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Using many-facet Rasch measurement to examining rater

training effects of TOCFL Speaking

Pei-Jiun Lan
Steering Committee for the Test Of Proficiency-Huayu / Researcher

Abstract

This research aims to investigate how rater consistency varies after a continuing,
long-term rater training by observing the inter-rater consistency and the intra-rater
consistency. We collect the rating results from the five pilot tests of the TOCFL
Speaking (Test of Chinese as a Foreign Language- Speaking, holding from February,
2009 to December) at beginner level. This research applies the many-facet Rash
measurement by adopting the FACETS software to analyze the rater severity, rater
consistency, and the fit statistics of the raters.

Three major findings discussed in this research are that: 1) after frequent rater
training sections, the variation of inter-rater severity has reduced, but the overall rating
severity has reached the significant differences, which indicates that the discrepancy of
severity still exists among the raters; 2) individual raters are consistent in their own
rating as most of the fit statistics fall in the acceptable range; 3) several raters reveal
variations in their severity when they rerated two months later.

So far, only little research on the speaking assessments which focus on using
Chinese as a second language (CSL) has been done, and those which applied
many-facet Rasch measurement are even less. Empirical data from the results of this
study will be provided to help gain a preliminary understanding toward the effects of
rater training in CSL speaking tests, and as a reference for the future rater training.

Keywords: many-facet Rasch measurement, speaking test, rater training
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RMSE 0.10 AdjS.D.0.61 Separation 6.08 Reliability 0.97
Fixed (all same) chi-sqaure: 76.8 d.f.:2 sig: 0.00
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L Bt B #EE(S.E)  INFITMNSQ OUTFIT MNSQ
C 0.46 0.12 0.92 0.90
B 0.33 0.12 1.10 1.06
A 0.12 0.12 0.84 0.84
E -0.44 0.12 1.07 1.07
D -0.47 0.12 1.09 1.09

RMSE 0.13 Adj S.D.0.41 Separation 3.30 Reliability 0.92
Fixed (all same) chi-sqaure: 47.2 d.f.: 4 sig: 0.00

4 2000007 34 4 B B 5t %

e X Bt B E#:2(SE) INFITMNSQ OUTFIT MNSQ
B 0.22 0.10 0.83 0.87
A -0.04 0.10 0.86 0.84
D -0.09 0.09 0.94 0.96
E -0.09 0.09 1.25 1.30

RMSE 0.10 AdjS.D.0.11 Separation 1.15 Reliability 0.57
Fixed (all same) chi-sqaure: 6.8 d.f.: 3 sig: 0.08

%5 2000710 34 4 fcit B 5t %

P Fete B = EE(S.E)  INFITMNSQ OUTFIT MNSQ
D 0.18 0.08 1.19 1.17
C 0.05 0.08 0.92 0.92
A -0.09 0.08 0.96 0.95
B -0.14 0.08 0.91 0.91

RMSE 0.08 Adj S.D.0.12 Separation 1.57 Reliability 0.71
Fixed (all same) chi-sqaure: 10.4 d.f.:3 sig: 0.02

Gl Bte & . #22(S.E) INFITMNSQ OUTFIT MNSQ
D 0.14 0.08 1.14 1.14
B 0.03 0.08 0.82 0.82
A 0.00 0.09 0.81 0.81
C -0.17 0.08 1.18 1.18

RMSE 0.08 Adj S.D.0.10 Separation 1.28 Reliability 0.62
Fixed (all same) chi-sqaure: 8.6 d.f.: 3 sig: 0.04
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