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Abstract

This study aimed to examine the effect of rater training on the differential rater function (rater error) in the
process of assessing the academic writing skills of higher education students. The study was conducted with a
pre-test and post-test control group quasi-experimental design. The study group of the research consisted of 45
raters, of whom 22 came from experimental, and 23 came from control groups. The raters were pre-service
teachers who did not participate in any rater training before, and it was investigated that they had similar
experiences in assessment. The data were collected using an analytical rubric developed by the researchers and
an opinion-based writing task prepared by the International English Language Testing System (IELTS). Within
the scope of the research, the compositions of 39 students that were written in a foreign language (English) were
assessed. Many Facet Rasch Model was used for the analysis of the data, and this analysis was conducted under
the Fully Crossed Design. The findings of the study revealed that the given rater training was effective on
differential rater function, and suggestions based on these results were presented.
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INTRODUCTION

Academic writing is defined as a type of text in which thoughts are logically structured and justified
(Bayat, 2014). According to another definition, academic writing is defined as explaining the
individual's views, ideas, feelings, observations, experiments, and experiences based on his/her world
of thought, congruent with the rules of the language by planning them in accordance with the
individual’s interest towards the chosen subject (Goger, 2010). It can be seen from these definitions
that academic writing requires many skills, and it has a complex process. Academic writing consists
of multiple language skills that require the use of mental, motor, and affective skills at the same time
(Cekici, 2018). Essays, theses, and research reports written by students in higher education are
included in academic writing types (Gillet, Hammond & Martala, 2009). Academic writing aims to
convey complex thoughts, abstract concepts, and high-level mental processes (Zwiers, 2008). In this
context, when academic writing is considered as the realization of higher-level mental skills, it is
important to assess academic writing validly and reliably (Carter, Bishop & Kravits, 2002).

The tools that are used to assess students’ academic writing skills must be authentic, which makes it
difficult to choose writing tasks. Selected writing tasks need to have a place in students' lives, and if
this situation is neglected, there is a risk of under-representation or a bad definition of the structure in
the assessment of academic writing skills (Cumming, 2013, 2014). One of the research areas that are
frequently studied in the assessment of academic writing skills is the development and assessment of
students' academic writing skills in English as a second language (Aryadoust, 2016; Bitchener, Young,
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& Cameron, 2005; Storch & Tapper, 2009). The importance of learning a second/foreign language has
been increasing every day, yet many difficulties arise in the teaching and learning process. These
difficulties stem from both the complex nature of the second/foreign language learning process and
the way the learning process is handled and implemented (Bastiirk, 2012).

While it is important to develop students' academic writing skills, it is also important to assess these
skills validly and reliably. Considering that academic writing skills are high-level mental skills, it has
been stated that traditional assessment methods are not suitable; instead, performance-based
assessment methods are more appropriate (Johnson, Penny & Gordon, 2008). Several features
distinguish performance-based assessment from traditional assessment. While performance-based
assessment has features such as being based on real-life, focusing on the process rather than the
product, identifying the strong and weak skills of the individual, and prompting the individual to think
more and solve problems, the traditional evaluation does not have these features (Brown & Hudson,
1998; Moore, 2009).

It can be stated that one of the important concerns about performance-based assessment is the issue of
objectivity in the process of assessing individual performance and determining the situation because
it is very difficult to assess objectively with performance-based assessment methods compared to
traditional ones (Romagnano, 2001). Many methods have been proposed in the literature to ensure
objectivity in performance-based assessment. These methods can be listed as automated scoring
(Attali, Bridgeman & Trapani, 2010; Burstein et al., 1998), using more than one rater (Gronlund, 1977,
p.85; Kubiszyn & Borich, 2013, p.170), using rubrics (Dunbar, Brooks & Miller, 2006; Ebel & Frisbie,
1991, p. 194; Kutlu, Dogan & Karakaya, 2014, p.51; Oosterhof, 2003, p.81), and rater training
(Bernardin & Buckley, 1981; Haladyna, 1997, p.143; ilhan & Cetin, 2014; Lumley & McNamara,
1995). Each of these methods has advantages & disadvantages and strengths & weaknesses compared
to each other. Haladyna (1997) emphasized that it was difficult to ensure consistency among raters,
regardless of the method used. In other words, regardless of the method used, there is always the
possibility that some external variables other than individual performance affect the assessments
(interfere with the assessments) in performance assessment. These inconsistencies that occur in the
process of assessing individual performance were defined as “rater effect/bias” (Farrokhi, Esfandiari
& Vaez Dalili, 2011; Haladyna, 1997, p.139; ilhan, 2015, p-3).

In case that one or more rater errors occur during the assessment process of individual performance,
the number of errors regarding the estimations of students' ability levels will be high. In other words,
the estimations obtained will not be reliable. Rater errors that occur during the assessment process of
individual performance also have negative effects on validity. Rater errors pose a direct validity threat
since they are attributed to variance unrelated to the structure (Kassim, 2011; Brennan, Gao & Colton,
1995; Congdon & McQueen, 2000; Farrokhi et al., 2011). Therefore, it is important to minimize or
control the interference of rater errors in assessments (Kim, 2009; Linacre, 1994). Rater training, which
is an effective method in reducing rater errors, was used in this study (Bernardin & Buckley, 1981,
Feldman, Lazzara, Vanderbilt & DiazGranados, 2012; Haladyna, 1997; Hauenstein, & McCusker,
2017; Stamoulis & Hauenstein, 1993; Weigle, 1998; Zedeck & Cascio, 1982). Rater training is widely
used to reduce rater errors involved in assessments (Brijmohan, 2016). Many methods/designs
regarding rater training were suggested in the literature. In this study, rater error training (RET) and
frame of reference training (FRT) were used in the training of raters by combining them.

The main purpose of rater training is to enable rater to develop a common understanding of student
performance and assessment criteria (Eckes, 2008; Shale, 1996). In other words, rater training ensures
a valid and reliable assessment of individual performance (Moser, Kemter, Wachsmann, Kéver &
Soucek, 2016). Since the scores students get from an open-ended exam consist of both the performance
of the student and the rater's interpretation of the student's performance, it creates constant validity
anxiety in the test results (Ellis, Johnson & Papajohn, 2002; McNamara, 1996). When decisions taken
based on test results are vital, rater errors should be identified, and these behaviours should be reduced
to an acceptable level (Ellis et al., 2002).

In statistically identifying rater errors involved in the measurements during the assessment of
performance, generalizability theory and item response theory are often used. The development of
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package programs in recent years has increased the frequency of using methods based on item response
theory. The Rasch model, which is one of the models of item response theory, and the Many Facet
Rasch Model (MFRM), which is an extension of this model, are frequently used. The main reason why
MFRM is frequently used in the performance assessment process is to consider all sources of
variability that are thought to affect the test scores of individuals (Kim, Park & Kang, 2012; Linacre,
1996) and to provide statistics at both individual and group level. In addition, common interactions
between variability sources can be determined based on this model (Kassim, 2007). Based on these
interactions, differential item functioning (DIF), differentiating individual function (DIF), and
differentiating rater function (DRF) are determined (Linacre, 2017).

Differentiating rater function is defined as the tendency of the rater to give higher or lower scores to
some individuals than others, depending on various characteristics of the rater, such as gender, age,
and cultural factors (Wesolowski, Wind, & Engelhard, 2015). For example, a rater can give more
points to successful individuals. Because the interference of differentiating rater function in the
measurements is considered a systematic error, it has a negative effect on the validity of the
measurements. DRF refers to a situation in which students with the same basic ability level are not
likely to receive the same level of scores by raters due to their group membership. Thus, an erroneous
(bias) rater prefers or dislikes a particular group of students compared to another group, for example,
when scoring students' writing skills. DRF often gets involved in measurements when group
memberships are known. However, in some studies, it was stated that DRF was also involved in the
measurements when group membership was not known (Jin & Wang, 2017).

When the literature was examined, it was found that raters whose assessments involved severity,
leniency, or central tendency error in the process of assessing individual performance, generally
exhibited DRF error as well (Johnson et al., 2008; Myford & Wolfe, 2003; Wind & Guo, 2019). It was
seen that studies investigating the involvement of DRF in assessing performance are quite limited.
Wolfe and McVay (2012) found that 10% of the raters displayed more than one rater error in the
process of assessing the essays of 120 students by 40 raters. It was investigated that some raters
displayed severity, leniency, and DRF together. The study of Engelhard and Myford (2003) revealed
that DRF was involved in the measurements of raters in assessing the academic writing skills of
students according to their gender, race, and the language they speak. Wesolowski, Wind, and
Engelhard (2015) found that DRF was involved in the measurements of 24 expert raters in assessing
the jazz band performances of students. In the study conducted by Kim et al. (2012), it was found that
very severe and very lenient raters generally displayed DRF. In Liu and Xie's (2014) study, 12 different
scenarios were used in the process of assessing students' second language academic writing skills, and
it was determined that raters showed DRF according to the scenarios. Schaefer (2008) found that errors
of severity, leniency, and DRF were all involved in the process of assessing student essays. In the
process of assessing performance, it was seen that rater training was used to reduce this error because
DRF was frequently involved in the measurements. Bijani's (2018) study showed that the rater training
given in the process of assessing students' oral presentation skills was effective. Fahim and Bijani's
(2011) study revealed that rater training given in the process of assessing students' academic writing
skills in the second language decreased rater X criterion interactions. On the other hand, in the study
conducted by Kondo (2010), it was found that rater training given in the process of assessing second
language academic writing skills did not have a significant effect on DRF. In this context, it was
noticed that different results were obtained depending on the rater training pattern used and the
assessed performance.

Purpose of the Study

It was observed that DRF was frequently involved in measurements in the process of assessing
performances such as academic writing skills. It is significant to determine the rater errors involved in
the process of assessing academic writing skills of students, such as through student essays, especially
when these assessments are used in taking critical decisions such as passing a grade or getting hired in
an institution. In addition, determining rater effects such as rater severity and leniency is not sufficient
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by itself; it is also important to determine DRF, which is a systematic error and has a significant effect
on validity. In this context, the main objective of this study is to determine the differentiating rater
function and to examine the effect of rater training on DRF to provide evidence for the validity of the
measurements in assessing the academic writing skills of students in higher education in
second/foreign language.

METHOD

Research Design

The study was conducted with a pre-test and post-test control group quasi-experimental design
(Biiytikoztiirk, 2011). While this pattern is an unrelated design due to the comparison of the
measurements belonging to different groups, it was also defined as a relational design due to the
comparison of the pre-test and post-test measurements of the same group (Howitt & Cramer, 2008).

Study Group

The research consists of a total of 45 raters, 23 from the control group and 22 from the experimental
group. The raters are pre-service English teachers studying at a university’s English Language
Teaching Department. It was assumed that the participating pre-service teachers could assess academic
writing skills since they were in the last year of their education. The average age of the raters was
21.84. A personal information form was prepared to determine whether the participants have been
rater and they participated in a rater training program before, and they were asked some demographic
guestions. It was investigated that the participants did not participate in any rater training program
before, their rating experiences were similar, and they were all inexperienced in rating. Since the
efficiency of the experimental process is examined rather than the purpose of generalization to the
universe in experimental studies, a universe and a sample that represents the universe have not been
chosen. The scorers assessed the essays written by 39 students who were continuing their education in
the first year of the same department. These students took the advanced writing and reading courses
in their first year, and they were all at B1 level. The essays were collected by an academician working
in the same department from the students in her course, and the students participated in the study
voluntarily. While the students were writing the essays, they were informed that these essays would
not be graded, and they were asked not to write their names, student numbers, or ID numbers on the
papers.

Data Collection Tools

Writing task

The student essays within the scope of the research were obtained by using the opinion-based writing
task published as an example by the International English Language Testing System (IELTS)
(Appendix A) (IELTS, ty.). These writing tasks are prepared in many different areas to improve
students' academic writing skills in English. The main purpose here is to help students reach the level
in a short time that they can write essays. These writing tasks are prepared in two different categories,
academic and general, and the individual chooses one of them according to his / her area of interest.
The main reason for choosing this writing task stems from the idea that it will contribute to the validity
and reliability of the measurements in the process of assessing the performance of the individual since
it represents real-life situations. Students were given 40 minutes for the writing task, and they were
asked to write an essay consisting of at least 250 words. The essays written by the students were
numbered randomly, reproduced, and distributed to the raters.Rubric (for academic writing)

In the process of assessing student essays, the analytical rubric developed by the researchers was used.
A systematic process was followed in the development of the rubric, and in this way, it was aimed that
it would contribute to the validity and reliability of the measurements. In this context, suggestions of
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Goodrich (2000), Haladyna (1997), Kutlu et al. (2014), and Moskal (2000) were taken into
consideration in the rubric development process. The literature was reviewed while determining the
rubric's criteria, and sample rubrics in the studies of Weigle (2002), Hughes (2003), Brown (2004),
Brown (2007), and Brookhart (2013) were comprehensively examined. After the literature review, a
draft form consisting of a total of 20 sub-criteria under seven fundamental criteria was prepared, and
the opinions of 11 experts in academic writing skills were consulted. The Lawshe (1975) approach
was used to provide evidence for the content validity of the measurements obtained from the rubric,
and the content validity rate (CVR) was calculated for each criterion. When the CVR calculated for
each criterion is 0.591 and above, it was accepted that the relevant criterion has sufficient content
validity (Wilson, Pan & Schumsky, 2012). In line with the opinions of the field experts, the final
version of the rubric consisting of six basic criteria and 16 sub-criteria was obtained (Appendix B).
Because most students did not give a title to their essays even though they were told to do it, the sub-
criterion of ‘Title of Essay’ was not included in the many facet Rasch analysis.

After collecting the evidence for the content validity of the measures obtained from the rubric,
exploratory factor analysis was performed for the construct validity. For the exploratory factor
analysis, the assumptions were tested, and it was investigated that the assumptions were met (for the
relevant data CVR = 0.70; y? (sd) = 956.427 (105) for the Barlett sphericity test; p = 0.000). In the data
set, there were no extreme values and missing data, and the relationship between the criteria was found
to be linear, and except for two of them, the criteria showed a normal distribution. When the literature
on how big the sample should be in the exploratory factor analysis was reviewed, it was seen that there
are many different opinions. Guadagnoli and Velicer (1988) stated that all these different views were
not based on a theory and that there were no experimental studies, and they emphasized that the factor
loadings of the variables were important rather than the sample size in their Monte Carlo simulation
study, which they conducted for the sample size required for exploratory factor analysis. Accordingly,
it was stated that variables with a sample size of less than 50 people and with a factor load of 0.80 and
higher, regardless of the number of variables, would produce consistent results (Guadagnoli & Velicer,
1988). Although the sample size was less than 50 participants in this study, it was found appropriate
to perform an exploratory factor analysis for the data set since the factor load of all variables, except
three, was greater than 0.80. Exploratory factor analysis was conducted by taking the average of the
scores given by 45 raters to 39 essays. As a result of the analysis, it was found that the criteria were
collected under a single factor and explained 70.05% of the variance (the factor loadings of the criteria
for the relevant data set are as follows; 0.842; 0.855; 0.936; 0.968; 0.644; 0.860; 0.960; 0.987; 0.945;
0.605; 0.911; 0.891; 0.899; 0.861 and 0.622).

As a result of the exploratory factor analysis, since the factor load obtained for each criterion was
different (congeneric measurements), the McDonald o coefficient (McDonald, 1999) was used for the
reliability evidence of the measurements because it gave consistent results (Osburn, 2000) as a
reliability determination method. As a result of the analysis, McDonald o coefficient was found to be
0.971 (95% Confidence Interval: 0.956-0.980). Considering the reliability and validity evidence
obtained for the analytical rubric, it can be argued that the measurements obtained using this
measurement tool are reliable, and the inferences made based on these measurements are valid.

Experimental Process

Before starting the experimental process, to determine the starting levels of the experimental and
control groups, the students' essays were distributed to the raters and the scores they gave were taken
as a pre-test, and the cases of statistical differentiation were examined with the independent samples
t-test and the Many Facet Rasch Model. As a result of the analysis, it was found that both groups
exhibited similar rater errors in the process of assessing student essays, and the rater errors involved
in the measurements were close to each other. In addition, before starting the experimental process,
the analytical rubric developed for the experimental and control groups was introduced, and how to
use it in the scoring process was explained. Later, both groups were explained what academic writing
skill is, what its general characteristics are, and its connection with the developed rubric. These
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procedures were carried out to ensure that the experimental and control groups reach a similar level at
the beginning. Thus, in the process of assessing academic writing skills, the mixing of different
variance sources (such as measurement tools) in the measurements was tried to be minimized. It was
aimed that the raters did not know whether they were in the experimental or control group. Then, the
student essays were distributed to the experimental and control groups, and they were given one week
to assess the essays. One week later, student essays were collected, and they were analysed on the
computer.

Rater training

To create a common understanding between raters while assessing individual performance, rater error
training (RET) and frame of reference training (FRT), which are recommended in the literature, were
combined. The two selected trainings were combined because of the inability of RET in defining rater
behaviors and errors, but not being effective on rater accuracy, and the success of FRT on rater
accuracy (Murphy & Balzer, 1989; Sulsky & Day, 1992). In other words, both rater training patterns
were chosen because they were complementary to each other. The basic assumption of the RET design
is that familiarity with common rater errors and encouraging raters to avoid these errors will result in
a direct reduction of rater errors and, therefore, more effective performance assessment. (Woehr &
Huffuct, 1994). Although rater errors such as rater severity and leniency decreased in the RET pattern,
findings indicate that rating accuracy also decreases (Bernardin & Pence, 1980). In the FRT pattern, it
is taken as a basis that the performance assessed is multidimensional (Selden, Sherrier & Wooters,
2012). Therefore, all sub-dimensions of performance should be defined, and behavioural examples
representing these dimensions should be given to the raters. The basic principle in the FRT pattern is
to train the raters to ensure that the performance dimensions assessed have certain standards. Thus, a
match can be made between the scores given by the rater and the actual scores of the student (Woehr
& Huffuct, 1994). The rater training was completed in four weeks in total, giving one hour each week
in the measurement and evaluation course.

In the first week, the purpose, scope, and importance of rater training were introduced within the
framework of RET. Then, the target audiences and the methods used were introduced in the rater
training, and the first stage was completed. The second stage included information about the most
common rater errors of the performance assessment process and the effects of these errors on validity
and reliability. Finally, for rater training, in-group discussions were made based on a few examples.
Thus, the first week of rater training was completed.

In the second week, the possible sources of rater errors involved in the measurements in the
performance assessment process were explained, and the actions to be taken to reduce these errors
were specified. These suggestions were determined by reviewing the literature, and the sample
applications were shared with the experimental group. With this process, the RET part of the rater
training was completed, and the FRT part was started. First, the academic writing skill, which was
assessed by the raters, was defined. The sub-dimensions of this skill and which criteria correspond to
the sub-dimensions in the rubric were explained. Then, the raters in the experimental group were asked
to give representative behaviours regarding the dimensions of academic writing skill. They were then
asked to discuss these representative behaviours in the group.

In the third week, as a continuation of the second week, examples regarding the dimensions of
academic writing skill were given, and in-group discussions continued. After completing this stage,
based on the pre-test results of the raters, the best, middle, and low-level student compositions were
determined. These compositions were multiplied and distributed to the raters in the experimental
group, and they were asked to be re-assessed. The raters were not informed about whether the essays
were good or bad. After the assessment process, raters were randomly selected and asked about the
scores they gave and the reasons for giving these scores. Later, the same question was asked to other
raters in the experimental group. This process was carried out considering the criteria with the highest
standard error according to the pre-test measurements. The main goal is to create a common
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understanding among raters. Also, based on the pre-test measurements, written feedback was given to
each rater regarding his / her ratings.

In the last week, the activities of the third week were continued with different raters. The compositions
of three students, which were determined beforehand according to the pre-test results, were assessed
by an academician. Raters were asked to explain how many points the field expert (academician) gave
according to the determined criteria; thus, in-group discussions were made conducted. After all stages,
rater training was completed, and students’ compositions (39) were given to the experimental and
control groups again for the post-test measurements (the duration for assessment was one week).
Participation in all stages of the experimental process and scoring was voluntary. Also, additional
points were added to the final grades to encourage these students.

Data Analysis

During the data analysis process, EFA and Lawshe techniques were applied in order to provide
evidence for the validity of the measurements obtained from the first developed measurement tool.
Then, many facet Rasch analyses were performed, and Mann Whitney U test was run based on the
logit values obtained as a result of this analysis. At first, EFA was performed because the scoring of
the raters showed a normal distribution. Then, since the logit values obtained by MFRM were not
normally distributed, the Mann Whitney U test was used. The analysis of MFRM was preferred
because it gives the common interaction between facets at the individual level. Since all raters assessed
the compositions of students over all criteria, MFRM was conducted under a completely crossed-out
pattern. Detailed information about MFRM was presented below.

Many facet Rasch model

MFRM has emerged as an extension of the basic Rasch model. Unlike the basic Rasch model, many
variability sources (facets) such as rater, item, task, individual, time are placed on a single scale (Kim
et al., 2012; Linacre, 1993; Linacre, 1996). Also, interactions between MFRM and sources of
variability can be examined (Kassim, 2007). MFRM is a linear model that calibrates all parameters
and converts the observations in the ranking scale to an equidistant logit scale (Bond & Fox, 2015).
The logistic transformation of the log odds ratios allows independent variables such as peer
assessment, status determination criteria, and open-ended items to be seen as dependent variables
(Esfandiari, 2015).

Another advantage of MFRM is that it offers information that classical test theory and generalizability
theory cannot provide (Lunz, Wright & Linacre, 1990). MFRM can provide the researcher with
detailed information about each facet. For example, a lot of information can be obtained such as which
of a group of raters assessing the performance of individuals, what the scoring is (observed value), and
what the scoring should be (expected value). As MFRM provides detailed feedback, it is possible to
determine which rater is good or bad and what kind of intervention is required. Based on these
advantages of MFRM, the rater errors can be determined before the rater training; therefore, training
can be arranged for these errors. Thus, the validity and reliability of the measurements can be
increased.

Considering rater x student composition (pxb) interactions, the measurement model is defined as
follows;

Ppkpx
ln(mj_l)ng—ﬂk—ap—fx—lpb (1)
where

In (Pokpx/ Poipx-1) = the probability that Performance b rated by Rater p on Item K in receives a rating
in category X rather than category x-1,

ISSN: 1309 - 6575 Egitimde ve Psikolojide Olcme ve Degerlendirme Dergisi 169
Journal of Measurement and Evaluation in Education and Psychology



Journal of Measurement and Evaluation in Education and Psychology

0p = the logit-scale location (e.g., achievement) of Performance b,

Bk = the logit-scale location (e.g., difficulty) of Item k,

ap = the logit-scale location (e.g., severity) of Rater p,

T« = the point of equal probability on the latent variable between categories
x-1and x and

Iob = Interaction term between rater facet and student composition facet.

The interaction (bias) index has an important place in determining rater errors in MFRM (Engelhard,
2002; Linacre, 2017).

Since MFRM belongs to the Rasch model family, it must meet the assumptions in the Rasch models
(Eckes, 2015; Farrokhi, Esfandiari & Schaefer, 2012; Farrokhi et al., 2011). The assumptions to be
met for MFRM are unidimensionality, local independence, and model data fit. As stated in the data
collection tools, the rubric had a single factor structure. For the local independence assumption, the G?
statistics proposed by Chen and Thissen (1997) were used. The standardized LD 2 values were found
to range from -0.4 to 4.5. The marginal fit y* values were close to zero, and local independence was
found. Standardized residual values were examined for model-data fit. The total number of
observations for the pre-test application was 39x45x15 (composition X rater X criterion) = 26.325. it
was observed that model-data fit was achieved for the pre-test application since the number of
standardized residual values outside the + 2 range was 1.067 (4.05%) and the number of standardized
residual values outside the + 3 range was 164 (0.62%). While the total number of observations for the
post-test application was 26.322 (3 missing data), the number of standardized residual values outside
the + 2 range was 995 (3.78%), and the number of standardized residual values outside the + 3 range
was 186 (0.71%).

RESULTS

Findings were presented under two headings as before (pre-test) and after (post-test) rater training.
MFRM analysis was given by presenting group statistics firstly, then individual statistics.

Investigating DRF Status of Raters in Experimental and Control Groups Before Rater Training

The estimated chi-square value for the statistical indicator of rater x student compositions (pxb)
interactions at the group level was found to be significant (y2(sd) = 5 298.40 (1755), p < 0.05).
According to the significance of the chi-square value, the rater function that differed at the group level
was mixed up in the measurements during the assessment of student compositions. After determining
that DRF was involved in the measurements at the group level in pxb interaction, the statistics at the
individual level were examined. T statistics are used for interactions that are significant in interaction
between sources of variability in MFRM. Statistical significance is tested by comparing the t-value
obtained as a result of MFRM interaction analysis with the critical t-value. Interactions with a t-value
outside the + 2 range indicate differential rater function (Linacre, 2017). The number of possible
interactions in the control group was 897 (23x39), and the number of significant interactions was 203
(22.63%). The number of possible interactions in the experimental group was 858 (22x39), and the
number of significant interactions was 160 (18.65%). When the t statistic takes a negative value, it is
defined as differential rater severity; when it takes a positive value, it refers to differential rater
leniency. Table 1 presented the frequency and percentages of the raters in the experimental and control
groups regarding the type of significant interactions.
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Table 1. Frequencies and Percentages of Significant Interactions Regarding Pre-test Measurements in
pxb Interaction

Group Differential Rater Severity Differential Rater Leniency Total

f % f % f %
Experimental 83 9.67 77 8.98 160 18.65
Control 111 12.37 92 10.26 203 22.63

Table 1 showed that the interference levels of the DFR of the experimental and control groups in the
measurements were close to each other. The statistical significance of the differential rater severity
and leniency of the raters in the control and experimental groups was tested using the bias size values
obtained in MFRM interaction analysis, and analysis results were given in Table 2.

Table 2. The Results of the Mann Whitney U Test Regarding the Differentiation of Significant
Interactions Regarding the Pre-test Measurements in the Experimental and Control Groups

Type of DRF Group N Average rank Z 9]
Control 111 90.88

PRS Experimental 83 106.35 -1.90 3872.00
Control 92 87.55

PRL Experimental 77 81.95 0.74 3307.00

* p<0,05; DRS = Differential Rater Severity, DRL = Differential Rater Leniency

As is seen Table 2, the interference levels of the DRF of the raters in the experimental and control
groups before the rater training were statistically similar (for DRS, U = 3872.00; Z = -1.90 p > 0.05;
for DRL, U = 3307.00; Z=-0.74; p > 0.05).

Investigating DRF Status of Raters in Experimental and Control Groups after Rater Training

After the experimental procedure, the estimated chi-square values for the statistical indicator of rater
x student compositions (pxb) interactions at the group level were found to be significant (y2(sd) = 4
084.90 (1755), p < 0.05). This finding shows that, despite rater training, the differential rater function
in the performance assessment process of the raters interfered with the measurements.

Statistics at the individual level were examined since DRF was involved in group-level measurements.
Therefore, t statistics regarding pxb interactions were examined. While 163 of 897 possible
interactions (18.17%) of the control group were significant, 110 (12.82%) of 858 possible interactions
of the experimental group were found to be significant. Table 3 presented the frequency and percentage
values of the raters in the experimental and control groups related to the differential rater function
involved in the measurements during the performance assessment process after the rater training.

Table 3. Frequency and Percentages of Significant Interactions Regarding Post-test Measurements in
pxb Interaction

Group Differential Rater Severity Differential Rater Leniency Toplam

f % f % f %
Experimental 59 6.88 51 5.94 110 12.82
Control 95 10.59 68 7.58 163 18.17

The interference levels of the DRF of the raters in the experimental and control groups differed after
the rater training while assessing student compositions. The statistical significance of the differential
rater severity and leniency of the raters in the control and experimental groups was tested using the
bias size values obtained in MFRM interaction analysis, and analysis results were given in Table 4.
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Table 4. The Results of the Mann Whitney U Test Regarding the Differentiation of Significant
Interactions Regarding the Post-test Measurements in the Experimental and Control Groups

Type of DRF Group N Average rank Z U p d
Control 95 69.82 - -

DRS Experimental 59 89.87 -2.72 2072.50 0,007 0.22
Control 68 56.21

DRL Experimental 51 65.05 -1.38 1476.50 0,167 --

* p<0,05; DRS = Differential Rater Severity, DRL = Differential Rater Leniency

After rater training, the interference level of the differential rater severity in the measurements in the
performance assessment process was found to be statistically significant, while the interference level
of the differential rater leniency was insignificant (for DRS, U =2072.50; Z = -2.72 p < 0.05; for DRL,
U =1476.50; Z = -1,38; p > 0.05). According to this result, rater training had a small effect (r = 0.22)
on differential rater severity, but no effect on differential rater leniency.

To observe the effect of rater training on pxb interactions, significant interaction numbers of the raters
in the experimental group according to the pre and post-tests were given in Table 5.

Table 5. Significant pxb Interactions Regarding Raters in the Experimental Group

Test PO1 P02 P03 P04 P05 P06 P07 P08 P09 P10 P11
Pre-test f 9 7 7 13 7 11 7 5 13 9 2
% 23.1 18.0 18.0 33.3 18.0 28.2 18.0 12.8 33.3 23.1 5.1

Post-test 2 9 10 5 4 2 2 6 6 1 8
% 51 23.1 25.6 12.8 10.3 5.1 51 15.4 15.4 26 205

P12 P13 P14 P15 P16 P17 P18 P19 P20 P21 P22

Pre-test f 3 9 7 13 3 5 7 5 4 6 9
% 7.7 23.1 18.0 33.3 7.7 12.8 18.0 12.8 10.3 154 231

Post-test f 4 5 8 8 2 2 6 8 3 3 9
% 103 12.8 20.5 20.5 5.1 5.1 15.4 20.5 7.7 7.7 231

As is seen in Table 5, while assessing student compositions after rater training, the significant
interactions of 14 raters (1, 4, 5, 6, 7, 9, 10, 13, 15, 16, 17, 18, 20, and 21) decreased (positively
affected by the training); the significant interactions of 7 raters (2, 3, 8, 11, 12, 14, and 19) increased
(negatively affected by the training), and the significant interactions of 1 rater (22) remained constant.
To make Table 5 more understandable, the graphical representation of pxb interactions was given in
Figure 1.
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Figure 1. pxb Interactions for All Raters in the Experimental Group

As seen in Figure 1, the red lines representing the raters' pre-test were mostly outside the + 2 range.
After rater training, blue lines representing raters' ratings were observed less outside the = 2 range.
According to Figure 1, some compositions were subject to more rater bias than other compositions.
For example, the raters were more severe in assessing composition numbered 37 than the other
compositions. Besides, it can be said that the given rater training had a positive effect on rater errors
in general, and as a result, contributed to the validity of the measurements.

DISCUSSION and CONCLUSION

This study aimed to investigate the effect of rater training on DRF, which is involved in measurements
while assessing second language academic writing skills. In this context, the findings obtained before
and after rater training were examined. Before rater training, DRF effect involved in the measurements
was similar in both the experimental and control groups while assessing the compositions of students.
Similar DRF effects were found in both group level and individual statistics. Approximately one-fifth
of pxb interactions in the experimental and control groups were observed to be DRF. Research supports
this finding, indicating that DRF is frequently involved in measurements in the performance
assessment process (Liu & Xie, 2014; Schaefer, 2008; Wesolowski et al., 2015; Wolfe & McVay,
2012). While assessing the compositions of students, DRF involved in the measurements appeared in
two ways: differential rater severity and differential rater leniency. This study found that raters mostly
showed differential rater severity. The literature advocates that DRF involved in the measurements
during the performance assessment process is a combination of both severity and leniency behavior,
and DRF generally occurs due to too severe or too lenient raters (Kim et al., 2012). Considering that
there are more severe raters in the current study, the abundance of differential rater severity confirms
the literature.

During the process of assessing student compositions after the rater training, the involvement level of
DRF in the measurements was examined. While the amount of change in the control group was
minimal, a significant change was found in the experimental group. Although the level of interference
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of the two types of DRF in the experimental and control groups in the measurements was statistically
similar before the rater training, it differed statistically after the rater training. It was found that the
differential rater leniency was not affected by the experimental process, but the differential rater
severity was affected. In other words, rater training was effective on the differential rater severity of
DRF. Considering the studies conducted by Bijani (2018), Fahim and Bijani (2011), and May (2008)
and Yan (2014), rater training was effective on DRF. Van Dyke (2008) found that the differential rater
leniency in the performance assessment process interfered with the measures, but the differential rater
severity did not interfere. There are two main reasons for the difference between the current study and
the one conducted by Van Dyke (2008): The first reason may be that the raters consisted of different
groups, and the second one is that the performance assessed was different.

The results of this study can be summarized as follows;

e During the process of assessing compositions. DRF was involved in the measurements and
accounted for approximately one-fifth of pxb interactions.

e Raters in the experimental and control groups exhibited similar DRF before rater training.

o Rater training had an impact on the different types of rater severity of DRF, and rater training
had a small effect size on DRF.

Based on these results, some suggestions were made for future studies and researchers;

e In the present study, two different rater training patterns were combined. Considering that
there are many different rater training patterns in the literature, different combinations can be
made to examine the effects of rater training on DRF.

o A large experimental group was used in this study. The literature emphasizes that the training
of smaller (n = 5-6) groups is more effective. Thus, it may be useful to use small groups in
future studies.

e The effect of rater training on DRF can be used to train raters and contribute to the validity
and reliability of the measurements during the performance assessment process utilized in
placement and selection exams.
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Appendix A. Academic Writing Sample

ACADEMIC WRITING SAMPLE TASK 2A
You should spend about 40 minutes on this task.

Write about the following topic:

The first car appeared on British roads in 1888. By the year 2000 there may be as
many as 29 million vehicles on British roads.

Alternative forms of transport should be encouraged and international laws
introduced to control car ownership and use.

To whart extent do you agree or disagree?

Give reasons for your answer and include any relevant examples from your knowledge or
experience.

Write at least 250 words.
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Appendix B. Rubric (For Academic Writing)

ORGANIZATION CONTENT
Point | Introduction- n n n Topic Relevance | Idea
Body- ESS Topic Sentence =g ARRERILE Development
. Statement Sentences Length
Conclusion
The Thesis statement | Topic sentence .
. . - - Extensive
organization | is noticeably | comprehensively There are at .
A - . . . | details are
of given in | addresses and | Supporting least 250 | Written text is -
. . : . . . provided to
introduction, | introduction supports the | sentences words in | highly relevant
AR . - . - develop,
body, and | paragraph. It | specific idea(s) | comprehensively | written text. | to assigned topic
. . . . o P support and
4 conclusion comprehensively | given in thesis | illustrate the | It is | in  task. It illustrate
paragraphsis | includes the | statement. It | main idea given | constructed comprehensively | . .
: L - . . . information
highly specific idea(s) | extensively in topic | with addresses all .
. . or ideas
appropriate to be elaborated | demonstratesthe | sentence. appropriate | parts of the task. -
- b h L presented in
to  written | in the written | main idea of the length. .
written text.
genre. text. paragraph.
-orlheanization Thesis statement | Topic sentence Supnortin Adequate
4 is evidently | mostly addresses PP 4 Text length | Written text is | details are
of . . sentences . -
- . given in | and supports the is between | mostly relevant | provided to
introduction, | : - ific i adequately ! - |
body and introduction specific |dea(§) illustrate the 200 and 24_9 Fo assigned topic | develop,
- paragraph. It | given in thesis N . words. It is | in  task. It | support and
8 conclusion . main idea given . -

. | mostly includes | statement. It . - | slightly adequately illustrate
paragraphs is i in topic - .
largely Fhe specific | largely sentence short_er than add_resses the mformat_lon
aporooriate idea(s) to be | demonstratesthe ' required basic parts of the | or ideas
ppropria elaborated in the | main idea of the length. task. presented in
o written written text aragraph written text
genre. ' paragrapn. ’
The Thesis statement | Topic sentence

. . L Text length . .
organization | is less explicitly | moderately . . . Basic details
] - - is  between | Written text is p
of given in | addresses and | Supporting are provided
- . : . 150 and 199 | moderately
introduction, | introduction supports the | sentences . to develop,
AR words. It is | relevant to
body, and | paragraph. It | specific idea(s) | moderately seeminal assianed topic in support and
2 conclusion moderately given in thesis | illustrate the gy 9 P illustrate
. N . shorter than | task. It partially | . .
paragraphs is | includes the | statement. It | main idea given - information
P - - | required addresses  the ]
moderately specific idea(s) | demonstratesthe | in topic length basic parts of | O ideas
appropriate to be elaborated | main idea of the | sentence. gth. P presented in
- . h . task. -
to  written | in the written | paragraph in written text.
genre. text. some respects.

. Topic sentence Some details

There is . - .
- Thesis statement | partially are provided
inadequate . ; . Text length . .
R is vaguely given | addresses and | Supporting . Written text is | but they are
organization | . - is  between -
of in introduction supports the sentences 100 and 149 sllghtl_y relevar_1t not enough to
- . paragraph. It | specific idea(s) | partially .| toassigned topic | develop,
introduction, . - . f . : words. It is | .
1 bod and slightly includes | given in thesis | illustrate the considerabl in task. It lacks | support and
Y the specific | statement. It | main idea given y addressing the | illustrate
conclusion . - . - | shorter than - . -
idea(s) to be | slightly in topic - basic parts of the | information
paragraphs | in th h required K .
in the written ea_borated in the den_10r_15tratest e | sentence. length task. or |de§s
written text. main idea of the ’ presented in
text. :
paragraph. written text.
Written text
does not include
. Thesis statement | Topic sentence supporting Text length Information
Written text is not given in | is not included sentences O | is below 99 or ideas are
lacks . gl . . they do not Written text is
- introduction in written text, | . words. It . not
organization . - illustrate the irrelevant to
of paragraph_ or it | or it does not main idea given does not assigned topic in thoroughly
e introduction, does not mcIL_Jc!e addr_ess the in topic meet_ the task. It fails to developed,
any specific | thesis statement requirement supported or
body and | . d b d sentence. f address the task il d i
conclusion idea(s) to_ e | or emo_nstrate 0 ) adequately i gstrate in
aragranhs elaborated in the | the main idea of appropriate ' written text.
paragrapns. written text. the paragraph. length.
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COHERENCE COHESION GRAMMAR VOCABULARY MECHANICS
Accuracy  of .
. L . Syntactic . . . .
Point | Coherence Linking Grammatical . Word Choice Lexical Range | Spelling Punctuation
Complexity
Forms
. A wide
Information  or Complex and .
. range of - There is a
ideas sequenced . . sophisticated .
. cohesive All grammatical wide range of
in paragraphs are . sentences are | All the words and
. . devices used | forms are . vocabulary
highly consistent. extensively phrases are L All the needed | All the needed
. to connect | accurately used . . used in written . .
There is a | . . . - used in | appropriately used. . spelling rules | punctuation
. ideas in | in written text. . . . text which
4 considerably . written text in | The intended | . are accurately | rules are
. written text | The . L includes .
logical . L which meaning is clearly . used in | accurately used
. provides a | communication . . . highly - . .
progression . syntactic conveyed in written s written text. in written text.
smooth is  successfully sophisticated
between i . structures are | text.
. transition established. . words and
sentences in highly
. between . phrases.
written text. diverse.
sentences.
. An adequate .
Information  or g There is an
. range of | The use of the | Complex and
ideas sequenced . . - adequate All the needed | All the needed
. cohesive grammatical sophisticated | The use of words . .
in paragraphs are . . .| range of | spelling rules | punctuation
devices used | forms is mostly | sentences are | and  phrases is
mostly . . . vocabulary are mostly | rules are mostly
. to connect | accurate in the | widely used | mostly appropriate. . . . .
consistent. There | . . . L used in written | accurate in | accurate in
. ideas in | written text. | inwrittentext | There are few - - -
3 is an adequately . . . . text which | written text | written text but
- written text | There are few | in which | misused words or | .
logical A A . . includes but there are | there are few
. provides an | grammatical syntactic phrases which .
progression - largely few  errors | errors  which
easy errors which do | structures are | cannot obscure the . . . .
between . . . . sophisticated which violate | violate  these
. transition not impede | adequately intended meaning.
sentences in L . words and | these rules. rules.
. between communication. | diverse.
written text. phrases.
sentences.
Information or | The use of | It is attempted -
. . P Complex and . It is intended L
ideas sequenced | cohesive to use the - It is attempted to . It is intended to
. . . sophisticated The basic | to use the
in paragraphs are | devices at | grammatical use the words and . use the needed
. sentences are vocabulary is | needed .
moderately basic level | forms phrases . . . punctuation
. . moderately . used in written | spelling rules
consistent  but | to connect | accurately in . appropriately  but . . rules accurately
. . . used in text which | accurately in | . -
there are some | ideas in | written text but - . there are | . - in written text
2 . . . - written text in . includes written  text
inconsistencies written text | there are . occasionally but there are
. . . . which . moderately but there are .
which partially | provides a | occasional . misused words or s A occasional
. . . syntactic . sophisticated occasional .
interrupt logical | complete grammatical phrases which . errors  which
] - . structures are . words and | errors which .
progression transition errors  which . slightly obscure the . violate  these
. . partially . . phrases. violate these
between between slightly impede . intended meaning. rules.
L diverse. rules.
sentences. sentences. communication.
Paragraphs  are A limited | The use of the
grap . range of | grammatical Complex and There is a | The use of the
constructed with . . - The use of words | . The use of the
A cohesive forms is | sophisticated | limited range | needed
slightly . and phrases s - needed
. devices used | generally sentences are of vocabulary | spelling rules .
consistent : . : generally L . punctuation
. . to connect | inaccurate in | slightly used | : . used in written | is largely .
information or | . . . . . inappropriate. . . rules is largely
. . ideas in | written text. | inwritten text text which | inaccurate. .
1 ideas which i . . There are frequently | . inaccurate.
. . written text | There are | in which . includes There are
interrupt logical . misused words or - There are
A makes frequent syntactic . slightly frequent
progression and L . phrases which o . frequent errors
transition grammatical structures are sophisticated errors which . A
sequence . . largely obscure the . which  violate
between errors  which | diverse to | . . words and | violate these
between . intended meaning. these rules.
Sentences sentences largely impede | some extent. phrases. rules.
fragmentary. | communication.
There is an
inadequate The use —of
. rammatical Written text | The use of -
Written text | use of g . .| A repetitive | Allthe needed | All the needed
. . forms is | lacks vocabulary is . . .
lacks consistency | cohesive . vocabulary is | spelling rules | punctuation
. . . completely sentential completely .
and logical | devices in | . . . . : . largely used in | are rules are
0 . . inaccurate in | complexity, inappropriate in ; . .
progression written  text . L . written  text | inaccurately inaccurately
. the written text. | sophistication | written text. The . . . .
between which lacks . A . .| which lacks | used in | used in written
. This causes a | and syntactic | intended message is L .
sentences. transition . . sophistication. | written text. text.
breakdown in | variety. obscured.
between L
communication.
sentences.
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Yiiksekégretim Ogrencilerinin Akademik Yazma Becerilerinin
Degerlendirilmesinde Puanlayic1 Egitiminin Farkhlasan
Puanlayic1 Fonksiyonu Uzerindeki Etkisinin incelenmesi *

Mehmet SATA ** Ismail KARAKAYA ***

Oz

Bu arastirmanin amaci, yiliksekogretimdeki Ogrencilerin akademik yazma becerilerinin degerlendirilmesi
stirecinde puanlayict egitiminin farklilagsan puanlayici fonksiyonu (puanlayici hatasi) iizerindeki etkisini
incelemektir. Arastirma yar1 deneysel desenlerden on test son test kontrol gruplu deneysel desen ile yiiriitiillmiistiir.
Arastirmanin ¢aligma grubu 22 deney ve 23 kontrol grubundan olmak iizere toplam 45 puanlayicidan olugmaktadir.
Puanlayicilar, daha 6nce herhangi bir puanlayici egitimine katilmayan ve puanlama deneyimlerinin benzer oldugu
tespit edilen Ogretmen adaylarindan olugmaktadir. Arastirma kapsamindaki veri, arastirmacilar tarafindan
gelistirilmis olan analitik dereceli puanlama anahtar1 ve Uluslararas1 Ingilizce Dil Test Sistemi tarafindan
hazirlanmis olan diisiince temelli bir yazma gorevi kullanilarak toplanmistir. Aragtirma kapsaminda 39 6grencinin
ikinci dilde (Ingilizce) yazmus olduklar1 kompozisyonlar degerlendirilmistir. Veri analizi olarak ¢ok yiizeyli Rasch
modeli kullanilmig olup, bu analiz tamamen ¢aprazlanmig desen altinda yiiriitiilmiistiir. Arastirmanin bulgulari
incelendiginde verilen puanlayici egitiminin farklilasan puanlayici fonksiyonu iizerinde etkili oldugu bulunmus ve
bu sonuca dayali 6neriler sunulmustur.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Akademik yazma, ¢ok yiizeyli Rasch modeli, puanlayict egitimi, farklilasan puanlayici
fonksiyonu.

GIRIS

Akademik yazma, diislincelerin mantiksal olarak yapilandirilip gerekcelendirildigi bir metin tiirii olarak
tanimlanmaktadir (Bayat, 2014). Bir bagka tanima gore akademik yazma, bireyin diisiince temeline
dayali olarak goriis, fikir ve duygulariyla gbézlem, deney ve tecriibelerini, segilen konuyla ilgisi
Olciisiinde planlayarak dilin kurallarma uygun bicimde anlatmasi olarak ifade edilmektedir (Gdger,
2010). Akademik yazmanin tanimlarina bakildiginda birgok beceriyi gerektirdigi ve karmasik bir siirece
sahip oldugu goriilmektedir. Cilinkii akademik yazma becerileri; zihinsel, devinimsel ve duyussal
becerilerin ayn1 anda kullanilmasini gerektiren coklu bir dil beceri setidir (Cekici, 2018).
Yiiksekogretimdeki 6grencilerin yazmis olduklar1 kompozisyonlar (essay), tezler ve arastirma raporlari
akademik yazi tiirlerine girmektedir (Gillet, Hammond & Martala, 2009). Akademik yazma; karmagik
diistinceleri, soyut kavramlar1 ve st diizey zihinsel siirecleri aktarma amacimi tasimaktadir (Zwiers,
2008). Bu baglamda akademik yazma, tist diizey zihinsel beceriyi gerceklestirme olarak dikkate
alindiginda, gecerli ve giivenilir bir sekilde dl¢lilmesinin 6nemli oldugu belirtilmistir (Carter, Bishop &
Kravits, 2002).

Ogrencilerin akademik yazma becerilerinin degerlendirilmesi siirecinde kullanilan 6l¢gme araglarmin
otantik (yasantiya dair) olmasi gerekmektedir. Bu durum yazma gorevlerinin se¢imini zorlastirmaktadir.
Bu baglamda secilen yazma gorevlerinin 6grencilerin yasantilarinda bulunmasi gerekmekte bu durumun
ihmal edilmesi durumunda ise akademik yazma becerilerinin 6l¢giilmesi ve degerlendirilmesinde yapinin
eksik temsil edilme veya kotii bir tanim yapilma riski bulunmaktadir (Cumming, 2013, 2014). Akademik

*Bu makale “Performans degerlendirme siirecinde puanlayici egitiminin puanlayici davranislari iizerindeki
etkisinin incelenmesi” adl1 doktora tezinin bir kismindan {iretilmistir.
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yazma becerilerinin degerlendirilmesinde siklikla ¢aligilan arastirma alanlarindan biri de 6grencilerin
ikinci dil olarak Ingilizce akademik yazma becerilerinin gelisimi ve dlciilmesidir (Aryadoust, 2016;
Bitchener, Young, & Cameron, 2005; Storch ve Tapper, 2009). Giiniimiizde giderek 6nemi artan ikinci
dil 6grenme (yabanci dil egitimi) konusunda bir¢ok zorluk yasanmaktadir. Bu zorluklar hem ikinci dil
Ogrenme siirecinin karmasik 6zelliginden hem de 6grenme siirecinin ele alinis ve uygulama bi¢iminden
kaynaklanmaktadir (Bastiirk, 2012).

Ogrencilerin akademik yazma becerilerinin gelistirilmesi énemli olmakla birlikte, bu becerilerin
giivenilir ve gegerli bir sekilde dlgiiliip degerlendirilmeleri de 6nemlidir. Akademik yazma becerilerinin
iist diizey zihinsel beceri oldugu goz 6niine alindiginda, geleneksel degerlendirme yontemlerinin uygun
olmadigl, bunun yerine performans degerlendirme yontemlerinin daha uygun oldugu belirtilmistir
(Johnson, Penny & Gordon, 2008). Performans degerlendirmeyi geleneksel degerlendirmeden ayiran
birka¢ 6zellik bulunmaktadir. Performans degerlendirme; ger¢ek yasamdan kesitlere dayali olma,
iiriinden ¢ok siirece odaklanma, bireyin iyi ve kotii becerilerini belirleme ve bireyi daha fazla diisiinme
ve problem ¢dzmeye sevk etme gibi dzelliklere sahipken, geleneksel degerlendirmede bu 6zellikler
bulunmamaktadir (Brown & Hudson, 1998; Moore, 2009).

Performans degerlendirme ile ilgili onemli kaygilardan biri, birey performansimin puanlanmasi ve
durum belirlemesinin yapilmasi siirecinde objektiflik oldugu ifade edilebilir. Ciinkii performans
degerlendirmenin, geleneksel degerlendirme (sabit tepkili degerlendirme) gibi objektif (nesnel) bir
sekilde puanlamasi c¢ok zordur (Romagnano, 2001). Alanyazinda performans degerlendirmede
nesnelligi saglamak igin ¢ok sayida yontem onerilmistir. Bu yontemler; otomatik puanlama (Attali,
Bridgeman & Trapani, 2010; Burstein ve digerleri, 1998), birden fazla puanlayicinin kullanilmasi
(Gronlund, 1977, s.85; Kubiszyn & Borich, 2013, s.170), dereceli puanlama anahtarlarinin kullanilmasi
(Dunbar, Brooks & Miller, 2006; Ebel & Frisbie, 1991, s. 194; Kutlu, Dogan & Karakaya, 2014, s.51;
Oosterhof, 2003, 5.81) ve puanlayic1 egitimi (Bernardin & Buckley, 1981; Haladyna, 1997, s.143; ilhan
& Cetin, 2014; Lumley & McNamara, 1995) olarak siralanabilir. Bu yontemlerin her birinin avantaj ve
dezavantajlari, birbirlerine gore iistiin veya zayif yonleri mevcuttur. Haladyna (1997) kullanilan yontem
fark etmeksizin puanlayicilar arasinda bir tutarligin saglanmasinin zor oldugunu vurgulamaktadir. Bagka
bir deyisle kullanilan yontemden bagimsiz olarak performans degerlendirmede birey performansinin
disindaki diger baz1 digsal degiskenlerin her zaman igin 6l¢iimleri etkileme (6l¢iimlere karigma) olasilig
bulunmaktadir. Birey performansmin degerlendirilme siirecinde meydana gelen bu tutarsizliklar
“puanlayict etkisi/yanliligi” olarak tanimlanmaktadir (Farrokhi, Esfandiari & Vaez Dalili, 2011;
Haladyna, 1997, s.139; ilhan, 2015, s.3).

Birey performansinin puanlanmasi/degerlendirmesi siirecinde puanlayici hatalarindan bir veya daha
fazlasinin ortaya ¢ikmasi durumunda, 6grencilerin yetenek diizeylerine iliskin kestirimlerin hata
miktarlar1 yiiksek olacaktir. Bagka bir ifade elde edilen kestirimler giivenilir 6lgiimler olmayacaktir.
Birey performansinin puanlanmasi siirecinde, ortaya ¢ikan puanlayici hatalari gecerlik iizerinde de
olumsuz etkilere sahiptir. Puanlayici hatalari, yapiyla iliskisiz varyansa atfedildiginden dogrudan bir
gegerlik tehdidi olusturmaktadir (Kassim, 2011; Brennan, Gao & Colton, 1995; Congdon & McQueen,
2000; Farrokhi ve digerleri, 2011). Bundan dolay1 puanlanma siirecindeki puanlayici hatalarinin
Olciimlere karisma diizeylerinin minimum seviyeye getirilmesi veya kontrol altina alinmasi énem arz
etmektedir (Kim, 2009; Linacre, 1994). Bu baglamda mevcut ¢alismada puanlayici hatalarini azaltmada
etkili bir yontem olan puanlayici egitimine bagvurulmustur (Bernardin & Buckley, 1981; Feldman,
Lazzara, Vanderbilt & DiazGranados, 2012; Haladyna, 1997; Hauenstein, & McCusker, 2017,
Stamoulis & Hauenstein, 1993; Weigle, 1998; Zedeck & Cascio, 1982). Puanlayici egitimi, 6l¢iimlere
karisan puanlayicit hatalarmi azalmak i¢in yaygin olarak kullanilmaktadir (Brijmohan, 2016).
Alanyazinda puanlayic1 egitimi ile ilgili ¢cok sayida yontem/desen Onerilmektedir. Bu caligmada
puanlayicilarin egitiminde, puanlayici hatasi egitimi (PHE) ve referans cergevesi egitimi (RCE)
desenleri birlestirilerek kullanilmistir.

Puanlayici egitiminin asil amaci, puanlayicilarin 68renci performansina ve durum belirleme Slgiitlerine
yonelik ortak bir anlayis gelistirmelerini saglamaktir (Eckes, 2008; Shale, 1996). Basgka bir deyisle, birey
performansinin gegerli ve giivenilir bir sekilde degerlendirilmesinin yapilmasini saglamaktir (Moser,
Kemter, Wachsmann, Kover & Soucek, 2016). Ogrencilerin acik uclu bir sinavdan aldiklar1 puanlar,
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hem ogrencinin performansindan hem de puanlayicimin 6grenci performansini yorumlamasindan
olustugu i¢in test sonuglarinda sabit bir gegerlik kaygisi olusturmaktadir (Ellis, Johnson & Papajohn,
2002; McNamara, 1996). Test sonuclarina dayali alinan kararlar 6nemli oldugunda, puanlayici hatalar
belirlenmeli ve bu davranislar kabul edilebilir bir seviyeye indirilmelidir (Ellis ve digerleri, 2002).

Performans degerlendirme siirecinde Ol¢limlere karisan puanlayici  hatalarmin  istatistiksel
belirlemesinde siklikla genellebilirlik kurami ve madde tepki kurami kullanilmaktadir. Son yillarda
paket programlarin gelismesi madde tepki kuramina dayali yontemlerin kullanilma sikligini artirmstir.
Ozellikle madde tepki kuramlar1 modellerinden biri olan Rasch modeli ve bu modelin de uzantis1 olan
cok yiizeyli Rasch modeli (CYRM) siklikla kullanilmaktadir. CYRM’nin performans degerlendirme
stirecinde siklikla kullanilmasinn temel nedeni bireylerin test puanlarmi etkiledigi diisiiniilen biitiin
degiskenlik kaynaklarii dikkate alinmasi (Kim, Park & Kang, 2012; Linacre, 1996) ve hem bireysel
hem de grup diizeyinde istatistikler saglanmasidir. Ayrica bu modele dayanarak degiskenlik kaynaklari
arasindaki ortak etkilesimler de belirlenebilmektedir (Kassim, 2007). Bu etkilesimlerden yola ¢ikarak
degisen madde fonksiyonu (DMF), farklilagan birey fonksiyonu (FBF) ve farklilasan puanlayici
fonksiyonu (FPF) tespit edilmektedir (Linacre, 2017).

Farklilagan puanlayici fonksiyonu, puanlama siirecinde puanlayicinin cinsiyet, yas, kiiltiirel faktorler
gibi gesitli 6zelliklerine bagl olarak bazi bireylere digerlerine gore daha yiiksek ya da daha diisiik
puanlar verme egiliminde olmas1 seklinde tanimlanmaktadir(Wesolowski, Wind, & Engelhard, 2015).
Ornegin bir puanlayici basaril bireylere daha fazla puan verebilir. Farklilasan puanlayici fonksiyonunun
Olciimlere karigmasi sistematik hata olarak degerlendirildiginden dogrudan Olgiimlerin gecerliligi
tizerinde olumsuz bir etki olusturmaktadir. FPF, ayni temel yetenek diizeyine sahip 6grencilerin, grup
iiyelikleri nedeniyle puanlayicilar tarafindan ayni diizeyde derecelendirme alma olasiliginin esit
olmadig1 bir durumu ifade eder. Bu nedenle, hatali (bias) bir puanlayici, 6rnegin 6grencilerin yazma
becerilerini puanlarken bagka bir gruba kiyasla belirli bir 6grenci grubunu tercih eder veya begenmez.
Farklilasan puanlayici fonksiyonu, ¢ogunlukla grup iiyelikleri bilindiginde Ol¢iimlere karismaktadir.
Fakat baz1 calismalarda grup iiyeligi bilinmediginde de FPF’in 6l¢iimlere karistig1 belirtilmistir (Jin &
Wang, 2017).

Alanyazin incelendiginde, birey performansinin degerlendirilmesi siirecinde degerlendirmelerinde
katilik, comertlik veya merkezi egilim hatasi karisan puanlayicilarin genellikle FPF hatasini da
sergiledikleri bulunmustur (Johnson ve digerleri, 2008; Myford & Wolfe, 2003; Wind & Guo, 2019).
Performans degerlendirme arastirmalarinda FPF’in 6l¢iimlere karisma durumunun arastirildigi
caligmalarin olduk¢a smirli oldugu goriilmektedir. Wolfe ve McVay (2012) tarafindan yapilan
arastirmada 40 puanlayicinin 120 dgrenci kompozisyonunu degerlendirmesi siirecinde, puanlayicilarin
%10’u birden fazla puanlayici hatasini gosterdigi bulunmustur. Baz1 puanlayicilarin katilik, comertlik
ve farklilasan puanlayici fonksiyonunu birlikte gosterdikleri belirlenmistir. Engelhard ve Myford (2003)
tarafindan yapilan arastirmada ise puanlayicilarin 6grencilerin cinsiyetine, irkina ve konustuklar: dile
gore akademik yazma becerilerinin degerlendirilmesinde Olgiimlere FPF karistigi bulunmustur.
Wesolowski, Wind ve Engelhard (2015) tarafindan yapilan arastirmada ise Ogrencilerin jazz band
performanslarmin 24 uzman puanlayici tarafindan degerlendirilmesinde 6l¢iimlere FPF’in karistigi
tespit edilmistir. Kim ve digerleri (2012) tarafindan yapilan arastirmada ise ¢ok kati ve ¢ok cOmert
puanlayicilarin genellikle FPF gosterdikleri bulunmustur. Liu ve Xie (2014) tarafindan yapilan
aragtirmada ise Ogrencilerin ikinci dil akademik yazma becerilerinin degerlendirilmesi siirecinde 12
farkli senaryo kullanilmis ve puanlayicilarin senaryolara gore FPF gosterdikleri tespit edilmistir.
Schaefer (2008) tarafindan yapilan arastirmada ise 6grenci kompozisyonlarmin degerlendirilmesi
siirecinde hem katilik ve comertlik hatalarinin hem de FPF’in olgiimlere karistigi bulunmustur.
Performans degerlendirme siirecinde, FPF’in Olglimlere siklikla karismasindan dolayr bu hatanin
azaltilmasina yonelik puanlayici egitimlerine bagvuruldugu goriilmektedir. Bijani (2018) tarafindan
yapilan arasgtirmada Ogrencilerin sozlii sunum becerilerinin degerlendirilmesi siirecinde verilen
puanlayici egitiminin etkili oldugu bulunmustur. Fahim ve Bijani (2011) tarafindan yapilan arastirmada
ise Ogrencilerin ikinci dildeki akademik yazma becerilerinin degerlendirilmesi siirecinde verilen
puanlayici egitiminin puanlayict x kriter etkilesimlerini azalttigr bulunmustur. Diger taraftan Kondo
(2010) tarafindan yapilan arastirmada ise ikinci dil akademik yazma becerilerinin degerlendirilmesi
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stirecinde verilen puanlayici egitiminin FPF tizerinde anlamli bir etkiye sahip olmadigi bulunmustur. Bu
baglamda kullanilan puanlayici egitimi desenine ve dlgiilen performansa bagli olarak farkli sonuglar
elde edildigi goriilmektedir.

Arastirmanin Amact

Akademik yazma becerileri gibi performanslarin degerlendirilmesi siirecinde FPF’in 6l¢iimlere siklikla
karistign goriilmektedir. Bu baglamda 6grenci kompozisyonlar1 gibi akademik yazma becerilerinin
degerlendirilmesi siirecinde ve bu degerlendirmelerin sinif gegme veya bir kuruma yerlesme gibi kritik
kararlarin alinmasinda kullanilmas1 durumunda olgiimlere karisan puanlayici hatalarinin belirlenmesi
Oonem arz etmektedir. Ayrica puanlayici katilig1 ve comertligi gibi puanlayici etkilerinin belirlenmesi tek
basma yeterli olmayip sistematik hata olan ve gegerlik iizerinde onemli bir etkisi olan FPF’in de
belirlenmesi 6nemli goriilmektedir. Bu baglamda mevcut calismada yiiksekdgretimdeki 6grencilerin
ikinci dildeki akademik yazma becerilerinin degerlendirilmesinde Ol¢iimlerin gegerligine kanit
saglamak amaciyla farklilagan puanlayici fonksiyonunun belirlenmesi ve puanlayici egitiminin FPF
tizerindeki etkisinin incelenmesi bu aragtirmanin temel amacini olusturmaktadir.

YONTEM

Arastirmanin Deseni

Aragtirma, yar1 deneysel desenlerden kontrol gruplu 6n ve son test desen altinda yiiriitiilmistiir
(Biiytikoztiirk, 2011). Bu desende farkli gruplara ait 6l¢iimlerin karsilastirilmasindan dolayi iliskisiz bir
desen iken ayni1 zamanda ayni grubun 6n ve son test dlgtimlerinin karsilagtirilmasindan dolay1 da iliskili
bir desen olarak tanimlanmaktadir(Howitt & Cramer, 2008).

Calisma Grubu

Aragtirma, kontrol grubundan 23 ve deney grubundan 22 puanlayict olmak iizere toplam 45
puanlayicidan olusmaktadir. Puanlayicilar yiiksekdgretimdeki bir {iniversitenin egitim fakiiltesi Ingiliz
dili egitimi boliimiinde okuyan dgretmen adaylarindan olusmaktadir. Ogretmen adaylar1 egitimlerinin
son doneminde oldugundan akademik yazma becerilerinin degerlendirmelerini yapabilecek uzmanliga
eristikleri varsayilmigtir. Puanlayicilarin  yas ortalamasi 21,84’dir. Puanlayicilarin  puanlama
deneyimleri ve daha once herhangi bir puanlayict egitimine katilip katilmadiklarinin belirlenmesi
amaciyla kigisel bilgi formu hazirlanarak bazi demografik sorular sorulmustur. Buna gore
puanlayicilarin herhangi bir puanlayici egitimine katilmadiklar1 ve puanlama tecriibelerinin benzer ve
acemi diizeyde oldugu belirlenmistir. Deneysel aragtirmalarda evrene genelleme gibi bir amagtan ziyade
deneysel islemin etkililigi incelendiginden herhangi bir evren ve evreni temsil eden bir 6rneklem segimi
yoluna gidilmemistir. Puanlayicilar, ayn1 boliimiim birinci sinifinda egitimlerine devam etmekte olan
39 &grencinin yazmis olduklart kompozisyonlar1 degerlendirmistir. Bu dgrenciler ileri yazma ve okuma
dersini birinci yar1 yillda almis ve hepsi B1 seviyesindedir. Ogrenci kompozisyonlari ilgili boliimde
gorev yapan bir akademisyenin kendi dersinde 6grencilere goniilliikk esasina dayali olarak katilmalar
saglanarak toplanmistir. Kompozisyonlar yazdirilirken herhangi bir not verme amaciyla yapilmadigini
bu yiizden kisisel higbir bilgilerini (isim, fakiilte numarasi, TC numarasi gibi) yazmamalari istenmistir.

Veri Toplama Araclart

Yazma gorevi

Arastirma kapsamindaki 6grenci kompozisyonlar1 Uluslararast ingilizce Dil Test Sistemi (International
English Language Testing System, IELTS) tarafindan 6rnek olarak yayimnlanan diisiince temelli deneme
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gorevi kullanilarak elde edilmistir (EK A) (IELTS, t.y.). Bu yazma gérevleri 6grencilerin Ingilizce
akademik yazma becerilerinin gelistirilmesi amaciyla bir¢ok farkli alanda hazirlanmaktadir. Buradaki
temel amag kisa zaman iginde 6grencinin kompozisyon yazabilme yeterliligine ulagsmasidir. Bu yazma
gorevleri akademik ve genel olmak {izere iki farkli sekilde hazirlanmakta ve birey kendi ilgi alanina
gore bunlardan birini se¢cmektedir. Bu yazma goérevinin secilmesindeki temel neden gergek yasam
durumunu kapsamasindan dolay1 birey performansinin degerlendirilmesi siirecinde olgiimlerin
gecerligine ve giivenirligine katki saglanacagi diisiincesinden kaynaklanmaktadir. Yazma gorevi igin
ogrencilere 40 dakikalik siire verilmis olup en az 250 kelimeden olusan bir kompozisyon yazmalari
istenmistir. Ogrencilerin yazmis olduklari kompozisyonlar rasgele numaralandirilmis ve ¢ogaltilarak
puanlayicilara dagitilmstir.

Analitik dereceli puanlama anahtart (akademik yazma icin)

Ogrenci kompozisyonlarmin degerlendirilmesi siirecinde arastirmacilar tarafindan gelistirilmis olan
analitik dereceli puanlama anahtari1 (ADPA) kullanilmistir. APDA’nin gelistirilmesi siirecinde
sistematik bir siire¢ izlenerek Ol¢iimlerin gecerlik ve giivenirliklerine katki saglanilmasi amaglanmistir.
Bu baglamda rubrik gelistirme stirecinde Goodrich (2000), Haladyna (1997), Kutlu ve digerleri (2014)
ve Moskal’in (2000) onerileri dikkate alinmistir. Rubrigin dlgiitleri belirlenirken alanyazin taramasi
yapilmis olup, Weigle (2002), Hughes (2003), Brown (2004), Brown (2007) ve Brookhart (2013)
tarafindan yapilan arastirmalardaki 6rnek rubrikler kapsamli bir sekilde incelenmistir. Alanyazin
taramasindan sonra 7 temel kriter altinda toplam 20 alt Slgiitten olusan taslak form hazirlanmig ve
akademik yazma becerileri konusunda 11 alan uzmanin goriislerine bagvurulmustur. Rubrikden elde
edilen dl¢limlerin kapsam gecerligine kanit saglamak amaciyla Lawshe (1975) yaklasimi kullanilmis ve
her bir dl¢iit i¢in kapsam gegerlik oran1 (KGO) hesaplanmigtir. Her bir 6l¢iit i¢in hesaplanan KGO 0.591
ve istii oldugunda ilgili dlgiitiin yeterli diizeyde kapsam gecerligine sahip oldugu kabul edilmistir
(Wilson, Pan & Schumsky, 2012). Alan uzmanlarinin goriisleri dogrultusunda alt1 temel 6lgiit ve 16 alt
dlgiitten olusan rubrigin son hali elde edilmistir (Ek B). Ogrenci kompozisyonlarmin biiyiik
¢ogunlugunda baslik atilmadig i¢in alt dlgiitlerden biri olan “Kompozisyonun Baghig (Title of Essay)”
Olciitii ¢ok yiizeyli Rasch olgtimlerinde analizlere dahil edilmemigtir.

ADPA’dan elde edilen 6l¢iimlerin kapsam gecerligine iliskin kanitlar toplandiktan sonra yap1 gegerligi
icin agimlayici faktor analizi yapilmistir. AFA icin varsayimlar test edilmis ve varsayimlarin saglandigi
belirlenmistir (ilgili veri i¢cin KMO = 0.70; Barlett kiiresellik testi i¢in 2 (sd) = 956,427(105); p =
0,000). Veri setinde ug deger ve kayip veri olmayip Olgiitler arsindaki iliski dogrusal ve iki kriter
disindaki Olgiitlerin normal dagilim gosterdigi bulunmustur. Agimlayic1 faktor analizinde 6rneklem
biiyiikliigliniin ne kadar olacagina yonelik alanyazin incelendiginde, bir¢ok farkli goriis bulunmaktadir.
Guadagnoli ve Velicer (1988) tiim bu farkli goriislerin bir kurama dayali olmadigin1 ve deneysel
calismalarinin bulunmadigini belirtmis ve AFA i¢in gerekli olan 6rneklem biiyiikliiniin ne olacagina
yonelik yaptiklart Monte Carlo simiilasyon ¢alismasinda drneklem sayisindan ziyade degiskenlerin
faktor yiiklerinin 6nemli oldugunu vurgulamistir. Buna gore 6rneklem sayisi 50 kisiden az ve degisken
sayist ne olursa olsun faktor yiikii 0,80 ve daha yiiksek olan degiskenlerin tutarli sonuglar {iretecegi
belirtilmistir (Guadagnoli & Velicer, 1988). Mevcut ¢alismada drneklem biiyiikligi 50 katilimeinin
altinda olmakla birlikte degiskenlerin ii¢ii hari¢ digerlerinin faktor yiikii 0,80 degerinden daha biiyiik
oldugundan veri setine AFA yapilmasi uygun bulunmustur. AFA 45 puanlayicinin 39 kompozisyona
verdikleri puanlarin ortalamasi alinarak yapilmistir. Yapilan analiz sonucunda, 6lgiitlerin tek bir faktor
altinda toplandigi ve varyansin %70.05’ini agikladigr bulunmustur (ilgili veri seti i¢in 6lgiitlerin faktor
yiikleri sirasiyla su sekildedir; 0,842; 0,855; 0,936; 0,968; 0,644; 0,860; 0,960; 0,987; 0,945; 0,605;
0,911, 0,891; 0,899; 0,861 ve 0,622).

AFA analizi sonucunda her bir 6l¢iit i¢in elde edilen faktoér yiikiiniin farkli olmasindan dolayi
(konjenerik Sl¢iimler) giivenirlik belirleme yontemi olarak tutarli sonu¢ vermesinden (Osburn, 2000)
dolay1 Ol¢timlerin giivenirlik kanitlart i¢in McDonald ® katsayisi (McDonald, 1999) kullanilmistir.
Yapilan analizler neticesinde McDonald o katsayisinin 0,971 (%95 Giiven Araligi: 0,956-0,980) oldugu
bulunmustur. APDA igin elde edilen giivenirlik ve gecerlik kanitlar1 dikkate alindiginda bu 6l¢gme araci
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kullanilarak elde edilen dlglimlerin giivenilir ve bu 6l¢timlere dayali yapilan ¢ikarimlarin gegerli oldugu
savunulabilir.

Deneysel Fslem

Deneysel isleme baslanilmadan 6nce deney ve kontrol gruplarinin baslangi¢ diizeylerini belirlemek
amaciyla puanlayicilara 6grenci kompozisyonlar: dagitilmis ve yaptiklar: puanlamalar 6n test olarak ele
almip bagimsiz orneklemler t-testi ve ¢ok yiizeyli Rasch modeli ile istatistiksel olarak farklilagma
durumlar incelenmistir. Yapilan analizler sonucunda her iki grubun O6grenci kompozisyonlarini
degerlendirme siirecinde benzer puanlayici hatalar1 sergiledikleri ve Ol¢iimlere karisan puanlayici
hatalarinin birbirine yakin oranda oldugu bulunmustur. Ayrica deneysel isleme baslanilmadan 6nce
deney ve kontrol grubuna gelistirilmig olan ADPA tanitilmig ve puanlama siirecinde nasil kullanilacagi
aciklanmistir. Daha sonra her iki gruba akademik yazma becerisinin ne oldugu ve genel 6zelliklerinin
neler oldugu aciklanmis ve gelistirilen dereceli puanlama anahtari ile baglantis1 aciklanmistir. Bu
islemler deney ve kontrol grubunun baslangigta benzer bir diizeye erismesini saglamak amaciyla
yapilmigtir. Boylelikle akademik yazma becerisinin degerlendirilmesi siirecinde Olglimlere farkli
varyans kaynaklarinin (6l¢gme araci gibi) karismasi en alt diizeye indirilmeye ¢alisilmistir. Puanlayicilar
deney veya kontrol grubu olduklarmin bilinmemesi amac¢lanmistir. Daha sonra deney ve kontrol
gruplaria ¢ogaltilmis olan 6grenci kompozisyonlar1 verilmis ve degerlendirmeleri i¢in bir hafta siire
verilmistir. Bir hafta sonra 6grenci kompozisyonlari toplanmis ve veriler bilgisayara girilerek analizler
yapilmistir.

Puanlayici egitimi

Aragtirmada, birey performansinin degerlendirilmesi siirecinde puanlayicilar arasinda ortak bir anlayisin
olusturulmasi amaciyla alanyazinda 6nerilen puanlayici egitimlerinden puanlayici hatasi egitimi (PHE)
ve referans ¢ergevesi egitimi (RCE) birlestirilerek uygulanmistir. Segilen iki egitimin birlestirilmesinde,
PHE’nin puanlayici davraniglarini hatalarin1 tanimlamasindaki basarisina ragmen puanlayict dogrulugu
iizerinde etkili olamamasi ve RCE’in ise puanlayici dogrulugu {izerindeki basarisindan
kaynaklanmaktadir (Murphy & Balzer, 1989; Sulsky & Day, 1992). Baska bir deyisle her iki puanlayici
egitimi deseni birbirinin tamamlayicisi oldugundan dolay1 segilmistir. PHE desenin temel varsayimu,
yaygin puanlayici hatalarina agina olmanin ve bu hatalardan kaginmak i¢in puanlayicilari tesvik etmenin
puanlayici hatalarinin dogrudan azalmasina ve dolaysiyla daha etkili performans degerlendirmeye neden
olacagi seklindedir (Woehr & Huffuct, 1994). PHE deseninde, puanlayict katiligi ve comertligi gibi
puanlayici hatalar1 azalmasina ragmen, puanlama dogrulugunun da azaldigina yonelik bulgular rapor
edilmistir (Bernardin & Pence, 1980). RCE deseninde ise degerlendirilmesi yapilan performansin ¢ok
boyutlu oldugu temel alinmaktadir (Selden, Sherrier & Wooters, 2012). Bu nedenle, performansin tim
alt boyutlar1 tanimlanmali ve bu boyutlarin temsilcisi olan davranigsal Ornekler puanlayicilara
verilmelidir. RCE deseninde temel ilke, puanlayicilarin degerlendirilmesi yapilan performans
boyutlarinin belli standartlara sahip olduguna yonelik egitilmesidir. Boylece puanlayicinin verdigi
puanlar ile 6grencinin gercek puanlari arasinda bir eslestirme yapilabilecektir (Woehr & Huffuct, 1994).
Puanlayici egitimi, 6lgme ve degerlendirme dersinde ve her hafta bir saat verilerek toplam dort haftada
tamamlanmugtir,

[lk hafta, PHE egitiminin gercevesinde puanlayici egitiminin amag ve kapsami ve dnemi hakkinda bilgi
verilmistir. Daha sonra puanlayici egitiminde hedef kitlelerin kimler oldugu, hangi yontemlerin
kullanildig1 belirtilmis ve ilk asama tamamlanmustir. ikinci asamada ise performans degerlendirme
siirecinde Ol¢iimlere en fazla karisan puanlayici hatalarinin neler oldugu ve bu hatalarin gegerlik ve
giivenirlik {lizerindeki etkilerinin neler oldugu tanimlanmistir. Son olarak birka¢ Ornek {izerinden
puanlayic1 hatalar1 i¢in grup i¢i tartismalar yapilmis ve puanlayici egitiminin birinci haftasi
tamamlanmustir,

Ikinci haftada ise performans degerlendirme siirecinde lciimlere karisan puanlayici hatalarinin olasi
kaynaklar1 anlatilmis ve bu hatalar1 azaltmak i¢in yapilmasi gereken islemler belirtilmistir. Bu 6neriler
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alanyazin taramasi yapilarak belirlenmis ve 6rnek uygulamalar deney grubuyla paylagilmistir. Bu islem
ile birlikte puanlayici egitimin PHE kisnu tamamlanmis ve RCE kismina gegilmistir. ilk olarak
puanlayicilar tarafindan degerlendirilmesi yapilan akademik yazma becerisi tanimlanmigtir. Bu beceri
tanimlamas1 yapilirken hangi alt boyutlara sahip oldugu belirtilmis ve alt boyutlarinin hazirlanan
dereceli puanlama anahtarindaki hangi Olciite karsilik geldigi belirtilmistir. Daha sonra deney
grubundaki puanlayicilardan akademik yazma becerisinin boyutlarina iliskin temsil edici davraniglar
vermeleri istenmistir. Daha sonra bu temsil edici davranislara yonelik grup i¢i tartisma yapmalari
istenmistir.

Ucgiincii haftada ise ikinci haftanin devanu niteliginde akademik yazma becerisinin boyutlarina iliskin
ornekler verilerek grup ici tartigmalara devam edilmistir. Bu asama tamamlandiktan sonra
puanlayicilarin Ontest sonuglarindan yola cikarak en iyi orta ve diisiik diizeydeki iic O6grenci
kompozisyonlar1 belirlenmis ve bu kompozisyonlar ¢ogaltilarak deney grubundaki puanlayicilara
dagitilmis ve yeniden degerlendirilmeleri istenmistir. Puanlayicilara 6grenci kompozisyonlarin iyi veya
kotii olmasi hakkinda herhangi bir sey sOylenmemistir. Puanlayicilarin degerlendirmeleri bittikten sonra
rasgele puanlayicilar se¢ilip verdikleri puanlar ve bu puanlar1 verme nedenleri sorulmustur. Daha sonra
ise ayni soru deney grubundaki diger puanlayicilara da sorulmustur. Bu islem tiim Slgiitler {izerinden
olmayip 0On test dlglimlerine gore standart hatasi en yiiksek olan olgiitler {izerinden yapilmistir. Burada
temel amag¢ puanlayicilar arasinda ortak bir anlayis olusturmaktir. Ayrica 6n test dlglimlerinden yola
cikarak her bir puanlayiciya yaptig1 puanlamalara iliskin geri doniitler de yazili olarak verilmistir.

Son haftada ise ti¢lincii haftada yapilan etkinlikler, farkli puanlayicilar segilerek devam edilmistir.
Ayrica On test sonuglarina gore dnceden belirlenmis olan {i¢ 6grenci kompozisyonu alan uzmani bir
akademisyen tarafindan degerlendirilmis ve puanlayicilara alan uzmaninin belirlenen kriterlere gore kag
puan verdigi sorulmus ve grup igi tartismalar yapilmasi saglanmigtir. Tiim agsamalardan sonra puanlayici
egitimi tamamlanmis ve son test Olgiimleri icin deney ve kontrol grubuna yeniden &grenci
kompozisyonlari (39 tane) verilmis ve degerlendirmeleri i¢in bir hafta siire verilmistir. Deneysel siirecin
tiim asamalarina ve puanlamaya katilim goniillii olmus ve bu 6grencilerin tegvik edilmesi icin final
notlarma ek puanlar eklenmistir.

Verilerin Analizi

Verilerin analiz stirecinde ilk olarak gelistirilen 6lgme aracindan elde edilen 6l¢iimlerin gegerligine kanit
saglamak amactyla AFA ve Lawshe teknigi uygulanmistir. Yapilan analizler sonrasinda ¢ok ylizeyli
Rasch analizleri gerceklestirilmis ve bu analiz sonucunda elde edilen logit degerleri iizerinden fark
testlerinden biri olan Mann Whitney U testi yapilmistir. Baslangicta puanlayicilarin yaptiklar
puanlamalarin dagilimi normal dagilim gosterdiginden AFA yapilmis, daha sonra CYRM modeli ile
elde edilen logit degerleri normal dagilmadigi i¢in Mann Whitney U testi kullanilmistir. Aragtirmada
bireysel diizeyde yiizeyler arasindaki ortak etkilesimi verdiginden dolayt CYRM analizi tercih
edilmistir. Arastirma kapsamindaki tiim puanlayicilar 6grenci kompozisyonlarini tiim dlgiitler tizerinden
degerlendirdiginden CYRM tamamen c¢aprazlanmis desen altinda yuritiilmiistir. CYRM’a iligkin
detayli bilgiler asagida sunulmustur.

Cok yiizeyli rasch modeli (CYRM)

Cok yiizeyli Rasch modeli temel Rasch modelinin uzantis1 olarak ortaya ¢ikmistir. CYRM’de temel
Rasch modelinin aksine puanlayici, madde, gorev, birey, zaman gibi birgok degiskenlik kaynag (yiizey-
facet) tek bir 6lgek iizerine yerlestirilmektedir (Kim ve digerleri, 2012; Linacre, 1993; Linacre, 1996).
Ayn1 zamanda MFRM ile degiskenlik kaynaklar1 arasindaki etkilesimler de incelenebilmektedir
(Kassim, 2007). Cok yiizeyli Rasch 6lgme modeli biitiin parametreleri kalibre ederek siralama
Ol¢egindeki gézlemleri esit aralikli bir logit 6lgegine doniistiiren dogrusal bir modeldir (Bond & Fox,
2015). Ardisik kategori olasiliklar1 (log odds) oranlarinin lojistik doniisiimii; akran degerlendirme,
durum belirleme kriterleri ve agik uclu madde gibi bagimsiz degiskenlerin, bagimli degisken olarak
goriilmesine imkan saglamaktadir (Esfandiari, 2015).
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Klasik test kurami ve genellenebilirlik kuraminin saglayamadigi bilgileri sunmast CYRM’nin bagka bir
avantajidir (Lunz, Wright & Linacre, 1990). CYRM arastirmaciya her bir yiizey ile ilgili detayl bilgi
verebilmektedir. Ornegin bireylerin performansini degerlendiren bir grup puanlayicidan hangisinin
yaptig1 puanlamanin ne oldugu (gdzlenen deger) ve yaptigir puanlamanin ne olmasi (beklenen deger)
gerektigi gibi bircok bilgi elde edilebilmektedir. CYRM modelinin detayli geri doniit saglamasi sonucu
hangi puanlayicinin iyi hangisinin k&tii oldugu ve buna bagli olarak nasil bir miidahale gerektigi
belirlenebilmektedir. CYRM’nin bu avantajlarindan yola c¢ikarak puanlayict egitimi Oncesinde
puanlayici hatalarinin belirlenmesi ve bu hatalara yonelik egitimler vermesi saglanabilir. Boylelikle
Olciimlerin gecerligi ve giivenirligi artirilabilir.

Arastirmada puanayict x égrenci kompozisyonu (pxb) etkilesimleri incelendiginden 6lgme modeli
asagidaki gibi tanimlanmaktadir;

Phrpx
lOg (ﬁ) = eb - ﬁk —0p — Ty — Ipb (1)
Burada; Pukpx, p. puanlayici tarafindan b. 6grencinin k. kriterine x puaninin verilme olasiligi, Poipx-1, P.
puanlayici tarafindan b. 6grencinin k. kriterine x-1 puaninin verilme olasilig1, 6y, b. dgrencinin yeterlilik
diizeyi, Pk, K. kriterin zorluk derecesi, ap = p. puanlayicinin katilik derecesi, 7x, X-1 puani yerine x
puaninin alinma zorlugu ve I, ise puanlayici yiizeyi ile 6grenci kompozisyonu yiizeyi arasindaki
etkilesim terimi olarak adlandirilmaktadir. Cok ylizeyli Rasch modelinde puanlayici hatalarinin
belirlenmesinde etkilesim (yanlilik) indeksi 6nemli bir yer tutmaktadir (Engelhard, 2002; Linacre,
2017).

CYRM, Rasch modelleri ailesine ait oldugundan, Rasch modellerindeki varsayimlari karsilamasi
gerekmektedir (Eckes, 2015; Farrokhi, Esfandiari & Schaefer, 2012; Farrokhi vd., 2011). Cok yiizeyli
Rasch 6l¢me modeli i¢in karsilanmasi gereken varsayimlar; tek boyutluluk, yerel bagimsizlik ve model
veri uyumudur. Veri toplama araglarinda belirtildigi gibi dereceli puanlama anahtari tek faktorli bir
yapiya sahiptir. Yerel bagimsizlik varsaymmi igin Chen ve Thissen (1997) tarafindan 6nerilen G2
istatistigi kullanilmis ve standartlagtirilmis LD y? degerlerinin -0.4 ile 4.5 araliginda degistigi ve marjinal
uyum %2 degerlerinin ise sifira yakin oldugu bulunmus ve yerel bagimsizligin saglandigi tespit edilmistir.
Model veri uyumu igin standartlastirilmis artik degerler incelenmistir. On test uygulamasi igin toplam
gozlem sayisi 39x45x15 (kompozisyonxpuanlayicixdlgiit) = 26.325 iken £2 araliginin disinda kalan
standartlastirilmis artik degerlerin sayisi 1.067 (%4,05) ve £3 araliginin disinda kalan standartlagtirilmig
artik degerlerin sayisi ise 164 (%0,62) oldugundan 6n test uygulamasi i¢in model-veri uyumunun
saglandig1 goriilmistiir. Son test uygulamasi i¢in toplam gozlem sayis1 26.322 (3 kayip veri) iken £2
araligimin disinda kalan standartlagtirilmis artik degerlerin sayisi 995 (%3,78) ve £3 araligiin disinda
kalan standartlastirilmis artik degerlerin sayisi ise 186 (%0,71) oldugu belirlenmistir.

BULGULAR

Aragtirma kapsaminda elde edilen bulgular puanlayici egitimi 6ncesi (Ontest) ve sonrasi (sontest) olarak
iki baslik halinde sunulmustur. CYRM analiz sonuglar1 6ncelikle grup daha sonra bireysel istatistikler
sunularak verilmistir.

Puanlayicr Egitimi Oncesi Deney ve Kontrol Grubundaki Puanlayicilannn FPF Durumlarinin
Incelenmesi

Puanlayici x 6grenci kompozisyonlar: (pxb) etkilesimlerinin grup diizeyindeki istatistiksel gostergesine
iliskin kestirilen ki-kare degerinin anlamli oldugu bulunmustur (y2(sd) = 5 298.40 (1755), p < 0.05). Ki-
kare degerinin anlamli ¢ikmasi 6grenci kompozisyonlarinin degerlendirilmesi siirecinde dl¢iimlere grup
diizeyinde farklilasan puanlayict fonksiyonun karistigina isaret etmektedir. pxb etkilesiminde grup
diizeyinde FPF’in dl¢timlere karistig1 belirlendikten sonra bireysel diizeydeki istatistikler incelenmistir.
CYRM’de degiskenlik kaynaklar1 arasindaki etkilesimde anlamli ¢ikan etkilesimler igin t istatistigi
kullanilmaktadir. CYRM etkilesim analizi sonucunda elde edilen t-degeri kritik t-degeri ile
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karsilastirilarak istatistiksel anlamlilik test edilmektedir. t degeri +2 araliginin diginda olan
etkilesimlerin farklilasan puanlayici fonksiyonuna isaret ettigi belirtilir (Linacre, 2017). Kontrol
grubunda olasi etkilesim sayis1 897 (23x39) ve anlamli bulunan etkilesim sayisi ise 203 (%22.63) iken
deney grubunda olas1 etkilesim sayis1 858 (22x39) ve anlamli bulunan etkilesim sayis1 160 (%18.65)
oldugu bulunmustur. Anlamli bulunan etkilesimlerin t-degerlerinin sahip oldugu isarete gore FPF iki
sekilde ifade edilmektedir. Buna gore t istatistigi eksi deger aldiginda farklilasan puanlayici katiligy, art1
deger aldiginda ise farklilasan puanlayici comertligi olarak ifade edilmektedir. Deney ve kontrol
grubundaki puanlayicilarin anlamli bulunan etkilesim tiiriine iliskin frekans ve yiizdeleri Tablo 1’de
verilmistir.

Tablo 1. Ontest Olgiimlerine Iliskin pxb Etkilesiminde Anlaml1 Bulunan Etkilesimlere Ait Frekans ve
Yiizdeler

Grup Farklilagan Puanlayic1 Katiligi Farklilagsan Puanlayici Comertligi Toplam

f % f % f %
Deney 83 9.67 77 8.98 160 18.65
Kontrol 111 12.37 92 10.26 203 22.63

Tablo 1 incelendiginde deney ve kontrol gruplarinin farklilagan puanlayici fonksiyonlarinin 6lgiimlere
karigma diizeylerinin Dbirbirine yakin oldugu goriilmektedir. Kontrol ve deney grubundaki
puanlayicilarin farklilagan puanlayici katilik ve comertliklerinin istatistiksel anlamliligt CYRM
etkilesim analizinde elde edilen yanlilik biiytikliigii (bias size) degerleri kullanilarak test edilmis ve
analiz sonuglar1 tablo 2’de verilmistir.

Tablo 2. Deney ve Kontrol Grubundaki Ontest Olgiimlerine Iliskin Anlamli Etkilesimlerin
Farklilasmasina Iliskin Mann Whitney U Testinin Sonuglar1

FPF Tiirii Grup N Sira Ortalamasi y4 9]
Kontrol 111 90.88

FPK Deney 83 106.35 -1.90 3872.00
Kontrol 92 87.55

FPC Deney 77 8195 -0.74 3307.00

Not: * p<0,05; FPK = Farklilasan Puanlayict Katilig1, FPC = Farklilagan Puanlayic1 Comertligi

Tablo 2 incelendiginde, deney ve kontrol grubundaki puanlayicilarin puanlayici egitimi Oncesi
farklilasan puanlayict fonksiyonlarinin performans degerlendirme siirecinde oOlgiimlere karisma
diizeylerinin istatistiksel olarak birbirine benzedigi bulunmustur (FPK i¢in U = 3872.00; Z = -1.90 p >
0.05; FBC i¢in U = 3307.00; Z = -0.74; p > 0.05).

Puanlayicr Egitimi Sonrast Deney ve Kontrol Grubundaki Puanlayicilarin FPF Durumlarinin
Incelenmesi

Deneysel islem sonrasi puaniayict x 6grenci kompozisyonlart (pxb) etkilesimlerinin grup diizeyindeki
istatistiksel gostergesine iligkin kestirilen ki-kare degerinin anlamli oldugu bulunmustur (¥2(sd) = 4
084.90 (1755), p <0.05). Bu bulgu puanlayici egitimi verilmis olmasina ragmen puanlayicilarin
performans degerlendirme siirecinde farklilasan puanlayici fonksiyonunun oOlgiimlere karigtigini
gostermektedir.

FPF’inin grup diizeyinde Olglimlere karistigi belirlendiginden bireysel diizeydeki istatistikler
incelenmistir. Bu baglamda pxb etkilesimlerine iligkin t istatistikleri incelenmistir. Kontrol grubunun
897 olasi etkilesiminden 163’ (%18.17) anlamli iken, deney grubunun 858 olasi etkilesiminden
110’unun (%12.82) anlamli oldugu bulunmustur. Puanlayici egitiminden sonra deney ve kontrol
grubundaki puanlayicilarin  performans degerlendirme siirecinde Ol¢limlere karigan farklilasan
puanlayici fonksiyonuna iliskin frekans ve yiizde degerleri Tablo 3’te verilmistir.
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Tablo 3. Sontest Olgiimlerine Iliskin pxb Etkilesiminde Anlamli Bulunan Etkilesimlere Ait Frekans ve
Yiizdeler

Grup Farklilagan Puanlayici Katiligt Farklilasan Puanlayic1 Coémertligi Toplam

f % f % f %
Deney 59 6.88 51 5.94 110 12.82
Kontrol 95 10.59 68 7.58 163 18.17

Tablo 3 incelendiginde verilen puanlayici egitimi sonrasi deney ve kontrol gruplarindaki puanlayicilarin
ogrenci kompozisyonlarini degerlendirme siirecinde FPF’in dl¢iimlere karisma diizeyinin farklilastigi
goriilmektedir. Kontrol ve deney grubundaki puanlayicilarin farklilasan puanlayict katilik ve
comertliklerinin istatistiksel anlamliligt CYRM etkilesim analizinde elde edilen yanhlik biiytkligii
(bias size) degerleri kullanilarak test edilmis ve analiz sonuclar1 tablo 4’de verilmistir.

Tablo 4. Deney ve Kontrol Grubundaki Sontest Olciimlerine Iliskin Anlamli Etkilesimlerin
Farklilagmasina Iligkin Mann Whitney U Testinin Sonuglari

Sira

FPF Tiirii Grup N Ortalamas: 7 u p d
Kontrol 95 69.82 -

FPK Deney 59 89,67 -2.72 2072.50 0.007 0.22
Kontrol 68 56.21

FPC Deney 51 65.05 -1.38 1476.50 0.167 -

Not: * p<0,05; FPK = Farklilasan Puanlayict Katilig1, FPC = Farklilagan Puanlayict Comertligi

Tablo 4 incelendiginde, puanlayici egitimi sonrasi performans degerlendirme siirecinde farklilasan
puanlayici katiliginin dlglimlere karigma diizeyi gruplara gore istatistiksel olarak anlamli ¢ikmis iken
farklilagsan puanlayici comertliginin 6lgiimlere karigma diizeyi anlamsiz bulunmustur (FPK i¢in U =
2072.50; Z = -2.72 p < 0.05; FBC i¢in U = 1476.50; Z = -1,38; p > 0.05). Bu sonuca gore puanlayici
egitiminin farklilagan puanlayici katiligi iizerinde kiiciik bir etkiye (r = 0.22) sahip oldugu, farklilasan
puanlayici comertligi lizerinde ise herhangi bir etkiye sahip olmadigi bulunmustur.

Puanlayic1 egitiminin pxb etkilesimleri {izerindeki etkisini gérmek amaciyla deney grubundaki
puanlayicilarin 6n ve son teste gore anlamli etkilesim sayilar1 Tablo 5°te verilmistir.

Tablo 5. Deney Grubundaki Puanlayicilara iliskin Anlamli pxb Etkilesimleri

Test PO1 P02 P03 P04 P05 P06 P07 P08 P09 P10 P11
Ontest f 9 7 7 13 7 11 7 5 13 9 2
% 23.1 18.0 18.0 33.3 18.0 28.2 18.0 12.8 33.3 23.1 5.1

Sontest f 2 9 10 5 4 2 2 6 6 1 8
% 51 23.1 25.6 12.8 10.3 5.1 51 15.4 154 26 205

P12 P13 P14 P15 P16 P17 P18 P19 P20 P21 P22

Ontest f 3 9 7 13 3 5 7 5 4 6 9
% 7.7 231 18.0 33.3 7.7 12.8 18.0 12.8 10.3 154 231

Sontest f 4 5 8 8 2 2 6 8 3 3 9
% 10.3 12.8 20.5 20.5 5.1 5.1 15.4 20.5 7.7 77 231

Tablo 5 incelendiginde, puanlayici egitimi sonrast &grenci kompozisyonlarinin degerlendirilmesi
siirecinde; 14 puanlayicinin (1, 4, 5, 6, 7, 9, 10, 13, 15, 16, 17, 18, 20 ve 21 numarali puanlayicilar)
anlamli etkilesimlerinin azaldig1 (egitimden olumlu yonde etkilenme), 7 puanlayicinin (2, 3, 8, 11, 12,
14 ve 19 numarali puanlayicilar) anlamli etkilesim sayilarinin arttig1 (egitimden olumsuz etkilenme) ve
1 puanlayicinin (22 numarali puanlayici) ise anlamli etkilesim sayisinin sabit kaldig1 goriilmektedir.
Tablo 5’in daha anlagilir olmasi amaciyla pxb etkilesimlerinin grafiksel gosterimi sekil 1°de verilmistir.

ISSN: 1309 - 6575 Egitimde ve Psikolojide Olcme ve Degerlendirme Dergisi
Journal of Measurement and Evaluation in Education and Psychology



Sata, M., Karakaya, i/ Yiiksekogretimdeki Ogrencilerin Akademik Yazma Becerilerinin Degerlendirilmesi Siirecinde
Puanlayici Egitiminin Farkhlasan Puanlayici Fonksiyonu Uzerindeki Etkisinin Incelenmesi

8 m
; Farklilasan puanlayici comertligi i On Test
6 Anlamh olmayan etkilesimler - Son Test
5
4
3 | !
& 2
21
)
o]
2 0
ol mlzlmTTijmzﬁsz&;apsszs 4P
-2 . 1
-3 t bl I
4 H !
-4 )
-5
-6
7 Farkhlasan puanlayici katihg
-8

Kompozisyonlar

Sekil 1. Deney Grubundaki Tiim Puanlayicilar i¢in pxb Etkilesimleri

Sekil 1 incelendiginde, puanlayicilarin 6n testini temsil eden kirmizi ¢izgilerin daha fazla £2 araliginin
disinda oldugu ve puanlayicilarin puanlayict egitiminden sonraki puanlamalarini temsil eden mavi
gizgilerin ise daha az +2 araligimin diginda oldugu gozlemlenmektedir. Sekil 1’¢ gore bazi
kompozisyonlarin diger kompozisyonlara gore daha fazla puanlayici yanliligina maruz kaldigi
goriilmektedir. Ornegin, puanlayicilar diger kompozisyonlara gére 37 numarali kompozisyonun
degerlendirilmesi siirecinde daha fazla kati davranmistir. Ayrica verilen puanlayict egitiminin genel
olarak puanlayici hatalan {izerinde olumlu bir etki meydana getirdigi ve bunun sonucunda 6l¢iimlerin
gecerligine katki sagladigi sdylenebilir.

SONUCLAR ve TARTISMA

Bu arastirmada ikinci dil akademik yazma becerisinin degerlendirilmesi siirecinde 6l¢iimlere karigan
FPF {izerinde puanlayici egitiminin etkisinin aragtirilmasi amaglanmistir. Bu baglamda puanlayici
egitiminin 6ncesi ve sonrasina yonelik elde edilen bulgular incelenmistir. Puanlayici egitimi 6ncesi hem
deney hem de kontrol grubunun 6grenci kompozisyonlarini degerlendirme siirecinde 6l¢iimlere karisan
FPF etkisinin benzer oldugu bulunmustur. Hem grup diizeyinde hem de bireysel istatistiklerde benzer
FPF etkilerinin oldugu bulunmustur. Deney ve kontrol grubundaki pxb etkilesimlerinin yaklasik beste
birinin FPF oldugu bulunmustur. Alanyazin incelendiginde, performans degerlendirme siirecinde
Ol¢timlere FPF’in siklikla karistigi gortilmektedir (Liu ve Xie, 2014; Schaefer, 2008; Wesolowski ve
digerleri, 2015; Wolfe ve McVay, 2012). Ogrenci kompozisyonlarinin degerlendirilmesi siirecinde
6l¢iimlere karigsan FPF iki sekilde ortaya ¢ikmustir. Birincisi farklilasan puanlayici katiligi iken ikincisi
farklilasan puanlayici comertligi olmustur. Arastirmada puanlayicilarin performans degerlendirme
strecinde farklilasan puanlayici katiligim1 daha fazla gosterdikleri bulunmustur. Alanyazin
incelendiginde performans degerlendirme siirecinde Olgiimlere karisan FPF’in hem katilik hem de
comertlik davramiginin  bir kombinasyonu oldugu ve genellikle c¢ok kati veya g¢ok comert
puanlayicilardan dolay1 FPF’in ortaya ¢iktig1 bulunmustur (Kim ve digerleri, 2012). Mevcut aragtirmada
kat1 puanlayicilarin daha fazla oldugu gz 6ntine alindiginda farklilagan puanlayici katiliginin daha fazla
olmasi sonuglar1 ve alanyazini dogrulamaktadir.
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Puanlayict egitiminden sonra Ogrenci kompozisyonlarmin degerlendirilmesi siirecinde FPF’in
Olciimlere karisma diizeyi incelenmis ve kontrol grubundaki degisim miktar1 ¢ok az iken deney
grubunda 6nemli bir degisim oldugu tespit edilmistir. Deney ve kontrol gruplarinin puanlayici egitimi
oncesi FPF’in iki tlirliniin 6l¢iimlere karigma diizeyi istatistiksel olarak benzer iken, puanlayici egitimi
sonrast istatistiksel olarak farklilik gostermistir. Farklilasan puanlayici comertliginin deneysel islemden
etkilenmedigi farklilasan puanlayici katiliginin etkilendigi bulunmustur. Bagka bir deyisle puanlayici
egitimi FPF’in farklilasan puanlayict katiligr tizerinde etkili olmustur. Bijani (2018), Fahim ve Bijani
(2011), May (2008) ve Yan (2014) tarafindan yapilan arastirmalar incelendiginde, puanlayici egitiminin
FPF iizerinde etkili oldugu bulunmustur. Van Dyke (2008) tarafindan yapilan arastirmada ise
performans degerlendirme siirecinde farklilasan puanlayici comertligin dl¢timlere karistig farklilagan
puanlayict katiligin ise karigmadigi bulunmustur. Mevcut arastirmanin Van Dyke (2008) tarafindan
yapilan arastirma ile desteklenmemesinin temel nedenlerinden birinci puanlayicilarin farkli gruplardan
olugmas1 ikincisi ise degerlendirilmesi yapilan performansin farkli olmasindan kaynaklandig:
diisiintilmektedir.

Ogrencilerin ikinci dildeki akademik yazma becerilerinin degerlendirilmesi siirecinde dlgiimlere karisan
FPF iizerinde puanlayici egitiminin etkisinin arastirildigi bu arastirmada elde edilen sonuclar asagida
verildigi sekilde 6zetlenebilir;

e Ogrenci kompozisyonlarinin degerlendirilmesi siirecinde FPF’in dlciimlere karistig1 ve yaklasik
olarak pxb etkilesimlerinin beste birini olusturdugu bulunmustur.

e Deney ve kontrol grubundaki puanlayicilarin puanlayici egitimi Oncesi benzer FPF
sergiledikleri bulunmustur.

e Puanlayic1 egitimi FPF’in farklilagan puanlayict katilign tiirii {izerinde etkili oldugu ve
puanlayici egitiminin FPF {izerinde kiigiik bir etki biiyiikliigline sahip oldugu bulunmustur.

Arastirma kapsaminda elde edilen sonuglardan hareketle gelecekte yapilacak ¢alismalar ve
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Ek A. Yazma Gérevi Ornegi

ACADEMIC WRITING SAMPLE TASK 2A
You should spend about 40 minutes on this task.

Write about the following topic:

The first car appeared on British roads in 1888. By the year 2000 there may be as
many as 29 million vehicles on British roads.

Alternative forms of transport should be encouraged and international laws
introduced to control car ownership and use.

To what extent do you agree or disagree?

Give reasons for your answer and include any relevant examples from your knowledge or
experience.

Write at least 250 words.
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Ek B. Akademik Yazma Becerileri I¢cin Analitik Dereceli Puanlama Anahtar
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the  written | &% orated in the | demonstrates the length task. or ideas
text written text. main idea of the ’ presented in
) paragraph. written text.
Written text does
not include
Written text Thesis statement | Topic sentenceis | supporting Text length Information
lacks is not given in | not included in | sentencesorthey | is below 99 Written text is | ©" ideas are
N~ introduction written text, or it | do not illustrate | words. It . not
organization . L irrelevant to
paragraph or it | does not address | the main idea | does not . - thoroughly
of - . . - - assigned topic in
0 introduction does not include | the thesis | given in topic | meet the task. It fails to developed,
| any specific | statement or | sentence. requirement : supported or
body and | . address the task | : -
. idea(s) to be | demonstrate the of illustrated in
conclusion . L - adequately. .
aragraphs ela_borated in the | main idea of the appropriate written text.
P ' written text. paragraph. length.
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Puanlayic1 Egitiminin Farklhlasan Puanlayic1 Fonksiyonu Uzerindeki Etkisinin Incelenmesi
COHERENCE COHESION GRAMMAR VOCABULARY MECHANICS
Accuracy of .
. L . Syntactic . . . .
Point | Coherence Linking Grammatical . Word Choice Lexical Range | Spelling Punctuation
Complexity
Forms
Information  or | Awide range Complex and . .
. . . There is a wide
ideas sequenced | of cohesive . sophisticated
. . All grammatical range of
in paragraphs are | devices used forms are sentences are | All the words and vocabular
highly consistent. | to  connect extensively phrases are ulary All the needed | All the needed
. . . accurately used . . used in written - .
There is a | ideas in | . . used in | appropriately used. . spelling rules | punctuation
. . in written text. . . . text which
4 considerably written  text The written text in | The intended includes are accurately | rules are
logical provides a communication which meaning is clearly hiahl used in written | accurately used
progression smooth . syntactic conveyed in written 9 .y . text. in written text.
L is  successfully sophisticated
between transition . structures are | text.
. established. . words and
sentences in | between highly hrases
written text. sentences. diverse. P
. An adequate .
Information  or g There is an
. range of | The use of the | Complex and
ideas sequenced . . . adequate All the needed | All the needed
. cohesive grammatical sophisticated | The use of words . .
in paragraphs are . . .| range of | spelling rules | punctuation
. devices used | forms is mostly | sentences are | and  phrases s
mostly consistent. . . . . vocabulary are mostly | rules are mostly
. to  connect | accurate in the | widely usedin | mostly appropriate. - f - ]
There is an | . . . . . used in written | accurate in | accurate in
ideas in | written text. | written textin | There are  few . - -
3 adequately A . . text which | written  text | written text but
. written text | There are few | which misused words or | .
logical : - . . includes but there are | there are few
. provides an | grammatical syntactic phrases which .
progression . largely few errors | errors which
easy errors which do | structures are | cannot obscure the o . . .
between . . . . sophisticated which violate | violate these
. transition not impede | adequately intended meaning.
sentences in S ) words and | these rules. rules.
. between communication. | diverse.
written text. phrases.
sentences.
Information  or | The use of | Itisattempted to L
. . Complex and . It is intended .
ideas sequenced | cohesive use the . It is attempted to use . It is intended to
. . . sophisticated The basic | to use the
in paragraphs are | devices at | grammatical the words and . use the needed
. sentences are vocabulary is | needed .
moderately basic level to | forms phrases . . . punctuation
. . moderately . used in written | spelling rules
consistent  but | connect accurately in . appropriately  but . . rules accurately
. . . used in text which | accurately in | . -
there are some | ideas in | written text but . . there are | . - in written text
2 . . . A written text in . includes written  text
inconsistencies written text | there are . occasionally but there are
. . . . which . moderately but there are .
which partially | provides a | occasional . misused words or . . occasional
. . . syntactic . sophisticated occasional .
interrupt logical | complete grammatical phrases which . errors  which
] L . structures are . words and | errors which -
progression transition errors  which . slightly obscure the - violate these
. . partially . . phrases. violate these
between between slightly impede . intended meaning. rules.
L diverse. rules.
sentences. sentences. communication.
paragraphs  are A limited | The use of the
grap . range of | grammatical Complex and There is a | The use of the
constructed with . . . The use of words | . . The use of the
. cohesive forms is | sophisticated .| limited range | needed
slightly . and  phrases s . needed
A devices used | generally sentences are of wvocabulary | spelling rules .
consistent : . A generally - . . punctuation
. . to connect | inaccurate in | slightly used | : . used in written | is largely .
information  or | . . . . . inappropriate. . . rules is largely
. . ideas in | written text. | in written text text which | inaccurate. .
1 ideas which i . . There are frequently | . inaccurate.
. . written text | There are | in which . includes There are
interrupt  logical . misused words or A There are
A makes frequent syntactic . slightly frequent
progression and L . phrases which . . frequent errors
transition grammatical structures are sophisticated errors which - A
sequence . . largely obscure the . which  violate
between errors  which | diverse to | . . words and | violate these
between . intended meaning. these rules.
sentences sentences largely impede | some extent. phrases. rules.
fragmentary. | communication.
There is an
inadequate The use —of
. rammatical Written  text | The use of .
Written text lacks | use of g . .| A repetitive | All the needed | All the needed
. . forms is | lacks vocabulary is - - .
consistency and | cohesive . vocabulary is | spelling rules | punctuation
. . . completely sentential completely .
logical devices in | . . . . : . largely used in | are rules are
0 . . inaccurate  in | complexity, inappropriate in h . .
progression written  text . L . written  text | inaccurately inaccurately
. the written text. | sophistication | written text. The . . . . .
between which lacks . . . .| which lacks | usedinwritten | used in written
.. This causes a | and syntactic | intended message is o
sentences. transition . . sophistication. | text. text.
breakdown in | variety. obscured.
between L
communication.
sentences.
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