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ABSTRACT. The purpose of this study was to analyze the status of the assessment of middle school physical education
according to the 2015 revised curriculum, and to determine the requirements to ensure process-oriented evaluation based on
the analysis. To that end, it was reviewed how the physical education assessment was conducted by analyzing the “physical
education assessment plan” subject to the revised 2015 curriculum, for eighth graders in 57 middle schools in the J area. The
analysis revealed the following results. First, many schools were found to select performance--oriented evaluation methods.
Second, most schools applied achievement standards according to the 2015 revised physical education curriculum, but for
some schools, developed items did not match with the selected achievement standards. Third, five areas and the evaluation
weight of content elements of each area tended to be disproportionately reduced or biased toward a specific area. Fourth,
physical education assessment lacked the valid association between lessons and assessment, and the ratio of result-based
assessment was high. Fifth, as for the method of physical education assessment, it was mainly focused on the assessment by
teacher and skill test. Sixth, the validity and fairness of the assessment was achieved through the presentation of a reasonable
assessment standard. Seventh, the evaluation results were used either formally or informally. Based on these findings, for
process-based assessment to settle, it was suggested as follows; facilitation of teaching, learning, and evaluation that can fos-
ter physical education ability; adoption of various evaluation methods; maintaining the balance of the assessment content of
physical education; and the necessity to increase the expertise of physical education teachers in the curriculum and evaluation
and institutional complement.
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Table 2. Evaluation methods (n: 57)
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Table 3. Reflection of achievement standards (n: 57)
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7F g0 A 7ol Fo HAY AR B 9 g =olo= WA A H7F WEol A EU=AE Felst
ol rgeFetAl A E A F2(8.9%) - AU Kot B7F W80l wheh o] &po] 7t Ty }% 785l
£ Ao wet 12g gesiel 97} 712e A
v 71 2459 kg o ohek Ao shyof deiA = PEstA T?X* < vhest
B7h o 71 RASE ANSIL XS Pohugk X g Ao #IE gt Table 160] 4 2= uhel o),
o Table 150] A = wpol o], Wk ol 41%50%  474%E Aol sHol tfd Wb e A4S
o] 71 A5 Whgste Hleol 7H A vebwtaL, o 52.6%= “golf el tiet B7F S AAISHA] 82 A
2.0 519%-60%2] 7|E H4E vHlolslis v]Lo] =gto o7 solx e}, X stwo) A Zof sHAlo| W3t T}
o, 71 A5 A Rolatx g ASLOWE AT W ANSA e AL Y shae] S4shFoly
71 Ao o =7t o WErshA A A= A ¢ ool HAHA kot HIF Al PAIHA b
Table 12. Type of evauation (n: 627)
S8-S0l ARt 530 THE gesto] Bt
== e = \ LE g F27)
PrEE R gy WA ERAE a0 GE) @)
1= (0 483 80 29 13 1 4 3 3 2
L= 00) (76.9%) (127%)  (4.6%) (2.1%) (1.8%) (0.6%) (0.5%) (0.5%) (0.3%)
Table 13. Type of performance assessment (n: 627)
o A7) B/ ThFRt 539 971 S B8sle] §/1E AAEE?
g 15 AN 7, 71%, AA 712, AHA, %, BELHE S 71E A4
S (F2) AAME§& HINEZEE ANEP =P & HESE & HIiA, = &8
241 167 40 6 5 8 9 7
11 5= (%)
(49.9%) (346%) (8.3%) (1.2%) (1.0%) (1.7%) (1.9%) (1.4%)
Table 14. Presentation of scoring criteria (n: 506)
=GR = (%) A 71 A Al A7 71 Bl A Al
461 45
Y7t 24 9 gt 4 7S AASEL l=T?
87} et A4 71 JAISHAL Ql=7F (91.1%) (89%)
Table 15. Reflection of the base score (n: 506)
23} 371 G 71 EAFE AL AT
H1 5 (%) 0% 1%-10% 11%-20% 21%-30% 31%-40% 41%-50% 51%-60% 61%-70% 71%-80%
) 8 8 16 8 93 172 152 18 31
B (1.6%) (1.6%0) (3.2%) (1.6%0) (18.4%) (34.0%) (30.0%) (3.6%) (6.1%)
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Table 16. Appropriateness of evaluation methods (n: 57)

i

/R = (%) ZrofshAy B7E g AAl AelshAY Bt W mlA Al
B7h W83 o] A, oA Soll A 7 s oA 2] 5tA 21 30
U F28kA] =7t (47.4%) (52.6%)

Table 17. Use of evaluation results (n: 57)

R (%) AAAH T8 A A e
TAA B v gAH T 28 Ao 2E o] g 0%) 25500

Aoz e A oiat okl olol Yhat BN ES ANFA g
shavt Wbtk 72 Gea(az, B4, 24, E9, o)
7. ®oiane| #8 W 220 vlFe] mEA BEEA g1 54 HE &
TAH L uFAH o BAATY Fgol £UH  hof BEHUT 2015 A4 AL mEIHEL B A
of YA BHlstgich. Table 170 4] W= mhoh ol o 7, =4, A4, B, ehdle] 57 9L 29 UA 72
w3 g7t A L A7 Aol ek W AA(702%) A3 Brhshor deka YAIH o] ek 2 G g 8
Sl Qlglott AN stm (8%l At B AT B8 49 Woh ulFL @9l stme) Aol whet Aol7t 92
A PN e Ao ettt AR HE 4 Ao B Gojo] N9H AU A B, FaE
Ag ozt st B B4 AE Aol et feT B o] GLEE §-0|(MOE, 2015b)3) of k. S| wk A 3}
7} Zbel] that e Apgrol gt WAL 19 FF 57 G F 1270 Gedol that B}
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V. =2 2 H|9 =4 g i BEEE A4S Bk FrE AR
dofolut = Aot Zo] B dole] BEHE AL
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el Shmold ABEAG SUBAN WAUG AL AEE /1% B Aol AP AL THH vfeb
= g7 A9 Al AYsts Ao 2 Ve = ZAatgkar & 4= Y oi(Kirk, 2009; Park & Hong, 2015).
o B HFol Bol WA WETHT AL B 53] obd e B g ant B G AAst]
o T oo} e S Aok £ A el AmSa B @ S UGl 200 B A W

Atz 2015 A4 A& mETHA o] e HHV1ES A A5 haleh ok gelel sk g aa) eke
gote Aom brawcw} AR AL AE £ IR HA o ofsidh BAhEA g o] wa
of MR AH )z HASA ke Ao vehgrh  WES SHIEA FaskA oA AZEAG A2
=5 A4 A PAPS FBL Blo] It wejst S HEOE B A4E 4 ok wAE Brbska
of Brl7k obd ZHOE A AFIIY HALS Fol s YW A=A HE Bk S5 A
e A9 ® Qolth AAH A meTAY 4L SIHA A & 4 ATHMun et dl, 2006). WA ETHE 42912
L A7l Bk go] SHET Bek Holof 25 &% algsy] d Wk e FHAL SA 8ok o
9179 Bk Pl A Hold 4 ek AKTY BrE  th AZZ QEA, ABH AW, AF A 5o FRAol
249159 Wb gAA o] AL SUBE,  dEHD i Al st AR o el
FANE, W7 BB fU1H0E AAD 4 Ys £ ol A golo] WSk Ao FAHAY B}

QUAE sfof Frrh(Kim et al., 2017). e A SFES sfof gk,

Goom 5 Gelu 7 Gold g aael B ulE AU Hobe] ShAel et BA A3 Anu
o B4 golo] A9AAY ZAEE Aee] YUtk & W, HE BHo 29 5 YRS w450 Waa
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