o v 1
NaENaAty 7 dletaail

1. WUIAANIIN15USZLAUARY Michael Scriven

uaAAMIMaLlsziiutes Scriven ajdluiFas
Consumer-Oriented Evaluation 1agiiluaaamaInig
uiluaes Consumer viraiunirlszifuuuy Need-
Based Evaluation ANNLUIAATAY Scriven NTLTLLHU
lunnsfnduAnAn (merit, worth, value) AYNENATY
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. . a a0 a P = a 2
(significance) ‘ummmﬂﬂ%mumﬂmﬂ‘]_muLﬂmsm
(criteria) 11UlUTOIAUNU (costs) UWAZAITHANA
(benefits) Inenausnnisdsziiuauuntaduinog
’sﬁmjtﬁ (absolute criteria) %nﬁﬁuumzﬁuamn’]w

= | L8 o A [ v c
smsgutaiuinoeianiaiaeniuls uazinue
ANWWT (relative criteria) TennuuAAININIALNIS
WIguneunuasiiravnluensn ununnutinnaed
Vv a kd o o a | a A a
AT HUA YNNI ARRUAIANRIRIN T TIdY
AULUINTRINITUsZINUNanaIn Goal Based
Evaluation 9Uszifiunaans8eingiszatraad
TAsaNgANLUIAANITUsZLaULLL Tylerian WAY

Scriven falfauanislssiiuLy Goal Free Evaluation




FerlsmifunaiiAat uasaaraaeadlATIN s aNa T
AANNNBLAZINANATNNE NANIILINLATAL WAL
uananazdsziiunaagl (Summative Evaluation)
daflunisdsziiunaans (Product Evaluation)
findunnAielasanisaugaaduda Scriven gl
LAUBRINATHNITUILLRUAINAIINLN (Formative
Evaluation) szudnanisanidulasenisdailunig
Ugziliungzuaunig (Process Evaluation) Wailiite
nawmulFulsbilasanisannsoaniiuldlss
LAZARLAUBIAMNARINITA T ULBY Consumer
wanani Scriven fial@nanafanistsziiuuny
Intrinsic Lag Payoffima Intrinsic Evaluation 1i1n1g
dszfuAsaiudmang, laseaing, sudaudsnig,
AANHUTULATTIAUARLRY staff, N1781UIE
ANAZAIN, ANNUNLTBTE €91 Payoff Evaluation
Hunnsdszidwidaaiunansenudiiaiu clients
(Scriven, M., 1998; Scriven, M., 2001; Scriven, M.,
2007; Scriven, M., 2011)

aauluLUIAAUEY Scriven Ae Goal Free
Evaluation @93218unafilind uasanananaeq
TsamsTanaiienamsneualainamang nannauan
LaZAL SIUANANIAINLLIRANTTLT R UL LAY

RN TR R T TR N R EX IR NI

2. LWIAANI9IN15USZLAUR CIPP Model 224 Daniel
L. Stufflebeam

TuluaAan 99zl CIPP Model nsdseidiu
dunszuaunmsiiiiszuuinesdeaiuaAmnIn Ao
(Merit/Worth) LazmaNud1Aty (Significance) U0
yedszidwialdlunisandula (decision making)
lngnnsgureInslssiiueuunanaeatlszlagi
(Utility), Aananflulla (Feasibility), AN geUss
(Propriety), ANONA B (Accuracy) Tunnslsziiu

u
CIPP Model 1in1/s1iu (Evaluator) Aaasandenugld
n19Usziiiu (Client/Stakeholder) Tu@eninaadag
Teiun flaFunailsvlemi Beneficiaries) AnnA@INg
anfuredlinisdsziiulunndunauses CIPP
= v
gailsznavnie

Context evaluation tdun19iseidiu
Liundafadesiuanadesnissiuaesléiy
natlselerni (beneficiaries’ needs) AUNTNS (assets)
75 waziloyyn (problems) MelFFundsungan
Tunisdszifiudesandannniiedunisdsziiu
(political dynamics) el laan1sdsziiuusunay
(et eany core values lunnsrnnusilnang
(Goal-setting tasks)

Input evaluation tflunisilszifiudaingn
Lﬁamﬁ?mquwu(plans) miLafaﬂﬂ@ﬂq‘Vlﬁf (strategies)
Fnauauedsa needs waziinauilullly naanau
alszanuiifiaadeeiuureu (oudgets of the

selected approach)

Process \Junnsdszifliunszuaunisiunig
aiuauaeddasanisdaisateaiu nsRnnIx
(monitor) F9NDIUANANT (document) waznanssy
ZleN °] (activities)

Product (JuUn19UssliUNANARALAY
Y v = A v o A o &
nanlAaInlATaNTg danaqdeaiunislssiiunedl
NTUsELUNaNTENL (impact evaluation), NNTUTELEU
UsANBHA ADNIN UATANNAIATYTBINAGNENT LS
(effectiveness evaluation), N19UsZIAUANNETAUAY
ANNABLIEY (sustainability evaluation), N191lszLd1
= o o ° Vo
WaagnaaNdFaradlazanisinlldssgnaldiu

1As9nN1781 (transportability evaluation)

n131s2181 CIPP Model Hununnauesnis
Usziiuludanisdssiiumananiauin (formative

evaluation) warn17Usziiunaail (summative

v
[

evaluation) ATl

- UNLNARINNTUTURUANNANNL : NN
Uaya1ed CIPP ThawuamneTuue (quidance) daelunis
padlaieuniudsamesiiuniusneilasams
mdssufiuegiienmuninaadlazanig

- ununaeanislssiiunaagyl o nagld
1a3a124 CIPP TUn1IARRUALNIN ANANAN
uazannddnyaadasnaiilelasansiugaaiudn
(Stufflebeam, 2007; Stufflebeam and Shinkfield, 2007)
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aniauresnsssifiuuuy CIPP Aafivianns
1szifuuy Formative @vtlszifiusgndnanisaniiiu
larannsuay Summative detlszifiuiilalazanis
Fugaaduda faunnaiuundn PP aldlunns
dszifiulasanislainoslduaifiesagiualasenis
dlelaransdugaliudafissesiafsavinduis
flunai g aiavdnnisaes CIPP

3. uUIAANI9INT5U92L3U Responsive Evaluation
289 Robert Stake &1ATY

Stake lalAanuvu1gaeIn1sdsziiu
TuuuaAn Responsive Approach (Stake, R.E., &
Abma, T. A., 2001) fail nssziiiu (Evaluation) =
@mmﬁy’wmmm@ﬁmqmi (Whole constellation of
values held for a program) / AANNAIANIILAE
mmeﬁﬁ'Lwi@zqﬂm@ﬁmﬁuﬁiﬂimqmi (Complex of
expectations and criteria that different people have

for the program)

aneurn1TUIZINULLLY Responsive

. v s = |
Evaluation 1umqu@3mﬂaz@qm (purpose) LNaTIE
client anasiuilyyi anudauazqanaen A
NINTANIBILITNNT (Scope of services) lnamauaues

L4 YV a ] [-3
AINNABINITUBIE LT NNTUsTIRUe IRl TTIAY
ABUANDINLAEIATBYANIUNNTANEY ANURUSE
&ryayn (contracts) InaidmgiszasAnazisniagnang
1AT9AT19AINATHAULAZHANE AN UTENI
NITANEN ATUAINENMNIENAN (main orientation)
WNeadesnuatuatandsdazlsid udsndnAny
ATUNITRANLLL (designs) L uaN®MLE open-ended
wazliT ezl AnaUALAIAAAININENATYTD
clients ANUIITELAENT (Methodology) +Tluida
§991TNR ANUNATIA (preferred techniques) b case

=2 o 56 ¥ . .
study meﬂfaﬂﬂ\mmqﬂimm 1% purposive sampling
LAZNITANA N199189ULTIUgsenaluanEly
storytelling fa stakeholder ANUNNTAARBABANT

1 v a s k4 a . .
eyl ssidiunuglinisisziin (communications
between evaluator and client) H3uuiulaifunianis
HANBUHaUARELAZABLNEY ANUNITLLANG

(interpretation) UWUANAATUAINUANAINAINYHNNE

EAU HERITAGE JOURNAL
Science and Technology Vol. 8 No. 1 January-June 2014

m@qrﬁ’ﬂuﬁﬁmsﬁ’mﬁumsﬁﬂm A1 key trade-
offs Wun17saauANilsslesiaedasanisg
ANUNTARAINNBAR (provisions for reducing bias)
Tnamanaaaunssumandayaviednmailume
Aladaian nn91sziiu Responsive Evaluation
vinad1dls ? Stake lallAseaing 12 uae9ns
Uszifivludnwousdnun gl

o v a v v o
: wapuAunoades laun

k1l

e 12 UNWNN

P ¥

clients, program staff 1{lusu TaiNaqdeanuAInI
dAnylunisdszidu

e 1 UIWN : TaNHaN client TUN1TANULA
YDUAIDILATINT
e 2 UNWN : N9NINTINNANTINABILATINT

o 3 U : Mvuadnglsvasaradlasanig

o 4 UNRN : ALATIEIT L AULATAILATIZI
NIDULUIARA

* 5 WA : 721 data needs UATWUAITBYA
UTunaadiinun

* 6 UIWNT : INLAUNANTTNNNTLALTIVTIN
v v o = P o | =1 1%
18ya oA NN9ALNR, LATAINE, Faatng LTusu

o 7 13NN : danmlagld Countenance model
WA17UN congruence 984 intended 11U observed
WANTOUHN mgmu@zmiﬁm%mﬁmﬁu Antecedants,
Transactions, Outcomes 1At fFeuLyieUEIdANY 70
WASLTAENANS

* 8 WIANT : Apszidayaniiusausan

e 9 UNWNT : MTIAADLANNATILAZILATIZI
AnnINaasdayaniiusausanle

¢ 10 WIANT : BBNWULLATAAFTENLLLIL
¥ A @ 3 ]
nsmenuteayaniulstloniguganeuauasie
v v ¥ o ' o
ANABINITdeyat ey liUsslaninuanmneii

e 11 UIWNI : ARV UB LTI UNI9NNT

ALAULBINITUTLLAULLL Responsive
Evaluation AaN"5lAdaya189N13sel iU A LIaUea
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4. wWUIAANI9N15UsELdYN Utilization-Focused
Evaluation (UFE) 2484 Michael Patton

WuaAR UFE ujunislddszlesiainnig
1ls2ifiue04 intended user TAEAUYNALANAUIT LY
NNIVIANAN (value) WAaZNITAARUANIAT (judgments)
failianszuaunadnala anlszasinissziiiv
Lﬂu‘ﬁﬂ formative, summative WAL developmental
1@?11%/%/@34”@%\1 quantitative, qualitative Wag mixed
nseaanuuunsUssiiwdlulane naturalistic was
experimental Tmmglﬁﬁ processes, outcomes, impacts,
costs War cost-benefit UNUINUBITNUTLIAUN
nannanglnamadiuiniasaiseses (negotiator)
dugdneausy (trainer) (duga1usaasinaznan
(group facilitator) Lﬂuél/LLﬁ’ﬁt:yMﬂ (problem solver)
AednAtfl Patton WiuAENITIATANABIBITENIN
Tntszifuiy intended user AausEnAulAINIs
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ANDNNNNTUTELAY) Processes fupeutas UFE
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(2013) (Patton, M.Q. ,2013) A1l

Step 1 UsziiUkazai AN la Anansas
Tunnsld UFE aeeg7iinaadaq

Step 2 UsTiHUAINT ATNNTEN ULAZANTTOUE
Tunasld UFE 2eeinisziiu

Step 3 WUz IWAMNTGIIUAD @519AN
YR [~ v a . .
saniiuianaeanislsviiuaed primary intended

users

Step 4 YMIUTINNL primary intended users
Tuan1un19niAne 7 veennslsziiiv

Step 5 TELULATAALTUIAMNEAYLD
f?mqﬂixmﬁmiﬂj‘mﬁm'wﬁu primary intended

users

Step 6 NANTNLATZATINNTILLAUNNTIENT
Use AU NNNZauTaNny primary intended users

Step 7 3¥UWAL DL primary intended users
FNANDINLAZAAITHIANINANATYTBIAININNT

SIEEARNINY

Step 8 ATIAABLIN primary intended users
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aaaldsunsanisUssiiy
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evaluation)
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5. WIAANIINT9152L0U Theory - Driven Evaluation
284 Huey T. Chen
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(Descriptive assumptions) %dﬁﬂmﬁ change model
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ANNABIN1TANT WHAANS, 3) Intervention or
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Determinants UanNAa1N change model WAINIT
Uspifiulpelduseiuindeumannuef fsaguuiug
Prescriptive assumptions %qgmfiﬁ action model
Aaadasiuezlnduianssufisewinluldsunsy
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AN, AN “Theory-driven evaluation: Conceptual framework, application and advancement,” 2012 lng

Huey T. Chen, AUATN www.springer.com
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6. WUIAANIINIFUSZ LAY Four Generation

Evaluation Theory 1849 Guba & Lincoln

Guba waz Lincoln liutieAraanissziiy
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quﬂ‘ﬁ' 2 Second Generation Evaluation: ¢/AUTT8Ngl
(Description) §4n17UT78N89ALTY AREDUAN
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‘luqmﬁiﬁ W Tyler ﬂﬂﬁ 3 Third Generation Evaluation:
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EQLﬁmﬂqﬂﬁl 4 @@ Fourth Generation Evaluation:
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(Goal-based evaluation) Tyler aufludin1uaenig
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