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ABSTRACT: Written performance assessment is mostly carried out using direct tasks
the marking of which involves trained raters. Thus, the final judgement is a result of
interplay between the task, the measurement instrument, and the rater. The present study
gives an insight into the way raters arrive at a decision. Five Hungarian teachers of
German and English took part in rating compositions in a nationwide survey in Hungary.
They were asked to produce think-aloud protocols during the rating process, which were
later transcribed and analysed. The presented data show the procedure that raters followed
in marking the scripts.

Keywords: writing skill, assessment, assessment procedure, think-aloud protocol, decision-
making.

RESUMEN: La valoracién de la expresion escrita se realiza mayormente con ejercicios
directos cuya evaluacion necesita evaluadores entrenados. De esta manera, la decision
final refleja la relacion entre el ejercicio, el instrumento de medida y el evaluador. El
presente estudio permite analizar y conocer el pensamiento de varios evaluadores donde
se observa el tipo de decisiones que toman. Cinco profesores hungaros de aleman e
inglés evaluaron composiciones en un estudio nacional. Durante la evaluacién grabamos
lo que ellos pensaban en voz alta, después los datos fueron analizados. Todo el proceso
de la evaluacion se puede seguir por los datos presentados.

Palabras clave: expresion escrita, evaluacion, valoracion, proceso de evaluacién, pro-
ceso de pensamiento en voz alta, proceso de decision.

1. INTRODUCTION

The question of direct written performance assessment has been researched for a long
time. Skill-based performance assessment comprises tests of the four skills, which is sometimes
completed with a test of structures. This testing scheme is considered to be the most objective
measure of language learners’ performance. Two of the four skills, reading and listening

' This study was carried out using the data collected in spring 2003, during the national survey of
learners’ language abilities. Special thanks to OKEV, the National Public Education Testing Centre in Hungary.
The task and the analytic scale are part of the training material and are not produced by the author of the
present paper, they have been provided by the National Public Education Testing Centre.
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comprehension are receptive, they can be tested directly and the tests are constructed so that
these skills are assessed objectively. However, the two other skills, speaking and writing are
productive, so direct testing of these skills is more problematic, and they cannot be assessed
using objective test items exclusively. Therefore, not only test design, assessing procedure
and learners’ performance should be considered, but the role assessors play in the process
also needs careful attention. Mostly pieces of writing are assessed using holistic or other
analytic scales, which are compiled bearing the construct of the written performance in mind.
The rating procedure is preceded by training the raters to ensure reliability of judgements. No
matter how detailed the training is, raters sometimes arrive at their decisions differently, not
all of them interpret the scales similarly, and some of them do not attend to the same features
of writing. The concern about raters’ way of thinking has been in the centre of attention
recently and there are still unresolved issues related to their decision making process.

The following study attempts to shed light on the role raters play in written performance
assessment. The study was conducted during a nationwide survey of learner performance in
several school subjects in 2003 (Nikolov & Jézsa, 2003). In Hungary student performance
assessment in different school subjects has been carried out for years and the findings are
valuable sources for policy-makers, teachers and researchers alike (Csapd, 2002). The survey
in spring 2003 intended to assess language learners’ performance in the two most popular
foreign languages taught in Hungarian schools, German and English. Two age groups were
considered: a representative sample of the student population in the 6™ and 10" years. The
survey was carried out in three language skills: reading and listening comprehension, and
writing. Testing the skill of speaking was excluded, as it would have been costly to organise
for such a large population. It follows that the only productive skill evaluated was writing.
The present study focuses on the assessment of students’ written performance in the 10" year,
which was accomplished using analytic scales.

The aim is to investigate Hungarian raters’ decision making process and find out about
the relationship between the performance, the scale, and the rater. First, data were collected
in order to get an insight into the thinking process. Then, the collected data on raters’ decision-
making were categorised with a coding scheme. Finally, the data were analysed and conclusions
were drawn. The intention is to understand better what features of written performance raters
attend to when marking compositions.

2. BACKGROUND TO THE ASSESSMENT OF WRITTEN PERFORMANCE

The assessment of the skill of writing can be realised both objectively and subjectively.
The former, the indirect approach focuses on separate subskills in writing, which involve
mainly technicalities and is mostly employed in testing beginners. When testing writing
ability indirectly, it is not possible to make inferences on the candidate’s ability to produce
language. Direct tasks for measuring written performance require language production and
they most frequently are open-ended controlled ones, in which candidates produce texts on
a given topic in a clearly defined situation for a particular audience. Performing such guided
writing tasks the candidates can give account of their communicative ability in real-life
writing (Weir, 1993). The marking of such tasks is considered subjective, as raters make
judgements while assessing scripts. This raises the issue of authenticity in assessment, which
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is usually discussed and related to testing spoken language and it means that the context
should resemble real-life language use in each aspect of evaluation. Similarly, as writing is
a productive skill, the task should resemble real language use, and the assessment has to
reflect authenticity (Leung & Lewkowicz, 2006). In order to make judgements objective,
rating scales are used as measurement instruments to arrive at a score. There are two main
types of rating scales: holistic and analytic. A holistic scale focuses on overall effect comparing
scripts to each other, while an analytic one helps to evaluate the performance from several
aspects.

Marking written performance using rating scales involves raters’ decision-making, which
is influenced by their “assumptions, expectations, preferred rhetorical models, world knowledge,
biases, and notions of correctness” (Cohen, 1994:308). It follows that raters’ thinking process
plays a significant role and should be considered carefully as the score they arrive at is the
result of their understanding of the performance, the assessment criteria, and the task (Hamp-
Lyons, 1990). Furthermore, raters can be influenced by their expectations in connection with
the task, the candidate and they can attend to surface characteristics of the compositions as
well (Weigle, 2002). Alderson and Banerjee discuss the research related to rater behaviour
and emphasize the significance of further investigation into the thinking process during
assessment. They highlight the importance of the decision making process that raters follow
during rating and emphasise the role it plays in evaluating written performance. (Alderson &
Banerjee, 2002). It is essential to make sure that raters can apply the criteria defined in the
scale consistently and make their decisions excluding any subjective judgement.

That is why it is inevitable to standardise the rating process and make sure that raters
can focus on the performance only and that other features of the scripts do not influence
them. To ensure consistency in judgement, rater training is essential prior to the assessment
procedure, during which raters should be familiarized with the test construct, the task, the
scale, and the way they can arrive at a decision (Alderson, Clapham & Wall, 1995). Thus, the
assessment of written performance is affected by several factors among which the raters’
decisions play a significant role. No matter how detailed and substantial the task design, the
scale and the training are, there can still be some aspects of the rating procedure that need
attention. As raters have different experience and background they may vary in decisions,
they may focus on one aspect more than the other (Cumming, Kantor & Powers, 2002). The
nature of the evaluation process does not allow direct observation, as thinking is involved,
so it is difficult to design a research instrument for the decision-making process without
interfering with the assessment procedure itself. In order to collect data on raters’ marking,
they can be asked to think aloud during the assessment process and their utterances are audio
recorded. Then, the recordings are transcribed for detailed analysis. This type of research
allows tentative generalisations only, as there are certain factors that influence the results,
such as the raters’ ability to concentrate on verbalisation, the transcriber’s ability to interpret
each utterance properly, or the analysis of the data (Green, 1998).

3. RESEARCH QUESTIONS

In the present study, an attempt is made to get an insight into raters’ behaviour and trace
the way they arrive at their decisions. Thus, the following research questions emerge:
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e How closely can raters’ decision-making process be followed?
* What are the features that raters attend to when evaluating compositions?

3.1. Research design

The study aims to focus on raters’ decision-making process during rating and tries to
find out what factors influence their decisions. In order to get data from raters, they were
asked to think aloud and record their speech using a tape recorder. The collected data were
transcribed and an analysis of verbal protocols conducted to compile a scheme, which would
allow for categorizing the data. Although there has been significant research conducted to
trace how raters make decisions, it turned out to be difficult to allocate their utterances.
Finally, the categorized data were analysed to find out how raters make their decisions.

3.2. Participants: the raters

The assessment procedure was carried out with seven raters, three of German and four
of English. One of the English raters, the researcher, who also conducted the training, did not
take part in the think-aloud protocol exercise for the present study as she did not want to
influence the results with her knowledge of the research questions. One of the English raters’
tape recording was so poor that it was impossible to transcribe, and her data got lost. Finally,
five raters’ think-aloud protocols could be analysed in the present study. All of them are in-
service teachers of English and German, two of the German raters are English major graduates
as well. There were three raters to assess the German scripts and two rated the English ones.
None of them had received training for marking or had taken part in assessment in a nationwide
survey earlier. Similarly, they had not taken part in a think-aloud protocol project either. The
raters were given an identification number as follows: first English rater (EngR1), second
English rater (EngR?2), first German rater (GerR3), second German rater (GerR4) and third
German rater (GerRS5). They are referred to in the rest of the paper according to these
identification numbers.

3.3. Procedures for data collection

The rater training for the nationwide survey was organised in two towns: Pécs and
Szeged, Hungary according to centrally agreed standard procedure and a training pack, which
included sample scripts and their scores that were assigned to the scripts in the Pécs training.
In Szeged and Pécs, raters of both languages were trained together with the intention of
arriving at a consensus in the process of assessment and making the comparison between the
two language performances possible. The procedure for training was elaborated and used by
the English Examination Reform Project team for assessment of similar writing tasks (Alderson,
Nagy & Oveges, 2000). The scripts were collected centrally and then they were delivered to
the local centres for assessment. Raters in Szeged took part in a rater training session conducted
by the researcher of the present study, who had taken part in assessment of similar surveys
earlier. In order not to interfere in the rating process of the national survey, the rater training
in Szeged was supplemented with an element at the end, which aimed at familiarization of
raters with the rationale of the present research and the raters were prepared for the think-
aloud procedure.
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The training consisted of two parts: after introduction, considerable practice followed
aiming at standardisation. The procedures included a brief summary of the principles in
testing foreign languages and the rationale of the survey. The aim of the training was to
familiarize the raters with the task and the scale. Then, each rater assessed the same script,
the German raters a German one and the English raters an English script respectively. Next,
the raters justified their evaluation. The procedure was repeated three more times with new
scripts. The trainer who compiled the training pack for rater training had chosen the scripts
in advance. There were top and poor performances and the pack contained some scripts,
which were problematic for some reason. The rating exercise ended with the summary of the
principles that raters were supposed to follow during marking. The following part of the
session focussed on technicalities: how rating should be carried out and what help was
available in case of further problems.

The rater training in Szeged was supplemented with preparation for the present research.
The last phase of the training directly related to the research and raters practised how to
produce verbal protocols. According to the research design, verbal protocols served as a
means for data collection to get an insight into the raters’ thinking process while assessing
written performance. First, the raters were familiarised with the principles of the research and
the research questions. It was emphasised that the main goal was to get as much information
as possible on the decision-making process during rating. In addition, the interplay between
the raters, the scale and the scripts were in the focus of attention. Then, the rationale of verbal
protocols was introduced and the procedure was tried out. The raters had an opportunity to
try the think-aloud procedure in pairs and monitor each other while rating the samples. They
were finally asked to produce think-aloud protocols and record them on audiotape. As the
national survey focused on performance assessment and there was no intention to interfere
in the rating process itself, data collection was limited to producing think-aloud protocols for
ten minutes at the beginning, in the middle, and at the end of the rating process.

Data were transcribed and analysed by the researcher; there were five protocols altogether:
the protocols of three German and two English raters.

3.4. Test of written performance: the task

There were 4,013 scripts written by 10™ year students in English and German delivered
to the Education Centre in Szeged for assessment. They were written all over the country in
different school-types: primary schools, secondary grammar and vocational schools included.

Table 1 shows the distribution of the scripts that were assessed in Szeged.

Table 1. Distribution of English and German scripts.

German English Total
Number of scripts — 10" year 1,867 2,146 4,013

The figures show that the number of scripts in year 10 in English and German is similar;
there were more in English, though; the difference is 279 scripts. The total number of scripts
assessed by individual raters was between 550 and 600 in both languages.
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The task for both languages was the same; it was a guided writing task to produce a
letter for an Internet magazine about a “dream” holiday. The prompt comprised of six content
points guiding the students. The word limit was given: learners had to produce a letter of
about 150 words (see Appendix A).

3.5. The assessment scale

The rating scale for the assessment was provided centrally, it had been tried out in
earlier surveys, and it was the same for the English and German scripts and was written in
Hungarian. The scale was an analytic one and was divided into four areas; the first criterion
was achievement of the communicative goal, the second referred to the quality and range of
vocabulary, the third evaluated language structures and spelling, and according to the fourth
aspect, text organization was to be measured.

There were five bands in the scale, each of them contained a range of descriptors
starting with O, the only band, where one score, zero could be awarded; there were two scores
allocated for the other bands, leaving the rater some scope for more detailed assessment. The
scores were equally weighted for each aspect; the maximum score for each aspect was 8
points, making up the total of 32 points. Each band was carefully worded and was a qualitative
descriptor of the language area construct in question. However, the first aspect contained a
quantitative descriptor also, the number of content points covered, six altogether, which
appeared very clearly in the rubrics of the task (see Appendix B).

3.6. The coding scheme

In order to be able to follow the decisions made during the rating process a coding
scheme was compiled. The researcher transcribed the recordings: she focused on the utterances
only and ignored the time spent with assessment. The rating was carried out mostly in
Hungarian, in the case of German scripts, the raters tried to use Hungarian, as the researcher
does not speak German. There were some instances when German examples were cited,
which the raters translated into Hungarian. In a few cases though, they read out an example
in German, which was a word whose meaning could be deduced. It did not hinder the analysis
of the transcripts. To illustrate the transcripts a segment of one of the protocols can be found
in Appendix E, which was translated from Hungarian.

The coding scheme developed gradually, the protocols were first segmented and then
they were numbered and labelled. The utterances were in some cases complete sentences,
some were incomplete ones, and there were also just one- or two-word remarks or just sounds
indicating the rater’s approval and disapproval. The first draft of the coding scheme was
compiled based on the first protocol, which was produced by EngR1. This resulted in preliminary
categories, which were subsequently numbered, such as, “Identifies script”, or “Rereads script”,
etc. Then, the transcript was put aside for a time and the rest of the transcripts were divided
up for numbering and labelling. Some time later, when the memory on labelling faded, the
first transcript was reread and the labels checked or modified.

After that, the categories were grouped according to topic of the utterance, thus there
were eight aspects of assessment identified: scoring technicalities, reading the script, general
comments, rater behaviour, communicative goal, richness of vocabulary, accuracy and spelling,
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and text organisation. Then, the utterances in the verbal protocols were categorised one by
one, starting with GerR3, whose transcript was the longest with 4,977 words, then GerR4’s
transcript was labelled followed by EngR2’s one, and last GerR5’s protocol was considered.
Some new categories were established which completed the coding scheme; at the end of the
procedure, there were 50 categories altogether (see Appendix C). That is why the codes
consist of a letter referring to the category that particular behaviour belongs to and a number,
which identifies the behaviour within that aspect. The numbers do not follow each other
consistently; some were assigned later when that category occurred while reading and labelling
transcripts one by one.

3.6.1. Results and discussion

When the coding scheme was completed, the analysis of the data followed. The five
raters evaluated a different number of scripts, the German raters read significantly more, as
there were several task sheets with no or very little language to assess. In addition, the
English scripts were longer than the German ones. However, the analysis of the word number
in the verbal protocols shows that it is much higher in German raters’ protocols than in
English raters’, as is shown in Table 2. German raters turned out to produce more language
during the rating process. The number of utterances is different as is the word number,
however, the average word number shows that some raters used more language in an utterance.
There are extremes within individual rater’s transcripts, for example, EngR1 uses one word
for finalising the score and uses 41 words to evaluate content points. On the other hand, the
length of statements depends on the assessment behaviour, there are one- or two-word long
technical remarks and personal reactions, the latter sometimes was just a sound.

Table 2 Length of the verbal protocols and the numbers
of scripts evaluated with think-aloud procedure

Rater ~ Number of scripts Number of =~ Word number ~ Number of Average
evaluated with scripts with  in all utterances in ~ word
think-aloud no or little transcripts all transcripts  number in
procedure language an utterance

EngR1 11 0 2,325 285 8

EngR2 10 0 2,530 148 17

GerR3 17 4 4,977 386 13

GerR4 36 16 4,760 445 11

GerR5 21 4 3,280 365 9

3.6.2. Distribution of comments during rating

The raters’ comments made it possible to trace what they attended to and how they
arrived at a score. The rating procedure was thoroughly explained and practiced during the
rater training, which the raters tried to follow closely. Although there were some instances,
where they deviated from the agreed pattern. The number of utterances that raters pronounced
in each behaviour subcategory can be found in Appendix D; Table 3 shows the number of
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utterances and percentages for the eight categories that were identified during the rating
process.

Table 3. Number of utterances made during the rating process.

Category Number of  Percentage
utterances %
Scoring technicalities 248 15
Reading the script 47 3
General comments 292 18
Rater behaviour 451 28
Communicative goal 213 13
Richness of vocabulary 102 6
Accuracy and spelling 87 5
Text organisation 189 12
Total 1,629 100

3.6.3. Comments made on rating technicalities

Raters were asked to identify each script by reading out the student’s code on the task
sheet and they were also asked to nominate the scoring category on the rating scale clearly
during the assessment. There were instances, when they explained what exactly they
were doing, e.g. “Now I am going to look at the number of content points” (EngR1). Raters
rarely indicated when they were reading the scripts first and were rereading them, and they
did not read aloud the compositions. They sometimes said that they were reading through the
text.

3.6.4. General comments on the scripts

First, after announcing the script number most raters assessed some surface features and
made remarks on length, legibility and layout. There were altogether 292 general comments
made, which is 18% of all comments identified (see Table 3); 44 of these comments were
made on layout and length. Raters made these comments at the beginning of the assessment
process and the comments were based on initial impression either before the actual reading
of the text or after the first reading. Although not all raters verbalized when they were reading
the scripts, it is clear from the protocols that most of them commented on length and layout
before the first reading of the text. After reading the text for the first time, raters made further
comments, which referred to comprehensibility and quality; there were 19 and 37 comments
made respectively on these features. As the examples of rater language in Table 4 show, there
were several comments made on the students’ overall proficiency, forecasting their language
knowledge. There were some irrelevant comments made, which referred to the circumstances,
such as seating arrangement or possible cheating.
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Table 4. Examples of rater talk in the “General comments” category.

Rater Rater talk Code
1D
EngR1 It is very difficult to follow what is written G5
GerR3 It is terrible, I would say G10
EngR1 It is written in too small letters Gl1
GerR3  Now, it is only three lines altogether, at best Gl15
GerR4  Wow, s/he has misunderstood G17
EngR2  The composition is weaker G18
GerRS5 It doesn’t turn out whether the letter is written to a stranger G19
EngR2 It made me think that the candidate’s language proficiency cannot be bad, — G25
expresses him/herself well, but the problem is as follows
EngR2  Now the question is whether the rater should supplement the missing G27
details according to her fantasy
GerR4  Vocabulary can’t be rich G29
GeRS5 I can imagine that they were sitting next to each other G39

3.6.5. The way raters arrived at a score

The comments made during the rating process mainly referred to the way raters arrived
at a score, the total number of utterances in the “Rater behaviour” category was 451, which
was 28% of all comments made. It shows that they made their decisions based on careful
consideration. Most remarks related to the final score for each aspect of the rating scale. The
decision making process was sometimes characterised by hesitations, raters in 31 cases tried
to find the most appropriate aspect on the scale to compare the script with. It was followed
by either reconsidering the evaluation or by comparing the script to another one. Before
announcing the final score raters often justified their judgement or summarised the rating
process and explained the way they arrived at a score. There were four instances when the
reader completed the composition offering solution to missing parts or corrected the errors
made by students. See Table 5 for examples of rater talk during the decision making process.

Table 5 Examples of rater talk in “Rater behaviour” category.

Rater  Rater talk Code
ID
EngR1  So, I will give 6 points for this R9
GerRS5  So, how many points shall I give for this? RI12
EngR1 [t is because there are no paragraphs, but there is logic in it R14
GerR3  However, what he wrote is very little R24
GerR4  This, this is worth 4 points R26
EngR2 My other problem is that this envelope contains only very weak scripts R28
GerR3  The previous one was similar and I gave a 1, so to be consistent, I am R35

going to give a 1 for organisation. What did I give before? Yes, it was a

similar performance. So, I gave a 1 there. No, to be consistent I am giving

a 1 now.
EngR2  And now I have to think hard and maybe, I will give a 2 instead of a 1 R36
GerR4  S/he understood the task properly R37
GerR4 [ think s/he wanted to say, to imply who s/he travelled with, so it is not R38

there, but the point has been partly covered.
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3.6.6. Assessment of the communicative goal

Raters were expected to start evaluation with considering the communicative goal of
compositions first to ensure authenticity of rating. All of them spent more time with the
assessment of the communicative goal than with the other three aspects, which shows in the
number of utterances. The total number of utterances was 213, which is 13% of all contributions
made, out of which raters made 70 comments on content of the script. They often summarised
the content of the compositions to justify the score they awarded. Apart from adding up the
content points, raters evaluated communicative goal, making remarks on the quality of the
content. They provided examples from the scripts and referred to the rubric as well. Table 6
illustrates the way communicative goal was assessed with some examples.

Table 6. Examples of rater talk in the “Communicative goal” category.

Rater Rater talk Code

1D

GerR3  Now, let’s have a look at the number of content points so far ... it is five CG2
content points altogether

GerR3 3 or 4 points are covered appropriately CG4

EngR1 S/he wrote what they did, wrote about the place, and wrote things that CG6
they did, but did not write how interesting it was for him/her. And, what
s/he wanted to do next

GerR3  S/he says, “We are travelling to Hawaii, because the weather is nice. I CG8
am going with my friend”.

EngR1 So, s/he wrote where, wrote about the place, about something that was CG23
interesting, that they had pizza; wrote about things they did, but did not
write about the person s/he went with.

EngR2 [t is striking that s/he writes about the given points comparatively well CG31

GerR3  So, this “dream holiday”, how can we understand that? Some students CG34
think that literally and write about a dream.

EngR1  No, if I have a look at the scale, there are six points covered. CG41

3.6.7. Assessment of vocabulary and accuracy

The richness of vocabulary and accuracy were also evaluated, which turned out to be
straightforward as the number of comments was significantly lower than for the other aspects
of the analytic scale. However, the total number of comments for vocabulary assessment was
102, which is 6%, while there were 87 remarks, 5% of all remarks, made on accuracy. It
shows that raters paid slightly more attention to structures than vocabulary. Although the
subcategories for vocabulary and accuracy evaluation were the same, the distribution of
utterances was different. When evaluating vocabulary, raters more often cited from the scale,
gave examples or compared the scripts to the scale. In contrast, when referring to accuracy,
65 comments out of a total of 87 were made on grammar evaluation; raters did not provide
examples, except in one case, and they did not often cite from the scale or compare the script
to it either. Table 7 illustrates vocabulary evaluation with examples and Table 8 shows some
examples of rater talk when evaluating accuracy.
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Table 7. Examples of rater talk in the “Richness of vocabulary” category.

Rater Rater talk Code

ID

EngR1  This corresponds to the task; shows wide variety and selection, is V4
appropriate

GeR3 ‘Cat’ is not absolutely relevant, but at least [s/he] can write it down V8

correctly, 'Flug’ for ’flying’, s/he could write it as well, ’hotel room’, s/he
knows it also, ’strand’, OK it is the same in Hungarian
GeR4 Naturally, as the whole is very short, we cannot talk about rich V30
vocabulary, but if I have a look at these four sentences, there are more, so
there are more verbs used
EngR1  Shows wide variety and selection V41

Table 8. Examples of rater talk in the “Accuracy and spelling” category.

Rater  Rater talk Code
ID
GeR4  There are several basic mistakes, but the majority is comprehensible Gr4

GerR3 The word ‘train’ is written correctly, but the verb ‘travel’ doesn’t have Gr8
the correct auxiliary

EngR2 S/he is writing about favourite activities, and I think basic grammar is Gr32
missing, there is no sentence without errors, the text because of basic
structural errors is not comprehensible

GerR4 [ would put it into band 5-6 Gr4l

3.6.8. Assessment of text organisation

Finally, according to the rating scale, text organization was evaluated, the raters made
189 remarks, which is 12% of all remarks made. This aspect in the analytic scale contained
several different text feature descriptors, which made the evaluation more detailed. As the
results show, the raters attended to text coherence and made 44 remarks, to letter conventions
they made 27 remarks, to paragraphing 37 remarks, and to sentence variety 48 remarks.
Raters rather commented on the various text features than referred to the scale, they did not
give many examples or they did not compare the scripts to the scale either. Table 9 shows
examples of rater talk when evaluating text organisation.
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Table 9. Examples of rater talk in the “Text organization” category.

Rater  Rater talk Code
1D
GerR4 Logical coherence is on the level of tenses, there are no jumps between O3
present and future, or present and past, the sentences follow a chronological
order, what happened to whom and when

GerR5  So, it shows some letter characteristics. 04
EngR1 There is no greeting and signature o7
GerR3  “I am going to Hawaii as the weather is nice” 08
GerR3  Paragraphing: there are no paragraphs at all 016

EngR1 [I'll have a look whether there are complex sentences, as I can see; there are 022
no complex sentences here

GerR3 It is something between 0 and 1 040

EngR1 [am looking at the middle at the top bands 041

3.6.9. The rating process

Looking at each rater’s decision making process, there are some observable tendencies
in the procedure they followed. English rater 1 (EngR1) did not make any conclusion on
students’ overall proficiency, on rating, on the performance in general. She also refrained
from identifying other influence, comparing the scripts to each other, or forecasting evaluation.
It is also apparent that she rarely cited examples and followed the same rating process for all
of the 11 scripts she evaluated. She started with comments on overall features and then
evaluated the aspects on the rating scale one by one. Table 10 shows an extract from her
rating process.

Table 10. An example of EngRI1’s rating process.

Rater talk Code
Script number 12819113 T13
First, I am going to look at the letter. I'll check both sides of the paper to see how  T33
much s/he has written

It is full. G15
1 think, s/he is going to write about everything. G10
1 am reading the letter and checking whether s/he has covered the content points. Rdl

I can see that s/he wrote about where s/he had been, with who and how; s/he also TA6
said why.

Meanwhile I am checking accuracy. T21
There is something interesting in it. G19
S/he did not like the beach and did not want to come back. TA23
The letter has an appropriate ending o7
So, the first score is 8 RO
The letter is to a stranger and covers all content points R14
Vocabulary is varied and more or less appropriate V30
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The second rater, EngR2 evaluated 10 scripts and most of them were problematic. She
tried to find sufficient and appropriate language to evaluate, but sometimes it was not possible.
Her protocol contains 18 remarks on relevance of the content to the task, she said, for
example: “I think this information is absolutely irrelevant to the task”. She often hesitated:
“I don’t know. I think it is not acceptable”.

One of the German raters (GerR3) had 17 scripts to rate, four of them did not have
sufficient language to evaluate. The rating process she followed shows consistency, she explained
thoroughly what she was doing, the protocol is the longest of all (see Table 2). First, she
made a comment on the layout, on the length and comprehensibility and then she followed
the rating scale starting with task achievement. The rating process was accompanied with
remarks on comprehension not only at the beginning, the rater sometimes referred to
comprehension problems when evaluating the particular aspects, such as grammar: “The
spelling is bad, but it is not impossible to make sense of it”. The number of comments like
this was 15 altogether and she also expressed her personal reaction as well, for example she
said, “That is very funny”. GerR3 cited a lot of examples to support her judgements and she
evaluated grammar thoroughly and in more details than the descriptors required on the scale.
She made 19 comments on evaluating grammar, for example: “Here the writer chose a wrong
auxiliary”.

The other German rater (GerR4) used a similar rating procedure, however, she justified
her judgement 23 times. After making the decision and announcing the score, she explained
why she awarded that particular score, for example: “I would also like to mention in connection
with this letter that the communicative goal has not been achieved, that’s why it is a 0”. She
made 16 comments altogether on quality of the script, saying, “Not very bad, it [the letter]
is good”. This rater had the highest number of empty task sheets, she evaluated 36 scripts
altogether, out of which 20 did not contain any or sufficient language. When she came across
one or two empty task sheets and started the next one with some language on it, she said,
“S/he also wrote very little, but the point is that s/he at least wrote something”.

4. CONCLUSION

The analysis of verbal protocols produced during the rating of written performances
shed light on numerous features of rater behaviour. As regards the way raters arrived at the
scores, we can conclude that it is not an easy task to remain objective and exclude subjectivity
during rating. Cohen (1994) mentions the influence of expectations on the rating process. In
addition, the rating task in itself was significantly different from other testing situations, such
as everyday testing practice. The five raters who took part in the research did not have
substantial experience in testing, and marking a large number of scripts was completely new
to them. In addition, they had little knowledge of the learners’ background, which would have
influenced their judgements. However, in some cases, as shown above, they still attempted
to make judgements considering surface features, such as the neatness of the handwriting, the
gender of the student, and the school or the region they came from. They also estimated the
learners’ proficiency based on the content of the compositions.

As the results show, in most cases the five raters followed the procedure presented at
the training. However, even with five raters there are some differences in the assessment
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process. The reading pattern is similar, second reading occurred only in case of uncertainty
in awarding the appropriate score, raters either compared the scripts to each other or changed
their mind in connection with the score, so reread the script to justify their second decision.

Considering the findings of the research, it can be concluded that the rating process can
be traced, the raters’ moves are apparent, which can help to make evaluation more predictable
and objective. What is more, raters can take the appropriate measures, which they get familiar
with during the training and thus feel more comfortable when assessing. It is also true that
in some cases, which could not have been predicted before the actual marking took place,
such as irrelevance of the scripts to the task or insufficient language, raters had to find a
strategy for solving the problem.

The think-aloud protocol turned out to be a useful means for gathering data on raters’
thinking processes, but it needs further refinement. As a focus for a follow-up study, the same
scripts should be evaluated with more raters. Transcript of the protocols needs also more
consideration, the researcher made a great effort in some cases to transcribe the audiotapes.
The coding scheme developed should be tried out with other think-aloud protocols to see how
it works with different data. Sometimes problems appeared with broken sentences, one-word
remarks, as wording of thoughts was not clear enough or they could be related to more than
one category. When looking at individual utterances, the whole sequence should be considered,
as not all of them are comprehensible without bearing in mind the context they appear in.
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APPENDIX A

Letter Writing task

This text appeared in an Internet magazine for teenagers.

Leslie’s Dream Holiday Competition

Imagine you have just come back from a dream holiday. Write us about it.

In your letter to Leslie, the editor of the magazine, write about

e where you travelled and how you got there
* who you went with

e why you went with him or her

e what the place was like

e an interesting thing you did there

e what your next holiday would be like

Write about 150 words.

Dear Leslie,




2007

, junio

N°8

PoRrTA LINGUARUM

AU} UI UMOp ‘J0U JT ‘spremdn opew 9q P[NOYS 9UBAPE ‘PAIJSTIES Ik BLIOILIO 9U) JT (P[0oq UI) pueq 9[pprur oy} 03 }duos ay) Jo uostredwod yim
urSoq pnNOYs JUAWSSISSE Y], "9S[@ APOQAWIOs 0] 9J0IM IO (J[SIAY/WIY JNOQE J0U) JS[o SUIMIAWOS JNOQE 0IM /S ‘Q[dWEeXd I0J :JUSWIAIIYIE
yse) oy) [IF[NJ 0) po[re] Inq ‘A[eIeIndoe pue AI1e[nqedoA pood [YIIM ‘JUaIdyod SI Yorym ‘uonisodwod Juof & 9j0Im 9jepIpued ay) ased ur uaddey
ued 3] "() ST 2I0JS [BUIJ AY) ‘PaAssasse aq 0} dAeY jou p[noys 1dLIds Y} ‘(20T IATIEITUNWWOD Y} JO JUIWAAJIYOE Y} J0J () B SIAT djepIpued Yy J|
‘paxmbar se 19110ys

10 195U ST JX2) Y} JT paonpap oq pnoys sjutod oN TeOS SATEITUNWIWOD ) SIAJIYOE JI [[oM Moy JuIproap ur syunod 1dros oy jo ySuoy oy,
‘6 (UQAIS 9q UBD 9I00S AUO “Yue[q

3391 st 1aded 3591 oy JT "dn poppe oq 0) aaey j uop Aoy} :A[[eontoa urdrewr Y31 oYy 0) }dLIOS Y UO UNLIM 9q PINOYS (§-()) SAI0ISQNS 4 YT,
'sjutod g JO WNWIXLW AY) YIIM PIpIeMe g Ued

BLIO)ID INOJ Y Jo yoeo (syutod gg¢ SI 2100 [BJ0) AU, "POpIeme 9q Ued d103S IYSIY oY) ‘A[SUIOUIAUOD BIIOIID UAAIS oY) SpPaodxa doueurioyrod
QJepIPUED AY) ASBD U] JUAWSSISSe Pajeonsiydos arouwr je dALLIR 0} ‘pueq () oY) J0J 1dooxa ‘pueq [owo UT SAI0JS 0M) WOIJ as00Yd 03 d[qrssod st Iy

“U0ISUYRIdUI0d JOpUIY Jey) SaNeIST

*35[@ SUIYIAWOS JNOQE )01
QJepIpUED A Jo A[QITII ST SUNLMpPUBH

“ajqrsuayrduwod jprey Sujrads Jo/pue soyesiu rewureld “JUBAQ[LIT JO P 'syutod 7 10 | INOQE $AOUJUAS T 10 | 10
STJXQ) AU, "SA0UJUIS J0/PUE SPIOM A} UIIM]q YUI] OU ST A, | JO asnedaq d[qrsuayarduwioo jou s1ixa) oy |  pue Jood A1oa ST £1e[NQROOA | SpIOM dWIOS 2)0IM JO ‘Surpkue um jou piq| ¢
*20uQ)uds Xd[dwod ou st 1Ay ], *A[pareadar 1nddo sadA) 2ouduas “a1qisuayaiduwod s17xd) ayy jo yed “JUBAQ[QLIT *Ajererrdordde Apred pazeaod are syurod
0M} JO QU() "SIUJUIS ) UIIM)AQ YuI] [eI1SO[ [PWIUIW © ST A1, |  AUO ‘Soxe)sIul Jewwess Jo jof e oxe a1ay[, | Jo/pue pajiuiy st K1e[nqesop | asow Jo ‘Afajeridordde paranod syurod g 10 | 7-1
‘uaY) Suoure s3duINUAS Xa[duiod axe a1dvp ‘A[pajeadar “JUBAJ[AI S *Apjeridoadde
and30 SadA) UIIUIS N0 10 NI, *JUIINY0D Appsout STIxd) | *d[qisudydadwod s13xa) 3y Jo yuofewr |  pue yse) 3y 0) yerdordde Apaed parasod axe syurod drow
], *SIOUIUAS AY) UIIAJIQ UI| [BIIS0] ST I} SIS JSOUI U] | ) ‘SANLISIUI [BIIAIS ATL ) YSnoy |y Apsou st K1enqedos 3y, | Jo ‘Apyeridosdde pasdasod dxe syutod a0 ¢ | p-¢
“SONSLIAJIBILYD JONA] QWS SMOyS JALIOS Y] “SadUJUIS “Kpred syutod
Xo[dwo dwios axe a1y, “payur] A[[ea1Sof a1e saouajuas [[e “UONOI[AS pue AJOLIBA APIM | JUAIUOD § JO G JNOQE SI3A0D IO ‘sjurod Juejuod
Jou Inq ‘syderered ajeredas are 219Y) 10 ‘SAUAUIS AY) U2IMIG *aqIsudya1duiod sTIxa) ooy | A[PATR[AI SMOYS YSeI Yl 03 | G 10 f Inoqe A[reridoxdde saym ajepipued
Yur [eor3o[ dwos st a1t Inq ‘sydesSered ajeredas ou are azoy ], Ay} Inq ‘SYEISI J1seq Awos are Y], | eudordde st asn Arenqeoop 9y, "103uens € 0) USNLIA ST INI YL | 9-§
“[[oM SINSLINIRIRYD 193] SMOYS
3d119s ay, “xa[dwod e sauNULs AP Jo jrey Afareunrxoiddy *o[qrsuayaidwod “ysey ayp 03 yeridosdde ‘sjutod Jud)U0d
*SAOUIUAS A UAMIAq uI[ [ed150] st a1oy) ‘yderSered S11X3) A[OYM 3} Inq ‘SAYLISTI ST ‘uonoajes pue Ajauea | 9o ¢ Jnoqe Aredoidde sajtim ojepipued
aeredas © Ul yyim J[eap ST ANSSI YOBA :pAIMonns-[[am s11x) AL, | Surfjads Jo/pue rewreld owos a1e 1YL, | PIm SMOYS asn AIe[nqeI0A 9y, “105uenS & 0) UMNLIM STINQ[ YL | §-L

uonesIuesio 39,

Suipads pue £oeandoy

AIe[nqe)0A Jo SSAUYIRY

sjutod Juajuod 9

Y uo dueurioysad - [eog IAnEIUNWIUIO)

(uorson ueLeSuny

9} WOIJ paje[suel}) JedK ([ dY) Ul URULIIL) Puk YsSISuy Ul DUBULIOLIId UIJLIM JO JUIWSSISSE 10J BLIILID FuIpe.as)

q XIANHAddV

36



KaraLin BukTa Assessment of written performance: Tracing raters’ decision ...

APPENDIX C
Coding scheme
Category Behaviour Code
Scoring technicalities Identifies script T13
Nominates scoring category T21
Refers to rating technicalities T33
Reading the script First reads the whole text Rd1
Rereads the text Rd20
General comments Refers to comprehension G5
Remarks on general impression G10
Remarks on handwriting and legibility G11
Remarks on layout and length G15
Expresses personal reaction G17
Remarks on quality G18
Remarks on relevance G19
Refers to candidate’s overall proficiency G25
Concludes rating G27
Concludes performance G29
Makes other comment G39
Rater behaviour Finalises score RY9
Hesitates R12
Justifies judgement R14
Summarises judgement R24
Repeats score R26
Identifies other influence R28
Compares to other performance R35
Reconsiders evaluation R36
Forecasts evaluation R37
Offers solution R38
Communicative goal — fulfilment of the 6 content points Adds up content points CG2
Cites from scale CG4
Evaluates content points CG6
Reads an example CG8
Summarises content CG23
Evaluates communicative goal CG31
Refers to rubric CG34
Compares to scale CG41
Richness of vocabulary Cites from scale V4
Gives an example \% ]
Evaluates vocabulary V30
Compares to scale V41
Accuracy and spelling Cites from scale Gr4
Gives an example Gr8
Evaluates grammar Gr32
Compares to scale Gr41
Text organisation Comments on coherence 03
Cites from scale 04
Comments on letter conventions o7
Gives an example 08
Comments on paragraphing 016
Comments on sentence variety 022
Evaluates organisation 040
Compares to scale 041
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APPENDIX D

Number of utterances made during the rating process

N° 8, junio 2007

Category Behaviour Code Number of
utterances
Scoring technicalities Identifies script T13 74
Nominates scoring category T21 156
Refers to rating technicalities T33 18
Reading the script First reads the whole text Rd1 36
Rereads the text Rd20 11
General comments Refers to comprehension G5 38
Remarks on general impression G10 19
Remarks on handwriting and legibility G11 17
Remarks on layout and length G15 37
Expresses personal reaction G17 44
Remarks on quality G18 43
Remarks on relevance G19 37
Refers to candidate’s overall proficiency G25 4
Concludes rating G27 5
Concludes performance G29 14
Makes other comment G39 34
Rater behaviour Finalises score R9 254
Hesitates R12 31
Justifies judgement R14 47
Summarises judgement R24 37
Repeats score R26 28
Identifies other influence R28 7
Compares to other performance R35 23
Reconsiders evaluation R36 14
Forecasts evaluation R37 6
Offers solution R38 4
Communicative goal Adds up content points CG2 25
Cites from scale CG4 6
Evaluates content points CG6 70
Reads an example CG8 31
Summarises content CG23 42
Evaluates communicative goal CG31 22
Refers to rubric CG34 10
Compares to scale CG41 7
Richness of vocabulary Cites from scale V4 28
Gives an example \%:} 20
Evaluates vocabulary V30 34
Compares to scale V41 20
Accuracy and spelling Cites from scale Gr4 12
Gives an example Gr8 1
Evaluates grammar Gr32 65
Compares to scale Gr41 9
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Text organisation

Total

Comments on coherence

Cites from scale

Comments on letter conventions
Gives an example

Comments on paragraphing
Comments on sentence variety
Evaluates organisation
Compares to scale

03
04
o7
08
o16
022
040
041

44
6
27
7
37
48
15
5
1,629
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APPENDIX E

Sample from EngR1 transcript (translated from Hungarian)

Number of script: 048015202.

First, I’ll read the letter.

I can see that s/he wrote on the first page only.

And quite a lot.

There is greeting and signature as well.

It seems that s/he has written almost about everything.
Now I’ll check how many points s/he has covered.

03N N AW~

N° 8, junio 2007

T13
Rd1
G15
G15
o7

G10
T33

S/he wrote about the place he went, and who s/he travelled with and why. S/he TA6

also wrote about what the place looked like, what was interesting, and what s/he

was doing there. In addition, s/he wrote where s/he would like to go next.
9  Now, looking at the scale, I can see that s/he covered six content points.

10 Now, I am going to reread the letter and check the points again.
11 T’ll give 8 points for that.
12 Tam looking at vocabulary.

TA41
Rd20
R9
T21

13 If I start looking at the middle column, it is: “mostly appropriate to the task and V4

relevant”

14 It is more than that. V30
15 Now, I am looking how much higher I can go. V41
16 Ithink it is: “wide variety and selection, is appropriate to the task”. V4
17 So, I’ll give 8 points for that. R9
18 Accuracy and spelling. T21
19 There are some mistakes there. G18
20 Iam rereading the letter again. Rd20
21 Ithink “there are some grammar mistakes but the whole text is comprehensible”.  Gr4
22 So, s/he will get 8 points for that as well. R9
23 As far as text organization is concerned. T21
24 I am going to look at the middle section of the scale or even higher. 041
25 There are no paragraphs, yes, there are no paragraphs. ol6
26 There is some logic between the sentences. 03
27 So, I’ll give 6 points for that. R9
28 Because there are no paragraphs, but there are logical links in it. R14
29 So, s/he will get 6 points. R26
30 Number of the next script: 048016202. T13
31 First, I’ll check how much s/he wrote. Gl15
32 Uhh G17
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