( $2023 2 272 ) Chinese Journal of Special Education ( Monthly)
2nd Issue 2023 ( Serial No.272)
. k
1 2% % 1 3 4
(1. 830054; 2. 830054;
3. 310012; 4. 311231)
o 447
G764
7’( )
1 5 «
{ (2017—2020 ) » 7
“ 95% °,
”» << ‘“ ”»
bl { “ 2025 o
7 “« ”»
8
( N N N )
N o 2020 ’ . N .
(27.03 ) N N
(32.08 ) 84. N
26% " ;
2 10
1
12
3
” ( 13
x 2019 « " .
19YJA880086) 2019 “ "( : 19BJY114) 2020
« "( - XJNUBS202008) 2022
« "( £ XJ107622204)

o E —mail: 534937210@ qq. como



© 54 ( 92023 2 272 )
19
13-14
o «
. ) “
» 20
o { Y 2016 7 o
<< >> “@ “ ]
15 << “@ » “«
>>( << >>) “ »” ”
173 2
“ ” o« » 16
2022 ( )
<< >>) “ ” 21 R
» 17 2
2.1
” 18
471
447 | 263
184 94.90% - 1.
1
(%) (%)
63 14.09 99 22.15
384 85.91 330 73.83
5 273 61.07 18 4.02
6-10 93 20.81 (1-3 ) 241 53.91
11-15 46 10.29 (4-6 ) 132 29.53
15 -20 19 4.25 (7-9 ) 74 16.56
20 16 3.58
2.2 o
. ; (2 );
(3 )
€ (9 ) ~
Do 2 3 ;
(2 )o
5 10 4
o 24 N 5



/ « 55
3.2
3 22 113
3.1
2 23
” R ’ 24
o 139
69 “ ! 39.8%
15.4%;, 36.2% “
n; “ » 216
48.3% ( 1), .
” 25O << >>
26
(84.3%)
9% (39.7%) 26 (11.4%)
( 2
1



© 56 ( 92023 2 (272 )
3.3
31
3.4
27
?
28
% 3
(47.6%) B
29.1%
13.2% 5.7%
(58.6%)
15.4%
19 8. 34-35
4% 2 . . .
(2. \
36
2 o
(%) (%) A
66 29.1 35 15.4 34. 1%
13.6% 50. 5%

108 47.6 133 58.6

10 4.4 10 4.4 70. 0%

30 13.2 28 12.3 39.6% 17.2%

13 5.7 2 0.9 . 48.

19 8.4 0% 37.4%( 3) .
4 4

({3

30

“ ” “

37



» “ » (13

7 “ o <<

4.1
“©
” 41
2-43
44
s
38 -39 «
3
(%) (%)
111 50.5 90 39.6
30 13.6 39 17.2
4 1.8 109 48.0
NEEN 75 34.1 159 70.0
85 37.4
11 4 °
“« ” « ) 49
N 4.2 N
. ( )
( PAS )
“ 50
” “« »
[ ”»
“« . »
46
51
“ " ( learner profile)
a1
52
s3-54

48

“ ”»



058n

4.3

62

57

N

63

61

¥ ,2015

56

13 ”»

58

” W« »

25 -35

( 2023 2 ( 272 )
64
. €020 )

) . http: //www. moe. gov. cn/jyb _ sjzl/moe _
560/ 2020/quanguo/202108/t20210831_556466.
html
38 .

2014 (12):2833

2022 (7):80-86
2022 (1):2435

2016 (6):3236
Black P Harrison C Lee C. Assessment for



0590

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

21

22

learning: Putting it into practice. Buckingham:
Open University Press 2003

27

. ( ) 2015
52(3):76-81

2002.61

2004 (1):77-81
29 Tillema H H. Portfolios as developmental
assessment tools. International journal of training
and development 2001 5(2): 126435
2014
(4):8991
32

2012 11(5) :55-59

2021 (7):842

2022 (5):
340
(
» . http: //www. moe. gov.
cn/sresite/ A06/s3331 /200702 /120070202 _128271.
html

20 . (
(2016 ) ) . http:
[ [www. moe. gov.
cn/sresite/A06/s3331/201612/120161213
291722. html
(
D . http: //www. moe. gov.

A06/s3331/202211 /120221107

cn/sresite/
975922. html
2004 (110):2024

Stockall N Dennis L R Rueter ] A. Developing a
progress monitoring portfolio for children in early
childhood special education programs. Teaching
Exceptional Children 2014 46( 3): 3240

30 48 62 ;

2016 (12):1046
49

23

24

25

26

28

31

33

34

35

37

39

40

41

42

43

44

45

46

47

50

2007 (1) :6892

1989. 262279
Klein¥zell C
with

Ezell D.

students

Use
with

of portfolio
assessment cognitive

disabilities/ mental retardation. Assessment for

Effective Intervention 2005 30(4): 1523
2015 (7):2531

Stockall N Smith R E. Alternative assessment

portfolios  for  students  with  intellectual

disabilities: A case study. Exceptionality 2013
21(3): 127446
36 .
2011 (2):2024
2007 (2):3133
2001 (4):50-54 73
| 2012 32(5):2126
2021 (8):67491
2005
(6):1749
2022 (2):2127
2013 (4):36-38
. 2020 (5):2832
2015 (11):842
2012 (7) :36-41
2011 (7):2327
2015 (7):7679 85

2019 39(2) :59-65

( ) 2021 39(4):144
64 :



« 60 ¢ »2023 2 (272 )
N . 2013 33(2):97403

2019 35(8):110d16 59 Deluca C Klinger D A. Assessment literacy

51 development:  Identifying gaps in teacher

2021 (10) :2026 candidates” learning. Assessment in Education:

52 55 57 Principles  Policy & Practice 2010 17(4):
N . . . 419438

2022 42(5) : 146452 60 Popham W J. Assessment literacy overlooked: A

53 teacher educators confession. The Teacher

. Educator 2011 46(4): 265273
2020 (9):22-28 61 Deluca C Klinger D A Searle M et al.
54 Developing a curriculum for assessment education.
— Assessment Matters 2010 2: 2042

(iFIAS) . 2022 63 Kampfer SH Horvath L S Kleinert H L et al.

(1):3946 Teachers Perceptions of One States Alternate

56 : Assessment:  Implications for practice and

. 2019 (11):39 preparation. Exceptional Children 2001 67(3):
58 N . . 361374

The Implementation of Portfolio Evaluation in
Schools for the Intellectually Disabled:
Problem Scanning and Breakthrough Paths

ZHANG Yuhong'® TIAN Huidong' REN Shugang® WU Huiduo'
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2. Xinjiang Teacher Education Research Center Urumqi 830054;
3. Hangzhou Zijinghua School Hangzhou 310012;
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Abstract Portfolio evaluation is a representative method under the new concept of contemporary

educational evaluation. Scanning problems existing in the implementation of portfolio evaluation in
schools for the intellectually disabled and exploring the countermeasures will help to clarify the focus of
future evaluation reforms in the education for the intellectually disabled and accelerate the construction
of a high-quality education system. This study investigated 447 teachers in schools for the intellectually
disabled with a self-designed questionnaire and revealed that at present the application scope of
portfolio evaluation was limited the frequency was low and the promotion was unsatisfactory; the
unclear evaluation objective and the incomprehensive basis made the evaluation somewhat blind while
the dynamic character of evaluation was difficult to highlight due to the emphasis on the conduct of
affairs rather than on regular implementation; the main focus is teachers” evaluation students and
parents are not sufficiently involved and the evaluation subject lacked diversity. Therefore the
evaluation concept should be updated to enhance the initiative and enthusiasm of promoting the
application of portfolio evaluation the evaluation literacy be improved to promote the scientific and
efficient operation of portfolio evaluation and the guarantee mechanism be perfected to promote the

normalization and standardization of portfolio evaluation.

Key words schools for the intellectually disabled portfolio evaluation evaluation reform



