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Abstract: This research aimed to investigate whether or not a rater
who has long-term sustainability rating training, good inter-rater
reliability and intra-rater reliability shows rater bias in his intra-rater
reliability. We collect the rating results from the regular test of the
TOCFL Speaking (held at Nov., 2014) at Band A. This research
applies the many-facet Rash measurement by adopting the FACETS
software to analyze the rater severity, rater consistency, and the fit
statistics of the raters. Three major findings discussed in this research
are that: 1) Bias size values between-0.5 to 0.5,t values between-2.0 to
2.0 as standard, only two raters effect its internal consistency to a test
category, shows significant rater bias; 2) Overall, rater bias to
“Describing” task types of frequency than “Answering questions” task
type; 3) individual raters’ S.E. of the different items ranged from 0.015
to 0.039, shows that each rater have a certain stability in his intra-rater
reliability, and individual raters are consistent in their own rating as
most of the fit statistics fall in the acceptable range. So far, only little
research on the speaking assessments which focus on using Chinese as



a second language (CSL) has been done, especially at “rater bias”, and
those which applied many-facet Rasch measurement are even less.
Empirical data from the results of this study will be provided to help
gain a preliminary understanding toward the effects of rater training in
CSL speaking tests, and as a reference for the future rater training.
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