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ABSTRACT

This study aims to obtain descriptive data on the scoring behaviours of
language teachers in the assessment of writing. In this study, the data
related to the demographic information of 73 teachers, the scores they
assigned to a particular written text, and the discourse describing their
scoring process were obtained through semi-structured interviews.
Data analysis revealed that the scoring behaviours of the teachers
varied greatly and most of them did not use a scale during scoring. The
ones who used scales, on the other hand, created their own scales that
included different sections with either the same or different scoring
attributes, which indicated that they were indecisive and not
necessarily unified in their decisions. Another finding indicated that the
teachers focused mostly on the formal dimension of the product, and
only a limited number of them distinguished error types and considered
the balance between the error type and the points. The results of the
study also demonstrated that there was a significant relation between
the scores of the raters and their gender, as well as between their scores
and their institution.
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Introduction

Writing is the process of producing a written discourse for communication. Based
on the communication scheme, writing is defined as the process in which an addresser
sends a written/visual message formed by using a common code (English, French, Turkish,
etc.) to an addressee through a contact (paper, screen, etc.) in a certain context. As one of
the main four skills in foreign language teaching, writing merits an important place,
particularly in terms of measurement and evaluation, along with other aspects.

There are two main approaches, namely direct and indirect, in the assessment of
writing. The direct approach, which considers all aspects of the relevant skill (Coombe,
False, and Hubley, 2007), evaluates the learner's ability to communicate in a written
language. In such assessment, learners are expected to produce content, organize their
ideas, use appropriate and accurate vocabulary, and apply grammatical and syntactic
knowledge within a certain period in the classroom through traditional measurement tools.
The fact that such assessment can be applied in any setting within a limited time makes it
easy to apply, however, it also has some negative aspects such as putting time pressure on
learners and not allowing for full implementation of the stages of the writing process as
preparation, planning, drafting, a nd reviewing. In indirect assessment, on the other hand,
the focus is on the grammatical accuracy of a language rather than its communication
function (Coombe, Fals,e and Hubley, 2007). Accordingly, it is possible to evaluate the
correct use of components such as punctuation, spelling, and grammar at the sentence level
by using measurement tools such as multiple-choice tests. In recent years, process-oriented
assessment, where the measurement and evaluation of writing are spread throughout the
process, has been used in the evaluation of the process, and the development of learners
during this process is monitored. Although this type of assessment bears more reliable
results, it is time-consuming and extends over a long period (Brown, 1989).

O'Malley and Pierce (1996) argue that the measurement and evaluation process for
writing requires giving students writing tasks on various topics and evaluating their
product using its message, clarity, and mechanical aspects such as spelling and
punctuation. In other words, rather than a one-dimensional approach, writing assessment
requires a multidimensional approach that takes into account the complex structure of the
writing process. However, one of the most important problems of teaching writing in both
first language and foreign language in Tiirkiye is the inability to conduct a practical and
consistent measurement and evaluation (Karatay, 2011). Since writing involves not only
vocabulary, grammar, spelling, and punctuation of language but also more complex
processes, the approaches to be used in its measurement should also include more
comprehensive and complex processes of writing. In their study conducted with 97 English
teachers through survey and interview techniques in Tirkiye, Kalay, and Biyiikkarci
(2020) found that apart from using the traditional assessment tools, including multiple
choice questions, completion, true-false or question-answer, the teachers also utilized
process-oriented tools, as composition writing, project assignment, peer evaluation,
portfolio, and standard writing tests, all of which refer to more complex processes.
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The effective assessment of writing, be it traditional or process-oriented, depends
on the reliability, validity, and practicality of the measurement instrument (Weigle, 2007).
Reliability in the assessment of writing is generally lower than in the other language areas
and skills (Calp, 2013). Mousavi (2002) also emphasizes the importance of measurement
and evaluation instruments in the assessment of writing. Determining the writing task and
developing appropriate instructions are among the key factors affecting the validity of
measurement and evaluation. Hence, it is paramount to provide a task that will clearly
reveal the direction of the writing that is intended to be measured and to add an instruction
that clearly explains the expected behaviours of learners throughout the process.
Instructions have important functions not only for learners but also for raters. To enable a
consistent and reliable measurement of the written product and its evaluation, task
instructions need to be taken into consideration by raters to determine whether the learners
have written in line with these instructions and to evaluate their writing with an objective
perspective.

Considering various types of written products with differing requirements, it is
necessary to determine to what extent those requirements are met during the assessment
process. Thus, another important topic regarding the assessment of writing in the literature
involves the scoring method performed. There are three fundamental scoring methods:
analytical, holistic, and primary trait scoring (Cooper, 1984; Perkins, 1983; Stiggins and
Bridgeford, 1983; Weigle, 2007; Wiseman, 2012; Zorbaz, 2013). The scale used in
analytical scoring, namely the rubric, allows separate evaluations for each component of
writing. It provides detailed information on learners’ strengths and weaknesses; however
time-consuming and challenging for raters since it requires a detailed examination of the
written product and identification of deficiencies. In contrast, the holistic scale is more
time and energy-efficient it enables raters to make general judgments about the written
product. Primary trait scoring is task-specific and evaluates performance according to the
specific features of the discourse type. Therefore, the scales used in this type of assessment
include items related to the characteristics of discourse and text type. The advantage of
primary trait scoring is that it provides the testing of learners’ knowledge and skills related
to the characteristics of the genre, and it facilitates the detection of learners’ shortcomings
specific to the discourse type. Yet, it is less frequently used than the other two scales as
developing it is more demanding and requires more time and expertise.

The abundance of studies on scoring methods and the diversity of their results are
noteworthy. Wiseman (2012) found in his study, in which 60 compositions written by EFL
students were scored through analytical and holistic scales by five teachers who had
special training in scoring, that analytical scoring revealed more detailed and accurate
differences among learners. Sakyi (2000), on the other hand, argued that the raters who
scored holistically focused more on language structures and content. While Polat (2003)
and Turgut (1990) claim that analytical scoring is more reliable because it provides
conformity between raters, Oru¢c (1999) argues that inconsistencies between raters
decrease with the usage of holistic scoring. However, in their study with 10 raters, Han and
Huang (2017) asserted that there were no significant differences in terms of scores or
reliability between the two scoring methods, however, the raters preferred the holistic
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scoring scale regardless of the advantages and disadvantages of both types. However, there
are conflicting studies yielding opposite results. For example, in their study in the context
of EFL teaching in Yemen, Ghalib and Hattami (2015) concluded that the differences
between raters were greater in holistic scoring, and they claimed that analytical scoring
provides a more reliable and consistent measurement. Similarly, Asassfeh (2021) proposed
that the scores assigned by 48 teachers by using the holistic scales were higher compared
to the scores they assigned by using analytical scales, and that the scores of the raters
decreased in holistic scoring since they focused on the details.

Although the studies on scoring methods vary and reveal different results, it is
obvious that the use of scales brings objectivity to the assessment of writing. A study
conducted by Crusan, Plakans, and Gebril (2016) with 701 educators revealed that 80% of
the participants used a scale and that nearly half of the participants believed that using a
scale was effective in making sense of students’ points. A scoring scale is an important
tool not only for teachers but also for learners. While assigning a writing task as
homework or as a measurement tool to learners, it is of great importance to determine the
criteria that will be used in the evaluation of that task and to present them to learners on a
scale. Seviour (2015) emphasizes that scales should be open and accessible to students,
and they should be informed about what is expected of them, how the written product will
be evaluated, and, what qualities an acceptable written product should have. On the other
hand, Thomas (2020) argues that when developing or choosing a scale, there are some
important factors to be considered such as, what will be measured by this scale, for what
purpose this scale will be used, how long it will take to administer it, and whether training
will be necessary for the users, all of which will contribute to the reliability and validity of
that scale.

Behaviours of Raters

Another effective factor in the assessment of writing is raters. Smith (1993) stated
that the knowledge and the measurement technique of raters affect the reliability of their
measurement. This is not surprising because a written product is complex and the
professional experience, education, and views of the person scoring it play an important
role on their scoring. Therefore, raters should receive qualified training on measurement
and evaluation. Koksal (2004) claims that the teachers in Tiirkiye do not receive adequate
training on the assessment of writing and they have a tendency to assess their students by
using general assessment ways presented in the curriculum. Indeed, when examining the
curriculum of the institutions that train teachers in foreign language teaching, it was
observed that general training on measurement and evaluation is provided, but there is a
lack of training specifically focusing on the assessment of each skill while individual skills
are separately taught. Similarly, in the international literature, there are studies claiming
that teacher training is insufficient as far as measurement and evaluation are concerned
(Brown and Bailey, 2008; Mertler, 2009; Popham, 2009; Weigle, 2007). Therefore, it can
be suggested that the level of literacy in terms of assessment of writing is low among
teachers. Likewise, in their study with 350 teachers, Mede and Atay (2017) concluded that
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the teachers perceived themselves as inadequate in measuring and evaluating production
and reception skills within integrated skills.

However, for reliable measurement and evaluation to be carried out, the people
who carry out the process, namely the raters - teachers in the school environment - need to
be highly competent in the field of measurement and evaluation. Crusan (2010)
emphasizes that teachers should know the differences between formative and summative
assessment, have the ability to write instructions that will provide the necessary guidelines
for presenting data required for different purposes, know the priorities of the scales used,
and comprehend the importance of assessment. Equally, Weigle (2007) underlines that
teachers should have the skills in organizing, managing, and scoring writing activities in
order to assess writing. In conclusion, raters are expected to develop a measurement and
evaluation instrument and score the written product with the help of this instrument.

As stated by Baker (2016), the scoring behaviours of raters can be influenced by
factors such as personality, education, and their desire to appreciate learners’ effort and
ability to understand what they are trying to convey. However, raters should evaluate
written products with a valid, objective, fair, clear, systematic, criterion-based, and reliable
measurement method and process. While many studies underline the need for raters to use
a scale during the assessment of writing, Lumley (2002) points out that the way the raters
used the prescribed scale in his research was quite inconsistent. Similarly, many studies
using the ‘Rasch Model’ (Du & Wright, 1997; Du, Wright & Brown, 1996; Engelhard,
1994; Lunz, Wright & Linacre, 1990) proved that the raters’ scores differed even if they
had received the same training and used the same scale. The fact that there are differences
in raters’ priorities, expectations, and the dimensions they focus on the written product at
hand during the measurement and evaluation processes is among the factors underlying
this situation.

The errors of raters can affect the validity and reliability of measurement and
evaluation (Erman Aslanoglu and Sata, 2021). Raters assign lower/higher scores due to
various characteristics of learners such as gender, race, experience, expertise or because of
the handwriting, paper layout, and the argument of the written product indicates the rater
effect in writing assessment. While Gyagenda and Engelhard (2009) detected that the
raters did not exhibit different scoring behaviours based on the students’ gender, Engelhard
and Myford (2003) unearthed that the raters scored differently based on the students’
gender, race, and language, in which they were most successful. Johnson and Lim (2009)
established that there was a slight difference in the scores between the raters who were
native speakers and those who were non-native speakers. Erman Aslanoglu and Sata
(2021) deduced that the raters took into account the overall academic achievement levels
of students, but not their gender. They also found that the teachers working in state schools
exhibited different scoring behaviours from the ones working in private schools.

The assessment of the written product which is composed at the end of complex
processes is also a multifaceted and problematic process. The first of these problems is the
excessive workload caused by the process. The workload of teachers at school, the
excessive number of students in the classroom, and the long time and effort required for
the evaluation of written products make it difficult to conduct a comprehensive
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assessment. Secondly, it is quite difficult to use completely objective criteria in the
assessment of writing due to the absence of having a correct, precise and complete answer
for the expected written product. Thirdly, raters may focus not only on the dimensions
included in the scale but also on their own internal evaluation criteria, despite being
presented with a scale (Li & Huang, 2022). While written products should be evaluated in
an objective way, it is claimed that teachers score written products based on their own
expertise and impressions of the paper in question (Cetin, 2002). During the impression-
based evaluation process, noticeable mechanical errors are usually marked and the layout
of the text or paper is taken into consideration. In a case study conducted by interviewing
12 teachers in Kayseri, Gocer (2011) collected the teachers’ views on writing assessment.
This study reported that the teachers carried out a collective assessment, most of them used
different measurement tools in addition to writing compositions, and they experienced
difficulties concerning time and application during the assessment process. Besides, it was
found that they did not use a common scale, and they centered their attention around
formal qualities involving plan, tidiness, layout of the paper, spelling, and punctuation
during the assessment of writing.

To sum up, the factors affecting objectivity in writing assessment can be listed as
the measurement process that includes scoring, raters and scoring methods, the
characteristics of learners such as gender, age, race, ethnicity, social class, learning
environment, the elements related to writing task itself and its instructions, and also the
dimensions in the scale (Gyagenda and Engelhard, 2009). There are also numerous studies
(Calp, 2013; Cole, Haley & Muenz, 1997; Hamp-Lyons, 2002; White, 1994) showing that
the assessment of writing poses problems. Among these problems are the measurement
and evaluation methods (Beck, Llosa, Black and Anderson, 2018; Cooper, 1984; Han and
Huang, 2017; Seker, 2018; Tokur Uner and Asilioglu, 2022; Wilson et all., 2016), validity
and reliability of measurement instruments (Brown, Glasswell and Harland, 2004; O'Neill,
2011), and the consistency and reliability of the individuals who performed the
measurement and evaluation (Erman Aslanoglu and Sata, 2021; Gyagenda and Engelhard,
2009; Lumley, 2002; Smith, 1993; Wind and Engelhard, 2012; Zhang, 2016).

Most of the studies on writing assessments focus on the characteristics of the
measurement instruments, measurement methods, and the types of scales used during the
assessment process. Clearly, in these studies, the participants are provided with a scale to
apply and they are guided in the process of assessment. It is also evident that the textbooks
in Tirkiye contain scales. Additionally, it is assumed in the studies that teachers use scales
in light of the guidance in their ordinary writing assessment process. Although there are
many studies investigating teachers' assessment techniques and methods, the number of
studies describing teachers' scoring behaviours is limited. Furthermore, no research on
how teachers will evaluate without guidance has been found in the literature. Therefore,
this study aims to examine the scoring behaviours of foreign language teachers in writing
assessments. In line with this aim, answers to the following questions and sub-questions
are sought within the scope of the study:

1) What kind of scoring behaviours do foreign language teachers exhibit when
scoring a written product in the assessment of writing?
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a) Is there a statistically significant relation between the scores of the foreign
language teachers and their demographic characteristics?

b) What kind of marking behaviours do foreign language teachers exhibit when
scoring a written product in the assessment of writing?

¢) How do foreign language teachers approach students’ errors when scoring a
written product in the assessment of writing?

d) What dimensions of the written product do foreign language teachers focus on
when scoring a written product in the assessment of writing?

2) How do foreign language teachers describe their scoring process when scoring a
written product in the assessment of writing?

Methodology

This study aimed to identify the scoring behaviours of foreign language teachers by
examining and comparing the papers they scored. It is also aimed to identify their ways of
scoring by analyzing their descriptions of the scoring process. For this purpose, the
teachers were first asked to score a randomly selected composition which was written in
English and French by B1-graded students studying at the Department of Translation and
Interpreting, and then to describe their scoring process.

Participants

A total of 73 foreign language teachers voluntarily participated as raters in the
study. The age of the participants, most of whom were female, varied between 31-40 years
old. Most of the participants were teachers of English. In addition, most of them had
training in pedagogical formation and had over 15 years of experience. Furthermore, most
of them were working at the university level at state institutions. The detailed data
regarding the demographic characteristics of the participants are collectively presented in
Table 1.

Data Collection Instruments

The data of the study were obtained through a semi-structured interview technique.
The interview form consisted of three sections. The first section included the items about
demographic characteristics of the participants such as gender, age, graduated program,
professional experience, current working level, and institution. In the second section, the
participants were asked to score the given composition out of 100, and they were asked to
briefly describe their scoring process in the third section.

Table 1. Demographic Characteristics of the Participants

Variable Category Number Percentage (%)
Male 15 20,5
Gender Female 58 795
Age Between 20-30 11 15,1
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Between 31-40 30 41,1

Between 41-and 50 24 32,9

51 and over 8 11,0

. ELT 48 65,8
Graduation Other e 342
Pedagogical Yes 71 97,3
Formation No 2 2,7
1-5 years 6 8,2

6-10 years 15 20,5

Experience 11-15 years 14 19,2
16-20 years 17 23,3

21 years and over 21 28,8

Elementary 6 8,2

Secondary 7 9,6

Level High School 20 27,4
University 35 47,9

More than one 5 6,8

o State 62 84,9
Institution Privaie 11 51

Publication Ethics

Ethics committee approval for the interview form was obtained from the Kirikkale
University Social and Human Sciences Research Ethics Committee with the decision no.
09 dated 18/10/2022.

Data Analysis

Document analysis and descriptive analysis were used in data analysis. In the first
stage of the analysis, the focus was on the demographic characteristics of the raters, and
the data obtained from the first section of the interview form were interpreted through
document analysis. In the second stage, observations were made regarding the second
section of the data collection instrument, and the way the participants scored the
composition was identified through document analysis and descriptive analysis, and the
scoring behaviours of the teachers were determined. These behaviours were first coded and
placed into the appropriate category in the thematic framework based on the research
questions. In the third stage, the third section of the interview form was utilized. For this
purpose, the participants’ descriptions of their own evaluation processes were read and the
scoring behaviours they expressed were determined by the researchers. Likewise, these
stated behaviours of the raters were coded and placed into the abovementioned framework.
Shortly, three datasets including teachers' demographic characteristics, scoring behaviours
and, discourses on their own scoring behaviours were obtained in the study. Comparative
analysis of the second and third datasets are made based on the first dataset. Moreover,
examining the second and third datasets enables us to determine whether there is
consistency between teachers' discourses and actions as well as whether there is a
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relationship between teachers’ scoring behaviours and their age, gender, and experience.
The findings are presented in numbers and percentages in tables.

The main limitation of the study is that only composition writing was used as a
technique in the assessment of writing. Since composition writing requires not only
students’ grammatical knowledge but also their syntactic, semantic, pragmatic, and
textlinguistic knowledge, it was thought that all kinds of writing skills could be measured
in this way most efficiently. As the aim of the study was to examine the scoring behaviours
of the participants, one composition in English and one in French written by two students
were used instead of the ones produced by different students. Thus, the factor of individual
differences between students was eliminated from the study. Although different languages
are taught as foreign languages in Tiirkiye, the study is limited to the teachers of English
and French due to the principle of practicality as they are the most commonly taught
foreign languages.

Findings

Findings Related to the Rater’s Behaviours

When the scores of the participants were examined, it was seen that the lowest
score was 40 and the highest score was 100 out of 100 points. The most important finding
about the scores is that teachers appointed different scores for the same writing product.
The detailed findings about the scores are presented in Table 2.

Table 2. Findings About the Scores of the Participants

Scores Number Percentage

(%)
Between 81-100 41 56,2
Between 61-80 20 27,4
Between 40-60 7 9,6
At least 90 1 1,4
Total Score 1 1,4
No Score 2 2,7
Total 73 100

Two out of 73 teachers were not included in the analysis because they did not
specify any scores. Thus, the analysis was accomplished through the scores of 71 teachers.
As seen in Table 3, the data did not exhibit a normal distribution since the Skewness and
Kurtosis coefficients were not between -1<p>1, and the Kolmogorov test result was
p<0.05.

Table 3. The findings on the coefficient of Skewness, Kurtosis, and Kolmogorov Smirnov

Number of Mean of the Skewness Kurtosis Kolmogorov
the Scores Coefficient Coefficient Smirnov

Participants Coefficient
71 82,89 -1,336 1,767 .000
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Since the data did not exhibit a normal distribution, the Mann-Whitney test was
used to see if there was a difference between the scores given by the raters according to
their gender. At the end of the analysis, a significant difference was observed between the
scores in favor of female raters (see Table 4). It is understood that female raters gave
higher scores than male raters because their mean and mean rank were higher.

Table 4. The Findings on the Analysis of the Scores According to Gender

Category Number Mean Mean Rank Total Rank U P
Female 57 84,67 38,89 2216,50 234,500 .017
Male 14 75,64 24,25 339,50

As identified before, the participating teachers were working at state or private
institutions. The Mann-Whitney test was used to identify whether there was a difference
between the scores of the raters in terms of the institution they worked at, as the data did
not show a normal distribution. As seen in Table 5, there was a significant difference
between the scores given by the raters according to the variable of the institution they were
working. It is concluded that teachers working at state schools gave higher scores than
those working at private schools since their mean and mean rank were higher.

Table 5. The Findings on the Analysis of the Scores According to the Working Institutions

Category Number Mean Mean Rank Total Rank U P
State 61 85,23 38,87 2371,00 130,000 .004
Private 10 68,60 18,50 185,00

To find out whether the scores of the teachers varied according to their professional
experience, the data were analyzed using the Kruskall Walls test because of the five
categories in the theme of experience. As a result of the analysis, it became clear that there
were no significant differences between the scores given by the teachers and their years of
professional experience (see Table 6).

Table 6. The Findings on the Analysis of the Scores According to the Professional Experience

Category Number Mean Mean Rank sd Mean P
1-5 years 6 73,17 29,25
6-10 years 14 77,43 24,29
11-15 years 13 84,77 39,00 4 7,688 .104
16-20 years 17 87,00 42,91
21 years and over 21 84,81 38,29

To examine whether the scores of the teachers varied according to the level they
were working, the data were analyzed using the Kruskall Walls test since the working level
contains five different categories. As seen in Table 7, there was a significant difference
(p=0.036<0.05) between the scores of the teachers according to their working level. An
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examination of their averages revealed that the teachers working at multiple levels and
teachers working at university gave lower scores than the others.

Table 7. The Findings on the Analysis of the Scores According to the Working Level

Category Number Mean Mean Rank sd Mean P
Elementary 6 86,33 37,50
Secondary 6 85,83 37,42
High School 19 86,11 40,32 4 10,265 .036
University 35 83,97 37,14
More than one 5 55,40 8,10

When it came to the sub-questions b, ¢, and d of the study, another analysis was
conducted on the participants’ marking behaviours on the paper, their approach to the type
of error, their preferences for interaction with the student and the errors they focused on.
For this purpose, the answers to the following questions were sought: a) whether they did
marking or not, b) if yes, how many markings they did, c) whether they identified the types
of errors or not, d) whether they warned the students or not, ) whether they corrected the
errors or not, f) whether they used a coding system during marking, g) whether they
focused on linguistic mistakes (grammatical, spelling, punctuation, lexical, syntactic
errors) or not, h) whether they took the types of discourse into consideration during scoring
or not, i) whether they paid attention to the correctness of the content or not, j) whether
they used a scale or not. The detailed findings of this analysis are shown in Table 7. This
analysis mostly reveals that the raters usually corrected errors on the paper and they
usually focused on grammatical and expression errors.

Table 8. The Findings on the Behaviours of the Participants

Category of the Behaviours Number Percentage (%)
Only marked 30 41,1
Identified error types 8 11,1
Warned the students 11 15,1
Corrected errors 47 64,4
Adopted a coding system 2 2,7
Focused on grammatical errors 64 87,7
Focused on spelling errors 35 47,9
Focused on punctuation errors 26 35,6
Focused on lexical errors 31 42,5
Focused on expression errors 32 43,8
Paid attention to the features of discourse type 12 16,4
Took the correctness of the content into consideration 5 6,8
Used a scale 10 13,7

Findings Related to the Rater’s Discourse

When the participants’ description of their scoring process is analyzed in order to
find an answer to the second research question, two main dimensions emerge the usage of
a scale and the direction of their focus. As shown in detail in Table 9, the former
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dimension includes the findings about the number of raters who acknowledged using the
scale, as well as who developed a scale on the paper, the points they allocated to each error
or section in the scale, and the number of sections used in the scale. Prominently, most of
the raters drew their own scale on paper themselves and evaluated the paper accordingly.
However, there were significant differences in the implementation of the scale among the
users (See Table 9). The most prominent behavioural difference in this regard is the fact
that the numbers of the sections in the developed scale were not the same. Another striking
point is that the participants anticipated the same or different points for each section in the
scale they developed.

Table 9. The Findings on the Participants’ Discourse About the Usage of a Scale

Scale Preference Number Percentage (%)

Expressed that they used a scale 4 55
Drew a scale 26 35,6
2 1 14

o 3 3 4,1

STcr;ﬁenumber of sections in the 7 9 123
5 7 9,6

6 1 14

Allocated the same points to each section in the scale 16 219
Allocated different points to each section in the scale 10 13,7
Allocated no points in the scale 2 2,7
Stated how many points each error corresponded to 3 4,1

Analysis of the raters’ focus on their own descriptions reveals various preferences.
Accordingly, the raters indicated that they took various aspects such as unity, coherence,
cohesion, relevance to the subject, content, language usage, consistency,
comprehensibility, grammar, punctuation, spelling, vocabulary, number of words, time,
target audience, purpose, features of the genre, sections of text, organization,
evidence/examples, paper layout, handwriting, creativity, style, fluency, attention
grabbing, way of thinking, participation in the class, age, planning, and level of the
students into considerations during evaluation. Having analyzed the number and frequency
of these aspects, it was displayed that only one participant took the variables related to
target audience, participation in class, age, nationality, and creativity into consideration,
which corresponded to a ratio of 1,4 for each. While the target audience refers to the
addressee of the written pro and participation in class means the in-class performance of
the students, age indicates whether the producer of the written product is a child or an adult
and nationality indicates the producer’s familiarity with the language used in the
composing process. As can be seen in Table 10, the variables that the participants
considered relatively of high importance were grammar, vocabulary, meaning and the
organization of the text while they also attributed attention to paper layout, fluency, way of
thinking, relevance to the subject, unity, evidence/examples, features of the genre, sections
of text, level of the students, language usage, coherence, spelling, content and punctuation.
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Table 10. The Findings on the Analysis of the Raters’ Focus

Direction of the Focus Number Percentage (%)
Target audience 1 1,4
Participation in the classroom 1 1,4
Age 1 14
Nationality 1 1,4
Creativity 1 1,4
Style 2 2,7
Consistency 2 2,7
Time 2 2,7
Attention Grabbing 2 2,7
Planning 2 2,7
Handwriting 3 4,1
Cohesion 4 55
Number of the words 4 55
Purpose 4 55
Layout 8 11,0
Fluency 8 11,0
Way of thinking 8 11,0
Relevance to topic 9 12,3
Unity 10 13,7
Evidence/Examples 11 151
Features of text type 12 16,4
Sections of text 14 19,2
Level 14 19,2
Language usage 15 20,5
Cohesion 16 21,9
Spelling 16 21,9
Content 20 27,4
Punctuation 20 27,4
Organization 22 31,5
Meaning 24 32,9
Vocabulary 35 47,9
Grammar 68 93,2

To sum up, the data obtained revealed a number of findings related to the research
questions. The first set of findings concerns the actions that teachers performed on the
paper they scored. As a result, no common preferences were observed among the teachers
regarding marking approaches. While some preferred marking approaches such as
underlining or circling, some others preferred to mark by specifying the error type.

The second set of findings pertains to the scores given by the teachers.
Accordingly, the participants were assigned significantly different scores for the same
paper scores given to which same paper ranging from 40 to 100. The third set of findings,
which is related to the usage of a scale in the scoring process, revealed that they were used
as well as those who did not. The fourth set of findings is about whether there was a
difference among the scores according to raters’ gender, institution, experience and grade.
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The final set of findings involves the focus of the participants in the measurement
and evaluation process, which concluded that a significant number of the participants
focused on the grammatical aspect of the written product, respectively followed by
vocabulary, meaning, organisation, punctuation, and content of the output, all of which
could be listed under the heading of grammatical aspect of writing. Non-grammatical
aspects such as cohesion, language use, and arts of the text were considered by relatively
fewer participants.

Discussion

The findings that were significantly different in the scoring preferences of the
participants need to be addressed in several ways. First of all, differences in scoring can be
regarded as natural findings since the participants were expected to score without any
given standard scales. There are numerous studies (Bachman, 2004; Engelhard and
Myford, 2003; Hunter and Docherty, 2011; Liu, 2022; Seker, 2018) concluding that the
scoring of the raters was different when they were asked to screen with the help of the
same standard scale. However, the fact that differences among the scores were in a wide
range of 40 to 100 makes the scores appointed by the raters questionable in terms of
reliability. The low reliability of the raters' scores in this study is consistent with the results
of a study conducted by Gyagenda and Engelhard (2009), in which 20 raters who were
provided with training on scoring, scored 366 compositions using a scale and the reliability
coefficient was found to be low. The findings obtained from the same study and our
findings are noteworthy in that they proved that teachers had different preferences in
scoring irrespective of whether they had any training on scoring or not, and whether they
were asked to use a standard scale or not. The difference in scoring was evident in all
sections of the scale in that study, whereas in our study it was observed that the teachers
proposed the same or different points for each section of the scale only when they
developed their own scale. Allocating different points to each section of the scale may
stem from either the raters or the fact that the variable cannot be expressed as an absolute
value. While the raters’ behaviours such as giving little or much importance and showing
necessary attention to the section during the evaluation process may lead to differences
arising from the rater, the fact that the evaluated dimension does not have a single and
ideal answer due to its nature may also lead to differences depending on the evaluated
dimension. On the other hand, although some dimensions such as grammar can be
relatively expressed as more absolute value, the fact that they were scored differently
suggests that scoring differences cannot be eliminated in the evaluation process despite all
efforts. Seker (2018) endorsed similar findings regarding the behaviours of the
raters/teachers in the assessment of writing in the study conducted with three English
teachers working at a school in Tiirkiye. Writing was evaluated through a standard scale.
75 of the compositions, which were written by the students as a writing exam, were
selected by equally dividing them as low, medium and high level, and three teachers were
asked to score 25 of these compositions with the help of the same scale in three days.
Then, the teachers were asked to score the other 25 of compositions by discussing them
together and this process was recorded. Three weeks later, the teachers were again asked to
individually score the last remaining, 25, of the composition with the help of the same
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scale. The analysis of the first scoring verified that three teachers scored the same papers
differently even if they used the same standard scale. It was understood that the teachers
made different judgements on different aspects of the written product such as grammatical
accuracy, lexical accuracy, syntactic accuracy, organization, and mechanical dimensions.
The statistical analysis of the data unearthed that the points that those three teachers
assigned to the items in the scale were not compatible with each other. When the
recordings of the scoring were analyzed, it was seen that the teachers had hesitations about
their decisions on scoring on the first day, and that they relaxed, exchanged their ideas and
showed their expertise in different dimensions on the second day. For instance, while the
argument of one teacher on grammatical accuracy was taken as a basis, the argument of
another teacher on organization was taken as a basis during the discussion period. In
addition, it was also found that while the scoring process lasted longer on the first day, it
was getting shorter day by day. It became obvious that the teachers considered the scoring
fairer at the end of this process and they shared the responsibility as they did not issue a
score on their own. When the data of the scoring were analyzed three weeks later, it was
found that the teachers scored the dimension of grammatical accuracy, lexical accuracy,
organization and mechanical aspects similarly. Hence, this study suggests that the teachers
scored the same written product in different ways despite using the same standard scale,
and their focus differed during the evaluation process; for example, some of the teachers
focused on accuracy while others focused on fluency or structure. One of the notable
findings of Seker’s study is that the participants showed different reactions at different
stages of the discussion process, which lasted for three days in total. To exemplify, while
they were mostly silent and exhibited hesitant behaviours on the first day of the scoring
discussion sessions, they engaged in discussions confidently and made more confident
decisions without hesitation on the following days. In addition, the teachers also discussed
the scale they used and identified its deficiencies. It was also deduced that the differences
among the scores of the teachers decreased in the subsequent individual evaluation, and
they used the experience and knowledge that they had gained through discussing in their
own individual scoring sessions. Therefore, this study suggests that cooperation and
discussion with other stakeholders during the scoring process provide benefits for the
raters and bring consistency to the evaluation process. Compared with the findings of
Seker’s study (2018), the findings obtained from the current study are similar in some
aspects such as the teachers’ attempts to prepare the scales, which show inconsistency, and
the differences in the scales developed by themselves.

The finding that suggested significant differences between male and female raters
in scoring in favor of female raters is inconsistent with some research data. For instance, in
a study conducted by Peterson, Childs and Kennedy (2004), 108 teachers in the first
language teaching in Canada were asked to score the narrative and argumentative
compositions produced by two female and two male students. The results of the study
unveiled that there were no consistent findings about the difference between the scores of
raters in terms of their gender and that there was no significant difference among the
scores depending on the gender of the composition writer. However, there are other studies
(Gyagenda and Engelhard, 2009) supporting that there were differences in scoring based
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on gender. For example, a study conducted by Gyagenda and Engelhard (2009) reports that
the differences between the scores of male and female students were significant in favor of
females. The researchers assert that the reason for this difference might be a prevailing
belief that female students were more successful in writing or that the teachers focused
more on the written product generated by male students in order to improve their writing
skills. Yet, this study did not take the gender of the 20 trained raters into account in the
analysis.

The finding that the number of sections and the points per section varied among
some participants is important as it suggests that the teachers perceived and explicated the
same written product in different ways. The differences in preferences of the participants,
most of whom had pedagogical formation training, are in parallel with the findings of the
study by Wang et al. (2017), which yields that there were different opinions on various
points between the experts delivering training on scoring and the raters, and also among
the participant raters. For instance, there were disagreements involving the selection of the
most difficult composition to score, the sections leading to the errors of raters, the focus of
the written product, the reception of the text, and the organisation of the ideas between the
experts delivering training on scoring and the raters. These disagreements are important in
understanding that if the scale is not clear and understandable enough for the raters, it can
lead to different results even if the same scale is used. However, it is suggested that no
matter how valid and reliable the scale is, the rater's knowledge, experience, and attention
are more decisive in perceiving and using the scale.

The findings that the participants focused on extremely diverse dimensions of the
written product during the evaluation process and that they issued different terms for the
same dimensions assume that the raters had different experiences and education in this
aspect. As an example, while the dimension titled ‘grammar’ in the scales needed to be a
general heading to the other three as syntax, spelling and punctuation, it was treated as
another dimension along with them. Similarly, some of the dimensions titled as language
usage, coherence, cohesion, unity, consistency and fluency are unclear and this raises the
question of whether the rater differentiates, for example, between consistency, unity and
coherence or between coherence and cohesion. Furthermore, the concept of language
usage should include the dimensions listed above, however, that raters’ evaluation of it as
a separate dimension shows that they had different perspectives and perceptions on this
issue. In line with the findings of the research by Wang et all (2017), which suggests more
experiential studies should be conducted, this finding highlights the fact that the
distinctions regarding the different dimensions of the written product should be more
clearly put forward and strongly emphasized in the training on scoring. This idea is
reinforced by the findings of Rahayu’s (2020) study conducted with 56 ESL teachers in
Indonesia in the assessment of writing. In that study, the teachers were asked to answer
questions about their assessment methods and techniques and to score two narrative
compositions with the help of an analytical scale presented to them. The questions in the
questionnaire consisted of four sections that were related to the teachers’ knowledge about
the assessment of writing, the effectiveness of scoring accuracy, the efficiency of their
choices, and their perceptions of the assessment of writing. The analysis of the data
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obtained through the questionnaire yielded that the teachers’ knowledge about the
assessment of writing, the effectiveness of scoring accuracy, the efficiency of their
choices, and their perceptions in the assessment of writing did not guarantee their success
in scoring. In other words, the teachers' responses in the questionnaire did not show
consistency with their scoring behaviours. Even though teachers’ knowledge about the
assessment of writing, the efficiency of their choices, and the increase of their perceptions
in the assessment of writing negatively affected their scoring, the increase in the
effectiveness of scoring accuracy positively affected their scoring. The result of the study
reinforced that the effectiveness of teachers in scoring has an impact on the quality of
teachers during the assessment process.

Another finding that the raters focused more on grammar and the formal dimension
of the written product is in line with the findings commonly found in the literature. In their
study on the perceptions of the raters in the assessment of writing through an integrated
approach, Weigle and Montee (2012) revealed that while the raters attached different
importance to the formal dimension of the written product, they also exhibited different
attitudes towards the reception technique used by the students in the writing process.

Conclusion and Implementation

This study which aims to identify the scoring behaviours of foreign language
teachers in writing assessment reveals that the raters, who are foreign language teachers
participating in this study as a study group, exhibited very different behaviours when
scoring the written product. Despite the limitations, this study has postulated important
results regarding the assessment of writing, which is accepted to be problematic in the
literature. In this context, it is obvious that the question of whether foreign language
teachers use a criterion while scoring a written product cannot be answered entirely in a
positive way. It is seen that the number of those who use a criterion among the participants
is limited. To generalize this result, it would be useful to conduct more studies with
different study groups to determine the diversity of the behaviours exhibited by the raters
while scoring and also whether they use criteria or not.

The research question about determining which dimensions of the product the
teachers focused on during scoring was inquired and the finding that the teachers focused
more on the formal dimension is deemed to be in accordance with the literature findings.
However, many studies in the literature recommend that all dimensions of the written
product should be considered in the assessment of writing. In response to the third research
question, the study asserted that a limited number of raters discriminated error types and
established equivalence between the severity of errors and the points appointed. At this
point, it is supposed that teachers' knowledge about the assessment of writing is limited.
Therefore, teacher training institutions must include courses related to the assessment of
writing in their curriculum. Additionally, it is crucial for those who are currently working
as teachers to upskill themselves and embrace every opportunity to improve their
knowledge in this field through various courses or seminars.

Finally, the research question regarding whether there are differences in scoring
behaviours of raters in terms of their age, gender, and experience yields results indicating
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that female raters gave higher scores to the written product than their male counterparts,
the raters working at state institutions gave higher scores in contrast to those working at
private schools, the raters working at more than one level and at the university level gave
higher scores than others, whereas there was no significant relationship between the
experience and the scores of the raters. Inquiryinton the existence of these differences in
various groups and determining the underlying reasons for these differences could add a
new perspective to the studies on the rater effect in the assessment of writing. Doubtlessly,
trying to identify and eliminate the factors that cause the rater effect makes the assessment
process of writing more reliable.
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Calismanmn amaci yabanci dil O6gretmenlerinin, yazma becerisinin
degerlendirilmesindeki puanlama davraniglarina iliskin betimsel veriler
elde etmektir. Nicel aragtirma yonteminin kullanildig1 calismada yar1
yapilandirilmis goriisme teknigi ile 73 Ogretmenden demografik
bilgiler, Ingilizce ve Fransizca dillerini 6grenen &grencilere yazdirilan
Bl diizeyindeki bir metne verilen puan ve bu metni degerlendirme
stirecini  betimledikleri paragraf elde edilmistir. Verilerin SPSS
programi, belge inceleme ve betimsel ¢oziimleme teknikleriyle
incelenmesi sonucunda Ogretmenlerin puanlama davraniglariin
farklilik sergiledigi goriilmistiir. Nitekim Ogretmenlerin puanlama
yaparken ¢ogunlukla 6l¢iit kullanmadiklari belirlenmistir. Ayrica 6lgiit
kullanan 6gretmenlerin, farkli sayilarda boliimlerden olusan ve farkli
veya aynit puan degerine sahip Olcekler gelistirmesi Ogretmenlerin
kararsizlik yasadigmi gostermesi bakimindan dnemlidir. Ogretmenlerin
cogunlukla yazma {irliniiniin bigimsel boyutuna odaklandigi, sinirlt bir
boliimiiniin hata tiirleri arasinda ayrim yaptigi veya hata ile puan
denkligini gozettigi sonucuna ulagilmistir. Katilimcilarin cinsiyeti,
calistig1 kurumu ile verdigi puan arasinda bir iliski oldugu, ancak yasi
ve deneyim siiresi ile verdigi puan arasinda anlamli bir iligki olmadigt
sonucuna da ulasilmistir.

Yazili anlatim iriinlerini zaman ayirarak degerlendiren Ogretmenlerimize
caligmamizin veri toplama asamasina sagladiklar1 katkidan ve emeklerinden
dolay1 tesekkiir ederiz.
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Giris
Yazma becerisi bireyin Oncelikle iletisim amaciyla yazili bir sdylem {iiretme
siirecidir. {letisim semasindan hareketle tanimlamak gerekirse vericinin belli bir baglamda,
bir alictya, ortak bir diizgii (Ingilizce, Fransizca, Tiirk¢e vb.) kullanarak olusturdugu yazili,
diger bir deyisle gorsel iletiyi bir oluktan (kagit, ekran vb.) iletmesine dayanir. Yabanci dil
Ogretim programlarindaki dort temel beceriden biri olarak yazma becerisi diger yanlarinin
disinda 6lgme ve degerlendirme agisindan 6nemli bir yer tutar.

Yazma becerisinin degerlendirilmesinde biri dogrudan digeri dolayli olmak {izere
iki ana yaklasim s6z konusudur. Ilgili becerinin tiim yonlerinin goz &niinde
bulunduruldugu bir degerlendirme siireci olan dogrudan yaklasimda (Coombe, Folse ve
Hubley, 2007) 6grenenin yazili dilde iletisim kurma becerisi degerlendirilmektedir. Bu tiir
degerlendirmede; klasik 6l¢me araclari kullanilirken 6grenenin sinif igerisinde belli bir
zamanda bir igerik iretmesi, fikirlerini diizenlemesi, uygun ve dogru séz varligini,
dilbilgisel ve sozdizimsel bilgisini kullanmasi istenmektedir. Bu degerlendirme tiiriiniin
sinirli zamanda her ortamda uygulanabilir olmasi1 uygulanmasinin kolay olmasini saglar,
fakat 6grenen ilizerinde zaman baskist yaratmasi, yazma siirecinin hazirlik yapma, plan
olusturma, taslak yazma ve gozden gecirme asamalarinin tam olarak uygulanmasina izin
vermemesi gibi olumsuz yonleri de vardir. Dolayli degerlendirmede, kullanilan dilin
iletisim agisindan yerine getirdigi isleve degil, dilbilgisel bakimdan dogru olup olmadigina
odaklanilmaktadir (Coombe, Folse ve Hubley, 2007). Dolayisiyla, bu tiir degerlendirmede
coktan se¢cmeli testler gibi 6l¢me araglart kullanilarak tiimce diizeyinde noktalama, imla,
dilbilgisi gibi bilesenlerin dogru kullanimina yonelik degerlendirme yapma olanagi
sunulmaktadir. Degerlendirme siirecinde son yillarda kullanilmaya baslanan siire¢ odakli
O0lcme araglarinda ise yazma becerisinin Olgiilmesi ve degerlendirmesi siire¢ igerisine
yayilmakta ve dgrencinin bu siirecteki gelisimi izlenmektedir. Zaman agisindan oldukca
zahmetli ve uzun bir siirece yayilan bu 6lgme yonteminde daha giivenilir sonuglar
alinmaktadir (Brown, 1989).

O’Malley ve Pierce (1996) gibi arastirmacilar, yazma becerisine yonelik 6lgme ve
degerlendirme isleminin O6grenenlere ¢esitli konularda yazma Odevi verilmesi ve bu
triintin, tasidigi ileti, agiklik ve yazim, noktalama gibi mekanik boyutlar1 bakimindan
degerlendirilmesi gerektigini savunmuslardir. Diger bir deyisle, yazma becerisinin
degerlendirilmesinde yazma siirecinin karmasik yapisi géz Oniline alinarak tek boyutlu
degil, ¢cok boyutlu bir 6lgme yapilmasi onerilmektedir. Ancak, Tiirkiye’de gerek anadili
gerekse yabanci dil 6gretimi alaninda yazma egitiminin en Onemli sorunlarindan biri
kullanisli ve tutarli bir 6lgme degerlendirme calismasinin yapilamamasidir (Karatay,
2011). Yazma, dilin sadece soz varligi, dilbilgisi, yazim ve noktalama bilgisini
icermediginden 6l¢iilmesinde kullanilacak olan yaklagimlarin da daha kapsamli olmasi ve
yazma becerisinin karmasik siireclerini igermesi gerekmektedir. Kalay ve Biiyiikkarci
(2020), Tiirkiye’deki 97 Ingilizce Ogretmeniyle anket ve gdriisme yoluyla
gerceklestirdikleri ¢aligmalarinda Ogretmenlerin ¢oktan se¢meli test, bosluk doldurma,
eslestirme, dogru yanlis, soru-cevap gibi klasik 6l¢me araglarinin yani sira daha karmasik
stirecleri isaret eden paragraf/kompozisyon yazma, donem odevi, 6grenci giinliikleri, akran
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degerlendirme, 6grenci dosyasi degerlendirme, standart yazma testleri gibi siire¢ odakl
araclar1 da kullandiklarini belirlemislerdir.

Ister klasik ister siireg odakli olsun yazma becerisinin etkili bir bigimde
degerlendirilmesi 6lgme aracinin giivenirlik, gecerlilik ve uygulanabilirlik (Weigle, 2007)
ozelliklerine baglidir. Ote yandan, yazma becerisinin degerlendirilmesinde giivenirlik
genellikle diger dil alan ve becerilerine gore daha diistiktiir (Calp, 2013). Nitekim Mousavi
(2002) de yazma becerisinin degerlendirilmesinde 6l¢me ve degerlendirme aracinin 6nemi
iizerinde durmaktadir. Yazma gorevini belirleme ve ona uygun yonerge yazma dlgme ve
degerlendirmenin gegerliligini etkileyen temel unsurlarin baginda gelmektedir. Olgiilmesi
hedeflenen yazma becerisinin yoniinii tam ve agik olarak ortaya ¢ikaracak bir gorev
verilmesi ve bu goreve slire¢ boyunca 6grenenden beklenen davranislart agik bir sekilde
anlatan yonerge eklenmesi 6zel bir 6nem tasimaktadir. Yonergeler yalnizca 6grenciler igin
degil, puanlayicilar agisindan da 6nemli bir isleve sahiptir. Puanlayicilarin bu yonergeleri
ne Ol¢iide dikkate aldigi, 6grenenin yodnergeye uygun yazip yazmadigina bakilmasi ve
ortaya ¢ikan iirlinlin nesnel bir yaklasimla degerlendirilmesi 6l¢gme ve degerlendirmenin
tutarl: ve giivenilir olmasi agisindan dnemlidir.

Yazili anlatim iirlinlerinin ¢ok cesitli olduklar1 g6z Oniine alindiginda her tiirlin
kendine 6zgii gereklilikleri vardir. Dolayisiyla degerlendirme siirecinde bu gerekliliklerin
saglanip saglanmadiginin saptanmasi gerekmektedir. Bu nedenle, puanlama davranisinin
gerceklestirilme bigimi, alanyazinda yazma becerisini degerlendirmeye yonelik tartisilan
konulardan bir digeridir. Yaygin olarak kullanilan belli bagh ii¢ puanlama yontemi
bulunmaktadir: Céziimleyici, biitlinciil ve temel 6zelliklere goére puanlama (Cooper, 1984;
Perkins, 1983; Stiggins ve Bridgeford, 1983; Weigle, 2007; Wiseman, 2012; Zorbaz,
2013). Coziimleyici puanlamada kullanilan o6l¢ek, diger bir deyisle riibrik, yazma
becerisini olusturan her bir unsurla ilgili ayri ayr1 degerlendirme yapilmasina olanak tanir.
Ogrenenin giiclii ve zayif yonleri konusunda ayrintili bilgi saglarken yazili anlatim
iriiniiniin ayrintili bir sekilde incelenmesini ve eksikliklerin isaretlenmesini gerektirir. Bu
nedenle puanlayicilar i¢in zaman alic1 ve ugrastiricidir. Buna karsilik biitiinciil puanlamada
kullanilan 6l¢ek, puanlayicilarin yazili {irtine dair genel yargilama yapmalarini sagladigi
icin zaman ve enerji bakimindan daha tasarrufludur. Temel 6zelliklere gore puanlama,
genellikle soylem tiiriine 6zgii bir degerlendirme sunar. Bu tiir 6l¢ekte, sdylem ve metin
tirtintiin Ozelliklerine yonelik maddelere yer verilir. Temel 6zelliklere gore puanlama
olgeginin avantaji, tlire 6zgii yazili tiretimde bulunuldugunda 6grenenin tiiriin 6zelliklerine
dair bilgisinin ve becerisinin yoklanmasini saglamasi ve 6grenenlerin sdylem tiiriine 6zgii
eksikliklerinin tespitini kolaylagtirmasidir. Temel ozelliklere gére puanlama OGlgeginin
hazirlanmas1 daha ugrastirici, zaman ve uzmanlik gerektiren bir ugrastir. Bu nedenle diger
iki 6l¢ege gore kullanimi daha azdir.

Alanyazinda puanlama yontemlerini konu alan ¢alismalarin ¢oklugu ve
sonuglarinin farklilig: dikkat ¢ekmektedir. Wiseman (2012) 6zel olarak puanlama egitimi
almis bes 6gretmenin Ingilizceyi yabanci dil olarak dgrenen dgrenciler tarafindan iiretilen
60 yazili anlatim irlinlinii ¢6zlimleyici ve biitiinciil olceklerle puanlamasi seklinde
gergeklestirdigi ¢alismasinda ¢oziimleyici puanlamanin 6grenenler arasindaki farkliliklar
daha ayrintili ve iyi bir sekilde ortaya c¢ikardigini gostermistir. Sakyi (2000) ise
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caligmasinda biitiinciill puanlama yapan puanlayicilarin  kompozisyonun genelini
degerlendirirken dil yapilarina ve icerige daha fazla odaklandiklarini savunmaktadir. Polat
(2003) ve Turgut (1990), ¢ozlimleyici puanlamanin, puanlayicilar arasinda uyum sagladigi
icin daha giivenilir oldugunu iddia ederken Oru¢ (1999), biitiinciill puanlama ile
puanlayicilar arasindaki tutarsizliklarin azaldigini savunmustur. Ote yandan Han ve Huang
(2017), 10 puanlayicr ile gergeklestirdikleri ¢aligmalarinda hem puanlar hem de giivenirlik
acisindan iki puanlama tiirii arasinda anlaml bir fark olmadigin1 ve puanlayicilarin her iki
tiirlin de avantajlar1 ve dezavantajlar1 olmasina karsin biitiinciil puanlama 6l¢egini tercih
ettiklerini gostermislerdir. Buna karsilik, alanyazinda tam tersi sonuglar veren c¢alismalar
da vardir. Ornegin Ghalib ve Hattami (2015), Yemen’de Ingilizcenin yabanci dil olarak
Ogretilmesi  baglaminda gergeklestirdikleri calismalarinda  biitiinciill puanlamanin
¢ozlimleyici puanlamaya gore daha yiiksek oldugunu, puanlayicilar arasindaki
farkliliklarin  biitiinciil puanlamada daha fazla oldugunu gostermis ve ¢oziimleyici
puanlamanin daha giivenilir ve tutarli 6lgme yaptigini iddia etmislerdir. Ayni sekilde
Asassfeh (2021) de yabanci dil 6gretimi alaninda 48 6gretmenin biitiinciil 6l¢ek kullanarak
yaptiklari puanlamanin ¢oziimleyici 6lgek kullanarak yaptiklar1 puanlamaya goére daha
yiiksek oldugunu gdstermis ve puanlayicilarin ¢oziimleyici 6l¢ek kullandiklarinda
ayrintilara odaklandiklari igin puanlarinin distiigiini iddia etmistir.

Alanyazinda puanlama yontemleri konusundaki calismalar cesitlilik gostermesine
ve farkli sonuglar ortaya koymasina ragmen Ol¢ek kullanilmasinin yazma becerisinin
degerlendirilmesi siirecine nesnellik kazandirdig1 agiktir. Crusan, Plakans ve Gebril (2016)
tarafindan 41 iilkede ikinci dilde yazma dersi veren 701 egitimciyle gergeklestirilen
caligma; katilimcilarin %80’inin yazma becerisini degerlendirirken 6l¢ek kullandigini ve
katihmcilarin ~ yartyya yakiminin = 6lgek  kullanmanin ~ 6grencilerin  aldiklar1  notu
anlamlandirmada etkili oldugunu diisiindiiklerini ortaya koymaktadir. Puanlama o6lgegi
yalnizca 6gretmenler i¢in degil dgrenenler i¢in de 6nemli bir bilesendir. Ogrenenlere ddev
veya Ol¢me araci olarak bir yazma gorevi verilirken bu gorevin degerlendirilmesinde
kullanilacak olgiitlerin belirlenmesi ve bunlarin bir 6l¢ek halinde 6grenene sunulmasi da
biiyiik 6nem tagimaktadir. Seviour (2015) degerlendirme 6l¢eginin dgrenciler icin agik ve
ulagilabilir olmasi, bu dlgek araciligiyla 6grencilerden beklenenlerin neler oldugu, iiretilen
yazili iiriiniin nasil degerlendirilecegi ve kabul edilebilir bir yazili {irlinlin hangi niteliklere
sahip olacag1 konusunda bilgilendirilmeleri gerektigini vurgulamaktadir. Thomas (2020)
ise degerlendirme amaciyla bir 6lgek gelistirirken veya secerken, olgegin giivenilir ve
gecerli olmasi i¢in bu 6lgekle neyin Olciileceginin, hangi amacla 6lgme yapilacaginin, ne
kadar zamanda uygulanabileceginin ve 6l¢egi kullanacak kisiler i¢in bir egitimin gerekli
olup olmadigina dikkat edilmesi gerektigini savunmaktadir.

Puanlayici1 Davranislar

Yazma becerisinin degerlendirilmesinde etkili olan diger bir etmen ise
puanlayicilardir. Smith (1993) arastirmasinda, puanlayicilarin bilgisinin ve kullandigi
olgme tekniginin 6lgmenin gilivenirligini etkiledigini belirtmistir. Bu sasirtict bir durum
degildir, ¢iinkii yazma becerisinde iiretilen {iriin karmagsik olup bu iirlinii puanlayacak olan
kisinin mesleki deneyimi, egitimi, yazili anlatim iriinlinlin nasil olmas1 gerektigi
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konusundaki goriisleri puanlama sistemi iizerinde etkilidir. Bu nedenle, puanlayicilarin
O0lcme ve degerlendirme konusunda nitelikli bir egitim almis olmalar1 gerekmektedir.
Koksal (2004) calismasinda, Tirkiye’de  G6gretmenlerin  yazma  becerisinin
degerlendirilmesi konusunda yeterince egitim almadiklarin1 ve &gretim programinda
sunulan yollarla yazma becerisini degerlendirme egilimi sergilediklerini ileri siirmiistiir.
Nitekim dil 6gretimi alaninda 6gretmen yetistiren kurumlarin programlarina bakildiginda
becerilerin ayr1 ayr1 6gretimi konusunda egitim verilirken becerilere yonelik 6lgme ve
degerlendirme egitiminin bulunmadigi, genel anlamda bir 6lgme ve degerlendirme
egitiminin verildigi gorilmektedir. Uluslararas1 alanyazinda da degerlendirme konusunda
bilgi eksikligi bulundugunu ve 6gretmen yetistirmenin 6lgme ve degerlendirme yoOniiniin
yetersiz oldugunu iddia eden arastirmalar (Brown ve Bailey, 2008; Mertler, 2009; Popham,
2009; Weigle, 2007) soz konusudur. Dolayisiyla dil 6gretmenleri arasinda yazma becerisi
bakimindan 6lgme ve degerlendirme konusunda okuryazar olma oranmin diisiik oldugu
belirtilebilir. Nitekim Mede ve Atay (2017) da 350 ogretmen ile gergeklestirdikleri
caligmada 6gretmenlerin biitiinlesik beceriler i¢indeki iiretim ve alimlama becerilerine
yonelik 6lgme ve degerlendirme konusunda kendilerini yetersiz gordiiklerini bulgulamistir.

Ancak giivenilir bir 6lgme degerlendirme yapilabilmesi igin siireci gerceklestiren
kisilerin, yani puanlayicilarin -okul ortaminda Ogretmenlerin- dlgme ve degerlendirme
konusunda olduk¢a yetkin olmalar1 gerekmektedir. Crusan (2010) O6gretmenlerin
bicimleyici ve Ozetleyici degerlendirme tiirleri arasindaki farklari bilmesi, farkli amaglar
icin gerekli olan verilerin sunumunu saglayacak yonergeleri yazma becerisine sahip
olmasi, kullanilan &lgiitlerin  6ncelediklerini  bilmesi ve degerlendirmenin 6nemini
kavramas1 gerektigini vurgulamaktadir. Ayni sekilde Weigle (2007) de yazma becerisinin
degerlendirilmesi i¢in dgretmenlerin yazma etkinlikleri diizenleme, yonetme ve puanlama
becerilerine sahip olmalar1 gerektiginin altin1 ¢izmektedir. Sonug olarak, puanlayicilardan
Olcme ve degerlendirme amaciyla bir arag¢ gelistirebilmeleri, bu araci uygulayabilmeleri ve
puanlayabilmeleri beklenmektedir.

Puanlama siirecindeki davraniglar puanlayicinin kisiliginin ve egitiminin yani sira
Baker (2016)’1n da belirttigi gibi puanlayicinin, dgrencinin ¢abasini takdir etme istegi ve
ogrencinin anlatmak istedigini anlayabilmesi gibi etmenlerden de etkilenebilmektedir.
Bununla birlikte, puanlayicilar, yazili anlatim irlinlerini gecerli, nesnel, adil, agik,
sistematik, ol¢iite dayali ve giivenilir bir 6lgme siireci ve yontemi ile degerlendirmelidir.
Puanlayicilarin 6zellikle yazma becerisinin degerlendirilmesinde bir 6lgek kullanmasi
gerektiginin alt1 birgok arastirmada ¢izilirken Lumley (2002) yaptig1 arastirmasinda
puanlayicilarin degerlendirme 06lgegini kullanma sekillerinin oldukga tutarsiz oldugunu
gostermistir. Benzer sekilde, istatistiksel olarak Rasch modeli kullanilarak yapilan pek ¢ok
calismada (Du ve Wright, 1997; Du, Wright ve Brown, 1996; Engelhard, 1994; Lunz,
Wright ve Linacre, 1990) farkli puanlayicilarin ayni egitimi alsalar ve ayni Olcegi
kullansalar bile farkli puanlama yaptiklar1 ortaya c¢ikmustir. Puanlayicilarin 6lgme ve
degerlendirme siirecinde 6nceliklerinin ve beklentilerinin ve yazili anlatim {iriinii tizerinde
odaklandiklar1 boyutlarin farkli olmasi bu durumun altinda yatan etmenler arasindadir.

Puanlayicinin karar verme siirecinde yaptigi hatalar 6lgme ve degerlendirmenin
gecerliligini ve gilivenirligini etkiler (Erman Aslanoglu ve Sata, 2021). Puanlayicilarin;
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yazili anlatim {iriinlin degerlendirmeleri siirecinde cinsiyet, 1rk, deneyim, uzmanlik gibi
Ogrenen grubunun cesitli 6zelliklerinden dolay1 veya el yazisi, kagit diizeni, yazih iiriinde
savunulan goriis nedeniyle daha diisiik/yiikksek puan takdir etmeleri degerlendirme
stirecindeki puanlayic etkisini gostermektedir. Gyagenda ve Engelhard (2009) yaptiklar
calismada puanlayicilarin, Ogrencilerin cinsiyetine gore farkli puanlama davranis
sergilemedigini gosterirken Engelhard ve Myford (2003) puanlayicilarin 6grencilerin
cinsiyetine, irkina ve en basarili oldugu dile gore farkli puanlama yaptiklarini
bulgulamistir. Johnson ve Lim (2009) yaptiklari incelemede anadili konusuru olan
puanlayicilarin puanlari ile anadili konusuru olmayan puanlayicilarin puanlari arasinda az
da olsa fark oldugunu belirlemistir. Erman Aslanoglu ve Sata (2021) anadilinde yazili
anlatim irliniiniin  degerlendirilmesi siirecinde puanlayicilarin, &grencilerin - genel
akademik basar1 diizeylerini goz Oniine aldiklarini, ancak cinsiyetlerini goz Oniine
almadiklarin1 ve devlet kurumlarinda ya da 6zel okullarda galisan 6gretmenlerin farkli
puanlama davranislar sergilediklerini gostermistir.

Birgok farkli bilesenin gz oniinde bulundurulmasini gerektiren karmasik islemler
sonucunda ortaya ¢ikan yazili anlatim iirliniiniin degerlendirilmesi de karmasik ve sorunlu
bir siirectir. Bu sorunlardan ilki, islemin yol agtig1 is yiikiiniin fazlaligidir. Ogretmenlerin
okuldaki is yiiklerinin, smiftaki 6grenci sayilarmmin fazla olmasi ve yazili anlatim
triinlerinin degerlendirilmesi siirecinin uzun zaman ve g¢aba gerektirmesi kapsamli bir
degerlendirme yapmayi giiclestirmektedir. Ikincisi, iiretilmesi beklenen iiriin i¢in kesin ve
tam bir dogru cevabin bulunmamasma baghh olarak yazili anlatimlarin
degerlendirilmesinde tamamen nesnel olgiitler kullanilmasinin olduk¢a zor olmasidir.
Ucgiinciisii, puanlayicilarin, kendilerine bir dlgek verilmesine ragmen, dlcekte yer verilen
boyutlara oldugu kadar kendi i¢sel degerlendirme Olgiitlerine de odaklanabiliyor
olmalaridir (Li ve Huang, 2022). Oysa yazili anlatim {iriinlerinin de miimkiin oldugunca
nesnel bicimde degerlendirilmesi gerekmektedir. Uygulama alanina bakildiginda
ogretmenlerin yazili anlatim {irtinlerini kendi uzmanliklarin1 temel alarak ve kagittan
edindikleri izlenimlere gére puanladiklari (Cetin, 2002) ileri siiriilmektedir. izlenim ile
degerlendirme siirecinde genellikle goze ¢arpan mekanik hatalar isaretlenmekte, yazinin
veya kagidin diizenine 6nem verilmektedir. Gocer (2011), Kayseri’de gorev yapan 12
Tirkge Ogretmeni ile gorlisme yaparak gergeklestirdigi durum arastirmasinda, yazma
becerisinin degerlendirilmesine iliskin Ogretmen goriislerini derlemistir. Calismada
ogretmenlerin yazma becerisini degerlendirmede biitiinlesik ve silirece yayilmis bir
degerlendirme yerine toplu bir degerlendirme yaptiklari, gogunun kompozisyon yazmanin
yam sira farkli araglarla degerlendirme yaptig1 ve degerlendirme siirecinde zaman ve
uygulama bi¢imi konusunda sikint1 yasadiklar1 belirlenmistir. Ayrica yazma becerisinin
degerlendirilmesinde ortak bir degerlendirme o6l¢egi kullanmadiklari, degerlendirme
stirecinde plan, yazinin diizgiinliigii, kagidin diizeni, yazim ve noktalama gibi bi¢imsel
niteliklere dikkat ettikleri bulgulanmustir.

Ozetlemek gerekirse yazma becerisinin degerlendirilmesinde nesnelligi etkileyen
etmenler; puanlama, puanlayici ve puanlama yontemlerini de iceren degerlendirme siireci;
ogrencinin cinsiyeti, yasi, 1rki, etnik yapisi, ait oldugu sosyal sinif, 6grenme ortamlar1 gibi
ozellikleri; yazma goreviyle ilgili 6devin kendisi, yonergesi, Olgekteki boyutlar gibi
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faktorler (Gyagenda ve Engelhard, 2009) olarak karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir. Bundan baska,
yazma becerisinin degerlendirilmesinin sorun teskil ettigini gdsteren ¢ok sayida aragtirma
(Calp, 2013; Cole, Haley ve Muenz, 1997; Hamp-Lyons, 2002; White, 1994) mevcut olup
bu sorunlar arasinda 6l¢me ve degerlendirme yontemi (Beck, Llosa, Black, ve Anderson,
2018; Cooper, 1984; Han ve Huang, 2017; Seker, 2018; Tokur Uner ve Asilioglu, 2022;
Wilson vd., 2016), dlgme ve degerlendirme araglarinin gegerligi ve giivenirligi (Brown,
Glasswell ve Harland, 2004; O’Neill, 2011) ve dlgme ve degerlendirmeyi gerceklestiren
kisilerin tutarliligt ve gilivenirligi (Erman Aslanoglu ve Sata, 2021; Gyagenda ve
Engelhard, 2009; Lumley, 2002; Smith, 1993; Wind ve Engelhard, 2012; Zhang, 2016)
sayilmaktadir.

Alanyazinda yazma becerisinin degerlendirilmesi konusunda yapilan arastirmalarin
bliyilk ¢ogunlugu degerlendirme aracinin &zellikleri, degerlendirme yontemi ve
degerlendirme sirasinda kullanilan  Olgek  tiirleri lizerinde yogunlagmaktadir.
Arastirmalarda katilimcilara degerlendirme veya puanlama esnasinda kullanmalar1 i¢in bir
Olcek verilerek katilimcilarin yonlendirildigi goriilmektedir. Ayrica, Tiirkiye’de okutulan
ders kitaplarinin da Olgekler barindirdigi  bilinmektedir. Arastirmalarda ayrica
yonlendirmeler 1s18inda Ogretmenlerin olagan degerlendirme siireglerinde de o6lcek
kullandig1 varsayilmaktadir. Alanyazinda 6gretmenlerin 6lgme ve degerlendirme yontem
ve tekniklerini aragtiran ¢ok sayida arastirma olmasina ragmen ogretmenlerin puanlama
davranislarin1 betimleyen calismalarin sayisi sinirhidir. Bunun yani sira, 6gretmenlerin
yonlendirilmediginde nasil bir yol izleyerek degerlendirme yapacaklari konusunda bilgi
iceren arastirmaya da rastlanmamistir. Bu nedenle bu arastirmada yabanci dil
ogretmenlerinin - yazma becerisinin  degerlendirilmesinde  sergiledikleri  puanlama
davranislarinin incelenmesi amaglanmistir. Bu amag¢ dogrultusunda arastirma kapsaminda
asagida sunulan iki soru ve alt sorulara yanit aranmaktadir:

1) Yazma becerisinin degerlendirilmesi kapsaminda yabanct dil &gretmenleri,
iiretilen bir metni puanlarken hangi puanlayict davraniglarini sergilemektedir?

a) Yazma becerisinin degerlendirilmesi kapsaminda yabanci dil 6gretmenlerinin,
iretilen bir metne verdikleri puanlar ile 0gretmenlerin demografik ozellikleri arasinda
istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir iliski var midir?

b) Yazma becerisinin degerlendirilmesi kapsaminda yabanci dil 6gretmenleri,
iiretilen bir metni puanlarken hangi tiir isaretleme davranislarini sergilemektedir?

c) Yazma becerisinin degerlendirilmesi kapsaminda yabanci dil 6gretmenleri,
tiretilen bir metni puanlarken dgrenci hatalar1 konusunda nasil bir yol izlemektedir?

d) Yazma becerisinin degerlendirilmesi kapsaminda yabanci dil 6gretmenleri,
tiretilen bir metni puanlarken iiriiniin hangi boyutlarina odaklanmaktadir?

2) Yazma becerisinin degerlendirilmesi kapsaminda yabanci dil 6gretmenleri,
tiretilen bir metni puanlama stireclerini nasil betimlemektedir?
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Yontem

Yabanci dil 6gretmenlerinin yazma becerisinin degerlendirilmesinde puanlama
yaparken sergiledikleri davranislarinin betimlenmesinin amaglandigi bu ¢alismada
ogretmenlerden, miitercim terciimanlik 6grenimi gormekte olan 6grencilere yazdirilan ve
rastgele Ornekleme yontemiyle secilen Ingilizce ve Fransizca B1 diizeyindeki ayni
paragrafi puanlamalar1 ve puanlama siireclerini betimlemeleri istenmistir. Ogretmenlerin
puanlama yaptiklar1 kagitlar incelenerek ve cesitli degiskenlere gore karsilastirilarak
puanlama davranislarinin belirlenmesi amaglanmigtir.  Ayrica G6gretmenlerin - kendi
degerlendirme siireglerini betimledikleri paragraflarin incelenmesi ile de yazma becerisinin
degerlendirilmesinde nasil bir yol izlediklerinin anlasilmasi hedeflenmistir.

Arastirmamin Katihmcilar:

Arastirmaya puanlayict olarak toplam 73 Ogretmen goniillii olarak katilmistir.
Cogunlugunu kadin 6gretmenlerin  olusturdugu katilimcilar genellikle 31-40 yas
araligindadir. Yabanci dil 6gretmeni olan katilimeilarin cogunlugu Ingilizce 6gretmenligi
boliimili mezunudur. Ayrica 6gretmenlerin biiyiik bir ¢cogunlugu formasyon egitimi almistir
ve 15 yil iistii bir deneyime sahiptir. Ek olarak, ¢calistiklar1 diizey genellikle tiniversite olup
devlet okullarinda gorev yapmaktadirlar. Katilimeilarin demografik o6zelliklerine iliskin
ayrintili veriler Cizelge 1°de sunulmustur.

Cizelge 1. Katilimcilara iliskin Bilgiler

Degisken Kategori S Yiizde (%)
o Erkek 15 20.5
Cinsiyet Kadmn 58 795
20-30 aras1 11 15.1
31-40 arasi 30 411
Yas 41-50 arasi 24 32.9
51 ve usti 8 11.0
. Ingilizce Ogretmenligi 48 65.8
Mezuniyet Diger 25 342
Var 71 97.3
Formasyon YoK > 57
1-5yil 6 8.2
6-10 y1l 15 20.5
Deneyim 11-15 yil 14 19.2
16-20 yil 17 23.3
21 y1l ve Ustii 21 28.8
Ilkokul 6 8.2
Ortaokul 7 9.6
Kademe Lise 20 27.4
Universite 35 47.9
Birden ¢ok 5 6.8
Devlet 62 84.9
Kurum Ozel 11 151
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Veri Toplama Araglari

Arastirmanin verileri yar1 yapilandirilmis goriisme teknigi ile elde edilmistir. Bu
amagla hazirlanan veri toplama formu {i¢ boliimden olusmaktadir. Birinci boliimde
katilimci 6gretmenlerin cinsiyet, yas, mezun olduklart program, mesleki deneyim, su anda
caligilan 0gretim diizeyi, branst ve kurum bilgileri gibi demografik 6zelliklerine yonelik
sorulara yer verilmistir. Ikinci boliimde &gretmenlerden verilen paragrafi 100 {izerinden
puanlamalari, {igiincii boliimde ise puanlama yapma siireglerini yazili olarak kisaca
anlatmalari istenmistir.

Yayin Etigi

Gériisme formuna yonelik etik kurul izni Kirikkale Universitesi Sosyal ve Beseri
Bilimler Arastirmalar1 Etik Kurulu’ndan 18/10/2022 tarih 09 no’lu karar ile alinmistir.

Verilerin Coziimlenmesi

Elde edilen verilerin ¢éziimlenmesinde belge inceleme ve betimsel ¢oziimleme
teknigi kullanilmistir. Coziimlemenin ilk asamasinda c¢alisma grubunu olusturan
ogretmenlerin demografik oOzelliklerine odaklanilmis ve veri toplama araci olarak
kullanilan 6gretmen formunun ilk boliimiinden belge inceleme teknigi ile elde edilen
veriler yorumlanmistir. Ikinci asamada, veri toplama formunun ikinci béliimiiyle ilgili
gozlemler gerceklestirilmis ve belge inceleme ve betimsel ¢oziimleme yoluyla katilimci
Ogretmenlerin, paragrafi puanlama sekilleri aragtirmacilar tarafindan incelenmis ve
Ogretmenlerin kagit iizerinde gosterdikleri davranislar belirlenmistir. Bu davranislar
oncelikle kodlanmis ve sonrasinda arastirma sorularindan yola cikilarak olusturulan
tematik cergeve igerisinde ilgili temaya yerlestirilmistir. Veri inceleme siirecinin {igiincii
asamasinda ise Ogretmen formunun T{g¢ilincii bolimiinden yararlanilmistir. Bu amagla
ogretmenlerin kendi degerlendirme siireclerini betimledikleri paragraflar arastirmacilar
tarafindan okunmus ve ifade ettikleri puanlama davraniglari belirlenmistir. Ayn1 sekilde,
ifade edilen bu davranislar kodlanarak yukarida bahsedilen tematik ¢ergeveye
yerlestirilmistir. Dolayistyla, arastirma kapsaminda 6gretmenlerin demografik 6zellikleri,
puanlama davraniglar1 ve puanlama davraniglarina yonelik sdylemleri olmak iizere ii¢ veri
kiimesi elde edilmistir. Ikinci ve {iciincii veri kiimelerinin karsilastirmali incelemeleri
birinci veri kiimesine dayanilarak yapilmaktadir. Ayrica ikinci ve tiglincii veri kiimesinin
incelenmesi ile 6gretmenlerin sdylemleri ile eylemleri arasinda tutarlilik olup olmadiginin
yani sira yas, cinsiyet, deneyim ve puanlama davranisi arasinda iliski olup olmadiginin
saptanmast amacglanmistir. Elde edilen bulgular say1 ve yilizde olarak ve g¢izelgeler
yardimiyla sunulmustur.

S6z konusu calismada yazma becerisinin dl¢iilmesi i¢in sadece kompozisyon yazma
tekniginin kullanilmasi arastirmanin en o6nemli sinirliligidir. Kompozisyon yazmada
ogrencinin dilbilgisel bilgisinin yan1 sira sozdizimsel, anlambilimsel, kullanimbilimsel ve
metinbilimsel bilgisinin de kullanilmasi1 gerektigi i¢in her tiirlii yazma becerisinin bu
sekilde en kisa yoldan Olgiilebilecegi diisiiniilmiistiir. Calisma kapsaminda katilimci
ogretmenlerin puanlama davraniglarinin incelenmesi amacglandigi i¢in farkli 6grenciler
tarafindan iiretilen paragraflardan ziyade Ingilizce ve Fransizca olmak iizere birer dgrenci
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kompozisyonu kullanilmistir. Bdylece 0Ogrenci degisikligi faktorii calisma disinda
tutulmustur. Tiirkiye’de yabanci dil olarak farkli dillerin 6gretimi s6z konusu olsa da en
yaygin dgretilen yabanci dil Ingilizce ve Fransizca oldugu i¢in ve uygulanabilirlik ilkesi
geregi ¢alisma bu iki dilin 6gretmenleriyle sinirlandirilmstir.

Bulgular

Puanlayicilarin Davramislarina Yonelik Bulgular

Katilimcilarin verdikleri puanlar incelendiginde en diisiik puanin 40, en yiiksek
puanin ise 100 tam puan oldugu goriilmektedir. Verilen puana iligskin temel bulgu katilimc1
O0gretmenlerin puan tercihlerinde onemli farklilik oldugu yoniindedir. Puanlara iliskin
sayilar ve oranlar Cizelge 2'de sunulmaktadir.

Cizelge 2. Katilimcilarin Verdikleri Puanlar

Puan S Yiizde (%)
81-100 aras1 41 56.2
61-80 aras1 20 274
40-60 arasi 7 9.6
Enaz 90 1 14
Tam puan 1 14
Puan yok 2 2.7
Toplam 73 100.0

Puanlama iizerinde yapilan incelemeler sirasinda, 73 6gretmenden ikisi herhangi bir
puan vermediginden ¢oziimlemeye dahil edilmemistir. Dolayisiyla 71 6gretmenin vermis
oldugu puanlar {izerinde inceleme yapilmigtir. Buna gore ilk olarak puanlarin normal
dagilim sergileyip sergilemedigine bakilmistir. Cizelge 3’te goriildiigii lizere, ¢arpiklik ve
basiklik katsayilari -1<p>1 arasinda olmadig: i¢in ve Kolmogorov testi sonucu p<0.05
oldugu icin veriler normal dagilim sergilememistir.

Cizelge 3. Puanlamalara Iliskin Verilerin Carpiklik ve Basiklik Katsayilari

Katilimei Ortalama Carpiklik Basiklik Katsayisi Kolmogorov
Sayist Katsay1si Smirnov
Katsayisi
71 82.89 -1.336 1.767 .000

Puanlama verileri normal dagilim sergilemedigi i¢in 6gretmenlerin cinsiyetlerine
gore verdikleri puanlar arasinda fark olup olmadigini incelemek iizere veriler Mann-
Whitney testi kullanilarak incelenmistir. Yapilan inceleme sonucunda p<0.05 oldugu i¢in
kadin ve erkek Ogretmenlerin verdigi puanlar arasinda kadinlar lehine anlamli bir fark
oldugu goriilmistiir (bkz. Cizelge 4). Sira ortalamalar1 ve toplamlar1 daha yiiksek oldugu
icin kadin 6gretmenlerin erkeklere gére daha yiiksek puan verdikleri anlagilmaktadir.
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Cizelge 4. Puanlamalara Iliskin Verilerin Cinsiyet Degiskenine Gére incelenmesi

Kategori Say1 Ortalama Sira Sira Toplami U P
Ortalamasi
Kadin 57 84.67 38.89 2216.50 234.500 017
Erkek 14 75.64 24.25 339.50

Calisma grubunu olusturan Ogretmenlerin devlet veya 06zel kurumlarda galistig
goriilmistiir. Calistiklar1 kurum agisindan verdikleri puanlar arasinda fark olup olmadigini
incelemek icin yine veriler normal dagilim sergilemedigi i¢in Mann-Whitney testi
kullanilmustir. Cizelge 5°te goriildigi tizere, p=0.004<0.05 oldugu igin 6gretmenlerin
verdigi puanlar arasinda calistiklar1 kurum degiskenine goére anlamli bir fark vardir. Sira
ortalamalar1 ve toplamlar1 daha yiiksek oldugu ic¢in devlet kurumlarinda calisan
ogretmenlerin 6zel kurumlarda calisanlara gore puanlamalarimin daha ytliksek oldugu
anlasilmaktadir.

Cizelge 5. Puanlamalara Iliskin Verilerin Calisilan Kurum Degiskenine Gére incelenmesi

Kategori Say1 Ortalama Sira Sira U P
Ortalamas1 Toplami
Devlet 61 85.23 38.87 2371.00 130.000 .004
Ozel 10 68.60 18.50 185.00

Ogretmenlerin puanlamalarinin mesleki deneyim siirelerine gore degisiklik gosterip
gostermediginin incelenmesi amaciyla veriler, deneyim siireleri bes kategoriye ayrildigi
icin Kruskall Walls testi kullanilarak incelenmistir. Yapilan inceleme sonucunda
p=0.104>0.05 oldugu i¢in 6gretmenlerin mesleki deneyim siirelerine gore verdigi puanlar
arasinda anlamli bir fark olmadigi goriilmiistiir (bkz. Cizelge 6).

Cizelge 6. Puanlamalara iliskin Verilerin Mesleki Deneyim Siiresi Degiskenine Gére Incelenmesi

Kategori Say1 Ortalama Sira sd Ortalama P
Ortalamast
1-5 yil 6 73.17 29.25
6-10 y1l 14 77.43 24.29
11-15y1l 13 84.77 39.00 4 7.688 .104
16-20 y1l 17 87.00 4291
21 ve Ustii 21 84.81 38.29

Ogretmenlerin puanlamalarmin ¢ahistiklar1 kademeye gore degisiklik gosterip
gostermediginin incelenmesi amaciyla veriler, kademeler bes kategoriye ayrildigi igin
Kruskall Walls testi kullanilarak incelenmistir. Cizelge 7’de gorildigi iizere,
ogretmenlerin kademelerine gore puanlamalari arasinda anlamli bir fark (p=0.036<0.05)
vardir. Ortalamalarina bakildiginda birden cok kademede calisan Ogretmenlerin ve
iiniversite diizeyinde c¢alisan 6gretmenlerin digerlerinden daha diisiik puan verdikleri
anlagilmaktadir.
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Cizelge 7. Puanlamalara Iliskin Verilerin Calisilan Kademe Degiskenine Gére incelenmesi

Kategori Say1 Ortalama Sira sd Ortalama P
Ortalamasi
flkokul 6 86.33 37.50
Ortaokul 6 85.83 37.42
Lise 19 86.11 40.32 4 10.265 .036
Universite 35 83.97 37.14
Birden ¢ok 5 55.40 8.10

Puanlarin disinda, bir numarali aragtirma sorusunun b, ¢, d alt sorularma yanit
vermek lizere katilimcilarin  degerlendirme yaptiklart kagit {izerinde isaretleme
davranislari, hata tiirline yaklagimlari, 6grenciyle etkilesim tercihleri ve odaklandiklari
hatalar goézlemlenmistir. Bu amagla a) isaretleme yapilip yapilmadig1 b) yapildi ise kag
isaret kondugu c) hata tiiriinlin belirtilip belirtilmedigi d) 6grenciye uyarida bulunulup
bulunulmadigi e) hatalarin diizeltilip diizeltilmedigi f) isaretlemede kodlama yapilip
yapilmadig1r g) dilsel bilesen hatalarina dikkat edilip edilmedigi (dilbilgisi, noktalama,
yazim, sOzvarligi, sozdizim) h) sOylem tiriinlin g6z Oniinde bulundurulup
bulundurulmadigi 1) igerigin dogruluguna dikkat edilip edilmedigi i) Olgek kullanilip
kullanilmadig1 sorularinin yanitlar: aranmistir. Bu yonlere iliskin gézlem sonuglar Cizelge
8'de ayrintil1 bir sekilde sunulmaktadir. Yapilan inceleme sonucunda, gretmenlerin genel
olarak kagit iizerinde hatalar diizelttikleri ve dilbilgisi ve ifade yanlislarina odaklandiklar
gorilmiistir.

Cizelge 8. Puanlayicilarin Davranislarina Iliskin Genel Gdzlemler

Davranis Kategorisi S Yizde (%)
Isaretleme ile yetinilmis 30 411
Hata tiirii belirtilmis 8 11.1
Ogrenciye uyarida bulunulmus 11 151
Hata diizeltilmis 47 64.4
[saretlemede kodlama yapilmis 2 2.7
Dilbilgisi hatalar1 dikkate alinmis 64 87.7
Yazim yanlislar: dikkate alinmig 35 47.9
Noktalama yanlislar1 dikkate alinmig 26 35.6
Sozciik yanliglart dikkate alinmis 31 42.5
Ifade yanlislar1 dikkate alinmis 32 43.8
Soylem tirt (mektup) 6zellikleri dikkate alinmig 12 16.4
Igerigin dogrulugu géz 6niinde bulundurulmus 5 6.8
Olgek kullanilmis 10 13.7

Puanlayicilarin Soylemlerine Yonelik Bulgular

Iki numaral1 arastirma sorusunun yanitlamak iizere katilimcilarin puanlama sirasinda
izledikleri yolu agikladiklart metinler ¢oziimlendiginde biri 6l¢ek kullanimi, digeri ise
odaklanilan yon olmak iizere iki ana boyut ortaya ¢ikmaktadir. Olgek kullanimina iliskin
boyutta katilimemnin dlgek kullandigina iliskin bilgi verip vermemesi, buna bagl olarak
herhangi bir 6l¢ek ¢izip gizmemesi, dlgekte puanlama yaparken her bir hataya ka¢ puan
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verecegi ve Olgekteki boliim sayisina iligkin veriler elde edilen veriler Cizelge 9’da
ayrintili olarak sunulmustur. Inceleme sonucunda &gretmenlerin ¢ogunlugunun, Slcek
cizerek degerlendirmeyi bu oOlgege gore gergeklestirdigi goriilmiistiir. Bununla birlikte,
katilimcilar 6l¢ek kullanimina iligkin farkli sdylemlerde de bulunmustur. Bu baglamda en
goze carpan fark, Cizelge 9’da da goriildiigii gibi, gelistirilen 6lgekteki bolim sayilarinin
farklilik gostermesidir. Diger bir fark ise puanlayicilarin ¢ogunlugunun o&lgekteki
boliimlere ayn1 veya farkli puanlar1 ngérmesidir.

Cizelge 9. Puanlayicilarin Olcek Kullanimina iliskin Séylemleri

Olgek Tercihleri S Yiizde (%)
Olgek kullandigini belirtme 4 55
Olgek ¢izme 26 35.6
2 1 1.4
3 3 4.1
Olgekteki boliim sayisi 4 9 12.3
5 7 9.6
6 1 14
Olgekteki her boliime ayn1 puan1 verme 16 21.9
Olgekteki her bdliime farkli puan verme 10 13.7
Olgekte puan kullanmama 2 2.7
Olgekte hata puan iligkisini sdyleme 3 4.1

Katilimcilarin =~ sOylemlerinden hareketle odaklandiklari veya g6z Oniinde
bulundurduklar1 yonlere iliskin ¢éziimlemeler ¢ok farkli tercihlerin var oldugunu ortaya
koymaktadir. Nitekim puanlayicilar inceledikleri kagitta biitiinlik, bagdasiklik,
baglasiklik, konuya uygunluk, igerik, dil kullanimi, tutarlilik, anlasilirlik, dilbilgisi,
noktalama, yazim yanlisi, sozciik bilgisi, sozclik sayisi, zaman, hedef kitle, amag, tiir
ozellikleri, metin boliimleri, diizen, kanitlar/6rnekler, kagit diizeni, yaz1 sekli, yaraticilik,
bicem, akicilik, dikkat ¢ekicilik, diisiinme bi¢imi, sinif i¢i katilim, yas, planlama ve diizey
gibi noktalar1 g6z oniinde bulundurduklarini belirtmektedirler. Bunlarin katilimei grubu
icerisindeki siklik diizeyleri ile oranlarina bakildiginda yalnizca 1’er katilimcinin hedef
kitle, sif ici katilim, yas, uyruk ve yaraticilik sozciikleriyle kodladigimiz degiskenleri
dikkate aldigi, bu saymin da her bir degisken i¢in %1.4’liikk bir orana karsilik geldigi
goriilmektedir. Hedef kitle tiretilen metnin kime yazildigini, simif i¢i katilim 6grencinin
derste gosterdigi performansi belirtirken yas, metni iiretenin ¢ocuk veya yetiskin olup
olmadigimin, uyruk ise metin {ireticisinin 6grenilen dil ile yakinlik ve uzaklik iligkisinin
g6z oniinde bulunduruldugunu gostermektedir. Katilimcilarin g6z 6niinde bulundurduklari
degiskenler arasinda kagit diizeni, akicilik, diisiinme bi¢imi, konuya uygunluk, biitiinliik,
kanitlar/6rnekler, tiir 6zellikleri, metin boliimleri, diizey, dil kullanimi, bagdasiklik, yazim
yanlisi, igerik ve noktalama dikkat ¢cekerken metnin diizeni, anlasilirlik, s6zciik bilgisi ve
dilbilgisi en fazla lizerinde durulan degiskenlerdir. S6zii edilen degiskenler konusunda
katilimcr  tercihlerini  gdsteren sayilar ile oranlar asagidaki ¢izelgede topluca
sunulmaktadir.
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Cizelge 10. Puanlayicilarin Puanlamada Dikkate Alinan Y6n Konusundaki Soylemleri

Odaklanilan Yon S Yiizde (%)
Hedef kitle 1 1.4
Simif i¢i katilm 1 14
Yas 1 14
Uyruk 1 14
Yaraticilik 1 14
Bigem 2 2.7
Tutarlilik 2 2.7
Zaman 2 2.7
Dikkat ¢ekicilik 2 2.7
Planlama 2 2.7
Yazi bigimi 3 4.1
Baglasiklik 4 5.5
Sozciik sayisi 4 55
Amag 4 55
Kagit diizeni 8 11.0
Akicilik 8 11.0
Diisiinme bigimi 8 11.0
Konuya uygunluk 9 12.3
Biitiinliik 10 13.7
Kanitlar/Ornekler 11 15.1
Tiir 6zellikleri 12 16.4
Metin bolumleri 14 19.2
Diizey 14 19.2
Dil kullanimi 15 20.5
Bagdasiklik 16 21.9
Yazim yanlis1 16 21.9
Igerik 20 27.4
Noktalama 20 274
Diizen 22 315
Anlagilirlik 24 32.9
Sozciik bilgisi 35 47.9
Dilbilgisi 68 93.2

Ozetlemek gerekirse, elde edilen veriler, aragtirma sorularina iliskin ¢ok sayida
bulguyu ortaya koymaktadir. Birinci bulgu kiimesi, 6gretmenlerin degerlendirdikleri kagit
iizerinde yaptiklart islemleri ilgilendirmektedir. Buna gore, Ogretmenler arasinda
isaretleme yaklasimlar1 konusunda ortak bir tercih gozlenmemektedir. Kimileri altini
cizmek veya daire i¢ine almak gibi isaretleme yaklagimlarini tercih ederken az sayida da
olsa kimileri hata tiiriinii belirterek isaretlemeyi tercih etmistir.

Ikinci bulgu kiimesi dgretmenlerin verdikleri puanlar ilgilendirmektedir. Buna gore,
katilimer 6gretmenler ayni kagida 6nemli 6l¢giide farkli puanlar vermektedir. Nitekim ayni
kagida 40 ile 100 puan arasinda degisen puanlar verilmistir. Ugiincii bulgu kiimesi 6lgek
kullanimina iliskin uygulamalar ilgilendirmektedir. Buna gore, hi¢ 6lgek kullanmayanlar

© 2023 Journal of Language Education and Research, 9(2), 362-404



Analysis of Raters’ Scoring Behaviours in the Assessment of Writing 397

oldugu kadar, 6l¢ek kullananlar da vardir. Dordiincli ve son bulgu kiimesi cinsiyet,
calisilan kurumun niteligi, deneyim ve calisilan kademeye gore, verilen puanda fark olup
olmadigna iligkindir.

Son bulgu kiimesi katilimcilarin 6lgme degerlendirmede odaklandigi yone iliskin
olup bu noktada katilimcilarin 6nemli bir boliimii yazili anlatim {iriiniintin dilbilgisel
boyutuna odaklandigi anlasilmaktadir. Onu sirasiyla sozciik bilgisi, anlasilirlik, diizen,
noktalama ve icerik boyutlar1 izlerken bunlar da dilbilgisel boyuta dahildir. Bagdasiklik,
dil kullanimi, metnin bdliimleri gibi dilbilgisi dist boyutlar gorece daha az sayida katilimet
tarafindan goz oniinde bulundurulmaktadir.

Tartisma

Katilimc1 6gretmenlerin puanlama tercihlerinde dnemli farkliliklar olduguna yonelik
bulgu birkag yonden iizerinden durulmasi gereken bir bulgudur. Oncelikle, katilimei
Ogretmenlere herhangi bir 6lgek verilmeksizin puanlama yapmalarinin beklenmis olmasi
nedeniyle puanlamada farklilik olmasi dogal bir sonuc¢ olarak goriilebilir. Nitekim
alanyazinda Olgek verildiginde bile puanlayicilarin puanlamalarinin farkli oldugunu
gosteren ¢ok sayida calisma (Bachman, 2004; Engelhard ve Myford, 2003; Hunter ve
Docherty, 2011; Liu, 2022; Seker, 2018,) mevcuttur. Ote yandan, bu farkliliklarin 40 ile
100 gibi genis bir aralikta gerceklesmesi puanlayicilarin verdikleri puanlari giivenirlik
bakimindan kugkulu hale getirmektedir. Puanlayicilarin puanlamalarinin digiik giivenirlik
sergilemesi Gyagenda ve Engelhard (2009) tarafindan gerceklestirilen, 20 puanlayici
Ogrencinin 366 kompozisyonu Olcek kullanarak puanladiklari arastirmanin sonuglariyla
uyumludur. Ciinkii s6z konusu aragtirmada puanlayici egitimi verilen 20 puanlayicinin
verdikleri puanlar arasinda giivenirlik katsayisi diisiik ¢ikmigtir. Ayni arastirmadan elde
edilen bulgular ile bizim bulgularimiz, dlgek verilsin verilmesin veya egitim almis olsun
olmasin Ogretmenlerin puanlamada farkli tercihlerde bulunduklarin1 godsteriyor olmalari
bakimindan dikkate degerdir. Puanlamadaki bu farklilik olusturulan Glgekteki boyutlarin
tamaminda gozlenirken bizim arastirmamizda da katilimci 6gretmenlerin  6lgek
olusturduklarinda olgekteki her bir boyuta ayni veya farkli puan Ongordiikleri
gdzlemlenmistir. Olgekteki boyutlarin farkli puanlanmas, bir yaniyla puanlayicidan diger
yaniyla degerlendirilen boyutun mutlak deger olarak ifade edilemiyor olusundan
kaynaklanabilmektedir. Puanlayicinin, ilgili boyutu Onemli goriip gérmemesi,
degerlendirirken gerekli 6zeni ve dikkati gosterip gdstermemesi puanlayicidan kaynakli
farkliliklara yol agabilirken degerlendirilen boyutun dogast geregince tek ve iilkiisel bir
yanitinin olmamasi da degerlendirilen boyuta bagli farkliliklara yol agabilmektedir. Ote
yandan dilbilgisi gibi kimi boyutlar gérece daha mutlak deger olarak ifade edilebilmesine
ragmen farkli puanlaniyor olmasi tiim ¢abalara ragmen degerlendirme siirecinde puanlama
farkliliklarinin ortadan kaldirilamayacagini diisiindiirmektedir. Seker (2018)’in Tiirkiye’de
bir okulda calisan ii¢ Ingilizce Ogretmeni ile gergeklestirdigi ¢alismasinda yazma
becerisinin degerlendirilmesinde puanlayici/6gretmenin davraniglart konusunda benzer
sonuclar ortaya koymaktadir. S6z konusu calismanin gergeklestirildigi okulda yazma
becerisi &nceden hazirlanmis standart bir olgek ile degerlendirilmistir. Ogrenciler
tarafindan iretilen ve okul sistemi i¢inde siav olarak kullanilmis olan paragraflardan
diisiik diizey, orta diizey ve iyi diizeydekiler esit sayida olacak bigimde toplamda 75
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paragraf se¢ilmis ve lic 6gretmenden ii¢ glin i¢inde bu paragraflarin 25 tanesini ayn1 6lgegi
kullanarak puanlamalar1 istenmistir. Daha sonra diger 25’ini ii¢ Ogretmen tartisarak
beraber puanlamistir ve bu tartisma kayit altina alinmistir. Ug hafta sonra ise kalan 25
paragrafi bireysel olarak ayni 6lgekle puanlamalari istenmistir. Ilk puanlamadan elde
edilen veriler incelendiginde {i¢ 6gretmenin de ayni dlgegi kullanmasina ragmen farkli
puanlar verdikleri goriilmiistiir. Ogretmenlerin dlgekte yer alan dilbilgisel dogruluk,
sOzliiksel dogruluk, s6zdizimsel dogruluk, diizen, mekanik ozellikler gibi boyutlarda farkli
yargilarda bulunduklar1 anlagilmistir. Yapilan istatistiki islem sonucunda ii¢ 6gretmenin
Olcekteki maddelere verdikleri puanlarin birbirleriyle uyumlu olmadigi goriilmistiir.
Ogretmenlerin beraber tartisarak puanlama yaptiklar1 oturum kayitlar1 izlendiginde
Ogretmenlerin ilk giin puanlama kararlarimin nedenleri konusunda cekince yasadiklari
goriilmiistiir. Ikinci giin 6gretmenlerin rahatladigs, birbirleriyle fikir alisverisinde olduklar
ve belli boyutlarda ayr1 ayr1 uzmanlik sergiledikleri tespit edilmistir. Ornegin dilbilgisel
dogruluk konusundaki tartismalarda bir 6gretmenin iddias1 dayanak olarak alinirken diizen
konusunda baska bir O6gretmenin gorlisiiniin temel alindigi bulgulanmistir. Ayrica
puanlama siirecinin ilk giin daha uzun siirdiigii ancak giderek kisaldigi da arastirma
bulgular1 arasindadir. Siire¢ sonunda ogretmenlerin yaptiklar1 puanlamayi daha adil
bulduklari, tek basina karar vermedikleri i¢in sorumlulugu paylastiklar1 anlasilmistir. Ug
hafta sonra bireysel olarak yapilan puanlama verileri incelendiginde Ogretmenlerin
dilbilgisel dogruluk, sozliiksel dogruluk, diizen ve mekanik boyutta benzer puanlama
yaptiklar1 goriilmiistiir. Calisma; ayni standart 6lgegi kullansalar bile 6gretmenlerin ayni
kagitlar farkli sekillerde puanladiklarini; 6gretmenlerin bir kism1 yapiya odaklanirken, bir
kisminin dogruluga, bir kisminin da akicilifa odaklandigint gostermistir. Seker (2018)’in
caligmasinin dikkat ¢ceken bulgularindan biri 6gretmenlerin toplamda {i¢ giin siliren tartisma
siirecinin  farkli asamalarinda farkli tepkiler ortaya koymus olmalaridir. Nitekim
katihmcilar tartisma yaparak gergeklestirdikleri puanlamanin ilk gilinlinde sessiz ve
tereddiit iceren davraniglar sergilerlerken ilerleyen giinlerde puanlama konusunda tereddiit
hissetmeden fikir tartigmalar1 yapar ve daha Ozgiivenli kararlar alir hale gelmislerdir.
Ayrica 6gretmenlerin kullandiklar1 6lgegi de tartistiklar: ve dlgegin yetersiz kaldig: yonleri
belirledikleri gorilmiistir. Daha sonra tekrar yapilan bireysel degerlendirmede
ogretmenler arasindaki farklilik azalmis, tartisma yoluyla puanlama kisminda edindikleri
deneyim ve bilgileri kendi puanlamalarinda kullandiklar1 goriilmiistiir. Dolayisiyla ¢alisma
puanlama siirecinde paydaglarla is birligi ve tartisma iginde olmanin puanlayicilar
acisindan Onemli katkilar1 oldugunu ve degerlendirme siirecine tutarlilik kattigini
gostermektedir. Seker (2018)’in bulgulariyla karsilastirildiginda arastirmamizdan elde
edilen bulgular, aragtirmamiza veri saglayan katilimcilarin bireysel olarak oOnerdikleri
Olceklerdeki farkliliklar ile kimi yonleriyle tutarsiz 6lgek hazirlama girisimlerinin benzer
oldugunu ortaya koymaktadir.

Puanlama tercihlerinde kadin ve erkek puanlayicilar arasinda kadinlar lehine anlaml
bir farklilik bulunmasi alanyazindaki Kimi arastirma verileriyle (Peterson, Childs ve
Kennedy, 2004) uyusmazken cinsiyete bagh olarak puanlamada farkliliklarin
bulundugunun gozlendigi arastirmalar (Gyagenda ve Engelhard, 2009) da mevcuttur.
Nitekim Peterson, Childs ve Kennedy (2004) tarafindan Kanada’da anadili 6gretimi
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alaninda ¢alisan 108 6gretmenle gerceklestirilen arastirmada iki kiz ve iki erkek 6grenci
tarafindan tretilen Oykiileyici ve tartismacit kompozisyonlar1 puanlamalar1 istenmis,
ogretmenlerin verdigi puanlar arasinda puanlayicinin cinsiyetine gore sadece bir
kompozisyon fark oldugu, cinsiyetler arasi farkliliga dair tutarli sonuglar olmadigi ve
puanlanan irliniin {reticisinin cinsiyetine bagli olarak anlamli bir fark olmadigi
gozlenmemistir. Buna karsilik, Gyagenda ve Engelhard (2009) tarafindan yapilan
caligmada 6grencilerin cinsiyeti agisindan bakildiginda erkek ve kiz 6grenciler arasindaki
farkliliklarin  kizlar lehine anlamli oldugu goriilmiistiir. Arastirmada bu farkliligin
gerekgesinin, kiz 6grencilerin yazma becerisinde daha basarili olduklarina dair hakim olan
bir inanis veya 6gretmenlerin erkek Ogrencilerin yazma becerisini gelistirmek i¢in onlar
tarafindan {iretilen {irtine daha ¢ok odaklanmasi olabilecegi belirtilmistir. Ancak bu
arastirmada 20 egitimli puanlayicinin cinsiyeti incelemelerde dikkate alinmamis ve
puanlayicilarin cinsiyet agisindan dagilimlari verilmemistir.

Arastirma bulgularimiz arasinda 6lgek olusturulurken bolim sayisinin ve boliim
basma diisen puanlarin kimi katilimcilarda aymi kimilerinde farkli olarak belirlenmis
olmasi katilmcr 6gretmenlerin aymi {riinii farkli sekillerde algiladiklarimi gostermesi
bakimindan 6nemlidir. Biiyiik cogunlugu 6gretmenlik formasyonuna sahip katilimcilarin
bu yonde sergiledikleri tercih farkliliklart Wang vd. (2017) tarafindan gerceklestirilen
arastirma verileriyle kosutluk gostermektedir. Uzmanlarca saglanan puanlama egitimini
alan 20 puanlayici, yedinci siif dgrencilerince yazilmis 100 kompozisyonu kendilerine
saglanan c¢oziimleyici Olgek araciligiyla puanladiklari sirada yiiriitiilen gozlemler ile
Puanlayic1 Algisim1 belirlemeye yonelik formdan elde edilen veriler, puanlayict egitimi
veren uzmanlarla puanlayicilarin yani sira puanlayicilarin kendi aralarinda birgok noktada
farkli goriislere sahip olduklarini ortaya koymustur. Ornegin puanlayicilar ile egitim veren
uzmanlar puanlamast en zor kompozisyonun sec¢iminde, puanlayict hatasina yol agan
boéliimler, yazili iirlinlin odak noktasi, metnin alimlanmas1 ve fikirlerin diizenlenmesi
konularinda uyusmazliklar oldugu goriilmiistiir. Bu uyusmazliklar ayni 6lgek kullanilsa
bile bunun puanlayicilar i¢in yeterince agik ve anlasilir olmamasi durumunda farkli
sonuglara yol agabilecegini gdstermesi bakimindan énemlidir. Ote yandan dlgek ne kadar
gecerli ve giivenilir olursa olsun puanlayicinin bilgisinin, birikiminin ve dikkatinin dl¢egi
algilamada ve kullanmada daha belirleyici oldugunu akla getirmektedir.

Arastirma bulgularimiz arasinda, degerlendirilen yazili {irliniin odaklanilan
boyutlarinin hem asir1 ¢esitlilik gostermesi hem de aslinda ayni kavramlarin farkl
terimlerle ifade edilmesi puanlamay:1 yapan katilimcilarin bu noktadaki birikimlerinin
farkl1 oldugunu ortaya koymaktadir. Ornegin dlgekte dilbilgisi baslig: altinda yer verilen
boliim soézdizimi, yazzim ve noktalamay1 igeren bir list bashik olmasi gerekirken bu ii¢
bilesenin yaninda diger bir bilesen olarak degerlendirilmistir. Benzer bicimde dil
kullanimi1, bagdasiklik, baglasiklik, bitiinliik, tutarlilik ve akicilik basliklar1 altinda
degerlendirilen boyutlardan bazilar1 anlam bakimindan belirsiz olup puanlayicinin 6rnegin
tutarlilik, biitiinliik ile bagdasiklik ve bagint1 arasinda fark goriip gérmedigi sorusunu akla
getirmektedir. Kald1 ki dil kullanimi kavrami ile kastedilenin de yukarida siralanan
boyutlar1 kapsamasi gerekirken ayri bir baslik olarak degerlendirilmesi bu konuda
puanlayicilarin farkli bakis agilarina ve algilara sahip oldugunu gostermektedir. Bu bulgu,
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Wang vd. (2017)’nin arastirmasinda varilan daha fazla 6rnek uygulama yapilmasi gerektigi
yoniindeki sonuca ek olarak, puanlayici egitiminde yazili anlatimin farkli boyutlarina
iliskin ayrimlarin daha kesin ¢izgilerle ortaya konmasi ve bunlar iizerinde oOzellikle
durulmasi1 gerektigini diisiindiirmektedir. Rahayu (2020)’nin yazma becerisinin
degerlendirilmesi konusunda Endonezya’da ikinci dil olarak Ingilizce &greten 56
Ogretmenle yaptig1 calismada elde ettigi bulgular bu diisiincemizi giiclendirmektedir. S6z
konusu arastirmada ogretmenlerden degerlendirme yontem ve tekniklerine dair sorulari
iceren anketi cevaplamalarini ve ayrica Oykiileyici tiirde yazilmis olan iki kompozisyonu
verilen ¢Ozlimleyici Ol¢ek ile puanlamalarini istemistir. Dort boliimden olusan anketteki
sorular yazma becerisinin degerlendirilmesine yonelik bilgiyi, puanlama dogrulugunun
etkililigini, yazma becerisinin degerlendirilmesindeki sec¢imlerin etkililigini ve yazma
becerisinin degerlendirilmesindeki algilarini belirlemeye yonelik olarak hazirlanmistir.
Anketten elde edilen veriler 6gretmenlerin, yazma becerisinin degerlendirilmesine iliskin
bilgilerinin, yazma becerisinin degerlendirilmesindeki se¢imlerinin etkililiginin, puanlama
dogrulugunun etkililiginin ve yazma becerisinin degerlendirilmesi uygulamasindaki
algilarinin; puanlamadaki basarilarini giivence altina almadigini gostermistir. Diger bir
deyisle Ogretmenlerin ankette verdikleri yanitlar ile puanlama davranislari tutarlilik
gdstermemistir. Ogretmenlerin yazma becerisinin degerlendirilmesine iliskin bilgilerinin,
yazma becerisinin degerlendirilmesindeki segimlerinin etkililiginin ve yazma becerisinin
degerlendirilmesi uygulamasindaki algilarinin artmasi puanlamalarini olumsuz etkilerken
puanlama dogrulugunun etkililiginin artmasi puanlamalari olumlu etkilemistir. Caligma
sonucunda Ogretmenlerin puanlamadaki etkililiginin degerlendirmedeki 6gretmen
kalitesini etkiledigini anlagilmistir.

Puanlayicilarin  dilbilgisine ve yazili {riiniin bigimsel boyutuna daha fazla
odaklandiklarim1 gosteren arastirma bulgularimiz, alanyazinda yaygin olarak yer alan
verilerle uyumludur. Weigle ve Montee (2012)’nin yazma becerisinin biitiinlesik bir
yaklagimla degerlendirilmesi siirecinde puanlayicilarin algilarini konu alan calismalari,
puanlayicilarin yazili {iriiniin bicimsel bilesenlerine farkli sekilde 6nem verdiklerini
gosterirken yazma siirecinde O6grencilerin kullandigi alimlama teknigine kars1 da farkli
tavirlar sergilediklerini ortaya ¢ikarmustir.

Sonuc¢ ve Oneriler

Yabanci dil 6gretmenlerinin yazma becerisinin 6l¢iilmesinde kullandiklar1 puanlama
davraniglarinin incelenmesinin amaglandigi bu ¢alisma, arastirmaya veri saglayan yabanci
dil o6gretmenleri olan puanlayicilarin yazili anlatim {riiniinii puanlarken ¢ok farkli
davraniglar sergiledigini ortaya koymaktadir. Arastirma sinirliliklarina ragmen alanyazinda
sorun oldugu belirtilen yazma becerisinin degerlendirilmesi siirecine yonelik Onemli
sonuglar ortaya c¢ikarmistir. Bu cer¢evede yabanci dil dgretmenlerinin yazma becerisini
O0lcme amagl olarak {irettirilen bir iirlinli puanlarken degerlendirme Olgiitii kullanip
kullanmadigina yonelik sorunun biitiiniiyle olumlu bir bi¢imde yanitlanamayacagi
goriilmektedir. Nitekim Orneklem grubunda degerlendirme olgiitii kullananlarin siirl
saylida oldugu goriilmektedir. Puanlayicilarin puanlama yaparken sergilemis olduklari
davraniglarin ne kadar cesitlilik gosterdiginin belirlenmesine ve olgiit  kullanip
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kullanmadiklarma yonelik farkli orneklem gruplariyla ¢alisma yapilmasinin, bu
arastirmada elde edilen bu sonucun genellestirilebilmesi icin yararli olacagi
diistiniilmektedir.

Ogretmenlerin yazma becerisini 8lgme amagl olarak iirettirilen bir {iriinii puanlarken
iriiniin  hangi boyutlarina odaklandiklarin1 belirlemeye yonelik soru ise alanyazin
verileriyle uyumlu olarak 6gretmenlerin daha ¢ok bicimsel boyuta odaklandiklar1 seklinde
karsilik bulmustur. Oysaki yazma becerisinin degerlendirilmesinde tiim boyutlarin goz
onilinde bulundurulmasi gerektigi alanyazinda pek ¢ok calisma tarafindan onerilmistir. Ek
olarak, aragtirmanin ii¢ numarali sorusuna yanit olarak sinirli sayida puanlayicinin hata
tirleri arasinda ayrim yaptigini ve hatanin agirligi ile puan arasinda denklik kurdugunu
gosteren veriler elde edilmistir. Bu noktada oOgretmenlerin yazma becerisinin
degerlendirilmesi konusundaki bilgilerinin smirli oldugu diisiinlilmiistiir. Dolayisiyla,
ogretmen  yetistiren kurumlarin  6gretim  programlarinda yazma  becerisinin
degerlendirilmesi ile ilgili derslere yer vermesinin gerekli oldugu goriilmektedir. Ayrica,
hali hazirda 6gretmen olarak calisanlar i¢in ¢esitli kurslar veya seminerler araciligiyla bu
konudaki bilgi eksikliginin giderilmesi alan i¢in 6nem arz etmektedir.

Son olarak yas, cinsiyet ve deneyim ile puanlama davraniglar arasinda fark olup
olmadigina yonelik arastirma sorusu kadinlarin erkek puanlayicilara gore; kamu
kurumlarinda calisanlarin 6zel kurumlarda calisanlara gore; birden ¢ok kademede ve
tiniversitede gorev yapanlarin digerlerine gore daha yiiksek puanlar verdigi; buna karsilik
deneyim ile verilen puanlarin yiiksekligi arasinda anlamli bir iliski olmadig1 seklinde
karsilik bulmustur. Bu farkliliklarin daha farkli ve fazla 6rneklem grubunda da olup
olmadiginin anlasilmasi ve bu farkliliklarin altinda yatan nedenlerin belirlenmeye
calisilmast yazma becerisinde puanlayict etkisi konusundaki c¢alismalara yeni boyut
kazandirabilir. Puanlayici etkisine neden olan etmenlerin belirlenerek ortadan kaldirilmaya
caligilmasi yazma becerisinin degerlendirilmesi siirecinin daha giivenilir olmasini saglar.

Kaynakca
Asassfeh, S. M. (2021). Holistic vs. analytic scoring between expository and narrative genres:
Does the assessment type matter? International Journal of Linguistics, Literature and
Translation, 4(1), 215-220. https://doi.org/10.32996/ijl1t.2021.4.1.21
Bachman, L. F. (2004). Statistical analyses for language assessment book. Cambridge University

Press.
Baker, K. M. (2016). Peer review as a strategy for improving students’ writing process. Active
Learning in Higher Education, 17(3), 179-192.

https://doi.org/10.1177/1469787416654794

Beck, S. W., Llosa, L., Black, K., & Anderson, A. T. G., (2018). From assessing to teaching
writing: What  teachers prioritize. Assessing Writing, 37, 68-77.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2018.03.003

Brown, J. D. (1989). Manoa writing placement examination. Manoa Writing Board Technical
Report, 5.

Brown, J. D., & Bailey, K. M. (2008). Language testing courses: What are they in 2007? Language
Testing, 25(3), 349-383. https://doi.org/10.1177/026553220809015.

Brown, G. T. L., Glasswell, K., & Harland, D. (2008). Accuracy in the scoring of writing: Studies
of reliability and validity using a New Zealand writing assessment system. Assessing
Writing, 9, 105-121. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2004.07.001

© 2023 JLERE, Journal of Language Education and Research, 9(2), 362-404


https://doi.org/10.1177/1469787416654794

402 Yusuf POLAT & Nejla GEZMIS

Calp, M. (2013). Serbest ve yaratic1 yazma teknigine gore olusturulan kompozisyonlarin yazili
anlatimin niteligi ve puanlama teknigi acisindan karsilastirilmasi. Turkish Studies:
International Periodical Fr the Languages, Literature and History of Turkish or Turkic,
8(9), 879-898. https://doi.org/10.7827/turkishstudies/5340.

CECR (2018). Cadre européen commun de référence pour les langues: Apprendre, enseigner,
évaluer.. www.coe.int/lang-cecr adresinden erisildi. Erigim tarihi: 15.05.2023

Cole, J. C., Haley, K. A., & Muenz, T. A. (1997). Written expression reviewed. Research in the
Schools, 4(1), 17-34.

Coombe, C. A, Folse, K. S., & Hubley, N. J. (2007). A practical guide to assessing English
language learners. University of Michigan.

Cooper, C. G. (1997). Holistic evaluation of writing. C. R. Cooper, & L. Odell (Yay. Haz.).
Evaluating writing (ss. 3-33) i¢inde. National Council of Teachers of English.

Cooper, P. L. (1984). The assessment of writing ability: A review of research. Educational Testing
Service. https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2330-8516.1984.tb00052.x

Crusan, D. (2010). Assessment in the second language writing classroom. University of Michigan.

Crusan, D. Plakans, L., & Gebril, A. (2016). Writing assessment literacy: Surveying second
language teachers’ knowledge, beliefs and practices. Assessing Writing, 28, 43-56.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2006.03.001.

Cetin,B. (2002). Kompozisyon tipi sinaviarda kompozisyonun bicimsel ozelliklerinden kestirilen
puanlarin anahtarla ve genel izlenimle puanlanmasindan elde edilen puanlarla iligkisi
[The relation between scores predicted from structural features of an essay and scores
based on scoring key and overall impression, in essay type examination]Yayimlanmamis
Yiiksek Lisans Tezi, Hacettepe Universitesi, Ankara.

Du, Y., & Wright, B. D. (1997). Measuring student writing abilities in a large-scale writing
assessment. M. Wilson, Jr G. Engelhard, & K. Draney (Yay. Haz.). Obijective
measurement: Theory into practice (ss. 1-24) i¢inde. Abex.

Du, Y., Wright, B. D., & Brown, W. L. (1996). Differential facet functioning detection in direct
writing assessment. In Annual Conference of the American Educational Research
Association 8-12 Nisan 1996 (ss. 1-21). ERIC.

Engelhard Jr, G. (1994). Examining rater errors in the assessment of written composition with a
many-faceted Rasch model. Journal of Educational Measurement, 31(2), 93-112.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-3984.1994.th00436.x

Engelhard Jr, G., & Myford, C. M. (2003). Monitoring faculty consultant performance in the
advanced placement English Literature and composition program with a many-faceted
Rasch model. ETS Research Report Series 2003(1), i-60. https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2333-
8504.2003.th01893.x

Enginarlar, H. (1991). A quantitative and qualitative comparison of three techniques of grading
ESL/EFL essays. Journal of Human Sciences, 10(1), 23-45. https://www.j-
humansciences.com/ojs/index.php.1JHS/issue/view/27.pdf

Erman Aslanoglu, A., & Sata, M. (2021). Examining the differential rater functioning in the
process of assessing writing skills of middle school 7" grade students. Participatory
Educational Research, 8(4), 239-252. https://doi.org/10.17275/per.21.88.8.4.

Ghalib, T. K., & Hattami, A. A. (2015). Holistic versus analytic evaluation of EFL writing: A case
study. English Language Teaching, 8(7), 225-236. https://doi.org/10.5539/elt.v8n7p225

Goger, A. (2011). Ogrencilerin yazili anlatim calismalarimin  Tiirkge dgretmenlerince
degerlendirilmesi iizerine. Ondokuz Mayis Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 30(2),
71-97. https://doi.org/10.7822/egt34

Gyagenda, I. S., & Engelhard Jr, G. (2009). Using classical and modern measurement theories to
explore rater, domain and gender influences on student writing ability. Journal of Applied
Measurement, 10(3), 225-246.
https://d1wqtxtsixzle7.cloudfront.net/32596450/Gyagenda_Engelhard-libre.pdf

Hamp-Lyons, L. (2002). The scope of writing assessment. Assessing Writing, 8, 5-16.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1075-2935(02)00029-6

© 2023 Journal of Language Education and Research, 9(2), 362-404


https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2330-8516.1984.tb00052.x
https://www.j-humansciences.com/ojs/index.php.IJHS/issue/view/27.pdf%20Erman
https://www.j-humansciences.com/ojs/index.php.IJHS/issue/view/27.pdf%20Erman
https://www.j-humansciences.com/ojs/index.php.IJHS/issue/view/27.pdf%20Erman
https://doi.org/10.7822/egt34
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1075-2935(02)00029-6

Analysis of Raters’ Scoring Behaviours in the Assessment of Writing 403

Han, T., & Huang, J. (2017). Examining the impact of scoring methods on the institutional EFL
writing assessment: A Turkish perspective. PASAA: Journal of Language Teaching and
Learning in Thailand, 53, 112-147. https://files. eric.ed.gov.tr/fulltext/EJ1153666.pdf

Hunter, K., & Docherty, P. (2011). Reducing variation in the assessment of student writing.
Assessment  and  Evaluation in  Higher  Education, 36(1), 109-124.
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602930903215842.

Jakobson, R. (1960). Linguistics and poetics. T. A. Sebeok (Yay. Haz.). Style in language (ss. 350-
377) i¢inde. Mass. MIT.

Johnson, J. S., & Lim, G. S. (2009). The influence of rater language background on writing
performance assessment. Language Testing, 26(4), 485-505. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0265532209340186

Kalay, S., & Biiyiikkarci, K. (2020). English language teachers’ views on teaching and assessment
of writing skills. SDU International Journal of Educational Studies, 7(2), 262-286.
https://doi.org/10.33710/sduijes.710062

Karatay, H. (2011). Siire¢ temelli yazma modelleri: Planli yazma ve degerlendirme. M. Ozbay
(Yay. Haz.). Yazma egitimi (ss. 21-43) iginde. Pegem Akademi.

Koksal, D. (2004). Assessing teacher’ testing skills in ELT and enhancing their professional
development through distance learning on the net. Turkish Online Journal of Distance
Education, 5(1), 1- 11. https://dergipark.org.tr/en/pub/tojde/issue/16931/176755

Liu, L. (2022). Scoring judgment of pre-service EFL teachers: Does writing proficiency play a
role?. The Asia-Pacific Education Researcher, 31(3), 333-343.
https://doi.org/10.1007/540299-021-00575-9

Li, J., & Huang, J. (2022). The impact of essay organization and overall quality on the holistic
scoring of EFL writing: Perspectives from classroom English teachers and national writing
raters. Assessing Writing, 51, 1-15. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2021.100604

Lumley, T. (2002). Assessment criteria in a large-scale writing test: What do they really mean to
the raters?. Language Testing, 19(3), 246-276. https://doi.org/10.1191/0265532202It2300a

Lunz, M. E., Wright, B. D., & Linacre, J. M. (1990). Measuring the impact of judge severity on
examination  scores. Applied Measurement in  Education, 3(4), 331-345.
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15324818ame0304_3

Mede, E., & Atay, D. (2017). English language teachers’ assessment literacy: The Turkish context.
Dil Dergisi, 168(1), 43-60. https://dergipark.org.tr/tr/pub/dilder/issue/47674/602254

Mertler, C. (2009). Teachers’ assessment knowledge and their perceptions of the impact of
classroom assessment professional development. Improving Schools, 12(1), 101-113.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1365480209105575

Mousavi, S. A. (2002). An encyclopedic dictionary of language testing (3" ed.). Tung Hua.

O'Malley, J. M., & Pierce, L. V. (1996). Authentic assessment for English language learners:
Practical approaches for teachers. Addison-Wesley.

O’Neill, P. (2011). Reframing reliability for writing assessment. Journal of Writing Assessment,
4(1), 1-15. https://escholarship.org/uc/item/6w87j2wp

Orug, N. (1999). Evaluating the reliability of two grading systems for writing assessment at
Anadolu University preparatory school. Yaymnlanmamis Yiiksek Lisans Tezi, Bilkent
Universitesi, Ankara.

Perkins, K. (1983). On the use of composition scoring techniques, objective measures and
objective tests to evaluate ESL writing ability. TESOL Quarterly, 17(4), 651-671.
https://doi.org/10.2307/3586618

Peterson, S., Childs, R., & Kennedy, K. (2004). Written feedback and scoring of sixth-grade girls’
and boys’ narrative and persuasive writing. Assessing Writing, 9(2), 160-180.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2004.07.002

Polat, M. (2003). A study on developing a writing assessment profile for English preparatory
program of Anadolu University School of Foreign Languages, Yaymlanmamis Yiksek
Lisans Tezi, Anadolu Universitesi, Eskisehir.

Popham, W. J. (2009). Assessment literacy for teachers: Faddish or fundamental? Theory into
Practice, 48, 4-11. https://doi.org/10.1080/00405840802577536

© 2023 JLERE, Journal of Language Education and Research, 9(2), 362-404


https://doi.org/10.1080/02602930903215842
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2021.100604
https://doi.org/10.1177/1365480209105575
https://doi.org/10.2307/3586618
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2004.07.002
https://doi.org/10.1080/00405840802577536

404 Yusuf POLAT & Nejla GEZMIS

Rahayu, E. Y. (2020). The anonymous teachers’ factors of assessing paragraph writing. Journal of
English for Academic and Specific Purposes, 3(1), 1-19.
https://doi.org/10.18860/jeasp.v3i1.9208

Sakyi, A. A. (2000). Validation of holistic scoring for ESL writing assessment: How raters
evaluate compositions. A. J. Kunnan (Yay. Haz.). Fairness and validation in language
assessment: Selected papers from the 19" language testing research colloquium (ss. 129-
151) iginde. Cambridge University.

Seviour, M. (2015). Assessing academic writing on a pre-sessional EAP course: Designing
assessment which supports learning. Journal of English for Academic Purposes, 18, 84-89.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jeap.2015.03.007

Smith, W. L. (1993). Assessing the reliability and adequacy of using holistic scoring of essays as a
college composition placement technique. M. M. Williamson & B. A. Huot (Yay. Haz.).
Validating holistic scoring for writing assessment (ss. 142-205) i¢cinde. Hampton.

Stiggins, R. J., & Bridgeford, N. J. (1983). An analysis of published tests of writing proficiency.
Educational Measurement: Issues and Practices, 2(1), 6-19.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-3992.1983.tb00679.x

Seker, M. (2018). Intervention in teachers’ differential scoring judgments in assessing L2 writing
through communities of assessment practice. Studies in Education Evaluation, 59, 209-
217. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.stueduc.2018.08.003

Thomas, N. (2020). Idea sharing: Are analytic assessment scales more appropriate than holistic
assessment scales for L2 writing and speaking? PASAA: Journal of Language Teaching
and Learning in Thailand, 59(1), 236-251. https://files.
eric.ed.gov.tr/fulltext/EJ1239980.pdf

Tokur Uner, B., & Asilioglu, B. (2022). Ingilizce gretiminde 6lgme ve degerlendirme siirecine
iliskin ogretmen gortsleri. EKEV  Akademi Dergisi, 89, 25-50.
https://dergipark.org.tr/en/pub/sosekev/issue/71371/1147452

Turgut, M. F. (1990). Egitimde 6l¢me ve degerlendirme metotlari. Saydam.

Wang, J., Engelhard Jr, G., Raczynskia, K., Song, T., & Wolfec, E. W. (2017). Evaluating rater
accuracy and perception for integrated writing assessments using a mixed-methods
approach. Assessing Writing, 33, 36-47. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2017.03.003

Weigle, S. C. (2007). Teaching writing teachers about assessment. Journal of Second Language
Writing, 16(3), 194-209. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jslw.2007.07.004.

Weigle, S. C., &Montee, M. (2012). Raters’ perceptions of textual borrowing in integrated writing
tasks. Studies in Writing, 27, 117-152. https://doi.org/10.1163/9789004248489 007

White, E. (1994). Issues and problems in writing assessment. Assessing Writing, 1, 11-27.
https://doi.org/10.1016/1075-2935(94)90003-5

Wilson, J., Olinghouse, N. G., McCoach, D. B., Santangelo, T., & Andrada, G. N. (2016).
Comparing the accuracy of different scoring methods for identifying sixth graders at risk of
failing a state  writing  assessment.  Assessing  Writing, 27, 11-23.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2015.06.003

Wind, S. A., & Engelhard Jr, G. (2012). Examining rating quality in writing assessment: Rater
agreement, error, and accuracy. Journal of Applied Measurement, 13(4), 1-15.
https://d1wqtxtslxzle7.cloudfront.net/31697482/SW_GE_2012-libre.pdf
(d1wgtxtslxzle7.cloudfront.net)

Wiseman, C. S. (2012). A comparison of performance of analytic vs holistic scoring rubrics to
assess L2 writing. Iranian Journal of Language Testing, 2(1), 59-92.
https://www.ijlt.ir/article 114361 9544f0e7ef140d3731098f945f34a848.pdf

Zhang, J. (2016). Same text different processing? Exploring how raters’ cognitive and
metacognitive strategies influence rating accuracy in essay scoring. Assessing Writing, 27,
37-53. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2015.11.001

Zorbaz, K. Z. (2013). Yazili anlatimin puanlanmasi. Abant Izzet Baysal Universitesi Egitim
Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 13(1) 179-192.
https://openaccess.mku.edu.tr/xmlui/bitstream/handle/20.500.12483/1993/Zorbaz%2c%2K
emal%20Zeki%202013.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y

© 2023 Journal of Language Education and Research, 9(2), 362-404


https://doi.org/10.18860/jeasp.v3i1.9208
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jeap.2015.03.007
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-3992.1983.tb00679.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.stueduc.2018.08.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2017.03.003
https://doi.org/10.1163/9789004248489_007
https://doi.org/10.1016/1075-2935(94)90003-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2015.06.003
https://d1wqtxts1xzle7.cloudfront.net/31697482/SW_GE_2012-libre.pdf?1392442490=&response-content-disposition=inline%3B+filename%3DEvaluating_the_quality_of_ratings_in_wri.pdf&Expires=1692734784&Signature=G6xT2sVFO-gX9KynxgW6CW5yUNeU-CCwlxPx9cV4YLm6zQwGAzeOdv34FvtmxS9qIC1-OYc9K7wiDmsQX60~FlnOmx9ZHfZOxk8ofOI8BdtgzUaKC87qSWY-TLrqdde5OGtS4svCS7Ul62ihlKk2KACdHfMtsj3gw7k2YpOU38Lotz0rVNYwTv3YjqYR0svTAbCtU7iFAL~bAo7tBY4BfPxOaNJHkChE5rONsa6hbHgxr2~nzq2K~DTCGlDYL-gQdNExZ3z9mcEQYhkB2ZMdsEtWrz1EvnhB9fcaVw-vUCuGube6zVUXi4mSuegvWWnmib5UN89rZQxQwupHNKrRxw__&Key-Pair-Id=APKAJLOHF5GGSLRBV4ZA
https://d1wqtxts1xzle7.cloudfront.net/31697482/SW_GE_2012-libre.pdf?1392442490=&response-content-disposition=inline%3B+filename%3DEvaluating_the_quality_of_ratings_in_wri.pdf&Expires=1692734784&Signature=G6xT2sVFO-gX9KynxgW6CW5yUNeU-CCwlxPx9cV4YLm6zQwGAzeOdv34FvtmxS9qIC1-OYc9K7wiDmsQX60~FlnOmx9ZHfZOxk8ofOI8BdtgzUaKC87qSWY-TLrqdde5OGtS4svCS7Ul62ihlKk2KACdHfMtsj3gw7k2YpOU38Lotz0rVNYwTv3YjqYR0svTAbCtU7iFAL~bAo7tBY4BfPxOaNJHkChE5rONsa6hbHgxr2~nzq2K~DTCGlDYL-gQdNExZ3z9mcEQYhkB2ZMdsEtWrz1EvnhB9fcaVw-vUCuGube6zVUXi4mSuegvWWnmib5UN89rZQxQwupHNKrRxw__&Key-Pair-Id=APKAJLOHF5GGSLRBV4ZA
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2015.11.001

