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Error Analysis of Inter—rater Reliability of

the Second Language Writing Performance Assessment
LI Meijuan & LIU Hongyun

Abstract: This research would investigate the extent to which that second language writing performance scores
were influenced by rater effect in large scale assessment in China. Writing samples were obtained from 2427 (1491
females, 936 males) first grade students in Junior high school. The 54 raters in this study were all experienced
specialists in the field of Teaching English as the second language. Each examinee was randomly scored by two
raters. Each writing sample was scored according to five criterion:(DInformation, a 4—point scale was use to measure
content; ) Gracture, which is a 4—point scale used to evaluate the sentence; 3) Mechanics, a 3—point scale is for
the overall structure; @Length, a 2—point scale used to measure the number of words; and (5 Coherence, a 3—point
scale u the expression. The MFRM analysis was completed using Facets software. Three facets were analyzed
including persons, raters, and rating criteria based on Partial credit Model. The findings in this study indicated that
(DRaters differed in severity or leniency. (2)Some raters could not follow the rating scale consistently, while others
could not stay close to their own scoring standard. (3 Raters could be able to maintain an constant level of severity
across all the examinees, but not to all five criteria. @ There was no differential rater functioning related to the
gender of examinees, which also means that the raters maintained a consistent severity or leniency across male and
female examinees. MFRM study had a number of implications for rating issues in L2 writing assessment. Individual
feedbacks can improve the efficiency of rater training to ensure objectivity and fairness of the writing performance
assessment.

Keywords: Writing Performance Assessment; MFRM ; Rater Effect
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