Journal of Engineering Education Research
Vol. 18, No. 6, pp. 24~31, November 2015

2l
MPrfshn mYs

wits G7HEAZE JHY

Development on the model of outcome—based course evaluation design

for Course—Embedded Assessment

Hyekyung, Kim
Sunmoon University

ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study is to develop the model of course evaluation design for CEA(Course-Embedded Assessment), which is
focused on course level for assessment reliability. This study was conducted by the process of model development and validation according
to Richey & Klein(2007)’s model development methodology. The model of this study was comprised with the three steps of learning
objectives based on course outcome, assessment design and goal achievement analysis of course, which were explained by specific
design principles. Also, this model was validated by two steps, which one was on the inner validation and the other was the outer
validation(Richey & Klein, 2007). Considerations for designing the model of course evaluation have been suggested and a few implications

were discussed.

Keywords: program outcome, course-embedded assessment, course evaluation design model

x
rhu

M
rH
=)
_10"

FE8 A (outcome—based) &1} 594} &
qu}%—% SRR gietaSo] S AlEo}ﬂ o,
2 Eo) AFIEA] ﬂq___&/\ﬂ_,] =40 tatn
< %’4?} 71A HAYUE O 2A SgE|IL

I'O_‘l-_m_oo]zo ]ESL}H §_'l—<ﬂ§ |

A 2 3830 o
Eejot SAARIACE £ v

S of HAHER WE Qe 3
2 urUzoR SgE gk &
ke 8 QIFAEO] 27to] Bl ATHEA

Qe B IS T ) YL B3 A
O X

>
=

o-lc‘:‘:{ o
El
Ho
rO
OIN

_1:10

d

(

J
2ad

_—[_l:
o
o

(
ofi _]01:
e i

O

olN F

oL
o

ro, -

ol
Q%

-'?1'

=N 08.
H1

)

k1

¥0

e

J

% -

=| ofN Jm Ho

E
J‘.lO o[[']
r>~

_,4
)
ofN
S{Zi

g
=
B

>

s

o

=3

kl oxl
I

El

1o 2
st
4
s
ful
o]

Ho
=y
ﬂ__l‘ -

o_>L
o
&
jakad
o i 1x Rl ORI L

Ho
v 1o 1o
N H

o,
o>
i

o
1 Rl
12
o

SAIE A 3t BHS KT Qe &,
AR LEERE el Aysin, 1 LTS

N
M= e

Received October 22, 2015; Revised November 16, 2015
Accepted November 23, 2015
+ Corresponding Author: hkkiml@sunmoon.ac.kr

24

she IoIM ZRIOY| wsEEe} SIS wLt

W GASHAARE AAsl7|Hey, w0 ARl o5

ARIA =71 5 AR 84714 84 diis TS Sdfst
I QeEE S 915, 2008).

FUBEAZIIEKEC 201500 Thel, Fopms g
o ZEIY WRRE, TRIWSEAT, wiaby, o, o
A, LG, T2 A, HTHOPH ¢157]5L Bl
AT 9 SRAT BEAAE Lolol Fo2 AL
ek 5, FHAGAFAEE FHHOR P TRIYS 2
A SHYS] Lrolot & GFoRA TRIUTEAE
AR, ol W] Wegste] ATFOZA, 2 A
o SpgSel AT vlRe] AHHUS YHHES e

%‘j ol Jﬂmﬂ A <] %“é Aofo gt olr= RG] B
Cﬂ%oﬂ o] AA =] gt (AR, A ARA A

, 2011; o8], AAEE vt AAY, 2010). o]& ‘Z21
"ﬂ* s DWQO* 52 Q5o Aol AA oY g2

IS ==



HIE FAAARY A

W ShSel 29 Aol SRATIE T 4 gesbeke
2A0 T A Bast k. Z, 1 1SS 3443 7t
w2lo] ey BAR dAEcT & 4 otk

A2 QRFFAKAZNE DEHERY B

& 7} 958 5 Qe 97T R A wet E 7R
73t olfiHIARNS Aol &71aL QT o] ZRedlells 4
5 F—T—M‘ﬂjﬂﬂ((:ourse—

Embedded Assessment) A4 =4 & HIESH 3duSH
o] AASte] gt a7t AXE K=, 2014). o=
SHUERFAEE ol TS0 = gSAHIE
958 & =g FStuSAA 7 %5101 Odﬂ U=A]

HERT ohue}, Fehus ﬂ
2 AJup 249 EH??_} 3?7} L‘OPZ]

2
o
_(')|L
=
o r
In

%
)
i)
o,
fr
O_L.
b\
PR
hu
x
)
gﬁ
}d
%

K
4
T gl
Lok
i)
o,
=
5
r f
ri,
i)
rir
o
ox
o
s
i

Hgole WIE Sl AT
Spl Wrkelo] mRadssAT SRS A=
Adl7e] A o3| Wolgltt, Ay
w2 oA Be shesl] S ATE wE
HAARE S AL B SoRK, 1 BAl
dhet sbel vioke AIskaA stk

oftl T r|r ofm 4

>

=317

oA S5ATE B 93t AARES
7] 9J8}o], Richey & Klein(2007)

b o] 3|k
AR, PAES 9 AR 58 2ABH, wIr|dhgE L] o] &
S g . AEZAF DBE= St u85keA
om, F8 HMol=

—|—‘

B, Google, =38ti55t3] 0|3l
AT sl r‘ﬂ7} AI7HHE 7Y ‘Course-Embedded
assessment’ 0.2 fAste] IAE o]FE A st

A, A ﬂﬂr% WHAAE St dAL AAsAE
Lzt 2 2o Jdd =HdYas fdstarat sk
olo], Z} gAY AA et AR AAYLEE EEsto] B
A Sk,

AR, 7 1S Bgslsr] flste] 1) dEoF AE7t
O HEE 33l 'HY 249 WA g S HASeL 2) B
B Yol A Agsto] By ardE Ao EN I
Y 89| oF e S AFstarat skt

Journal of Engineering Education Research, 18(6), 2015

Il A4S W= FIHEA | et o|EH 13
1. WIS HAS 95 AHE DE70|2: Dick &

Carey9| ISD ¥

Dick & Carey (1978)9] ISD(Instructional System Design)
HYPe WSERIWS AAIBH= o] EEA 309 ol
e Uelslal e AAY By fsitt 1 olf+=
Dick¥} Carey?] HEg2 wSZ=15 AA o] gk A|A2<
ZholEellE AlFstar 917] wiZolth(Fig. 1).

Atk A ke wepREE Qs wrse 245, o
e} 23 AE 9 Sde 245t HFHoR SaAEo]
xlotolor & 31% Aashe Aol of, wrte o5t
7heEe © 5 e 5 W HYIE Wike ke Hele
Zo] Fasitt. 7 WA WAls AFERelA WS Aol
7as SR AFeeAlE

WpdERE Tidske Aotk vl WA EAls aeze s A
x|

RIS Gk £AveR 33

L= 0
ey
5 BfoR Yol 24U TEOR & 0y 229
Gap5o] Elul 45| AN AEkaslel, BRIl 2
2zo0] 3t q7ir] X AFELS 2|4F 07 SAFH= EFo]
otk & B mFo alialy} Azslojor o BEE A&F,
39S 5] Sl B7HEAIR S-S AAISHL Stk HellA
WA (instructional design)®] AAAS EHskaL Qlct.
e T ey
v ;
Rl :
v 4 v _|yA
1 =AH ~ N
a2+ (A | KB | gg—';l-’%ain
= " A o 2l
*ég ’—> S Egt e |
24 1]
| ZHe X

Fig. 1 Instructional System Design model(Dick & Carey, 1978)

25



A&7
2. TR SHEA IR W |UHE T} 3L YeAE Ashe B7keke Eatekal AoJehHAl, wit
Hab 2RI AN, 2 oA SEe] HieaL 9l
s B oloF B & WL S ARAE UF WYY
SR SR SRWARN LR AEE AN moern oigar ot qink B, 1442007, 2008)2 W]
3, TAPRL e <Table 153 2. MR 1 B wlkE(course)d] 9k AR, 4
THLEIA O] Z W SoflA so] watEg B et
Tablfe 1 P_rc))\gram outcomes of ABEEK ;EAC2015) oere AW 2k AL olujstta Aoksil, 2wk
S UM ZRIWRARE B SKSSE(Course
. st 71238l 3l At AE71EE 3 . S . A0
POL | A8 | oﬂglo" Jimﬂ /\';1%] e = Learning Objectives)oll @7A5t0] SHIS0] =}lollA o5/
waae | TIOTEIS RABEL ol ARtlolut 7S AY WS AFetes ok, ey 9l wakso] A Bt
PO2 | =R g ma sk1E 4 9l 59 S AR SHEolat & 4 gk,
P03 | 2AAS | sekeAlE Holehal sk 4 ol 5 AR S T2 e sRAT I SR
‘L]-]L_O]-L_»—E = ‘—IHOJ’]’(PO)Q} ‘L}E“l ISl
B AIE AT olsl] X AT = -
pou | mpag |ETEAS A G A Be SRAR (0 0)% QANoRA e ohjet TRIYS Lui
. AUH AGEAS D] AT, Ak A A Hrkshe o2 (Kelly, 2002; Office of Academic
PO5 gl HAEE 2 Qe e Planning & Assessment, 2001; 3k, 200904 A2l-&),
g6 SEAIE st Z2AE "o U0 RA thokst WSA auE 7| & ) AR, SSATE zxq
PO6 E‘Fli ‘a /\‘]_T’,]—O" 710%3], A 9}\_1:_ ] =) = = T
° S T M en & Qe Bk FHYS B9, S5 ﬂa‘*éﬂr 574
bor | eppug | O AW AR AaFY S sle S 4l Y FHE S 9le, IHE 9o Ao SIS &)
crmrorgl | B SNARIe] BA, QK A, 9, ASvh 0o SATES HEte ARS AR 5 gt A, 2
POS | B 5y Soll Ak g9e olsla + 9t 59 2o] 7} 49 glo] SATRIE e MSE(IH, B
oy | mojge | SHUSEA AUkt AEA Gl o AE 5)S Wyl BTN AR AEAS TAY
TTHE 2 gl g _ B
;*A; aeel e IS 4a4S oA A, 94# ebel] Sfslsizt obd sl Sfaf <4 27t
=70 W = T = =
PO10 | HBAIERs | Blal A&dola A|FEHoR S4d 4 e £ AT = 9l3(Gerretson & Golson, 2005) T Y
9 olA] A PR o] R0IX)7] WiEe] &S A= L&
=7 e vk YA, a3 (curriculum) 2 A E o] 9L
Lt wlap7|2RE 7t of, W& o] vjrly 9 Jjdo] Badh wat 5o HHe
WI79HE7H Course-Embedded Assessment; CEA)= "] E3} LAl AR o|n | wWe-8lo] Al S=9Hb
= SSURERIY| ST PP oRA, ZRIY 8 9l SQMAIS Brket AT ¢ Qs Auet 73 Aedt
S| vk arefste] waabdat 01411]7412 sk, oh oA, 2O Tl Wrlo] wEl olAlE=e] A
574 T2 ShAnel Avert w2 wakE GejellA Al Ao glo] ZR W wiejo] wlg Bekg g o 9lrt
W, 3, U 5O Bo SSY E SRR AHEE oY waplEslE AnEoR Y] SdeiHs 4%
Bk WA etk @3 s8Rl e, 2014) WYE 7 ARd gHejet EH|7F Aot &, way|Hbg
W77 S B7PEoRA SlelME W 74E Adsio) oA daEaiabke 221X, 01111 A=
AFAEO o) AL ek AlgAe; 19 FEE(2008) 43T Zlojn, HE ASH e ojgA E8dE & 9l
< Wb ool ZROMSEYe A o= S5d Ao iz AlAAl FHl7t Bestek
& et 1 wsks %@3}1 B7kshe Aoz Aojsta
glom, $x%9(20001= WA $ ollAe] ZssA . wo7|9FE7IE I8t HatE4 wals Fot
s Frishr] Yl 3 g 1 o] o] IAE W8I A *"71IE€4 7H|:||.
51 5k = o =
ol SEAIA Brksks WA, FU3t shsdatel FHES S
=9 4} Gt o]gste T2 U w0 shet 1. NIIEA DI oA e sl
T olstelct. Eot, 7134)(2008) wabEyt TR Tk
BARNA, 2 2ol sHSe] vl glojof 3= AS i 2 At AREE7EE A8317] s w2
26 FormR AT A18A A6Z, 2015



WA FTPAARY WY

A SRATE oA BRI 7K S S

oY kS AR S sk

i)

A, Wk g7k A

2] 9 AR dAhe)= <Table 2>l AAIEAL Gick

phaiplis T2 e

1P0 EZH7}
I £

[y
sl
o
&
8
E

=)

Jla

s
Wi ey
(24 522)

Fig. 2 The procedural model of course evaluation design

for CEA

Table 2 The principles of course evaluation design
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