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On Discrimination of Process-based Assessment and Formative Assessment

—From Engineering Education Accreditation Perspective

Li Zhiyi, Li Qingqging

Abstract: From the perspective of engineering education accreditation, the connotation, theory foun-

dation, value of process-based assessment and formative assessment are analyzed. The practical prob-

lems existing in the practice of engineering education accreditation are pointed out and the causes of

the problems are analyzed. The similarities and differences in assessment aim, content and method be-

tween them are compared. It is expected that these two types of assessments will be understood deeply

and used correctly by the specialties which will participate in engineering education accreditation, and

the effective ways to realize their functions and values will be explored, so that teachers’ teaching and

the students’ learning can be promoted and the quality of engineering education can be assured.

Key words: process-based assessment; formative assessment; engineering education accreditation
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