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Abstract

The construction of “golden courses” has placed new demands on course evaluation, calling for a
shift from outcome-oriented to process-oriented evaluation. As the direct subjects of evaluation,
students’ needs constitute a key basis for the design of this transformation. Drawing on a question-
naire survey of 147 Business English majors and employing frequency analysis, chi-square tests,
and Fisher’s exact tests, this study examines students’ perceptions of the problems in the current
teaching evaluation system and their needs for process-oriented evaluation. The results show that
students are generally satisfied with the current system while dissatisfied with its specific aspects:
overall satisfaction reaches 86.3%, yet problems such as homogeneous evaluation methods (44.2%),
untimely feedback (40.1%), and the absence of personalized feedback (46.9%) remain prominent.
Students’ needs clearly point to the “diagnosis - feedback - improvement” cycle at the core of pro-
cess-oriented evaluation, with the demand for diagnosis of weak knowledge areas reaching 90.5%,
the highest among all expected services. The utilization rate of Al tools reaches 96.6%, posing a chal-
lenge to the validity of summative assessment. Based on these findings, this study develops an ana-
lytical framework of “problem diagnosis - needs evidence - element mapping - implementation
pathway”, proposes an implementation pathway comprising four elements, namely process-based
performance evaluation, diagnostic feedback mechanisms, diversified evaluation subjects, and
competence-oriented assessment, and offers supporting recommendations regarding data support,
privacy protection, and implementation safeguards, providing a reference for the evaluation trans-
formation of Business English “golden courses”.
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Table 1. Ranking of perceived problems in current assessment processes
F 1 BTN IR Bl R A HE T

Ir B LTIV 4 M) 1% 2.(%)
L SRZ AR B, X BT A PN AR e —FE 69 46.9%
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4. VPO FEARANIEI, A ENE G B PPN 41 27.9%
5. TN S RS BEA SR, BRI 33 22.4%
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Table 2. Ranking of expected teaching services
=2 HEHFRSHF

JIk 45 5 H LIIYN M 1. (%)
1. WS ENR ST S 2R 133 90.5%
2. EETE AR RS 109 74.1%
3. WRIEHAns BN R 91 61.9%
4. [FFEXT A (T R E CAEBEZ P AL E) 83 56.5%
5. BN REIASE ) AR 76 51.7%
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Table 3. Participation in learning activities

F3. FAFEPSEER

TEEIRT s H5AH B 5 (%)
L BREE(TE EL L) 125 85.0%
2. WEEFER M. Wit MEER) 121 82.3%
3. UWRHTTCI (B 4 B BEIR) 103 70.1%
4. TH A TN SRR =115 96 65.3%
5. SEERSEUIGERGR A, BT G HIES) 75 51.0%
6. HEIRFEIE MRS FR, BHUEF) 58 39.5%

Al TERAERTTI, 96.6%MZ= £ AT AT TH, A@&Ed T4 E(90.5%)5 5 1E48h(78.9%),
29.3% M)A HEAT A AL SRIUE R (R 4) RABIRAWES Lo H—, IR T UKIEIA &5
TNBARIIL, BRERCAAAE; K, AL ARG B AR MR B, T =4 B AL 3R
AR, XEWE L —RWEBE = AR AR, HSE EAE SRR . X — IS B
B M B T R RPN B R A e S B

Table 4. Distribution of Al tool usage
FAAITERES

FHI BIEPN (%)
L. FHPRABICN S BB ARIE A 133 90.5%
2. IR TORIS MR A R (R S5 SRR ) 120 81.6%
3. SHEGASEREMESUEE. 1RARIRK) 116 78.9%
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4, FRBUS LN A LRSS AR T E) 94 63.9%
5. BEURE SR 2] (AT R 45 A TR SR A ) 66 44.9%
6. fAEEAEN B S B (B IE ) 43 29.3%
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Table 5. Cross-tabulation of learning analytics awareness by smart assessment attitude
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Table 6. Mapping between demand evidence and formative assessment elements
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VUZHmR S SRR, AR RIESE S B R 2 M R a . AR R “H 8

DOI: 10.12677/ae.2026.16102167 771 HHHRE


https://doi.org/10.12677/ae.2026.16102167

JAZL

BT, T LRAR . FTERAERIRORSR ) IR VE VRO PR T S RS R MK 5 R8T R 1
SERLOYERE o X DU IFARIAL R RO T e VRN TT S — 5 BN eI A L A0, 25 R A (R
THIREW, RS S REREMGRAKIT T, SBTE RIS s M A S 153 R ol 5 U 422 2
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FEESNHSESLEae /1, mAERaismitidiz. —ReHEER, B Eifar. ®dh. e
BT, A R RANERE o SREEE S, DL ST NEEE A AR R IR RO I 2 EAK
5, Wb FUBEENE. DURZAE AL, BN AL,  [RIERIE TE B B PR L
5.2. FEMENERZIT

RPN e B R Sl v S DU AR BRI R . R AN MR, B REKITRE S
5o WEE. 20008 TEARSEENE IS, &EsRM WABR SPCECR 7). BARERE L,
WEZSEMEL S RES/NME, BEIEOGETRE. BT ERE, Z6000 550 IrikE
H5YOERIE, MBS R R8BS TR &R B URFE ] DK SRR g e, (HAL
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Table 7. Examples and weighting recommendations for formative assessment indicators

7. RN ER TG SERY

TN B AV = WAL E
Wezsh RE . NAYME 10%
WEEL FERLE . IEfA. T IERHN 15%
Ui INTRIE . FERIE 10%
T AT TR BTk 10%
RN N — 45%
R LETE S SRS 55%
e _ 100%

5.3. HIRIRBIATF A L

TEARPE VP 7 M B AN O, T B SR 0 A 7 AR N R e R S . fER S, B
FEAT RIS Bk, M) RERIUCFK S AU HE, B EEdEE. E0im, 8
) B R SEH g S 5 ) E g 17] 18], AMEAL SRR TE . 76 i S8, 1Ak
PR AT S S 4R S EAR, PN S R AT, AT

FARME R A LA—2D B0, alRIDGHT S0 . Se A RO R R S X b 1 B 30 A
PR PPN R E RIS DAL 2 0 Jefe A ST 2= s, B EMAE S . HAR T
Z5 VMY T RBERFE AT, 25 30MRI 2 A B O R [R], AR AR St XS o

AL ORI AN A [BIRE (1) SR 2R o 69.4% 1122 A2 SCHF AT BE VM (EL I B RA 2% 44, DRI b 2 2R 7 28 e T S B i
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Table 8. Privacy risk perception and coping strategies

= 8. RRFAKURG AN 5 R XS SRS

JRURS SRR N i (%) JRKE S
R, BRSO 109 74.1%  FUTEFRE, HARGBEANNLES, BOTHEX)
B REA AT, SEGRHA 104 70.7% LB A SCAIE, VNG R ARV IR R
A NBEAATHE 91 61.9%  Hdim/MERE, BEAMEE. WHRHBRERR
NI 51 347%  TUEE RIS SR 2, S5 SR E
B R 8 5.4% —
FHoAth 1 0.7% —

5.4. SCHEfREE

HRRTEVE ISR, T EMNR . SIS T2 =AM RS . BOWETH, TR R IR,
UM L AR VP B BRSO TR, JHE TEERAE EX RPN A BN N T LA
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