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A OUE B, P B T, i At
B T — 2B S E A R e, TR
PROTPEREDR SN B 557, AN 5 i Ak
BB A 30& 1 (Black & Wiliam 2009), [ Bk
SN AN B 5 1 S AR 70 A 3 R A A
REETRBEIFITIHF R 5, HIF IR LA,
HR W R 2%, B —BF IS & R ita %
IR AR RIS

KT PREDHAT B0 CTEEAEPHN” (formative
assessment) FEARIX B, H 558 AR A B E
Mo FEFIREIFIIME A HRY, B3H. .
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FREREATASZE, R TIRE £ 515 5 N2 D)
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(FF MR ) 5 peer-assessment (7 2 ) 1B, FHR B
5 o7 |essay writing (B 4E), factor analysis ([F & 5 39 FEEE, KFHE,
A7) 5 validity (20%) KA
computer-generated feedback (& LK 1% ) Ui b s _
3 26 |collaborative assessment (& 1EiFH)) ; language 3 36 %\{; g ﬁﬁ\j i;}%ﬁ
assessment literacy (& & M & 7=) P
zone of proximal development (& % & X ), . —
4 25 |peer feedback ([&# K 1% ) ; dynamic assessment| 4 26 x ?‘L% s k % TEA
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zone of proximal development (i % & IX ) AR BT
AWE feedback (£ X B 21 ¥4 K 4% ) _ &g
6 24 |assessment criteria (FE\M A7) ; peer feedback 6 17 ?%(Eﬁ@ ?\i\; TR
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(¥4%5)
primary school (/%) ; sociocultural theory 3l 3 1 A "
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SR T AE RIS AR A 56 T 308 B IR VRIT Y, Ak
PR, 4) )it CREL, 8) 5 5) ekt
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HIETF 2019), ENINET B IF5 BRI B
REE, @ FEELE, F2AEATE. KIHTE
UrALES PO RGLS, 45 & 5o I P 8CR T
=, AW TEM R, 1R E T &SRR
£ PE 1 (teacher-supported peer assessment) (Zhao
2014) . “[PEEIE+ZOR PR AIEER BRI
(E B 2013) . “UliAA1EDEY” (SCRKDS 2016)
‘2% LA BT+ N E IR (Al f:EE 2019)
LR A, DASEEL “DATHR YT R ERY,
e N AN T s, LN 2 R B T IR A 2
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€ S S S E RS T SUR =Ml BUNZ S : DM g ]
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2019) . ZIEBIEMH RIS EE (A0 Tk, Lee
2013), PRy & Ay 15 TR A% BE 95 UE (4 Ghaffar
et al. 2020), “fESCHBNIFS” F1 “UhiAE LRI TR
SrbRifE” ULAESIE T BN AN EE B TZ G (40
Ghaffar er al. 2020; F&lesk. Felis 2019), 7Rk
W, DAsRidhE . AR DRI &
WFotEch I, CRCABUHRIBFZEER, EAMUI
EMEATAAT. DR, REW SN IR
JECPERIF 5T 05 v (5% T2 BUPE R ST S A B PERTE 5 4
FHRAWIT, B8RP A3ISE, H422%;
ElN6TR A 4R, H6.0%), i, BN
FERE B SR BRI, A5 31.3% RYRFZELA
PR PR H A (X, S24a4F 2020),
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BEATABER R HEATIR IR, 36.4% 1Y
BETEUESE R IR AR B —, DR FEM R E WA
F, ZRHITAR A AR R,

RIEE TP PR [ N S AS [R]F A A 15
RiE, EAMG THERT 5 AT, B A
A RFEIE 5 KDL, PRI SRS
1 6 TE = MIPE R R N i 5 2238 (40 Lee & Butler
2020) . P 4 A 5 3 I RE 35 75 BUIR (40 Yan
& Fan 2020), [ PN RS LA TF 4R 52 3 56TE
(A TEbR 2019), ZU MDY 35 5% B 52 2%
H RIS ST R S8R, S SRR A
KRR RN, ARDEFHEINFT, O
“Hr R ftE " (mediator) o ZcUifi (40 Zhao 2014)
i & 2[5 £ (4nDavin & Donato 2013), Hi 4% ##
TR AL B 3 A TVE T AV ) (4nPoehner er al.
2015), DiBekBEER#ESREKR IR, ERNHETI
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FH E MRS BRI =

2008 feedback (X 1% ), second language writing ( —3& 5 1E) , KFHE, AFLP, &4
self-assessment ( B +F) e

2009 dynamic assessment (3} Z#E{)}) ; conversation analysis (i & AT, BEERHE,
A1), factor analysis (& & 447) AT N

S010 |error correction (2|4%), recast (E4%),; language assessment KNFHEIEEE, RFTN,
literacy (1% & ¥4 % 7f) F3 AR

5011 |2ssessment for learning (& ¥t % 3] #34} ) ; mediation (¥ 4> RKFEEBREFHY, 270
{EFl) ; motivation (3f4]) FWERZR, SN

2012 | 2ccuracy (VE#A M), complexity (£ 4% ) , college student KERESHAHY, B
(K%¥4) MEK, FALF

»013 |Zone of proximal development (LK EIX) ; sociocultural theory | Bl 3 ff, & F HIBH ¥,

(#t2 X #E 1) ; automated writing scoring (1E5CE 311 %) | #JFF1H

2014 academic writing (% K 5 {E) , assessment criterion (FEMARVE) MERIE, K¥HEEHE
automated writing evaluation ( E 3 5 {E3F 1)) 23, BRMEITEFERZ

2015 computer-assisted language testing (& #3481 iE = MR ) | FRMFMER . £ TE &,
comprehension ability (¥ # & # ), EFL writing ( — & E 1F) HFEFE

2016 feedback timing (K 1% ##l.) ; computer-generated feedback INEFEEHE, NE#
(VB4 i #h K 45 ) , assessing speaking ( H & EH)) RAE . EiR

h017 |@ssessment of learning (32 5] #y3E1/)) ; essay evaluation software | 1 [E 3£ iE & £ R E X,

(5 ETF MM tF) . engagement (£ 5) U %, R 5

2018 student engagement (%4 % 5), assessment knowledge (1)) X ARG, HETNIES
#138) ; AWE feedback (£ X F 3 34 1% ) RZ, ARHF

2019 validity (2% %), academic writing skill (%A 5 {EH77) , BT, EEFEREELTE,
implicit learning (&7 % 37 ) &%
constructive alignment (—Z I Z#) , automated written R ot am

2020 |corrective feedback (51 g zh #E ) 24 IE 4 R 4% ) ; co-constructed %;ﬁ% i EE T
rubrics (33 B 3 45K TR

E. HEXBALAAKG T ERES, RFE—THINMRBANLETRRAAZFENE —, F_ME=4,

MG FEER, 2008—20204F, [l A AIMIFFSE
BOTIEARRRRID, BELey NS A 225

HPERE A B, LMEZPEN AT, Xt
% 2] W PE 4t (assessment of learning) . fig #3F %2 >] /)
PF fir (assessment for learning) . £ & %% =] 1Y ¥ Ay
(assessment as learning) . 2% >] 5[] (U PR/ (learning-
oriented assessment) %5 PRI BTVEABE SR EL, 4
AVEATRIT B2 o0t 3, 2ELZ%F (n
TR, BEHARS) XA, T tE
Mrkascietic, shARGHIE. MREHIE. &
HHAMIRHZ ARSI, =, ME "0
W+ BB BT, 26 EROGCARE T &
(IS L PFE AT, FE DGz
Uil P A AR S5 A B RS B RER IS 21 R0
etk (A1 Zhang 20205 X, Z4b4E 2020),

E N IMF TR 22 S B SR BLA . Ho—, TR
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AL 2008 4 CLHA EI SR FE AL, 32 2020 4R
2 ko, (HIZIE- A 2017 4R 7L E AN 5
LS HZ IR, 3K T REAS T ULATE N PR PR 2T
B SEE 2 R R AR, RO
FEPFUT RO 8OR , IR A TR BT - 257
TP GBS, T, ENRRIE R
REINEBEBORHIE . BeASOE R RIEA R[]
X, KBRS R SRR A, B R, i
L RER Y S RAMAAMIERE, dn v E
PIERE N FYERD) WIHE A EINIME B TR TR
O oeie it T2 08, Ml T RN RPERFSE (dn
HEUGRL, RBiE 2019) 5 ESMIFFE RIS R
AL, WFFERISELESON, F3 R —BARIRT (Ao
CRET) BEATIRARIT, BOREEE, (HARIAYER
BPEREE, FMR AT — RIS, HpRT
Ber R m R AR,
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5 WIS SRR
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CF AT AR, BRI TR oE P A SO,
NGHEEBCETT KR B E, AARPFIR T
TR R JR A 1]

FERFIEN AT TR, A AT RLORTELL T LA,
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EA TR PRI R SHE S A A e mil |, fRF A
BeE SR, LR T B AR L e et AT B e
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BOEH B R o — S 15 2T Al DATT Je TR R
BT ST, a2 A BRI Rk 1] Pk xS Bl
AR IR SEMELH T B, *TE B PPN 75 pr /b
BHA TR SERBEA TIR AT S

FEWFIE T k05, T E N OME EE R
TR D e, 5% R AR SCIERF TR HE 12
SIEOT AR T RN Sk, AR S UERE ST A P
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A visual analysis of research on classroom assessment in foreign

language teaching (2008—2020)

YANG Lifang & WANG Tingting 34

Abstract: By employing the data analysis tool of CiteSpace 5.7.R2 and the method of bibliometrics, this
paper conducts a visual analysis of the literature on classroom assessment in foreign language teaching published
in key international and domestic journals from 2008 to 2020 in WoS and CNKI database. Through investigating
the core topics and the developmental trends of classroom assessment research, it is revealed that common
topics shared by the international and domestic studies include feedback, self/peer assessment and writing
assessment. While the domestic studies focus more on the assessment effect, the assessment process has been
emphasized in overseas research. Concerning the research trends, domestic studies generally follow the pace of
their international counterparts, slightly lagging behind in assessment literacy and focused classroom assessment
research. Based on interpretations of such findings, this paper proposes directions for future research.
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Abstract: Combining POA and the current maritime ESP teaching, the paper puts forward maritime ESP
course unit framework: 1) “cross-border cooperation based” ability and task chain; 2) three-layered gradual
enabling activities of “trial, multi-modal compensation, reconstruction”; 3) “cross-border cooperation based”
assessing criterion. The paper also illustrates the practice of this framework via the course “Maritime Technology
English”, revealing that the framework enhances students’ motivation, language application and producing
abilities.
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Abstract: Emotion research in SLA has received increasing attention in recent years, and learners’ emotion
is crucial for understanding the second language learning process. This study reviews L2 learners’ emotion
research from the traditional psychological, positive psychological and sociocultural perspectives, and compares
their empirical research paradigms. The study finds that: 1) the theoretical development of emotion research has
been diversifying from the traditional psychological to the positive psychological perspectives, and there is also
a sociocultural turn; 2) existing emotion research topics are mainly focused on foreign language enjoyment and
anxiety, and there is more room for development; 3) the empirical research paradigms on emotion are developing
from monolithic to diversified, and there is an urgent need to find a more scientific research channel. This study

aims to provide new ideas for future related research.
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