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On the Effectiveness of Applying Formative Assessment
into an Interpretation Course

Liu Qin
(College of Foreign Languages, University of Shanghai for Science & Technology, Shanghai 200093, China)

Abstract; This paper displays the effectiveness of applying formative assessment into an interpretation
course of two classes of the third-year English majors through a 16-week study in 2014. The
participants were at the same interpretation level at the beginning of the research, given the same
teaching material, language laboratory and the same teacher during the study. The Experimental Class
was evaluated by formative assessment ( including In-class Performance, After-class Performance,
Final Exam and Assessment Bonus) while the Control Class was evaluated by summative assessment
(including Attendance and Final Exam). Results show statistically significant progress of the former
over the latter. The better learning effect may be explained by higher motivation and willingness to

communicate.
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Tab.1 Final score configuration of the experimental class
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Tab.2 Assessment form of the in-class performance

Overall Grade E?rggrilz?:rii(;? oRfeSFOIiI Srtrrlztceg?;} Use of isnktjeﬁfretation Professionalism Progress
5 Exceptional Totally correct Totally correct Excellent Perfect Remarkable
4 Outstanding Almost correct Almost correct Suitable Excellent Great
3 Average Just-so-so Just-so-so Average Good Certain
2 Having Potential Somewhat correct Somewhat correct Unsuitable Average No
1 Needing to Catch up  Totally incorrect Totally incorrect None None Setback
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Tab.3 Descriptive statistics of the pre-test and

post-test of the two classes
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Tab.4 Independent samples ¢ test of the pre-test
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Tab.5 Independent samples ¢ test of the post-test
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Tab.6 Paired samples ¢ test of the experimental class
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i AmE BEE(p) FHER

S =i 3.263 28 0.003

2.5172

4 oK, SEIRYEHUGT IRBERY AT I ST Z A A
TR EM2ZR (r (56) =-0.949, p=0.347 >
0.05) , RPN BESR 7 A AEDTFE ARG L RE A Y
5 WoR, SERPERIG ML S I RS- 24 23 A 22
6.362 1 ({£0.05 K-F FW3), £6 Bm, SLIYE
JE DM FE RSP 270 5 6.206 9 43 (FE0.01 /K- I
BF) o T W, XFIRBEE I A2 53
2.5172 4y (4£0.01 JKF EWE) . dgnl WL, fE4
A e, SERR RS A H X R BE A AR Y
PEE R TERE P Aite o ke 2 A 1 2 2D SpLA
ST 127 ROk

. SEiE

BN R E TG EHL, FO. FEOM
PR B AR G, DR A Bt 5 PR 2R B 5 07 3k
B S S AR AR, A i
gxvbAl, WEhAEWIBREIHL, ES L, HIR%GER,
PSR E, BTG, BT, ASONE]
SHHLRISS AR P 77 T X B A A2 T R

FEMARANEREAT T

XL as R s, SX B AR, R
I T A S g P AR UG TR . T
SRR E R T R S RIS, Ok T AT
(R D LRSS AR S . 55— T, 0 de e A
ARSI HABBAR XS A E A B ER) T [H
W, PRAREL, BRONE S, IR MRl 22 fal U
PRI LR A T 2 B 1 2 BE R )
R FEALIEP 7. T 2R A4 AR
HIRRF ISR, ARG FEEedt 2, 1R
o

ARSI IR P PPAL B T 1R PR A 8K
PEBEAT TR, 2 Hh A B A B e A 1
Wik, EERITREGE— L AT LI R A A n]

(1] Bl D =14 R R BRI ] TR SME
AN #4,2010,21(6) 89 —92.

[2] 2y B dabnimliirah (1], SMEDESE, 2007
(2):69 -70.

[3] R B L AR ORI 5 R &R [T ]
VY P PO B2 (A SCREBRR) ,2009(ST) 269 - 72.

(4] VR, SRIN. JB L AR DR e a5 i
SV EERR [ T]. SMERTFE,2009(4) 174 -T8.

[5] REmEz i3 h i [ ] RIX 5 ,2010
(4) .42 -43.

[6] Z/NLARHFEECAINGIFAELT]. sPIEHHE,2005(6) :
58 -61.

(7] BHEES QIR 3R E DA A IR S5 T].
TLPEFE TR 222442 ,2007,28(5) 77 - 80.

[ 8] FiT,ATELL SIEAR NI IFAE A SHIERT
FELI]. BRI FAR A B 41k ,2010(3) :91 - 92.

(9] s HFIE R S 6 73 [T ]. %5 w9 R IHE
2Ll 2012(5) (80 —87.

[10] Black P, Wiliam D. Assessment and classroom learning
[J]. Assessment in Education Principles Policy &
Practice, 1998 ,5(1) .7 - 74.

[11] Weir C J. Understanding and Developing Language Tests
[M]. London; Prentice Hall,1993.

[12] Bachman L F,Palmer A S. Language Testing in Practice
[ M]. Oxford ; Oxford University Press,1996.

[13] Genesee F, Upshur J A. Classroom-based Evaluation in
Second Language Education [ M ]. Beijing: Foreign
Language Teaching and Research Press,2001.

(% 374 11)



374

b TR A o 4R (R

2015 4F 45 37 %

[10]

[11]

[12]

[13]

[14]

[15]

[16]

ES. A 357 IR pRE IR [T ). SMEZU - S 1T
5%,2003,35(4) :287 —289.

TRERIY, i/ EINAD “2220 3 [ 7 BHERIELT].
HMEFL,2004(4) ;2 -9.

Ellis R. Understanding Second Language Acquisition
[ M]. Oxford ; Oxford University Press,1985.

Bandura A. Self-efficacy: toward a unifying theory of
behavioral change[ J]. Psychological Review,1977,84(2) :
191 -215.

Bandura A. Social Foundations of Thought and Action: A
Social Cognitive Theory [ M ]. Englewood Cliffs:
Prentice-Hall , 1986 :99 - 102.

Pajares F, Miller M D. Role of self-efficacy and self-
concept beliefs in mathematical problem solving: A path
analysis[ J]. Journal of Educational Psychology,1994,86
(2):193 -203.

GE=I Gl b IR SN S B 4 4 2 S e e S E E i
PRI AT NIRRT ] DR e 5 #1994

[17]

[18]

[19]

[20]

(21]

(22]

(3):30 -33.
BRSSP A . WP 2 HIR 2 ) A FRALRRIR
SR A2 B OC R ST [T ] O B 22,2002,
25(6) 757 -758.
TRIRSE. H IR BRE 5 I 1B 22 2] S iz H Y O A
FE[I]. hESMNE,2004,1(2) 145 -48.
FAE. AN A 2] B R ACRE R A 2] NS O R B AT AR
LI IARAME# A ,2005(5) 83 - 87.
FERA EFBAE B LS R X S R S Y 5
Wi [ 3] VY 2EHhE B vl ,2006,14(3) .51 - 53.
BanduraA, SchunkD H. Cultivating competence, self-
efficacy, and intrinsic interest through proximal self-
motivation [ J ]. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology,1981,41(3) :586 —598.
Gardner D, Miller L. Establishment Self-access from
Theory to Practice[ M ]. Cambridge ;: Cambridge University
Press,1999.11.

(3. RIBIK)

DA B DO DA DA DL DA DA DA DO DA DA DDA DA DA DA DA DA DL DA DA DA DA DA DA DL DA DA DL DA DA DA DA DA DA DA DA DA DA DA DA DA DL DO D

(455 363 50)

[14]

[15]

[16]

[17]

[18]

[19]

[20]

(21]

Bachman L F. Building and supporting a case for test
use[ J]. Language Assessment Quarterly,2005,2 (1) :
1 -34.

Black P, Wiliam D. Changing teaching through formative
assessment ;research and practice—The King’ s-Medway-
Oxfordshire-Formative assessment project[ C ] // Formative
Assessment-Improving Learning in Secondary Classrooms.
London: Organization for Economic Cooperation and
Development 2005 ;223 —240.

Falchikov N. Peer feedback marking; developing peer
assessment [ J |. Innovations in Education and Training
International ,1995,32(2) :175 - 187.

Topping K. Peer assessment between students in colleges
and universities [ J ]. Review of Educational Research,
1998,68(3) ;249 -276.

Clark I. Formative assessment and motivation: theories
and themes [ J |. Prime Research on Education, 2011, 1
(2):27 -36.

Sidman-Taveau R L. Computer-assisted project-based
learning in second language: case studies in adult ESL
[D]. Austin; The University of Texas at Austin,2006.
Elorza I. Promoting intercultural competence in the FL./SL
classroom; translations as sources of data[J]. Language
and Intercultural Communication,2008,8(4) ;261 —277.
FERG. R BEL g i MBS X R [ M. B |
ESMESUA kL, 2007.

[22]

[23]

[24]

[25]

[26]

(27]

[28]

(29]

[30]

[31]

Vet R 1R 1R H s [T ] B
JET1],2009 (24 ) .97 -98.

TR S Ll B 2 h I U A A 4R )
[T]L AL AU BT e 4l ,2009(2) 104, 106.
iR R AN Ve AN 78 i MR T B 13 e v 0 N
[J]. HEH84%,2010(12) 1147,

ST BRI TR A B A e v B
BATLI]. v B, 2013 (1) 245 - 50.

Dornyei Z. Motivation in second and foreign language
learning[ J |. Language Teaching,1998,31(3) ;117 —135.
Z, Clément R, et al

Conceptualizing willingness to communicate in a L.2:a

Maclntyre P D, Dornyei s
situational model of L2 confidence and affiliation[ J ].
The Modern Language Journal ,1998 ,82(4) ;545 - 562.
Peng J E, Woodrow L. Willingness to communicate in
English:a model in the Chinese EFL classroom context
[J]. Language Learning,2010,60(4) ;834 - 876.
PRI BRI , R, A R AR A i 2 > B L
ZALT]. BACIME,2003,26(1) :28 —38.
Liu H G. ELF motivations and autonomy in English
learning; an investigation of Chinese non-English major
undergraduates| J ]. CELEA Journal ,2008,31(5) :82 - 97.
X BERKIE. L2 2] Sy b OB e DR URAR B
B[T]. LE TR 2 AR (R 2 B2 R ,2011,33(1) -
62 —68.

(%4 RIBW)



