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1. FLHIC

BE, 74V HPBIVES — = 5 ATk, proficiency HES - SEHKE (Proficiency
Oriented Language Instruction) A< FTARLGRTV-5, LG XD, BLAEETD
SEHFIL. VWA proficiency ¥ E®HEhEWHI IR, KERBI LTS, £LT, &
@D proficiency XS IHF L, BREDARLDT, SCHROEELR - TETWB LV
TLAS TR AVRETHS, e, 7724 (Cardoso, 1998), -~ # Y — (Barrdos,
1995}, 7 ¥ = — b {Mason, et al., 1991)%T%, proficiency # RIE L LEBEEH KB T
ARDRTETHS, dBAHA, HERTH, B ML proficiency iKES RBFHELT»
TOLHFHRREL B2, AT, BERERHERFOEE = 77 4 (FE, 199D EH1BITH
ha, LoAN, AR TREALCEELERT Lo 0k LTCR AL, Sk LTHE
LT3 AL 5B BRE, TR REABEECR - LT, #
AECHa=r— g vEFBHE LR S, TOEENRIT proficlency i@ E Lizss
FEUCEHET 22 3B TWA7r Z7F AL HEOTILIL

ERTiY, Proficiency Oriented Language Instruction (POLIY &3 fmE w5 Z 02T,
—RR AR LT AL, POLL &, HLWBREEEES cb v, fiLvddgEgcd i
by S 2 EEREREGTREE G,

The proficiency approach is not in itself another teaching method or technique. Rather,
using it as an organizing principle for a curriculum, different teaching methods may be em-
ployed to accomplish a variety of instructional goals. {(Chi, 1989, p.117)

(Proficiency 7 70 —FR3 LA H&EFH LVEEETLT 7=, 7 Th v, LML, £
hih Ve, 7 afBFEEELTHGVSZLC Y -0, SENETAEERO LD, B
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oot BgEYRAGAZ oo dind Lhfou,)

FLT, FERTIBHECES> T, ChEITH{OEZETCTHLRTELAEREFT LACEDL
Blrritisvind Lhivs, LisL, BEHBFCH -2 H L LBE - & 54530 T
HBHZ L, BRI fEa T, X 0B OEFE, X LTAEERT LI HiciA T
P& T, DL THRECRILEEREDD - LT3,

2. Proficiency DEBEETDEIFOB YIS

Proficiency Bff. EBER LI VRAETH S, Oxford English Dictionary & 2 iR
(1989) i© X % L. “progress or advance towards completeness or perfection; improvement in
skill or kmowledge, as distinguished from perfection (587 . 5B @a: -~ TOEH, Wb, F
FREBELIRNERIEECTRBRORE)” EBBERT WD, T, ThrAEXECEZR
255 &ET3E, ZHEBHATHD, FILIE, V—F—AEMGFH (1999) X B &, [,
BoE, HEE| SV - RFRELBhTE O, Lo “a test of proficiency in English” %
[MFBEHTAL] ETARAMRBIFTHE, ZhERT, proficiency % B (¥ 7t
EFERLTLES E, [FRTR, TF¥ =72V FE—{EPPESOD?] EW5 X 5B E
ZPE ki,

Proficiency. “2% » proficient CTHH - L LR, SELA->TWELWH5LTCHETRE
3, ERETAS Tohileeodn, PLBLZEELZD»TWTh, Thie - TRLTER
VX ST, Ao TB LA RETEVCR TR IRETH., LOFELM- T
HERFEDEVd Ly, BT h<, TOBETHLOTEI proficient THBLIEL
e iis 5,

BRI T proficient TH A ik, LR b A2 AE L TEB T2 EEANE (com-
petence) % L., ®Y/e S EEH (performance) T2 2%3§T, ZOFERLELWSE
HEFLSEER LV ELH, Chomsky ODERTEOEB L K-> TVW5LDTH B,
Chomsky ORIE L OFEMES—SEEROER (FH#lrl Savignon, 19838R) 11, 53
BHEOGFCECTAEER IR, 27 L, Chomsky @5 SEMB HENDE
{grammatical competence) KB SN T\ vieDs L, EBEBOSH CIL. SEEHED
{communicative competence) 'R X te, 0FECHGHIE L, SERNE VAL, BE
A (competence) D Z & 3T R LT, Jofiic, AL LTl HEMNTTWTE, &

— 274 —



Proficiency &SR ERE L

FTLAEDOMELERTED LIRS LGS MEIABR S hE L, to T, SEERE
F1{communicative competence) DEBE¥ LTINS L 5T - obibTth i,

Prior to the communicative language teaching movement of the 1970’s, foreign language
proficiency had been defined and conceptualized largely in terms of structural accuracy by
many members of the academic community. In the past twenty years, many teachers
have come to understand that language proficiency is not a monolithic concept representing
an amorphous ideal that students rarely attain... (Hadley, 1993, p. 9)

(90FRD = 2 2 =27 4 7TREBHEF ORI, HHFHEOL (DAL, HEE
@ proficiency ¥ WAEMNAERIC I - TERL, B L TER, (&AM D205
B, %< MBI SED proficiency 1, EEELLAD T BRTH Z LD
o &b LB —Ih il 2 LeBRTieE-.)

#€ - T, Proficiency %1E L. < BT 2111, SHEAENOEEXLE L - T {5, Swain
980 k35, ERERENI, KO X 5 REBEEATYVS | ERERE/ 5 (Gram-
matical competence), #4'5 FEFRY L MK/ FES (sociolinguistic competence), FEEED ML/ HE
F{discourse competence), % LT & b 5 77— &\ -5 5/ FE /) (strategic competence)

ERAY7s ik BE N (grammatical competence) &3 “vocabulary, and rules of word forma-
tion, pronunciation, spelling, and sentence formation (Swain, p. 188) (FE¥. EOHHK. RE
Fodh, WEE)T ECE LVvEEYET. #25EEMLME/EET (sociolinguistic
competence)il, A MOPT, M, 7, FEORB, RALECTH LT, vihied
¥ < XEATLHE/BED (grammatical competence) X 5 Z AR TR B0 E 5 ki, B
OMEL/BE (discourse competence) ¥, RBRACERALODRMNE W HELERML LT,
—ElORZEBLYFRTESBLESDEVSZERIET. A MFFU—2HVSTER/EN
(strategic competence)id, T I o= —¥ 4 VAL F{ LhRRVRRE, BVBRIPY AT
»—RERE T, LIRS ESEOBEED ORI S AhECI T LRET, #£-T,
proficiency TH Hdit, ThOETOTM/EILHL, ThbrEROTEREICK-
TRETELZ LD THS,

BHEMLTELS L, P, REORE TR -» TV-5080OPT5 LagBTEin
BInd, TOMRMLABLEVEN I ELBVEBLALZHVDE X 2T, TOBREY]
WS LA TE AN, BY-BRBERAES (communicative competence) ¥ B2 EEF LD
DT ed, BV EEEREN (communicative competence) ¥ BfF5 - L2, B
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BB\ T proficient WiLB W52 £ TH 3B,

% T, proficiency &\ 5ELZHYE Y AND &, HEEEZOFME S -5 EHSMEED
ST BDR, ThITOSERFLHBELTAL S, hoTH, SEXYHEEISROTEND
RBETHEOT, FILEAC—F v itk Tk, RS, fBs. Bk, TELHEOXSR -
LTu e, L2 L. proficiency ¥ BT HTC R TR, Thehia €, #4580 hS
A, ik, Sabhiz A7 p bifbhichEah, H5vE, —BLEASLHEE L
Ebinkval, @ Fs @ bFHEShE, S hul, BEEE L., B
R (grammatical competence) ¥3(HCi <, K&, #L2SEFEN, AT A8
#EH (discourse, sociolinguistic, strategic competence) ¥ AL LEEREB 7 v # 7 2 b EF
EThHLHLOELHI—BKCiLIhb,

3. POLI ICEZERHNER—T7 A hDESE

Proficiency £ 3 FE X ARBH AN D Lot kcd DD, FHID POLI & F A itk
DELHLAD WYL Lo CvhhoklL, BRI/ 540 EYERTAI 54
competence D U~ RERE LTV ied -, £ 2T, Bi— S proficiency V-~ OFFES
PEEIhBX LTz,

Bk Th. 2O proficiency &V 5FELZAVASAGV-BRS X S5 oDk, 1970FEKA
BT, LAt EOBELATE LEORFERF L0 L ThHS, c2 T, 74 »OMNE
EHTCESYNTT, I FFORIIBIEGTHEIRMR TRy 74 ) 2 0OBS, B
BroonEEr, HHYSTTORBIEEIELD ¥ {EAEL. S0FEMIZ proficiency %
S+ 2R, FLTCERLYERT2LHD T e V7 AR RACERR T o,

... rather than emerging from a particular theory of language learning, they came about
primarily as a result of the perceived needs of practitioners in both government and aca-
demic settings who wanted to make a difference in the way languages were taught and
communicate more effectively about the results of that instruction. (Hadley, p.13)
{[proficiency @# 1 F 74 vRIBGEOSHEEEREOHTELOTIIRL, SBD
HZERELZEL, T LTI B a=r— v VEBIELE, BFLEEHETH
BTOHEBE - bOLBERORRETRI-L DO TES,)
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L AH, HERO proficdency ¥ BRI FHE T 5 AR OFE— B, KECBREE V&
BORBLAADEZ ATEL TG, Thik, 1950MEICKEEES D Foreign Service In-
stitute (FSD) 25385 L7z Oral Proficiency Rating Scale TH 5. FAEE T2 i o= — vy
VIRTEBAMEETHZ LML, T2V 2B L > CTRERNK CThHolz, SOHA K54
vii, EFEREEFFETOINEHEFLRRBEN 4207V - FieFiF, FNEEY—EO L
AN FTEETHOLI L HMHEED TS, (RIER) tHAHAL, CTHRTEC
&3, proficiency RFHIlIT 286D T OREENEL M ETh S,

®1 FSITHIONDEROSERENEREL L

Group I Afrikaans, Danish, Dutch, French, Haitian Creole, Italian, Norwegian, Portugtese,
Romanian, Spanish, Swahili, Swedish

Length of Training Aptitude for Language Learning
Minimum Average Superior
8 weeks (240 hours) 1 11+ 1+
16 weeks (480 hours) 1+ 2 2+
24 weeks {720 hours) 2 2+ 3

Group II: Bulgarian, Dari, Farsi, German, Greek, Hindi, Indonesian, Malay, Urdu

Length of Training Aptitude for Language Learning

Minimum Average Superior
16 weeks (480 hours) 1 1/1+ 1+/2
24 weeks {720 hours) 1+ 3 3+/3
44 weeks {1320 hours) 2/%+ 2+/3 3/3+

Group IIT: Amharic, Bengali, Burmese, Czech, Finnish, Hebrew, Hungarian, Khmer, Lao, Nepali,
Pilipino, Polish, Russian, Serbo-Croatian, Sinhala, Thai, Tamil, Turkish, Vietnamese

Length of Training Aptitude for Language Learning

Minimum Average Superior
16 weeks (480 hours) 0+ 1 11+
24 weeks (720 hours) 1+ 3 32+
44 weeks {1320 hours) 2 2+ 3

Group IV: Arabic, Chinese, Japanese, Korean

Length of Training Aptitude for Language Learning

Minimum Average Superior
16 weeks (480 hours) 0+ 1 1
24 weeks (720 hours) 1 1+ 1+
44 weeks {1320 hours) 1+ 3 2+
80-92 weels (2400 - 2760 hours) %2+ 3 3+

Hi8L : Liskin-Gasparro, 1982, ETS Orai Proficiency Testing Manual,
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FRIicXaHA P54 vk, 0BS5S FCDLAdghhTEsd, 023D F 7L
FTOSETHRETERVTLELEL, bREFOLLAAT 4 FAY - — LAIZFOEN%Y
FT5ELah3Ths, S6KR, 0B EFTROVTIRTFREDFTTHLLRED V-1
L OREVCEDRE N, ROV RARE - T ivBRH LT, FlLd, 3+ &4V 55Hb
ot bhi, Lis-T, proficiency 1B T oo bicf s, FSI koo ¥
FZ4viting., 2BET proficiency V48 H B TEdDA 2 E . — XI5 < 3l
Hi#Ev Lz, 2@HF 1 V34 /13, Oral Proficiency Rating Scale DEBD@E Y, 255ic
BT AESEOEREN AT A0 THt, COFSIEXBH A FFA ik, 19734 In-
teragency Language Roundtable {ILR) & X % Skill Level Desecriptions ic 2 +Hik sz, ILR
L, FSI, Peace Corps, CIA, Defense Language Institute, Dept. of Education 75 & DBUTFHE
PRI LTz,

ILR Skill Level Descriptions it FSI Oral Proficiency Rating Scale @ V-2t &# %0 ¥ ¥
VTR S, FSI L8 h, ILRBREFERET TR, VT4 vIRI34 74 v 7Evaf
B A FHE O % & Lz, 7272 L. ILR Skill Level Descriptions /%, X®HDEH . HFEEO L
ANARERLEZETDLOT, wWhkBZHETEO V-V REHET 5 D, FEECHESA
Thoofz, ¥h, dEREO 3B, FORBELYFHIERET500E, SEBESHEL TV, A
V—Fv R, FOBBETLFHISA, —BBW FSI ORBLLOHET v 2 ¥ a —(Oral
Proficiency Interview) DA TiTbht, LirL, 4 V4. —DRER, b, 2D
Th, EHBIZ LB - Tk, A% v ZLHAOBREGTFCE T, FHEHET» 0
A, FHEOFRL HBBES LIRRR > T, Al VA=V 7By Td, FSIO L5k
FHE % L7y BEBEL hhil, A v — v 7RO D008, v & . —2AT L D
ot BHBGIL, ROV A= v rBHO A YA — R T58Mbbot, V-—F4VEFD
FHEHERSBERETH L, ThF4 74 V7B LAt mBBETH D, F-
T, ILR A EQ VAT B LTl o Th, DY, FRFAE—-F /7 TH -
kB s,

FSI # ILR X AF 1 FF3A VvHEChECOPBEER L B 5410, FBRHTEILE
RLTOROCETHDL, bDAARDECLEFERLZZLAEThBH, BEE LGS T L,
RELIRTWE, BFODEIA T4 7 TI2HRV-EB1TOTHENE, REFLVL
KL Th, MBI LA ARELTV-S, Th, BEEHROD & CIIFHES
s o FoRLEHEA, FLGPHERF T -DORETERTHLLEF LRI L SC
birods,
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LT, WIERRECL - T, HFRBOARL T, BHROATERF LIS - T,
proficiency BROAEBHRFT~ LA 5 2 LD, HBFRBT BT, FRIL, Hi
TETREL. bo IEH L, 2EM proficiency FHESHEALBETHHLEEBLLRL LS
Kigot, TRETIE, BT L, XESTIMILOTEHFRELLFEL T, LT0BE
EVAnd, BiEANERMFLIE LIS ORKETH o2, L LT, FHEOFERL LT, &
ZbhiPABCE 2 L7F -7 AV FAMRERER T, LaL, #25HBIH L,
FREIMBCEEO0EIE L Liztiud, x40 e codl/ R Ecohnbie
EDBLZHRER ETn Tz, Tz, WT0FEE F Tl X i) 5 EHRE#E LA B
ThiltoTR), REDAXOEZFHE LR 420 LI [ 54FEL AT V55
MELTB0I, AFSEILELHIIT IR, EVS3BERR -, Ehiz, =—
&, -3GO functional-notional syllabus 72 & OREL B » 1z, BEOWRcH, AEZBEHD
ETHAERBL RS R, »— % —AHifAD L L ¢ Commission on Foreign Language and
International Studies 23FR Liz, SRECHATEL. BBEESEELT TR HELIN.
HEEFE. LESEERYCARMTORD X kil ChbeTRTOBRAKNERE
B Ve vy =332 kil b, SERERENIBIERCHER LD LRAKEDO 7LV
¥ e —HEEFOHRCFET B, £ 2T, ILR @ proficiency system i D R A L 5
w2ie b, ThicE-Suw-119824E0 ACTFL Provisional Proficiency Guidelines /IO RIER
REEEREND VAR ER LI bR BDCHSB, Zhid, American Council on the
Teaching of Foreign Languages {(ACTFL) & Educational Testing Service (ETS) iz X % 3k[d]
fEED } L DB R,

XDk, WEIhT19864E ACTFL Proficiency Guidelines & L CHFEShiz, ACTFL
Proficiency Guidelines i% ILR # BE1fEbhia, W 20fEEY H 5, Zhil. Lowe
& Stansfield PFE TS I 5. HRLTLZEBES, FEEREORB L IZLEIANKER
HATHSLBLLRS,

The typical student in the government setting is an adult learner in an immersion program
who has both a utilitarian motive for studying a second language and the opportunity to
apply classroom learning to daily job requirements in the target-language country. The
academic learner, on the other hand, usually studies the foreign language as part of an ef-
fort to obtain a humanistic education. His or her exposure is typically limited to three to
five hours per week of contact with the teacher in the classroom. Also, instead of complet-

ing this study of a language in one year or less of intensive instruction, the academic learner
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often continues to study it for two or more years. (p. 2)

(B ORI LFEZL, F2 R T5FANCEELRDL, AREHLHFTE
REBCTHETOZEY AROARCRITLIBESDOI5AATHS, ), FRTORE
BER, AXBEFO—RLLTAEELEET05—BITH S, BEEE LOBMIT,
Hic 3 - SFMBEZETCEE LB TRECEOR S, Fh, 1FH5 01, ThvE:
R CEPEFYCEREZE YR L 50T . BRTOEFEHR T2 - 35+
DEROFELMNT 5.)

ILR & ACTFL ©#1f ¥ 34 v lieT 5L, FF v pltoBEick. - ThEELH
%, ACTFL Proficiency Guidelines 1., #% - BEHRFRBTO LV~ A2 ERE LT3
fedd, ILR WiE~T, B v v CcoREGHAEFIEIhTw5, ILR X5 HEEL
ACTFLIC X AEREAX L THDL L, £OB VLS b2 D (R 28R, A, ILR T
0,0+ Tho =By BACTFL T 3 2icqr k., Novice Low, Novice Mid, Novice High &
5%, ¥/, ILR TiX 2,2 + THh -1 5 HACTFL T 2 -2 7 241, Advanced, Ad-
vanced High &%%, F LT, ILR T3,/3+,74,/74 +,/5Th B3 TCH,
ACTFL @ Superior &3 GT5, chhbbbhd k51, ILR & h# LT, ACTFL
Proficiency Guidelines {3, ¥, HFiRicES L BV RAyr —ATHBE L5 Z bbb,

]2 JILR & ACTFL DR — LR

ILR ACTFL
5 (Native or bilingual proficiency}
4+
4 {Distinguished proficiency) Superior
3+
3 (Professional working proficiency)
2+ Advanced High
2 (Limited working proficiency) Advanced
1+ Intermediate High
1 (Survival proficiency) Intermediate Mid
Intermediate Low
0+ Novice High
0 (No practical proficiency) Novice Mid
Novice Low

i : Lowe & Stansfield, 1987, p.4 IcinZE
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¥ /=, ACTFL Proficiency Guidelines #: ILR Skill Level Descriptions & 2754 5—20D &
i, ILR TREEECT I h T -fHE R Al < BELLCETH S, ILR RECE
BEO VAR LT od 0T, FHESERRFEECT IR T, Lhi ACTFL
Proficiency Guidelines I2$s\~TlY, Mi—Ehi-FHBFER L OB X 51ic iz, £DFT
s, A —F v 7 OFEMTECR-THL. FSI 5 b5dhi T &7 Oral Proficiency Inter-
view 235 kiAo, ZEHTFTH VT, - @ Oral Proficiency Interview LARi O R % Lund
(198D KRR RO X 2 B VYT T %, “Measurement therefore consisted of discrete-
point items. As students scored higher, they were considered more proficient. (p. 290) (FFfi
BANOME, L2 -» T b, BCBALIZFBRIRDISRGLFLDLRI)” LIAH,
Oral Proficiency Interview 238l 2 h, W TRERHEFTIC BT 5 /HEED proficiency ¥ FH
P+ 5 RENTE O TH S, ThicBL T Mosher & Resch(1986) 1k d X 5 i<
5, “For the first time in the history of the profession, foreign language teachers now have
available a tool with which they can accurately measure the speaking ability of any student. {p.
4) (S OBEC G- THH THESEHMMIG A0 A -+ v 7B R 5HEE
EFRCARLCDTE D))" LT, ZhbEE proficiency &% — 7 — F 2T 54% < fo EBEH.
Bf, BFEX Tk s L 3icir o Tooat, BT, SOEEMREREL HIVEMRTRDIA T, 4
HREHE R % proficiency OB EKTH 21, b bAA. HIED proficiency im#-St-
#E, Sz iui, ACTFL Proficiency Guideline #&Ei L EHE N, BRI LAY
DA EEHFTRBETER SR T3,

4., NHRARITTOT AV HICHKITS POLI Diax 3

B KEHEERL, 72 TCINEERT LAS. b5V h N LR ERAHEET LT -
TWwBHPE2EELE LTOEEHT (English as a Second Language = ESL) & £ OO/ EHZE
BHEOEMTH S, HETE, ACTFL i & % Oral Proficiency Interview %, SFEFEIT TR
L EBTISRTAZLIWMETSS, LM, ESL oG5HFis Tk, ACTFL Tiif
<, Teachers of English to Speakers of Other Languages (TESOL) »F# &/ b, BHR]LT
Wb, bBAA, TESOL ¥ proficiency TS BFEXHE L T B0, ACTFL X
4 ¥3F A v% Oral Proficiency Interview 3R LT /inby, 74V DB 2EELL
TOHED proficiency ZFHli3 5 HEik, ETS i X 5 Test Of English as a Foreign Lan-
guage (TOEFL) O&HEH - TSORBRTHE S, 22 L. TOEFL 1, AEANFEFEEHT
AV HORETHEELZT DT ORFENIYHE 0L 50 2HET57 2 THH, Bbh
EHL. AEOEELHRE LAFOI0RE S, MBHCRFED proficiency 2FHET %
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DL TLABEBL T3 T2\, ¥, Linder(1939) 538 5 X 30, BE@EOFIS
BLisfzh b,

The TOEFL ... is by far the most widely known U.S. university-level proficiency test.
However, the TOEFL is not adaptable to the local university teachers’ needs in administer-
ing a proficiency test in connection with a language course. (Linder, p.19)

{TOEFL 137 2 ) AP vl 2|3 X <HbRh#: proficiency A FThHS,
ith&+, TOEFL it, BAOKETOTIE I — A&+ T proficlency 7A FE LT
ERT LI TR THES,)

Zhiciz, TOEFL Y A=v 2 - U —F; v27eEEL Ui, Ebbhk w2 i
FTAMTCHABIH, ERCEZELH->TEFHLLY, V- T5EDYEENCHEE TS A
WU ACTFL k213 R T, Standards for Foreign Language Learning in the 21st
Century &8§T -7 vz 2 P REDTHD, L2568, REfko i, ¥ ESL LD
WA - Ty, BSL @A TH, Ch¥ CRERE, FRFELIBACTTEL
R YF o, Fi—EEOL L, BEELYRHLT IR YT ALRTERNTE KR Y MR
ETHTHS, WES T TESOL Commission on Accreditation (TCA) 2 X 3B @RI H
D, 2RTRINT = 77 ABRER LR - TW5 20005 3 ARTE),

7 AV HOHELIHNBEHT, SHLETZFAEFEDRI I —e, SRBWTIE, EELD
DEBLAL L5 CFHE S h 5#i—0EREHAELR TV-5, Association of Language Testers
in Europe (ALTE) 13EZED proficiency 7 A b (University of Cambridge Certificate of
Proficiency in English) %X, TOMETOFENL I — e , ADFED proficiency #Hi
—DXBCHETD AT LAREN LT, T LT, Zhd, 2—v , S TRLIE{EbLID
ALTE Vv-<a t i d proficiency FHEOXETHE, 1 BAA, 7AV I a—8 , D
KBS ALBEIRVOEN, T2 Y gkl 4 ESL L AEEHE., T, ACTFL
ETESOL BEETL Lkt » T, BLALNELAL I ENTELO TRV, DD
Ay CHIIARCHETHAEZERFTCLILTIRE S - L0, XEHF LMOONEHEET L,
F hEER LR TWWESRBL S,

5. BERDOKXZREICKT D Proficiency [CESW 70575 LOBE
Z Z ¥ C, proficiency &AM OVTRATE AN, KB, ¥ X 5 LT proficiency
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CESEF T F 2T 25300 bhTw300h, ATAL S5, Hlit, Hadley, 1993, 10
L0, BER., BEDNZ 5 AEE. HEET5 proficiency ORE, ¥ 7 AFR, $F:
BiEfEd. B proficiency P ER TE ok b 1 OFHAERE AL BETH S, HFERZ LI, B

Bl LTHRESIRL proficiency V4%, WhEEBHBTRENTHTHD, THIT, EH

THIFHSB L O ORECHEIEEYFRT5EOEHBEDY proficient w252 X CE B,
s XAMRMGCERD Z AT B,

RETH., ZehTHERRERAFEOEE 5 40 5. B M5 proficiency 2
ESCEEEHEE YT - C-2HFEML 4, L LEKEDOKRETIE, proficlency &S
ETHd 1 HFERZORGE, 2HERCOREL LS5, FHEIL, BHVIEH
TERE N TRy FARERTHERFTCAR > T BORBHRTIARGES D iy, Wb
AZERICEE 2 hTWE 2T, FHAEPSRSORZEMENY T L3#E 2
ik KR BBEOEET L, 77 ARATOEHOLETEIREZ . HERT IR (L
CAER LM, ERMANEFBRET 70 /7 2% EDHD ETH, FEBEYHEONETHE
ERRO S THENERAREN2THE 2 /A - a5 08 E L, £5T52kiRE»
T, B ?Z AT LR RABARCEQE DD TRENTELALTHL, T,
F 7 proficiency ¥MB DD FV—A 2V v FAMRERL, 73250 ETE5LEH,
proficiency &S d ) % . 7 2 DE—BTHSH I,

Fic, 2EBEORLED proficiency V4% H- 7z £ T, ACTFL Proficiency Guidelines &
2FIRALT, 7er7 toBE, Thbh, 7o 27 L0050 ARTRETEIFCEKL
Tix L\~ proficiency vV _AHBEL TV,

The ACTFL Proficiency Guidelines provide a real opportunity to address the needs of
learners for a long sequence, uniform goals, and effective evaluation. ... With proper in-
terpretation, these statements can also serve as imstructional goals for curriculum planning.
(Lund, p. 290)

{ACTFL Proficiency Guidelines 5% R4 fo, #i— BECRFA9LFE L W - o2
BOLBLTLLOCERTIHREYEL T RS, .. S F{HAFETHhE, chbo
FHELV*. 72 RETSECoOBH LTS LAWRETSS,)

X LTERiZ, #FFBEMToLlorad =z -2, 2O ACTFL Proficiency Guidelines.,
BB, ThEBELLLOSPRAGAZ It » T, BE LTS proficiency ® i+ 5%
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CENTEETH B, F#2L, ACTFL Proficiency Guidelines t¥, Z%& ¢ proficiency % il
TE5LOTHH, 2VF .7 LAAFELREERTS LD TRV, Moser & Resch (1386) #3855
5K, ZoOEM, LT LT ACTFL Proficiency Guidelings &S L LThHHFRR 5,

“they [i.e., ACTFL Proficiency Guidelines] do not lend themselves as course goal state-
ments. ... Instead, course goals need to be developed that indicate which functions the
students will learn to perform, in which context and with which content, and with what
degree of accuracy. * (p. 13)

{ACTFL Proficiency Guidelines Hfflt = — A0 BE L3 bicv-, TOhbhic, £8
BREOBELXFEL, FONRICE T, EDRBET, TLTERKETIDOERST, &
BTE5nL v EFELTTEELE D BFid il bini,)

F-T, FliE, FHEAEREDC 7R /5 2D 2EXR LB COFEED proficiency L~
bk ACTFL Proficiency Guidelines ¢ Intermediate Low < GV i35 X iz Lzt
5EEAHIE, ThEFERTHD0N )+ .5 A WET 5 LEND S, Lund (1987, p.
292113, proficiency I3 7 r Y F 2R BERTALDOFFLRDOE AT 2 DTV 4,

. Proficiency i3 4 BT h Fhic it tRBI~RETh s,

. BE L35 4 BED proficiency Vi, S LARA—THRL TH Ry,

. F OHBORBEC LB CBECHE L EA AR L RETH S,

. BEBBEE L FEA, HS VL, FRELHEEILELIADES ok, BEE- A
BOYVHA 7 ARNETHD,

5. 2FER., ¥ P74 VicmEhw@geag e L TR Y ARSI T, &

RETH Do
6. BEELT5 proficiency ¥ W T 2k, FEEIThI oBL-v~rihis o d
DRLETHS,

D D

BEDEFCERE LS, ThThoFE7 77 A5 BI5T proficiency V~<ric&SE,
FOERDIDODI VN F . FLAXBBLTWLEND S, T, BEOBECOVTTHS
7%, Medley (1985) kB, 2RI DL HRD B, —oit, 24EMA LTORKHE
proficiency #RE L. FhiBEISVWTr 2 A% -t DM IR AELYRET IO AT
BB, L5 —2ik, BHOEPEFET TAFRCHIFTE S proficiency VAREREL, Th
2exA5—HOAME, 34 RAX—AOAEEN3 ISETLLEALETF TR H AT
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H5B, AEOEBTHBEY R TABLE, ?73AL0REIF-Th, FREMEE LTOHES
hEHEL G OB TWRWTe X F LRS-3R RETRRE,
LT, Fv-rOHERESHT, FHEBLEET 5080, KHEBEAS YV $ .7 4
T A EREVX 31015, POLI O 0BBBIEE Ll LS,
LFoxdERB L TEBEIhE<2TH5 L. Hadley (1993)iiRET 3,

1. B LECEET S & 5/, XIRicEDSWIo= 7 9914 XNh B &,

2. ZHENEGOBETCHEHTEL L, 2 VAT 4 TRT 2T 4T, —2b5B
&

N —TT =R AREDI I asr—va VERDORS LD

. authentic =TV 7Ad&EFh T Bt

. BRSSO 2 v T EER, ThEHEET RSB L

 XERERCIEETSHMEAR D L

. EEDPRR R RO, ARERYE Y BFbhTBH 2

. XA EEGE R IITEh TS &

L= I =

FREOSICEEL, 75 A M EBEDITTHLEN, TFAPAERECALVX 51, &80T
DRIELHRNLBTH S, Ricv FAARERTEHITTH BN, vF- 21, BMLFEBE
DEHHCRI 2D THENE, TEARIZFLGCLOYEBEDNACEATSETHS,

For teachers, the course syllabus provides direction and guidance in the scope, sequence,
and pacing of classroom activities; for students, the syllabus provides at a glance the profile
of the semester’s work and the expectations for successful completion of that work.
(Hadley, p. 485)

WL > TR, 2 —AYFAARFEECOFPHORA, 24210, T LIRS ETT
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LI LT £ P T, I 238l kA oloRGECHS LSR5, £#EE,
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Proficiency Interview (SOPI) 7 X% RAV-5 & Ly, FAE XML Tiz. TOEFL. TOEIC,
5\ bk, Michigan Test L E 2RV DE—ETH S,
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1) £ 554, ETS AR %W 5 723D Test of Spoken English L E#E L T\»35 L., TOEFL ¢4,
TOEFL O3 4x& Lidictinys, Test of Written English #38 Fha 7 A t#ib b,
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