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Institutional changes of the performance evaluation of the higher

education of America in the perspective of quality assurance
JIANG Hua' & WANG Peng’

(1. Institute of Higher Education s Dalian University of Technology . Dalian 116024, China;
2. Henan Branch of Huatu Education Corporation Ltd. . Zhengzhou 450000, China)

Abstract: The performance evaluation of the higher education of America has a history of more than
30 years. Each state in UAS has had its own practice and exploration in terms of performance assur-
ance, performance reporting, performance funding(budgeting) and so on. In respond to the needs of
the government and the public for higher education, performance assurance was the initial form of per-
formance evaluation. Performance reporting was an institutional improvement of the performance as-
surance and was accepted and adopted widely by all the states of USA because it was more effective.
Performance funding (budgeting) was a further improvement based on the integration of the results of
performance assessment and funding in the hope of improving the initiative of the universities for bet-
ter performance evaluation. The history of the system of the performance evaluation in American
higher education is extremely similar to that in China. Therefore, the study of the whole history of
this system is helpful to the improvement of the assurance system of the higher education in China.

Key words: higher education; quality assurance; performance evaluation; system



