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[Abstract]

Despite the Ministry of Education’s investment of about 20 billion won since 2018 for increase in efficiency of the educational
field, improvement in the performance is demanded as there is no content management standards. Accordingly, this study is
intended to establish systematic content management standards by constructing an educational content business and performance
management system. Performance management framework was developed with CIPP evaluation model as the center, and
evaluation index was completed by weighting through AHP analysis and the definition was developed. According to the AHP
findings, the most important factors were “Outcome and reflux stage” in the case of the main factors and “Was the budget plan
by development stage appropriate?” in the case of the detailed factors. The developed evaluation indicators include 17 performance
management evaluation indicators in four evaluation areas: situation, input, process, and output. Based on this, hopefully it will
contribute to the distribution of high-quality content to the educational field by strengthening educational content-related businesses

and performance management.
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1, 947 29
Table 1. Research Model

main factors sub factors

Did you accurately identify the needs of the unit
project?

Situation analysis
stage

Have you clearly established the goals of the
unit project?

Have you created an environment suitable for
carrying out the unit project?

Were the development plans adequate?

Was the input plan appropriate?

Planning stage
Were the budget plans for each development
stage appropriate?

Were the budget plans for each development
stage appropriate?

Have you followed the content metadata

guidelines?
Have you followed the content creation

Development | guidelines?
stage Have vyou followed the content quality

management guidelines?

Have you
guidelines?

followed the content copyright

Are the evaluation results of the developed
content appropriate?

s the content being managed in a stable
manner?

Are the effects of
appropriate?

the content learning

Are the content satisfaction and utilization level

Performance and )
appropriate?

feedback stage

Are the results of on-site evaluation of the

content and degree of improvement
appropriate?

Can it be linked with other programs or
systems?

AR ot WAL WS-8 Rl 7T L
kAl 9l 239 AE7FE g e® 20219 12¢9 27U RH
202291 1€ 9974 281 Fal dasialeh. dvg v&
(CRC| 7384 &2 1175 AL 1258 A7 A== &
|c). Aol HEE SHAES] 7R 3 (F2)9} At
E 2. AHP SER 7|2 s
Table 2. Information of AHP participants

Category number ratio
University professor 0.24
Elementary/middle school teacher 3 0.12
Researcher of the ministry of y 0.04
education—concerned institution ’
Person in charge of the ministry of
education—concerned educational content |13 0.52
project
Total 23 1
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Table 3. Random Index

Segment 3 4 5) 6 7 8

R.I 0.58 |0.90 |1.12 |1.24 |1.32 |1.41
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Table 4. Relative importance and priority

main factors priority sub factors priori.ty of each Compound oyergll
items weight priority
Did you accurately identify the needs of the unit project? 0.349 0.084 5
Situation analysis 0.241 Have you clearly established the goals of the unit project? 0.212 0.051 7
stage l;racxgéo?u created an environment suitable for carrying out the unit 0.439 0.106 3
Were the development plans adequate? 0.166 0.046 10
Planning stage |0.275 Was the input plan appropriate? 0.371 0.102 4
Were the budget plans for each development stage appropriate? | 0.463 0.127 1
Were the budget plans for each development stage appropriate? | 0.083 0.015 17
Have you followed the content metadata guidelines? 0.276 0.050 8
Development 0.182 Have you followed the content creation guidelines? 0.208 0.038 11
stage ' Have you followed the content quality management guidelines? 0.162 0.029 14
Have you followed the content copyright guidelines? 0.111 0.020 16
Are the evaluation results of the developed content appropriate? |0.161 0.029 15
Is the content being managed in a stable manner? 0.204 0.062 6
Are the effects of the content learning appropriate? 0.118 0.036 13
Performance and 0.302 Are the content satisfaction and utilization level appropriate? 0.124 0.037 12
feedback stage Are the results of on-site evaluation of the content and degree of | ; = 0.049 9
improvement appropriate? ’ ’
Can it be linked with other programs or systems? 0.390 0.118 2
E 5 M3zl ¥IKIE
Table 5. Performance Management Evaluation Index
main factors sub factors Evaluation standards performance
good | normal | bad
. ) ) . . Needs of educational institution5 4 2 0
Situation Did you accurately identify the needs of the unit project? Needs of the Ministry of Education 2 5 0
analysis stage | Have you clearly established the goals of the unit project? Purpose (goal) of the project 5 3 1
(24) Have you created an environment suitable for carrying out the | Education enviornment was analyzed | 6 4 2
unit project? Environment to carry out tasks 5 3 1
Relevance of content level and scope | 2 1 0
Were the development plans adequate? Setting development schedule 1 0.5 0
Adequacy of content organization 2 1 0
Planning stage Project management plan 4 2 0
(27) Was the input plan appropriate? Expert participation 3 2 1
Development personnel selection 3 2 1
Were the budget plans for each development stage | Appropriateness of the budgeting 6 4 2
appropriate? Efficiency of budget execution 6 4 2
Were tlhe budget plans for each development stage Sub—unit goals are specified ] 0.5 0
appropriate?
Have you followed the content metadata guidelines? Content metadata guidelines 5 3 1
Development | Have you followed the content creation guidelines? Content creation guidelines 4 2 0
stage Haye . you followed the content quality management anteht quality management 3 2 1
(18) guidelines? guidelines
Have you followed the content copyright guidelines? Content copyright guidelines 2 1 0
Are the evaluation results of the developed content|Self-assessment 1 0.5 0
appropriate? External expert evaluation 2 1 0
Is the content being managed in a stable manner? Adeqguacy of the management 6 4 2
Are the effects of the content learning appropriate? Learning effects of the content 4 2 0
Satisfaction 2 1 0
Performance Are the content satisfaction and utilization level appropriate? | Number of downloads 1 0.5 0
and feedback ——
stage Utilization 1 0.5 0
(31) Are the results of on-site evaluation of the content and degree | Responses of teachers on-site 2 1 0
of improvement appropriate? Content based on the evaluation 3 2 1
Can it be linked with other programs or systems? InF(lagralted platform  linkage  and 12 8 4
utilization
Total score 100 [59.5 19
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