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k42 Wildavsky (1979: 213) Frs » 4

BRIBERABE > mFHLAFTRES >

FBE A F R LR o AL RET A

T ARETR (RN RAE] > RE

RBEG LA 2 [ B RIFRE A

(the self-evaluating organization) » Bp

BT R HBRFELGEEA
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ALSTE R & b o R MR
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" o
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WREMEEBGZE > KB ET
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8 B
—EE TR S
194 &2 A » #1904 vk B 46 1 A A
By FEELEANLETE > RTLG T
ZRice (1897) ##tFalskm P R
By o B T20# A 0 SRAE R HTiE
Je P 2y B AT T o 3R 8 B R AANT o
BTG H Rk Emg
WIER G R EEH RO BAEAKRAER
H R ERTAI B AR o BA 3R 2 A AE &
AR LB T B~ BT R
248 B 48377 R 49 o AT BT LA 19705
RATE > 3F % R FFH S F 4o Weiss ~
Stanley ~ Williams ~ Rossi ~ Riecken %
B IR E PN TREFEAR
FRAE P AR R AR I R R (MR
1987 : 40-47) » m3TE B R EEG
FPAEE R THEAEUFEBCR TF
#] % 1 (net benefit) & [ s AF| i 5
# 1 (cost-benefit analysis) 7 % A] &



A B 8 % R AT o shoh o RIS B3P
R ESRAETRETRE  RAZH
Chapin (1947: 15) AR &4 2 R R
R IR L 26 TR E T RRE AT
NEBER BN ETREZEREIETZA
RIE ~ BIZ 6 R FTOLKTE BR3P 4F
AL TR 3] o
—~EE [FHIE B S

R ZERFEHFHEERFS
Hhe > o TR HLGEE Y A
TR B R A R ERETITHRS
FEE S -BRALLERHMAETAAR
MR g ARk T4 2 FREN
EHaeriffls (LARAEMS
M6 KA ) AE & W AR 2 AR
U E 28] (public goods) %=
TS A AA M UAAIHESF - 455 & X
% B BN EA G R BRI
U BT BRGER @ > F] B LR 4L
WAEET TR A BYE RIRIRER
ROEM R AT EE R BT T
AR A8HARSH A% FEHAR
MEFRERRZ B M o Z WA AR R
(Wholly, 1976: 679-682) o

FHEMA AEBETPEREE
BRENBRRBELENEREA —HETE
ZEIEHGANARE > BETERETHE
NAE EIE > WA FFHEAT AR
TRBHRM  BIEREER  HRE
FEZZEMBERIEE ARG Y
4G EIRFHAEA LA AN PO o ST H
TR BORBRIREAT 314 > RAFEE

mEREsEALE H0om BT 5

RS RT B

FOTRME  AH BN BUR 9 E =2
B ARFTAFRETERHAALEY [F
WHE ] (field study) 73 A2 K M B
B R EE (BEF - 1998 : 112) o

ARG FEZH IR E E R A0
TR SRAE ML B H BB ERRE ~
ITH ~BRAFEFELEZHG LT
B0 b B R R R A RGEIRAERE T A
REAH R TR MR A A0 L A
MARAXEEGER T LEH G
314.2% | (General Accounting Office,
GAO) BPR A K RFHA AL AR
0 FPETECRIEAE TR — A Bl 1L
(the use-relevance ) &y % 7 14 48 & 34
HFHPREHG AR o RRAH
R E ) LB T ETR R R A AN R A
FRAE o Mt A RAEALA AN KSR
(Young & Comtois, 1979: 58)
(1981: 345) TFr3R A BUR -4 AT
wmEE AL EARE GEBME - A
PSHAE A B AR A AR AE A9 35
BriE RAE A S F EMALAGTERA
REFHAE AR 0 R B N — AR AR
f& o
= E& 872 REEh

Pressman & Wildavsky (1984:
201) & 347) (Implementation) —
F PR BRIAT B K FE AT RAE Y
B~ A~ HABRHRER K - B
FERRTECLZAZH  LEERE
TR R E N+ MBS 1 E
RPATTATH » K RZBBERTHE

; Dunn
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1B AE 8 3 AR 0L RGP AE & R AR A A9 VT AE
P oo B b o ARAT B BUR PG 2 AR R
HEBR > AIRKF THAT M) o 8
EEERALG L EE E ARG AR
RBANA HEFEBRIATHEHERE R
MR EEZ - AARNEFEHARPDED
bei? \7})1'
EN - H’-%{—E’F}Tmi&%f @
IRBFALEBANIAN: ARERE
B LR K%é%&@ﬁ%+i%i
(Weiss, 1987: 40) : # % % * E 2L
Cambell & Stanley (1963) & [F B
BEERK
experimental designs for research) % 1X
% o
/O~ Z& TH#tH ) B9EHE
FiaAE sl th2HHHRR
HATHMBEE AR B8 — BHUCGHRFE
R 3 T FOE 6 F] BT AT (AR4E
Jr0 1987 2 13) o IREPHEEBCR B AR
8y A58 M | (reasonableness) ~EE
M (legitimacy) ~ 2

(experimental and quasi-

N8 M (fairness)

RERNGRTEA H 0533 0 UWHE
RAERESHSGHEOARMETRTANE
Ao AR FEMAGIEEE ALK
RMEAT LR —HEAES » RRF
RRFEN O MEFEAATRG E A

A 1AL 0 B RBURHE R M2 & —~ S
BgrRat > R —AF [ Bee) 1 & H

(a social mechanism for distribution )
(House, 1980: 121) -
EARAME > LRAFHLEHEL

TEAELGHZ F OB - o
Cronbach (1980: 12-13) Fr & » 3F4&
Tt EBEEGHZRERGAR o
EH R EH @ R EETEFK
e~ FAEARMA S FELSN S FHEARE
RE - ZE T EREKA a0 p5F
FACE 2N OE- i
fal ‘Eﬁﬂﬂfﬁ§$ﬁ5
HFRGFFHEA AL RABER
47 By 34E 2 & > 4w Patton (1980: 45)
WABEHEA LG IR Fg?]’cf]
FRAEHEHNRE S Ao ETR
HEERTEHEHREAR %)ié%ﬂ%%"
RI@BH TS BHRGFE o 2RR
W5 W RS 2 REN:
o5 mA N > mBush & Gordon
(1978: 12) 3 2 3F4 3% 3 o5 B R 4%
JRF# % % ¥ : Guba & Lincoln (1989:
52) & (FwARFME) (Fourth
Generation Evaluation) —Z ¢ ¥ 3k %
WA BERFAEEEIL [ @B —
AR E &R XA F4F
constructivist evaluation )
T
(—) BF BT A £ BAGHE & A R IR
Al ERAAE o
(=) st B A EWMGEE FXKE
HPAER B AR A B8 &
B~ B R o
(= )%'S REE (RBOERREY) &
FmERE B RRGBEAE - F
%‘%@ﬁ@%%%ﬁ%%\%

(the responsive-
> H PR e
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(2) St AA (R TARE) LR A
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7 84 37 3%, o

(N BREEAEZHGEREFLEEY
RE (BTAARERE) » %
M Am LRy B s 2 REE
R RAAE 1 — S Ak Rk o

(JU) 4t RET 6 3R4E » R IZAD KA R
A A An ey AR~ 2 E
PR o
RN - ERXNGITIEY

B AA24= T (Guba & Lincoln, 1989:

185)

(—) Bl46 & W3 09 HOR TS | 2 R BB
Ay RE o

(=) 4BHR3EAE o

(2)RFFEMAAFE o

() BEA B G ABEE GREGHE
RABRLAEH A ETL
BER -~ B o

(B) & /43 o7 B7 BRI G F3 o LR
Bt FEHMRBAEREIRE
BREEMAENGE S B EZR AL
PNy

()R ER LR 2K BB R E
B~ F AR o

(£) BRI GHER ~ FRAERET A

mEREsEALE H0om BT 5

RS RT B

&% o
() REEKRARRGEFR ~ F EENAE

BB ER o
(JL) AR HHRAR o
(+) Bk -

(+-) ZARMBEFRRE ©
(+=) RAEEIEEE -

% E BT 3 > Palumbo & Nashmias
(1983: 67) #A1960F X & 3F-4& 4T %
R BE - FERBHAEE > AR
AIE AR — AR LB B B
NXFZRAG » 2K IEEERA TR
% ; House (1980: 11) 3% A 1 BA3H4E 7%
BRI A LR ENRRALES o
EERRAL ~ R T I e T AR
8 3 o Ak & R HE1960F4X P #4 2]1970
FRTH o ARG EHSEHEZEAR
RERTR MAREERFEEAY R
B MR — A A R AR BT
BHERTEHRARKELT —HER
A2 AR A ERREE - Bk F
MY AR REITALIROPE kb
BREINPM - ET D@5 > Y
T AR RAE ¢ VTR 8 BURSRAE R % B
BATAZRNVE > A -HhEDRH
Ha o FER THAXERREEAAT
W2 MAARMAME EEEERCRE
Mo NEREL NGB EEE (R
01993 :27) o
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Cook & Reichardt (1979 : 10)
# 4t (qualitative) £ [ &1t |
(quantitative ) B R 3F4& 98 2 & HFde
% :
(—) Bk
1LRZERERFEIEMRG o
QAT AHF R OIS BB R ER
ANFAAT A o
3.8 AfedEr A AR BRE -
4. X o
5.8 7 o
6. FIRIEH) ~ BHRIGEE ~ R
By~ RhAME R ~ Brandk ey o
TBALE By o
8. Ay ~ FIRa A iR 6 T o
9.3F 8 Rl b An B — %4 o
10. #5289 o
11ARE — R BT o
A ik
1.3 # % 3% % (logical positivism) ©
2HERAERENFTHRAR o
3N AIEH A B o
4. BHH o
5.8 EH o
6.8 A IRIEEY ~ EPE AR o
THEEG ALY LRGP BRE—IE
HAY o
8. A% KA Y o
0. 18y ~ Ry e THEY T
#E o
108 Al fb &y fn & EREEHA K o
11185 & o

(

Y

12482 —RRZ T -
—SWSHYDERSRIE

Pressman & Wildavsky (1984 :
185-201) RAB KL BATHR

[fres3f4E ] (when) ~ 3RfE&HE
(where) ~ &3E3#4F (for whom) ~

FHEM AR (what) ~ FHEHR
(why) %5WsE #4etk :
(—) Fressess
SRAEE AAEATERR R L 0 BT A8
REOAME  FR-BRATEEAER
b AT R AR - RATARIME G > &K —
T RAERRA AT EAT ©
1.9 A X 278 8] X 89 3745 (retrospective
and prospective evaluation)
ERREHB A ERIT—BAFE
B3> AT AEA @ X fb g
B TARGEMATEBRETREA S
AR E IR 0 R A TARIME B SEAE T
A F ARG BAT R HIL TR A -
2. F # M 8 3745 (continuous evaluation)
EATHE—FRMEE R
T EE TN ESY T
fE o FEMGFHEFRRRITEH
FHERETE > AR DHAREFR
EH B AREFFAEAFSE N E
MERGE AL FH XG4
R E A A KT B8 @ g o
(=) FAE a3 B
L HM M S EXH 2
Ay i P AR B A A ~ SR E X&)
Wy g rEEr o A EAKS R AR



KR EFRRGTHEINFEY A
WL LBGRT BRG] FEA
BEgig T3 8 ) (leagues of cities)
z Jaey [TEY% % 3 | (peak association)
BT X8 o 3T 2RA M FEAMRAE -
F O R A DA R E
PEER A do B ARG E -~ B
A MtEe THBHEZXEMEZ BT
(Council on Municipal Performance)%| —
Aofn g S EARA
() AR

FEEAE EH MG F LR
RAAEERT  TMLBREELE
ERESHFHREOBERLE L - &
I o SHAEE B R AE B LA BUE
RANEMGAEGER - 5 LB
(multiple perspective evaluation) BP &2
EF S HERAEM A BRI FE
YA EFRGAEGRTHLLTR S
REEBA R ALGRR ) ¥ EH
REEARBAGERBEEIRE LR
f# o Patton (1978: 145) 3R A& % T#
AT HFEHER -RARNE
MR ERERAFTMBORRE AT
AR R & A BT o
(@) FEH AR

TR ERALIESH BHHY
BT ELTR > ARGBE R ENE
Wi 2 B 97 B AR R B BOR AT T B AR R
F oMM BB AELBRGHR
fa—fmz o FEH LR RGFRES
EPEBEHTERARRARE R

mEREsEALE H0om BT 5

RS RT B

PATHI B MR £ o
1. 1& 37 4% (pseudo-evaluation)

& N R &AL IR R BT B
RGPEEER > TR LEGFIEEFH T
ZX o Duhn (1981: 343) # 1 N34
8y FATAL K FPAE & R &9 SR AE A A RGP
4% 5 Stufflebeam & Webster (1981: 71)
15 & A 242 BUS B 69 1R R4 ¢
(DBUE PEIEH] 851 K,

(politically controlled study)

ho R AR B H R b IR AR R

#FEL TRERk @] (sphere of

influence) #3% » L& & A BUE M

R = F] 634 o
Q) E M A B & oT R

( public relations inspired study )

AN TE/FHFTRE K

(propagandist's information needs) °

RERE O ERRRT EHER

% e
2. % 3% 4 (quasi-evaluation)

I F AL SR AE A R SR A R 69 AR
A RESTAE o 154 TRREE & (question-
oriented) 8 3P A& AL R W 34w [ BUR ¥
FRBTEIRFE ) XG5> &
9 A SRR AT R @ B R R
BRI 8y B a2 E A BARYRIE R B
GRAMGEA - FRLE I RLBR
B EREBKFONE AP
AT G BAE LR A9 o TIEMWA T
(accountability studies)$2 [ 42 7 1t 4z A
% %] (standardized testing programs )
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& H LR EIRAE o A HE1930F 4K BP A%
THERERFTRHGFEL @ [
B &y A X% | (objectives-based) #j %
SRAE R B kARG AER B AR R B E
AR ©
3. Bl % B £ 3% 4E (goal-fixed evaluation)
4w 5] Chen & Rossi (1981 : 40-41)
Fiic#s » BT BRI FABEBETA
TARER Eaypit s R EBR THR
FEGBHYRZERENNA] »ER A
{B IR E X8 B & » 43 E 2 B ARFE
B B BRI E o Bl B ARSHAE 8 TR A
AR REAE > PR R A T HE
BRESNARABAHBRER A—F @
B R EFER AR ALZRT B R
o BRARABRBMTERMG > RAE
BERART NE > A7 Rkl BT o
4. %% 4 #F4& (comprehensive evaluation)
Freeman (1977 : 26-27) Xik&4&
ARG HEBAYFIESN > CELST
50 AT AE b0 B AR AR B BE 69 B AZ 9 AT R
ERE o AR HTA MY T84
HEREAMPN THE] HFRGE
S TUF BB AR BREARA THE
AR A o
5.3 3% X 3% A& (inferential evaluation)
Hudson (1975 : 79-81) # A%
ARFEBET FTHLER A EH
AR RG> A5 [ REY A s XE R
By 7] BRI o £ AGHE T R
BIAMRAE > AR AR R o
6.3k B A% 8 3% 4 (goal-free evaluation)

Scriven (1972 :1-7) X%k # &
BARMFHBEARLIERLEY L8
HRBERA EmaP o SR HE EZR
FERATHER FARKRBETE
B &R o BB AR A LA WA AR
TRTSEAERWE R 2B G
HEERRBERE R o Chen & Rossi

(1981 :39) BRF LHFEHT A
o BT EY AT E T AR E R
B PRI T FHAEAES o
BHE-R RETEABIELN A
BN RELABATETHE BZ
SRAEE T R 2
7.% 5t B A& 3 4& (multi-goal evaluation)

£ % LB AR o LA —
27014828 ~ TG ER o Chen
& Rossi (1981 : 46) AL 237
e A & AR A WAL G ZIER
RAETARGER - TAERR@EG S
FHBEGHEARGRKBA TR
e THBERPATHRXRFKR RIEE
TR T FEAE LA WK E AR
TR FN -

8. A 3F A& (true evaluation)

Stufflebeam & Webster (1981 :
71) @A ALFIRETI & AL G ERAF
f&— a3 F A BUR BB AR 2 o
AL FRBFRERN T AR
I AR -ARTRE G RIEEL
e oo AR ik NS R
Fl (#ERXNGFERABEARMAG S
MARR) RS LB ARFETF



(% T BARFELAZEE— LI RRAE
B) o LA ESINGMBMALR
Bo R EAEMGEEHBAMER
EATAR A A BT & o 37 0 Ae A M 69 B
KA ARERABRGH FHMAE AL
HIL R R B & R P BT A F| B i @
Fo AR B BURBEBE » HLSRfE a8 Rk
BAET >  BACFRHHRLFAEg8EH
REGBEEIET o
9.3k R — 32 3% 89 37 #& (decision-theoretic
evaluation)

FRR-EHOFE L BALRGE
B AR EERLALTAERSG S
A E A E BT EAT B EFI BT T &Y &
4 (Duhn, 1981 : 348) o R R-IZ%hHY
FHEE 0 X RIEA T AR F M A
# 2 ZIEHE A BAR > LEE IS B ARR
WEELS o
10.4% 2% %1% (meta-evaluation )

BT 78 89 45 X SR A ik R AT H SRR
PR A TAER X R RI BB B 0 K
RAEXRFIEERBEEA o BRFEL
TARERHT KR ~ PR HUT ~ B3R X
FR > HRARMITT R A SAE G e
MPRE o HNRAEA R B R AT
BRIl — PAEARE R AL R - K%
IEM IR E L YR R A A
TR BE > f BLAR A R Rl 89 348 Bl o
AR X BHE R B RER - B8
SRFRAE T LAIE A i R~ AE LB B E o
O BERFEEF - FRARAEE
SBHAGER > FTIA A TATH L R P

mEREsEALE H0om BT 5

RS RT B

ORI
() 3458 B R

M 2 Ak & 97 R 4G AR A 1 3 Ao o
SR g H B IR BRI R BT A R
4G m RAAANRBERAGE > AT
JEARAPT b R Ao Su B T A E BT R
REG TR FEE A LRAMGELXE
BAZER R 8 BFBRIFATH AR
HEHERFERR B EHBRER
AR BE -

1.4 A B & 3% 4 (utilization-focused
evaluation)

1% A B f1 3% 4 g Patton AT 42 i » 2
SRR T i H AR AT N & AR
A m 4> (Patton, 1978 : 20) o 4 A &
R SRR R RA R ARG AR L
AR AEN A EAT NG ERATHE
TR~ ZEMREGTHAERE - £14
RER@FEFEFELER [ EHE —
w Ay — 8 &8
adaptive) » 1% A I &34 £ P 2] K
PATREA R A > B S RmEFER
SE FHAE A AT A P o
2. . ¥3%4F (interactive evaluation )

Pillsbury & Nance (1976 : 47-51)
RAEFERZAFHEEREPTARD F
B FAE > PR BRITABRZ—AE
R~ BEOSAERE S HFEERMN
RIELKE > dedb— R BT ABRRT G
Al RAae—BRET o
3. 3F4E M 37 4F (evaluability assessment)

19705 KRB M £EEWE

(active-reactive-
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REFFHEEZEE T FLARME > Bk
B BRI (X AR R
L EAE A ) © Wholly (1981 :
59-60) R AL R FERIFER A T H
R - HETEEY -BAFTEH
BIERUEER T EEELEMR T E
B A ARIE Ly E % — R A e
UnH s BREABRZERBFETL
BIRAl o F —ARIEBAT TR T U
SHAERE 0 SRAEM IR R B TAE o
4. % ¥ ¥ 1E(learning evaluation)

Z2EHIRERBEHFENRY
FRAE o~ E R R R S AR BB 85
s BB A~ AL AL R
WL E — A HRA TRH
WAL FEABRE THrgey ~ 2 M
Ry & | APTERR ? EHRAE R AE LR
HIPHERAN BB R RME A R
MM ARES S ETAM
Bpbk 2 SPAE RGBSR R E LR B AR B
MBRERGME £k 2

HBERL KR GFHELERY
AR R bR T R E AT EIAE
MEEHELS  AmFHEEATEE
B AFRETGE > FELRATAE
WA LY > A F ZREEH
#h BUR #0474 £ (Wildavsky, 1972
509-520) - B uIRAEE AR FE A
ZHEBME LR TR (Pressman &
Wildavsky, 1984 : 183) o K348
BRI RRE TR TR

ARERIRITE » R ERFAITH
AERERBZ T BLEFE T
HERBELZEMELEGRALF & >
ARBZERENREFZ (LRAHE
BEX) - fER2mRaBET LK
MrirtaR > LA ERRITH A
KBS ETHEE > RERRNE
MR B GFEHEEGRNLE BA
Mk (ABeeERARMEMN) LI
FR-EREFTZIARAXGEESY
RRMBEMA ARH > IR LR
AR AT SR B A 5 F K L HF
(Palumbo & Nashmias, 1983 : 6) o
IR EERERGEET > mEX
BXxHROCBRRGITHAAERIY
HEEFKReo

EE - #5358

HBREEREBAGRAE R
The o RFMLEAA G BTG - R
Ry~ REE b E Y AEMA
B~ AR S A ER S AR E
Farite BT BORFEAE B A B &N R
{6~ P R BT R AR 2
Ko EBEZH R s % PPressman &
Wildavsky (1984) 18# ey 7 £ L4
FHOFEFEIRAFGELMABAESR
B E A RAITHM ERAKREEAA
By Rt B A TR L TR GPRE R
B E IR A20H L8 BT A EE
& A MIEB M ER (Kettl, 1993 :



57-59 5 # A A7 0 2009 : 36-37)

— ~ R4 X 8 A AT R B R AT
BT UIER - B ABRLZIR PN
EEE2ERS ZRGHEZ RN
RATHBEABUSNG LT &
BHBRALERRAHEHNERR
R EEIE 0 BN AT BRE
RIAT TR AR T AR ©

o~ RE A ATBEM A ~ R 0 A

RoBRBITHARELIRAE L

MRBATHPT R B2 P mAEE

A BIEE S BRI B E B

EHEEROER > DGR E

BN BAL B ERY EEAL o

Z IR B G E IR T A E X R

TR e ARASMEETRNEIR

I AERP A ok > AR B B AR

PT 8 2 BARRAE ARG IRFE o

AR E AR AR RITE 4 Sl o

PREHEAETELFORGERE

oo IR R BERA o

EBRBWRDE TN F LS

Ko IR AEEEABIRSM A —

B rEREIRYBFYNE

T ARARIHEERE -

/

Ji
/

B

k4

WEE - 7AY BEH
BE - BIBGaABRARTHR

FIRFIREIE
PERHRARTIHEER
EnEEIR

mEREsEALE H0om BT 5

RS RT B

e

wEEr (1987) o AL BURGHEERZ
o Hth)ER c I EERE
BUG AT LR s KRR » 63k -

A (1993) o BURFHEIE/Z 0T
B 77 EwE) ER o F HATBGRR
%20 #2 > B27-96 ©

HARA (2009) o FHAEFE (K7
FR) o &b — X Ao ARAE ©

58 (1998) o JLI% B & Bl K FE B
R - & BARERF 2 B EH
%o BILBUE KZENEITHLZATE
WX KRR E3b o
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