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Abstract

To develop rubrics through the analysis of The Many-Facet Rasch Measurement Partial Credit Model
(MFRM-PCM) and optimizing rating scale category effectiveness benefits in helping determine an appropriate
number of score levels in rubrics development. Rubrics development through this model allows for
the investigation of validity and reliability by analyzing more than two facets related to assessment. This is
suitable for performance assessments where raters are involved in assessment results. This academic article is
written to provide knowledge and understanding to teachers and educators about the concept of MFRM-PCM
and optimizing rating scale category effectiveness analysis, offering examples of analysis and interpretation.
The aim is to help readers apply this in rubrics development in a school or institution context. Developing
rubrics prepares teachers for competency-based learning, where learners demonstrate learning outcomes

through performance or work that reflects their knowledge, attitudes, and skills. It also assists university
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instructors in aligning their teaching with learning assessment standards in higher education, which emphasizes

developing learners to achieve expected learning goals through assessment and feedback.

Keywords: Many-Facet Rasch Measurement Partial Credit Model, Performance Assessment, Educational

Statistics, Rating Scale Category Effectiveness, Rubrics
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NS UINHIUNTIRTzmglueanshirgwuuuEuLUUTa gAY TEN o UTI T atLaENSUSY
Usganduastduazuuy fuselovdlunisdisdaduladiuiuseduazuuuresinueinisussifiufitnunzas
Tunsgvrumsimunguinld mafmuguindumsinsesiselunat aiunsansasoumiunsiuazaLiwiu
meTgiraiistesiunsussiiuldinnndn 2 Wies Famngaufunisssfiunau fORATUseSudm
Aerdadunslinanisusudiu unarudvnsideududelianuiuasanudlatuagviotinnsfnulasialy
AerfuuunAnyesnisiinnginisuiuussansuassiuazuuunazlvimoianisiesziuas uanalneiiiinane
TunslgeuanansainlyussgndldlunsimuisuinluniunlsassunSeaniufnuld n1siauisuindielvag
wisamFeudmiunsdnmsSeuisiuaussausiiosyseifiudiFouiiunsuoavienanuiiazsiounnuy 1anad uas
vinwgveafi3ou waze1915dseiuuminedeiidesinniniousliaenadestuunsgiunisuseifiunisisous
Tusgiugaudnuiiumswmundisouliussadmunemsiseusiinia i iumsussdiulagldguinuaznisiideya
doundu

AdARy: lumanshirvuuuusduiuunatzesddsznovvessnad nsdsadunmaufin adfnisnsdne

nsuFulssAvinassauaziuy, §U3N

uni (Introduction)

Tunsusziliunaun wesesdlontinisanunndingninldlunisussilivinuevesiSeude JUsn (Rubrics)
= & d' N A a [ a va v a Aa I A Ao I3 a
mLUumsmmammmzaﬂumsﬂizL@JuwaawamiﬂgummamLiauwmmmsﬂwaumamaﬂwmzLUu‘UmEJLUm
(Open-ended) Ingsuiniivsglevulunistiessynnninvesinuelundazinaainisuseidiy (Criteria) H1uusseny
anwag (Description) NA1anisligiseusauaniean Tuseduazuuu (category/level) iunna1siu (Jonsson, 2022;
Panadero & Jonsson, 2013; Popham, 1997; Stevens & Levi, 2012) usnilinisuseifiufiaudaau wagdigli

o

Seusuiinadinisussliuildlunsussiliuinurvesnuies nmsvhanudiladeyadeundu (Feedback) Tutaniu

a2

UssenganvugNaan e siazsauaziunluguin YIglvgSeuaunsaUseliunauvewmuies (Self-Assessment)
warldtayadoundudinaidlunisimuinasiuvesnuiesliussqinaainisuseiiivluseduasula n1sldsusn

lunsuszdfiunwes HrelifiFouaunsaiugesinsenihadmunenisdeudiaaniaiuanuaiusanues 3aeli

= Y = 2

Aseuliujduiusiunsiieuitasinuinssuiunsissuiaugluiunsiauinadnuveinues dan1suseiiunuies

o [

TneldvoyadounauiotJussrisznaudifgauesnisuseiliuiionnuinuinusenmul (Formative Assessment)

U
v v

%amuwsmﬂwlﬂiﬁiﬂ,éfﬁﬂuﬂw5ﬁﬂ19'1isé‘fuﬂwsﬁﬂm%’uﬁugmuazqmﬁﬂm (Brookhart & Chen, 2015; Furtak, 2022;
Harris & Brown, 2022; Jénsson, 2022; Pancorbo et al., 2021)
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dmdulszamvesguinannsfnwienasuasidideiAsades wuin suinitiingnianlduasinising
mnﬁqmﬁa gﬁmwumﬁmu (holistic rubrics) LLazEU%mLUULLaﬂadﬁUizﬂaU (Analytic Rubrics) (Brookhart, 2018,
Jénsson, 2022) IngFUsnkuuasATRLtuNMIUTsunmsmvemay lngluwiazseauvesmesuienmuninazlsenou
ufhenmuamesiUszneusineg firsusinglunay duguinuuuienasdUsnaudzuenesdusznausieg sonsidy
189 warUsliiuAuAINUBILAaYaIRUTENOUKENEANIINAY JUSNHUUBIATINEAMUMINgaNiun1sUsELliuwuuasy
53 (Summative) 3emsUsziuaualvg (Large-scale) osmnannsausaidiuldegrsgniadlunaniisands Tuvas
fisudnuuunenesdUseneumnzdmiunsUssfiuluviesSeuiidunisussiliudeiamun Wesananunsalideya

goundulunsiaudisouldaziden szygaudmisdeuvesinuedisould widedddailunisuszifivuinniy

U

o v a a

(Jonsson & Svingby, 2007; Jénsson, 2022) Tnsdauuszneudfiddguessuind 3 dau taun inasinasusediu

v Y

R Y N a

JEAUAZILIL UagA1uTIenenmn N nanasinisUsuludunisssytilssiuddgviodadidesdunaainauwas /vse
a wa ay vy g & o = & o o = a wa

nsU RN Tngenafilansus 1 Ussnuvuld seiunsuuursonunmiiuinnussduaunmeesnursensujuifnu
fnanislusdazinarinisyszdivanndesluunn drudrussersqunimdudeiuieidsvioununmeuwas /3o
nsufURnuluudssAuazuLrasnueinIsUsEEIL (Brookhart, 2018; Moskal, 2000; Popham, 1997)

agalsfiny Anuvimeysynaniavesnisiauguinde mstmuaswuszAuazLuuivuzadlun s
nsUszliuudazde tneannsfnyiienaisuazuideiifeidesiunisimunsusn swud ldingunaeilunisimun
UIUTTAUATLUUTITALIY (Moskal, 2000; Reddy, 2011) HlaIUIFUINANTAEHIINATIMUATIUIUTEAUAL MUUYTE

szyieSuienunmeunsen1sujifnuneuild TnedWmunsusndeddnseiinasinisUsadu dWeinnsaninnad

v
v

nsUszutuiitfnauniwerlstefiosdanalunisussdiu weridulasadns (Outline) Vinweauinas
nsUseidiu vieanunsadmuaaadilunisiunanuuanssve sinwe S suiidosnsusuiiu vieldnisiimun
AnueanTsdevinueiiug 1wy sivuaanuaavidlilsenaudie fun @ weld asusuuse wazantuTessyd
UssngAuAnIUvseNsUfuRnuluwsiasseau lnedinnswauedin SruusyiuazuuumsTinous 2 sedutuly udlsiiu
6 SLHU %aTmaﬁﬂULLﬁa%agiuﬂN 3 019 5 5¥AU (Brookhart, 2018; Clarkson & Luca, 2001; Griffith & Lim, 2012;
Klimovski, 2013; Moskal, 2000; Popham, 1997)

nanumeglunsimuaduussiuasuuuiwy asiuldiiiannguinasderinziuazdnduladn
SrunuseiuazuuLvsanusinisUsziliunisluguinve sz lisuuisy iy feunafinmsfmuasiuussiuannly
919dIHanTENUABNITUsSEIEY WU iUsslivduanuazsuniumsdnduls wavernden1siinanisussidiueging
AudUANN (Thao, 2023) uenanniidsiluseiiuditnisnistiausii EU'%ﬂmmmﬁizé’U%LLuuﬁLmnﬁmﬁummmm%
nsUsziliunsiazde Geamnsadivanniudndosviesni (Rater Effect) lunisussiliuvosiussifiuld wasvinus
Ueetheiignuasiisua 2 seruwinty wu selivi wssunteuvselinIoamen 1udu Uohnson et al, 2009;
Jonsson & Panadero, 2017; Linacre, 2002) #3tfu 91n#ina1u19198u axfulddn duneunsivunsssuas LUy
lugusniiaumainvany Gﬁuagj uffiannuardnvazvesinueifosnsuseiiu wagmnszduazuuuiidnnuiiunnld
fionedamansznusienansUssiiuviovnntosluflienaduuniinuemudifusziiudesnsld

ogalsfinny lunsianazyszifiunamanisinun funanisiaiviegiausuinlunsdndulafetu
FunuszduazuuuivIzaniunsUseuineeld Ae TunanisTiaziuuunsdiuuuunansosduszneuressad
(Many-facet Rasch measurement partial credit model: MFRM-PCM) Tagldn1sitasiginnsusulss@vsuarasssau

AgkUU (Rating scale category effectiveness) U84 Linacre (2002) (Thepsathit & Tangdhanakanond, 2024) Fadu
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nsiATIERTERUATLUNAIEnaaInnIsEesUsnlUldlunsyseliuinue warliaseriuseEnSnavesusag sy
azuuueniduneteinsvilifotesinag WeamvaeusziuazuuniiiiussavinalumsUssidiuvinug Gaelgiaun
fifoyaidelsuadmsuriglunsdndulandlonieusulsegusndmiunsuirluly (Linacre, 1994a; Linacre 2002;
Pancorbo et al,, 2021) Taglauinan1slfALHULUIEIULUUNAN80IAUTENBUVBITI@TLATN 15I1ASIE KB USY

UsyanSuavasseaunshuulsyadennanalull

Tunan1siiAzLULUISEIULUUKa1889AUSENaUYRI518% (Many-Facet Rasch Measurement

Partial Credit Model)

Tunanishinzuuuunsdiunuunatsesduszneuvessvd iulumaiimuisoidesnainlunana e
84AUIENBUYII1aY (Many-facet Rasch measurement model) ﬁLﬂqumamzqamaﬂ? (Rasch model) flaansa
Ansgvirigaldious 3 sentuly Tnedrdmien vneds ssdussneuiiieatostunsusadiu wu §iFou wwissle

Uszidiy viseguseiu Tumanislirsuuuunsdiunuunaigesduseneuvessadilaunisesil (Linacre, 1994a)

P... .
I nikj

_nki \_ B _p. —
1= Phixj mooTke

e In(Ppikj/1 = Ppix;) Ao anunasifulunisgnussidiulasgussidy j deszduazuuu k lude
Mo i vesfaou n sanunsaeduneldan B, — Dy — o Tnodl By, fio mnuanunsavesiiSouaudl n Dy, fe
AueNvessERUATLLLA k ludednwd i uay C; fo nsnaRziULYesUsEiuALT

naunslanadenan asdiuldilnad azdmmimiesduresnisgnussdiulassueraruansa
YeaffiFou ANueINYBIsERUATIULULIASesTTe uaznsAnAztuLvesiUstud A nsuiulaenss Sl
MAengiiieianeiedlionisusaiulieuasuarmuifieshuniengiieeiifsstesimun Tufiennse
AATIENNITNAALLULYRIHU ST ULAL ANARRTEAUALLULLENT18TBLABN A (Eckes, 2009; Eckes, 2019; Myford &
Wolfe, 2004; Thepsathit & Tangdhanakanond, 2024) Tagluinan1sIiALLULUINAIULUUNAI8D AUszneviias
uwansnanlnanatgesflsEneukUuUNAnssannTIsiiuen Slumanansesdusenauaresutsainaiianiuves
aunneiudeaie By, — D — Fy — C; Fudunisiwnanuiiasdulasuenainueinvesdesiaiuuas
AINNBINTEFUATLULDBNANNAY (Linacre, 1994a) datiu lulsinanatsesdusynaunuuUnd Tofianuusayioays
ANINYBITERUAZLLLIINAL AdefUTULULTe AR sdaUTELNNLUL TN UsTINAIR (rating scale) UANFn9aTn
Tunansirzuuuusduuuuasesdusznauiitednuusiasdoasiausnvesazuuuuandieiy adefudnuus
voanFesioUszlmguin

Tumanslvzuuuusdunuuansesduszneuvesnad Jegnihaninsziniesioszanitliuanisney
1nNIEDsA (polytomous item) Adsenderusziivlunisuseifiu Fsluaaunisaldsndn dnezidunisuseidy
aaUFoRAldsusnuarfUsnifiulunisUssfiuanuanunsalunisujiivesiitou Feornduldinanisujua
TunsiBoud 1Wu aua3 Awl Msuans Madiey vidensthiauenasy Wudy wazanaunisvesluina Ainsiivue
seivvesn e ndusede Jumnzauduguiniifinarinisussiiunanede Tudnvasveaguinuuuuenesdusznoy
TnesasiBenreaunfnuazmadasug Mdlunsimsmeilunanaisesduseneu anunsafnvifisduldannauves

Thepsathit and Tangdhanakanond (2024)
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mMInziiausuuseansuaseaunzuuy (An Analysis of Rating Scale Category Effectiveness)

Linacre (2002) lstinausuumslumsiiasgiiieusulssaninaszsduazuuuveansussana Ingld
MIATIERIINADATTAUATILUU (category statistics) 31NATATIEALUAANTS IAATLLUUNEIULUUMA98IAUTENOU
yoes1atenelUsunsy Facets (Linacre 2022) Fasiosnfitnidelfineuumaiananlulssgndlifuiniasionsinuas
Uszillunafifidnvaziduniosdeilvinzsuuuldinnniiassan laud umsuszunurvieuin dsioganuideves
Chapman et al. (2024) Edwards et al. (2019) Hodges et al. (2019) Lallmamode et al. (2016) wa¥ Yuen and
Sawatdeenarunat (2020)

mMsiniiieufulsganinaseduaziuy idmnslunsfinwissduazuuundagsefuvosinusi
nsUssliuudazdeiusansualunsussliunanuvsensuiRnuvesiseuinndesifisdda wazaisiansanusuuss
TiUssavsnmiuldednils Tnsfansanandadasnfusiuau 4 A léun 1) Point Measure Correlation 2) Category
Usage 3) Average Measure wag 4) Outfit Mean Square (MS) FaflsrwanBondi (Linacre, 2002)

1) A1 Point Measure Correlation fia AnAuanduiusveunaginisUsudiunegluzuin ldlunsasiaasy
Tunainisussiuusardeysindudsieiunseli lneaanduiusiinanasianduuinlunasinisussduynde
ANSWILLNETIAT Point Measure Correlation SlanusdnfulunisBudurinunsi (Stability) WAZAINYNABY (Accuracy)
yosransin faduvdngruiduiuluniseuenanisinvesnguiogiauazanuannsalunsénsds (nference)
AnauTRmsdnddveanesiieleluldfungusegisduy

2) Ain Category Usage o anudvasdtuiunslidsyauazuuulunsusyiiu Inaidunisifusiuiuvessesu

v 13

AzwuuusiazszauaglunueinisUsliuusasdenignldusediulaedUssliuiamun Tnsusazseaunzkuunisiingiug

Y

vonsgniduszifiuegatios 10 ASY NSNAEIAT Category Usage finnudndulunistudupinunsivewantsin

3) A1 Average Measure fio AAAEUBIAERR Measure 20eii3oulundasseAuATUUY T9AT Measure

= o v

vosngiseu nunedi seAuatasavesiseulunsuansinue Inemnilanios vunedis fiseulinauaiunsasi

U

dumndiannn vaneds gEsuiimuanansags Taoradsraia Measure luusiazseiunzuuusesdiiosdiduain
Heuluunn genndeiuszAuAzuLYoINUINTUSEEIL Nsisesanuantesluuinvesa Average Measure lulmag
sydueziuy Jarwdndulunisudunnugniesvemanisin sudadundnguiisutulumsesuionanisinvesnay
fegnauarmuansnlunssdinuanifimdniiivendesdeilieluldfunguieedug

a) é1 Outfit MS fie Frediffiuannansusziiuiiinunaluainiinrsasu TnsaradAfina1nazdangamn
wunan 3UsEIiuiganioaiuaie (Outliner) Tagdn Outfit MS masiiantesnin 2.0 AsHILLAMEIAY Outfit MS
fanusndulunsfususugniesvestanisin sudaduvdnguiisniuvesanuannsalunissradanmuantaing
IndAvenniealodlolldungusnegisdun

Tngluunannadnnisil avtiauefogumsliesgidioufulssaninassduasuunaniusunsy Facets
Usgnause fdslunisiiasiesi msudanaann print out vaalusunsu lnsfvuaaniunisalfie MIiasaUTuUTe

o

seRuAzMUUTauNIINITUSluwiardorasguindmTun1sUsediuinue Ineliwniieidesdie fiFeudiuiu 50 Au

U

JUSNAITinaeinsUsEiu 5 U0 uasiuseiiiy 91uau 3 Ay
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ApEeAdILazNsIUaNan1sIAS1ZY (Example of Analysis’ Command Code and Interpretation)
Figure 1 wanediag1addslunistiaszilainanislinguuuuisdiunuunaisosdusznauvesadaie

lUsunsu Facets IngluiduananienNazdiasendiuay 3 Wign Usenaudie fiseu 50 Ay Useidy 3 au uaz

a o

WnaaiUsziiu 5 99 Ingluddsnsinszflama (Models =) aziinismvusliinsziiaanaeinisussifiuwe nidu

LYY 4

sedoluguiuuredumanislimzuuuuisdi lneivuaiduludydnual # unudgydnvel ? dwansluussing 8

o

YosmdnsaiaTzily Figure 1

Figure 1
Example of command code for MFRM-PCM in Facets Program

G098 NAIFINITIATIZAIUAAN T AU LY NT I UUYA 1Ea9A YT NOUYNs 1998 )UsUN5Y Facets

Title = FACETS essay

Facets = 3 ; student + rater + item
Inter-rater = 2

Positive = 1
Noncentered
Pearsondf =
Models=
?,7,#,R5

*

Labels=

*

1, student
1-50

*

2, raters
1-3

*

3, items

1-5

=1
Yes

Figure 2 WARINANTSIATIZS Wright Map Faiflunnsinaenanisin dreldaunsaSeuiisunanisin

1%

Pruvenls Ineroduun 1 wanian Measure MUSsULEL Ul USTIIAY8INTIA ADENUN 2 WARINAAINAINITOVDY

AiSuanninsliaauiesnudl Measure lagainamazdanaladn gissudiulngjazuaniagludl Measure Asus 0

Y

Huduly wansliifiuinguiegisiidufifouiinnuaunsoreulunisgs aodudd 3 uananisnavdesnzuuues
AUseLiiy InevmndiA1unn uwansingussliunaaziuy nindadesuaniingussiiuddesazuuy 9100 dunalain
fuszifiuaud 1 fmsussdiusuunaasiuuinnnindusediuaudl 2 uas 3 fideudisudesazuuuiying fu nedulil 4
LansAIMEINYBLNMIINNTUS LAz Te Inedeififiaueinunniianfeinasinsuszidiuded ¢ uas 5 daudediil
AnudteIniign Ao inusinisUszifiutedl 1 aeduidl 5 fv 9 uanwwanILeNYBILAALsERUAzILLULEALT UL A

AsUsELiUs1898 Tnedlsyiunrwuusans 0 AazwuuluDe 4 ATwuY AUaIRU
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Figure 2
Result of Wright Map analysis
NANITIUATIZY Wright Map

|Measr|+student |-raters|-items| S.1 | S.2 | S.3 | 5.4 | S.5 |
| t t t t+ t t t t |
| 2 + + + + (4) + (4) + (4) + (4) + (4) |
| | * | | | | | | | |
| | | | | | | | | |
| | | | | | | | | |
| | | | | | | | | |
| | | | | | | | | |
| | * | | | | | | | |
| | *x | | | | | | | |
| | | | | | | | | |
| | * | | | | | | | |
| 1+ % + + + + + =+ ==+ — |
| | * | | | — | | | | |
| | | | | | — | | | |
| | | | | | | | | |
| | ook | | | | | | [ 3 |
| | Aok | | | 3 | [ 3 | 3 | |
| | Hookok | | | | 3 | | | |
| | Aok | | | | [ = — | — |
| | | 1 |4 5| — | —| | | |
| | onr | | | | | | [ 2 |
* 0 3k sokkkokiokk >k *x 3 * 2 k% 2 *x 2 *x 2 x *
| | septolrk | 23 | 2 | | | | | |
| | ook | | | — 1 — = — | —|
| | * | | 1 | | | | | |
| | | | | | | | | |
| | * | | 111 ] 1|
| | * | | | | | | | |
| | | | | | | | | |
| | * | | | | — | | | |
| | | | | — | | | |
| -1+ + + + (0) + (@) + (@) + (0) + (@) |
| t + + + t + t + |
|Measr| * =1 |-raters|-items| S.1 | S.2 | S.3 | 5.4 | 5.5 |

d' ° ¥

WDA1539UaUANINTINVDINTITUTLLAULA 1umﬁ'3LﬂiwzﬁLﬁaﬂ%fUUisﬁm%maisﬁuﬂsLLuusuaﬂg‘U%n

Y

¢ a

TigAaszsiiansannanisiinsivial Separation TuriwminiZou Tunns1eiisidodn Measurement Report Tngdn
Separation LJuduansdndrusgnitsdudssvuuesgiufuanadsninuaainnioureanisussuin tngen
Separation lurhigatindsuazidudfioduisd inasinsUssdiuianualusuinaunsnswunauaiunngidou
1¢iAngu Bsen Separation luriwngi3oumsidiedistion 2.0 ileBuduinnasinisuszifiuaunsaduunamaunse
Q’L%Sulﬁa‘&iwﬁaaaaﬂﬂéjm (Bond et al., 2021; Boone et al., 2014) Falu Figure 3 HANISILATIZA Separation

Tunwgmin@eufianiiu 2.09 waadiiuitnasinisdszdiui 5 deansaduundiSeuldegieies 2 nqu

Figure 3
Result of students’ facet analysis

KANITIATIEVIN eIy

Model, Populnm: RMSE .23 Adj (True) 5.D. .49 Separation 2.89 Strata 3.12 Reliability .81
Model, Sample: RMSE .23 Adj (True) 5.D. .49 Separation 2.12 Strata 3.16 Reliability .82
Model, Fixed (all same) chi-sguared: 197.9 d.f.: 49 significance (probability): .08
Model, Random {(normal) chi-squared: 36.5 d.f.: 48 significance (probability): .89
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saun s gafUseiliukazinaain1susziiiu Tun1319 Measurement Report 1agfiansaug
mudonAdeoIninfuliing feeadR Infit-Outfit Mean Square (MS) Fadumiltlunissonunain Teyaiiiu
laannisusziliuaenndesiuluna (model fit) Tun1siiasnziniold wazilundngiubuduniiunsadslnseasng
(construct validity) ¥aanan153n Tagan Infit-Outfit MS vesgUsziiiunazinasinsuseifiufiaenndesiulinansiie
ag/lur39 0.5 89 1.5 (Wright & Linacre, 1994)

310 Figure 4 LARINANITIATIEANUIALUTELIUT WU 3 AU dleRe15a11An Infit-Outfit Mean Square
(MnSq) WU gUseLiiuduau 3 au A1 Infit MnSq aglutng 0.91 8is 1.06 waziln Outfit MnSq agluyae 0.92 - 1.15

wandliiiuingUsediue 3 eu Winanisuseluldaenadosiuluma

Figure 4
Result of raters’ facet analysis

HANTUAT I NIRRT

| Total Total Obsvd Fair{(M)| - Model | Infit Outfit |Estim. | Correlation | Exact Agree. |

| Score Count Average Average|Measure S.E. | MnSq ZStd MnSq ZStd |Discrm| PtMea PtExp | Obs % Exp % | N raters |
| + + + + + + |
| 493 250 1.97 1.99 | .25 .05 | 1.2 .3 .92 -.7 | 1.61 | .70 .58 | 24.6 32.2 |11 |
| 642 250 2,57 2,77 | -.12 .e5 | .91 -1.1 .92 -.6 | .97 | .55 .54 | 29.4 34.3 |22 |
| 648 250 2,59 2.80 | -.13 .05 | 1.6 .7 1.15 1.2 | .48 | .35 .53 | 25.2 34.3 |33 |
| + |
| 594.3 250.0 2.38  2.52 | .60 .05 | 1.06 .0 1.00 -.1 | | .53 | | Mean (Count: 3) |
| 71.7 .0 .29 .37 | .18 .00 | .06 .8 .11 1.0 | | .14 | | S.D. (Population) |
| 87.8 .0 .35 .46 | .21 .ee | .e7 1.0 .13 1.2 | | .17 | | S.D. (Sample) |

Model, Populn: RMSE .85 Adj (True) S.D. .17 Separation 3.36 Strata 4.81 Reliability (not inter-rater) .92
Model, Sample: RMSE .05 Adj (True) S.D. .21 Separation 4.18 Strata 5.90 Reliability (not inter-rater) .95
Model, Fixed (all same) chi-squared: 37.4 d.f.: 2 significance (probability): .0@

Model, Random (normal) chi-squared: 1.9 d.f.: 1 significance (probability): .17

Inter-Rater agreement opportunities: 750 Exact agreements: 198 = 26.4% Expected: 251.9 = 33.6%

917 Figure 5 LAAINANITIATIZANLIALNANNITUTEUTILIU 5 70 LHaNA15841A Infit-Outfit MnSq WU

Y a1

To31en15Useidiunia 5 GalA Infit MnSq agluyas 0.92 fis 1.10 uaglA1 Outfit MnSq agluwig 0.90 - 1.15 wandl

v
a

WIINNINISUsELIUIS 5 Tnanislduseiiufiasnmaasiuliing wlofaisaunanuiissaanuginisussidu 1ae
W91904191nA7 Separation way AIAMNLNBILUUIIVE (Rasch Reliability) 91nn15Uszu1uUs2810S (Population:

Populn) wui1 A1 Separation dAwiniu 2.58 Favaneis inasinsuseiiiu 5 Jeuvsenlamdudefineuazeinussana

2 Ny wagdlmaranigadaningu .87 lngAranuiisswuulinaasadaziarindidiaiaigauudulseivsuearh

v
v o '

& v ' 1% a Y] Y . a I3 A &
Y9IATAUVIALANTBY LAAINISALENSWUakUULREIRUlA (Linacre, 2023) A9UU ATAMULNEIVDUNUNNITUTLLUUNS
5 99 FefAnuigsiununnuall Ineilan Separation 11AN11 2.5 WAEAIAULABIINNTT 70 (Boone et al,,
2014; George & Mallery, 2019; Hughes et al., 2022)

sou1 TANa1541A1 Point-Measure Correlation (PtMea Correlation) @asduA1fikansanfandunusves

o [ °

wnaninsUsyiliuusasde wagiluaadfndfgyduduvusndmsunmsiasziiieusuusyanduaseauazuuu lngan
i

a

PtMea Correlation vaunasin1sUszliuyndeaisiinnduvin edundngruuanddiiiuinnaginissedfiunnde

yeinvinweiigniuludnvazvesnnuduendid (Unidimensionality) (Linacre, 2002) Inglusiieg1ananisiinsizs

Figure 5 uandliiuinnaeinisussidiunndesian PtMea Correlation Wuuinynde lnedreglurag .52 fis .59
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Figure 5
Result of criteria’ facet analysis

KANITIATIENNTRNATINITUTZTY

Total Total Obsvd Fair(M)| - Model | Infit OQutfit |Estim. | Correlation |
Score Count Average Average|Measure S.E. | MnSq ZStd MnSq ZStd |Discrm| PtMea PtExp

2

items

-.28 .07

| |
| |
| 423 150 2.82 3.08 | | .92 -.7 .90 -.5 | 1.06 | 55 W51 )11 |
| 385 150 2.57 2.82 | -.07 .06 | 1.02 .1 1.7 .4 | .98 | .53 .54 ] 22 |
| 365 150 2.43 2.60 | -.04 .06 | .99 .0 .95 -.3 | 1.01 | .55 .55 ] 33 |
| 316 150 2.11  2.18 | .16 .06 | .97 -.3 .93 -.5| 1l.04 | .59 .57 | 44 |
| 294 150 1.96 1.97 | .23 .07 | 1.10 1l.e 1.15 1.1 | .87 | 52 .58 | 55 |
| + + + + +

| 356.6 150.0 2.38  2.53 | .00 .06 | 1.00 .0 1.00 .0 | | .55 | Mean (Count: 5) |
| 46.6 .0 .31 41 | .18 .00 | .06 .6 .09 .7 | | .02 | S.D. (Population) |
| 52.1 .0 .35 46 | .20 .00 | .07 .7 .10 .8 | | .03 | S.D. (Sample) |

Model, Populn: RMSE .06 Adj (True) S.D. .17 Separation 2.58 Strata 3.77 Reliability .87
Model, Sample: RMSE .06 Adj (True) S.D. .19 Separation 2.93 Strata 4.24 Reliability .90
Model, Fixed (all same) chi-squared: 37.2 d.f.: 4 significance (probability): .00
Model, Random (normal) chi-squared: 3.6 d.f.: 3 significance (probability): .31

& a [

WodlAsznenUsziiunazinueinisuseliuegd deunliiansannanisiasiziadfseiuasiuu
(Category Statistics) 518490 19 Figure 6 laglfia1saunAIads 3 A1dmsuNITIATITMNeUSUUTEAVSHNaTEAUAT LU
A% 1 fe A1 Category Usage 7ikandlunaduildl 2 (Category Total) A9l 2 An A1 Average Measure LandluAoauil
1 6 (Avge Meas) WazA1? 3 e Outfit MS waasluaaduiil 8 (OUTFIT MnSq) laslun1s1ananisitasiziunaz e
wansnallusyAuarLuUlAS sIRILATEAU 0 AZLULDT 4 ATLULLARIANNLOIVBILAAE AT

a & . v g ¢ a v o ~ a ¢ o

PINNANITIATIZATU Figure 6 wanslimiitudn tnasin1sUsziliuded 1 uaz 3 dnan1sitAs1eiiieUsy

o

UszAnSuassaunzuuuriunueinnte #a1sulaain 1) A1 Category Usage fiunnndn 10 Tunnseauaziuy nuneis
seiuAziLLsaud 0 Fa 4 azuuu gnldussiduognstion 10 aSnsedu 2) A Average Measure fidnFosdduantos
TUanynds nuneds seauaziuuantasliuingenadeiuseAuaAIueINvewinyeInd1elleInmua1du way
3) i Outfit MS tosnd 2.0 lunnszduazuuu mneds bifuamsUssdiuifsunfifinduluynssduasuuy

dmsunTlieseiiioUsuuss AnBnaseiuasbuunaeinsUssfiudeifidayw Tunaeinsusadiuded 2
WUT SEAURzRULT 2 Az SiAn Average Measure WnAuAUTERUATLLLT 1 AzULL (Avge Meas = 0.11) wanedi
szuAzLLLT 2 Azuuu SssRuanueinvesinuswinfuiussduazuuudl 1 vioulanalddn sefuazuuud 1 way 2
fanuenvesinuglidniu Tersiasunguiussiuazuuutiaedndussfuazuuniodtu Tavorafinnsaneag
seduavwuudl 2 w3e 3 WanuenumuizauvesssRuaLeInvesinue dwalinaeinisusadiuded 2 asisedu
AELLUTILA 4 5YU (0 — 3 AZUUL)

o

AFIAsIe e UsuUsEanSuaseiunzuuunainisUsedfiudedl 4 wud A1 Average Measure 10452 #U
ATLUUT 4 AzuuY (Avge Meas = 0.44) fiAToandnA1 Average Measure U835 FuAvLUUT 3 AzuwuY
(Avge Meas = 0.45) manefs Wnurluseduazuuudl 3 avuuy Sarueinunnitlussiuasuuui 4 avuuy uwandlid
fernuldisesaduvesmnueinlunaeinisusziiu ?’jamﬁﬁmimqummzﬁumLLuuﬁy’aaaq Tngonafiansalinsszay
azuuuil 3 19 ussduasuuuiigean dealfinasinsussdiuded 4 amsflseduasuuuiomn 4 s2fu 0 - 3 Avuuu)

drunsiesgiifieSuusraninaseiunzuuunasinisuszfiudedl 5 wudn A1 Average Measure 104

FTAUAZLUUN 4 AzLUU (Avge Meas = 0.27) IANUDENI1AT Average Measure 90958 AUATLUUT 3 AZUUU
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(Avge Meas = 0.57) vianedia sinwelusyiunzuuud 3 azuuu Sauennunnninlussiuasuuud ¢ axuuy wandliiu
fapnuleliFosddurasauennlunasinisUsediu wenand Janudn e Outfit MS Tusedunzuuui 2 Axuuuiiaf
winiu 2.0 slairuinuet fidwualian A outfit MS Feslianiosnin 2.0 TaprsinsRasanguImsERUAZILLR 2
Fuseunzuuud 3 Whdussduasuuuiendu duiu tnaeinisusediuded 5 3smasiiseiunzsuuusiui 3 sedu

1Y)

(0 - 2 azuuw) Mvgrn1sUTuFUINReuLAzraINTIATERaliRTeiuasiuuT B dauandly Figure 7

Figure 6
Result of category statistics analysis

HANITIATIZHTIATLAUALUULNTIEYD

DATA | QUALITY CONTROL |RASCH-ANDRICH| EXPECTATION | MOST | RASCH- | Cat
Category Counts Cum.| Avge Exp. OUTFIT| Thresholds | Measure at |PROBABLE| THURSTONE |PEAK
Score Total Used % % | Meas Meas MnSg |Measure S.E.|Category -8.5 | from |Thresholds|Prob
7 wiiiusad 2} 18 18 12% 12%| -.04 4 .7 | |0 -1.41) | low | low |108%
inaurimsUsziiugei 1 1 18 18 12% 24%| .24 .18 1.4 | .11 .27 -.46 -.92| | =-.58 | 27%
2 14 14 9% 33%| .35 .34 .9 | .51 .22| .83 -.19| | -.04 | 13%
3 23 23 15% 49%| .4e .53 .6 | -.07 .20| .50 .25] | .15 | 19%
4 77 77 51% 100%| .84 .80 .B | -.55 L18|( 1.33) .90 .00 | .44 |100%
+ (Mean) (Modal) —(Median} —+
DATA |  QUALITY CONTROL |RASCH-ANDRICH| EXPECTATION | MOST | RASCH- | Cat
Category Counts Cum.| Avge Exp. OUTFIT| Thresholds | Measure at |PROBABLE| THURSTONE |PEAK
Score Total Used % % | Meas Meas MnSq |[Measure S.E.|Category -8.5 | from |[Thresholds|Prob
# oy o e [} 30 30 20% 20%| -.12 -.12 1.3 | I -1.21) | low | low  |10@%
inuninTszIiuYai 2 1 12 12 8% 28%| .11 .02 1.3 | .86 .23  -.45 -.83| | =36 | 15%
2 19 19 13% 41%| .11x .18 .4 | -.36 21 -1 =21 | =14 | 17%
3 21 21 14% 55%| .40 .38 1.2 | .17 19| .44 .19] | .10 | 18%
4 68 68  45% 100%| .63 .64 .9 | -.67 .19|( 1.25) .83 .00 .37 |1e00%
(Mean) (Modal) —(Median)——+
DATA QUALITY CONTROL |RASCH-ANDRICH| EXPECTATION | MOST | RASCH- | Cat
Category Counts Cum.| Avge Exp. OUTFIT| Thresholds | Measure at |PROBABLE| THURSTONE |PEAK
Score Total Used % % | Meas Meas MnSq |Measure S5.E.|Category -0.5 | from |Thresholds|Prob
# ot 14 g 0 26 260 17% 17%| =-.20 -.14 .8 | |{ -1.47) | low | Tlow |100%
inmurinTUsaiiugei 3 1 19 19  13% 30%| .03 .01 1.2 | .25 .24 =51 =-,99| | =.55 | 22%
2 28 28 19% 49%| .25 .18 1.0 | -.30 20| .03 -.21| -.02 | -.15 | 24%
3 18 18 12% 61%| .44 W39 .7 W72 19| .54 .27| | W24 | 15%
4 59 59  39% 180%| .63 .65 1.8 | -.67 L1900 1.42) 97| .02 «50 | 188%
(Mean) (Modal) —(Median)-———+
DATA |  QUALITY CONTROL |RASCH-ANDRICH| EXPECTATION | MOST | RASCH- | Cat
Category Counts Cum.| Avge Exp. OUTFIT| Thresholds | Measure at | PROBABLE | THURSTONE | PEAK
Score Total Used % % | Meas Meas MnSq |Measure S.E.|Category -@.5 | from |Thresholds|Prob
# W Y, | [} 36 36 24% 24'ci -.42 -.28 .6 T | -1.46) I low I low |100%
inuvinsUsuiiugai 4 1 24 24 16% 4@%| -.04 -.13 .8 | .20 .21] -.49 -.97| | =54 | 24%
2 26 26 17% 57%| .21 .85 1.4 | -.13 19| .84 -.20| | =11 | 22%
3 16 16 11% 68%| .45 .26 .8 | .63 .20| .54 27| | .23 | 15%
4 48 48  32% 100%| .44% .53 1.1 | -.71  .20|( 1.38) .95] .00 | .48 |100%
(Mean) (Modal) —(Median)————+
DATA | QUALITY CONTROL |RASCH-ANDRICH| EXPECTATION | MOST | RASCH- | Cat|
Category Counts Cum.| Avge Exp. OUTFIT| Thresholds | Measure at |PROBABLE | THURSTONE | PEAK |
” Y d Score Total Used % % | Meas Meas MnSq |Measure S.E.|Category -@.5 | from |Thresholds|Prob|
0
|
InNNNTUSEIENYEN 5 0 36 36 24% 24%] -.47 -.34 .8 | I( -1.62) | low | low  |100%|
1 31 31 21% 45%| -.09 -.18 1.2 | -.11 .21  -.51 -1.85| ~-.11 | ~-.66 | 29%|
2 27 27 18% 63%| .24 .01 2.0 | .85 19| .06 -.19| | -.09 | 23%|
3 15 15 10% 73%| .57 .23 .4 | .70  .20| .59 .31 .28 | 15%|
4 41 41 27% 100%| .27% .51 1.4 | -.64  .21|( 1.45) 1.81]| .04 | .54 |100%]
(Mean) (Modal)—(Median)—————+
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Figure 7

The example of modifying rubrics before (upper) and after (down) the category statistics analysis

F29819n13UTUFUTINEY (VL) Uazad (§79) MTUATILYaIATEAUALULNTIETE

0 1 AasuIeiny AresuIeYinyy aasuIeinyey A1esuIeYnyYy A185yILYinYy
(4 Azwuw) (3 Azuuw) (2 Azwuw) (1 Azuuw) (0 AzuuL)
4 Aaduieninyy Fafureinwy Aafuieriny Ara8uneinwy Arefurevinyy
von2 (4 Azwuw) (3 Azuwuw) (2 Azwuw) (1 Azuuw) (0 AZuUL)
o Aesuieiney Arasureiney Aesuieiney AreBuIeiney A1e5u18Ynyy
on 3 (4 Aswuw) (3 AzwUW) (2 Aswuw) (1 Azuuw) (0 AsUUW)
4 AesuIerinyy AreBunenwy Areueviny Aresunenwy Are8uevinyy
vend (4 Aswuw) (3 Azuwuw) (2 Azwuw) (1 Azuuw) (0 AzuuL)
u Aasuieninyy Arasueninws Aasuieniney Ara5uIeiny A185U18Y N
ons (4 Azwuw) (3 AzUwUW) (2 AZwuW) (1 Azuuw) (0 AZUULW)
Y Aafueninyy Aasuenys fatuevinwy Arafureninyy AraBureninwy
ot (4 Azwuu) (3 AzuwUw) (2 Aswuw) (1 AsuUL) (0 AzLUW)
P Aresurevinye Aresurevinye A188UIEnNY: Arasugrinye
(3 Azwuu) (2 azuuu) (1 Azuuw) (0 AzuUw)
4 Aaduieninwy Frafuneinwy Aafureiny Aefurevinyy Frafurerinwy
on 3 (4 AzwuL) (3 AzuwuW) (2 Azwuw) (1 AzuuL) (0 AzUUW)
. Arafueinyy fatuevinwy Arafureninyy Aasuginwy
ond (3 AsUUL) (2 Aswuw) (1 AsuUL) (0 AzLUW)
4 AreguIenyy Are8uevinye Aresuneinwy
¥ah 5
(2 Azuuw) (1 Azuuu) (0 AzuUw)

o/

Jodunauazdaiauauue (Remarks and Recommendations)
Fregradduaznisulanan1sinsizidneiy LﬂuﬂWiagﬂ%umauﬁﬁwﬁayﬁw%%’UﬂwsiLﬂi’wﬁmsﬂ%’u
UsgAvBnasiuaziuuanuansinszismeluinansinsuuuusdniuunatsesdusneuvessad deldedunn
velszmsae luvduneuddiseandeansiaseiudndosiivas (helpful) Tunsimsnedld Wy msfiansan
13UANUKAIAINA (distribution) veenanisUsziliulundazszfuaziuL n3esumisuazszoginszninsgadn
(thresholds) g (Linacre, 2002) Insmsfiansananmariitaslumsesuieniedaaulanintu yufamsfaisan
mwApRAdoedeyaiulinng 9nAada Chi-square Inslumasiatmanislitouadulunalsiaonadosiu 1osn
Tuinaratiduluaaauysaimsadinaans (mathematical ideal) faifu Fafpanislidoyafidunaldfirnuulsusu
Tusgunils wazadlumaliinnudfyivauaenndeswestoyasoriaia Ms filuldldase (Practical) unnin
Goodness-of-fit iLdun1snaaeuntsadaiosog9iien (Statistical) (Linacre, 2003; Linacre, 2024; Raykov &

DiStefano, 2021) uariinsAnwrinnisinnsananudenndesvesdeyaiulumasian Chi-square a19lifiussanzamn
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esanlunasiadldnisuszsanananisiiasizisaefleddu Maximum Likelinood (ML) (Maydeu-Olivares &
Montano, 2013)

Jodunalszn196eu1Ae A1 Separation Tuntgainuein1sUszidiu L0 Linacre (2024) 3¥na1270

' A o

M1 Separation TurhieminainisUsziiuiidnni 3 wasflenuifssuuunatiesnin .90 awfinnsanindideii fufnenn
ffegradnutenfulufiazBuduimiwninasinisussiliuiianuein egeles 3 sedu udinusifana1ngnénsds
Tunsdffudeasunuugniinuuy 2 é1 (dichotomous item) Fse1afansuduelfin anngitar Separation
A 3 umsrlunvuasuaisdesideasuiifianmenuazsrunalunisduuniuansneiy lusefude
Uunans wazenn eeatios 3 nau Fauansnsinmisussliuinueiildsuiniidinasimsusailiunanede sliilddesnis
fagliusagdetiamuennviodeunndediu udfosnisaruendeiatuwnimaiiludassefuasiuy

dmsutoiauonuglunsiiamgdnuuuinmad fo limsuiul serduasuuuvossuinlnefiansainaan
nMslieszsideadfifissediafien wiaaslénisfiarsananident (content) vesdusssBammIIUNT
nsUIRU Anumszan wazanudululdlunisusulssiie fed19a1nauves Janssen et al. (2015) 15
$usyiuazuuuimngaulunsussfiuinvgyosiSou Tnonanisfionsanwudt wii ¢ seduazuuualving
MeAeTgRTisuanI wiviilinisduuninuzvesFoulifiussansamwindu 6 sefuazuuu Wudu Tnegfiarsan
Ussiudandnorauiiannsuinewdelifidsmyidemnsividuniinsaniusedld iomaaaunasewi
evuazATa@iA (van der Linden, 2017; Wilson, 2013)

uan9 Nl 3NN3ANIIes Adams et al. (2012) finui1 laanaddmiumsinngiaioslefllinzuuuld
varee1 TarudululinsannisiesiinnisldiFosdduvesszduazuuunislunasinssedunedeiiingn
Uszanaurmisfiwesmsaleas (Threshold) eumnisanluna Graded Response Model filunisaunisasdaduls

[ YY) 1

Amsfmesmsvlaanisesdinuiy ag19l5Any n1sUszanaAInsweslilmisitedlnensatuaINaILITve4

1%

diseu wazdndUgymilunsdnfifusediudhuineides danishiSesiduiuvemnsiivwesmselaaddmiulunasad

219AAIINNINTTAUATLLLLL Y Insgnldusediutes uazarunsauvaniunungliinseduazuuutusg 919l

Uszansnmlunisiawazenaitymifeaduauaiunsalunisiiwun (discriminate) vinwe Jamndteymiinndu aisd

o '

n1snsvaeukazdndulausulTlaedimuaiesde uivinatsaduduladn seduazuuumraiilesdiduiuegng
1 = a a = o a4 A - 2= D | a o v o a v v &

gndeemungunedninernldlunisimuieaiedieuds Afednisldiesdduiuvesnsiimesliladudym

wing1ela wenanil udasinisdnedt gussdlivenavilinfamsldiFesdduiuvesnisussanamiwesiiiiewinua

maUsululdliAnandeulaenss uiilunamannsdunauasdindulavesiszdiu egrslshinu fidleuinnsani

a

lunsdvildvesnisusaidudssfiuniaufURdulng srnfiazndnideenislddusziu lddduszfivauiuazdy

AUsEE ELTewey AHdeU viseRdunanieuen F3luauues Adams et al. (2012) lalldnanidunavaivesdusenay

U

wianwmananna b1y Weddndrunilsvemanisussiiulasudnnaainnisussiiuvedussiiy

¢ LY

nyweinuautinRalifvewnsaensuseliunaufURmelunavateerusenaunussanammisiive s

nnr e iiedeiunisyszdunaujun lnsanizrwagussiu idumedunauinninfiegldnisiaszsiieg
TULAAN1TMDUAUDITREDULUUNAIEAT (Polytomous item response theory) 1o Tatnanisliagiuuu1sdIu luina
1195UTZUIUAT %38 Graded Response Model wagldn153LAI189 Interrater Reliability %5® Rater Agreement

o

wenaanblainnanisuseidiu (Bond et al., 2021) mﬁﬁauﬁuﬁﬂﬂumiﬁwmgﬁﬂ (Brookhart & Chen, 2015) @4tiu
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Adpuinaueuuzin minagdnseinuaudinidad Aenmuesedielafnuadfussdiudunieados n1sld
nmleseimelunanaeesduszneuiianudumedunaninndd

dusudatauawuglunisinluly LWesanluman s AL wuLUNNE LU UNA889AUSENDUTDISIETABINNS

o

98197

@

piulinnlunsessidlewieuiisuiulunanisinlunguinisnouausiioaaukuuniy dod way
aunsfiwes lnglunanislinz kU INEILLUUNA809AUTEN BUTBITIATANUARI0E193TaTUALIN 50 AU was

naan1sUsEuAasYenasltlunisusyiiuegneatay 100 AS9 (Linacre, 1994b) 91nUanMuUAfINg1? @1115a by

v
v o o

981937 8TuAN 50 AU uardiUsziluegiaios 2 au Uszsiludieg193dennaufaziiudviuduiluinsziled

a_)e

v
o =

Fariu FadanaundululalunisihluldluviunvedlsaSeu dmsunisiaunsuinfievssifiuiinuegdiToudy
nswiseunTendmiunsian1sseuguaussaur (competency-based leaming) Pldnsuszfiusunsiniszend
T iSeuuoiieuansnadnsnisiSouifiazviouninug 1anai vinve nenmudnuars1ag vesmules 5oudld
nsUsziupuanIngde wu msussidiunaufon msliuiluazaunacu wionisussiliunuesvideiiiou Tneiidoya
gaunau (feedback) lvifuieulunisWauinisissuiveanuies (Gervis, 2016; Morke et al., 2012; Office of

the Education Council, 2020)

a o a

wenanil susndadianuddglunisfinuseAugaufng nafie nuIMIEIUNTUSERUAMANNTANYK
YB4LASDUIBUNINNGBDLTIU (Asean University Network Quality Assurance: AUN-QA) fissninendelnelddu

WA ofATUNINTTIURINA1IAEIRUNTUSEIEUNTTIANISISUS wud MsUseiliudesszidunisiseuives

a

dissuiudnensSeuiinends imsssduidaau Insdeasiugiseu uasUsudiudiSeusgeaiios T45un

'
=

MilAURTe ANUTET warAULAsITH (faimess) Tumsuszidiu uwaziimsliteyadeunduannnisussiliuedamsngas

(ASEAN University Network, 2020) siatiu usnfiluiasesfienisinuazusyiliunaiianansaUssiliuinvevionaanund

(%

ANududeu axvisunadnsninseuidagduiuidivuny wasanunsaliteyadounduls (Harris & Brown, 2022;

U

Jénsson, 2022; Stevens & Levi, 2012) Fsilaanvsnzadlunmsuszidunisiseuinudnumzdaing

undgy (Conclusion)
NsALIFUSNAMIENTiaTziiieusulseansuasyiuasuuunsinseilagldlunanislingiuuuisdin

wuuvangasAUsEnauvessat MelvingvsetinnisAnyindesimsiaususnd wiuussdliuinuevienanuvesinifey

o o 4

A10150RTUNTIUIUVBITEAUAL L UUTDUNAUTINTUSELULAaz Tavunzanla n1siauIATelouasNSIATIEN

a = = 1%

Auandinnlnfifsesdieninduduneuiideiieaiu duiiauizuindmisinnuianudilufeiiunguijuas

Y Y

TuneunsinUsyliunasme Sulufivvesnadeuunandnnsi@udielinnuiuasarudilaiuagrseinnsfinw

I~ a

Tawvily miﬁwmgu%ﬂﬁaaLmeﬁmzJ§u€1’uﬂmauﬁamﬁmﬁaﬁumgﬁﬂ na1fe sUSNanusaUsEliuinyevise
nanuhmngldogsdimunsuaranuiies sudsaunsoamaaiinmdadadanarideilldfuinFoungudu
Tuewnan MsvimngUInaLuumne Twauiedidliinn Sdamudululflunsussendldfluuiumesanudng
msianngUinifieliuszilunadnimsSeuivesiSouaenadesiunsianisitouiguaussous Al Sounan sadns
nsiFeudinunsujifvionanuilaziiouniny aand uazvinuzvesiiSou wazasnadesiuiinsgiunisusuiiy

n13i3eusluseaugaufnyinIuuuInIgwes AUN-QA Fanandfisn1sldsusniifaiunss anuiies wavadugfsssy

dmsudsudiunsseuiuaglideyadoundunngiseu
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