2018 39 3
Shandong Foreign Language Teaching 2018 Vol. 39 No.3

DOI: 10. 16482/j. sdwy37 - 1026.2018 —03 - 003

Rasch

( 200240 /
201600)
o FACETS VECTOR
; ; Rasch ; FACETS
HO04 A 10022643(2018) 03-002242
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Abstract: Reliability and validity research mostly examined general English test while the validity of
the ESP test was relatively absent. In this research the FACETS software is used to analyze the oral
test of VECTOR Business English in a university. The severity of the score rater the difference of
examinee’ s ability and test item difficulty are further analyzed from a micro perspective. The results
show that compared with the empirical conclusions of other general English speaking test studies
there are great differences in the difficulty of the topic of business English oral test items and there
are significant differences in the severity of raters. The results of this study are helpful to explain the
validity of business English oral test and train raters so as to improve the test design control the
quality of the scoring expand scoring standard and test validity which is of great significance to the
business English teaching and testing practice.
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1
Raters | Obsvd Average | Fair (M) Average |  Measure Model S. E. Infit MnSq | Outfit MnSq
4 6.95 6.99 1.12 .11 1.14 1.18
3 7.18 7.12 -.01 12 .82 .81
2 7.20 7.13 -.09 L12 .65 .61
1 7.22 7.15 -.19 .12 1.57 1.68
5 7.33 7.26 -.83 .12 .77 .62
Separation: 5. 15 Reliability: .96
Chi-square: 146.8 Significance: .00
2
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4 6.33 6.53 3.63 .52 2.06 2.25
2 6.53 6.73 2.86 .50 1.38 1.32
101 7.47 7.44 -1.60 .62 1.05 1.04
76 7.53 7.54 -1.97 .60 .79 .68
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o 0.73
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Separation 1.63
Reliability .73
Chisquare test .00
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4
Item Number Obsvd Average Fair( M) Average Measure Model S. E. Infit MnSq Outfit MnSq
2 7.86 7.89 2.02 .10 1.13 1.10
1 7.08 7.06 -.05 .10 1.11 1.09
3 6.60 6.66 -1.73 .08 .81 .76
Separation: 29. 35 Reliability: 1.0
Chi-square: 2780.5  Significance: .00
4
Infit MnSq 0.7-1.3
4.3
5
o ( Counts Cum%) ( Outfit MnSq)  Rasch — Andrich
( Rasch-Andrich Thresholds) o 2.0
( Park 2004 2005:
2016) . 5
(7 ) (54%) 0-4
2
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5
Data Quality control Rasch-Andrich Thresholds
Score category Counts Cum% Avge Meas Exp. Meas Outfit MnSq Measure S.E.
5 27 (2%) 2% -5.05 -4.78 1.0
6 232(13%) 14% -3.11 -3.17 1.0 -6.15 .22
7 971(54%) 68% -.58 -.55 1.0 -3.46 .09
8 536(30%) 98% 3.76 3.67 .9 2.25 .08
9 34(2%) 100% 4.61 5.21 1.1 7.36 .18

29



2018 3

2 5
5
o 2 o
Model = 7,7B,7B,R

§os

e 05

o

g

g

o

o

2
( Bonk
& Ockey 2003) ., FACETS Rasch ( Bias interac—
tion)
6 —
Raters Severity Students Ability Observd Expected Bias Model L
aters Measure Measure Score Score Size S. E.
1 -0.19 48 -0.41 24 21.91 3.74 1.31 2.84
4 1.12 77 -0.81 23 21.44 3.01 1.29 2.34
4 1.12 68 -1.21 23 21.65 2.61 1.29 2.03
4 1.12 69 -1.21 23 21.65 2.61 1.29 2.03
4 1.12 70 -1.21 23 21.65 2.61 1.29 2.03
4 1.12 71 -1.21 23 21.65 2.61 1.29 2.03
1 -0.19 113 -0.03 20 21.72 -2.57 1.12 -2.3
3 -0.01 48 -0.41 20 21.82 -2.78 1.12 -2.48
t( ) 2
o 6 4
( ) 77 5 5
« ”
o 1 48
113 3 48
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