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_— . - " " Probléms in Stablizing.thétJudgment‘Process _
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Th1s art1c1e ana]yzes a ser1es of measurg?ent prob1ems that Jeopard~

» 14

. ze, “the re]:ab111ty and va]1dﬂty of - competénéy based wr1t1ng assessments.

The paper dist1ngu1snes between two 1nd1&ators of rating var1ab111ty

1) rater dr1ft - rater s progress1ve dev1at1bn w1th1n a scoring sess1on

»

from prev1ous]y shared cr1ter1a, and 2) scale 1nstab111ty -- differential

- ]

application of cr1ter1a by raters in d1fferent scor1ng sessions. Examples

’

. 3 ¢
Lt gfrom research illustrate the-nature and -magthde of rat1ng fluctuatidns.

. Prqm1s1ng techn1ques are descr1bed for stab111z1ng raters’ Jjudgments and

document1ng scale stab1]1ty B v ‘ N

~

-0




quality of preva1l1ng test1ng pract1ce

’ t
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Problems in Stablizing the Judgment Process

-

?

Edys Quellmalz . .

, -
Center for the Study of Evaluation
University of California, Los Angeles®

The increasing demand for competency assessments of'complex human

performance has led to renewed scrut1ny of the congeptual and technical
Part1cu1ar1y in the area of

%

language production, i e., wr1tfhg, ora] 1anguage andtoral reading, re-

_ searchers and pract1t1oners assert that competency tests must provide

'o]bgy

tasks that match performante obJec+1ves and that act1vate cognitive
process1ng strateg1es required by production rather than recogn1txon
tasks. . The validity of indirect (i.e., multiple cho1ce) measures is no
1onger logically, psycho]ogica]ly or eco]oéiea]ly acceptable to the
majdrity of professionals in wr1t1ng instruction and'evaluat1on. tife'

. K

is not a mu]twp]e chqgce “Students' 1anguage product1on skills, in par~-:

ticular, must’be sufficiently prof1c1ent for stqdentsito function auton-

[}

omously in the real world. . ) . . N

[ - -

Although co]]ect1ng samples of comp]ex performance can presumab]x

provide "d1rect " valid measures of content the renowned unreT1ab1]1cy

of Judg1ng constructed responses continues to plague aSSessment method-

Because direct performance samp1es are medfated by h1ghTy vari-

s

\
ab]e Judgments of raters _who score or character1ze performance samp]es

“along some diménéions, a cr1t1ca1 soal for performanée judgment in gen-

~ . -, p~'°
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eral, and for writfng juddhent in particular, is to find ways to assure ) .
. that judges app]y scoring criteria accurately and fairly. As i‘part o?

a broader program study1ng issues in test design, we have 1nvestngated
- .
d1mens1ons of the test tasks context and scoring that will. reduce irrele-

. 'vant variability in exam1nee and rater behavior. . o ? .
’ Th1s ‘paper ana]yzes a series of measurement prob]ems that jeopardize. - R

the validity of the judgment process and examines the effectiveness of . .

f: . methods currently employed to address these problems. Reviehs.of pre-
. vailing,rat}ng practices, in conjunction-with cumd]ative empirical evidence
on factors influencing judgments in domain-referenced.assessment,‘demon-
) strate,that'd;rect wn&tind asgessment faces a dual*validitx requirement.

Both the test task and the scoring procedure must meet separate conceptual

and statistical validity standards. The paper\elaborates the requirements

3

- for accurate and fair writing competence assessment and illustrates how

’state of-the-art rat]ng processes pose ser1ous threats to the- va11d1ty of

<9

the wr1t1ng assessments

.
1

Doma}n Referenced Scor1ng Requirements.

R The avowed 1ntent and structure of competency or doma1n referenced ’

o . . .

. tests require explicit, replicable scoring criteria and procedufies; thus,

- . . . . ‘s '

* the need for methods to st&bilize rating criteria and readers’ application
. : o

of them is immediate ahd veal.. Soon the uniform app]ication of‘perforﬁance

. T cr1terqa.may become a 1ega1 requ1rement when decisions based on these test’
°,resu1t in ]ﬁfeaa]fEr1ng consequences for sfudents,-'Mandates proliferate

; , e “at tate.and Jopal levels for‘writing assessment at all levels of public °°
. 16 . '- . "_, . . ‘
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. :schdo1, and large numbers of writing samples must be scoreg_by éreat

~

o

o

-

numbérs of raters.

AN .
. . T . o 1 .

Many assessment programs are required to provide'stu- L -
dents repeated;opportunities to pass cohparab]e forms of a test. Also

bu11t 1nto many assessment- programs is.a requxrement to adm1n15ter coms

v

" parable tests at regular iptervals, atgeograph1ca]1y separate. sites.

e P

The purpose'of these competency assessments is to mdnitor develop-

ment of students’ skills at points.specified throughout their schooling,
* ’ . / - . ; :
to detect skills for which they might need remedial assistance and to '

document skill development. A student who fajls to demanstrate competency

~

- R v . ® .
in.writing, receives,additional instruction, and is then retested should
be judqga?according-to,the same standards at each test administration. ' T

His or he%lscore shou]d not depend on either the performance of a new

A}

: cohort of examinees nor upon the. 1d1osyncrat1c values of-differently ori-

. ented sets of raters T,

9

»

x .

Unfortunately, many writing assessment programs der1ve the1r guide- , .
tines from norm-rgferenced test methodo]ogy. In pract1ce, n?rm-referenced
wr1t1ng tests are scored by rank1ng papers w1th1n the ]1m1ts of a partic-
*ular sample. Essays are usually scored hol1st1ca11y, on generally de- .
scribed criteria, and involve scoring proceﬂures where raters rdnk essays
by sort1ng them into p11es anchored by the range of quality, of that
particular samp]e (Conlanf 1976). Thus a particular.- paper s ‘rank and/or
score could change from samp1e to sampﬂ%, 1f the range of the quality of
the compet1t10n var1ed from hne test group to the next Snch practices
result in a "s]1d1ng scale" where the.rated qua11ty of a part1cu1gr paper

changes according to the qua11ty range of papers in the group: For example, ..

o6 =N . s




. .. a student m1ght take a wr1t1ng competency test in the fa]], when all stu-

! .

dents, Tow ach1evers to co]Tege preparatory students, part1c1pate _A'
student s rank in th1s w1de qua11ty range is be]dw mastery. In the spr1ng,
the student along with the restructed range- of students who failed the ..
first adm1n1strat1on, takes another writing competency test and just Passes.
Does s/he pass becauseﬁ1nterven1ng wr1t1ng 1nstruct1on has strengthened
weak writing skl]ls, or because her or his rank is higfier in the restricted
. range of poorer wri ters? Present hd]istic scoring procedures can not pro-
v1de an answer to this quest1on The ho]istic score provides no evidence
of the deve]opmenta] level of specific wrft1ng weakness that were low and
may haye 1mproved Desptte. the use of "“anchor" papers during tra1n1ng to
“1lustrate what 4 "6" or "3" *fad been for other groups, the most prevalent
' “hol1st1c scor1ng procedures still require raters to distribute papers
across the score range. ) .
A major measurement problem confront1ng many competency based wr1t1ng
. "' assessments, then," is the failure to deal with the need to assure compar-
ability of scoring between‘test occasions as well as ElEﬁlﬂ a scoring
session. Such comparab111ty would require not just stat1st1ca1 indices
of rater agreement but comparisons of, mean.scores, since ratings w1th1n4
‘ a sess1on might . agree but d1ffer between sess1ons. Adopting a norm-refer;
’ enced method of cr1ter1a app11cat10n based on ranking w1th1n occaS1on
e 1mper1]s, if not prec]udes between-occas1on uniformity of cr1ter1a ap- |
'p]ication Therefore two Teasurement prob]ems inhere in- Judgment sta-

N
b111ty, stab111ty w1th1n a sess1on and stability across sess1ons <

» . . ’ -
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To document” scalersstability, an assessment would have to intersperse
3
. . N
anchor papers scqred in previous assessgents'among papers rated within
.an on-going rating session and report comparability of anchor paper scares -

across test occasions and rgter groups. Such documentation of compara-

ability is conspicuously‘absent in both research and practice. ' e

A\ ]
-

0

Research on Rating Variability

» <
-

'EVidenEé'pointing to the sources and manifestations qf scalg instability

_can be, found in the rapidly accumuTatjng body of research on issues of
rating variability. The instébi#ity of ratings has béen.a'major; and.gen-
erally aéknow]edééd, wégkness of measures of writing skill (Coffman, 1971b).
Braddock, Lloyd-Jones énd Schoer (1963) classified folr so@réés of error:

1) the writer, 2) the assignéent,.Q) the rater, 4) between raters. Although
considerable research within the frameﬁork of doﬁain-referenged t;stihb .
has examined dimensions of the ‘test tasl that inf]uence'wfjtgr:performance
such as discourse ;im énd topic modality (Pitts, 1978; Spébner-Smith: 1978,

. . '
Quellmalz, 1979; Praeter & Padia, 1980; Crowhurst, 1980), less attention

has been given to the factors,invo]ved in rater behavior. o
In the Qroadest sense, inter- and intra—rater'yariabi]ity‘ﬂre a matter

. o .
of fluctuating standards of judgment. Research has amply demonstrated

that anarchical scorihé of essays, where raters apply their individual ﬁ .
- . P . y

&

standards, results in high.disagreement among'raters from differént occq%._
m . : : I

pations (Diederich, French, & Carlton, 1$51) and even among Eng]jsh\pro-
fessors (Findlayson, 1951; McColly, 1970).. Follman—and-Anderson (1967)

demonstrated thqf the more homogedeoug ‘tha background of ra%er§, the more °

~
.
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, . their Scoring agreed. Long ago, Eels (1950) demonstrated the problem

of intra-rater criteria.btas when he found that the variability in essay .

-~ e ’
.

) . 4 *
N scores assigned even by the same reader on different occasions approached

| . the degree bf vgriabiti}y of-scores assigned by different readers, Recogs -
| Y e T ) )

‘nizing the magnitude of error occurring in unstructured scoring, researchers,’

: | . attempted to devise various techniques fd:kcbntrolling score variability.

! Y o
[ - ' ‘. -

Methods for Controlling Scoring Variability .

The first and most critical step in stabilizing the bases of readers'

Jjudgments is to estqb?ish common, eﬁpiicit scoring crite;ia. Criteria - .
may either be specified deductively by invoking standards dérived from

the rhetorical tradition (e1g., Kinneavy, 1971) or‘?nducthé]y by seek;

"

ing commona]ity_among.réaders' commehts on“pabers (Diederich '197@-
Freedman,‘1978) Systemat1c d/a1n1ng on common scor1ng cr1ter1a has
proved to reduce some k1nds of 1nterr€ter var1ab1]1ty effectively.

(Stalnaker, 1934 D1eder1ch 1974) . As a resu1t of these p1oneer1ng - i

stud1es, standq;d methodoTogy now includes tra1n1ng of raters on the use

of rat1ng scales unt1] a high level of agreement among raters is achieved.
]

“In a recent study of the d1s iminative vali idity of alterna¢1ve scoring

rubrics, Winters (1978) suggestef that high rater reliability coefficients ™

-

in-pilot or in final rat1ng sessfions might not necessar11y signal standard

unlform 1dterpretat1on of rat1ng scales over rating, occa51ons and across
rater groups. Dur1ng rater tra1n1ng she~observed that less operat1ona11zed
scale rubrics stimulated extensvve d1scuss1on and 1nterpretat1on and sug-
gested that differgnt ratér é‘dﬁps might ach1eve h1gh re]1ab111ty, but

4 , 4
~
. . [ §
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- have 1nterpreted vague cr1ter1a d1fferent]y by dev151ng differént spec1f1c

-

dec1swon rules for the same amb1guous criteria. Thus, \hlgh re11ab111ty

(. coefficiepts might, be obta1ned,\but at the cost of accurate, repltcable

“scoring. As Winters implies, redefinition of criteria by the soeia] ratinga. . °

group can haye serious implications for the fairness of ratings across

rater groups.

-
3 + .

4 , Rater Drift . ' e B , . i

Even with tra%qigg for rater consensus, ‘when naters practice applying
explacit'criteﬁia, rating f]uctuatioq may ﬁtij]voceur.',The devtation of :‘

- raters fﬁpm'previously-shafed_Griteria is termed "rater.drift"«and ha& be

<’ - . 4

Bignaled by lowered ?nter-rater re]iabf]iy and differegces betyeen raters'
criteria interbrétation and‘ekpert-generated c?iterian-based‘ratipgs. -
o~ Rater drift is particu]arjy a problem vhen. there are large’ sets of _ D

. papers to be scored’ Shift?nd criteria or drift may be caused by-rate?

fat19ue, or by more sysLenat1c influences, such as the quality-range of

‘0

the samp]e of papers being read or idiosyncratically va]ued criteria: .~‘j '

In a- description of the rater as a source of error, Braddock et al. - .
C . . x

(1963), dﬁscﬁs§ed the need for controlling for rater fatigue. They cited . |

e T '. v ° } o .
-l fatigue as a cause for raters to beceme severe or erratic in their eval-

.t

uation or to place more weight on part1cu1ar1y not1ceab]e essay elements

such as mechanics. Godshalk, Sw1neford and Coffman (1966) found signif-

icant differences between papers scored ho]istica]]y “early and later in a -

set of 646 papers. Coffman (1971b) warred that even when two sets,of‘scores

’ - W i N - \

v s -
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- of methods t\ deal w1th rater~varﬁab111ty Typ1ca11y, raters beg1n by »

\ ' .
- o -

derive from changing combinations of f%%éfss "there may, still be differ-
ences in the means_and standard deviations attr1butab1e to order effects™
-- hat is’,.the tendency “of groups of raters to shift the1r standards a%f

the reading proceeds" (p. 276). Coffman (1971a) also discussed raters'

-

tendency to regress to their own internalized .setfof(standards and'recom-m_

uo
.

mended practice on common cr1ter1a. .

Rater drift- 1mpa1rs the techn1ca1 qua11ty of rat1ng results by reduc-

1ng 1nter— and 1ntra rater re]1ab111ty, and more 1mportant1y, comprom1se§
J

the va]1d1ty of ‘ratings. However, writing assessment programs do not seem

o>acknow1edge rater dr1ft as a va11d1ty“prob1em, nor do they dea] w1th

rater dr1ft d1rectL;g o,
t r

" State- of the Art Procedures for-[reat1ng Scor1ng Var1abﬂ11gy

-

. '

Current rating, procedures (Con]an, 1976 0ff1ce of the Los Ange]es
Superlntendent of Scho s 1977) génerally fo]lg!gmethods recommended by

Braddock et al. (1963), and Coffman (1971a) and have.evolved a number . <

pract1c1ng “applying a ‘rubric t0faﬁsamp1e set of papers. The nature and

4 ° -

relative spec1f1c1ty of sca]é criteria.and scoring formats (ho]1st1c vs.

na]zt1c) vary, as 'do the we1ghts of0com§onent criteria. Before independent

rating begins, tra1ners conduct a re]1ab1]1ty check Sometimes consensus

. o

Coe :
is checked‘statist1ca1]y; somet1mes it is 1nd1cated by & show of hands..

During 1ndependent rat1ngs methods for dea11ng with rafer agreement

tend to take two tacks: correct1on and ma1ntenance ‘Procedur which

L)

emphas1ze correct1onruse QOSt hoc, methods to- treat score d1screpanc1és

.
-

PR ™
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Common‘optipns are: 1) hav1ng a third reader score any paper where the

f1rst readers disagree by more than one point; 2) using the’ ‘sum of two

\

rat1ngs as a tota] score; 3) randomizing thé order in wh1ch two raters

£ e s e

score an essay ‘in order to d1str1bute rater error, a]though often*the

.

randomwzat1on.occurs in a single.day. These post hoc correction proce-

dures s1destep the va11d1ty problem of the chang1ng cr1;er1a*employed
i 'v' .
A second set of procedures for dealing with rating variabpility aims

by the dr1ft1ng rater.

at ma1ntenance of scor1ng accuracy. $grxod1c consensus chgcks on iden-

- WS,

_t1ca1 papers‘are 1nterspersed at vary1ng 1nterva]s. Checks may be common

el

to a]] rateégg?di56ussed in the group, d1scussed within rater pairs or

dtscusséd ‘with a- "master" rater. In the procedure, discrepanc1es are

‘ ca]led to the rater's attention and the1r bases rev1sed These ma1n-

° -y

tenance procedures at least attempt to prevent ‘detect, and contro] scor=
ing error by providing feedg?nkpto 1nd1v1dua1 raters regard1ng the accuracy

and consistency -of their scortd’ decision rules:
- LI E ,,E’ '

[

"v-'v-

Rating Variability in Competgﬁ%y Assessment Research

In a series of stud1es exam1n1ng d}mens1ons 1mportant in the formu-

’lat1on of” va11d, 1nstruct1ona1f§§§ens1t1ve wr1t1ng assessments, we - <

'J‘ \

documented EBF effects of sev tﬁﬂhgent procedures for atta1n1ng aﬁd

ma1nta1n1ng réter congruence and’f1de11ty to the rat1ng sca]e. One com- -

e H

ponent of- the methodo]ogy was to deve]op ana]yt1c scoring rubr1cs referenced

to. bas1c structuraT features of a d1scourse mode. Exp11c1t cr1ter1a were ©

-

des1gned to referénce. operat1ona1, instructionally. manlpu]atab]e e]enents

e - .. e
: N 2 vy -
L - N
. . T X
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of the paper. Raters practiced applying,the scoring rubric in intensive

,training sessions and reliability checks using'generalizability statistics

were ca]culated to assure inter-rater reliability. Dur1ng f1na1, indepen-

dé:; rat1ngs, COmMOoR ehecks occurred at frequant intervals. Discrepancy

\ 1 X ? b P -~

) reso]ut1on procedures were of severa] types including group d1scuss1on

Rater Drift

or pair d1scuss1on, The research focus of these studies was on variations

of the tasks ofwriting rather thkan on variables fnf]uencing the rating
process, yet the accumulatingsdata indicated ;ﬁat stabilizing the judg-.:.

ment process was a comp]e&)issue-#one deserving direct experimental in-
T,

vestigation. This conclusion derived primarily from three of our studies
in which we observed f&%erwdrift surface as a brob1em, despite the differ-
ent procedures qsed to prevent ité‘ We also began to inspect'indices of
scale stability by 1eoking atscdres given by raters trained at different

times to the same set offpapers.
: : ' 4

L
In our writing assessment research our initial scoring concerns were

.
R

to establish and maintain rater agreement.

>

we compared reliabilities obtained immediately after training (on a pilot

7

test of independent rat#ngs) and after the final retings. Table 1 presents

a comparison of generalizability coefficients marking rater’ agreement

v

levels on’pilot and final ratihgs: i . .

¥

-

To determine that -this occurred,

]




N t - : . 'A?‘
d N ) ‘ . Table 1
Comparison of ‘Generalizability Coefficients for Rater Aéreement N
Immediately After-Training and After Final Ratings ’
' o—
‘ Study 1 -.Expository Scale Iv(Spooner-Smith, 1978}
. . , . I ) T T Y
: ' ¢ ~ F . Dev 0 Su _Pa <M  Total
v GC GC GC . -GC GC GC GC- :
Pilot - 4-raters n':'15 = .9% .92 .94 - .83 .94 .80 ‘._90 :
Final - 2 ratings n =112 .84 .80 .".85 .8 .80 .95 .90
-y d-
' Study 2 - Expositor}‘ScaLé II (Quelimaiz and Caééll; 1979)
GI F .0 + S M Total .
- GC GC GC GC GC ) r
"Pilot - 4 raters 74 .63 .74 77 .73 L &8
° Final - 2 ratings ) .67 .59 .61 .57, .52 .66 ’ ’
/’ . Nahrative Scale II
“ 61 F .0 A4S M .Total
G 6 ,6C GG . GC
Pilot =4 raters . .8 .76 7 .79 .76 .52
Fjnal - 2 ratings- - .84 .60 .72 .72 .69 .83
‘ . h . . @ . It
i Study 3 - Expository Scale III (3aker and Quellmalz, 1980)
" .6l GenComp Coh Po Su M Total
. . . GC ~ GC -~ GC GC . GC GC GC™
Pilot - 3 raters .74 .65 .86 .93 .84 1 .89
Final - 2 ratings .66 g1 .62 .83 J1 J6 .§1
g : Narrative Scale III v
GI Gen Comp Coh Po Su M Total
TR G | "GC GC GC GC GC GC
Pilot ~ 3 raters . .83 .75 .62 .87 .54 - .85 .79
Final - 2 ratings .70 .76 ..53 .87. .67 .68 .81
GG = Generalizability .Coefficient ]
Study 1 (Spooner- Study 2'(Que11maiz and Study 3 (Baker and,
Smith, 1978) . . Capell, 1979) Quellmalz, 1980)
. . F = Focus- GI = General Impression GI = General Impression .
o .| Dev.. = Development + F = Focus . ,Gen Comp = General.Competency
- - ~ 1 0 -='Organization 0. =Organization . .Coh + = Coherence o
B Su =-Support _ _ ,Su .= Support ., Po = Paragraph Organization
T a «~Pa = Pardgraphing” M} = Mechanics . * " = Support
A, M = Mechanics, .. T.r = Total PR § = Mechanics
T =Total =ty . ' JorT = Totdl o
‘,l . ~ ‘k‘,“':; y - .- ¢
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. (1978) compared direct and indirett measures of writing competence. Fou
s 1€ $s. ‘

' . ‘._, \
raters received five hours pracAice applying an analytic rubric, Exposi-
. ) '
tory Scale I, to a set of paberé‘rep?esentative of thevexpérimenta1 set.

. [ , :
The top table presents Spooner-Smith's interrater re]iabi]%tjes for four

raters on the pilot test condﬁcted immediate]y after training and on the

" final 1ndependent rat1ngs of the expéerimental papers Durihg the final

A

1ndependent scor1ng, raters read rated and d1scussed discrepancies on ,

a common paper as a group approximately every hour to check adherence to

®

criteria. While the total score reliability on the final ratings remain

high, reliabiTities of four of the six

. o ’
indicating seme degree_of'igter drift from original consensus levels.

The second rating procedure occurred in Study 2 (Quellmalz & Capell,

1979) which cqmpared writing herformence in different disdodrse'ahe‘re-
sponse modes . ho]]owing sea]e trainihg precedures employed by Spooner-
Smfth (1978), lﬁlot tests of interhater re]Tébi]ities for‘two revised
anaiytic ruﬁ%ies, Expository Scale II and Narrative Scale II, checked
level of agreement of‘the~feur“raters prior to final rating. Additional

-

training- occurred on any subscale where the'generelizahility coefficient

o

11

r

ed
/

i
|
R
|

waéfless than *.70, During final scorfng, rater‘pairs‘read and discussed .

common papers efter every 20 independent ratings. The two tables for

-

Study 2 indicate, again,-that agreement levels on the total scores were

acceptably high but that reliabilities on three of the expository sub-

.scales deter1orated as much as —20. The interpretation of these data .
_was ‘that.the frequency ard nature of the common check procedures were st1]]

not curbing- rater drift adequate]y

° .
. . .-
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'
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Consequently, S\udy3 imp1emented a revised rating procedure. Study

@

_?’(BaKEr‘& Quellmalz, 1980).investigated the ‘effect of quaIity,pf toptc

[y

) presehtation on eighth grade writing performance. Three raters‘partici-’~

pated=1n scaIe training for analytic Expos1tory Scale III and Narrative
'Scale III Following a pilof test of 1nter-rater re11ab111ty, the three
raters 1ndependent]y scored the experimental papers l‘Each paper rece1ved
two rat1ngs. Common checks$ occurreS/every hour/and weré‘d1scussed By the
entrre group. . 5 .

As the two tab]es for Study 3 indicate, agreement levels fall on
-Genera] Impress1on, but not on the General Competency rat1ng Re11ab11-

ities p]ummetted on the expos1tory Coherence rat1ngs and on the Mechan]cs

ratings of the narrative s¢ale. These compar1sOns of p110t and final re-

liabilities.for‘Study 3 suggested that the revised ¢ eck1ng procedure was

generally maintaining rater agreemeﬂ!?ubut $ti11 did not prevent drift on

some subscales..

Inamore detailed inspection of the emergence of rate

we @lso compared reliabilities and mean scores on papers,scored early
b

L12‘

ft in Study 3,

and late in the rating seguence (see Table 2). Table 2 presents the early

ALE late conpar1sons for Expos1tory Scale 111 and Narrat1ve Scale III.

On the expos1tory scaIe,reI1ab111t1es across aI] rater pa1rs rema1n high
(a .76 to .85) except on the Genera] Impress1on and Coherence subsca]es

Parametr1c compar1sons of mean scores on early vs. late papers did not'

reach statistical sign1f1cance but ]ate scored ‘papers received’ sI1ght]y

higher ratings than earIy scored papers o s . {

N

Reliabflities on Narrative Scale III remained higjt on General Compe-
0 . re . . " ' *

2
B
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, * TABLE 2 N
‘ Compamsorg of Early vs. l:ate Scored Papors in Study 3
(Baker-and Queﬂma’lz '1980)
: -, Exposxtory Scn’le III.
) i * Inter-rater
Reliabilities - Mean Scores-
. o Early Late Early Late - t
. General Imprassion a .85 .69 X 2.28 2.29 97
T 'S.D. 1.07 .85 -
General Competency -a .75 77, X 2,20 2.43 .23
g . s.p. .91 .86, ‘
Coherence. . a .78 .57 X. 2.39 2.63 .21
) R i s.D. .88 .90 ,
Paragraph a .87 .86 X 2.03 2.22 + .40
' Organization . s.D.* 1.05% 1.08 - -
Support «..78 .76 X,  .2.99 3.1 .51 _
L o ~ s.D. . %0 Ve
. Mechanics- Ja .67 82 X 238,  -2.99 -1.08
v B s.D. .85° .76
L Total ¢ .é7 .85 X 14.78 15.89  '-1.06
- SRS - ~s.D. 4.86 4.49
n=40.___...0z80 ____1p=40 oo = R
" ~ - - Narrati.vg Scale II1 Ay
“ . - 4 . ) . ) . '@; _____
General Impression ' a .78 Tl —-i“_” 2.62 2.19 2.3t
A - $.D.-h92 - LT3
. , General ‘Competence  a .81 .78 X 2.54 2.20 - - —1:84
C S T s.D. .87 .78 :
Coherence - «_ .77 .46 Y - 2.60 - 2.31 " 1.60}
. o , s.0. .99 . ° .89" -
“paragraph ¢ a .93 .85 X 2.22 2.03 741
Organization : S.D. 1.2% . 1.00- N .
S Support - .84 .84 X 2.82 2.51 1.684"
e _ . e s.D. .97 .68 ..
: Mechanids . . . « .68 .80 X 230 . 2.16 - .82
= . e . - SiD.- .80 ... .74
"Total Q0. 8 Y145 13.,02 ~ O 1.89)
. n=d0 ™~ n=50  n%40 " ‘QQ%O‘
] = alpha- coefficient 3




0rgan1zatlon fell (« .93 to .85).

.on General Impression ratings.

' Sca]e Stability .

) un1form1y across sets of raters and sets of papers N

0 3
p .

tence, Support, Mechanics and Total score.

,dropped .08, Coherence dropped substantially (« .77 to .46) and Paralraph

Contrasts of mean differences between
ear]y and 1ate scored narrative papers revealed a s1gn1f1cant difference
Papers scored later received lower rat1ngs -

. <1
than those, scored earlier. All subsca]e scores were lower for late scored

papers. These'findings are consistent with other research (Godshalk et al.,

1966) that reported raters became.more severe as scoring progressed. In

‘Study 3,.Expository papers.were scored before Narrative‘papers, so late

scored Narrative papers were at the very end of the entirerscoring seguence.

! 5

Inspection of the scoring data from the three studies suggests that

rater drift within a 3cor1ng session can-occlr and weaken scoring rigor.

-

Raters Judgmdhts wa1vered on some subscales more than others, s1gna111ng
a need for more carefu] exp11cat1on of criteria on those subscales and

pract1ce on their app11cat1on Since state of= the art procedures for

contro]11ng rater drift were emp]oyed and even refined in these studies,

thé data implied the need to continue to exam1ne methodolog1es*for detect-
e ) .

\

1ng and,preyent1ng rater drift.

-

.
S

k]
[

A va]1d1ty concern coord1nate with maintenance of scale fidelity w1th-

3 ”

%

. Standards of fa%rnesscand methodo1og1ca1 r1gor mandate that criteria apply

-
)

Preva1]1ng pract1ce does not seem to recoghﬁke stability as a technwca]

prob]em.’ Large scaje assessments do not rout1ne1y report and inspect a

C il

2

General Impression>reliability,as

in rating occasion is assurance of judgment accuracy across rat1ng occasions.
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seraes of rater re11ab111t1es for separ te scor1ng sess1ons Even re-

11ab111ty indices are not sufficient, however. Comparisons of mean sgores

on common papers should supplement reliability statistics.

P “".could be demonstrated by comparing scores on a common set of papers given

‘by different rater sets trained separate]y, or by comparing scores from

the same raters rating at d1fferent occasions. Whilé we have not yet‘in-

vestigated th1s phenomenon w1th1n an exper1n=ntal paradigm, we have, how-
‘ever, 1nspected scoring data gathered during€the process of pur other wr1t-
° ing assessment research in an attempt to ynderstand the nature of variables

influencing sca]e stab111ty ] o
Our Tab]e 3 presents ‘the means and standard devﬁat1ons of essay scores
given by two different. rater sets to the same papers. Raters A and B

-scored 39 expository essays. Rater pa1rs 1, 2 and 3 rated these same 30
essays in the course of Study 3. Rater pairs 1, 2 and 3 were using Ex-

pository Scale fil a nevision'of the.ana]ytzc expository rat1ng'sca1e

/

used by Raters A and B

were, not s1gn1f1cant]y changed viere entered 1nto the analysis.

Theréfore oh]y scores from those subscaﬁes that

Agreement -

1evels were not calcylated due to the sma]l*samp]e size.

Inspect1on of .the means reveals that Raters A and B gave genera]]y

L)

h1gher rat1ngs than Rater pairs 1, 2 and 3. Compar1sons of means for

each subsca1e @nd éhe total score were al] significant. While the sma]]

'14

Scale stabiTity |

number of papers c]ear]y 11m1t 1nterpretat1on of these data; they do docu- :

ment that criteria defrn1t1on$and app11catlon did change from one rating

;sess1on to.the next. . .
‘ t
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L ‘ ' N JTable 3 |
, T e ' . - » ¢ - ‘ ‘ *
\ * .
. Compamson of Essay Scores* Given dy .nfferent Rater Sets ,
on Separate Occasmns AR . ’
~ . K £t . . ‘ M,. .. ) t: ‘ ’
: \' | i o z - ',' ~'- toe - . .
. » L . / _Ratings © - :
Lo : Vo L Occasion 1 . Occasion 2, .
. . Subscales - Raters A and B Raters 1- 6 t df
v k . 3 .
) General X . . 292 /7 1,65 . 2.77% &7
Competence s.d.- .62 ) .38 .
. -‘ n . © 29 - 30 '
] . * Paragraph X - 2.19 . #.46 3.67% . 58
g " ‘Orgapization s.d. .= - - 98 - - .50 - B
. n * 29 - 31 . . _ .
’ ) - PR * %
X ‘2,76 ‘ 2.07 3.25* 59
Support s.d. . 1.08 . .50 . °
. W 29 - T 32
- 3 .. ) »
n»" . ¢ [ 4 ; ~ /.( 4
9 _ . pd .
Total X 11.81 8,97 4,38* 59 "
s.d. . 3.17 * ©1.76 ., . . r
. B n 7 .29 - 32 . . !
. ’ Sl ‘ !
—
Scores by rater pan's 1- 6 were transformed fngm *d score range of 1-6 to e
“1-4 to permit ana]yses. . C .. .
» ) e . ot . . ’ )
? - ‘—-:‘ S ! . . % o
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, separate occasions gaveato‘th

" at different sess1ons

'had not personally scordd

‘ fa1r1y comparabile except on Support and ﬁechan1cs

. the “saﬂted 1n" genera] popu]atTon h1gh schoo] seem worse.

Al
. r

; ’ 4 ‘ g v R .
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Al . . 3
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RPN PR 9 ; . . . 15
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‘In addition to’]dbﬁ?ﬁ&i‘ thewscoresﬂdifferent raters trained at
f ’c‘ *
ame set af papers4we 1nspected intra-.

" rater agreement of scores a paTr\Df r&ters gaye to commOn papers scored
: s

TabT; l‘dﬁsb ays means and standard deviations

of a rater pair (N) wh1ch par§1c%§%t§g in two d1fferent rat1ng sessions.

. _ -;-ét.;i.":.'i-ﬁ.‘.}' - . ;{ )
Insegt Table 4 here "4 ' - -*

» nr‘
@2y

In Study I, rater pa1rs M andNﬁ scored essays from a general h1gh school
9 .’ <

population wh1ch were then "§a1ted in" a set of co]]ege adm1ss1on essays

i

réad for Study 2 In Study Zw pa1r N read the e1ght essays they had scored

prev1ously in Study 1 and 8 addrt1ona1 essays from that study that they

" The. means of pa1r N- 1n the two stud1és are
;.

In contrast the means

oﬁ pa1rs ‘M and 0 are substantxally d1fferent Pa1r 0 meang are- cons1stent1y

1ower The greater stab111ty of means for pa1r M. may saggest that they

were applying eriteria ina- un* m manner

\ .
by -the overa11 h1gher qua11ty 6f the co]]ege adm1ss1ons samp]e, thus- maknng

Methods for elim-

1nat1ng this subtle "norm1ng" of® presumably exp11c1t criteria to the qua11ty

range of part1cu1ar samp]eais phenomena requ1r1ng further research

Our 1ntent 1n 1nspect1ng these admittedly 1Tm1tgd data was to illus-
K

'trate ong method for tracking tﬁ% stab111ty of rat1ng scale app11cat1on

- l

Writing assessments$ cou]d systemat1ca11y ?nc]ude a
& F

in each ratjng session to document the-comparabh11hy of Judges decision

"check" set of papers

N

&
?‘.

“Pair 0 was probab]y\nﬂuenceg .

-
.
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- TABLE 4
. Comparison of Rater Pair Scores Across Studies
LS . .t .
s . Study 1 . Study 2
Rater Pair M . N 0
)
... .
CSE Subscale :/ .
General X .92 1.28° 1.00 .04
Impression® “s.d 1,32 1.37 1.13 = .91
’ N 6 '8 16 a5
IK oo X 2.08 © 1.71. “1.69  1.53
L Fgcus s.d .38 .9 .48 .50
: n .6 8 16 16 =
; X 2)33  1.65 1.7 1.38
Organization s.d .98 .6 86 .50
s n' .6 8 -16 16
. _ X'© 242 . 276 ;-2.00 1.63°
Support = s.d .92 1.15 1.78 - .50
& m o+ 6 8 16 16 |
., N X. 2.50 2.20 1.78 - 1.75
) Mechanics * s.d - .84 0 c 77 + 58
- . n ) 8 16 .16
..t X 11.25  9.60 8.19 7.2 \
Total ss.d 3.71 2.79 3.40 2.53 \
o n 6° 8 16 16 . !
.. . ) “
3 . - \ ,
s . \N , - |
@; - - v amy, ‘ . A ~, \t
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ru]es at d1fferent rat1ng Sessions. MWe believe that scale stabi]ity ;

. vestigation.,

-
)

¥

\ L4 -
across topics, qua]1ty range of papers and set$ of raters can be ach1h\ed

and that the factors influencing sca]e stability require systematic in-

v Lo .

Summary and Recommendations

\o‘ )
The need for stabilizing the scor1ng process is critical to the val-

idity of wr1t1ng assessments D1rect)ev1dence of student wr1t1ng compe-

tence, actual written product1on, is a necessary conditign for content v

.

and construct validity; it is not sufficient, however. Rater's judgments

A

must be.replicable and defensible. We believe that explicit rating cri-
o * .

-teria are a condition for defens?bi]ity and replicability. °bur rater drift

compaéisons suggest that total scores and a holistic score seem to mask

fluctuations in Jjudgments on the elements that contribute to the more

,gﬁoba1 summary scores. We susbect that, at least during scale development

N

and ‘validation, assessments should collect separate ratings on.component

text features such as Suppoft and Coherence that contribute to a total:
Ll X .

- score. Otherwise, there is no way to identify and track consistency of 4

.!,"

the bases for global. judgments. ~

Certainly, scale training and an initial reliability check is essen-

tial. Rather than re1}ing primarily on randomization or statistical pro-

cedures to correct for rater drift post hoc, rating methods should 1nter-

sperse per1odtc checks into lengthy,, 1ndependent scor1ng The var1ab1es

making these checks effective for maintaining agreement and scale f1de11ty

v -

) require further 1nvest1gat1on. Frequency of checks is one important factor;

“the nature of feedback on scoring accuracy is even more essent1a1f We

<

. " ' T L, ¥ &

]

5 &
O
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are current]y condhcting'research on methods fof curbing rater drift.

=

Sca]e stab111ty 15 a,critical validity 1ssue for competency based

Large scale assessments can, at Teast, document
Ny

stability by track1ng‘scor1ng of a core set of pabers by different graups

writing assessment.

of raters. Methodo]og1es for selecting and preVént1ng scale 1nstab111ty

should a1so receivé d1rect experimentdl attent1on?;\Fa1r, informative,

generalizabley defensible scoring[brogedures are necessary requirements
. > .

of sound writing assessment. . *

3
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