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Hah B Z il 5 eI BLEE T oy BE
HEN el L1 ahdt e i 2 55 8

TR TREH? - FheiR!

SRR ELISE A B R K HEE - H RO EEAED Al RS Ehey T T O
M EES> B PR Febg B B - AR ERAEAE SR SR I - ATREREIR A R R M & 5
KI5 A FRED EEB R R - WATRERIE AR BT A AR - f8 TR R
ERIE 30 52 5 S5 B 70 T B L SR AR S A - DUR AN A R B B B P R 0
DARESE S SN - DR AR — P B TR Bl AR L Z N ERE R T e 5508 -
A Rasch FEEUARHT - (1) AP &N RIRBEET BEAERGERIRZ (RAEETZ R AT A —BUE 2 (2)
BAEOFEELERE L BREE A GSTREE (VEFRYSEEE) BEAGESETR
AHHEFE (VIRBHEEE AER) BO@R B O ? AR EIR AR &
TAlRE L EsE MR — B - Rtk H AT 202500 & FEETER - IPREERE(E - TP
BEFEREE LA - AR ARFEZ T I Rasch Tk HIRY 0 F BT T - A B S R B e - HoR
EHEEREAERE S e T SR ORI g R B OG0 - NIt AR B R R
U DAS R FE 3 (5 22 BRADEZHHE T - DUZF I EmAY R -

BB © 21 Rasch B ~ CIEERFE ~ ENJERE ~ FFETRE ~ S5

VBT IE AR S SRR

P BT R R ERE S

WARTES ¢ flfEEE > B IERERGE S S8R » Lngrau@ccu.edu.tw ©
ARFFCIE 109 71 110 BEEHE MR ERGEHEET BT SR/ GGIERT:
PGE1090430, PGE1100891 ) * HFIHLEGE -
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QAT R HIEE AR ARl B AP R R R A R P A Sl U ER 2 sl (RIS
EREE - Hp3E 2 HlJestiaaR e E e m Oa S E B R (T8 - 2019) - s HAR
BRI - AT RASPRIREE TG o AR DAEE R B S R RSN AR RR L S — R R R A R
BRI AR OHTE TR - DU E BRI EE -

MR~ ARENERERRE LA ER SR E R EOR B AT AR CCHR E R LR (BRI
BHRFCCERMEIET - BEEERUSEAB R T Tt ((IEEEA - 2019) -
BRI RN B R EE SR DR HE T - 1 A5 0 LI RERE DA
R AIRE G B I ERI - BIE 2 S E AR RE RO 2ME - ZAEEH ) FEE—TE)
fRHESCE N EB AT - e B LS EF B A - KA e Se S0 B R RUE - /6 T3P0
HEBARERIRR - B NE A L RE R & DR R -

R R A RE R F R A B B — A R R L B o R RE - RIZE W IR BRVFIRR - B
SOTEEE—55KR - BR TR BTN — BRI RE G BRSO - SRR ERE TN F R
e R R - M CRFFREW SR B 2 Sk i 0 2 — T AIREHEREE
ZRERDMTEIISE (Wallace, 1998) JisU T LURH - Kt EEH R E B =R AR Z5E -

HERIL > AU HATRE BRI " WIRRENERE ) BRI St B DR s RE S
ARET R AR R R B RE R F R N — 28U, - IR B EELBIEENERE LR
L R RATRE S eI 2 R B R T Rps - DLERINGE CIRERTE ] -

SCRKER

(—) Rasch % (Rasch model )

Rasch 8 L Z B - SIEAVHIERE - BRGE KR EESFCE M E B - HERZER
AEE B BE RS (TS0 2004) 0 G140 SEBEEE (SRR 0 2004 5 (EE
JBl - 2016 ; WEEE > 2002) FIF/NEERHFEEFE (FEH 2020 ; ZIFEHEA > 2018 5 #
INEEEE N 2018 5 MRTEFEFE A 0 2013 5 BRELFLEE A 0 2017 5 BREE ~ B398 > 2021 5 B0 - 3
08 0 2013) - Rasch fEAI RS BELE A2 5 & AE DRI BeRE H 0 iE Rl = R L EE#R (Lee,
2012) - —# Rasch 155U A] {5 Fj Winsteps #(HE' SE/THEE $E 5 EH B A RE ) = BN (EHEH -
2019 ; E. V. Smith & R. M. Smith, 2004/2017 ) - TR E LAY FEE A 2 @ H Rasch 7 (multi-
facets Rasch model * f&if§ MFRM ) (5R¥TIZ ~ 5% 7K » 2008 ;5 #4405 » 2017 » 2020) ° MFRM #fi51
TR FE > E KZE (rater-mediated assessments ) HHHERUAISE ~ HRAA K HERS - Fetit—(@
BIEHAINEZS (Bckes, 2015) » MR RHIE B AE(HAY 2 /@1 Rasch =, (MFRM) Bl Rz
MEES B BT R AT RS T B (Eckes, 2009) - FILAWFCF L T EEREHEEDHFE L -
{EHIER A (I B R RE IR Bh G BT R

(=) DIGEREST T

CEARFENEE —E2 R EEFREZ — (Luoma, 2004 ) - 5F5 B{EE A EESE A
& o Rl R Z A BRIRHE B LA FIEM AT ZEME - BRETEY B Z IR oy R B R E L - i H
i EBHIRSE . — R R RIRGETE (severity ) (Eckes, 2015) o Bmr RT3 oy B E HIE ST EF
GF2 » ATREENE R E T B2 B B R MR EFERES) (Myford & Wolfe, 2003 ) < FHRZHY » &F
S EMATREEEERE (leniency ) MG T L2 B BIZERR T EUES ZBHE (Wind, 2018) - 7F57
B S RGETES T BT B PR ES - RIREEBET Y 2 REA - RMEF EREE LA E -

DA MFRM % & [ Rasch 1581 5 BB PRAT 55 38 5 LIEERE I GF B B=r R &L 78 - BHIERE
BH I RE R o E I B vy 2 HAF 502 A2 (4 Bonk & Ockey, 2003; Eckes, 2005; Hsieh, 2011,
McNamara, 1996; Sundqvist et al., 2020 ) ° Bonk 82 Ockey (2003 ) $t+#IEEAIEERES) ~ FEE AKX
HEHE - B FRNRAREE DB EHEE -T2 G A Rasch BT » §F3 TR KK
FECIEERIEREY 7 - FEEFENH AREA 25 DR/ NEET am G N E i I FEETF & - A RS %E
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i LR BT AR AR CEERAETS ) 5157 B T R ATRYEES - Hsieh

(2011) HUEZEHRF 13 44 ESL FiA] 32 #4 LB B 53 B A~ RIRE BRI R B - 5F5r BB HEY
SEFRFHUEF LRI GEAGRIERE - ISR AR - ¥ 28 (L BIFRACERBh# (ITA) #EITHREEIEE
REJIRH& G (Speaking Proficiency English Assessment Kit, SPEAK ) FF& - Ko7 HEF0 &
JEE P e SR 2 I O L P AN ] - (L S R P B AR M B A B R A 5 - R4 BAERT
EEAENTE () FIa B AR 5> T8 5 Ik ESL K AliFEs E F B E © Eckes (2005) DAfEFE R4
FEREFELCIZEHIES (TestDaF ) FEEEITEEIAUE (rater effect) HYFHREIASE - R EWRFTS A
HHN IR E BTy BT A A RIS - SRR R B — 50 (ARSI - B B4
SEEPLLAEHEIE H BE SRR B B S — B © Sundqist A (2020) BIRFZET - BRI E 11 4
B B/ NEE TR 53 B RV R A R/ NN R AR A DERE I RE I B 2R3 - 8 LA i 90 B ek e Yy et
1t TR B RTRE RIS 53 — R A ks - (EEET R A= R -

e I AHRE SO 7R T » B4 MR E R AT =4 B M5 L - BIINTE—EE (Davis, 2012,
2016; Huang et al., 2016; McNamara, 1996 ) + {H @7 & {5 722 (BEckes, 2005, 2009, 2015; Knoch,
2011; Sundgqvist et al., 2020; Weigle, 1998)  HFIIFRAFMEERF A (Bonk & Ockey, 2003; Kim, 2011;
Lumley & McNamara, 1995) - 5RA]F % A (2011) ~ EIE (2012) KEAE (2016) DLZH A
e QO B P B PR S HEEE S IEERE TN BB R T 47 B3R PR S Rk RS am - BERII Ry BE 28
s WIEE - REFEURE - HRDOTERESIIRE - BINFES B —80% - SRR OEEE S
AT » E2 AN TEF R ENHLEKE EE 2% S (Wang & Brown, 2008) - HIffE
MEISEY 5 1F - R HBIEZE AN LG T24EEE (O'Neill & Russell, 2019) -+ 7] &Fll#EE5 &1E
MM EE 3% - JE BT 3B E — BRI AR kT -

(=) 0K (paired oral assessment )

WRZEEREOENE  ARAVEERE BEEXRSE—H R 2H% S H—
BRI E S HZHE ZABE - AMEREPRECEFEBERES - THZEE AR
TEHEEE I EE  DIERERS FENEET A& AHEE (Brooks, 2009; Ducasse & Brown,
2009; Galaczi & Taylor, 2018; Taylor, 2003; Van Moere, 2013) ~ N UMEHEZE —H—HEHABREH K
W3z (Davis, 2009) ~ O B AR HeEsi B 24 5 /F 2% (Egyiid & Glover, 2001; Jones,
2007; Rydell, 2019; Storch, 2001; Storch & Aldosari, 2013) * HEHEEHEZREMAE (Saville &
Hargreaves, 1999) ~ W A ¥ 5EAHE A FHE B R ERE B A FS L8 2% %k (ffrench, 2003; Galaczi et
al, 2011) ~ FFEEFIGEES 2R EIZIRML (Long & Crookes, 1992) °

SR AZ 5 NS E GG HAhES - 525 ({140 Chuang, 2018; Foot, 1999) /%1547
RORTEE N - R Tk o BOIEMEEHRORE TR TR T - s R
ZHMFERGR - HX - RO ERERFFE I EBEEGE ST - A2 E AL - REEAE T
47 (Berry, 2007 )+ {EATEREA (M {4 ELig A [m) 17 8 4 B0y bR (B PR 4/ R 43 B0y B
= (Nakatsuhara, 2011; Ockey, 2009 ) °

ARG EEE T =R 2 R - TEEERTE FER 0T (East, 2015) @ (HEGHRBEIES
e )2 B BT IR RE » F H AR (I —FUE 7 - Iwashita (1996) 23 FEAE A @50 A58
Wge » AERIEEEE R & RIFFEF - Norton (2005) iR FEIERE S RE T = B8 aG, - NMER
IR - SEREM I S E 5535 & - Storch (2001) ERZREIFE S22 BA NI FERE I B RE DL & (E AU
HESERAT A AT - 1 Storch B Aldosari (2013) 3R & {KA2 & A ARSI AU & BIFA (X EFL
B REEELIRAVER S - BN AR EE O o 2R » Galaczi (2008) FEFEE S A/ GZHIHEE
RS H BEES KA E L ERE IR N05E (Galaczi, 2014 ) -

Davis (2009) {# ] Rasch %! (Rasch model ) 347 H B &2 4L it L B ¥R 8 Mg B L FERE 0 2
W REDIEHEE SR NTHEEE MG LEEER R TESEEREENEER S E A
- SEEEEMEENMZI T 2555 ) HEHEREMS R - F5EE Davis #Y55 * Son
(2016) ARG ASTRBIRAEEOFMSR - BREEBSRIENZE DGR - s
AR R B B2 AR s AR - EREERENRSEEEGEZEERMEY - HHFEEESE N E
A -
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N EWse 2 BB NE S B T2l & BB O E (Davis, 2009; Iwashita,
1996) -+ HHIERELH FLFFERTE (Csépes, 2009) - {HAMFIEATERANAIEE S 687153 SERIR B AT R
FeAE (AR > 2019) - HAEZKPETHEE (Bahasa Malaysia) FIEIJEEE (Bahasa Indonesia) 5
T RS AR REI RS (variety ) » AFHEIETEERIE N SEE - BURBMIR RHEFERY 22 22 - IR SERED
[EMIEARPEEEE N (= FEFEL) Hultlbe, BARGEEE 7 HhiE S mmnIEs - v12EH]
TERE B RETRRAVEEEE - HRARE AR EE SR MIFZ RIS - FILE KA A\ HE
SRESI L& S AR -

Jiik
(—) WisEE S ELs i

ARFE ABRAE R (B B2 B 2 B T WA EN s | kiR AE B B 2 A i F 5 52 - DUR MR R
IR TS AR B R B2 A B G R ERMACEE - 03% 1 & PR — T 109 B4R (2020 £ 9 H
E 2021 F 1 H) B#EEE "IREERE ) 4 (EREE (HEEEAMA 260 A - EIEFEAN 10 A
WinseEEAN LN - EEAE2 N HARRE 2 A RENEAE3 A BE10 A L34 ) M7
ENEBh# (4 ik BAL#RFIENE - 2 (2TUEE - 1 frdchiirs s B2 A 25 N) 5 3R 110
B (2021 9 HE 2022 1 ) E#BAE " WIREERE ) B2 L (BEZ2EAMAE 1T A
FNE#EN 14 A - FoRpaaadE A 4 A HABSMEEERE 3445 BBk 18 A » 2020 A ) F18 (ZENJEBh# (4
AR B ILERMTEIE - 4 G0 5 BB 4 A > 24 N) - R BIEERLEERER - G 3 1HIE
BhBCEE R EE T - WFSE5 R FE TEAL ( Technology Enhanced Active Learning ) % H1E (TR E
B EEHARBESEA - DIATEHEN AR SCE DR E - BRI E BB EE
EErEIETE 2B 2t EEREE - RIS AE ZHRIRIEERE - AFEHRINE MR
B - RS — AR ERIGE AR —E T ERRAIENERERR B R e 2 A0 ¢ T W E S R e E R
I~ HIJE®EA ~ BE2RPEaEEE A ~ FIEf (X ~ s M-3R - | RBAEBEIEEREE - R
T RN AR R PY R HE N DASN - Hofth 8240 R0 8 A A BRI PR AR I IH B HOR (¢ Z BRAG B4

B

#1
PRIRRENERE | SRR RE e 22 H N BT
T WIRRENERE | SR
HH 109 S24EfE 110 A
2020/9 ~ 2021/1 2021/9 ~ 2022/1
TEfHE BB RS R KRR
o~ WI : 3 ERIS T HREAHERERE
o~ W3 : SEHFLIE 1
o~ W6 : SEHFOE 2
o~ W7 : B EER S SRPTE R BRI (110 B4EE)

ek o W9 i BFRHIE
o~ W10 : BIE B ST R BB (109 B4R )
o~ W12 : SERFE 3
o~ W15 : SERFE 4
o~ W18 : HiRFE 15,
LFEFES B HR# SERFCIE 2 0 PRI 4
44 i (Z# =206 FIE=10" 38 (=17 ElE=14"
= ZUN iy =1 BE=2- HE=2" FEARPEEE =4 HAMIMNELE =35 Bk =18 L
BFE =3 BME=10> M =34) P =20)
I 700 CILERFIE =4 TUE=2 - 8 (i (db#RPIEH =4 TE=4; BliE=4-

BREIEP =1 BE=2ZE=5) Lk =4)
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Zrr e B R S RE 5 S R AT SHEEFE BB E B S R o AR S U Ry LI
o WIROEGEFE S 6 R - ORANE R ERENS ((IREEEEA - 2019) H—FIIEREEEH) - 7]
SRR 2R LB &R AR IR F RN A - LIRAT—E - A= SR B E R4S 73
R TIERE R (A5 2) o MDAYEFRR R 2 B2 A E R E] - SRE Ry o TEFr o HE 6
FORUEZHEENE  FSGR MR « RS K » #5 aEE « BRI — 2K —1ER A
PREE) - ZATRG T IEGEAIRRE D RS ERAVRIRMER L R R Mo 8RB SR (a0
1=2<60% 1 TRz 60 2 PAN /A Redd) - WS R DIAAET SEIEGS AR AR - 109 224
EE—HYRUERER (1=2% 2=18 3= 4=18)  AERJRPHEEEE - EHR B
Frg G » AL 110 SBERATR R FIEM: - RATRER (1=2 2= 48] » 3= - 4=1f -
5=1) - (HItEME NP B R R BRI -

#*2
BRI 4%
content accuracy fluency pronunciation interaction
NE IEHEE VA BE HE)
Follows the guided Uses accurate Delivers the speech Uses intelligible Demonstrates turn-
conversations, covering vocabulary and smoothly and consonants, vowels, taking and conversation
all required contents. grammar to reflect effortlessly. stress, and intonation etiquette.

culturally appropriate patterns.

relationships.

[ FEFHRETE BB — N

wmaEE O SR B EE R e

EiREE
109 £ : 1= poor 7= < 60% 2 = average il 60 ~ 79% 3 = good 4T 80 ~ 89%
4 = excellent {& 90 ~ 100%
110 £ 1 =poor 2 <30% 2 = fair {5 7] 30 ~ 60% 3 = average 3 60 ~ 79%
4 = good #F 80 ~ 89% 5 = excellent & 90 ~ 100%

(=) WEsE HERELRE S

AWHFELAGE T IRRENERE » ZAAFFERERE - BAEAROGEFRES B RE AR - L
P B2 Bl B2 O FE AR R B2 3 BT (R FE R L ENERE ISl sl 22 52 - 2y Bl - Sl —fL
BB ETT - PR E B EARERT L5170 - (H 109 SR - BIRE ISR AT A B2 ki
ABSLFEREY 5 110 SRR AR SRIEEE ORI P B AT A BIBELRIRED « 128 —RBh#
EIFEIRE 2% - JeteBRRT AR BB - MR A A B AT B AR (R EIEE + 7 -1 RS A
BRE) ZBFEGERIGE - FRIIARE R FER S 2R - e BT R S -

RIELL LR EAR - R R R = 0 (1) AEFFDBEZEASTEFELRR - RAFEE
an I EEE D IE H Z AR 2 A A2 5 2 B SRR BT FEE RSB AR R pE A B A Y —
]t (2) NREFRBENHEENMRENFEER ? BAEEOGFEREIER DEDGRERFD
A = RE IR B B R T R 2

(Z) WL G TR

AHEHERAERLTENE HEEHSEETR  FFEMHE - BAER EREHENE - R
BBIEARE o s - tiIRF B AN A B eT FEAE AR R BE A2 B B a o — B - DU B E TR
eI LR g NERIRE SRR B R L RARGHE - SRR LRIGTE TaRAT 5 s
Ak BIHERAGHRE - G TR R - ISR A S REFERIINKIE - GBI AR ER L RS
WS HGRBHRE © BT SUH FSRRIUS R HENERE et S RE TR BE RFE R LASN - TE+ B 128
—RIAFHL R — B WIHh 5 e se R/ A B R OERET » DR AE MR OB 7 I FHER
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REREE o B S5 R 4 6 FH 2 /@ T Rasch 15#Y (Linacre, 1989 ) FACETS 8" 2 IEES RES] -
BT R H WS AR A RE T ERIRATR - REF BN RIRE s T EH BB =T R - 5
HEEUCE H CRIRE S A MR — 20 - W68 A LR RS S A B Wright map 2 B4R (2R 1-1
1-2~ [@ 2-1 > [ 2-2) - KFERAERE - FEoERGTE - LAGESHEEHES E - —ReBETER
—iR AR o B2 I HE IR AR T 6 RO - WARGRGFER LR 2 - RIS Kk
2o AHFEHEH SPSS Z t-test g HI W] B2 AH BN [E HEMGRHAL L 2252 - DL Kruskal Wallis test HIGER 4= 45
EERHOHREN T E - &tk HAR RS E— DRI EEE O EETE S B RERNE
e

_E5ift FACETS (Linacre, 2022a) #08 @ RENEFEERE B HIIRRAEST  FFo0 FEwT AR TH H
=JEH (facets) LBV E(LIBTET2EUSE T B R EISEARGR S BT (logit) RyEAIAY
HESEE R (interval scale) - 3ZHIERESEERIERERE —(E "SRR 5 (logit scale) DA
5l ) B e g7 B S A A R EL R (BIANEE o E iar 25 )+ HFEDUSTHT MFRM ST 45 5%
A 2IRAVARET BB EFE 2B EETE (logit scale measure) ~ {E/F (reliability) ~ BEEMET (GRE
TM## the information-weighted mean-square fit statistics * f&#f% Infit) - {mEfE & (the outlier sensitive
mean-square fit statistics * f&1H Outfit)  77BEE (separation) HI-RIF{HTE - #E S Infit K Outfit
FTiA 0.5 Bl 1.5 7 Ry &I E N - 27 Rasch £ 8 4= 19 1 245 58 & 1T (55T 9947 (Linacre,
2022b) -« BHAESEAEHMERMES © Infit I Outfit BB S (E R AIBOEE S B (EIRE » 2012 ;
Park, 2004; Pollitt & Hutchinson, 1987) KRy Infit FYSEUE S FAIETHEHIIRT S B REFR HE RS TR T 808
(Eckes & Jin, 2021; Linacre, 2002; Myford & Wolfe, 2003; Wright et al., 1994) - FDUE Infit & Outfit
YA E A A SR - AFELL Infit 2 51{H (0.5—1.5) BEbl e iaifaiZ - #E IS (reliability )
EBERARER » HEEEEEI 1 - REAESHELER I AEREE - HFSEEANE
EEEERENRFSBE NRGE S EETE - EZRRGEAFRR & B ABEEER -
ST BEFEEL (separation index ) 2/ B Al A [m) 72 HI & IR 0 BUE B - ANBEA S R i
 BHE RS B T R R B R o B R B R R R B A -

A AR B i

DUN gt et F T - BREERE ) R AR ITRE 5 ae ) A= R S R BRI Fe R P R
FHOAT - EER AR R R o

(—) ¥ho & I EL B H e ) 2 Bl

DUR 3eAM 43 11l 2 BLRT R W) ED B 5B AR AUAS 5 » 58— KRy 109 B2 ERAR - Il 1-1 B fH 1-2
Rasch #5347l (variable map ) 2K ENERE G =G HEE AR « 24AHBFEE
FIREST ~ B ERGTE R IGBRENIRIET A TEE - I /o5& 2 DA logit f BELAL X FERY S5 IE R MG
logit {EiliE » RFREBA DGR « 510 ElRE « 502 EEE L ERAE T HUI = IE B BRI % -

BB R E I GERORIARE JI(ERT 4370 » &8 Rasch /710 B BUR AR B BHERZ BT T
HNERBERIVEEE (1=HE) RAEHEFERRER - 2% (T=28% - J=H7X  R={H#
Hr HAIM =38~ S = Frinse ) BIRESIEET A RMERA s AMEWIEE — AR R - 7’
RFEH AN HZZEIYIEE - SRR T20 (-0.20 logits) KHEAFRE T23 (-1.33 logits) °
logit {EIZ/NAZE - FOEFR(IE A BIFIRR - ZEYIEEE T20 LIRERAGEIEHEES - 1E -0.20 logits F271
F3%5F + 3 logits FINIE  {HHE (R4 M01 FCIEREETIEZE > fEHATNESE +5 logits Y FIHAA
Y + 0.5 logits © #52= A i PRI AT 1 B RF[El B R B ik ih S B0 » 24 RFEA BB E L2 EsE#
FEE T R ESEMEE - WA RERFT T2 B AE 2 /NRF RGNS B R A BRI 2L -

FE=M R AR SR AR - (KHIREB O MEURE TR BT LR R AR
P —5 0 AA TEE (1.03 logits) - §F50E AL logit (HK (=242 ) » REFOEBERE
ZTEIREZE 3.45 logits 5 FF47 BT R BLET 43 & TR IR SIS SR E R B Rl - SRAR UM AT 5%
MRARET St e i 1-1 BEBNZEUMET A - WHEHIREE O E A « HAOR Rasch BB MHEUR - PR (S
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BT (0.97 logits) * MA R TiER (-0.45 logits) » HAMIFEE logit (EAKI—FMHA 0 B -1 -
Al R y BRI - AIFBIAESRREAR - HOGEF IR 2 - B - B0
T B RE R IE R B AR R EGE - S " #HERERMEE R, XA ERRA
SEAIER S » FFEROEGESE YRS B FE (rater effects ) [l » NMETE Rk ELFET EHiR
FetF5e (4% > 2013 5 Farrokhi & Esfandiari, 2011; O’Brien & Rothstein, 2011) °

VUM R RERE DRI SEE - ok 0 WA~ IEHE - A A8 RE#EE SE T
ERHEFEH1I ~4FREER (1=24=18) - WAEAEFHETIEBNE (content) KEHFE
H &) (interaction) HEJRINTEHBKETE » IEMEE (accuracy) BLEFIE (fluency) FEH > M H
(pronunciation ) f: R - NAEMN A B FiAAE SRR BEORANSCTELHH » 24 RNETTEgR
TEE - EZERETE I BERYMNEE T M THEEER - QAo A KR A GRS AR L IE VRO R A B o MESE
HEE TEEEN, o REHEREMERCOREERIEEIRRAE T 2K -

BRI G IR G H S TE B MM E R AIER » /RE > AEFFSEHEAFEEEL
FEorEETE A ER - RAERRES T T E R E R REE E » ¢ HANRK 20 220
( Engelhard, 2002; Engelhard & Myford, 2003) * DAKfr%E(E (bias size) /T2 -0.5 2 0.5 {E Al
B > A RE R R A B BUEE MR 2 (McNamara, 1996) © 38 3 BS540 b BEER HH
FEEIEAFESE (MA, PR, PU, MU) 3R E 55558 B B FE 238 H A A ZE £ R 52 5 R B
B ZEE  MEARE A A RERS - BREROHEEE MA SR R ARG
BELIEHERE (accuracy ) (r=2.76) RIHBFSEEE - (HEREFEEE - NigR GRS A
BB ST (interaction) AlEELET (¢=-2.11) ; ZX[f PR #HIEWERE (accuracy ) RIVEHFE BT (1=
-2.18) - {HEREEE A EIEEST (interaction) (¢r=2.73) KIIGEMEFRERENS (content) AlE
TFZ (1=245) ; PUHOIFENEA (content) RIEHFE»EAT (1 =-3.35) ; MU AR TR0 %
& (pronunciation) (r=240)  fEHIRFZTH @ §¥7 5 AA UFHHEERE G REEHEBHER
BE - 75 B MIHEFAFES (pronunciation) (7=-4.25) - HERFERFE (fluency) A5G
FRZEZTs (1=2.55) 5 MA SiFPELEIRFFESITH A S RERS - MA I ROHFE T E
EHELH B (interaction) MEHFE BT (t=-2.21) » H¥IIZEANS (content) tRHURELST (1=
-2.03) HIRFREE -

#3
109 BAAEEIRIE A o3 rat s BRGSO TH H B B R i R S
s OREEEE [ TEUERR t{E HHE HER
=
MA  EHHj (interaction) -0.79 37 2.11 38 0419
MA  IEf#E (accuracy) 1.13 41 2.76 38 .0089
PR IEHERE (accuracy) -0.73 33 2.18 38 0358
PR HEf (interaction ) 1.98 .72 2.73 38 .0096
PR % (content) 2.29 94 2.45 38 0192
PU W% (content) -1.82 54 -3.35 38 .0019
MU  #% (pronunciation) 0.88 37 2.40 38 0212
A=
AA A (fluency ) 1.18 46 2.55 37 0152
AA 8% (pronunciation ) -1.37 32 -4.25 37 .0001
MA A% (content) -1.13 .56 -2.03 37 0496
MA  H#) (interaction) -0.98 44 221 37 .0333
B YR KR -
p<.05.

2-12-2 K5 IR T BURE ZXROIRENERERE (R &R EER - NE 2 hefn &
PR i /H (0.86 logits ) » KE Y logit {Ef& (K (=-0.91) - AAFERFF R TR < SRANE 109 244 32 -
B E kR ERaT AR/ 2 FTAERED B BT RS RR - 2 N ARAY NS 4 BEREE ) & NI > KB i b
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B OB

%1 (0.44 logits) * PU 552 (-1.33 logits) ° FF/EHITBERRE/ NS 2 B/NE 4 {E 3.00 [ 2.68 »

EEE(EWIE 0.90 R 0.88 » BURFEEER S « MahE/Ng 2 UGG R% - BEREERS g B 22 555000
i (BRRHEMEE (p<.05) + RIS E LB EE TR -

1-1 1-2

109 HAP G 8 el 109 HAR G i lEl

FF © Measr RS2 EEMILIE » student BEEAE CIRREESIE
HISEMNE (1=HIJE; T=2;J=HA& ; R = k&l
M= 1 H=02:S=#HIM) - rater BFETE
HIBLE R AL - criteria AR CIERFE RS IEE
B -

2-1
110 /N4 2 IR S0 il

#E : Measr BZ2EUERIZIE - student BB A CIERAEJI(E
FISAAME (I=HIE; T=2; M=BE%GE; F=
HAMANFEDE)  rater REFERREERNSMAE
criteria HIfy CIER I EETE H HUHEE 7510 -

7E : Measr B2 E{ERIZIE - student B224: IEREESIE
HIATAAE (1=E1JE; T=2#J= B4 R = fRENT
M=V 1 H=88E2;S=8) - rater B
R EE R AL E ¢ criteria B Ry R FIREFHIE
SN e vl

2-2
110 /N4 4 DI 80 il

FF + Measr Ry Z2EUAAIZIE » student £ 524 [1ERAE
RIS ANE (1=E1J8; T=2%# : M =B 5 F
= HAMINEAE) - rater ByEE D EHIEEERIAAALE
criteria HI Ry CIER Z I ET 5316 H HUHERE 7310 -
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%4 BT S BIAREBERES EAATR I - IR AR  FAE - 1L
RO FHIEE = EEER RPN A S R 2 R - R 2 HATEE SRR EHRE (fixed
chi-square ) JJFEBIEKE (p < 05) - IEMBREMEEEL - Fon MRIBAEENREECIRAE - THERE
2T RORFERE O REE H B 25 - A2 Bokes (2015) HIHFSE - M2E R
KE IR E R IR BIREE (non-centered ) (BT » JRENFIREIGRT 4 81 3 BB Fl O i 22
B 0 (M=0) > LU Rasch model 23 HAUREREERE - AETATESE 2 MBI - Fikt
WA TR R CIRRAE R B M - DR B I3 0 B e 2 AT -

#4
109 E2AEFEHH R eI R % Rasch & e %
SHE (logits) EEARE ] PErE REESTEE
- % A% HpE HRE % HRE
¥ (M) 6.01 3.93 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
TEHERR (SE) 65 .68 20 .19 17 17
Infit MNSQ 0.98 0.97 0.97 1.01 1.01 1.02
Outfit MNSQ 1.26 1.09 1.40 1.09 1.40 1.09
SrBEE 2.54 2.09 5.31 2.00 591 6.22
B .87 81 97 .80 97 97
x 756.4% 476.1* 123.9% 41.5% 145.8% 169.9%
N 44 44 7 7 5 5
df 43 43 6 6 4 4
= : Infit MNSQ R R ENIHEEE R 5 {E 5 Outfit MNSQ Byl (B IREE i B 35 5 {H
*p<.05.
#5
110 B24EE/NE 2 B/ 4 Rasch 58 1 {5 HUE:

. BAEOREEN FEE EEESTEE
S A (logits) E E g E 2 E 4 E ==
S (M) 3.34 5.13 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
TEUERR (SE) 47 .80 .19 20 16 .16
Infit MNSQ 0.97 0.98 0.99 0.96 1.08 0.99
Outfit MNSQ 1.15 1.76 1.15 2.29 1.15 2.29
PaN:idE 3.65 2.38 3.00 2.68 10.97 8.26
B 93 85 .90 .88 99 99
v 542.6* 274.2% 78.8%* 56.1% 493.7* 317.9%
N 27° 36 8 8 5 5
df 26 35 7 7 4 4
= : Infit MNSQ B 2FUEIHEREL &S /518 5 Outfit MNSQ il (B I HER B & 15 f51E -
*p<.05.

109 E2EEFEAYH R« HIRFEL 110 B/ NS 2~ /N5 4 HURF F Bcar FE B I ER IR H Y
B2 (logit) By 0 B NHPEMEE 2800 6.01 - 3.93 » 334 LIk
5.13 » BEUREERGERAERE TP/ E R A RT 0 T s ey P B AR R IUIE H AV HEE - BF & Bscer P
{2 - FENMoRET AN [FIER A vk e S JEE 81 T 3 23 TH H Sl R AR E VRN 5 SE th ot — 2
SHRRE > B AR R 22 B RIEERR RRAIRR - BT R E A PR - 109 S2ER K 110 M{EFRFE
WIS REBAETIERGE T o ML BUE S 230 R > 9 Blfe 2.54 (AT) - BB 2.09 (BIR) -~ LK
i€ 3.65 (V& 2) 2 2.38 UNE4) 5 ARmEERRE - HEEEIEREEMRE 2R 2R AR -
DRI R R 2 ) 73 e B8 M B BT S8 A PR B2 A 22/ % T W 7 B 1 DA _E B iR R SR AV ENJERR AR
REJIEFRS > HEFHEA 0.8 DLEATRE E R MREE - 5% - WIFTRRREAY 3 23R 0 H By oo e B (5
EERKRESNESE - ROREEEE (p<.05) » 109 EBFLEHF - HIRE 5 BEE515 5.91
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(B =.97) k622 (G =.97) 110 BFE/NE 2 /NE 4 HI5H1R 1097 (S =.99) & 8.26
(EE=.99) » SRLEREH#EREENNERELEE EEE ) - HOMRIENE » WH - A8 - &3
EREEE CMEFEZEENANRE - FEAB L EREAZER] - itk - 109 BERRIE 2 595 78
FEREHARERY 5.31 TEIHARZ AR 2 » BT ER R E Do S (EE R EIEE TR ZED R
3Rk 2 [l FTREE B HIE B E R - BN — 2 - B R EEE R E N 97 [
F] .80 © 110 BEEWFHIZINELLL - BRI B BEERE 3.00 UNE 2) Bk 2.68 (NE4)
EREE(EMAE 90 fEy .88 o BT &M — B M E EAIREAE 5 » HIEE Rasch FEARET
FEAFEAFENES - —RME - BRELORENHA @ EESERSHEESE2LNFRE
IREN - SrBEE S ERS - FORILRESBAERS A CIEREE & R R EIREE - 2R - BHRFR - E |
MIME - BEEEAREEN - RS EGEERERT AL EHHE RS BT
& (Eckes, 2015; Linacre, 2022b; McNamara, 1996; Park, 2004; Weigle, 1998 ) At @ AJgEZ tx A% -
FRE R & mr B ME R i — 20 - T B FFE s E i E Ry B -

friy bkl - °] RIAWIEE AR E AR » W BIEFE iRk 2 & » A rEERR I E By
BHEIATRE - (BB RGN BRZEPE > EOHFESERE s R0 -
JEERENZ A1y B FFEERN AMS T -

#6
109 E2AFRERE 4 F s ar FE A ARG SR
e 2 {LEHE Measure iy IR MERR (SE) Infit MNSQ
3 i R B RN AR R
AA 1.03 0.06 17 .19 0.89 0.99
PR 0.63 0.97 17 17 0.94 0.87
MU 0.63 -0.24 17 .20 0.98 0.89
MA 0.60 -0.45 17 21 1.06 1.22
GR 0.48 -0.28 18 .20 1.23 1.04
PU -0.95 -0.09 23 .19 0.98 1.11
Al -2.42 0.02 33 .19 0.75 0.96

it ¢ Infit MNSQ FeiHE AR S 5 (H -

*7
110 BMEEERF S AT FEAL ARG SR
Py SEUEFTHE Measure EaT AR ERR (SE) Infit MNSQ
" /N D INE 4 INE 2 INE 4 /N D INE 4
PR 0.86 0.07 18 .20 1.14 0.79
EC 0.64 -0.37 18 .20 0.78 0.74
GR 0.41 0.41 18 .19 0.94 1.08
RK -0.04 -0.01 .19 .20 0.67 0.55
JA -0.07 0.34 .19 .19 1.32 0.87
NI -0.07 0.44 .19 .19 0.63 1.18
PU -0.83 -1.33 .20 23 1.45 1.43
KE -0.91 0.44 .20 .19 0.98 1.01

=F : Infit MNSQ R H S IIREHEED B39 5 {8 -

7 6 B3R 7 [RIE i (E AR (8 BIRIRE & BB R AR A HE R - B fit B M BES TR & H
R - IR EE & B SH6 0 IRRE R - ANFTATI - & Infit & Outfit 35 5 (EA A =K -
AWFFELL 0.5—1.5 Infit 25 (E R @ YITER © RIMERRAZIYR 3 Infit MNSQ 3@ BCEE TR HE B A AR HE
BN - BIAWIFERE &8 & Rasch 85 E3F 0 HRVHE EEERE - HEEEAE 08 DILE - &
FoRL IR MR ERRER -5 L ERERHEARR T E B Bia BRI R E R
{HANRTSR 3 FT8UR - NEFE &SN FEEE R B A 2R - HETHZ AR & FTE
Al TEREERHE - TP SEFREE 2T - RARTERA T AR - DUEFTRE R 2 A% -
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() FEREIIEE S RE 22 S IR

B TS AR RIZE S EE D 2 R ERE 2 ROARENZE > LHERBES 'S
2 EES TR BE Y ZEER AW AR IR R S R Y LR - SR LU (F)
BHE—YEE) LH (PEE—JEPEE)  HL (JEWEE—WE%E) ~ HH (JEWEE—JEYE
%) o HiLH BE— Uy s —HEEAEL » I =2 0 M HL B2 — (S A
BRI EE - IR RS - 5 - RAEREE SRS B DB EGE 2 5 A Fr 2 AR
RE LI BB R R AR ER RS A MR AR T B G DA — B ny R & - DA R n] (F R aT
ST 0 REEVER A B E R 2 R RE 9 Bl 10 -

VORISR R Kruskal Wallis test 2247 B2 B E » DA IR T 2R ATk
ENEGERIZAUFS R - 205 8 Fiirs » 109 BEEER 6 XKOAR R HEEZEEE (p<.05) » £I R
110 EEEORAVBELTE - /N5 3 /NE 4 FIEREZEE (p<.05) - FAEZEEEFRAHE
BRI BITE RS E E B 22 B 110 BEEARSEBE NN 1 f/NE 2 R EMAER - B 10
i TIEWIERE | BB R LER - RSB -

B ks T2 BLEES  VEEEHIEEGERE ST R RS 2 ik s HEK 9
R B2 RS ARARY 12 ROEETER - RE 110 EENHIERS T y22EHE S LH ) HFE(E 914
SR TR E R T AR LL ) FSE(E 89.6 © HAMAY 11 REZRIER L " WL FEE T
&l LL , b T YIRS LH , RSB S80S - B2 IEEISEVS BT ER T e, I
WHEES - BB FI R Dunn SR ELEE - IR FETUL(A[—X O LH—LL B EENERE
Ft - AR S REE T, R EES -

HR o tpbs TREE BEEIZE - EIEEGHEYEEEEBER T G Tk 2 B HHRERE
RS EIIRE " BN EEMEEYEA HL , AR PEVER T BN B EEERAR A AR RO
HH | FSFEERE @ BRT 110 £ (2 9) B/NE 3 64 (HL=943, HH=932) - ItHfEHERES
AfRFE Ry - AR ARG RRE Y o (B R G EBA AR HERGER MR - B8 - A
725t — 35 5 P SEREEY Dunn S04 LR 0 FSSREER 110 EAEEIRE A —f#H 23 HL A1 HH 2 R5E
B2 R R 109 LR E/INE 4 WHFE DUIHARZ BB FLi#f 5 T30~ HL 82 LH 55 LL 3
EHEEZR (p<.05) o JRAI > THIUS#EGEKE HL ) BSEIRGE - SaniihE el ZgaiaE

PP EHEEC LH , DUR T P12 BRI GMAHER LL, WS - /NE 4 TS #EEE{KE HL |
HSEE st e TR SR LH,  HL>LH (HF% : HL=199.0, LH=91.7 : #Ik% : HL=
99.0, LH=90.7 ; /"% 4 : HL=100.0, LH =85.0) > HL>LL (Hid"= : HL=99.0, LL=92.2 ; HiK* :
HL=99.0,LL=92.2) - #FZ @ HHriERMEE "Rk, gz -

RIS 2 » AT R T2 E Ntk FRE YRS - SR thE CF
HIENEFEMEHARE - BRI A AR E - MEEENEIE,/ BR A #EEE A M2 E S
FEE RIS PEERE - BRI E AR - WA B H O RE » HASRIMERE Davis (2009) 4347
BB AR SRR 1 AR B REFARE A Son (2016) I ATg R ER A BB ISR - R IERERE S eI Bk
EEEHET DR =R AR AR B A R HE - BT R S E AR s & M -
AT AR FE R Z A R S -

#8
IREE SR & 0 B M R E o ek (109 B24ER)

O #BEHs 248 ¥9E Rt /IME NI

Kruskal-Wallis fg 7€
FEOEIIE BEHETE

LL 28 86.3 10.1 18.27
LH 6 85.0 8.9 16.92 r(2)=6.307

/ 1

M5 HL 5 97.0 6.7 63 00 31.70 p= 043
HH 0 - - -

(#ENH)
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#8
IREERERL & 0 B MG BB E ek (109 B24ERE)  (F8)

Kruskal-Wallis fg 7€

Ol BEls 248E  WIE e &/ME N1 g e

LL 28 87.1 9.4 19.89
LH 6 85.0 11.0 17.58 $'(2) =8.761
/ 1
52 HL 6 95.8 49 70 00 3175 p= 033
HH 4 97.5 29 3425
LL 26 922 5.5 16.90
LH 6 91.7 438 15.33 Y(2)=18.036
H
s HL 6 99.0 1.1 74 100 35.75 p=.000%
HH 2 99.5 0.7 37.00
LL 28 89.8 9.2 19.86
LH 6 86.7 93 15.25 $Y(2) =12.700
153 HL 6 97.5 27 63 100 3175 p=.005*
HH 4 100.0 0.0 38.00
LL 26 91.0 5.6 15.90
LH 3 85.0 10.0 9.67 Y(2) =11.652
/ 5 100
N4 HL 3 100.0 0.0 7 30.50 p=.009%
HH 2 100.0 0.0 30.50
LL 26 922 7.4 17.48
LH 6 90.7 7.1 14.75 Y(2)=15.284
L 66 100
R HL 6 99.0 0.9 33.33 p=.002%
HH 2 100.0 0.0 38.50
*p<.05.
#9

IRFEERERLG PR G R B Al s (110 B34E)

Kruskal-Wallis

= Foy A B A w2110 N W =N =)
HE BEEEs 2AEES PE TRtz B/ME S FNI: | @ TN MR

LL 10 84.2 5.7 12.65
LH 7 77.7 10.3 8.86 Y(2) =3.544
7N 64 100
M HL 7 87.1 13.5 15.93 p=.170
HH 0 - - —
LL 10 84.0 3.5 11.55
LH 7 82.0 11.7 12.07 »(2) = .665
hE2 HL 7 87.7 9.6 60 100 14.29 p=717
HH 0 - - -
LL 10 90.4 5.1 12.00
LH 7 89.1 5.0 9.64 Y(2) = 18.682
# 80 100
s HL 7 94.9 5.0 19.07 p=.000%
HH 10 99.2 1.7 27.40
LL 10 86.4 7.8 13.95
LH 7 82.6 6.2 9.71 Y(2)=10.612
/ 2 1
153 HL 7 94.3 5.1 7 00 23.07 p=014*
HH 10 93.2 9.6 22.60
LL 10 88.1 1.9 11.40
LH 7 86.7 2.8 8.71 Y(2) =21.094
/ 82 100
N4 HL 7 94.1 6.0 20.43 p=.000%
HH 10 99.5 1.1 27.70
LL 10 89.6 6.9 12.30
LH 7 91.4 49 13.93 Y(2)=8.271
; 80 100
HiARE HL 7 94.9 45 19.93 p=.041%
HH 10 96.8 4.1 23.50

*p<.05.
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o LA - SERR B AR AR o (HREE A H R E RE T - HEE R E S -
FHHIREETEAHE - BARSSPAIERRIRED - BN G R B REERIEETT - mEHE A OHEERBELE K
KHJFHE - SO0 SATERAER T ERRRE AR AR - SR E ORI - 88 T RE
BERE R - (HEE OERN DGR REERAREWE - EROHGU G - T
AR - 2R [E] R B R (R - R R ARESS R GE R A HE R - BRI R
AUREJUE AN S B E AR IRl - ORI S A R B2 RS B AR B JE FE AR IS A i — kDL B 22
EREEEER - AREELZEABEGRBENE SRS - MM MEEE T ERED
At MERERER I UL - BREIRE LIS E B2 HIZIRENS: -

IFLTETT BRI 7E 3 P B 2% B MFRM %@ i Rasch EZUHFZR4E R — 80 ARATFRE A (2011)
EIRE (2012) A (2016) Eckes (2005, 2009, 2015) ~Knoch (2011) - Sundqvist Z A (2020)
Ko Weigle (1998) 55 » NEIFFE B EMET A2 - BIERETIRR - WFEEIT RS
RE IS - HIFI RS T 3IMRE B R ARG B — 3 - (B H A s EEry(E NS FEA R
ATRER B N — KR O BAT R o DRI I S e JEUB ) (I 3+ 5 AR R 2 (2 @RI 5100 3 SR [P
TFREERE(E ~ ECESEI 8, - SRR B AT o ARIFEEE AR IR AN RIFE & $H ¥ AN RIE H W B =T ATy
BEE - (HURBIEALEET o« RRWITCELERE SRS e B 2 AT E MO A G BB EART - PREY
UBRLETE H N Zy o T RS EN - SRDMBIERE & -

HR - FEorHE S R O =A PSR - EMER DT A IR E - s
JevEf - R ZHABNAENS - HEANSHFERREN I ERE R A SHEE - AR EEE S
REEES - R ENAENES - RENRESEBNZHEYE - (HHREFFSERSEH Y2
FHIFER - RSt AR AR IE MR AR B B B AR LR 2 A B AR A A -

R Mt R B RBREARFRE SN T RERE ORI B8 H OB - HhTE
Davis (2009) k2 Son (2016) HYZE —FE S LIFEREIMITERGR - AEEAFTER - WmElLEE
EHOPT#EER - Rt - B84BT R ERE - TEAMCEARER LIRER - RMERARSE
AEFERERE IR - HARBGEZRA - B B2 AHE B HEE - H B sS4 - HrrE 2R
BRI A EE 2 AT PTRE S B - AL - AR BRI 50 2 o [ R P A S A e 2

FIRFEHER R FRE » AMELEAETE LA BEEERN - 28 LR KRR 2 4 i
SEERNIFT 5 e B S A JOR I IR RFE A PRGN 2 - (SA H R DR R 2
B HERSEE A - EID SRR B IR E I - DU ERATIER - 1IN - KB
RT3 AR A e B Fe e v (L B A (R 22 - ARIR 25 T I Y Rasch 7307 T AR T 40 ey 2
N—HHENGE - AR T REHER - RFE2E - DRSS SN2 -

i

' Winsteps # & https://www.winsteps.com/ministep.htm
S 4 R ORI IR O SAER - AR BB 0, (A fEEEE A > 2019) K
PO B RIE R AR (A TR 5T - — N FEREEES - AN 3 08 - I SRJeipl - DU 2RIREIERE T
AE PSSR INEA
(1) AWEEVHEAERTERERE T - B S A 2EE 1T 5 CHIEEY) © Hewan peliharaan A
merusak rumput di taman. Penjaga taman memberitahu A untuk mengawasi hewan peliharaannya.
(2) AEEEHER A BT - Penjaga taman memperingatkan A untuk menjauh dari sarang
lebah.
(3) ATFEEIRENT > B A £F T E - Gigi A terasa sakit dan A mengeluh tentang itu. B
membawanya untuk periksa ke dokter gigi.

(4) EH—SFBZABREE - F140 © B SR AT EZAERE - FBmIHHE A
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QOART PR 2 85 - {A] B 32 22 8] 22 - Percakapan pasien-dokter di klinik dokter gigi. Dokter gigi

memberikan arahan kepada pasien tentang apa yang harus dilakukan.
CEUECIRERE | RS SRECHORRBETNE ? FRLMRREIHET 2 (1)
FrETEENE ~ (2) HRYETFEEFASENG T (3) FhFEMEMRA AT - (4) F
RIENERE#RE ~ (5) HAN—2K—1EHEE, -
* Minifac % % 2% Facets %778 B AN BE https://www.winsteps.com/minifac.htm : H Bl & 87 4
Facets 3.84.0 °
P ARSCE—FE G N g ARG ER - Bt HEE E RETE E RAIR T
T G E FHE A A FERER N & - AA T - AL IRERZ
C110 BEENRMERAERE 38 A B (2R ERSEANS » FIHEEHRITRE
BRI EMHRFREY - K] COVID-19 Hr iR - /N5 2 I 10 (ZENEHEEHAEIRRE - AT
FeZEE N2 AR 27 N5 38 — 10 (F@lfE) — 1| CR2EFREE) =27 -
T110 BAEE/NE 4 NBR 36 A Z2EEIRAEE 38 A EERARSHEMBIMEARIZE (B
& 1 R 2R e — (2 B RS S E RS BRI S )« 38 — 2 (N2 EidfH 7
WHERIEE) =36 -
P ERFRTREAE N - T EFR R EEEIEE -
’ 109 BEEEREEHE AL 4 A 0 K COVID-19 #iahfiRIZNE » /N5 1| B 5 (B HE
FERREE - NE 1 NBOR 39 A 44 — 5 (IREE) =395 /&4 ABURy 34 A0 1 (Zfk% - 1 fiL
ENJE #E & 57 B W A8 T T & g N E95E » 8 ARRHAIBC#EARTIAGHE - 44 — 1 (85 ) — 1 (1
TFEMAREE) — 8 (FHRIZC#E) =34 W5 RIIRE ABE R 40 A - &6 4 ARG
BAVIAGHE 44 — 4 CHBIZE) =40 -
O ATEERE 6 Bl 7 ATEE R 0 110 BRI RIS SR AEUR 38 A - HLERS BRI AT R R A A — 2K
PRI HERR T R RE 22 B AR BB 72 AU B B R 44 R HLIEAE - 24 6L 5 /NE 1 RV NE 26 10 B8
B AFT RN R IZ B IREE RS Y -

25300k

Smith, E. V., Jr., & Smith, R. M. (2017) : (FEHIE : JEMELERE) (BERAE - REXER) - —8
EIRIAERRAT o (JRE HRRAE : 2004 ) [Smith, E. V., Jr., & Smith, R. M. (2017). Introduction to
Rasch measurement: Theory, models and applications (M. M. C. Mok & Q. Zhang, Eds. & Trans.).
Yi feng yinshua youxian gongsi. (Original work published 2004)]

T2 (2004) : (Rasch HIEHGREHAHB N OHER) - (BEEOETRE) - 27
637—694 - [Wang, W.-C. (2004). Rasch measurement theory and application in education and
psychology. Journal of Education & Psychology, 27, 637-694.]

FEH (2020) : (RIERGNED NG SRE) - (BEOHEEHE) - 51 341-367 ° [Wang, C.-
C. (2020). Validation of the scientific imagination test-figural. Bulletin of Education Psychology, 51,
341-367.] https://doi.org/10.6251/BEP.202003_51(3).0001

RERE (2013)  (HOREBEZEEHER R HEUGE) - (BZELEFT) 1 9(2) »87-107 < [Yu,
M.-N. (2013). Re-examination and improvement of oral exam on the application of National Official
Examination. National Elite, 9(2), 87-107.]

{affEeE (2019) : <EIEFE TEAL BIE A BN R HEREETE) - CHFBEEET]) » 24 79-131 [Rauy,
D. V. (2019). Large class assessment of Indonesian language proficiency. Taiwan Journal of General
Education, 24, 79-131.] https://doi.org/10.6360/TJGE.201912 (24).0003

a8 ~ 29 fERR - BR A - F5SE (2019) @ (ENBIREEZKE T ) YouTube °



https://www.winsteps.com/minifac.htm
https://doi.org/10.6251/BEP.202003_51(3).0001
https://doi.org/10.6360/TJGE.201912_(24).0003
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https://www.youtube.com/playlist?list=PL. Qn99bzkJv9yDZbCZaQE4Sj23guoQ9AVu [Rau, D. V.,
Pulungan, P. L. S., Lase, A., Panggabean, G. C., & Samosir, A. (2019). Indonesian travel frog called.
YouTube. https://www.youtube.com/playlist?list=PLQn99bzkJvOyDZbCZaQE4Sj23guoQ9AVu]
WRIAAS ~ ey  EiESEE  BRANEE  RE (2018) @ (EIRFEEFZARVHIE « =2 /\F
REBAEBERREE S ) - (HEMREZERIAT) » 14 (4) - 1-40 - [Wu, C.-J, Cheng, C.-
M., Cheng, C.-H., Chen, P.-H., & Wu, Y.-L. (2018). The measurement of domain-specific vocabulary

knowledge: The mathematical vocabulary ability of third to eighth grade students. Journal of Educational
Research and Development, 14(4), 1-40.] https://doi.org/10.3966/181665042018121404001

FR/NGR ~ ARTEEE - S0 (2018) @ (RIERREIHVEMSIER & 2 BREEREIT - DLIEARDE
BB o (EEREMFEAT) - 63 (1) -+ 173-205 © [Lin, H.-H., Lin, S.-H., & Wu, H.-K.
(2018). Developing and validating a constructed-response assessment of scientific abilities: A case
of the optics unit. Journal of Research in Education Sciences, 63(1), 173-205.]
https://doi.org/10.6209/JORIES.2018.63(1).06

MIGE ~HREERE  FEIGER (2013) @ (Rasch IRV B B \E ER BRI R HIEE ) - (BF LK) -
45 > 39-61 - [Lin, I.-C., Chang, L., & Lu, 1.-C. (2013). The development of reading comprehension
test for 5th and 6th graders using the Rasch model. Bulletin of Educational Psychology, 45,39-61.]
https://doi.org/10.6251/BEP.20121128

BzEns (2004) : CRIFH#RME logistic Rasch B (GETHHRA BRI —DL 34 JE TR fREEkE
BEl) o (BB EZLREE) > 15 (1) > 149-158 ° [Yau, H.-D. (2004). Valid estimation
performances of rank ordering matches for using linear logistic Rasch measurement-2001 Baseball
World Cup. Journal of Physical Education and Sports, 15(1), 149-158.]
https://doi.org/10.6591/JPES.2004.10.11

RAIHE ~ g~ BEIE (2011 -6 H 25 H) : T H#EFEOIEERE S | 3P0 & —8UEsaEs) (O
UHFERER L) FERESCRESHIBRRC R R E - 20 -
https://tocfl.edu.tw/assets/files/SP_research.pdf [Chang, K.-C., Shih T.-H., & Lan, P.-J. (2011,

June 25). ‘Huayuwen kouyun engli ceyan’ pingfenzhe yizhixing tantao (Paper presentation). Test of

Chinese as a Foreign Language Chengguo Fabiaohui, Taipai.

https://tocfl.edu.tw/assets/files/SP_research.pdf]
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Influence of Interlocutor Proficiency and Rater Severity

in Indonesian Language Oral Assessment
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The use of pair work in speaking assessment has frequently been adopted as an authentic manner of testing oral proficiency
in second-language communicative language classrooms; however, the findings of studies regarding whether interlocutor
proficiency influences the outcomes of oral assessment and whether rater training enables long-term interrater reliability have
been inconclusive or contradictory. Studies have indicated that if one of a pair of interlocutors exhibits higher proficiency
than the other or if the individuals know each other well, they may collaborate to produce more speech and achieve higher
performance in oral assessments (Iwashita, 1996; Norton, 2005; Storch, 2001). However, a higher volume of speech is not
always associated with higher overall performance scores (Davis, 2009). Other studies (Galaczi, 2008, 2014) have found that
weaker language users might be more reluctant to contribute in oral interactions when paired with more proficient interlocutors.
Son (2016) reported that Korean students of English as a foreign language spoke less when paired with more proficient
interlocutors, although their overall oral performance did not necessarily decrease. The outcomes of oral assessments may also
be influenced by the reliability of the ratings of assessors. Rater severity can be identified by applying the many-facet Rasch
model (MFRM; Eckes, 2009, 2015). Although rater training can theoretically increase the confidence and consistency of raters
(Davis, 2012, 2016; Huang et al., 2016; McNamara, 1996), differences in rater severity often persist after training (Eckes, 2005,
2009, 2015; Knoch, 2011; Sundqvist et al., 2020; Weigle, 1998) but the results of training are not necessarily long-lasting (Bonk
& Ockey, 2003; Chang et al., 2011; Kim, 2011; Lan, 2012; Liao, 2016; Lumley & McNamara, 1995). Because second language
assessment generally involves more than one assessor, providing on-the-job rater training is necessary to increase interrater
reliability in oral assessments.

Therefore, the following must be explored: (1) Whether training raters in the use of assessment rubrics increases interrater
reliability, and (2) whether test takers perform differently when paired with interlocutors of different proficiency levels. This
study investigated oral assessment in two General Education Indonesian language classes at a national university in Taiwan that
was conducted in the fall semesters of 2020 and 2021. The study used Rasch analysis to measure to what extent interlocutor
proficiency (Indonesian language learning beginners vs. speakers of Indonesian as a first language) influenced the students’
oral performance and to what extent the severity of the Indonesian teaching assistants (TAs) could be identified and controlled
for. The 2020 class comprised 44 students (Taiwanese individuals = 26, Chinese Indonesian individuals = 10, individuals of
other nationalities = 8; men = 10, women = 34) and 7 Indonesian TAs (TAs from North Sumatra = 4, TAs from Java = 2, TA
from Sulawesi = 1; men = 2, women = 5), and the 2021 class comprised 38 students (Taiwanese individuals = 17, Chinese
Indonesian individuals = 14, Chinese Malaysian individuals = 4, individuals of other nationalities = 3; men = 18, women =
20) and 8 Indonesian TAs (TAs from North Sumatra = 4, TAs from Java = 4; men = 4, women = 4). The data comprised six

oral assessments performed throughout the semester for each class that were scored by the trained TAs according to a rubric
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containing five categories: Content, accuracy, fluency, pronunciation, and interaction. The participants self-assessed their
Indonesian language proficiency at the beginning of the semester. Generally, the Chinese Indonesian and Chinese Malaysian
students rated themselves as native speakers of Indonesian and Malay, respectively, whereas the Taiwanese students and those
of other nationalities identified themselves as true beginners. The participants selected their partners for the oral exams from
among their classmates. The data were analyzed using Facets (Linacre, 2022a) to investigate the oral performance of each
student pair, the severity of their assessor, and the difficulty of the criteria in the scoring rubric. The scores were transformed
into a logit scale for comparison. Analysis based on the MFRM was used to obtain the following information for interpretation:
logit measurements, the information-weighted mean-square fit statistic (infit), the outlier sensitive mean-square fit statistic
(outfit), the separation index, reliability of separation index, and Chi-square tests for homogeneity. The results were represented
using a variable map for each semester, divided into sections for each of the aforementioned three facets. A higher logit value in
the three facets indicated higher student pair performance in oral exams, more severe rating, and more difficult criteria for high
scores.

The results indicate that even after training, rater consistency was low. In the 2020 class, Chinese Indonesian students had
the highest scores, as expected. Performance ranged widely among the Taiwanese students and those of other nationalities.
Among the seven TAs, five provided similar ratings and two provided ratings that were either excessively high (logit = -2.42)
or excessively low (logit = 1.03) for the midterm oral assessment. After further training was provided before the final exam,
two different TAs provided markings that were either excessively high (-0.45 logits) or excessively low (0.97 logits); however,
the rater severity among the seven TAs for the final exam was within 1 and -1 logits, the acceptable range. The rater variable
interacted with the rating criteria. One TA rated accuracy favorably (¢ = 2.76) but rated interaction (¢ = -2.11) severely. Another
rated fluency favorably (¢ = 2.55) but rated pronunciation severely (¢ = -4.25). In the 2021 class, although the eight TAs were
fully trained to use the rubric consistently, variables beyond our control that influenced rating consistency, especially the
interaction between the rater and criteria, remained. Therefore, using average scores after outliers are removed may be a viable
alternative method of grading until a superior solution is identified. Nonetheless, identifying rater severity variability was
helpful as a basis for further rater training.

Different Indonesian proficiency levels between assessment partners did not influence individual student scores in the oral
assessments. The students from the 2020 and 2021 classes were categorized into four groups, LL, LH, HL, and HH (L = true
beginner, H = proficient Indonesian/Malaysian speaker). Their mean scores were analyzed using Kruskal-Wallis tests. We first
investigated whether beginners paired with proficient speakers (LH) scored higher than did those paired with other beginners
(LL). However, the scores of these groups did not differ significantly. Next, we determined whether proficient speakers paired
with beginners (HL) would score lower than did those paired with other proficient speakers (HH). The scores of these groups
did not differ significantly. Our results support the findings of Davis (2009) and Son (2016). We did not demonstrate that
interlocutor proficiency positively or negatively affected the students’ oral performance. However, based on the comprehensive
analysis of students’ feedback on the oral examination method, the students seemed to prefer to select partners and remain in
their partnerships throughout the semester. Because they were allowed to prepare their scripts and practice their oral exams
before the exams, the students developed a sense of solidarity and camaraderie with their partners. The amount of speech they
used appeared to not be influenced by differences in interlocutor proficiency. The students were also tolerant of mistakes made
by their partners and exhibited patience. Thus, allowing students to choose their own partners and encouraging local students to
pair with Chinese Indonesian students would increase their intercultural experiences.

The research site had two unique features that may not be present in other second language classrooms. One was team
instruction conducted by a linguist and 7-8 TAs. The other was the presence of a considerable number of proficient speakers
of Indonesian/Malay as students attending class with true beginners. Nonetheless, these unique features provide valuable

information in this case study with multiyear data.

Keywords: many-facet Rasch model, oral assessment, Indonesian, rater severity, interlocutor
proficiency



