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"Rk BEAE - RERARFURHREABN IR - T H R E IR 2
60 73 > (HR A EE EEMEERERAETE ? RS A SN ? M eGSR
Y RERERERE R L > HoEE i RE SR AARCE ? 2 SRR A B R L
FAE A SRR e AL S - MERER R AR TR 2 BT - AT S 2R
HEECE /A © BRCRPVREERRE JiHk - BES U EsEaIEE - RIS - KR
JERENFIRESE - BTkt 2 e RERE - CHUR AR U SRR (item
response theory, fiiff§ IRT ) BfHBAKGET  FFE - SBASPHAVEERE - BTG IRREEENS
7 - Berk £ 1986 £ » B HERSE A 38 MG AMERIEL - 10 1996 51F - WRIRH
U S0 R EAHEEER o AR ATER T 5 e AN BT RS B if > (HERIAZ BUR
SR P R B ETRE S - AT RS R P ERFERY 60 43 BIE 2 AN BRI VR TRE 2 I B SR AR Wtk o -
HEGE BRI R AN (F3&50 » 2005 ) - TR — R A DRI E R A 78 EATHE -
Tl ekl ~ EBENTE

HFEN I > A HRGEASERERT I ~ ShE &M > EEERHAERGE
Jitd o DEFE S AN A RE (R R R - DUMTRBI A\ B iORE PR HE R e T ek g - 59
SIS/ R B BAREE RS b EIBUATRIICR - DAECHTRERE H AT 3 e P A 2R
MESCEMES - T SERET ARG AR RIS BB S TR AN R AR B R 3 - DA ARAg s
H -

falk

il

g - EAREST

TERSAVEEHERSE (standard setting) 1 - NiE 2 H BGE R - P/
EAIEEIEE LT - OB & S AR L RS PUEHE - A R E R RE i PR Es Y
KA KGR ~ SiEREER IRERIEREIRNER - R £58H RERE
HEBR - F15.5E Meskauskas (1976 ) e/ TEIRKFH 57 FoiRBHK (state models) Eilid
FEE 2 (continuum models ) » £ Jaeger (1989 ) ~ Kane (1994 ) ~ ¥fHHE: ~ AXEREE (1994)
o BERE A R DU R I A s P ARBR T BB O (test-centered model )
Bl DL A7 5 e ) BB BRI B s PR B8 11y T 23 0Bt | ((examinee-centered
model ) FAZH -
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SRS R PEIERGE RN E S E IR R A By (AR EEar R
B it A ERE ] ) - SR Rl et H PR - Al Hambleton ~  Jaeger
Plake B Mills (in press, 5[ Pitoniak, 2003) J5EERLUNEREET " A& @R EER |
HI A R - — ~ FPEFIEHRES | FEREE - 2B SR A WA ES
T FFEFIESS | FERAHALRARRE B R R RSz e A T =
FlEts © FEPEPE S PR BB E JT 3 ~ SRR R A e R Bl B E RS Y
% 1Y - FPERABEL & 530 B - [FIEEBEREREES T TR
JER T30 - FER R IR ~ IMERUEZEIRE 5 N~ SFEAE - FHER
tia Y ¢ I B SR ~ B T

bE=E NSRS - SRR LIS APE T R 55— JEERES 1l - 2] 55
WS ¢ 5 BREHEA TSR (artificial intelligence ) MIZZAIFIERFT R R HTIVE S
F#fE (expert system ) » 55— RIfECBRET S AIZ T SHIE fre H O A I LB T S il B

(computerized adaptive mastery testing) (Frick, 1992) - [It4p - BE 2B Berk
(1986) Firkg " SRRCEE 8, 1N/ > {H Berk WS HR B RTEIVERE) - ABGIER
TS BTG 0 TR ~ RIREE (1994) SRR IETTERS B4 RE IR
AW RIREK s BHEEER IR AR B0 B s - B (FE Y M E e 1ERE - AHE
JRIE » ASSCAEHGANRE FLiR R R PR HE R e STk -

Fefde Foli2e B2 ~ BN % - RECTIERANE 1 PR R EER e 438
2 - it o PTAGRET T PR PR MR 8 7 iR R S A - A SCHIARE o
HUEAHRRES, - DAHEERTHVER RS - 55E » JOTERS AMEHER E R - ZE (i
B TR -- U R AR O S B 5 AR - ERRE /TR R B RR R ERE T i U
2 WOHIBR A R AL [ B8 B B8 — T - o F Bt AR B 2 T RE 1 - i
% B =TSN E S RV - SRR -
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1 REPEHERGE fiiksr 2 (5 H#EREE - 2005)

- AR EREL AR

FERGAMEERS T R THE T - ASUEDRES N FIE TR T - R - Ryl
FER TR - 58R E BB Fesd g R O B A2 3 B A0 il o - g
LU > FEE DL Nedelsky (1954) ~ Angoff (1971) ~ Ebel (1972) =R AR
Bl AR HAE Rl > SeREdanh

(—) Nedelsky % (Nedelsky’s method )
Leo Nedelsky fA 1954 fE42H - HAOEE D SOREEEF ST 5 A/ E &2
(response options ) {EFIET - EREXBATIR - B 5% SRERAEIE KR 1 2 Nedelsky
B FEHE AL SRR BT ERREA » SEMZERFFE A L — HEE G T RRRe IR
( minimally competency ) £4: 8 Nedelsky Fiifi F-D 24: (Z+5 F : Failing Bl D : barely
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passing [J3ZEA# ) REFRHISHRRAVIEEEIH - FHREZE R AREH - BULEEL > HHSRE
AR il i/ NEE /K- (minimum pass level ) (A1 5570 4 ESEE - FREEE Ty
RBE R4 BV RERI 1 FAEEE - HIH R/ NEEAKF- R 1 FREA3 = 0.33)
it - RERTR SGEIIE T FGETT © iR o KRR N S BRI - P
ARFTERFEEME - DUTE S ZERHE - Hirp > Nedelsky J5{BoE P HELE HIRLL &
THBRARBE W R BAENTF - 2BAR51 - HERREAEBIRAEFEE - &5tk
HIBRE Rk T B3R A IH - TR AL T ReIE - SRBEISE TS - NI - 3FFE
oy B (HE ) B B2 A RE L e [ 2 Bt P Ty - DR BE SR E R & iy - R
BIREER O H R RRE T EENTS  SUE R AR - ARSPE R ARG TR - )KL

=1
Nedelsky 22 7P ZLoRr 28001

Judge’s Recording Form

NEDELSKY METHOD
Question Circle Numbers of P
Number Choices identified
1 0o 1 2 & 1.00
2 0 1 @ 3 .50
3 0 1 Q@ 3 .50
4 0o 1 233D 1.00
5 0 D 2 3 33
6 0 D 2 3 33
7 0 1 & 3 .50
8 @D 2 3 33 SUM
9 0 1 2 3 25 5.07
10 0D 2 3 33

)

F1 BUH Zieky & Livingston (1977, p.5)

b

(=) Angoff %
1 ~ Angoff 3% ( Angoff’s method )
Angoff (1971) ZEHNSTR HLAHRIELS - JHRREFER S — R fKRE JIRBE - Flln
A REIEREMFERGUENIBSRIE - P — 2D R 2 U B REAY - IR (KA 8250
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# (minimally acceptable score ) o ‘BEFRHITHY » S 5CIGHIRENTSER— 013k 2 Z Angoff
BRI AL HER BN BRE A - ST B REP A LA A i 28— (R I A e A (I RE T 2R B
B g — U T REZ WHSRME - Atk - R SRR I T ST - Itk o KRR
FF— A ESREINRE - FRE— 2D KT aFE EME - DUE R RS 2MEE - ik
| Angoff KBl Fift Nedelsky {EHEL - 1 BEARIE Y R B R B 5 A e AU FE A%
JOANE] o TRHER R Nedelsky ¥ » Mk RE R AR - 2 O H P BVRdERE 13k
BB REEHE R 2 B rh 2 B Uy - AUBSSREM SRS - iR miE S - HAS
AR E R > SLZIRIR -

+*x2
Angoff B FF Bk 2 T f

Judge’s Recording Form

ANGOFF METHOD
Question Estimated
Number Probability
1 1.00
2 .90
3 .80
4 .70
5 .35
6 45
7 25
8 .30
9 25 SUM
10 25 5.25

i UH Zieky & Livingston(1977, p.6)

2 ~ B E 2 GEEAY Angoff 1 (modified multiple choice Angoff)

HZEBIZE HIEEAR 50t ( Educational Testing Service, ETS) A 1976 42, (Berk,
1986) » Py REERATERR » HEE—PRAIENHEREERE - ARG PRIENL
fEE 73R (5% ~ 20% ~ 40% ~ 60% ~ 75% ~ 90% ~ 95% ) » BERFFEE IR LT H I T #
FUETHIRE - ARG MEEAE Eadt- AR 20 R g W — {1l i n] DUEEANAIE( Do not
know ) - ff% * KFRAIEFHE N — 3 FIE ZHERIEINRE - FRE— KA
{E > DR FEAERHE -
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3~Yes,/No [ Angoff 1%( two choice Angoff BFE{E 1LY Nedelsky 1:( modified Nedelsky )
Nassif (1978) HARE Y BOKEFE FE B KRE S RBIZAE NS » 2 AREERE
A R T DUERES - HIREE R yes o+ AREIEREEI R HIEFE K" no
SOEEAANE - % o FHRIBFFEIFIERN "yes ) EHE PR MEE S - D
BEVE R RS e o fEREE b o FHEAIE - Nedelsky :HIE B BHRGER B R s
TE{E yes,/no FlE (A > MGEIEEHY F-D B2A0E » SAREIEMEARRE ? ) A - ¥
HA R G Angoff i - SRR L FIE RSN ERYREREN: - kA SFaF IR E Hyst
(variability ) »
4 ~ {778 3% Angoff 2 (iterative two choice Angoff) (B¢fF Jaeger 3 (Jaeger’s method ))
#E& EANE] Yes,/No Y Angoff ¥ » Jaeger (1978) R rIREFIERIBEREL A By
WS (HARIER AT EHITEFE (iterative process ) » B4R BRI ERSE
HIFTREER RS - DIHEFREERF 22 - Jacger ¥ 1982 4FIRF - KM — DB Rufii &
B AT ~ BARE  BEAET G - B R SOR MRSV FIEHEE (iterative
structured item judgment process ) B¢, Berk ( 1986 ) fitfi 2 78 358 Angoff 12 - BT
AR S =K KRR E DA T IR © T SRS SRR RE A 1EATE (0] 50 3E (el E e 2
IR —{E B SR EHEMEH - S ERECCE ? FANHERRE - & EE
PR S AEARELE yes,/no FIET - (HAHEEHT Angoff B Nedelsky i » Hiki@i ¥ e
B BB EAE - ST O H PR PEE R KR IR - [EAh - FE
AR P MR I =2 ERE. (normative information ) * FRFFER » HEFEFLR
ZIFHESMID ~ FPEABSERTRFERIR IR HE RIS < SUEHEE(E - B )
i RGO AR B 2 IR BB DUV 3 A (intrajudge ) BAFEER] (interjudge )
FIE R - MRS ERRRTRE D RS L RUE i KRE JREL - JA2E =Hmh - DAATARTY
FHIER R/ NPATEUE - BTR RS AERHE -
5~ fEIERY, SR 28R Angoff i2: (adjusted/modified multiple choice Angoff)
Bernknopf ~ Curry Eil Bashaw (1979) ¥k R XUEEER Angoff AR MMAMEIE > FF
e —3E 0 e 9 EE e (15% ~ 25% ~ 35% ~ 45% ~ 55% ~ 65% ~ 75% ~
85% ~ 95%) » FEHE | fEfthZ FoinfRRE /IR L EE B 2 H o7 b - ik - DAMSKRIS#%
Al S 4 3R e R R A e AU I BESRME - AR BRSPS B G g 47 R
PR o iR 0 PR BB RSRE PR BE RS HIER 2 N DR - TR IE1R
HIPT A BRE R AR - SREFEE IO - BV RS ERE -
6 ~ JZ78 Angoff i (iterative Angoff)
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Hi1 Saunders Eil Mappus fit 1984 £E42H - AU RS & Angoff LBl Jaeger ¥ » 1E
PO = imiaaiarh o [FEREK AR e i I AE 1 R B ] REIEME R 2 S Y B R
{B » TERF A B RS M Bt ) Pt e AT E b 2B ER A B 0 B o MCB s 2 st
R HERHERT SR AR ARG RS SRR - RV RIfERT A P RVALER (consensus of
the judges) FHRIE °
7 ~ FFE&EFRE (rating scale method )

WF] Angoff IR FAGAREIERERIEHIE » Sethts (1986) #LH)YZORETE LBUAIE
A EE R MR - PR IR E RS IR - IR IR B HEFE (A B
HEREBOANE] - AJ5p Ry S~ 7 B 9 BISEEE ) » (1% - FRRE TR R AIKRE T R B
BANN S - HlEbeR R ? mik o RS NEBETHA S SR eht - e
KEFE LT - BV R P - MHRRRE ERAT A ACHERAIER 3 B - B EHDR
T &AM R ) AL R BT Angoff PHZERRN - 12N E R
MR - FEH DR SR R e R R — 2 -

%3
RP T E BRI FFEH IR

HE 1055 %)) 2 3 4 SOk

MEmE L 7 24 38 24 7

R

L

BB

B < B

A gIER A (1986,p.216) » RyhliE - 30 @@L MEH -

8 ~ Angoff {741 ( Angoff derivative method )

EREERBEHELEEE (National Assessment of Educational Progress, NAEP) H
1994 4E#E » RIEF] %0 Angoff SRZEfRAVRSBMEHER E /TR % Tt 7358 I » Loomis
Eil Bourque (2001 ) jRFIHEPYRE V5350 G By * 1ERfEE 43 HLik (percent correct method ) ~
3R (proportional method ) ~ SEE5 {312 (mean estimation method ) ~ ISSE # ( the item
score string estimation method ) °

1EHE B 70 FEEES BT BOREVERTHE A 2 H 0 eI K RE 1) R B2 3 B
EEDREER IERESE (partially correct response ) » B4l - fERZICE 03 L > HET
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53RN (scoring rubrics) JHPA 1 730 ARANIERE ~ 2 70 URED IEHE ~ 3 0o 58 4= EE
TEESE » WE —ITdtsr it - PTIRFEIROR > BOPIE 40 Fs 2 @bl © 2 4 (FPAE) Bl
143 (ELUT) » BIZEOREFEFIERARRE IR 2B v RER 7 2 70 (BPLE) e
PefE -

Pk SR AR S i (K AE ) B 325 A B R AR A 40 HE RN 73 858G | (each
rubric score point) WIRESZFERYEESR - B - FIE KA /IRBIZAB ATHER | 43 ~ 2
53~ 3 ERIE R A IERES 20 Puik - ERRRA T B S & (95 8%
il 5 oG - FRAN bR o3 ak 2 fEE SR ) -

SRR ERPRR B - O BERAFEFIE i K RE IR B2 B e A %
Teatsr it R BRI GRS 4 B o DA R B HE B SR T B KE AAEHE -

ISSE {EA[F] Yes,”No ] Angoff %fkt » {F 2 MIPAER R ZI0aT 503 - Jh2KEEE
AlE KR IRBISZAB I EZ Tit sl | BEEREREI 140 ~247 23
9 ~ ZEfHY Angoff 3£ (extended Angoff approach )

FEREZE PRIV - AR PVRER E METRENT RS EE | —Oeatomy
SEEFERME (selected response ) EAHE L TCE T/ IS S FE ( constructed response ) Zi{7H °
TER A BB AT o WIEHERERY Angoff e S RE A IERE S MERESRAE
Hambleton Bl Plake (1995) JHZORGFERTFERAKRE IR BIERHEZ TLE T RV EESR
B EVTREIES NS 0 B - R RE et F IR EF S ANE T BB DUNRE - It
b MR BEEIREETERITIRRE ~ R REB PR HER E s BRI ~ R ARG A S -
BEINES - HEREES B U  Angoff Y EERFE b - IFRFRE S Jaeger L
RIUTR (WIPCEHTT ~ IREEBIRERE) -

10 ~ E3%1c#EE: (cognitive component approach )

FHELR Angoff EFAEEEEAE A E @ - McGinty Ed Neel (1996) HIZKEFEKE
AR Y B L Bl AL IR AR (cognitive component) « FBIIE - FBERE
Fy 1 516+193+232 A% A 2 SZE ARG BERERIZ P RIRERE - HIFEJe B w8 HEEAIRE

(1) WRf R I RA 5 (2) MR+ RERAIREAYESE 5 (3) FEAR3 =80k
T 5 (4) FRE=MBRER 305 (5) MR ARREER - PUTH - 318
R A R SRR AT R AR R - SRR R T EEE (s - SZad 8 AHAHE
JIERERER R B %D B 53 FERRE - “HATESER - 3P 9 DA E AR 75 IERENE
MBI FEEERERE TR (GE © (EGIRRRE 24 5 4 i 2
MEVRE RIS )  HEEEFRE AR & Kot/ Mk P LR (minimum success rate) » BIMUREE

5 -
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IR AE 775254 RE IEREFE P EER AT R AVHER(E - iR - KEVE T T USRI AIE
HSPEEI RSB MDURHSR - SREE A E RS FARERT » RN R Ry B RS AVEEHE
11 ~ EZEFiT (bookmark method )

ki S RN R A N S L BB 2 5 B SOHERY R i > Lewis ~ Mitzel il Green
(1996 ) ZLREFEZE— A H IRT e B HAEERE P 5 R EEH P Ve S
(ordered item booklets ) - [F]RFHEHEEER — (R FIZTE PR EHE AT IR &

Z1% 0 TR ESRICE — &S (bookmark ) AKETRAYEEEID - HETARKEEI5R
B2 B IES 3 0 2 18R (K9 67% ) HLESEEIEMEFERY 2 (EE0ER - 1eoh - &
PAZERRRTRT A6 2 fizs - PRI AEANEIRE /AR 4E( B  Basic; P Proficient; A Advanced ) -
A HE IR A E Y R (RGN FUSRAY IRT SSRGS - HiR il
& IRT $5flirEil Angoff 1 E:4%& ¢ [Alf Lewis ~ Green ~ Mitzel ~ Baum, il Patz (1998) X%
Hg B IER IRT-Angoff 3 (IRT-Modified Angoff Procedure ) -

2 EEEFHEREIEES (I Mitzel, Lewis, Patz, & Green, 2001, p.256)

12 ~ B[R] (item mapping method )

A R RIS B B R v ER B E) » AR REFE RS PRy atE T
S HO H PR ARRE R BUZ A B TEA R R E MR E P HIEBUEREEER 2 5
8 - {H Wang (2003) F&Esii & IAEFE@Ae 56 R0 rrHSEE « (1) S8k fiKRE SR
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# i B

BEERDEA 50%M83R (JF Lt 67% » J5A Rasch BIEHBEHRE FEARAR
RS B RRLEUE § (2) FEIMRIE O E 3 PR < 2V HERE S T 5R0RS R BT [

(histogram chart ) - ffi{GFFEFRELA B 2B A FE R AT SUE RS B (el = A R EL R
Fo?r i VERHE I X il CBEE(EALE ) - (3) HIW L > Hsiin X EEARATE - N
IMEAREEE 2 R PEHE (multiple levels) » SRS REIAZ HERTIRREIAE SR T - fHIA
HEERER ARRAEE 5 (4) TR ZREFPE R gl FIE - st e
Sl o e S HL R /R P B B A A RR M BT EFIE © i RAE AU E AR IEET
H BRI ILEREEIE -

& 2275
! =
| 9
2%
s3e
1ase 0
a
2 mes s 2% rea
SE O 2 a
sls 8% e &
- + -
e B sz -2
737 o @i 2 est 323 ew s
a Bk &
@ o ez M I B & sk
A a 5 - 2 3
idi B de & a3k & FE A s vs
Y - A £ a a
we o33 m & M iz s g s A s afte
2 - a Py - L - -
E M B A B b 3 s = A& & -
Ak & & A o & & o A b o3
1830 T = & = = A &7
PA A - A
h B & M A 5w A a2 sie
'~y & Fay - -~ A~ -
$ <78 “ca 3 230 o 470
s & A B & B =
2950 e s B & R oz & o 28
25 F oM D L A & =537
By e e & & s
a 3 a & &
s B B o B =2
N % & = & A & &
A ~ P = g 3
£ e B &  am J s
a . - - 2 - 7 i
& & wm s S B S B 28 -] 2 o # £ A
P -3 & sfe A & ) & & o L E FS rs o
a a a a a A a a a - a a a 3 a A a - - p:
r -— * r v T x v —~
72 76 80 84 88 92 96 100 104 108 112 116 120

i 3 RS E R BT E#ES] (HUE Wang, 2003, p.234)

13 ~ IDEA ¥ (interdependent evaluation of alternatives method )

{Eit Angoff AL FE BB A S HIAIE - 1M Nedelsky ERIEREEN T -
HESRE W T EEAE R TIR » ORGP ETFHHEA S (GEEELEIE) (FreBmm LIk
ERFERGR - HEE EFEEHIER - (052 iEE B O N EIFZEE - A1 Angoff LY
AR I s SR B B R b e U RE R LI E E T | AT 2 By | (NTi%
IALEAREEERE - 1 Nedelsky L3V HI 22 ah BB m RS | - 22008 T heifd 1EAESETH -
T SR AR M P A - LE RSB TE ERUS, - T s E S » A RSHRIE - Chang ~ van der
Linder B Vos (2004) {:EIRAEHIE @ SORGFETR S BRRERUE (8 - s
HEEI) EFRIVEE o MAIEEBITTREE R T - SR eI - R {KRE TR

B R B W - 167 -



R 5 R N R S B R R T

ZRA BT E AT REIEMEFEAUBSRIE (AR © B8 A ER RN s 1) - B
i PERHEHETER MR - a2 B R o MRS B8 A ERE SR - 1T
5 R EEEMIR IR GR - EAEREAEEE R G P R IEMEE R F (Hreds
PR AN LAZNE ) BT A RS- E -

(=) Ebel K&

1 ~ Ebel # (Ebel’s method )

Ebel jj& 1972 482 - #& b 5FE @R R e I (s 47 B - 3 B 5EiR
EAEVYREEYE: (relevance ) BREEEME: (importance ) @ FEAUAMIT (essential ) ~
2 (important ) ~ (7] (acceptable ) ~ {7%¢ (questionabl ) f¢z —FHEERE : %55, (easy) ~
B (medium) ~ #15E (hard) JEER— 4%3 Al HZ - R 1% - KBS EERRE -
FEFER 3 AR EE ARSI - % - FREHAH T — IR AR ZEMAG T AN E A RER (A
7% 4 Fy Ebel Fridtif < MREGREL - S5M8 %) HIEA U E R (K nT 8252 Re J1 B e
100%IERERIZERY » QUFGELHRESRL - HERBES T DUHEEHE - RS 553 Fd nT Bl
AR ) o I tRRE A B REBOAHER ~ IR - FERHSEEEARENER - R S AR -

<4

Ebel ZH1HIBEAGEHETGIIT - BB HH 0B F(E
Relevance Difficulty Levels
Categories Easy Medium Hard
Essential 100% — —
Important 90 70% -
Acceptable 80 60 40%
Questionable 70 50 30

Z7 0 HUE Ebel (1972, p.493)

2 ~ BfERE-H 432 Ebel 3 (difficulty-taxonomy Ebel )

Skakun Eil Kling (1980) J%Ri&t¥HEH Ebel FEAH1EFES - a0 AV R EE 53
F¥ERE - 5 ~ T ~ SR H S M - HE (factual ) ~ Bfi# (comprehension) ~ fii
fiEtk (problem solving ) » JERK—1l 333 B jrfl H 5% » Wi HHEFEFHIRHE H 5225k
i Tt > RS E I AR 2R HERE (R [R5 A R A o B B SRAE (D
& FlRERD - PR ICEESRME T RIS - IR - SRESEEEERSRIE - BRek
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3~ et ME-H %548 Ebel 35 (relevance-taxonomy Ebel )

FEE& | » Skakun B Kling (1980) [AJ#% HERESE Ebel iR R B R M A E
JES LGB YIMEI > DUBE— 1 4% 3 BEregii F 3% - Mtk - HEF e R B Ebel
EEHHE - ANameEER- H R > %8 Ebel {R8GE Y - H L5 JH Ebel 3% - B EEFEFR
{8/t Ebel ¥ » 72 5BE HAEHEAREE AV BH i Fg AN E] -

[BAEZAE OB - H DB SEE A & - iR > )
JE I R PERIRY R R (uncontrollable factor ) (AR RBUEERGHIESR T » R MR EIRK
FESEWRTE ) » I - SRR AN E B B2 RE L » BANMBUDA B Ot
HJ7ES R - (HREE (R - WU BIRHEEZS IT - WS R S el g
O S) » (B s - AR T B2 o MR 23 B O 2o
FEUE

(—) 54HE: (the borderline group method )
Zieky Bl Livingston (1977) fAFE b5 BORKEFE SHIEHH— MR E R ASERG N, -
{EHIERKEAEIERLE - IRRIR RS ARG AR BRIRRE - SR < R Ry T B S
(borderline group ) » #R{L K IHLAH Z2AF iR IBE FRBL By 78 (median) (JH#EHE
BOPIIEAZ IR 2 - BRI R R e
() ¥HAfHE (the contrasting groups method )
1~ ARG T

PRI G R vk - ST 1 (Zieky & Livingston, 1977) f& R B2 (it -
G IE LA ERG A ARG AERIN R Z i S s H Y - T e Ay = e A E
FoREAEANRGAHTERE - FORFI R N MBS 47 4 BOBAR S Y - ARl 4 PR B
WS AR B - BIUR RS AMEE (IR S S35 AR B ZE M N AR ) » HARHITE
R E R A L BEFITI il 53 FRSE SR B/ N+ [FJRRF A FRE B AR RS AR | 2 b
FIERIREE Ly & %) - 1 Brandon (2002) #E—SHEEAHRIMF SRR AN DARRHY - 8208 v]
TREwR /T TR A Rtk © SZEE RO (person-focused version ) ~ SZEA H S E Ly
HBES (response-focused version ) o B/ Ja Bl - aaR=E DR HIEE 2l

(people take the examination ) FyF#d - FFEF 2B REPWZRAE R E 2T
% BN E CSeRITHIES (examinees’ completed examinations ) [ZfE » 5P
DAy BERER ARG AIITEE S Ry 22 e B - Webb Bil Miller (1995) HIR4LL Brandon

(2002) Frigszad s K E R DRV IR N B ERTE | - 20K E SN B R
TEmMAZ SR - RS 2EE HR ) 8 R i AR BB 53 /B BRSSO S HLe T D (RS 40
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BE -
N Estimated
Standard
&
&
a
=
i
T .
¥ Hon-mastery Magtery
g Group Group
z
L] 1 1 1 1 A Il L L Il 1 L 1 1 1 e L
W 195 110 115 120 136 130 135 140 145 50 165 180 166 17D 1¥5

Score

4. HEHEIR & #plE (HUE Zieky & Livingston, 1977, p.9)

2 ~ I LDF ¥

{E S R R S PR T 5 AR E RS AEE - 1T Koffler (1980) IR RAEFIE
Fa#/ RKEAER - IR T BIRERRGET V5 s o SR EEE - DRITTER A AR 1)
FE# (linear discriminant function, LDF ) (Fisher, 1936 ) Y& - HiEFEFEICER EFREEN
BLRFSAE CWBE ) B 2 H B IC ~ BREUTIHES - fERREZ2BORATED T - 6EH]
BT BN SR Him 21 =0T s

[(xr-x)s]| (r-(xi-x)2)] (BHD

Heto X, - X, SRIRFAIE BRI B AL AR © S° G DHREE

AT T AR WBa o7 3 - ANt - KPR B A B S — AR 1
b R log(q, / q,) SRIGZAERM (Hp » g, ~ q, 530 AR HHE FokG G
BLRFEAE TG EER) » iRHIDAAZOREZAEIR - BERIR log(q, / q,) HZ e/ NABE ST
B B R AR R SR e -
3 ~ HRH QDF &%

FHER A ¥R LDF 32 - H9EoE Rt N REUE RIBERTEDL T » EERRE - HE)
™ (robustness ) BIJ&rBES#57: ( Gessaman & Gessaman, 1972 ) » 22 Ea]EF DL 2R & B
PE# (quadratic discriminant function, QDF ) ik » 23k ©
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RS —_— 2 —_— —_—
(X, /S -X, /Sj)—%(l/Sf —1/522)—%()(12 /ISP -X, /S22)+%log(522 /S?)
(Ax2)
2 2
HAFIRERRELAZ 1 HHIE] - S350 SLS 53 RS RE AN A B e 47 5

B BT L EIREDIAS 2 REZEE - AeAt 08D D) iy g ases B - E

Fy AR B e -
4 ~ HIHH R QDF i

B H B BCARERNT - AEBRF Bl /5 K0 - HM 2 B 22 » A Conover
Eil Tman (1978) JHaRER HSFMRiEHA (rank transformation) 773X » HE& 555G %
8 H/NERPEY » BHRPE 1 2 n fGELEER - 1% - RIS B R 2 52 4E
ZHEES S - RARK 1 DURISHEHIEHE -
5 ~ R M-SD &

RS 1986 SEEEH o BEE BB R DARIE /5 2R e ks B HE i A A R B
(a1 > BRIt SR SRR 22 ~ NBUDRE SR 2 G SREITERD - ek AsET
JIESREGFEETHERRSD - 55— J51Hi - AIHASEEE LDF ~ QDF BLyB8ES M - INmie il
2

M, =[S,(M,-M,)/(S,+S5,)] (At 3)

s Mo oMo pacesersen | SR s IIBRTIIR O~ O IR IS~

FEAGHHIBEAEHE S « RABE SIS BERA LT FrfehS R AN ¥ A M-SD ¥
KREGHURG PIEE
(=) Berk ZfZ# % (Berk criterion group validation model )

FLSENA Zieky Eil Livingston (1977) $eH#IHIEERT - Berk A 1976 4FHFRIHEHIXHE
RS - Horh e S I s PR A B AR RS R A E 8 T AR ML - I fE — R E
REF © IRl B R R - REZ B ARG AE - HIHR 2 R
S50 % (criterion classification ) » B2 B HIBRE 1% - (£33 {50 BUlF 224 43 Foida Bl
AN - s BT R THEI 3 (predictor classification ) « [KIIH » 7EAHE 5 8 F P19 —
il 232 WHIE SR - SRR EIFR D FE 0 808 SRR R  DAERE
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S REER IR > 5% BN R R EE -
ESIET DA &5 B HEE i K I MEDR =R R R R AEHE - BRIZSh > JRATER

PR (R8 (validity coefficient) (BRI -8Rl & AHMIERE0) BoAH - Bk f

HAGPVRHE o ¥ - IR ZEFRHE TR 234 (utility analysis ) @ 3P MEEERRIG T
RS EELRZL (ANES RS PRSI - RS2 B A Ry - EE iR IR
2% FIEEE T R B E MBS SR AL - DURHMIK SRR ) » SRR RS e 3RE 5 1Y
HAE (incremental validity ) + F DA F BEIIER PR SEHUE. - FIHEE /7 =UAERENE
FEIHIREE R )N @

(1) a3

Cascio ~ Alexander Ei Barrett (1988 ) JhHgH R A BB 71 » FL4EYE (base rate
method ) Bl (regression based method) /%43l FAEEE R AR & FE A B fICRE
J1ZBE B PER(E B I B N = DUR R 2R HE 5 A5IHEZEEE (standard deviation
method ) HI{fIR3Z 5 (EHIER 7 B ERYRIAFT G & A BB HE 2 - M AR LORES
FEAMEHESS I DAZE S - AP ~ RIREE (1994) £%17 IRT RIS 0 ges{EE
EEHEZE AU BOHI BB ER AT 43 /720 5 MBS BH 40 Lk (percentage of test score
method ) JRE EAIKIRE LREREH B BNFE EERE LD 557 AT ERE 0
# 5 ZiAbt R DAEE 60 5% 70 73 Ry PR HED: -

(1) ER M (cluster analysis method )

By 1 REGEHNEE L OREECT - BT LBV E I (KEE ) R B 525 1522 > Sireci ~
Robin B Patelis (1999) J3LAEE BRS04 - IEROR 2 E |
e bR sz 3G AR 2 1l 4 BUEEIE N A3 R E BERE - S0 #ie - RS rh I s2itE
S RHBERESR RO (cluster centroid) AYPEEE(E » AIPAS AR RBURAHITHYER R -
MARBEFAHEI SRR A SZ8A B R B R R/ » NEEREER 2B R FRROR - Hoh
TE5TJESATEEERE | Sireci, et. al Ry T ERAZEE e R ~ R
ORI AR B - FXRERRTE - ik - S7EE RIS - &
FHEG AN S (— SRR ) S WHLENE S (SR ) TERSAVRHE -

(/) Bzl (course enrollment method )

Giraud ~ Impara Eil Buckendahl (2000 ) $i2H—IEZE W T2 4 HE (course placement )
HIREARHER E ik - HoE e R aiR szl B 0 BC B AN E EE S AR HIRRAE. (course )
b TR o SRISHAR TR ISR B - R o FREERE S BT E 2
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RESIZKSHYEREE - BILASZEAE R AR PO E B 00 BORs R FAEHEE
(&) FERMIHAEE: (expert expectation method )

Giraud ¢ A (2000) $2H—%8d Dillon (1996 ) BA{AVFSAMREERLE ik - WIBTE
ek BEOKEFEAIEHEZ A0 R - FFENIISE R R EREENE S
D R R B MK i (KRE ) 2EIE » T Dillon HZHRIFEFERAZ A H 7 LhivER
A e R s A RE ERE 2 T — 5t o B8 R E R AKRE S IRBIZ “ LU N H
srLes - BN EEREE PR DA B a7 e -

(V) rtreiEaEd e (analytic or integrated judgment method )

HIFFRIRR - (2 ThEPErER iy H i - HESR - BEFHE IR
M2 EHoEE - BEOKEFPE R SZaA B P B LS ERR - ARIRRE AR
FE - A B R RE ST AR A (UIHRERF SR ~ R~ RS
Tt o (HIERRTEL - A IREFEFIE FREERYZE SR - RS R mafialir ) - 55—
JREGREFE R JEI - KRR TR Y E R E T E R TTREATFIE  (1BAS S e 1 2
S EERE B k%0 ) » e ELL PS #: (paper selection method ) (Loomis & Bourque,
2001 ) Bk, Plake Eil Hambleton (2001 ) AiifE43 87 H € (analytic judgment method ) 5 5
55 RN B R A (R R B R AT (holistic judgment ) (AI1LAZ HESE#HI g
EhEt0) I AHELL BC #: (booklet classification method) (Loomis & Bourque,
2001 ) ~ BOW & (body of work method ) (Kahl, Crockett, DePascale, & Rindfleisch, 1994,
1995) = Jaeger Eil Mill (2001 ) PFrfBayEs e (integrated judgment method ) »

(/1) JPC B DPM # (judgmental policy capturing method & dominant profile method )

Jaeger (1995) Fifig JPC $LEid Putnam ~ Pence Eil Jaeger (1995) ~ Plake ~ Hambleton
Bil Jaeger (1997) #%JRHY DPM % - S LEFEEFRFENATELHY - BES L
B 73 M BB A E BRI - ORGP R R B FRE S ~ MR MR R8RS EHIRE )
EHECANEE R 4558 ~ 7255 ) #EIE LU GG B B 0 BHIR SR 581 ( classification decision
policy ) ° 1fij Putnam, et. al. 32 R 3R /7EHEAY © 1~ #fif& (compensatory ) * FEZER
2% DU SE BCE (FERE_E I8 BEAIRE - IR E ST R B A2 - () m]
I HE T heAE 5 2 ~ GHAY (conjunctive) : EEAEHRSRMEIE - Jh25 HA HIKHR R
#E(bottom line ) (AIFLFSEFN T BAMGERL 3 735 ) IRk b 2 e 5 TR B R 5
3~ HrEXHY (disjunctive ) : RRMEEHEDRER T $T G B L LE SEI BT (R B IIRERCR, -
PRl - st BESHIE /R (dominant profile ) BAREZiAE & EFEHHIRR - 1M
JPC @R ME Rt 3 B B il S SRR P A i (R RS e 5 8t i /5= - Bk
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R BAEERAY - AHE - DPM BERRISERDUR B /520 - SR B R s
AIFSREHE T8t - FESCEITRT TR - DU e R AR e - I IRhe A A [FIF
Rl A bl 3 MERAIRR 58t -
Berk 7£ 1986 £E[f i BE8Ey 1970 SRS AWRER T /7 Eh FEEHI W] i 1980
EACRTIIRIE V7 R A L S B AR HE R AR YRR - 1T 1990 £EACHYFENE > Berk
(1996) MIEE R GRAZ EMERFRAVRZEE - IWRERF UGS b liAHBA /7 bk S A A -
BB AH AN ER - BESARS B HERE /7 ik e TR HERR T - SRR g
%It (AP HHAL OB IR E 2 ANV B IS RE HIE I SRR R EE
AR T > JERINBIERTRS 8 T TR LIS RC S | - AR bR R
A S GUERAERERIE ~ rTibEREEE ~ SUEEE MR A B ) ES ) ~ FEe
IRt 2 IRER ~ BRANKERTT - AEHREE 0 8O EE - SR RA S
B TR RO

= R RBIHRERSARE § R EBR

REZ RS AR HER E 7 R R R B PR LRS- BRI ERE IR e N BT EL -

AT ERA AR B AT 43 s - (— ) T3NS © () FERVEHER @A iRa T
(=1~ BERESF =7 - B5% 12T LRSS | Berk (1986 )~ Jaeger (1989 ) ~
Bontempo ~ Marks Eil Karabatsos (1998 ) 8578 L AR LI 2 S (FEBEEE AR
5) » HESRBANZ B Fe g AR Bl - RNEIN TR E RS SR 2 A —20 Bl | - van der
Linder (1982) FXRe AN —EHIAKIE - AIRES B RS ANE SR =52 - B I AT
FUFEA—BFERAHIE A BBfrit (1986) SRl 7 ik 22 S ETER
ZEREER ; Jaeger SR RIEE 2 AHIBIRY A & & B8 FTAHIRIR /5 - #AZ0 ds A AH R A 24
T RS AVEE T EREE B  FBINED ~ TENAE - e BB e m
FBRRPEER e B A R G B A LA FERIREIR - W - B2 sEpaiaimEs
AR E AP (AR -

=5

NGB LR E i LB o — B
HHEAWTSE G B 25 7 0 oy B L
Andrew & Hecht (1976) Nedelsky 7 ~ Ebel 32
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Schoon, Gullion, & Ferrara (1979) Nedelsky 7 ~ Ebel 2

Brennan & Lockwood (1980) Nedelsky 7% ~ Angoff £

Koffler (1980) Nedelsky 7 ~ ¥HHER S5 QDF 2

Skakun & Kling, (1980) Nedelsky 7 ~ 5 - H 12476 Ebel 32 ~ @t H:-
H 2535 Ebel & ~ SEI98 T —EHERRR

Harasym (1981) Nedelsky 7% ~ Yes,/No HyJ Angoff 32

B(e{lggléa)k, Archambault, & Gable Nedelsky 3 ~ Angoff £z

Mills (1983) Angoff ¥ ~ HIRHILEIEZE ~ B QDF ¥ -
W SRR

Halpin, Sigmon, & Halpin ( 1983) Nedelsky %2 ~ Angoff 2 ~ Ebel i

Reilly, Zink, & Israelski (1984) Nedelsky 7 ~ Angoff

Cross, Impara, Frary, & Jaeger (1984) Nedelsky 7 ~ Angoff % ~ Jaeger %

Bas (1988) Nedelsky % ~ Angoff % ~ FFEEFRIE ~ Ebel
w o ERARE ~ WIRELEE - B LDF
i~ HIEAHL QDF & ~ #i4] M-SD 3%

Livingston & Zieky (1989) Nedelsky 7 ~ Angoff 2 ~ [ FLfH i ~ B

IAES

Woehr, Arthur, & Fehrmann (1991 ) Angoff 7% ~ ¥HFHHIETEE ~ FEHETE ~ gk -
SERZSOE ~ SEYECT — (B ek

MREZY (1993) g SRRk ~ B M-SD ¥k ~ Berk S5 %
W ~ FEHER ~ SPEEaE  SPEEC (R
HEFETR ~ 38R 60 57

IR ~ RERE (1994) SRR ~ SRR (ERRE AL - B

%~ B 60 53 ~ s KBNS RIL ~ K
SRR L - IRT BB/ SFEI980E ~ IRT B
SRR AR A

Impara & Plake (1997) Angoff 7 ~ Yes,/No [ Angoff
Chang (1999) Nedelsky ¥ ~ Angoff %

Stephenson, Elmore, & Evans (2000)  Angoff % ~ Jaeger i ~ 5 HHE

Giraud, Impara, & Buckendahl (2000) Yes,”No [ Angoff 12 ~ 5 1 ~ BHEH ETE
&~ 2R - RIS

B (2001) Angoff % ~ B LB MR AR
B(uzc(l;g;()lahl, Smith, Impara, & Plake Yes,/No [t Angoff ¥ ~ HEsH i
Green, Trimble, & Lewis (2003) EEE ~ BRI - BRHEk

7 FWFERTER TR > RSO B F R IR YT HE G Ao R EH ERE
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DRI > ARG DUHRRE A R 5 ik sl bl /o it -

BHORG AATE R SRR YRS [ > Hurtz B Auerbach (2003 ) 3438 FHE& 51T
(meta-analysis ) J7ERIICARCEEAHBHRRRERSR ~ Brandon (2002, 2004) HII53 7l LUSCRARY
B PR SZEAE T OB e B FH ER S R R B B b DB Angoff ¥ (T
FRREREE 5 TR R T HAHRHRRRE - BB TEn 253 6 - IR HE T RS ARy
YR
(—) FFFHE

IR PR S o r s R R B 1B o P R = | Ve B e L R B AE
fEAFIE ~ A EHTS BRI HAERSR ~ IR (IRt ~
%) ~ FFEIRR - S SRR - AR A SRR UIFNGEHIE © EER(RAE
REBISEAE (e EecE BRIt ) ~ FIEHchl « FIERTREZBESE - DARET Ltz
NFREAEZEAVERR
(=) R

HRadEUE T BRI S~ R - A RIEATE S ~ HIBRRE ~ SUEEE
J£ ~ BUERMIER SRR GR - SR FIERE R -

(=) RS RER
HaTie R 2IER > WEUEEE (P) H - HEEENE R - AilnsEh B

TERGARIL ~ EESZGAB RS M ~ HERFR SRS FIER B ~ SARFVKE R
Xl B E B IR e D BT Rttt ~ BIE R (¥ - M8 HE2EE - B@6EH
B FIE I -

=6

R RN E R R # e — B

HHRATSE BEE

Harasym (1981) 5T Nedelsky 7%Ei Yes,/No [ Angoff AN FIRERA T HIE
RS

Behuniak, PEETTE Angoff 34 Nedelsky 3& T » NRIFEFIFHFER S R (H

Archambault, & AR ~ 0 BT SR FIERS R 2

Gable (1982)

Halpin, Sigmon, &  #£3}1F Nedelsky 3 ~ Angoff i ~ Ebel £ F » NEIZEHFEREE (5T
Halpin (1983) A~ HRERR ~ REREAN ) ARG PR HER 7 iR ] B s 2

Cross, Frary, Kelly,  $RFERSMHERIBER IS b RaSRFaE R A IE I E S
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Small, & Impara
(1985)

BJRESR ~ RIS IREDR I ERS RS LU

Norcini, Lipner,
Langdon, & Strecker
(1987)

PRAFE Angoff IFE R - BIREES AR ~ T - REZHBIRE
B Y €

Norcini, Shea, &
Kanya (1988 )

PREEM Angoff iRYEEERFIE I - FFEIVESE - 1Rt INEH
BRI RS RIIEH

Smith & Smith

PRaTE M Angoff 148 Nedelsky 1Al > FIE i RFE (IEREE

(1988) FNIE ~ R - RS SHIAE S ) BHER R
Plake & Melican PRATER Nedelsky 1A - R IR AL BLEERE SRR FIE R 1 HE
(1989) sy
Busch & Jaeger PRATEFRIENY Angoff-Jaeger AT » NRIFFEFEE (FIERER
(1990) HEHIEES) ~ fRBIER « RFFRPEF TS Rl HER;

R~ JeErRrE R A E A A S B AR L R

Fehrman, Woehr, &
Arthur (1991)

PRt Angoff ¥ T > FFEEESEANRIRNIR TR AIERG R Btk

Norcini, Shea, &
Grosso (1991)

PRATIHEERY Angoff {AF » BFEFRI AR ~ FLRIGUEB A
TERF RS AT ERY v] RERY S B

Maurer, Alexander,
Callahan, Bailey,
& Dambrot (1991)

FEnd Angoff P T+ PRINEIAE - 2P NHCRF I I

Plake, Impara, & BRad Angoff ¥A T » BFE et AR SEIEE S ~ et

Potenza (1994) BRHEFIE RERA R

Hudson & Campion £ Angoff $k T - fRfitaa 2 IEOR B H i Sl HERE T v HEAF
(1994) FER E BIBA TR B A R

Chang, Dziuban, &
Hynes (1996)

PERHAENE Angoff T - PR ELA FISE IR ATRAI, - B1L
FISERS S

Hurtz & Hurtz SERTBHCEER R E Angoff I T+ B2/ aF Rt AEEEhe
(1999) RS R

Chinn & Hertz =1 Angoff ¥:E Yes,/No [ Angoff ¥ | » 1SRG Bk T
(2002) TR G F T it - SRS

Clauser, Swanson, &
Harik (2002)

Bt Angoff Bk T > FFEEHIREATE L2 I RHE I HI i il AR A
TSR

FERS AR HER AR T B fre - RTS8 5 vk r BT ) i U SR A FE O 7 Bl
AR TR ARREE R G AR LR e i A e R A BRI RS -
SURZ S PR REENE ~ AERME o PIAHSHRR ERI R A RS e 7 R B Bk
KRR AR - (H@ARNE - BRI SRS IR "5k, W ik

B B e
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DUt e S8 - Bt S CARE] S Ffult. > b liAs BRSPS HERE /5 R 7E( 411 Angoff
AR () > B HIE SRR - ARIEAIE ~ AIEGEVEIEEIEE R - itz
MRS - MBI DARE T ARERE Rk D HVRUR 2 IR B i A - B2 RUESE
PUEASE FLREE: - BIRERZ A AR Bt B ~ 5838330 (2 iR ad it
FaPEHERT Bl (B R RF IR AVRE SR - (R MR AL - BRE AW ERE

FRIERE R E T (U Angoff B (1)
PP A3 R

2~ folif Fjiﬁ alk o3RI RS |
[N Eﬁﬁ@”ﬁ@*‘@

3\%ﬁj Jgﬁwmﬁg —>

4~ KEEY 2 R o SR SRR .

5 EEANRP e R E (SIE#ES
2005)

—_—

BT SV R

PR T s

R e 1

ARENNIE AN b] DASE R 1 7 BE R A e R T ik - e B B
278 AR > EL B BERARE B P ER A /5 i 2 A RE A R AR - IR LA Kane
(1998) FoRE T HEH] » AMEER TR R e G BN (—2
Mo FREA ARG ) - BERRTE 7EE R AN RIS 2R e B E IR - IR
TERBEREERT 0 ~ REAVTHERSE ~ sl 15 HE L AK AR £ Bt SRAH — 28 - [AIiT
AR IR RS SR iDL T R B AR | Rl ] AR RS E vk
5 ERI e T R & 2 TR

BINME ~ SR > 2 AFEE RS AR EE R T e 15 B — 5 SRR 2
S ARRGRE/REENIRI R > T > RS AR FErh 2 (B IR AR - A0(E kL
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e | » %#% Hambleton ~ Swaminathan ~ Algina Eid Coulson (1978) ~ Berk (1980)

B ARG AR BRI SRS S » AT 49 bb— 3 (percent agreement ) ~ X {f# (Kappa
coefficient of agreement) ( Cohen, 1960 ) » Bf#: Fblg i@t 53 8 ~ A il B B S EL B B e
J5 P {EFEIAHRE si2E BRAR RESE o (HRRANIE] bodt - 7k IR 2 B HIA—BE D - KT
BRI 40 e — B B X (RBOG I ERE FE i Ve 38 3% 7 R Bl Rar Rt s e - A
R+ FIE TG R BRI Sl LR S - SRR AR RS E R R R R H
HEHM - BEFEATESES - HRIAIE Kane (1994, 1998) Friafii) = K088 - 1
A HE RN 2k R T~

(—) REREIEEEYE (procedural evidence for validity )
AR YR8 PR IRER RS AR HE S AR B & T B T IR 2 PE B - T AE
HHERI 2 -
1~ J5iLI1JEEHE (selection of methods )  FEA7 HBHGRILRE ~ 25 AmETE S ~ Al
J& B2 I RERS RIVE I PR (practicability ) (Berk, 1986) ;

2 ~ BIEAETT (implementation of procedures ) * FEVZ AL EIRREAE ~ BE/ERHEE FHY
HHHEME Cexplicitness) EHFFEHRHGE ~ IRk - BRHERBES - @& B0 Bl
M (Berk, 1986; Kane, 1994, 2001 ) ;

3~ FFE Rl (feedback from judges) : FFEFEHAIE BB PURAS RAYAIE - B RELHE
2 (Kane, 1994, 2001) ;

4~ DHEHEMG R (psychometric due process ) © HERIFAVMEHETR R L HEE S AN -
R T A2 B RS AR HE R B T A NS AA(E (Cizek, 1993)

5~ IERREESR (documentation ) : FEFTIERS i AE 8% 1 v m] L A b B 28 SR AR

(Cizek, 1996) ;

6 ~ it S RSB HY © MR ERER - MTRERIANAE ~ OB E g R T REE
RS B Bl EEA B Y (Millman, 1973) -
(=) MERAESEEDSE (internal evidence for validity )

AR R R S BB SR A DL T 5k Rl DA 25 RS B T o L
TEIE » BRI R R AR e - (R TR P E AR E B — B - iR ses
TrBSERMERHIANFE - RSB E 22 5 » REAT 40 R =2
1~ JiAI—3 M (consistency within method ) * 58/ EAEAN BTV E LB T - Fifs

FEAERHERLZHAYHEREMEAZ RS - RIS AN FEUEEIANS - B REIREEEETIRER R
FaE RS (Berk, 1986; Kane, 1994, 2001) » [RIRFAEE FH E RN 5 -

1

Y

B
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WiE R —BIAS R (Kane, 1998) -

2~ FFEEANI—2 M (consistency within judge) : SEFHFIEERET - FFAHEREBL A HL
HPEE  AGFEERRIVERERZE (Berk, 1996; Kane, 1994 ) » HHGEEHISE - 40
SCRRPRRT WIFTI - 24 fERIBEER) ~ Iosat el R DA e T iRy - 2 P SLET
WA E s IRy N H B E AR (RS P ) MEA SR -

3 ~ FEERIY—EME: (consistency between judges) : JRFHIEEIET - FFHFMFEERR
—20t: » IS EL AR B N > DARI A REEEAS SR ( Berk, 1996; Kane, 1994, 2001 )«

(=) HERIINDBZEDE (external evidence for validity )

BT ERERET  EEERS R ARG - R - SURRSNTE R aFEN S
RS2 B R /B B T AR RL - i DU B ARG PSR AR - AR A
A ARKEAE S R TEIZSOR - A HERI R 2En] 43 R ¢
1~ JEERI—2E (consistency between method ) : IR JTERIN—EME - TH58R1E

[E—WFerh - SERAREITREPEHERGE 71 - IIRe A AR R (Kane, 1994,
2001 ) -

2 ~ HWIRHESMNIFEEN (comparisons to other information ) : J7ikRIHY LR EERE R HEANE]
FEAVEEHE S 7 R BN B S - ISR P A A AN RIS SRR - ) AR
R - IR - SR ESMIBEEN (AN5Z5A8 PR H EARRNHIEERER ~ HHRA R AN
G2 ARSI E R B RS ) - DURME AR - DU RS s
IEMEST I MERESS ~ TREHIZER (Berk, 1986, 1996; Kane, 1994, 2001 ) -

FHIB - RS PUTHER E B A R B < Fs RERHVEEER - %70 THHA
PRI A E RGN R E — B F R L EAaas A a i B AR rh &
VR ETEEE NS » B ERIREME SRR - RIS I e b B 2
FETRAZIEIES - HIATRE 6 FoR - i 2 G Hdst% O EE - BREE - iEHEHES
RS B A 2 FEPVEER E ke S HMEetE HRe G R A > Jf H
BAEW - SRR IRES - R R A PUEERE TR R RS - IERIA
SCPITHEER & B =S T BT REE L -
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frs s e

CERE ~ B f1%.)

6 ACHTHERIRRWRIER T Tk BT EE (51H#ES - 2005)

S & - AR HEROE iR B iR S ek FrAE Uy =18
F R - T ICRIFERCH S B | T SRR | T BT o BT
AR PR AVRER E N vk - DU SERESR ARSI Fe & I BB R AN R RS - AHRA
A REE A - it L -

2 fRaRAES

AW BAEPERG PR HERRE V7 R B ~ F8hRrh - R4 =R R R R
& M E S _ERE( BERS BMRHER 7 @ B B - ELREIRIRE 2 B sz i A B
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The Historical Movement of Standard
Setting and New Concept of
Interpretation

Jin-Chang Shieh

Graduate student, Department of Education
National Chengchi University

Abstract

The purpose of this paper is to introduce the evolvement and development of standard
setting in recent ten years and we are trying to discover efficient information to lead to three
new interpretation facets through it. They are respectively component combination and
adjustment, generalized test construction processes and multiple validities. Depending on
these three concepts, we hope to provide researchers different inspiration and thoughts in
reviewing the methods of standard setting for future usage.

Key words: standard setting, component combination and adjustment, generalized test

construction processes, multiple validities.
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