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ABSTRACT

As interest in research on second language pragsnatireases, some pragmatics research has beemdon
Korean as a foreign language (KFL) learners. Tésearch has focused on pedagogical aspects of iKorea
pragmatics and interlanguage pragmatics. Howeesy, little research has been done on the pragmatics
assessment of KFL learners, in terms of discusappyopriate test types and whether certain factfiest
raters’ assessments of KFL learners’ pragmaticpeaance. The focus of this study is on investiggti
whether various factors, including test types, shegcts, groups of candidate, and test items, tatfieee
raters’ assessments of the pragmatic competeni§Elofearners. For these purposes, this study apalyz
interactions between test results and raters ubmgomputer program FACETS (Linacre, 1996): the
interactions between rater bias and test types; béas and speech acts, rater bias and item wlifficand

rater bias and examinee levels. This study usee thifferent pragmatics tests adapted from HudBetmer,
and Brown'’s (1995) pragmatics prototype tests: Opédtten Discourse Completion Task, Language Lata a
Role-play. Within each of these three test typestlaree speech acts: refusal, apology, and reqiestesults
of this research indicate that all three ratersagtbdifferent degrees of severity in their ratingspending on
the test type and speech act. Additionally, eatdr showed unique bias patterns within the intéoast | will
discuss how certain speech acts and test types affier assessments, what kinds of systematicpiaitisrns

the raters show across various factors, and wiesethesearch findings mean for KFL classrooms.

INTRODUCTION

Since Hymes (1972) proposed the communicative ebemge theory, this theory has
greatly influenced the development of target obyest for language teaching and learning.
Pointing out the limitations of Chomsky’s (1965%tilction between competence and
performance, Hymes proposed a broader notion ofraamcative competence, covering not
only grammatical competence, but also contextuabaorolinguistic competence. Above all,

Hymes’ distinction between language knowledge dlityfor language use, as well as his
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incorporation of sociolinguistic knowledge into ttramework of communicative competence,
have contributed to many of the discussions of liaigg testing constructs (Canale & Swain,
1980; Canale, 1983; Bachman, 1990; Bachman & Palh986).

Adopting Hymes’ notion of communicative competernanale and Swain (1980) defined
communicative competence as “the underlying syst@kaowledge and skill required for
communication” and proposed three components ofhtonicative competence: grammatical
competence, sociolinguistic competence, and stiategnpetence. Based on the Canale and
Swain model, Bachman and Palmer (1982) attemptedhfarically validate components of
communicative competence, and Bachman (1990) peapasnodel oEommunicative
language abilityin which he included three components: languagepstence, strategic
competence, and psychophysiological mechanisntssimodel, pragmatic competence was
included as one of two main components of languagepetence with its two subcomponents:
illocutionary competence (knowledge of the pragmatinventions for carrying out appropriate
language functions) and sociolinguistic competgkoewledge of sociolinguistic rules of
appropriateness to a given context). Most receathgvision of Bachman’s model has been
introduced (Bachman & Palmer, 1996). As seen irhBamn’s model, pragmatic competence
figures significantly in theories of communicatieempetence in L2 teaching and testing.

As linguistic pragmatics has origins from quitefeliént philosophical, sociological, and
linguistic traditions, pragmatics has been defimedarious ways (Levinson, 1983). Among
various definitions of pragmatics, Crystal’'s (199g&finition of pragmatics focused on
communicative action in its sociocultural context:

Pragmatics is the study of language from the pafiview of users, especially of the

choices they make, the constraints they encountesing language in social interaction and

the effects their use of language has on otherggaants in the act of communication. (p.

301)

In addition to Crystal’s definition, Kasper and Rq2001, p. 2) pointed out that
communicative action consists of not only usingesieacts such as requests, refusals and
apologies, but also joining in conversation, engggn various discourse types and being
involved in complex speech events. Leech dividetypratics into two subcomponents:

pragmalinguistics, and sociopragmatics. Accordobis distinction, pragmalinguistics is the
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linguistic end of pragmatics which refers to “thertpcular resources which a given language
provides for conveying particular illocutions”; sopragmatics is the sociological interface of
pragmatics referring to the fact that the undedyparticipants’ social perceptions are relative

to specific social conditions (Leech, 1983, p.11).

Interlanguage Pragmatics

Drawing on two different disciplines, second langeiacquisition (SLA) and pragmatics,
interlanguage pragmatics (ILP) has been definéthasstudy of nonnative speakers’ use and
acquisition of linguistic action patterns in a seddanguage (L2)” (Kasper & Blum-Kulka,
1993; Kasper, 1996). Early ILP studies mainly famisn learners’ demonstration of
illocutionary force and different politeness perteps. Especially, how nonnative speakers
comprehend indirect speech acts in the target Egghas been focused on. Studies such as
Bouton (1988) found that learners’ cultural backgrd and type of implicature influenced
learners’ comprehension of indirect speech actsutih comparing the differences among six
groups of learners from different countries. Howeas Kasper and Schmidt (1996) cautioned,
the focus of ILP research has been within learrigtsise rather than developmental issues
even though ILP is a subfield of SLA. There haverbefforts to reinforce the connections
between ILP and SLA by reexamining ILP researctifigs that answer SLA related questions,
and by exploring cognitive and social-psychologtt&lories (Kasper & Schmidt, 1996; Kasper
& Rose, 2002). The studies of development of spaet$, especially focusing on English
requests, are mainly focused on in the literatReggarding the speech acts development,
Kasper and Rose (2002) comprehensively discusseprtiposed five-stages of L2 request
development stages in terms of pragmalinguistiasetl on the longitudinal studies of Ellis
(1992) and Achiba (2002). They also noted thategr can gradually adjust their requests as
they gain more proficiency level. When it comes$he sociopragmatics of L2 requests
development, which shows learners’ underlying dqméaceptions depending on specific social
situations, mixed findings were reported. Thereensdso conflicting findings in the studies of
other L2 speech acts development. About the passikplanations of these mixed findings,
Kasper and Rose (2002) mentioned the effect ohkxar different learning contexts and

individual learner differences.
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Pragmatics in KFL Teaching

During the last three decades, there have beeffisayit developments in KFL (Korean as
a foreign language) education in US college sedtiigaching Korean honorifics has been one
of the important concerns in KFL teaching becausesaich lexical and morphological
variation depending on its meaning, and its sigatiit role in understanding Korean language
socio-cultural rules. In other words, Korean hoficsiare essential resources for pragmatics’
two subcomponents, pragmalinguistics and sociopatiggnThere has been a large literature
on the Korean language’s systematic and extensixerifics(e.g., Kim-Park, 1995; Koh,
2002; Lee, 1996; Sohn, 1999; Strauss & Eun, 209x)ropriate usage of Korean honorifics is
bound by the speakers’ knowledge of the sociaticgliahip with the addressee regarding
variable factors, such as, age, social statuskiansthip. Sohn noted “relative interpersonal
relationships are elaborately encoded in varicugulistic forms to the extent that speech acts
cannot be performed without taking the notion afidrafics into account” (1999, p. 408).
Therefore, KFL learners, especially those who dbaite similar honorific systems in their L1,
have difficulties engaging in various speech astagiappropriate Korean honorifics; Byon
(2004a) emphasized the importance of teaching apjate Korean honorifics in effective
ways for improving KFL learners’ pragmatic competen

Regarding pragmatics studies on KFL learners, Bg002, 2004a, 2004b, 2005) embarked
not only on ILP studies focusing on KFL learnessidluage use in various speech acts but also
on teaching pragmatic competence in KFL classrddyon (2004b) investigated KFL learners’
sociopragmatic features in requests through comgagquest productions of three groups,
KFL learners, Korean native speakers, and Englegive speakers, using discourse completion
tasks (DCT). Byon analyzed semantic formulae fquest supportive move (RSM) and for
request head act (RHA) of request production, cisig two social variables, power and
distance. According to the findings of Byon’s stul¥L learners’ semantic formulae patterns
were consistent with those of English native speskadicating the effect of L1 transfer. Also,
KFL learners’ use of RHA pattern showed less vamathan those of Native Koreans in
situations that involve different power relationskwith the interlocutor. Byon's study
implicates further investigation of ILP studieskRL settings, which still needs more

developments and interests.
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Assessment of Pragmatic Competence

As Rose and Kasper (2001, p. 245) point out, rebean the assessment of pragmatic
competence has gained less attention comparedivatsignificant amount of research on
teaching of pragmatics. Hudson, Detmer, and Bral®@92) developed a framework for
assessing cross-cultural pragmatics as a firstepbiasheir project. Adapting Brown and
Levinson’s (1987) theory, they selected three \deisto be included in the tests: the power of
the speaker with regard to the hearer, the distaateeen the speaker and the hearer, and the
obligation of the speaker to accomplish the acédeLin 1995, in a second phase, they
described developing test instruments with a dsiomsfrom both quantitative and qualitative
points of view. As seen in Table 1, Hudson et alzadloped the six prototype measures for
assessing pragmatic competence targeting the LRsBrigarners: a multiple-choice discourse
completion test (DCT), a open-ended DCT, an oralTDCrole play, a self-assessment for the
DCT, and a self-assessment for the role play (HudSetmer, & Brown, 1995). To develop
reliable test items of each of the six prototypeasuges, they developed several sets of test
items, piloted these test items to both native lspesaof English and non-native speakers,
analyzed the test results qualitatively and quammily, and finalized the test items of each
measure. Hudson et al. also developed a 1-5 ratalg, ranging from very unsatisfactory to
completely appropriate, for native speakers wheda@ach examinee’s response with the
following criteria: ability to use the correct spheact, typical expressions, amount of speech in

a given situation, formality level, directness Iewand politeness level.

Table 1
Classification of Test Metho@Based on Hudson, Detmer, & Brown, 1995)

Cued Response Free Response

Paper and Items with multiple-choices following Items with open-ended responses
Pencil Measures descriptions of situations following description of situations

Listening laboratory taped items Face-to-face structured oral

Oral Measures . o o . .
following descriptions of situations interview

Direct observation and evaluation
of the video-taped role play and
interview

Self-assessment Self assessment of performance on
Measures each situation depicted in DCT
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Following Hudson et al.’s (1992, 1995) projectansaesearchers investigated the
reliability and validity of the instruments that #son et al. developed in different target
language teaching contexts, as described in TapM2, 2005; Brown, 2001; Hudson, 2001;
Yamashita, 1996; Yoshitake, 1997). Other reseasctieveloped their own test instruments to
assess pragmatic competence (Roever, 2001; Tada). 2@mashita (1996) used a Japanese
version of Hudson et al’s six test instrumentseged at forty-seven American English
speakers with Japanese as a second language @J&tgrhine differences among different test
formats. Using various statistical procedures vilality and reliability of the six types of
measures were quantitatively investigated, andoresdy high reliability and validity for all
six measures, excluding the multiple-choice DCTeveported. As seen in the third row of
Table 2, Yoshitake (1997) qualitatively examined tiventy-five Japanese EFL learners’
written realizations and oral production data,itditt from the original six types of measures
developed by Hudson et al. (1995). Also, this stooiypared its results with Hudson et al.’s
(1995), in terms of the differences between Japak&€&4 and ESL learners’ various speech
acts realizations, since the data of Hudson €18B5)’s were collected from Japanese ESL
learners. Yoshitake (1997) found that Japanesel&8hers showed a wider variety of
strategies and grammatically more complex strusttiran Japanese EFL learners’. Brown
(2001) compared the results of two previous studigieh represent JSL and EFL contexts
respectively, as described in Table 2. He repdtiatia factor analysis indicated there was a
stronger method effect in the EFL study than ind8& study. In other words, there might be
more differences in the EFL group’s ability to hendral tasks and their ability to handle
paper-and-pencil tasks. Additionally, the six measun the JSL study showed higher
reliability and significant correlations comparedhthe ones in the EFL study.

Hudson (2001) examined three types of measureguéaye lab DCT, open-ended DCT, and
role play, to assess pragmatic competence of twiargyJapanese learners of English as a
second language (ESL), as described in the fifthabTable 2. Even though there was little
variation among the participants and different spegcts, the results revealed that the role play
performed differently from the other two measuredjcating a method effect between a role
play and the DCT format. In his study, refusalsxse@ to be more difficult to perform for

participants than requests and apologies.
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Roever (2001) examined the development and vatidatf web-based tests of ESL and
EFL learners’ pragmalinguistic knowledge as desdilm the sixth row of Table 2. The tests
are composed of assessing knowledge of implicammdsoutines, using multiple choice items,
and knowledge of three speech acts (refusal, régared apology), using productive DCT
items with rejoinders. Based on correlational asedy it was found that the tests indeed assess
learners’ pragmalinguistic knowledge with reasoraicuracy. Also, there were negligible
effects of computer familiarity to the test sconehjch implicates the promising potential of
web-based language tests in pragmatic assessnaeRalso reported that there are
distinctive ILP characteristics of ESL and EFL leais’ pragmalinguistic knowledge depending
on various factors, because knowledge of routines strongly influenced by exposure;
knowledge of speech acts and implicatures was gltyanfluenced by test takers’ proficiency.

Tada (2005) investigated Japanese EFL learnerghpatic production and perception tests
of three speech acts, refusal, request, and apalsgy computerized video prompts, focusing
on the relationship between perception and prodocts seen in the seventh row of Table 2.
Tada found that there was a stronger correlatidwdsn learners’ proficiency and pragmatic
production than between learners’ proficiency aragmatic perception in all three speech acts,
which indicates pragmatic perception may developenmadependently as learners’ proficiency
develops.

In addition to L2 English and Japanese pragmatesmsnent, there has been one study of
L2 Korean pragmatic assessment (Ahn, 2005). Ahashgated the reliability and validity of
five measures of pragmatics that Hudson et al.12995) developed, language lab DCT, role
play, role play self-assessment, and multiple @®RCT, for KFL learners using various
statistics, as described in the last row of Tabli ®as found that the five pragmatics measures
were reasonably reliable and valid, which indicadesison et al.’s test instruments are also
applicable to KFL contexts. Also, Ahn reported ttied level of examinees’ language
proficiency is closely related to role play seltassment, language lab DCT, and open-ended
DCT. Interestingly, the differences between hegtianguage learners and non-heritage
language learners were more significant in opere@r@CT than in the other measures. Also,
Ahn (2005) suggested incorporating the five measur® the KFL classroom, not only for

assessing pragmatic competence but also for asgdeairners’ different competence.
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Table 2
Summary of Previous Studies of Assessing Prag@atitpetence
Speech Test Takers’ Target Test Focus of Statistical
Study - L1 Context Stud
Act Proficiency Language Instruments udy Instruments
Cronbach alpha
SA, - P
P S N coefficient,
Beginning, LL DCT, Investigation of reliability
. Refusal, . - ) Pearson product-
Yamashita, Intermediate, . Open DCT, and validity of six .
Request, English JSL Japanese .. Moment correlation
1996 Advanced Role play, measures of pragmatics in .
Apology coefficients,
(N=47) Role play SA, Japanese .
Factor Analysis,
MC DCT
MANOVA
Participants SA, LL DCT, Qualitative analysis
Yoshitake Refusal, who ranged from Open DCT, of study results,
1997 " Request, 423to 577 onthe Japanese EFL English Role play, Comparison with the N/A
Apology TOEFL Role play SA, Hudson et al.’s (2005)
(N =25) MC DCT result
SA,
. LL DCT, Comparison of Cronbach alpha coefficient,
Refusal, Beginning, . . .
Brown, ; English, JSL, Japanese, Open DCT, Yamashita's (1996) study K-R21, SEM, Correlation
Request, Intermediate, . . , -
2001 Japanese EFL English Role play, and Yoshitake's (1997)  coefficients,
Apology Advanced .
Role play SA, study Factor Analysis

MC DCT
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Table 3 (continue)
Hudson Refusal, Intermediate, LL DCT, Investigation of three
2001’ Request, Advanced Japanese ESL English Open DCT, measures of pragmatics in ~ ANOVA
Apology (N =25) Role play English
German,
Japanese, Development and
Beginning, p Web-based . .p K-R 21, SEM,
Refusal, ; Chinese, . validation of web-based .
Roever, Intermediate, ESL, . Implicatures Test, . o FACETS Analysis,
Request, Korean, English . test of pragmalinguistic )
2001 Advanced . EFL Routines Test, . . Factor Analysis,
Apology Thai, knowledge (implicatures,
(N =267) . Speech Acts Test . ANOVA
Polish, and routines, and speech acts)
other languages*
_— Production Test, Investigation of the MANOVA,
Refusal, Beginning, . .
) . Perception Test development of pragmatic ANOVA,
Tada, 2005 Request, Intermediate Japanese EFL English ; . . . L
Apolo (N = 48) usingcomputerized production and perception Discriminant
pology - audiovisual prompts  of speech acts Function Analysis
Cronbach alpha
Beginnin LL DCT, Investigation of reliabilit coefficient,
Refusal, g 9 Open DCT, o _ y Pearson product-
Intermediate, . and validity of five .
Ahn, 2005 Request, English KFL Korean Role play, L Moment correlation
Advanced measures of pragmatics in -
Apology Role play SA, coefficients,
(N =53) Korean .
MC DCT Factor Analysis,

MANOVA

*Other languages include Arabic, Berber, Kurdisérdfan, Russian, Sinhala, Slovenian, Spanish, Slet@iamil, and Turkis
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Item Response Theory and Multi-faceted Rasch Measuent

Although classical testing theories (CTTs) haveygtha significant role in language
testing, some practical concerns in language @stiat CTT could not solve have emerged.
Among the numerous shortcomings of CTT, Hambletwh Swaminathan (1985)
mentioned that test and item scores in CTTs arertigmt upon the particular set of test
items and upon the particular group of examinees wwhk the test. In other words, in
CTTs, itis impossible to interpret and comparettdst results of a particular group of
examinees with the results from a more able oraé$s group of examinees, due to the
different distribution of item scores. Item respetiseory (IRT) has been considered a
promising potential for addressing CTTs’ limitatso(Bachman, 2004; Brown & Hudson,
2002; Hambleton & Swaminathan, 1985; Hambleton, Biwathan, & Rogers, 1991,
McNamara, 1996). Firstly, supplementing CTT, IRTng@res the abilities of the
examinees on a scale with the actual difficultyhef particular test item, which makes it
possible to examine the contribution of items indiixally as they are added and removed.
Secondly, IRT assumes that each examinee testrpenfice on a particular test item can be
predicted by defining both the examinee abilitied the item difficulty. Also, IRT
facilitates computer adaptive testing, becausei$RMe suitable for obtaining candidates’
ability estimates based on candidates’ performaanesertain items and for selecting
appropriate next test items of currently estimataadidates’ ability levels from item banks.
There are three frequently used models of IRTote-, two-, and three-parameter logistic
models. Each model is defined mathematically inN@\three different parameters: item
difficulty, discrimination, and guessing parameters

This study will use multi-faceted Rasch measuremghich is an extension of the one-
parameter Rasch model after the Danish mathemati@eorg Rasch. Multi-faceted Rasch
measurement, which can be executed by the compragram FACETS (Linacre, 1996),
investigates the impact of various factorsfamets including facets like task difficulty,
candidate ability, or rater severity, on the ratmmgcess. According to McNamara (1996),
each rating can be considered a result of thedoten of the three facets; based on these
interactions, it is possible to predict estimateprobabilities of candidate responses under
the various facets (ability, difficulty, and ratverity), and to evaluate the accuracy of this
prediction. To put all the facets together intaragke set of relationships, all estimates of

the facets can be expressed on a single measursoatat called a logit scale, which
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presents the relative status of elements withiacatf Therefore, we can express the
difficulty of a certain item based on the likelittbof a certain candidate to earn a given
score, or have a certain ability, from a raterigeg severity on that item.

The computer program FACETS (Linacre, 1996) fortirfakceted Rasch measurement
provides three sets of detailed results. Firstig, FACETS summary that shows the
relative status of all facets on the same scatéesimgle set of relationships is provided.
Secondly, a thorough measurement report is presdntecach facet. Through this
measurement report, we can find detailed infornrmadibout each facet, such as rater
severity, rater consistency, candidate ability, &eh difficulty. Thirdly, multi-faceted
Rasch measurement provides an important featurerkias bias analysis, which makes it
possible to identify the rater particular bias eats of harshness or leniency with regard to
particular candidates or particular task typesinestigating the difference between
expected and observed scores.

Multi-faceted Rasch measurement has been appliedriaus language assessment
settings to investigate rater behaviors systemticaich as ESL speaking skills of
immigrants (Lynch & McNamara, 1998), Japanese L&ing (Kondo-Brown, 2002),
English L2 oral discussion (Bonk & Ockey, 2003)Jagpanese medical translation program
(Kozaki, 2004), German as a foreign language leatmgiting and speaking performance
(Eckes, 2005), English L2 oral performance (Van Mo2006), and an online training
program for English L2 writing assessment (Elderi®uizen, Knoch, & Randow, 2007).
Depending on the study’s focus, some studies, aadkondo-Brown (2002), investigated
the measurement report of each facet and biassaeay well. Kondo-Brown (2002)
examined trained rater bias patterns across caedidad rating categories in detail using
multi-faceted Rasch measurement in a Japaneseiti@gyerformance assessment
context. In her study, raters showed consistentlgeir ratings; however, there were
significant differences in overall severity amohgmm. Based on bias analysis, she reported
that raters revealed significant biased interastwith regard to the candidates and rating
categories.

Other studies, such as Elder, Barkhuizen, Knocti,Remdow (2007), mainly examined
the measurement report of each facet rather th@mnadrialysis. Elder et al. (2007) examined
rater reactions to the introduction of an onlineraraining program for English L2

writing assessment, and whether raters showedalteonsistency in their scoring
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following online training using both quantitativen(lti-faceted Rasch measurement) and
qualitative (questionnaire) analyses. Althoughgtely found that the online rater training
program had minimal impact on improving intra-ratensistency and reducing the bias of
each rater, it provided great potential for expigrthe various rater interactions and
different training modalities.

However, studies focusing on such detailed invasitgs of rater assessments of
pragmatic competence have been rare. Therefor@résent study attempts to investigate
not only raters’ overall judgments, but also thsistematic bias patterns across various

factors in pragmatic competence assessment seting bias analysis.

Purpose and Research Questions

The purpose of this study is to investigate whettaious factors, including task types,
speech acts, groups of candidate, and test itefiest #firee raters’ assessments of the
pragmatic competence of Korean as a Foreign Laregg(i€igL) learners using FACETS
analysis; if so, this study will discuss what kirafatterns exist among these various
factors.

The following research questions will be investaghin this study:

1. What are the three raters’ overall severities @irthatings?

2. Are the three raters consistent in their ratings?

3. How reliably do the three raters reveal differeagiees of severity?

4. Are there any misfitting, or problematic, elemeatsong the raters, task types, and
speech acts?

5. Do any of the raters assess particular task typee tmarshly or more leniently than
others? If so, what are the raters’ sub-patterrasséssing task types?

6. Do the raters assess particular test items moshlyaor more leniently than
others? If so, what are the raters’ sub-patterrasséssing items with different
difficulties?

7. Do the raters assess particular speech acts mmiglyrar more leniently than
others? If so, what are the raters’ sub-patterrasséssing speech acts?

8. Do the raters assess particular ability of exanmgmaere harshly or more leniently
than others? If so, what are the raters’ sub-padtef assessing examinees with

different abilities?
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METHOD

Participants

The test takers in this study were twenty-fouttipgrants studying Korean as a foreign
language (KFL) at the University of Hawai‘i atabMba (UHM) and Hanoi University of
Foreign Studies (HUFS). The test takers were dividéo two groups, heritage language
learners (HLLs) and non-heritage language learfidid_Ls), following a definition of
HLLs that foreign language educators in the U.®egally adopt: “..a language student
who is raised in a home where a non-English langusigpoken, who speaks or at least
understands the language, and who is to some dbdjregual in that language and in
English” (Valdes, 2001, p. 38). As seen in Tabléh®,test takers are composed of HLNs (
=7) and NHLLs N = 17). Following Valdes’ definition of HLLS, evahough a participant
may have familiarity or affiliation with Korea, they were not raised in a Korean-speaking
home then they were categorized as a NHLL. The NHidup’s first languages were
various: Viethamese\(= 8), English K = 6), Japanes&(= 2), and SpanisiN(= 1). These
participants were composed of 14 females and 1@smranging in age from 18 to 58 years,
with a mean age of 25. With regard to the levedtafly of the test takers, there were seven
students from 300 level courses, eight students tiee 400 level, and one student from
the Korean flagship program of the UHM. The courambering system in the Korean
department is described as “courses numbered 380awe are upper-division and count
toward the non-introductory credit requirement” {sity of Hawai‘i at Minoa, 2006).
According to the University of Hawai‘i at &hoa Korean flagship program (2006), the
program offers “students with advanced Korean lagguproficiency an opportunity to
undertake additional intensive, task-based Koraaguage instruction.” There were also
four students from the third year and the fourtaryeespectively, studying Korean as a
foreign language at the HUFS, which has a four yeaean program focusing on
translation, grammar, culture, and literature.ta#it takers’ levels ranged from intermediate
level to advanced level. Originally, beginning leens of Korean participated, but they

could not complete all tests because of their tF#ghroficiency.
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Table 3

Summary of Participants as Test Takers
Participant Groups N %
HLL 7 29%
NHLL 17 71%
NHLL's L1
Vietnamese 8 47%
English 6 35%
Japanese 2 12%
Spanish 1 6%
Gender
Female 14 58%
Male 10 42%
Level
Intermediate 11 46%
Advanced 12 50%
High-advanced 1 4%
Age
18-20 6 25%
21-30 14 58%
31-40 2 8%
41-50 1 4%
51-60 1 4%

Note.Total number of participants = 24

Three native Korean raters participated in ratithg@eaminees’ responses. They were
two female raters and one male rater ranging infiexge 27 to 32 years, with a mean age
of 29.7. All three raters had MA degrees relatetbteign language teaching and two of

them had experience teaching Korean.

Materials

Adapting from the six measures for assessing patigmompetence that Hudson et al.
(1992, 1995) developed in English, three types easarement were used in this study: an
open-ended written DCT, a language lab DCT, araeaplay. All these tests were
translated into Korean and English supplementdl eésts were prepared as well.

The open-ended written DCT, or the OPDCT (see AdpeA) was composed of
eighteen different descriptions of situations tsatited either refusals, requests, or
apologies. Each situation was controlled by diiféneariables such as power (P), social
distance (D), and degree of imposition (I) (Huddbatmer, & Brown, 1995, pp. 4-5). All

test takers were asked to write in Korean what theyld say in a given situation after
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they read each situation. Additionally, they werrmed not to spend too much time on it,
and not to discuss with others even though theyaowed to consult with a dictionary.
Like the OPDCT, the language lab DCT, or the LLD@E&e Appendix B), also consisted of
eighteen different descriptions of situations watited one of three different speech acts
with three variables. After test takers listene@ach situation, they were asked to respond
orally. For the role play, or the RP (see Apperjxsix scenarios were provided and each
scenario included three small consecutive situatinrwhich a native Korean interlocutor
and a test taker did a role play. Three speechaactshree variables were controlled for
the eighteen situations as well.

The rating criteria that Hudson et al. (1995) depel were applied to all three test
types. As shown in Table 4, which illustrates sampting sheets, there were six aspects
for the ratings, ability to use the correct speact) ability to use of typical expressions,
appropriate amount of speech and information gilearel of formality including word
choice, and phrasing, level of directness, andl lefspoliteness (Hudson, Detmer, &
Brown, 1995). Each aspect was rated on a five-dokdrt scale from 1, very

unsatisfactory, to 5, completely appropriate.

Table 4
Rating SheetHudson, Detmer, & Brown, 1995)
SITUATION
Response # Response #
Speech act 1-2-3-4-5 Speech act 1-2-3-4-5
Expressions 1-2-3-4-5 Expressions 1-2-3-4-5
Amount / info 1-2-3-45 - + Amount / info 1-2-3-4-5 - +
Formality 1-2-3-4-5 - + Formality 1-2-3-4-5 - +
Directness 1-2-3-4-5 - + Directness 1-2-3-4-5 - +
Politeness 1-2-3-4-5 - + Politeness 1-2-3-4-5 - +
Procedures

The twenty-four volunteer test takers took alethtypes of test. The researcher met
with each test taker twice to complete all tedttodk approximately 30 minutes to
complete each test, so it took total one and alwlfs to finish all three tasks for each
examinee. The purposes of this study were not egiao the participants until they

completed all tests. Additionally, the tests weesatibed as tasks or questionnaires to
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reduce the test anxiety of the participants. As$6nd(2001, p. 289) mentioned, to
minimize the effect of one test on the followingtiehe order of the test administration
was language lab DCT (LLDCT), written discourse ptetion task (OPDCT), and finally,
role play (RP). Each test taker took the OPDCT htmfenish, and the LLDCT and the RP
were administered with a researcher present. Atladministrations were conducted
within a two week period. To prevent the effecpobr hand-written answers on the
OPDCT raters’ decisions, all hand-written respongdbe OPDCT were typed as an MS
Word document. All test takers’ responses fromithBCT and conversations from the RP
were recorded as digital sound files.

For the rating procedures, a training manual wapared for the three Korean native
raters. All rating criteria were fully explainedfime training manual, and the researcher
also met each rater to explain the rating critékimaudio CD, which contained all test
takers’ responses, was distributed to each ofatexs, and it took about two weeks for
them to complete all the ratings. To avoid any@fef test takers’ backgrounds such as
age or nationality on the raters’ decisions, nointhe test takers’ information was provided

to the raters.

Data Analysis

In this study, multi-faceted Rasch measurementatia, 1989) analysis was conducted
using the computer program FACETS, version 3.04tie, 1996). This study conducted
FACETS program twice to examine characteristiceatdrs across task types, speech acts,
examinees, and test items. Firstly, examinee, tas&r, and item were specified as four
facets to investigate interactions between ratedstask types, raters and examinees, and
raters and test items. Secondly, examinee, spexchater, and item were specified as four
facets to investigate interactions between ratedsspeech acts. As illustrated in Tables 5
and 6, all data of this study were transformed atoatrix of information to be executed
by the FACETS program. In Table 5, the first setonir facets, examinees, task types,
raters, and test items, are presented from thietdinthie fourth column respectively; the rest
of columns indicate the examinee test results fitoenthree raters on each test item within
each of the three tasks. Similarly, in Table 6,2beond set of four facets, examinees,
speech acts, raters, and test items, are shownthefirst to the fourth column

respectively, and the examinee test results aresepted in the rest of columns. Each
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examinee has nine rows of data, based on the tarees from the three task types and
speech acts. Therefore, there are total 216 rods9Rin each data matrix, and each row
has the facet information, including examinee, typle, speech act, rater, and item. As
McNamara (1996, p. 132) noted, based on the infoomaf data matrix, the predictability
of elements within each facet can be found, andregssdly the analysis continues to find
any such consistent patterns in the data. Additiprthe FACETS analysis provides a
detailed measurement report regarding each faw@tding such features as severity
measures and fit statistics for raters, and admadysis that presents systematic rater

patterns of harshness or leniency across task,tgpegch acts, examinees, and test items.

Table 5
Data Matrix with Four Facets (examinee, task, ratard item)

Examinee Task Rater ltem 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1 1 1 118 29 27 18 27 22 28 24 28 30
1 1 2 118 25 24 19 27 25 23 26 26 20
1 1 3 118 26 24 19 24 18 19 20 23 19
1 2 1 1936 25 29 23 22 28 30 19 30 28
1 2 2 19-3 22 18 19 19 21 28 17 23 13
1 2 3 19-3 22 17 16 13 21 24 10 16 19
1 3 1 3754 27 30 24 29 28 29 28 28 29
1 3 2 3754 21 28 24 21 25 27 25 19 25
1 3 3 3754 22 27 15 20 27 24 23 23 24
24 3 3 3754 21 23 21 23 22 6 18 22 28
Table 6
Data Matrix with Four Facets (examinee, speech gater, and item)
Examinee Spteech Rater Item 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1 1 1 117 27 28 25 27 27 20 28 30 20
1 1 2 117 27 26 20 26 29 26 23 19 12
1 1 3 117 24 23 23 24 24 21 23 19 15
1 2 1 1835 29 27 28 30 27 30 25 29 28
1 2 2 1835 25 24 23 20 24 22 22 18 21
1 2 3 1835 26 24 19 19 20 21 22 17 21
1 3 1 36-54 18 22 24 25 26 18 23 22 30
1 3 2  36-54 19 25 26 25 25 25 19 19 28
1 3 3 36-54 19 18 20 19 20 21 16 13 24

36-54 18 24 19 20 24 17 12 22 12

N
SN
w :
w
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RESULTS

In this results section, first, | will present thescriptive statistics for the three different
task types and for the two different sub-groupsxaminees, HLLs and NHLLs. Secondly,
I will present two FACETS summaries from the twifetient sets of facets that show the
relative status of all facets (examinee, task tgpegech act, rater, and item) all on the same
scale in a single set of relationships. Thirdlyill present each facet detailed measurement
report that shows examinee ability, rater severéters consistency, the difficulty of the
three task types and speech acts, and test itdicuttif. Fourthly, | will present the bias
analysis that shows the systematic patterns ohhass or leniency between the three
raters and various facets: examinee, task typecspact, and item. Also, | will explain the

technical terminology used in FACETS analysis ahstems appear in the results.

Descriptive Statistics

A perfect score on each task is 30, based on e for each of the six rating
categories. Table 7 shows the descriptive stagi$ticthe three task types, open-ended
DCT (OPDCT), language lab DCT (LLDCT), and roleyp(&P), based on the scores from
the three raters. The lowest and highest scoresion task are presented in the second and
third rows, respectively. Note that the OPDCT ha®dect score 30 from all three raters
while the LLDCT and RP do not. The meah for the three task types are displayed in
the fourth row. The mean for the RR € 24.00) is the highest while the mean for the
LLDCT (M = 22.20) is the lowest. The standard deviati®ddr the three task types,
which indicate the dispersions for scores, aregtesl in the last row. Note that the
LLDCT has the highest amount of dispersi®&¥(4.20) among the three task types
although the LLDCT has the lowest mean, and théa&the lowest dispersion of the
scores §= 3.38).
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Table 7
Descriptive Statistics for Each Task Tyjpe= 24)
Statistics OPDCT LLDCT RP
Low 0.00 0.00 11.00
High 30.00 29.33 29.89
M 22.65 22.20 24.00
S 3.76 4.20 3.38

Table 8 presents the descriptive statistics fertkinee task types from each of the three
raters. The order of statistics is the same asiniel6. Note that the means for the RP are
consistently the highest from the three raters3®,723.43, 21.27, respectively; the means
for the LLDCT are consistently the lowest from theee raters, 26.31, 21.67, 18.63,
respectively. Regarding the dispersion of the sdtee LLDCT has the highest dispersion
of scores from both rater $ € 3.63) and rater 3(= 4.54) while the OPDCT shows the
highest dispersion from rater 3£ 4.60).Overall, the means for the three task types from
rater 1 are higher than the ones of both rater2rarer 3.

Table 8
Descriptive Statistics from Each Rater on Each Tagie(N = 24)
Rater 1
Statistics OPDCT LLDCT RP
Low 0 0 6
High 30 30 30
M 26.91 26.31 27.31
S 2.94 3.63 2.62
Rater 2
Statistics OPDCT LLDCT RP
Low 0 0 6
High 30 30 30
M 22.09 21.67 23.43
S 4.60 4.42 3.34
Rater 3
Statistics OPDCT LLDCT RP
Low 0 0 6
High 30 30 30
M 18.95 18.63 21.27
S 3.72 4.54 4.19

Tables 9 and 10 show the descriptive statisticshferthree task types for the two sub-
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groups of examinees, HLLs and NHLLs. The descrettatistics are the lowest score, the
highest score, the mean, and the standard devjdtioeach task type are presented from
each rater (columns 2, 3, and 4) and from the trats#s combined (column 5). Comparing
Tables 9 and 10, HLLs group shows higher meanbdtr the LLDCT M = 24.08) and RP
(M = 25.59) than the mean for the LLDCW £ 21.43) and RPV = 23.35) of the NHLLs
group. However, the HLLs group shows a slightly éswnean for the OPDC™ = 22.55)
than the mean for the OPDCM & 22.69) of the NHLLs group from the three raters.
Regarding the dispersion of the scores for eachpyrihve NHLLs group has the higher
amount of dispersion for all three task types ftbethree raters than ones of the HLLs
group. This result shows that the HLLs group hdtebédistening and speaking ability,
manifested in the LLDCT and RP, than reading antingr ability, manifested in the

OPDCT.

Table 9
Descriptive Statistics of HLLs Grop = 7)
OPDCT
Statistics Rater 1 Rater 2 Rater 3 Total
Low 19 10 10 16.00
High 30 30 30 30.00
M 27.92 21.45 18.27 22.55
S 2.02 4.47 3.45 3.31
LLDCT
Statistics Rater 1 Rater 2 Rater 3 Total
Low 15 14 8 15.00
High 30 30 30 29.00
M 27.36 24.30 20.59 24.08
S 2.80 3.97 4.11 3.63
RP
Statistics Rater 1 Rater 2 Rater 3 Total
Low 19 14 8 16.00
High 30 30 30 30.00
M 28.01 25.84 22.93 25.59
S 2.07 2.47 3.45 2.66
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Table 10
Descriptive Statistics of NHLLs GroN = 17)
OPDCT
Statistics Rater 1 Rater 2 Rater 3 Total
Low 0 0 0 0.00
High 30 30 29 28.89
M 26.50 22.35 19.23 22.69
S 3.32 4.66 3.84 3.94
LLDCT
Statistics Rater 1 Rater 2 Rater 3 Total
Low 0 0 0 0.00
High 30 30 28 29.22
M 25.88 20.59 17.83 21.43
S 3.97 4.61 4.72 4.43
RP
Statistics Rater 1 Rater 2 Rater 3 Total
Low 6 6 6 11.00
High 30 30 29 29.22
M 27.02 22.44 20.59 23.35
S 2.84 3.70 4.50 3.68

FACETS Summary

The FACETS computer program provides a summarydisalays the relative status of
all facets, in this case, examinees, task typesedpacts, raters, and items, in a single set
of relationships. As mentioned in the data analysigion, | ran the FACETS program
twice. Firstly, examinees, task types, raters,itards were specified as the first set of four
facets to run FACETS, and secondly, examinees cbpaes, raters, and items were
specified as the second set of four facets. TheEPEsummaries of these two sets of four
facets are presented in Figures 1 and 2.

The information about the relative abilities o thxaminees, the relative difficulties of
the three task types and speech acts, the relaiighness of the three raters, and the
relative difficulty of the items are shown in Figsrl and 2 using a logit scale. The logit
scale shown in the first column of Figure 1 iswetinterval scale that reflects comparable
distances for each of the facets. The second cobllraws a histogram of the ability range
of the examinees, and one asterisk (*) in this mwiundicates one examinee. In the

examinee ability estimates, an examinee with a logiv would have a 50 percent chance
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of success on an item of average difficulty, whogans that the higher on the logit scale,
the more able. Therefore, it is shown that all exa@®s of this study have at least a 50
percent chance of succeeding on an average diffteah since all examinees scored above
zero logit. The third column shows the difficultstnates of each task type. In the
difficulty estimates (columns 3), the items witlzexo logit indicate the items of average
difficulty. Also, the items with negative signs aasier than average, and those with
positive signs are more difficult than average. &dingly, the LLDCT was the most
difficult task, and the RP was the easiest one.féhgh column shows the three raters’
severity in the logit scale. The harshest ratat ihe top and the most lenient rater is at the
bottom, because the scale is set up such thaigherthe logit value the harsher the rating.
Among the three raters of this study, rater 3 vaashiarshest and rater 1 was the most
lenient on the scoring. As shown in Figure 1, @uer severity (column 4) especially
between rater 3 and rater 1 showed considerabiaticar, compared with the other facets.
The fifth column shows the item difficulty, and asterisk (*) in this column indicates

three items. Similar with the third column, itemgeessed as negative logits are easier
than average; those expressed as positive logitmare difficult than average. So, the
items (column 5) shown in Figure 1 are distributednly around the zero logit, which
indicates the average difficulty. Finally, the ool to the far right indicates the spread of
the raw test scores for the test items. Noticalts@nces between the intervals of the
scores (column 6) are not equal, for example, tleeaewider gap between score 28 and 30
than between the score 24 and 26, which indicaegsthhe raw scores are not true interval

scores.
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Figure 1 FACETS summary with four facets (examinee, tgplef rater, and item)

Since Figure 2 is similar to Figure 1, the logialecis also presented in the first column,
and a histogram of the ability range of the examsns shown in the second column. In the
third column, the difficulty estimate of the thregeech acts, apology, refusal, and request,
are shown. The three speech acts showed simifaouliy. The fourth column shows the
three raters’ severity, and indicates that ratea8 the harshest and rater 1 was the most
lenient. The fifth column displays the even digitibn of the three speech act test items
around the average difficulty (the zero logit), amdasterisk (*) in this column indicates
two items. Finally, the spread of raw test scooegtie test items is shown in the column to

the far right. Again, these raw scores have diffenetervals between each score.
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Figure 2.FACETS Summary with four facets (examinee, speathrater, and item)

Measurement Report of Five Facets

Besides the FACETS summary, FACETS analysis previtiailed information about
all five facets used in this study, examinee, raesk type, speech act, and items, in
separate tables. In each table for each facek tecial summary statistics, a logit value
for each facet, standard error, and fit statis@cs,included (Linacre, 1996). Firstly, the
logit value of each facet represents what is inéein be measured by the researcher. For
example, depending on the facet, the logit valueicdicate the examinee abilities, rater
severities, or test item difficulties. Secondlye #tandard error means the level of error of
the logit estimate. Lastly, fit statistics are acalidor the validity of the measure, because
the fit statistics are an indication of the degi@e/hich each element is observed in the
way that is expected by the statistical model. &fare, the fit statistics are a way to
interpret the pattern aésiduals the gap between the expected and the observeg, sco
which can be expressed as eithenean squarert. The range ofnean squarealues
signals the extent of variation in such valuesake greater than the mean plus twice the

standard deviation would be considered as misfittMcNamara, 1996, p. 172). In
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addition to these three statistics, FACETS analgisis provides indications of the degree
of the differences among elements of each fack&bibty, separation index, and fixed (all
same) chi-square. These terms will be explainatktail as they appear in the results.

Measurement report of examinee abilitieBetailed information about examinee ability
measurement is shown in Table 11. All rows of Tdldleare arranged by examinee ability
logits. The first column lists each examinee, dr@ldecond column indicates estimates of
examinee abilities on a logit scale. The higherltiggt, the more able the examinee.
Therefore, examinee 23 with a logit of 0.50 wasrtiust able examinee, and examinee 12
with a logit of 0.02 was the least able examindeeRaminee logit values are above the
zero logit, which indicates all examinees had aste 50 percent change of getting an item
of average difficulty right. The third column shotmt the standard error is small (0.02
logit) and equal among all examinees. Lastly, thstétistics, expressed asmean square
are presented in the fourth column. The fit stasare a way of identifying problematic
elements of each facet (in this case, examineeygfir interpreting the pattern fsiduals
the gap between the expected and the observed #dsoefit values greater than the mean
plus twice the standard deviation would be congdenisfitting, or problematic
(McNamara, 1996, p. 172). Applying these convergitmTable 11, two examinees
(examinees 6 and 19, with infit mean square vattids8) are identified as misfitting
because they are outside of the range betweem@.4.6 (1.0+ [0.32]), based on the
mean (1.0) and the standard deviation (0.3) foiirtfievalues. This indicates that the test
results of both examinees 6 and 19 were not camisut showed much variation from
what was expected.

In addition to the summary statistics for examiabdities, reliability, separation index,
and fixed (all same) chi-square are found at theoboof Table 11. Firstly, the reliability
statistic indicates that the analysis reliably edsehe different degrees of ability or
difficulty among the elements of each facet (irstbase, examinee ability). The reliability
in Table 11 is 0.96 for all examinees, indicatihgs tanalysis quite reliably divides the
examinees into different levels of ability. Secondhe separation index indicates the
spread of each measure (in this case, examindgtyphbilrelation to the standard error. The
examinee separation index in Table 11 is 5.18cattthg the variance among examinee
abilities is about five times the standard errdamestes. Thirdly, the fixed (all same) chi-

square tests the fixed hypothesis “this set of el@scan share the same measure after
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allowing for measurement error”, and the significaimndicates the probability that the
fixed hypothesis is the case (Linacre, 1996). Tloeeg in Table 11, the fixed hypothesis is
“all examinees’ ability can share the same abititgasure.” However, this fixed hypothesis
must be rejected because the significance showshigrobability in this case is 0.00.
Therefore, it can be concluded that all examines® [ifferent levels of ability even after
allowing for the standard error. In sum, basedenmheasurement report of examinees,
FACETS analysis indicates that the test reliabjyasated the examinees into different
levels of ability, and all the examinees scoredvalibe average ability (the zero logit).
However, there were two examinees that showed maghtion in their test results outside

of what the model predicted.

Table 11
Measurement report of twenty-four examinees
Examinee Ability (logits) Error Infit (mean square)
23 0.50 0.02 1.1
20 0.43 0.02 1.2
22 0.40 0.02 1.3
5 0.39 0.02 0.8
16 0.36 0.02 0.8
13 0.34 0.02 0.9
6 0.33 0.02 1.8*
10 0.33 0.02 1.1
4 0.31 0.02 1.4
14 0.31 0.02 1.0
24 0.30 0.02 0.8
7 0.29 0.02 0.8
11 0.29 0.02 0.6
1 0.28 0.02 0.8
18 0.26 0.02 0.8
15 0.24 0.02 0.7
19 0.24 0.02 1.8*
17 0.22 0.02 0.8
0.20 0.02 1.0
9 0.18 0.02 0.6
0.15 0.02 15
3 0.14 0.02 1.3
21 0.09 0.02 0.9
12 0.02 0.02 1.1
M 0.27 0.02 1.0
S 0.11 0.00 0.3

Note.Reliability = 0.96; separation index = 5.18; fix@dl same) chi-square = 703.4; significance = 0.00

* = Misfitting examinee
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Measurement report of rater severities and interr@nsistencyDetailed information
about the three raters, in terms of the relativesty and consistency of their scoring, is
found in Table 12. The first column lists the thraters, and the second column indicates
an estimate of the rater severity in terms of th@nce of getting a given rating with that
rater. Also, the standard errors of these estimateprovided in the third column, which
shows very small errors (0.01 logits). Rater 3 tiesmost severe and rater 1 was the least
severe because the higher the logit value is the m&vere the rater. The gap between the
most severe rater and the least severe rateridd@nyis. The fourth column of Table 12
indicates the fit statistics of the three ratemglgments. Again, the fit statistics provide
information for identifying the degree to which baglement (in this case, each rater) is
observed in the way that is expected by the sizdisinodel. Applying the conventions of
the fit statistics to Table 12, no raters were td@md as misfitting, or problematic; all infit
mean square values of the three raters were beteand 1.7 (1.1 [0:8]), based on
the mean (1.1) and standard deviation (0.3) foirtfievalues.

As shown at the bottom of Table 12, the reliabitifthe measurement for the three
raters is 1.00, indicating that the different degref severity among the three raters are
reliable. The separation index is 27.51, indicatimat there is much variation in rater
severity logits in relation to the standard eroamsidering that the separation index of the
examinee measurement report was 5.18. Finallyiixkd chi-square of 1883.0 was
significant at a probability of 0.00. Thereforeetlixed hypothesis, in this case, that “the
raters can share the same severity” can be rejdatether words, all three raters have
different degrees of severity even after considgtire standard error. In sum, based on the
measurement report of the three raters, in termatef severity and rating consistency, all
three raters reliably showed different degreesuésty. Rater 1 (logit = -0.29) was
consistently the most lenient among them, and @&tégit = 0.22) was consistently the
harshest among them. Also, no raters were foure foroblematic in terms of their

scoring performance.
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Table 12
Measurement Report of Three Raters
Severity Infit
. Error
(logits) (mean square)
Rater 1 -0.29 0.01 1.5
Rater 2 0.07 0.01 1.0
Rater 3 0.22 0.01 0.9
M 0.00 0.01 1.1
S 0.21 0.00 0.3

Note Reliability = 1.00; separation index = 27.51;dfik(all same) chi-square = 1883.0; significance080

Measurement report of difficulty of task types asgeech actsTables 13 and 14 show
the measurement report for the three task typespeech acts. The first columns of the
two tables list each task type and speech actfl@decond columns show difficulty logits,
indicating the comparable difficulty estimates amaime three task types and speech acts.
Considering these difficulty logits of the threskdypes in more detail, it was found that
the LLDCT (logit = 0.06) was the most difficult,afOPDCT (logit = 0.02) was the second
difficult, and the RP (logit = -0.07) was the easimsk since items with negative sign in
difficulty logit are easier than average, and thegé positive sign are more difficult than
average. When it comes to the difficulty of theethspeech acts, apology (logit = 0.03)
was the most difficult, and refusal and requestethe second most difficult speech acts
with the same difficulty logits (-0.02), as shownTiable 14. The degree of standard error
of these estimates, which is small (0.01 logits)yeported in the third column. In the
fourth column, the fit values, which provide infaaton about whether any of the elements
are misfitting, are shown. All fit values from Tabl13 and 14 are within the range of two

standard deviations around the mean (1.0£{2=0.2]: 0.8 ~ 1.2).

Table 13
Measurement Report of Three Task Types
Difficulty (logits) Error Infit (mean square)
OPDCT 0.02 0.01 1.1
LLDCT 0.06 0.01 1.1
RP -0.07 0.01 0.9
M 0.00 0.01 1.0
S 0.06 0.00 0.1

Note.Reliability = 0.98; separation index = 7.72; fix@l same) chi-square = 174.9; significance = 0.00



YUON — RATER BIAS IN ASSESSING THE PRAGMATICS QREKRRNERS USING FACETS ANALYSIS 113

Table 14
Measurement Report of Three Speech Acts
Difficulty (logits) Error Infit (mean square)
Refusal -0.02 0.01 1.0
Apology 0.03 0.01 1.2
Request -0.02 0.01 0.9
M 0.00 0.01 1.0
S 0.02 0.00 0.1

Note.Reliability = 0.91; separation index = 3.25; fix@l same) chi-square = 34.6; significance = 0.00

The reliabilities reported in the two measuremepbrts are shown at the bottoms of
Tables 13 and 14. These are 0.98 and 0.91, regplctivhich indicates the three task
types and speech acts reliably differ in theiridifities. The separation indexes of the task
types and speech acts are 7.72 and 3.25, resgdgctndicating the difficulties of the task
types have nearly twice the variation than the speets in relation to the standard errors.
Regarding the fixed chi-square, the fixed hypothe$iTables 13 and 14 is that “the task
types and speech acts can share the same difficTittis hypothesis must be rejected, for
the task types and speech acts as the chi-squat@d.9 and 34.6, respectively, are
significant at a probability of 0.00. In other werdhe levels of difficulty for the task types
and speech acts are not equal even after allowintpé standard errors.

In sum, the FACETS analysis revealed that the ttagletypes and speech acts reliably
differ in their difficulties. Among the task typeie LLDCT was the most difficult, and the
RP was the easiest task. Among the speech aclsggpeas the most difficult, while
refusal and request were the second most diffibldtice that, as shown in the separation
index, the task types showed more variation tharsgieech acts. Also, no task types or
speech acts were identified as misfitting whiclo atalicates that the differences between
the expected and the observed scores were corisisten

Measurement report of test item$able 15 presents the measurement report forell th
test items from each of the three task types.@dlg of Table 15 are arranged by item
difficulty logit. The first column lists the 54 tesems, based on 18 test items for each of
the three task types. Therefore, the OPDCT itemdram items 1 to 18; the LLDCT items
are from items 19 to 36; and the RP items are ftems 37 to 54. The second column
shows the item difficulty logit values. The mosffidult item was item 41 (logit = 0.21),

which is an RP item, and the easiest item was &8rflogit = -0.17), which is an LLDCT
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item, because the higher the logit the more diffithe test item. All test items are evenly
distributed around the difficulty of the zero IagiThe standard errors of these estimates
are found in the third column. All item difficuleestimates have a standard error of 0.03
except for item 49 (0.04). Lastly, the fit valuee arovided in the fourth column of Table
15. Applying the standards of the fit values tol€alb, it is found that two items, which
are items 19 and 41 (fit value =2.0), are outsiee®.2 and 1.8 (1.0+ [0x2]) range, based
on the mean (1.0) and the standard deviation {0r4je infit values. Therefore, these two
items are identified as misfitting, indicating thlése items have inconsistent patterns of
residuals the gap between the expected and the observeel sco

In addition to the summary statistics for test isemeliability, separation index, and
fixed (all same) chi-square are also shown at titon of Table 15. The reliability is 0.81,
indicating the degree to which the FACET analysdidates that the items reliably
distinguished between different levels of diffiqulin this case, the items somewhat less
reliably separate different levels of difficultyath other facets, considering that the
reliability statistics in the previous measuremmntorts for the other facets, examinee,
rater, task type, and speech act, were all ab@®@& M Table 15, the separation index is
2.09, indicating the difficulty variance among tlest items is about twice the standard
error. Lastly, the fixed chi-square of 297.6 isrsfigant at a probability of 0.00, which
indicates that the fixed hypothesis that “the iieshs can share the same difficulty
estimate” must be rejected. In other words, all itesns have different levels of difficulty
even though the reliability of the separation st ieems into different levels of difficulty is
somewhat low. In sum, based on the measurementt fepaest items, the items somewhat
less reliably reflect different degrees of diffiguthan other facets. In addition, there were

two misfitting test items: items 19 and 41.
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Table 15
Measurement Report of Test Items
ltems Diffi_culty Error Infit (mean
(logits) square)
41 0.21 0.03 2.0*
42 0.12 0.03 1.7
3 0.11 0.03 15
17 0.10 0.03 0.8
10 0.09 0.03 1.1
21 0.09 0.03 1.1
23 0.09 0.03 1.3
27 0.09 0.03 0.8
48 0.07 0.03 1.0
8 0.06 0.03 1.6
6 0.05 0.03 0.7
12 0.05 0.03 1.0
44 0.05 0.03 0.7
29 0.04 0.03 0.8
30 0.04 0.03 1.4
37 0.04 0.03 0.7
9 0.03 0.03 1.3
25 0.03 0.03 0.9
39 0.03 0.03 0.9
11 0.02 0.03 0.8
22 0.02 0.03 0.8
35 0.02 0.03 1.0
53 0.02 0.03 0.7
19 0.01 0.03 2.0*
14 0.00 0.03 0.9
31 0.00 0.03 0.9
45 0.00 0.03 0.8
52 0.00 0.03 0.4
20 -0.01 0.03 0.9
4 -0.02 0.03 0.9
5 -0.02 0.03 0.8
34 -0.02 0.03 1.3
47 -0.02 0.03 0.4
50 -0.02 0.03 1.0
26 -0.03 0.03 1.3
43 -0.03 0.03 1.3
54 -0.03 0.03 0.3
1 -0.04 0.03 1.0
13 -0.04 0.03 15
15 -0.04 0.03 1.0
18 -0.04 0.03 0.8

46 -0.04 0.03 0.8
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16 -0.05 0.03 14
33 -0.05 0.03 0.9
40 -0.05 0.03 0.6
2 -0.08 0.03 0.9
38 -0.08 0.03 0.7
51 -0.08 0.03 0.6
7 -0.09 0.03 0.9
32 -0.09 0.03 14
36 -0.11 0.03 0.7
24 -0.12 0.03 1.7
49 -0.13 0.04 11
28 -0.17 0.03 11
M 0.00 0.03 1.0
S 0.07 0.00 0.4

Note.Reliability = 0.81; separation index = 2.09; fixedl same) chi-square = 297.6; significance = 0.00
* = Misfitting item

Bias Analysis of Raters across Facets

FACETS analysis also allows us to categorize gentderactions that show systemic
patterns between a particular rater and the otwat$ using bias analysis. The bias
analysis further examines the residuals, the diffees between the expected and the
observed scores, to investigate additional sukepattof bias. For example, there might be
a consistent relationship between a certain ratéraacertain speech act if a that rater
consistently scores more severely on that speddhat expected. In bias analysis, as a
statistical summary, theescore is used to represent the degree of therelifée between
what might have been predicted and what was agtohBerved. By conventiomscores
either above +2.00 or below -2.00 signal signifidaias; a negative value indicates raters
were more lenient than expected, and a positiveevisdicates they were harsher than
expected. In the bias analysis of this study, foteractions, raters and task types, raters
and items, raters and speech acts, and ratersxandreees, were investigated.

Rater bias across the three task typ&ke results from the bias analysis of the
interaction between the three raters and the tiasletypes are found in Table 16. There
were nine total interactions from the three ratard the three task types. The first and
second columns show each rater and each taskaggehe third and fourth columns
represent the total expected scores and the tizdlly observed scores, respectively.
These scores are totaled across all examim¢es2¢) and the 18 test items of each task;

therefore, the average of the difference betweendtal observed and the total expected
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score (column 5) can be calculated by dividingdhiference by 432 (24 candidatek8
items). The next two columns report a bias logilmn 6), which indicates the extent of
residuals, and the estimate of the error (columrIigp, thez-scores are shown in column
8. Applying the standards of thescores, the-scores themselves were not significant,
which means that a#tscores were within the range of between -2.00+h@0. Lastly, in
column 9, the infit mean square, which shows thgreles of the consistency in this bias
pattern, is reported. The mean and standard deni&dr the infit mean square value are
1.1 and 0.3, respectively. Therefore, all nineratéons are all within the range of two
standard deviations around the mean (1.1+(0.3x2)=07), and they showed a consistent
bias pattern. Figure 3 graphically shows the resufithe bias analysis between the three
raters and the three task types in terms oftheore. Although the-scores themselves
were not significant, it is found that the thretera showed quite different patterns on each
task type. Rater 1 showed more leniencies on tHe@Pthan on the LLDCT; rater 2
showed more harshness on the RP than on the LLB@Trater 3 showed more harshness
on the OPDCT than on the RP.
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Table 16
Bias Calibration Report: Interaction between Ratarsl Task types
Obsered- . !
Task Observed Expected S Bias Infit
Rater expected . Error z-score
Type Score Score (logits) (mean square)
average
1 OPDCT 11655 11565.7 0.21 -0.03 0.02 -1.51 1.6
1 LLDCT 11393 11467.5 -0.17 0.02 0.02 1.21 1.6
1 RP 11832 11846.9 -0.03 0.01 0.02 0.29 1.2
2 OPDCT 9536 9518.9 0.04 0.00 0.01 -0.19 1.2
2 LLDCT 9356 9303.9 0.12 -0.01 0.01 -0.58 1.0
2 RP 10117 10186.3 -0.16 0.01 0.01 0.85 0.8
3 OPDCT 8173 8279.5 -0.25 0.01 0.01 1.09 0.8
3 LLDCT 8047 8024.7 0.05 0.00 0.01 -0.23 1.0
3 RP 9186 9101.9 0.19 -0.01 0.01 -0.92 0.9
Harst 3
25 | —O—Rater 1
.{ —e— Rater 2
2r —aA— Rater 3
15
R
8 -
? 05
N
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. -15 |
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Figure 3.Bias analysis between raters and task types

Rater bias across test item difficultBesides the interaction between the three raters

and the three task types, the interaction betwieenhree raters and the test items of each

task type was also investigated. As such, thedmasysis was focused on the relationship

between the test item difficulty of each task tymel the rater severity, to examine whether

the raters score more harshly or leniently on aeitams. Tables 17, 18, and 19 show the

bias calibration report for the interaction betwétes three raters and the test items within

each of the three task types, and all rows areddy thez-score. There were 162 total

productions from the three raters, and the 18itests within each of the three tasks(B
=x3 =162). Tables 17, 18, and 19 list each ratdufon 1), the total observed and the total
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expected score (columns 2 and 3), the averageedfifference between the total observed
and expected score (column 4), a bias logit (colGmand the estimate of the error
(column 6). Also, the z-scores, a crucial indicdtarinvestigating the bias pattern, are also
shown in column 7, followed by the infit mean squésolumn 8). In columns 9 and 10,
items of each task type and these item difficulyits are presented, respectively.
Numerous rateritem interactions that show significant bias anenio in Tables 17, 18,
and 19, although there were no significant ovdriales between the raters and the three
task types. In Table 17, which shows the interactietween the three raters and the
OPDCT items, there are three interactions that significant bias out of 54 interactions,
either above +2.00 or below -2.00. No interactioroag these three is identified as
misfitting. However, two interactions (ratexitem 8, rater kitem 13) out of 54
interactions, are misfitting interactions becausese are outside of the range between -0.9
and 2.3 (1.1+ [0.32]), based on the mean (1.1) and the standard titavi@.6) of infit
mean square. In Table 18, which shows the intemadietween the three raters and the
LLDCT items, there are six interactions with sigrdint bias out of 54 interactions.
However, among these six interactions, one intemgtater 1xitem 19) should not be
counted because this interaction is identified &sitting with the infit value of 3.1. In
addition to this interaction, there are two moreiactions (rater 1xitem 24, rater 1xitem
30) that are misfitting because of the higher iméilue. More significant-scores are found
in Table 19, which shows the interaction betweenthinee raters and the RP items. There
are ten total interactions that show significamisbiwhich have-scores either above +2.00
or below -2.00. However, among these ten interastione interaction (rater 1xitem 41)
with the infit value of 2.0 is misfitting becaudestnormal infit values range is between -
0.2 and 1.8 (0.8+[0.82]), based on the mean (0.8) and the standard timvig®.5) of the
infit values. Therefore this interaction should betcounted. Also, there are two more
mistiffing interactions (rater 1xitem 50, rater @ 42) because of the slightly higher infit
value which was above the normal range. OveraBfitting interactions almost evenly
appeared in the three task types, however integdgtimost of these misfitting interactions

are from rater 1.
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Table 17
Bias Calibration Report: Interaction between ThiRaters and OPDCT Items
Rater Observed Expected Observed- Bias Error z-score Infit Item Item
Score Score expected (logits) (mean Difficulty
Average square) Logits
1 681 649.3 1.32 -0.26 0.11 -2.33 11 5 -0.02
1 688 660.6 1.14 -0.29 0.13 -2.25 1.3 7 -0.09
2 537 501.5 1.48 -0.08 0.05 -1.63 1.9 8 0.06
3 449 410.6 1.60 -0.07 0.04 -1.60 0.5 17 0.10
3 440 402.2 157 -0.07 0.04 -1.57 1.0 3 0.11
2 578 548.7 1.22 -0.08 0.05 -1.45 1.6 15 -0.04
1 676 658.5 0.73 -0.15 0.10 -1.42 0.7 2 -0.08
2 538 509.7 1.18 -0.06 0.05 -1.31 11 12 0.05
2 595 570.6 1.02 -0.07 0.06 -1.27 11 7 -0.09
2 574 552.4 0.90 -0.06 0.05 -1.07 21 16 -0.05
1 650 638.4 0.48 -0.06 0.08 -0.81 1.8 9 0.03
1 638 626.0 0.50 -0.05 0.07 -0.77 0.8 10 0.09
1 644 634.4 0.40 -0.05 0.07 -0.65 1.7 6 0.05
1 659 651.5 0.31 -0.05 0.08 -0.57 1.0 18 -0.04
2 561 549.4 0.48 -0.03 0.05 -0.57 1.0 1 -0.04
3 428 415.4 0.53 -0.02 0.04 -0.53 11 10 0.09
1 649 641.9 0.29 -0.04 0.08 -0.50 1.0 11 0.02
1 659 653.4 0.23 -0.04 0.08 -0.44 0.7 16 -0.05
2 554 546.2 0.33 -0.02 0.05 -0.39 1.6 13 -0.04
3 475 466.0 0.38 -0.02 0.04 -0.39 0.6 14 0.00
1 651 645.7 0.22 -0.03 0.08 -0.38 2.3 14 0.00
3 479 472.4 0.27 -0.01 0.04 -0.29 0.5 -0.02
2 545 539.6 0.23 -0.01 0.05 -0.26 1.2 -0.02
3 482 476.1 0.25 -0.01 0.04 -0.26 0.6 -0.02
1 654 652.1 0.08 -0.01 0.08 -0.14 0.7 -0.04
2 528 525.6 0.10 -0.01 0.05 -0.12 1.2 11 0.02
1 625 624.0 0.04 0.00 0.06 -0.06 1.3 17 0.10
2 548 547.9 0.00 0.00 0.05 0.00 1.0 18 -0.04
1 651 651.8 -0.03 0.00 0.08 0.06 0.8 15 -0.04
2 507 508.9 -0.08 0.00 0.05 0.09 0.6 6 0.05
1 626 628.8 -0.11 0.01 0.07 0.18 3.0* 8 0.06
1 646 648.4 -0.10 0.01 0.08 0.19 3.3* 13 -0.04
2 561 565.3 -0.18 0.01 0.05 0.22 1.0 2 -0.08
3 476 481.4 -0.22 0.01 0.04 0.24 0.8 13 -0.04
2 512 517.6 -0.23 0.01 0.05 0.26 1.3 0.03
3 440 446.0 -0.25 0.01 0.04 0.26 11 0.03
3 428 435.7 -0.32 0.01 0.04 0.33 0.5 0.05
3 475 482.6 -0.32 0.01 0.04 0.34 0.6 18 -0.04
3 446 455.5 -0.40 0.02 0.04 0.41 0.4 11 0.02
3 423 436.6 -0.57 0.02 0.04 0.58 0.6 12 0.05
3 471 484.5 -0.56 0.03 0.04 0.60 11 1 -0.04
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3 491 504.2 -0.55 0.03 0.05 0.60 0.8 2 -0.08
2 520 534.3 -0.59 0.03 0.05 0.69 0.8 14 0.00
1 636 648.0 -0.50 0.06 0.07 0.89 14 4 -0.02
2 458 479.7 -0.90 0.04 0.04 0.97 14 0.11
1 620 634.7 -0.61 0.06 0.06 0.99 1.3 12 0.05
1 602 618.1 -0.67 0.06 0.06 1.01 2.1 3 0.11
2 467 491.6 -1.02 0.05 0.04 1.11 1.2 10 0.09
3 461 488.2 -1.13 0.05 0.04 1.22 11 16 -0.05
3 455 483.5 -1.19 0.06 0.04 1.27 0.6 15 -0.04
3 395 427.7 -1.36 0.06 0.04 1.38 0.8 8 0.06
2 448 487.4 -1.64 0.08 0.04 1.77 0.6 17 0.10
2 505 542.6 -1.57 0.08 0.05 1.83 0.8 5 -0.02
3 459 510.8 -2.16 0.10 0.04 2.39 0.6 7 -0.09
Note.* = Misfitting
Table 18
Bias Calibration Report: Interaction between Thieaters and LLDCT Items
Rater Observed Expected Observed- Bias Error z-score Infit Item Item
Score Score expected (logits) (mean Difficulty
Average square) Logits
2 605 559.6 1.89 -0.13 0.06 -2.28 0.7 36 -0.11
3 445 3924 2.19 -0.09 0.04 -2.16 1.0 23 0.09
2 569 525.6 1.81 -0.11 0.05 -2.05 1.2 34 -0.02
3 428 392.0 1.50 -0.06 0.04 -1.48 0.9 27 0.09
2 559 528.6 1.27 -0.07 0.05 -1.45 1.3 26 -0.03
3 454 422.4 1.32 -0.06 0.04 -1.33 0.9 29 0.04
2 530 505.5 1.02 -0.05 0.05 -1.12 1.0 35 0.02
3 412 386.7 1.06 -0.04 0.04 -1.04 0.7 21 0.09
1 648 632.8 0.64 -0.08 0.07 -1.02 1.3 35 0.02
1 676 665.0 0.46 -0.10 0.10 -0.97 1.0 28 -0.17
3 458 436.2 0.91 -0.04 0.04 -0.93 1.9 19 0.01
1 645 631.7 0.55 -0.06 0.07 -0.88 1.4 22 0.02
1 649 636.3 0.53 -0.07 0.08 -0.87 1.6 31 0.00
1 665 656.3 0.36 -0.06 0.09 -0.70 0.4 36 -0.11
3 445 429.1 0.66 -0.03 0.04 -0.67 0.8 22 0.02
2 578 565.3 0.53 -0.03 0.05 -0.65 1.3 24 -0.12
2 532 518.4 0.57 -0.03 0.05 -0.64 0.7 20 -0.01
1 647 638.7 0.35 -0.04 0.07 -0.58 1.0 20 -0.01
1 655 647.2 0.32 -0.05 0.08 -0.58 1.2 33 -0.05
3 432 418.9 0.55 -0.02 0.04 -0.55 11 30 0.04
2 547 537.7 0.39 -0.02 0.05 -0.45 1.1 33 -0.05
3 435 425.1 0.41 -0.02 0.04 -0.42 1.0 25 0.03
2 518 509.3 0.36 -0.02 0.05 -0.40 1.2 19 0.01
2 562 554.7 0.30 -0.02 0.05 -0.36 1.8 32 -0.09
3 531 525.7 0.22 -0.01 0.05 -0.25 0.7 28 -0.17
1 619 615.8 0.14 -0.01 0.06 -0.20 0.9 27 0.09
3 494 491.0 0.13 -0.01 0.05 -0.14 1.0 32 -0.09
2 501 499.9 0.05 0.00 0.05 -0.05 0.7 25 0.03
3 439 440.6 -0.07 0.00 0.04 0.07 0.8 31 0.00
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3 502 504.2 -0.09 0.00 0.05 0.10 1.3 24 -0.12
2 465 471.7 -0.28 0.01 0.04 0.29 0.8 23 0.09
2 487 494.0 -0.29 0.01 0.05 0.32 11 30 0.04
1 619 625.2 -0.26 0.03 0.06 0.40 2.8* 30 0.04
2 502 513.1 -0.46 0.02 0.05 0.51 0.7 31 0.00
1 634 641.9 -0.33 0.04 0.07 0.56 1.3 34 -0.02
1 601 611.2 -0.42 0.04 0.06 0.62 21 21 0.09
2 451 466.2 -0.63 0.03 0.04 0.67 0.9 21 0.09
1 619 630.1 -0.46 0.05 0.06 0.73 1.0 25 0.03
1 633 643.3 -0.43 0.05 0.07 0.74 1.7 26 -0.03
3 453 470.1 -0.71 0.03 0.04 0.75 0.5 33 -0.05
1 617 629.0 -0.50 0.05 0.06 0.78 0.6 29 0.04
1 644 654.3 -0.43 0.06 0.07 0.81 1.6 32 -0.09
1 648 658.5 -0.44 0.06 0.07 0.86 3.4* 24 -0.12
2 566 582.3 -0.68 0.04 0.05 0.87 1.4 28 -0.17
3 439 459.2 -0.84 0.04 0.04 0.88 1.0 26 -0.03
2 478 497.6 -0.82 0.04 0.04 0.89 0.7 29 0.04
3 425 446.9 -0.91 0.04 0.04 0.94 11 20 -0.01
2 474 503.3 -1.22 0.06 0.04 1.34 0.6 22 0.02
3 420 455.5 -1.48 0.06 0.04 1.54 1.2 34 -0.02
3 392 431.7 -1.66 0.07 0.04 1.68 0.7 35 0.02
2 432 471.3 -1.64 0.07 0.04 1.73 0.3 27 0.09
1 604 634.5 -1.27 0.12 0.06 2.05 3.1* 19 0.01
3 443 497.1 -2.25 0.10 0.04 2.45 0.5 36 -0.11
1 570 615.9 -1.91 0.14 0.05 2.77 1.6 23 0.09
Note.* = Misfitting
Table 19
Bias Calibration Report: Interaction between ThiRaters and RP Items
Rater ~ Observed Expected Observed- Bias Error z-score Infit Item Item
score score  expected (logits) (mean difficulty
average square) logits
1 696 667.2 1.20 -0.40 0.16 -2.53 0.6 40 -0.05
1 698 675.4 0.94 -0.37 0.17 -2.24 0.3 49 -0.13
3 556 507.5 2.02 -0.11 0.05 -2.22 0.5 45 0.00
3 449 395.8 2.22 -0.09 0.04 -2.19 1.8 41 0.21
2 615 579.3 1.49 -0.11 0.06 -1.89 1.5 43 -0.03
3 567 528.1 1.62 -0.09 0.05 -1.84 0.2 46 -0.04
1 682 663.2 0.78 -0.18 0.11 -1.61 0.9 47 -0.02
2 638 611.4 111 -0.11 0.07 -1.58 0.6 49 -0.13
3 505 474.3 1.28 -0.06 0.05 -1.36 0.7 48 0.07
3 546 517.0 1.21 -0.07 0.05 -1.35 1.0 50 -0.02
1 670 654.0 0.67 -0.12 0.09 -1.25 0.5 37 0.04
1 678 663.9 0.59 -0.13 0.11 -1.22 11 43 -0.03
1 683 670.3 0.53 -0.14 0.12 -1.19 0.5 38 -0.08
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641
567
572
413
519
539
621
641
472
521
515
548

520.3
639.6
669.9
490.1
474.7
543.3
524.7
662.5
510.8
651.7
548.3
557.7
561.5
494.7
570.6
581.5
659.6
541.1
657.0
596.9
499.4
533.5
577.4
544.8
519.4
483.1
584.2
660.6
664.7
655.5
588.3
595.8
449.2
554.0
575.5
648.7
665.7
521.9
568.0
564.2
617.5

0.95
0.56
0.38
0.79
0.68
0.61
0.59
0.31
0.55
0.31
0.36
0.30
0.27
0.30
-0.03
-0.06
-0.06
-0.13
-0.08
-0.12
-0.19
-0.31
-0.31
-0.41
-0.48
-0.67
-0.59
-0.52
-0.53
-0.60
-0.89
-0.99
-1.51
-1.46
-1.52
-1.15
-1.03
-2.08
-1.96
-2.05
-2.90

-0.05
-0.07
-0.09
-0.04
-0.03
-0.04
-0.03
-0.06
-0.03
-0.05
-0.02
-0.02
-0.02
-0.02
0.00
0.00
0.01
0.01
0.01
0.01
0.01
0.02
0.02
0.02
0.02
0.03
0.04
0.08
0.09
0.08
0.06
0.07
0.06
0.08
0.09
0.13
0.15
0.10
0.11
0.12
0.21

0.05
0.08
0.11
0.05
0.05
0.05
0.05
0.09
0.05
0.08
0.05
0.05
0.05
0.05
0.05
0.05
0.08
0.05
0.08
0.06
0.05
0.05
0.05
0.05
0.05
0.04
0.05
0.07
0.08
0.07
0.05
0.05
0.04
0.05
0.05
0.06
0.07
0.04
0.05
0.05
0.05

-1.07
-0.94
-0.85
-0.85
-0.72
-0.72
-0.67
-0.64
-0.61
-0.56
-0.43
-0.37
-0.33
-0.33
0.03
0.08
0.13
0.15
0.16
0.16
0.20
0.36
0.39
0.48
0.54
0.72
0.77
1.05
111
1.15
1.16
1.33
1.55
1.74
1.92
2.05
2.17
2.34
2.41
2.50
4.18

11
1.8
0.5
0.4
11
0.6
0.2
2.1*
0.3
0.3
0.5
0.6
0.7
0.9
0.5
0.2
0.4
0.6
0.4
0.9
0.8
0.3
0.3
0.6
0.5
1.0
0.6
0.2
0.4
1.3
0.9
0.6
2.1*
0.9
0.5
1.6
1.2
1.0
0.7
11
2.0*

42
42
51
37
41
51
54

50
52
44
44
39
53
39
52
54
45
48
53
38
53
40
a7
38
47
44
46
52
54
39
40
51

42
37
50

48

46

43

45

49

41
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0.12
0.12
-0.08
0.04
0.21
-0.08
-0.03
-0.02
0.00
0.05
0.05
0.03
0.02
0.03
0.00
-0.03
0.00
0.07
0.02
-0.08
0.02
-0.05
-0.02
-0.08
-0.02
0.05
-0.04
0.00
-0.03
0.03
-0.05
-0.08
0.12
0.04
-0.02
0.07
-0.04
-0.03
0.00
-0.13
0.21

Note.* = Misfitting

Figures 4, 5, and 6 illustrate the relationshipneen the three rater severities and the

test items difficulties using scatterplots. In eéigare, eacte-score/item difficulty logit set
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is plotted using a black dot, and the item difftgubgits are also plotted as a dark black
line. The interesting phenomena in these interastare not only shown in the many
significantz-score values, either above +2.00 or below -2.00abe also revealed in the
unique relationships between each rater and théeess. In the interactions between the
items of the three task types and the three radbmyn in Figures 4, 5, and 6, each rater

showed distinctive bias patterns within items @& three speech acts.
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Figure 4.1.Interaction between rater 1 and the test itemsRDOT
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Figure 4.2.Interaction between rater 2 and the test itemsRDOT
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Figure 4.3.Interaction between rater 3 and the test itenQRDCT
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Figure 5.1.Interaction between rater 1 and the test itemsL@CT
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Figure 6.1.Interaction between rater 1 and the test itenRRf

Firstly, in the OPDCT as shown in Figures 4.1,a@n8 4.3, rater 1 and rater 3 showed
the opposite bias pattern on the easiest item (teraquest). Rater 1 was more lenient on
the easiest item of the OPDCT than expected witls@ore of -2.33; rater 3 was harsher on
the same item than expected witk-gcore of 2.39. Secondly, in the LLDCT as shown in
Figures 5.1, 5.2 and 5.3, rater 1 and rater 3 agfaawed the opposite bias pattern on the
most difficult item (item 23, apology). Rater 1 waarsher on the most difficult item of the
LLDCT than expected with ascore of 2.77; rater 3 was more lenient on theesiéem
than expected with &score of -2.16. Lastly, in the RP as shown in FegL6.1, 6.2 and 6.3,
rater 1 and rater 3 again showed the oppositepaitisrns on both the easiest item (item 49,
apology) and the most difficult item (item 41, apgy). Rater 1 was more lenient on the
easiest item of the RP than expected witksaore -2.24; rater 3 was harsher on the same
item than expected withascore of 2.50. Also, rater 1 was harsher on thstrifficult
item of the RP than expected witlz-acore of 4.18; rater 3 was more lenient on theesam
item than expected withzascore of -2.19. In summary, especially, rater d wter 3
showed the opposite bias patterns on the eastess ibf the OPDCT and RP and the most
difficult items of the LLDCT and RP as well. Alsinterestingly, these bias interactions for
the LLDCT and RP were all shown in apology althotiyh bias interaction on the OPDCT
was from request.

Focusing on the significaatscore values in detail, the summary of the freqyegt

these values within the three task types’ teststenprovided in Table 20. In the first
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column, the test items are categorized as the thsketypes, and in the second and third
columns, the numbers of significant interactiomsrireach rater, which are either above a
z-score of 2.0 or below -2.0, are shown. The lakiroa indicates the total frequency of
significantly biased interactions within the thtesk types. The test items on the RP
showed the most frequent biased interactions (58&thpared with the test items of
OPDCT (16%) and LLDCT (32%).

Table 20
Frequency of Significantly Biased Interactions bedw Raters and Test ltem
Harsher than expected More lenient than Total number
(greater than z-score expected (below z- of significantly
Task Type 2.0) score -2.0) _ biase_d
interactions
R1 R2 R3 R1 R2 R3 (% of biased
interactions)
Number
OPDCT of 0 0 1 2 0 0 3 (16%)
items
Number
LLDCT of 2 0 1 0 2 1 6 (32%)
items
Number
RP of 3 1 2 2 0 2 10 (53%)
items

Rater bias across speech actable 21 shows the bias calibration report forrtiters
and the speech acts. There are nine total interecfrom the three raters and the three
speech acts: refusal, apology, and request. Tstetdo columns represent each rater and
each speech act. The next three columns (columésa®id 5) indicate the total observed
and the total expected scores, and the averade afifference between these scores. Also
listed are bias logits (column 6), error of thesbéstimates (column 7), the converted
scores (column 8), and the fit statistics (columrl®e rows of Table 21 are sorted by
score values and there are numerous significanbres either below -2.00 or above 2.00,
indicating that the raters either scored the cegpeech act more harshly or leniently than
expected. There are six total interactions thawsti@ significant bias out of nine
interactions. However, one interaction (rater 1%agw) should not be counted because
this interaction is slightly misfitting with an imfvalue of 1.8, considering that the normal

range of the infit value is between 0.5 and 1.7%£10.3x2]), based on the mean (1.1) and
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the standard deviation (0.3) for the infit values.

Figure 7 illustrates the relationship between tiree raters and the three speech acts
based on the-score. The three raters show quite different patserns in terms of their
severity on each of the three speech acts, as stmoligure 7. In refusals, rater 2 and rater
3 showed the opposite bias pattern. Rater 2 wase tearent on refusals than expected,
with az-score of -2.36; rater 3 was harsher on refusal éxgpected, with zscore of 2.28.

In apology, only rater 1 showed a significant blzexsher than expected witlz-acore of
2.14. In requests, rater 2 and rater 3 again shaleedpposite bias pattern. Rater 2 was
harsher on requests than expected, wittseore of 3.40; rater 3 was more lenient on

requests than expected, witlz-acore of -2.02.

Table 21
Bias Calibration Report: Interaction between Ratarsl Speech Acts
Rater Speech  Observed Expected -(2:(;22{[23 B'ias Error z-score (rr:re]zleatn
Acts Score Score (logits)
average square)
2 Refusal 9434 9236.6 0.48 -0.03 0.01 -2.36 1.1
3 Request 89418740.1 0.44 -0.02 0.01 -2.02 0.8
1 Request 12304 12195.8 0.24 -0.03 0.02 -1.78 1.3
2 Apology 9844 9732.3 0.26 -0.02 0.01 -1.29 1.0
1 Refusal 11043 11029.2 0.03 0.00 0.02 -0.25 1.4
3 Apology 8555 8544.8 0.02 0.00 0.01 -0.11 1.1
1 Apology 11533 11655.0 -0.28 0.04 0.02 2.14 1.8*
3 Refusal 7910 8121.2 -0.52 0.02 0.01 2.28 0.9
2 Request 9731 10040.2 -0.68 0.04 0.01 3.40 0.9
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Figure 7.Bias analysis between raters and speech acts

Rater bias across examinee abilitidBesides the three task types, the test items, and
the three speech acts, the relationship betweeratbeseverities and the examinee
abilities was also investigated. There were 72 fmtaductions from three raters and
twenty-four candidates {24 = 72). Tables 22, 23, and 24 show the bias reidn report
of the interaction between the raters and the caneiabilities. In each of Tables 22, 23,
and 24 the first two columns show examinees (column 1) #ued ability logits (column
2). The next three columns show the total obseseedes (column 3), the total expected
scores (column 4), and the average of the differdiatween these scores (column 5). Also,
bias logits (column 6), the estimate of the erommn 7), the convertedscores (column
8), and the infit values (column 9) are listed. Tows of these tables are sorted byzhe
score values.

Numerous significant-score values are found in Tables 22, 23, andr2%able 22,
which shows the interaction between rater 1 andnéx@e abilities, there are eight
interactions that have significamscores out of 24 interactions. None of these autons
are misfitting because the infit values are witthia normal range between 0.0 and 2.8
(1.4£[0.7<2]), based on the mean (1.4) and the standard to@vi@.7) for the infit values.
There is one interaction (rater 1 xexaminee 1MNtifled as misfitting because of the high
infit value of 3.1. In Table 23, which shows théeiraction between rater 2 and examinee
abilities, there are four interactions that shogngicant bias. However, among these
interaction, one interaction (ratek@xaminee 6) should not be counted because this is

slightly misfitting with the infit value of 1.8, ewidering the normal infit value range is
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between 0.4 and 1.6 (1.0+ [0.3%2]), based on them(#.0) and the standard deviation
(0.3) for the infit values. Lastly, two significamtscores are found in Table 24, which
shows the interaction between rater 3 and exan@h##ies. Also, none of these
interactions are misfitting because the infit valaee within the normal range between 0.3
and 1.5 (0.94[0.82]), based on the mean (0.9) and the standard titavig.3) for the infit
values.

To display the bias patterns between the ratergmgeand the examinee abilities, each
set of an examinee ability logits am@dcores are plotted as a dark black dot in a gpédte
and the examinee abilities logit values are plo#tea line as seen in Figures 8.1, 8.2, and
8.3. Interestingly, the unique bias patterns betwbe three raters and the examinee
abilities were found. Especially, rater 2 and r@&showed the opposite bias pattern in their
severities on the most able examinee performanatrR? was harsher than expected on
the most able examinee (ability logit = 0.5), watir-score of -2.80 shown in Figure 8.2;
rater 3 was more lenient than expected on the sxa®inee, with a-score of 3.76 shown
in Figure 8.3. On the other hand, Rater 1 showguifstant bias patterns across various

examinee abilities either harsher or more lenibahtexpected.

Table 22
Bias Calibration Report: Interaction between Ratesind Examinee Abilities
Examnee Ability Observed Expected  Observed- Bias Error z-score Infit (mean
(logits) Score Score expected (logits) square)
average
23 0.50 1565 1525.3 0.74 -0.29 0.1 -2.76 2.7
15 0.24 1501 1447.8 0.99 -0.15 0.06 -2.52 0.5
18 0.26 1506 1454.2 0.96 -0.16 0.06 -2.51 0.9
13 0.34 1522 1483.5 0.71 -0.14 0.07 -2.11 13
16 0.36 1524 1490.4 0.62 -0.13 0.07 -1.90 11
9 0.18 1460 1417.3 0.79 -0.09 0.05 -1.85 0.9
14 0.31 1504 1473.3 0.57 -0.10 0.06 -1.61 13
11 0.29 1498 1468.6 0.54 -0.09 0.06 -1.51 0.7
17 0.22 1464 1439.1 0.46 -0.06 0.05 -1.16 1.2
7 0.29 1486 1466.1 0.37 -0.06 0.06 -1.01 1.2
21 0.09 1387 1366.3 0.38 -0.03 0.04 -0.81 0.8
5 0.39 1511 1499.8 0.21 -0.04 0.06 -0.67 1.0
2 0.20 1431 1426.6 0.08 -0.01 0.05 -0.20 0.7
20 0.43 1507 1510.7 -0.07 0.01 0.06 0.23 1.1
24 0.30 1459 1471.1 -0.22 0.03 0.05 0.63 0.8
10 0.33 1468 1482.0 -0.26 0.04 0.05 0.77 1.1

8 0.15 1373 1395.3 -0.41 0.04 0.04 0.94 25
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22 0.40 1482 1501.6 -0.36 0.06 0.05 1.18 2.6
1 0.28 1434 1462.0 -0.52 0.06 0.05 1.41 11
19 0.24 1404 1437.6 -0.62 0.07 0.04 1.59 3.1
12 0.02 1238 1314.0 -1.41 0.09 0.03 2.71 15
6 0.33 1430 1483.3 -0.99 0.13 0.05 291 2.2
0.14 1314 1390.8 -1.42 0.11 0.04 3.14 1.7
4 0.31 1412 1473.5 -1.14 0.14 0.04 3.21 15
Table 23
Bias Calibration Report: Interaction between Ra2esind Examinee Abilities
Examnee Ability Observed Expected Observed- Bias Error z-score Infit
(logits) Score Score expected  (logits) (mean
average square)
20 0.43 1426 1348.2 1.44 -0.13 0.04 -291 1.3
23 0.50 1460 1390.8 1.28 -0.14 0.05 -2.80 1.1
6 0.33 1351 1273.4 1.44 -0.10 0.04 -2.63 1.8*
24 0.30 1280 1242.3 0.70 -0.04 0.03 -1.25 0.5
4 0.31 1277 1248.4 0.53 -0.03 0.03 -0.95 1.1
22 0.40 1343 1322.6 0.38 -0.03 0.04 -0.74 1.1
12 0.02 946 929.3 0.31 -0.01 0.03 -0.46 0.7
19 0.24 1183 1173.9 0.17 -0.01 0.03 -0.29 15
3 0.14 1075 10711 0.07 0.00 0.03 -0.11 1.3
16 0.36 1291 1292.0 -0.02 0.00 0.03 0.04 0.9
8 0.15 1081 1084.0 -0.05 0.00 0.03 0.09 14
10 0.33 1267 1270.0 -0.06 0.00 0.03 0.10 11
17 0.22 1164 1167.1 -0.06 0.00 0.03 0.10 1.0
21 0.09 1017 1021.1 -0.08 0.00 0.03 0.12 11
5 0.39 1311 1317.7 -0.12 0.01 0.04 0.24 1.0
0.28 1211 1220.2 -0.17 0.01 0.03 0.30 0.8
13 0.34 1259 1273.8 -0.27 0.02 0.03 0.51 0.9
11 0.29 1218 1236.2 -0.34 0.02 0.03 0.60 0.8
18 0.26 1181 1201.6 -0.38 0.02 0.03 0.66 0.9
2 0.20 1106 1140.0 -0.63 0.03 0.03 1.04 0.9
14 0.31 1210 1248.0 -0.70 0.04 0.03 1.26 0.8
15 0.24 1143 1186.8 -0.81 0.04 0.03 1.38 0.9
0.29 1178 1230.1 -0.96 0.05 0.03 1.70 0.7
9 0.18 1031 1120.4 -1.66 0.08 0.03 2.70 0.5
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Table 24
Bias Calibration Report: Interaction between RaBeand Examinee Abilities
Examnee Ability Observed Expected Observed- Bias Error z-score Infit
(logits) Score Score expected  (logits) (mean
average square)
3 0.14 966 893.1 1.35 -0.06 0.03 -1.99 0.8
12 0.02 792 732.7 1.10 -0.04 0.03 -1.58 1.0
9 0.18 997 950.3 0.86 -0.04 0.03 -1.30 0.5
1 0.28 1107 1069.8 0.69 -0.03 0.03 -1.10 0.6
4 0.31 1137 1104.2 0.61 -0.03 0.03 -0.98 1.4
7 0.29 1114 1081.8 0.60 -0.03 0.03 -0.95 0.7
2 0.20 1003 973.5 0.55 -0.02 0.03 -0.83 1.1
19 0.24 1040 1015.5 0.45 -0.02 0.03 -0.70 1.3
8 0.15 934 908.8 0.47 -0.02 0.03 -0.69 1.2
10 0.33 1148 1131.0 0.31 -0.02 0.03 -0.52 1.1
14 0.31 1111 1103.7 0.14 -0.01 0.03 -0.22 1.0
22 0.40 1197 1197.8 -0.01 0.00 0.03 0.02 1.0
5 0.39 1187 11914 -0.08 0.00 0.03 0.14 0.6
15 0.24 1020 1029.4 -0.17 0.01 0.03 0.27 0.5
11 0.29 1078 1089.2 -0.21 0.01 0.03 0.33 0.5
21 0.09 818 834.6 -0.31 0.01 0.03 0.45 0.8
17 0.22 984 1005.8 -0.40 0.02 0.03 0.62 0.4
13 0.34 1112 1135.7 -0.44 0.02 0.03 0.72 0.8
6 0.33 1111 1135.3 -0.45 0.02 0.03 0.74 14
24 0.30 1071 1096.7 -0.48 0.02 0.03 0.77 0.9
18 0.26 1016 1047.2 -0.58 0.03 0.03 0.91 0.7
16 0.36 1126 1158.6 -0.60 0.03 0.03 1.01 0.6
20 0.43 1157 1231.2 -1.37 0.08 0.03 2.42 1.1
23 0.50 1180 1289.0 -2.02 0.12 0.03 3.76 0.7
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Figure 8.1.Bias analysis between rater 1 and examinee &giliti
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Figure 8.3.Bias analysis between rater 3 and examinee abkilitie

DISCUSSION

In this section, | will discuss the eight reseagciestions of this study based on the
results of the data analysis.

Research question 1: What are the three raters’ @leseverities in their rating?n
the measurement report of the rater severitiesthitee raters’ relative severity logits were

reported. The higher on the logit value the mokeszon the scoring. The most severe
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rater was identified as rater 3 (0.22 logit), tbeand severe rater was rater 2, and the least
severe rater was identified as rater 1 (-0.29 Jotiialso shows a high reliability of 1.00
which indicates that this measurement reliably repdifferent degrees of rater severity,
even though the difference between the logits efrtiost severe and the least severe raters
was somewhat small (0.51 logit).

Research question 2: Are the three raters consisti@rtheir rating? The fit statistics
provided by FACETS analysis provide an importauigation for examining the raters’
judgments in terms of the consistency. By conventamy fit values greater than the range
of two standard deviations around the mean areidered misfitting. As such, if the fit

value of each rater falls outside of the normabearwhich is two standard deviations
around the mearM=£2S), then this indicates that the rater is inconsistéth much

greater variation in ratings than expected. In #tisly, all fit values of the three raters
were within the expected range. Therefore, no satethis study were identified as
misfitting, indicating that the three raters showgeiite consistent rating performance.

Research question 3: How reliably do the three nateeveal different degrees of
severity?FACETS analysis provides a reliability coefficidat each facet, which
represents how reliably the analysis distinguismasng the elements. In other words, in
the case of raters, the reliability indicates heliably the raters were separated into
different degrees of severity. According to the muament report of the three raters, the
reliability coefficient was 1.00. Therefore, it wimind that the analysis quite reliably
reveals the different degrees of severity amongdtthee raters.

Research question 4: Are there any misfitting, aoplematic, elements among the
examinees, raters, task types, speech acts, andtégss?In addition to identifying the
misfitting raters, other facets such as, examinteg, types, speech acts, and test items
were also examined to investigate whether each feemisfitting elements. There were
two examinees identified as slightly misfitting, ish means these examinee test results
were not consistent but showed much variation ftieenpredicted pattern. Also, one test
item from the LLDCT and one from the RP were algghsly misfitting because of the
slightly high infit values. However, no task typasd no speech acts were identified as

misfitting.
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Research question 5: Do any of the raters assessi@dar task types harsher or more
leniently than others? If so, what are the ratersib-patterns of assessing task types?
Through conducting the bias analysis, the biaspatbetween the three raters and the
three task types were examined. The bias analysisdesz-scores, which represent the
degree of differences between the expected scacktha observed scores. Also, the
scores, either above +2.00 or below -2.00, indisageificance of bias. It was found that
all raters showed different general patterns omisgdask types even though there were no
significantz-scores. The following summary of bias patternsveen the three raters and
the three task types can be made in terms of trsxiores:

1. Rater 1 was harsher on the LLDCT and more leniarthe OPDCT.

2. Rater 2 was harsher on the RP and more lenierteohltDCT.

3. Rater 3 was harsher on the OPDCT and more lenretii@RP.

Research question 6: Do the raters assess partictdat items harsher or more
leniently than others? If so, what are the ratersiib-patterns of assessing speech acts?
To investigate the interaction between the thréersaand the test items in detail, the
relationship between rater severities and itematiffy logit was analyzed. To do so, the
bias patterns between each rater and each teswii#im each of the three task types were
identified. Contrary to the fact that there wassignificant bias in the general interaction
between the three raters and the three task typeserous significant bias values, which
are eitherz-scores above +2.00 or below -2.00, were founthéninteraction between the
rater severities and the item difficulties. Outdfinteractions, three significant biases
(6%) from the OPDCT items, five significant biag8%6) from the LLDCT items, and nine
significant biases (17%) from the RP items wereiiied, excluding misfitting items
among the significantly biased interactions. Th&gaificant biases more often appeared
in the RP than in the OPDCT and LLDCT. In additianjque bias patterns between the
raters and the test items were also identified.fohewing summary can be made for the
interaction between the raters and the test items:

1. Regarding the easiest item of the OPDCT and R& faand rater 3 showed the
opposite bias pattern. Rater 1 was more lenienherasiest item than expected,;
however, rater 3 was harsher on the same itemekpected.

2. Regarding the most difficult item of the LLDCT aRdP, rater 1 and rater 3 again

showed the opposite bias pattern. Rater 1 was éaoshthe most difficult item
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than expected; however rater 2 was more lenieth®isame item than expected.

Research question 7: Do the raters assess particgfgeech acts harsher or more
leniently than othersn the interaction between the rater severitiabthe speech acts,
the three raters showed significant bias pattemsating the speech acts. Out of nine total
interactions, five significant biases (56%) wereritified, excluding one misfitting
interaction. No raters showed the same degreershhass on the same speech act.
Especially, compared with the fact that the rasgliewed no significant bias on the three
task types, it is notable that all three ratersasbsignificant bias on the speech acts.
Different speech acts, refusal, apology, and regappear to be more influential on the
rater bias than different task types. The followsugnmary can be made based on the
interaction between the three raters and the tpeech acts:

1. Inrefusal, rater 2 and rater 3 showed the oppdsite pattern. Rater 2 was more
lenient on refusal than expected, whereas rateas3harsher on refusal than
expected.

2. In apology, only rater 1 showed the significantshiaarsher on apology than
expected.

3. Inrequest, rater 2 and rater 3 again showed thesfe bias pattern. This time,
rater 2 was harsher on request than expected, adester 3 was more lenient on
request than expected.

Research question 8: Do the raters assess particalailities of examinees harsher or
more leniently than others®astly, the interaction between the rater severitied the
examinee abilities was investigated, and numermsfieant bias patterns were found
from all three raters. Out of 24 interactions, eiglgnificant biases from rater 1 (33%),
three significant biases from rater 2 (13%), and significant biases from rater 3 (8%)
were identified. There significant biases more mfippeared in the interaction between
rater 1 and examinee abilities than in the other tater interactions. Also, the significant
bias patterns especially with the most able exaesineere found. Especially, rater 2 and
rater 3 showed the opposite bias pattern. Rateaharsher than expected on the most
able examinee; however, rater 3 was more leniemt &xpected on the same examinee.
The following summary can be made based on theactien between the three raters and
the examinee abilities.

1. Rater 1 was harsher than expected on the leasegairinee, but more lenient than
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expected on the most able examinee.
2. Rater 2 was more lenient than expected on the aistexaminee.

3. Rater 3 was harsher than expected on the moseaatainee.

CONCLUSION

This study investigated whether various factarsluding examinees, raters, task
types, speech acts, and test items, influenceatiee patterns are systematic sources of bias
in the assessment of pragmatic competence. Alththayle was a limited range in
examinee’s language levels, interesting resultevi@rnd. Overall, the three raters, who
had a similar educational and professional backwtpahowed different degrees of
severities on their rating. Also, they were quibasistent, and they showed reliably
different degrees of severity in their scoring, rett@ough they had a minimal rater training.
However, even though the three raters showed densigin their rating, when it comes to
the interactions between the raters and the ottoats, which are examinees, task types,
speech acts, and items, very interesting and distebias patterns within each interaction
were found. The three raters showed more variatioscoring different speech acts than
on scoring different task types. Rater 1 and ratelnowed the opposite bias patterns across
the test items; rater 2 and rater 3 showed the Sigpbias pattern across the speech acts

and test items.

Limitations of This Study

One of the main limitations of this study is thailed range of the participants as
examinees. Due to the time-consuming administragidhe three task types, open-ended
DCT, language lab DCT, and role play, only twerdyfexaminees were able to finish all
three task types during the limited time periodsdAlmost of the examinees in this study
ranged from intermediate to advanced level, améag found that all of these participants
had 50 percent chance of succeeding on items oégedifficulty, based on FACETS
analysis. Even though beginning KFL learners migite difficulty in accomplishing all
the test items, it would have been better to hawea range of examinees’ levels.

The second limitation is the relatively small numsbef task types and speech acts. For

the sake of this study’s scope, this study onlym@rad three measurements, open-ended



YUON — RATER BIAS IN ASSESSING THE PRAGMATICS QREKRRNERS USING FACETS ANALYSIS 140

written DCT, language lab DCT, and role play, outh@ six measures that Hudson et al.
(1995) developed for assessing pragmatic compet@mt¢his study chose three speech
acts: refusal, request, and apology. However, therezarious measurements that can be

employed, and there are more speech acts thatecevéstigated.

Implications of This Study

The findings of this study should encourage furihgestigation of not only assessing
pragmatic competence in the KFL teaching contextatso of ILP studies on KFL
learners in general. Despite significant developmenKFL education in US college
settings during the last three decades, studiggammatics in KFL teaching still need
much more attention. There has been attentiontpditvestigating the sociopragmatic and
pragmalinguistic features of speech acts, and sissag of pragmatic competence of KFL
learners, such as Byon (2002, 2004b, 2005) and(A®@5), though there are still few of
studies and, to date there are no longitudinalistuoin speech act development of KFL
learners. Furthermore, considering that previousdtudies of KFL learners mainly
employed open-ended written DCTs as an analytimure®, using various analytic
resources for investigating authentic productiongearners, such as conversation analysis
(CA) should be encouraged. Especially, since uapyopriate Korean honorifics is
crucial for engaging in various speech acts in aréByon, 2004a), micro analyses of
Korean honorifics usages of KFL learners, drawind>@\, can provide essential insights
into the teaching pragmatics for KFL learners.

This study used multi-faceted Rasch measurementhwias great potential that
classical testing theories cannot provide, inclgdime comparison of various factor
characteristics on the same logit scale and bialysis that identify raters’ particular
patterns of harshness or leniency with relatiooetdain test items or certain examinees.
Therefore, multi-faceted Rasch measurement shaufdiher employed in various
Korean L2 performance-based language assessmgngseincluding KFL learner’s
writing and oral discussion, to investigate ratgrdgments. Especially, as unreliability of
rater judgments has been pointed to as one ofstbenéial issues in performance-based
assessment (Brown, Hudson, Norris, & Bonk, 2002N&oara, 1996; Norris, Brown,
Hudson, & Yoshioka, 1998; Shohamy, 1995), multietec Rasch measurement has great

potential for dealing with this issue. For examMéigle (1998) used multi-faceted Rasch
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measurement to investigate rater training’s eféectess, and found that rater training was
crucial for making raters more consistent and dovdring the level of rater variability in
their overall severity.

Also, this study’s findings reinforce the importanaf having numerous raters in
performance-based assessment. McNamara (1996)anedtihat raters may demonstrate
particular patterns of harshness or leniency reggrcertain candidates or task types, that
each rater may interpret the rating scale diffdyeand that they may vary in rating
consistency (pp. 123-124). In this study, thereenggnificant bias patterns among the
three raters with the same examinees’ test redafisnding on various factors even though
the three raters showed overall consistency i #egring. These findings were consistent
with what McNamara (1996) noted. Therefore, | reomnd further investigations of rater
bias on performance-based assessment. In additionéstigating rater scoring judgments
quantitatively, future qualitative research shduidher examine how different variables
within each speech act, such as power, distandeingposition, influence the examinees’
pragmatic competence and the raters’ decisions.

Regarding this study’s pedagogical implicationsKéiL teaching, several important
issues should be addressed. Firstly, heritage &geglearners showed an imbalance
between written competence and spoken competertbesiatudy. This phenomenon is
also reported in Ahn’s (2005) study. Therefores iksue should be further investigated and
considered in KFL pragmatic teaching. Secondlypiporating the six measures that
Hudson et al. (1992, 1995) developed into the egsturriculum of KFL classrooms
would encourage teachers to improve KFL learnegejmatic competence. Above all,
suitable curriculum and materials for teaching pratics for KFL learners must be
developed, based on KFL learner needs analysither celevant research findings.

Pragmatic competence figures significantly in tbenmunicative competence model
(Bachman, 1990). However, despite this, there leas lbess attention paid to assessing
pragmatic competence than to assessing the othectasnf language manifested in
communicative competence theory in second anddgnreinguage teaching contexts. The
current study attempted to fill this gap, and, Happg this study will encourage other
researchers to further investigate the various mapb issues involved in teaching

pragmatics in KFL.
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APPENDIX A
Korean version Open-ended DCT (Based on Hudson ek 4995)

TASK1: Open-ended Discourse Completion Task

Directions:

Read each of the situations. After reading eactasdn, write (n KOREAN ) what you
would say in each situation in a normal conversatmu don’t have to spend too much
time to think about each situation. Feel free tpregs your natural response on each
situation. If you are not sure about each situaitioliorean, please refer to an English
supplement.
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English Supplement (Open DCT)

Situationl: You live in a large house. You hold the leasth®house and rent out the other rooms.
You are in the room of one of your housemates ctiig the rent. You reach to take the rent check
when you accidentally knock over a small, emptyevais the desk. It doesn't break.

Situation2: You work in a small shop that repairs jewelrywalued customer comes into the shop
to pick up an antique watch that you know is talgesent. It is not ready yet, even though you
promised it would be.

Situation3: You are applying for a new job in a small compang want to make an appointment
for an interview. You know the manager is very basg only schedule interviews in the afternoon
from one to four o’clock. However, you currently tkan the afternoon. You want to schedule an
interview in the morning. You go into the officdghmorning to turn in your application form when
you see the manager.

Situation4: You are a member of the local chapter of a nalfiski club. Every month the club
goes on a ski trip. You are in a club meeting nelpimg to plan this month’s trip. The club
president is sitting next to you and asks to boraopen. You cannot lend your pen because you
only have one and need it to take notes yourself.

Situation5: You work in a small department of a large offi¥eu are in a department meeting now.
You need to borrow a pen in order to take somesndtiee head of your department is sitting next
to you and might have an extra pen.

Situation6: You are an office manager and are interviewinglk@ fposition that is open. You are
interviewing someone now. You walk over to thenfijicabinet to get the applicant’s application
when you accidentally step on a small shoppingl®gnging to the applicant. You hear a distinct
crunching. You are certain you have broken whateser the small bag.

Situation7: You are shopping for your friend’s birthday ané semething in a display case. You
want to look at it more closely. A salesclerk coroesr to you.

Situation8: You live in a large house. You hold the leasth®house and rent out the other rooms.
Each person in the house is responsible for a fawshof chores every week. One of your
housemates asks if you can do extra chores thik e@use your housemate is going out of town.
You cannot do your housemate’s chores this weelusscyou are very busy at work this week and
do not have any extra time.

Situation9: You work in a small shop. You are working in thebaoom when you hear the bell
that tells you there is a customer in the frontrno&ou are on the phone making an important
business call. You finish the call as quickly asiyan and go out to help the waiting customer.

Situation10: You want to apply for a job in a small office. Yaant to get an application form.
You go to the office and see the office managé¢ingitbehind a desk.

Situation11: You are the president of the local chapter of #gonat book club. The club reads and
discusses a new book every month. You are at thighns meeting, talking with a member of the
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book club. You need to get the phone number oinSigie, another member of the club. You think
this person has Sujin’s number.

Situation12: You are a teacher at a large school. You see #ueteacher on campus. The lead
teacher asks you to call all of the other teactmright and tell them that there will be a meeting
tomorrow. You cannot do it because you know thaitlittake hours and you have friends coming
over to your house tonight.

Situation13: You are in a small bank buying traveler's chetksi move to take the checks when
you accidentally knock over a small ceramic figarethe clerk’s desk. It doesn’t break.

Situation14: You work in a bookstore. You are scheduled tat stark at noon today. You will take
over for your supervisor who is working the mornstgft. You go to work and arrive at the
bookstore a few minutes after noon. You see yopesusor.

Situation15: You and a few of your co-workers are working ospacial project. You have been
appointed the project leader. You are walking i ttlallway when another co-worker also working
on the project asks you to give a message to Sdijen you see her at a meeting you and Suijin
have scheduled this afternoon. You cannot delivemiessage because you will not be seeing her.
Sujin has canceled the meeting.

Situation16: You are walking through a department store. Aswalk past a display, a salesclerk
asks you to watch a short video demonstration foeva product. You cannot stop because you are
on your way to meet someone for lunch.

Situation17: You rent a room in a large house. The person vdhdstthe lease lives in the house as
well. You are responsible for mowing the lawn evemek, a job that takes you about two hours to
do. You want the lease-holder to mow the lawn fau this week because you are going out of
town. You are in the living room when the leasedeolwalks in.

Situation18: You work as a sales clerk in a department stor@istomer is paying an item and
should get 3000 won back in change. The customertast the 3000 won be given in 500 won,
not 1000 won bills. You cannot give the change besea/ou do not have enough quarters to spare.
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APPENDIX B
Korean version Language Lab DCT (Based on Hudson etl. 1995)
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English Supplement (Language lab DCT)

Situation 1

You work in a small department of a large officeuyhave worked here for a number of years and
are the head of the department. You are in theefif another member of the department in a
meeting. You accidentally knock over a framed pieton the desk. It doesn’t break.

Situation 2

You are applying for a job in a company. You gmittte office to turn in your application form to
the manager. You talk to the manager for a few teisIWMhen you move to give the manager your
form, you accidentally knock over a vase on the&kdexl spill water over a pile of papers.

Situation 3

You are applying for a student loan at a small b¥ioki are now meeting with the loan officer. The
loan officer is the only person who reviews theleapions at this bank. The loan officer tells you
that there are many other applications and tretiould take two weeks to review your application.
However, you want the loan to be processed as as@ossible in order to pay your tuition by the
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deadline.

Situation 4

You are a member of the local chapter of a natiskietlub. Every month the club goes on a ski
trip. You are in a meeting with the club presidémping plan this month’s. You want to borrow
some paper in order to take some notes.

Situation 5

You rent a room in a large house. The person whashbe lease lives in the house as well. Each
person in the house is responsible for a few holichores every week. Your chore is to vacuum
the house. This morning when you were using theelealder’'s vacuum you accidentally dropped
it and now it does not work. You are now in therltyroom and the leaseholder walks in.

Situation 6
You are on an airplane. It is dinner time. Thehtigttendant sets your food on your tray. You need
a napkin.

Situation 7

Last week you had trouble with your company car tad it to a company mechanic. The
mechanic promised to have it ready tomorrow mornifogl are going on a business trip tomorrow
afternoon and need the car. You stop by the regbaip to make sure the repairs will be finished in
time. Now the mechanic tells you the shop is vergyband asks if you can wait an extra day for
your car. You cannot delay your trip.

Situation 8

You are in the airport going through customs adiénip to a foreign country. It is your turn, but
when the customs officer asks you for your papeog,realize you do not know where they are.
You look in your bag for a little while, find therand give them to the waiting officer.

Situation 9
You work in a restaurant. You have just taken @amer’s order and are ready to leave the table.
The customer is still holding the menu and you neéat another table.

Situation 10

You are the president of the local chapter of gonat camping club. Every month the club goes on
a camping trip and you are responsible for orgagi#i. Last week you were supposed to meet
with another member of the club to plan this masnthp. You had to reschedule because you were
too busy. The rescheduled meeting was for 7:30ntmning, but you got caught in heavy traffic
and just now arrive at the club headquarters. 9t@® a.m.

Situation 11

You live in a large house. You hold the lease ohbuse and rent out the other rooms. The
washing machine is broken. It is Saturday and é¢ipair person is scheduled to fix it this morning.
However, you will not be home because you haveadb gp your parents at the airport. You are in
the kitchen when a house-mate walks in.

Situation 12
You work in a small printing shop. It is late afiepn an a valued customer comes into ask if you
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can print 1500 copies of a new advertisement byotoow morning. To do this you would have to
work into the night. You are tired after a long damd cannot stay late.

Situation 13

You are a member of the local chapter of a natiocaatping club. Every month the club goes on a
camping trip. The president of the club is respllesior organizing the trips, a job that takes a
number of hours. You are on this month’s trip tagkto the president of the club. The president is
going to be out of town for a week and asks yoplam the next trip. You cannot plan the trip
because you are going to be very busy with work.

Situation 14
You teach in a small school. You have a meeting Wit lead teacher at two o’clock today. When
you show up the meeting it is a few minutes after.t

Situation 15

You live in a large house. You hold the lease ohbuse and rent out the other rooms. You are in
the living room when one of your housemates askalkato you. Your housemate explains that it
will only take a few minutes and is not importadtwever, you cannot talk now because you are
on your way out.

Situation 16

You are on your lunch hour. You go into a smallstmlook for a present for you friend’s birthday.
You find something you like and but it. As you aeady to leave the clerk asks to borrow your pen.
You cannot lend your pen because you have to thack to work.

Situation 17

You are the personnel officer in an office that@sv hiring new employees. The application form
is quite long and takes most applicants severalshimucomplete. The form must be typed. An
applicant comes in and gives you a completed fétawever, it has been typed with a very faint
ribbon. The application needs to be retyped.

Situation 18
You work in a small store. A customer comes in®® $tore and asks you change for a ten dollar bhill.
You cannot give the change because you don’t Hdwethe register.
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APPENDIX C
Korean version Role play (Based on Hudson et al. 29)

Role play #1215 2} 2] & ol A]
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T} (+P, +D, +I)

#1 At the car garage

You go to a mechanic, who is having lunch now, itk up company var
which had some trouble last week.

1. You want to ask the mechanic to have the van rdagyearly
tomorrow morning, which is one day earlier thais isupposed to t
ready.

2. The mechanic offers you some coffee but you doamhtany.

3. After the mechanic leaves to talk with another naedt abot the
van, you accidentally knock over his coffee andpils over som
papers on the desk.
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Role play #2415 7} Aol A
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2 zojguoh gae 2 A7e] glgyth (+P, 4D, -

# 2 At the gift shop

You walk into a gift shop to use a gift certificdbefore it expires ne:
week. You want to buy a birthday present for youerfd with this
certificate which you will give to your friend at the biday party thi
Saturday. You see a nice vase in a case and waet @ closer look at it.

1. You ask the salesperson walking by to take it outybu.

2. Now when you take out the gift certificate and hanhdo the
salesperson, you noticed that the gift certifiecateery dirty.

3. You are invited to the “IOanniversary saledn Saturday, but yc
will not go.
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Role play #3 g ©ll A
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#3 At your house

You hold a lease to a big house and rent out theraboms. One of yol
housemate has asked to see you this evening.

1. You are late for the appointment to talk with him

2. When you meet him, he will want to hold a party the cominc
Saturday. You explain that you have already scleztiplinters t
come this Saturday.

3. You also ask him to move all his furnituout of his bedroom to p
in new carpeting next Saturday.
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Role play #4 E-A}7] & ol A
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#4 At work by the photocopier

You are the project leader working on a speciajgatowith your staff
When you are at the photocopier, one of your steginbers comes in.

1. He asks you to give a memo to Chulsoo Kim, anostaff of
yours, this evening. However, she is sick and heeting with yot
has been canceled.

2. You need to staple some materials y@ujust copied, but yo
don’t have a stapler. You notice that the staff lherhas a stapler,

3. You accidentally drop his stapler and it brakes.
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Role play #5471 ‘5% 3] ol A

Tl Al 7H & T3 3
dol FhvetE 7] S g R ey
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1)
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3. Fote] A T vy 2o =3 B9 dAS A5
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ATH7F Al B|ALR Fol7bEkok St (-P, -D, +I)

#5 Photography club

You are a member of the local chapter of a natiphatography club. Yo
hawe arranged to meet the club president to pick sgamera. Your frien
who repairs cameras at home for low prices, wiltldorepairs.

1. You are a little late for the appointment.

2. You have lost the club presidemthhone number, so you neec
ask him to give it to you again.

3. You are asked to stay for about an hour and helip fpian nex
month’s meeting. But you are in a hurry becaysa have to ge
back to work after lunch.
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Role play #6 x.7d 2] 1ol A]
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oft]X: W ] el A
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#6 In your academic advisor’s room

You are a graduate student. You meet your acadadvisor to plan the ne
semester’s courses.

1. You want to hear the description of each coursgeitail. So you as
your advisor to explain each course.

2. Your advisor asks you whether you are interestedarking as
teaching assistant for one of his courses next stemeBut yot
might be busy next semester to prepare for yolgishe

3. You accidentally knock over a small figure on thtviaor’s desk. I
doesn’t break.




