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The Measurement of Writing Scoring Quality with the Many-Facet Rasch Model
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Abstract Based on the scoring data of writing tests of the Chinese Students’ Academic Achievement Assessment, the writing scoring
quality of 17 raters were analyzed with the Many-Facet Rasch Model. The results revealed that (1) Corresponding to the students’
ability, the trend of the raters’ grading was normal, and most raters exhibited an intra-rater stability. (2) The raters were

significantly different in their strictness, but the consistence of the inter-rater scoring was generally good. (3)Besides, the paper did

further studies on the raters with low rating reliability.
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