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MEAVENIE T =T — DR G5 L —
O Tl > F A IR AR S K AT R
(McNamara 2004:765) , iX S BR_FJ& — Rl i 5 2
TR, B AR S (Vygotsky) (D B 42
Ak 38 (Sociocultural Theory of Mind, faj # h
SCT) A4 Hh ALK i 18 5 AF 58 3 AR 2802 R A
S HARMSL (AT AR ORI A A,
XA A BRI St 2 0 R 2 A% .00 B £ 2 v
e Hila onie B R, TR E PR A R
ZIE T B SR B — I WA, SR 5 I 5
L5 IR0 2 A 245 G T2 105 22 A B[R] A1) 5 X 1
FN A& (dynamic assessment, fij #R 8 DA) W52 %
s R B AR T R 5T I — A i, AR
AT B3 ] N A1 sh 2RI e e a2 > S0 B S R
RS, BT, AR UG Ak — DR AR 4

2. HEMEMBEZ
AN FeE W E N HIES &
HeE SRR — ARSI E IRAR
Y R] B (Rea-Dickins 2004), 7 624 % M IE #L %
BB T # 19 EUMA TF- (Cheng 2005) , 45 H
XPEARAE M & 2052 LA R B A DU 56 2L
S POE R S, A 2822 35 WA R 205 W2 5
— A1) I A R R AR TR A 2 E S R FTIR Y
PRFEBK sh - (curricular-driven assessment) , iAG
2P DT 55 R Al 1 2027 D 2 HE 2R (task-based
framework) , Z2 F LT AR E I AC PRI 55
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il A B B A N RO R R
IR BT S, B 02 HE DL v 2 >
T AR R R B TS T B . (E R
XS S A SRR AR R T A 2 e T Kk
JE& 1) I U A 1 B A DU R EIA R 2 2] Y kR
S 5 MRS RSB, LI E e ik
A, XA LY shANEA RE S
MR B IE 454 (Vygotsky 1986)

SIS ENS AR T IR0 HE 5 Vygotsky
(1956) [T /& e X (zone of proximal development,
fAiFRA ZPD)HE . ZPD 4§ 2% > 35 4 57 fiff e [) s
SEBRACERZ B5AR G g AR I F AR S
YEIRS B AW AE KT 22 (8] B E 25 RIS ke ]
REMINHIR R . IZ IR IA MR RE T R A & e
(), 27 2 B WIRAE G E BB R S5 % F
e ISR S . BT RL, R R R XN T
2 b, AT DL TR ) 3 I ) R R RS DA R T
AR 1) 2 A K 282 AN DN i 3k s 3 g 0
HH 55 H RS, R B A A
WS S g B IR R B ) . IR Z 223Xt
AR DA [ FA BE 0 DA OB . Lidz(1987)
SR IR B AR 1 A A% O SR RE T B AR A SR AR AL A T
AR E R . 7E B AR 2 it 0 2 A T R Y Y
YERL 22 2] B RN S 5, W A 52, fR AR i 2
E NGRS, R, BRI a2 —
Aot S E AR R E M AR R (Vygotsky 19985
Sternberg &. Grigorenko 2002;Lidz &- Gindis 2003)
Lantolf Fil Poehner(2004) 84~ A fe it & & X4
SRR AR E Y T I DM ) B B R T
iz Kk i

AL IRAS[R] B B v R 3 AT R R Sl A
RS IIAZ O - (1) S5 B 22 B[] sSOWL SR DA 27 )
TR S REE L, T E N RS
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T— " NBUAT . 1K1, J5 5 AN BE A2 A B0 wip
# (Lantolf & Thorne 2006:328) ; (2) M+ %% 5wl
A K B s R i S R A A S
Jita AR 2 W i 5 BeE bR B DA A N
B HOG0 2R ) 3 B DI KT FAS A7 A4 1 AR
{18 B H MR I, % A 1 & AR
S0 Fr e W Ik T D B D AT 8 1 A
RN ET G2 W R TR e
2.2 AW E SRS EN &

JUAE B 25 D S 0 N 4S5 AR e D AR A
[F) A0 = F FE B OV A 00 3 R it )
A FH B St T8 ) S 235 R 45 T T P9 26 00 ) S ke 1 A ] 1
P, WL 1.

%1 DENBSIEHSNRES S
W45 s s
s | VBRI | JEA AR 5D e

SR kR, BEREE.
TR NIES + | oy e o
W F 6 m%%ﬁ%ﬁmmﬁ%,ﬁﬁjifMM&
B AR S F i ¢ °
g | TR B A Y | oW # AT o
e I ks L 1,
M TR | P B 5 2% R TR e | I 0 R W A
WELZ | MRS THSS. AT
SE LSRG T | “
ppis | o TR s o0
" 2 3] 45 1 2 > e A B SR AT
HEoE S B i :

B & B B T T A 2% 2 e AR
RIEHA ), AR i R v I B A2 2
I 21 W 70 43 3 388 5 B 2 i I 35 1) v ST Ay
A5h e S AHLAEES B £ €6 (Sternberg & Grigorenko
2002:29) il oy ) F W e N 5 5 2 DR
PE MR AR 2 2] B e R R A B A 5
T, ShASI e A% O ¥ o 2l I B A AL R
T2 F RO m SR . W B B R
WA NIUA RE ST TS M BERE 1 anfer & g . A 25 iR
P& 1 Bl 0 ok S g ke () R R ) e AR kR )
MY . TbR OB i e A N T RE &
2 8T 5 1) o 3000 O I £14) 2 A 50— ™ A 1) D0 e f7 5
rh ELA I AR A S B P R N 58 B — R A R Y
B MAC A B HEA L TSR REAKCF A2
i o O TR 2 D = DS e v £ K VAR = R P52
AR AR AT 2 ) 35 BB Be W RE I AKF-. L, 3
A REUE G R B I B S R S AR R L
PEAG 55 000 27 2] 5 B R A

MLt A S A5 I8 B I AR AR
Lo BRI X T X W R RAFEIRZ L, AL

22N R Bl A I 1 R I ) — R R R IR =
SR Poehner A1 Lantolf (2005) #1 J52 %f 3X — W &4, TA
WL o N S i B = /7 N [ ) PO [ =
ST PRI O B i B Rl ) 1T TR S T
AR LA SIS I HESR T2 2 37 76 200 B R s 2L
SERSEEE L. Br L, B BN & B ORI, JiT AR
R BRGSO
R T2 H KA (Lantolf & Poehner 2006
348) . JE R I 2 [ AR A T DA U 2E ) ) kR
HBCAZEHA IR RS B Y. T H, W& 7D 5
D7 By B AN AR R] 2h 200 5 A9 S5t el DL
IEAREEEEXA H—E R RGN, ShAN &
14 308, 25 o 0 3 o P R L A i ORI 2 2 3 Y
o B LA DN o R v i A AN O B Y L TSR
JeH MR, &R T MR BE 1 00 & R . X SE 8 i 5 v
AT DORBHE S 5835 . AETE st &, 22 0l 52
2 E WA TARAR KR LA & =5 e 1R - 37 LA
AREHATHY . 1EUN Lantolf A1 Poehner (2004) 58 3
AYARAE s ShARI 1 v] LA AR AT o] 1E A FE s
AL S ST 2K

3. ZEFIHENE
MR EMAFNS X

BRI 5 & LA Vygotsky 1Y fie it & Ji& X B
VoA A AH E0 AT AR AT RO AT I S vk .
J (AR 2285 S UE A G 2 7 O B 22 R 2 A 4
P HEAT 0, T A S AU B 2 I AE 5 R R R
71>, Lantolf Fll Poehner(2004) M2 35 8 fi# J5 15 B AN [
P th A > R Y 2 AR £ AT 43R 28 BLPE (inter-
actionist DA) 14 A £ (interventionist DA) 4 f,
X353 WA SO T a2 2 shaS I A 98 i AR
Jridio FEHAMRIEREAK A Vygotsky Xf ZPD & P Al
FE AR RET I T DX —X) 502 5 Vygotsky 5 2]
BRI A —F ) (Poehner & Lantolf 2005:239) .,
& H A B AWM O TE ISR 27 2] F i i 20 Ak e
T 2 FH AR S A FE O 5 5 2] 35 A2 Bk
T rf T 4 R R A X A BN A I E
PG A A B0 250 5 2R FH Fm v £ 04 48 B R i
T3 2 A5 BB 45 R TS By AT AT R0 L
(Brown &. Ferrara 1985:300), Leung(2007) 4}
N B 2500 5 R0 28 B B AN e R R R Y
M & (assessment for teaching) Flfh A 22 it &
(assessment as teaching) ., AEFRAELLI A BRI S TE
TR 72 5EE D, v E 51
WIS S AE I+ AR 2% A5 B 5 UE B3z 3
S, ARELL A A B ASURPE 20 &0, 7T LU 8K
M PPA 2% 20 3 AR RE 00 5 iR R e I T 4 SE B
e 5 as G RS i A DI B, 7RI 5
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i . Haywood(1992)3A K38 B4 7 % Al LA T 4
b Jsz e 2y 20 e P AR A RT3

AN, B2 Wik Dite ad sh 200, 78 H St o
R HUM IR ] UAR SR 22s 5 00 0 SE B R 3 A1) i
1T 2 B Sl R VR R R 2 5 R
FRCA ARl 33 o B Sl 0 ) T B IR AR R
WO VIR RS . fE iR
R B R SRS . IRZ 2 EH U R 548
B R —— BN AT T B B R S A I
Jrik . AHJEX IR R o 25 DU B 2 4 ) 0 ) i B
KB IEia FTETE & A vh 2 R0 I 07 2 10— 4%
iz e DRI RDE R, o i b 2 R 5 2] 35
F7KT o BERE S 75 2 B0 285 T o 114 S Bl B 3 N
Jr iz AR g H i RPOH AR A8 B il A 20 I
SRR 2] B & . 1IEUN Lantolf Al Thorne
(2006 : 331) 5% VA AR , e 4 1 sh 25 00 i T EL,
AR E N shAS &2 5,

4. BRI EIENEE
TIEFIPNARNEXTAR

ASBIFSE AR Bl 2500 DA B3 M S B 1 £
JERRASR . i T 3h 2500 8 T i AR o ) B
Ll Gt e Hok TR RE - AR 2~ B R Bl LU
iR A R AR R B L O T R e
PR 2] B R HE D A TSR i Hee b
RS R0 ShA M HE) A P IR
ME B SGRAE i T AU S A I A X BB
(AL & Tl A A SR TS B b » 3 o Bk
D RGER S S B R . R AR iEA
A A Ol SR AR, S B AR AT L L 3
BN ATHE P2 B . e, AR SR R AE L
SO A3 T B Al _E 8 20 250 8 B9 S i — 2R 2 [ BT
FUBGS O HAE Z 387 >0 R R B LA 4
A1 SN ZIESE ) S I EA SCAT ST

BRI RE J7 T 0 BE 2 A5 . Jim A o i vz T 7
B S AL AR B, F 50 E L IS 3h A 1R 2
U 50 2 BOZ th iR F R SR L AT
MBI Vygotsky AT R Z IR AL 18 2 MBI H T
WA I AP . 1R SRR S B A A
KICHRIL A e - AR 2058 A 0 RO B AT A HE I
DRRR A — B SR T AR SRR S T 3h
SMEAER . 5IEW B ST E ik
AT LA T ELPAR 2 1980 4R )5 I Y
WS . IR it o S IR S L A
W Z MR « S A0 f B R L Sh A &
WM ERR AN RS T iE ) F R R S
IR A M AR A R0
411 B LA RS > U A B AR

A BN T Bs R B =2 —,
SHE O RE AR B ] LUV T kA
AU, Guthke(1982) 45 i A& M i AT LU T
NFLE G 38 T U T ) 2 ) i, (45 18
22 LA, McNamara(1997) .Bachmann F1 Cohen
(1998 FEI 8 18 > A5 Al 5 S 5 465 & B it 2
B AN, AT S AR R R LA O
AR FF 1 A 20 I 5 2% 3 1 (Scheneider &
Ganschow 2000) , {H 3,35 3 7K DA 3l 250 & b HfE T
BAE

[R]85 % 3l 25 00 & 0 E ki — AR R
ik MM KM = A0 sh AN = 5
BB (Kozulin & Garb 2002;Bavali, Yamini &
Sadighi 2011; Jafary, Nordin & Mohajeri 2012), 5
0 5T B & (Leung 2007 ; Black & Wiliam
2009) , ghs M 5 sh A5 (dynamic testing) ( Tzuriel
2001; Poehner 2008) , i P 4 A& [ SC L 480 T 1
Y5307 5 5 =20 B PSR IS BB 48 % 43 I F » 2R
W H AR LA B 28 2 B IR S 75 S A far sl AR 2
M ORI a0 SR B B2 8 o 58 HLTE B A
B2 2] 3 K SR AR A i 2 3h 25 I & (Sternberg &
Grigorenko 2002:30), B#fiX LAl & 2 A7 sh 2
HAFSE BT
4.1, 2 WA AR iE2E 2 S T AR R

Bl 5 9 A Y 2 BB BT S b B R A2
bR X IRV MR 22 D 3R it D B AR B B %
JIT DASIEE — B2 3 14O B R) R, 2 5T 1 3R
1. Grigorenko Ml Sternberg (1998) ¥ ¥ 2l 245 I &
T ae S AN EE SR AT ST . TN R B A I i AR
R A AH EL S AT AAS B AR IE B S  I0 2
HEAER T AR RS HE T e S i R bl 2,
PRk B 3R A B = I AR A AR T DL
Caffrey 4 (2008) 4 ly 25 I F2 P00 240 B £ 34 250 B
) —IREE KBTI . VR 45 G MERE 177k %
24 BT LRG0 Tie . S5 W 4B S & A3
AV R T (E A PEAR AL, ot R Bl A
R EKE A, Lantolf il Poehner (2004) .
Poehner #ll Lantolf(2005) , LA} Pena 25 (1992) &} %
BN AR 357 ) b S VA AT e BIE 7
RA R SO R S A S L ) sl A
HAIET SR AL T TSR T RE

(A A2 B Ay 285 T e it 300 e 2, AR 22 2 3 AR
SR AE /NS R 3 w7 il 1 1 T L R R
P RISt 1) i . A2 E NS 2 2] AT,
5 A 5 v ) B E /N JE 2 (Poehner 2008,
2009), A2z F A5 5 AR, £ TS AL E N
28 fy Fefik 1 35 &5 Ul & (Poehner 2008 ; Pishghadam,
Barabadi &. Kamrood 2011; Wang 2010), X¥6fff5%
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HB P = S A D RCR A 25 223K, R B 2 % 5
A0 PR B BIET AR R
4.1.3 WM S ZiEE BN R R GEE e
A

TRt B R R B R HAE T iR I K RE,
RO 38 52 55 DU EEA G BE A £ 5 . s A s FH i
TR B2 RE 7 B9 AF5Y (Guterman 2002 ; Kozulin &-
Garb 2004 ; Mardani & Tavakoli 2011 ; Pishghadam,
Barabadi & Kamrood 2011), [ 3 3 250 & G 45 12
HE2A7 2] 5 TOIN AR TR F R W 14 % 5% X A5 Ha T LA
By 5E MRAT 55 . 28 B AN ] B2 RE I TEBh A
W& i) 22 B AR n] LIS B G 2 f et e . (HAS —3
B 42 » Dorfler %5 (2009) — 2kt AT 80 25 0 & 5] 332 A 5%
AR DD - Fe AR X L A Ay Sl 20 e St ) e e gl
A RS W SEFRIT R R ) R LR ) ok AR
TR . A2 10 30T B s 1) s n A AT A
A TR HG ] 352 B A7 114 7K SF- (Haywood & Lidz 2007).
VR shA I N A 2 0 & iR S RS, Cioffi
F1 Carney (1997 I\ Ny, &M & & — M FE B EH
Sl B R 12 W 2R A L (6] ) B PE A S AR 7
TSR R S W B AR R D fg , 4R S 1R
KEHE S FEN AKREES S, BT S1ES)
A AT L AN o 5 A A AR A I e AR 2L
i 75 (Shrestha &. Coffin 2012), ZhZSMETE OiE
(Poehner 2005 ; Hill & Sabet 2009) F1IF 77 (Ableeva
2008; Ableeva &. Lantolf 2011) 4§35 (1) % F BF 5% AH
XPHE A s 3 JUAF A Wi 86 hm o 43 i PR R AR 2 1AL
o 1 R A R M T PR R R A5

SIS RO IS IR A ER, BB
PRI 2 ZPD R, Tl B ) HE T
REJTH A TR oS8 5 N TE S AN I8 [ 3= 1 & e A
S QR U 6 P by PSS L s Sy el i
TAHURIMR SRR 28 1) & i, 2 ) 35 1 i i) LA s i 2 >J v
FIRIXE, Poehner(2008: 138) 1A sh 25 i 2 v —
e ) B R TR 2 45 H MRS s Haywood
I Lidz(2007 : 28) S8 YA AL SHLAIE Iy R 2 2k [F)
FHA BE ™ A=A 35 27 2 R B A0 42 AT LA Alax
SEPH 2 1Y & ARG . Poehner (2011a) 1A 2k 2 251
WS H O CR K.
40104 BhAI X B EON AR 1 2

FESHAS I &, it W 5 A 2 OGS AE
Poehner(2007) , Haywood F1 Lidz (2007 ) % ] it X
S TAA I I 3 1) 335 D2 i v sl 2 T A A G
T BN BT RGN Sk, iR 2 I sh A
- MRAERREE S T AT R ZiEHmdE i TR
EFER ., Shabani 25 (2010) 4 H 2 250 11 2 i 52
ML 4 RE F 2 & .0 B2 B Ty i #2 5 .  Lantolf
1 Poehner(2006,2008,2011) iR T 48 5 —i5 & i

SN SCREMEE, XSRS E
5 2] U — 2P S A T

Sl AR E A A I ) A s AL A 3]
St VAR AR 5 SO [R] X b el AR e 4R X6 —
B2 A A7 A M, Lantolf A1 Thorne (2006)
Rea-Dickins Fil Poehner(2011) 5 34 3 A% I & 49 1 F
B S JERE TR R B 5 I A B R
M E B A R B AR 8 A A AR A
ANNTER . XA B S PR SR AT 1Y
(Poehner 2011b) , B A& &2 i 1> 2% S & 1 fig
FIFLCE LR % (Linda & Greta 2000), 1E40 L
SCHFIR IR s 2 2400 2 4 02 Al i 8 6 455 . B Ak
HEF L2 Assessment in Education ; Principles,
Policy & Practice TF 2011 4E45 — L T8 8h &
£, A7 DL B AR I O 2045 2 B M5 A RO Y
AT,
4.2 FEHN IS ) shAA A OGS

AR E A SR T T [ PN B0 A 0 1 B YR A
AR PR O A RN 2 TS S, 2 HOR 3h A i
MRS A28 R R s AR R A Y A 7R A
KA CFRIM A 7 TR W H . I AF kR, X B A8 I
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ISCERA 115 4, 2001 AR Z ATt g L0, B 4 5
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AT UL B 250 A P T 2 ) AU AE i A7 B E
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VA 5 LGV ARSS & T8 IR B T IR 3 B 2
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B, T R KRR R RS i 07 h (X 25 20085
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