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FORMATIVE AND SUMMATIVE-ORIENTED CLASSROOM
ASSESSMENT: A COMPARATIVE STUDY OF ENGLISH ACHIEVEMENT
AND LEARNER PERCEPTIONS

Abstract. Assessment is a core component of the educational process. This study aims to
compare English language achievement and students’ perceptions of assessment between two classes:
one oriented towards formative assessment and the other towards summative assessment. The study
involved two pre-existing ninth-grade classes: a formative-oriented class and a summative-oriented
class (N = 50). Data were collected through a Likert-scale questionnaire measuring
feedback/motivation, self-regulation, and stress/pressure. Academic scores were obtained from
school assessment records. The results of an independent samples t-test revealed a statistically
significant difference in academic achievement favouring the formative-oriented classroom t (48) =
2.95, p = .005, d = 0.83. The findings showed differences between the two groups in academic
achievement, feedback/motivation, self-regulation, and stress/pressure. According to the results
summative-oriented group demonstrated considerably higher levels of stress whereas formative-
oriented group of students shared higher feedback motivation and self-regulation. Therefore, students
in the formative-oriented classroom demonstrated higher English achievement, motivation, and self-
regulation than those in the summative-oriented classroom. These findings represent observed group
differences rather than causal effects, because the study involved two pre-existing classes and did not
include a pre-test.

Keywords: formative-oriented classroom, summative-oriented classroom, assessment, English
language proficiency, secondary school learners, learner motivation, student anxiety, feedback

Introduction

Assessment is crucial in educational institutions, especially in English as a Foreign language
(EFL) education. Two prevalent assessment paradigms are formative and summative assessment,
which serve different but complementary functions in EFL education. These assessment techniques
are used for a number of purposes such as monitoring students’ progress, determining students’
aptitudes, and guiding future teaching strategies. Formative assessment techniques are intended to
monitor students’ progress, identify areas of difficulty or misinterpretation, and guide instructional
decisions to enhance learning results (Black & Wiliam, 1998; Greenstein, 2010). Summative
assessment differs from formative assessment in terms of its characteristics and objectives and is
commonly referred to as assessment of learning. Summative assessments take place at the conclusion
of a learning period and offer an overall evaluation of student success in relation to predetermined
standards or learning objectives, as claimed by Gronlund and Brookhart (2004) and Mogboh and
Okoye (2019).

Although formative and summative assessments are frequently used in English language courses,
there is little agreement on how different assessment approaches relate to long-term language ability.
Summative evaluations are frequently given priority when making important decisions, yet they could
not accurately represent a student's development over time. Although formative assessments play a
crucial role in educational process, their relationship with academic achievement remains
insufficiently explored. There is limited empirical evidence regarding how different assessment
approaches are associated with students’ academic performance.

291


https://doi.org/10.47344/3pfqym72
assiyaserikbayeva237@gmail.com

SDU Bulletin: Pedagogy and Teaching Methods 2026/3 (76)

Formative assessment, often described as assessment for learning, aims to support ongoing
instructional adjustment and student self-regulation through feedback, monitoring, and low-stakes
evaluation (Black & Wiliam, 1998; Hattie & Timperley, 2007). However, summative assessment,
also known as evaluation of learning, is typically conducted at the end of a course and used for grading
and certification (Gronlund & Brookhart, 2004).

Several scholars and professionals in the field of English language teaching have emphasized the
central role of assessment in the learning process. According to Bachman and Palmer (2010),
assessment provides evidence about learners’ language abilities and supports educational decision-
making.

According to Andrade and Brookhart (2020) and Panadero (2017), formative assessment
supports learner autonomy, self-regulation, and active engagement in the learning process.
Furthermore, Nicol and Macfarlane-Dick (2006) argue that formative assessment is associated with
higher levels of learner motivation and self-monitoring, whereas summative assessment primarily
serves evaluative and accountability purposes.

There is limited empirical evidence comparing formative-oriented and summative-oriented
assessment approaches in secondary EFL contexts, particularly in Kazakhstan. For instance, scholars
such as Black and Wiliam (1998) and Hattie and Timperley (2007) have shown that formative
assessment has a positive impact on student achievement and motivation. Moreover, researchers such
as Brown (2004) and Harlen (2005) have argued that summative assessment is important in assessing
learning outcomes. However, most of these studies have examined formative and summative
assessment separately. Such studies are particularly lacking in the context of EFL (English as a
Foreign Language) in schools in Kazakhstan.

Thus, the purpose of this study is to compare formative-oriented and summative-oriented
classroom assessment practices in relation to students’ English language achievement and learner
perceptions. The study also examines differences in reported motivation, self-regulation, and stress
between the two classes.

The scientific novelty of this study lies in the empirical comparison of formative and summative-
oriented classrooms in English lessons in secondary schools in Kazakhstan. The study also analyzed
students’ academic achievements together with psychological factors such as motivation, self-
regulation and stress. The analysis examined group differences and associations between assessment
scores and learner perceptions. For this purpose, this research will try to address the following
questions:

1. Do students in the formative-oriented class achieve higher results in English outcomes
than those in the summative-oriented class?

2. Do learners’ perceptions of stress or pressure, self-regulation, and feedback, motivation
alter across the two classes?

3. What are the relationships between the questionnaire subscales and students’ English
achievement and assessment outcomes?

Several scholars and professionals in the field of teaching English as a second language have
characterized  "assessment” as a crucial step in the teaching  process.
Brown (2004) defines assessment as the process of gathering information regarding students' aptitude
for carrying out learning activities. In other words, assessment is how teachers collect information
about their teaching strategies and students' progress. Furthermore, as it is impossible to imagine
teaching without assessments, the assessment process is inextricably linked to instruction. According
to Brown, assessment is related to testing. The distinction between the two is that the former is a
continuous process that happens on a regular basis, whilst the latter happens at a specific moment in
time.

Formative assessment refers to any activity that helps to inform learners of their progress towards
an intended goal throughout the course of studying. This consists of some specific activity like open-
response essays and performances in the form of poster or presentation or even project work. Further,
feedback intended to help a learner progress also includes some closed form questions like multiple-
choice questions which assist the learner in reflecting on their progress. Moreover, Summative
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assessments include written tests and other graded tasks administered at the end of a unit, term, or
semester.

Literature review

The following literature was reviewed to gain insights into previous research on formative and
summative-oriented classroom assessment and their influence on student learning. This review of
related literature has extensively helped the researchers to read about the current works done in the
field. Assessment procedures used in the classroom might affect students' participation and interest.
Effective classroom assessment should provide information that helps both teachers and students
make decisions about learning and instruction (McMillan, 2018).

Several studies have demonstrated the positive impact of formative assessment on students' self-
assessment skills and students’ abilities. Recent research has shown formative assessment contributes
to the development of students’ reflective skills in elementary school (Turysbayeva et al., 2023).
Furthermore, formative assessment and feedback develop students’ self-monitoring, setting learning
goals, choosing learning strategies, self-regulation. Thus, formative assessment is not only a tool for
assessing progress, but also a mechanism for developing autonomous learning for students (Nicol &
Macfarlane-Dick, 2006).

Kazakhstani research highlights the growing importance of assessment as a tool for supporting
learning rather than merely measuring achievement. Recent research has shown that formative and
criterion-referenced assessments help improve student achievement. These types of assessments
allow teachers to monitor students' learning progress and accurately assess their achievements
(Turganalina & Malone, 2023).

In the Kazakhstani context, Begimbetova et al. (2023) emphasize that formative and criterion-
based assessment can improve the quality of classroom evaluation, although teachers often
understand the theoretical principles better than they apply them in practice. This research provides a
contextual basis for comparing English achievement across classrooms with different assessment
approaches in Kazakhstani secondary schools.

Herppich et al. (2018) conceptualized teachers’ assessment competence as a learnable, situation-
specific professional competence that enables teachers to address assessment demands effectively.
Their model integrates knowledge-, process-, and product-oriented perspectives on assessment and
provides a theoretical basis for understanding the development of teachers’ assessment competence.

Furthermore, research suggests that formative assessment and feedback can support learning
through feedback provision and students’ self-assessment and self-regulation (Black & Wiliam, 1998;
Hattie & Timperley, 2007). In addition, recent evidence from EFL contexts indicates that formative
assessment can positively influence learners’ motivation and academic achievement (Zhang et al.,
2025). As a result, students’ motivation to learn is related to three basic psychological needs:
autonomy — the ability of students to control their own learning, competence — the ability to be
confident in their abilities and relatedness — the ability to feel connected to their teacher and
classmates. Furthermore, Black and Wiliam (1998) claimed that offering ongoing feedback
throughout the learning process, formative assessment greatly improves students' academic progress.
Similarly, formative assessment helps students develop self-assessment skills (Andrade & Brookhart,
2020). However, Panadero (2017) argues that self-regulated learning is the process by which a
student controls their own learning. It consists of 3 main stages: planning, monitoring, and reflection.
It is often acknowledged that one important way that formative assessment affects learning outcomes
is through self-regulated learning .

Effective feedback is one of the most important elements in student success. Hattie and
Timperley (2007) claim that feedback enables students to recognize the discrepancy between their
present performance and their intended learning objectives. Moreover, Nicol and Macfarlane-Dick
(2006) argue that effective feedback helps students monitor and modify their learning processes,
which in turn promotes self-regulation. Shute (2008) emphasizes that formative feedback should
provide specific, supportive information that helps learners improve their understanding, with its
effectiveness depending partly on learner characteristics and task demands.
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Almost all studies have examined the benefits of formative assessment and its impact on self-
regulation and the importance of feedback and its impact on learner affect. However, this area is
understudied in the Kazakhstani context, with few specific comparative studies in EFL classrooms,
especially among school students, and almost few examine achievement and learner perceptions in a
single model. Therefore, this study not only fills this gap, but also provides evidence in the context
of teaching English as a foreign language in Kazakhstan and demonstrates the relationship between
the type of assessment, students’ perceptions, and their academic achievement.

Methods and materials

Research design

This study employed a quantitative research design using a Likert-scale questionnaire and
statistical analyses, including independent-samples t-tests and Pearson correlations. The study
compared academic achievement and learner perceptions between two pre-existing classes with
different classroom assessment approaches.

Participants

The study involved ninth-grade students from a comprehensive school in Almaty, Kazakhstan.
The total sample consists of 50 students (9A, n = 25; 9B, n = 25). The participants of the study were
between ages of 13 and 14. The main criteria for selecting participants were: experience in learning
English, regular attendance at classes, and voluntary participation in the study. According to school
records, both classes followed the same English curriculum, were taught using identical learning
objectives and assessment criteria, and represented comparable educational backgrounds. No pre-test
was administered; therefore, baseline equivalence in English achievement could not be established.
The sample comprised 60% female and 40% male students.

Instruments

The study employed two main instruments. The first instrument was a 20-item Likert scale
questionnaire to measure students' opinions of formative and summative assessment procedures,
including motivation, self-control, feedback, and stress associated with assessments. The 20-item
questionnaire was researcher-developed for the purposes of this study and was informed by the
literature on formative and summative assessment, feedback, self-regulation, and assessment-related
stress. The questionnaire was not subjected to independent construct-validation procedures; therefore,
evidence of validity beyond internal consistency is limited. Accordingly, the questionnaire findings
should be interpreted as exploratory.

The second data source consisted of students’ academic scores obtained from school assessment
records. The internal consistency of the questionnaire was assessed using Cronbach's alpha
coefficient for each reported subscale and for the overall questionnaire. A 5-point Likert-scale
questionnaire was used to assess students' perceptions of formative and summative assessment. Three
subscales were examined: Feedback/Motivation (Q1, Q2, Q9, Q10), Self-Regulation (Q5, Q6, Q7),
and Stress/Pressure (Q12, Q18). Subscale scores were calculated based on the items included in each
respective subscale. Cronbach's alpha was calculated for each reported subscale and for the overall
questionnaire. In addition, students' academic achievement was assessed based on formative
assessment scores, summative assessment scores, and the final quarterly English achievement score.
The primary academic achievement outcome was the overall quarterly English percentage recorded
in the school’s electronic gradebook (rather than a score from a separate common achievement test).
Formative and summative assessment scores were additional gradebook indicators. The quarterly
percentages were used for the between-class comparison; however, a common reporting scale alone
does not establish equivalence of the underlying assessment tasks and grading procedures.

Data collection

The research work was carried out from April to May 2025 and lasted two months. All
assignments, activities, and assessments were planned and implemented throughout the study. A class
where assessment was conducted using a formative method included feedback, self-assessment and
oral assignments. A class where assessment was conducted using a summative method used mainly
large summative tasks. All tasks and lesson plans are provided in full in Appendix B.
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Data analysis

Statistical analysis was conducted using software programme Jamovi version 2.6.45. Pearson
correlation analysis was conducted to examine associations between questionnaire subscale scores
and academic assessment scores. To ascertain the extent of group differences, effect sizes (Cohen's
d) were also computed. Correlations were calculated for the pooled sample without controlling for
classroom assessment condition and were interpreted as exploratory.

Ethical Considerations

Before the study, parents or legal guardians were informed about the study through the class
supervisor via WhatsApp. Students took home consent forms that explained the purpose of the study,
procedures, voluntary participation, and anonymity. Parents or legal representatives signed these
forms, and students submitted them before the research began. Also, students were informed that
participation was voluntary and that they could decline or withdraw without penalty. Student assent
was also obtained from each participant after the study had been explained and before participation
began. All questionnaires used in the research process were completed without collecting students’
names. Students’ names were replaced with participant codes (e.g., S1, S2, S3). These codes were
used to link questionnaire responses with academic scores. Access to individual-level study data was
restricted to the researcher. Students were identified by participant codes rather than names. The study
was conducted solely within the school, without affiliation with a university or another research
institution. Permission was obtained from the school administration. The school had no Research
Ethics Committee, and no external REC/IRB review or formal exemption was obtained.
Consequently, no ethics approval or exemption number was issued. Results were reported in
aggregate form to protect participants’ identities.

Results
Table 1
Reliability Analysis of the Questionnaire
Scale Items Cronbach o
Feedback / Motivation Q1, Q2,Q9, Q10 .84
Self-Regulation Q5, Q6, Q7 .79
Stress / Pressure Q12, Q18 76
Overall questionnaire 20 items .82

Table 1 presents the reported internal consistency estimates for the three questionnaire subscales
and the overall questionnaire.

Comparing the two classes (using an independent samples t-test), it was found that there was a
significant difference between them. Class 9A (which used formative assessment) showed a higher
score in the quarterly final result. However, class 9B (which used summative assessment) had a
relatively lower result. As for the survey results, 9A students showed higher feedback and motivation,
as well as better self-regulation skills, while class 9B had higher levels of stress and pressure. As a
result, students in the formative-oriented classroom demonstrated higher academic performance and
more positive perceptions than those in the summative-oriented classroom.

Table 2
Descriptive Statistics for Formative Assessment Scores
Class N M SD Min Max
9A 25 19.26 3.32 13.3 24.7
9B 25 16.79 3.42 12.1 22.5

Table 2 shows higher recorded formative assessment scores in Class 9A (M = 19.26, SD = 3.32)
than in Class 9B (M = 16.79, SD = 3.42). This difference does not establish that daily feedback caused
higher scores.
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Table 3
Descriptive Statistics for Summative Assessment Scores
Class N Mean SD Min Max
9A 25 40.09 7.24 27.1 50.0
9B 25 35.08 7.31 25.0 47.9

Table 3 shows higher recorded summative assessment scores in Class 9A (M = 40.09, SD =7.24)
than in Class 9B (M = 35.08, SD = 7.31). These results describe a between-class difference rather
than an effect attributable to the assessment approach.

Table 4
Descriptive Statistics for Quarterly English Achievement
Class N M SD Min Max
9A 25 78.52 12.15 61 100
9B 25 68.16 12.69 53 94

As shown in Table 4, the formative-oriented class had a higher mean quarterly English
achievement score (M = 78.52, SD = 12.15) than the summative-oriented class (M = 68.16, SD =
12.69).

Table 5
Independent Samples t-Test Comparing 9A and 9B
Variable 9A M (SD) 9BM (SD) t(48) p Cohen’s d
Formative assessment 19.26 (3.32) 16.79(3.42) 259 .013 0.73
Summative assessment 40.09 (7.24)  35.08 (7.31) 244 .019 0.69
Quarterly English achievement  78.52 (12.15) 68.16 (12.69) 2.95 .005 0.83

Students in the formative-oriented group had higher formative assessment scores than those in
the summative-oriented group, M = 19.26 vs. 16.79, t (48) = 2.59, p = .013, d = 0.73. Similarly,
summative assessment scores were higher in the formative-oriented group, M = 40.09 vs. 35.08, t
(48) = 2.44, p =.019, d = 0.69. This difference was statistically significant. Overall, term results of
both groups were 78.52 and 68.16 with significant difference (p =.005).

Table 6
Independent-Samples t Tests Comparing Students in Classes 9A and 9B
Scale 9A(n=25M 9B (n=25M t p Cohen’s d
(SD) (SD)
Feedback and 3.89 (0.55) 3.41 (0.64) 2.99 .004 0.82
Motivation
Self-Regulation 3.42 (0.68) 2.98 (0.71) 2.45 .018 0.65
Stress and Pressure 2.76 (0.79) 3.32 (0.85) -2.70 .009 0.71

Students in class 9A formative assessment-oriented classroom had higher levels of motivation
and self-regulation, while students in class 9B had higher levels of stress. First, the mean score for
the Feedback/Motivation indicator for class 9A was 3.89, while that for class 9B was 3.41. This
difference is statistically significant (p = .004). Students in the formative-oriented group reported
higher feedback/motivation scores than students in the summative-oriented group. Next, on the Self-
Regulation indicator, class 9A scored 3.42, while class 9B scored 2.98. The results indicate that the
formative-oriented group reported higher self-regulation scores. Overall, on the Stress and Pressure
scale, class 9B had higher stress levels (3.32) and class 9A had lower stress levels (2.76). That is,
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students in the class with the dominant summative assessment felt more pressure and anxiety. In
conclusion, the results indicate that the formative-oriented group reported higher levels of motivation
and self-regulation and lower levels of stress than the summative-oriented group. These findings
should be interpreted as group differences rather than evidence of causal effects.

Table 7
Pearson Correlations of Assessment Components and Psychological lindicators
Variable 1 Variable 2 r p
Feedback and Motivation Percentage formative assessment 46 <.001
Self-Regulation Final % .39 <.01
Stress and Pressure Percentage summative assessment 41 <.01

The correlations in Table 7 are exploratory. Because the analysis combined both classes without
controlling for assessment condition, these associations may partly reflect between-class differences
and should not be interpreted as independent of assessment condition or as causal effects. Higher
formative assessment scores were positively associated with higher feedback/motivation scores (r =
.46, p <.001). In addition, there was a positive correlation between Self-Regulation and Final % (r =
.39, p <.01), indicating that students had higher overall academic performance. Correlation between
Stress/Pressure and Summative Assessment (%SAC) (r = .41, p < .01). Questionnaire responses
indicated higher reported feedback/motivation and self-regulation and lower reported stress/pressure
in the formative-oriented class than in the summative-oriented class.

Figure 1
Conceptual framework of the study
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The conceptual framework presents hypothesized relationships among assessment approach,
academic achievement, and learner perceptions. These relationships are theoretical expectations
rather than causal effects established by this study. It proposes that motivation and self-regulation
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may be positively associated with academic achievement, whereas stress may be negatively
associated with achievement.

Discussion

The formative-oriented class had higher recorded achievement scores than the summative-
oriented class. This pattern is consistent with the emphasis on formative feedback discussed by Black
and Wiliam (1998), but the present study does not establish that the assessment approach caused the
observed differences. Students in the formative-oriented class reported higher feedback/motivation
and self-regulation scores than those in the summative-oriented class. These differences do not
establish that frequent quizzes or immediate feedback caused higher motivation or self-regulation.

Students in formative-oriented group regularly received short quizzes, activities, tasks designed
to help them identify their strengths and areas of difficulty. This group received immediate feedback
after each task and this finding is consistent with the work of Hattie and Timperley (2007), that
feedback is a vital component of any formative assessment and one of the most potent influences on
student learning.

According to questionnaire analysis, formative-oriented classroom students demonstrated higher
levels of self-regulation feedback motivation while summative oriented classroom showed stress and
pressure. This finding is consistent with the work of Black and Wiliam (1998), who argue that
formative assessment enhances learning by giving timely feedback.

Summative assessment provides information about students’ achievement at the end ofa learning
period. This is consistent with what Gronlund and Brookhart (2004) have argued — that summative
assessment is necessary for certification and accountability in formal education systems. On the other
hand, students in the formative-oriented class reported lower stress/pressure scores. Although Darabi
Bazvand and Rasooli (2022) focused on fairness rather than stress, their findings highlight the
importance of students’ perceptions of fairness in summative assessment and the need to consider
students’ experiences when evaluating assessment practices. According to Nicol and Macfarlane-
Dick (2006), self-regulation is essential in language learning, and it is best developed through
formative assessment that provides feedback.

One limitation of the study is the absence of a pre-test, which limits causal interpretation of the
findings. Therefore, the findings demonstrate associations between assessment approaches and
student outcomes rather than definitive causal effects. This limits confidence in the direct
comparability of the reported achievement scores.

The original participant-level questionnaire responses have not been retained and are no longer
available. Consequently, the questionnaire scoring, reliability estimates, and analyses involving
questionnaire responses could not be independently verified or recalculated during revision. This
limits the verifiability of the questionnaire-based findings.

The observed differences warrant further investigation of classroom assessment practices using
baseline measures and a design that better accounts for differences between classes. Future research
could also examine whether incorporating formative assessment into summative decisions supports
fairness, validity, and alignment with communicative language teaching principles.

Conclusion
Assessment plays a very important role in students' lives because it provides them with feedback
and grades to improve their learning, which influences their future education and career choices.
Therefore, teachers need to adapt their teaching and assessment methods. Summative assessments
should be used for comparison and formative assessments to improve feedback and learning. The
findings of this study suggest that formative assessment may be associated with higher academic
achievement, greater learner motivation, and stronger self-regulation compared with a summative-
oriented assessment approach. In general, students in the formative assessment group reported more
positive academic results and more favourable learning experiences. These results suggest that
formative assessment, which offers ongoing feedback and encourages student participation, might be
a useful part of teaching process.
298



SDU Bulletin: Pedagogy and Teaching Methods 2026/3 (76)

The findings suggest that students in the formative assessment group generally achieved higher
scores and reported stronger engagement than those in the summative-oriented group.

In conclusion, students in the formative assessment group performed better than their peers in
the summative-oriented classroom, indicating that formative assessments are strongly associated with
academic development. Student grades and questionnaire responses showed differences in academic
achievement and learner perceptions between the two classes. Students in the formative-oriented
group reported lower levels of stress and higher levels of motivation and self-regulation; however,
these findings do not establish that regular feedback caused these differences. Formative assessments
are intended to support ongoing learning while summative exams provide a summary of standardized,
outcome-based learning.

Overall, the findings indicate that formative-oriented assessment was associated with higher
student achievement, motivation, and self-regulation compared with the summative-oriented
classroom. Given the quasi-experimental design and the absence of a pre-test, these findings should
be interpreted as observed group differences rather than evidence that formative assessment caused
these outcomes.
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KAJBIITACTBIPYHIBI )KOHE ’KUBIHTBIK BAFAJIAYT A
BATIAPJIAHT'AH CBIHBIIITAPIAT'BI BAFAJIAY: ATBIVIIIBIH TIJIT
BOWBIHIIIA OKY KETICTIKTEPI MEH OKYIIBLJIAPJIbIH,
BATAJIAY bl KABBIJIIAYBIH CAJIBICTBIPMAJIBI BEPTTEY

Anparna. bByn 3eprreynmiH MakcaTbl — KaJbIITACTHIPYIIBI JKOHE JKHUBIHTBHIK Oaranayra
OarmapiiaHFaH €Kl CHIHBINTAFbl OKYIIBUIAPBIH aFbUIIIBIH TUTI OOMBIHINIA OKY JKETICTIKTEpl MEH
Oaranmaynbl KaOBLIZAy EpeKIIeTIKTEpiH CalbICThIPpY. 3epTTeyre OypbIHHAH KaJbIMTacKaH €Ki
TOFBI3BIHIIBI CBHIHBIT KATBICTBI: OIp CBIHBIN KaJBIMTACTBIPYIIBI OarajayFa, €KIHIIICI XUBIHTBIK
Oaranayra Oarmapnanran (N = 50). epexrep kepi OalmaHbIC/MOTHBAIINS, ©31H-031 PETTEY JKOHE
CTPECC/KBICBIM KOPCETKIIITEePiH OJIIeHTiH JIMKepT mIKanachklHa HET3NIENNeH cayallHama apKbLIbI
x)uHanapl. OKy JKeTICTIKTepiHiH Oangapbl MEKTENTiH Oaranay JIepeKTEepiHeH aiblHABI. Toyencis
ipikTeMenepre apHajiFaH [-TeCT HOTHIKENepl €Ki CHIHBINTBIH OKY JKETICTIKTEepl apachlHza
CTaTUCTHKAJIBIK TYPFBIIAaH MOH/Ii albIPMAIITBLIBIK 0ap €KEHIH KOPCETTI, OYJI PeTTe KaIbIITACThIPYIIIBI
Oaranayra OarjapiaHFaH ChIHBINTHIH KOPCETKIIITEpi xorapsl 6oupl, t (48) = 2.95, p =.005, d =0.83.
Kanbmracteipyimibl Oarayiayra OargapiiaHFaH CHIHBIITAFbl OKYIIBUIAPJBIH OKY JKETICTIKTEpi, Kepi
OaiimaHbIC/MOTHBAIMS JKOHE ©31H-031 pEeTTey KOPCETKIITepi JKOFaphl, al CTPECcC/KbICHIM
KepceTKimTepi TeMeH Ooiabl. JKUBIHTBHIK Oaranayra OarmapiaHfaH ChIHBII — OKYIIBUIAPHI
CTpECC/KBICBIMHBIH JKOFaphI JCHI'€HiH KOPCETCE, KAJIBINTACTHIPYIILI Oaraliayra OariapiaHFaH ChIHBII
OKYIIBbLTIAphl Kepi OaiiaHbIc/MOTHBAIIMS MEH ©31H-031 PETTeY/IH JKOFaphl JEHIeiiH KepceTTi. by
HOTIDKENEp ceOern-canmapiblK acepiiep/ii eMec, TONTap apachiHaa OalKalFaH alblpMAaIIbUIBIKTAPIbI
KepceTei, OTKeH1 3epTTey OypbIHHAH KalbIIITACKAH €Ki CHIHBINTA XKYPri3Ulil, ajiblH ana TecTuiey
KapacThIpbIIIMaraH.

Tyilin ce3aep: KalbINTaCTHIPYIIbI Oaranayra OaFJapiiaHFaH CBIHBIN, >KUBIHTHIK Oaranayra
OafrJapiaHFaH ChIHBIM, OaFanay, aFbUIIIBIH TUTIH MEHTepy JEHT€iil, OpTa MEKTeN OKYIIbLIAPHI, OKYIIIbI
MOTHBAIUSACHI, OKYIIIBI Ma3aChI3AbIFBI, Kepi OailnaHbIC
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OLIEHUBAHMUE B KJIACCAX C ®OPMATUBHON U CYMMATHUBHOM
OPUEHTALIMEN: CPABHUTEJIBHOE UCCJIEJJOBAHUE YUEBHBIX
NTOCTHUXXEHUM IO AHIVIMMCKOMY SI3BIKY Y BOCIIPUSITUS
OLIEHUBAHUS YYAIIIUMUCS

AnHoTanus. OleHUBaHUE SBJSIETCS HEOTHEMJIEMOM COCTaBisiOmIed 00pa30BaTEILHOTO
npouecca. Llenp uccnenoBaHuss — CpaBHUTh yueOHBIE JOCTHXKEHMSI IO AHIJIMICKOMY S3BIKY U
OCO6€HHOCTI/I BOCHPpUATUA OLCHUBAHHA YYAllUMHCA [IBYX KJIACCOB . B HCCIICA0OBAHUU TIPUHAIIN
ydacTue JiBa paHee c)OPMUPOBAHHBIX JICBITHIX KJlacca: OJWH — C OpHCHTaueld Ha (JOpMaTHBHOE
OlIEHUBaHUE, Ipyroit — Ha cymmatuBHOe olleHuBanue (N = 50). Jlanabie ObuTH COOpaHbI C TOMOIIBIO
AHKEThl Ha OCHOBe Kbl JIMkepTa, M3MEpAOIICH TMOoKa3aTeau OOpaTHOM CBSI3U/MOTHUBALINH,
CaMOPETYJIALNK U cTpecca/aaBieHus. babsl yaeOHBIX JOCTHKEHHUM OBLITH TIOJY4EHbI U3 IIKOJIbHOU
AOKYMCHTAIUU IO OLCHHWBAHUIO. PC3YJ'IBT3TBI HE3aBUCUMOTI'O t-KpI/ITepI/ISI IHoKasajin CTaTUCTUYCCKU
S3HAYMMOC€ pasjininec B y‘-I€6HI>IX JOCTMIKCHUAX MCKAY ABYMA KJIaCCaMH IIPU 3TOM 0oJiee BBICOKHE
MoKa3aTesId HaOJII0IaIkCh B KJIacce, OPUEHTHPOBAHHOM Ha opmatuBHOE otieHuBanue t(48) = 2,95,
p = 0,005 d = 0,83. Vuammuecss kiacca, OPUCHTHPOBAHHOTO Ha ()OPMATHBHOE OICHHBAHHE,
MPOJIECMOHCTPUPOBAIM  0OJiee  BBICOKME  TIOKa3aTeld  y4eOHBIX JIOCTH)KCHHM, OOpaTHOM
CBSI3M/MOTHBAIIMM M CAMOPETYJSIIUU W OoJiee HHU3KWE IMOKazaTrenu crpecca/napieHus. CorjiacHO
pe3yibraTaM, —ydamigecs — Kjiacca, OpPHUEHTHPOBAHHOTO Ha CYMMaTHBHOE  OIICHHWBAaHUE,
MIPOJIEMOHCTPUPOBAIA 3HAYMTEIHLHO 0O0JIee BBICOKMH YpOBEHB CTpecca, B TO BpeMsl Kak TrpyImia
yYaIuxcs, OpUeHTUPOBaHHAS Ha (JOPMATUBHOE OIICHUBAHUE, IPOJIEMOHCTPUPOBATIH 00JIce BRICOKHE
MmoKaszateau OOpaTHOW CBS3W/MOTHUBAMM W CAMOPETYJISIMH. OTH Pe3yabTaThl OTPAXKAIOT
HabOojaeMble MEXKTPYIIOBbIE pa3inuus, a HEe MPUYMHHO-CIEACTBEHHbIE 3((EKThI, MOCKOIbKY
UCCIIeIOBAaHUE IMPOBOIIIOCH B JBYX paHee c(HOPMHpPOBAHHBIX KJjaccaX M HE IMpeaycMaTpUBalIo
MIPeIBAPUTEIILHOTO TECTUPOBAHMSL.

KualoueBble cjioBa: Kkjacc  OpHUEHTHpPOBAHHBbIH Ha (OpMaTUBHOE OIIEHMBAaHHUE, KJacc,
OpUEHTHUPOBAHHBI HAa CyMMAaTHMBHOE OlLICHHWBaHWE, OIICHUBAHHE, YPOBEHb BIIAJICHUS AHTJIUNHCKUM
SI3BIKOM, y4allluecs CpelHel IIKOJIbI, MOTHBALMS YUYaIlNXCs, TPEBOXKHOCTh yJalluXcs, oOpaTHas
CBSI3b
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