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Evaluation Research Theory and Method of Ordinary High School
English Curriculum Standard (Experimental Version)
ZOU Weicheng
(Foreign Language Department , East China Normal University, Shanghai 200241, China)

Abstract; Ordinary High School English Curriculum Standard (Experimental Version) came into
operation since 2003, with a history of nearly ten years. From the consideration of national foreign
language education policy, this policy needs to be evaluated and modified, in order to be better in line
with the current situation of education in China and guide the educational practice of English in high
school. The paper gives a theoretical discussion on foreign language curriculum and curriculum
evaluation, introduce the evaluative theory of curriculum standard in detail, and introduce and analyze the
evaluation process, combining with the practical research of the author and the team. The author holds
the view that the evaluation of curriculum standard is actually the evaluation of curriculum outline.
Therefore, it will consist of the evaluation of practical effect and form. In terms of research method,
qualitative research, supplemental quantitative research and textual analysis are comparatively effective
compound research method.

Key words: foreign language education policy; curriculum standard; evaluation of curriculum
standard; English teaching in high school

.« 50 .



