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KEPFEIE. RECEHT BIGET A 7 4 v 7HEEBERH IC B W CR FRENR & 72 2 a3
NT 7T EAERIC BT, EEEMER L3777 7N LR oBGR 2B & LT
NS 74— PNy Z7IEEBBICE 2 aX Y P EEABBOHERD 7 4 — PNy 7 Tjik% 1E
X [—8M] CEXBEETH~OMROR» T b DTH S, Kiffftizzn2o07
4 =Py 275 (BHRM S 5 W IdFE Z2AAH) ZIERITEHE O TR LAIEMN T, ST A M %
LPERREE D HtH 4 T & 5 Bachman and Palmer (2010) D Assessment Use Argument (AUA) % JE I ET
H « EfEIN T2, ZD2XA4TD7 4 —Fy 7 JEORKREL EIRGES % 5 2 TD AUA
% O 7= WFFE SR E (Y] <, IR &S5 (convergent mixed-methods study) 1€ X 0 &
WHFE L B R Fik 2 A tbe, FEHREIC O W TS AN ORE#L T — 2 oz ER
T3, AUA ICEED CREROIRIGE S AR T. Tk e 7 v R LIRS D TEBAIRHiT D 3¢
RCOBHMRE 7 4 — PNy 2RISR cE 2 L offifme B H L Tw b,

ARSI A T O R TEN TV 3 LFHIiT 5, Z0o—mBIE, H2 BEORTIEREICS
WT, BOFEIA T4 v riHiicE T s B oflEE. WRGEROERICLY



HiEIC L2 e Th B, [—HME) & TR TR TEREER ] 7e Sk~ BBl fEK
B L HEBRICBRL T, HERIERD ~BRTldh v, RFmCTIIefTifgtic X 2 BN E
FRWTHIFEAR 4 2> & HEEI T 2 P TR S T 2 A REIC BT 2 BFkic
E2F T, BRHUCIEIAL B> CEIEOM S AT L 725 2 CAmics 2 B OF
BEHBEICR L, THICRAE 727 4 = F Ny 7R ONTTEEZREL T b, ZOHE»
b, K35 H%D 7474 v 7iHIICE T2 [—HME oIS ERCERT 2LEx25
na o, RN AARTH 277 T, Z OSBRI 2 ICE L W e iRz 5
Wb [—HE OB ISR RET 200 THL LI L),

KX OmAD 2 EIE, BHRRIZE FFET7 4 7 4 v 7158IC BT 22 HE ~ O] 7 4
— PNy ZERUC I L 72 2 L DFiHitE & . RItFE2 615607, B . SEEEMROE L 3
FRICHBAL 5 2R 2GS/ -CceTh b, H FE) —T 4 vV I/IREFICBWTT 7 A b
W OKRZ A EHE~DREG > T & L TERT 2 RTHRENEH 203, 74T 4 VLAY
—F V7BV TEEFEIMER 7 4 = F Ny 2 %252 2 FB L L CORMRKI ORI X fthic il %
R, @EICIIBHRREZER T2 Y 7 by 2 THEZEL, fEOLDDY =iz b x
TOHBRDOREIC L BHMIZHEN TR ARD o7, LA L, KL TIIEARS BN ICE
WTIRERF I, BREXEWY 7 7 = 7 TIARA (Putraetal.,, 2020) ZfEfIL T2 H T,
TIA4 T4 v I7IEEICE TR 7 4 — F Yy ZEEH & L CofifEr Rz s, F 7,
PEPMEX L7287 77T 7 R RHRKICTR L 2B/ o e BATHE L TAZREDE S FRic RAIRE
13N v ZDOHN TR DS > o Fe —TJ7 T TAEOBHMRKICIZFIC PRz w] [T v R
BENTHRW] [fICRW] REDEXATRH LT L ZRE LTz, T IXEITIZE <3
ST, BHRKEFEH LR T 2200 2B 0NMATH Y, FEEEXD [—
B IcB L CoBmARBICHERL 9 2D TH 5,

—} T, BHRICBLWTIIELR MG 2 EHT 2 biEHI N, —mBHEFE _SEEEOBIN
20 b EEEOGFERZ R 05 —J7, ZOMmNERICET 2ls otk hr ol T
Hb, LIROZHEEDTAT 4 v 7L~ L BHRKIOREOBFREZ IZ Lo, BRI OiRR
1T & 2 FRRI BT DI 23 E SUAE TE IR ] D FAfi oA F S D HERUIRAE I D 72 23 2 WlREME. & 7= fRIKIY
RARHECIRRBRICEER - (R X X 7 1B T, EEHEDPH BRI Z#i < & v 5 EEH T O
BRI NS & AW TIIERD T HICHIFEOREZWIRTE 3R 2H T3, ZDH
A ERACRRICBE S 2 FHICOWTIE—EoREZ KD 72w, 2 ABIZ. FEH S5
WRER o722 7 7 ADWERBBETH o722 TH 2, ANEDOEIITCRIBEE L L
TR BT X 25l 1307 L 72 6 B OWEE TV, TR aEM—-E DB O Tw 3
T, BN E~OEENHE I PRV EZONS, —/5 T, {BEEREEHEL XL
2 ZEREEEDANT + —< Vv ALHBOREEOENZIC OB 2RI RO F°. K
F L DAE RO — AL A HEME I D W CTIHBR TOERLS AR TH A 9, L L, INHIEIARE
XOEEB»THDOTERL, SHROMFEOHFTL YV FHEI LTI REFHLMEN T L
726
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