113

[ 1 2013 9

« ”( « 21
”) 2010 6 «
tuzy |« 2014 6 R
““ ”» ““ ”»”
,2013 6 19 ”
(International Engi- s
neering Alliance Meetings) s
« e o ,
« » “
. 1989 s N
R N N R 6
15 7 s N

49

2

b

«

»



2013 6

(G ( 3 o
»(2013  H( « » o« “ ”
Y N o
( [2011]1 <« ( D, .

, o 4> (

° ’ N
o
”»
o R o
R o
o
“ ”»
R .
° . ~
o
= “ 2
s 5 o
s N
o ’

(2) . s “ 2 .

s ]
o °
° ~
’ ~ ’
’ B o
. s “@ s s 5
~ ~ o
s 5
o 5
1) ’ 5
] °



(@D
7 (2).(3)
2>
« »
3

{

»

51

1
ABET -
1 VS
ABET
ABET
1 Students
2 Program Educational Objectives
3 Student Outcomes
4 Continuous Improvement
5 Curriculum
6 Faculty
7 Facilities
8 Institutional Support
““ ” (4 )
N - VS«
“ ”»”
b 2
““ »
2 o
1 ““ ”»
~ b
2. °
“ ”»”




2013 6

— VS

1~2
“
~
o
”»
’
’
3
°

52




2

©

-



6

1. 1. [ )| .

2 )] .
2. 3 )| .
3. 4. [ )]
7.

5. [ )|
5.

6. H
9. ( 1

7.
n [ )|
6. 8. [ 1
8. 9. [ ]

10.[ )|

11.
10. ( 1

—_ “ ”

1 . § »

11.

[GED BN

2. .

16.
3. . .

[6]
““ ”
6] R
3
“ ”»”
b




s s
S °
“ 2
, @
“ ’
o H
, : ©) ,
“
~
”
S °
_ VS«
~ ~ ~
”
~
“ 9
° s
3 “
. °
”
s °
° >
«“ ”
s 6
~ °
[7]
°
1. o
° ~
s ~ ~
N N N ( )
[7]
) ° )
4. o o ,
’ s 6 H ’
3 . “
< H . . °
“ ”» 2
° .
s s s s
“ )
. 3
“ ”
° ~ ~
:D .
“ 9 «“ ”» “ 9
s
6 _ “ ”
_ o) “ » ®
’ -
15. °

15%);

( 30%) ,

16.

55



2013

6

: s
) o ( )
s )
“ ”
°
[8] “ ” “
° s
[s] 2
~
°
- :D
° : s
2. o
“ 2
s
s
“
° )
“ ’ ”
. 36
“
S
” @ “
[91 ”
°
: ~ o
. . vs*“
[9] ”
°
3. °
«“ 9
l ’ °
> °
’ °
“ ”
s
“ ’
o 7 o
s °
s 1. °
s
s o « » .
s
~ °
° ~
10
4. o -
7 — “ ”
— « “ ” @
1. s , 17. .
o N o s
2. N .
N , 1~2 .
3. N
. o N .
4. . . s s
N o N N
5. s 25
N ° N

— 56



“ 9
“
N - VS
10 ”
°
2. °
s
“ ”
°
1
“ 2]
’
~
% ”
1~2 .
3. . 8 o
°
N N 1. o
° s ~ ~
“ 2 “
’ ~ ~ °
2
N N 2. o
“
’ °
«“ 2
°
“ 2
4. o ’ ’
“ LH]
°
3. o
“ 2 “
° °
“ 2
°
~
<< » “
” 4. . “
12 2 “
’
“
1) . . . .
° ~
8 “ ”
_ F} « »” o
1. N 20.

5.

21.

57




2013 6

s
@ “
3
£
°
““ i1
~
“
’
”
s
“ ”
° s
°
1 é“ i
N °
> °
s
~
)
> ~
s
’ )
~ ~ ~ s
€ 2
°
2 “ ”
M °
“ ”» “ 9
( ).
s
[5]
~ N N o
> ~
> ~
°
3 “ ”
. °
“«“ 2
°
> )
’ s
s
“ 9

“ 3+1” \“ 1+1,, “

58

@—~H+1”
4.

5.
6.
7.
. @
. @
8.

[4]



“ ”
° . s
°
“
9. ° ° s :
” 1. 3 S
s « »
2006 s
s s s
S 2010 “ ” 3 s
s
s ~ ’
“ ”
10. o .
) °
s 194 “ 7 ,“985
s . ”» “211 ” 65 s
. . 66 % : 19
(13
~ ° ’ ° ) ~
“ 9 2/3
L}
~ s
° °
“ 2. 3
“ 2
s
~ ~ s s ~
11
(@) b,
1 s
“
° ’ °
12 2
2> bzl
) N
13 ‘@ ¢
(3 () . o .
”»
s
~ s ~ s
s s
[13]
° ° ’
141015 “ ”
4 e .
“ ”
) N
s s
“ £
°
~ °
“ B2} 3. 0« B2 “
. °
”
“
s )
“ ” ”
s
° ’ ’ ) )
“ ”
s s

59



6

(

° ]
“ ”
b
“ 2
“ 2
o
13
4. 3 ” R
~
’
“ 2
o
s 1
“ ”»
o .
°
“ ’ “ ”
“
s
”
’
°
2
~
I3
B s
s s
IT3 2
o ]
o s
~
B
~ B
2
o
5. “ 2 . <<
»(2013)>¢
>> “3 1 ” “
2
° b
2
” ®
1)
“ ” @ (€
s
° ®
6. “ ”» R
»(2013)“
” “ 2 “
3.1 @ (
s ’

60

““
2 .’
”
““ ”
““ ”
b N ~
3
. ”
““ ”»”
.
““ ”
) (
9(2013 ) — 1.1
Y,
[2011]1 1 14 20,
) (
»(2013 ) - 1.2
Y,
(201171 2 . 9 13,



® ) § [2] :( * 7

»(2013 ) — 1.3 C 92013 2
[3]¢« ( ). .
© ” Ve [4] ( 7 P
@ (G ( 92010 5
»(2013 ) — 1.4 [5] (- ” P
2010 4
® « ), [6] ¢ [GY N
[2011]1 11 16 . 92013 1
©® (G ( [7] ¢ [GY N
»(2013 ) — 1.5 92013 2
[8] :( Y,
® ¢ ), ( 2011 5
[2011]1 15 16 [9] ( P
(@) ) 4 »2011 6
»(2013 ) — 1.6 [10] « PIN¢
2012 1
@« Vs [11] NG PN by
[2011]1 15 . 17 25 2012 4
(®) ) ( [12] :( DI )
»(2013 ) — 1.7 2012 5
[13] ( .
@« Vs 2012 6
[2011]1 20~23 [14] « C g
92013 1
[15] « C g
1 y “ " 92013 2
C o 2013 1

The Quality Requirements of “A Plan for Educating and Training

Outstanding Engineers” and Engineering Education Accreditation
Lin Jian

Engineering education accreditation (EEA) possesses a positive reference for the quality evalua-
tion of “a Plan for Educating and Training Outstanding Engineers (PETOE)”. Finding out the rele-
vance and difference between PETOE quality requirements and EEA is essential to study and work out
the quality evaluation system of PETOE. The paper starts with the analysis of the key tasks of PE-
TOE and functions of EEA in order to find out the inclusiveness between them. According to the
forming sequence of the general standards of EEA, it then follows the comparison and analysis be-
tween the requirements of EEA and that of PETOE in the following aspects: EEA’s demands about
students, educational objectives, graduation requirements, continuous improvement, curriculum sys-
tem, teaching staff and support respectively with relative demands of PETOE, which aims at finding
out similarities and distinctions between them. After that, it sorts out PEOTE’S special requirements
which differ from those of EEA. Finally, it puts forward the problems to be thought and solved from
the point of view of combining EEA with the quality evaluation of PETEOQO.



