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2. B SR A RO E ]
2.1. Audio-Lingual Method

1940~1950 FfRIZ, 7 AU DS R RSB FEITH)
RO LU TERESH, EEshvz-
%&:J:X/io

Charles C. Fries, Robert Lado (University of Michi-
gan) 75 LAY TEAE, 528 13 stimulus, response,
reinforcement! ;J:ofﬁkiﬁ“é EEZ BN, DBED
Oral Approachi¥, 19564417 ELECIZE > T

K Sivic,




The Five Steps of Language Learning
1. recognition 2. imitation

3. repetition 4. variation

5. Selection

Teaching Procedure

A. Review: choral reading, pattern practice,
written test

B. Presentation of New Material: defining
sentences, mimicry-memorization

C. Reading & Check of Understanding

D. Consolidation

k %k k (IUZE, 1972: 76, 281)



Charles C. Fries: University of Michigan

The word “oral” in the name of “oral approach” ex-
presses what we want the pupil to be able to do.

It (approach) has been chosen in order to stress that we
are concerned with a path or a goal---a path or a road that

includes everything necessary to reach that goal. * *
(Fries, 1958:14-15)

Peter H. Fries: Central Michigan University

My father called the approach to language teaching that
he has developed “The Oral Approach”. This approach was
often confused with a number of methods of teaching
English such as the “audio-lingual method”, the “direct
method”, and the “oral method”, etc. He constantly argued
that his approach was very different in nature, though
indeed, like those other methods, his oral approach used a
great deal of oral practice. * * > (ELEC, 2013: 73)
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2.2. Input Hypothesis

S e DLy R

I X FE R BB A
v TN THD, BIAEDE % i

&9 5L, TNX

DH—BER WL IIVOIEREFEZE AT

aﬁﬁﬁ‘é\_k

A7 oh(i+1) %iz’é‘%#ﬁ
Fo T, SR B FITEETRAIZ

(inpt hypothe51s)

S, BHYRFE 11k, B DFEFED

(monitor hypothesis) * &

ELSZT =7 T BH5EF=F—DEBILNLR,

Krashen (1985)



2.3. Interaction Hypothesis

SFEL, AT YNEF TEETELDTHA)
NP AT NZTTTRWEWIREIZIE, REH D
BT T HILTUNS,

Interaction hypothesis (ZXAViE, F=EHE I, &
PN R o AHA T VT, Xfaha s
AT HP T, BEFRRRA Ty~ EE R,
B EEICRIET A THAIEVHZLETHD,

* %k *k Long (1996)




2.4. Corrective Feedback

FEBOBI T SEMEVICXLT, HEF25E
@%fﬂ%j% EXEFF->THEZ AT — v, =

2. (D) TR RIS E T 4 —R 307 &(2) T
/Té’j ST A —RN T | DN A,

4775>F'aﬁj_0’@\€>75>7€f”"22% MR 1A
75 (1) THY, 2V ZHMEICTERL, Lbb VCEFR AL
AL CHE T A28, MERMIICEEDICHEEZ IS
SHDHFIEN(2) THY, FEEBDE nﬂz%:é%%lﬁ H(Z
TS, RVA H EMEIET A0 R 9 2L,




2.5. Focus on Form

Focus on form EVVOFREFHICEBWT, oLt
BHARISILCWADIEL, FEEIL, FEEO LN,
[ EUREE, BEDOMREREDE _SiEICL a3
= —aARE NTEDPNDHEVDZETH D,

W@@%é%ﬁ&:ﬁ%bt B EmmraanBiE
EmafEHLT, EROHDLIEEZITV, T
BUNTLES ?%%%T\_kﬂ focus on form D5

WTHD, * %k (FFHEFH:, 2006: 88), Long (1991)




<The Natural Order Hypothesis >

1980/~ T 8 SEIEIIBWLTH, B
7B BN HAE R RO T,

(1) TTﬂ:/( -ing) %ﬂé&ﬁ/( -S)* L:fj:ﬁ%(be)

(2) Bh#EhFE(be) - 5 (a, an, the)

(3) BEhEaAHLE - 1w =T

(4) @hEERARER (-ed) « ZHIB(-s)  FT AR (-'s)

% %k Xk ($nA A4, 2013: 146)
*k >k *k Dulay,Burt & Krashen (1982)



< Focus on form OX)HE >

(1) Form-meaning-function D N> XD E %
e ZDFEIL, B _SiEEEEeT,

(2) B R S UETR S LR SOETEE A LT
DOFFEIT, —EOFRM T TH _SitE G2 T,

(3) EBkAZ ¥ (negotiation of meaning) & 5| XL 29"
ZOEEIX, —EDHME T T, FITFEEAE DL
HEFEHIL T ARAIZEEL TV E, 5
FTaR s (L

(4) FEANTHEFELAESHED Ty 7 IR
< Z&(noticing) 297, * * * (F#F3H:, 2006:

109), Doughty & Williams (1998), Williams (2005)




2.6. Task-based language teaching:
TBLT

(1) the primary focus is on meaning

(2) there is a need to communicate with an inter-
locutor

(3) learners need to reply on their own linguistic
and nonlinguistic resources to carry out the
activity

(4) there is a goal to the activity beyond just using
the language itself (such as coming to a consen-

sus or making a decision ). * * * R. Ellis
(2009)



< Task-based language assessment:
TBLA >

Four main features characterize TBLA:

(1) aformative assessment
(2) a performance-referenced assessment
(3) adirect assessment

(4) an authentic assessment

* *% *x (Shehadeh, 2012: 157 )



(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

(7)

SRS OMRLAE >

Robert Lado (1961): Discrete point approach

John B. Carroll (1961): Integrative approach

David P. Harris (1969): Rate and general fluency

John W. Oller (1979): Unitary competence hypo-

thesis

Bachman, J.F. & Palmer, A.S. (1996): Language

knowledge & strategic competence

Norris, ].M. (ED.)(2002) : Task-based language
assessment

Chalhoub-Deville, M. & Deville, G.(2006):
ability-in-language user-in-context




3. HYERTEDERLTIE

3. 1. HAEFREDER

Standard setting: Standard setting can be defined as a

process by which a standard or cut score is established. *
* ( Cizek, 2006: 226)

FUELHAE:  157(1983:28)Tld. criterion |ZI1X [ HHUE | %
standard{Z /&I B | 2 LR NTUVVAD, FD1%, 5 7.(2008)72 5,
SFEIFERE RN oINS, 2T, M (BSER) (2008:12) (2 #E

U, criterionZ [ Ji%#E | standardZ [ FiYE | L9 5,



TEAZ DOV NTDEEAT

5

3. 2. %
HREREDFE:

(1) Methods that involve review of test items and scoring
rubrics

(2) Methods that involve review of candidates

(3) Methods that involve looking at candidate work

(4) Methods that involve panelist review of score profiles
) %k *k (Hambleton & Pitoniak, 2006: 440)

ERRAER L

(1) Angoff Method, Ebel Method, Nedelsky Method, Jaeger
Method, Bookmark and Other Item Mapping Methods

(2) Borderline-group Method, Contrasting-group Method

(3) Item-by-item approaches, Holistic approaches

(4) Judgmental policy capturing method, Dominant

profile method




R ETRITN I OB ERI AT

N
\’.

To summarize---there is no ‘gold standard’, there is no
‘true’ cut-off score, there is no best standard setting method,
there is no perfect training, there is no flawless
implementation of any standard setting method on any
occasion and there is never sufficiently strong validity

evidence. % * * (Kaftandjieva, 2004: 31)

Standard setting has been called the ‘Achilles heel” of
educational testing (Hambleton & Plake ,1998) largely
because there is no clear consensus on the best choice
among numerous methods and because the results of
applying any method cannot easily be validated
(Kane,1994). %k * * (Jaeger and Mills, 2001: 314)



A HERR EIEIC AT DR RTT

According to Segal, * A man with a watch knows what
time it is. A man with two watches is never sure.” Because
there is no equivalent of atomic clock in the field of standard
setting, our recommendation is simply for practitioners to
invest in a single watch of greatest quality given available
resources. * * 3 (Cizek and Bunch, 2007: 320)

/

\?.

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. * * =k
(Zieky, Perie & Livingston, 2008: 197)



RIEREIEICXTTOEERI R

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. > > * (Nicholes, Twing,
Mueller, & O’'Malley, 2010: 14-24)

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. * * * (Peterson, Schulz & Engelhard Jr., 2011: 3-
14)

N,
.



3. 3. Bookmark Method &iX{aH>

<Bookmark Method DA >
Lewis, D.M., Mitzel, H.C. and Green, D.R. (1996, June)
Standard Setting; A Bookmark Approach.

< Bookmark Method D %51% >
(1) I8 H )& B3 (IRT) 1 OE F
(2) BED 3B R DRE
(3) ZRGRIRFE AT AR THRLRAT AN THIE
(4) BEE OVEX£ITMBE IZE R
(5) 7 ANIE B OWNA R KB 7= 34




< Core Steps in

o

the Bookmark Standard Setting >

Define PLDs (performance level descriptors)and
focus on minimal performance levels

Create an OIB(ordered item booklet) with RPV
(response probability value)

Present the OIB and elicit a bookmark for each cut-
off

Collect the judgments of each standard setter
Calculate the median judgment for each PLD cut-off.
%k %k %k (Lissitz, 2013: 165)



3. 4. PNO/TIN OFfEZEEFI A LI

< ODERED ITEM BOOKLET >
[tem 22
Ability level required for .67 chance of answering
correctly: 1.725
Passage = Yellowstone

Which of these subheadings most accurately reflects the
information in paragraphs 1 and 27?

A. Effects of the Yellowstone File

B. Tourism Since the Yellowstone Fire
* C. News Media Dramatically Reports Fire

D. Biodiversiy in Yellowstone Since the Fire

*k %k %k (Cizek, Bunch, and Koons, 2004: 37)



< ORDERED BOOKLET ITEM PARAMETERS AND
ASSOCIATED THETA VALUES >

PNO TIN DIFF DISC THETA@RP=.67
1 19 -3.395 0.493 -2.550
2 13 -2.770 0997 -2.352
3 01 -2.757 1441 -2.468
4 22 -2409 0.461 -1.505
5 04 -2.282 0.527 -1.492
6 02 -2.203 0.607 -1.517

% >k * (Cizek, Bunch and Koons, 2004: 39)
THETA@RP=.67: (ZDHEBIZ67 % DIEZERB KO LIDHHE
717K HE)
2PLM: P=1/(1+exp (-Da(6 -b)): 6=In(P/(1-P))/(Da) +b:
=In(.67/(1-.67)) /(1.7 *.493)+(-3.395) = -2.550



mailto:THETA@RP=.67
mailto:THETA@RP=.67

<E‘H/ B |ZXAbookmarkDf[ & >

GRS B : BookmarkD & X G2 TIN=2L L7=H D
X744, TIN=04-L7=H D134, TIN=13 LL7-H DN

2% "C%O 77:_.0

Bookmarkz E<IOIZFE/RLIZ &1, TIEZER)S
BT TIZT 5L EHbN5H0IB DEAFDEIC
book-mark% & <\_c‘:J(C1zek 2006: 247)TH 5,

ZDHEREREE

ZAbihd, To, Zhvel i)

DEEIREDFED, Bookmark
Method IXEERIREEEVOPHIZAEA TVNAELES

LIRS ) B (classical

psychophysics) | &L TV HEZAIT, IRE D720

1249 ? (A E R

RUMRIR FEx

——

RIIRNNDIEAH D> ?



<PNO/TINEOBIEEZFIH LI FF{E>

DEIRREDT O DEBMEZTDDHITELLT,
SFEIFRIEDEZBNDDS, PNO (page number
in OIB)<>TIN (test item number) & DE(EZE%2F]

L7 GETIY, FEERORBHHIBTIIEIT 524203

'C’a‘ IR DT —& T, KVBARER GBI R DOFRED

T Tﬁ)ofuo

RIRDT —H i3 BRE DEIE T —F 53720 L,
DT —ZEH+ 4 TIERVW DT, Wright and Stone

(1979: 31) Table 2.3.1. Original Response of 35

persons 18 items on the KNOX CUBE TESTZ#I)

T, SRR AT o7,

1L




<KNOX CUBE TEST: Wright & Stone >

PNO TIN DIFF DISC THETA

1 4 -1.93 0.93 -1.482
2 7 -1.78 0.86 -1.296
3 5 -1.76 0.92 -1.307
4 6 -1.57 0.90 -1.107
5 9 -1.55 0.95 -1.112
6 38 -1.10 0.95 -0.662
7 10 -0.73 0.87 -0.251
8 11 0.69 0.85 1.180

9 13 1.31 0.93 1.758
10 12 1.47 0.85 1.960
11 14 1.97 0.85 2.460
12 17 2.39 0.95 2.828
13 16 2.40 0.95 2.838
14 15 2.41 0.94 2.853



<TIN BOBUEZEZFIHLIZHEELE>

DIFF (GDN(TIN-TIN)) DISC(GDN(TIN-TIN)) THET(GDN(TIN-TIN))

1. (04-07)-0.15 1. (11-12) 0.00 1. (04-05) -0.175
2. (07-05) -0.02 2. (12-14) 0.00 2. (05-07) -0.011
3. (05-06)-0.19 3. (14-07) -0.01 3. (07-09) -0.184
4. (06-09) -0.02 4. (07-10) -0.01 4. (09-06) -0.005
5. (09-08) -0.45 5. (10-06) -0.03 5. (06-08) -0.445
6. (08-10)-0.37 6. (06-05) -0.02 6. (08-10)-0.411
7. (10-11) -1.42 7. (05-04) -0.01 7. (10-11) -1.431
8. (11-13) -0.62 8. (04-13) 0.00 8. (11-13) -0.578
9. (13-12) -0.16 9. (13-15) -0.01 9. (13-12) -0.202
10. (12-14) -0.50  10. (15-09) -0.01 10. (12-14) -0.500
11. (14-17)-042  11. (09-08) 0.00 11. (14-17) -0.368
12. (17-16)-0.01  12. (08-17) 0.00 12. (17-16) -0.010
13. (16-15)-0.01  13. (17-16) 0.00 13. (16-15) -0.015

14. (15- 14. (16- 14. (15-



DIFFICULTY

(GDN(TIN-TIN))<7(10-11)>

13

12

-1.5

LB



-0.005

-0.01

-0.015

-0.02

-0.025

-0.03

-0.035

DISCRIMINATION
GDN(TIN-TIN)<5(10-6)>

LB



-0.2

-0.4

-0.6

-0.8

-1.2

-1.4

-1.6

THETA
GDN(TIN-TIN)<7(10-11)>

- 7 1)1



<PNO/TIN[E OEAEZEZF
FE LA R >

. T AN R ZIRTZ W TOHT

S Ol = W N+

TIN %5 E

: I./fk_:‘l?% ‘_EYZE .

. RPZ#H E L Theta@RPZFE H . OIBZ1ERK
. DIF, DIS, THE %% 11 1V 6 & ~BL A
. PNO/TINI O fEFE%K D, GDNIZE->TH, 7T 7 2Bk

. PNO/TINF'Eﬁ@iﬂﬁ#rﬁwk@cm%@ﬁﬁﬁé@GDN%&E%
. UL ED2oDGDNICHLEIZ, HAVNIHIN T, & FIAHPNO/

7. UL E®OPNO/TINZbookmark D& ZIGF1E 75

<TIN=10>D D E| S THAHZ L%, TBHE B D T

EI/JJFUUT%M\EEJ@‘@*, HDUTH
o7,

_lﬁ*\_kﬁ)j‘ AE C



3. 5. Rasch Model L LRT# f#F H L
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<IpHIV 2T IIVEEBETVIH
>

1) 593 2FF L (RM)
Ty 2T NI FE DL AT M E TG ME— DI ERERR D
R A e 35 51 TéH 5 Bramley, 2010).

% % sk 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).

2) BIES L 783 (LRT)

B EaH oM EE 73, Sck/ykﬂsz\mﬁrﬁ%ﬁx@@@w%:ﬁﬁﬁ
LN TEAMRESE BEEE) O O EE B ThADICHL, TANT
FIC<DNDEE DI o SOy 1T DIZ LR A EVOHIE S TR
N, = AR BT AT O AN G (H &, 2010).

kok kB ZE BB (2010) =2 —F /L7 ARG  FEEF B R - - B 722 BB
I B R moFENR ), A aEEL.




<MY — )L LERE >

1)o7y 2F7 L (RM)
Winsteps Ver. 3.80.1 (Linacre, 2013)
* 5 H ¥t 5 JE O (JRR) Z0ICEX E
* EHIEfR3HEH , 2R A EM1THE B Z2FRE
>IN IEM 14 2 REE iR 344, 1475 H)
2) TET 7 B (LRT)
Exametrika Ver. 5.3 (G5, 2011)
* H CAfkib~>7 (SOM), 2fET —7%,
BIET 7302, —FRITANICERE




<ZHrFENE (1) >

S1:LRT (Exametrika) 5547~ 71 /v (Excel) ™D

(Examinee> D> —KIZ,

RM (Winsteps) 7347

IR R REEN(0) LIE H S (6)

DIEZFf N T 2.

S2: O BERETICO ) [ENE, @OAET 7 A,
BT 7 A N—3 7 a7 7 AL (RMP)

® Rank 2 [ENE = 3

2

S3:(DRMPZ> 7251, @ 0 ODEAED AL,
B 6§ DEAEDZEA Y, = TINDSTE| A



<mHrkEER(1-1) >

A B iz O E F E] H I A k.
HFINsTE EETES A Frs Awni-sed-door il
1D [O]&E &4 [Ol&E == 1F E# 1F EEE Rasch & |HEF1E Rank 1 Rank &= &% Item MNo.

1 0007 14 1 000 11 0786 373 2 Q.00 1 .000 337 14
10024 14 1 .000 11 Q0.785 3.73 2 Q.00 1000 3.37 14
10015 14 1.000 10 0714 285 2 2.000 1000224185 12,13
10021 14 1.000 o 0545 1.24 2 0.004 (SRS }E ] a] 075 11
10022 14 1.000 a 0545 1.24 2 Q005 0aos 079 11
10023 14 1 .000 e 0643 154 2 oo o 08990 075 11
10034 14 1 .000 2 0643 1.594 2 oo o 0890 0759 11
10010 14 1.000 g 057 022 2 0072 08z25 075 11
10014 14 1.000 g 057 0az2 2 0072 o8Z25 075 11
10032 14 1.000 g 057 ez P o7z nazs 079 11
10018 14 1 .000 g 0571 092 2 0118 ogs2 078 11
10020 14 1 .00 g 0571 0.9z 2 2115 0882 075 11
10013 14 1.000 7 0500 —0.25 2 Q.007 0855 -1 57 10
10025 14 1.000 7 D500 —0.25 2 o7 0833 -1 57 10
10016 14 1 000 7 [aistee] —025 2 0172 oa2s -1 57 10
10028 14 1 .000 7 Q0.500 —0.25 2 0172 0828 -1 57 10
10003 14 1.000 7 0500 —0.25 2 0275 Q722 -1 57 10
10002 14 1.000 7 0500 —0.25 1 Q705 0252 -1 57 10
1 0005 14 1.000 7 0500 —025 1 Q705 0292 -1 57 10
1 Q006 14 1 .000 ¥ Q0500 —025 1 Q.F08 0252 -1 57 10
1 0005 14 1 .000 7 Q.500 —0.25 1 Q.F08 0252 -1 57 10
1 0005 14 1.000 7 0500 —0.25 1 Q705 0252 -1 57 10
10026 14 1.000 7 D500 —0.25 1 Q705 0252 -1 57 10
10031 14 1.000 7 0500 —025 1 Q705 0252 -1 57 10
10015 14 1 .000 ] 0425 -1 37 1 [OR=Ya]a] 0134 -1 57 10
10030 14 1 .00 & 0425 -1 .37 1 [OR=Ya]a] 0134 —1 57 10
10017 14 1.000 ] 0425 -1 .37 1 0a7o 0030 -1 57 10
10012 14 1.000 o 0357 —223 1 0a73a 0027 —2 35 g
100011 14 1 000 5 0357 -2 23 1 0988 o2 —2 35 a
1 000 14 1 .000 4 02865 —254 1 05595 Q.02 —3.38 &]
10027 14 1 .00 4 0286 —254 1 0855 2002 —3 .35 £
1 0004 14 1.000 3 0214 —3 .61 1 0855 Q.00 —4.4 4
10033 14 1.000 3 0214 —3 .61 1 1.000 Q.000 —4.4 4
10025 14 1 .00 2 0143 —4 32 1 1 000 0000 nea 3




<R (1-2) >

A B iz I - kL
HAF3HETE BT Swh Avri-twd- FOar Ll

o O O&E== 1EE# 1FEEE Rasch & |HEFIE Rank 1 Rank 2 S8 % Ttern Mo.
10007 14 1 .000 11 0786 373 2 Q.00 1.000 3.37 14
10024 14 1 000 11 0786 373 2 0000 1000 337 14
10015 14 1 .000 10 0714 285 2 0000 1000 224,185 12,13
10021 14 1 .000 o 0643 1594 2 0004 09965 079 11
10022 14 1 000 G 0643 154 2 0005 0855 075 11
10023 14 1 .000 o 0543 194 2 omao 0990 079 11
10034 14 1 .000 o 0643 154 2 omao 0990 070 11
10010 14 1 .000 a8 0571 o9z 2 0072 092a 079 11
1001 4 14 1 000 a 0571 sz 2 0072 05825 075 11
10032 14 1 .000 a 057 o9z 2 0o7F2 09258 070 11
10013 14 1 .000 a 057 o9z 2 n11a 0ggz2 079 11
10020 14 1 000 a8 0571 092 2 0118 0ag2 075 11
10013 14 1 .000 7 0500 —Z25 2 000y 0993 -1 57 10
10025 14 1 .000 7 0500 —26 2 om?T 059383 -1 57 10
10016 14 1 .000 7 0500 —26 2 o172 0a2a -1 57 10
10025 14 1 Q00 7 0500 —26 2 0172 0825 -1 57 10
10003
10002 14 1 .000 7 0500 —26 1 n7og nz2ez2 -1 57 10
1 Q005 14 1 000 7 0500 —26 1 0705 0252 -1 57 10
1 Q006 14 1 .000 7 0500 —Z25 1 0703 n2az2 -1 57 10
10003 14 1 .000 7 0500 —26 1 070 nz2ez2 -1 57 10
100053 14 1 .000 7 0500 —26 1 070 0292 -1 57 10
10026 14 1 000 7 0500 —26 1 0705 0252 -1 57 10
10031 14 1 .000 7 0500 —26 1 07og 0252 -1 57 10
10015 14 1 .000 G 0429 -1 .37 1 D386 0134 -1 57 10
10030 14 1 Q00 4] 0425 —1 .37 1 [0k =]a]a] 0134 -1 57 10
10017
10012 14 1 .000 5 0357 223 1 (= 0027 —235 a8
10011 14 1 .000 5 0357 223 1 093s 0oomz —2 35 a
1 00 14 1 000 4 0286 —254 1 05855 0002 —3.38 &
10027 14 1 .000 4 0286 2594 1 0993 0002 —-3.28 G
10004 14 1 .000 3 0214 —3 .61 1 0999 0.0 -4 .4 4
10033 14 1 000 3 0214 —3 .61 1 1 000 0000 —4 .4 4
10025 14 1 .000 2 0143 —4 32 1 1 .000 2000 RS a nsa
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ID EE OFE#H  FEZE  Rasch & ?EETE Rank 1 Rank 2 Sl=8)* Item Mo.

10007 14 1000 11 0736 373 2 D000 1.000 3.37 14
10024 14 1.000 11 0786 373 2 0.000 1.000 237 14
10015 14 1.000 10 0714 285 2 0.000 1000224 1585 12,13
10021 14 1000 5 0643 1.54 2 0.004 0555 075 11
10022 14 1000 o 0F43 154 2 0.005 0855 075 11
10023 14 1.000 ] 0GF43 154 2 omao 08930 075 11
10034 14 1000 5 0643 1.54 2 0.0 0550 075 11
10010 14 1000 g 0571 052 2 0072 0528 075 11
10014 14 1000 3 05N 0az 2 Qor2 0828 075 11
10032 14 1.000 3 05N naz 2 oor2 o283 075 11
10018 14 1000 g 0571 052 2 0118 0882 075 11
10020 14 1000 3 057 naz 2 0118 Da52 075 11
10013 14 1.000 7 0500 -0 26 2 Q.oo7 0553 -1 57 10
10025 14 1.000 7 0500 —0.26 2 omy 0533 -1 57 10
10016 14 1000 7 0500 =026 2 0172 0828 -1 57 10
10028 14 1000 7 0500 —0 26 2 0172 D828 -1 57 10
10003

10002 14 1.000 7 0500 —0.26 1 0703 0292 -1 57 10

« 10003BDZERE = T7727T 0 DNEHIKR VW
T 72\ BT AMEER D e b IRV BR A
+ 0 (£0)k= 0 DELLF TEFIUC ITHE 35 H ¥ 5 & OfE

CBERZZFDIEH)

BB DOH
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HExist& WIS | Svn Avi-ieT IO IR AL

ID (O] £ (O] &2 1F E# IF EEE Rasch & |{#FI{E Rank 1 Rank 2 iz & )% Ttem Ma.
10003
10002 14 1000 7 0500 —026 1 0708 0292 -1 57 10
1 0005 14 1000 7 0500 —026 1 0708 0292 -1 57 10
1 0005 14 1000 7 0500 —026 1 0708 0292 -1 57 10
10008 14 1000 7 0500 —026 1 0708 0292 -1 57 10
10005 14 1000 7 0500 —026 1 0708 0292 -1 57 10
100265 14 1000 7 0500 —026 1 0708 0292 -1 57 10
10031 14 1.000 7 0500 —025 1 0708 0282 =157 10
10018 14 1.000 ] 0429 -1.37 1 0868 0134 -1 57 10
10030 14 1.000) a] 0429 -1 .37 1 0856 0134 -1 57 10
10017 37| 1| o870 0030 57 10
10Mm2 14 1.000 ) 0357 —-223 1 0273 o027 —2.35 o
10011 14 1.000 ) 0357 —-223 1 0258 omz —2.35 o
10001 14 1.000 4 0288 —-2584 1 0258 0002 —3.38 ]
10027 14 1.000 4 0258 -2584 1 0358 0002 —3.38 3]
10004 14 1.000 3 0214 —3 .61 1 0355 0.0 =4 .4 4
100353 14 1.000 3 0214 —3 .61 1 1.000 0000 =4 .4 4
10025 14 1000 P 0143 -4 .52 1 1.000 0.000 nda na

> 10031/ D=ZEE—> 0 =-0.26 DK, Zhs
(34) HTINIO D § =-1.57L0E E\ M

> 10017/ DO=ERE = § =-1.37 D&,

ZA7

SHED 0 =-2.23 1% TIN1IOD § =-1.57 J0H Ky Vi

% TIN1023 4338 )5 D F 1S

ST D 0 =—1.37
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I5H FEH FEE  EERECERIZSHRank!  Rank?2  |Alpha Beta B Gamma G

fa15 1 0025 01N 0.339 0,005 0054 '| 0049 2 0054 0,000 0000
a1 6 1 0029 017 0339 0.005 0055 1 0080 Z 005 0,000 0000
fa17 1 0029 017 0.339 0,005 0055 1 0050 Z 0055 0,000 0000
fo14 3 0058 0268 0208 0014 0161 1 0147 Z 0161 0,000 0000
foj12 fi 0176 0.387 0420 0028 0.324 1 0256 Z 0324 0,000 0000
fa13 7 0208 0410 Dg07 0033 0.380 1 0.347 2 (0,380 0,000 0000
fall 1 12 0.353 0485 0552 0056 0647 1 0&&2 Z 0647 0,000 0000
fa10 24 0,706 0462 0570 Q607 0804 1 01a7 1 0a07 0,000 0000
falg 27 07594 0410 0718 0670 0818 1 0248 1 Q870 0,000 0000
falg 30 0Bg2 0327 D646 0.783 0581 1 0157 1 0783 0,000 0000
fal6 30 0Bg? 0327 0427 0833 053 1 0058 1 0833 0,000 0000
fals 31 0812 0288 0439 0837 0586 1 0145 1 0837 0,000 0000
fald a2 0541 0239 0413 059 0590 1 0099 1 059 0,000 0000
fal7 il 0512 0268 0240 0536 0eag7 1 0,000 2 0Ba7 1000 0045
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