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Research on the Design of Performance Assessment in Project - based Learning: Taking

the Artificial Intelligence Course as an Example
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Abstract: At present, the project-based learning in Al courses in primary and secondary schools is facing a lack of
matching evaluation methods or evaluation systems. This study focuses on the performance evaluation of Al
project-based learning in junior high schools. By constructing the design framework and implementation path of "goal
task evaluation standard", this paper proposes a set of operable performance evaluation system and evaluation scheme
for the project-based learning in Al courses, Finally, two rounds of teaching practice were carried out in a junior high
school. The performance evaluation in the project-based learning of artificial intelligence course is helpful to promote
the integration of teaching evaluation and collaborative quality improvement, enhance students' autonomy and
participation in learning artificial intelligence, promote the formation of students' high-level ability, and better promote
artificial intelligence education.
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