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Abstract

Traditional evaluation systems for college English have structural flaws, which lead students to
engage in surface learning. Based on the SC “New Three-Centers” concept, this study designed and
implemented a procedural evaluation reform scheme oriented toward promoting deep learning.
A one-semester practice was conducted among 186 students taking College English (II). The
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results show that the average number of in-class presentations per student doubled, with the pro-
portion of in-depth discussions rising to 52.3%. Online learning time increased by 116.7%. The
average score of the mid-term exam went up by 6.3 points, and the score of low-performing stu-
dents improved by 14.3%. Meanwhile, 84.3% of the students expressed satisfaction. This re-
search proves that procedural evaluation guided by the SC concept can effectively facilitate stu-
dents’ deep learning.

Keywords

SC Teaching Reform, Deep Learning, Procedural Evaluation, College English

Copyright © 2026 by author(s) and Hans Publishers Inc.
This work is licensed under the Creative Commons Attribution International License (CC BY 4.0).

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
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2, WEESEHE ELRZIN AR, DL 0y (Student-Centered,  fEFR SC) k2%
SUEFL S H 20 D 80 FEARTESEE IR JFIE D IR A BRINAT[1]. 1EN SC BUERATES, H 2024 45 6 ATE
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2.2.1. RESEHEIE: 20%)
W2 5 PP R AR bR, BB A AR S R RN S T R B (LR
1)

Table 1. Items for classroom participation evaluation

F 1. RES5FNmB R

PR T H RINSES B

il LTS NIk i 5%
WA E KES 5%
ANHVTR BN WE IR 5%
UREL R WA ARE S S 5%

2.2.2. fEMLSERRER(INE: 25%)

PRV ARG S ST NI BRI, R IR B2 ) R AR B Bt . A7 Rk =B,
HemUHEAL DL 5 Re 1K RE

(1) HWHAEA(10%). BFERES] . WL 7RSS, BHIC 1~2 K, BEEMAREREY
A Lo

(2) THAEA(10%). BFFI 2~3 IR, WF R HEC vieg. /NHIREICIREE, sl “fhz”
PR ATE B RME SR T a5 A s AR, AR ARSIV IEBEIRE 17 o flin, S8R “Cultural
Differences” *Jt/5, il “Hrb H AL EL” PMEER, FAEFERER. BHELR. HI{E PPT H#

(3) KEHEG%). ERFEERABES 200 FAAEIEE]EHE, WEBIEZ OIS FXE.
feor s FREVERI. BOWRIEIEE RS, B B - R - SO fER.

2.2.3. BB MM ANE: 30%)

B B IR B A2 W B 2 ST R, TR AR R DU, (R SI2R . AN, THE R
NS LN E o

(1) HIT/N(15%). FREIG—IK, 20~30 435, MG IERE. SR MRS, MO8
AR E R

(2) MiBRER(10%). B 1~2 IR, s e G AT 5 2 Bh g SOk « PPN PRAE: WA HERE 40%.
B S HERTE 30%. RIETRGE 20%. AE SR 10%. AT RANANBUNAR, SihE BERE. 351k
o

(3) WA (5%). I BT LA YIS, S AT N A, AR S R, g
LEE. ERAES, A2 W B .

224. BEFIJHEBEME: 25%)

HE IR )12 SC BUERNZOEEZ —, R HMEARH, RFRFAaL G MR I[5]. A4
JE 5| 55 AR SEIE A S e R 2 Ab.

(1) & L PFE%21(10%). KFEEE. U K. iTEST &7 4, MEWEMIE. L4, WTitX
HEFEAES . FE BN RZEIN K GERIEN, TR MAEE. Glin, SRosEmmEkEEnE
5~8 43P NGIR I 58 TR ST

(2) WAMARE B (8%). TR IHTE AT 3 R RS9 SO ) B2 45 5 280« MRL R BUMHERE 5 2%
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EHESE G, WA SO BHESE . B AR C B T B BEE(What), N AIER(So what) 14 B I (Now
what), PRI “HIAF - 8 - IERT R

(3) FAMEEE(T%). VA NF ISR, WERARMERCR, iRk REHERIE. #PH
WS FHIRRRAZH, AR S PR, AR, R RRE

2.3. TN AR

CRFEIRQ)) RBRHCAUERA “ =Juvrh” e, RUEUmPEOr . A4 AP S R TIPS S, %
BUVH EAAZ T HUNPH R0, XA T H S A%, IR SR R BU Ik S 58, TR0 “ Jei
Foffo gt ” R AR ATt — F AL B aRIE s PREAGUR e, EUE Ottt ass”  “anfreg
B AL BIRIE SRR S A B VF R EE I SR H B SR S ARSI, e Rl
AR, PR IRBIHE S AL, s TR], B IR o REE IR EN TN LR
A AR EIEES . PR RRIA T 2k AR IR T 0 RS VRS, DR Bom e, diis
AER NSO A B o VIR, SEREAT R BIEARE . SROGVEE . BB . BEURE, &
TR A VPSS B 7 BAT B i R

24. TEHHYT R

CREFIEEQ)) WERHE T & TP E AR E SR =R TR, RIS Bl 5
PEo KILE 18 U KIS iTEST 351 &, SEEL 1T 8 Al S rT L 28, 28 EARS5 e s ol th
TR, BouMNEE A SRR, BT A S S BE HTIRE OVRS R A . R
FHMSIRPSE . XM ORI B AR SBHEETEHH , HlE EmEN, PIEgbniE, b x
WBERNE, RN AR5 S5 007 [ (4R 2).

Table 2. Rubric for oral presentation assessment
2. QERTIFMENE

i s h75 RIF Gt 1Ry T8t
e (90~100 43) (75~89 43) (60~74 43) (60 4+ LLF)
WEEE  EEE, G TR, SR EEEAH, SR EEANE, 4R
M 40% Wk, AMBINM AEGE, H—ERIE B, WIEA TS fil, BRZRIE
WEAER AL, AR AR, ARWE BREE, #osmE R, TEE

7 30% w, TR fifg itk M 2 g
B e, pates s, AR it e i,

18 20% i E AR, EE Y R, A s ANE G, 1SR 2 Aiitg, e DL fE
Jeim s . N . SRR, B
5L 10% R, FH. HEAR BER W& i B K %

PR B T AT S5 AT BN A, SN FRHERT B . SHEE R 5. DHTHSEAR S & Fid AT N,
Wit ek, H “1E” 78, WA mEREE, m “BEBERIEA” “RHEBEMEER .
2.5. REMBRETEARN

it EIRVT,  (CRZEUEIEQ)) RSV RSE it FEYE VP (50%) A& S5 P PR (50%) M . BT RK
25 i R PR (50%) A ZEME PPAR (50%) R e TE AR PRI 2 100 70, A5 S5 20 40 VEML5E R
25 75+ BB 30 40 B E2ES) 25 2. REEMEIENH S 100 43, IR IS HE AR, BEEE

DOI: 10.12677/ve.2026.1510452 394 WO A e


https://doi.org/10.12677/ve.2026.1510452

FNZ, RS LA R D RREVEN & 50% 55 E A R R T O O e — B, BECRIE S
AR, AR ALV S 45 DhaE, Bl RE S 45 RoP7. SC el “ EMINE S ey > b
MIPER” BER[2], AJ7 RA&YEREIUH 5 706 v ARYE B sk bnah &

2.6. ARIFITH SC BEREMIT

ATTHRE SC “Hr=rfle” BN LA L, PR R LA R BT E 5K TN
HOBIA R R s AMEFGEE “ ol kX", BHARRM S 2, WARREAT k. MpAa3oyda, 1
A% IHREMIT 7 S 12 2t , Hoo/ Ml TR AhGt, S8 HEH RS, HOM BRI . PS80k
N, PR T EEE, T HON A RS, i R R A St R R e BT
FER “ VRO - Bt - ik P,

3. SLHESRESHFELK
3.1. LR

IEASEEHT, RRBITHEAT RGeS . B A2 AR P T RN E . RESERETA, &
FAEWE UMY R CUERR AN 7 o RORIREMER. MEEM . REDEEG, w5
Bl SEREUTCT G IR I B STIRE R, KITE @ IR A E], B R Rk, L g X
LIRE. FE RIS BB RERM S, AT N AELE 5150 . B IFENHIERE W &l x
Ry NAEPFEML. 2R, B R K

3.2. RESE4ERCIE

WS ST, WEhs. BERS. AT, WELERE, A5 R 10%. HERH
CHRATEEAS R + BENLS AT, FoNEIORE RS0 E . B UOR BT ), R =
WE S5 85 20%. U 2= BB, PAT — LA A 22 1 H B R0k 96.8%, i 35 i T AR St AT Y 89.2%
R F D AG AL DAL IR, FFpRiciiE: Q RoniR A i i &, R Roxll b AR A, S &R
JERAN NISR . BRRSE 5 B NEEEEFN . BRI BIBUR 53 KR R sk R4, PR E D Milst
Jife BRG] A TRERHASMGEWZERZ:, FHWRERENR S, BITRAIZRALII “Hi
B2, ORA “RRERGERM T, JollfR R R TS 0, TR INAERE . S 8 A A BN R A
ffE A G EE:  “LAATass LR R 2N, IR R E S R AN . 7 AN BB T B
R4 5T E], BUTK RSN ESUME, 2GRN 2~3 40, ICHRBEEAE /NI K -
NS R CHNEDE + FIPPE” , RO STERE TV, BUT IR ARG E . R L
HEHMEE, KEFEFIL. R Bl Ho, A EHIEESREIFFELR. IR TI/ERK, KA
CHEILE + HRREET - R S BMRAAS E B VEAC S, PSP B S BEL R, JEEIA TS T
e
3.3. {EMLSERL4E B R SCHtE

AR 58 BGRR a5 5 FAE L . TE K E . RIEHE, &7 5BV 12.5%. 1R THEgE “ It - fg
JIHRF - B MR AR LRGSR SE N T, BT 2 Ik, A% 8 Ik, LBk
CEEH + WIRIEE” . At AL By C D IR OREERRACARIE B o AR R B AR VTR L B Al A5 g T
B BHKXEIRE S SR WIEAFNER TR ) i H et ” MMARR,
7£ “Cultural Differences” $y0/5; 2 X “RI LI HHIE” - viog, 25 8~10 M. LB —IN
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Bl 55— AT BAES I AR, 24 4~5 NAIRA, g “HF47 5207 38, W BRIEE . PPT,
SO SRR Ty BB R AN, FUTETHE KRR R EE: SBIUFRRE R, &
4 5~8 7rih, HA/NAKSEEM T, FO0RPPED . RERSURBINIITED 60%. FFELIE 30%. /M
B 10%M 8. Z i ABL SC “ Kb, 5317, FAEMN R . FEBEEGH MBI
Ho W/NHIMARE SR FBMESE. KRB N E P AT H I EV 2R M m B e, e
B NREE, BB AU . BSOS 200 FAARCHE, PRI E RS S k8
PE, AEORFESHL, (ABNSEHIN A TR . HOME D FFr st s, &g 3~5 RAUERMEH
ST, FRREA DT B2 AS 6 AS: Il 7 AL R Rk, Bt 8RS — 2., 7
FOM el 2 5 A H NS XA MR WSS 7 BRG IER SC “ BRI R L7 1tk
o

3.4. HrERMEAIALERE RSOt

BB SRS e /NI B R BAIEE, &1 5 EIT 15%, BYERRRE TR, BERiR
Rifro BIO/NNEERTT IR, A 4%, 20~25 578, BAGFERNCES: 10 &, BRET 1 10 2.
FIFRIVE 5 Ao MBS ROERAAE, e AR g, R SR BRI TR RN 1~2 K,
H—IRF M “My Understanding of College” , # 5~6 Jil; 2 _IK “My Career Plan” , % 13~14 Ji. &
PRI AT, a5 N IR 40%. 1B S HEFITE 30%. RIAWWE 20%. JE1E S R 10%. FERAT—
BT, 7R R BRIR, Hoth 22 A FAEPE 5y, BOMIRIE VP43 9 mvP I nl (. BRI 30 #PLL B 4143
B WER T, KFK TR E RS2 . R, SR, BORREE.
BKRIER, MOCKEHREE P, 7 FoRESHEEGE, BIEKREERY . SHTEE. b
MBS 9 FEAT, 120 73%8h, AT 2 B0, B 40%. EWE 60%, CLHERIEHEM 2 10 &, %F
A1 10 25 FSCEAE 1R 120~150 . S S BO0mXs sest i B N B AEA Lk . Lk [H]
FRTRERR . ERGER, BOMSHILFESE E R ERSE T REE A ST B EUME
o WEIRE T, gt T 2.

3.5. BEF I HEERITH

HEZIJMEL LG5 WAMRRN . IR, & E R 12.5%. 2 20Kt
. UALG . iTEST, #UWAARRER. RIF. 4hFEbd i, A EAZN, HAAHE. FE B3l xRY
. SR MRS, R L . AN G523 28.6 M, fEF5EME 91.3%. A
FAETE: “PORIEAK, HWEEE, A AAEREWE, REEHCRRERD. 7 RO E
REZIAADT 35, JFHESEIL. MEHREGENE . S0, RIS, BUmiER 5% ks E. Bidk
I “=Bi0” : What, Sowhat. Now what, 5|M “8E5” &M “BfE” HE “2M7 . #IRFRE
REAFOIIH, AR BT, SRR, 320 H & WU, B il s . EHIRIRR
HAERARIA . TR R R e Ve L SOEIREE . BTN HBELRUET “RAIE N7, BRI RA
SRS 3] o St rh i I Bk : — 2P TARE RGN, IR F I3 HERE . RSP0 5 A
REWRSME], RA “HE ek + fFdx” “B—dted + ARMRE7 , RS 5
PEEAVEEIE Sy ZR R SRR A, A “OPIHMESS R E T CORIRBU . BUMAE I 78 01808, Sk
Bt IR BB IR, InBRAR H AR R A IR RS E, MR PHERNT, 55 AA
AT RATEI B BRI, PHE RS B RIS, BE BRI SR, 7 RSt IS
TR -
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4. SEREMR 4

N R GERG B6  FE AN DO T RS RRCR, AW R R BT S R S S R Tk,
SIBNFE . S RE IRES AT N AR R D4R vEAs . BB S 186 & A BRI T
. W RS OB HEZ 1500 K HIRAE FIU 178 4 (A 80K 95.7%) K Uiikid 5.

4.1. ZI/NENTLIHT

SE PN R B R VR B AZ O TR 2 — . AFRMNIRE S 5. /B, B E¥EI=A
YT Ay SR 22 ST N AL .
4.1.1. RES5FHNEH

PR R FIOFRER, REABIRE 42K B2 210K, HK—F. TREFHELRFIM 23.8%F%
£ 8.6%, K 5 IKLALEEBIM 12.4% 2 31.7%. HEIFEIM 89.2%F+ 2 96.8%, $E& 7.6 AN H 4 (L
Kl 1)

100%

80%

60%

40%

N
0% - — |

TREFERE  RESKU LS R

LS N GEX: D) m AR (S

Figure 1. Comparison of classroom participation levels

E 1. RESS5EXELE

EAERENE, KRR R S RE N S o AN E R S5 R A8 o0#r
PR, VPN L. AT AR SHEAIVPN BB 31.5%THE 52.3%. HAS TRE KL E bR R 4%
e BRSO RSP AR A E B S AE A ? SO s R SR . 7 AR I 2R I SE R A AT
e, K28R, RIEKEM 68.5%M 2 47.7%, IRIZRE M 31.5%HZE 52.3%.

80.00%
60.00%

40.00% I I
20.00% l
H R TR HEAPEAR T

LISt N =]
Figure 2. Structural changes in the quality of classroom speeches

E 2. REL S RELEWELE

4.1.2. {EALSER RERRA
TR FEZ F N 87.5%TH 2 96.3%, IBAZHRM 12.1%F4 % 4.2% (FE LK 3).
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100%

80%
60%
40%
20%
0% - I
E2EH = Gl
AR R mARR AR

Figure 3. Changes in submission and quality of regular assignments

E 3. SRRl S RETHE

HILEE A SR BINEE 1R 9.7%TF 25 8 X 21.5%, D M 15.6%F4 % 5.9% (VEIFE 4).

25%
20%
15%
10%

5%

0%
FLR 22k B3k Fa4k O HEsSIK Feik  BTIK F8IK
—— AR (%) ——DEL(%)

Figure 4. Trend of quality levels of unit writing tasks

4. BREEESREFRENELE

W H RN, 86%/NMASE B &KL F, 15%3k A 254k . R3S/ NGB A ANE ST H IHRIE S B
K, BiEHFEDE, REMREETERRERRGELE 5).

AZR wBER = CERRUT

Figure 5. Distribution of completion quality of project-based assignments

5. MER R SERRE S E

HeRw, WH KA 2 IR E S S G E R R R TT A B MR Rk —4
NALEXS E R ARERTT AT H I, ASMUGER T AR SO A, B HIE 7R R, IR AL R A )
FHARE MBS H 2. 2N R R R R O R R .
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4.1.3. BEEJITHRVER

2 FPE AN 28.6 /NI, & BEEIA 13.2 /NI 2.2 £, 35K 116.7%. 7 & U5 IR £E B0/ N IR
HHRTEA . FTE, R THRE . 93.2% A MA DT 3 e, A 4.7 5. RIBHERZE 92.5%,
%) 65%HEBF A FHRAZ (WL 3).

Table 3. Changes in autonomous learning behaviors

F3. BEFITATUR

EGELIN b2 24 AL,
NP &5 ) K 13.2 /N 28.6 /NI 1116.7%
VRO B 32 58 B (23 1) — 93.2% —
N N — 4.7 5 —
REHERTER — 92.5% —

MEESIM IR N EE, ZHEERY RGBHAZHN I RR. AEAETE: “FELEH M
HE, RikghfE. WS EREMERE R TRIE, A, ”

4.2. FIMESENTH I

27 3 G R I 2 O R LR o AR SR R RTI — S 0% b TR SR A R - e L,
PL 2025~2026 “A4E S — IR GO RTI, ACEII OIS . A AR AE S R BO R, ARIE
"L
4.2.1. BEEmERERH

SFEARN = 186, AFEHARAT 15 78.6 47, L2EHI 723 40, 5 6.3 70, TEE 8.7%. JOLFEAR t
I t=428, p<0.001. KAGFM 82.3%TF % 91.4%, 9.1 NED M ALKM 33 AEE 16 N. ILF
(85 4y UL ) 15.6%TH 2 27.4%, $25 11.8 NE 7 SFEIL % 4).

Table 4. Comparison of mid-term examination scores

= 4. B E I mERT LR

EELA A A2 X4
Rk 72.3 4y 78.6 43 16.3 43(+8.7%)
YES 82.3% 91.4% 19.1%
75585 43 Je LA ) 15.6% 27.4% 111.8%
ENVGIN 33 A 16 A 17 A

A4 XTE T R RS Wb B ST DR R, DR R ELE R T, RV R Al
JREUEAT Axif (et AE A

4.2.2. FEVENUERE SR RSHIEXME

IR TCIE REVE PP 25 4E BN A2 AV BB TN E L, AR AU S 7 IR MDA 35 4R A5 20 S5 30
FIRSHIH R AL SRR, BBk E 5 5 0 S AR et e, LU TR SE eI, 5
UONREZ 5YERE, B B2 YRS P BRGSO BUIR(PE L 5).
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Table 5. Correlations between dimensions of process assessment and mid-term scores

5. RN REE ST REREXMER

PN YESE R R H(r) BN
B B P 0.68 p<0.01
YRV 5E B 0.57 p<0.01
REzh 0.41 p<0.05
SlEEp] 0.32 p<0.05

X R EAT B ECE R R, M B AR AN Ml 58 Rt 2 2 B sl 2 B A T A7 e, R K
BH2WT + FFERgRS] 7 RARTE S OBk 42 . [ 2 SRS 5 W b RS IIAR S B, AT RS 1248
JE BRI R SE ) ST R Ak DAAE 2 R 0 B 7S AR I 2%

423. PRFEIKEFENER I

it 2 A AR DR X R [F) 27 S KO S AR ) 2 AR, AR UK S A 4% R S P R S

NEr s AR, 530 b =41 2 A 1 RS 4 TR BE (VE LSS 6) .

Table 6. Score improvement of students at different proficiency levels

6. NEIFKPEEMGIRIARE

A A R 55 I H PRI
T 4 4L (AT 25%) 88.6 4> 90.3 43 1.7 % 1.9%
FREEZH (P E] 50%) 73.1 % 78.9 4 5.8 4 7.9%
K25 25%) 61.4 4y 70.2 43 8.8 7 14.3%

Bofi BoR, R B 614 90FFE 702 47, 25 8.8 455 &AM 73.1 F+ & 78.9, #i15.8
grs TN 88.6 FHE 90.3, #1743 KA BAG FIN 42.6% T 78.7%, HEiE 36.1 NEP AL 54
A AN Kk B R AR 75 43 DL b HHESCEERDN “UREET M “ONVET o RS ARV X 2 S IR A AR
WM R RS, KL SC “REF—NMHERE .

43. FEZIITANZH ST
W NTE RS B B T 222 W, MRS AT N AR I T 22 2 5. A7 IE
A OB HERSCR DN, BRI AT AR AL I

4.3.1. I\FBRBYIRFA

IRAB IR 5 SIHESE, F I B H B INAE SR NI B A . BEREE A AR A BN HNZE XK.
), RERE 68.5%, HERESG 21.3%, MHESITBMHET 102%: T, RERHIEREE
42.7%, WKRBETHE 35.8%, MARBSTHNHE TR 21.5% (£ LK 6).

ORI, L BRI E HEBER 68.5%, BEARBA N 21.3%, A SIEAER N &1L
5 10.2%. B2, RERERE TSR 42.7%, BRES LA 35.8%, AR BRGNS AT L
T 21.5%. X—BHHERY], SREEVEN IR RRE I R B S RIS, BT T A4 1 nil ke 1A
HEFIVEBYERE /). IE 40 Black 1 William ST, &R PPN B2 B bR SCRES A2 BN BV FR T T (12
21 # (6]
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Figure 6. Changes in cognitive levels of students’ reflective journals

6. FEREBAFAMBRRENLE

4.3.2. FIRMAMRIL

S8 H G R O A A S I B AR A . 2], 2 RCR AR BN 2 SRg SR AR < R
W7ORERS 7 SRR AN IR, A O R SN R AR, BT “ A TR R
W REERA” CRATPI GRS IR SRS IR ST RIS AL S S . B AL
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