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1. The Meaning and History of the Standard-setting Methods in Language
Testing

1.1. Development of the Standard -setting Methods in Language Testing in

Foreign Countries

Kenji Ohtomo

Abstract

Standard-setting is a critical part of educational, licensing, and certification testing. This
aspect of test development, however, is not well understood. Standard setting can be defined as a
process by which a standard or cut score is established. Unless cut scores are set appropriately,
the results of assessment could be questioned.

This report reviews how standard-setting methods in language testing have been developed and
used. There have been a number of methods based on judgments about the test questions and
judgments about individual test -takers. Some researchers have described the standard setting
process as blatantly arbitrary. Some, however, argue that standard setting is more appropriately
conceived of as a measurement process to student assessment.

In order to find out new, future directions for standard-setting methods, the report concludes by
summarizing three suggestions. First, finding out the best combination of the two methods is
needed since there is a view that “there is no best standard setting method ““. Second, research
on the Bookmark Method is needed. And third, the Ranking Approach developed in Europe has

to considered for further development.
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REKEZ

REREMNEOB KR LR (1)

SN D REREE] i@ e L TR HEET 256, 20 TH¥E] L)
MFEOESRE., £, WHICL TR ER620, DREOHFTOTTIE, 20
MRAE] LS ERIE, THIE ) TRME) (CREE 4% THREZE) RECRWES LR T
5, OREICET 2REEEOLE /R, EEEE] OLFRPL 3FIFLEEATRIN
LONREETHD, LIEBN-T, BUTO L OIL, 1998 £ [HEEEHE) KEZT10 3 b
ED 2001 FFDOHERIZEDBDTH D, ZORHEIL, TREE) MOFHMITIES T A
2o THARICHERL U 7258l ~EBRIIBITSNIZE VWS 2 & Th D,

DREOZ S LIDRELO T HIE R OBEEBEIZ 22020 28O — 1T THiE)
TR LS AAREDR D, ZOHRARE TV LwhA) & THELhA REDHK
ik, SEOBEEEHOKET TIILO TAELTELEM TCHLIND L O IR E H 2 T
LE-STZENHD, LrL, ZoFEmiE, 1983 F L0 5 29FFNCZD NILY | b
Sl Z & L TENRTNERLRW, A (198)TiX, 7 747 U A ik T
W) B, AZ UL —RICE K] 2Lk _Tnd, 20%, FR(2008)72 L, SFI
ERFEmN oI, THICEAT2EFEONY;E L, il (B (2008) (ZHET
C. criterion % [J&#€] standard % [Hi%E] LIRS Z L L35,

ZAUCBEET 2 AR IOV T O mIE M BT O R o, 7o & 2IF, T53#lay
ZEMT S HFE L L CIL, passing scores X Livingston & Zieky (1982)C. cut-off scores 1%
Nitko (1983) T, cut scores |3 AERA , APA & NCME (1999)T. cut-scores |& Davies, et al.
(1994)C, standards (& Cizek (Ed.) (2001)T, % L T.cutscores(d Zieky, Perie, & Livingston
(2008) T, TNENHNOLENTE TN D,

Z DO standard EVVD 15EEZ LD HIF THATEH, ZOEKRIE, Fulcher (2010) (2
RENTWDLEIC, 6FEEHEWVWIZIHICOTE LD HL, ZD LD EDHEDE
ZIE LTV D2 L Tim L2 iudze 57220, Standard EBE L TE <AV SRL
% DM, cutscores Td V) | passingscores THdH, DF VD | [HUEFRE (standard setting) |
EWVO R, T 2F 0  DBIRERETLHIFIETHL) EHRETLHZENTE D,
il 21X, ZOHEIL ° standard setting can be defined as a process by which a standard or cut
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score is established. ’Cizek (2006) 72 & T/RENTW D, TOEMKHIE L TIL, Cizek &
Bunch (2007)Standard Setting: A Guide to Establishing and Evaluating Performance Standards
onTests T ENRDH Y | T DA & LTIL, 2@ standard & 5 HEEDBHZIZHWH LT
TTWND,

BREREMNEOTKR LR (2)

WEAMT 313 5 BAER EIEB R OO b 0 & LT, % 112, Berk (ed.)(1980)% & V) & 1F
HIZENTE S, THUX, 1978 4£D 10 H IZ Washington, D.C. THi/# = 4172 Johns Hopkins
University £/ O #M)DO NSER (National Symposium on Educational Research) D i %
FLDOHLDOTHD, SMENPLBBMULIZT A PEMF2604 5, HEME « 5L T
WS b s DB Td o 7= criterion-referenced measurement ([ZHE S 2 GhbE -2 TH
=72, % @ Introduction TlX, The term criterion-referenced was first coined in 1962 (cf. Glaser
& Klaus (1962)). The distinction between a criterion-referenced and a norm-referenced test was
most clearly defined in Glaser’s seminal essay (1963). LRSI TWAH DL, b THIRD
Th o, AEIZIL, FEH DO UCLA KEMIEERF(1979-1980)7 ELAl James Popham ##%
IZ & % Domain Specification Strategies Z #]s & L T, Robert A. Berk: Item Analysis, Ronald K.
Hambleton: Test Score Validity and Standard-Setting Methods, = & (Z1%, £IZ Educational
Measurement (The Fourth Edition 2006) D% & L C{EHE S 417 Robert L. Brennan :
Applications of Generalizability Theory 72 &8 L6405,

%5 2 @ Livingston & Zieky (1982) OWNEEIL, T DFEIEEL LT, 4 Manual for Setting
Standards of Performance on Educational and Occupational Tests. L7 r L TChDH LBV, £
(. THIMERGEIR) ST 5 FRI&ThD, TOXETIEA LoV Lix, ZOHERE
EEZ3DICKRIILTWLRTHL, (1) 7 A MHE ICHETHEZEICLTWDH D,

(2) HADOT A MZBREICET 2 HWNIESH T b0, 2L T, (3) X, 7A
ZREDO IV —TIET AWM ESS D E LTS, (1) TiX, Nedelsky’s method,
Angoff’s method, = L C. Ebel’s method # & WV HIF T35, 7= (2) TlX. the
Borderline-Group Method, the Contrasting-Groups Method, the Up-and-Down Method % & ¥
HIFTWD,

%5 3 DICHR Faggen (1994) (X, FrlZ, MRZEMEEXT X ] (constructed-response tests)
T 26D TH D, MEHKZEAT A M, BIL TREEEORWERZ AT O T,
ZCHTDEERZEENMLETH D, AR TIE. ZOMEBEXT X ModEEH
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LT UTO4A50FEZREREF L TWD JIZEB IS 5, 2% 0, (1) Benchmark,
(2) Item-Level Pass/Fail, (3)Item-Level Passing Score, (4) Test-Level Pass/Fail & 9 55T
boH, ZOAODHIKIZEL, LHARER, 7—ZIUE. T—F50. 2EEE. F0
BRP D ORFHIEVHKEZ Z 225D TH S,

BEREMEOTKR LA (3)

BMEREEDOTI S, SESERMAENORFIINDLIITRh-TE T, ZO 1AL
LT, ZZTlX, Cizek, G.J (1996), Standard-Setting Guideline, Educational Measurement:
Issues and Practice, Spring 1996. 3 X TF, Zieky, M.J. (2001), So Much Has Changed: How the
Setting of Cutscores has Evolved Since the 1980s. In Cizek, G.J.(ed.)(2001) %= & V) & T, %
DT O ZRD Z & LT 5,

Cizek (1996) Tix, BIEREDOTFIEE LT FD X 95 72, Recommended Guidelines for
Standard Setting Z BAKRJIZ R LTWAH Z LICHER LA TIER 5220,

1. Purpose : A. HIEREDOHMZMAMKICTHZ L. B, ZYRMAEEZ IR
FZ L. 2. Method : A, BUEREDOHME HEzEMEESEL 2L, B, HESNDE
ML HiErERSE L2 L, C BIRULICBERTEELPIRT S 2 &, 3. Procedures. A.
Fhi L7 FIRZHR T 22 L. B HIEZE, HE. HFRREOMEFIRZHTL ST L Z
& . 4. Technical and procedural analysis. A. IR L7ZHELZB & HIEEZWHTLTHZ &
BAFERE OBUR Z2 R 7EHLA 7R T2 & CHIEZBIC X 2@ UG WA H oftsxx & 5
L. DAEORETSIOREETDH L,

Cizek, G. J. (ed.)(2001), Setting Performance Standards: Concepts, Methods, and Perspectives,
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Publishers 1%, 1980 X725 2000 4F F TOREFR EIEDRR
WEHMOKOERERRIBMDO =2 Td D, AFIF, HF 1 MITHERE O LA RE

(Fundamental Issues in Standard Setting) . # 2 FUIIHIERR EE D FEEE (Standard—Setting
Methods in Practice) 55 3 FRITHIERR EIZ IS 1T 28 #5 9 2 i (Continuing Issues in Standard
Setting) & I FIERMENLOPLREZRL TS,

%5 1 8 ClX. Gregory J. Cizek, Michael J. Zieky, Michael T. Kane, Ronald K. Hambleton 72 &',
ORI ARET HOEZEFOEHSNTH D, £72, & 2 H TlL, Body of Work Method <
Bookmark Procedure X° Setting Standards on Computerized Adaptive Tests 72 & BN Gi SC
(Zfitiv Do Z & AT E D, Zieky, MJ.(2001)D # Ak /L1X, So Much Has Changed T& % 73,
% ® AFinal Word TIRXTWAHLLTFTOREFIE, EDLDOTERENLDOTH D,



In spite of all those changes, innovations, and improvements, some basic characteristics of
cutscores remain unchanged. There is no “true” cutscore, and whether or not people find a
cutscore to be appropriate depends on their values concerning the relative harm caused by

each type of error of classification. (p.47)

RERENEORRE (1)

BEE TN HEREICEAT 2O ZHES &, Z0EIE, FIICKDOETH
ék%iéoOiU\ﬁﬁﬁmﬂﬁﬁéNxbﬁﬁ%@\&6®ﬁéoﬁo%L%é&
FTHIE, ZNEAMTHLI 12 L, RITHUT, RERVDOTHA S92 ZOMH DR
D ZEVEI > TNWLONRBRTHA I NEEDND, REBEOKIZ, LD TRDICL
VURILTTH DD, EAREZAICABMTZENARBRDOTHA I N2 ED N DNE,
BVWEFTHLZ LIZT D,

ZD1olF, mERSESEZRET D L EITE, EARMEICENTSH, #HD)
EEFH L, BEHLPAOZER ST, TXTORREZBRBIIANDLIDOPERATHA D
ETrEIMTH D, FlzE, HERA992) A= BT ZAOFEH ], (Richard M.
Jaeger, Certification of Student Competence, In Linn, R.L. (Ed.), (1989), Educational
Measurement: Third Edition, NCME, ACE))3 iR _XTWAH Z & TH D, HEEDHIEEH DM,
ROLIROZOIE, MEMTHLIN? TRTORBREEZR LN, EARBREEL
TWDDEAHIN?

%2%9KLW%:&%T%6®@\ARAzmA&Nm@(I%%SWMMBﬁr
Educational and Psychological Testing, AERA |Z31F % 5@k : There can be no single method
for determining cut scores for all tests or for all purposes, nor can there be any single set of
procedures for establishing their defensibility (p.53) &\ 9 & D TH 5,

% 3 & LTI, Jaeger , RM. and Mills, C.N. (2001) (Z¥1F D 7@wuk : Standard setting has
been called the “Achilles heel” of educational testing (Hambleton & Plake (1998)) largely
because there is no clear consensus on the best choices among numerous methods and because
the results of applying any method cannot easily be validated (Kane (1994)). (p.314) &9 %
DTH%D,

FBAOBIELTHETFTHZ ENTEXDHDIX, Felianka Kaftandjieva (2004),i2355 15 2K D L
RA [ BUNGE SR

To summarize, there is no ‘gold standard’ , there is no best standard setting method,

there is no perfect training, there is no flawless implementation of any standard setting
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method on any occasion and there is never sufficiently strong validity evidence. (p.31) &

W, WhITHER L 0N B D,

RERETEORRE (2)

ez g L Wimak & L C i, Zieky, M.J.,, Perie, M. and Livingstone, S.M. ( 2008),
Cutscores: A Manual for Setting Standards of Performance on Educational and Occupational
Tests. Educational Testing Service. X 5, ZDNEE L TCiL, ROERLDOTHD, L
L. H% ®—Hi : Cutscores can not be objectively determined, but they can be objectively
applied. & W I FikIE, XOLDOTHRVWEKRZESLOTHA I,

The cutscore will depend on whose judgment are involved in the process and on the
method that you use to set cutscores. In this sense, all cutscores are subjective. Yet, once a
cutscore has been set, the decisions based on it can be made objectively. Instead of a
separate set of judgments for each test taker, you will have the same set of judgments
applied to all test takers. Cutscores cannot be objectively determined, but they can be

objectively applied. (p.197)

IO LTEBRVWERZF OWRRIE, FZEICHKHL LD THLN, ZomilkiL, U
T 1982 412%572 U< ETS ( Educational Testing Service)?> b R S 4v, [Al UEH D
Samuel A. Livingstone & Michael J. Zieky 512K > T~ 541 TWv% Conclusion D HI D
Ik e T OO THUTWAS Z 2RI Z L T& %5, £4X, Livingston, S. A.  and
Zieky, M.J. (1982) , Passing Score: A Manual for Setting Standards of Performance on
Educational and Occupational Tests. ETS D720 xOLLTF DX TH 5,

The standard will depend on whose judgments are involved in the process. In this sense,
all standards are subjective. Yet once a standard has been set, the decisions based on it can
be made objectively. Instead of a separate set of judgments for each test-taker, you will
have the same set of judgments applied to all test takers. Standards cannot be objectively

determined, but they can be objectively applied.(p.67)

CutscoresiZBH T 5 198 24FEDHIR E26FEN M E/Z20084F 0BT Diwmik ., &
ZEEDoTWRVWDIL, ZOBREMRITEOHL I Z2WESTWNWILIDOTHAIMN?ZINE
B R, IEDNOERKEBEZRAH LD TH A I N? Z OHBEITIRBICHRETX 2N



EWVWI T EDERE IDIZZEB L TW\RIT LR 50,

BSNhIRE (1)

CNETIE, 537 A NOBMERTEICET 5 EREATMR L MG L TE 20 &%IC,
RET s+ TR R <28 % & B ITHARE LI L2 T TR b R WiEIT W o 72 W if Th
AHIMPBEE SN TVHREICEHAL THLBEZTHDLZ LIZT 5,

ZOFH 1L, TRETHE SNl OBEREETIIET OO TEBMEEZRE, &
2, BEOFEZFNTLZLENRIVBERATHAI) LT TbHDL, L,
MZFHTHONLVNRN T —FE2ROLIENTELDOTHS D N? LAY
THZEBMUETHAD, RINTHEOE 2 13, 7 —FOLEMEL+ iR TE 5%
EEEZIBIZRODLZETHD, BlxlX. IRTEZ MV 72 Bookmark Method 72 & @ H 72
LRI ZDO—DTHA D, FEINEHEOF 313, RUW#ima EQTE TW\5 CEFR
T OO ZRL, £OHh T, BHEREENE TIIMBEI N T D E ol
Tz ThAI,

BMERETEOMHBEZ T CTREL TAHL L, TOEIL., EbOTREWV, FEAEIC
ZOWNERHT 5 &L (1) Livingston and Zieky (1982), (2) Cizek (2006), (3) Cizek and
Bunch (2007), (4) Zieky, Perie, and Livingston (2008) 72 E 2R3 H 0 . ZOHFIZEHEEN TV HH
WEREDTET, MOEIREDNRH D,

F9, k(D) TIE 7 2 MEHBEICEET 2 ¥ FE-5 < %] (methods based on judgments
about test questions) & L TlX, Nedelsky’s Method, Angoff’s method, Ebel’s method, & & (2,

[ A NS BREICBE T 2 | -5 < 5] ( methods based on judgments about individual
test-takers) & L T, The Borderline-Group Method, The Contrasting-Groups Method, The
Up-and- Down Method 72 ENZ DWW TG L T\ %,

THERQR) OF T (1) CIEEENRTWARWEEE L TiL, The Yes/No Method, The
Extended Angoff Method, The Bookmark Method, The Body of Work Method, The Beuk Method,
The Hofstee Method 72 E728 & U HIF HL TV 5, LiEk@B) OHF T, (1), (2) IZiFEEHhL TV
725k & L ClZ, The Direct Consensus Method, The Item-Descriptor Matching Method 73 &
NEVHIFHLNTWD, CHkE) OF T, (1), (2), ) ITIEEENTWARWHEE LT,
The Performance Profile Method, The Dominant Profile Method, The Analytic Judgment Method
REPIRY EF s Tng,

LLED X HIZB%E SN BIEREE IS T2 RT3, BENE WD K SERR /)
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ML, LML, AEZEZ T, FRERETOIRWVEEIZSL2#\IL,. EH7%->TW
HTHAIM2ZOEICELTCIE, =& 201E, ko k> Elkd 2R a2 67252 &N
T& 5,

BRENIRE (2)
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as Measurement Processes, Educational Measurement: Issues and Practice, 2010, Vol.29, No.1.
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Some writers in the measurement literature have been skeptical of the meaningfulness of
achievement standards and described the standard-setting process as blatantly arbitrary. We
argue that standard setting is more appropriately conceived of as a measurement process

similar to student assessment.(p.14)

BRESNTHREOE 21X, 7 — X OEEM., BEMLE 0k CE 2HERTELS D
WZRDDZETHD, HEMR TR L CWAD MR EEOR TIX, 72 201F, |
HICE 215 H L7 Bookmark Method & & W HIF CHABZ ENTEHTHA D,

eI NI O% 3 0% 0 &7 D7 — XX, Council of Europe (January, 2009), 4
Manual: Relating Language Examinations to the CEFR, Language Policy Division @ H O
Chapter 6. Standard Setting Procedures T&H 5, £7-. Z D Chapter @ 6.11. Conclusion T
=Kk 3TV % Extra Material provided by Brian North and Neil Jones |3, B & 728 % &
ATWND,

bbb TIHEE I TS Neil Jones K., £z, BIBEH 25 Ca k&5 L3 E
LTWb, IEOHEODOFTIX, Cambridge ESOL: RESEARCH NOTES: Issue 37/ August
(2009) @ A Comparative approach to constructing a multilingual proficiency framework:
constraining the role of standard setting (%, BEREWVGR L TH L, ZOmLOHF TRENT
WO IROFEFIE FTLWHEORAE LT EYRERDO—>TIERDS 57?7 Lhave
proposed that a ranking approach offers practical way to align different languages and tests to a
common scale, and that is logical to do this as a separate step prior to standard setting.” (p.9) Z

Z CTF 9 a ranking approach D BEEEGAEIIZ DV TIX, Bramley, T.(2005)PD 7 3 A Rank
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1.2. Exploring the History of Standard Setting in Japan

Yoshinori Watanabe

Abstract

The purpose of the present report is to trace back the history of practice in standard setting in the
field of teaching a foreign language with focus on EFL. The history of research into standard
setting in Japan is fairly short, whereas its practice has established relatively a long tradition. The
report starts by reviewing the practice of setting standard in its simplest form of classroom grading
to a highly complex method using the fuzzy set theory. In so doing, it has been found that a huge
gap has been present between practice, theory and an official document such as the Ministry of
Education guidelines. The report concludes by offering suggestions for the future research, which

needs to be conducted to bridge the gap of these three factors.
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PR R (2011) [ 8e5E 2 ) FEAMGR ) . A )IFE— - P8 B IE - BB () [ 5E8E 7R E 13
BT AT 427 LR — 4 RE OB E LK F AR ETH (pp. 4 —29), HAL: KEREE
JE.

R oE (2001) [ 7 7 BiGa A bl I U7 20E - S A7 LOBFSE RS0 HE F JSCH A B A58
e AR 72 (C) (10680198) .

CREE

E=
§>
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1.3. Practice in Standard Setting in Japan

Yoshinori Watanabe

Abstract

The present paper reports on the range of attempts to standard-setting practice in context, where a
foreign language is being taught. The cases dealt with include amongst many others the pilot
version of the MEXT guideline (1947), an attempt by Valette & Disick (1972) to apply Bloom’s
taxonomy of educational objectives, and CLIL (Content and Language Integrated Learning). A new
development will be presented and discussed in relation to the revised version of Bloom’s
educational taxonomy, by referring to the work of Anderson, et al (2000) and Marzano and Kendall
(2007). The report concludes by summarizing a range of issues that would usefully be addressed in
the future research in the field exploring the range of issues relating to foreign language teaching

and learning in general and language assessment in particular.
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1. 3. HARICRITDRUEREDIGHERE

B it

HMER EICOWTIE T TIZELDFEEIMTOILTWD, REIOMEIXNIEH EFERE 2o e
(2725 TWD, i EOFEEE AL DGR OGN EE 2 DI E 9 EN) ZEITIEE & Bl 035%
%o BANTSCE B FE OFE B EEFHICEAL THER EICERZESRNLELZT 5, KIT,
Atk TERR TE DIt H 23 F 72115 CLIL (Content Language Integrated Learning) . A% IZ#H —
I WTREREEL H 2 KT T 5 Bloom O H BAZ D4y %H (Taxonomy of educational
objectives) DUET A2 AUIZ DN THELET D,

B EE OF B IR EEE

1947 FEEHAF

EBLOFRHAE BT LHGEHE B TUIAIF 27 A0 S B S (X FTE LR o
2o BT 35(1902) FE DT 2 HUR B A | 24> TR ET 5, Bk DOBLSIE 370 5R1THH T
DM, First Book of English Composition <> National Reader %5 55 F¢iE DEM i > CTELFIL T
HHIETFRDOT, EOIHRFIUTIE SN TNDDONEDHTZDITIL, JRAICH > TELE LT
U 7enlen, Bl 2 IXE S KEEE O T V#7477 — (http://kindai.ndl.go.jp/index.html)
THERTDIENTEDLD, TAT 7y MBIEED | Tt is a dog. ~EFD | See the boy and the dog.
The boy and the dog run. (No 1), 4= 55 ~X—H1 40 _X— V) BA5E5 short stories Tl John and
his cat Dick do not like rats. They catch all they can. One time, John set a trap to catch some, and
then went away and hid with Dick. ... 72ELf<, FEEFLOBRLIITHY, FEH B NRENLZITHE
BLIZDEVSZ BT OWTORLHEIT R,

BUERREIZ DWW T, A DO T DWW THIRENDDIEIEFN 22 (1947) 420057 455 245
e AR ] THLZLIRNTIE TR, Z OB DFEMRDIEBE DT LMD, EHITHEBIHY
TRDITT ARRFEAMIZ OWTORE N HAHZETHY | SHIZH B/ DI pedagogical basis of
gradation LT, FHFOEGLOOHED LM ORLSI OFEMZ IR X TNWHIETHD, Z
ML ETE T L7 B AR E DSBS K E B B2 1946 4L 1950 4EICE T
RER LTz, ZORERITE Wb T W2, FREEBAR VX 2T 26FFED Tyler (1949) 23 H
MRENDETDZETHD,

FIHFICHEE B O W OTDIZT AN REMLIMLENHHIEREZRFL | g DT AT A
IZOWTHRH DD, /S —E T =LV AT A (TR LEFERLEEM) & A, B, CI2&D
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F R G REA ) 12O W TH S TEY, BE 2OV TIE “Every effort should be made to
develop descriptions to go with the letter marks.” (KA, 1980a, p. 402) £&HV | 4 H D B EEAEHL
A ZEWNE 2T N TICRE SN TV D, FREEER RO MPLL 2> D1d, Y.L B
BREAMG D43 B CTY LU TIX B A 72 3 # | Remmers & Gage (1943) | Greene, Jorgensen &
Gerberich (1916) | 33X Burton(1944) Ti%, DHENZIRW TR OIS I EEA LD ZENT
x5, FFlZ, Remmers & Gage(1943) I3 Gill & Schlossman (2003) 72 & CTHASCEREL THI
FASNTEY, ZO0BIZBIT L E ) 2R TN D,

2011 4EZ7E
BUER B E O L, @ E PR TIT O TW DX O 58 SBIEET . B AR ERLFEAR Ch
%o T7bb | WEERE I Z IR DA DOBL R Z KL HEIZL THIE T 5D THD,

® o= b—iar DL BRIl O R D A IS RS
ATV, a2 = —ar &AL T 5,

® EHIORES) AR EREEX VT, B DB X RRFFLREBA TN EEFELID, F
WL TRELT 2,

® FRDEET)  WISARIZAMNEREZ -, FEATZVL T, FEL EXEES FORE MR BKM
WERBREHFMEALOETHZELEZHRT D,

& =ESURIZOWTOHGR - BRAE  FIAR AN EHFE OB A B LT, ST OERICD
WTOHGRAE T HLEBICENDOYE FITH D XAMRE ZPRFEL T D,

FEMIZ ST o TE, ZNE OB OV TA (FE 43Il & TE 5k, B(BBTehlilid T
LR . CBE N ET LR OIBEREABIUEL U TR L | B plAE 2 F0 24 R Dl F 3R
IZREAT DR ICIIB BB ICHA R 32D Th D, ZZTA, B, CEWIHIDIIH LR EH B O EB/IHI72
WK SLZELHHL, TAMEREZDBEIZL T, 7282 IT6 080070 ETIHCRELH LT
DIRD TBLIDTHD, %EFEDA, B, CIZOWTIIHBD TEREMERDNL THY, ZORBMED
HBULTORLPARRE ELENBELL TVAILTHY, SHICAEDRZICELDDHERY,
LSHOBETHLH D,

Valette & Disick (1972)D KR IZ DV T

B () 0 ORRICHOW T, TR FEBITOXLEAIILO ELTZZ DM O BFRSCE
THARLIEZD D2V, FHm R EZ IOV THBHA RSN EITEECH D, Lado
(1961) BEOZEOFIER (FAEIMt, 1971) 11X Tlo, S0 B EO X, DELEM ~DREE
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ENT AT REMFRESNTNWDEIAILEDH A HDHIELINTEDLLNIZEL TEDMB LR
Vo LU DE, KDIF-&ENEL TV DDIE, BEHL Bloom DA HIE D534 (Bloom, 1949;
Bloom, et al, 1956; Bloom, et al, 1964) T& 59, Bloom D3 $H AT AMIOW T, T DKFT R E
ELITARETHRIRT D23, ZZ T, Valette & Discik (1972) © Modern Language Performance
Objective and Individualization: A Hadbook 73, 3% 5< Bloom Z A MEFEZE TR RO HE
FINTIS I LIZME— DA THY BRI T DBV D IRV AT LWRNZERA RITRShIC
R THHLHTEaAR M LT AF T, BRI A VXA A 72 B RR O AR L 2322 W 2 L3R T
BHDHERTHICHRM L7223, BUEOFH & AT MMIRIT TOD BRI IR LA 5 2 T<ALD, #m 3R
LN TRV RRBIIIE AL, LA EGE T E 180 5 LM NE 3 OREEBE L D
FfRARLIZLDOTHY, Bloom D HFHICEZ#LZ 5L, GBI THEZ S HRE IR Db DT
B

1 S ERE R TR 0 LE WA T B O RE Be P L O BALR

i < FET | mide = HIE | AEERE | XH g
U] FEVLES'S
1t
w1 By B (NRAITTED) X X X X X
BEpkroBiRE | Bk (ShRIAITED) X X X X X
% 2 Bepg R (NEATTE) X X X X X X
TNk A OrErIITE)) X X X X X X
% 3 BB R (NHEAMTTE) X X X X X X
58 JGH O iRAATED) X X X X
4 B FRAE (NEATTE) X X X X X X
B mE HO&RH (Smmir X X X X
i)
% 5 B M (NHEAATE)) X X X X X X
HEEE WA U ErIATE)) X X X X
FEM (O RIATED) X X X X X X

(KA, 1980, 57 EHH| )

MT X TREFLTODDN, B2 E55 ThD, FlAIE, TR Hael 35 — BRE o] (N i 1T
) DO SEIE O T (& LT NE 25 HT975) B L O (B IR NEZRHIT5) 12
BIRL TWHZEARL TV, ZOXIZRBEER A3 1 BB OV TH BB S AL, 2 BARR722
FREH1, B2 S bR TV DD THD,

AN EFEHE (TR T DHIER TE DI DHEFRHT R

CLIL (W B E i@t & FE) 12611 S5l L5 R TE
CLIL {ZoW T, BlCEZHG-0 TR 50T, 22T, HEREM LIS <& &
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PR LR DL DB AR T HI2EE 0D D,

CLIL (Content and Language Integrated Learning) &3, HDHFE DHBAFEFLHE DI iE%
L TEREIEITEY, AP DRV TERL, BREREEETEH FERELTHEIZ
ET SEIFERFERNZMITT LA BN ELIEHT IR T D, SMNEEEBOARLTFH I
DO REA M LT HZEHRERAIOOEDTHD, CLIL DfchFLER T2 L, a0 H#O
AL (N Content), 3850+ 75 (Cognition), ZI==7 —DAIE (5 Community), 252
Mz TEFEZ DL D% Communication D C LR L, 4 DD C DIERKE F THDH(Coyle et al. 2010,
48-85 H), ZD4ADODEFRIIT RO HADOB A (FEHE) AT LWHZ L3 T&x%, 77205, CLIL
WZRITLHEIT, ZhH4 DML TTWDHY, AWIZEAR ST TV D ERZNLNIT O
T EDIDBBELR T DO E G2 DI LVDZERDTHS,

CLIL OJE 5T <, EIEHFZEL i ik 12 DWW e ZATHY , FIEF OB RLIL T,
Z DR FE ., Marsh and Wolff (2007), Dalton-Puffer (2007), de Zarobe and Catalidn (2009) %(Z
FEOHLNTWDAS, T AR B3 2 EREA FE T <A STV, AE FEDRIET
1. BEDH MO0 O (Language for Specific Purposes) <° N 4 B A1 0 5 35 F5 4 15
(Content-based Language Teaching) % DWFJE TIT O RES L2230 | FEROMFZE~D
&ELEZT 5,

Anderson ## (2001) /ZJ3 Bloom (1949) D FTHk

B P A T T N E U LI LA B S N SR L A o T T, — RIS B o043k
(taxonomy) % /¥R 3% H ICIE, 1) FHE OFEK HEAFETH2 L, 2) BRShic B &t
INREEMRY AR ETHIE, TLTI3) BRHOL L TR OHHEDR E Thd (Mager,
1962) . ABREDO/ B TIIREREEZE AT TODHE BIEEOHEICONTELETLHIL
WZiE, HEER EICOWTHEROHDHILIZEES,

WRTHRZCE B D3 ¥E (LA T, tGEThR) (Anderson, et la., 2001) (%, Tyler (1949) @ Content
aspect & Behavioral aspect ED 27K 7T CHE A IE AN THZ LR T-HDTHD, AL
THERDINNZ2D,

X2 Bloom DA V7 /LK (Bloom, et al, 1956 25 & | ZHEHE NEMLLIZHD)

knowledge (717#) > comprehension (¥#) > application (J&H]) > analysis (4347) > synthesis (#£5) - evaluation (¥ fffi)

X3 FTHK (Anderson, et al, 2001) (Anderson et al, 2001 %5 & ([CBEZNEMALLIZHD)

remember GLE7%) —understand Gi4i#3%) —apply (t-H77%) —analyze GiH737%) —evaluate GHilli§ %) —create EIi&ET %)
knowledge (%17#) = factual( % %) | conceptual(B/&) | procedural(F#t &) . metacognitive (A F8%1)
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WRTARCIE, 1) 5% (knowledge) & 37 X1, 78417 2 A (cognitive processes) &1 #7225 Ik

TEIZREE LT, ZORERAFROW T EENETE A T D58 M7 v ADIKR T D 2R TE DR &7 >
7. 2) Bloom hR CIIMERE R 3T X TA R TRils STz, BETIR ClEEGa &R 7 kX
ZRFH L T D, 3)Bloom WROFGFRITEN G LI ETZFRMN 7 0 ERZH LD T 7290 1Z, remember
(FRIBT2) &7podz, 4) ik 2 F 5212 3 5208k (factual knowledge) . k& (2B 3~ 5 20 ik
(conceptual knowledge) . ¢ = 2R 2 A5k (procedural knowledge) . A% FRHEINZEE 35 7%
(metacognitive knowledge) DATEIANGRLDE LT, BERETEIZDOWTIX, £ D UM A2 S 20541
(Estrand, 1982 55) | [AlF-53#47 (Hill, 1984 %) | ey Bk & 5047 (Hill, 1984) 58 F& £/ FZREM
HORPEERAL TUTo72E LTS, FER AL P ORBIZHLZ LT LN THD, bk
ARIZHDHDIE, Gagné (1977)TH 5,

ZDINCHEDHEE2RILTHIETHIEICED, 1IRICIZH T EMOR ITIZHHF
M7 B AT T 5LV 5SZEVIEH A @ £z, BIZIE MHERAICHER L2802, FT
HFEIZB T 25k (factual knowledge) (%L T, &35 (remember) 54, = DG4 i A
9% (apply) &5\ 72E DI HEERR E DNEOM<AT A DL BN TIFHIHAT 258D
(2 oTz, ZOVAT MIMEY HALTHE B AR 2B H I DER ISR THD,

LINLZRDD, BINBA G I LTINS, RITV 6D OFEHM 7 e ZANGLET 5 (1DL~L) 7
BAE T2 (6 DL~ IZBDIZ DN THEMEIT R D EWVIREIE 2703 LW RITHR 1T b - THZRUY,
L7=235C, ETIROME A EL T, R Y1 B6IZB DI DIV TR #7278 5 7 - A% % T
DDOMEIMITHONTIE, AP LB HEIERNTAEAS L TOD DT TR RV BER THH LN
DT FRbR0, Zd T eb b HSETHETHY EFOBGR TIIRWILERLTND,
Fo, WETIR TR G L 72> TV D O IR %1 fH 38 (cognitive domain) 7217 TH Y | 15 & fHIK
(affective domain) [T BB FEINTWRWA, ZHUEH FEHL THD, IHIT, EBE AR R BT
(psychomotor) (Simpson, 1965) IZ DWW TSN LILTWRNWD T, A EFEFH Tl &y
D B IR EZTHRHDBIN,

Marzano & Kendall (2007) DF AL

NSO E S AR T _LEBIZWET BT 272D A, Marzano & Kendall (2007) TH 5,
Marzano &Kendall (%, AFIDOEZEDET LHLWITHEGR THY, B7p 5P 7 (framework) Tl
RNDTEENIZEETRFAL TS (p. 16) , ZOFT /L (K3) H0iT0 7 v ALHFKR D2k 578
HEL TS, LHL, Andesron et al (2001) LIZHEeD | B H O3 A7 LB (self-system
thinking) & U CTHLAIAFEIL, REBEREHIZRT-TELTWDH, ELLHFEITHO VTS, I #
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(information) . -L>H) F-#t X (mental procedures) | 3EE L _E DT X (psychomotor procedures)
MOIERESNDET D, TNE 0D, B3R OBfRITH 7258 (hierarchy) <°47 %8 (taxonomy) D>
DIZEEDITNDDN, TNENOEHEDIFELF (control) LW IHBE&RTHD,

Xl4 Marzano & Kendall 2007) D> X724 (Marzano & Kendall, 2007 # &3 |ZBIFEH N HEMALLH D)

Levels of processing

Retrieval € comprehension € analysis € Knowledge utilization € Metacognitive system € self-system

— __
——

< Cognitive system =
—

——

!

Domain of knowledge
Information
Mental procedures
Psychomotor procedures

FERMRNEETHHERR LD, IR LNRHDHE, AXRHDMB) &, 8 ik O H 23 4G
FHEVODTH S,

RSNICERE

Anderson fllOLEThRE Marzano & Kendall R & &b ENZEIVE RV D DD, FEEIBIOH
BIREE~OISHENIZEIZRD L MRS E Wi LD $ 6L T Marzano &
Kendall /& Anderson (2 < M T2, EAUT, BIF ITILT TIZ 50 FFICELEERHDHENHTE
2T nWIDIc B bid, EERICETITIERICEVS HEM TRIT U B0 A Marzano &
Kendall [3F2EMET LTI ITHR DB ITITR> TR I b D, HARIZBWTE
HEFBERORIZTEZ R TH, E#(2004;2005)\ =i (2001) | IR (2009) 55 D LHR D %
D, ENBNEOFEMZARIIZEE E5TND, FIFF(2011) 728 D/NFRFERERE~D Marzano ¥
DI 728 OFRE N HLH, FMEFEH B IZOWTCUIEFETH S, Bloom UIZ-DUWTIL Valette
& Disick (1972) 3&HVZ DOFHIRS HIRS L TWDZEARIE TRIT Lz, LInLRn3s, TOHE
HROFESLCEEH DOFELFT- A 172\, Anderson HOWETRDEFEHE ~Dhix Iz o
TIX, Coyle et al.(2010) FE T RAHTENTEDLN, LNLRITLDRVICEB W TS L TV DB RE
Thd,

— 5Tk, e A~—ar 7 a7 A (partial immersion program) , CBLT (Content-based
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language teaching) %5 . KF & O F Bl & L CTHMEFE D E 15 22 3 5 1% <°. CLIL (Content
Language Integrated Learning) 72 & D K512, 5 #2349 B F N % (Content) | 78 %0 - &
(Cognition) , ZI=2=7 44— D A4 (W Community) , ZNHICMATEHEELEOLD%E
Communication @ C L&KL, 4 DD C DIERLE FE ThH D (Coyle et al. 2010, pp. 48-85), ZILHD 5y

B, FHFAMN ., B05 DR ORE IOV TIL, Bachman & Palmer (1996) X°%<? LSP
(Language for Specific Purposes) % THEILHIVTND A, BB G L1307, FUTHIHERR
TEDFEFEM RN DONWTIHEE THL, ZHHEIZHTLRN, LWODIE, EFET AN 53 B T,
ey 7 Al NBYZRERENRE ) LoD B L OB BRI A AT AL L THRBRS L CE 2D T
0%, LNL7RAG, CLIL FTHIELIZW DL, FEICINLDGELLELHTER RO THL,
T 7B, 7 AMIFSE Tld Differential Item Functioning (DIF) (Roever, 2005 %) &L CAFE L7
b\&$|JH‘ﬁéﬂ51E HAESITKELSNDIH A LD &R D,

CANES IZBWTCZESHLEELVW DX, S5 - 78 B (taxonomy) 1%, SEGFE %
@%)0)75‘5?5%@%%%“6%29)9\ [FIRFIZZ O F GEZE > T B OIEERVIR IRV 21T CTE 58,
HE. ZO2 0% FIRFIZHIEL THDEND R ThH D, il 213, Marzano & Kendall bt T, retrieval +
psychomotor procedures &) D, V7R ELIRD 3OO A[REME N H D,

O HFE(EENROFH) 2o TREOHE T 2BE TED
O AXRGE(CFEEOREE) 2o TR (FEHROFE) O T O T2 ETED
O BIAITKIK/RE DEB R Z M OBEIC OV THRGE CEEXNROF ) 2> TRE TS

CLIL TiF&bIZ, BN EHE R EENELHE O RELLOT, HIZEHMETHD, Zh
HDETITBIRLR PO E BIELREL, SOICHEL R E T HEWIMEELITORITIIERD
2N, LU S . e ETARICE L. Marzano & Kendall (28 X, o A BN IZANEZE ST 5611
LA PEEHE NS TRV, BB 1T Bloom iIZ-DUV T Valette & Discik (1972) 23T o7-1E£ 4tk
ITRIZOWTBTORERH LD TH S,

e Z PN
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1.4. Standard-setting Method: Development of the Bookmark Method

Kenji Ohtomo

Abstract

The Bookmark Method, or the Bookmark Procedure, is one of the methods to establish test cut
scores. It was developed in 1966 by CTB/McGraw-Hill researchers Lewis, Mitzel, and Green to
address perceived shortcomings in the modified Angoff method, the most commonly used
procedure at the time.

The merits of the Bookmark Method are (1) the integration of selected-response and
constructed-response item formats, (2) the simplification of judgmental tasks by reducing or
refocusing the cognitive load of judges, (3) the connection of the judgment task to setting cut
scores to the measurement model, (4) the linking of test content with performance level descriptors,
and (5) the ability to retain test data calibrated using IRT (Item Response Theory).

The report concludes with three suggestions for future research on the Bookmark Method. The
first is that further research is needed in the field of response probability values. Secondly,
comparative research between the Angoff Method and Bookmark Method is needed Finally,

further research is needed in the application of the Cito Variation of the Bookmark Method.
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1. 4. HYEREY : Bookmark Method DB L ¥R

KEE =

Bookmark Method D ER L BEF (1)

Bookmark Method, Bookmark Approach, & 723 Bookmark Procedure & FEIZILTUWD H D
I%. standard setting, 2F V| [HEEORE] 2175 HEO—>Thbd, O HMIZHE
THOOFEELTHWWOND DR bookmark, 2F V., (KD) LBV THDH, %
DLBY Zffio>T, REIREZRETDLLNI ZLTHD, EHIT. Zhve LBV HEEE]
EFFATVD, DEIROREIZ, OO THETHD, 7L 2T, HDFRDOANFEITIL,
ZOTART, IRIRLLTNIERER2, HHRFFREZRET 5121E, TOREBRT, 6
ORLLEZELRNERBO LN, RE RO THN L L3, HH7HT, [ZOHA
) EfWETEShs L. ZOBHET 201 B5 TiEkv, TE, 55 ATV 4
WONEWVWIBRER DD, RREOERROW S, FSITL-TH 6 0 MOBEIRLDD
TRVt ELH D, gk, TWWIEZ, T o7k (Cfeet on the desk’
procedure) & F5fii L T D — A & L TIX. Nitko (1983) & ZEIF 5 Z X TE 5, 2D X H 1T,
SEIRL. DFEY, BEORELRBEZ EIRETDH I LN TE200E, EbHT, #RH
TEHLIN, TOHEDO—>ThD TLBVHERE . ZZITORETHD,

Mitzel, Lewis, and Green (2001) |2 X #UiE. Z @ bookmark method 7%, 7 A F O HEFIZH]
D TR ENT=DIE, 1996 E WD L STV S, 1965-1966 1%, ZEF Y Washington, D.C.
® Georgetown K75 T Robert Lado #HEDH & T, S5B7 A NOWZEZ L TV, ZOD
bookmark method % . item response theory &, &5, o7 HIZIZASTI 22
72, 1996 -6 H . Council of Chief State School Officers National Conference on Large —Scale
Assessment C @ Symposium “ IRT-based standard setting procedures utilizing behavioral
anchoring” 723MTHONTZM, £ DOH T, standard setting: a bookmark approach &\ 9 % A k)L
T Lewis, D.M., Mitzel, H. C, & Green, D.R.(1996) 23f#/ L7=D25, NI LD L& T
2o

Z @ bookmark method DFFHIL, KA (2009)TRENTWNDH LI, DD 5 D%
FHZENTED,H LI IEDOREETIIARO N> 7 1T BN Z LG (item response
theory) | DISHANDH -T2 &, H 213, HEONERERET DI LENAETHDL Z L.
% 31%., EMEGXTHE (constructed-response item) C & R SN AIHH  (selected-response
ittm) Th, WTNOHETHLRMT L2 ENARTHD Z L, Hald, REMET, &b
HDTHETHDH L, LT, H51F, 72 NEHONED, DHEEREDIEEICKWT

33



XHLEWHZLETHD, LrL, TORLREIARREI., HEINEHEGOICHTHA 9,
HHT A NP> TV A 2L O EZ, HEINEHImORSH N7 TREM
(invariance) | EWIHIRIMCTRRLZATH 5,

Bookmark Method DEMEBEFR (2)

4y B SR ERFZE B9 5 91D ORI > T, Linn, R.L.(Ed.)(1989)% Jaeger, R.M.
(198 7e X TCHLEEOHLNTWVWD, TOFEEE LTI, 7 A MH.LET /L (test-centered
model) | & [ZBRFEH.LET L (examinee-centered model) | Wb D, 7 A NHLET L L
L TIE, Nedelsky 75, Angoff {5, Ebel {72 ENd 0 | ZBFHLET VL LTIL, BERMHR
7' )v—7% (borderline-group procedure) , 7 /L — 7 %L (contrasting-groups procedure) 73
EBRDHDH, TONEFE L TIL, £ODH D  Brennan, R.L. (Ed.)(2006) @ Hambleton, R.K. &
Pitoniak, M.J. (2006) 72 EiC b F LD LNTWNDHD T, TNEBEITHFT D2 & 2 MRS
HHDOTHDH, T TliX, ZOH T Bookmark Method & [l L THRFISN D Z KB E
VN Angoff £ © & 8 T, Bookmark Method @ FiEDIEARME X HiTfin s & &35,

William H. Angoff (1919-1993) I, 4 O & DO, KEDE T S (Educational Testing
Service) T7 A MIFEICH D oT, HOMFEOH T, bIMOHINL TV D ERMD—DIL,
Thorndike, R. L. (Ed.) (1971) ® 72 7)>0Scale, Norms, and Equivalent Scores” T& 5, % D5
FREELEIX, BIERBIN L O0d D0, £ OFEARTIEIL, Angoff (1971) T/RIFL TV
%, MHESER (2006)/T H ARFET, WO LHIZRL TS,

[GREES L a & D DI IRIRO R KA KD D 2 DRI
FlEX, ROLEBY TS, RED THIKEAEFETEEZ A (minimally acceptable
person) | Z/QBICEERNG, T A MJEZ 121 OB L, D AN, BEltho
TNENOMBEIZIEZETE 0 E I Nnaikd D, DRI LD ANHIEfET 2 REIC
T ENEN T R, EDOAPEMTEROVEICIZZENREN O BB bI 2 b D &,
TN OREDER N, TRERARITEZRAN] BNEGT LR AER LIRS,
(p.259)

% 7-. Bookmark Method & V9 HiETIE, BEEIL. FillCHE SN TEFST A B
T H fft-1-) (Ordered item booklet: OIB) & HWNTC.| fix bR GATIc, Ao D LB ZE X
FOT—=H &R, BERERETLHEVIEDOTHS, ZD OIBIZiX, HHELEHR T
T ST H IR 2> T, 0.67 &5 IEE MR (response probability : RP) T Z DA
HIZINZ OIS 60 ZEE L, TN /RI T35, Mizel, Lewis, Patz, and
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Green (200)IZ L AVIE, IEZMEED 0.67 OGHE. [HH0FRITBWTZEOREE & 5 44E
X, ZOHERIIET HMEIC 067 OFECTIERZETHI LN TED LMRNTE D)
(p-260) EIR_TWD, LR -T, HAEEIL, RPN 067 L0 k< b tE2OND
OIB DIEHID_X—VIZ LBV ZEL LHICHEREIN TS, ZOFBEEDO LB OEWT
HHN—TERF LT, DEEERET DLV ON, ZONESOERNIETFIETH
%

Bookmark Method ® E WL BHFE (3)

Bookmark Method 737 A2 FFUZIZ L TEHAZ M L7T-DIE, 19964F THDH M, ZDHIE
DML O BRERE & BMRF SN TE720iE, 2002052003250 6 TH D,
DFEV, S EFITRLT Cizek (EA)QROODVBHRESNTZHTHLE W) ZEMTED, 22
Tl%. Bookmark Method BHFEDHIH L LT, ZD200fl2 LV HITHZ L ET5H, D&
>|X. Buckendahl, C.W., Smith, R.W., Impara, J.C. and Plake , B.S. (2002), & 9 —-2>|%, Wang,
N. (2003) Th %,

Buckendahl, C.W. et al (2002). @ttiﬁ*ﬁ% d. A Comparison of Angoff and Bookmark
Standard Setting Methods & W9 ¥ A "L TR TWD, Z DO FEERMEHEL midwestern
school district @ Grade 7 Mathematics Assessment CTd 5, Z OFEMICEI L TlE, Z O
ELRENTZOVD, e L TRRTNWDZEE, RDOEBY THD,

Although the Angoff method is more widely used, the Bookmark method has some
promising features, specifically in educational setting. Teachers are able to focus on
expected performance of the “barely proficient” student without the additional challenge

of estimating absolute item difficulty. (p.253)

DFEY | AR IEE R 2RO 2 BICEHBEOREL T DL O R FHEMLE L LA
W, BREREDORIKIROEN 2R o TeBFE L RO 3T 2L T&E 575 Bookmark
Method lZHETH L LT L TH D, 2, HAINEHGREZ AT — 2 DO RERFHD
HETHA D,

Wang, N.(2003) D@L D% A F/LiL, Use of the Rasch IRT Model in Standard Setting: An
Item-Mapping Method TH 5, ZOHDIX L DO T2 R5 &, THEZREICKITH T
vV a W HIGEHRET VOMEH] T, UL, Bookmark Method D FAFE L TV 50D

XIS, LU, IROFEHIX Bookmark Method TiE72 <. An Item-Mapping Method &

35



BROTNDHZEIIRRNYRZE LD THA D, ZD200GKOPUTNWLH LA, Rigo
TV & ZADMPITARGRLICENRD, 2> TWDHZED 161X, RPIZEIL TIE, The
bookmark method "Ci& 0.67, the item-mapping method TiX 0.50 72 ERXH D, ZD _H>D)
1%, bookmark method IXZUHEHIE., item mapping method IXFFFRERIT. &V 9 Blx D4y
HCHREERSNTLLDOTH L5, IRTZFJH L TWD R TIE, Angoff EE TR D,
Z LT, ZOEBENIEDREH TlX. ° Results indicated that the item-mapping method produced
higher inter-judge consistency and achieved grater rater agreement than the Angoff method’(p.231)
EIRRTND,

Bookmark Method ®3E (1)

Z @ Bookmark Method 1X. 2N E THEY EIF7-HEEH > TWED T, %< ORFEHKE
RLEYEMHETHNONTETVD Z EE, TTCBERZLBY THD, I T, EEIZ

COHEZHERMLWTHRIRZRET 525G, EOXIRFIRTINZITI) DRIVt
W ZEIEZONT, IRNETHOLNTELLWSONOFIRZ AL Z & LT D,

Z O EE FINEOHIL, Mitzel, H.C., Lewis, D.M., Patz, R.J. and Green, D.R. (2001), The
Bookmark Procedure: Psychological Perspectives. In Cizek, G.J. (ed.) , Setting Performance
Standards, Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Publishers #1X U, 7= & 21X, Cizek, G.J. and
Bunch, M.B.(2007), Standard Setting, Sage Publishers 72 Sl LM+ Z L3 T& 5, LorL, Z
I TClEtkiidH 7= 5 Ly Zieky, M.J., Perie, M. and Livingstone, S.A. (2008) Cutscore: A
Manual for Setting Standards of Performance on Educational and Occupational Tests, Educational

Testing Service T/R SV TV D FIHOEKNZRFNT 5 Z L1275,

1) Ordered Item Booklet Z{Epk3 %, 2) HHRWMEIE, HAFKS, HAKEER E %
e Item Map Z1ERKT 5, 3) 7T— 7 NVELEZRALT D, 4) FEBEZ/ NI V—T1T5050F
%, 5) FABIZx L, Item Map & Ordered Item Booklet ZEAi 5, 6) BEERHLEIZH
DEZBENIEMTELEZZAONLREFEOHA L, AR EICHD2ZHMEDEMTE 20
EEZONDERAOHEADKIC TLEY ] 2@ K552 2., 7) FEBPESOLE
DEENZHZT, BERR ECHLI2ZRENEMTHTHAI LEZONDIENOHBEICD
WThH, FRROIEELZMET 5L 21625, 8) bL., HFIRB—2L EFEESND LD
THIE., T RTOFEKXEITX L. Ordered Item Booklet TOEZEZ X HICHFET 2 L 915
X5, 9) T TLBVHEEE FEIX REEMICESET, 3 EIEERVIELITOD
WK THD, 10) 2 BHDOHEENKDoTZKAT, BoOHEYLET -7 LOEERIC
KL, LBV ZEWEGHOHIFIZE 972> TWHE0nErRT, SHIZ, TXTOREAEED
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DT =T N TOLEY ZENCHTOHMITE D R> TV EINEIEZ D, 11) 53 [HE
HOHEZITO KO TXRTCOFREBIMEAD, 12) DEEEHRET S, 13) oElA%E

BELTEIHHE & TEIKAERER S (performance level descriptors) % LB fRES L, F &R E
21T 9,

UEDOFBHONEZRS BT 2581003, ZORIICHEL 2L 2B 5,

Bookmark Method ®3E (2)

ZITIE, ZRETHEALTWD TEFAT 2 FEEMF) (Ordered Item Booklet)
DEBRICEHL T, TONEFZ R T L LT D,

Item 22
Ability level required for a .67 chance of answering
Correctly: 1.725
Passage = Yellowstone

Which of these subheadings most accurately reflects the
information in paragraphs 1 and 2?

A . Effects of the Yellowstone File

B. Tourism Sinc the Yellowstone Fire

* C. News Media Dramatically Reports Fire
D. Biodiversity in Yellowstone Since the Fire

LA i, Cizek, Bunch, and Koons (2004) T/R &4 TV %  order item booklet O—-> T
%, ZIZTIX, HEER (item 22), 67%DEZFFNRD HILHHEII/KEEL, THEIGE B
MICEEDNWT 1725 ThHZ ERFEHEN, ZhRRENTWD, o, R"TTTFT 71L&
2D HERDLHALNORTRAH LI, ko400 TcEnnERV., TOEMIT, R
CThHrZ LERLTWND,

Page, Item, Difficulty, Discrimination, Theta @ RP=.67

1 19 -3.395 0.493 -2.550
2 13 -2.770 0.997 -2.352
3 1 -2.757 1.441 -2.468
4 22 -2.409 0.461 -1.505
5 4 -2.282 0.527 -1.492
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Fo, 29 LT A MEBIZET 2 F®RIZ. IRD X 91T page (booklet D H), item (A H
Z5) |, difficulty (3 H #E5 ) | discrimination (FEH 551 /)) |, theta @ RP=.67 (67% D 1E
BERPKOHNDRESIKYAE) TEO LTS,

PLEA3 . ordered booklet item parameters and associated Theta vales D& T 5,

BRInN-3E (1)

Z @ Bookmark Method WFFEIZ5% ST RBE DS 1 1T HER (response probability) (2
M3 253672558 THAD,

TAMEZBRLTGEG, COREDODEZERPHT-HEICHIBEBEOFICEEL L
IS 2070, L) ZEIE, ELOTHELRFE TCHDH, ZNETOER R TIZ, 0.
50&F2EAbHY, 0. 67LTH5FxbHD, KFIE, 0. 6 TEHEFRTLIONE
W, LvL, BRBREOSMNH 5 Z L1, Hambleton, R.K. and Pitoniak, M.J. (2006: 444),
Setting Performance Standards, in Brennan, R.L. (ed.) Educational Measurement (Fourth Edition),

ACE DIROILBHIWrT56Z LN TX D,

The results of Williams and Schuls (2005) suggested that an RP value of .67 is
easier for panelists to use and yields more reasonable standards. However, as pointed out by the
National Research Council (2005), the selection of RP value, as with any other future of a

standard-setting method, call for consideration of the specific test and its uses (p.444)

ZD X9 7 NEEHRE=] (response probability: RP) OFEE L EL B#ET 5 9 —DHEK
REREN D D, AL, HEREE L ZIRT DIREHER 0.67 o ThH, Z O
RERDTZODZERE DORRIMEILE DRELENZ RO RITIL R LR, 728 2IF, &
DOTERWEENTIZ, DX 5 RREHE 2R DHHE % 0.67 DMERTIEMT 22 LITTER
WX TThD, LTER-T, b ENHHHEEIZ.67 DMFE TIEMT H7-DOITIE, £
OIEH O NEERE L X T EDOREB VDN LE) ] &0 ) REE IR T DIMNEND D,

ZHUCEET 2 EBEIL, bAEO R TIE, 1FE A E RN 520, Cizek, G.j., Bunch, M.,
& Koons, H. (2004) . Cizek, G.J. (2006), Cizek, G.J., & Bunch, M.B. (2007) @ Sk Tlx.
IPLM,2PLMIZH W T, EZMR, WEEE, DRI A2 =08 00h> TWDHEGE,
BEIZ.EOLTROLZENTEDLINEHET HTOOHANRIN TS, L L,
fille, Z25VWHOHEXEZLLDHENTEDLD, EWIROBBTFIEZFELBRTND
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B RN T B2y, Zhucxh LTk, RAE e, hhvE— - NRFIERRE  (2009)
[EET AN BEOBFELRBE] ELPATIE., TORBMIS A LND, 21X,

HHIGEBGRO IPLMTIE, RAOET VEZEMT H L. 0=In(P/(1-P)+b) 725,

LN ->T, PE067 £95&L0=0708+b L7220, ZBRED 0.67 DORESR TIERNA
HEICEMT 27O BERFENIEL, MEOREEE (b) LV, 0708 2¥y FREUVMVE
ThoHEW) ZENmND,

BSNhIRE (2)

ZOWFRIZFE S NTRE DS 2 X, Bookmark Method & 17D Hik @ 7= & 2L, Angoff
Method & DLIZIRETTH A 9,

57272, Educational Measurement: Issues and Practice (2011),30(2) (CHZ#ZU % &,
2011 FIZE VT, Bookmark Method (CRHT 2R ITA 6N D, Lovh, 22720 IED
FHHTOELEDTHD, #miL, Peterson, C.H., Schulz, E.M. and Engelhard Jr, G., Reliability
and Validity of Bookmark-Based Methods for Standard Setting: Comparisons to Angoff-Based
Methods in the National Assessment of Educational Progress., > H 2 A3 Z LR TX 5,

ZOMEIE. 199 2005 20 0 0FF TIZHW B L7z NAEP (National Assessment of
Educational Progress) (23317 % Angoff-Based Method 12857 —% &, 20 0 5456 HN
HALTE TW% Bookmark-Based Method 12X 57 —# ZRICAMHENTWDHHEwR TH 5,
INh, SORDIMIDMER, BRENTZHEED—D>TH D,

Findings suggest that Bookmark-based methods have comparable reliability,
resulting cut scores, and panelist evaluations to Angoff. Given that Bookmark- methods are
shorter in duration and less costly, Bookmark-based methods may be preferable to Angoff for

NAEP standard setting.(p.3)

FRENIZHEOE 31X, ZNETHEA LTS CEF REHROICHKIC H Z O Bookmark
Method IZEXENTWD Z LICHZATRITNEFRERNEND ZETHD, L& I,
Council of Europe (January, 2009), Relating Language Examinations to the CEFR: A Manual,
LPD, Strasbourg @ 6.9. Cito Variation on the Bookmark Method <>, Council of Europe (October,
2009), Reference Supplement to the Manual for Relating Language Examinations to CEFR, Section
1: Cito variation on the bookmark method, LPD, Strasbourg 72 126 R 5105,

ZOmIXDOTRTa2BNLMMEDRMBIT RV, T2 Tiw LTV DI & ORI,
probability correct & ZBRF DRESI DAV ability scale & DEUREZRFTI L TVWDHZ & TH
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%, 7o & 21X, prob. correct 73.80 LA Toh 5855 1%, ability scale 23 & D&iFHIZ A - T<
% 71, Prob. correct 7% .50--.80 F TOHA L, ability scale 75 E DHIPHIZA D0, & DH WX
prob. correct 2% .50 LLFDOEFEIT, Er Vol itaER, Kby 0E s s
ZH9ELTVDHEHEDTHD, ZOFEZRTHEMETE 5K 9, Bookmark Method 1%, = —
By NFEETH, EHEEDTWD, &<, AT FD Cito TOWFRIZE L T,
FEENTZHEIOREE LT, SORLIEHADPETOMETH S,
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2. Standard Setting in CLIL

2.1 Setting Standards for CLIL Courses: With Reference to the Findings Made in
the Field of LSP (Language for Specific Purposes) and CBLT (Content
Based Language Teaching)

Yoshinori Watanabe

Abstract

Content Language Integrated Learning is the principle of teaching a foreign language by
integrating language, topical knowledge, cognitive skills and community building skills into one
unit for instruction. In assessing performance and achievement in CLIL, then, these four elements
require related but distinct standards to be set, which is a major challenge for researchers in the
field of language assessment and evaluation in general, and those in standard setting in particular.
The present and the next chapters outline the basic principle of CLIL and subsequently various
problems will be presented and discussed to be solved in the future research. In order to provide a
basis for the project, an attempt will be made to gather information from various sources of the
past research. In the present section (2.1), the findings that have been made to date in the field
exploring the issue of Language for Specific Purposes and Content-Based Language Teaching. The
next chapter (2.2) will track down information that has been gained in general education with focus

on revised new versions of Bloom’s Taxonomy of Educational Objectives.
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2. CLIL (NAS3EMAEYSE Content and Language Integrated Learning) |[Z331F
DHIERE

2. 1. LSP (Language for Specific Purposes, £ EED B D7D EFE) &K X CBLT
(Content-Based Language Teaching, NAEH S FEHF) 2>L CLIL ~D#t
HROHEE

TR R

CLIL OFEA R

CLIL (Content and Language Integrated Learning) 13, ®HDHFE DHBAFEFLHE O k%
WL TEREIEICEY, DRI DENL L TERL, BRI REELT7E FRELTHESIZ
EC, SESFRER N AT T LEHENELEBE R THD, NEREE GO HRLTHEH E
DO ReZ I LT HIEB RERBMDOOEDTHD, EEEOEE RIL, k4 28 E B - HiEx i
DAIVR DD AR A L TIREDERIZVANDLD THD,

CLIL [ZE BT DI TR I THOILTODDIEN, ENbEBEN THD, 2T LTI
5 BATOREEIEM DT OFEFLAATHI Z LT D,

CLIL OH L a7 B 2 51T, S0 O80F (W4 Content) | 78 %1+ 3 (Cognition) , ZI2=
T4—ORIA (15 Community) . ZIVHIZHIIZTEFEE OH D% Communication ® C EFK L, 4
2P C DGR EF THD (Coyle et al. 2010, pp. 48-85) , CLIL TIL, ZIik OFEE-CREF LA L L
T 5., W, K72 FH (shallow/surface learning) &7 A 72 N2 & BEAF O FNRE-SORR R Lk OO
720, ERIICE L2 21T 57203 DRV 2E (deep learning) D2FEFADFE DR HDHET D, WH
Z i RENC N T AL KEIA T 7-8 . Anderson, et al (2001) 7317 > 7= Benjamin Bloom D #{
B HEOSHEHTITON TWAEE D6 EREE T /L %1 F 3% (Bloom, 1949;Bloom, et al, 1956)
(S - R SR - | 2011) 1 Community (21552 ) EWVVIEREEZ 2 T, Coyle fth (2010) Ti,
Culture ZflE5X9I12722>TWDA8, A ARITLTLHE ULOBREEIZH DI TIZRN DT, KOl
HYEDH 2D Community Zf5E LT 5, ZZTEH community &%, i ORI AL DAERE, Hi=E
L A N ZREE [ DD | JOBIBE DO K2R, dTi, HBTAr BB R [ SHICHE
R R E KRB RE V2 T2 0METHL (RIFESH), T748bb, BHENT T - U—
IR N—T" T =0 %ZATHET TIH e R IR B TR IS TV FELRRELZ I Y7L TR
ITLLEREL TS,
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CLIL 2B} A2 4B BEDE S Mz DWW T

ST, R EL G O 1228 - HE M2 CLIL CTRIE S7eD0D1%, 73k CBLT X° LSP Tf7h
N TCET IO B B4 25k & S 3E D BAFR 21T Tldewy, CLIL Tl EBEOBHICKITLE
FEM A ER 20T B4R O EHITE Y THL LTV AR, TV BT —rarn
BNZEDE, Wl DB CEBI AT MEDN DD, HHEREDNNERIELHDIEA), T —7 A
YRDATAR DUz L72 T AUTZR b7 0L, IR E Y T 5720 1T EM XML ETH D, FE
BEOT LB T =2 a BV TUIEE T 721 Cld e X FErL 0B MICE 2 522 bbb B et
BEDOONEDTEAY, wede, L, ML, BT EWI4DDEREN TSI L T T b D TlEze<,
TNENOEEIZRIZ LN IS IR O S FEEH 28 1%, TOEFL iBT Z2&TIET T
(2, LW T, AU LIENE DR CE T W7 DIFRER A LT CEEFENETD,
RESHTEDENV ST AL DT AT 17«7 A (integrated writing tasks) X2, # A DAL —F
7"« Ah (integrated speaking tasks) D7 ar Rkt HN TS, AT NEEBWZNEZ
BLT BOOERZERL0ED—HONEEZERTHT ANRETH S, CLIL (28155
TIERIDIIRBED R T 2L LATLET RETHA), LT, WERDIIRATRET T ATk,
FERELN ST FR Y72 S AR RE /18l Tl /e <, xt A BA£% (interpersonal) | fi##R (interpretive) | & %
(presentational) D 3- DD E— RO S IVIZ T 55 BE /) & 2729772 &9 | Philips (2008) &
AR EFEMEE B SSh LV, FE—RIILL FOIDITERSND,

> xt ABIfRE—N (interpersonal mode) (%, L S HEICH LEFEEFEICHE L, Z20HICS 5L T
WHNRIEAE#RE G 272020720, BEZ2REL, BRAZRTHOTHS, FHF XM
EFTHLLFAIFICGEL FTHY, FEBEXIFTHLLFRRRCH AT ThdHDH, XFHDaIa=
r—al PWESRSIVE R O A P (negotiation of meaning) b 2235, SRERE S DR EIC
PPN S U7 Im S B T2 EN TEDLINT o T2 bWV T EE R TREI A BLND,, &4
FTLLEFICLDRCVEIZIR SN T, B A— e EIC A IcBinD,

> fEFRE—F (interpretive_mode) IZB W THFEF T xR T —~ 2o FEZFHELHLE
B % PRAR (understand) LARFR (interpret) LEDET 5, DB R FH X FFFIZHE AT THYH
EFTHLHDH, HORNZHL I THF AN OEFEZFRLFEL FIZHE ORI WL, #7528
TERW, FEZLTHOWVITEELSECRINIA — B T 47727 F AN, T bbb EKD
HOEETHINTOHLEE CTEINTEZTIANEROIDTHD, FEHEILEBELLZONEIC
BT 28 A RO DT IZFF o TWDHGK , #R Bk, BRAR O S IS AR B B 325, ZAUd B
fi# (comprehension) 72 D TIE72\, HHEDOE X EZHMRL, TLTH D RODISE R THD
Thd, MFENEEH OFNIWRNDO T, T<ICEKREZNPLILITTERY, (BF 7ok
CIIZDOREEMIZENTEDDB LR, )

> F83E—N (presentational mode) Ti, FHF XS EIF 7 —~ICHTH1E®R., &, B2
REEHAFLHEEFIRT T D, TEHEIL OOBRERBAZE V-, BRI TH2E08
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{TERV, HDHVIFEFITRONTZOVENL N TERVHFEAAEL T, 2Ia=l—Ts
LB DT T TH b o0 LT B HIAHY . 205 B 251 L — >
TITONDLDTHD, FHEINIER LS HGEAT A HDNTEEZEITITES document TH
O, ERICR R TR, B2 EES, 70— Ry 7258 T WET T2 n55, BRE—R
D% NE—RER2DD1%, BIZh1E (spontaneity) 2SS EESNRNEWI L THD, WY 7238
ERORBLIEERSEBRINTGRIRT 5, LWOZENEE LD, LIz T, mid . HIRE %
EL, WY ERBRE A M IS TRV EE LD,

INHOE—RIIENZENNTERITMIL TWDDIT TR, ZAUTAHBEDS & LRI TH D,
B 2L, BE OFfET—ATIE, 7F AL T ERE—NMEM) | xRkl 7L —
THNTHEREIE (BERET—R) NEIZOWTHERIGESED B ANE—R) E0) 857 —H O
AU TH A, CLIL 2B HFHETEENCIH W THRIEN I — B O A KM LT, Fefif
MEEOHEIZ, ZHICONWTERBLAHEDRVIRNR RS ICRESE | EUTO N T —%F
EDIRELNIZZIEE ZBND, T ANTIE — DD B OfRE NS ORE DRHRER 50X
NZTHEND TH H AT (item independence) D JR IR H D53, T EIXEBIDOMETHD,

CLIL {2857 A FE AT 22

ST AMIBWTIL, Py 7R EFRERE I DS O BER ITRA A2 5| S 272 E L THERL
FOET2ONE B THD, LNLENRE, EHELEDOR MO IR FERELNILDIFFIELR
WIDIT, BRERE N EZME LI ETHZEH RN BIRRRA L TZLE NI LN TED, LT3 »
T, BB 7 AT, GEEOH, HBEL A DOETHE T 200N LAHRIZENDIZELTED,
ZHIIHN B R—AD S E#F (content-based language teaching) <°4 & D B B D72 D = 35
(language for specific purposes) (2351757 AMIFFE TIZLARINBE L2 DR R LS TET, Ll
PRAHE ) B HICBE 2k, 3L, SEE. SO a2 R E O R LM & L7 CLIL (2380
Tholbfif 2R CRIE SR D,

CLIL D 3#E<, M ZE LM i 12 DWW 22 ATHY, EFEMF R OELIRLI TN D,
Z DR FE ., Marsh and Wolff (2007), Dalton-Puffer (2007), de Zarobe and Catalin (2009) %2
FEHHNTWDA, 7T A ORI BT 2 EIEMZEITIT & A EHE STV, KRS
2D, BETITHOIL TV DN & AFEDOIREEIHTICEE T 2092 ThH 5 (B 21X, Puerto,
Lacabex & Lecumberri, 2009) , & L THER ER EICOWTIEERLS FONTORETH D &
W TEUV,

LA MMOBHLPLETE 53 B LA CLIL IZB W TH SRR FHIC B E R O B ESIXFR 05
ATED, #1213 Mehisto, Marsh & Frigols (2008) ., Coyle, Hood & Marsh (2010) | JE346 « Fil 5% « b
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H(2011) 22& T, 1%%$1Jb\f:®—?~v%¢&om% LALLM ZIUTE ST L 72580
DPENSToHIT EDOFBITITEEED | TAMIZEDAREIIE T2k bIFRRIENS D THD, F
LT, DR EFICEAL TIMALNLZETHEINLTHD,

CLIL & RZERIR DTN, WEN—ADF iE#H%1L (CBLT, Content-based language teaching)
72 8T, 97 CIZ Brinton, Snow, and Wesche (1989) 72 23S FERE 1 &R B 2B T2 7k 0 Bif%
[ZOWTREAIZFE#H L T\ DL, Bachman and Palmer (1996) b FXFRHBE RN BIOHEE
HRZREL T, TNE IS CTEFRRE ) LahBIZE 32 k% (topical knowledge) D EALR %
LT 5, 51T, LSP(Language for Specific Purposes) @7 ANMIBIL TlE, Douglas (2000) (2
FELWY, Fo, FRHEE ICB I DMEER EOBILR IS OV T, Gottlieb (2006) 35X Y, O’Malley &
Pierce (1996) 23 BAR Y72 AR DD 7 £ CRIBM SN TRV S B0,

CLIL IZBIJAHREREDT=DIC

SEATB T2 EDIE, CLIL (23861 57 A Gl A FE I35 1S X DV TWRNWEF 25, 12721

BB DO RN HE B RENFONH LN THD, ZZ TIIFHIEE LB bSOk
RAEFN T 5, 1T flhiL7z Clapham (1996) D SEFEHFFE T D, Clapham (1996) 131y 5 i)
AR EFREN B IO S ERNOBEBRERE > TRY, BICRDIINCKERE LB RERELT
WD,

Clapham (ZLDE5 —I2, FE Y R E/LSILTOIUXWAIEE Z O HGRICH B L TV D2 B
FHEDARNE2D, e IXE G BEIZOW T OFHE DA > TOLF =2 — ARIE DL
NOHFHE TR T DI T ANEETHIUL, MR ELTOD RO T AMG R E AT 5 0]
BETEIIAR VY, 2B 2, W R AR A AT 720X ERE EOSESE (threshold) 72 DL~V 35
ERESND, SUHEDT ANTE0%LL T O 872752 B 131 R ik o BRI TEN D 281
7o Tn, — 1 60% %2 D% BRE OBA T R HFRD B WE O NS ET ANOE AL
EME A AL ST, 5B AT, SUEBE ) MR WA T Sk A9, — 7 SUEBE I
BRI ST SUERR ) TR R Z MO ZENTED, T S HIFFR O ' BT ARD
B RICEET IO RL L OFEEFE ThHD,

UL EDFE A5, 5 —12, CLIL 2 L CAMERE 2 E 15T 57201213, AT T2 8mkITRE
HEZ L)L 0D, LU 5, 9 TIZ Alderson (1984) 23 /R L TUWNAIRY  BLIZENFE 23
2T IEENIETHEFEOBMRLE T LD ZEETRLTND DT T2 W, SNEREDOE FL~ 1
DL THLHGA . REAIH SHUERIIZH (B LL~LERERSHH7251E) kL~ Th 5 Al fE
PED R, SREFE THRL L EWN) D3RS T SRR BT HL L Th D, LIZhi> T,
SR EOMO NG - FRE A — R L L7e T ANRBEN ML EE L7 %, 55 2, CLIL T, 7 AMIE
WTh b ORI DR E LA EDS BT OHEMEOWH I NMLETHD, BESTFOD
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MMHZITYZOF ML T R AN F A FERMF LTSI, FHICRERDO S
a2 AL DHE RO BB TWVD LD A Clapham 137> T5, 8 =12, CLIL 1L 578,
WA RBENZOWTATUAORNTEFE N ZREL TNWDLDOT, @mELRNREZRIGEITIE. F
AR RO SUEME 2D | FAZITZ BRI AL S 728 T AN 12T AROTERUT %
THRE NN THD,

FEREIZ BT 2 JnEk O o AT I RE L ME D] & L C Bachman & Palmer (1996)IXk D X572 R
JERfHH 2 EEFED TN D,

Fh T O &7 (knowledge of topical information)

1 AL & 00 B GR B RE 25 < BAE 00 2 7 A 1 R 0 FnFk

AL DO BAERYE 2 IR RSNV E OB I T BB LI5S O HER 23 857>, IR D R E CRFAM
b,

HEJ1./ B FAD K HE B

0 tr BE 1 U7 B RE S WU B D AR S SR TE AR W
fERE : Yo, ZBRE PGS FE-EICOWTORMZ RL TR0,
EfES R

1 FRE HY B U7 R U B T D R A RO TVD
il FHEPH : P, ZBRE TS ROFEEDIZA D —EBIZ LML TR,
EfES:45->TVD

2 1 R el e L 7 A R AT A 2 B 9 W e A JEE D e ik
{56 FH P - o e
IEMES : Lo FHEIH N TR B LD BN ERSZ A TN D

E=T0

3 EN GRS P L7 3 B 0 B3 1 e
(PR A REIT D720 I EL AL HIR AR B
EfES BTV

4 SEA B L5 S I T A &R Mk NS A LERL TS
657 P R D < BEEL L7 A R S LS D WD TR 233D B
EES AT R EBICEMRARRHLIEERLTND

CLIL IZHEW TR, 2O XD iz | SEEICEHT DMk 0 A2 59, & HICEE - B
REJJZRET 28U, JAERNICHET OB LRET L2 LIk D,

% 72, Brinton, etal (1989) (X, NAN—ZXADFEHFEIZEWTIE, 7 X O, #HEIX
bHAMDZEFEFIZL T, MEZMETL2ONEHRT L2 EITIMOTEETH D
(Brinton, et al, 1989, p. 183), Z Ui, & 5 5EE 53 O noticing hypothesis (Schmidt,
2001) R EMNBRTHOREHEREHR CH 5, FEHAILSiHEHX (form) & EBE (meaning)
DRFFICERZHTHI ENTERNETIIX, FihENELRFFICHERRIZT D &,
FEEEFZTANEZ TS5 ET, 2L THRICBNTHELWAHGR AL TS H 5D

Th s,
ik U7z Bachman & Palmer (1996) OWNEICE T IR, /FX0A Y —FEFDT TIC
BONTEEET — 2%, OIEEEICFE LT, 2 L CRICHEIZIL U THEICHE
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THRAET, FlziE, EMRFEEEZLBITWHDINRE, TOWTHETLZOTHD, L
LMD, EEICEX, 7TAMNZBRENT A M E2Z T TWAERICELLICE D EAZENT
WD Lo TURER O RES BRI AREMEN S 5, EiEF N LB T TH D, iz,
NEDNFRHAE TITON TV LR HOEAIL, YBEOHEYE LolEL L VRN b,
BERHEZRET DL LEEIIRDLITHA I,

BRINTHRE

CLIL (23 DX, f5iEik &[R4k, Content-based Language Teaching X° Language for
Specific Purposes 70 HF5_XE Z L FX LW, LN LR b, fEROLE AT ENLSIEEN
FBIZOWTHIOHMEELTITHZ LT HITEEESTWD, SFEFGK. At 2 BT 2 Fndk.
RIHERE, SREEM oM AEEH. IO OMICHEERZEFRM T 2TV, SEOEG L
ZAVUCBE L7 ) B L OB 2 S LB M E Ch 5, ZOHERIZHESNTZH 2T
4 OOEREICEFNZ ML L TEW DN, AWIIBEHES I S N O REN/HIE TE 5
FOBRBEORELIT) ZENTED IO LTI SR, ZD XD REEFRA 72T
L, MROZ LRV ZYHEDREEITIAFRETH D,

HWEBLOCHAECBNTIOL ) B OTICEEITRY € 572D, Widdowson

(1984) . Anderson, et al, (2000), Marzano & Kendall (2007), Lee & Sawaki (2009) C&H %,
Widdowson (1984) &, #%1 A Z A /L& LSP & SEEMRES) OBIRAT T 217 5 <<, BH
D% S, SEY5 0BG EHERIELEL Y L L7-b D TH D, Anderson, et al (2000)
IXT CICBERE L72i@m Y | —BEFO B TR, ik, B, oo 3 58Iz >0 T
BRI 29T > T\ b, & 51T, Marzano & Kendall (2007) % Anderson, et al (2000) & [A]
FRIZ Bloom DEE HAEO 3 E AW LI b DO Th 208, IEFORICRALEFOM LA H
INCZRL 7R, 3WICMA THEFEBOET L, AT LAZHMELTWVD, Lee &
Sawaki (2010) (I2Wr7 A MIBEL T, RESHEFEAEM T2 ZBB LTS, L
MLRN L, Enbitameiing, T2 B2 M o /i & OF A/ERICIIE S E
MAIVTUNZ2 W L, Anderson, et al (2000) & Marzano & Kendall (2007) b #F k% k5 &
LTWH 72D, S HE. FHOANEROEBIZOWTIE, BAOEFNTLHINLTWD
72 THD, L L, Bloom DAl L7 Y ERRIZHTHIE, SEOFERICOVWTHIRE b
LI THHEEARTT E Wb i e bR,

e Z PN

Alderson, J.C. (1984) .Reading in a foreign language: a reading problem or a language problem.
In J.C. Alderson, & A. H. Urquhart (Eds.) , Reading in a Foreign Language ( pp. 1-27) .
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2.2. Setting Standards for CLIL Courses: With Reference to the Findings Made in
the Field of Taxonomy of Educational Objectives and Taxonomy of Learning,

Teaching and Assessing

Yoshinori Watanabe

Abstract

To be continued from the previous chapter (2.1), the present chapter attempts to seek for the
information that has been gathered in the past research this time in the field of Taxonomy of
Educational Objectives with special reference to Anderson et al. (2001)’s revised version of
Bloom’s Taxonomy of Educational Objectives and Marzano & Kendall (2007)’s New Taxonomy of
Educational Objectives. It is expected that the outcome will to be referenced to establish a
framework for evaluating in CLIL courses by integrating all the sources in the form of test
specifications that will serve as a useful blueprint for validating the standard that will be developed

for language education in general.
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2. 2. #E HZE D5 ¥ (Taxonomy of Educational Objectives) =8 | ¥5& | 37l D
47¥8 (Taxonomy for Learning, Teaching, and Assessing) ¢ CLIL ~D#
BILOHE

PR R

2. 1 TIXCLIL DJFEIIH | &EfeE | CLIL D EFHGIZR W TEBITT ~&bo b A2 et Thk
TeDREFL A D—->E1L T, Anderson, et al (2000) 33T Marzano & Kendall (2007) (25 Bloom
DOHE HIEDUGETEFBIT LD AR TlE, 2O SO0 CLIL ~O H rTEEMELC
ONTELEZEEDD,

CLIL(NAE MR AATEE) 1T OF LA s &

X

FEITR 72X, CLIL (28T DT Ab Sl 78130 5 IS DUV TVWRWEF 575, Al
THELELUZEY, B EOH LR ELRENGONLZELMENTHD,

CLIL ®O7 AMZIBWTIEL, WHEIZBET 255, FITEKRE, 2=2=T +—RAIERR N RE DRI
FRAETDZENMEELI D, BIRDZ L PRI NbE 2T —BIOT ANTHli 5L W) Z &I ]
BEChD, ZZCTHIEIOREDRBEER -7+ VAL TNEL TBWD, AV —F Z2{Tht
0. N SCDOVER A A OFREE L CRRLIZV WD Z A IR B BRI L2 T huiE b, %
D ET, ZNZENOBLEIZOWTHIELH ETHZE12705, CLIL T[ZEDIINTT AN %7
X, =20 BB VF 2T DO R IR F7e O T—ALIZTERW S, BLF T A {17241 Td
e

® EEOARBERAARBFRELDORFALZMG LU CLIL Oa—ATHSOIEARN2N
KEbE Y7L THOIZEET D, T—~ X EORBBELE MBI HOWTEL, SFEEITH
1 &t FRO T GE R BLA 8 B fE S 7= D ST O FEfRAE ) &/ N SHERRRE I & T AN T 2H D&
o FEEIT S RE COUE, FEH., SEHEE) . BXOVE OFEEE LI A FE 00 PN 2 2536 Y0 25
TETCWBNEIDDRERME S TH D,

® RFPDHFBHABRA—RBEDFALZNR LT IHARECH A, Jil TREEZITVIN
DYFECTEBZIER T D RFE N AR LI, M ER T ILERIVFEAE LT D, HHICEEE
DEENIFIZONWT, BESECMILLIZ~=a T VA THI LN TELNEINT DFE
EHERT D, ZBRE IS, SEECTHEZHARDITIE DI LRV E AR IS,
HOWIFREHR BN B E DR EEITIREIINOHDNEIDERE T LI L7 plb 57
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59, PIE N IIEEEGERZIT > ThbI, MRBLRIXTHMfE BEA1TOR ) | LER T D,

o LHZOX ABERET —<ICLIZh Y/ C CLIL #¥52iED D, TR EE R 5720121,
HDO XL ERA BT RE ) DD E DN EINE T D, LR THFATEZ L& EEE O3 N BIFRIZIS
HCEBMEIMERGET D, AT —<ICOWVWTHYDEZEIRRDLZENTELNEINER
AET D, EWIRIRIEITRDTH A, FEMERE ) Z ML T HITIE, AR LG5 CEHM N
BRESHEE O FREDPDNOND L EEZRD, TNOEHEICLTT ANREEE R,
ZNE NS BRI 2 O B 2 E T 5LV D K7 2817257259,

VL ED X722 2k 720 ) T AR CTHGE T 5720121, eI RIZE0 o S HE A2 VW D008
YU ThD, FFll, AL —F L T RTAT A TR ED IO RAFERREE I ORGEICHT->TE, &
FEHE J) EEE A D HFRZE IE AU DUV TR O R RE 2 M LER 2479, Bl Z X D ITIEL W
SEZEE S TODD GEEITIEME CAMEIZERE LT DO E D0 e EERERE I OB D ST
Do WITRILH LENEIZDOWTER T D, 2O TILTFE S LM 1E ) LEE O 5%
D DN TS L7 HEI 2 TH 2N TED,

SraE WO RE N ATIE T 27201 iE, S E R L B LT 280 T e R AR
RITIUTR DN ST HE IR TH DD, ZOT AN HE O BB IL, JIER RPN EHETHDIFE
R[] &7 R EELEND, CLIL DIORWKOE DB R BN ELS, £ L TENLENOBLAIC
R WELH THI-OICLEROIX, MERDETE, Tobb 7 AMIH 2% i +52LTh
el

CLIL 7= DREFREICBITHME OEEM:

AT FE ISRV T, GEEEICBE T2 2 335720 12i%, SRERE 2735720 O AL X
BNCERE T DUENRHDHENIZEEFIR LTz, LT, BIZHHEOBRELR E T 575 TlE+4
TRV, LWVIDIE, TREE DT ANTEZRE T 2D EN) A+ 47 1T L TOHZRWVDD
VI EEFERI LTz, BIEAR ELCH, EERIITAMFRAEMENT2IChic>T, SFERITE
JEZEBELTHARFICETHFRO T IR AL N E LN ENnS 4 1INHHD TS, LT,
ZAUTHIZ IE LB ED FERI 2N MNE LD EON o - Bl B IZIR S b2 e 5D
7RI, EETIE, BB BRI, 37bh M H 2 ER T 2B TR > TV D ETH S, T
b TANDBRGHIFBE L TRANIH B2 EORK B EL T, MEEDOLIHRIEL T
P2 DN E NS T2 ZEN T I RENTEL T AR EN TS XL TOHRWEEIZZO
IO RIENEZ VB TH D,

DX AR D720 IR, M B ZAERR T DB AR & 245 7 ANRE K OZE 1L
ZENDIEE DB EC OV THMIZERL T, T AN SO ATARTA L ZER L, 1538 %18
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HAT 2B LESEOM F R XALTHR TELIICL THBLLZEMITIVLEE THD,
Lynch & Davidson(1993) (%, HIEHEHL S FET ANOM B ZAF 57221, F— LU —IH 0%
F2L L TANBRFE DER DK — O L, W B2 A =D E D BR % T — A (CRLTD,
Criterion-Referenced Language Test Development) Z R 352 L72 &L TV 5, Douglas (2000) %
LSP 7 ALOill B ARRIE, 18 F D7 ANE B ZAER O 7 m e ALZE DB, i E D5 BFIZB 9
HREMFE A R —ITIMAIRT IUTIRBIRNEL TO DD, Z AU CLIL (IZRV\ThH IW%%T“&;%.S

— I T AN B ISR #E T R EFIHIT, T AN BB, R BRE (i, MR FE L~
AR MENAE)  MER, RS MENSGSERNOBEMLASGE., 73 ANOEE, 55
g, BRnEHR | 7 ANRHE (task) . A L OG RB 5y, 7 AT, B, SRAREBID
HIHES TS (Alderson, Clapham & Wall, 1995) , SHIZ, T ANZERE D720 Ol H IZ1%, #E
FRANLIETHAIL, o7 AMOHE M Z T OM HIZIE, 240 B OREET E2E BN
R EGBHDHTEAD,

— 5 TE A, CLIL (2B MAER E MR DE, 5 — IS H 2B 528 THY, £ 2
IZRLH T REM IR ER T HIETHD,

CLIL DFLYER TE 2 Y MR FE D728 DA

CLIL T, @A OB 0M B A LRNL, FEO MO L E T 0T 5, V., RiH
172778 (shallow/surface learning) . 38X OV ATE N % BEAF D FNFE O BR L5 D1 720 | it
N B EITHT0T 2% FE (deep learning) D2 D OB LHET D, WiH &8 1R
BN ANT U ALLIIAT 2O AL TWDD 2 Anderson, et al(2001) ThHd, BIIEDOLEZ A,
CLIL OFZE4F 5 TIT O TWDH DL, Benjamin Bloom O H B IR D53 ¥ TITH LTV DI
ZDOEMEET N ThHDH, ZOEFET /L TIE, Remembering (&3 %) > Understanding (PR A% 9
%)-> Applying UixJH 4 %) > Analyzing (43#79%) > Evaluating (FFfi3"%) > Creating (&
BT %) L VORI RE A B L. FAL3JE% Lower-order thinking skills (K& E5 /1) &L, E
{i7. 3J& % Higher-order thinking skills (FIKEE 7)) &3 HDTh 5,

M1 EThR DR

THE COGNITIVE PROCESS DIMENSION

THE KNOWLEDGE DIMENSION

1.REMEMBER

2.UNDERSTAND

3.APPLY

4.ANALYZE

5S.EVALUATE

6.CREATE

A. FACTUAL KNOLWEDGE

CONCEPUTAL KNOWLEDGE

B.
C. PROCEDURAL KNOWLEDGE
D. METACOGNITIVE KNOWLEDGE
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FeANC, MR B F AT L CEIX 2R TEIICLThBL ., T2 DRI R TR,
BN DR ITEE R T | B ZE T H I BT 515 (factual knowledge) | & (7B T2, HDH
(R BA TEE S5 L0 ST ODDMA B DR TELZ DI LN TEDLLIITARS TS,
DT, BB AR TORITIIRE RIS A TN,

2  Marzano & Kendall (2007)? The new taxonomy of educational objectives

Cognitive

Psychomotor
procedures
Level 6: Self-system Mental
procedures
Level 5: Metacognitive system
pe
Level 4: Knowledge Utilization Information
< Level 3: Analysis
Level 2: Comprehension
\I_Level 1: Retrieval
DOMAINS OF
LEVELS OF PROCESSING KNOWLEDGE

Marozano & Kendall (2007), p. 13

ZOP A 2T LBE BEORBEIZLTZONRER 1L TH D,

LL72735, Marzano & Kendall (2007) b1 5180 . ZHOFEE 2 i+ oM ik 258 122
W, BRAENEMEZ NS LW B TREROE & R BB N NESRSNDEVIFEIL DR H 5
DU TR, £72 Bloom DAYV F/VTAFEL . FBEOLEMPEOFRBE S HH#EO KL
ST TWDIE B RE L (affective domain) 238 AL TR, 1E B REEUE, K EEZ 7220 H 2 81T,
ZORBERLL, T7205 Bloom HIZTHID TS, (“The success of Taxonomy of
Educational Objectives, Handbook 1: Cognitive Domain, has spurred our work on the Affective
Domain. As is indicated in the text, we found the affective domain much more difficult to structure,

andwe are much less satisfied with the result. Bloom, et al, 1964, p. v).
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#z1 FRODIER

Information Mental procedures Psychomotor procedures

Level 6: Self-system thinking

Examining importance

Examining efficacy

Examining emotional response

Examining motivation

Level 5: Metacognition

Specifying goals

Process monitoring

Monitoring clarity

Monitoring accuracy

Level 4: Knowledge utilization

Decision making

Problem solving

Experimenting

Investigating

Level 3: Analysis

Matching

Classifying

Analyzing errors

Generalizing

Specifying

wa)sAs aAnIuso)

Level 2: Comprehension

Integrating

Symbolizing

Level 1: Retrieval

Recognizing

Recalling

Executing

Manzano & Kendall (2007), p. 128.
Marzano & Kendall (2007) I£ New Taxonomy of Educational Objectives &L T, K 2(Z/R L7289
72 3R IL DA A A TEE L TWND, 22Tl JRAIFEIK2Y retrieval, comprehension, analysis @3
WILTELZHLILTEY, SHITHIDOL LT knowledge utilization % & &, 51T metacognitive
system ("FE HMEEIIZO VAT MIEEND) | SHIZEIEE 25 10 self-system (i L iHKITZZ
WZE END) Lo THERKS LTV D, £72 Anderson, et al E[RIARIZ, FnikZ B DR TIZEHBVD T
LM, EZIIANEHEOFE TOZIE R E R E OEB MR O E E £id, Marzano &
Kendall {2 #UIH#H (framework) Tid7e <7 (theory) 72 D72EL TN,

ZOETINTIE, OO EEZITT 2 HENHTEERIC, &YIT Self-system 23 E
B L2 OFEITESC LB LR D T2 E . RO TLIZ & % metacognitive system 75 S 5 (T
TALD cognitive system ([Z/EH L, € DB ZAT O 1o OB ERRITEE Z1THO LD 5D T
HbH, LIzin-> T, Bloom % DT Anderson 23 Z IVE D L)L DEF A E I
T BEOBEHME S 2 FRIC U TRk LT\ % D2kt L, Marzano & Kendall I3 #1LZ41D L
~UVICH AR & AR 2B E 2 E L TV DH DO TH S, Lizid- T, CLIL O X 9 72,
SNz, E£HNOMAEEH, BamEee, Mz AEFOEEZHAE L L TWDHJRERIZ L
STk, HimblcE LB R Z RSN Th D, ThIE. T728bb
CLIL OFH D 7= OB FR AR 24230 Z L2 b2 A 9 LUBIWTIHHEOR ERL L O
ZDOREBMEDORFEDOHSHHA L L THREET 22212670 25D TH D,
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BREINTHRE

R TlX. Bloom O#EHBEDWETH T 5 Anderson, et al DFFLASL, Marzano &
Kendall D% #H L C CLIL IZRH D 72 D OFEFR AR % 5 2 . Z OB IC IV THLYE
DFEELEITVE DXL RGET DN TE LD TIE Wb  ZORREMEEZ R LT,
LI LB ZEDRRIZ, b WEERIERICR LB DN, R bLORRNEHETH
H5E VWS LETHSD, Bloom IZH &, Anderson, et al {2 L. Marzano & Kendall (2
L. FREBEICBTHAIREEEEZEEL TS, ZORBERICIE, SEEEHERBHAE
LEFENTVD,

L2 L7228 5, Anderson, et al (2001) (Z¥RAF S 7256/ 7220 H 612 R T4, Marzano
& Kendall (2007) D3RO Marzano & Kendall (2008) # R C# ., & ZIZHEH SN
TWOEEHE~OHEMABIL, TTENRYOFFERNEZ LS TEFEEOLBITADLTH
AN DOVERLRe, REHMARE S L UL ORGEICT &2, CLIL X8 H 55
EWVWIOIRREEGTHZ L L, SRAMEoTMOLNOREEZ ZRTRENE, F ¥
52 EICKVENRAHMEEZBTL L, ZALR—EKER->TNHIDOTHY, Zhbafy
BEIICFHE T 2 & WD) ZERRELNTNDDTH 2,

e Clx. Widdowson (1984) MF8%n& LSP MR, CBLT B8 K NLSPIZHFH T A | -
M BE S D AR S D CLIL ~O i A ATREMEIC DWW TR L7z, A%ICFE S -3 EIT,
—WRBABEFOSECTHEINTZ VAT LZ2NEBRFTICEM T2 THD, T2bb,
7> Valette & Disick (1972) 7% Bloom DHFHAIZ DWW TIT 722 & &, SEITF - B A
Bloom D&FETRR. #HTH® Anderson, et al (2001) <> Marzano & Kendall (2007) (ZDUTCHT
DZENMELEINTVWDLIDTHD, TOMRITFE—IT, TAMHE LS I B TETLE
DD, TOHIZIX, TAMOHEM, 7 A MFEF LRI, EHEOFEM & HHEDORE N
HINDERETHD, ZOXIBRFHFENRH> XL O T, Hin & B4 AHEMICEE S
TICERE SR ITA 2D Th D, Z 2 THEIMIELE T 5 DOIE, ZUMERIEE WD Z & LA
#ThD,

e Z PN

Alderson, J. C., Clapham, C., & Wall, D. (1995). Language test construction and evaluation.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Anderson, L. W., Krathwohl, D. R., Airasian, P. W., Cruikshank, K. A., Mayer, R. E., Pintrich, P.

R., Raths, J. & Wittrock, M. C. (Eds.) (2001). A taxonomy for learning, teaching and
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3. Setting Standards in Can-do Statements

3.1. Proficiency levels and their Can-Do Statements in Japanese Language
Proficiency Test (JLPT)

Sukero Ito

Abstract

The JLPT (Japanese Language Proficiency Test) is a standardized test for non-native
Japanese language speakers. The test covers reading and listening comprehension as well as
language knowledge, such as vocabulary and grammar. The JLPT has five levels: N1, N2, N3,
N4 and N5. The easiest level is N5 and the most difficult level is N1. N4 and N5 measure the
level of understanding of basic Japanese mainly learned in class. Nland N2 measure the level of
understanding of Japanese used in a broad range of scenes in actual everyday life. N3 is a
bridging level between N1/N2 and N4/N5.

“JLPT Certificate of Result and Scores”is issued for the purpose of admission to advanced
education or finding employment. This certificate contains fail/pass results and scores for each
scoring section. It can be used as official proof for schools and companies. However, the
certificate does not describe language ability on a scale of levels from N1 to N5. The JLPT office
is now trying to develop and validate a set of performance-related scales, describing what learners
can actually do in Japanese language or Can-Do Statements. The JLPT needs to define five levels
of proficiency in relation to empirically derived difficulty estimates based on test taker's
perceptions of what language functions expressed by Can-Do Statements could be successfully

performed at each level.
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3. Can-Do Statements (235 5 B ¥R E

3. 1. HAGEEIRABRDES L L & Can-Do Statements

O AR

NEEFET X b & Can-Do Statements

RIEOHEGEHE T, 7 X MERNOEON /B A2 BRI OMRE L TiEH
TELHEY, BRICHTIERESDTEZINETLU RICHEERTLILOICR->TETWND
B R E WO BTFAIRRT D720 T, WAk 28585, &5 WITERE L)
ET LN TERY, ZNTIEH, REEWVIHFICEDIEROZDOEIHDOL THIGL
TLEW, Al b RITZBREWFGFITE 5T, ZAU EOFRERIEHRITH/OLNALRNT LI
H, LI T, BRIZKH LT, WoZHDEKRDSTET H7-0IZ, seNEHELHIT., £h
WX T DRI DB IR IND L) I TE T,

KB ER (high stakes tests) T d % TOEFL (The Test of English as a Foreign Language)
<> TOEIC (Test of English for International Communication) 72 E 28\ Clk, SEEREE IO
BARBY 72 WA % 5Lk L 72 "Can-do statements"D W8 03T 40, EHAfL SN TV D, 2,
ALTE (The Association of Language Testers in Europe=MIN ZS5E7T A b5, A EGER
5%0)5'5]%\% < ER L) Tik. BINICR T DA EGERE ) O LEREFEOEE L M D 72D
(. FEAG D FEAELE D B T oL, AEERERDORBEMOMNEZELIZT DD
(2. "ALTE 'Can Do' statements"72 5 & O FAFE I NFEH I LTV 5,

AR T, mEONEFERE T OB M Z R 22035 BARBZREE TR OEENE &
FOFERNLELNDE N ONDIFRICOWVWTELR L, SBDOSHERIOME A AET
A MERDO B Y HITHONWTEZTHD,

AAGEREN 23l 2 7 A M 2 /BT 2 72012id. HARGERENI N ED X 5 7B 7 B
FRENTVDMEE L TBRERH D, BHENT A FThE, BERIESCTHEENED
HEEENT 2 5, Flo, BARAICEA LI SOERIA, HEE00F, R En
DRIRLELTEZOND, BEREOAaIa=r—2ar HEaERTLH7DDON Y 27 LT
bolzht, B alia=r—vaHERALNI LT, TORAEZI ST FERE
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U e b Ry, ZRICE T, 7 X MEBEONE & HIEITRE > TL 5,

W L~V THIE, AL - H A 72 EOSUFRRR 0% EE R Mbin g Z & ic/e b,
WIZ, TN OER I NS ERE (HiE) OB HINEFTFONS, EFEICBW T, H
KEEOEFREFR, BB - MG R EOBBMN TELHNEINEEICRD, £ LT, xR
LD LT T 52O RBERIENPRRbI D, 2 b, RS 5 2k
T5 (305 TR (B [30E K2 b0, Zoftic, EEOaIa=Fr—va
CIE, THES CWEfR D) TEET - xEE) TR - BRI TELS AR REDEHEF
A HRE N DSBS 72 B, THEMRT) ) & TRIMRT)) I3 ERE L L CHEERE NS, TREET))
& MEXCT) ) IERERE LTERBENE L TRSINTWNDEHEDOTH D,

SFEREICOWTIX, D X 5 72 Canal & Swain (1980) O SFERENET AN LML
TWb, OIEMHRES (Grammatical competence) : HAZE S fEDRER, U #X2 X000,
BERRE LML T, XA TE D8, EME, HIFOBEWRIZR ST, BEBOGE
RENREEND, OtLESFEFMIRES) (Sociolinguistic competence) : HIEE S FENEH S
DA SURPR O BE L C, MEICSEAEMN TE 288, /2. SEOHSAIKRE
EIEMHLTCHBRala=r—ra U EITx 567, @#kiEHE/) (Discourse competence) :
BEWRHY | FRMEOH DAL ELME LI, BELIEY T8, BERE S35
REFMROT, BEX X ELEENICHRETET DS, @FHF MG (Strategic
competence) : Rl 3 DDRENREEZMOTODREII T, aIa=lr—a U EMEFFLZD,
MIEL7C D T 572 OXtRE ), SV, Bk, 5/, ViRl L,

ZOE I BREBHNHLCEERERNIBUIZ OMBEIZ L > TERRLIAENGHREI L, H
TERETADBAYHIN TN DDIT THLN, 7 A NEH ZERRT 2 B T E 722 BART)
BN E OBRIZOWTIEE L L TV, WX, SFEEN M EERITHE
LT, BEEMARTE, ERP RS E EF o TN T, SENHH I 25 m-CMR I,
Fio, R ARIBAFR 7R E SR ER &L OBE ST+ TH D L IFFVEW, —
KBS DIV TWD FRERES O AT, BEOBIGICK T 24850 H 0 0T A MMERK
~OBARBRFEEHC 72 2 ETIZE > TV, SR OBBBEENBIE R b D & L
T, DN F L ERZEINTWARWDTH D (Bachman, 1990)

AAREHBTIZCBIT D "Can-do" BE /150 STHERK DR A

FlRO LS R A E 2, 1997 FIT, EHLEEDO—ATh-o7o, AAREREIHERD
TMEBEZSD A N—% 0T, HAGEIZEST % "Can-do statements" OIE B 1ERK Z 4R 7=
(HARFEHEFSM 1999, —4£2004), #1HOTORALENI Z bbbV, 1EZRE %%
G LCHAREEMN o bz ATz, BERIZIX, BAARGEZI-> TTE 5 5miEE %
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B L. 1RV SAVTOREROERAZWAL/NILE S & L, £hedkic, £
KO RERRTEE N RO BATER N ZET DML L THEU D SHENTH 20 & Biat L

TWno,
FAERNRITARORFETFEATHDLE, KRN FRIOFEEIZ . EMER &2 R
AEDEFEZRNRE LT 2 LT AT X v 7725y DHIH ZL > Te T TR <,

REATOEFE AT L G E Lz, Zhid, HADORRIZHY . Lo EE
GG %%Lt_kﬁ%é&xy@ioﬂﬁﬁﬁ%%wﬁ RO BIRIZRAZED A TIT <
<, BHLOSFERANEZFAEHB I LST W ERBEOKHE T — 20 bl S -7
OTHD, TI T, FREPAAGEEIAR L, 2HRZBRETDHY, %@%<¢H$EW
DRF - EERICEFZHEZL TCWDHZ EICRE L 2>, HAORBIZHZ> Tk, O
RFAEDAEEED DVIIRFTOWFAICKLIEL SNHITEIOFR, QEIZEHDNELRITR
BRL TV EETE 21THI O @ BARM CHEM G OFR 72 &SI E Lz,

HHOERMRAEZEIC DWW TIX, BATEE b L IATERLER OB OV L 21T -7, BE
FOEEE LT, "TOEIC Can-do Guide", "ALTE 'Can Do' statements" 1T E) 70k O sl
REZBILTDHE LB, ENTORITIIE, RFOHAEBHE DT TN HARGEFK
72 EOREFHANELCHEM L TVDLTF A NORNENL, TERCRZ A Lz, ERNDMk
ITHFZED> H1X [HME N O B RFEFEMIZ 31T % Criteria 8] [TEHRE 1 ES O D D EMHER

ARSI TV Y —2ARAEIEAARGE], £72, RFEOTHEBE., HABEFR THEHI AT
HEBENSIT [F#1EFHL] [ An Introduction to Advanced Spoken Japanese) [ K& ToE5872
DOTHT I « Py R_=—X ] [V —2ARAEBARGE] THBAEOTR] 225
(Z L7, ZOEXET, i SN ATEIRDE X 173 HA TH > 72,

"Can-do statements" (272721 5 A& CTlX, AMNEFERE NI ZMEL T, 207 —F ZINE L,
HERETLZED I TH D, %%%@ﬁﬁfi AARGER RO R ZENT 52 8
MT&ETz, AXRGERIHAEBRORE WBEABDEDTHL0G, MR, T OREREE RO
MEAR R DTH D, Lf:ﬁlo“c\ FERER A & OBEE & B 7170 L TITEE LG
ST BB RTEELW, £, KEBEREL D7D, T2 MERPZER L2540
HE LIS LRV D TIER W E WD BRITDH o728, 1T RZBREICHERD Z L
TRERY TN EWRT D LN TS,

EFETERARKICEBCHESFNTH D, HROZ i, ZoFRUT K DF)
HRERRNZRTFIZOWTIMRGF L TE2RITE RS2, Flie LTid, OEMAKE
FEHEORECHATELZ L, QEEGHLEERMTL2OBERTE L L, @%F
HEICHEPL L 7o, RFEDFRBMHEZX—R|ZT&EH &, RETHDL, —FH,. Rl EL
T, OFBREFIZEELRFELHIRVWBNARHL 2L, QHCHED AT — L TN
BONDT—FN, ZREITMSL LIZRBN Y — A, DFEVAMEREEEL LTOT R K,
FEHEOLOREBICEHAL TE X, BARGERDABR LMK T 2 1305 - G55 (M) THifE -
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L] LBAESE DL FREDBLETHDL LR ETH D,

"ALTE 'Can Do' statements" D B F 2 220> B ik

JelZib 7z ALTE Tid, BINICI 1T D AMNERERE ) O Ll EREDOMEEZ X 572D, 7B
NFM O FEHEED 24T o 72, T ORAIT, ALTE MBI 7 22 = 7  (The ALTE
Framework Project, UL'F HfiA 7T v s ) EFRT) LI TS DO TH D, B
OB NTIE, LTFTO X RIEERTOATHD, OFERNLDLHR— T 7
— FRAEIZ L > T, ALTE 537 A MEHFE 2R, O%BRE O =— X% 5E, @rEIFL
RS EVERRT 5 72912, Waystage <° Threshold 7¢ £ [EFRAIICFRAN S 72 S RERE ST LUV ED
WEHEH, QNGB LONEOCRILZMIEL, SBREE L ORYME MG, ©% 4%
EHEBANEEFE O DT, #bfiB L OEEEIC X pRE R Lo ME, ©FRE Rk L ON
KRORHEELE, 2 Tbh5,

Pl 7oy = 7 PO BT, FEEPEREICHE TN TE 2025 E LT, I
BdEd A2 REZBE LRIAET 52 &ildH o7, ZD"ALTE 'Can Do' statements" D H 5 %
HEAERCE T R, REE M R, 7 2 MRIAFERITRE &V D 3 DO 555481
T5HE MEHOHBIZLD, TAMIHERITRETSHS L LTS (Alderson, 1991),
ZOEMN, HEERENNTICHRE S e BARGER IR O THEEE) L3R Tnd
ZENRONL, LD L. B ot 2AOBGRERICE T Al a s — g v,
Frlz, BEMFECERE LS OFIZ L 5B R ORI > T D L LTS, BRR
[Z1E, AR SUIR D &) R EEZ AL 1D EE2 LN TS, OANEEFSEE~D
FRECHBICE DL FHITH LT, EANRERSER 2RI oK, FEEE LN SEE
ERESTMARTEDLINET oy 7T HVANELTHATE, ZRICE-oTEEFEIX. B
SEEOEMT LNV ANV E/FETE, TOFHIZOWTHLERTE S, QZWiHRER
ORFEE L HIC, SEIEEZERICLIEA Y 2T 5, BMOBRBIZHILLHEME LT
OiRE, @FEFED IS L OEED AMEMICEAD D AL IZ L o> TS, {H#~N—2Z
DEBFHIREZ T T 2 FEE L ToOMKRE, @7 5555 T/ UKL FICHFET 5.
FERHM O BEY & i3 2 FB & L ToORE,

P A T m Y =7 ME, FR 0l BREZR OO Th oz, —2l2id. R R A
ERALES ET2EHN, DLV TORBOBELEOE®RZ LV L) LT R TX
LE0IFTH2EThoTe, ZHPHELT, BARDINEGEM TORN OV ZHA T D
oD DEMEAFIZFH G T D52 L Th oo, BEAFLR ST RE S & BARRY D% 5 | BRfiF
TEXDHEIMRENTVE D, HESCAFERIZH D DDOIANZETHHATHDL Z &N
RBOLNTWD, Eo, HEFEHANCRT 2 BB B 2R ET 2560, BIENEIZHD)

P

P4
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DOMBEERRET DT, 2. HLOWBBEIC W THNERERE ) O LB 28 E T 5 B
AT A ENTEDELTVD,

"ALTE 'Can Do' statements" (%, P72 25 SREHES) L~V CO S REEH ) 0 A 2 a1 FE I
IR L7720 Th D, BARMICIL, SiERES) & SR AT DR FESAETE . AT,
Bk, 88 B L CofdRTh 5D, Fr¥i e LTiL, 'CanDo' A7 — /LA, ALTE O % L-X
NTOMBIREN 2RI L7 b DEERICLIESHERNATF—ALTHH L, LT,
ALTE OFRERFIE A 77— VL, ALTE O L IBITHHRBTON—T +—< 2 X |2 Lo

TERINLCHDTHDLZ L, T72bb, EROFHEEMNNZTLBELTWNWDLZETHD,
L7235 T, 'Can Do' & BRI A 7 — LSS o N TWDH Z LTk » T, il i b
N4 DORBICERK LIZEIL. SBEHE - TR TE 20N D LI TNDHIDTHD,

SHEEMIOFEE L VBT DM E NI T 5 2 LI L - T, ORI THEFER
BRABIT A ENTE FEFONBICOWVWTIIRBIEI R TAN AR & 72 5, F DfE R,
HEFEM CHIMN e SERAEE L NLOM T E LT, IR0k x, S EIFhL
NNLTOSEIERSHEABROBIER R EERZHN T 522 &1 d, Zhbid, SERE
RERIC A Lo BRE D, BLIEGH CEBROSHEMN 23925 2 & T, ik 3 &R
EORNZED XS e BlEdE, il 2 L TRYERH L0 % KiET % 52 T
NLHDITH > TND,

HAGEREIRBR (JLPT) THEERE| (AL EFHEEN

AR, 60 T ALL E3Z BT 5 AARGERE D RBRIL, 4 Tk, KEBEREBRE LT, »7eb

DB RO ORBRE LTHFEELTWD

A AGERE D RABR I, FE A AGER: m£%®5$ ERRNEZREL, RETDHIEEZHMEL
THAF., ESNTWHIREBETH D, RAERIE. 5201~ (NI~N5) (200, s

W L 7ok B2 2 LN T& 5, ke b 307 - G55 THEME)  THifg - 3
Bl 35087 varnbilINTEY, VARLBREEREICE S TRESIND,

AFTlE, B L ULICBITT HRID 4 L-UL (18~ 4#k) THEMi S CTuviz BAGERE
N ORMBEE BERE DS B DI OIHEL e [ HAGERE IalBR N (SGTh) J
(2004) (DAF THIEREYE) ) 20, HEEEONEZMEL L. HAGERE B Tt x
BTN D HARGERE B DWW T AR 5,

TP, [T FEE] ITOWVWTHATHDL, SHEALNT 4Rk THEKAE) 13, BARE
W72 B ONCHEAEEICB W TR A S TV A EFE O I B AR R E 42 gk & L
T, BABHEBICHAT 2B HNELSZIERINLTND

—J7. 175N 2/RIZEB N TIE, 3. 4O X 9 I HAEARE) L MR 722 i
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DT - BEEABETHOIXRNETH L L L, BAFEICE T 20T (BEF) HHOBRE
BEZ, TRICHEARBEHEO SN OLOBIEEZINZ D Z LIk - T THELRE) Z{EL
TWd, R, TEEZE) 12OV TIE, —tts, BIAREEE. FREAF (T5 - &) (I
B OEREOMBEMZME L N E TOBEMEDER 2T, AAREEETOLL N D
EEZMx, THEEE] MERKShTWD,

Wiz, X 2B THEZY, 3HMARLNTARTERY HIFD 30k - OMEHRE] 2%
ET D BTV ERERER SO EEYMBRESHICREHINTWVDHHDOEFA L,
IBAGEZED 45 5 (HT - =il 1981) ICHB I N TV HHE THARGEAREFIZRK T 2L
EEEE Z ORI ZEBERE L TWD, 2o NHERRE) Tix, 485k Z2 P Om1H,
SHEEMDOEHEIME T DONZLTHD EBRENTNDEN, T ORI OV TOBIX
SRR AN > THEETH D L LTS, TORR, FHABEFEORBE /7L T, Hi
PLBATT L LTWD, ZoRT, EERSOEFE WS/ 30M) NERL THEe
FEOME] BT, 3HEAMTORERERFLEED L LTCHRLTWS,

AT LT, 1R b 28D T30 12OV TIE, 3D 48k TORERARRIZE)
wi. BhENE OFE AR, KV &L [HERERE] 0BA B/ T2 RUTHLE L,
SCE 72 MSREGE O BN ELFI S LT 5D, HRELE L. TAARBRIS kI - 1]
(1983) IZEKALTWVWDHDOAT, BRNRERELSEZITFEFRHZIEFE L2 Z LT3
NHENTWRW, 1, 28OLHE « RN OWTOERN ZNE THFRIT R I T IR
STl R, HOLFEHEFEN 1) THLON [FERE) L L THbh b R& 0 &0y
Wroted L&, o, WEFHDOTFHHHDIRS b Floo> T, 1#hke& 28D L~Lo30F
bz, VA MeoeF 2 LIIZbitin T, THEEE) oFLtdxz L Tn5D,

Wiz, HEEE LTo THfE) 2o\ TAHATHD, [HEEE) oEHELT, [FF%2R
FORS (R -8 | FEEOGRNE] NRFEAER] [TFAMNAT) [Z27]
AL B RERETFonTnd, T2TEH, 7F X FOFF-> TV HIEREEICE
KU, 5T % A FORBEICOWTHELTWS, filxiE, M8 fHR7Tx% A b
MRLAT Gk 7 A b [REEZHM FEY T XA N TEA - BIEEORNAE ik
TXAN THD, TLT, HEMNRERDT XA NI A TOEAEFNEERINTND,
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3.2. The role and function of Can-Do Statements in Japanese language teaching

Sukero Ito

Abstract

The Japanese language teachers have been interested in teaching what language learners
have to know about the language. The most popular areas could be in terms of knowledge about
linguistic facts about the syntax and semantics of Japanese language. Teaching what learners
should know about the language raises the questions of what we actually mean by language
learning outcomes.

The Can-Do Statements in CEFR, National Standards (USA), and Canadian Language
Benchmarks have brought the Japanese education system a new way of thought of language
proficiency. They assist communication among teachers in the curriculum development process, its
implementation and learning outcomes. Reflecting one's language program or describing levels of
language learning goals of the program, Can-Do Statements can play a role of:

a) a useful tool for those involved in teaching and testing language learners as a checklist of
what language users can do and thus define the stage they are at;

b) a basis for developing diagnostic test tasks, activity-based curricula and teaching materials;

¢) a means of carrying out an activity-based linguistic tasks;

d) a means of comparing the objectives of courses and materials in different languages but
existing in the same context.

They will be of use to both experienced teachers and less experienced teachers in the
program, as they provide easily understandable descriptions of performance, which can be used in

specifying requirements to language learning outcomes.
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3.3. The relationship of proficiency levels to Can-Do statements in English

language education

Tomoko Fujita

Abstract

These days, it is becoming very common to set up Can-Do statements (CDS) based on Common
European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR) for commercial based high-stake tests
such as STEP, TOEFL, and TOEIC. These CDSs for score interpretation are attempts to relate test
scores to a wide range of real-life language tasks. However, the validation processes on those
CDSs will take a very long time for deliberate processes. According to Weir (2005), who wrote
about limitations of the CEFR, tests are required to reflect upon how constructs differ from level to
level in terms of the contextual conditions reflecting task performance. He also suggested
researchers not only should investigate what learners Can-Do at each level but also under what
performance conditions the activity is often performed and in what quality. There are huge
demands for conducting validation studies, especially on the context, theory-based, and scoring
validity of CDS and the framework. In order to create more accurate and valid CDS, providing
opportunities for teachers and learners to engage and contribute their materials and to sample

performances from their own contexts for collective moderation is very important.
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X, TR CDSDH B, SH~HE2HFE TO 16 THH D CDS % 2571 AD HADHE 1~3
FEAICHERHMEE LTHELTLL W ZDT —H % Ty v aTT AV EH > THMr L,
ZO16HADHFAETLHIZE T, WKL DMEO THL LWV RN TELOD,
oo 16 HBEIZT 5 H I L2 EREEE & SHh~HE2/HRETOREI N L~L
FFE—F L7, o, ZBREOB SN & RKFEBEEIO L~V S HITHBEFHICESL
TeRE E bHAILT-, LavL, SEIOBERSRE L 16 THHE X5 Sk~ 2k E ToD
CDS D THLDOT LT 2 LT LA, 2 b 16 THE OFERK CDS (22T
HUMENENE T LN TE D,

B%IZ, CDS & HIMEREICRIT 58T, HAANFEHED AL —F 2 JH{E/1D CDS &
BMEREICET 2 b0 & LT, FH, ok, &TE (2007) 28280 545, 2, North
& Schneider (1998)DWF4E THHFE S NT-RENFLIR LA LIZ LT, HADKHET, A —F
> JHRESI D H A & ZiFE 2 CEFR D 6 L L2 4y MILT- BEE R L L4y 1) T3
L, EELZbDThHDH, LrLIDEHIC, HRIZEBWTCDS EAE—F 7 HEHO
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#yN, F72. CDS AN TFHLL BIDAHIPICIE 5 24k BRI DD TNDH Z & T, 2D
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L#me(m%)@i%ﬁ%iﬁ\amﬁﬁ%méi& %n%ﬁ%TéES&K

DICHEWEZ ., 7ANZE, §BI VX278, 20OFHE, SHFICHE
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fELNTZ CEFR ZZDOEFFHARNICHEAT 2 & 13E x0T, BARANFEEZICEAT S
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3.4. The role of can-do statements in English language classrooms

Tomoko Fujita

Abstract

In language education in Japan, the popularity of the Common European Framework of
Reference for Languages (CEFR) has been increasing rapidly these days. Many English language
programs have started introducing the Can-Do statements (CDS) from the CEFR into their
curriculum. The cases of four Japanese university language programs, which attempted to
introduce CEFR into their curriculum, are illustrated in the first report. In the second report, two
problems of introducing CEFR into school curricula in Japan are explained. To begin with, CEFR
was written for European language learners with vastly different cultural and linguistic
circumstances. Therefore, using CEFR as it is in classrooms in Japan causes problems. Teachers
make a better use of CEFR when it is modified for their Japanese students. In addition, CDS for
teacher evaluation, self-evaluation, and goal-setting should be customized for each language
program in order to form a CDS oriented language framework. Then, tasks driven from the CDS,
called can-do tasks will function as learning tasks as well as self- and teacher’s evaluation tasks.
This will then link together and make efficient relationships for a successful CDS-based

curriculum.
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3. 4. Can-do statements DEFEDTXEIZB W TR THE]

AT

2001 FFIZERMNFEFE S 2 T — v v NFEEL S i Common European Framework of
Reference for Languages (CEFR) (Council of Europe, 2001) #%3# L, £ O HAGER (55 -
KH, 2004) RS D & ARICEIT 2 EREESC B ABAR I CHEDLIHB D0
[l ¢ CEFR & European Language Portfolio (ELP)Z23 I Y 2 QMG T2, T DFEEZ ST T,
KB T 2 NBIFHEBI CIE A a 7RO =012, FTHERE CIXFAEDOREIEOR
B H Rl D 7= OB & LT Can-Do statements (CDS) MBI SN TW5bH, £ LT,
FEYA 7 NVDIRHNT CDS ZMAIAAT, LORAR DT 27 L%2FY LT X5 &F
LRABBITON TN D, 22T, AAROKRFICE T D, CEFR HEADIZD DO REER %
BINFFEIZ DWW THY BT 2 D& & AARTIGEDORZEIC CDS Z ) AL D BERORBEA & 5%
ENTHEIZOVWTERT S,

HAIZ 1T 5 Can-Do statements % H3EDZE CTIEHAT 5 B

HARDRFRLEK O IEGE DR IEIZ CDS ZH D AN LB E ITESCNITIAED 22D | 2
MWL EICFEEORETOERZEREE, HL5WIE, SFEE R ZEREICET 20 MmA%E L L
THOWHND Z L3 % V), Naganuma (2008, 2010)1%, HEHOHEEFF IR, BADKE
ENFFEORETHE L SN L T, ERT7 #7 I v 27 Can-Do Scale & L T4
AEZ & 12 20 @ CDS % {EAk L 7= (Naganuma & Miyajima, 2006) , £ 7=, ZAUIZ5ESL 5 SELHi
FEEEK T, CEFR & EROBENEZ G S TER S 72 FHF R Can-Do 7' L — RO
HEHITW, HROHEBEBRBE OO L CDS Z M L= U %2 T LAxEEOR¥E
D AN 7 m Y =7 MTIERICIRY ATV S,

RIFAFE TOHFE L B

R RF TIIIFE D% CEFR (Council of Europe, 2001) A1, A2, B1-—1,
Bl—2, B2LWISEEOLVLIALETHAERN Y 7 2A%2KKL, ThZfhor
~UL O F|E R S AED B ERFi#E  (Can-Do checklist) %, CEFR Z2&% (2 L CERK L.
INDEHRDICIEATEREGRET 0 77 M &R Lz, 2 2 Tk, AARNTFE b HESE S 4,
FEFOFEPAEFLE 2> TS T, REFFRIZBEEMICEE TE AR Z N
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KEIZEWIEZ %L TW5D (Nagai & Fukuda, 2004; Ano et al., 2007; Fukuda, 2009) ,
F7-. Fukuda (2009)i%., CEFR % H KO HEFEHEICI Y AN DITIE, BfEZ B> THRDY
MTe N DD LIRRTWD, iU, 1. MO E : CEFR %, HY A b ERKE
ST 2 L9107 vl I A0T7 AL, TRZDN DT HYHEICHI T 250
FHEMEZ KT 25 (Muranaka, 2010), 2. 7122 7 ABI% : CEFR ZRICLANLZDT
R LMMAOER BT NEED, LRALEREL, W)X 2T L0V T AROTH
AV, BROFHEAEEZRTFET 2, 3. B RIEE  HAEE~OHAEZMET 272D HED
WHEZITW, L0 2 DFEESCEBREICHMZED THH O ZENRUETHDH E LTINS,
Nagai (2010) Ti%, HARDEFEFEHAETDON Y ¥ 27 LI CEFR Z AT LD A K7
A ELTCEORREE 3 RFT WD, 9. F1AEFZHELaIa=r—a V55
DIFR &8/ FEICO N TERENOREAGRREZRMIE LD 2 L, F28L LTSHEE
AT BIcnE e R EERN L ala=r—va VEBRRANEZRET I L, DI
B3 E LT, BEARBRLEANTHEED ) ¥ 27 A0MTEOFGERH O BHEY L 28 ik
EHOMNUDRELTB I ENARTHHLILETHD, LT, CEFR [ZX->TH U F
27 AEBRT LB, EOLIITSHATRETH 200 % R 72 S H 28 LS DRt &
52 LRI L IKBIZ CEFRICHE SN T A Y F 2T Aa— A2 fEI 52 Licky,
ARDHFEHRE 70 /7 5% L0 —BHOHLT 0T MITEHIENTED LM
T,

KBRAZE TOHFREE B

RIRKRFTliE, 25 OFEKEET X TIZBW T, BEHSEA CDS TR L TABR L., &V M
B OTEE LR BETH Y F 2T A FEEZTT > TE 72, Majima (2010)iX. H AT CEFR
EID AN SRBHEEIT> T D HEFZFHAE L IEH BT TR L, (1) CEFR
DLV EHBERBEOEHET 7 7 2AORZEAELZFEESIT b0 (BZEEHE%L CEFR
IZESNWTZ CDS THEIEL7=b D), (2) YT RR - FTHAL BV FaTFh-THA
CEFR ZFIH L=t D, (3) &A— h 7+ U A &2 FEREOE ST & DY — v &
LTiBS &0 D, (4) BEHET R~ KHET 2 b BERBR A CEFR IZBE#E ST 72
HD, (5) 7EAAL NEFHEIZ CEFR #1EHT 560, (6) A BAFIC CEFR %215 H
Liebo, (7) HEWHEIZ CEFR ZFHL7zb D, Bk 720085 Th D,

L7, HEIE (2010) 1Z, CEFR 27 U ¥ =7 ATEATLH Z LIZHHT 2 /AN TH
EELTWS, CEFRIZAARTHES ZEZBEL TELA TV 2RWOTRENAEL D &
IHHNH Y . iR LEIC 6 BEOBBERL L EEAL LS LT 5H)
TIXERTH D LML TWDH, L L, #iZld, CEFR Z{ER L7 A7 528 CEFR % &
M3 21287 - T TEAME) T@PE) 25870 L T\ T, CEFR # it 3, #E B
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IEIICERLTHESTUE LW E W I TH D Z & (Trim, 2002) % 54V TIX/R S 720
WARTWND,

AN
=
&

BEZE BT DT & R
BEERBARFINEBEHEE L ¥ —TCOWE 72 =7 F (Action Oriented Plurilingual

Learning Project (AOP))iZ, 1TEIH .0 CHMAEMRE SHETEHREOEMHEEZOI LT, B
JEFRRD /NP EK—BHBIZ CEFRRELP # I LGB ABT L EML L5 L3560 T
b, TNHEST, BESBNOHEMBOWFEELZSD L EHHEL LTS, Z
OFLARBFLD 1 2& LTI, ELP DY 2 =T & W2 5 BARK (BEHE ELP) ZBIJ% L
RATLIZZ LB onD, ZoHEMKRIS, LBz dRIIT o r—hef 20
—%ATol, ZORRNODELEL LT, IMER-BEHEORNT, THENOFRMN
HEMZEETL2HF0, B LAY 27 AT L TEES I BNEL 72528, Il
BHAPED @D ZATFE D e A Z Z N EEIZ /R D5 2 L 2 L T 5 (Horiguchi, et al.,
2010).

CEFR ¢ BADHEFEHE

CEFR (33 —r vy "OFEFEHEOLDI/ELNTZ DT, AARNFEEICEDE LiE
AT 20 3EERNLY, BERLTLRZLT, LVHAANFEFICEHALZLDICT HHME
PEASIRF S ALaaD 7o (B, 2009; MR, 2006), Z D K 5 REYEZ DRNT, 5% D RO IEGE
BEIZ CDS BWRIZTEENCONT, KVEERTOIVNERHLDIE, (1) CEFR # HAA
FEEMFICERSLLREZT DL, (2) HARNFEFZNIT CEFR 4, Bl HE, 20
FEAMSC B CREl & . EBEOREX XA ONFICAEIICHE R ST B LT r T 4L

THEETHODONETH D,

CEFR & HANEEZFITICERRCL KT 3H%

S - KHE (2006) 1%, CHREM®Dmumem%mmmmwM&&m5EE@%T
N/ h%ﬁofcmm@k®<%wamkﬁmﬁ FH RIREDRGE L 7=, CEFR @ CDS
A IHH ORE lZxt LT, 57'3)\%”%75%2@5% ED X RNEEE L~V LEE LT
wéb%ﬁ%ﬁbkoﬂﬁt A (2006) 1X. ZOHE - KH (2006) DT, REIH
TUW5% CEFR ORBEE L~ L& HARANFEENEZTZREE L~V OMIciZo& v & L
ToFEN D - 7ZIHEICVEH Lz, #il21E. CEFR ® Reading ® Al L~ULDIEH [#EER Y
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ZEINTE, BB A v E— VR THIENTE S, I LT, HARNFEEIX
A2 LUV EHE LT, BE DB, BARANFEHET- B Tpostcard = HEE | ([ZENPNTCA v
t— L LCEIET % D0, Happy Birthday! @ L 9 WA v &=V T, oK
WHERE ThoTehblZ e Ebis, £72, TRIERHEMER, RITCHiBELHFELEEES
ZEMTE D, £ 9 CEFR Listening A2 DI HEIZK L CiX, HARANFEEEZHIZ Bl L
ANV EHE LT, ZAUIAARNFEENEBETCINODORRE L2 ENITEA TN
WIZ, BWREEEZ LB oo 2 EHERTE 5, E (2006) X, ZdD X 912 CEFR
UL E ARNFEBE DR EN R > -HE \%%QH%Hﬁé &f%ﬂﬁﬂﬁwm
NRZEFET 70O T RE L THEZHIT 72, FlZ21X, Ak L7z Reading Al L1 D
HHIZIE, 288k E L TREM I — RO RAR%Z R L, Listening A2 L~ULDIHIC
SATPEAE R TOMHARC Y OflZ /R LTz, WB#%., TRENOHEE O REEE X

EREEBYDIEF o7,

F7-.CEFR%# b - & BARNEEFICHEA S ¥ 58 & O 7en T, HAJR CEFR (CEFR-J)
D7V —AU = EBELL) ETIMVMALERINTND, T2 Tik, BARNFEE
FOL)VEEEL T, CﬁR@Tﬂv«w%i@ﬁ#< FIFTWAB T 4T v RiaSs
ZIZLTLAL & 3212, A2, Bl, B2iXZNEN 2202505 LV ORETE Z1T - 72 ([,
2008) ,

Z LT, fHR28 CEFR O L)L THIE SN D SRS T A & DIALANG O %55
(Alderson & Huhta, 2005) % ffi~> 7= % H (2008) OFHEIZ LD E HARAAKRFEIHEEDY A
=V CEFRD Al L)L, U—FT 4 U TIE A2 Vb, AT 4713 A2 UL, X
FEIXBL LoUL, GERIX A2 0D BL UL T, 1IFEAEDN AI~A2 &0 ) FEF I L
JVEBHIZ A D E WO FERIZ /o 7-, ZHuE, CEFR Z HARNFEEHITE S5 LUl
ExZTDHITIE, Al. A2, Bl OFIT, KVFEMRLVNVERIET HDUNENDH D Z & 2R
LT3,

CEFRICL B —BLETrS AL L TEETSEDDHE
ZDOXHIZ, CEFR BRAARANFHFICEAT L IICKBINTZZORDODAT v 7 & L
T, BARAMIT CEFR % HFEHE ORFEICI Y AT ERRA RN LB 5, B 21X
BIEEIEZRT CDS OERNEBLL TH, ZOHIEICET 720D a—ATHF A 00 Y
FXaT b, YIRRERICY 7 Ll iuiE, EEEOREIC CEFR 20 A= &12iX
B, & (2009) (X, [Can-Do #Afi-27%# # A 7 2D Y 2 — LY T N AHEL
DA & LT, @CanDoﬁ"m‘/ﬁ)Xl\ @Can-Do 7l # A7 ., @Can-Do “FEHEY =
—b. ZNHOIEE 3 OOBRIZST T L TW 5,

Can-Do F = v 7 U A MZE, CEFRIZHKT % HFHEH D Can-Do Y A D Z & Th 5,
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T, FEHEMAERTIEOORE LD, EFEFICE o TLA QO H BB %2 iR
THREOOEEE L THEET LI ZENHFEINA TS, LrL, FovZURALELT
CEFR (Z %}t~ LTV % European Language Portfolio #Z D E £ 95 Z &1, JMBIHEELE LT
WHMERENE WS T R T—=URH 560D, BARNFEHENE S OHETOFHE

EEMICAEOE T, BRI R 2 ET MBI T 2 Z L I3#E LV, £ 2 T Can-Do
Fxv 7 UA M ARANFEEIZIGDETEAR %Eb\iﬁmfif%ﬂbfmé/7
NWANZESWTENEEE L LTHRE T2 Z &8RO B 5, Can-Do F = v 7 U A ME
BEPEHCHNT 5D TH D7, ﬁ%ﬂ%%bt_&ﬁﬁwW@%Eaﬁﬁkbf |
LTH, TORKEIEHED EMETITARNWI EBRMBN TS (FHE - )10 - KH., 2008),

INOLOMEEMR L, LVIEMZ: Can-Do T = v 7 U A NITHDDRAEE LT,
F - kK (2007) X, FEEEKO Can-Do U A MIFZ¥E TEERIME > TV D HEE4
o F. Bl z21EX [TReading POWER] O 7 % A h & 1 /pMIC 150 5Eaide Z E N TE 5, &
WO KO REHERIT TS, LrL, TRNTREREEZEL XL X Can-Do T=v 7 U
ARNBEZRTNERSRN, DX HIZCan-DoF =7 U A Nafks LCRIALRZD
ISR LT 0 T 5 BEEN S, B2 WELIH C— i 2ot £ 5 2 570
BHEb%<, ZO L 57 Can-Do FT= v 7 A MILTLEFEFTIZE > THNIT W
FLIR LT s TWRWVWOREBFETH D,

T - kR (2009) 1% CDS THITF b7 BERELERT 57200 DEHAF /L) 1I2H
MENTREEEZ A7 2R L, Zhbid Can-Do B FFf - %4 A Ok & %8 28—
B LIcZ A7 Lo T D, ZTOXHIZ, Can-Do #Hli # 2 7 1% CDS (23 1F % H 7l
DEBIRIRAED T2 O DY — /L L 720 (FHll, 2006 ; 774, 2008) , #HAll & 2 7 23538 2 2
7 ELTHHEEL, CNLORREIHEHAAENDSZ LICLY, BEWNEE TCRBLFH
EHED DL ENRAREICR D EEZ LN TWSD, 2D X HIT, Can-Do #HAl-8 % X 7 %
Can-Do U X b & AHEAYICEE S RN ORENTEAL TV Z & T D THENRY
ERAREICR D,

BRINTHRE

HATORGBEHEOHRL T, B & 2 AT 2000 FERETENS . 9 —1 v N SFELE
Z B P Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR) (Council of Europe,
2001) <> European Language Portfolio (ELP)%Z 7 U % = 7 AIZHY ALk 9 & T D8 234k
¥ o7z, Nagai & Fukuda (2004) 7% CEFR % H ADIFEHE OB (KIMKF) ITHY A
NHZEIZHONWTENWIHOwRTO—>ThHhbd, Dk, BIEICELETIZ, HADOK
SRR O IFERE T 1 ST AT, Wa b H Y *aF AT CEFR #H 0 ANDB X 2346 %
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> TW% (Naganuma, 2010),

UL, KREMEHIEE, BIEAELELTOCEFRA I I X 2T A, VIR RET
DEATRFIETIRIBE L, AHUIC—BE LT bDIZR > T D EIEFWEEOVORBLRS
EEDPND, &, BENT-HEIZ, CEFR OO STH & AARDOEEHREOBREICEY A
DI, CEFR Z AR NFEFICHH S, #EFX A7 ET—HLL CEFR X— 2D
NV FXaTZLEBEATHILETHD,

CEFR (. HARANFEHEZEOLD TIE L, I—r vy "OFHEFEBEVPHNEREAE DS 7
WAL AV F2T A TAM, BMRERENRT L L EICRBOSE LIRS 572DI1E
LTz g—nr v/ NFiEES R A T & 5 (Council of Europe, 2001), & LT, Ziii%
S OMRETZHLNEFICE > TEE LI RERKETH S, CEFR 2DV A O FE T
x> 7 U A K Tdh % European Language Portfolio (ELP)X>, CEFR @ L ~L{Z3E It L 72 7l
VAT AT DH DIALANG HHE SN TWD 7D . 20 F FHARNFEENFATE L
EHIHERTH D,

LAL, UEREHEREN R 23 —n v ROFEFEHEDOTZOIMEL N oA % H
KOSHEFBHECZTOEFHEASEDITTERLNDH Y, WHNIEERLT RET D HEN
&%, CEFR OM#AZZRL TH bW\, ZOFEFHO BGICHEMA T 2 BICEE L TE
STIELWE W) D, CEFR Z{Eo 7 AXx DEZTHH S (Trim, 2001), HARNFEEE
i S D00 N, 5% CEFR 2 HADO SFEHBEOBRIBICE R S5 Z LM
TELIMNTERVNERET DAL EEZOND, LaLans, BRTIE+mI1c%
< OEFEMTRIFZ STV,

WOBM L LCiE, 2O HARANMIT CEFR %, Rl HAE, ZAHHE° 8 ikl & LT3
BRORES X7 ONFIZE D £ THBRUISHEOS T *ELKTHﬁ?A&LTE%?é
BHAR OB TS, BKMICE S &, LA EHBECRIERIEL LT CDS &%
FERELONZORIEICGERTED LT H00FEZY 27 2ERL, TR b0 X A
RO EMEED, ZOEERENEDS DWVERINTWOINET SO0 T X
MR L, BOREHfiO7Z0H D CDS #HET 2, SbiZorrntxz, FEITLAX L
ZEiz, FEHELLOERBMEIZEDE T OMMERT 242 AH %5, CEFR X° ELP %%
EDO—BRELTHMY ANTNDEZAEHLN, ZOXHT, YINAL TA N, #HH,
EEORETOX AT EFTHEL, B L THBNISKE RS- SHEHE 20 CEET
% BT \ikhk@k*%fiﬁofw@wk%zgﬂéoL#L@@6\:@i5
(Z—H L7 [Can-Do #Hfli—FEZ 27 | ORFFBEETITO ZLICX->TIELH T, CEFRIZ
KA BV F 2T LRNEBRT LT RDOT, 5% INE OV MAR & ZDOREPIFFIEZ K
LTV b,
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4. Test Theory and Standard-Setting

4.1. Standard-setting based on IRT

Tomoko Fujita

Abstract

Compared to the classical test theory (CTT), item response theory (IRT) has more
advantages. Generally, IRT makes it possible to predict each examinee’s performance on a test
item based on the level of difficulty of the item and the participant’s level of ability. The three
main IRT models are the one-, two-, and three-parameter models. Two other models, the
three-parameter c-fixed model and discrete-item response model were introduced by current
research related to IRT. All of the models are based on different formulas and assumptions
regarding item properties, and each requires different numbers of examinees for valid estimations.
The beauty of IRT analyses is that the test information curve (TIC) indicates how accurately the
test measures examinees’ ability at each ability level. The TIC should be the highest at the
examinees’ ability level around the cut-point of a test because critical decisions are made at the
cut-point. In this way, TIC provides important information for test developers or teachers
whenever they calibrate and revise test items for tailored tests. However, advanced knowledge of
psychometrics should not be required for teachers. The studies make it possible to simplify the

complicated computing are necessary.
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4. TR MERLBERE
4. 1. IRT ZI{EH L= HERE

i A -

MR EIL, HE 07 7 A CTOMANCET 5 TERRE] (Bl21X, AR 7245507
) ETHEEOREIRBRBERERDZENZ W, L LARNRL, BIEREIXHE N
O 7 VAR LI TOTC, ZLOFEORDT, ZABRROFIETHD LIS
TEDELE-F VRS HERBHAFHF > TE AL bOTHEARNESbR TS, £, &
DFHEEZRA N E LTS ZEDHIEDOZ Y EZFGET 5 Z & 1EA S Tld72 W (Kane, 1994), =
CTIHRBEOEMRS 2208, Zhb TEERE] ORYMEOHSIOM L 725 (Plake &
Hambleton, 2001) , Z OBIED IEMES 21 BR T HT-ODFEDOOEDE LTI RTZEMNL
TEHMERENPE S TW5D, ATl IRT 2R Lz HER EICHOWTORITIIZEZ £
L., TOHRTHRENTZHREICOWVWTIR S,

HHIGEHERHR (IRT)
IRT D7 RV F—

HHLFT A FEER (CCT) 1HEARE LTT A MURDIM RO B TRE IR 25
biglt Cnd, HREAGOHREIT-HIXZLLAADZE, TAMARELZLOFIZEL, CC
T7 7un—FZHMALTT A FOSHraE L TWDHE b7 IE72 0, (Suen, 1990).
Henning (1987)i%, CCTIZHE &7 X Dotz H.i & LT, #HahFaZ I3 BRI K
ELKGFE LT o —F R ETHD LTV 5D,

LrLaidb, ZOCCTE A~ HAEEHG (IRT) (21X, EIZUTD 32507
R T—=URDH D, (1) BipolzT A N7 4 — L THZEREDRES ALl Al fE
(Test-free person measurement), (2) H7p-o7-ZBRFEM CHLILBOHBE /L HEE TE D
(Sample-free item calibration), (3) FE/IL LT L2 N D WMEN DD (Multiple
reliability estimation), Z#U 5%, IRTEFANFNFNOZEBRERE %2, T A MHAA &
ZMEORNZOVEEL THET D22 LN TEL 2 EICHRT 5,

IRT ® 3 >DET IV

IRT DRFEMRETVE LTIEL, 17357 A X(PL), 237 A X (2PL), 3 /37 A % (3PL)
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DIETNANHDLN, ZZTIE 3737 A H ¢ fix BPLcFix) & M 2 T 4 FHOE T M HOWNT
T 5, 1~3PLETMIZENZIUE S NTERIN (K1 ~3), ZRENDRAER,
HENT A2 2 ZE L THIET D120 ERERAR LT T ML > TS (Bond &
Fox, 2001; Brown & Hudson, 2002; Hambleton, Swaminathan, and Rogers, 1991; McNamara,
1996; KA, 1996; &, 1991),

1
P] (9) = 1 +exp (—(6 —bj)) .................................................. (1)

1
P;(6) S T Tewp (e (G gy s (2)

1
P] (9) = Cj + (1 - C]) 1 +exp (—Daj(e _bj)) .............................. (3)

IPLET /L ((1) ) 1F, Z2oORICEENTND LI b/XT AKX (HBREE) OHE
ExETHHDOT, 2PLET/L ((2) KX) 1L, b/RXTAZITMA T asXT A% (HEFHRH
71) OHEEDL TE D08, ZE LTHEEIT M EE & S5 2 BRE T 500 K025 1000 A(eg,
Ayala, 2009) & ST\ 5, £7=, 3PLET /L ((3) RX) &, b, aXT7 AXITIMMAT
c/XTAH (YTHRE) bHEETE M, LFE LIHEEIZIE 1000 ANLL EOSZERFE BN E 72
EEDITWD (Lord, 1968), Z L2z, B £(2009) °FF |, /K, & Ak (2010) TiZ,
3PLET/NDOTFHMHEM/T A X2 ZHETTIT, BPUE O WL EE S 5 ik
BPLcFix)ZFHT D&, SPLET MR TORWABOWREL TH > TH ENE
ELTHBANT AXHEEITZDAREER S D EREL TN D, EDOIRT T /VEMEH )
ICE->T, MENRKRELLEDDZENHH DT, Choiand Bachman (1992) 1%, HHr+ 55
—ZRHWE RS EBE L TEDIRTHAIGEETT VIR S L TWD A, [HE(IIHIE
THMEHEEZTNTND,

IRT #7202 T 5 7-OIHELNT-a s B a—% Y7 NI SAHDHD, £OH
THEE L T 7P, Xcalibre (1997)X° BILOG3 (1989) TH 5, FiTIZMEI TH ¥
va—RTXDHREM-T, HHOTIRTORXZZENTHON L, KOELBHFICES HTZ
ENTEDL Lo M, THUCTIHHFHERIZ O W T O L SO EER A ER I D,

IRT DRI
IRT ZFIH L CHUER EA RITT D & i3, IRTORHRSMAEZI- L Thnkidh
X772 B2, 2O FERE O, JHFTIAT (local independence) & — ¥k St (unidimensionality)

Tho, RATMZOFIRIE, $ERED —DOOHEAIZIEM TE ZHERN/MOE A ICEMRFTE
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HRERICEBELE G 2T, TAMOHF O, HLZHEBICEMT ZHERITIMNLL TND LWV IFE]
BThHD, TLT, MO EIZ. —oDOT X MERIIME—DREN ZMS L D T2
FAUENF RN E WS BB TH D (Henning, 1987; KA, 1996),

7 A MRt & R Lo BLIEROE

IRTIZE->THLNTE, DT A MNEA —ROZEBREORRS), HE KL & EEfERD
BEPR & 3% U 7= Bhifig 2 T8 B 5P dhf (item characteristic curve: ICC) & FEA TS, £ L TH
HZEDICCE —D2DT AR LTEAKRIZLIZL DN T A Ntk dh#f (test characteristic
curve: TCC) T, HEIA 0 DZERE I T 27 A OB IEEHBEOHEEM %
BEHRLTWD (KK, 1996),

1. TCC vy v U7k

ST, TAMEHMBREFHA LTy h2aT 2R ETLHHELZ. TCCvy B 7k
(Plake & Hambleton, 2001) & FE{E41CTU %, Figure 1 (24234072 T C C Ot % 1E 24 i =2
B NRE B 2R LT\ 5, ZHICHE L-ULICRE LIZEAMER (] 18% 1k, 30%H
. 38% k) MEKFICHEMIZL, TOTCCEDRENLEME T LIZEZ AHDHE
IMEEGRICHBE L CRELR (By h2aT) 375 HETHD,

7 A MERBEE

IRT (2 & DBl E N 7o AT, HAKREEA O, TOHEB R OHER
ETEDRNEZFFOWREZFETELILETHL, TNENDREI L)L TOHBE
WAz Bt L, TAPEREE L TRONDEREZERZLZbOZ, 72 MEWREAL L W
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. ZOT A MEMBES A, ZREORIMELZBEI L > TR LUIZHBRIT, ZOT X M &
LI EDR VAV OZBREDEFERP R OL I BFONTZONERTLOTH L, (52
FEREEOX 12M) 2E0, ZOFRBBRICL>T, ZOT7 X MIEOENEL LD
ZREDORNZROBENGSNL LN TE=nE2E L TWD (Embretson, 1999;
Hambleton, Swaminathan, & Rogers, 1991; Suen, 1990) ,

IRT IZ X 2 M #ER E D EALME

IRT IC X D HHEREIL, 7 A MERBABRZRHA T2 2L T, RbREL&E D 2V
TKEDOHEB LM LT=MESE T T X M 21ED Z &3 TE 5 (e.g., Brown, 1997; Henning,
1987; KA, 1996), HlziE, 5TV —A A bT A MEFEM LT, ZBREDRESMEN 0
:—I%Twﬁ/kxﬂ?e—l%iwAﬂﬁkLT@& ik, Efko 3 >0 EE L
XU TN E 0=—1 L 1 OHEBREEOMEEZ 2 LTT A MERT 52 & T,
SENREL ORI KEOHRFRE 2 LV EEICH L Z N TEX D,

ZHiE, rxOT A FOHMIZAE ) LHOICRELZRBAOKECHEZLZ HWTT A %
T 52 LT, HBERIZELLD L NLIZAND RENPRET NEZRETZH D
L OIEMIZHEIY , T A ROBHMICH -T2 FO RWERIREL FEEICT 5,

IRT #ff > 727 X MEBBIEIC L 2 HERE

TARREKELTHEONDIFERELZRLICGDOE, 7 A MERBEEE VIR, ZDT R
MME BB A TR ORIIME AN L > TR LWL, 20T A 2SR L7 S0k
NN OZBREDERP R LELHEOLNT-O0EETHLDOTH S, (Embretson, 1999;
Hambleton, Swaminathan, & Rogers, 1991; Suen, 1990), L7221 -> T, & bEEEZEHADY 72
WBRF M OREEAKEE, 20 pEIR (By FARA M) JAZOREEZRTHA %
2 LCT AR T T, MEETRT A 352208 T&5 (eg., Brown,
1997; Henning, 1987; K, 1996),
BlziE, 7L —ARX L b T A R EEL T, ﬁ%%@*ﬁﬁﬁﬂz—l%?®ﬁy\
A7, 0=1%Z2LOhy bA=a7 L LTk, Tk, LoD 3 SOERE Lo T 720
LE . O=—1C1D0HEARNEEDOMEL L LTT A MR T 52 8T, KV IEMRY
FINERTED, BRERL, KOBEBRIZELLD LI AN RENPRET NE
DEREADRES VIV DOZEBRE T DR 2, FrHZIEMEICL Z LN TE L6 THD
(K 2Z&H), IRT 1T XL DHEREIX, —KAICZ OREAFIH LT, &E LICHEIZEN
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WHEEDHEAZZ < HNTT A MMl L, L0 EMTHRORWERBIRELZITO Z &2
TE 2,
2 T AME B

;-
6 -
& i
®
4 -
3 -
2 —
-3 -1 1 3 HEJIE
1. TAMEHREI %K
BER b IRT

TL—=RZAA M T A M ARRPHRBBR 2 Sl TR, XBE—A—ADA a7 %
LT L TRDDLETRL, L —FA, B, C2ED X ITEBERZRERT T M
DPIUEHRTEEVIRIOZ b H D, ZOX I REEOTDIZ, ZEE DRES) ZNELLR
FEIC X B B PEAOREAM Con 4 ITE T > 7 H54 (Latent Rank Theory: LRT) (Shojima, 2007,
2009: fiEly - fER . 2011) BEESNLTVD, LLRBAL, ZOHIEICK 2 ZE L
ENWIIRKRET — BB TH LD, T—203VHD L %“C“%ﬂﬁsdJ CEBEHIRHE N TE S
FiEE U CHERE IRT IC X 2 FIEBARETH 5 (34 - Ai)ll, 2012), ZiUFEHISE B
OO RE SV RFEAE 0 & BEBUL L 72 7 L CHERUE IRT (Discrete-Item Response Theory,
D-IRT) &MESZ &izd 5 ((4) X)),

1

P(61§) = P(64la), bj) = 1 +exp (-Da;j(64-b;))

D-IRT (X, LRT &2 L0, (77 ZLORENFIEM) & P (EH Z & O IEAHE)
OO EBET D720, T—2HBDR THUNRTAINZE L THETELHLEE
ZHNTW5, £z, BILOG 2 EOBEFO IRT OmdDar Ba—4 7 s T Axflio
THENRIAZOWELRITHI 2L HTE D,
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IRT & HHAT R FERRIC K BT X Mol R o kg

Culligan& Gorsuch (2000)/%, H RO RFEGEHE S 717 7 AZBWNWT, ALSL—2R
AVKTANDT—H%&, 1. BRELEICLT, DEEEZROZRE 2F L THAE Y
T AT AE S, 2. IRT (Rasch €7 V) ICX-oTHEE L0 (REJIfE) %= LT
LCHESZEHEL, ZBEO I > T TR TTEHEED 210 O FIETHHT LT
ERZE Lz, 151, IRT (Rasch 75 /L) %~ THEE L= BRE ORENMEIZ. 7
L—=ZARA L N T A MO—TOOHBREEAZ S LITHEESNTWDHOT, HHAT X b

ML D —FELIEFEICL D2 b DL R ELVRERELS, »OEL OEREZELR
LEHERMLTWS, LT, #EHELEO, ZO_ODOFHEOKELHETSH L, IRTICE-
TO TANITENTEFERE, BRICE- T T AT ENTEROBICITMENDH O |
bOWIETIER, BZBRAED 5%ICHT-DZMETDBN, FREOICIDLDTIETRERRDLD 2T
AW ANDRER E IR o T,

‘I RE

LT A BRI N T ESEHR (IRT) 12 X 2R E L, BN RKE W
ElEICI R, LU IRT oA E L TiE, HEBLGOHEBEICLE 5T, fECTCHLAESIC
B CE 50 TlER<, HHREORMZ 2T CTEMM LM A FO, RREZEE 0T
VT HEMICEZ D2 EICR L0 E NI BERZETOND, ZOAEZTE H0E 0 BH
L, BAMEOEWIRT IC X D HEREL IR TR I E TN 2D, SBROREIE L E R
Do

FT. 3ODIRT ETNVDEWVWEZZML, DML LI T 7 —FZNEDET VITHED
WG T D2 RE LR TSRSV, IPLET VL, HEVEL 0ZBRENERLS TH,
BELIEHWHENTEDESONTWDN, bXT AKX (HEHREE) 2 L HEETHZ
ENTET, O L o THLNDEHROEITH E Y L 20, KIZ 2PLET VI, ZE
L7 HEEIC B & SN D ZBREHIT 500 A5 1000 A THDHMR, b/XTAXIZMAT a
INT AL (THEFT) OHEDL TES, £/, SPLET VT DL, a~XTAHXITMAZTe
INT AL (BTHER) bHEETE D, LE LHEEIZIX 1000 ALL ERLETZ L FEbivT
W5,

ZOET, ENTERLRVON IRT ORHIETH S, RATMILOEE (assumption of
local independence) 1%, & 2%ZBEN OO B IZIEMTE 2MERN, R LT A hofth
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DEHDEEMEROEELZIT TUINT NI EZEHKRL TS, £, —Roolk
(unidimensionality) &%, —2®O7 A NHAAIL, ZOZBRED— SO ZWE L 7T
EWFRnens 2L Thsd (KA, 1996),

:@iﬁﬁ%ﬁ%\w%w%&@%ﬁ%#mbéﬁ MEE->THT A MOHMERTE %
95 LT, AT A PEERICHERIRT IZ13£< @{%{i‘iﬁiﬁ)é IRTIZLE->TFL—X
AV NTARNEGH UTHEHBERN Y 7 25 TRk 21T > 7-% RETHEILZEEZT D
DI~ 5% b D% %%ﬁi@E%ﬁ77X ﬁﬁéﬂéﬂ%@ﬁ%woit\?xb
THHRBAEIC Lo T, SESOREEEITVEE NEKEDHH 22 IRk L7 [ T
TAN EBEHZLHTED,

TN TH, BEOHEBILGIZE W T, HEMHFRORE b HEREIC IRT Z#H LT
LHLEZAEFHEVZLIVEEDbNS, IRT 2 fRICE RS, LORICHEEOHRE T
IEHERIRMEREN TEDEIICL TV ZENESBOBMETH S,
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4.2. Study of placement tests

Tomoko Fujita

Abstract

The study of placement tests has been often focused on the difficulty levels for the efficient
grouping of students. Test items showing the examinees’ ability level around cut-point are more
often included in the test because critical decisions are made at the cut-point. However, recent
studies focus more on if the tests rank students consistently with respect to the range of skills,
knowledge, or abilities taught in the course. For example, a grammar test should discriminate
between learners who mastered the past perfect from those who did not. Another factor of
placement tests relates to technology because tests are required to be scored in a short amount of
time and long complicated procedures should be shortened. A research conducted even 13 years
ago still showed a computer-based test (CBT) appears to contribute more to the decision-making
process than a pencil-and-paper test. Currently, language programs in Japan place more value on
fostering students’ speaking skills despite fewer chances to measure learners’ speaking skills.

Therefore, computer-based placement tests and speaking tests need to be developed soon.
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4. 2. TANMILAHRHERE : 7V—RARA L M TR MO

AT

TAPMTHEREZ L, 7L =2 A PRAFRBROGEREOHEFT 70 77 LB
HUVOREET HITIE, BHABMEREILT X~ (norm-referenced test) 23#EY) TH 5,
(Brown, 1996; Culligan & Gorsuch, 1999), Brown (1989, 1990, 1992, 1995a, 1995b)i%. 7L —
AAVDTANERETDICHIL-T, £ TAMIZBREDOENICE>TND Z &,
TLCEDERFET I T LDONY) Xa T AXD07 077 AORKBISHEIE L TS Z &R
RAIRTHD EFEMLTVWD RIS ZDOT BT T AOHBEEHEZH>T-NEET A b L,
BT, PIT A MEFEM L TRRZON L. TORNDBPDERICIEWZERETZH DR
RO EMIZHMETE DX ICBETTEO2RETH L LTS, AKiwTld, ERMIIES
HRWMRICEA ZRB Wz, ERNMIBIT L7 L—A X b T X FRZDORYEIEITHONTO
FATI R AR L. ZOR TEINCREIZ OV TR L 2,

BADSEHBE S 0 /7L TOIRT 2FALES LV —RA X T R O

Fulcher (1997)1% 7 v ¥ =& /L & FI ] L T Surrey KZFDOF ALK L CEM L7 L—

ARAVNTARNESH Uz, =y A, 3005 10 [, e 8 % 45 5y T 5 7 A M,
HEBENDIRNZ E LBV EEENMELS 2oz, LOLARNDL, 207 A M B E Ik
D2ODLJNIPTFDHTL—ARAL VT ARNTHoTZOT, HESIEL & ) CEAEE
(0=0) 1TV, 20D, ZOTL—ARXA L F T A ROT A MEHRBEEL (test information
function: TIF) DfEAS, SZERAE DRESIKYEN 0=-1.00~0.50 Tb K& 2ozl ) Z &
X, HER 0= 0ITIEWRENEE b OZRE ORI %4, LV EfMICHETE 2 L#HE LT
W5,

% 72, Kondo-Brown and Brown (2000)/% 3 /3T A XIRTET V&> T, "NTA KFED
BARBEHE T 0 T LADTV—AR L NT AT 4 VT VAT KN XD $h=RIIC, XV Bk
WCHEBERNC T HZENTEDLLICT LML FE M LT-, AARFET A FDR)
DY A= T HE, R, EXEXTNZNRoY TR s a2 TotrL, HE
M DOFEFIZ L > THRBDOIRNEA ZHIR LTedh &, HHEOKWEE S EWEAIZ
WARTEHITHE L CHEHTIER2WEAZHIBR L, ZOfR bbbl 70lboleT
A RESOIZL, 7A MEFELS LZICHBELL T, 7 X MEBEMEIXIZIZR UKL HEFr
LTWDZENfRTET,
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F 72, Green (2004)1%, IEOmHGFEEZN 5 Z & T2 7 243173 % Global Placement Test
(GPT)%ffi~» T, ZMENLGPTOMEICL o THIE SN2y 7 A TEEEM#EZ ., B #
LTWENEI DB TETCWEINERE L, ZOMAETIEGPTE D 5 —DHlD3L kL
TAME, AFV A, FU v, ARORHEFEEGF 1070 AXZBRL, TORRLIRT
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FU—2AY b TR P ORERIHT 5 F AR

Bradshaw (1990) X7 L —A A > F T A FDFERIZHTD 96 AS DA AV Z B a
— iR LT, BRBRE A REERE, MR, HRER SICK s T/ —TITHT . EORIGITE
WD DT LT hy, V=T TIRBAE BV O b v o 7e, LanL, KA
TN—TNEGR T N—TICHRD L, TARZOLDOZEFHE L TV 720 &y 5 i h
WD ENHRBI N, FHIZX, 7 A PEYEPCEBEMEITHBITHEI NG, RER
ZEICT A MERRENIZE D7 T ANTFITxT 52 BEDRE . &KiE, WMEER g
72 ERNTD S TZICHRE SN D Z LTV E R TN 5D,

HATHODFL—RARAL RF R b

Sugimori (2002)3FHE L 72 HARKDKF 194D 55| 64%IZH 72D KFTH—7T A b M
FhaZiv, 2D 5 HD 56% DKRFT, #—7T A NBEAERN T T ATEO T2 DT L —R
AUVRTARNELTHIHENTZ, 206D T L —A X T A M, BEERICL 2ME
DT A NN —FK% L BIROK) 36% % 58, R T, TOEFL, TOEIC, G-TELP °Fkf /e £
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IETHHREIX, VA=UT V=T 47 k- FEBERHPLT, KEREREITHD
FTAT 4 7K 5% A =% TIIRI 3% U TORFETLNES TRV EHRE L
TW5,

Culligan and Gorsuch (1999)/%, HIRO T L —A X > T A M EET 25 Z & OEFTIX,
ER S, R, EHERAOMEIZZET CODIN, HRETLHIEESLZON Y F 2T
LTS LW EORER bR LT\ b, 51X SLEP(Second Language English
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Proficiency Test) &\ 9 PIER—ZADT A h%& 487 A HARANKFAIZER L, R 4% 56
LiclZAh, ZBRULEFAEORNCEDRVE WD EmIZE -7,

F 72, BIEICRFE LT2AFFE % ~X— A2, Culligan and Gorsuch (2000)i%, Rasch €7 /L (Z &
S THE LIEnBIRERRUT LD 0FN R AT 22T L 7=, ZOREF. Rasch &
TMZ KD 0BIRDIZ D NIEM T, FRIZKXDDERTIIZRED 5 %N R s T %
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X WEEZHIBR L, SEORKVEENLEBWEBIZERT, 207 ek A0E, b
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T, T A MEEMIXIZER CKEEZHER T2 2 LR TE 7,

HHIFT I BREB T 7 7—F

Wall, Clapham, and Alderson (1994) I£, £ X U A TH L —RA A N T A N DOREIZ Y M,
WA B2 AR 2 M, DFFERI PRI O W TIHAE L7c, ZOWFZETIZ 30 AD K
FADS, SCE VB B, BROY T v a v BB LT L — AR R T A R EZRL,
Fo. B, F=—& —3Fli, ZEFh S RFFCEM L T, RENREBLENG DY
PEDRFEZAT o Tc, ZORER, MEDTE DX YMNHE TEDIE, REAYZSME, N
BHIZAVE, MRS ST, BHERR LI O N TR, TV —RA A P T A RD A
7 & B, Fa—F =il & O BRI . RU ORI TE R o7,

Green & Weir (2004)I. 4 ¥ U A ¥ VU T ¥ HATH5 1070 A D EFL (English as a Foreign
Language) ®D/E73 Global Placement Test (GPT) & W9 SLED T L — A A > v T A N &5 Bk
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DT VL—AAY FT A RNBABITE K L TWDH, 1990 FFRIZLEND, 2 Ba—HZ X
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4.3. The Use of the Rasch Model in Standard Setting

Ken Norizuki

Abstract

The Rasch one-parameter model is a sole IRT model, which can make direct comparisons between
abilities and difficulties on the same latent interval scale. This unique quality, often criticized for
its lack of sophistication, becomes a clear advantage over other measurement models when it
comes to setting cut points on the test scale. The present report aims to review some major
Rasch-based standard setting or maintaining approaches which have been conducted on its own or
in conjunction with other techniques which are designed to classify students into several distinct
proficiency categories. The report first exemplifies some clues as to how the model can facilitate
complex and unstable standard setting procedures by integrating judgments and test data. After
combinations of some non-IRT-based standard setting approaches (e.g., Angoff and borderline)
with Rasch-based analysis (e.g., item-mapping and bookmark) are discussed, many-facet Rasch
analysis is described, regarding how variables other than difficulty and ability facets can be
statistically controlled in the analysis of a performance test data. Then two hybrid models called
mixed Rasch model and Rasch formulation of Thurstone’s paired comparison underlying the
rank-ordering method are featured. The report ends with an overview of advantages and limitations

of various Rasch-based analytic methods.
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nYyMEICH Y T 5F REKHE OSERET D, HIZIGUTEEH 043 &R o Rl
(median) X 25 /N—RHANEFEE BNRMERT ARO3E R EL TESEIEITRD,
ARQ@TIE, FEBVPHEE LA A OHEE EEMHELT Yy 2E 7 L TRIHSNZIEE R
DB END, ZOFIEE, BRNCHREZIT o7 OHEE D% ICHFE BRI OHEEIC
DWW Tk a 280 120 2O DIEBEMFEDENKRED>T-H BIZOW I R E =R,
HELTEONIEBRL T, BEFREZ(TIEZOSELLUEHTADICE 7 FETHD,

OSS IEEBRIN—T LTV 2T VDI

Stone, Beltyukova & Fox (2008) (X, Z#H (multi-facet)7 v =€ 7 /L& H L7z 0SS
(objective standard setting) {5 LB 7 L—T1EIZOW T, ERBEARORBR AT RIZL T, g
I EATHTUND, OSS IETIHATHE A, TMCC MEEHL TV AU ERA KAENEEERL TS
DD, TR CHERNE THLHN, MR A K TIXRW D, Yes/No THA EVH W%
T, AIEIC Yes, 2 FIINo LHESNIZIHE O R RE R ELTERSIND, BRI L—TF
ETIEHEW AREHO R4 B CREESID, T DfEF, OSS {EER R L —71EEd
WZE Ty 2T BV TEIRAIITEREL . RO H Ay 7T AR I ST T LT~
TT AMBREROBEFEMESCE B OMER EL LRI THET NV ThHLEME R T D,

Stone (2008) bt ZAHT v 2E T /WIZHSL 0SS IEEE R NV — T 5% @ A DIEL D3 HT
WEALT, ZOFMELR RO IEDOFRBIEICE L L TWD23, 0SS IEOBLENOZHT vy
2E T VD HERE ~DG %7 U 7= Abu Kassim & Bond (2006)1%, ZDOF|SEL T, FAHEB D
A TE ORI R O K AN #E 5 A 7o CHIE SV TE H OFBINE S I TE D70, &4
B E DR OFE B OFEEICB T AHER EZ R TEHI LT TV D,

Bookmark LTy 2 EF VDG H

TNETIOR AR TE-HHER EIEE D Bookmark EITH A0S IRT 275 A 4555 1C#%3
SN TS (MacCann, 2009), 7=, ZO 5 {EIL 1990 IR OHEATZRIROIAH ~ v 7
EOFRBITERNTHHD7ZEE 25405 (Cizek & Bunch, 2007),
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MacCann & Stanley (2006) (ZJ25& ., Bookmark V5121, 20D EHE SN HHESNDHD,
— X E AT T DRE T D ERFE 23,67 (3EIDHH2[H]) DL (response probability: RP)
TEMTELHHAZRDITHZET,. b)) —DIE T v ~—2 LTI 5 & DAL iE (bookmark
difficulty location: BDL) T&V, HHH HITIEZE T5MRDS RP I ST 5L ST BRHE
DRES) K HEZ LKL TND,

KK (2008) (ZLDHE, FAEITIL, AL TET AME7- B2 H (ordered item booklets: OIB) 73
Bl SN2, FITIZ 5 LD ONGEE LS DO NEE ICEE SV B AR L5 B OREEHE
WA HEEI TV %, MacCann & Stanley (2006) (2RI &5 OIB O Tl £ HH O IEZ R L
ZOHEBIZNAICCIEMT 252 BRE OREJINTH Y T2 0 F SRS T, #4813+
EZRETL T, O ERUKEDZBRE 3 3 53 D20HR TIEM 5 B (HDWTZ L EOTEZE T
HKOWH RGO HDM) DEIAIT v ~—I%iEL,

FreE 9 &L RP= .5 OFf, 13T AX—DT v 2F7 /L ClE BDL OfEIFHEH #5 I —%
T 5, TV EME R E—RITRRLD HE B T HEORE LRI ThH D, o, 513
TAR =D N5 2 /3T A% —LL F @ IRT Ti&, BDL 1%, 49 LHHE HE#E5) LRI UNIEE (272570

Yo BEAI D@ BRE 1T & TIETR R ORWIE B 13 0 B B S HE TR BIICEEL <720 | RE
TOARNZERF LS TUTE D OB RN ELS,

MacCann (2009) (%, JZ&EIRAIEH (selected-response items) D545, .5 D RP % Bookmark

528 T OIB OfEIRMBE L 1T20 | FA B OFMOBBIZ D73 bEEEL, HE ~
B TEE OIB OIS OREIAEZB 2 T\WD, —F, B EEESIH H (constructed-response
items) DA X, RP 2E X HZETHH O Y ENEDLAIEEMEDHY , 2 ELROR E~DHE
IZDOWT, GBI FEZED OB ERH LN ERIN TN D,

VAR N al ZDINY:: |

THH S E L BB R A RICIBERE F TR TE5T7yy 285 /LT, CTT 2o IRT &
T IAZI2WEREZ /LW T, Z2OH AMESRUERR E~DIs HIZB W THIF &SNS, LI DR
T LT O2o008L S0, vy 2T T A0R AMEBRFL NI EET S,

(D) BeHEE QS E DIAMCRER 1T+ X772y b (M) 2 ICii& 524,
BBNEZ 9 Z LT ATEED
(2) NEFE R LR R E OB S & &35, 7oy 2T T V2 A LT- BT V700

(DIZ2WTIEE AT v 2FT /L (many-facet Rasch model: MFRM), (2) IZ2OW RS T
v/ 2E7 /L (mixed [or mixture] Rasch model: MRM) &JIEAZAHIF{E (rank-ordering method) %
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i C %0

£S5y 2FF /L (MFRM)

FEEB BB ET DAY =X T RTAT AL 7T AR YERR E SO R R I W DDA
ZBRFIEI Y CONIZREEE BMUOFEEE LOLELWVEEEZ 3 osbdbiid, Hoek iz
THZELBHD, DFY, TOFEOREMAILITHER EEITHE, AT REZBRE DA G
HIESNIZD, AKDOH 5 OBEAEIVHERNL L DI T AR E SNV T2 L0655, KRt
2 B OB E DI ERE RO LIRST) | ARD B OB AL IS & W TIANRES N
HTELBHDH,

ZOXORMBEARRICHS T FEEE N — =0 PR THOZE N A2 SR B L L TE 2D
MDD, EDIHRN —=2 T %175 Th, fFEH DRkt - B2 VE (severity / leniency) D 7= F %
SERIHETHZ LT TEneEns  (Eckes, 2009 & 2011)

AR, RRRO IO BIMER E OB R Z LR T2 1L L T, MFRM OF AP TE T ISR
SN TS (Kozaki, 2004&2010; Eckes, 2009&2011; Kecker & Eckes, 2010 %),

Eckes (2009&2011)i%, #FEFEEL TORAYVEED high-stakes (FIFRIR DK EW) 7 AR,
TestDaF DT AT 4 7O OHC MFRM #5228 T, ERROIIRFEESR DER
P« A& DO RIETE T Tl BB OB W EE FE /O EH O ELRIZONECLZLE
WET T, REE O IAHE OFEE IR A LI A (central tendency) DO HFELRAEFEELL, Zh5E
H 72 R R A TOZE M ATRE CHHI EAREHI L TV 5,

Kaftandjieva (2004) <° Thomas & Kantarcioglu (2009) 1%, 702 /37 o DXH7a 1 #Ay7RFE
EF MEREEIL, BEDS 1.00 27”0 CTHREER M —ED0D ATREMEG & 5720 | FERR E D
FHADHTIL, FEEHE O —EME (consistency) &—E4: (agreement) V&GS, HEx 77 &
IR SN AaT# R AZENTESD MFRM OF AMEEfERHL 1D,

Eckes (2011) X, FEEH M O —EE NS (collusion) FEDEK IS TRFICEELZ L,
T MALZ TRV ERZE BRI Lo Thi i | AR < e D B R 2 FE i L CL 2 XH 70 R A fig ik
T 5720 ZH ¥ S 417 Rasch-Kappa index EFEIX DR FHEEREARF /T LTS,

BESyY2FF /v (MRM)

WE DTy 2aTT VO TR, THL— O &2 & 1) 7o e (R A T Rk 95 H o AL
L7025 (Bond & Fox, 2007: 314) Z&&ARE T % — it (unidimensionality) 2353 H1 ORITES:
7o, LLIRRG, TAND BN NTZDIT, % ORI BE R T 722 BRE I AR 7 2
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HHZ10, ENOOIE B D BN EMICHEE CERBRIGER FFEDH ST RITBE T 5%
Bt 7 =T IZA R DHDVEAFNAE < B DT 25615, — o2 RE LTz T 3 3h )
FITHEREL 722 b D,

ZOXH 70BN E ) 72 BRI R S T H728 . MRM &R0 LTk 2 7 if R M T Tz
(Rost & Langeheine, 1994; Cohen, Wollack, Bolt & Mroch, 2002; Jiao, Lissitz, Macready, Wang &
Liang, 2011; Lee & Chen, 2011; Templin & Jiao, 2012 %),

MRM (%, T OBTEN R A& AT T ANT — 250357280, Ty 2ET7 LV EBTE
7Z A5 M7 (latent class analysis: LCA) BT V&M A LIZIET LV THY, TANT —XEEBI e
FBEEOHELZRE LTS RAEZENTEL LI SSHER E FHiE D (Templin &
Jiao, 2012: 387,379) E7 /L ThD, LCA TlL, HOBTIEVTANDOZRE P HLHH B IZIEE T2
e ZRIEF — L ARSI D, —F  MRM Tl [ —¥ 157 7 AN DX BRE 725 ORe T HEE X
WOTyy 2T VERERIC, HHE S E LR — O RERE L \_?éfﬁéﬂé%@@\;@fcﬁ6772
M ClE, B #ES) ST AY — TR DBl 2 R U, MR 85 FENANL S e 22 &b b D,

Jiao et al. (2011) 1%, KHIAL R S 55 AEE 7 AN bookmark 128> CTHRUERL EZIT 124
RIZHE SN HADYIab—ar 7 —42%f-> T, MRM OO & B A L L7235
BUR R E D3 TE LT 3G FE K E DB D 2 4 M ORGIEEAT > TD,

Templin & Jiao (2012) I&, BE R 7 NN —TVECR R N —TIE DA RE R o FITET Va2t
FFHNE G MRM 1L, BT ANRT —ZIZE#EE L TWDEATE, Jiao et al. (2011) O [fip
MRM | K08 IEfEZRBLERR E D HIFF CEHLEERL TS,

JENLAT T 5

Bramley (2005) <> Bramley & Black (2008) % 23208 92 NANL AT IE 11X, 4R, #r7-7e i UE
BELBEELUERICE M SN L7 o72, Bramley % 320 FikICHE H ut%‘f% ENEIS R
H &l Z R 4R M 2 STV B2 DA FE D GCSE R0 AS & Ok Br A bl U, [HIYEHERF 1 2 X5
DI N2 IFIET D PIWT LS,

MEAL AT E 1 AR s B 722 W7 K0S A KT D723 DT DB TN D, DL B
DEESRICE Z26NTbDOTHY, HrFICIZ Y — A O —%f B IE IS STy v 2047
(Rasch formulation of Thurstone’s paired comparison) 23ME I T 5,

Bramley (2005) 1, 2003 4E& 2004 AR IZFEfESNIZAL T TUROEFE DV 2T LT ARD R iR

T (EAROIREMERE ) & 12 AOFEMFEEENTMLIEREZHmLE N5,

%\%Eéci\ BREMZ Tonicdaty MOBERAEE 5 R EZHIBRLIZZIZESNDD, &
EEPLSRTOBRNEENTVEHEYROAEF 10 BEOE RIS, —FHRBITETNS
HDOINHEI TRV DET, TEDLRTRARDIAN 22T DL e REND, BEEL TNEMAHTS
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NTERT — 250, FEEDOBEROES (mark) EHEE B OFFEDOBRY Y ME (measure)
DD 2 ROFHEGHE (best fit line) ZH ML, AIFEEOZFRIH S 7250y y Mz R 32k
T AFEEDOGE R 2L IR E TIUTBENHER: TEL0303, Db St Tnd,

Bramley (2005) O43#7 Tl NN T EFEBRORF RO BEAS E < NENLATTENA 72 F ik
THDHIEDMERRZ A=Y, Curcin, Black & Bramley (2009) 2 Fi$H D 2 il IR A& 4% 505k D 45
Hrcid, B G EONANAHT EEEE O S FEOMBIET AMIE>TEBIL, BRI o7,
Bramley (2010) (%, B8 /1 L0GTAH #E5 OB EDIIONEHICLL, EDO— DB EL T, 57
BEDRENCHANTHE A #S EOFERIEN TORNZD TIIRWDEHEHIL T,

BREIT-i&E

MacCann & Stanley (2006) DFEMEL 7= Angoff IEDIEIEIEIL, Angoff L3 e h W M L7 i
HIRER EIETHLILE B 2 DL REMRMEDOEWFIELE 2D, LNLBLEREICRON
T2 LD DT SRRWIRPLUSB N T, HEVBUEAZRR IR T2 6700259,

HH vy 75 Bookmark {528 Angoff EZAMi7E T2 FIETHDHIL%E, Wang (2003)%°
MacCann (2009) D% 8 U CHER L7223, Wang (2003)35H#5 351912, RP DEAE 252
LT, EDINTHEN R OB EITHENHDONIZONWTHI T HIERMLETHS, RPIZOWNT
IE. MacCann (2009)H )i Z @R IH H ClE, 7o =250 IRT £7 /LT, LB LM IEH
(constructed-response items) DOFEIX, TvT 2T T MICB W THEEZZE 2 HZET, IHHORLE
\ZE BB A FTREME N A2 LA MR S U THE R L CU5,

0SS VL%, REEH DJ7 2B FELAZEAELCT W Rl A43E <23, Abu Kassim & Bond
(2006) 1ZLDE, oA NEBRNAIEE O7-OICBBINIZ20 | JREBEERNEEL TV
TAMISHTHZENH L, FEEH FABNIAZE (intra-rater variability) ZHLHERKE DO H
TEDINTRHET 2B RSN TN eand, ji# o FiEIcH w350 E
THDH0, BRAEITOWTIE Eckes (20112328 T 28 & BN EZ M I DRI R AL -7
FNFEERSNDZENEEND,

Kecker & Eckes (2010) (%, MFRM (28T, R —=U 7 2E T LI-HA B IS LI-3EE %
TN TEOHMREERRSNDTD | BIEREDHFEEB DO —=7 OFNIZ7 —RF 1y
ZIIATONRETIFRVETFIRLTWD, ZHUT, FBIR T —2 &2 oL, A B0 NFRR %
BT ERAZEKLCH— O EICIRL, BHHISE B ORI M 2% (local
independence) DIREITK LT, AR AT HAIREMED B DT LA EIRL TNVD,

MRM (2B Th, F 4 B OBLERE ORI, BFTEE B RRANTHEAEY 7 252K TT AR
TR ESTHIEMRUZH ST L TH, TOMREFEE BV EL T TR 4 — Ry
HZ L, FEROBH THETHXETHLB LR,
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Kecker & Eckes (2010) OHWFFETIL, FA& B O AT (rater dependence) DEA TN —
=7 B8 E I m - T2b OO HHERE O BPE TITIEE AL EIZR G720 <HUVIT/N
§<7L£O’Cb\7b:l&7§§¥aﬁﬁéhfb\675§ BLEMNZ 72 b — =0 N FEfE T XN G A R0 1E

RE N &R T A B OBDHER TERVRDL T TORBIT O LML E R H D,

'LEMHHY% CBERDIEHZED TODH LWRERR EIEDO— D> ThDHH, Bramley % D
IBETZHLID TWDIEY | EERAE IR DR R OB E AT, MR R RO E T Y
AL ML T R AZ AL T 27 NV AL~ —F U T LIZE R RO~ — o/ R0EZRA L ET
CHIVIN LT 5V AT LAOBFE THS (Bramley & Black, 2008), F7=, Bl Tl A8
T4 — 2 Al OBIER TEE DA A= D3RS, 2GR IR B2 R IR RE LA
DISEREEREITH 2 Y72 FELE 200 M EMTONLLE R HD,

Bk 2 72 BRI 728 A S HMERNEVE X, 2 A ORLRER ma2 AL THY, iz
Mot YR B L ZFm O LMN TERWD, BLIEDFEET AN O TET Mbanie 7 —2 Lt
R RIEZ FE R AUICAkRE L TOKZET, RIS T, KO IERE TREERZRBERIE O Fhi ik
ZHESLL TV T EN RO BILTND,
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4.4. The Use of the Latent Rank Theory in Standard Setting — Comparison with
Item Response Theory and Classical Test Theory

Ken Norizuki

Abstract

The Latent Rank Theory (LRT), also known as the Neural Test Theory, is a new test analysis model
based on the latent ordinal scale. Although very little has been revealed about the practical utility
of the model in standard setting operations, it appears that the process of assigning students to two
or more latent ranks has a natural resemblance to that of setting one or more cut scores. The
purpose of the present report is twofold: to compare similarities and differences between LRT
ordinal and IRT or CTT interval scales; and to highlight some important features of the former
which may serve as a new promising standard setting tool. The report starts with recent research
findings about comparisons between LRT and IRT and/or CTT models. These findings are then
corroborated by a similar hypothetical analysis, employing a real listening comprehension test data,
as designed to explore solutions to potential problems. The report moves on to discuss different
lines of LRT research which may be of some relevance to standard setting practices. It concludes

by offering some perspectives on future research and applications.
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4. 4. HEREICBIIABET 7HEHZGORA A —HB I EH LT YT A NE
BJEDOHE

EA R’

TAD 3 EN R ZARUIHE RO 70 FITEREL T, 70 KL 2SR 69 LA T (70 s ) 2R &
HIZLTEG G Z<O%E . LEDOEITEENRERR CTHLEE LI 55520, — 7, ﬁ?ﬁ%
DHE :{zkﬁuoew/ﬁa&(ﬁ%zb%&%fﬁ?&ﬁﬁiﬂ E72TE H & B (IRT) 122V Ch | it
T MM REE O Z HAHE Z21TH 28 B O R ER RS D, ZOXORMEE R 5
72812, Shojima (2007) 1%, Neural Test Theory (==—7/L7 A NHGH, NTT) ZI2B L7z, T4
Latent Rank Theory (/L7227 #EGG, LRT) EFEIXNHZ L% <7e>Tn 5728 (TEE 2011a) |
DAFE, LRT &ff— AR ARG X, — 8 CEEDD LM N ZIAN REE F TR 35720
DT AR | THhD (R, n.d.; /MR- 2010),

ANIR AT (2010) 1, H S (nd.) 1ZHD& LRT MEFFRE BICRE AR T B Z, ek
172 7 LR LR LB 2 B R DB L T\ D, BilE OBRH ELTIE, T ANOfER
((BHEME) IXRIR RE L CREDIFEE <AL, 10 B E OB EFHI A B RN THHET 5, %
FLUTL, B E - A FEREDE N TITONL72D | AIODIEF RE ECHEE § 513
DDy 'E@EQE'?D Can-do chart DX RPN HEE R OIERN R G TR DTEEZET T D,

AH T LRT OMAEREICIRS T A MPEICE 95 1 2Rz, a7 2 (CTT)
RIH H S Z B R (IRT) &gt % & L72235 Test Reference Profile (7 ANS IR 077 A1
TRP), Item Reference Profile (*H H &M ~7'17 71 /L | IRP), Rank Membership Profile (727 +A
Y N—=Vy T a7 7 AL RMP) OBLED GG, LRT 2068 H L7 BLUERR & O J7 PR IR e %
B2 IO FFET ANDIFFRITONT, BRI HIELET D,

B PEREAmIC L oF At

I -SER (2007)1%, ER AR O IRT (2L D e N E bl U7=485A . LRT 1, 55805 N
FOZ B S 2 LI NEFF AT A2 EMTEDHEL TS, ZINR - Bk (2010):1 CTT & IRT (7
v a7 V) ELRT %, ZBREEMHEZRE BN )V —T 57 —T 1250 F Tl L Tnd
23, BRI IR EL (B L | [ R DSV DA X R 7 L — T I AL LI EE) THrif Tnvd CTT
X2 IRT L8720 LRT (AR IRE 7R L) TIESTL 7 DEETRFIZT NV —T O NER =N BE TR,
FERIZ CTT & IRT TIXIFIE—E T 57 /0 —7"301F 23, IRT & LRT O—EFE (o a0 120
Tl 32D EE|L90, 5O TIHTAIT TR TNDHIEEZRLTNWD, ZOZ LI, AT 7340 D E
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DEWEZATITIN I T ARWEZATIZIA W TT7o 7% E 45 LRT OFMEThHHLE
RDHTENTED (W) -H: 5, 2007)

IR BUAT(2010) DR . B SR EICIB VT, LRT 13 IRT X° CTT LR 545 BAa4 L
LAREMENE N EDVRIB IS, — T T LRT @ RMP (B ZBRE NENENDELET 71
B iE SO FTREME N E DR EH DD E /R THER) & CTT OIEE =L IRT (Ty a7 V) DRES
HEEMOMICE WHBERD -T=2Z s RSN D,

NIRRT (2010) D XS 72T 7 e A BRI AEAT LT EERAF TR 13 2 <7< &
%, MO SCARTE DFLE — AL TEDD NTHOWTO il N | 1257259 (R -8R
#F,2010: 105),

AR AT IE D T MR LTI, FEOFTLHFHET AT —F 2 HWT, LLF,
TRP (BAEAET L 7IC BT D5 R DN IHE T RSO 155) L IRP(BABIET L ZITET 5
ZEREDNZOEBIZIEZT263E)  RMP OB 805 HLEER E O EICRE 5 et s
VN LRT OFF AL QI EET 5,

7% 113, Norizuki, Ito & Shimatani (2011)Cffi i L7 5 05 GBI AR T AND U A= T2 75
2100 [ (225 N) OF —F & 5B LTeBR O REARKF &A2 R L TC0D, TANE, o7 L O
ZRE IS L B RO =213, FHR P RAEL R TH B R REONRDENWEZAITNL
BELTWAZEDRDID,

#2103, Exametrika Version 5.3 (H 5, 2011b) 2> TR7T AME R 25T L. TRP OfE R4,
3. 5. 10 Z—THRBNCELED LD TH D, TRP &1L, [FEET L VIR T D% BRE DN, T4
NIRRT, EORRE OB (ZZTIHIEE ) 2 LD ENTEDLNEWHIAFHE | (£, 2010: 91) %
BRLTWS, TAMIKTIE, B2 TERRLEZWT O L —7HIZBWTH, 7078 BRI
ST, MFHEN ERDHIARFELE M2 2L Cnb7ad, gL TR Y ThHDHES 2D,
RMP 3 HT OBEL DM S FEN DT 7823 e b T AN B3R A ThHZ Lotz
25, TEE KT, A E ST IR THEBEO B NSS U7 78TO+ 52 82 L T
V% (H: 5, personal communication, 2012 4 3 H 27 H, &, 2010 & 2011a &),

2 31% _EFE® TOEIC 7 ARDIEH 89 & 90 D IRP DSIEIET L 7 XDt A FLDI-HD
Thd, Vo771 TDHE, HE 891IT7 7D FHITS U TIEZ MR ITFECH AR LBV ERI 5,
HH 90 TIXT 7RI TIZEAEZA LML SEHTH S,

*1

TAD AR B

TREHR HHEK R FRBEHEE FAPME O ERREE BRA RER KR20

225 100 67.8 78.0 68.0 12.4 98 39 .891
%2

S 0% 3,5, 10 DR DT AR 27 4L (TRP)

Rank1 Rank2 Rank3 Rank4 Rank5 Rank6 Rank7 Rank8 Rank9 Rank 10

LRT1 55.87 66.43 77.30
LRT2 54.40 58.69 66.13 73.98 78.65
LRT3 52.94 54.70 57.43 60.57 63.77 67.31 71.19  74.92 77.96 79.94
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%3
FHH 89,90 0IEHEZR 727 7A/L (IRP)

HAEBBS o771/ (IRP) HEBR 27 7(L (IRP) EE
Rank1 Rank2 Rank3 Rank4 Rank5 Alpha A Beta B Gamma C
Item 89 31 .38 .50 .59 .62 2 12 3 .50 .00 .00
Item 90 .29 32 34 32 33 1 .03 3 34 25 -.02

/NRBRAT (2010) 1E, R3DE6ODIFEEDERIZOW T, FELGEHIL T 5, Beta 1%, & Bk
FDOIEZERN 5 ([THROITEWBET L 7E2RLTWS, WIEH LL3THLN, TOREDOZERE D
IEEMERO BIZIX, DO KERENHDHILEN DD, Alpha & A OfEIE, THH 89 13727 2/15
SITNT T HHE 89 1T 71021200 T, IEEFE RN L REIELL, 2T .12, .03 D%
2ol &% RL TS, Gamma [ZIEZMEZRDSHFAH ML THRWT OFIG T, C IZEFHIE M
LCWRWNRT DEDOFTHD, TAH 89 IXT X TOT 7R CHEHEE ML T\ 5725, Gamma &
ClIOTHHM, TH 90 1Z4~XTH 1 X7 (1/4=25) TRA L TCNT, ZOFfE, (Fo 720630
D ZEDIHD) -.02 THotz,

ZDINT— R FESTLILE R NI L2 DI H 80 £ 90 13X, Beta DEECT—E L, Z DAl
DOEMEIZBNTESTK B> TN R D, ZOLH7TH H OFpMEIX, B R EEEED
\ZHE R K QMRS O UGE T AT T O E @i 2 OB (KA, 2008) 2bb ik am 3 AliE 3%
D259,

AL, FCIEZR(T3)TRICIETET 7 () IR T3 NDOZERE O, 2D RMP ¥ — %
IRLTCWD, ZBRE AL, T 74IZR T DM 56% 55003, 7 75IZ@ T 5 AREMD 42% 5D,
— 7 ZBRHE B IL, TUVAIE T OMEED T5%ITEL, T /5ICB T A RREMEIT 21% I8 F
STWD, ZERF CIZOWTE, ZV 74D ATRENED 61%, 77 3D A REMED 34% 2 A TS,
FUIEZ LR ThoTHFE OB ERWUMNTZRIC—EHL TWODEITE X0, RMP (1, B, KE
EOEBER T, HEBWITEROT7 4 —R o2 I HSNDZEDNIFFEND,

T4 T, EEREBET VI BT D0 % RN, EEERFELTHLT V7 n4e<
B a5 054/ Roniz, EEEOSHT Tld, Exametrika O BIEEET > 7 oAix [T§5
FELZ2W LD, CTT DEALRRST v ¥ 2T T VORI HEEM 2 B HAMIC S 512X
Yok R L IT < By BIET 78 10 Tk, 727 178 100 ATH ST 39 mnb
63 MOZERE (2256 4 47 4) [CETRAT, £10D, FHERNRY ENoTZ &
MDRERERTHoT-EBEZ LN, 6FHILLEOEERTCHR FLICHEEINTLE D
DL GEAHE OFHICENL TV DFEEEZBICE s T RDNRDPNELNTZNWZETHA I,

=4
ZBE AB,C DT IR R~y (RMP)

EER BEITVY Rank1 Rank2 Rank3 Rank4 Rank5
ZERE A 74 4 .00 .00 .02 .56 42
ZB®EB 74 4 .00 .00 .05 75 21
ZB®E C 74 4 .00 .00 .34 .61 .04

HEEXKIT, &2EENRERAERHET AN T LIzEE | Z<OFEFLHIZESTH LW S
ThoTo7od AT LHCES D R @727 (B) ITALESITH7=2Y (Shojima, 2009 22 FR), HIE ¥
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FEPMEWIE HIZZIEfEL CWDEAIE, 7V 7 OHEBITEE LW | T 7 MELeD T4
HV 2 DHER TS, (15, personal communication, 2012 43 A 13 H),

LRT DJEF RELHRBRELD B

RO ED . LRT OB EEEREN, CTT 07y a® 7 VA H 32556 LT8R -TLD
AIREMEANV RIS 7223, RMP DN REE 3 AR RE LX< 2 R ETDH 0RO
D, FNELRESMELEZDHZERHTE LSO ORI R FE L 52 & T, ki B4R %A
AL TEL00, LROT —2%fEoT, MGk T 52LET 5,

S (n.d) 1%, LRT 4T/ 7 v =7 CTéb Exametrika Tl H R[04 | iR T 5L, TIEEE
WEWVZIRENEE  HET L 7 B E<BDMEI BNHHELTWD, T2 CIHFI M I ZHEE L
ZAL TV 10, STIHPBIARELE SR 2 7= T 2N TET ., U784 TIOOKE D23 HT
MTELHZENDI T,

WA AN DI HTCHEE LZ2W NZERE LIz BEEETET 7oA 12, T —kk oA ). TIEHL Sy
MNZENENERA T, 7078 10 OFRMET, i atT o7, TORR, [HEELRW ] T—Hk7
il TESAIONET, Zo 710, [EBAN ] TIET 7102 8E 1T 39 5rD 44
RETDA4I1ZLEEoT,

EDNAFRAZIRINT 200% HERED BRI LDM, EREZLAN TATRLILEZA,
BAAMBOE — 730 B LT LT TR 23, &R EL TEBS ARSIV R ZR L
7o BIRFIIFRIRE RMP DAL T < ARAHBE X, THRELZRW T 947, I—#k5 411 T 981,
ME#L AT 976 T Wb mWEEEZRLI,

F5IE, IEA L RMP (IEB DA DOEA) E1~3 /T AX—IRT &7 /VICLDHE ) HEEE ONENT
FEBEIR S A R LT O THD, IEE 2 E RMP (X Exametrika @ LRT 74T, 2& 3737 A% —IRT &
7 V% Exametrika OEBI3AT, 1 /3T A —F 93 2T /W Z-OUTidk, Winsteps (Linacre, 2008)
EEAL TS, WTHORBREOEEL RMP L@ WIEMAIBEZRLTERY, A BIOSHTT
— 2 R TUE—RR MM IEBL A DT 48 E T 22 & T IR R &b i L2470
HIHERR E DS FIREIZRDZE DR CTET,

#5

IR, RMP:1 NTAF—(TFyia), 2 8T AF— &3 3T AF —IRT REAHEEE DAL T < BN HE
EEHE RMP 1P* IRT 2*IRT 3*IRT

IEE R 1.000

RMP 978 1.000

1*IRT 1.000 .978 1.000

2*IRT .991 .987 .991 1.000

3*IRT .993 .986 .993 .998 1.000
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BAET VBN L2 01EE | MRREIE ST, 5% bobD T 78Tl
BUFRCLIERITIRDD B2 107 78 AR ORI G O E BGEET 20 E DD 5.

LRT ¢ ST ANDOEEER EICEATHETHSA

i

T LRT & CTT X2 IRT &Lk (1)1 -1, 2007; /Ng -8, 2010; /N, 2011;
Koyama & Kimura, 2011) °H% 58D K= Akt 2 —iBrfE R 123 -5< Can-do v AT AR T)
3% D43 HT (Sugino et al., 2010; FZEpil, 2011) | PR FEHE DO RFERBRICEI DN FH B, 7T
Bl & <> Can-do FLIR D43 HT ORFS, 2009a&b; /INR - AT, 20105 /N - A4, 2011; Koyama &
Kimura, 2011) | S&FEOa Y 2 —Z IS T AO 4341 (BK 1L REF-FE S, 2011; AF -k i,
2011) %@ LRT O E WG 27 — <UL DNE R I Th b 012725 T D,

Sugino et al. (2010) 1%, 2004 F D KFE AR X —DIFET ANT —Z b4 T NOY T )v
AL, P85 4% 10 O LRT 70271257017, B BENEIEL T LEBZ 606 2 7tib
L7z, 28t (2011) 1%, 1990, 1997, 2004 4FE D [RIFRET — 2754 T NOV 7 )V AL,
FHED LRT FU7RIORENI Lk DB AT o7, ZDXH e RERZBRE T NV G AL T
IS CRICEBERE L TR 520 T, MR E O AEEEL LRI,

AF (2009a&b)iT, FNDHFET L —AA h~D LRT 5347 DI H O A REMEZIBIEL TS,
AFf (2009a) 1, AT —ZIZ LRT ZEHA LA O BRI Ay M OWTH Y 2l —va
L ST, BIRLTWA, AP (2009b) 1%, LRT DI(ET L 7% > TIEFF RE _E TR
BEPERIAATOZE T, 77 AEE T IT D0 ORI N R S T TEHINITeHT e 51 LRT IZ
Lo THEESNADRET) (BIET V) Lo - BB OITEICREE 2 NI TEXHIENTE
LN B LITHIFF AT TWDD, ZOIORMF SR ONFE RO T 7T r—F 1%, B T EBIHER E
DRI DI NRDI LTI DTEAD,

AN AR (2011) (XL LRT 2703 =27 VEFHT22L T, N T3 S 7= Can-do
statements (CDS) D2 4 LIZ R D3 o722 LA 45 L T %, Koyama & Kimura (2011)i3, LRT
DIRFCM B A ZRFE LR, IRT £ /LEEBIZ CDS &5 #T7T AREHE DT T ZED H]
REMEZHRL T D, CDS X° CD ZDOERIT, LRT Z W TT AR #3725 L CTHRHEET
HHLIND (5, 2010) . LRT IZH AL ~VLROMEGHEE G 2 el L7 CD &R &L TIE, e -
TS (2009a) OEFERAE -1 (2009a) O FDOHEHF D305,

LRT (32f (IEFR) 7 —# 7217 CT/a< | IRT ERICIDICSET — X ICbhIE 5281 T& 5, (K
FF, 2009a; Shojima, 2009; F#E3, 2009) , ZAH 7 —ZIZxt)is 3% Graded Model (BeFEE7 /L)
XL DEVE RO IS 7y 1 — MU DT —Z Do ATl L THESFL TV 52 (Shojima, 2009) |
FE3E (2009) DEHZE 1 FEEO/NGR SRR O EHILHY 5% TAT 40 7T RAL—
X7 D constructed-response  (JEZREEIY) DX 2T DS AW L0 KRB WIFF S,
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BRI &E

PERTOIFABLERER O L2 BN, Z R O L B RS 2 5 0ft 5 R LIZY , BR#E
NT BT T ICBIMNT DDOICLEREEN 2L TCOINEARE CHIE 5L ThHhoTel S 25,
PRI, BEBERU R RIS 2R SR BRL DAY, 170 UL EHE . 69 mLL FIZRA# ) DL/ B
BEX 32T > CODIGEDE W, Fio, FHIROZFAFMIZIB W THI80 LA Ei% AL 70~79
FUEB IV MR RER X 03RS TH, 7AME RO 1 SX G OFHIE T T, 7HMm

TERNW kﬁ\%b‘@“( IR NTEAI D,

BAMIITEG IR R E O T EMITONAHLDO THAHM, ¥FEHI7e (summative)
FEAMS>Z AU IS T D BLERR BTV TR, BB ICEHT 22 e BLE R 72 FEETH D, 4.3
1 Cim U7 TNERL AT 12 1990 4R ARICHI O THEME L= Alastair Pollitt 1%, 85G35 EAM 12
FDINERLATT D% LT OEITHNTODDS, LRT ORFFEFREIZH D7 3 Dikam T D,

We are required to do two things: to sort the candidates into a rank order with sufficient precision
and categorization to meet the needs that our national educational, economic and political systems
place on the examination system, and (usually) to attach constant standards to that ordering. The
first requirement ensures that those who will use the results to select some students rather than
others are given enough information for their purpose; the second provides a system for
interpreting the results, for giving meaningful ‘reference’ to each point on the scale and
monitoring the standards of students’ achievement over time and over different examinations.

(Pollitt, 2004: ~=—FKF72L)

FNENOHE VAT LD =—R MR U2 IE UL E LIZMBN AT 21752 81%, LRT (1285
THERERFRETHS, FEAN TR UI-EIEE 2720 LRT IZHE SKREEITHZOIIE, Lo
T ANHEGROE T L LD HBARFEDATFE (L)1 - FE R, 2007; AFF, 2009a&b; /INR - A, 2010;
/N - ARFT, 2011; Koyama & Kimura, 2011) Zf#e - 2B AIITAT V., #H OfR#BLE O H i1
BETDILEBIR LT IIERBR,

Pollitt (2004) DS 7= 2 %& B O 4L, CEFR (Common European Framework of Reference
for Languages) D XI7aHflADELE S Can-do ROMEKEZHFTLOEEZLNLN, HE
(2010: 108) 1%, Can-do & DIERLIX LRT Z W CI 7 AMEAEHE(L 2 L CREBEERZAY | T
&Y, LRT I% Can-do HOMER KT Y — N ThorLE > THill S TldWV 1 EL TS,

/NI ARFT (2011) X° Koyama & Kimura (2011) (&, BEAFDHGE Can-do Foak SL~D A% L

PiEY T ARG OfE RE LRT T vy 2E 7 /L THNTL TSR, BEAFOREEIC RIS SED
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[FHUMEHERF | (standard maintaining) D@L (Bramley, 2010) EEHIT, IAE -fEE (2009a&b) D
FERERE A OHEHI O IO SMEFET AMIBN TS, KEURZREYET AR LRT 534 R a2 12
Can-do FLIR LEAERL . 7 AMEH ZE L TOKIRDAL A2, 5% RKOHN TN EIZRD7EA
9o Flo, HHT AMIEIT S Can-do FLilb SLOER D, BIDOT ANIGIE ] TEHDN k% 727 Ak
FE R, LOPLHAMEDHDRE JIFLR ~E D721 TOKZENTEDLD N, HMEREICBITHARER
AT DTEAD,

Flo BB OT AT TR ISEBEMOT A~DEMS | 43 i Tk~
many-facet Rasch model (Eckes, 2011) DX572tl D53 47 7 /L & i 3 HAME 2357259,
4.3 B Cl R IEI T AR ML T v 2T VA A LT mixed (or mixture) Rasch model
(Jiao, Lissitz, Macready, Wang & Liang, 2011) DOX972E T /L ~D3EE X, LRT DIBZET 5
B FEA & A OFEAR R & OFE & DBLERNDE 2 TELFER TRV LIV AY | Exametrika O

TN E A ISR LT, WE#&U(%@(2/\°§><§7~LJL0>)IRT&U‘LRT@iﬁt%ﬁ’a

*ﬁﬁé‘j'fﬁ%&%@% THXHTIENFRERY TR =T BRI TED LMD HE A
FUWHER E TR EOMEAEHBEL CWSEMIT, T CICTETCWDEE 2D,

LRT [FELEZLOMEHR T ICEMEN T AAENTODLEF WA, B2 O
H~OBEA | [E NS~ DI TEE DLBE R E D TIRES> TOKIENRD LN TN,

e
KEIOEICHT-->T, BELH AL TS0 RFAR B X —OHE 7 ARG P L E
F7=u,

2 Z PN

Bramley, T. (2010). Locating objects on a latent trait using Rasch analysis of experts’ judgments.
A paper presented at the conference “Probabilistic Models for Measurement in Education,
Psychology, Social Science and Health,” Copenhagen, Denmark (June, 2010).  Retrieved
from http://www.cambridgeassessment.org.uk/ca/digital Assets/186233 TB_locating_objects Rasch2010.pdf

Eckes, T. (2011). Introduction to many-facet Rasch measurement. Frankfurt, Germany:
Peter Lang.

Jiao, H., Lissitz, B., Macready, G., Wang, S., & Liang, S. (2011). Exploring using the mixture Rasch
model for standard setting. Psychological Test and Assessment Modeling, 53, 499-522. Retrieved
from http://www.psychologie-aktuell.com/fileadmin/download/ptam/4-2011_20111217/06_Jiao.pdf

Koyama, Y. & Kimura, T. (2011). Linking can-do statements with language tests using neural test

theory. A paper presented at the 50th Convention of the Japan Association of College
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S. Standard-Setting in CEFR and ELP

5.1. Ways of setting cut-offs of 6 levels of language proficiency in CEFR scale

Sukero Ito

Abstract

The CEFR is a document which describes i) the competences necessary for communication, ii)
the related knowledge and skills and iii) the situations and domains of communication. The CEFR
defines levels of attainment in different aspects of its descriptive scheme with illustrative
descriptors scale. The CEFR divides learners into three broad divisions which can be divided into
six levels:

A Basic User (A1 Breakthrough or beginner) (A2 Waystage or elementary)

B Independent User (B1 Threshold or intermediate) (B2 Vantage or upper intermediate)
C Proficient User (C1 Effective Operational Proficiency or advanced) (C2 Mastery or
proficiency)

The CEFR describes what a learner is supposed to be able to do in reading, listening, speaking
and writing at each level.

Standard setting aims to answer the question what a language learner can do at each level. The
answer to this question depends, however, to a great extent on the choice of the standard setting
method, since different standard setting methods yield different cut-off scores. And also,
standard setting serves one function: to establish cut-off scores between different competence
levels. In some contexts it may improve the validity of the cut-off scores if the link between
items/tests and the CEFR is less opaque. There is yet a need for some clarification about the

interpretation of the cut-off score itself.
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5. CEFR & ELP 2B} AHERE

5. 1. CEFRIZEITH 6 L)V OREREOHE A

BB R

BRI D R & o B — A DY B

BN TIE, AE O EU #Ea &V o BE 0T, BIRGEERET AT L O — R BLA & 1§
THENRRDOLN TV, BHEFEER (plurilingualism) (22 < BRSO FHL % B 5
LT, Srb& UbERORRDITROEE 28X 7288 & b7 5 M AR R IR ERE R
ExMIBICHEET D Z EDRUARMIZEENTWTEDOTH D, TDODIHERESE & #Hiz
B, £ L CEMFHIZM7Ed4 L LT, ala=r—va VB2 ENICEEET L2 L

\Eﬁﬁﬁ ﬁﬁbé&%ﬁf@ﬁf MExEFZBTOILERH T, BEMIZITTH
HOFEH=—X FEHEE, N, FHEEREAZUFEMICHEZ., TN ZPRL,
EEE G %%Téﬁ%%%”%%ibb BHEATHEIGRE . ZRE TR, B
e LIk LT AR R KD Lo Th D, 2D K D At A b CEFR (AT )
DIFEAE LT,

—h. BEHS - HEBEERO TICATOMAGIL P HEEZ L L T, ALTE (The
Association of Language Testers in Europe : 3 — 1 v /NS5 7 A MM FE#ES . AERE
R A FE N9 D AHAR) TiE. BOINIC I T 2 4 EFERE ) 0 M@ FE E RE DR HE 2 X 5 72 9
(Z. CEFR @O REUEIZ—Bd 2 K O Zeie Al li O B HEAE Y 24T - Tz, SMERE
IZBWTH BMNEEDEFET A FDOREN LV I fTREIC T D BN A F .
TAPHEST DNV ANV ER-RETHEELL ) LV ORABREINTELOTH D,
ALTE T3 H d"Can-Do Statements" (AT [FFERENFLR L)) ZBHFE L. SEGERE
DRBELZDOMRZFERIZLIZOTH D, SN R L ORHEIT. AESELE-T
BARPNZADRTEX D02 L, X7+ —~v U AE KLk E > TWAH I ET
LoRA

CEFR OEE N 58 RITIEL, NGRS OSFREBOROLE@ER”H Y . —J, ALTE T,
7T A MBI LMEREOHK LEZHIEL THWZDOTH D,

A eHREY I NRRLaI o= —T gV ES

SEERE /1 & S 21X, Canale & Swain (1980) NEME L7-. a3 a2=hT 4 7R SEEITE
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TNANLHBNTWD, 5O L7-E7 Mid, O3CIEMRE S (Grammatical competence)
AIESFEORERE, X, X230, ERARSEHM L T, XMW\ TE 5, E
MiE, HEBEOBEWRIZRL T, BEORFBERENTEND, OHESEH/EFHIET

(Sociolinguistic competence) : HIEF sE2ME ] S 415 #E AU SUIRSIR I 2 BRAR L C, s 8
ICEmAEHTE L), £, SO SMEBRELE N L CHERaI2=r—va v
ZATZ HHe], QiKEHAES) (Discourse competence) @ EENH VD | FERMED B 5 HFHLL
HEAMR LD, BRLIZD T 568, BEWESHEERLZHEOOT, BEESLLELHIER
IZIRETE DHES, @JITHERYARE S (Strategic competence) : b7t 3 DDEE IR &4l 5 7=
DORESIT, VLR, Bk, BB, MOKLRE, aIa=r—Ta iR LD,
MIEL7ZD T 570 ORI TE 2 556/ - IESEAET), DLED 4 % MkEEFE L LT,

LINLER G, ZDIEE A ENFiEEZNIIBIG & B2 3 S 22 P 700 D B R 72k &

FLICIREBE SN TELBDTH- T, IRLTEEIMEN SN2 50D, F o asUbry 72
ZR L BESIT TS DT TIERY, —KIICE LN TV D SiEe ) O RIL, #HE
DB BT 2 BRSO~ D AR 22 58I R D E TICE o TV o 72 2 ERERIT
&%, SN OMBBLENBIEARRLDE L TERINTVRNDTH D,

BRI D A — A E~DEBR

2O LTeMEM RSB ERSNDIF T, BERICaIa=r—3ar0tdbDs
BHBEE LD LD ICHEET RENERET D L TRE E&E &2 R L2023, Wilkins 12 &
S THEB I, & - BEET 7 /N & (notional-functional syllabus) CT&h > 7=, ZiLik, 1970
FERHEIZERIN G352 (Council of Europe) 282 2 2=/ —3 3 VEEN B BT D120 DH %
EORBEZ R L THTICRELZ D TH D, BINTE < AFEHENRILT 2 EK L
EBEOZFEORREZ L L ORI LZEE % (VI 1R) ThdH, ala=r—var
RRAOZERT 570110, EEOSEEN G IR Z R L2 BT, 5 8HE ORAHELF
L, FEEO=—XL LT, HEHAZRETE LI ICHAATL LD THD, 232
== arEEBTLEOICLEREREZMEE (notion) (F : Kefd], &, HIR., (L& 72
E) LBERE (function) (] @ #2532, Bk, BIR. HEGR L) LIZHBE LT Z EREIT
b5, ZOXIREBNE, BLFIORT LD RSP EE O mNEE 2z REMITEREL
7= [Breakthrough (/3o /3)L) | [Waystage (A% — K Z7 1 )] [Threshold (AFHELRE) |
['Vantage (HZE#(HE% W) | [Effective Operational Proficiency (%hJ:AICHRIE I HE 72 Bhid L
~)V) ] Mastery (B L)L) | ORBEE > TS, ZuE, BRINOSiEFEE O SHH
P EREEERENTO6 LoLIZHE L TWT, SREREN 2 BRI 22 Ttk L T\ 5,
CEFR IZB I 2 SFEREARE LI Z 0L 5 R0 LEEFNZ O TH D,
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A B C

FERE BRI D S AR ERVASY =3 E ROELI-SHEERE
Basic User Independent User Proficient User
D ATAY

(Breakthrough) (Waystage) (Threshold) (Vantage) (Effective (Mastery)

Operational
Proficiency)

EERE S DR —biE, RO FHEHAENEOGEPMESCHARE IS T 280
DEED EEBITILE > TE LS 2D (North 2000) , 195045 12 BH ¥ S +17= US Foreign
Service Institute (FS)D A7 — /L IZ KEBZ LWL DO THh 7= (Wild 1965) . 1990F 12 1%,
the British National Language Standards (Language Lead Body 1992), the Eurocentres Scale of
Language Proficiency (North 1993), the Finnish Scale of Language Proficiency (Luoma 1993),
the ALTE Framework (Association of Language Testers in Europe 1994)23 R & C& 7=, =
NI @ 5/ BT, FICERERE N OEM N OFHEIC IV TIiX, THRSEHA ) T2
TEOIDEIDEWNETHZENEREIIR->TELZ L EHESED>TWV% (Bachman
1990:325-330), Sag&flio TOXF M DRV & D (interactive-ability) (ZHE R %4 H T/ N7
F =7 A TANOFEICET D AT = MAER MR TE 722 &b ik,

BES]

T

Tl
hu

IR ("Can-Do Statements") & I

aufl

ALTE 23, BRIMNIZEB T 2 AERERE ) O @B EEDMEHEZ X 5 72 DI Lzt O N
X<monTnsb, LTFTORIZ, ZOMHMKETH D,
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"ALTE 'Can Do' statements" (ALTE #E

RLIR SCRENE)

ALTE <z e AL FiteZ & - A
L~
ALTE AFBMES ML, BMEOH |HHELR LEOMIWEEZED | ERCRBE L EMRS T, E0 L
LAULs | 2B L TEEZR - T |&, BEX. MEELHEMIT L2 |9 REM IOV TH FREH
i U, BHERMBESWMB R | LR TE S, TLEBTE, FeaERE
MBI W T E LT 2 & TR OWVWTREBIZAETE
NTE D, mMHZENTED,
ALTE HoOEFEOHBENTREL | FEI—ACHoETE 238 |MELOBEXEZ THEE LE
Vb4 | B I RICEBRL, |[ICRLSFEED, HREGD DI |V IER LY L, SE T
HRB R KRBT LN S (KA HtA . FEENLRBE AR (ICE#RAEEZRY, 232
MR OGS TO LM |2 LN TE D, = —va vy TEDLRANDETR
REEMETO LN TE FTrxoAf2EIILNTE
5, Do
ALTE I<HoTWnD by 7 28 | BETLHERE/LLDICLEL | ADNGFEL TWDHHICAEEZ
LAL3 (MICRFERTE, SEICOVT|RBEL T, MIAWERSCEEZE |V . &5 WIXIFREERN K
W ZELTE, @3RI ENTE D, EELTFMREELENTE
DIRJAWEEREIZ D W T REE & %
MEFFT A ENRTE B,
ALTE MR O HIE TR - SUER) | B E R RO FLHEMEL, K| X< Mo TV 2FNELITH
L2 | RFERICOVWTERZESN, [BLTW2I20BNOFERFENR| D&Y OEHIZHOVWT, F
HOHVITEMOMEANTHE |[HRICOVWTRRMALEKRELE | MEFZATELWMDO I LNT
ZL, il - BRPCATRER (T LI ENTE D, x5,
952 LN TE 5B,
ALTE B REOR T, B2 E A | AMmofBEN CREICE 2 | HRICTHE L. BAERICESR
Lkl |[REREZRBETAZENTE (R, HEXFHBICHATAER|THEVEE TR T F
Do RNNMEIR, R T XA RN T v 7 | BEELZENTEX D,
FrF < Mo TV D EHICH
TAHLAR—MEHEMGT LN
TX %,
ALTE FERR 7R - R A B L, | EARR R, B - FRR. E70 | AR RRICRDE L. R
Break- FEHY X2 OFEEICE | XEREAEMET LN TE S, |HF GRS AETEELZ
through TOHREARPTERIIESE ENRTED,
LUL FEICBNTHZ LN TE D,
(i B Common  European Framework of Reference for Languages: Learning, teaching,

assessment. Bg‘%i()lﬁh

FoAIT & 2 AR

ALTE O SFERENFTIR L6 LV A L LTV AN, FEi, CEFR @ 6 L~ L il
VAT LTWbEZALEBIIETH D,

ZL_NVIZBIT 5 ESRMST

ThTix, ThTho
59, HHEISEHG®ICEY . Gk

il

FERGEEIZ 0L O BMEE L LICER ST LN TWVWDEDTE

A O RE R BOR ST 212 OSBRSS Lo REEE AN G
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HEahiz, #EESNTINEERE-5.68 205 4.68 O#IPAIZ/MA LIZSHEREI L E —2>T o040
L. AR, BLEE, D oT S oar bt LIEIEZ M-, 20k, HFELEEL L
DEINIHEET H0ERF LN D, EBMIZ cut-off A > FERELTWD, EARLR
STeBEZHE, (1) AT7r— ALz RO DB logit fEZ SR, (2) Threshold (B1) % J&
K ZNEND logit B E DAEZ LM Z o8, 3) 1ERNL DO L~UL L DG
Bit, Lo FETho T,

LUFDZ (North 2000) (X, &L~ OHEEZ R LI O TH LD, FERRICED LN
IR E S, F LV BBEEZ 1Llogit OMBEARIZATND, RICHENT, £ LLD
EFREMIKICE LD TEL,

i

=

Equal Interval Levels and Common Reference Levels

Common Reference Finer Level (Swiss) Abbrev Cut- off Range on
Levels Scale
C2 Matery Matery M 3.90
Cl1 Effective Operational Full Effectiveness EOP 2.80 1.10
proficiency
(Vantage Plus) Effectiveness V+ 1.74 1.06
B2 Vantage Ful independence v 0.72 1.02
(Threshold Plus) Independence T+ -0.72 0.98
B1 Threshould Threshould T -1.23 0.97
(Waystage Plus) Waystage Plus W+ -2.21 0.98
A2 Waystage Waystage W -3.23 1.02
Al Breaktrhrough Breakthrough B -4.29 1.06
------- Tourist Tour -5.39 1.10
------- Smattering

(H ) : North 2000,p.274)

Smattering : LV EMESIZIEZHE D IZH LT 0REFEEES, <R T—RHIR Y OFREE,
Bl 21X, T<REERRESC, TS0z, TAEEA, HURE S| FBRE DR,

Tourist : fRITH AT 9 & 5 RERA~DFLEA, RIIVE 2EFELS | K ZMWZ D AR 720
L, BHEREVHIPRBABEEL 25> TND L ZANDL ZOABR DT bill,

Breakthrough (A1) : —ixPIRSFEMHEHICE T D TALICHEY T D L, EFIXT LM
HARGETROWY T2 b~k EATHLEFTRH > T2 A, BaMRFTAL T
DM EEHSBHIZOVWTOEMRISENTEL L)L, FHEHREORE VO -
Tourist L~/L XV HWL LT, Al & LTESITHND,

Waystage (A2) : BRMNGFRES N ED T DL P L, < OREFLIRICIE, B HATEIC
BUIOIBRELEARMEFELZ L THDE, BARLEEITIIMELTWDEIEZRTED T 55
JEDORGE, FFEDLNIZRIORE LY . KRORFHRGFTZRD -0 | B LHZ 7K
LI 5 L9 i~

Waystage Plus : Z D L ~/L{J Waystage D355 & T 5 #1453 & IR D L ~/L Threshold 0 55 ;5 D
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HEoERE LAV, BB RO ALY LY, BERITEN L L TR, SEE IR
HIZ DDA D LT DRRFDRROND, MERFEZ H DGO, IRE DV Hl-72° 0 B
VAN LICHTTEY, BEOGEEICHOWTERM LY, T MRS HEFF S
LD LUL

Threshold (B1) : BRINFEFE S TIFANERIMZ IZZ S T2 LU, ZODRER R LD,
DEDF, RVBMYEMFFLTEY, T4 ATy a U CEHEOHENBEMRTED, HA
72 AR A2 R _7= ) TEDH LU, 69O E DX, HEAERO THEEESCHREIC T
JETED LU, Bz, ITSEATOBE AN T EHiGFEZR <720 HFO
FE LI EAMHMICRRTIFL N EERLZY TEXH LN,

Independence : Threshold L'~/L LV & X VML Lo FSREATEIN TE 5 L~Ub, REIZOW

THALTEY, A Ea—TOEMICONDLTKE XY, 5l E £ TIEWhen
EFTHEZFIERZTA LD . HHCRUZETE D L~U0, FRNCHER LA
Za—& L), AFLEFEBRZHERLZY T LUk,

Vantage (B2) : Full Independence & & PRI D L~ FEFITH TRk Z & %
RETEDHLIVT, TNETLERRDIBREZE LD LI RD VL, AOER
ZERL, TOEOOMHNTE DL, HitElh_720 | BEZE2 L= T 59T,
RHREN b TE D L~Ub, AN EZFE L, BRICL2 IR G H 2R8I
DR FBTE D L,

Vantage Plus: Effectiveness & B S5 LIV IRIAV Y ¥ L /VIZ BT HEEEICKH S TE
ZDO LT, SEERICBWVWTHIE THOIEM., RO LINTND LUl

Effective Operational Proficiency (C1) : Full Effectiveness & L E- ST HILTNDH L~L, T
DOLYLiE, MG STz, 2 =2=4-—v a3 VIR (spontaneous) 233K H L5,
EARGEIZEBWTHSHEMNREBREZET S Z L3, FBEOHEmICE W THER
SHISTED LN, WGBS LEVIHIDIE, EDOLATHRBO LN, AT, Z0
LAULTIE, #EEO— B, 3 72b bR ST REE O & i, 72 OB EREIC
BTNV LEERD,

Mastery (C2) : ZDL~)VERAT 4 T HDHDWVEIRA T 4 TIZIHWEEFH L~ & EX
LTy, SiEMICBIT 2 ERS LHEHYSICBWTEA TV D LV TH D,

CEFR @D 6 L ROV D3 B HF5EE)

CEFR @ 6 L~LORENHAEIZE L ik, &P =S sk i 5 — B 0% M,
Z L TR B DR o O DIRFED To OIZ A FE DM 7L A e E 23T, e s &
EWVWIHETABINTWA, ZOH T, Cito (2009) 75 HR 41TV 5 Linking to the
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CEFR levels: Research perspectives (X, B & EEHNDOBEWRO H 5 - 2G5 2 L2
TE5, ZOWMEZTIL2HMKIC-TEHY, B 1 HITHERmEN S OBLE, 52 MixHE
BRI 2D OFMGE & A £ L O TV D, 5 1 # T, Mark D. Reckase (X, % 1 % Standard
Setting Theory and Practice: Issues and Difficulties DT, A Z X — K| #EF L7 L
T, Ty vaETAR3NRT AL —2fio COMT — X 2R LN LMHREMZ
Standard Setting D /EFEEEME & 24 {LIZOWVWTFHER LTS, EZEICOVWTHEFEALT
2% RN VY, 55 4 3 D Norman Verhelst |, Linking multilingual survey results to the Common
European Framework of Reference DO W T, 7 A MpAFKAZIY LIF, SR L > TER

HAEMNORBRTHILERNDH D EBRITWNDE, £T, 7 A DM HFE (Test specification)
i%ﬁ%%ﬂif%é L hARA BERENT A K& CEFR ONEICH; @ (Familiarisation) L

TWHZ ML TWD, EHAFALTHDLTAT 4 7 DFEIZOWTIE, WY
PINHMECESWTHET 2 ZLBRHEETHD LTS, MAT, ZAENTHD
VA= 7L —F 4 7220V T O Standard  Setting D HFiEE R L TWD, 5 2%
% 13 # Standard Setting for Listening, Grammar, Vocabulary and Reading Sections of the
Advanced Level Certificate in English (ALCE)?® #1C, N. Downey & C. Kollias 1%, FZEED K#L
FE7 A N ZHY EIFC, CEFR & OBS#E-S1f 2@ L T, Standard Setting O 32| 2 A L
TWb, ZOFEEMEAEL T, CEFR [X5FiEMMIE CTh 5 WERIHEEIZNAT DL AT
—ABIHRENTNRNZDIZT A MHENRRNETH LR 2l ~TnD, £z, FEIC
DWTIE Angoff IEDR M E LW EDFE RS H S, 5 10 T, Jamie Dunlea and Tomoki
Matsudaira (Z X % Investigating the Relationship Between the EIKEN Tests and the CEFR %, 183

S, BRIZDD»DLIWELH D,

RSN

SN DA — kX, ZRRAH TSN TS, FlxiX TR RA =27 (band
scores) | /32 K24 —/ L (band scales) | [RE/1 L~/ (proficiency levels) | [HEJ] A 7r— /v
(proficiency scales) | (Alderson 1991a:71) X°> [ A FZ A > (guidelines) | [ A X > X —
K (standards) | T~ (levels) | A% — L (scales) | (De Jong 1992:43) 72 & Th 5,
INHIFRUTSHEEN IO —HOEBHFEEREZR_A LD T8 D TH S (North et al
1992), 7=, HAMWSFHEREIOE =T LF—L b &SN T 2% (ACTFL1986), Z D K
I, BB DA T = Trhb L ERIT. Thazmb LICER ORI 5 RS
., FETBIWAKMLE DO THDLZ EnbND KEJIC, 2D X IR A =T
ST EHOSHEEGORBNEESA A A — /ﬂﬁbt%@f&b%’) EMZW, ZDORT—
WEMALEYVSRLIEY T 28E, EROEGVOCRELRRT H72DICERT 2L
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MENR, AT —=APRLT L E SEOEBFOMDZ ERICH R L TWDLINE I hO%
MMEDIRIAH D EXR S22 E D THD  (Brindley 1998)

RIBIZ, BESNTEHREL LU TICE LD TR E 2,

(1) BHEFE (A7 —{b) OB EBAEOTEFFERORG

Q) HYERTEIZ 1D DY RFER O

() H2EFEL LTOSHERMLAERL LTOSHEERCET 2 HEA DR

%

i

e Z PN
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AR (2006) [ A AFERE /) "Can-do"fLik SR DA — 7 A2 FMFRDOZ LA D S LT
— 1 [ s s At it aim SU AR

GHHHHED (2005) [ 24V E COREM, Z v & OFFMG ) [AJALT] 25 28 5. EBE B AGE S K
=

EAERE (2003) [IEahZcaatilisn] &S

[E BRAZ I ALt (2003) [ A ASGERE ) ek /N2 B 2 1 3R sl & i = s — D EARe
F1EBRE B ORIRRIC AT T — ] B AGERE R BRI B2 0 BHRE R BGH A

B A - AAEBRAF RS (2004) [HAGERE DR HBEEESGTR]] JLAKE

it (2004) [ B AFE Can-do-statements R JEE DRI Rk 13 4EFE~ Pk 15 45 F)
FOPIEE A A - FENEZE Bl WFZERUR S F)

WM (2002) TAMEREHE DV —F LT A7 4 > 7 O] BPE K HGE

FORAMERER Y (2006) TILC > > HRY D LAMEFE - AARFEAL X —NeE2 5]

HAGEH B T2 (1999) [Can-do-statements o A i 25 J [H BRAS it 564

HAGEAE IR = (2001) [5E M RE /) 145 D 728D 0 JLAfE 1 ARGERE ) ]

A
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5.2. The social backgrounds for the origin of the CEFR: Plurilingualism and

Pluriculturalism

Kenji Ohtomo

Abstract

It is essential to consider the social background of the origin of the CEFR when discussing it.
In order to fully understand the background, attention has to be paid to the Council of Europe
Language Education Policies. The significant points of the policies are an understanding of (1)
plurilingualism, (2) linguistic diversity, (3) mutual understanding, (4) democratic citizenship, and
(5) social cohesion.

What is meant by “plurilingualism”? The policy states that all citizens are entitled to develop a
degree of communicative ability over their lifetime in a number of languages, and in accordance
with their needs. In particular, it is necessary to understand the importance of plurilingual and
pluricultural competence as described in section 6.1.3.1: An uneven and changing competence in
CEFR, published by Cambridge University Press in 2001. The essential features here are:
plurilingual and pluricultural competence is generally uneven in one or more ways.

The report concludes by summarizing the differences between the educational backgrounds of

Europe and Japan and by proposing that further research should be explored.
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5. 2. CEFREALZDOHEE . HS5E - E3bERR L

REE—

CEFR #HADEK

CEFR #t4: & T DOE EZBETT DI HTm > T, TN EFFFIC, DREOSEHAEOY &
X EI RS TETZDmn, FORBEZIRD K-S THDLZ EOBERIZTRKE N,

NEFRR2S 3 H oA 22 T b1 8 084 (fk5) 8 H15H
Fel, REVEBOMEIZIARY A NOREFEMN 1, At 2 Xx28 L, 0D
HEMT (YFFEAREOEGZHF SN TWEHRE - 7 o X LUADEOMZTET)
X, BAMEEMNTZE, 7 X EEAET T BRNICRBALTERHE L. ] (p4)

ZOFXT ZEBEE T mE, HE T, HEER 7 = — 5T, H25 T &0
L7ce THNT7 =— b o B0 2 LA (2003) 2260 —HiTH D, Zivlk,
AADHEREREELZED L&, BRI EFONL2FHOOL S THD, 1851 Forf
T RER O [E L 1898 4R D7 S — B8 [FMH LD, 1912 FE i =5 [H3CEM5E].,
1922 42 H. E. Palmer SCHB4E S55EHdZ AN O3k H & Oral Method, 1945 4E DU, K itk
BE, WEE7 — A, 1956 4F D C.Pries k H, E L E Ci%3. & Oral Approach, Robert Lado, N.
Chomsky, Communicative Approach, Focus on Form, Content and Language Integrated Learning,
INERSEREEEY, 7R SRRV E E R,

=77, Gy NCHETLFEMIE N, DRELEORIREWNT, T—r vy DOF
FEAE TR OHEART, TARERIERE ] O/RICHN-722 L THD, RE (&) (2010)
TiE, Zo#mzE, KO X IZHR~TWD,

=y XOKEODO KAV L 7T A0E, 19 k2% E»S 20 fdai-F Tob
T 80 I BT ORI EALERG H 1 RHEAURHE, 55 2 IR AURER & FEIZ 3
EHEAkEZZ, ZLAW, WAb-o, T LT, BUOEIZZOLZOI LI
RERW WO HiT -, SEICDE > THHEk-> =B REREZLORA Y, 7
TUARLELIZEDORNENL, MEDOEEOMIE S > T LT, RBEEEM
RV EREDOHDT- DO D437 5600 L 1XB 2 oz, HHI1X, B
TR, FAYETT 20 TRfiEl, Lab., HMEARKTE] O o BARR
REGRE LT [RERICHER ) OfFEAHBEL, thza—a vy O E
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BREORRIT & T 5 LAMZIE RN EB 2T, (p.9)

Zo@Emix, TEKNFE#EZ ] (Council of Europe) DL, 2001 % [TERIN S 554 )
(European Year of Languages) & E®H 5JREN &7 o7z,

BEFE - BeEEOBRFE (1)

SXICRARz g —a vy HEEOE R AR D EESPBED BT ERMNES L, X
T LOKREAEFERFORNA LT EIZRVBX TLESTND I LRGN D5, [ERINESA
(European Union: EU) M EIX 27 H[ETHY, ZOH T, 23 OLHFEOTXTEO L&
L. EUDARELLTHEDTND, 2023 DAMELZFFSEUDEINIL. bhvbh
AARNCITEGZBRA TN E2R>TnLLEF LD, 2004 FORFFTORAEIC LD &,
#7000 NOWEB 20z, 2000 ML LT, FHK8ME 8000 hr—r ok
EHEOFAATVEEEZLN TS, TR TH, ZHUEEDOEMAIL, [REEfE E
UDHERF OO 0BEH & LTIE, ZiiTHHEZEXTNDHEDZ L THD, ULOIZEL
REEAETH D,

ZHOLEEMOEREBEONLIESEE, HXEEROFMICEL TiX, &L THn
HZlldn, L, ToEBLLESTHWDIOIL, BRNFEESD [S3EBCRF] o T3
— 1y NOEFIEAE  EALIC D7 2EEE W /)] (L education plurililengue en Europe: 50
ans de cooperation international) & I N7 LFEOHF TR LHZ LN TE L, LLF, TONE
Zoo AN TEILHR (Q010)CHESWTRT Z & &5,

RONFER S DO SFEBURIL. U TOAORELZBHEE LTS @
BEFEER  BRINOTRTOTREAOLEIZHESX | AJEICDE> T, HHESHE
2k D, HIBREDaI 2= — a3 VEENEEST DR RO,
EDOZEME : 39— v NI EEEOKRETH - T, TOSFEITTRT, 2Ia=
=2 alDFREROCNETAT T 47 4 ODRBTFEL L THE
DAt 2 F52, WINFEESOWMEIX. ZhbDFEEHEHL. F5
Me R & ORFE S 2
FHBR - Bl a a=r—v a U0 UEZEROZRIZ, £5
REMEICEBE ST O T D,
REMTRM : 252N T, TRENENOESERIL, REMDD
HERR T O A~DBMERH T 5,

rnm

il

|

tnm
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SRR - A ORKE., #FE., EA. B8, HR~07 722 &R0
ETEE B L DR OWEL, AIEICDE 2 3 E O FREMIC D -
TW»o.1 (p3)

TOEHNT, SHEOSEME SEHESREL TV Z LT RET DIV AR,

BEFE - BLEBRORFE (2)

[ONEZE D #Hf%, Moo n3a —o v @B BA] (Common European
Framework of Reference for Languages: Learning, teaching, assessment) (X, 2001 4F(ZFI4T &
I, 35OFFRICHLEIRSN TN D EELN TS, OAETIT, #EEEREREAE LT
2004 FITH R K - RIFEEMIC K-> T, @A RS RS TV D, Bk, £<
DEBHBEHICL > THLNTFELN TS, & <IZ, can-do statements [L, £ < DHF
B, mETR, RFECTRY B Tnd, £, sEOERFE TlX, Fak 23 4
6 30 B, MSMERERE O LICBT D Miat=) (&2 TEEERE & L ToRE )M E
DI=HD 5 S>ORE L BARER ] 28K L, TOhro HES1: AR LD E
FEIINZOWNWT, ZOEBRILZ IR - MiEET 2 IZH b D “can-do U A MR EDF K
DIRINTHZDHLNR 6N D,

L, ZOEBEICHTHEEOF B NDL, 728 20E mIlFEIT (20100 TR
NTWDFIZBITHUTD 3 5, 20—FITh 5,

SZRIFBEE 3 EBEICEMETE D, BHoIIREICL DB R H T 550,
ZD%Z L THESR L~V ORBMICESLI, EDX 573 —o v DX
ki, Vbt a—a vy SEEOBIEZOTNL e MEHNE LTZOHBESR
MR B S T2 DN DN TIRIE & A ERET DT TV Ry, 812, [S ]
O THEESR L~V ZEICHICHEIS T 5 FIENRODNLD, » » - - = zET
i S HIANIE, [SF] 2O E5BE2HE T, BAMAO [SiE@ES R 21ERL
EoL¥aboT - - - -, LinL, [BHF] 072855, ExfbERLD
OEMABRBEEBE T L L B-FlEEoRBIcL EEY, HL@sRL
V) BIFEME—OFBFEE LTV D RICEARAED LD, (pv)

CTOHOLTEHHOBICHEAZE TN, SHICEFORBALEDDICHT-> T, FiT, O
LTEBELWIK S VETORRMIE, KA - BELfHE (2011) & FERICFR BT 20w o &
EZTCWD, T2z 1. 247470, bIFHERBEFEEOET L TIERWDO TIX
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W, 2. 2L, REANEFEEZZSLERH SO0, 3. BARALHEEOSTEY
BT, ARG, RIEMTRM, A2 REHEETILERNL DO, 4. %jcﬂ:
WA DT OIZHLERAMERE X, REEZ T TOHWOTIEZR W, 5. 7 EHEEZIT Tk T
BT AT T 4T 4 EE2EMASBICEET D) Zeb, TR IWHAERMRE &+
TERVDD,

BEFE - BXEBORERE (1)

BEZFHLBEFE T2

Whwb MEEFETF] (plurilingualism) EPFEHENATWDH DX, N EFRLCEL S RE
RAEWERi > TW5s (L2551 (multilingualism) S IZE R E&ETHSH, 22T,
multi (2% 25 pluri &9 FEEIX, KREREFEC L TOAR WD several, many D E %
KT T 7 U RBEROEREER NPT X LT ZGERRFHL (1979 Th D5, Thz,
FTHEICL TR 2NN ETH D, [ZEFEER) F0F ZEHEMH L VO DI
BAD LSV TEEBOSFHEEEM L TWDLZ &, HD VIR, B E 2 FRER THEK

DEBNMEHIN TSI EEERL TV, UL, MEEHEFER] PEFALTND
DiE, BEOEBE L L TR VEEL T, LRHOF O 2 DFEIZLE > TEL
DIFTERNENS ZEThHD, TOBEBOFHESLILE —DOMBICLENI A, £
DPTHLWAI 2a=r—va YENZEY EFTHDLE 0O /THDL, ZORAIZ
Council of Europe (2001) THRD X S IR N TV D,

“ he or she does not keep these languages and cultures in strictly separated mental
compartments, but rather builds up a communicative competence to which all knowledge

and experience of language contributes and in which languages interrelate and interact.

“(p4

“ Plurilingual and pluricultual competence refers to the ability to use languages for the
purpose of communication and to take part in intercultural communication, where a person,
viewed as a social agent has proficiency, of varying degree, in several languages and

experience of several cultures.”(p.168)

DFEY, HEOEE LMo TWAEITTIXZ, £5iELE2xChH,. HEELIILT LY
SARNVWEVNWHIZ L ThD, HEBLSZH-DITIE. AADOLRIHEIZA> TWAHEE
SEMEOBERNHFV /2 EATHAY ATRRIREIZZ > TWDH I ERMNETH D,
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ZinbZZ, RLAFTEAOF T, 200FFHELALOLER, HELZEHRTE, A
DEBLXLEHIMETE LD TH D, 2D L%, KA - HEL#H (2011) THLHFE S
nTnd
IOZEICET A XD CEE/LER L L TIX, Plurilingual Education in Europe: 50
Years of International co-operation (Council of Europe (2006)) 72 E23% %5, Ziuid, Part1:
Council of Europe Language Education Policy, Part 2: History and Current Developments, Part 3:
Policy Instruments and Initiatives 7> 5 TX T\ %

BEFE - BLEBROREE (2)

BRI ah

KA - WEIfE (2011: 4) THERXTWD TXA T 4 ZIEXBIXRCAEEFEHOET LTI
R, FEEOREL, AT AT c A=A —DE TR DHIETIER O, EWVOM
U, WEROSHEHEOBRET O LIX, EANICE LTI LN ZLIZHERL
BRINERB RN, ZORRERLROIE, SEHEBORMAEL LTE, LLTFTD XD
(2, TERAERYREEGSF | (ideal native speaker) & 975 Z LI\ B2 BT HZ LI b,

It is no longer seen as simply to achieve ‘mastery’ of one or two, or even three
languages, each taken in isolation, with the ‘ideal native speaker’as the ultimate model.
Instead, the aim is to develop a linguistic repertory, in which all linguistic abilities have a

place. (Council of Europe (2001: 5))

ﬁﬁ%?%&ﬁ@ﬁ%
HEHELEULDORNITITMENDORY 035 2 D1%, B BRRBLTH D, 2F0 .,
—ODFHDREIT, M®;ﬁ@% FEELEFCTRINIT LSRN EF HBEITR,
ZOX) ARBEIL, RKEBRTHD, LAYV THLILEERD, 2D LT
6.1.3.1. An uneven and changing competence : Plurilingual and pluricultural competence is
generally uneven in one or more ways.... Such imbalances are entirely normal.( Council of
Europe (2001:133) CTHLHA L TH D, Z D [RHMHr] (BT 5 S KIE. TOHOHERIC
HZ L HALNDHN, ETE-572H DD —2IZ1X, Coste, D., Moore, D., and Zarate, G.(2009) 73
s~ U7z, Plurilingual and Pluricultural Competence 3% %, 7-& 21X, £ ® 2.1.3. Partial
competence and plurilinguistic competence (p.12) X° 6.3.4. Return to the concept of partial
competence (p. 28) 72 EIEENTH D, ZDOHAIZ, CEFRHEMDAENZTY 7 2 AFEMRT
IR ST 5, BERERRIE, 2009 ThH 523, 7 7 & AFEIRIL 1997 42T TICHI S v T
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WAHDT, 2001 ICHKEN - CEFRICZ D ENRKMENTWAZ L ITHENTH 5,

ZOX I RSSO OEWIL, AEFEEE LAERREEOFEK TS HITHE
SHMFLARTNIERSLRVIRBE TH L, ZomICELTIE, [T 1, #EK
RO —HTHY | MRS, BAMARBRERN HEE S ORI T TRIENEN ) Tho) &
WBARTWT, E6ICiE, TZOCEFRIE, MOMENE W IHIBEE, HIETRLIEETT NV
DERERERL, SESERBELOBRENOR IS ELTWDEED] L) HER E
Mz FF > TV 5 6.1.3.4. partial competence and plurilingual and pluricultural competence
(Council of Europe(2001: 135) D& % HIZH 245 L2 TR 5720,

BSNhIRE (1)

HEFE - B EZE L B EFEHE

7ol 2, THGEHE L B WOBELXISEFIZT S, 205A. &bIEARL
RIFIER LRV, BIEEMEIZIEARLOTH I, EWHRMTHD, Lh
b, TR EWHBE, T30k S3MTHLINE W) BANBRERNH D, 2D LD
LR E E O BE. BT UER H D DNEMHETH A 90, TOHA., [30fk) & 13X
b OEFIZE RO DONEY, EWIHFEICHLEET D, 20X T, &
SHBIE, T3y Li3foas, 2L T, Txgfk) & T3¢k) EoEREZE i, &0
EORIETRODLZENTED, LI ZENHETH S,

Tl ziX, DREOANEFEHEFE L LT [5HEE 220 b7 GE. Thi, EOi#x
LZOMREETHA 90, DBREOTERTOFMO 4 >OBLRIZIE, 2Ia=Fr—v3
VOB BAR - BB 2, [EREUBIZ oW ToOM - BE AEEn 0D, 2
e Txefe) & T3k EoBEREZ E ST EF 208 @0, MmitS e nide
LRWVWIETH D, TOMHEN2TIIE, TEIMYEEME) IIFEELRWVWNDL TH D,

BERE - BbERIT, ARCBTF2E0WHI L0 b, BAICKIT2HEEOSE B
DXL L DbV ZEHT LD TH D EHRET L, LT, BoFHmORR o
AL EBRET HZ LIk - T, Bié UboERZ M A, BEEIE T, WG M RITE)
NTEXDLABERPBETHD, 29 LIl TIAKRABEIZHIT T, DB HARDFERK
THHEL Z ERRETHIUL, ZRICEIRET D2 ERRETH A S 52 M) (2012)
TORTWD Z &, 29 LEEREEMEBE LESHE - B ERORERH D20
D—DODKRNERDTHA,

5t - BXEEE L EFHE
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RN FEaE 212 K 5 3C# . Council of Europe (2007)i%, &b CTEEAREE TH D, b
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HZIDLIZHAT L ENEINTEREDO—2THDH, €D 3 k%, (1) Language
Education Policies (2 ) Data and Methods for the Development of Language Education Policies
(3) Organizational Forms of Plurilingual Education T 5, Z D HAKMAANRFICZIE, <
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REO—D2THdH 5,

BB FERES) & partial competence
BEE - BbFEETIT. AMOESHERIEEIT., THELRRETCHL L 2RO
Tu\éo%% BOREE LTE, bBEICB O TE, BN RETRE ) 2R E L
NIZRP> CHAB N EZBERDLDBREROHE TH DL, Lnb, T iLOFHF 21’5

EHGH T ORGETIL 4 BREOHRA DRI/ > TV D, B2 X, I ieEEE cix, [
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5.3. The role and function of a Language Passport, Language Biography, and
Dossier in the European Language Portfolio (ELP)

Sukero Ito

Abstract

The European Language Portfolio (ELP) was conceived along with the Common European
Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR) in 1991. The ELP consists of 3 parts: 1. The
Language Passport: to help learners assess their competencies in the language(s) being learned as
well as the growth in these competencies. Learners may also record learning and intercultural
experiences here. 2. The Language Biography: to set learning targets and regularly assess
progress in order to develop the learner’s sense of responsibility for the learning process. 3. The
Dossier: to keep samples of work so as to show evidence of language learning competencies and
progress to the learner, teacher and others.

The guiding principles of the ELP include: it is the property of the learner; it values
competence in a positive way; it promotes learning inside and outside the classroom; it takes a
lifelong perspective on learning of languages; and it is based on the CEFR.

Using the ELP, language learners are expected to assess their language and intercultural
skills, as well as their approaches to learning. However, it is not easy for anyone to become

reflective one's learning or for teachers to assess learning processes and learning outcomes.
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5. 3. ELP (European Language Portfolio) O DEFHE/NAHR— b, SHEF
BREEE, BEEDOKE L HRE

O B R

CEFR (Common European Framework of Reference for Languages: Learning, teaching,

assessment) & I

CEFR & i, BRMFLHES O SREHEICH T HHRICHESNWT, I —a v RO SEHED
VINRA VX2 TLEDHTARTA L, R, BREBZHON EOLOIZ—HKHEEE S
ZHZEEHMELTWS (5 - K 2004), Zhix, I3 —n0 v RO SEHE L O
BOHTHEINDEMMA L 2> T D, CEFR XX OEAB SO, HETETFE 2l
LT, FEHERLOSHEHE, BELLFEEOFK., £EZBL COSHETHE. 17H)
FLOBEX T EHELTEBY, FEBLLRNRGEEL R GE2 - T b,

CEFR I3 F S ERHBEEBONEZ NNV T LR TELBAMELE . HEEEOL
WOEHE A EH TX 2 —EMA2HME LTS, BENICIE, SEEHIOREEL . Al
M C2 ETO6BETHER SN HBEESR L~V TR L, BRI S EERE /it 3% R
LTWa, ZHiE, 23a=4—Ta BEEH, a23a=~r—TalriKk, =Ia=4~
—a VEERID3IODEAISIHM L TWT, ZOMMAEIERT L2 LICk-> THE
BGRENE D OERA SIS Z L ZA[REIC L TW5A, CEFR (X, SEHE L SHEFEO
b, SEFEECESHEERETOSHEERENE RERNICHRT A Z LIk, 55
BEEIVENEPLRZOND LIk TnD, BRT2ERLED IxaE & T
Bl BRTY I E 7o TS AT AT,

ELP (European Language Portfolio) & X

71
REREZLOFEHEOFEMR Y, FEHEOBO IR, FEHOMLEM, EFEE
HEOBMESCHE, M 8EZLEIDNT TRk, 8T 27200y — L Thd (Website
for the EUROPEAN LANGUAGE Portfolio), ELP IX, L F D 3 o bk cns, O F
FE/X AR — b (Language Passport) | : A CLFHliiC & 5 F3ERE ) & BEFE - BUbIRBREE
I RT b0, @ [F555 8 ERE (Language Biography) | : B H OFtHk. SiEHE)
BT =y 7 U A, SBFEHOBEREREZLET 2, @ IEE4E (Dossier) | :
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FEICEMRT 2 &R R, FEEEZRAFT D,

BRINN TO NDIREIMENE £ 2 H T, AADOSFEENSLEKRZIBORE THhNY F
<AL, BURMERNAIRE L 0D b ONRDOND, £, BETFHEITEEICDE > TTh
NHHLOT, SEFEHIIARBESCABIEBI D R0 O0EEBE 525008 LTHEN
BEEOEZEMELZRML TV, TAETOFEHBNOHAL, NAOHSEETORFFE -
B RBREZ SR L. BOOSHEEERNENEWICACHM T2 Lok LT E—
LTS, Zhix, BRMANTEET S AOFICHFEET 28K O S SUL OAE %2 58
52 EIFRIULERRIIOBERIZORNBY . BLOFETE OB A - =% — - §Hfi
THZ LT, FEEOAEMEZEET S L0 L L TRINTROEROHEERE T 5T
5EZAHNPLLEAEND, FOEKT, ELP X, #iiCt > TN ETOHE EEE
RETEEL R, S5V FaT ARV T ARARBICORNDLAEEODH D Z L LR
s (Little 2002),

ELP EADHH

ELP OEANIZEEL T, U TFTO ZORERHHE STV,

(WFEER, FEHEEOEOLLZBNTYH, HEOSHENEELZZANITHIZL T
WHZ AL, FEIMAROOND X OITT D,

Q)FEHNES LI SR, SUEMBEREOREN TE 2 b0 a4t 5,

ELP O#RE

ELP (%, [E#E/X AR — b (Language Passport) |, [ S5 EEE (Language Biography) |,
F&kHE (Dossier) | O 3 Ak & AR L LCW5, F72, ELP 239 MEEICIT, [HEM
HnE (pedagogical function) | & [#ERIBERE (reporting function) | 23H 0, LLFD X 51
FLObLND,
< HEHIMERE >
- HEFEESR, U ERARET D
- ELP FTfF& IC ST H MR 2 L0 92000 09 < /m L, B (learner autonomy) % H
T %,
<R HIRERE >
- ELP FiFf& O SREFH R, SMEREORGERE, BEE 2 BRI RT, £, Ak
THZLNDSFEICHET B EMET 2,
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BN, FHW G OESEFRE TS,
FREO B AR T 2 72 DI GRS D% < O E SR 7285 A &2 A TV DM,
PR EEEE S NFET A ELP (X, FEO oD HEA#H 5 L O TRITIER b7,

ELP DOHER%

FEFIX, BARDIFMOCERIBRREICBWT, SESEARHNTERBEFEE LTV,
Tz, 3—r y REMTHBEIN TV ELP 1L, BRORRLZHLFEE I/ L—
TENENIZHE L7 b DL LT, EROZOOKEEZH S b O TRhRIFILUT RV, EL
T, I/~ AR — 1T (Language Passport) |, [Sih5EEME (Language Biography) |, &
BHE (Dossier) | D=2 bR I D Z ENFHAIE SALTWD,

SE/NAAR— bk (Language Passport)

S/ SAR— M, ELP i OFEEICET 28K, CEFR 2L~z e Lo H

CalfliZ (self-assessment grid) (ZHDWZSREHBEDORAGEE . £ L CTESBEFERBR, B
{ERRBREZRICEEAT HX—TTh D,

ELP Fiff# OFEICHT 2R TCE 2 L 51C, FETHLIVTFEEALADOSFED
HO#fiZ, CEFRZH L~ (A1~C2 D6 L) [ZHSE . BREICRRATE D,

Haelx, < Z & (listening) . Hite Z & (Reading), <°V HLY (spoken interaction), &
Bl (spoken production), #E< Z & (writing) OHEOD I 2=/ —3 g UHEEIZHHNT
WT, FEHEEOHBHI LA VE | FiESAR— MIRRATLHZ ENTE D,

Flo, HOFHMEZ T T2 <, HANC X 250l SFERHBROFLERK ., BE BRI
L LM bIBFLT D LN TE D, —hH., S d R, BIUBIRBRICE L T, I

BT LEETFEHER, TN ORER, BB 525 EH. TOSHEOREEER & O
S LRl CTE b,

S/ NAR— M, ELP IR EOSERENICI 1D L2H 6P HEHRE. #ETHWVDOTYH
HICHER TEHH DT, £XIT, SN ZIEHT L AR— hoEE EZH->TN5D,
15 s L BB EF IR L CTid, sl AFAERE /S AR — | (Standard Adult Passport) 238 5,

l

i
%

BB BE (Language Biography)

S rEERII. ELP TRANZEAEZREL, HOOFHBRABIEL, HELRF
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LR EZ AL TN R—=UTh D,

%%NX/\_ b & DEWT, BB/ NAR— PR FEE T — ABIERRS OV TIRFIZEEAT

56 DT, ELP & OFREHRREOREE, S E. BB ZHRICEL D60
ThorDIzxt L, S FEERIX., FEENFEHIE AL T, 22 FTL T BT,
oo EEfE, HEEEZEZ L, BOCHMOEZTOBROBIT L R FHEFEIAT U —
DEIBRBOTHD, LT, FEHUMFIZHEE, BA LWV STHEORWEITRALT
WS HDTH D,

ST HBREIL, NETEZRESELIZLEZMHEHENO 2L LTNHDT, HEW
(21X BLP O LI 2 & E 20> TW D, T/ S AR— P03 5 E TOFREHRe Oz
B, SRR L ORI E O ek Z R TR ERFEAE  (summative assessment) T & 2 DIt
L. S EBERIIBRAEEITTOSHEREORNEE,. SHER LR OREE R
TERCH)REA  (formative assessment) Toh D, L7 -> T, SiEFHERIT, FHE N HIE
SO HA L TR TE 2000 D) ALl 21T 9., HOFHEiIX, CEFR 2/
LV HERMERICHIE LT =y 7 VA NEfioTITH, F=v 27 U A NI, HERF
MFRIZH D8 L-ULITR L, £, ZER T & BARDSHE/JR0R 3 (descriptor) TR

ELNLTWABE, ZOiRiE, CEFRZ2BL~JLIZKM L TWAD, [~ TE 3] L0
9 7~ RE 7 FEak 3T (illustrative descriptor) & 72> T\ 5,

F w7 URXPMI, HELNLOEERIZ, WSONDOEAPHEINLTWAD T, FH
FiX, AHEICACOSHETEEEALDLDZENTED, £ LT, S0RDITHERZ L3y
MEEZ, WOBREEZLT TN ZENRTED, HEOFWETHE 25, B2, M+ 2
ZliE. A EEER. BRET L ETHERICEETHD, 2. SEFHBETIR, ¥
BEPFRBEN, FHOM G THIZEEN. LRI ETAT LIV b dH 5, 2
iE, WS ONDOEBEBLOSUEREIEZMIZIL, #EEEEBLMEULERLRET D
ZEEHSTHDEHLDOTH D,

g»m
i
HoI¥
W

EEI4E (Dossier)

EEMEIL. ELP FTREE . BB EOFESEORGER 2Rk T HES L Hl 2 &k %
ik@f%ﬁ’sbfﬁ<%@f‘z§>éo SN AR— N, SEHTFEHRBREICGEALTHDLEET
L EFEICBWTER L, BRLEZZ EOEBORBREZRET 200 LOT
a%éo
BARBCIZ, FENEELELO- b0, Tav=r VU —r SEICHETIEKORE
BN DT 4 — RN TEPRHRER D, TELTBIZE ST, FIEY OHiBIE
MEFLDEAI T T Ty I7DLI7bD L0 S5, £lo, HHFEEFIZE->TE
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5.4. Means and methods of standard setting between CEFR and tests

Kenji Ohtomo

Abstract

This article reports on the earlier literature on standard setting in relation to the Common
European Framework of Reference for Languages. With the aim of exploring present problems
with aligning tests with the CEFR, attention is focused on three areas of standard setting in
language testing discussed in the literature.

The first area recognizes key issues which have to be considered with the visual representation
of procedures of relating examinations to the CEFR. The issues are as follows: (1) familiarization
with CEFR, (2) specification, (3) standard setting, (4) validation. Second, the structure of the
Can-do Statements (CDS) need to be carefully investigated in order to avoid confusion with the
construction of standard setting and language proficiency scale development. Third, in order to
retain sound scale development for particular tests and the CEFR, attention must be paid to the
results of alternative research, such as the “ranking approach” developed by a number of
researchers in Europe.

These three points of discussion will, it is believed, lead to new international explorations on

standard setting in relation to the CEFR.

167



5. 4. CEFR LHHYTHT R FDOWE : ZDFE L TGk

KEE =

CFER & OELR : ZDOEK

CEFR DA DT A & FEfi L TV AFEOHIZIX, bhbitd7 A MIZ ® CEFR & ik
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consistency and stability of the examination (internal validity).(p.8)
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