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Based on the signal detection theory, the idea was substantiated that observed ratings are subjective categorization of raters who are asked to detect the true categories of examinees. Similar to the hierarchical rater model (HRM) proposed by Patz, a different version, referred to as the HRM-SDT, was presented in this study. 

Both the HRM and HRM-SDT agree a hierarchical structure to the data: in the first level, the raters’ scores are ordinal indicators of the “true” category that an essay belongs to, whereas in the second level, the latent categories are ordinal indicators of examinees’ proficiency. The two models specified different level-1 model but a common level-2 model for all that. Because the HRM can only show limited information with relation to raters’ ratings’ behaviors, applying the HRM-SDT instead can obtain more comprehensive information such as central tendency or restriction of the range. 
The basic idea of the level-1 model of the HRM-SDT is that, for a rater, the probability of hitting the true latent response of an examinee is assumed to follow a cumulative distribution function which is dominated by rater’s sensitivity and a list of subjective criteria (Equation 2). Moreover, the level-2 model formulates the relationship between examinee’s proficiency and probable latent response, which could be the PCM or GPCM. After combing two submodels, the HRM-SDT was formed. 
1. As well as the standpoint of Patz, the authors argued the reality in the facets model that more precision measurement of examinee’s proficiency can be obtained just by recruiting more raters is ridiculous. In other words, they think raters do not provide direct information toward an examinee’s proficiency However, from the other point of view, if we follow the paradigm of facets model and accept the notion that any rater by item combination can be treated as a virtual item, above argument seems an unnecessary criticism.
2. As describe on page 343, a dirichlet distribution is required as the prior to avoid the boundary problem. It is not clear to me that, why a dirichlet distribution is needed and how to add it as the prior? Actually, the array of M probabilities for latent classes of an item has been determined by the level-1 model, and later the array of K probabilities for latent responses has been determined by the level-2 model…
3. When looking at Figure 2, a misconception is easily evolved that the bell curves should be identical. Actually the HRM-SDT did not have such declaration.
