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Abstract This study applied a meta-evaluation approach to examine the performance evaluation system for
privately-contracted projects by the National Health Promotion Fund, focusing on the discrepancies in
perceptions between evaluators and evaluatees. Using a systems approach, five evaluation elements were
analyzed: environment, input, process, outcomes, and utilization. T-tests revealed significant differences in
perceptions between evaluators and evaluatees across all five evaluation factors. These differences were
particularly pronounced (p{.001) for the following factors: environment(specifically, its appropriateness),
input, and utilization(specifically, the performance improvement). To bridge this gap in mutual understanding,
it is necessary to provide sufficient explanations of evaluation criteria and procedures, along with reliable
feedback on the results. This study informs improvements to the evaluation system, enhancing project
performance.
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Table 1. Prior Research on Meta—Evaluation

Researcher Evaluation Areas

L & Berli N
arson eriner Process, Outcome, Uitlization

(1983)[13]
Stufflebeam(1983) Frgm\(vo.rk : Cohtext, Input, Procggs, Product
[12] Criteria : Technical adequacy, Utility,

Efficiency

Standards, Design & Methodology, Findings
& Report, Evaluator, Evaluation Value &
Utilization

Scriven(1991)[11]

Hong(2002)(14] Context, Implementation, Outcomes,

Utilization

Hwang et al. Context, Resources, Process, Outcomes,
(2009)[15] Utilization

Yoon & Cho -
2017)16] Input, Process, Outcome, Uitlization
Lee etal. Resources, Implementation, Result &
(2019)[17] Utilization

Jin & Cho(2020)[18] System, Implementation, Results

Kwack & Park

(2021)[19] Input, Process, Outcome
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Table 2. Meta—evaluation Structure

Evaluation
Dimension
(Number of
questions)

Meta—evaluation Dimensions
(Specific Questions for Assessing Each Dimension)

- Clarity(Legal-System, Purpose)
- Appropriateness(Implementation Plan, Timing,
Stakeholder Consultation)

Evaluation
Environment(5)

- Evaluation Management(Evaluator Expertise/

Evaluation . .
Input(s) Fa|mess/Comr.n.umcat|on)
- Resource Sufficiency(Budget/Personnel Support)
- Implementation Conditions(Quantity/Quality of
. Data, Time adequacy)
Evaluation ) o
Process(7) . ImpIgmgntanh Soundngss(.(.)uanntgt!ve/
Qualitative Indicators Suitability, Training
Opportunities, Staff Expertise)
- Result Acceptance(Appeal Process, Acceptance
Evaluation by Staff)
Result(4) - Outcome Fidelity(Report Completeness,
Identification of Strengths and Weaknesses)
- Feedback(Public Disclosure, Utilization by Staff,
Appropriateness of Disclosure Scope)
Evaluation - Integration of Results(Follow-up Actions,

Utilization(10) Integration into Budget/Personnel/Operations)
+ Performance Enhancement Effect(Individual/

Organizational/Project)
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Table 3. Descriptive Statistics of Respondents

ot - Evaluator | Evaluatee Total
ategol ubcategor
oo e N[ % | N|% | N| %
Overall - 39 | 100| 40 | 100| 79 | 100
S Male 29 |744] 13 |325| 42 |53.2
ex
Female 10 |25.6| 27 |67.5| 37 |46.8
Government |\ _ | 9 |725| 29 |367
Ministry
Public
Institution 1 26| 3 | 75] 4 |51
Institution | Academic | 5 | g4 | o | 0o | 2 |25
Type Institution
Private |4 | 96| 6 |150] 7 | 89
Organization
University 3% (897 1 | 25| 36 |456
Other 0 (00| 1T |25 1 |13
Evaluation For 1 year 11 1282 16 |40.0| 27 |34.2
Participation | For2years | 12 [30.8| 8 |20.0| 20 | 253
Period(yean) [ vear, | 16 |41.0] 16 |40.0| 32 |405
Number of 1 15 |385| 18 |45.0| 33 |41.8
Evaluation 2 10 [25.6] 16 [40.0| 26 |32.9
Participations | 3 - more | 14 [35.9] 6 [15.0] 20 |25.3
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Table 4. Descriptive Statistics for Evaluation Dimensions

Variable N Min Max Mean SD
Environment 79 2.00 5.00 3.48 0.68
Input 79 1.40 5.00 3.22 0.77
Process 79 1.57 5.00 3.09 0.75
Results 79 1.50 5.00 3.51 0.71
Utilization 79 1.60 5.00 3.10 0.77

4.3 FEE HIX-LIEI IR} Q14! X10]

421 B

7K Q400 tigt B7pAe 9yt 7wt v
i ZIE [Table 5197 AlAsk3TE B7HHA et 3
7HAH] B+t(3.81)°] #F7FA] Ht(3.16) 2T 2|5t
A =%tHt=4.86, p<.001). o= B7}x}7} 1@ 71Ato] H]
3 B714e o FHHCRE 45t Y22 9u|gt).
steleads HAuEd Prb Az FE(=3.33,
pCODETE A (t=4.95, p<.001)o] Tt H7EAet of
B7HRRS] Q14 A7k FEB A,

E3] Dg7iAte] 4%, Alx HAA0) ot Y 3
o] 33 ko ® Yeh, Al 2Fo] H-A] il 9l
Aot 99AEC] Brhe AE € 4 QA @t o= A
T e SHoA AEo A Al Mol G Al719
5ol tish Aol E@8ARET} 2&ske S AA
5 7t AT AR AE0) otk 98t A
A 4= Gl HokE AR o= Zolof gtk A

ofnsie.

=

o

Table 5. T-test Results for Evaluation Environment
Group N | Mean SD t-value
Evaluator | 39 | 3.81 0.63 4.86***
Evaluatee | 40 | 3.16 | 056 | (000)
Evaluator | 39 | 4.00 0.76

Dimension

(1) Evaluation
Environment

3.33**

(1.1) Clarit
Y [Evaluatee | 40| 346 | 067 | (001
(1.2) Evaluator | 39 | 3.68 0.68 4.95%**
Appropriateness | Evaluates | 40 | 2.96 | 062 | (000)

Total N=79, **p(.01, **{.001
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Table 6. T-test Results for Evaluation Input
Group N Mean | SD
(2) Evaluation Evaluator | 39 3.66 | 0.66 .07

Input Evaluatee | 40 | 279 |0.62| (.000)
Evaluator | 39 391 064 5.9 %%
Evaluatee | 40 | 3.06 |0.63| (.000)
Evaluator | 39 329 1082 4.86%+*
Evaluatee | 40 | 2.39 |0.84| (.000)

Dimension t-value

(2.1) Management

(2.2) Resource

Total N=79, ***1X.001
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Table 7. T-test Results for Evaluation Process
Group N | Mean | SD
Evaluator | 39 336 |0.76 3334
Evaluatee | 40 | 2.83 |0.65| (.001)
Evaluator | 39 3.46 |0.88 3.06%*
Evaluatee | 40 | 2.91 |0.72| (.003)
Evaluator | 39 328 |0.77 3154
Evaluatee | 40 | 2.77 |0.68| (002

Dimension t-value

(3) Evaluation
Process

(3.1) Conditions

(3.2) Soundness

Total N=79, **1X.01
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Table 8. T-test Results for Evaluation Result

Group N | Mean | SD
Evaluator | 39 3.71 10.68 2 B0*
Evaluatee | 40 | 3.31 |0.70| (.014)
Evaluator | 39 3.71 10.68 2 B9*
Evaluatee | 40 | 3.31 |0.70| (.014)
Evaluator | 39 3.67 |0.79 2 79+
Evaluatee | 40 | 3.16 | 0.81| (.006)

Total N=79, *1{.05 **o{.01

Dimension t-value

(4) Evaluation
Result

(4.1) Acceptance

(4.2) Fidelity

3], Abglell vt 7t At 1 A4 71k B
VA nAE A8 A4sHe B Gl olg) A
o2 Nt} 435 WolSolw, Wt AEE Lot
B9t A 7 S g A2 A stel oty
SIS Bs] 919 2L 710} g,

42558
s aa

o tist WAk} WWAAF 7ke] B

H)E A3HE [Table o] ANSIAT B/g8-L W=
u) AsE}, Jaae] Al 74 Bhe) AR thieo] £
Aot BoAARE W B uls) W ge 940t 1
3191849] Bito] 35 BATH=2.29, pC.05)

sl9) g AHEE veu AnE S04
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2 §ojugh Aol ohigich. Tt ATk 8ol
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(3.67, p.001). BARKE BAE £8] 719, 24, A1)
o 27} k=T Qleke BoKRE vh, TR o]
o] 5OJ5}] Rtk Foltt.

Table 9. T-test Results for Evaluation Utilization

Group N | Mean | SD
Evaluator 39 325 | 0.75 2 99*
Evaluatee | 40 | 2.91 | 0.74 | (025)
Evaluator | 39 | 3.37 | 0.93 0.62
Evaluatee | 40 | 3.25 | 0.74 | (534)
Evaluator | 40 | 3.22 | 0.74 164
Evaluatee | 40 | 294 | 0.77 | (.103)
Evaluator | 39 | 3.32 | 0.81 3 7%
Evaluatee | 40 | 253 | 1.08 | (.000)
Total N=79, *p{.05, **(.001

Dimension t-value

(5) Evaluation
Utilization

(5.1) Feedback

(5.2) Integration

(5.3) Enhancement
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A G7to] ofst 7|}t BAS 6 ] Hd2
3.423(N=79, SD=0.84) 0.2, SHR}=o| feyr|E &
gt A= FjAo] BE(3H) ol g FB8A 7IHE 7HA

=
o

W= & 4 Ak
B7171doll YL WA= B7E_AE gRlstalt 5
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I 71 AFE [Table 1110 AA5HAT
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2 BYBIHTHE(, 73)=32.042, p<.001). E3] B7}21}
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Ao & et} ol veg 7t I oA H7Haw}
oFsgvtetal FASHt WASE, 91 Br At
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Table 10. Results of Multiple Regression Analysis
on Evaluation Expectations

Predictor B SEB B t p
Constant -0.14 0.31 -0.46 | .647
Environment 0.25 0.13 0.20 1.90 .062
Input 0.16 014 | 0.15 117 .246
Process 0.02 0.14 0.02 0.15 .881
Results 0.29 014 | 0.25 210 | .039*
Utilization 0.36 014 | 0.33 2.61 011*

* X.05,

R?=.687, F(5, 73)=32.042, pX.001
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