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<ABSTRACT>

Analysis of Korean Language Teacher Assessment on
Middle School Students’ Reading Response Journal
Performance Using Many-Facet Rasch Model

Choi, Sook Ki(Korean National University of Education)

The aims of this paper is to analyze the features of Korean language teacher’s
reading response journal assessment based on Many-Facets Rasch model. For that,
the 15 Korean language teachers work in middle school assessed 30 reading response
journal of middle school students. the rating data was analyzed by the computer
program FACETS (ver 3.71.4, Linacre, 2014), with FACETS analyses run on reading
response journal writing. The results are following. (1) the 2 teachers(13.3%) out of
15 were founded as misfiting raters. (2) In reading response journal assessment
criteria, 'text evaluation’ and 'text content-reader experience connection’ has high
difficulty than the other criteria. (3) rasch model revealed several recurring bias
patterns among rater subgroups. In rater - category bias interactions, Some raters
also rated more severely and more leniently than expected in expression and
grammar. (4) the 5 rating scale seems to be reasonable as a method to define the
reading response journal writing ability by the result of logit number distributions of
each category, as the intervals of the categories.

* Key words: reading response journal, korean language teacher,
assessment pattern, assessment rubric, Many-facet rasch model, facets

program



