GCCCE 2025
EE R T RAR R RIS R AL
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Abstract: In recent years, research on technology-enhanced formative assessment in language teaching has thrived.
This article reviewed 116 empirical studies (2012-2023), analyzing 8 categories of assessment platforms and tools like
LMS, ITS, e-portfolio systems, AWE, etc., and their effectiveness. It found that such assessment boosts students’
engagement, motivation, and language proficiency, especially in writing and speaking. Also, its effectiveness depends
on teachers' teaching skills, students' self-regulation, and assessment design. This paper summarizes the advantages
and challenges of technology-enhanced formative assessment, offering insights for language teaching.
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1. #F =B

1.1. BRI Z X A KR

7 a7 4E  (Formative Assessment) -7 % 2 L (Scriven, 1967) #%, Fd &4
(Bloom, 1969) FI AN FiF M4k, EAZCHEARBIAFEGRINEAE, REFIHFAEK
FAfETH R L, RETRRTFRAA, HRMEIFETAR AT E E &R, TAZHRA
AR R FITICE 2 S G4, AR, RAEER BT, RS F I HE RIS S S R, £k
BLAN T T iR B0 iR e iRE, RiAEd ER T Bk, Wit Lif, RAFIZALEL
PR LA BT . AAFHEILES, AT RIF LA & HILHE R ITFAEG 2 A,
FARLEHRBRGTEZTT.
1.2. BRABFEGIH RN P14 55 5 HF

WF, BARBAET, R IFERA KB ARG EL, RKEFIEARETTHARGERN S
X, ABEMNIATIREF I HBETRAGRG. B, FIEELEH% (LMS) 4 Moodle =
Blackboard #% /" 2 /| T £ X IR ¥ 69 i-4E, REE PG IEMES R BiALH] (Panadero & Jonsson,
2013) . A5 7@, A EEFFELTE (AWE) 4= Turnitin = Grammarly & 4% B £ 4R 5
FA B T EBEH LFEHFE (Jiang & Yu, 2020) . @Ik 7@, XEZX+HEMLiE
& F 2 (InCAS) #IESE *T VA B TR AL & 2] 352 ik /) 69 3% T A= 55 0 5 18 35 2 ik ik /7 (Merrell
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& Tymms, 2007) . A& F iR ALa91F4E-F & 4= Kahoot!, RUAERZF AW A EE, T
AW S RAF I HM (Kim & Ryu, 2013) o FFRTHRT T AKIESTF IR A b o9iE4
R F A £ (Baturay & Daloglu, 2010) o

R e, RAF RN £ 25 ¥ ELRTAG R AL, f3d HAR I T ERBNETHT T,
HH R A AT S s IR AE G R SR A e A T m eyt Y . MF R, MRS AT
AR EWTRHFBARLIELETHF AR ELS S, ARFEFAEGEESF Rt

H, ALWAR G AEBTRARLLFRGFIENT, BEUATZABSEA: (1)
MR RAELRITE ST @ ERNE EAGFIE? (2) MAARAFIEA RS @ ZIE EH£0H
AE? (3) BARIMKAR GG R ITFM  A T 53 HF A AR H Lk ?
2. F;RK

KA 50 2 #18 J5 PRISMA 9 A7 AR 32 FF J& & %Pk 27 K (Aromataris & Pearson 2014; Harris et al.
2014) o ke 19 A SSCI &5 1 KA22 A SSCI &5 11 K, 21 ABEFRAURF R,
M2 & R I A 2012-2024 SF, £1F 8 LAk 2777 o MG, @idHaA s iti s LG, Bl
MR SC#R 2659 o &, ARIEARRK XALE i #2 Lkt 116 B, B 1. 413 ik iFaey
116 SARIEA T, HE R AW LEEBD T R TR GRAFESF 2021) , i A Lkt 3k
#+ bibliometrix # 47 T ALAL 2 H7 .

| [TENYA N | | [ |
IT (426) . FLA (62) . AW (112) | PSR, BRI |
System (117) . CALL (59) . C&E (400) 17 BAEeiy R EewEE AnTorcoE
ISLW (39) . SSLA (171) . RECALL (54) - _WJ!B%E'E%X\_E'—EEEZFEE?E; _Ela_jt_ﬁjzl_%L-_l—z_S()_S)%__l

AEHE (190) . TESOLQUARTERLY (71) e

BJET (120) . ILE (225) . LT2 (97) | LS |
AL (3) . JCAL (31) . L&E (6) e |
LLT (15) . ELT (339) | ABRIESTIERAR. £XAFIIREY. NE=TLAT. X&)
SEE (221) . LAQ (19) | ERARETHERIE N AIZ RSB 2E |
e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e m = = a

FRISLHk277758 [ BT 1167 |

B 1 &4 PRISMA HMXARBEWL#kie % 5inTd2RH
3. XA EZWEL4E

3.1. XEHF., FH5EEnH

AR R L@, TS5k (2012-2024) , AFF L ATiL B FRA0F] 2P B8 X F IR R R
116 30, ARBAG BATLEM. P, FIAAERm K& S TN Assessing Writing (31 )
H kA CALL (20 1) , System (1937) o KL & %544 2023 (21 :) , 2022 (17 7)) ,
Hok A 2021 (1537) » AX#REIAA, A 8 HBak3I4 100k, A 28 B34 50 %, H 43
R 51 AR 30 K, A 68 BALIIAE 10 K.

EAEIH T @, AFRKIGE —EH 225k 0 23 MNEEXAX, L, M (577,
49.14%) FedbE M (39 M, 34.78%) &9FF 5L R G i K, HRAZRM (10 7, 8.62%) , K
FM (5, 431%) , BEMN (47,3.45%) . E@REFEETE, A2 FE (387,
32.8%) , £E (337, 28.4%) ¥, $ERELEAGFERALT XMAREK Y,

3.2. EFH

A 116 AF P, XA 21 HAHARE TIib A ak, o nE A FHAKAEGA TN

TRFHF IR, ZHARE 5] i He Vygotsky (1978, 1987) #94ib4 LALIZit (8 H) o
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i, RSHEZMAR LR, FARERLA T4 AFEE, ARETHE L, EHNILEL, 2
H3Zit, AR BEE, FHEE, BAELE; KNiETFAAHL, FRELKTTEATHR
Koy B3] 3R EEAFEL, TL, BRRETOEBREIEERTESHKFTIAS
FHE IR IRE, RS OH — R BARYE, 1244l B A Ff AIEIE R R 52 5] Fik 4
R Ty &, A A KGRI = ),
33. HELK, EF5HiRELER

RSt B ET ZAKEER, QFEFHITHHE QA) . DFHE A8 . HF Y
B Q75R) . AHE & (683) . AR AME (450) BAAME (12) o @i
RAEMBWFTRE Y. i, BRREOHREIFFERREE T ETELAEELR, L
AFEIEAHZENFIH (88) , EFEBFANE, HiE, LRIE, FHIES., FFRLEE
TARREZ RGOS, LARESE (63) . L2448 (29) fouiEk (1730) F @,
R4, #ARANME 3A) . 91hH 33) A=&81F (1RA) 7@K, ZERAFRGEK 2
R R KRR E 2o

4. BRBBEWH R IFEFEE5 T EOARES

HAKAL OGS M P B AP AR ALR-FE 5T LN, BAKBIES. BPEF A5,
ZAEE X BFHFRAA T F M, AT FRIEA TR IE R, A 8 R MA A R4
FERITEMY A FIETHS ., KLIRIE Golonkaetal. (2014) A FHARIFEZFEI M5
KTk, dMHX-FERIAEBITT HiEEANL,

4.1. FIFEFL (ALMS)

FEEER (LMS) A FHFALRE, TETRALEFIHENEL TS (He&k
Wang 2024) . A& & 45 Moodle. Blackboard #= Edulastic % .

LMS 89S B ETREFESE L LS. SRR AN F 5] (Fernando, 2020) . E 4k
#%, LMS F & 4= Moodle i if % a9 it /& T A (e &KX, Daidid, RELESE) ,
Rt T FAELEBTFIPHRESSF5 3] 2R (Fernando, 2020) . stsh, LMS A4 69M)iF
T HRBRBFAEARNAFNPAEEE, FE2EFLENTARKE GeF K, LRI, #
A, AMAA. BIAHTAF) , BAFI)HEEREE—FFANERRET.

Rim, FRALLIIMS F 6 £ XLBFHURBEITFHETRGHR. Bx, FE6a3FRMOHE
BAREMAREEZR, STALEGEZHE (WBEEFRDE) | RBAUHAR AR 6 A
Iifm. BAEN, ZIFRWET HRTIES, mIAEFERNGNMEALEF (Heetal, 2024) o it
S, 4 LMS F & AT EAETSEZA . RE T Moodle ¥— & AT & 69 B A1 52 3] L& A=
T HEESREAE—ANAWNG KANEMT, —%-F4 (de Blackboard) HiEHFTEH»H & Z A
W, AT iksmfide, HTRYAFEGES S 5K (Rubinetal., 2010) o LMS F8
EXFHRHLIFST @A LA R, -FE& NN, #3nf AT F AR B2 A 24,
FHE I B A LA WME S AT LEHTAE, RS AR P PR AE A9 BEAR R .

42, FREFFL ATS)

AL # 5 & 4 (Intelligent Tutoring Systems, ITS) £ — K@i A T4 feAr KRFIBHK, 5
W OATF ] HAT AFREABRITOH T -F 6. [TS RBHRIEF A INF K -FFa 5 ) R,
HIETFI] PO E AR 2 B £ ¥ (Haridas etal, 2020) . & 1 AJLAPEA ITS F4.
k1 AHETHFHREFEGRAFTREELST Z AR LD RAT S

REITRL  HFAANK 4 BB hE

AmritalTS PR EE  BME5ELHFI LG —F—L5), HRIFEFEGANFIERE,
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X F FIR BT H R HFMA, FARBE LB ERNF ] RS
SRS AN FIEBEARBRIEF, ISR EES (E. LE, BiIT)
(B =) RAE B AR R X H

% E A AR HE TR AR, B3R E XSGk 58 R xRt 5
M = K5 A A PLA P ] 93 Fe LIS AR T o

Writing-Pal

iSTART

FRHAF AR BT HEIURE I TR BAFETEEICHOREARNEI ., AER
HE RN SR, AR L RBAEIRAE 43 X 4 (Haridas et al., 2020) o #l4=,
F] B 4F % % Writing-Pal (W-Pal) 484 —# ITS, @it #h @ F KL L DNiFR, 5| FF
AAEBEEGE., RESBITERPERRE, MET ARBSSITHRFABSY EAXKS
# X (Allenetal., 2019) . AAHAE 4% LMS, W-Pal 22 € R HF mIER L a9iE5 LR E
Ri6 37, 3T HEHAE, iISTART R AL A EZ %45 BPE RIRAULE], RAFAGRFIH
PE 1L R /) Ao Wik e K -F (McNamara et al., 2015) « &1 5 0EH e T @, FiEQiE AT
f& TR (4o CAES) @i i& F IR A HARRMBBPET LI, FIFAEKERFTHAF L. KK, ITS
HA BT mAGF)HFERAT LR, BRESBEAREIFTX, FEHEEMAEFHKE
HRFEER, AIPEREZ WAL E R E KT £,

4.3. EFEEF L (e-Portfolio System)

w455 & % (e-Portfolio System) & 2000-2010 i) J~ 248 F, @3 ¥ A5 SESTR,
IHFEFIHRLEK, ETRREFIIRERER, k& 2.
k2 AHETHFURMIFEORAETAAERZ AR LRSS

\5

REIL  HAMN AR
Mahara AR 24 A F DigCompEdu 18 691k Bk, 4 T iliE A 542

Catalyst IT 8] A% R, m&FAM. ppt. £ EATHEARET IR THF.
E£EERIE MEBRREARELIE, IFLZETHFETHFIREK
P BT 5 R % (Ziegler 2012) .

FRET, FAETURELSZHEREAGAR GeLA, Bif, 28, BhH., &HH,
B LAG, LA, KRB, FTH. AR, BT, MELFE, a4, AMEEF
N BB E TR, BrFddfomR. ©TEHEZANSEENN, AY
TREFAINE®R, LERZERNRF E®, Milit5 55 RHE S CHIENA AR5
A3 (Mayer, 2017) o 589 FIEAF L BINT €T A LR A KA T F I GER, 455
REERMEEREWF )RR FEHR L, A, FARELIEE, LaT—%-F &6t R1EL
FPE ST b3 BAR F SR BUKAY F AR AT, FE RS ALH] 69 2 Ao X B AR Pt o 1A
(Lam, 2022) -

44. A BHFRHLIL

8 % E4EiF4E T A (Automated Writing Evaluation, AWE) Ai#idiE4#E. AREZLE
FoL B F I BRRFERG—RAFRITET R, RRBRBECE RN, QX SHE, BREM.,
BEER ., FRGFER N BT ARDAT LA ERAZZ . BAE AWE R %l T & 3 FTF.
23 AFETHEFHUAREITAEGEA g 3 B RE T ER LSRR
RELE HRANK BRI
E e B A REERIFS 5IFE, SEL, T, BELEH. ABITH.
eRevise EEEZEXF REARFBALORG, AT aREFTLEREQFN TS,
RAER B, Q36 EHMEGEZF GAERTT). HWTE(R & T 33
o). 43 AL (I)IEAn % Kb ) Ao P (E KL ALS0 AR B 43).

LinguaFolio

Grammarly & 57 2 3 )\ 5]
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Criterion® i%ﬂﬂ&%% RAED> R AL BRI, gk, R RE 5 @sdiR R A,

HEERTH, AFBEFFEIE (AWE) 9B SHhRHAE TR A S ) HRBEBEE 49
B, AN PR iR A B A4E B 69 22 (Shintani, 2016) o & T @& 09452 0%, AWE L&
LR S Fe A B 7R TR (e R %&ia, EE, BHELL, FAEFLES)
I HFAENFER: (Chong, 2017) « AAFRLLEBINIET AWE TRAEBIL, ) kfeiEik
B R A. R, FFRAIEE, AWE TEMRIETEY TEENEA@FIME (dodfE,
RiaAeiEik) , M ABEFARERL, KRB SES, LT ea 5@ (Vojak
etal., 2011) . #]4=, Liu A= Kunnan (2016) #94F 50 A 3., WriteToLearn /£ 432 8 J2i&5 5 AL %
(o B ia AN E4E B) B R IR AE. £, Lavolette, Polio #= Kahng (2015) #5, Criterion
AR B I35 R IR I 69 E A BALA 75%. f£iE F/ZE @, Liao (2016) 453, AWE TH AR
WMER, HHAREBRFEMPBRNEREL, REETTELALSZ i EN b, X
%% AWE TE& i E b THBAGEIN K, SEHELTME (WRE. X ERK)
IR, AV R ITERBREZNEE B EFHF L ALEH69 R (Fernando,
2018) o« mAEFIAHrHET &, THIAE R R T R R A kKR, Hl55HE &
M, AFHEFAP SHALS AHIFNAAE, RIERBIEE BEHEG L ER LKL (Zaini, 2018) .
4.5. R FHAEEGFE-FE

KT 35X AT P 1A - Gl A, 5. BEAIFHERATE, A% Al do R &
Fo X AR R, BT Lk s, WEHEZFI)NHFER Y, RAFEE 4,
k4 IHFETHSHAREREGLTHRIEE-FE AL R4S
REIEL HRXAK ¥ ERDEE

PRBREHTF FHIP@TA NI, AT, AIEFXRAR ) ARESFE S

Rahootl  gina) b, S A PIN B s, @EFF AR
Quizizz FPEXHTE BEARKGEN I KL ER R, ZFTeIZMNE, F4
AENE] ATHTAEL, FAEHI TR fHEL.
Socrative f{v’%‘k%ﬁ f(‘_‘ﬁ‘ﬁﬁ%ﬁ/]‘\'ﬁ’f&%ff], Jm 3] B iﬂflﬂ’i\ %i%f"rﬂljﬂﬁéiﬁo F
BHRNE ATHAEAMAARNAES, RRELEE, £ESWAIFTES
) EEEHT REEDWGIRAE, BEHERAAFE GeleH B3] B4R, EMT T
Duolingo

H AR F] KBy, B RAEF) WoFEEBFRARE T F 5T

ARF I, HRATEFE RRAEINRIIES F AR, #ld=, Duolingo @i AR5 F=
H B AR B AiE & 3 134 % (Shorttetal., 2023) , A & 5455 18] £ 38 5% B A Ao ify i@
At /1 (Guoetal,2024) o sbdb, R BAAL L L HARME o, deir L BT K E
. #5351 (Zhang & Hasim, 2023) , Kahoot! #9HE/T45HUH) W42 3 B 4 Z5h H ik K
SEFEIR.

Rin, REBHNFRIFFEERNERRORBAE, ERAXEDAMABRRA—, K
ReA BURANE G EREF ] AR ENUABRANERR IR 7 @ 6414, %A %455 Duolingo
FFEa9PIA: 253 WAL, Dehghanzadeh (2020) % Loewen A (2019) RAHEL %A
XERELSGD), REEF, METETHBERINL, ZALESHERER, AT L,
Marques-Schafer ¥ A (2018) 45 & Hifit 3z LiFMHl X . #LI, Duolingo K A e94TH £
LTk AFEIETF IO E L AT F, Teske (2017) KK 42 5 A R ILALH AKX F
), EAHRAALSINERABENRFE R, ELNmER, 5L TFETHFRNLT
ROy AB A TEE AR 55, FRFIHITE (Loewenetal,2019) o T FARM E 4 T H K H
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535 % MNP, 4= Marques-Schafer #= da Silva Orlando (2018) . Huynh % (2016) &3,
Duolingo BE4 T 8. #HZ Pk, 0 FAERENBELEZ(Z M,
4.6. ZREFHFE, BMERSGAEFBFE, LRXAALFE

SESEGAIFFEFEARRKBAGH AR IFFEPRIETEERN, 2ESFEELSAR.
it ke LA IE, BHREFIRK, FA@EE BB, Plie, Zhengetal. (2024) F A9
B R AT RN 2ATES . R WEfaE, FARFRRN. AR E®REEE. 5.
BARE T SAEE T HIE, ETHEMEAFRLS T @R ALY (Yigit & Seferoglu, 2021)
R, RS TRTHEAKRIME, Bl g 2 RGFERM-FE. BS54 A F4&DE
FitE XX BRERE R /1, 4= Second Life i@ iT4F 4 F @i P8 38, Wiy A
FEAEMT . BEFZEFRLETINHT RABRSME. Am, SFRA, FIFEKF Ko
RALRE LRI L, ARBEREERLER, BRI, FREEALFRG L,

A XA Tt (Generative A) /£ ¥F #1355 145, ChatGPT. BERT. Kimi % TR
TARETAEARBAR, RBENAERANLE. BIES., SHFEMA, FREXE. TP 5
L, REEAEM S g, AR Transformer 24 (v GPT-4) |, @id %k AEEHIHE
HWiE, HESMINGEHRE, LHSEEITHE. A, ZHRKERTRIES 5 LER
Py g EAA TR, BORTT R Z EFE M, £ EIINRFREE, BNIER S MBS
AT FFR R, RERRRILBHELR S HRRBENE, FIREHFRIFERIRGRS,
M E AR, BB S IR R

HAR AL 9T s e iR E T HIE T HFIREIRA, AEREMNF I R, RS R R
#3842, A AT 2012-2024 F 116 A FIEAF 5009 R Gt 42K, K IIZANRE Bk & &,
HREZBEAME, KAZH., TERRET &, RBKESHE, 2H T NERH KA,
itk ZHERALSINER, FEEEFF. EFF. CEFAHIEMF, HRRLL,
SR BB T BRI RAE T IE, BRRABRAEGHREREAETHSZ PO AKSE L 2K
AATFTIAFTE: (1) FRRBE SR, FRRIMAE R Y ERIPEGFRERE, BIHF IR
w4 (Butleretal., 2021) ; (2) RAFKFARK, ZRERBELSRSGITEHEE, L3
I B385%5 3 4k3 (Gikandietal,2011) ; (3) #%HKIEF, MBI, EWAEFHH
AHAIEAE 5itiZ XF 5] (He & Wang, 2024) o {28454 d%: (1) it 5EEEL, K
KA AE 4ot 5 4% %77 X B 43 A 44 (Can Daskin & Hatipoglu, 2019) ; (2) #H K55 A
AR, Azt EBEEZE, ERASROERETRIEMNERL, FARBTETAL
& %% (McNamara et al., 2015; Zhang & Hyland, 2022) ; (3) #Jf& B 5FRAL, HoH
sk Z 35D, FRFE BRI LM (Schildkamp et al., 2020) o 2 F A LA, AeFEs: (1)
R RFAR, REFAMERF; Q) WREBEERLES, B THRAEN; Q) #EF
BEAAE, FRAEEERAMEA#FHEGIRFELIL, HEZFI LB RE.
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