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The current paper intends to exploit the Many Facet Rasch Model to
Article History: investigate and compare the impact of situations (items) and raters on test
Received: April 2024 takers' performance on the Written Discourse Completion Test (WDCT)
Accepted: May 2024 and Discourse Self-Assessment Tests (DSAT). In this study, the

participants were 110 English as a Foreign Language (EFL) students at

Vali-e-Asr University of Rafsanjan in Iran. The students were asked to

KEYWORDS complete the WDCT and rate themselves on that test. Four raters scored
DSAT the WDCT tests. According to the FACETS results, there were significant
Many Facet Rasch differences in students' performance between the two methods. The stable
Model fit statistics and differing levels of difficulty measures for each test
Pragmatic test method indicated that each test had a unique way of differentiating the test
WDCT taker's pragmatic ability. Based on the results, both DSAT and WDCT are

acceptable measures for pragmatic ability; however, there are some fitness
problems in DSAT. This shows the unpredictable pattern of ratings in the
DSAT. It is recommended to have rater training to obtain more accurate
results from the DSAT. Finally, the implications were discussed.

1. Introduction

Over the last few decades, pragmatics has turned into a field that attracts considerable attention
in language teaching research (Mao & He, 2021; Purpura, 2017), and a large array of research studies
on pragmatics assessment have significantly contributed to the advancement of researchers’
understandings of pragmatics as an assessment construct (Roever ,2011; Youn, 2015). To date,
researchers have developed and validated some tests for measuring different aspects of pragmatic
competence. However, measures are prone to contamination by factors other than the construct being
measured.

Construct-irrelevant factors impair validity by adding systematic error variation to scores. This
shows that we can increase validity if we can lessen the influence of construct-irrelevant elements (Wise,
2019). To identify and minimize the impact of the construct irrelevant factors on pragmatics, researchers
have started to examine the role of various factors involved in assessing second /foreign language
pragmatics, such as the rater role (e.g., Alemi & Rezanejad, 2014; Dabbagh& Babaii,2021; Li et al.,
2023; Liu & Xie, 2014; Sydorenko et al., 2014; Taguchi, 2011; Sonnenburg-Winkle et al., 2020;
Tajeddin & Alemi, 2014; Walters, 2007), impacts of test takers’ characteristics on test functioning
(Roever, 2013; Youn & Brown, 2013), development and validation of rating scale (e.g., Chen & Liu,
2016; Derakhshan et al., 2020; Li et al., 2019; Su & Shin, 2024; Youn, 2015), and the function of items
(e.g., Cordier et al., 2019; Roever, 2008).

Despite this increasing attention, the research on assessing the impact of construct irrelevant
factors is mostly limited to some factors, including raters and rating scale functions (e.g., Brown & Ahn,
2012; Li et al., 2023; Liu, 2006; Liu & Xie, 2014; Tajeddin & Alemi, 2014; Youn, 2007). In addition,
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relatively few studies have tried to investigate the impact of rater leniency and item difficulty within
and across different test methods in pragmatics assessment (e.g., Brown & Ahn, 2010; Youn, 2007).
Most of the above-mentioned studies concerned professional raters and focused on native and trained
non-native raters. However, trained raters are not always available to researchers or teachers who want
to assess learners' pragmatic knowledge. Additionally, relatively few studies in the area of pragmatics
have investigated the leniency or severity with which students assess themselves in DSATs (Brown &
Ahn, 2012). Furthermore, to the best of the authors' knowledge, rater effects have not been studied in
the Iranian EFL context.

Obviously, more research is still needed to assess the impact of construct irrelevant factors on
test takers’ performance on pragmatics tests. To contribute to the literature on pragmatic assessment and
to provide more insights into studies related to raters’ variability, the present study investigates the
function of the test method and raters’ leniency in the Iranian EFL context.

2. Background of the Study
2.1. Effective Factors on Testing

A valid test accurately measures what it claims to assess (Sartori & Pasini, 2007). In order to
support the claim of validity, multiple sources of variation in test scores should be investigated
(Grabowski, 2008). Test validity hinges on distinguishing between two key sets of factors: construct-
relevant and construct-irrelevant (Sireci & Faulkner-Bond, 2015). Construct-relevant factors directly
tap into pragmatic competence measurement (Messick, 2012). These include a learner's ability to use
language appropriately in different social contexts (Llosa, 2020), demonstrate politeness strategies, and
achieve communicative goals clearly and effectively (Schroeder, 2021). Construct-irrelevant factors, on
the other hand, can influence scores without reflecting actual pragmatic knowledge (Sherkuziyeva et
al., 2023).

Eckes (2009) proposed a framework of factors affecting scores, particularly in performance
assessment (see Figure 1). According to this framework, construct-irrelevant factors that contribute to
measurement error include the rater effect, variability in the difficulty of the test task, and variability in
the scoring criteria, which he called proximal factors. Moreover, Eckes called the factors that indirectly
affect performance assessment as distal factors. These variables include test-taker traits, characteristics
of raters, and characteristics of situations and physical environments.

Figure 1
Proximal and Distal Factors



Shahi et al. (2025)

Assessment of human behavior is associated with measurement error. Language test
performance, of which performance on the pragmatics test is no exception, is in turn affected by
construct relevant and irrelevant factors simultaneously. While this study acknowledges the importance
of construct-relevant factors, it primarily focuses on construct-irrelevant factors, specifically rater
leniency and test method.

2.2.Pragmatics Testing
2.2.1. Pragmatics Tests

Following the development and validation of six types of pragmatic tests by Hudson et al.
(1992), different studies have developed and validated different tests in different contexts. The tests
were subsequently translated into Japanese by Yamashita (1996), who confirmed that all but MDCT
performed admirably for Japanese as a second language (SL). However, in order to evaluate the six
measures of pragmatics, Enochs and Yoshitake-Strain (1999) administered the tests developed by
Hudson et al. (1992) to 25 Japanese EFL learners. They found that the WDCT and multiple-choice
discourse completion test (MDCT) were problematic in the Japanese EFL context. In a related study,
Brown (2001a) compared different types of pragmatic tests in the Japanese as a Second Language (JSL)
and EFL contexts. He used the data that was collected by Yoshitake (1997) and Hudson et al. (1995).
The results showed that all test types but MDCT and WDCT were reliable in the JSL context. For all
but the MDCT, Ahn (2005) produced Korean versions and tested their efficacy for Korean as a Foreign
Language.

In line with the mentioned studies, some other studies have developed other tests and validated
them in different contexts (e.g., Birjandi & Soleimani, 2013; Brown, 2001b; Farashaiyan et al., 2020;
Grabowski, 2008; Liu, 2004; Matsugu, 2014; Nemati et al., 2014; Roever, 2012; Rose, 1994; Rose &
Ono, 1995; Taguchi, 2011; Xu & Wannaruk, 2018; Yamashita,1997).

Most of the mentioned studies investigated MDCT and WDCT. Relatively few studies have
been conducted to investigate the use of DSAT and the function of test takers as raters in this format of
pragmatics test. Rose and Ng (2001) used a self-assessment questionnaire to investigate the effect of
instruction on the use of compliments. They found no significant effect of instruction, while they found
instruction effective through WDCT tests. Some other studies tried to investigate self-assessment
reliability in different contexts. Bachman and Palmer (1982), applying multi-trait and multi-method,
tried to validate a self-assessed test intended to measure grammatical, pragmatic, and sociolinguistic
competence. The self-ratings of 116 non-native speakers were analyzed, and it was found that the
assessment was reliable.

Liu (2004) developed a DSAT test that was administered to 200 Chinese university students.
He found that the DSAT was one of the most reliable tests in the Chinese EFL context. Brown (2008),
in his study, used role-play self-assessment, among other types of pragmatics tests such as WDCT,
ODCT, and role-play. He found role-play self-assessment is a reliable test to measure a Korean as a
Foreign Language (KFL) learner's pragmatic knowledge.

2.2.2. The Role of Construct Irrelevant Factors in Assessing Pragmatics

Considering the impact of constructed irrelevant factors, some research studies have been
conducted to investigate the impact of raters on pragmatic test results. Most of the studies investigated
the role of raters in assessing test takers' pragmatic knowledge. Liu (2014), using the many-facet Rasch
model, found that the raters showed different amounts of leniency in rating. In his study of the rater
effects on a WDCT pragmatics test, Liu (2014) measured Chinese EFL learners' interlanguage
pragmatic knowledge by administering a DCT that required students to answer questions designed to
elicit certain pragmatic functions. By facet analysis, he found that raters had a general tendency toward
severity. Additionally, they reported significant differences between the raters regarding the rating
severity. Tajeddin and Alemi (2014) investigated the impact of rater training on teachers' rating accuracy
and bias. They found that training can improve non-native teachers' ratings, bringing them closer to
native speaker judgments and increasing their reliability, although it may not necessarily eliminate all
bias.

In another study, Taguchi (2011) investigated the native speaker rater's variability in assessing
test takers' performance on pragmatics tests and found significant differences in rating the test takers'
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performances on the tests regarding the usage of pragmatics and social norms. Roever (2008)
investigated the effect of rater, item, and candidate effects on WDCT. He found that the raters were
similarly consistent in their ratings. Although the raters used a similar strategy for judging the test takers'
performance on the tests, there was no significant bias in their rating.

Relatively few studies were conducted to investigate other construct irrelevant factors,
including impacts of test takers’ characteristics on test functioning (Roever, 2013; Youn & Brown,
2013), the development and validation of rating scales (e.g., Chen & Liu, 2016; Derakhshan, Shakki, &
Sarani, 2020; Li et al., 2019; Youn, 2015), the function of items (e.g., Cordier et al., 2019; Roever,
2007), and test method role (Bardovi & Hartford, 1993; Rose, 1995; Youn, 2015).

2.3.This Study

Overall, three limitations were identified in the literature on pragmatic assessment. First,
relatively few studies have investigated the impact of test methods and non-native raters on pragmatic
assessments. Second, no study has investigated how linearly or severely students can be in assessing
themselves on a DSAT. Third, few studies have explicitly utilized all of Linacre’s (1999, 2002)
guidelines as the basis for evaluating the function of the test method (non-native and untrained), which
reflects leniency within and across WDCT and DSAT.

Therefore, in the present study, Multifaceted Rasch Measurement (MFRM) is used to
investigate whether test methods exercise a systematic influence on pragmatic test results. Moreover,
this study intends to investigate to what degree person ability, situation difficulty, and rater leniency are
different within and across two test methods. To this end, the following research questions are posed:
1. To what extent are person, raters, and situation measures relatively higher or lower on WDCT and
DSAT?

2. How well are the five-point scales functioning on the WDCT, and DSAT?

3. Method
3.1. Participants

In The current study was conducted with 110 students studying at Vali-e-Asr University of
Rafsanjan. The participants ranged in age from 17 and 24 (M=20.2, SD=1.6), selected conveniently
from Translation Studies and English literature students. They had studied English for approximately
five years, and their English proficiency could be rated basically as intermediate. In addition, four raters
participated in the present study. They were MA students in English teaching at Rafsanjan University.
Two of them were female (A and B), and two of them were male (C and D). All raters possessed more
than six years of experience teaching English as a Foreign Language (EFL) in high school settings.
While high school teaching experience may not directly translate to pragmatic test rating expertise, it
demonstrates experience in evaluating student language skills and applying instructional practices
relevant to language use.

3.2. Instrumentation
Describe In this study, WDCT and DSAT were employed (see Appendix A). The WDCT was
the test that was used by Rose (1992). There were six situations of request portrayed in the WDCT to
which the test takers were supposed to react. For example,
You are trying to study in your room and you hear loud music coming from another student’s
room down the hall. You don’t know the student, but you decide to ask them to turn the music
down. What would you say? (Rose, 1992)

For the DSAT, test takers were asked to rate their own performance on each situation on a 5-point scale
ranging from 1 (very bad) to 5 (very good). For example,
You are trying to study in your room and you hear loud music coming from another student’s
room down the hall. You don’t know the student, but you decide to ask them to turn the music
down. What would you say? (Rose, 1992)
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How well do you think that you answer this question?
Very bad < > very good
1 2 3 4 5

A scoring rubric used by Liu (2004) was employed to score the DSAT and WDCT tests. The
scoring scale ranged from 1 (no evidence of considered component knowledge) to 5 (complete
knowledge of that component). The scoring process involved raters evaluating test takers' responses
based on several criteria, including (a) Ability to employ the correct speech act, (b) Levels of politeness,
directness, and formality, (¢) Amount of information given, and (d) Appropriate expressions and
wording (see Appendix B).

3.3.Procedures

The study began with the administration of the WDCT. In the WDCT, participants were
instructed to write short paragraphs in response to six different scenarios. Importantly, they were
informed that there were no specific word limitations. The emphasis was on conveying the message
clearly and concisely within a short paragraph format. To minimize the influence of time pressure on
performance, participants were given ample time (about 2 hours) to complete the WDCT. Following
each scenario, participants were asked to self-assess their responses based on provided criteria. After
participants completed the self-assessment section and returned their WDCT booklets, the evaluation
process began. Four independent raters, all Master's students in English Teaching with extensive
experience (over six years) in EFL high schools, were enlisted to assess the participants' responses. To
guarantee consistent scoring across raters, they received some instruction on the WDCT rubric prior to
evaluation. There was no formal training. The instruction only focused on familiarizing them with the
specific pragmatic aspects being assessed in the scenarios, the detailed scoring criteria outlined in the
rubric, and applying the rubric consistently by evaluating sample responses. Finally, each rater
independently scored all WDCT responses using the standardized rubric, ensuring reliable evaluation
of participants' pragmatic competence.

3.4.Data Analysis

To analyze the data, the FACETS software program (Linacre, 2006) was used. Here, Facet was
run three times to conduct the analyses for the present study: First, rater leniency, item difficulty, and
person ability in WDCT were estimated. Next, student leniency and item difficulty in the DSAT were
estimated, and in the final run of the FACETS, the effect of the test method was estimated.

4. Results

4.1.General Results

Table 1 shows the general results on the facets of the study: person's ability (referred to as person),
rater's severity (referred to as rater), and situation difficulty (referred to as situation) in both WDCT and
DSAT. Five statistics are provided for each facet in both tests: fit, error of measurement, separation,
chi-square (fixed), and reliability.

In Rash analysis, all of the facets should meet the expectations of the model. Elements that do
not meet the theoretical expectations are called misfits. Here, the first column of the table displays how
many people, raters, and situations were not fit for the model or considered misfits. McNamra (1996)
suggests that values exceeding the mean by plus or minus two standard deviations should be considered
outliers. There were four misfitting examinees for the WDCT. This indicates that the responses of these
individuals deviated from the expected pattern for the WDCT. Notably, there were no misfitting raters
or situations identified for the WDCT, suggesting good consistency in scoring and assessment context.
On the other hand, 6 test takers were found to be misfit for the DSAT. Moreover, there were 4 misfitting
self-assessors and one misfitting situation for the DSAT. The presence of misfitting self-assessors
suggests some individuals might have provided inaccurate self-evaluations, while the misfitting
situation indicates one specific context might not have been well-captured by the DSAT.

It is important to acknowledge that the estimates are not without error. RMSE (Root of Mean
Square Standard Error) is an index of measurement error. Here, it is shown by RMSE, which refers to
all non-extreme measures. While there is not a single acceptable range for RMSE in Rasch analysis,
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generally, lower RMSE values indicate a better model fit. Values closer to zero suggest a stronger fit
between the observed data and the model predictions. The RMSE values (.63 and.15, for person and
situations, respectively) on DSAT are relatively higher than values on WDCT (.25 and.06, for person
and situations, respectively). The RMSE for raters on WDCT is low enough to indicate the rater's fitness
to the model. However, the high RMSE for student ratings on the DSAT shows that they may not align
as well with the model's predictions as desirable. The separation index is a measure of how many distinct
levels of persons, items, raters, and so on exist in the sample (Myford & Wolfe, 2004). Higher separation
indices are desirable. A separation index of 1.5 or higher is generally considered acceptable for
distinguishing between examinees' abilities (person separation). This indicates a good spread of person
and item locations on the latent variable being measured. For example, a separation index of 3.98 and
13 for persons and raters, respectively, indicates that there are about 4 distinct levels of persons and
about 13 distinct strata of raters. As Table 1 shows, all the separation indices for the WDCT, except for
situation, are higher than those of the DSAT.

The reliability index is an indicator of how reliably the program software is able to differentiate
between the elements of the facets. According to Linacre (1999), this indicates the differences in
reproducibility of the measures. In addition, this shows how ‘‘good’’ the test is in other respects (Brown
& Ahn, 2011). High (near 1.0) reliability is preferred. In this study, all measures seem to be reliable or
consistent for both tests. However, the reliability index of measures in the WDCT is higher than the
reliability index in the DSAT.

Fixed (all same) chi-square tests address the hypothesis that a set of elements shares the same
measure after allowing for measurement error (Linacre, 1996). The fixed hypotheses tested in the
present studies are:

All persons have the same level of ability

All raters have the same level of leniency

All items have the same level of difficulty

The analysis revealed that all of the chi-square (fixed) statistics were significant (p <.01) in this
study, leading to the rejection of all null hypotheses for both the WDCT and DSAT. This shows that
the elements being compared are statistically different in all cases.

Table 1
General Results of Facet Analysis

Test method  Misfit RMSE Separation  Reliability  Chi- Probability
square
WDCT
Person 4 0.25 3.98 0.88 858.8 .00
Raters 0 0.05 13 99 270.0 .00
Situations 0 0.06 8 0.97 165.67 .00
DSAT
person 6 0.63 2.36 .70 80.06 .00
Student 4 0.63 2.36 .70 80.06 .00
Raters
situations 1 0.15 8.72 .95 102.5 .00

4.2.Facet Ruler for WDCT

The facet vertical map (Figure 2) visually represents the relationship between the levels of the
analyzed factors. The first column represents the interval scale of all facets in Logit. So, this column
can be used as a frame of reference to compare the facets. The second column displays Person ability
and each of the asterisks (*) represents two students, and each dot (.) represents one student.
Conventionally, the mean of the facets is set at 0 in Rasch-related analyses. So, values above 0 indicate
higher personability, item difficulty, rater severity, and so on. A student with zero Logit ability would
have a 50 percent chance to answer an item with an average level of difficulty correctly. The last column
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displays the severity of the categories on the scale used to score WDCT. As the column shows, the
distance between the categories is not the same. The implication is that treating the categories of the
scoring scale as intervals, a common practice in non-IRT procedures would be misleading. Therefore,
in all the columns of Figure 2, the most able persons, the severest raters, the most difficult situations
(items), and the most difficult categories fall at the top of the respective columns.

Figure 2
WDCT Facet Ruler
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As Figure 2 shows, students’ abilities range from -.70 to 2.51, and most of the students were
between -.50 and 2 logits. The second column represented the rater's leniency in Logit. The raters’
leniency was between .55 and .53. The third column indicates the item's difficulty. In line with the
interpretation of the other columns, items with negative logit values are easier than average, while those
with positive logit values are more difficult than average. In this study, situations 1 and 2 were the
easiest with -.44 logit difficulty, and situation 3 was the most difficult one with. 37 logit difficulty.
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Figure 3 depicts the DSAT facets. Student abilities (Column 2) ranged from -1 to 3 logits. Student
leniency (Column 3) varied between -3 and 2 logits. Situation difficulty (Column 4) revealed that
Situation 2 was the easiest, while Situations 4 and 6 were the most difficult.

Figure 3
DSAT Facet Ruler
Measu |+pesons -students leniency|-items|Scale
- 3+ r 1 + (5) A
¥ 4
wewk ]
Tededededd
L 1 4 | Tededehdedehdedefddhhd | 4 T u
E R =
4 6
SR R R SR TR o O
3
sl
L 0 =+ L kkkkhkhdhhhdhk + 5 + 3 A
1
2
L -1 4+ | i 1 i
L 2 1t 1 1 ]
TR AN 2
-3 + + + (D -
Measr| * = 2 =1 -items|Scale

4.4. Examining Central Tendency Effect for WDCT

Conceptually, rater's central tendency is defined as the overemployment of the central
categories of a rating scale by raters. According to Myford and Wolfe (2004), the Rater central tendency
can manifest itself in one of the following ways: (1) A rater is able to accurately assess the highest and
lowest performing test takers; however, he tends to inaccurately assign a middle category rating to those
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falling between the two extremes. (2) A rater cannot differentiate the categories along the entire scale
and assigns all the test takers middle-category ratings. Raters' central tendency is displayed in Table 2.

Table 2
Category Statistics for WDCT
Data Quality Control
Category Counts Cum. Avge EXxp. Outfit
Score Total Used % % Meas Meas MnSq Measure  S.E.

1 83 83 3% 3% -.16 -43 1.3
2 345 345 13% 16% -11 -.08 11 -1.69 12
3 885 885 34% 50% .32 .37 8 -.81 .06
4 879 879 33% 83% 94 .90 1.0 .64 .05
5 448 448 17% 100% 1.47 1.46 1.0 1.86 .06

Table 2 shows the categories used to rate the test takers. The second, fourth, and fifth columns
display the frequency, percentage, and cumulative percentage of ratings assigned by raters, respectively.
The data reveals a clear tendency for categories 3 and 4, with 34% and 33% of all ratings assigned to
these categories, respectively. Therefore, the distribution of ratings is not evenly spread across all
categories of the rating scale. However, the raters used the lower categories (1 and 2) 16% of the time
and the higher rating categories (4 and 5) 50% of the time. This shows that despite some tendencies
toward central categories, the function of the scales is acceptable.

In addition, Figure 4 shows the probability curve for WDCT. A bell-shaped probability curve
is desirable. In this case, the curves are not completely bell-shaped, indicating that the scale functioning
is not perfect. However, their near bell shape suggests that the scale functioning is acceptable.

Figure 4
Probability Curve for WDCT
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The categories that were used by students to rate their own performance in DSAT, based on
frequency count (%) and percentage of rating (cum-%), were category 3 (36%), followed by category
4 (32%), category 5 (20%), category 2 (10%), and category 1 (1%). The students used the lower
categories (1 and 2) 12% of the time and the higher rating categories (4 and 5) 52% of the time (Table
3). The width of the probability curve (Figure 5) and the whole frequency presented in category statistics

(Figure 6) suggest that the category usage in the DSAT was resealable.

Table 3
Category Statistic for DSAT
Data Quality Control
Category Counts Cum. Avge EXxp. Outfit
Score Total Used % % Meas Meas MnSq Measure  S.E.
1 8 8 1% 1% -.04 -1.17 1.8
2 64 64 10% 12% -.68 -41 8 -2.88 37
3 227 227 36% 48% .60 54 1.1 -.21 15
4 202 202 32% 80% 1.64 1.71 8 1.23 10
5 159 123 20% 100% 3.12 3.05 1.0 2.87 13
Figure 5
Probability Curve for DSAT
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4.6. Test Method
4.6.1. Facet Ruler of Test Methods

The effect of the two different methods on students’ performance in the six situations is
illustrated in Figure 6. As the figure reveals, student abilities range from -1 to 4 logits, considering the
testing methods. Additionally, the two methods themselves exhibit varying difficulty levels centered
around zero logits. The scenarios themselves also present differing levels of difficulty, ranging from -1
to 1 logits. It is important to note that the unequal distances between categories in the last column of
Figure 6 indicate the scale categories are not on an interval scale. Rasch analysis assumes an underlying
interval scale for the latent variable being measured. This means the difference between any two
categories on the scale should be consistent and reflect equal differences in the underlying variable.
Unequal distances between categories suggest the scale is not truly capturing equal intervals in the latent
variable.

Figure 6
Ruler for Test Method
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4.6.2. Test Method Measure

Table 4 details the method's difficulty. The reliability index of .80 indicates the consistency of
test method measures. As Table 4 shows, the fixed hypothesis that the two methods had the same level
of difficulty is rejected by a significant chi-square (chi square= 5, p=0.02). Thus, the two methods are
significantly different in terms of difficulty.

Table 4

Test Method Measure
Methods Measure Error Fit
WDCT .08 0.5 .99 0.99
SDCT -.08 0.5 1.0 1.02
Mean .00 0.5 .01 1.00
SD A1 .00 0.2 .02

Fixed (all same) chi-square: 5.0; significance (probability): .02; Reliability .80, RSM .05;
separation 2.01

5. Discussion

Regarding the first research question, the FACETS analyses showed that there are differences
in the average ratings assigned to different persons and situations. Person and situation measures show
that the elements within both WDCT and DSAT are significantly different. Moreover, they are different
across the test methods. These differences might result from the rating that each test method requires.
The stable fit statistics for raters on WDCT, which show raters' predictable behavior, indicate raters
reliably assessed the test takers' performance on WDCT. This finding suggests that raters had internal
consistency and that their actions were not by chance. However, a significant chi-square and a high
separation index (13) show substantial variability across the rater measures in terms of leniency. Fit
statistics for raters (students as raters) on DSAT are not as stable as they might be. This finding shows
that students' performance in assessing their own performance is not predictable, and there are some
signs of inconsistencies. In addition, significant Chi squares suggest that they have meaningful
differences in their leniency. The rater finding of this study is in line with most of the previously
conducted studies that found raters' severity or leniency levels were different (e.g., Brown &Ahn, 2010;
Li et al, 2023; Grabowski, 2008; Liu & Xie, 2014; Sonnenburg-Winkler et al., 2020; Youn, 2007).
However, Rover (2006) didn’t find any difference among raters’ performance in DCT.

The FACETS general results showed that the situations' difficulties are significantly different
within the WDCT and DSAT. The situations on the WDCT stably differentiated between varying
degrees of the 110 test takers’ pragmatic abilities. However, the fit statistics of DSAT are not stable.
This shows that there is no predictable pattern for the assigned scores by raters (students as raters) to
the situations on the DSAT. This might result from the test taker's lack of experience, which leads them
to underestimate or overestimate their own abilities and assign scores to themselves by using the rating
scale that was selected by chance.

The method measure and the method vertical map showed that the mentioned differences are
significant across the test methods. The significant chi-square for the difficulty differences between the
test methods indicates that test methods exercise a systematic influence on test takers' performance on
pragmatic tests. However, a stable infit finding shows that both methods firmly distinguished between
varying degrees of the test taker’s pragmatic ability. The stable fit statistics and divergent levels of
difficulty of test method measures indicate that both tests have a unique way of differentiating the test
taker's pragmatic ability.

While the findings suggest systematic differences between the two test types, the facet analysis
in this study does not provide sufficient evidence to definitively recommend one test method as a
superior measure of Iranian EFL learners' pragmatics ability. Despite the shortcomings that the tests
have in terms of their fitness and variations in difficulty measures, both of the tests are acceptable in
terms of their functioning level, and they exercise a unique way of measuring learners' ability. However,
in line with Tajeddin and Alemi (2014), this study would like to suggest that for obtaining an accurate
result from the mentioned test methods, it's better to have rater training, especially for the
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DSAT. Moreover, this study would like to suggest that DSAT should not be used for decision-making
purposes. If the test takers know the decision that will be made by the result of the test, they will
overestimate their own performance.

Regarding the second research question, the functioning of the five-point scales and raters’
tendency to use the middle categories can be measured by person measures. At the group level, if raters
exhibit a central tendency, there should be a lack of variation between persons in the level of
performance; therefore, a non-significant chi-square value shows a group-level central tendency
(Myford & Wolfe, 2004). The findings of this study (chi-square =858.8, p<.05, and chi-square = 80.06,
p<.05, respectively for WDCT and DSAT) showed that there is no group-level central tendency in the
test methods. And relatively high separation reliabilities (.88 and.70, respectively, for WDCT and
DSAT) suggest that raters reliably differentiated test takers in their level of performance. These findings
don’tisuggestxheaeistenceyofgroup-level central tendencies in the test methods. We can conclude that
the usage ofrmiddlekcategories that are used in rating is not due to the rater’s inability to distinguish
between scale categories, or what Myford and Wolfe (2004) put as resorting to "middle-of-the-road"
rating. Moreover, all of the raters finished the rating procedure at a convenient time (both in WDCT and
DSAT, by considering the fact that enough time was allocated to them for rating); therefore, the usage
of middle categories is not due to fatigue. According to Myford and Wolfe (2004), "If a rating procedure
requires raters to work for several days, there may be raters who are prone to fatigue or boredom" (p.
391) and show lower levels of accuracy in distinguishing between the scales and try to use the middle
categories.

Although the scale functioning at the group level was acceptable, and there was no significant
central tendency at the group level, there were some signs of central tendencies at the individual level.
Individual levels of central tendency can be detected by rater fit statistics. A fit statistic lower than 1
implies a central tendency. In WDCT, fall raters’ fit(statistics are around 1. This suggests that there is
little variation between raters observed and expected scores. Therefore, there is a small degree of central
tendency at the individual level. However, in DSAT, there is a larger variation in fit statistics. This
shows that there is a greater degree of central tendency.

The probability curves that are hill-like with little overlap show good scale functioning.
Although the individual central tendency of DSAT is somehow greater than that of WDCT (as
mentioned, the variation of the fit statistic from 1 was larger in the DSAT), the probability curve of
DSAT is much steeper and hill-like, and the curve of WDCT is much flat with somehow more overlap.
This can be explained by considering the fact that the number of raters in the DSAT was higher than in
the WDCT, which only had four raters. Overall, we can say the scale functioning on DSAT and WDCT
at the group level is reasonably acceptable. However, the scale functioning seems better in the DSAT.

The current study's findings on scale functioning align with previous research. Liu (2014)
observed that Chinese raters using the WDCT performed well, with no significant central tendency.
However, Brown and Ahn (2010) suggest that scales used in self-assessment role-play contexts function
better than the WDCT and ODCT. This suggests that the effectiveness of a scale might depend on the
assessment context. Building on these findings, Su and Shin (2024) proposed that the format,
discriminatory power, and pedagogical value of rating scales all contribute to their effectiveness.
Additionally, they emphasized the importance of rater perceptions regarding the ease of use and
perceived effectiveness of the scales. These insights highlight the need to consider not only the statistical
properties of scales but also their usability and rater acceptance for optimal functioning.

6. Conclusion

The current study intended to detect the impact of test type on students' performance and also
to determine the variability of the elements within each test method, including items, raters, and testers.
Two test formats, written and self-assessment, were used in this study. The analysis showed that
students’ measures varied significantly. It served as a markerdor various levels of ability, demonstratingV
that the tests were able to distinguish between test takers of different levels of ability.

The findings showed that test items and situations had different levels of difficulty in both tests.
Although the items were the same in both tests, there were some differences in their difficulty. It may
be related to the scoring. Students, as raters in the DSAT, may overestimate or underestimate their own
ability to score themselves, and because of that, they may use some extreme scale in rating themselves.
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The analysis revealed significant differences in rater leniency, suggesting that raters did not consistently
apply the rating scale. However, this finding does not necessarily imply a lack of internal consistency.
Other factors, such as individual rater tendencies, could also explain these differences. Furthermore, the
findings indicate systematic variation in how the two test types (WDCT and DSAT) measured test-taker
performance. This suggests that the tests might capture different aspects of performance, or there might
be differences in the difficulty levels of the tasks used in each test. To improve the accuracy of future
test administrations, particularly for the DSAT, it might be beneficial to implement rater training
beforehand. This training could focus on ensuring consistent application of the rating scale and fostering
a shared understanding of the performance characteristics being assessed by each test.

Limitations

This study only used two test methods to find out the interaction between the test method and
other elements, such as the rater on pragmatic tests. Other test types could have contributed to this study.
Because of the nature of the DSAT, which requires students to assess themselves, and the nature of the
multi-faceted software, it was impossible to compare group raters. Rates only were investigated in their
own group.

Implications

This study has implications for teachers and researchers. This study suggests that DSAT can be
used as a valid test type for measuring learners’ pragmatic knowledge. In addition, this study encourages
researchers to use multi-facets in their studies. Multi-facet has great potential to measure the impact of
different factors on the test, and because pragmatic assessment is new in the language testing field, it is
suggested to employ multi-facet more in further pragmatic studies.
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Appendix A: Pragmatic Tests

DSAT

Name: .......cooviiiiiiiiiinn..

Below are six situations. Score yourself based on the scales that were provided after each item.

1

You are trying to study in your room and you hear loud music coming from another
student’s room down the hall. You don’t know the student, but you decide to ask them to
turn the music down. What would you say?

YOU:

How well do you think that you answer this question?

Very bad <---- > very good
1 2 3 4 5

You missed class and need to borrow a friend’s notes. What would you say?

How well do you think that you answer this question?
Very bad <---- > very good
1 2 3 4 5

You need a ride home from school. You notice someone who lives down the street from you
is also at school, but you haven’t spoken to this person before. You think they might have a
car. What would you say?

How well do you think that you answer this question?
Very bad <---- > very good
1 2 3 4 5

A student in the library is making too much noise and disturbing other students. A librarian
decides to ask the student to quiet down. What will the librarian say?
LIBRARIAN:

How well do you think that you answer this question?
Very bad <---- > very good
1 2 3 4 5

Your term paper is due, but you haven’t finished it yet. You want to ask your professor for
an extension. What would you say?

YOU:

How well do you think that you answer this question?

Very bad <---- > very good
1 2 3 4 5

A professor wants a student to present a paper in class a week earlier than scheduled. What
would the professor say?

PROFESSOR
How well do you think that you answer this question?
1 2 3 4 5
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WDCT Questionnaire

Name: ......cooovviiiiiiiiin,

Below are six situations. Read the description of each situation and write down either what you would
say in that situation, or what you think the person in the situation would say.

1

N

You are trying to study in your room and you hear loud music coming from another student’s
room down the hall. You don’t know the student, but you decide to ask them to turn the music
down. What would you say?

YOU:

You missed class and need to borrow a friend’s notes. What would you say?

You need a ride home from school. You notice someone who lives down the street from you is also
at school, but you haven’t spoken to this person before. You think they might have a car. What
would you say?

YOU:

A student in the library is making too much noise and disturbing other students. A librarian decides
to ask the student to quiet down. What will the librarian say?

LIBRARIAN:

Your term paper is due, but you haven’t finished it yet. You want to ask your professor for an
extension. What would you say?

YOU:

A professor wants a student to present a paper in class a week earlier than scheduled. What would
the professor say?
PROFESSOR:

Appendix B: Scoring Rubric

Grade Criteria

(Demonstrates | —

5 ~ Correct speech act is elicited.

Expressions and wording are completely appropriate.

The amount of information given is completely

appropriate.

~ Levels of formality, directness, and politeness are
completely appropriate.

excellence) -

4 Correct speech act is elicited.

(Demonstrates | -

good command
with only limited

Expressions and wording are mostly appropriate.
The amount of information given is appropriate.
Levels of formality, directness, and politeness are

difficulties) mostly appropriate.
3 — Correct speech act is elicited.
(Demonstrates | — Expressions and wording are generally appropriate.
adequate ~ The amount of information given is generally

command with
some weakness)

appropriate.
Levels of formality, directness, and politeness are
generally appropriate.

2
(Falls below
expectations)

Intended speech act is vaguely implied but may cause
misunderstanding.

Expressions and wording are non-typical but still
acceptable.

The amount of information given is inappropriately
much or little but still acceptable.

Levels of formality, directness, and politeness are not
very appropriate but still acceptable.

1
(Unacceptable)

Incorrect speech act or no speech act is elicited.
Expressions and wording are not appropriate.

The amount of information given is either too much
or too little.

Levels of formality, directness, and politeness are not
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