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Yabancı dil eğitiminde yazılı anlatım becerilerinin güvenilir ve tutarlı ölçümü 

eğitim kurumlan için çoğu zaman problemli olmuştur. Bu tip ölçümlerde öznel 

değerlendirmenin, yanı insan faktörünün değerlendirme sürecine daha fazla girmesiyle 

notlayıcı tarafından verilen notların güvenilirliği ve hangi kriteriere uygun verildiği daha 

çok sorgulanır hale gelmiştir. Yazılı anlatım notlayıcılarının kendi aralarında, hatta kendi 

notlamaları arasında doğabilecek olası tutarsızlıklar, öğrencilerin eğitim kurumuna olan 

güvenini azaltırken, her eğitim sürecinde yapılması gereken öğrenci (ve dolayısıyla 

program) başarısını belirleyici değerlendinneleri de tehlikeye atar. Bu durumu dikkate 

alarak, yabancı dil eğitimi veren kurumlarda yazılı anlatım becerilerini ölçmede yaşanan 

bu problemleri en aza indirgemek amacıyla uzun bir süredir yazılı anlatım 

değerlendirmelerinde güvenirliği arttırıcı çalışmalar yapılmakta ve yeni ölçüm araçları 

geliştirilmektedir. Ancak, hazırlanan bu araçların geliştirme aşamasında kullanılacaklan 

eğitim kurumlannın isteklerine cevap verecek tarzda desenlenmeleri ve güvenirlik 

derecelerinin buna göre belirlenmesi, yabancı dil eğitimi veren başka kurumların bu 

araçları kullanmalarına engel olmaktadır, çünkü çoğu zaman başka eğitim programlannda 

aranılan kriterler ölçektekileri tutmamakta, ölçekte revizyona gidilmekte, bu durum da 

orijinal ölçeğin güvenidiğini önemli ölçüde azaltmaktadır. Dolayısıyla bu çalışmada, her 

eğitim kurumunun halihazırda kullandıkları ölçekierin güvenirlik düzeylerini belli 

aralıklarla ölçtürmeleri ve yetersiz sonuçlar aldıklar takdirde kendi program ve öğrenci 

profiline uygun güvenirliği kanıtlanmış ölçekler geliştirmesi ve btmlan kullanmasının 

daha iyi olabileceği fıkriyle, Anadolu Üniversitesi Yabancı Diller Yüksekokulu İngilizce 
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Hazırlık Programı yazılı anlatım sınavlarını değerlendirmede kullanılan ölçeğin 

güvenirliğinin ölçülmesi amaçlanmıştır. 

Bu maksatla, bu okulda daha önce yapılmış bir yazılı anlatım sınavından 3 ayrı 

başarı seviyesinde (iyi-orta-kötü) toplam 50 kağıt seçilmiş ve bunlar o okulda çalışan ve 

yazılı anlatım değerlendirmesinde en az 3 yıl deneyimli 1 O hacaya yine bu okulda 

kullanılan bütünsel petformansı ölçücü tipte bir kriterle birer ay arayla iki kere 

okutulmuştur. Elde edilen sonuçlann okuyucuların kendi aralarında ve kendi okumaları 

arasındaki tutarlılıklan göz önüne alınarak güvenirlik hesaplamaları yapılmış ve sonuçlann 

düşük çıkması nedeniyle yeni bir ölçek geliştirilmiştir. Analitik tipte hazırlanan bu yeni 

ölçekle aynı kağıtlar aynı hocalara yine birer ay arayla okutulmuş ve elde edilen 

sonuçların okuyucuların kendi aralannda ve kendi okumaları arasındaki tutarlılıklan göz 

önüne alınarak güvenirlik hesaplamalan yapılmıştır. Bu hesaplamalardan 6 ay sonra aynı 

kağıtlar her iki ölçekle aynı hocalara bir ay arayla birer kez daha okututmuş ve güvenirlik 

düzeyleri karşılaştırılmıştır. 

Uygulama sonuçlannın istatiksel analizleri, notlayıcıların her iki kriterle yaptıkları 

notlarnalarında farklı davrandıklarını ve yeni geliştirilen analitik ölçekle notlama 

yaptıklarında belirlenen güvenirlik derecesinde hem kendi aralannda hem de kendi 

notlamalan arasında diğer ölçeğe göre çok daha tutarlı olduklarını ortaya koymuştur. 

Üçüncü defa yapılan notlamaların sonuçlan da, bundan önce yapılan iki notlamada elde 

edilen sonuçlann uzun dönemde de aynı kaldığını gösterir niteliktedir. Bu sonuçlara göre 

yeni geliştirilen analitik ölçeğin Anadolu Üniversitesi Yabancı Diller Yüksekokulu 

İngilizce Hazırlık Programı Yazma Becerileri sınavlarını değerlendirmede bütünsel 

petformansı ölçücü kritere oranla hem notlayıcılar hem de notlayıcıların kendi okumaları 

göz önüne alındığında daha güvenilir sonuçlar verebileceği söylenebilir. 
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In foreign language education, reliable and consistent measurement of writing 

abilities has quite often been challenging. The potential for subjective evaluation or the 

interference of the "human factor" in such measurements has led to questioning of the 

reliability of the graders' decisions and justifıcations. Possible inconsistencies among 

graders and gradings of their own may I essen the respect of the students for the institution 

as well as endangering a number of assessments, which should never be ignored in 

education programs, since it affects the learners', and the school's success. Taking such 

inconsistencies into consideration, a signifıcant amount of studies have been done with an 

aim to enhancing reliability. Thus, new measuring instruments have been developed in an 

attempt to minimiz e the current problems of language schools in the assessment of writing. 

However, most of those criteria are not found particularly suitable for the needs of each 

language school, and a number of revisions are made on those grading profıles according 

to their needs. Eventually, these revisions on the criterion decrease the reliability of the 

original version to a great extent. For this reason, it is claimed that language schools would 

better have their current seering standards tested regularly. In case Iow reliability levels are 

taken, to design and use their own grading criteria according to their goals and Iearner 

profiles which have proven to be reliable would be better for such schools. In this study, it 

has been aimed to fınd out the reliability levels of the holistic-analytic instrument that is 
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being used at Anadolu University School of Foreign Languages English Preparatory 

Program. 

With this aım in mind, a total of 50 papers of different achievement levels 

(unsuccessfiıl, moderate, successfiıl) were selected from a previous :final exam held in this 

school and given to ten graders who have a minimum of 3-year-experience in grading 

writing papers in this school. These graders were asked to grade these papers using the 

holistic-analytic eriterian twice with 1-month interval. Both the inter/intra-rater reliability 

levels were computed from the data and a need to develop a new eriterian emerged after it 

was found that the reliability levels of the holistic-analytic eriterian were considerably low. 

With the new eriterian designed to measure analytically, the same papers were again 

graded by the samegraders twice with a month interval. To con:firm those calculations, the 

same pile of papers was graded with each eriterian by the same graders for the 3rd time 

after six months, and the results of the reliability tes ts were compared. 

Statistical analysis of the above application revealed that the graders acted 

differently in their gradings using both instnıments; what is more, the inter/intra-rater 

consistency degrees were found to be signi:ficantly higher than the ones gathered from 

holistic-analytic instrument when the new analytic eriterian was used as the medium of 

evaluation at a certain signi:ficance level. Findings of the 3rd grading with each eriterian 

con:firmed the results of the previous gradings in the long-term. All these results seem to 

suggest that in the evaluation of writing exams in Anadolu University, School of Foreign 

Languages English Preparatory Program, the new analytic eriterian would provide better 

inter/intra-rater reliability degrees than the holistic-analytic criterion. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

1.1. Background to the Problem 

The fırst time a language teacher grades a student' s writing pa per is generally a 

confusing experience since the task of grading students' written performance presents most 

EFL teachers with an uncomfortable dilemma. Although they are mostly provided with 

some kind of grading criteria, they have diffıculties deciding which aspects of the paper to 

grade or how to assign a grade to those aspects of the composition that even they 

themselves are not sure about. 

Consciously or not, some teachers put emphasis on content. They may grade a 

paper according to what was said, how well it was said, or how much information was 

transferred. Some may consider the effectiveness of the writing and grade a paper 

according to such rhetorical concerns as unity, coherence or organization. Others may 

stress the mechanics such as spelling, vocabulary, punctuation ete., andapart from those, a 

great number of teachers believe that a good piece of writing should be connected, 

contextualized and should have appropriate pieces of communication (Johns, 1991 in 

Ruetten, 1994, p: 85). It should thus be realized that some aspects of students' writing 

must, due to the variations among teachers' grading philosophies and the nature of the task, 

be evaluated from a subjective, global perspective. Having no valid proofs, researchers 

(Pollitt-Murray, 1996; Ruetten, 1994) daim that these perspectives should be ensured by a 

carefully designed training programme and with the help of teachers' experiences froin 

language teaching classes, as Scott (1995) states, language teachers are experts in their 

field, and experts can make valid subjective judgments. Needless to say, language teachers 

should accept the necessity of assigning grades based on subjective evaluations when 

communicative writing skills are involved. 

.~ l" ,.- ~ .--- ••• ·-,-. 
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Leaving the issue of subjective evaluations beside, the search for objectivity has !ed 

to various measures for evaluating students' writing. EFL students' writing is frequently 

test ed by means of essays, w hi ch are pieces of writing, planned and written by the students 

on pre-determined purposes and topics. The priority of essay writing in the cantext of 

testing writing in EFL stems from the fact that essays reflect the students' mastery of 

important organizational, structural and mechanical skills in writing better than the other 

devices which generally affect their writing preferences in one way or another. ln the phase 

of objective evaluation, the primary goal is to quantify selected aspects of the writing. 

Teachers may choose from among five objective measures that can be used to evaluate 

essays. Kameen, P.T. (1983) Iists these five measures as: (l) length, (2) subordination and 

relativization, (3) sentence connectors, ( 4) number and types of errors, and ( 5) T -unit 

w hi ch is the number of errorless T -units. W ith the h elp of the se approaches to the selected 

features, teachers can arrive ata reliable rating of assigned compositions (Hamburg, 1984). 

Contrary to the use of objective measures to evaluate a student' s writing, Perkin s, 

(1983 cited in Bacha, 2001) claims that objective measures are not valid measures of 

writing quality associated with the communication of meaning, and they are not adequate 

to quantify factors such as cohesion, coherence, organization, tone and focus which 

contribute to effective writing. He concludes that objective measures are "impractical, 

tedious, and time consuming for classroom use" (p. 662). Instead, he suggests three types 

of subjective ratings for essays: (1) h olistic (2) analytic and (3) primary trait. 

A language teacher who is following a halistic approach uses one rating scale to 

assign a grade; one following an analytic approach rates selected aspects of the writing 

such as organization, \Vording, or ideas independently. Finally, a teacher follovving a 

primary trait approach evaluates characteristics unique to the particular audience and 

purpose ofthe writing (Bachman, 1991). 

Of these three, two recent trends, the "holistic" and "analytic" approaches, are 

mainly discussed in the literature related to the grading of compositions. Both of tlıese 

tren ds have been widely u sed in grading writing papers and both of them have supporters 

daiming that halistic grading is superior to analytic grading or vice versa. As a result, 
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writing programs need to choose either halistic grading with its focus on the total product 

rather than on separate aspects of the student' s work, or analytic grading with it s focus on 

each pre-determined quality of the paper not on the total product. Certainly, the choice of 

which type of grading to choose rests with the school and/or the teacher and depends u po n 

the writing course objectives. Not only the school, but alsa the evaluators should make 

these objectives and type of grading style the focus of attention while testing and 

evaluating; otherwise, serious problems could be expected to emerge in the crucial merits 

like validity and/or reliability of the given test. 

1.1.1. Problemsin Grading \Vriting Papers 

In the field of language testing, the classifıcation of productive and receptive skills 

has been carried out with great sensitivity so as to clarify their methods of evaluation. As 

commonly known, receptive skills, which are reading and listening, cannot be directly 

observed in test performance, since the processes of comprehending take place 'vithin the 

mind. In contrast, the productive skills, which can be named as speaking and writing, are 

directly observable in the test performance in \Vhich the student reflects his/her 

competence. In the light of this classification, a simple definition of writing which defines 

this ability as a productive skill in the written mode should be made. A more detailed 

d efinitian for writing w as ma de by Boughey ( 1997), who referred to it as a form of 

communication in the written code exclusive to human s. Heaton ( 1988) list s the following 

skills that a good piece ofwriting should entail: 

language use: the ability to write correct and appropriate sentences; 
meclıanical skills: the ability to use correctly tlıose conventions peculiar to the ı.Hitten 
language- c.g. punctuation, spelling; 
treatment of content: the ability to think creatively and develop thoughts, excluding all 
irrelevant information; 
st:ylistic skills: the ability to manipulate sentences and paragraphs, and use language 
effectivcly; 
judgınent skills: the ability to ı.vrite in an appropriate manner for a particnlar purpose 
with a particuiar audience in mi nd, together ı.vith an abilit:y to select, organize and order 
relevant information (p: 135). 

A quick glance at these skills reveals that successful writing is more complicated 

than it seems, and often seerus to be the hardest of all skills, even for native speakers of a 

language, since it involves, as Schoonen, Vergeer and Eiting (1997) state, not only a 

ı ... 



graphic representation of speech, but also the development and presentation of thoughts in 

a structured way. If the major concern of a language is to communicate, an activity which 

is very special to humanity, expressing thoughts is of course an important quality to be 

searched in students' 'vıiting exams testing their mastery in a foreign language 

Furthermore, the process of evaluating writing is even more complicated, since a 

quantitative degree, which is troublesome in productive skills, is necessary to identifY the 

degree of success in the language learning/teaching process. The fınal results of language 

tests are most often presented in quantitative degrees or scores, which the test users benefıt 

from. Such seeres or grades are beneficial in language testing since they are commonly 

used in making decisions about students, methods and the intended goals of the language 

program (Bachman~Palmer, 1996). However, seering or grading writing has been a 

di:fficult issue in language teaching programs for quite a long time. Grading writing 

involves subjective scoring in which the "human" factor appears to be dominant in the 

grading process since it is impossible to include all possible answers in an answer key. 

Thus, an acceptable level of reliability is expected from the grader and/or the eriterian to 

evaluate the success ofthe written task. 

In centrast to such expectations, a considerable amount of research, which 

acidresses the problem of unreliability in the evaluation of EFL writing, ex.ists. A number 

of studies (Bacha, 2001; Hamburg, 1984; Hamp~Lyons, 1995; Connor~Linton, 1995; 

Sweedler-Brown, 1993; Ruetten, 1994; Turner-Upshur, 2002) conclude how extremely 

unreliable graders are - not only in their own inconsistency but alsa in their failure to agree 

with the other graders on the seeres of EFL students' written works. Studies on graders' 

reactions to error in EFL writing reveal that students are graded by different standards 

developed by the graders themselves. Sweedler-Brown (1993) reports that most ofthe EFL 

writing graders he investigated have influence (which is impossible to be controlled 

completely) on the grade of a student by their perception of overall writing quality rather 

than the detennined qualities in the grading criterion. Research reveals that graders may 

grade the papers on what a student has written, on what they believe the student meant 

when he or she wrote, or on some previous knowledge which was not the primary concem 

(Bachman, 1991). Thus, two graders who are grading the same paper may differ 
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enormously, whereas, they were supposed to be consistent as a consequence of using the 

same grading eriterian (inter-rater reliability). The problem of reliability al so appears vlhen 

the same grader reads the same paper after some time. There can be no guarantee that the 

same paper read by the same grader -with the same eriterian v.ill be awarded the same score 

(intra-rater reliability). 

S ince reliability is one of the most important characteristics of a good test, Brown 

(1 996) goes so far as to call it "vital", as the qualities of inter/intra-rater reliability appear 

to carry primary importance in the process of grading. Brown (1994) asserts that a 

consistent and dependable seering may be achieved by high inter/intra-rater reliability. 

Moreover, he proposes that in test s of -wTiting skills, scorer reliability is not easy to achieve 

since writing evaluation involves numerous other aspects (p: 254). 

In addition to the problems which focus on the amount of reliability, researchers 

have alsa investigated the influence of various types of seering and their degrees of 

reliability in competency exarns (Janopoulos, 1995; Upshur-Turner, 1 995; Bachman, 1991; 

Nunn, 2000; Schoonen, Vergeer and Eiting, 1997; Ruetten, 1994; Song and Can.ıso, 1996; 

Sweedler-Brown, 1993; Hamburg, 1984; Bacha, 2001). For the evaluation of proficiency 

exams of writing, two types of scoring can be stated as widely used; analytic and halistic 

grading. Of these two, the Iatter has been harshly criticized for mo re than a decade in terrus 

of reliability. Elbow (1993, cited in Song-Caruso, 1996) criticizes halistic grading for 

being "unreliable, uncommunicative and harmful to the atmesphere for teaching and 

learning" (p: 164) and advises the use of analytic grading in place of halistic scoring. 

Brown ( 1994) al so states that a careful design of an analytic grading eriterian can increase 

the scorer reliability better than a halistic instrument. 

In centrast to these studies, Miller (1997, cited in Oruç., 1999) claims that halistic 

scoring presents a reliable and timesaving way of grading students' papers. Homburg 

(1984) reports the same advantage of halistic s co ring and considers this type of grading as 

adequately reliable and valid (p: 103). Literature reveals that considering the process of 

grading students' writing, halistic scoring can be a reliable way that enables the group of 

readers to discuss different issues and consequently form a cansensus on the problematic 



ones. Moreover, Hughes (1989, cited in Oruç, 1999) recommends halistic seering as it 

enables a rapid grading time that lasts a couple of minutes or less if the graders are experts. 

Bacha (200 l) al so focuses on the importance of issues !ike expertise and training in 

grading writing and supports the idea that higher inter-and intra- reliability values can be 

attained from halistic seering through rater training and experience. 

To check the validity of the above thesis and to have the reliability level of such a 

seering system, the holistic-analytic instnıment that is currently being used at Anadolu 

University School of Foreign Languages was tested. By ten graders, a number of 50 papers 

were graded twice with the holistic-analytic instrument which has three distinctive 

components including task achievement, essay organization and accuracy of the written 

skills. The seeres after two grading sessions were compared in terms of inter/intra-rater 

reliability. The Ievel of intra-rater reliability was found to be satisfactory (around 0.74) 

whereas the inter-rater reliability level, which is in fact the main cancem of the institute, 

was found rather low (0.38). 

Moreover, a considerable variation was observed on the seeres (differences ranging 

from 10-60 points) given to a certain paper with the halistic instrument by ten graders. 

Having such dissirnilar seeres on papers, it was inevitable to question which component or 

components caused this variation among the graders. Thus, the factor analysis of all the 

s co res assigned by 1 O graders w as done for the components of the holistic-analytic 

criterion. 

Literature perrnits maximum 10% difference among the scores assigned to a single 

component. In addition, if a standard deviatİ on testing procedure is implemented, the value 

of 1.00 is the maximum tolerable degree (Traub, 1994). For the holistic-analytic criterion, 

the values of standard deviation calculated for each component were significantly higher 

(task achievement 5.28, essay organization 6.065, accuracy 3.05) than the tolerated level 

(See Appendix 0). The proportion of difference for each component was alsa calculated 

higher (task achievement 40%, essay organization 47%, accuracy 46%) than the permitted 

amount (See Appendix 0). In addition to these calculations, the ANOV A test was 
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implemented on the so res of graders to see if there was a significant difference among their 

seeres for each component at the significance level of .05. 

The fındings of ANOVA revealed that there was a signifıcant difference among the 

seeres assigned to each component; in other words, a consistent seering could not be 

achieved among the components of the halistic instrument; therefore, great score 

differences were found at the end of that seering procedure. Given that the use of the 

halistic instrument may cause huge differences among the scores, a new way of grading 

was sought, and analytic grading was determined as an alternative way of evaluation. 

Literature reveals that analytic seering guides have superiority against halistic type even 

when inexperienced graders are the raters. Jacobs, Zinkgraf, Wormuth, Hartfıel and 

Hughey (1981 cited in Sasaki~Hirose, 1999) suggest the use of on analytic instrument for 

measuring the success of writing where inexperienced teachers are the graders. In their 

study, Jacobs et al. developed an analytic eriterian to test a number of compositions of an 

English L2 profıciency test battery with inexperienced teachers. The results were 

considerably successful and the new instrument was found to be fairly reliable. In addition, 

Ruetten's (1994) recent study on the success rate ofESL students as compared with native 

English speakers on a writing profıciency exam graded by both experienced and 

inexperienced teachers confirn1s the fact that despite being time savi.ng, holistically scored 

competency exams are difficult for ESL students to pass (p.94). 

Moreover, the use of a holistic~analytic eriterian is not suitab!e for the assessment 

needs of Anadolu University School of Foreign Languages English Preparatory Program, 

since such (holistic based) scales were empirically proved to involve rater believes much 

more than analytical scales (Sweedler-Brown, 1993). When it is remembered that most of 

the raters who grade the writing papers in this school are inexperienced and not trained for 

language testing, the scale which seems to have a great influence on raters and the control 

of their ratings requires more importance. Thus, the use of an analyiic scale may provide 

better control over raters' judgments, since it provides more explicit and detailed 

instructions. 
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In spite of a vast amount of support in the literature for the superiority of analyiic 

grading, Brown ( 1991) suggests fi.ırther study on an analytic rating scale, which is designed 

to produce separate scores for different language features. He claims that a better and more 

reliable vvay of grading could only be found by means of further empirical studies, as there 

is no "perfect" instrument to measure the success in productive skills. Also, a great number 

of researchers (Homburg, 1984; Hamp-Lyons, 1995; Connor-Linton, 1995; Sweedler

Brown, 1993; Ruetten, 1994; Turner-Upshur, 2002) agree with Brown and support the 

theory that it is impossible to cal! an instmment "the best" since all the instruments of 

measuring writing ability will be insufficient considering the fact that it is impossible to 

include all the possible answers in the criterion. Although, analytic scales seem to be more 

advantageous than holistic ones on account of their detailed content and superiority in 

considering the written work from different aspects, it is stili often asked whether they can 

be proven empirically to be reliable. 

1.2. Ai m and Scope of the Study 

This study aims to develop an alternative-grading criterion to the one that is 

currently being used at Anadolu University School of Foreign Languages English 

Preparatory Program. \Vith this aim in mind, both intra and inter-rater reliability values of 

the new eriteri on will be measured and if the results of the new eriteri on appear to reflect 

higher reliability values, this alternative criterion will be suggested for the use of Anadolu 

University School of Foreign Languages English Preparatory Program. 

Anadolu University School of Foreign Languages English Preparatory Program 

was established in 1998 in an attempt to provide foreign language education. This 

education is thought to be helpful for its students' further academic careers or future 

professions. The school has mo re than 1 700 students and 100 leeturers at present. A skill

hased program is being run and students take 4-hour-wTİting courses at 6 different levels 

ranging from beginner to advanced. A bottom-up process is implemented in the \VTİting 

syHabus which enables students develop from producing the elements of a simple 
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paragraph to complex essay structures. At the end of each year, students take fina! exams, 

which involve writing an essay, evaluated with Oruç's eriterian (See Appendix C) adapted 

from her previous halistic grading instrument (Oruç, 1999) (See Appendix D). 

The graders who accepted to participate in the study were volunteer instructors 

working at the same school. Since the task they were supposed to achieve was not an easy 

and simple one, the number of the available teachers was no more then 1 O. This number 

can be stated as a limitation, because better statistical analysis could have been made if 

there had been more graders to score the papers. The more the number of graders, the 

better a comparison for a measurement instrument could be made. 

What is more, at least 3 years of experience in grading writing papers was anather 

qualification seen as a condition, because it is commonly believed that a considerable 

amount of experience is crucial to measure the inter-rater reliability Ievels. This 

experience-limit (at least three years) narrowed the possibility of more graders, which led 

to the grader sample being limited to 1 O. Finally, all the graders were quite busy with their 

own duties at work; therefore, they might not have been able to focus on the papers at the 

required !eve! because of the lack of time. 

The students' papers used in this study were chosen from the June 2000 Final 

Writing Exam Papers. The number of these papers was 50 and included 14 very low 

graded papers, 20 average graded papers and 16 high graded papers. Their distribution as 

14, 20 and 16 may be considered a limitation, but having the biggest amount in the average 

group was on purpose, because it has been proved to be harder to have more reliable 

papers in an average group than the others. Moreover, it would have been more extensive 

if the total number of papers had been increased. Having the comparison results of two 

different test s applied on 100 papers would surely be better than applying them on 50 

papers. In addition, having the risk of graders being too famjliar with these papers and 

reading the same papers three times with each instrument may be seen as a limitation. 

However, if the cancem was to create the same grading atmesphere or environment, 

reading the same papers was crucial not only for the grader but al so for the researcher. 
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To conclude, not only research on grading EFL writing but also statistical findings 

indicate that holistic grading is unreliable; therefore, a more reliable way of grading 

students' writing papers will be sought. This leads on to the necessary step of developing 

an alternative grading instrument, and finally, the newly developed instrument will be 

tested in terms of reliability. If the results prove that there is a significant difference of 

reliability of the new instrument, in other words, if the new eriterian appears to be more 

reliable than the previous holistic-analytic criterion, it will be recommended for the 

evaluation of the writing papers of the students of Anadolu University School of Foreign 

Languages English Preparatory Program. 
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1.3. Variabtes 

The variables in this study are : 

Dependent Variable : Final scores ofthe writing papers. 

Independent Variable : The criteria used in the grading process. 

1.4. Research Questions: 

The study aims at answering the following Research Questions: 

1- What are the intra 1 inter- rater reliability values of the new analytic eriterian 

suggested for the writing assessment of Anadolu University School of Foreign 

Languages English Preparatory Program? 

2- Is there a significant difference in terms of reliability between the holistic-analytic 

eriterian (the one presently used at Anadolu University School of Foreign 

Languages English Preparatory Program) and new analytic criterion? 

a) Which criterion has the wider range between the maximum and minimum 

mean seeres among the ten raters' overall grades? 

b) \Vhich eriteri on has higher correlation coefficients after all gradings? 

c) What do the long-term reliability calculations indicate? Do es a significant 

difference appear when the long-term scores are compared with the previous 

on es? 
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1.5. Delinition of terms 

• Objective scoring: Seering procedures for test items which do not require markers 

to make subjective decisions. All aeceptable answers are clearly specified in a seering 

key, thus inter- rater reliability should be perfect. 

• Subjective scoring: Any seering procedure which involves the exercise of judgment 

by the scorer where all possible answers are not specified. 

o Halistic Scoring: A method of subjective seering often used in the assessment of 

speaking and writing skills where a single score is assigned to the final product. 

o Holistic-analytic scoring: A method of subjective seering used in the assessment of 

writing skills through adaptation of so me components on a halistic scale. 

e Analytic Scoring: A method of subjective seering often used in the assessment of 

speaking and writing skills where a separate score is awarded independently for each of 

a number of features such as organization, content, language ete. 

'& Criterion: A list of determined quality on which test performance is judged. 

o Descriptor: A single word, phrase or sentence used to identifY specifıc information 

in any kind ofinstruction or guidance. 

(Quoted from The Cambridge Dictionary of Language Testing, 1 999) 
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CHAPTERII 

REVIEW OF LITE RA TURE 

2.1. \Vriting in EFL 

A visibi e increase in the use of English as a foreign language (EFL) in the world 

has been quite noticeable for a long time. Many reasons could be mentioned here for this 

incredible spread of English; however, 'the need to communicate' is probably the most 

favorable and reasonable one among the others. Being the international language of the 

United Nations, the official language of command, aviation or unofficially the language of 

sport and science, English as a language presents an inevitable tool for communication for 

one-fourth of the world's population's day-to-day needs (Harris&McCann, 1994). 

Considering this vast amount of usage, teaching and leaming EFL is inevitably the center 

of focus of many institutes and schools. Thus, a great amount of research has been 

conducted in order to clarify needs while serting goals in EFL programs. 

When people leam a foreign language like English, they leam to communicate with 

other people: to talk to them, understand what they say, read what they have written and 

write to them. For language leamers, a crucial part of participating fully in a setting where 

a foreign language is the medium of communication is leaming hovv to communicate when 

the other person is not right there in front of them, listening to their word s and locking at 

their gestures and facial expressions. University students or academicians will often have 

to take language proficiency exams like TOEFL, fill out forms for some meetings or write 

abstracts in English. In other words, EFL leamers have to write in English for different 

reasons, and writing (which no language programs dare to ignore), appears to be one of the 

four important skills (reading, writing, speaking and listening) to be gained in the 

language- learning process. 
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At this point, there is the need to defıne the term "writing" and its importance in 

language learning, because many researchers consider 'writing' to be more than a simple 

system of graphic representation of speech. 

2.1.1. What Is Writing? 

Literature presents a vast array of definitions of the term 'writing'. H ed ge ( 1988, 

cited in Bilash, 1998) defınes writing as: 

''a coınplex set of more or less pennanent marks used to represent an utterance in such a 
way that it can be recovered more or less exactly \\itlıout the intervention of the utterer" 
(p: 163). 

This defınition stresses the very basic usage of writing as a graphic setting. In this 

sense, ab road er defınition was made by Port o (200 1 ). S he defınes writing as: 

"a well-planned system of visible or taetil e signs uscd to represent units of language in a 
systeınatic way, with the purpose of recording messages wlıiclı can be rctrievcd by 
eyeryone who knows the language in question and the rules by virtue of which i ts units 
are encoded in the writing system "(p:40). 

The term 'tactile signs' was used in the above definition, since all writing systems 

use visible signs with one exception: Braille, the system of raised dots used by visually 

impaired people. Of these two defınitions, the larter presents a broader sense than the 

former, yet both of them stili remain very basic sin ce they ignore the purpose of writing. 

Gannon (1985, cited in Heaton, 1988) argues that no one defınition of writing can 

cover all the writing systems that exist and have ever existed. lnstead, he states that a 

'complete writing' system should fulfıll all the following criteria: 

a. complete writing must have as its purpose communication; 

b. complete \Vriting must consist of artificial graphic marks on a durable or 

electronic surface: 
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c. complete writing must use marks that relate conventionally to articulate 

speech or elcctronic programıning in such a way that communication is 

achieved. 

Gannon' s defınition and requirements of writing seenı quite satisfactory at the fırst 

glaııce; however, the very İnıportant factor 'rcader' is forgottcn or ignored. To include this 

factor, aııother defınition il-om Pollitt & Murray ( 1996) can be mention ed here. They 

detinc writing as: 

"an iııstnııııcııt ror com·cyiııg idcas rroııı one ıııiııd to anotlıcr: tlıcrcrore. the writcr"sjob 
is to ınakc the rcadcr(s) understand the ıncaııiııg quickly and prcciscly "(p:75). 

Schallek ( 1 999) however, claims that writing ıs a kind of storage exclusive to 

humans and comes up with the defınition of writing which seems to be superior to the 

other defınitions, since it is clear, concise and all encoınpassing. According to him, writing 

is a form of conımunication, which is special for human beings. Humans developed this 

form of communication because writing presents many advantages than speaking. First, 

writing enables humans to store their thoughts, thus the forgetful nature of minds becomes 

less of a problem. Second, it allows humans to communicate to their descendants so as not 

to 'reinvent the wheel'. Third, writing gives humans another way to express themselves; 

for instance, to read a poeın is nol tlıe same as to hear it spoken aloud. 

All in all, in the light of all thesc defınitions, the basic and fina! defınition of 

writing can be stated: 

··writiııg isa set of idcas, fccliııgs. dircctioııs, iııstrııctions, dcscriptions and tlıoughts of 
huınans lcgiblcly ınarkcd on sonıc nıcdia that allows anothcr or onc's selfto revicw and 
interpret the ınarkings at a latcr time in ordcr to accomplish one or many tasks and to 
persuadc or in form the intcnded rcadcr'" (Schallck, 1999, p:2). 

Tlıııs, it is easily ııııdcrstoud ılıat wıitiııg is ohviuıısly a lool l'or coınımıııication anel 

one of its most important tlınctions today is to all o w one person to reach out to another and 

pcrsuade their thoughts. Y et, the fa ct tlıat pcople frcquently have to communicate with 
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each other in writing is not the only reason to include \Vriting as a part of foreign language 

teaching program, there are other reasons that make writing essential in language 

teaching/learning. 

2.1.2. The Importance ofWriting in Language Programs 

Like many researchers in ELT, proponents of writing across the curriculum are 

quick to clari:fY that writing to learn is not the same as learning to write but different sides 

of a single coin; the two support one anather (Sorenson, 1992; Nunan, 1998). Walker 

(1988, cited in Sorenson, 1992), defınes these two parts the 'virtuous circle', she asserts 

that when foreign language teachers incorporate writing in all areas of the curriculum, 

students benefıt in three \Vays: 

. they have a resource for better understanding content 

. they practice a technique which aids retention 

. they begin to use the language better 

In addition to these po int s, Raimes ( 1983) believes that writing helps the students 

learn a foreign language. S he lists her reasons as: ( 1) writing reinforces the grammatical 

structures, idioms, and vocabulary that they have been learning; (2) when the students 

write, they also have a chance to be adventurous with the language, to go beyand what they 

have just learned to say, to take risks; (3) when they wTİte, they necessarily become very 

involved with the new language; the effort to express ideas and the constant use of eye, 

hand, and brain is a unique way to reinforce learning. 

A fina! benefi.t of writing in language learning/teaching is that writing reinforces 

and enables the students to think, and this leads us to the conclusion that the close 

relationship between writing and thinking makes writing a valuable part of any language 

course (Raimes, 1983 p:3). Literature verifıes the theory that writing and thinking are 

related. Turrisi (2000) claims that 'the better, the more astutely and precisely you think, the 

better you may write; however, the more you wTİte to learn, the better you may think' 
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(p:2). She defınes \vriting as a kind of logical diagram of thoughts, a visible map of ideas 

and their organization. 

\Vriting, then, supplies a model of thinking, and models can be modifıed to better 

suit their purpose; therefore, writing can be a useful logical exercise to foster thinking in 

language learning. Recent theories suggest that thinking and reasoning promote 

involvement in the language learning process; thus, the more a student is involved the 

better practice he makes. This is a fıne example of the fact that writing has positive effects 

on language learning since it reinforces students' involvement, and encourages them to 

practice and produce. Although, the initial goal of an EFL writing program is to help 

students become better and more active language learners, there are also many other goals 

attached to such programs, as their students will need to write for many other reasons apart 

from practice. 

2.1.3. The Goals of an EFL \Vriting Program 

The goals of a writing program, like the goals of the other three language skills, 

may vary from institute to institute. Some institutes focus almost entirely on the language 

itself, some on communication, and others on both the forms and the message. In most 

EFL courses, language is taught sentence pattern by sentence pattem, with vocabulary 

being fıtted in according to the situations used to illustrate the sentence patterns being 

presented. Even in courses designed on modem lines, there is a tendeney for language to 

be presented as a number of separate items, related to situation or communicative act, and 

when \VTİting is used to reinforce the work which has been initially presented, it often 

reinforces either at the direct sentence level, or in relation to dialogues or situations which 

are not those usually expressed through writing. Hence, it is the responsibility of the 

writing program to train students to produce sequences of sentences which express the 

intended meaning most effectively. 

For a student in a writing program, the goal on a linguistic level is to leam to 

acquire the facility to manipulate grammatical forms accurately (Raimes, 1983); on the 
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communication !eve!, the goal is to ada pt the goals of the writer to the needs of the reader 

(Bachman-Palmer, 1996). In general, writers should cansicter the reader; the effect they 

want to achieve (informing, persuading ete.); the relationship they want to establish \Vİth 

the reader, and the use of grammar. Writing programs; therefore, should design such 

syllabuses that encompass all these qualities. 

The writing syHabus of Anadolu University School of Foreign Languages English 

Preparatory Program was prepared in order to provide a writing course to meet a number 

of needs. This school strives to achieve the fallawing objectives: 

o to increase the English language skills of its students to the level needed to be 

successfiıl in the advanced courses of the further Academic Programs, 

e to provide detailed instruction in each of the four language skill areas: reading, 

writing, listening 1 speaking and grammar, 

e to apply sound language teaching methods, 

!) to provide students with strategies that help them learn more effectively, and 

effıciently, 

e to provide students with supportive services that help them overcome their 

problems in language learning. 

In relation to the school' s general language teaching objectives, the aıms of it s 

writing program are : 

. to enable students to wTite formal and informal pieces in English, 

. to provide students with the ability to communicate in a foreign language via 

writing, 

. to mak e the students ready to write the ir application forms, CV' s, special not es 

ete., 

. to train them to write a complete essay from sentence to paragraph to the complete 

es say. 
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The micro-skills involved in this writing program should also be listed ın 

accordance with what they praise while evaluating. Thus, a competent \vTİter should: 

. make a text's main ideas distinct from its supporting ideasor information, 

. mak e a text coherent, so that ot h ers can fo ll o w the development of the ideas, 

. make the main sentence' s constituents, such as subject, verb, and object, clear to 

the reader, 

. use a style appropriate to the given task and audience, 

. use vocabulary correctly, 

. use orthography correctly, including spelling, punctuation and capitalization. 

The evaluation cycle for the above skills in writing works according to the language 

program's objectives, testing instruments and grading styles. More or less, the objectives 

of lane,ruage programs with respect to the goals to be attained in teaching writing do not 

differ extremely; however, the testing policies, kinds, phases, purposes and even the 

distribution of the scores of these tests may differ according to the objectives and intended 

goals of language programs. Thus, it is better to focus now on the term "testing" and its 

usage in foreign language evaluation, which will lead us to the process of testing and 

evaluation ofwriting. 

2.2. Language Testing 

Whether they realize or not, a great deal of language teachers' time, attention and 

effort is devoted to understanding or measuring the degree of their leamers' progress in 

language learning. From the time when the issue 'teaching and learning a foreign 

language' appeared, a need to measure the degree ofthese processes appeared as well. Not 

only in language skills, but also in every cognitive effort we make, we feel the necessity of 

testing (Brown, 1994). Brown (1996) states that "in most of our daily routines, whenever 

we complete a diffıcult task, try a new method, or even when we buy a new T -shirt, we 

feel the necessity of testing so as to approve our hypotheses and make judgments about 
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them." (p: 185). Thus, testing seems inevitable ın any circumstances where a kind of 

competency is the center of attention. 

Moreover, the necessity of testing is crucial in today's modern language classes 

where many new teaching techniques and materials are tried for the sak e of improving the 

quality of language teaching/learning processes. With regard to such innovations, since 

measuring the degree of success is the only way to understand how valid a theory is, 

testing again seems to be extremely important and unique. Therefore, each language 

teacher needs to know what testing is and ho\V it is classified. 

2.2.1. The Term 'Testing' and Testing Types 

In a broad sense, testing is simply defıned, as a method of measuring a person's 

ability or knowledgeina given area (BrO\vn, 1994). However, Heaton (1988) considers 

testing an issue which is much more complicated. According to him, a test has three 

distinct meanings that can be listed as: 

''a. a carefully prepared measuring instrument, \Yhich has been tried out on a sample 
of people like those who v.ill be assessed by it, \Vhich has been corrected and made 
as efficient and accurate as possible us:ing the statistical techniques appropriate to 
educational measurements. 
b. a short, quick teacher-devised activity carricd out in the classroom, and used by 

the teachcr as the basis of an on-going assessment. 
c. an iteın within alarger test, part of a test battery, or even sametimes what is often 

called a question in an examination" (pp: 5-1 0). 

Brown ( 1994) states two additicnal functions of testing. According to him, testing is 

fırst a method in which a set of techniques, procedures and test items constitute an 

instrument of some sort. Second, testing has the goal of quantifying knowledge in other 

words, competence. A test samples perfonnance but involves certain competence, too. 

S ome techniques of testing, w hi ch could be nam ed "infonnal", are rather b road and 

inexact, whereas ot h ers, w hi ch could be c all ed "fonnal", are quantified in mathematically 

precise terms (Brown, 1994 p: 253). 
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Informal testing is widely used by language teachers in their everyday individual 

judgments which are difficult to measure, while formal testing offers effective techniques 

of evaluation, quantifıcation and the ability of comparison within an individual or across 

individuals. Such formal tests are administered and scored under conditions uniform to all 

students, and they are u sed for a variety of purposes. Bachman (1991) group s the se 

purposes int o two b road categories; fırst, the results of language test s may be u sed to mak e 

inferences about test takers' language abilities or to make predictions about their capacity 

for using language to perform future tasksin contexts outside the test itself Next, decisions 

such as selection, placement or profıciency can be made about language leamers on the 

b asi s of what is inferred from their test scores. 

Al derson ( 1990, cited in Bachman, 1991) states that tests can provide valuable 

information about an individual's competence, knowledge, skills, or behavior. He claims 

that tests can be used to: 

.conduct needs assessments which detennine whether a special program ıs 

needed, and if so, what kind, 

. plan a specific content of a program, 

. select those students \vho nced a special program, 

. determine when a student may no longer need a special program, 

. determine whether students in the program are progressing as intended, 

. determine which parts of a program may need to be revised, 

. dcmonstrate program effectiveness (p:672). 

In or der to understand the role and u ses of language test s better, there is al so the need 

to mention the different types of tests, which are being used for various aims of 

measurement; namely, achievement, profıciency, afi:ective and placement or diagnostic. 

According to the needs of a language program, these four types of formal tests provide the 

test u ser with specifıc types of information. 

Of these four, achievement tests sample a student's current level of leaming across a 

range of general skill areas and estimate what a student knows and can do in a specifıc 

subject as a result of schooling (Brown, 1996). Placement or diagnostic tests identif'; 
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students' strengths and weaknesses in specifıc content areas and determine how best to 

help the student to overcome any particular limitations (Lien, 197 I). Affective test s 

n)easure student attitudes or interests such as hO\v a student thinks about types of people, 

specifıc situations, experiences or other areas. Finally, language proficiency tests, the type 

which gains the center of attention in this study, determine how well a student is 

functioning in regard to a specific spoken and/or written language, and they can ıneasure a 

wide range of language acquisition skills, ranging from those necessary for conducting 

basic interpersonal communications to those necessary for handling more difficult 

activities such as schoollearning (Bachman-Palmer, 1996). 

Except affective tests, the other three tests (achievement, placement/diagnostic and 

proficiency) are widely used for making program-level and classroom-level decisions. 

Brown (1996) classifies these types into two general categories as norm and eriterian 

referenced tests. The category of tests most useful for program level decisions consists of 

tests specifically designed to compare the performances of students to each other. These 

are called norm-referenced tests because interpretation of the scores from this category of 

tests is linked closely to the notion of the normal curve which is also known as the 'bell 

curve'. On the other hand, criterion-referenced tests are specifically designed to evaluate 

ho w mu ch of the material or set of skills ı:aught in a course is being learned by the students. 

Using criterion-referenced tests, the major goal of the institutes is to look at the 

performance of each learner comparing the curriculum at hand, rather than comparing the 

performances of learners to each other. As Brown (1996) suggests, these tests are often 

used to diagnose the strengths and weaknesses of students and they may also be used to 

assess achievement, in the sense of how much each student has learned. Thus, criterion

referenced tests are valuable tools for language testing since they are useful for deciding 

whether to promote a language learner to upper Ievels or classifY them as competent or not. 

The Iiterature presents one more classifıcation of language testing, based on the 

difference of the evaluation process of the test s measuring different language skills. Thus, 

tests are grouped as "objective" and "subjective" not only according to the skills they are 

designed to measure, but also according to the techniques, grading references and graders 

involved in the scoring procedure. Harris and McCann (1994) Iabel tests as 'objective' or 
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'subjective' because of the way they are marked. According to them, an objective test can 

be marked by any person capable of interpreting and applying a marking key which gives 

the correct answers that are totally accepted as valid. Moreover, such tests can be marked 

easily and rapidly since they have only one correct answer or at least a limited number of 

correct answers. The answers are usually given by a tick, a cross in a box, a circle round a 

number or letter, or through writing of a letter, a number or a word at most. Typically, 

these tests take the multiple choice format or blank-fılling to ease the measuring but no real 

linguistic judgments can be made by them, since there is no visible product of the language 

learner that is solely his/her perforrnance of communicative skills. In terms of language 

testing, objective tests are frequently criticized on the ground that they are simpler to 

answer than subjective tests ( Heaton, 1988 p: 26). For the sake of making the items clear, 

an objective test constructor generally feels the necessity to consider some points that may 

confuse the students, ignoring the need to prevent students from answering a question not 

by using their competence but by chance. Moreover, as Heaton (1988) also states, 

objective tests enable the students to guess, rather than give exact and accurate answers, 

sin ce they present a number of possible answers. 

Subjective testing, on the other hand, is not based on such simple counting, but 

depends on somebody' s opinion, a judgment, or a decision about candidate perforrnance 

(Heaton, 1988). The possible respanses that test-takers give may vary enormously 

depending on their language use, vocabulary or personal experiences. Therefore, the grader 

plays an important role in deciding whether the given respond should be penalized or 

rewarded. In this sense, in order to make accurate judgments in subjective testing, the one 

who is to make the judgment should be trained, qualifıed and experienced, since he/she is 

the only one to decide whether the given answer deserves a good grade or not. 

Having said all this, it must be clearly recognized, however, that the creation and 

setting of both kinds of tests is ultimately subjective, since the clıoice of items, their 

relative prominence in the test and so on depend on the knowledge, skill and judgment of 

the test-setter (Bachman- Palmer, 1996). Furthermore, evaluating a piece oflanguage like a 

free composition is entirely a subjective matter, a question of individual judgment, and 
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involves some analytic procedures like grading content or language use which involve 

complete subjectivity. 

lt should also be mentioned that there are no theories to be found in the literature 

which claim that objective tests are regarded as measures of the students' communicative 

abilities (Ruetten, 1994; Heaton, 1988; Brown, 1996; Kunnan, 1995). Receptive skills 

(reading and listening) should successfully be tested by objective methods where the 

possible respanses may be listed; productive skills (writing and speaking); however, are 

better measured using subjective methods, since they evaluate the actual performance and 

communicativeness. Nevertheless, that does not mean that subjective testing guarantees the 

accurate measurement of actual performance and communicative ability of a test taker; for 

this, a number of qualities are required. 

2.2.2. Qualities of Subjective Testing 

The experts of language testing (Brov.n, 1996; Heaton, 1988; Bachman, 1991) agree 

on a number of qualities w hi ch make a tes: "good". Brown (1996) list s these qualities as 

usability, validity, and reliability considering the immediate necessities that a test should 

be practical to use, should measure exactly what it is supposed to measure, and should give 

the same or exactly the san1e results every time it measures. Such qualities gain much 

importance when different language skills are involved in the testing process, thereby 

demanding distinct approaches to the testing of language leamers' competence and 

performance. It is generally accepted that for both groups of skills -productive and 

receptive-, ensuring usability, validity and reliability at the san1e time is something truly 

hard. Thus, language testing inevitably involves making some kind of compromises 

between what is ideal and what is practicable for a certain language skill. 

Since the aim of this study is to take the ability of writing in a foreign language as 

the primary concern, the qualities of subjective tests will be discussed in detail rather than 

the objective ones, because a considerable amount of researchers claim that the ability of 

writing is better tested by means of subjective tests, as the "human graders" are superior in 
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measuring communicative qualities to computers or "mechanic graders" (Ruetten, 1994; 

Sasaki-Hirose, 1999; Turrisi, 2000; Brown, 1996; Heaton, 1988). 

2.2.2.1. Usability in Testing 

For many EFL programs, a "good" test ought to be usable in terms of its cost, 

administration, time constraints, and ease of scoring. A writing test which is prohibitively 

expensive is impractical. Considering the limited budgets of language courses, tests should 

be designed so as to measure maximum items at the lowest cost. Thus, all the processes

design, implementation, and evaluation- in writing exams should be considered in terms of 

time (and therefore cost) involved in paying teachers to do the ratings. The ease of test 

administration is also important in making a test usable. The degree to which a test is easy 

to adıninister will depend on the amount of time it takes, the number of subtests involved, 

the amount of equipment and materials required, and finaily the amount of guidance that 

the students need during the test (Brown, 1996). 

A three-hour-writing test, including many tasks for the learners, with unclear 

instructions or vague terms \Vi.ll inevitably be diffıcult to administer. In addition, ease of 

test scoring is a crucial issue, since a test which was designed in a way that pro\~des easy 

scoring is cheaper and likely to present similar results. 

2.2.2.2. Validity in Testing 

Hamburg ( 1984) defines validity as "the degree to w hi ch a test actually tests w hat it 

is intended to test" (p:27). If a test claims to measure the ability to write in English, then it 

is valid if it does nothing else but test writing ability in English. If w hat a test is measuring 

is actually knowledge of grammar, then it is not a valid test for testing ability to 

communicate. This definition thus leads us to two very important aspects. The first is that 
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validity is a matter of degree rather than a unique quality. Tests cannot be classified as 

valid or not as there are degrees ofvalidity, and same tests are more valid than others. 

The other im portant aspect is that tests are valid or invalid in terms of their intended 

use (Doshisha, 2000). If a test is designed to test writing ability, but it alsa tests the 

student' s vocabulary, then it m ay not be valid for testing writing, but it may test writing 

and vocabulary at the same time. Therefore, validity of a test must be carefully examined 

to avoid testing something different from that which the test was intended to measure. 

Eventually, the validity degree of a test affects the value of not only the test itself but alsa 

the consistency of the language program as well. However, a high degree of validity can be 

provided not only by means of careful studies but alsa with same degree ofreliability. 

2.2.2.3. Reliability in Testing 

Nunn (2000) defınes reliability as "the actual level of agreement between the results 

of one test with it s elf or with an other test" (p:3 ). Brown ( 1994) c all s a test as reliable if it is 

consistent aiıd dependable according to the results it presents. To design consistent and 

dependable tests, language testers should fırst understand the potential sources of 

consistent and inconsistent test score variance. In objective tests, the source variance that 

affect the degree of reliability (like validity, reliability is reported with numbers between 

0.00 and 1.00; the higher the number, the more reliable the test) is known to appear from 

the selection of specifıc items and time oftesting. In such cases, methods !ike test-retest or 

split-half are used to measure the reliability. In the split-half method, test items are 

randamly assigned to two groups and the results are compared; in the test-retest technique, 

the same test is being given to the same group of students twice within a considerable 

an10unt of time (at least 15 days), and the results are measured in terms of reliability. 

However, both of these methods are especially effective for measuring the reliability of 

objective tests; for measuring the reliability of subjective tests, the main cancem of 

variance is the grader ruıd the grading criterion. To measure the reliability of subjective 

tests such as tests of written essays, inter-rater and intra-rater reliability values are 

important. The actual level of cansensus between two or more independent graders in their 
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judgments of language leamers' performance is called inter-rater, the extent to which a 

particolar grader is consistent in using a grading eriterian is called intra-rater reliability 

(Bachman and Palmer, 1996). 

In the process of measuring inter-rater reliability, the raters or graders should not 

communicate and exchange their ideas in terms of grades given to students' works. To 

ensure intra-rater reliability, the order of the papers/perforrnances should be changed on 

each occasion and the grader should not have access to the original set of scores so as to 

guarantee that fonner grades were totally forgotten (Cumming, 1997 cited in Clapham and 

Corson, 1997). Furthemıore, the sensitive measurement of those qualities is extremely 

important, since many researchers (Upshur-Turner, 1995; Pollitt-Murray, 1996; Brown, 

1996) state that subjective techniques in testing foreign language learners' performances 

generally present higher validity but lmver reliability values when compared with objective 

techniques, unless they are proved to be reliable in terrns of inter/intra-rater reliability 

degrees. This is a natural consequence of the complicated relationship between validity and 

reliability in language testing. 

It should be clariti.ed that a test can be reliable without having high validity values; 

however, if a test is valid, it must also be reliable. A test that gives different results at 

different times cannot be valid while it is possible for a test to be reliable \vithout being 

valid. That is, a test can give the same result time after time but not be measuring what it 

was intended to measure. At this point, it is better to give an example used by Brown, 

( 1996) co n ceming the conflict of reliability and validity in language testing: 

"if the TOEFL were administered to a group of foreign students as a test of tlıeir 
abilities in ınaths, the reliability would be high because the test \vould spread the 
students out rdther consistently along a continuum of scores. However, the TOEFL is 
clearly not valid for the purpose oftesting mathematical ability. This is not to say that 
anyon e ever claimed that TOEFL should be used to test matheınatics or that TOEFL is 
not Yalid for measuring profideney in EFL. The point is that, a test can be reliable 
without being valid" (p: 231). 

Heaton (1988) argues that the fundamental problem lies in the conflict of test 

designers' attitudes towards reliability and validity in subjective testing. He claims that the 

greater the reliability of a test, the Iess validity it usually has~ for instance, while 



communicative tests in productive skills are more popular and considered "to the point" 

since they provide validity ignoring the necessity of reliability in the long term, 

considering the need that an ideal test should be both reliable and valid. However, the 

problem waiting for the test designer is whether to attempt to increase the validity of a test 

known to be reliable or else to increase the reliability of a test known to be valid (Heaton, 

1988,p: 165). 

Furthermore, Purpura (1999) claims that if a test designer tries to ıncrease the 

validity of a reliable test, he/she will have to change the items that make the test reliable, 

but it seems impossible to modify a reliable test into a valid one. However, it is possible to 

increase the reliability of a valid test by means of a carefully struetured grading eriterian 

with clear and eoneise descriptions of various eharaeteristics of students' performance at 

eaeh level- without damaging the very features that make the test valid. 

The roles of the graders in this attempt are also impoı1ant, as they are the ones to 

apply these criteria. An inclusive grading eriterian enables the grader to identif'; precisely 

what he/she expeets for each band and then give the most appropriate grade to the 

students' written work. In addition, graders are guided and instrueted for both to be 

consistent in their scoring and changing their testing judgments into numbers with the help 

of grading criteria. At this point, it seems inevitable to focus on the tenn "grading", and on 

its importanee and proeesses in language testing, including the issues of instruments and 

graders. This \vİll enable us to divide the term "subjective testing" into more specifıc 

aspects. 

2.3. Grading in Language Testing 

For a great number of EFL teachers, one of the most unpleasant aspects of language 

education is the process of grading. This uneasiness seerus less annoying if the language 

test is planned to grade objeetively. However, many language progra!ns tend to measure 

the ability of writing, or productive skills in general, by means of subjective methods. The 
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results of these tests are reported as numbers or scores, letters and sametimes as words 

such as: "excellent", "good", "satisfactory", "poor", and "failure". The method, in which 

the grades are assigned on a 100- po int scale, with acceptable marks between 70-100 and 

failure below 70, is widely used in most EFL programs in Turkey. 

Such grades, as Lloyd-Jones (1989) notes, are "the records of a teacher' s evaluation 

ofwork by each language learner" (p: 155). There is no doubt that it would be better for the 

language teaeber if shelhe did not have to worry about such records and could concentrate 

solely on teaching. However, these records or grades, so to speak, open or close many 

doorways in a student' s life; thus, they are crucial, and should never be seen as simple 

numbers or records. 

Lien (1971) defınes grading as "a real judgment of the learner by its teacher" (p: 

200). Grading an essay, home\vork or a pairwork in the class are all the tasks of a teaeber 

that would lead to make a judgment about the value of the results. While doing these, the 

teacher may use either objective or subjective tests, but eventually both of them are stil! 

judgments of the teacher. Thorndike and Ha gen (1981, cited in Li en 1 971) s ta te that 

judgments are always relative and a judgment about a student's performance is closely 

related to the school system and/or language program. 

Nevertheless, it is a fact that there are variations in grading and reporting learners' 

progress evident among systems and teachers, which can easily lead one to question the 

value of grading. Unfortunately, just because of inconsistent grades, there are many 

instances in w hi ch a person' s future has been radically changed by a misgiven grade. 

However, because of the fact that grades are the only quantitative tools of student's 

progress, they are inevitable and necessary not only for language programs, but alsa for 

individuals as evidence of achievement, allowing for competency, in communicating via a 

foreign language. 
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Lloyd-Jones ( 1989) claims that grading language skills is an essential task s ince it 

represents an efiort to record quantitatively the quality of the product of Iearners so that 

administrators can make policies about educational programs. Tests are given and scores 

are assigned for different uses of language programs. Clapham and Corson ( 1997; p. 297) 

list these uses or functions as: 

. to give infannation on leamer's progress, 

. for promotion or graduation, 

. to motivate the leamer for school ·work, 

. to guide through lcaming, 

. to guide for educational and vocational planning, 

. to honor, 

. to collect data for curriculum studies. 

Nunan ( 1998) classifies the fiınctions of grades under four headings (1) 

administrative, (2) guidance, (3) information, and (4) matİvation functions. He proposes 

that these four functions are not separate and exclusive; they overlap. Grades can also be 

used in transferring students to other schools and, at the same time, may be used to provide 

the necessary information to school personnet Anather use of grades can be seen ın 

awarding scholarships to learners to help them overcome their financial problems. 

Consequently, each language program should decide on the basic functions or 

purposes it wants its grades to serve, and then the program itself should provide the ways 

and means by which these functions can be accomplished most adequately. For sure, any 

language school will prefer a certain type of grading system for each skill that is reliable 

and provides data for the staff better to assist the learner to advance to w ard intended goals. 

Considering all these necessities and the importance of grading, the focus shifts to the 

people who grade and the methods they use. How best to grade, or who grades best are 

crucial factors, since irrespective of all theories and suggested strategies, the fınal word is 

theirs. 
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2.3.2. Graders 

Grading students' written work has always been an important part of a writing 

program as it reveals the actual Ievel of students' perforumnce as well as the programs' 

success. Graders of writing thus have extremely important roles, as they are the ones to 

measure and decide for a number of grades which will have a radİcal effect on a learner's 

education. Having a second task as graders, teachers of writing should strive to be as 

consistent and fair as possible, overcoming the negative factors that would cause them 

differ. 

lt is certain that writing teachers are trained and educated in different ways and in 

different schools. Each writing teaeber has a distinct personality, different experiences, 

interests and skills. Their writing dasses are thus not the same, neither are their syllabuses. 

This verifıes the theory that their grading styles and the qualities that they praise would 

most probably differ while reading their students' papers (Boughey, 1997). For this reason, 

to form a basis where the graders of writing in a program should meet is of crucial 

importance. To reach an agreement between graders, two well-known issues demand the 

attention. The training phase and graders' expertise in teaching and testing are important 

aspects of the reliability of the grader. 

2.3.2.1. Training Graders 

Given that the grading process of a written work is a discipline which should have 

certain rules to be obeyed by the grader, it is advisable that teachers be trained according to 

a certain style or standards of grading. A glance at the literature shows that for more 

reliable results from writing tests, there should be consistency among graders, and a great 

part of this consistency could easily be accomplished by means of well-organized training 

sessions. Sak.yi (2000) concludes that grader training and the use of the right eriterian 

application should provide the writing staffwith higher consistency and reliability. 
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Moreover, Cumming (1997) reports the problem of human interpretation in 

composition grading, and refers to a test development project intended to overcome 

possible inconsistencies, using carefully refined criteria and by training and maintaining 

pools of graders. Weigle (1994, cited in Schoonen et. al., 1997) alsa focuses on the 

im portance of training graders of ESL compositions. However, sh e does not make it clear 

whether the graders who are trained have significant differences between them compared 

to the others. 

Finally, Jacobs et al. (1981, cited in Oruç, N. 1999) stresses the importance of 

training and claims that training sessions are vital since the more the number of graders 

increases, the more diverse their grading standards are likely to be. The fact that great 

diversity in the grading results decreases the level of reliability, sufficient amount of time 

and effort should be spent for training and much practice. This leads one to conclude that 

this process should come to an end only after certain agreements and consistencies are 

uniformed (p: 28). 

2.3.2.2. Expertise of Graders 

Considerable research in the past decade has addressed a comman set of concerns 

that affect the reliability and practicality of grading students' written performances. In this 

set, besides the importance of training the graders, expertise or the quality of "being an 

expert reader or grader" has been discussed by many researchers (Schoonen et al., 1997; 

Kunnan, 1995; Ruetten, 1994; Clapharn and Corson, 1997; Baclunan and Palmer, 1996). 

To improve the quality of grading writing, graders should have a vivid picture of what 

adequate wıiting looks !ike. A way to achieve this is having enough experience or being an 

expert rater, a point sametimes ignored, which is defıned as having all the skills or 

knowledge acquired by much practice, study and training. 

Schoonen et al. ( 1997) cl ai m that the grader of writing should at least have so me 

domain knowledge which can be interpreted as the knowledge of language use, text 

organization, appropriate adequacy in the mechanics of vvriting, and certainly 
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communicative adequacy in the particular foreign language. The misconception that 

anyon e who is a member of the lanbJUage teaching family is a potential grader to judge the 

quality of a written text, threatens the reliability of the assigned grades. ln order to prove 

this theory, a number of studies have been done on the role that grader's e:-.:pertise plays in 

grading essays, the findings of which suggest that this expertise affects the quality of the 

grading. McDaniel (1985, cited in Ruetten, 1994) reports that "the judgments of graders 

who were not trained and inexperienced in evaluating ESL writing were dominated by 

error when they graded ESL essays" (p: 87). 

Cumnıing (1990, cited in Schoonen et al., 1997) investigated the grading reliability 

of s ix expert readers ( with at least 4 years of experience) and seven no vi ce readers ( with no 

prior teaching experience) in ESL writing proficiency exarns. He fo und that the grades 

given for content and organization parts between experts and non-experts differed 

significantly from each other. There were also large differences between these two groups 

when the total grades were conıpletely counted. Kunnan (1995) concludes that expert 

readers who taught writing and graded writing for a couple of years seenı to be more 

reliable graders than the nevice graders since the experts are found to be more stable and 

show more agreement among each other. 

In addition to 'grader qualities', the literature presents the need for the 

standardization of the grading process, since there is no guarantee that raters will be 

consistent ( even if they are trained or/and experienced), unless they are provided with 

some tools to use as the basis. Standard grading criteria have thus been used for quite a 

long time in many different versions. The major goal in the use of such criteria is to avoid 

probable discrepancies of graders at a maximum level and to guide or give verbal 

definitions of the suggested qualities of students' performance. These criteria should keep 

a pool of graders on the same track and enable them have stable qualities or levels ·of 

performance by means of visible measuring tools. However, these criteria differ 

extensively in terms of grading techniques, length of grading time and, unfortunately, 

levels of reliability. Therefore, we now need to make further analysis of such criteria 

describing them in details, noting the advantages or disadvantages they offer in grading 

writing. 
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2.3.3. Grading Criteria 

In recent years, writing tests have increasingly raised the issue of 'grading criteria' 

in the evaluation process of productive skills. A grading eriterian should be defined as a 

practical means of testing the actual level of a student's communicative performance by 

using a number of descriptive bands for a particular skill, on a scale of competence ranging 

from exeellence to failure (Nunn, 2000). Alderson (1991, cited in Nunn, 2000) reports the 

major reasons of using grading standards or criteria in testing: 

"Firstly, rating scales (grading standards) provide an easily understandable report 
for candidates, administrators, course designers, and teachers on the level of 
performance of individuals or groups at the same time as providing descriptions 
of what candidates can do. They can report on typical or likely behaviors of 
candidates at any given level or on the proportions of candidates at each lcvel. 
Secondly, rating scales can guide the rating process standardizing the criteria for 
an individual rater or act as a common standard for different raters. Finally, they 
also help to guide the construction of tasks which allO\·V students to display the 
deseribed behaviors at their own level (p: 17 1). 

From the above reasons, it can be concluded that the main general advantage of 

developing and using grading criteria for productive skills is the exact harmony that can be 

achieved between the potentially conflicting and inconsistent perspectives and language 

views of graders, course teachers and administrators. 

2.3.3.1. Types of Grading Criteria 

Three comman types of criteria; analytic, halistic and primary trait are found in 

literature when the issue is the ways of grading students' written works by means ·of 

exams. Since the analytic method is probably the most popular and the main cancem of 

this study, additicnal detail will be given about it in this section. 
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Halistic scoring, despite many criticisms, is one of the popular ways of grading in 

which the graders respond to the whole essay by a quick reading and giving an overall 

score according to an established eriterian that is introduced by a group leader. As Kroll 

(1998, cited in Connor and Mbaye 2002) states, "holistic scoring assigns a single score to a 

piece of writing based on its quality" (p: 16). Halistic seering then, isa method of grading, 

which focuses on the whole rather than on parts. While using a halistic criterion, the 

graders periodically undergo reliability checks during the process in order to maintain the 

stated standard s. In this process, fırst, a group of readers are fonned, a eriteri on is created, 

a cansensus among the graders on how to use the criteria is achieved, and nonconformist 

readers are retrained or dismissed (Miller, 1997; cited in Oruç, 1999). Raimes (1983) 

classifıes halistic seering into two types as: focused halistic and analytic-holistic. Focused 

halistic seering centers on the product as a whole and produces only one fina! grade that is 

assigned to represent the student' s work as a whole. Holistic-analytic, on the other han d, 

has two or three bands including specific information for some certain qualities which are 

expected to be achieved by the language learner. Despite their slight differences in their 

designs, both type of halistic scorings follow the same procedures and principles in order 

to measure the written performance. 

iiliother type, primary trait scoring, involves the seering of a piece ofwork (usually 

writing) in relation to one principal trait or characteristic specific to a certain task 

(Pollitt&Murray, 1996). This kind of criteria is mainly based on the view that a piece of 

work must be judged in relation to its specific purpose and content. This method begins 

with a writing assignment or task that requires rhetorical specifications that direct the 

writing process. When grading such tasks, graders score the degree to which writers met 

the specifications. If a task requires writers to select a topic and explain why it is relevant 

to their personallives, graders would score the ability to select, explain and connect. 

The third and final type is 'analytic'. Though it has three different types (point-off, 

b and or rubric based, analytic-holistic ), the analytic method is commonly known as a 

method where a separate score is given for each of a number of features of a certain task, 

as opposed to one global score in the halistic method. The analytic method, which was 
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originated by Diederich, French, Cariton (1961, cited in Sasaki and Hirose) who factor 

analyzed 53 English LI readers' remarks about 300 college compositions, includes a 

number of major traits which graders tended to value while grading. Diederich et.al., 

devised the first analytic eriterian using a variety of traits gathered from the remarks of 

graders canceming their preferences. Their criterion, despite the criticism of i ts mechanical 

or unquantifiable content, pioneered the methodology of developing analytic criteria for 

grading compositions (Harmer, 1991 ). 

In the field of testing writing, the superiority of these different types of criteria has 

always been a matter of argument. Of these three, analytic and halistic criteria were mainly 

the center of discussion since they have considerable differences in theory and practice. 

For some researchers (Miller, 1997; Hughes, 1989; Oruç, 1999), halistic grading has many 

advantages that no other way of grading can offer. However, recent studies (Hamp-Lyons, 

1999; Cumming 1990, Upshur and Turner 1995; Schoonen et.al., 1997; Bacha, 2001) 

suggest that the analytic method presents a more reliable and consistent way of grading 

than the halistic method does. A better comparison can be made between these two grading 

methods by listing their advantages and disadvantages considering the stated problems 

present in the literature. 

2.3.3.2. Analytic Versus Holistic 1\tlethod in Grading 

In order to make a vivid comparison between analytic and halistic methods, it is 

better to list the major advantages that each method offers. Sasaki and Hirose (1999) 

present four reasons that make the analytic method more advantageous than the halistic 

style. According to them the analytic method is superior because: 

1. It is comparable with the criteria used for students' English L2 \Wİting ability 
in courses. 

2. It has proved to be more reliable than other types of scales. 
3. It reinforces the grader's focus on the task rather than on the ideas presented. 
4. It provides useful diagnostic information not found in other methods (p: 458). 

ı:· 
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On the other han d, Oruç ( 1999) presents the advantages of halistic grading as 

opposed to analytic grading under three sub-headings: 

1. Time; having less detailed and relatively shorter bands, halistic sconng offers the 

reader a quite short time to grade a writing paper. 

2. Emphasis is on communication; considering the student's work as a final product, 

halistic scoring focuses mainly on the given message and the way it was given. 

Communicative qualities, therefore, are regarded as of prim e importance. 

3. Rater agreement; since each paper, when graded holistically, is read by more than 2 

teachers, higher rater agreement and reliability is expected. 

Bacha (2001), however, claims that halistic scoring focuses on what the writer does 

well rather than on the writer' s specifıc areas of weakness, which is of mo re im portance for 

decisions canceming promotion. Thus, readers seem to have agreement on the student' s 

perfom1ance level, since what they favor is only the positive sides of the paper. Kunnan 

(1995) also stresses the problematic and unreliable nature of halistic grading since it 

involves 'human instruments' (more than that of ana!ytic grading) \Vhose behavior cannot 

be completely understood. He concludes that results of empirical studies collectively show 

that both discourse-level and sentence-level features in an essay influence halistic scores, 

and these effects change according to the grader's view and the cantext of the particular 

study. 

Another criticism against the halistic method arises because of the major cancem 

which makes the 'product' more important, and takes it as the ct>nter of evaluation in 

halistic grading. A recent trend in the process of evaluating writing is to focus on the 

"process" as mu ch as on the "product". Sweedler-Brown (1993) defines halistic grading as 

insufficient since it judges a product rather than a process. Unfortunately, there are two 

common trends in the attitude towards writing, both of which seem to support halistic 

techniques. From one point of view, writing is seen as an innate ability, that is one either 

can or cannot v-vrite in the mother tongue or in a foreign language. From the other po int of 

view, to be able to write generally means only to be able to use the language correctly with 
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surface features of writing in which the leamer is often said to be able to w-rite if his final 

"product" shows that he can apply grammar rules and spell the \vords accurately. In 

teaching EFL, it is common to see that students' fınal products may show some degree of 

correctness with regards to the surface features of writing but very often lack content 

quality, organization or appropriateness. Thus, while grading students' written works, 

halistic methods should be thought about twice since they favor the "product", ignoring the 

"process". 

Anather weak point of halistic grading is related to the relative inf1uence of 

rhetorical and sentence-level skills in the evaluation of wTiting. Song and Caruso (1996) 

report that sentence level error was the only significant inf1uence on halistic score and was 

the critica! factor in causing EFL students to fail. Moreover, Hamburg (1984) asserts that 

writing variables, which took error into account, were the best discriminators among essay 

scores. Finally, McGirt (1984; cited in Sweedler-Brown, 1993) presents an interesting 

study that the pass rate for ESL essays raised from 20 % to 60 % when sentence- level 

errors were corrected. He found that lexical correctness was the best predictor, whereas 

organization was the worst, supporting the theory that sentence-level error has a signifıcant 

influence on halistic grading. 

Analytic grading, however, allows minimal rhetorical and sentence level effects, 

since a separate grade is given to a number of different features in the student's paper. 

Grading different features also reduces the 'human' factor in grading. While the analytic 

method govems the scoring within each quality of writing, the halistic approach seems to 

be unsatisfactory since there is no separate grading when reading a paper. The grader thus 

consciously or unconsciously decides on a grade mainly just because of some certain 

features. 

Having detailed bands and descriptors, an analytic eriterian is easier to use as it 

gives clear-cut guidelines in measuring writing ability. In contrast, Harris and McCann 

(1994) report a disadvantage of halistic scoring canceming the problems with descriptors. 

Students' written performances can often cut across the descriptions ( e.g. one quality may 

belong to level A whereas the other belongs to Jevel B), and in these cases graders feel 
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confused and try to create their own solutions that damage the level of consistency among 

teachers. 

All the factors that were pointed out about halistic and analytic methods up to this 

seetion are of great importance in maintaining reliability among test scores. There is no 

doubt that in order to be fair and effective in language teaching, all institutes and writing 

programs try to adapt or develop reliable ways of evaluating their students' performance. 

However, there are a great number of researchers who daim that holistically scored 

competency exams are unreliable and risky in terms of validity (Brown, 1994, Hamp

Lyons, 1995; Sweedler-Brown, 1993; Heaton, 1988; Song and Caruso, 1996). In their 

study, Sweedler-Brown (1993) compared analytic and halistic scoring, considering the 

influence of sentence-level and rhetorical features. It was found from the results that the 

halistic method has Iower reliability values compared with the analytic grading when 

sentence-level errors were corrected. Elbow (1993, cited in Song and Caruso) also finds 

halistic grading unreliable and harmful for testing writing since it includes many other 

things but consistent features. 

A very recent study dealing with the effect ofwriters' and graders' personalities on 

halistic evaluation (Carrel 2002), reveals that the personality types of writers affect the 

scoring their essays receive, and the personality types of raters affect the grades they give 

to essays. Hence, unreliable results are inevitable in such cases where halistic seering 

standards are used, but in analytic grading, problems including writers or graders 

personalities are at a minimum level, because factors like personality are not focused or 

ignored through grading. 

Anather important quality that an analytic eriterian presents is the ease of giving 

feedback or diagnostic information to both the administrators and the students. Bachman 

( 1991) states that analytic grading m ay al so be used for diagnosis. The problems in the 

syllabus, disagreement among graders and points that need much attention can be clearly 

seen through analytic instruments. Students may also benefit from such a grading system 

as it provides a visible chart ofwhat qualities were awarded (Upshur-Turner, 1995). 
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Homburg ( 1984), on the other hand, report s holistic method s to be an adequately 

reliable and valid way of grading writing. In his study, he discusses the relationship 

between subjective evaluation and objective measures of ESL writing profıciency. The 

relationship between the statistical procedures in his study confırmed that with training and 

expertise, results of holistically graded papers could be consistent. Reid (1993, cited in 

Bacha) also supports the idea that holistic instruments are reliable and useful tools in 

testing writing with various practical qualities offering new dimensions. 

Hamp-Lyons (1995); however, criticizes holistic scoring and defınes it "a closed 

system offering no windows through which teachers can look in and no access points 

through which researchers can enter" (p: 760). In addition, he adds that the grades which 

are given with holistic criteria cannot be explained to other readers in the same grading 

group; diagnostic feed back is out of the question. Thus, for the researchers of writing, 

holistic techniques fail in acting as qualitative research tools while analytic methods offer 

diagnostic details. 

Consequently, Bacha (200 1) recommends analytic evaluation instruments on which 

one can base decisions concerning the extent to which the students are ready to begin more 

advanced language courses. Brown (1996) for his part claims that it is the graderand/or its 

grading style that decides whether a student fails or passes the course. Grading students' 

writing papers is a complicated issue and it is the responsibility of the administrator or the 

head of the writing committee to ensure that grading is organized in such a way that 

validity and reliability are the main concems to avoid possible discrepancies and fallacies 

which may lead to irreversible damage in a student's life. Thus, Brown (1996) 

recommends all language programs check or test their measuring instruments for difl:erent 

language skills periodically in order to assure language learners that their testing services 

really work. Moreover, the ever changing needs and developments of language teaching 

and testing methodology force the test designers to upgrade or re-develop their criteria 

considering the present problems of their program, teachers and students. 
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2.3.3.3. Problems Encountered in the Present Criterion 

From the day grading criteria started to be used, researeh was made to suggest 

alternative instruments that offered higher values of validity and reliability. ParaHel v.~th 

inereasingly eommunieative language teaching methods, writing tasks and seering 

proeedures need to be designed to keep up with the novelties in testing writing in a foreign 

language. Thus, writing teachers and other professionals using tests in instructional 

situations need applicable and handy grading standards to evaluate students' mastery of 

language use. 

Unfortunately, the need for better grading instruments does not automatically lead 

to effective and e:fficient grading tools. Upshur and Turner (1995) report that commonly 

employed rating scales present major problems of reliability and validity. They present the 

most frequently registered complaints under two sub-headings. 

Problems of reliability: 

1- Raters of the same students will not agree on the meaning of descriptors. Therefore 

they give different seeres to the same student performance. One teacher giving 

generally higher average seeres than anather can reflect this. 

2- Published grading criteria of language performance are oft:en too broad; only a portion 

of the eriterian is applicable for a particular situation. 

3- A eriterian which was developed for a particular setting may have unwanted ceiling or 

floor effects when used on other students. That is, the description of the highest-grade 

category may be too high or too low for the new setting. 

4- Because grading descriptors are not precise enough, a rater's standards may change 

during a single grading session. 

Problems of validity 

1- Grade descriptors oft:en do not canform to a teacher's own objectives. Typieally, 

descriptors list a number of features a performance must incorporate in ord er to receive 
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a gıven score. Teachers might not, however, have all those features as objectives in 

their teaching. 

2- Descriptors often include features that do not occur in actual student performances; 

these features may be too difficult or too easy for the students. 

3- Some descriptors reflect questionable assumptions about the order of importance; for 

example, one mechanical descriptor may be assigned a grade which is twice as high as 

an organizational quality (pp: 5-6). 

Considering a number of sample grading criteria presented in the literature for public 

use, the above problems are recognized to be shared mo re or less by each of the grading 

criteria. Oruç' s eriteri on (Appendix C) al so includes a number of problems, so me of w hi ch 

are common with the above ones. 

First of all, a grading standard should be designed in such a way that it should carry the 

distinctive qualities of one of those criteria types. It should be holistic, analytic or primary 

trait, but ultimately it should make the grader aware of its type and features. Next, as 

Brown (1996) states, a certain type of eriterian should not be adapted into anather type 

without careful empirical research in terms of validity and reliability. However Oruç' s 

study (1999), the halistic eriterian was tried to be adapted into an analytic scale vvithout 

any empirical research to justify it, though keeping the original form was very important. 

The third problem concerns the descriptors used in this criterion; because they were 

designed holistically, they give general senses that need further clarification. Halistic 

instruments are designed in such a way that their descriptors are intended to be kept as 

short and concise as possible in ord er to increase the speed of perception and grading, but 

this causes great problems when such criteria are adapted into analytic styles. 

In addi tion, the amount of the penalty assigned in Oruç' s grading standards for essays 

which have difterent topics or which accomplished totally different tasks, seems 

insufficient since it enables a student to pass who writes an essay which was prepared 

beforehand. Moreover, mechanics such as punctuation, capitalization and spelling are all 

ignored, despite the comman trend in literature (Sweedler-Brown, 1993; Jacobs et al., 

1981, cited in Bacha, 200 1; Hamburg, 1984) that recommends the scoring of these 
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qualities, and despite the efiört spent on teaching and e\·aluating them throughout the year. 

Finally, since it carries the flavor of halistic features, the total grade given by this eriterian 

is under the danger ofreflecting some of the features that its grader favors, in other words a 

particular amount of "human factor" is involved in the grading rather than the focus on the 

performance itself since there is no accurate way of controlling what was valued. For 

instance, a student can be penalized or awarded for writing an essay about a certain 

politician, football team or a singer who is hated or admired by the grader himlherself. 

Because a considerable amount of research favors the reliability and validity 

degrees of language test scores, and empirical measurement is of crucial importance, a 

number of reliability tests were implemented on the scores given with the holistic-analytic 

eriterian after two grading sessions by ten graders. Due to the fact that a great diversity 

emerged among the scores of the graders, and the factor analysis of the constituents stress 

no exact components as the ili (sin ce all of them were fo und to be problematic ), the need 

for developing a new eriterian emerged. This study initially aims to develop and measure 

the reliability values of an alternative-grading criterion, which was planned to be analytic. 

In the next step, not only inter-rater but also intra-rater reliability levels of the nevv 

eriteri on will be compared with the holistic-analytic one. Provided that the results of the 

analytic instrument have higher degrees of interi intra reliabilities, this new eriterian will 

be suggested as a reliable grading instrument for the future use of the writing department 

of Anadolu University School ofForeign Languages English Preparatory Program. 
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CHAPTERIII 

METHODOLOGY 

3.1. Introduction 

Grading students' written performances has always been difficult gıven that 

literature presents no certain way or grading standards that should be used for any kind of 

language testing. Alderson, Clapharn and Wall (1995, cited in Connor and Mbaye, 2002) 

daim that every language test has a theory of language behind it. Thus, it may be inferred 

that any test used in language programs is designed in a way that reflects ( directly or 

indirectly) the objectives and theories very particular to that program. The issue of 

designing and grading language tests is therefore not only related with its test cycle, but 

also reflects the overall goals of language teaching programs. Considering this fact, 

devetoping its own grading standards should be more useful for a language teaching 

program than using or adapting one from the literature which was originally designed for a 

specific group of teamers or for specific objectives which are usually different from the 

institute' s own goals. 

This study, therefore, aims to develop a grading eriterian for the use of Anadolu 

University School of Foreign Languages, in the writing exams of its English Preparatory 

Program. There will be two main phases in this process; first, the number of components, 

their content and ratio in the new eriterian will be clarified. Next, the reliability degrees of 

this new eriterian will be identified and compared in order to elucidate whether the use of 

an analytic grading eriterian will result in an increase in the inter/intra-rater reliability 

degrees of grading students' writing papers. In this chapter, all the steps of developing a 

new criterion, including the necessary materials, data eelleetion and the graders as the 

participants will be given in details. 
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3.2. Participants 

The participants of this study were chesen from the w-riting instructors of Anadolu 

University, School of Foreign Languages English Preparatory Program. All the participants 

had at least three years of experience in grading students' writing exam papers. Of the 19 

writing instructors of this language program, 1 O were fo und to be suitable in terms of 

experience in grading writing papers. All the instructors are non-native speakers of 

English. The ages of these instructors range from 27 to 35, and three of them were male 

while seven ofthem were female. All these instructors contributed to this study willingly. 

3.3. Materials 

The materials used in this study were sample papers, question sheets, two different 

grading criteria including halistic and analytic standards, and two questionnaires in order 

to form the new eriterian according to the graders' suggestions. 

3.3.1. Sample Papers 

To check the consistency among the graders of the fina! writing exam, 50 papers 

(See Appendix B) were used to form a standard of input for the participants. They were 

given files containing 50 sample papers that were chesen from the June 2000 fina! w-riting 

exams of Anadolu University School of Foreign Languages English Preparatory Program. 

These papers were chesen according to their original scores; three categories (low, 

average, high) were determined, and 15 papers whose marks were ranging from 25 to 50 

were included as the "lo w category". 20 papers who se seeres w ere ranging from 65 to 80 

were included as the "average" papers, and finally, 15 papers whose seeres were ranging 

from 90 to 100, were regarded as the "high category". 

To have 20 papers (which was more than the other two groups) as the "average" 

category was on purpose. Literature reveals that rater-reliability appears mostly in papers 

which are very close to the pass-line, or in the ones that have hardly passed the deadline 

(Upshur & Tumer, 1995; Bachman & Palmer, 1996). Thus, to see that difference better, 
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the number of average papers was increased. The original seeres were never declared to 

the participants and non e of the seeres given to these papers \V ere compared with the others 

during the times of grading. Keeping the original forms, each paper was typed, and no 

other changes were implemented on the papers. The order of the papers \Vas changed in 

each grading so as to avoid the negative effect of recognizing or remembeıing a certain 

paper. In each grading, the papers were given numbers and the graders named the papers 

by these numbers. The nam es of the writers of these papers w ere kept seeret 

The papers that were used in the training session for the new criterion were also 

chosen from the June 2000 final writing exams of Anadolu University School of Foreign 

Language English Preparatory Program (See Appendix G). These papers were also 

classified as "low, average, and high" and they were typed keeping the original forms 

constant. 

3.3.2 Question Sheets 

Before grading the sample papers, the participants were informed about the tasks 

that the students were supposed to achieve. !ncluding the questions of the exam, each 

instructor was given a paper about the instructions and topics that the students used in the 

writing exam (See Appendix A). The content of this paper was also explained in detail in 

the training session in order to avoid misunderstandings about the topics. 

3.3.3 Grading Criteria 

50 sample papers were graded 6 times using two different criteria in order to obtain 

the necessary data for this study. First, in the initial 2 gradings a holistic-analytic criterion 

was used; next, an analytic criterion was used in the next two gradings to see if there 

occurred an increase in the degree of reliability of the fina! scores of the papers. Later, all 

the papers were graded for the third time in order to have sufficient data to measure the 

rater reliability of these grading standards in the long run. Since the major focus of this 

study is to develop a new analytic criterion, the steps of developing the analytic criterion 

will be discussed in detail later, more than that ofholistic-analytic scale. 
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3.3.3. 1 Holistic-analytic Criterion 

The eriterian which was originally holistic, but adapted into a holistic-analytic 

fıgure for the needs of the language program, had been developed by Oruç (1999) (See 

Appendix C and D). There was no specifıc information on how the eriterian had been 

developed or what qualities were focused on most in the development process of the 

halistic criterion. This holistic-analytic eriterian was adapted as the grading standards of 

Anadolu University School of Foreign Languages English Preparatory Program, and since 

1999 all the fınal writing papers of the students of this school have been graded by means 

of this eriteri on. It has 3 separate parts, identifying the characteristics of papers from best 

to worst under the headings, 'task achievement', 'essay organization', and 'accuracy of 

written skills'. 

Next, if the validity of this criterion is questioned, it will be found out that as a 

common trend holistic-analytic instrument in grading writing is a rarely preferred means of 

scoring since literature recommends the use of one of the three techniques; holistic, 

analytic and primary-trait. A mixture of those or both of them is generally avoided since 

the nature of evaluation in each of these techniques is quite apart. In primary trait, a single 

item or purpose of writing is identifıed and evaluated; in holistic scoring, the fınal quality 

and the overall performance is assigned a total score. Finally, in analytic scoring, each 

component of writing that should be listed as a quality is graded distinctively. In other 

words, in holistic scoring, the forest as a whole is evaluated, whereas the trees, one by one, 

are considered cautiously in analytic scoring. Thus, the attempt to combine the above 

techniques in the measurement of writing is generally avoided by many experts (Brown, 

1996; Gannon, 1985; Bachman & Palmer, 1196). 

The eriterian developed by Oruç is identifıed as a holistic-analytic instrument since 

it has 3 separate components which is, in fact, a quality of analytic scoring; however, 

Oruç' s eriterian is originally a halistic instrument (See Appendix D). The adapted version; 

therefore, looks like analytic but measures as a halistic instrument since it was originally 

designed to evaluate the whole. In addition, because their grading points are quite different, 

an originally holistic or originally analytic scale would never be adapted into anather type. 



Moreover, the inter-rater reliability results of the scorıngs with the holistic-analytic 

eriterian were found significantly low (0.38), and the factor analysis test proved that all the 

components of this eriterian were problematic. For that reason, a thorough revisi on on the 

eriterian was found to be necessary since each component revealed a great diversity (task 

achievement 40%, essay organization 47%, accuracy 46%) among the scores of a group of 

graders. The experts regard such an inconsistency as not surprising since the issue of 

reliability can be conducted only when an exact validity is achieved (Heaton, 1998; Brown, 

1996; Purpura; 1999). Finally, not only the literature but also the statistical findings 

directed us to a result that Oruç's eriterian that is currently being used at Anadolu 

University School of Foreign Languages English Preparatory Program is not a valid and 

acceptably reliable instrument in grading students written works. Taking this result into 

account, the development of an alternative eriterian was inevitable. 

3.3.3.2 Analytic Criterion 

The other instrument that w as used to measure the students' writing papers was a 

nev.dy developed analytic criterion. It was designed with the aim of grading the separate 

qualities of students' writing abilities rather than giving a global score that is usually done 

by means of halistic scoring. Considering the comman procedures employed for 

developing an analytic eriterian mentioned in the literature, it was decided to proceed 

according to the fallawing five steps to form the final criterion. 

Step 1: The first thing to be made clear was to deterrnine the qualities that would be 

graded in students' papers. Despite various conflicting suggestions, Sasaki and Hirose 

( 1999) present twelve qualities w hi ch w ere acquired from their questionnaires responded 

by 102 language teachers in Japan. They suggest: org<~;nization, content, language, social 

awareness, vocabulary, appeal to the readers, spelling, punctuation and capitalization, 

neatness, hand writing, transitions and finally the title of the essay as the probable features 

of grading in EFL learners' written works. 

Step 2: These qualities were included in a questionnaire and given to the graders of 

writing papers (See Appendix F). The graders were asked not only to determine the ones 
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they favor, but also state their possible weightings for each quality. At the end of the 

questionnaire, a list of the favored items was added so as to summarize the process for the 

contributor. 

Step 3: To shape the first draft of the new criterion, the data collected from the graders by 

means of the questionnaire were closely scrutinized. First, the qualities on which the 

majority of the graders agreed were identified (the ones at least half of the raters agreed 

on), and then their probable score distributions were calculated by taking the mean score of 

the overall scores (See Table 3.1). Finally, a sample criterion was shaped in the light of 

these findings. 

Table 3.1: Graders' suggested score distributionsfor the analytic criterion 

Grader Grader Grader Gr ader Çrader Grader Grader Grader Gr ader Grader Final 
ı 2 3 ... 5 6 7 8 9 10 Criterion 

Organization ı 

20% 125% 25% 25% 20% 30% 25% 30% 25% 30% 25% 
Content 30% 25% 20% 20% 20% 20% 25% 30% 25% 25% 25% 

Language 10% 15% 20% 15% 20% 15% 10% 15% 15% 15% 15% 
Social --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- ---awareness 

Vocabulary 10% 10% 10% 15% 15% !10% 15% 10% 10% 10% 10% 

Appeal to --- 5% --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- ---reader 
Spelliııg 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 3% 5% 5% 

Punctuation 
and 10% 5% 5% 5% 5% --- 5% 3% 10% 5% 5% 

capitalization 
Neatness 5% 2% --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- ---

Handwriting --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- ---
Transitions 

10% 5% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 5% 8% 5% 10% 
Title 

5% 5% 5% 5% 10% 5% 4% 5% 5% --- ---
Penalty 

(different 20% 40% 40% 30% 25% 20% 25% 30% 30% 25% 30% 
topic) 
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Step 4: In the fourth step of developing the new criteıion; the draft, which had appeared 

just after the mean calculations of the suggested items in the questionnaire, was discussed 

with two other writing teachers who were not only the instructors of the same language 

school, but al so the coordinators of that writing program. The bands of each part and their 

wordings were made clear and the fırst draft of the eriterian was reshaped by adding the 

necessary details including the point-ranks. Purpura (1999) points out that the design of 

each band in a grading standard is as important as the decision of w hat to grade. Therefore, 

considering not only the program coordinators' but also the participants' suggestions, each 

band was designed in a way that was suitable both to the goals of the language program 

and students' language competence. For instance, in the language part ofthe new criterion, 

the highest point band was set in view ofthe fact that the students were non-native users of 

that language and should not therefore be harshly penalized for simple grammatical errors 

that do not interfere with meaning. 

Step5: In the last step of the development process, the latest draft of the eriterian was 

pilot-tested with another pair of writing teachers from the same school. An essay, which 

was also taken from the June 2000 fınal writing exams, was graded by these two teachers 

after a brief training on how to use the new eriteri on with the intended goals of the who le 

study. After grading the paper, it was seen that the grades of each teaeber were quite 

consistent. However, according to their suggestions which mainly dealt with practicality, a 

number of further modifications were also accomplished ( e.g. the number of bands in 

vocabulary and transition sections were reduced and all the nurnerical markers of each 

seetion were equalized) but, the fınal version of the eriterian stili had some problems 

which were also discussed and mostly solved in the training session through the data 

calleetion process. 

3.4. Data Collection Procedure 

The data of this study were collected in six phases which were carefully planned 

and implemented paraHel with a time-table, which the literature reveals as an important 

factor while measuring intra-rater reliability values (Brown, 1996). 
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Phase 1: At the very beginning of the data collection process, necessary 

pennissions were tak en from the Head of the Basic Languages Department, and writing co

coordinator, in order to use the final writing papers of the institute. Next, the graders who 

were determined beforehand were asked to contribute to the study and the ones who agreed 

to participate were informed about what they were supposed to do. 

Phase 2: 1 O graders who were list ed after the first phase were called to a meeting 

for the preparations of the first grading. In the meeting, they were given details about the 

scope of the study and an extensive workshop was done to practice for the first grading 

with the old holistic-analytic criterion. Being quite familiar to use this scale, such training 

was not really necessary for the raters, but to ensure the identical circumstances for both 

instruments, this training was conducted. Since all the teachers were accustomed to grading 

papers using this holistic-analytic criterion, only a few questions were asked and the 

overall meeting lasted for only one hour. At the end of the meeting, all the graders were 

given a file including 50 sample papers, a holistic-analytic criterion, a grading sheet 

(Appendix E), and finally the topics on which the students were supposed to write. They 

were told not to interact while grading the papers, and an amount of time (1 week) was 

given to them to grade and give the papers back. 

Phase 3: After collecting the initial grades and the files, the order of the students' 

papers was changed so as to militate against graders recalling the papers they had already 

marked. 4 weeks after the first grading, the files including the papers were distributed to 

the graders again to be graded with the holistic-analytic instrument, just as in the previous 

grading, in order to have the necessary data for quantifying the intra-rater reliability. The 

graders were again given 1 week to grade. 

Phase 4: After collecting the results of the second grading using the holistic

analytic instrument, necessary statistical reliability tests were implemented on the data 

collected. Calculations regarding inter/intra rater reliability degrees (Inter-rater: 0.38; intra

rater: 0.74) were done and significantly low degrees were found in tenns of inter-rater 

reliability. To see whether a single component caused the diversity among the scores, a 

number of factor analysis were implemented on the components of each single score. 
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Finding all the components erroneous (the diversity in seering for each component was 

found as: task achievement 40%, essay organization 47%, accuracy 46%), the necessity of 

developing a new eriteri on emerged. Since many researchers (Brmvn, ı 994; Sweedler

Brown, 1993; Bachman, 1991; Turner-Upshur, 2002) are of the same mind on the 

superiority of analytic grading in terms of reliability in testing the written works, it was 

decided to devetop the new eriterian analytically (See Appendix H). First, the previous 

studies on writing-criteria development were searched and among them the study of Sasaki 

and Hirose (1999) was taken as the starting point. In this study, a questionnaire was 

devised and 102 language teachers were asked about the possible descriptor group s of a 

grading standard. The teachers rated 3 5 different headings and among them about twelve 

classifying qualities were chesen (organization, content, language, social awareness, 

vocabulary, appeal to the reader, spelling, punctuation-capitalization, neatness, 

handwriting, transitions and title). 

These qualities were given to the graders of Anadolu University School of Foreign 

Languages English Preparatory Program to rate according to the importance, and the most 

popular 8 components, which have to account for the views of minimum 50% of the 

participants, were taken as the parts of the new analytic instrument. This development 

procedure lasted for 2 months, and after the final version of the new eriteri on was formed, 

all the graders were asked to attend a meeting again. In the meeting, the new eriterian and 

its significance were explained. To make the graders aware ofwhat would be measured, all 

the steps in the process of the eriterian development were told. Next, the eriterian was 

discussed, and then the graders were given 3 different sample papers (See Appendix G) to 

grade by means of the new criterion. Questions about the new eriterian and its wording 

style were discussed and the seeres graders had given were compared simply with the other 

graders' scores. The results were considerably consistent. At the end of this meeting, which 

lasted about two and half hours, each grader was again given a file including the 50 pa per s, 

the same essay topics, and the new analytic eriterian with its grading sheet (See Appendix 

H and I). Papers were to be graded within a week. 

Phase 5: In the last phase, after collecting the results of the first analytic grading, 

the same files (in different paper orders) were again given to the graders 4 weeks later, so 
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that not only the inter-rater reliability of the new eriterian eould be tested, but also the 

intra-rater reliability which is also related with the grader him/lıerself could be found. This 

time, a new questionnaire was also added to the fıle in order to take the graders' further 

suggestions about the eriterian to clarify its weak or strong points (See Appendix J). The 

questionnaire was designed as a Likert Scale so as to ease the evaluation of both the 

eriterian and the questionnaires for the graders. The results of the questionnaire were 

mostly positive except two points emphasized by two of the ten graders. One of them was 

related to the detailed structure of the analytic grading system. The grader objeeted to the 

complexity of the form of the criterion. According to him, the bands and their descriptors 

were too detailed and most of the descriptors were rather unnecessary. However, the nature 

of analytie grading involves a number of details. In analytie grading, the student' s written 

work is not eonsidered as a whole product, but regarded as a body that has eertain 

eonstituents to be graded separately. The details, therefore, should not be eonsidered as a 

weak side of the analytic grading. Secondly, a grader mentioned the difficulty of keeping 

the deseriptors in mind, whieh led to various refer-backs to the eriterian while grading. 

However, frequent refer-backs are, in a way, signs of effeetive instruction and self

discipline. Kunnan (1995) claims that "the more the grader uses the rating seale, the less 

the 'human factor' involves in language testing" (p: 48). Thus, various refer-baeks should 

not be considered as a weakness of analytic seering sinee such refer-baeks enable the 

grader to check the instruction, deseription or even himll1erself regularly throughout the 

grading. 

Phase 6: Finally, beeause neither of the mentioned eomplaints have valid 

justifications, they were not taken into account when re-shaping the grading criterion. 

Furthermore, the feedback taken from the rest of the graders was encouraging, since the 

graders' praise for the evaluative degree of the new eriterian undoubtedly outweighed the 

critieism made regarding its practieality. However, to be sure on the reliability of the 

assigned scores with each criterion, a third grading session was held after 6 months from 

the last grading. 

The same files, each having 50 papers in a different order than the previous grading 

sessions, were given to the graders. For the 3rd grading a switch design was implemented, 
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in other words 5 of the graders were assigned to grade with the holistic-analytic instrument 

while the other 5 were assigned to use the analytic instrument. Doing this, it was aimed to 

disable the chance factor for each instrument when they are used either fırst or next. The 

graders were again given 1 week to grade. After all the markings were done, the fıles were 

collected back and the order of the papers was again changed. After a month, the fıles were 

given to the graders switching the groups. This time the group who had graded with the 

holistic-analytic eriterian were given the analytic eriterian while the other group were 

assigned to grade with the holistic-analytic criterion. At the end of one-week-grading time, 

the fıles were collected and evaluated. The primary reason in conducting the third gradings 

was to check whether possible variations among the scores were due to the grading 

systems or the raters themselves. The answer of this question will be discussed thoroughly 

at the en d of the discussion chapter. 

3.5.Data Analysis 

After the papers had been graded 6 times, 3 different groups of scores were yielded 

usıng holistic-analytic and analytic criteria. To clarify their inter/intra-rater reliability 

degrees and to compare their effectiveness, a number of different techniques were used. In 

an attempt to fınd out the inter-rater consistency degrees of 1 O graders for each grading 

criteria, ANOVA (Analysis of Variance) was used. On the other hand, for clarifying the 

intra-rater reliability degrees t-test was used, rather than ANOV A. The t-test tells whether 

the variation between two groups is signifıcant so it is quite suitable for the comparison of 

both grades of a grader given with each criterion. To measure the inter-rater consistency or 

to test the signifıcance of the relation between groups of scores, "ANOVA was preferred 

because it perforrus comparisons for an arbitrary number offactors (Brown, 1996). In other 

words, ANOV A cannot be efficient to give the reliability itself, but can be used where 

there are more than two groups of scores to compare. Traub (1994) states that ANOVA 

works on a single dependent variable such as students' grades, and can be thought of in a 

practical sense as an extension of the t-test to an arbitrary number of factors (pp:73-75). 

Furthermore, Pearson' s Correlation Coefficient test was implemented on the sc o res in 

ord er to clarify the strength of the relationship between two group s of sc o res. T raub ( 1994) 

explains a correlation coefficient as a value or a number between -1 and 1 that reveals the 

, \o. ~ ,,., '; • " ' 
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degree to which t\vo different groups of variables are linearly related. Since such a degree 

of correlation may also show the degree of consistency in grading, it was added to the 

analysis of data within extensive comparisons. Finally, the variance of grades and 

relationship of the maximum and minimum grades given to the same paper using both 

criteria was assessed. This issue will also be examined in the following chapter. 
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CHAPTERIV 

RESULTS and DISCUSSION 

4.1. Introduction 

This study aimed to develop an altemative grading-criterion to the one that is 

currently being used at Anadolu University School of Foreign Languages English 

Preparatoıy Program. It further aims at finding out if the implementation of a new analytic 

scoring system would result in a considerable increase in the reliability degree. To achieve 

this, I O writing instructors graded 50 papers 6 times using two different grading standards. 

In. the first two gradings, a holistic-analytic grading criterion was used, and the papers were 

graded twice to have valid data for measuring the intra-rater reliability levels. The findings 

of these gradings revealed a rather low degree of rater consistency. In the next step, 

different factor analysis tests were implemented on the components of the holistic-analytic 

criterion, and the diversity among the scores assigned to separate components led to the 

necessity of designing a new measurement scale. In the next phase, the same pile of papers 

was graded by the same graders in the same amount of time, but using a new criterion. The 

analytic criterion was developed for the use of the English Preparatory Program' s writing 

exams, having in mind the findings in the literature and the suggestions of this school's 

writing program members. It was designed to measure analytically, since many researchers 

regard such instruments as more reliable than holistic or holistic-analytic instruments. With 

the new analytic criterion, the papers were again graded twice and the results were 

compared with the results of the gradings done with the current grading standards of the 

English Preparatory Program. Six months later, two final grading sessions were held with 

both criteria by the same raters to see whether the results gathered after the initial gradings 

were confirmed in the long term. The following seetion presents these comparisons and 

their discussion in view of the necessary statistical calculations. 
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4.1.1. Explanation of Testing Terms Used 

It is commonly accepted in all kinds of sciences that before doing an experiment or 

an empirical study, certain significance levels are determined and the results gathered from 

a study are evaluated on the basis ofthese significance levels. Brown (1 996) suggests ı o % 

or 5 % significance levels for social sciences, whereas these who are closely related with 

certain laws and formulas mostly prefer 1 % significance level. Thus, 5% significance 

level is maintained as the basis of all calculations in this study in an attempt to reveal that 

the results of the study are 95 % reliable. Throughout this chapter, 95 % significance level 

will be written as 0,05 and the value of "p" (p = significance level) in most tables is 

represented as "sig.". Likewise, the number of graders or the number of total papers is 

represented with the letter " n ". F- delivery is a value dep en ds on the degrees of freedom 

for both the numerator (among-groups) and denominator (within-groups). The possibility 

is connected with the degrees of freedoru in the numerator (the number of groups minus 

one, for a single-classification A.~OV A), df is the degree of freedom in the denominator 

(total n minus the number of groups, for a single-classification ANOVA) (Brown, 1996; 

pp: 99-101). Since three different gradings were done for each criterion, they will be 

classified as "Grading 1 ", "Grading 2" and "Grading 3". Finally, the holistic-analytic 

criterion, which is mainly the matter of discussion in terms of reliability, is represented as 

the ı st Instrument whereas the analytic eriteri on is represented as the 2nd Instrument. 

4.2 An overview of the lst instrument in terms of rater consistency after 2 
gradings 

S ince finding out the reliability levels of the ı st Instrument was the initial goal of 

this study, it was preferred to discuss it first in the analysis of data. To have a rough view 

of the amount of consistency achieved by the graders with the ı st Instrument, their m ean 

scores after 2 grading sessions vv· ere calculated. According to literature more than ı O % of 
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discrepancy among the raters is not tolerated provided that the same scoring standard is 

used (Bachman & Palmer, ı996). Table 4.2.1 reflects the mean scores and the amount of 

consistency among the graders after two gradings using the ı st Instrument. 

Table 4.2.1: The means of the graders' overall scores given 

with the 1 st Instrument 

Instrument 1 n M ean 

Grader ı 100 67.70 

Grader 2 100 68.24 

Grader 3 100 67.33 

Grader 4 100 70.22 

Grader 5 100 69.62 

Grader 6 100 76.02 

Grader 7 100 74.82 

Grader 8 100 68.76 

Grader 9 100 74.40 

Grader 
1 

10 100 80.35 

(n= the number ofpapers after two gradings, n=50x2) 

Taking the lowest and highest values into consideration, a noteworthy difference of 

mean scores, ranging from 67.33 to 80.35, was observed. The difference in mean scores is 

13.02 which is obviously an important discrepancy when the term "m ean scores" is 

underlined. The achievement level in testing writing skills is measured between O (the least 

successful)- ıoo (the most successful) in the mentioned language school, and the score 70 

is considered as the minimum level for the learners to achieve. However, the differerice 

ranging from 67.33 to 80.35 is a great diversity of scores; thus, a number of inconsistent 

results is supposed to affect the learners' achievement levels because of using the ı st 

Instrument. For a further analysis One-way ANOVA was used to clarify whether the score 

differences among 1 O raters are statistically significant. 
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Tab le 4.2.2: ANOV A of the ra ter scores with the 1 st lnstrument 

ANOVA (a) Grades 

Sumof M ean 
df F Sig. 

Squares Square 

Between Groups 17271,704 9 1919,078 5,450 ,000 

Within Groups 348577,780 990 352,099 

Total 365849,484 999 

As Table 4.2.2 shows, the difference among the graders' scores is statistically 

significant ( F= 5.450, df= 9, p = .001 ). As it suggests, all the raters acted differently and 

their assigned scores were dissimilar. Since the difference among the graders' mean scores 

is significant, we, then, looked at whether this significant difference results from the raters' 

first and second gradings. 

Table 4.2.3: The mean scores of the raters' first and second gradings 

with the 1 st Instrument 

INSTRUMENT 1 GRADER Grading N M ean 

ı Grades 
1 50 66,86 

2 50 68,54 

2 Grades 
ı 50 65,56 

2 50 70,92 

.., 
Grade s 

ı 50 67,28 
.) 

2 50 67,38 

4 Grades 
ı 50 66,86 

2 50 73,58 

5 Grades 
ı 50 74,14 

2 50 65,10 

6 Grades 
ı 50 78,88 

2 50 73,16 

7 Grades 
ı 50 74,50 

2 50 75,14• 

8 Grades 
ı 50 70,54 

2 50 66,98 

ı 50 75,96 
9 Grades 

2 50 72,84 

lO Grades 
ı 50 78,18 

2 50 82,52 
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In Table 4.2.3, all the graders' 1 st and 2nd gradings' mean scores of the 50 papers 

with the fırst instrument, are given. At fırst, the difference between the maximum and 

minimum mean scores after the fırst grading can be emphasized. 78.88 was the maximum 

mean score in the first grading whereas the minimum mean score was 65.6. The difference 

between the maximum and minimum mean score is 13.32. A 13.32 points difference 

between the minimum and maxımum mean scores may be accepted as a remarkable 

inconsistency if the term "mean score" is emphasized. In other words, it must be 

underlined that the score difference is impossible to tolerate in terms of inter-rater 

consistency sin ce 1 O% discrepancy is the maximum level tolerated. 

After the second grading, the graders' divergence between the maxımum and 

minimum mean scores with the 1 st Instrument grew higher. The maximum mean score was 

found as 82.52 whereas the minimum mean score remained nearly the same as the first 

grading, 65.10. A noteworthy difference of 17.42 points lessens the reliability of the ıst 

Instrument to a great extent sin ce ı O% discrepancy is the maximum level tolerated and the 

17.42 points score difference is above the perrnissible level. Moreover, the increase in the 

maximum mean score attracts attention considering the fact that the minimum mean scores 

remained nearly the same. Taking all these differences into account, it may be concluded 

that graders ten d to give varied scores with the ı st Instrument in each grading. Next, w e 

applied t-test to see whether there is a statistically signifi.cant difference between the 1 st and 

2nd gradings of each rater, because such a measurement would not only let us know 

whether there are signifi.cant differences between raters' own scorings but also help to 

identify possible statistically proved intra-rater inconsistencies. 

W ith this aim in min d, the differences in the mean scores between the ı st and 2nd 

gradings were calculated, and considering all the papers that eac rater graded twice t-test 

was applied to see if there is a statistically difference between each rating. Table 4.2.4 

presents the t-test results of the ı st and 2nd gradings of each rater. 



Table 4.2.4: T -test of the difference of mean seeres of each grader given with 

Instrument 1 after 2 gradings 

INSTRUMENT ı 

t-test for Equality of Means 

GRADER 
t df Sig. (2-tailed) Mean Diffcrence 

ı -0,483 98 0,63 -ı,68 

2 -1,375 98 0,172 -5,36 

3 -0,029 98 0,977 -O, ı 

.. -L841 98 0,069 -6,72 

5 2,172 98 0,032 9,04 

6 1,577 98 0,118 5,72 

7 -0,165 98 0,869 -0,64 

8 0,97 98 0,335 3,56 

9 0,695 98 0,489 3,12 

lO -1,508 98 0.135 -4,34 
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The differences between the m ean seeres of the ı st and 2nd grading ran ge from 

-6.72 to 9. 04 when all the raters are considered. This wide ran ge of differences in m ean 

seeres show that the raters ten d to give inconsistent grades. ı sı, 2nd, 4th' iıı and 1 otlı graders 

give lower seeres in the second grading while the other graders give higher seeres in the 

second grading. The t-test results reveal that there is a statistically significant difference 

between the ıst and 2nd gradings ofthe 5th rater ( t= 5.450, df= 9, p=.032, p < .05 ). 

To compare the scores of ten graders and find out their correlation levels with the 

ıst Instrument, Pearson' s r product-moment correlation was used. A correlation coefficie~t, 

as was mentioned before, measures the strength of a relationship between two variables 

(Brown, ı996). Thus, to measure the relationship of a group of scores, one needs anather 

group to compare. The first grading with the first instrument was taken as the basis, and the 

second grading' s results were compared with the form er one. 

· ... -•- ,.- -- ·/; .... '• 
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Table 4.2.5: Correlation ofthe grades given with the lst Instrument after two gradings. 

Correlatioııs 

lst 

Instrument 1 Grading 
2nd Grading 

Pearson Correlation 1,000 ,740(**) 
lst Grading 

N 500 500 

Pearson Correlation ,740(**) 1,000 
2nd Grading 

N 500 soo 

Table 4.2.5 presents the correlation or the level of consistency between the graders' 

two scorings and there is no statistically significant difference at the . 05 confidence level 

( r = 0.195, df= 498, p =. 740 ).That is, the first and the second gradings of all raters do not 

show much difference. Despite the general trend that assumes correlation results as a basic 

indicator of inter/intra-rater reliability, it must be kept in rnind that correlation alone would 

never be enough to measure the reliability of any instrument as it presents only the degree 

of relation between the two group s of scores given by graders. To conclude, the correlation 

results gave us the idea that Instrument 1 may present acceptable intra-rater results at the 

significance level of. 05 when implemented on sirnilar situations. 

When the reason for such inconsistencies among the graders and their own gradings 

is questioned, two important points are underlined, the rater and the instrument. For the 

issue whether the rater is the source of this inconsistency, literature presents a strong 

counter argument that a rater or the decision maker in a scoring environment should never 

be seen as the so ur ce of the problem. Brown ( 1996) states that because of the subjective 

nature of assessing writing, one should always be given the right for subjective scoring to a 

certain extent. When the tolerated level is exceeded then the validity and reliability of the 

method or means of grading should be questioned. Bachman & Palmer (1996) also stress 

the importance of the tool rather than the grader and suggest frequent controls on 
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measurement tools in language testing since what is always controllable and revisable is 

the instrument rather than its user. 

S ince the literature suggests the analysis of scores rather than the raters, the focus to 

find the source of problem, shifted to the components of the final scores. To see which 

component differed most in terms of score distributions among the graders would enable 

us to revise or rearrange the single component and try it again. However, the results of 

factor analysis tests revealed that more than a renovation, a complete restructuring or 

development of a new eriterian was necessary. 

Table 4.2.6: The differences between the maximum and minimum scores and their ratios 
for each component 

Instrument I Grading I Grading II 

Components M ean M ean 
difference Ratio difference Ratio 

Accuracy 11,10 56% 7,44 37% 

Essay Org. 20,46 51% 17,02 43% 

Task Ach. 17,40 44% 14,28 36% 

The above table includes the means of maximum-minimum score ranges and their 

percentages among the scores assigned to each component. In the first instrument, there 

were 3 components: accuracy (20 points), essay organization (40 points) and task 

achievement (40 points). Ofthese three, accuracy had a 56% inconsistency with an 11.10-

point range between the highest and lowest mean scores assigned by all graders after the 

fırst grading. In the second grading, the percentage of inconsistency decreased to 3 7 % and 

the score range was found 7.44, which is also lower than 11. 10. The literature presents no 

certain range of s co res between the highest and the lowest values; however, a 1 O % 
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inconsistency among all the graders is tolerated in the component analysis by many experts 

(Brown, 1996; Traub, 1994). Of the three components, "accuracy" was supposed to be the 

one on which all the graders would agree having quite similar focuses on grammar rules, 

spelling ete. However, even "accuracy", the component which attracted the attention most, 

was found problematic like the other two. Those components "essay organization" and 

"task achievement" were alsa estimated problematic since the inconsistency percentages of 

each component were mo re than the tolerable arnount ( 1 O % ). In addition, Traub ( 1 994) 

alsa suggests the idea of calculating the standard deviation for each component. He 

proposes that a component needs revision if its standard deviation was found more than 

1.00. 

Table 4.2.7: Standard Deviation values of the I st Instrument components 

Standard Deviation 

Components Grading I Gradingll 

Ins. I 
Accuracy 3,61 2,50 

Essay Org. 6,69 5,44 

Task Ach. 5,69 4,79 

It is clear from the above table that the standard deviation values of each 

component were quite above the tolerated level (1.00). Among the three components 

"essay organization" was calculated as the most problematic whereas the component 

"accuracy" was calculated as the least problematic one. At this point it must be eriıphasized 

that questioning why the standard deviation values of "essay organization" were much 

more than the values of "accuracy" would be a mistake since the allocated scores for both 

components were different, so the possible score ranges, for each component would differ 

as well. One step further, One-way ANOV A was also implemented on the scores given to 

each component (See Appendix M). As was mentioned before, among the given total 

scores, there was a significant difference among the raters' total scores when the 1 st 

Instrument was the medium ofgrading (Grading 1: F = 3680, df= 9, p= 001; Grading 2: F 
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= 3651, df = 9, p= 001). Moreover, there were signifıcant differences among the scores 

given to each component. What is more, the same findings were held again when the 

second grading with the ı st Instrument was analyzed. Therefore, it can be cl aimed that 

raters assign inconsistent scores to the components of the 1 st Instrument leading to a fınal 

discrepancy among the total scores after both gradings. 

Grading 1: 

•!• Task Ach. F = 2,366, df= 9, p=, Ol 

•!• Essay Org. F = 3,699, df= 9, p=, 001 

•!• Accuracy F = 1,779, df= 9, p=, Ol 

Grading 2: 

•!• Task Ach. F = 2,588, df= 9, p=, 006 

•!• Essay Org. F = 4, ıs s, df= 9, p=, ooı 

•!• Accuracy F = ı,988, df= 9, p=, 03 

To conclude, the inter-rater consistency with the ıst Instrument was found rather 

low, and a significant difference was found among the graders' scores using the ıst 

lnstrument. On the other hand, intra-rater consistency of the graders was at an acceptable 

I ev el (. 7 4). This is, in fa ct, not really crucial for the institute s ince gradings on a certain 

paper are done once by the same rater. Thus, the focus while doing the statistical 

calculations was on the inter-rater consistency rather then the intra-rater reliability levels. 

In an attempt to clarify the reason of inconsistency among the raters, a number of factor 

analysis were implemented on the scores and it was found that developing a new scale 

would be better sin ce all of the components were erroneous quite above the tolerable level. 

Therefore, it was inevitable to design a new instrument and test its reliability to see 

whether it would provide higher reliability levels than 1 st Instrument does. 
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4.3 An overview of the 2"d Instrurnent in terrus of rater-consistency after 2 

gradings 

The design of the 211d Instrurnent was fıgured in a way that all the raters in this study 

expressed their ideas and agreed on the fınal product. Literature agrees on the idea that 

raters behave consistently if they form a cansensus on a grading scale, and they measure 

successfully if they believe in the criteria. Thus, it is clear that in the development phase a 

cooperative study for every single cornponent of a grading scale rnay result in higher 

consistency levels. In order to test this issue and to see whether a better inter-rater 

reliability level is achieved when an analytic scale is used, the results gathered after 2 

scoring sessions were analyzed in the way that 1 st Instrurnent was analyzed. 

Table 4.3.1: The means ofthe graders' overall scores given with the 211dlnstrurnent 

;=--ili;cie~==--r---3~1"~·-ıoo_ .. _ ·-- -62.-6ü · ·---
.. .~ - -~-~i____ -----·?.;::;;:;;;.:;.~.;;,.;;;-·---·--··;;,.;- ....... _ ... _ ... __ ........... ,, 

' Grader 4 ii 100 :j 62.31 

:;::~~-~~:::::~~--:~~=Jı:!~~J[~~-~~~3-,=~~; 
;; Grader i 6 :l 100 il 65.60 : 
;~~~~~.;..;;,o:-..:.:;:.;;:;-..;;;.:;.,~;:;:; .. ~-;:;:;:;::;;-~:;::-~~~:::;::;:;:.-:-,..;-...;;::.~t~=-..:::-~~=,::;;;;~~=.:.; 
:~ Grader \ 7 :i 100 ij 64.23 ! 
·~''""'"·(;;~;ı-;;M·~,.~"·r"'~'8"',"'' ır=ıo'o'"'~t~·"""'64.65"'"'"'c:C" ' 

r::;:~~~~~~=:=: 
!,; :~ \ı,'.-- :i J-- •• -·· ·- =======··w··-·· ,,; 

(n= the number ofpapers after t\vo gradings n=50x2) 

As shownin Table 4.3.1, the Iowest rnean score is 60.27 and the highest mean score 

ıs 65.60. Thus, the mean scores range between 60 and 65 indicate that there is a 

consistency among the raters after both gradings with the 2nd Instrurnent. A 5.33 points 
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difference in the mean seeres underlines a considerable rater agreement on the papers, and 

the experts tolerate it s ince it do es not exceed 1 O % level of tolerance. Brown ( 1996) states 

that it would be more sensible to strive for a Im.ver rater-discrepancy in subjective scoring 

than to search for a "perfect" rater-discrepancy, since a completely reliable and consistent 

grading system has not been designed yet. Therefore, comparing the 5.33 points difference · 

of the 2nd Instrument with the 13.02 points-discrepancy of the 1 st Instrument, it may be 

claimed that the difference of mean seeres decreased considerably when the 2nd Instrument 

is chesen as the rating scale (See also Appendix K-L). 

For a more detailed analysis on the mean seeres given with the 2nd Instrument, the 

similarity among the raters' seeres was checked using ANOV A. 

Table 4.3.2 : Aı'l'OVA ofthe rater scores with the 2nd Instrument 

ANOVA (a) Grades 

INSTRUMENT 2 

M ean 
S um of Squarcs df F Sig. ı Square 

1 

Bctween Groups 2884,861 9 320,540 ,812 .605 

Within Groups 390954,530 990 394,904 

Total 393839,391 999 

(p>O.OS) 

As Table 4.3.2 shows, with the second instrument, there is no significant difference 

among the raters' mean scores (F= .812, df = 9, p = .605). In other words, if the mean 

scores of the graders are compared with each other, it can be stated that the raters tend to 

measure similarly with the second instrument. 
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Table 4.3.3: The mean seeres of the graders' two different grades by the 2nd Instrument. 

Instrument 2 

Gr ader Grading oı·der N M ean 

ı Grade s 
ı 50 61,16 

2 50 61,72 

2 Grades 
ı 50 60,64 

2 50 59,90 

3 Grades 
ı 50 62,34 

2 50 62,86 

4 Grades 
ı 50 62,72 

2 50 61,90 

5 Grade s 
ı 50 60,18 

2 50 60,68 

6 Grade s 
ı 50 66,14 

2 50 65,06 

7 Grade s 
ı 50 64,26 

2 50 64,20 

8 Grades 
ı 50 64,64 

i 
2 50 64,66 

9 Grades 
ı 50 62,74 

2 50 63,32 

ı o Grades 
ı 50 63,72 

2 50 64,22 

Table 4.3.3 shows the mean seeres of the 151 and 2nd gradings assigned by each 

grader with the 2nd Instrument. As it is seen, the maximum mean score was 66.14 whereas 

the minimum mean score was 60.18 after the first grading. A difference of 5. 96 is 

encouraging, and it may be considered as an acceptable range ifthe 10% tolerance interval 

of literature is recalled. What is more encouraging is that the 5. 96 score difference reduces 

to 5. 16 in the 2nd grading. This may be indicative of the fact that a certain level of progress 

was held in terms of rater .. consistency with the use of the 2nd Instrument. Thus, it can be 

claimed that inter-rater consistency between the graders of writing exams may be higher if 

the 2nd Instrument is used as the seering standard. 
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In the next step, intra-rater consistency Ievel of the 2nd Instrument was analyzed. T

test was applied to see whether there is a significant difference between the two gradings 

of each rater. 

Table 4.3.4: T -test of the difference of m ean scores of each grader given with 

Instrument ı after 2 gradings 

INSTRUMENT 2 

t-test for Equality of Means 

GRADER Sig. (2- M ean 
t df 

tailed) Difference 

ı -0,142 98 0,887 -0,56 

1 

2 0,187 98 0,852 0,74 
ı 

3 -0,128 98 0,898 -0,52 

ı 4 0,225 98 0,823 0,82 

5 -0,133 98 0,895 -0,5 

6 0,248 
1 

98 0,805 1,08 

7 0,016 
1 

98 0,988 0,06 

8 -0,006 98 0,996 -0,02 

9 -0,129 98 0,897 -0,58 
ı 
ı 

10 -0,12 98 0,905 
1 

-0,5 

( p>.05) 

The mean-score difference of each rater after two gradings with the 2m1 instrument 

revealed that they are quite consistent in their own gradings. Only one of them had a 

difference mo re than ı po int w hile the others were all below 1 -point difference. When the 

significance is considered, it can be said that there are no statistically significant 

differences between the graders' ıst and 2nd gradings with the 2nd Instrument. 

Pearson's r product-moment correlation was implemented on the scores of each 

rater to see the strength of the relation when the 2nd Instrument is the means of 



70 

measurement. The fırst gradings were again taken as the basis and the results of the 2nd 

gradings were compared with these. 

Table 4.3.5: Correlation oftlıe grades given vvith the 2nd instrument after two gradings. 

Correlations 

Instrument 2 Instrument 2 

lst Grading 2nd Grading 

Instrument 2 Pearson Correlation 1,000 ,975(**) 

lst Grading N 500 soo 

Instrument 2 Pearson Correlation ,975(**) 1,000 

2nd Grading N ı 

ı 
500 500 

(N = the number of total papers graded by ten graders 50xl0=500, 
correlation coefficients=two different groups are compared to clarify 
\Yhether there is a relationship between each other; thus. of the two groups. 
one ofthem is taken as the basis (>vith a value of LOOO) each time.) 

Tab le 4.3 .5 presents the result that there is no statistically signifıcant difference 

between the scores given with the second instrument ( r = 0.195, df= 498, p = .975 ). That 

means, once again, the raters give more or less similar grades in the fırst and second 

gradings. 

Asa last step, Factor analysis was implemented on the components of this criterion. 

The reason to do this was the need to be sure that the consistency achieved in totals also 

existing in the pieces, because the nature of analytic grading requires the consistency in the 

components to reach the total reliability. 
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Table 4.3.6 The differences between the maximum and minimum scores and their ratios 
for each component 

Instrument II Grading I Grading ll 

Components M ean ı Ratio M ean 
Rat i o difference differencc 

Organization 2,07 ı 8,28% 1,93 7,72% 
ı 

Content 1,91 ı 7,64% 1,6 6,38% 
1 

Language 0,91 
1 

6,37% 0,87 6,09% 

Vocabulary 0,69 
1 

6,9% 0,87 8,7% 

Transitions 
1 

7,6% 0,76 1 0,73 7,3% i 
1 
' 

Title 0,0 i 0% 0,0 0% i 
i 

Punctuation-Capitalization 1 0,42 i 8,4% 0,39 7,8% 
1 

1 

i 
Spelling 1 0,38 ı 7,6% 0,33 7.2% ı 

1 

' ! 

Table 4.3.6 gives the amount of differences among the raters and their ratio in the 

sum using the 2nd Instrument As was mentioned before, literatuı·e allows maximum 1 0% 

difference among the raters in a single component. Having this tolerance in mind, it can be 

said that no ne of the components of Instrument 2 is above the tolerated level. Among the 

components of the second instrument, the discrepancy among the raters occurred most 

while scoring the punctuation and organization in the first grading while it was the 

measurement of vocabulary on which the raters agreed less in the second grading. 

Moreover, the cakulation of the standard deviation of the scores assigned to each 

component of the analytic scale confirmed the idea that each component of the 2nd 

Instrument supplements the desired level ofreliability (See Table 4.3.7). 
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Table 4.3.7: Standard Deviation values of the components of the 2nd Instrument 

Standard Deviation ı 
Components Grading I Grading II 

Organization 0,86 0,735 

Content 0,719 0,61 

Language 0,807 0,776 

Ins. II Vocabulary 0,713 0,912 

Transitions 0,76 0,701 

Title 0,0 0,0 

Punctuation-Capitalization 0,88 0,821 

Spelling 0,702 0,897 

Remembering the fa ct that literature tolerates ma '<imum 1. 00 standard deviatİ on 

degree, the components of the 2nd Instrument are found to be below the maximum level. 

Thus, it may be claimed that all the components ofthe 2nd lnstrument meet the standards of 

statistics and related literature, which is at the same time indicative of the fact that the 2nd 

Instrument is found reliable not only with the total scores it provides but also with the 

components it includes. 

4.4 Long term grading results of both instruments 

The previous 2 sections discuss the results gathered by each instrument used one 

after another. Most of the findings revealed the superiority of the second instrument and 

supported the idea that Instrument 1 may not be a reliable tool for grading writing when 

ı 

1 

1 

ı 
1 

ı 
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used under similar conditions. lt was also highlighted that the inconsistency calculated for 

the 1 st Instrument was mainly caused by it s components, w hile 2nd Instrument' s 

components were found to enable the raters assign consistent scores. In attempt to prove 

that all those findings were not gathered by chance a final grading session was held with 

each eriterian once more. 

Table 4.4.1: Mean scores assigned with two instruments after three gradings 

Grading Order lnstrument N M ean 

ı 500 71,88 
ı 

2 500 62,85 

ı 500 71,62 
2 

2 500 62,85 

ı 500 71,48 
3 

2 500 63, ı ı 

Table 4.4.1 includes the mean scores of ten graders with each eriterian after 

different grading sessions. The similarity of the mean scores after each grading with the 

same rating scale may suggest the idea that raters' attitudes in sum remained the same. 

When all the scores w ere matche d as the on es given with the 1 st and the on es given with 

the 2nd, the similarity can be seen more viv:idly. No matter which instrument is used, it may 

be said that the group of raters di d not score differently after six months. This may give us 

the idea that in this six months period the raters remained the same and reflected their 

performance in just the same way as they did 6 months ago. For a better comparison, the 

mean scores ofthe ıst and 2nd gradings were compared with the means of3rd grading. 
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Table 4.4.2: Comparison of the mean scores of the 1 st and 2nd gradings with the scores of 
3rd grading 

Group Statistics 

lnstrument Grading N Mean Scores 

1st _ 2nd 

1 
1000 71,75 

3rd 500 71,48 

1 st_ 2nd 1000 62,85 
2 

3rd 500 63,11 

(n=lOOO represents 1 sı & 2nd ratings inciueling 50 papers gradcd 
by ten raters, n=500 represents the last rating including 50 
papers graded by ten raters 

It is seen that the graders did not score differently after such a long time. This 

fınding indicates that the source of the problem in gradings is not the human since the 

mean scores remained nearly the same after a long time. Had the raters been the source of 

the problem, huge diversities in the last scoring \VOuld have been expected after the 3rd 

grading. The t-test results show that there is no statistically signifıcant difference among 

the three scoring sessions (See Table 4.4.3). In other words the graders acted nearly the 

same w·ith their previous gradings since the three columns are almost identical. 

Table 4.4.3: T-test ofthe comparison ofthe scores of the ıst and 2nd gradings with the 
scores of3rd grading 

T -test for Equality of Means 

Instrument n t df Sig. (2-tailed) 

ı ı soo ,255 1498 ,799 * 

Il 1500 -,237 1498 ,813 ** 

( * represents the comparison of the scores of the ı>~ and 2nd gradings \Vith the scores 
of 3'd grading with the 1 st Instnıment, ** represents the comparison of the scores of the 
ı st and 2nd gradings \\'İth the scores of 3rd grading "ith the 2nd Instnıment) 
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As Tab le 4.4.3 shows, there are no signifıcant differences between the scores of the 

1 st and 2nd gradings \Vİth the scores of the 3rd grading (In s. I: t= .255, df= 1498, p= . 799; 

Ins.II: t= -237, df= 1498, p= .813). Thus, it is statistically proved that raters' scores in the 

long-term remained almost similar in each scoring with both criteria. For the detailed 

analysis of the scores of each grader, all the scores given with the 1 st instıument were 

compared in the following table. 

Table 4.4.4: Comparison ofthe mean scores often graders with the lst lnstrument 
after three gradings 

Grading order 
Instrument 1 ı ı 2 ı 3 

Grader Count M ean Count M ean Count M ean 
1 50 66,86 50 68,54 50 65,38 

2 50 65,56 50 70,92 50 69,06 

3 50 67,28 50 67,38 50 68,72 

4 50 66,86 50 73,58 50 71,42 

5 50 74)4 50 65,10 50 66,24 

6 50 78,88 50 73,16 50 72,72 

7 50 74,50 50 75,14 50 77,36 

8 50 70,54 50 66,98 50 70,02 

9 50 75,96 50 72,84 50 74,06 

10 50 78,18 50 82,52 50 79,82 

When the lowest and the highest mean scores are compared in each grading, it can 

be said that each time the amount of difference remained mo re than 1 O points, w hi ch is 

higher than the acceptable level. In the fırst grading, it is 13 .32, which is surprisingly lower 

than the 2nd (17.42), and the 3rd grading (14.44). However, it was claimed that the more a 

scoring guide is used, the better consistency is achieved among the raters. Considering the 

fact that the lowest mean scores were nearly the same after each grading, it may be 

concluded that graders are affected by the criterion in a way that they are more tolerable to 

score higher points if the possible score of a paper is well above the deadline-70. To see 

······:.":;ı 
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whether the differences among the raters with the 151 lnstnıment were significant, a one

way ANOV A was implemented. 

Table 4.4.5: ANOV A of the rater scores assigned in the ı sı, 2nct, and the 3rct gradings with 
the ı st Instrument 

ANOVA (Grades) 

Instrument ı S um of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 25586,096 9 2842,900 8,ı89 ,000 

Within Groups 517291,773 1490 347,176 

Total 542877,869 1499 
(p<0.05) 

It is clear from the table that there is a statistically significant difference among the 

mean scores of the raters in each grading (F= 8.189, df= 9, p= .001). In other words, it can 

be said that all the raters tend to score differently when the scoring standard is the 1 sı 

Instrument. On the other hand, when the mean seeres of each grader were controlled a 

much better intra-rater reliability is found with the 2nct Instmment. 

Table 4.4.6: Comparison of the mean scores of ten graders with the 2nd Instrument after 
three gradings 

Grading order 
Instrument 2 ı 1 2 3 

Grader Count M ean Count M ean Count M ean 

50 61,16 50 61,72 50 62,54 
ı 

50 60,64 50 59,90 50 62,06 
2 

50 62,34 50 62,86 50 63,54 
3 

50 62,72 50 
4 

61,90 50 63,16 

50 
5 

60,18 50 60,68 50 61,38 

50 
6 

66,14 50 65,06 50 64,42 

50 
7 

64,26 50 64,20 50 64,90 

50 64,64 50 64,66 50 62,92 
8 

50 
9 

62,74 50 63,32 50 62,04 

lO 50 63,72 50 64,22 50 64,12 



77 

The mean score differences after each grading with the 2nd Instrument show that a 

better inter-rater consistency was achieved with the 2"d Instrument. The score differences 

between the highest and the lowest m ean scores for each grading are: 5. 96 for the 1 sı 5.16 

for the 2nd and 3.52 points for the 3rd grading. 

Table 4.4.7: AN OVA of the rater scores assigned in the 1 sı, 2"d, and the 3rd gradings with 
the 2nd Instrument 

ANOVA (Grades) 

lnstrument 2 S um of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 3067,667 9 340,852 ,883 ,540 

Within Groups 575033,567 1490 385,929 

Total 578101,234 1499 
(p>.05) 

As Table 4.4. 7 reveals, there is no statistically significant difference among the 

mean scores of the raters after three gradings ( F= .883, df=9, p=.540). Thus, we can 

conclude that when the 2nd Instrument is used in assessing students writing performance 

not only in the short but also in the long run, it may give quite consistent results among the 

ra ters. As a last step, we tried to :find out whether the results of three gradings with the 2nd 

Instrument showed any correlation. 

Table 4.4.8: Correlation of three group s of scores assigned with the 1 st Instrument 

Corrclations 

Ins. I lst Grading Ins. I 2"'1 Grading Ins. I. 3'd Grading 

lns. I 1 sı Grading 
Pearson Correlation ı ,740(**) ,727(**). 

N 500 500 soo 

Ins. I 2nd Grading 
Pearson Correlation ,740(**) ı ,707(**) 

N 500 soo 500 

Ins. I 3rd Grading 
Pearson Correlation ,727(**) ,707(*") ı 

N 500 500 500 
" .... ---. . ·-····· --·-· ... . ·-- .. 
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It can be concluded from the table that certain intra-rater consistency at an 

acceptable level (. 7) is achieved when the 1 st Instrument was used ( r = 0.195, df= 498. p = 

. 727 ) . All the correlations reveal that the intra-rater reliability of the 1 sı Instrument can be 

stated as a value between . 7 and . 74, which is more than the suggested level. (. 7) by many 

experts (Brown, 1996; Tr au b 1994 ). On the other han d, the correlation results of the 2nJ 

Instrument present mu ch better results than the 1 st Instrument. 

Tab le 4.4.9: Correlation ofthree groups of scores assigned with the 2nd Instrument 

Corrclations 

Ins. II ı st Grading Ins. II ı nd Grading Ins. IL 3rd Grading 

Ins. II l.st Grading 
Pearson Correlation ı ,975{**) ,970(**) 

N 500 500 500 

lns. Il 2nd Grading 
Pearson Correlation ,975(**) ı ,975(**) 

N 500 500 500 

Ins. II. 3 rd Grading 
Pearson Correlation ,970(**) ,975(**) ı 

N 500 500 500 

The level of similarity between the scores gıven with the 2ııd Instrument was 

calculated in the above tab le. It is clear that there is a very strong correlation among the 1,\ 

2nd and 3rd gradings by the same raters with the 2nd instrument ( r = 0.195, df = 498, p = 

.970 ). Thus, it may be summarized that the intra-rater reliability ofthe 2nd Instmment may 

be significantly high also in the long term grading. When the expected level is remembered 

(.7) tbr the intended reliability, a value around .975 is really thriving evenin the long run. 

To conclude, the findings of the 3rd grading with each eriteri on proved the fact that 

the findings of the 1 st and 2nd gradings were not coincidental. During those three grading 

sessions, all the raters performed exactly the same since the thing which was most 

im portant in doing so was the application of the same instruments and methods rather than 

the amount of time passed between the 211
d and 3rd gradings. It would be possible to see 

different scores and calculate different reliability levels if the source of the consistency 

were the rater; however having a strong correlation among the scores with both 

instruments, it may be claimed that the results of the 3rd grading (long term grading) 
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confirmed the fact that the raters were not the source of variation sınce they were 

consistent with their own scoring each time. 

4.5 The most problematic papers after all gradings 

\Vhen a subjective scoring is the matter of concern, a high consistency level is 

generally not expected. The range of scores among the graders widens if the number of 

total graders increases. Thus, an amount of difference among the top and down grades was 

expected. What is more important to emphasize here is not whether there isa difference or 

not, the major cancem here is to see by which instrument the graders performed between 

the minimum intervals. 

Table 4.5.1 Maximum and minimum score differences assigned with two different 
instruments in three different gradings 

! 
Grading 

Value 
Instrument ! Instrument 

ord er I 1 II 
ı 1 

Min 10 8 
Grading I 

.rvıax 60 30 

:N lin 8 5 
Gradingll 

Max 60 25 

Min 14 5 
Grading III 

Max 50 15 

The above table shows how the lowest and the highest scores differ among ten 

raters with both instruments. As Table 4.5.1 shows, with the first instrument even after the 

3rd grading the maximum score differences among raters remained almost the same while 

the minimum difference among the scores increased. On the other hand, Instrument 2 
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reveals a visible positive change in the level of discrepancy especially after the 3rd grading. 

A maximum 15 points difference was promising since in subjective scorings to achieve 

such a consistency among ten raters may be considered an accomplishment. The second 

instrument was a new scale ,and that 15 points discrepancy may be reduced after a number 

of further training sessions. Hence, it may be claimed that when compared with the ı st 

instrument, 2nd instrument provides a greater consistency in the assessment of writing 

performan ce. 

Up to this section, the mean scores and their variances were compared considering 

all the papers of the writing test in the same category. Thus the question of whether the 

calculated levels of rater-reliability remained the same on the most problematic papers, 

which are quite distinctive in such studies, was stili unanswered. Moreover the reaction of 

the raters to those papers was another important factor that may affect the reliability of a 

certain instrument to a great extent. With this aim in mind, among the 50 papers used 

throughout this study the most problematic ones were tried to be identifıed. To do this, two 

groups of papers were identified. In the first group, the papers which were graded most 

inconsistently were classified. Papers 3,5 and 14 were the most problematic papers after 3 

gradings done with the 1 st Instrument while papers ı 5. 18 and 50 w ere identified as the 

most problematic ones with the second instrument. After finding those 6 papers, another 

concern provided by the literature was put into practice. Experts believe that the difficulty 

of having reliable results in the papers, which have average success levels or which are 

quite close to the pass-line (a little below or above), is much more than that of really 

successful or extremely unsuccessful papers. 

Thus, the second group of problematic papers was chosen among the papers which 

have average success levels. To do this, the papers which were graded between the scores 

65 and 75 (the average level of success in the mentioned school) with the first instrument 

were identified and the matching ones in all three gradings were found. ll papers 

including the 2nd, 4th, 8111
, 13111

, 16tl\ 17111
, 22nd, 25111

, 27th, 30111 and 31 51 papers were 

highlighted. Next, the same thing was applied on the papers graded with the 2nd Instrument 

,and papers 16,19,23,24,26,27,30 and 37 were found out. Of al these papers scored 

between 65 and 75 with each instrument, the matching ones were taken. Paper 16, 27 and 
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30 w·ere identified as the most difficult papers to grade for both instruments since they 

were all scored in the danger zone (65-75). Finally 9 papers in sum: 3,5,14,15,16,18,27,30 

and 50 were identified as the most problematic ones to grade with both instruments. In the 

next step, the score ranges between the assigned highest and lowest scores were calculated 

and compared (See Appendix N). 

Table 4.5.2: Most problematic papers for both instruments after 3 gradings 

Grading 
Pa per 

In st. 
order 

3 5 14 15 16 18 27 30 50 

ı 
60 40 30 35 36 24 26 27 20 

(85-25) (65-25) (55-25) (70-35) (91-55) (94-70) (86-60) (85-58) (100-80) 

1 2 
30 60 .. J.O 35 36 31 25 ıg 29 

(55-25) (85-25) (65-25) (70-35) (91-55) (91-60) (85-60) un-55) (100-71) 

1 

45 . .ıo 50 30 40 30 1 23 35 27 
3 (70-25) (65-25) (75-25) (65-35) (95-55) (95-65) (83-60) (85-50) (97-70) 

ı 

ll 15 12 30 17 25 
1 

12 
ı 13 18 ı 

(35-24) (39-24) (37-25) (67-37) (80-63) (76-51) (78-65) ı (82-6-ı.) (92-80) 
ı 1 

ll 2 
12 15 12 16 19 25 1 ll 15 15 

(31-19) (40-25) (35-23) (66-50) (78-59) (77-52) (i8-67) (80-65) (95-80) 
' 

3 
8 ll ı ı 14 8 15 10 10 ı 5 

(30-22) (39-28) (37-26) (62-48) (75-67) (73-58) (79-69) (78-68) (91-86) 
ı 

(Assigncd maximum score-minimum scorc to the paper) 

Table 4.5.2 shows the maximum and minimum scores assigned to most problematic 

papers with both instruments. A general cakulation of the score ranges may support the 

idea that Instnıment 2 may provide better results in the most problematic papers comparing 

with the ones the ı st Instrument provides. Furthermore, when the most striking 

discrepancies were underlined, it could be seen that most of the score ranges were more 

than 30 points with the ıst Instrument while only in ı paper (paper ı5) suchascore range 

was seen when the 2nd Instrument was used. In addition, some gradings \Vİth the 2nd 

Instrument were still under the tolerated level ( 1 O % discrepancy); however, with the ı sı 

ı 

ı 

ı 

1 

1 
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Instrument, none of the mentioned papers were graded within the suggested !eve! of 

consistency. A fınal analysis was done regarding the reactions of the raters against those 

problematic papers. To do this with those papers the lowest and highest raters were 

identified in each grading session considering both criteria (See Appendix N). There were 

9 problematic papers and those papers were graded 3 times with both criteria. Cumming 

( 1997) recommends the analysis of the reaction of graders calculating the total number of 

groups in which the raters acted differently. In problematic papers, the lowest and highest 

seeres were recommended to be taken. Thus, a total of ı 08 group s of seeres (9 papers x 3 

gradings x 2 criteria x 2 distinctive figures, the highest and the lowest scores) were held. 

On those 108 groups of scores, the frequency of each grader being the lowest or the highest 

rater was examined. The main purpose in doing so was to find out whether any of these 

raters grades significantly different from the others. The measure the literature suggests is 

1 O % und er normal conditions; however, T raub ( 1994) tolerates a 20 % ( twice mo re) if the 

most problematic conditions are studied. Cumming ( 1997), on the other han d, tolerates a 

30 % variation among the graders which would obviously be a more optimistic estimation 

in such calculations. 20 % variation therefore, \vas taken as the maximum limit for rater 

and the frequency of each grader was estimated. 

ı 

Table 4.5.3: The number of times each grader gave the lowest or the highest 
scores to the most problematic papers 

Grader Frequency 

Grader Lowest score Highest score Total Ratio 

1 ll 5 16 14.8% 

2 7 1 8 
1 

7.4% 

" 6 ı 7 6.48% .) 

4 6 5 11 10.1% 

5 11 1 12 11.11% 

6 2 14 16 14.8% 

7 o 9 9 8.33% 

8 
,., 

7 10 9.25% .) 

9 6 
,., 

9 8.33% .) 

10 i 2 8 10 
ı 

9.25°/ı, 
! 
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It is obv:ious from the above tab le that none of the raters differed mo re than 20 %, 

to an extent which can be tolerated according to the findings from the Iiterature. 

Considering the fact that some raters graded considerably different from the others may 

lead to the question whether such a difference causes great discrepancies on the total 

scores. First of all, the difference evident among the raters' overall performance is 

something expected since the issue was subjective scoring and also it is not over the 

maximum limit that literature permits. Secondly, it must be underlined that the estimated 

levels of rater variation are found on extra-ordinary samples and would not be regarded as 

the final figures of inter-rater reliability. Finally, the scores assigned by grader 1 and 6 in 

this group, could not be assumed invalid since the percentages reflect the amount of 

similarity of the assigned seeres not the level of true grading. Similarly, the scores by the 

3rd grader could not be considered as the best since the table represents just the frequency 

of most distinguished raters not the one who graded most appropriately. 

To conclude, from the results driven from table 4.5.2, grader 3 would never be 

called the most, grader 1 or 6 would never be called the least consistent graders since 

literature avoids identifying the raters reliable or not. The possible assumption from that 

table can be summarized as each of these graders carr:ies a certain arnount of var:iation in 

scor:ing and none of those acted significantly different from the other 9 graders regarding 

the limits literature suggests. 

4.6 Discussion 

For language testing studies, especially for these which need subjective grading, 

there are many factors that should be taken into consideration before discussing the issue 

of reliability. In subjective grading, there are a number of factors like the performance of 

the learner, the reactions and beliefs of the grader, or the content ofthe eriterian that affect 

the reliability of the evaluation of a certain test. However, from the researcher' s point of 

view, this study aimed to focus solely on the grading criterion, which should easily be 

adapted to the intended targets \\~ith extensive design and training, instead of resorting to 

the graders' scor:ing habits. 
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In this sense, analytic sconng seems more advantageous since it classifies the 

expected language masteıy into parts and does not allow the grader to measure the 

student' s performan ce as a whole. Thus, an analytic eriterian was design ed in ord er to keep 

the scorers away from their scoring habits, which seem to be a problem in the holistic

analytic eriterian since the goal, to test the final product by locking into pieces, is 

something extremely hard where subjective scorings take place 

To clarify the contradiction between the gradings done with both kinds of 

techniques, 50 papers were given to 1 O graders to score. The papers were graded three 

times using each grading technique and the results were tested in terms of inter 1 intra

reliability levels. Before discussing the results of the findings, there are a number of crucial 

po int s related with the issue of reliability. First of all, Brown ( 1996: pp: 192-194) d efi n es 

reliability as "the consistency of a measurement", and he proposes that reliability itself is 

not measured but it is estimated. Thus, there is no certain way of measuring reliability, 

except same statistical tests whose results may be used only to estimate the level of 

reliability. 

Moreover, it must be emphasized that reliability deseribes final grades, not the 

graders, subjects or the participants. Thus, a grading eriterian cannot be classified as totally 

reliable or not since the graders and the ones graded will always remain changeable. On the 

other hand, language-teaching programs need to make their progress clear as to whether 

they are on the right track by testing their learners' achievement by means oftests. To have 

sound tests, institutes need certain instruments proved to be reliable to a certain degree in 

measuring certain abilities in different times. Therefore, the reliability of a grading 

instrument is hoped to deseribe the consistency that the instrument ensures in measuring 

the same performance over time (intra-rater) or by different graders (inter-rater reliability). 

Since the initial cancem of this study was to determine the inter/intra-rater 

reliability degrees of the holistic-analytic eriterian and to check whether the use of the new 

analytic scale increases the inter/intra-rater consistency degrees of the criteria used for the 

evaluation of essays at Anadolu University School of Foreign Languages, the fallawing 
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seetion will include the detailed discussion related with the fındings driven from different 

tests to compare the inter and intra-rater reliability degrees. 

4.6.1. Inter-rater reliability of both instruments 

For a language school, which has hundreds of writing papers that must be graded 

consistently, the reliability among its raters, which is so called inter-rater reliability, is 

crucial. To achieve a high consistency among the raters, institutes unfortunately do not 

have many ways except those, which are still the subject of debate among many language

testing researchers. Three basic issues: grader, grading standards and training sessions 

attract the attention of researchers locking for a valid way of acquiring consistency. Of 

these three, 'graders' seem to be the most difficult ones to study, because when the "human 

factor" is involved in the grading process, no efficient and completely signifıcant 

measurement can be made. 

Next, the training sessions are recommended to be focused, as they are the only 

arenas where the graders challenge with their ideas and theories very special to them. If a 

careful observation is carried out during these sessions, one may have valuable ideas to 

identifY the problem in a grading process that affects the level of reliability. What comes 

later? Given that a researcher succeeded to fınd the answers of the questions related to 

reliability, the next problem would be about controlling the graders' seering processes to 

keep them away from the troublesome issues that were already determined in former 

grading sessions. Thus, the last item, grading standards or the grading criterion, seems like 

the only way that any researcher can hope to have systematic control over the grading 

process. 

Holistic-based criteria have a considerable disadvantage against analytic ones as 

they attract the attention mainly on the whole while ignoring the consistency through 

components. Since one can never understand what is praised or punished in a certain exam 

paper, the grader has the freedem of using his/her own language assessment techniques 

rather than the established standards, ignoring the fact that when the same paper is graded 
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by another one according to the common standards, shocking discrepancies are possible to 

emerge. In the light of these examples, when the inter-rater reliability is the matter of 

concem, analytic-based criteria look more advantageous than the holistic ones in theory; 

that is why practice, the other side of the coin, was questioned in this study through 

empirical research. 

To achieve the highest degree of consistency among the graders with different 

instruments, the sample papers were graded three times to check whether the relationships 

among the graders were by chance. Furthermore, on 6 different gradings, statistical 

measurements were implemented in order to have valid results that would support each 

other while testing the inter-rater reliability. For each criterion, firstly, the mean scores of 

graders after two gradings were calculated and ranges between the highest and lowest 

means were pointed out (See Table 4.2.1 and 4.3.1). Secondly, differences among the 

maximum and minimum scores given to papers after each grading with different 

instruments w ere checked and the high rat er -consistency was again observed in the results 

of gradings done with the second instrument (See Table 4.3.2). The next distinctive rater

reliability difference between the two instruments was statistically proved by ANOV A 

test s. 

The significance level fur this study was determined as .05 and when the 

significance levels in both ANOVA tests for each grading instrument are checked, the 

results again resemble the finding that the graders have significant scoring correlations 

using the second instrument, whereas the relationship in grading among the graders is not 

significant when they use the first one . 

In addition, the correlation coefficients of both instruments gave the most vivid 

picture of the superiority of Instrument 2 in terrus of rat er correlation. S ince the strength of 

a relationship between two groups is emphasized in correlation calculations, the question 

which grading criterion has better inter-rater reliability degrees is best answered by means 

of this test. The results revealed that both instruments have a significant degree of rater

correlation, in other words the grades, which all the graders assigned, have strong 

relationships with the others given to the same papers, but at different times. However, 
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once the correlation levels were compared, the clear difference between the instruments 

would be seen. Instrument 2 presents a very high correlation level, which is really 

encouraging and far mo re powerful than the first instrument. In fa ct, lnstrument 1 's 

correlation significance was also maintained and its significance degree was found as fa.irly 

successful, nevertheless, if the main cancem was to fınd the better means of grading, 

Instrument 2 was certainly superior to Instrument 1 considering the inter-rater reliability 

levels. 

Finally, the results of the 3rd (long term) grading confirmed the reliability levels 

calculated through the initial gradings. The fact that nearly the same scores were assigned 

to SO papers after 6 months was satistying since an important degree of consistency was 

achieved among the results of 3 separate grading. Thus, the long-term results proved the 

issue that the findings driven from the 1 st and 2"d gradings were not fo und by chance. 

4.6.2. Intra-rater reliability of both instruments 

As was mentioned before, reliability was defined as the consistency ın a 

measurement approving the fact that when the same measurement is done, the same or 

very similar results will be repeated (Brown, 1996). It is for sure that in subjective grading 

sessions, to guarantee the same results from a number of graders after a certa.in amount of 

time for the same papers is something really difficult. In language tests such as tests of 

writing, having similar or consistent results for the same students' performance after some 

time is quite crucial. Here, the term 'similar' mu st be emphasized strictly; in other word s, 

the degree of similarity between two scores is indeed very closely related to the level of 

intra-rater reliability. 

What will be the leamer' s reaction if a grader gives a 3 5 to a pa per and changes his 

own score into 75 after a certain time in his second grading? What is more, if a student was 

determined to fail or pass accidentally, just because of his teacher's misjudgments on the 

student's performance, who will have the responsibility is unknown. Thus, a rater's own 

reliability or consistency is also important. The way to achieve such consistency may be 
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the use of the right grading standard s, which have proved to supply rater-reliability among 

its bands. However, it must never be fonwtten that there is no totallv reliable eriterian in - -
the world. Eaeh eriterian in printed fom1 or on the internet has a eertain !eve! of rater

reliability, but how mueh toleranee the eriterian can bear for intra-rater discrepancies for a 

certain number of scorings stili remains unknown, which is eertainly an important factor to 

consider if the eriteri on is planned to be u sed in an extensive language program. 

Having an ai m of d etermining each instrument' s intra-rater reliability degrees, 

eertain tests were also implemented to clarify which grading standard provides better 

values of intra-rater consistency. In order to do it, first the t-test of each grader was 

calculated and the results were compared in different tables (See Tables 4.2.4,4.3.4). After 

the significance levels of each eriterian were found out, it was understood that Instrument 

2 revealed better results also in intra-rater consistency levels. Taking the significance 

levels as the basis for comparison, a considerable difference can be observed between the 

consistency values that each eriterian took. Even those values of significance may be used 

as the value of each rater's reliability, however, it is clear that the results of t-test would 

never be enough to a reliability study aimed to find precise answers on the issue of intra

rater reliability of 2 different instruments. Therefore, an alternative test was designed 

special to that institute' s grading system that would let the researcher have different scopes 

of reliability levels from a totally different canfidence interval. First, the terms of failure or 

success in that school were examined. It was reported that to pass the preparatory class, a 

student must have at least 70 points from the final exams and should have at least a mean 

of 70 points when the student' s other exams are involved in the evaluation process. In 

other words, a student who takes 69 as the mean score fails whereas a student who takes 70 

as the mean of all scores passes. When the criterion's main usage is remembered, its 

importance in student' s failure or success may be un derstood better. Both instruments were 

designed to grade students' writing papers, and writing grades have a weight of 30% in 

d etermining the student' s grade. Thus, a ceıiain amount of misgrading done with one of 

those criteria may cause the student's failure or success unexpectedly. 

Taking the value 70 as the basis, a student's overall mean grade should never be 

decreased or increased with +1 or -1 grade; otherwise he/she may fail or succeed by 
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mistake. In this sense, if a writing grader gives 7 points more/less to a student's writing 

paper than the grader may cause the student's mean change ı point up or down. The 

average was determined as 7 because a:fter the fınal papers grading the 50% of those scores 

are tak: en int o account. lt means half of those 7 points will be effective and it mak es 3. 5 

points. Next the weight of writing ability in student's success is 30% and makes 1.16 

points of those 7 points. Eventually since that 1.16-point difference may cause the student 

fail or pass, 7 points of difference in the fınal writing paper was regarded as crucial. In the 

next step, the graders' all gradings by two different instruments were examined and 7 

points difference was searched between the grades given for the same paper. If the 

difference between the grades was 7 or less than 7, the relation was coded as "1 ". If the 

difference between two gradesfor the same paper was more than 7 it was codedas "O" (for 

the table, see Appendix 0). Later the number of the values 1 and O were calculated among 

the grades given by each instrument, and the mean seeres were taken as the new intra-rater 

reliability measurements for both instruments (See Table 4.6.1). 

Table 4.6.1: Primary level ofreliability (reliability 7) comparing the two instruments 

Grader / INSTRUMENT 1 INSTRUMENT 2 

ı 1 i 0,74 1.00 
1 

2 1 0,42 0,96 
1 

3 ı 0,36 0,96 

4 
ı 

0,36 0,88 

5 0,26 0,90 

6 0,28 0,84 

7 0,34 0,98 

8 0,34 0,96 

9 0,40 0,86 

10 0,26 0,86 

Final (mean) 0,376 0,92 

After a number of statistical computations, the results of the reliability test were 

found to be striking. According to this additionally designed reliability test, Instrument 2 

was nearly 3 times more reliable than Instrument 1. In addition, when the consistency 
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levels among the graders were examined carefully, a very important Ievel of consistency 

was clear. Moreover, the differences among the graders in terms of consistency level were 

exceptionally indefinite with Instrument 2 whereas the difference \Vas quite striking with 

Instrument 1. These were the findings on the basis of 7 points difference interval. Later, it 

was questioned whether the same table would be formed if the reliability levels were 

changed. In consequence, different reliability I eve! s 0-3 and ı O w ere applied to the grades 

of each grader' s first and second gradings and a number of interesting results were 

gathered after those calculations (See Table 4.6.2). 

Table 4.6.2: Estimated reliability degrees ofboth instruments 

Group Statistics Instrument n M ean 

1 
ı 10 ,0960 

RELIABILITY O 
1 2 10 ,0800 
1 

ı lO ,1880 
RELIABILITY 3 i 

1 

2 
1 

lO ,5520 

i 1 10 ,3760 i 

RELIABILITY 7 i 
! 
1 

2 10 ,9200 

1 10 ,6020 
RELIABILITY I O 

ı 

2 10 ,9820 ı 

1 

(N = the number of graders; mean = the value of various tolerance 
interva1s between the graders' two gradings with different instruments.) 

When the reliability level was increased from 7 to 1 O, the reliability degrees of both 

instruments increased relatively, the second instrument stili being better. When the degree 

was decreased from 7 to 3, a paraHel effect that had been seen at the level of 1 O was seen, 

and the reliability degrees decreased, too. However, Instrument 2 was again better than 

Instrument ı regarding the new intra-rater reliability level. Eventually, the most surprising 
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results were taken when the reliability was !owered to the level of O. In other words, the 

papers, which were given the same grades after both gradings by the same grader, were 

examined and Instrument 1 was found more reliable than Instrument 2. The reason of this 

interesting superiority can be explained as the graders' habit of grading papers \Vİth the 

holistic-analytic instrument in less detailed scores. For instance, a grader who is grading a 

paper with a holistic-analytic criterion would prefer to give a grade like 75, more than 74 

or 76, and a similar situation would be repeated again in the next grading with the same 

instrument; thus, having more reliable results at the level of O must not be seen as an 

advantage of the fırst instrument since the small difference of reliability at the O level was 

found not signifıcant by the t-test. (See Table 4.6.3). 

Table 4.6.3: T-Test for Equality ofmeans as the signifıcance ofreliability degrees ofboth 

instruments 

1 t-test for Equality of Means 
i 
ı 1 

Sig. (2- M ean 
Reliability Levels 1 df t 

tailed) Difference 
1 

Reliability O ,331 18 ,744 ,0160 

Reliability 3 -5,564 18 ,000 -,3640 

ı 
Reliability 7 -11,408 18 ,000 -,5440 

Reliability 10 -7,551 18 ,000 -,3800 

When the overall signifıcance levels are compared, it is seen that there is no 

significant difference between the reliability levels of Instrument 1 and 2 at the level of O 

~=. 331, df-= 18, p= .744). This means that except the O level, the differences are all 

signi:ficant between the instruments regarding the reliability method of 7 points difference 

interval, and it can be claimed that there appeared signifıcant differences between the 
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instruments when the amount of score difference between t\VO gradings \vas increased. 

Moreover, the greatest difference among the various reliabilitv levels was taken at the !eve! 

of 7, w hi ch was already determined as the crucial level of confidence. In addition to the 

significance levels, the t value also resembles how great the variations among the grades 

given with different instruments were, especially at the level of 7 points interval. One step 

further, the 7 points confidence interval was applied on the long term results comparing 

them with the ı st and 2"d gradings done with each instrument. The primary level of 

reliability for the ıst Instrument was found 0.4ı when the 3rd grading's results are 

compared with the ı ~1 grading, and it was 0.408 when they were compared with the 2nd 

grading. The second instrument, on the other hand, provided better reliability degrees when 

the long-term scorings involved. The primary level of reliability w as found . 941 when the 

3rd gradings were compared with the first gradings, and it was .929 when they were 

compared with the grades of the 2nd grading. 

Finally, all the calculations done by different methods led us to the conclusion that 

in grading student's writing performance, Instrument 2 may provide higher inter/intra-rater 

reliability values compared with lnstrument 1 when a similar grading process like the one 

in the study is followed. Although both instruments present acceptable intra-rater reliability 

values at a confidence level of .05, it has been found out that Instrument 2 can give much 

higher intra-rater reliability values. At this point, an important priority for the Foreign 

Lanbıuages School of Anadolu University in terrus of reliability types should be mentioned. 

The writing papers in this school are not graded more than once by the same grader; 

instead, two different graders grade the papers one after the other. The inter-rater 

reliability is thus more important than the intra-rater reliability as the papers are not read 

by the same rater again. When the inter-rater comparison is taken as the center of focus, the 

clear difference in terrus of rater consistency can be determined among the ten graders with 

different instruments. In other words, according to the results of a number of statistical 

tests including ANOV A, t-test and Pearson' s correlation, it is found with a significance of 

.05 that Instrument 2 can give better inter-rater reliability values than Instrument 1. What 

is more, the maximum score ranges among the scorers are wider with Instrument ı 

whereas the score ranges with Instrument 2 are slightly different after three different 

gradings. 
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Ultimately, reliability is considered a calculation that may be done by means of 

certain statistical tests. However, there is no unique statistical computation that may be 

used to test reliability alone. In the process of data collection, many different values were 

seen under the heading of reliability, which were regarded as necessary to acquire to cal! a 

study reliable. 0.7 and 0.8 were the most comman ones recommended for subjectivc 

evaluations. However, to identify a certain test or a rating instrument as reliable, one must 

nev er forget the necessity of finding a basis to compare with one' s data; otherwise, a multi

faced comparison would be impossible. In this study, ten graders' performances were 

compared from many different aspects because of the lack of a totally consistent and 

reliable basis. In fact, in the evaluation of writing papers it is pointless to search for a basis 

to compare the graders since a fixed basis can never meet the ever-changing needs of 

students' performances. In summary, seeing as developing a grading standard rnight be the 

best way of setting one' s own standards instead of searching for, then the fınal product of 

this study was an analytic grading eriterian which is a good deal more reliable than the one 

which is being usedin the Foreign Languages School of Anadolu University at present. 
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CHAPTERV 

CONCLUSION 

5.1 Summary of the study 

This study aimed to find out the inter/intra-rater reliability levels of the holistic

analytic scale which is presently being used at Anadolu University School of Foreign 

Languages English Preparatory Program, and investigate if the design and application of 

an analytic grading system would result in an increase in those reliability degrees. To 

contribute to the study, ten wTİting instructors with at least 3 years experience in grading 

writing accepted to grade 50 writing papers at different success levels derived from the 

papers of the June 2000 final exams of that school. First, the papers were graded. twice by 

each instructor with the holistic-analytic system, having one-month interval between each 

grading. After the intra/inter-rater reliability values were found insufficient with this scale, 

factor analysis tests were applied on the components of the holistic-analytic criterion. As 

the results suggested all the components of the holistic-analytic eriterian to be found 

erroneous (the proportion of difference for each component was calculated higher, task 

achievement 40%, es say organization 4 7%, accuracy 46%, than the permitted amount 

10% ), it was aimed to design a new analytic grading system. 

The new sconng system was checked and tried on 3 sample papers by two 

coordinators from that language school after a pilot-training session. Later, the writing 

paper files including 50 papers, in a different order than its former order, were distributed 

to the graders again and marked once more with the new analytic criterion. In the training 

session, necessary details about the eriterian were given, and three sample papers were 

graded with the new criterion. After the papers had been distributed, they were graded 

twice by the same raters. Six months after all these scorings, a third, long-term grading 

with each instrument was held so as to test the consistency of the results The seeres were 
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then analyzed statistically in tenns of inter/intra-rater consistency levels and they were 

compared with the holistic-analytic grading system's findings. 

Finally, all the calcu]ations done by different methods led us to the conclusion that 

in grading students' wıiting perfonnance, Instrument 2 (analytic scale) may provide higher 

inter/intra-rater reliability values (.92) compared with Instrument 1 (.38) (holistic-analytic 

scale) when a similar grading process like the one in the study is followed. Although both 

instruments present acceptable intra-rater reliability values at a canfidence level of .05, it 

has been found out that Instrument 2 can give much higher intra-rater reliability values 

(Ins.II: .970, Ins.I: .740). At this point, an important priority for the Foreign Languages 

School of Anadolu University in tenns of reliability types should be mentioned. The 

writing papers in this school are not graded more than once by the same grader; instead, 

two different graders grade the papers one after the other. The inter-rater reliability is thus 

more important than the intra-rater reliability as the papers are not read by the same rater 

again. When the inter-rater comparison is taken as the center of focus, the clear difference 

in terms of rater consistency can be detennined among the ten graders with different 

instruments. In other words, according to the results of a number of statistical tests 

including A..NOV A, t-test and Pearson' s correlation, it is found with a significance of .05 

that Instrument 2 can give better inter-rater reliability values than Instrument 1. \\'hat is 

more, the maximum score ranges among the scorers are wider with Instrument 1 whereas 

the score ranges with Instrument 2 are slightly different after three different gradings. 

5.1 Conclusion 

Literature reveals three main approaches in grading foreign language learners' 

writing performances (Heaton, 1988; Kunnan, 1995; Raimes, 1983): halistic scoring, 

analytic seering and primary-trait method. Of these three, this study aimed to compare the 

inter/intra reliability degrees of analytic and holistic-analytic grading (which is considered 

a type of halistic rating) systems. 
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In fact, most institutes prefer either analytic or halistic based grading systems 

according to their needs, considering the number of graders, number of students, amount of 

tolerance for the discrepancies that might appear among the raters. Because of shorter 

grading times and the practicality of presenting the actual results of the writing papers, 

halistic systems are commonly preferred among the language schools. However, while 

measuring the writing abilities of language learners, the 'human factor' and reliability 

issues are mainly ignored or totally forgotten during the grading processes. It has been 

widely accepted that if a holistic-based system is implemented in the grading process, the 

'human factor', in other words, the grader's personal beliefs and grading habits, interfere 

much in the evaluation of writing abilities (Sasaki-Hirose, 1999; Bachman, 1991; 

Schoonen et. Al., 1997; Ruetten, 1994). The involvement of the grader's own grading 

measures or habits causes deeper inconsistencies among the graders' final scores when the 

instrument is a holistic-based one. On the other hand, halistic scoring presents a great 

"time" advantage, whereas analytic scoring requires langer grading times. However, 

analytic scoring prevents the grader from evaluating the student' s performance according 

to his/her judgments as the standards of grading are much more concrete, having certain 

bands and descriptors for each writing skill. 

Finally, language schools have to consider the superiority of one scale or grading 

system against the others, regarding not only what they present but alsa its own evaluation 

cycle. On one hand, there is a faster and more practical way of grading (holistic-analytic); 

on the other hand there is a less practical but more detailed and mechanic system 

(analytic). Since analytic scoring requires more detailed written forms of given grades for 

each seetion of the total student's evaluation, graders tend to stay closer to the analytic 

eriterian better than the holistic-analytic system in which great discrepancies were 

observed. If a discrepancy occurs among the graders, it can easily be found out from the 

graders' scoring charts. This fact may thus alarm the rater and would not let him/her score 

according to his or her own standards. However, in a scoring sheet of a holistic-analytic 

scale such scoring ditferences do not reflect mu ch ab out the ra ter' s reactions since the 

components of a holistic-analytic scale are much wider than the ones in an analytic scale. 
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In the evaluation of writing, one may not expect to find totally consistent rates 

among the raters, because subjective seering systems should always carry a certain 

inconsistency degree among the grades and the graders, which will always vary according 

to the institutes' testing policies. This study thus took two alternative models of grading 

writing as a b asi s. Moving from this basis, the comparison of the two grading systems w ere 

achieved, and it was made clear that, according to the correlation levels, both instruments 

were reliable. According to the results of three other statistical tests made to clarifY both 

inter and intra-rater reliability values, the second instrument (Analytic criterion) appeared 

to be much more reliable when compared with the other grading system. 

The main concern of this study was not to declare an instrument as reliable while the 

other is not. As was stated before, reliability is a value between O and 1, and one cannot 

call an instrument (whatever or however it measures) inconsistent or unreliable, since it 

will carry a certain amount of reliability. What can be done to understand the reliability 

levels of each instrument is to test and find the better one. Thus, this study was carried out 

on the data gathered by means of two different grading styles and the same statistical 

reliability tests were applied on the scores of wTiting papers given with different grading 

criteria by the same graders. Finally, it was found that under the same conditions (graders, 

grading time and papers to grade) an analytic scoring eriteri on might lead the graders to 

have better reliability levels not only among the graders, but also among three distinct 

scorings of the same rater. The holistic-analytic scoring on the other hand has certain 

reliability levels for each condition (inter/intra-rater) and the final results reveal that it 

might be called reliable according to some co-relational statistics based on the intra-rater 

relationship. Nonetheless, no valid proof was obtained to show that an acceptable degree of 

inter-rater reliability level could be maintained with the holistic-analytic grading 

instrument. 

The fact that the results of a language test are only as good as the institute's 

measurements (Brown, 1996) would seem to underiine the importance of the reliability of 

measuring instruments in testing any language skills. Besides clarifYing the difference in 

the level of consistency among the raters, this study also revealed the need to be sensitive 
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in terrus of consistency in grading students' performances. The use of two different grading 

criteria has publicized extensive difference with respect to the apparent success or failure 

of writing performances. Language learners should never be sure whether their 

performances were measured successfully or not; moreover, although they have the right to 

demand re-gradings for their papers in the case of a possible misgrading, no one can 

guarantee that his/her paper will be graded appropriately with the same grading instrument 

for the next time. Therefore, it is the institute's duty to apply the best method to measure 

the learners' language skills, avoiding the need for the repetition of scorings. To ensure 

valid and reliable testing methods, a language school thus has to carry the responsibility of 

applying sound grading methods, which have proven to be reliable after extensive analysis. 

This need had been the main point of motivation in the application of this study which 

presented an altemative grading instrument to measure the writing performances of the 

language learners. This altemative eriterian was found to be reliable on certain conditions, 

but it should never be forgotten that there are no completely reliable grading techniques in 

testing writing nor will instruments which were found to be reliable always stay reliable, 

unless the necessary revisions and updating are done periodically. 

5.3 Limitations 

Despite all the efiort to lessen the possible limitations throughout the design of this 

study, a number of limitations appeared at the end. To begin with, the papers, which were 

used in all gradings, were chesen considering their final seeres given in the year 2000 with 

the use of the holistic-analytic criterion, which was found to have low reliability levels. 

Thus, considering the finding that the holistic-analytic instrument was not reliable enough, 

then, the papers chesen according to the grades given with this instrument may not be 

classified appropriately. However, at the very beginning of this study the reliability levels 

of the holistic-analytic eriterian were unknown, so it was impossible to avoid such a 

limitation before choosing and using those papers. 
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Another limitation can be mentioned on the "norming" issue. Many experts suggest 

conducting norming sessions if the medium of measurement is a holistic scale. Miller 

(I 997) defınes "norming" as the initial stage of a grading session, and it is frequently done 

in order to achieve a consensus among the groups on how to apply the halistic criterion to 

certain papers. Such norming sessions were not done while the raters were grading the 

papers with the holistic-analytic criterion, since those norming sessions are generally 

accepted as a step of developing a new halistic scale (fırst step: forming a group, second 

step: creating criteria, third step: norming to scale, fourth step: erebestrating the session, 

fıfth step: fınal grading). In this study, a new halistic scale was not developed, it had 

already been used for many sessions; therefore, conducting a number of norming sessions 

were not considered crucial. 

The third limitation can be emphasized when the origin of the analytic eriterian is 

highlighted. The raters themselves suggested the components of that analytic criterion; 

thus, it is possible that while grading those 50 papers with the analytic scale they might 

have acted more carefully and willingly than they did with the holistic-analytic one. The 

researchers commonly accept taking the raters suggestions into consideration in developing 

a scale; thus, when compared with the holistic-analytic criterion, the analytic scale may 

have an advantage in terms of ra ter approval. 

Finally, it would be better if the graders had not graded the same papers six times 

with the same instruments; thus, most of the graders did not want to accept a new grading 

because of their hard working conditions. The graders also claimed that most of them were 

about to remember the content of the papers after the fıfth grading. Having a familiarity 

with the papers after all these sessions would be considered a limitation. In fact, if the aim 

is to measure both inter/intra-rater reliabilities then it was a must to grade each paper many 

times. Actually, remembering the content may not affect the degree of reliability if the 

overall scores are not remembered. To avoid it, the ranking of the papers was changed after 

each grading; however, the degree to which this measure was successful in preventing the 

graders from remembering the papers remains stili questionable. 
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5.4 Implications 

In terms of the implications of this study, a new analytic eriterian which was proved 

to present more reliable results than a holistic-analytic instrument (if the grading 

conditions, materials and grades are the same) could be mentioned as the most important 

final product. Perhaps the most difficult, time-consuming and also expensive task in 

designing and conducting any language-testing program is developing an instrument to 

standardize grading. The general intention in such cases is to search for an already-existing 

instrument \-vhich may save the day; however, quite often these grading instruments cannot 

be found, or the ones available need major revisions before using them in a performance

grading session. Furthermore, the problem of reliability and validity appear if those major 

revisions are applied to the grading standards which were declared to be reliable in their 

Diiginal forms. Taking these problems into consideration, this study presents a very useful 

and applicable way of grading writing papers by means of an analytic instrument which 

was found to be reliable for the use of Anadolu University Language School. Afier 

implementing the necessary reliability tests, the eriterian may also be suggested for the use 

of sirnilar language schools in their evaluation programs on the ability of writing. 

However, it should be highlighted that this suggested eriterian can be said to be reliable 

under the circumstances tested; it may lack external-validity in terms ofreliability results. 

\\'hat is more, this study may encourage other studies that would focus on the issue 

of reliability in testing the other language skills. In an attempt to attract the attention of 

other researchers on the issue of reliability, this study also presents the importance of 

consistent grading, seeing that a simple misgrading may cause serious unwanted effects on 

a student's future career. Taking the issue of "fairness" as a basic necessity for all 

language programs, this study may then motivate language teachers and test-designers to 

check their grading measurements of alllanguage skills including writing. 
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APPENDICES 

APPENDIXA 

ANADOLU UNIVERSITY 
SCHOOL OF FOREIGN LANGUAGES 

\VRITING FINAL EXA:M 

(Tak en from the June 2000 Final Exams) 

ll o 

DURATION: 75 Min. 

Write an opinion essay either agreeing or disagreeing on ONE of the statements below. 

1. Television destroys commurucation among friends and families. 

2. A dormitory is the best place for university students to live. 

3. Parents are 1 are not the best teachers. 



APPENDIX B 

STllDENTS' \VRITING EXAM PAPERS (Taken from the June 2000 Fina! Exams) 

ANADOLU UNIVERSITY 
SCHOOL OF FOREIGN LANGUAGES 
WRITING FINAL EXAM 

P ARENTS AND CHILDREN 

lll 

J 

Every children like to parents. Children, long time live in the parents. Children, teach 
to all of them rules next to parents. Which good, w hi ch bad ... All of them, teach to of parents 
a lot of thing. 

First, are parents have to children interest to school education. The school, teach to 
anything of the chil d, but not to next mo re than parents. 

Second, the parents teach to have got child to li ve, to eat, to walk ... The parents to 
have got child, he' s or she's friends teach to respect. 

Third, the parents have got to child, teach ofto be socialty. To the other people strong 
of the communicate. The parents, to chil d of trust win and chil d, trust h erself or himself. 
As a result, one chil d teach to lot s of thing of the parents. Chil d, teach to school or to friends, 
but that is not enough. Parents are the best teachers for children 



ANADOLU UNIVERSITY 
SCHOOL OF FOREIGN LANGUAGES 
\VRITING FINAL EXAM 

MY TEACHER'S 

112 

People are communication in the world. Everybody have a teacher. They are teach a 
lot of everythink. Therefore, parents are the best teachers, namely parents are teach good 
speak, want to be good friends and want to be clean.us. 

First,Parents are teach speaking, because they are want to be good speak us. Accordig 
to the statistic, good speak is cause parents, since we teach a lot of everythink. For example, I 
am stand up my friends. They are good speaking, but I am not good speaking, while they are 
kidding me. 

Second,Parents are want to be good friends us, because good friends are need us. Prof 
Dr. Murat Yılmazsoy, " Friends are more important for people." For example, I am ili. My 
friend is going to hospital. Than,He is going to drugstore, and take drug. Finally I am good. 

Finally,Parents are want to dean us, therefore they are take new wear, new shoes, new 
beit and new tie. Prof. Dr. Erdem Güvenç says, "To be clean is important for people life." 
Parents are very working, since they are happy for us. For example,My sister is wearing dirty. 
My parents angry, as they want to be dean wearing. 

In brief,People a lot of teach us, but Parents are important for us, because They are 
teach life us.and we to be succes in the world life. I love my parents. 
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WRITING FINAL EXAl\11 

DORMİTORY AND HAUSE 

113 

3 

A dormitory is the bad place. Students lesson don't study,Because is very crowded and 
don't relax. A dormitory is very cheap more than house but darmitory don't live. 

The student be dormitory unsuccesful. The why don't lesson study. Either a why don't 
sleep and don't relax. The dormitory very pullutiton. The life only one place home 

The house be very expensive. Havewhere is dormitory don't life. The home very 
contable because relax, clear. The students lessan study. İn my opinion dormitory don't live. 

Hause is very good place. The dormitory is very uncantable place. In the short 
darmitory is very bd place. 
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WRITING FINAL EXAM 

-DORMİTORİES 

114 

All students want to win a üniversite, but they can't win a universite in their town, 
therefore they cango to other town. When students went other a üniversite, üniversite has got 
can be best dormitory. However students mustn't live a dormitory. In short dormitories aren't 
best place for üniversity studentsto Iive. There are very important three cause. 

First, students don't study very well,Because students haven't got theirself a room. A 
lot of students can live ina room, so very noise can be in room. For example, a student can't 
study his exam, therefore student can't pass. 

Second, students don't go outside everytime. They must Iet from their dormitory, 
whereas students want to be free. For example, a student don't go his friends at midnight. 

Finally, student don't know responsiable or the life isn't explained by student. For 
example, there a lot of homework, so student leams the life. If students live in 
dormitories, They don't leam the life. 

In brief, dormitories aren't comfortable for student. A student must find someone and 
students must live a home. 
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WRITING FINAL EXAM 

Advantages 

115 

5 

The dormitoıy was building for students. The student to advantage dormitoıy live for example 
dormitories in the campus doesn't transportation problem. The student doesn't give for money 
transportation. That help the students. 
A person's behaviours, develops in dormitoıy, because the student meets much new peoplc. 

The student learn new information. This informations devetop the student' s intelligent. 
The student doesn't for television much studies lesson. When a student was while working 
lesson helps friends. The student to advantage lesson. The other doesn't advantage 
We opinion students stay dormitor much luck, because that students has got up advantage. 
That expect a dormitoıy is the best place for university students live 
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The Anadolu University have a lot of students therefore students therefore students 
have to staying problems. Generally students haven't many and the university is opened the 
d oor for students. Besi des, if student' s have to lot s of many students stay at special dormitory. 
For example for a lot of dormitory; Anadolu University dormitory Durulupınar dormitory and 
special dormitory And than student dormitory. 

Firstly; Anadolu University dormitory have to 500.000 students therforethe live very 
hard for students because the dormitory have any bedroom and students can't wash our 
clothes. Students must live with this problems Sametimes the students can't student with this 
problems. 

Second; The Durulupınar dormitory very far to Anadolu University. Students aren't 
arrive at the time to school. Beside must to stay at the same room. For example; 6 students 
therefore the live very difficult for student. One student want to listen music other student 
angry to fiiend. Something wasn't way to the dormitory. 

Third; The special dormitory is ideal student dormitory. The live very easy for 
students. Because; Dormitory is cleaned by survey. All day have to special food. You want to 
live alone. But the dormitory close the doors at 11.00 o' clock, only problem is it. 

In short; if you have lots of many, you could stay at the best place. If you haven't 
many, you cauldn't want to live. 
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The dormitory are the best placee.but something together there are not valeybol football 
places. That for students not get used dormitory therefore very very boıing. Therefor a lot of 
student going to home because home is very good, but not cold. Every students not live a 
dormitory because They don't like but somethink students for not money Therefor a 
dormitory very sheep. 
The first ! There are a lot of dormitory but There are diffrent. Students dormitory and for 
forigen costomer lojman and pancion, our lojman is very vanderful places because There are 
in room is television, kendisin and minibar. The University dormitory is good but sometimes, 
in roommate is very best friendly, There are dormitory is very dsplin There for students a lot 
of going to home in room not listen to music an watching television but out garden playing 
football valeybol an tenis. The best type university students because, University students have 
to study the University is to di:ffirent. 



ANADOLU UNIVERSITY 
SCHOOL OF FOREIGN LANGUAGES 
WRITING FINAL EXAM 

_ Television not destroys communication _ 

I 18 

8 

People come face to face al ot of problems in ancidant time first problem 
communication. They had been inventing television before they listed radio. Radio not usefull 
communication machine for they, so that they seeked another communication machine and 
the television was invented by people 65 years ago so that they use television in al ot of 
communication place. there are thee im portant 

The first, television is very important for communication. If television use for a good 
aim it is very important of this communication, for exampal when apeople watche television ıf 
the television are given good programs, they takes good things and they are usefull people. 

Second television are important in family life People leam al ot of things of television 
this is family life My friend says " if television isn't a lot of people not know in family life" 
beause nowadaysal ot ofpeople's mather and father are working and child not see family. 

finaly television is important for culture when people watche television they meet 
diffren people and contrys and they want to go this contrys.in this contry meet another people 
for exampel Coşkun Aral' s program. 

in short television nessary for communication for people so that they meet another 
people. 
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T. V is fo und by macine engineeer at 1860 Many people watchs the TV in sp are time, 
but the T.V not good everytime for our Specially, sametimes we don't speak friend and 
families. Since, the T.v brake between our communication friends and families What we can 
do? When we has got in spare time, we can spor, listen to music and walk with our friends 
and families. 

First; the spor. The spor is not necessary only healty; Many people makes spor with 
friends, and they are enjoyale. For example; you think a team, they are calm not play, they are 
speaking, playing and such. It's very important for human. Besides, the spor useful for our 
healty. 

Second, listen to music. When we list en to mu sic to relax. As if we go to the different 
world. We can speak our friends and families. Christina Altock, who is a writer, says; "You 
must listen to music everytime because it' s necessary for relax speak." Certainly, it' s true. 

Third; the walk. The walk is necessary, everytime. Since, when we walking, we can 
more than think, and good say something our friend and families. According to resaerch, %95 
people can't say something, when walking to say. We can do. Besides the walking useful for 
healty. May be it' s not enough, but good. 

In brief; we can wat ch the T. V, but we mu st speak with everybody. S ince, they are 
important for our life. When we listen to music, play the spor; and walking, we can strong 
communication. W e not forget never, If they not to be at our life, we are worry. 
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A dormitory is university students for economical. Student is nessecery a dormitory. 
Student is for big problem. Student is a latta fiiends. 

Exampel Anadolu University school is smail a dormitory. Students for not usefulL 
Student is roommed very crowdet. Because student is not relax. 

Students for a dormitory to live usefulL Students is soclial and fiiendly. Students is for 
the economical. Students is for to live difıcult hause. Becaus students is expensive. 

Students is for new big a dormitory to nessecery. Students is relax begam. Student is 
crhative begam. 

Popels is helped students. They are our the light 

'-··· . 
-' 
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Yanks win a University time everything begin new Yanks live a place and familys 
leave Y onks go to other centurys and Y anks is a students. Students have a dormitory where as 
home. Students live dormitorys for students; have 3 avendaj 

First students have a lot of frends therefor they have happy and they are not sing 
students have a roommates 

Second students study more very and life confortable because frends help frends 
however student live home frends no help. Thirty Dormitorys cheap for students student live 
dormitory therefor eletiry many water many .... no problem 

Finally students have two luck Home whereas dormitory in my opinion Dormitory is 
good place and usufull for students 
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in Turkey new technology more important television. Many people way of life seeing 
and listening many different and important television. 

at first; this is age of new technology and interesting life; besides tereble street, new 
big centrum mad people, goverment works.possitive and negative a world communication 
television. 

at Second; in Turkey watch TV.developed good program and stand up. This program 
is has been time of a day of day and long years funny with enjoy time. 

at fınaly; many bad are has been beautiuful world take of kinds conversation and 
different way of life the world corrununication for go o d technology television. 

in world healty life with :friends and families beautiuful a communication. There, for 
more important technology comrnunication television. 
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First of all a dormitory isn't the best place for university students to live. Because, 
Dormitories very dirty in the our country. Students shouldn't want to live in dormitories. 
Dormitories are very bad in my country. Students have a lot of problems in dormitories. Such 
as Dormitories have very dirty, eat problem, very bad friendships. 

Day by day dormitories are very dirty in my country. Students live six person one 
room in Eskişehir Yunus Emre Dormitory. Asa result~ Rooms are very fast dirting. Last year 
One students haven't got air him room. So this person di ed. 

The other reasen is food problems. Students have got a few food menu. They haven't 
good food. They are giving not clear foo d. There are a lot of very small animals in their food. 
Last week seven persons went in hospital. Because; They were loving of small animals. 

Anather reason is In terms of bad friendships problems. Students aren't making 
friendships in dormitory. They are fighting. Last day they was very big fight. Accordingly~A 
lot of students went in hospital. 

In brief, students shouldn't live in dorrnitory every time. They can go to live in houses. 
Asa result they will be free persons and haven't got any problems. 
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A dormitory is the best place for university students to live. 
First of all many students came to university first times they are a forigan In this contry and 
they are don't know there. 
The students need to stay sornew here. The first choos in a dormitory for living. It' s very 
advantages place for student. 
It' s not very confortable but goot place for a student. This place it is not expensive. If they 
want to stadi lesan, it have a smollibery.ifthey wont to enjoy there have a play place. 
I think this is a very good. 
Finaly I lik e all of the student came hear 
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The education is the best way for devoloping countries in the world; therefore, the 
country is starded the smallest family member, if the country u sed developing system, parents 
should be besd way and teacher 

The most and first reason the children are learned by their family.because the children 
lived their family undil adult term 

The most and second reason; people have to be obtimisticfor their children; therefore, 
family members have to take learning course for depent on their children, 

The most and third reason; about how to use parents for give a something eachother in 
the house, for example; last year, all of the newspaper wrote about this action so me father' s 
son speak so fluently and write; but, child was four years old, therefore all of the speaker 
asked him; how did he learn his son, he said one sentence, everytime they live together 

The final reasan; ıf the people had successfully they would live their family; because, 
one finger is a something, two finger is a everthing. 
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The most of the students stay in a domıitory during the their university life, but several 
students dislike from the dormitory, because of several reasons. The dormitory is not the best 
place for university students life 

The first and the most important reason is dormitory' s condition. Because so me 
students don't habit dormitory's room, toilet, and bed. For examples dormitory's room are 
crowded, smail and unreasonable for students. 

The second reason is meal. Students' meals are made by others people. That people 
thinks only their money. Because the meals are bad smelling and bad lo king because of that 
bad materials. When the students don't eat dormitory's meals, they abendon from dormitory. 

The thirt reason is dormitory's rules. All of the dormitories have a lot of rules. For 
instance ıfthe students come Iate to dormitory, they don't into dormitory. Because this is rule. 
An other example ıfthe student fight with atlıers students, they are threw from the dormitory. 

As a result, a lot of students are staying in a donnitory. They dislike dormitories and 
they think leave from the donnitories. 
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Donnitory life can be best place for the university students; for example, country 
dormitories. These dormitories are bigger than the special dormitories. Country dormitories 
are cheaper than the other special dormitories have single room, however country dormitories 
have more than four persons room. 

Firstly, many students choose dormitory for their university life; for example, one 
student from Antalya goes to Ankara for his university, After that, he is poor and he can't live 
in house, so that, he choose to live in a donnitory,the most important reason house is more 
expensive than the dormitory 

Secondly, if the person isn't poor, he want to live single in his life, so that, he want to 
live single in his life, so that, he want to live in a special dormitory. Especially, special 
donnitories are being in the city center. Special dormitories are chosed by rich students. 

Thirdly, if student can't be study easily in dormitories he can choose one of the most 
expensive donnitory. Many donnitories have got studying room, so that, many students can 
choose country donnitories,However, some special donnitories haven't got any studying 
room. 

Finally, one student who is easy going wants to have many friends, so that, he wants to 
live in big dormitory like a country dormitory. One student can grow his ability to live in a 
dormitory, so that, donnitory life can help student life. 
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The tecnologhy has been developing so fastly. And it changes our lifestyle. A lot of 
new things, invention and process have been found for humanbeing everyday. But sametimes 
ıt doesn't go well, and out of the way. Because many tecnological things capture 
humanity.such as television destroys communication among friends and families for several 
reasons. 

The first and most important reason is that hero person, new and the best things are 
dissepeared by television so people effect that who watched them. For example action films 
and magazines programe are mention about beautifullife.despite can not be real. 

Second reason is that we lost our manner logic likean animals. For instance while we 
eat something with our families front of television, do not talk about anything about us, so just 
look television. 

Final reason is that if wewatch soap opera much more our manners changes so we 
imitate them. Both we lost our personality and character. As a result we sperate to our friends. 
Because person don't like it and we can not be among them. 

İn brief we shouldn't watch Television too much since television effect us a lot of 
ways. It never emancipate.to us. Therefore we shouldn't make much of television. We 
shouldn't make much oftelevision.we should use only about communication and give a news. 
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A dormitory is the best place for university students to live. Students who study in 
university have accomodation problem. A few students rent an apartment, on the other hand, a 
lot of students live in dormitory. Most of the students haven't enough money and experience, 
in addition, they have difficulty living in an apartment with friends, Therefore, they prefer a 
dorrrtitory to an apartment. 

The students coming countryside aren't plenty of money, because their parents work 
on farm and farmwork doesn't get enough money. The life of conditions requires them to li ve 
in a dormitory. They aren't able to do anything to live in an other place. The students who are 
in the same conditions are happy with each other. They have the same problem and they 
tolorant each other. When when the sky becames dark, the students living in dormitory put out 
their music instrument and they sing songs. Although, they have rather money they like to live 
intheir dormitory. 

An other circumstance is life experience. A lot of students live with their parents. They 
haven't also any idea to live alone. They can't even boil an egg, furthermore the housework is 
very difficult forexample; washing dishes, washing clothes, deaning the floor. So it is the best 
way living in a dormitory. 

Three or four students rent an apartment, because the rent of an apartment is high for 
one student. At first, nothing doesn't go wrong. The students arrange the houseworks. In 
particularly, at that time they have an argument. Some houseworks is more difficult than the 
others. An other problem is for the students coming guests. Some students like coming guests 
most of the students not. Therefore, it is di:fficult to li ve in an apartment with fiiends, although 
you are close fiiend. 
W e consider the other cheice the students had herter live in a dormitory. Living in dormitory 
cheaper and more exciting than the others 



ANADOLU UNIVERSITY 
SCHOOL OF FOREIGN LANGUAGES 
WRITING FINAL EXAM 

A part from Education Problems 

130 

Education isa big problem with it's difficulties One ofthe difficulties is where to stay! 
A lot of students move to different place sto complete their education. Some of students prefer 
to stay in a dormitory but also it brings some problems and it has some difficulties. We can 
state the problems, students meet, in three part. 

First, students meet with a hunger problem. Non of dormitories give lunch or dinner. 
A student living in a dormitory mu st eat outside. By this way student spend the big part of his 
money. 

Second one is the phsyocology that students stay in. For example, living in a room 
with six people may cause some problems; one of them wants to study opposite of this other 
one wants to listen music. People should do what they want but if you are living in a 
dormitory and ifyou live with a lot ofpeople sametimes you can't. 

The last and important one is the pressure in dormitories. Getting in or going out from 
dormitory is already a problem. Three week before. A friend of mine came to my house at 
midnight because he couldn't get in, the security did not let him get in. In other words you are 
not completely free in a dormitory. 

In brief, students should stay somewhere. It may be a dormitory or a house. Before 
living in a dormitory students should consider the ways and the acts they meet. Hunger 
problem, phsyocolgic problem and pressure can effect students in wrong way. \Ve came here 
for our education not for swimming in problems. 
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Television is important part, which musn't be do, people's life nowadays. From 
1960's to twenty first century television has become more popular than last situation. People 
spend their time in front of TV set; furthermore, it destroys comminication among friends and 
families. It is not only family or friendship problem but also social problem. 

The first and most important part of destroying communication begin from friends 
Before the television, friends were always together. They went everywhere as a group. 
Because the television, comminication among friends has broken. First, person who waste his 
time in front of TV set; don't interest his friends. Then he don't understand his friends. 
Finally their friendship is broken because of the watching television. 

Anather part of destroying communication among family. Like every family, people 
came their house after their work or school then ate a dinner together in the past. In contrast, 
these days people have eaten their meal in front of TV set. This is a kind of caos. This caos 
begun watciling football match after add soup operas, discussion programs, cartoons and 
magazines. Day to day parents have become irresponsible people. They don't interest their 
house and children' s problem. After so me time every person in family be a different from 
each other. 

The third part of destroying commucation begin in· social. After watching television, 
every person hate everything. They always want to watch their favorite programs. A person 
need help while other person watching television, he can't do anything about Ilis work 
because other one don't do something to help him. This situation is same in streets, marketsor 
train stations. Finally, every person in social don't communicate each other. 

In brief, since television has been part of our life communication has destroyed. As a 
result people in family, friendship or social, shouldn't be more interested television than their 
life' s other thing. 
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Most of the students think about where we should stay at the university. Actually, they 
have no chance. Generally, they stay in a donnitory. lt has got some advantages and 
disadvantages. Therefore, you learn to share something with your fiiends, you know a lot of 
different people, but you can meet with bad people at the same time. 

All the students are far away from their families, and of course they need the others' help. 
If your money has finished, you can borrow your friend. It' s not only for money, but also for 
problems. All the things decrease when they share. 

There are many people in different citiesin the dormitories. It means, you 'll learn 
different cultures, religions, foods ... ect. At the same time, you know the people day by day. 
You learn ho w to behave them. 

We don't forget that, there are a lot of bad people around us. They will be in the 
dormitory, too, but the only thing that we should do not to talk about everything until we 
knowthem. 
As a result, living in a donnitory as well as living with your family. They have only some 
responsibilities, that' s it. Sometimes, your friends may be mo re cl o ser than your family. The 
most wonderful thing in dormitories, you will have nice friendships and memories. 
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A lot of university students choose dormitories to I iv e. So that reason a lot of students 
live in dormitories Because dormitories have several advantages for university students. 

First advantage~ Dormitories are the cheapest place for university students to live. 
Because University students don't earn money and don't spend much money. They must think 
their financial state. They don't pay bill if They live in dormitory. These event is very 
important for student's financial state. So that reason University students who live in 
dormitory have advantage about money. 

Second advantage University students who live in dormitory have regular life. 
Because Dormitories have some rules. If students don't accept these rules, They don't live in 
dormitory.ıf students live in home they haven't any rule and don't control their life so that 
reason Dormitonies are very important for University students life. 

Last advantages, University students who li ve in dormitories meet a lot of new friends 
easily. So that reason They who come from other city habit new city quickly. They who live 
in dormitory have chance to study lesson with friends.if These students don't understand 
lesson, They can ask their friends. Every dormitory have smail hospital. They are gone these 
hospitals by their friends when they who live in dormitory be ili. So that reason They who live 
in dormitory have a lot of chance about meet new friends. 

So that reasons Who live in dormitory is very lucky than another students. Because 
dormitories have very advantages for university students to live So that reason a lot of 
university students want to live in dormitory. 
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There are a lot of students all over the world. These students have a lot of need, and 
their need changes according to their school life. One of the most important of these need is 
place which students can live during university. Especially, this place must have evry kind of 
chance for university. Therefore, a dormitory can be enough because it has a lot of students as 
each other, enough study place, and a power which breaks students up such a dormitory. 

firstly, in dormitories, the most known way is theirs being crowded which cause 
friendship, love among students. For example, a person who won university exam feels 
strange when he/she first came to other city, and he/she need a friend as her/him. the best 
place which he/she can find this friend is a dormitory . 

. second, it is a fact that a student without enough study place never can be succeful. 
Whenever student want to study he/she can find every kind of metarial, for example students 
can not find another place which has a lot of people who can teach everything to student 
except dormitory when they need to leam about a subject . 

. third one, A student can hel each other limitedly. So, All the students need other thing 
which can help more, while students is within more di:fficult chonce. This effect is 
government. For example, After an illness or accident dormitory does necessary thing. 
Everytime, a person who can help can be found in dormitory. 

In short, A dormitory has every kind of chance for a student, and is the best one for 
living during the university life, and ıf a student needs to choose a place she/he must choose 
dormitory. 

,,;--•• . 
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Before the television invented, people sat in cafes or their houses among fiiends in 
evenings. Children played games and develped new ones in nature or in their neghborhoods. 
People prefered reading a book ete. Now all ofthese people sitdownin front ofthe television 
without talking anyone and doing nothing. 

It isn't long time ago people had have more fiiends than now. They were meeting 
sornewhere with friends and talking with them about their problemsor happynesses. Although 
people prefer watehing television programs and other people talking without they talk with 
their husbands, wifes children or friends now. 

Furtermore about children specialists say s children who wat ch T. V for long times, lo se 
their imaginations. Moreover they haven't got any friend and most of them aren't successful 
in school. 

Other important thing is about people hobies and inteligents. They had would like 
going teaather, collecting something, makeing , sport and reading book ete. Unfortunately 
they don't now. They lose communication between their fiiends. They prefer watching TV to 
talking their families. 

As a result TV. Destroyed not only communication between people but also be lazy 
them. Therefore TV is the worst enemy of communieation between friends and families. 

~" ! 
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In the world and in Turkey some collage's students live different own towns. So they 
stay somewhere, for examplethey stay in dormitory, in house, in relstive's house, ete. they 
don't usually choose and want to live dormitory because it has got some disadvantagous, for 
instance studying, sleeping, eating are big problemsin dormitory. 

First problem is lesson's studies. Because somebody says " We haven't got good 
classrooms, desks, ete." They want to only this smail needness, but govemment doesn't give 
it to them. For example this year I stayed in govemment's dormitory, and I've got some like 
this problems, one more thingour classroom is very big and everybody smokes in it, but I and 
some my friends hate of cigarettes smoke, so we couldn't do anything, and we studied on our 
beds in our rooms. 

Second and big problem is sleeping for students. About 6 or 4 students stay in one 
room, and they don 't know theirself One body likes to sleep early, so anather on es lik e to 
sleep Iate. However one person doesn't do anything, and he or she starts to sleep lately. "What 
is this person erime. This year I saw the similarly problems in our dormitory. Moreover this 
problem occurred sornewhere because nobody respect to their fiiend or friends. They didn't 
leam when sleeping and get up. 

Last another problem is eating. In dormitory they don't find good meals everytime, so 
they go to restaurants, cafes for eating. In addition they take little meal who give to big 
money. Some bosses know to this problem in dormitories; consequently they sales 
expensively. In this year one student eating, drinking outdoors. He or she gave about two 
million for them in one day. 

In brief, they have got same problems in dormitory, so they live in dormitory very 
diffucult but those problems solve very easy. Govemment wants to solve these problems, first 
opening the new and undirty classrooms, then decreasing students numbers in one room, next 
cooking delicious meal. In short, I think they solve very easy and clearly. You should see 
them quickly, please! 
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Parents are the teachers for children. I agree this idea, because children leam 
something about everything from their parents before the school. Also parents always teach 
something while their children are going to school. 

Firstlty parents teach something to their children about real life. Real life is different 
from books. Schools always teach something, but they aren't teach real life. 

Anather important thing is about help to people. Of course schools teach very 
important things but parents teach very very important things about life. For example, 
children learn to help people intheir family. Because parents want to grow good children to 
their country. Therefore they must be carefully about it. 

Last important thing is, love animals and people. Children learn to love animals in 
their parents, because parents know if a person doesn't like animals, the person won't like 
people, too. So parents learn these things to their children. A1so we can say many of thing 
about parents. 

In sh ort, parents' s aims are different from schools. Schools want to learn something 
about lessons but.farnily want to grow a person who knows everything about real life. So I 
thing parents are the best teachers for their children, because parents teach many things to 
their children. 
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Learning is very important. Who is the best teachers in our life? I think fathers and 
mothers are very important for teaching. 

S ome of the people say we can leam everything from school teachers, but we start to 
leam since we were bom. I know our school teahers are important, but our parents are always 
in our life, everywhere, everytime!! 

My life is a very good example, I think everyone' s life is a very good example 
themselves. When we were bom, we didn't know anything, but later, our parents teach us 
eating, running, walking, smiling, speaking, . . . ete., and we learn thinking to them. Thinking 
is very important for our life we must think everything when we start something. 

Everyone has a different characters because of o ur different life style. If I saw to tell a 
lie from my parents, I learned to teli a lie. I think our parents are best teacher for teaching 
although some oftheir sons 1 daughters don't want to learn good things for them. 

In brief, parents are the best teachers. W e teamed the most important things from our 
parents. 
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University students, who study in another city, can live in a dormitory or in a house 
with his friends. Most of the students are thinking to li ve in a house is better than to li ve in a 
dorrn, in the other hand families are thinking that a dorrnitory is the best place for students to 
li ve. 

Dorrnitories are very crowded places, therefore they are sametimes too loud and if you 
want to study for your exam, it is very hard to study. You have a lot of roommates. You want 
to sleep, but the other don't. Your friends can't visit you in the dormitory and you can't go 
outside after eleven o' clock. They aresome bad opinions for dormitories. 

In the other hand, if you rent a house with your best friends, you have your own room. 
Your fiiends can vi sit you and you can go outside every time. You can work al one in your 
room and watch on your cornfortable chair. 

However these good thiings, to live in a house is more difficult, because you have a lot of 
responsibilities. You must pay the electric and water bills. You must talk with the apartment 
manager and with your neighbors, cl ean your room, mak e something to eat, wash the dishes ... 

In short living in a house is more difficult, because of the responsibilities, but it is more 
cornfortable. I don't agree with the families and therefore I choose the house life 
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I have been lived in a dorm for :five years, therefore I know all of time diffi.ıties of 
living in a dormitory. Consequently, I don't agree dormitory is the best place for university 
students to live. 

At fırst, there are many students lives in dormitory so there are many problems to each 
ofthem. They are fighting because ofvery simple problems 

Second, you can't do any thing, what time do you want. For example; you are hungry, 
so you go to canteen to eat something, but you have to wait. You need to go WC, you are 
going there, again you have to wait, if you are tired, you will sleep and rest but you can't rest 
because ofnoisy, also you can't study. Asaresut you lost line. 

Then, you have be careful. Two months ago, I forgot my waluet in the roon, on my 
bed and I went to the garden, suddenly I remember it and I start to run to the room, but I 
didn't find my waluet. In addition, some of my friend's mobile phone were stolen like this. 

These are only some of difficulties that I want to say. I left to the dormitory a month 
age. I living in my home now. lt is better than to live in a dorm, more comfortable, more 
clean, and more cheap. Alsa I learn houselife. Consequently, I agree houses are the best 
places for university students to live. 

J .J 
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Domtitory is a place which students live among their university life. It always builts 
near the university, because oftransportation. 

Live in dormitory is very easy for students. lt is very cheap and students don't pay 
mu ch mo ney for transportation. They spent their mo ney for food and drink, of course if they 
don't smoke cigarette and drink alchol. 

Live in dormitory's advantages aren't only spend a few money but also you can learn 
ho w can you live without your family, also you can introduce a lot of friends and you doesn 't 
forget your college friends. 

Although you know about live in dormitory's advantages, you don't want to live in 
there, you can live in house. It isn't bad idea, but that time you must spend much money. First 
of all you must buy some furniture and you must know cooking, because you miss your 
hometown food, also you pay electricity and water fee, so live in home is very expensive and 
very difficult for students. 

Turkies life standarts aren't good. A lot of family need money. Because of it, so me 
family don't give too much money for their children, so dormitory is the best place for 
university students to live. 
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Staying is a big problem in students life. Students have different altematives to stay. 
Students usually choose dormitories to live. Therefore its reasons are: being cheap, isn't far 
away to school and having a lot offiiends·. 

Money is very important in students life. Consequently students also choose cheap 
places to live. For example; a house costs 50 rnillioun, a dormitory costs 6 millioun. In this 
reason students chose the dormitories. 

Going to sornewhere is too diffıcult in the cities. If your home were far away to 
school, you could be Iate to school. In this reason students choose the donnitories to live and 
theyy don't be Iate to school. 

Students can find a lot of friends in dormitories. They can do a lot of things with their 
friends. For example if they lived in a home, they would be alone and their lifes would be 
boring. Therfore, students choose the dorrnitories to live. 

In short, living a dormitory is the best way for the students. Students have a lot of 
reasons to choose the dormitories. In this reasons, dormitories have a special role in students 
life and it makes our life easy. 
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When person bom s/he doesn't know anything about the world and the life. She can't 
speak, can't walk, can't do anything. People who responsible from bring children upare mothe 
and father. Parents should be carful to these sabjects when bring up their children. They 
should know when, how and why they bring their children up we can order them. 

Firstly, the time is very im portan to teash a chil d. parents from borth their chil d should 
begin to teach, because the children are ab le to learn from their borth. perents should saparet 
time to teach. 

Secondly, parents should intrest with children. They should teach them a good things 
and do not shout and do not talk bad thing infroot of them. Parents should keep their children 
far away from bad friends. 

Thirdly, parents should bring up the children in the best way, because these children in 
the future they will be teachers to their chil dren. 

Shortly, person when s/he bomlikean empty box. If parents fulled it with good things 
they can be the best and their children after they grew up the will success, on the other hand if 
they don't full it with good things they can't be the best teachers. 
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Most of the university students leave their hometowns and start to live in strange 
towns for their education. Unless they have no relations living in those towns, they face too 
many problems. The biggest and the most important problem is accomodation for these 
students. Renting a fiat or living in a dormitory are the choices both of which have its own 
problems. In my opinion, a dormitory is not the best place for university students to live for 
three reasons. 

The first reason to support this idea is that a dormitory does not serve the equal 
comfort of afiat. In a fiat, a student does not have to share his bathroom, kitchen with anather 
student, but in a dorm he does. In addition, cleaning, eating are other problems a students has 
ina dormitory. A student can not do whatever and whenever he wants to do. Furthermore, it is 
forbidden to have a television which lets student to get boredin a dormitory. 

The second of the reasons is the problems that a student face with because of living 
together with other students. For example, I live in a dormitory and share my room with other 
six students. Because each department has its own exam dates, we sametimes argue about 
studying in the room Iate in the night which destroys others' sleeping. Also, our hometowns 
and lifestyles are very different, we have troubles understanding and sharing our ideas. 

The third reason is the rules about the dormitory. In a dormitory, there are clerks 
whose duty is to control students. Of course, rules are necessary and vital when there is a lot 
of young people living together, but some of them are very silly and let us to ask questions 
about them. For instance, why we can not have aTV, why we can not change our beds' place, 
why it is forbidden to bring food in the dormitory and so on. Always they answer " This is the 
rule and everyone will obey." 

In short, a dormitory is not the best place for university students to live according to 
the problems I mentioned. I would rather living in a fiat with my best frend and enjoy the 
comfort of it than being crazy in the dormitory. Students living in a fiat should be aware of 
how lucky they are. 
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Nowadays, university exam is een as a key of finding a proper job in Turkey. 
Therefore, thousands of young people enter this exam every year. Unfortunately, it' s not a end 
of every hing; on the contrary, beginning of evrything. Generally, teenagers have to live their 
home in order to have a good education at university in a different city. So, they choose a 
dormitory to live as a best place for them. However, in my opinion, living in a dormitory has 
lots of disadvantage. 

First disadvantage of living in a dormitory is crowded room s. You have to share your 
room with other people who you don't know. That brings lot s of problems. For instance, your 
roommate can play his /her guitar or sing songs loudly when you are trying to sleep. At that 
time, you really want to be al one as in your room at home! 

Beside living in a crowded room, your studying hours is probably .nterrupted by 
others. Because, you are not the only person who lives there. For example, in the studying 
room anyone else can speak loudly to memorise his/her homework. Moreover, the following 
morning you can enter an important exam without any working. It may cause lots of 
unwanted events. 

The fınal disadvantage of living in a dorm is uncomfortable life conditions. 
Dormitories are not designed lik e our beautiful houses. You may feel yourself in an hospital 
or in a jail because of their out-look. You can't mak e many things individually in these places. 
For example, you can't be alone while you are working, sleeping, having bath, eating and 
ete ... 

In short, a donnitory is not proper place for the university students. It brings lots of 
problems besides their daily life in university. Moreover, it's disadvantages can effect 
students's success at their department. So, fınding a different place to live isa best idea for the 
students. 
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For some students; spending their university lifes I dormitories is the worst thing in the 
world. Because when you are a university student, you want to be free, have your own room 
and meet your friends in your own place. But in a dormitory you have to do things in time, 
share a room with four or six people and also you are never allawed to invite your friends 
from outside the dormitory. In addition to these; you just have a bed and if you compare a 
university dormitory with a special one or a home, you can recognise. so me im portant details 
abot these difficulties . 

. First of all; it is not healthy sharing a room with many people. Because you can not 
sleep whenever you want, there will be always some of them chatting, listening some music 
and things like that. Then in some places, hundreds of students use the same bath, same toilets 
and maybe the same plumber. These kind of problems cause many illnesses. 

On the other hand; living in dormitories costs moe money than a special dormitory or 
home. Whenever you want to go sornewhere you have to pay for transport and if it is a busy 
day for you, it costs mo re than you guess. If you don't want to eat in your dormitory all the 
time because of the taste of food, it means you need extra money for each meal. Futhermore; 
it is not cheap as people think. 

Moreover; in order to think about health or money, the worst thing is feeling yourself 
alone. Because your family is not there your friends can not come in to your dormitory and 
you have to live with people you don't knmv. So it looks like just a prison. 

In short, students generally don't think that dormitories are not the best place to stay. 
Because they are full of problems and they never h elp students to achieve so me thin gs. 
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People are the creatures that always open to leam somethings during their lifes. The 
more the new infarınations they get, the easier the life becomes for them. A baby makes his 
head full with the behaviors he has seen or stories he has listened from his family, neighbours, 
friends ete. He writes the same infarınations that he chooses from his enviroment to his brain, 
and don't forget them. He uses these even he becomes a adult. In my opinion children get 
most of their knowledge in their families; therefore, their parents are not only their par e nt s but 
al so their best teachers. 

The first reason of my thinking in this way is, parents are the first people we meet, and 
we never runaway from. They are always wih us all our lifes and they are the only people who 
want the best for us. \Ve can ask them whatever we want to leam; moreover, we are sure that 
they wii teach us the more correctly and suficiently. 

Next nobody else, except parents, make us big pressure. In school teachers frightened 
us with marks but we know bad marks can be turned to good marks. In home there is 
osmething different, you don't have any mark system. lnstead of marks you have 
punishments, eyes which follow your all behaviours and so on ... It is the worst thing to have 
to live with parents who realize your bad behaviours and the parents with angry eyes. In this 
situation you want to change yourselfimrnediately, and leam how to be a good person. 

The third reason parents know us better than the others. They guess our reactions and 
they know how to behave us. They knowour personalities and our system of learning. They 
are the best observers to give us the infarınations of our whole lifes. 

In brief, the people leam the most important infarınations from the people who they 
meet first in their lives and people who they spent a lot of time together in their childhood; 
their parents. They are our best teachers in our lifes. 
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Accomodation is a big problem for university students. Dormitories are offered as a 
solution generally, but it is not a good solution. On the contrary it's it's a bigger problem to 
accommodate in a dormitory instead of being solution. In a dormitory you'll encounter many 
problems. 

First, living in a dormitory limits your freedom. You have to o bey mo re rules than you 
do at home. You have to tidy your room as they want. You mustn't be Iate for going in. 
According to me these are tirniting freedom. 

Second, you may have many health problems in a dormitory, because you live with 
many people. It' s not an easy thing to control the deamess of a dormitory and epidemics may 
occur in a dormitory, once I stayed in bed for a week because of an infection. 

The last thing which may cause a problem in a dormitory is time. I consider Iiving in 
a dormitory as wasting time. It' s difficult to mak e a plan as you want and apply your plan 
properly. You also share your time like you do many things. Especially for a university 
student planning their times is very important because of studying. It's the most irritating 
point retaining from studying. I lived in a dormitory for two terms, approximately nine 
months. In this amount of time I studied in studying room rarely because the studying room 
was very smail and wildy which makes me reluctant to study. So I lost many things in nine 
months. 

In brief, while you are trying to decrease the number of the problems in university life, 
living in a dormitory increasing the number of problems. Regarding these problems, 
dormitory is not a good place to live in for a university student. 
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Probably, many people lived in a donnitory during his or her education life. It is very 
easy to say" Oh, it is not a problem, only I need isa bed to sleep." But the reality is that it is 
very hard to live in dormitories for several reasons. 

First of all, the standart of living in a dormitory is very low. It sems good from outside, 
but it' s very miserable from inside. Most of the students waste time in the garden and they 
only go to dormitory when need to sleep. The way they use the dormitory generally makes 
them lazy and because of this students spend most of their time in cafe' s or pubs. 

Secondly, the place that you have to live is very boring and dirty. Normally you can 
see instincts both in your room and bed. Always you have to sleep with them, also with your
generally 3 or 5- roommates. Therefore, because of bad roommates, lack of sleep may cause 
you missing lessons or passing you bad mid terms. 

Admittedly, after all this drawbacks you need bathing and dean clothes. In my 
opinion, the worst part of living in a dormitory is that. Bathing with strangers may seem very 
odd to you but it's very usual in dormitory. You may think that these things only happen in 
movies but this is the reality of dormitories. 

To sum up, being a student in Turki)T has many di:fficulties. Dormitories are only one 
·of them. Maybe private dormitories have better conditions but neither universities nor 
government does anything to provide better conditions for normal ones. If you don't have rich 
parents or a good status you will probably test it by yourself in your university life ! ! ! 
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Twentieth ccntuıy is atimc that people becanıe lonely and lonelier. lt has lots of 
causes. lndustıy revolution, dcvelopmcnts in architccturc, transportation and communication 
can be given as cxamplcs. Developments in communication is one of the most İnıportant of 
their all. Invention and spreading of telcvision is the milcstonc of destruction of 
communication among friends and families. 

Beforc the tclcvision pcople uscd to spend morc time with thcir fanıilics, bccausc they 
didn't have ınany other choices. It is very well known that,. the tightly knit structurcs of 
fanıilies and friendships have faded away. 

Furthermore, people faced new probblems with becoming loncly. For exanıplc, 

asocialisation and purchasing veıy much. The rates indicatc that the morc wc watch the 
lonelier we became and the lonelier we became the more wc consumc. 

It is now accepted that the people who watches TV very much, loses their contact with 
their nearby enviroment. And also they desire more than they have. They want farnilies and 
friends just lik e they have seen on the screen. Because black can be shown pin k on TV. 

To sum up, we must quit watching that magic, silver screen and see what or who we 
have. lt is not too Iate to get the things which were stolen by TV culture back. That will be the 
day we find our friends and familes. 
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When students go to a new city for university, there are lots of changes occur to them. 
For example, they should separate from their families, friends and home. At that time, they 
need a new place to live and dormitories help to students. I think a dormitory is the best place 
for university students to live. 

First of all, the students should study hard for their exarns and look after themselves. 
For exarnple, they should pay attention to eating, because if they didn't eat in a good way, 
they could get ill easily. However, the dormitories give healthy meals to the students. 

Secondly, if a person think that the students could live in a house, a new problem of 
cl eaning the houses will occur, but in the dormitories the students don 't have to cl ean their 
rooms, because govemment does it before them. 

Furthennore, the students need friends, but if they live in a house, they could only 
have one or two more friends, but in the dormitories, there are lots of students and if a student 
wasn't ina good friendship with another, he( or she) could change his (or her) fiiend. 

In short, ther are several advantages of living in the dormitories as having prepared
meals, cleaned-rooms and lots of friends. In my opinion, a donnitory is the best place for 
university students to Iive. 
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A donnitory is a place that students stay together. In every dormitory, different 
number of students stays in a room. Even you can stay on your own in a room in private 
donnitoires. A donnitory is the best place for university students to live for several reasons. 

Firstly, disciplineis an important foctor in dormitories. There are a lot of rules that you 
should obey. If the rules weren't, the students would do whatever they want, so this would 
cause a conflict. Obeying rules teaches a lot to students. In the future their lives become tidier. 
Also, it helps them to be succesful in their lives. 

Secondly, staying in donnitory is easier than sharing a fiat with friends. You don't 
have to prepare your food, cook, do washing, pay bills (water, electric, telephone ... ete.). the 
only thing that you should do in dormitory is studying. These things don't take your time. , 

Furthennore, you can have lots of fiiends by staying in donnitory. Meeting many 
people is relevant for the future life. It helps you to get a general idea about people. Also, it is 
good during donnitory life. You never get bo red. You can spend your time with them. They 
h elp you in your bad days. You can share both your happiness and your sadness together. 

In short, staying in dormitory is the best choice for university students. It gives us a lot 
of possibilities. In my opinion they should prefer donnitory life for these reasons. 
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Dorrnitories have been more attractive for especially university students in recent 
years. As students' wishes increase day by day, managers put money on that business 
willingly. In my opinion, a dormitory is the best place for university students to live for 
several reasons. 

First, dorrnitories are places easy to live. In dormitories, you don't have to thinkabout 
How I can pay my bills every month. Some dormitories also prepare breakfast and dinner so 
that you can't worry about it. For instance, in my dormitory, there are some workers in order 
to prepare meal. They have also responsibilities for cleaning the rooms, even preparing tea 
that is always ready to drink. 

Second, you may have a chance to meet lots of people. You can learn to share the 
things you have. Because almost every people have a different character, you may learn to 
know people and Ho w to behave in crowd. 

The third and most important reaso is that workers' sineere behaviours and managers' 
behaviours showing that students comfort is more important than money make students feel 
just as they were living at home. Like my dormitory, it's good to know that there are some 
people who are ready to h elp and behave just a they were the members of your family. 

In short, if you think all the possibilities that you face, dorrnitories are good places to 
li ve. Instead of living at home with your friends, you can prefer to live in dormitory for living 
in comfort and feeling as you were at home. 
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Ther are a lot of students who attend university after passing the university exam. 
They face so me problems. One of the se problems is where they can live. S ome of them prefer 
to live in a donnitory while others prefer to stay in a house. Living in a donnitory has severel 
advantages. 

Firstly, students can meet a lot of people who come from different countries and have 
different cultures. They can learn more information about people. Owing to this information, 
they can choose their fi-iends easily. When I begun to live in dormitory I didn't know many 
students who are now my friends. 

Secondly, students can learn living alone. Before coming to university, many students 
live with their families, and families always help them. After living home, they will be alone 
and they will have to live without their families. Because of this, they will get knowledge 
about life and face difficulties. Then, these diftlculties will make students experience. 

The last advantage is freedom. Some students think that they aren't free when they are 
living with their faınilies. In a donnitory, they will have freedem and they can do whatever 
they want and go out whenever they want. Besides these, students can stay in their friends' 
houses as much as they want. Nobody can interfere students about this. 

To sum up, there are a lot of uses of living in a dormitory. Students can learn more 
information about people, living al one and difficulties of life. In addition to these, they will be 
free so, students should prefer to live in dormitory. 
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A dormitory is the second home of a student. It is not as comfortable as home, but it 
is a good place to live. There are a lot of advantages of living in a dormitory so it' s the best 
place for university student to live. 

The first advantage of living in a dormitory is freedom. Student who stays in a 
dormitory has more freedem than a student who lives with his family in a home. Moreover, a 
dormitory student learns how to use money. It is very useful for his future life. 

Another advantage of living in a dormitory is its condition for studying. Ther are a lot 
of rooms for students who want to study. You can study when you want. They are open 
twenty-four hours. You can also study with your friends. They are always ready to help you. 
In addition, there is no television in the dorrnitory, so TV can't effect you. 

The final advantage of living in a dormitory is friendship. You can have a lot of 
friends in dormitory. You can do different activities with them because your friends have 
different hobbies. Some of them may like sports. Some of them may like music. As a result, 
you can do different activities with different friends. In addition, they are always ready to help 
you. They share your problems. They are your second family. 

Finally, Living in a dormitory has a lot of advantages so it is wonderful to live in 
there. In short, a dormitory is the second home of a student. 
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Life is diffi.cult for the students in Turkey. Accomodation is basic problem for the 
students who have to live their own home. Thus, government creates opportunity to stay in 
dormitories for the students. There are abundant dormitories in our country. Furthermore it 
has a lot od advantages to stay in a dormitory for several reason. 

First of all, families want their children to stay in a secure place; in my opinion s ta te' s 
dormitories are the best places about secı.ırity in all of other private dormitories. I stayed 
Yunus Emre dormitory and I saw that they give importance security of all students. For 
example, they take students' signifıciant every evening. 

The second one is having good friends and abilities at choosing friends. I think, if I 
didn't stay in the dormitory, I wouldn't meet a lot ofpeople. Now, I can know a person when 
I looked at him or her eyes. I have got a lot of good friends;Although, we know each other for 
a year. 

Anather reason is economical problems. A donnitory is more reasonable than a home. 
If you don't want to make food, you can eat ina canten. Moreover, there are a lot offacilities 
for doing sports. Therefore, you can use opportunities without paying money. 

In brief, I believe in that a dormitory is the best place for university students to live. 
The university students should stay in a dormitory to know the life better. It is difficult to get 
used to the way of the life in a dormitory but it is w o nderfull after getting u sed to it. You feel 
that your self-confıdent increases. 
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Dormitory life is very important for university students. Although living in dormitory 
has bed sides, it fonns and protects students charactheristics. And also there are a lot of good 
sides about living in dormitory. 

First of all, one of the best thing which dormitory gives us is learning about common 
life. Besides, this donnitory period makes usa real mature in time. Sharing good, meal, even.a 
bed, drives student learn the real life behind the veil. 

Then, friendship is very important in dormitory. If you become acquinted with others, 
you can solve any kind of diffi.culty. Morever, you hardly feel blue, because in every lack of 
something- missing family, examinations- someone will be always beside you. 

After that, you can easily study your lessons. When the examinations come nearer, 
everybody goes to studying room. So, this causes you to study regularly. And also this brings 
you great effort. When you see a horde in studying room, you fear about not to find a seat. 

In brief, dormitory life is necessary for students, especially for university students. All 
parents must agree with me, because the reality of donnitories, is undeniably obvious. In an 
other word, donnitories are a part of life. Only thing you have to do is sending your children 
to them. Leave the other things to dormitories. 
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A domitoıy is the best place to live. Dormitoties are usefull for new students who 
come from different cities. Eveıy student wants to live in a comfortable environment. But, it 
is so expensive for alone students. Because of such reasons, most students prefer to live in a 
dormitoıy which has some advantages. 

The first advantage is saving money. Dormitoıy fee is reasonable for alone students. 
They may easily save and collect extra money for their requirements. 

The second is friendship. In a dormitoıy, a huge number of students stay. Students 
may find a lot of friends and make good friendships. 

The last advantage is sharing help. That living alone far from family is difficult for a 
student. Students can help each other for some daily requirements, such as washing, cooking, 
and ironing. 

In conclusion, dormitories have several advantages for alone students. Living in a 
dormitoıy may be a good experience and a perfect preparation for reallife. 
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A dormitory is the best place for university students. Living in a home more diffıcult 
than living in a dormitory. Because if you li ve in a home you are responsibi e for many things; 
for instance, cleaning, paying bills, cooking ete. On the other hand living in a dormitory is 
more enjoyable and easier than living in a house. Living in a dormitory has many benefits for 
a university students. 

First, a university student needs money and he gets that money from his family. If you 
live in a dormitory, belongs to government, you give only 6000000 TL. for each month. 
However, government pays back 4000000 TL you for your breakfast. So you don't need 
much money. Also you can eat your launch and dinner at dormitory too. 

In addition, if you give not much money to live and stay somewhere, you can save 
your mo ney and buy w hat you want. You can buy mo re book or you can go to cinema mo re 
regularly than you did before. You will have a chance for shopping, if you like to do. 

Furthermore, dormitoı·y is the most enjoyable place for university students. You can 
have many friends from diffrent country. If you like meeting new people or if you like to 
know different people, you v.ill have chance. You will stay with 6 people in the same room, 
so it is a good chance to develop your communication. 

Consequently, living in a dormitory has many benefits for a university student. It is 
cheap, enjoyable and diffrent. It is a new world which full of diffrent kinds of people. So, a 
university student should stay in a dormitory for a while and should see the new world. 
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There are lots of students who study at the universities which are not in their home 
towns all over the world. S ome of these students live in dormitories, and so me of them li ve in 
flats. In my opinion, a dormitory is not the best place for university students to live for some 
reasons. 

It is difficult to live in a dormitory because there lots of students in a dormitory. A 
student has to share her room with some other students. Because of the crowd, a person can't 
sleep and relax very well. For example, students talk, laugh and do something very 
thoughtlessly at every time of the day. Because of this noisy atmosphere, it is almost 
impossible to study well. I think that crowd is the most serious problem that a university 
student has in a dormitory. 

A dormitory may be very very dirty. In my opinion, dirt is a big problem in a 
dormitory. Because dirty places can affect someone's health very badly. According to me 
deaners of the dormitories are not do ing their jobs very well. Places that lot s of people li ve in 
should be cleaned more carefully, but they behave as if they are unaware of this reality. 

There aren't electronic devices that a person needs everytime of his life in a dormitory. 
For example, there is not a refrigerator. Because of that problem students can't keep their food 
fresh, so they have to eat something in restaurants. There is not a television which is an 
important mean of communication. 

To sum up, a dormitory is not a good place for a university student to li ve for several 
reasons. A university student should live in better places in order to live a comfortable and a 
good life. 
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FINAL EXAM GRADING ST ANDARDS 
(Holistic-analytic criterion, adapted from Appendix D) 
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TASK ACHIEVEMENT 

40-38 

30-

20-

10-

The content is relevant with the topic and there is no irrelevant content. 
The main idea in each paragraph is supported by clear and appropriate 
evidence/examples. 

The content is relevant with the topic, but there may be some irrelevant 
information. Some main ideas are supported by appropriate evidence/examples. 

Most of the content is not relevant to the topic. 
Most of the main ideas are not supported by appropriate evidence/examples. 

The content is not relevant. 
None of the ideas presented are supported by appropriate evidence/examples. 

ESSA Y ORGANISA TION 

40-38 The paragraphs of the essay are cl early and logically organİ sed. 
The text is organİsed into a clear introduction, body and conclusion. 

30- The paragraphs of the es say are not logically organised. 
Some part of the introduction, body and/or conclusion is incomplete. 

20- The paragraphs ofthe essay are not organised. 
One of the introduction, body and/or conclusion paragraphs is missing. 

ı 0- There is no distinct introduction, body and conclusion. 

ACCURACY OF WRITTEN SKILLS 

20-18 

15-

10-

5-

F ew and min or grammar errors. 
The use ofvocabulary is clear and effective with few inaccuracies. 

More grammatical errors in general, a few major errors, which do not interfere 
with understanding. The use of vocabulary is clear but not well 
developed/varied, stili with few inaccuracies. 

The number and quality of the errors make und erstanding diffıcult. The use of 
inaccurate vocabulary frequently confuses the reader. 

Grammatical errors are so frequent that so me portions of the essay are 
incomprehensible. The use of inaccurate vocabulary mak es s ome portions of 
the essay incomprehensible. 

PENALTY: -10 FOR NOT ANSWERING THE QUESTION 
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5 The essay demonstrates clear competency though there may be a few errors 

The content is relevant with the topic and there is no irrelevant content. 
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The main idea in each paragraph is supported by clear and appropriate evidence/examples. 

The paragraphs ofthe essay are clearly and logically organised. 

The text is organİsed into a clear introduction, body and conclusion. 

Few and minor grammar errors. 

The use ofvocabulary is clear and effective with few inaccuracies. 

4 The essav demonstrates competency 

Each paragraph has a main idea. 

The content is relevant to the topic, but there may be some irrelevant information. 

The main idea in each paragraph is supported by appropriate evidence/examples. 

The text is organİsed into introduction, body and conclusion. 

The paragraphs of the essay are logically organised. 

More grammatical errors in general, a few major errors, which do not interfere vvith 

understanding. 

The use ofvocabulary is clear but not well developed/varied, still with few inaccuracies. 

3 The essav demonstrates minimal competencv 

Some paragraphs do not have a main idea. 

The content is generally relevant to the topic, but not all part s of the es say are. 

Some main ideas are supported by appropriate evidence/examples. 



Some ofthe introduction, body and conclusion may be incomplete. 

The paragraphs ofthe essay are not logically organised. 

More major errors that sametimes interfere with understanding. 

The use of inaecurat e vocabulary sametimes conftıses the reader. 

2 The essay shows a developing competency 

Most of the paragraphs do not have a main idea. 

Most ofthe content is not relevant to the topic. 

Most ofthe main ideas are not supported by appropriate evidence/examples. 

Some part ofthe introduction, body and/or conclusion is missing/incomplete. 

The paragraphs of the essay are not organised. 

The number and quality of the errors mak e und erstanding diffıcult. 

The use of inaccurate vocabulary frequently confuses the reader. 

1 The essav demonstrates incomoetencv in writing 

N one ofthe paragraphs has a main idea. 

The content is not relevant. 

None of the ideas presented are supported by appropriate evidence/examples. 

There is no distinct introduction, body and conclusion. 

The paragraphs of the essay are not coherent. 
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Grammatical errors are so frequent that some portions ofthe essay are incomprehensible. 

The use of inaccurate vocabulary makes so me portions of the essay incomprehensible. 



164 
Appendix E 

(Grading sheet for holistic-analytic criterion) 

Grader's Name: 

ı 
ı 

Essay 1 Acc.of Paper 1 Task Essay Acc.of Penalty 
Total 

Pa per Task Penalty 
Total 

No. ı Adı. Org. Wr.Sk. - 1 O pts No. Ach. Org. Wr.Sk. - 1 O pts 

1 26 

2 27 

3 28 

4 29 

5 30 ı 

6 31 ı 
7 

ı 
32 

1 1 
1 

' ı 1 

8 ı 33 ı 1 ı ı 
1 1 

ı 

9 34 ı 
1 ı ı 

10 
1 

ı 
1 

35 i 
1 

1 ı 1 1 

ı 11 
1 ı 1 ı 36 

ı : 
1 ı j 

1 1 1 ı 1 
ı 

' ' 1 1 

1 ı 
1 ı i 

1 
ı 

1 

1 ı 1 

J 12 37 ı ı i i 1 ı ı 1 ı ı 1 ı 1 ı 

1 1 ı 1 
ı 

ı 

1 i ı l ı 13 
1 

38 ı 

1 
ı 

ı ı 1 ı 

14 1 ı "'Q ! ı 
:1.- ! 1 

1 ıs 
ı 

40 
J ı 

16 ı 41 ı 
17 42 

1 

ı 
1 

ı 
1 

18 
ı 43 

19 i 1 

44 
1 

20 ı 45 

21 ı 46 

22 47 

23 48 j 
! ı 

1 24 ı 49 ı ı 
ı ı 
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APPENDIX F 

Suggestions for the Design of a Final Grading Criterion 

Dear colleague, 
This questionnaire is prepared in order to obtain your suggestions to design an alternative 

grading eriterian for the fina! writing exams of our school. The aimed eriterian will be analytic in 
v.·hich a separate score will be awarded for each quality of the written work. Therefore, your ideas 
about the following prompts will enlighten the cnıcial details, the evaluative parts, the descriptors, 
bands and their weightings to form the necessary parts of the overall grading criterion. Please read 
each item carefully, check the appropriate box according to your ideas about grading writing papers 
and follow the instructions to give the necessary details. While filling the percentage gaps please 
remember that the eriteri on will evaluate the writing quality on 1 00 % as the total success; thus, your 
percentages should be 1 00 as a total at the en d of counting your prompts. 

1. Grading organisation is essential for the fina! exams. Yes D No D 
( lfyour answer to question 1 is "yes" go to question 2, if it is "no" go to question 4.) 

2 ............. % weighting is enough for grading organisation. (Please write your appropriate amount) 

3. Organisation part should include ................ evaluative bands. (Please state the number ofbands.) 

..ı.. Grading content is essential for fina! exams. Yes D 
i If your answer to question 4 is "yes" go to question 5, if it is "no" go to question 7.) 

5. . . . . . . . . . . . . % weighting is enough for grading coment. (Please write your appropriate amount) 

6. Content part should include ................ evaluative bands. (Please state the number ofbands.) 

7. Grading language is essential for fınal exams. Yes D No D 
[ Ifyour answer to question 7 is "yes" go to question 8, if it is "no" go to question 10.) 

8 ............. % weighting is enough for grading language. (Please write your appropriate amount) 

9. Language part should include ................ evaluative bands. (Please state the number ofbands.) 

10. Grading social awareııess *is essential for fina] exams. Yes D No D 
( If your answer to question 10 is "yes" go to question ll, if it is "no" go to question 13.) 

ll ........ % weighting is enough for grading social awareness. (Please write your appropriate amount) 

12. Social awareness part should include ........... evaluative bands.(Please state the number ofbands.) 

13. Grading vocabulary is essential for fina! exams. Yes D No D 
( If your answer to question 13 is "yes" go to question 14, if it is "no" go to question 16.) 

14 ............. % weighting is enough for grading vocabulary. (Please write your appropriate amount) 



15. Vocabulary part should ine! u de ... _. _ ..... __ .. _ evaluative b an ds. (Please state the number of 
bands.) 
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16. Grading the issue "appeal to the readers"** is essential for fina! exams. Yes D No D 
( If your answer to question 16 is "yes" go to question I 7, if it is "no" go to question 19.) 

17 ........... % weighting ıs enough for grading "appeal to the readers". (Please write your 
appropriate amount) 

18. ""Appeal to the readers" part should include ................ evaluative bands. (Please state the 
number ofbands.) 

19. Grading title is essential for fina! exams. Yes D No D 
( If your answer to question 19 is "yes" go to question 20, if it is "no" go to question 21.) 

20. .. .. .. . . .. .. % weighting is enough for grading title. (Please write your appropriate amount) 

21. Grading spelliııg is essential for fina! exams. Yes D No D 
( If your answer to question 21 is "yes" go to question 22, if it is "no" go to question 23.) 

22 ............. % weighting is enough for grading spelling. (Please write your appropriate amount) 

23. Grading punctuation and capitalisation is essential for fınal exams. Yes D No D 
( If your answer to question 23 is '"yes" go to question 24, if it is "no" go to question 25.) 

24. . .. .. .. .. .. .. % weighting is enough for grading punctuation and capitalisation. (Please write your 
appropriate amount) 

25. Grading neatness is essential for fina! exams. Yes \ 1 

( Ifyour answer to question 25 is ''yes" go to question 26, if it is ''no" go to question 27.) 

26 ............. % weighting is enough for grading neatness. (Please write your appropriate amount) 

27. Grading handwriting*** is essential for final exams. Yes D No D 
( Ifyour answer to question 27 is "yes" go to question 28, if it is "no" go to question 29.) 

28. .. . .. .. .. . .. % weighting is enough for grading handwriting. (Please write your appropriate amount) 

29. Grading traıısitions is essential for fina! exams. Yes D 
( If your answer to question 29 is "yes" go to question 30, if it is "no" go to question 31.) 

30 ........... % weighting is enough for grading transitions.(Please write your appropriate amount) 

31. A penalty should be given if an unrelated topic was written. Yes D No D 
( Ifyour answer to question 31 is "yes" go to question 32, if it is "no" go to question 33.) 

32 ........... % weighting is enough for the penalty. 

33. A penalty should be given ifthere is too much or too little written work. Yes D 
( If your answer to question 33 is ••yes" go to question 34, if it is '"no" go to question 35.) 
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34 ........... % weighting is enough for the penalty. 
The following is the checklist of your score weighting. First, in relation with your 

previous suggestions, check the ones you decided to include in the criterion, next write your 
own percents and check them in order to obtain 100 % asa total : 

a. D Organisation .............. % 

b. D Content .............. % 

C. D Language .............. % 

d. D Social awareness .............. % 

e. D Vocabulary .............. % 

f. D Appeal to the readers .............. % 

g. D Title .............. % 

h. D Spelling .............. % 

ı. D Punctuation and capitalisation .............. % 

J. D Neatness .............. % 

k. D Handwriting .. .. ~/o 

ı. D Transitions Ol 
.............. /0 

Total 100 °/cı 

Further Suggestions : ............................................................................................................................. .. 

Thanks for your contribution and valuable co-operation! 

~' Social awareness m ean s to be aware of w hat is go ing on and w hat has been go ing on in the world 
or around so far. The quality of social awareness in writing papers is the ability of expressing this 
kind of awareness. 
* * Appeal to the readers represents the quality of attracting or arousing the interest of readers to a 
written work. 
,., * * Handwriting is the type of writing typical of a person done with the han d. The quality of 
handwriting is related with it s cl ari tv and ease of reading - . -
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Sample Paper 1 (Taken from the June 2000 Final Exams) 
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SCHOOL OF FOREIGN LANGUAGES 
WRITING FINAL EXAM 

DORMITORY AND STUDENTS 

168 

Dormitories build for students, because a lot of students stay in dormitories, in this 
reason there are a lot of reason for staying in dormitory, so a dormitory is the most 
important and the best place for university students to live. 

One group of reason which is more important for poor students is cheap 
dormitories. These dormitories have got of goverment ,and they built for university 
students. Also, these dormtories are mo re cheap, so a lot of poor students can st ay in these 
dormitories, because poor students usually don't stay in houses for example, recently 
students pay 6.000.000 TL. to Government dormitories for a month ,but a student pays 
100.000.000 TL to his or her landlord for a month. In this reason Government dormitories 
are more requirment for poor students. 

Another gorup of reason is the most important for friendships, because a student 
has a lot of mornmates in dormitory, so a student has alot of friendships. In addition, a 
dormitory helps for describing people personality. for example one people stays in 
cumhuriyet girl dormitory and that person has 12 roommates. This example is important 
that' s person, because person both was lonely and hadn't got any friend, therefore that 
person had a lot of friends in dormitory.for these reasons dormitories are the beat place for 
friendships. 

The final group of reason is more safely for students to live, and students learn to 
be responsable in dormitories, espacialy Goverment dormitories are safely for students. For 
example two men and one woman wait for students in a dormitory everynight, so students 
don't frghten at night. Anather example, students must be at 1 1 o'clock in a dormitory. 
Students learn a lot ofthing in dormitories. 

In short, dormitories are everything for poor students, friendships and safely life, I 
think each students must stay ina dormitory. 
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The dormitory was building for students. The student to advantage dormitory live for 
example dormitories in the campus doesn't transportation problem. The student doesn't 
give for money transportation. That help the students. 
A person's behaviours, develops in dormitory, because the student meets much new 

people. The student leam new information. This information s develop the student' s 
intelligent. 
The student doesn't for television much studies lesson. When a student was white working 
lesson helps friends. The student to advantage lesson. The other doesn't advantage 
W e opinion students stay dormitor much luck, because that students has got up advantage. 
That expect is the best place a dormitory for university students live 
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The most important thing in someone's life is educating themselves, but there are 
so many styles of education some of which are bad and some are good. Since its birth, 
everybody faces these styles. Moreover, so many people think that real life is always the 
best teacher for them. However, in my opinion parents are the best teachers for several 
reasons. 

The first and most important reason is that nobody else except that a family can 
give a person his own character. In addition, everybody needs a few years just after their 
bith to acquire their own characters, because these years are the times that babies learn 
themselves. For example, when each of a twins lives in different lifestyles, they show 
different characteristic behaviours ,although they have almost the same characters just after 
the time oftheir birth. 

The second reason is that parents always educate their childrenina good way. This 
means that parents never teach them having bad habits ,saying bad words, behaving in a 
way to other people, or so on. Also, no only they give them good habits, they protect them 
from the bad effects of the environment as well. For example, if a child learns swearing, 
his parents do whatever they can in order to stop this bad behaviour. 

The final reason is that, because the parents know their children better than anyone 
else, they know the best solution for their problems. When the children have a problem, 
others can't see the details of events. Just because their parents know their psychological 
situations, they can help them to overcome with these problems. Also they can teach them 
how to see the situations in a broader sense. 

In brief, although we can mention these specific situations, we should always learn 
our parents' opinions about us during our whole lives, because noone can understand us 
better then they can. They v .. ill always keep our priorities in front so that they will always 
teach us the best, therefore they are the best teachers. 
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Appendix H 

GRADING CRITERION for FINAL EXAMS 
(New analy1İc criterion) 
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25-19 Pts A clearly stated thesis answering the question, all the body paragraphs (3) are rclatcd to the thcsis, 
true use of a funnel introduction and a conclusion for the thesis. 

18-12 Pts A thesis answering the qııestion, of the 3 body paragraphs one of them is mi ss ing or not related to 
the thesis, minimal use of introduction andfor conclusion. 

11-5 Pts A thesis partly answering the question, of the 3 body paragraphs two of them are missing or not 
related to the thcsis, problems in the lay out of conclusion or introduction. 

4-0 Pts A thesis that is unclcar or not aııs\vering the question, all the body paragraphs are missing or not 
related, either introduction or conclusion is missing. 

CONTENT 

25-19 Pts Completely unified and coherent paragraphs, totally relevant with the given topic, focused on the 
task, appropriatc support and logical analysis, no lapses in development. 

18-12 Pts Mostly unified and coherent paragraphs, mostly relevant with the given topic, focused on the task, 
same attempt at logical analysis and support of the proposal, minor lapses in development. 

ll- 5 Pts Same coherence problems in one or more paragraphs, some irrelevant information, inadequate 
support andfor problems in logical aııalysis, major lapses in development. 

4- O Pts Cohereııce is lacking, not focused on the task, most of the written work is not logical and irrelevant 
\vith tlıe given topic. 

LANGUAGE 

15-12 Pts Some errors, which generally do not interfere in meaning. Effective control of sentence structure, 
verb formation, agreement aııd tenses. Effective control of articles and pronouns. 

11- 8 Pts Errors which sametimes interfere in meaning. Sonıe control of sentence struchıre, vcrbs, forınation, 
agrcement and tenses. Some control of articles and pronouns. 

7- -t Pts Frequent errors that often interfere with understanding. Problems in sentence structure, yerbs, 
fomıation, agreement and tenses. Inadequate control of articles and pronouns. 

3- O Pts Tiıe paper is full of major and repcated errors. Many unclear sentences. Little or no control of 
sentence strııcture and verbs. 

VOCABULARY 

10- 8 Pts Variety and accuracy in \V ord ch o ice, correct \Vord formatİ on. 
7-4 Pts Reasonable use ofvocabularv. sonıe control of word formation. 
3- O Pts Noticeably simple, limited and misused vocabulary with many problems in word formation. 

TRANSITIONS 

10-8 Pts Effective use of transitions and other coherence devices like: al so, therefore, for instance, indeed, 
nevertheless, although, furthermore, finally ... 

7-4 Pts Average use of transitions and other coherence devices which may be ınissing in some parts of the 
es say. 

3-0 Pts Minimal or no use of transitions, the u sed ones nıay be incorrect. 

TITLE ................................................................ . 
PUNCTUATION-CAPITALISATION ...•........... 
SPELLING ........................................................... . 

P-ENALTY: A totallv unrelated tonic ....... . 

5 pts 
5-0 pts 
5-0 pts 

-30 pts 
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ı 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 lO l1 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 
-- ---- --~-- ----- -··-----------

Organisation 

---
! 

Content 

Language 

Vocabulary 
' 

Transitions 

Title 

Punc- Cap. 

-- --1----

Spelling 

Penalty -30 

TOTAL 

- ----- -- - -:_________ı -

Continued on Page I 73 
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Title 

Punc- Cap. 

Spelling 
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Appendix J 

Evaluation of the Final Grading Criterion 
Dear colleaguc, 

This questionnaire is prepared in order to obtain your suggestions to check the usability of 
the alternative eriterian for the fınal writing exams of our school. Your ideas about the following 
prompts vvill cnlightcn the crucial details to focus in furthcr studies; thus, they are quite valuablc. 
You are supposed to read each item carefully and check the one that best su i ts to your opinions 
about the new grading standards regarding its v.-eak and strong points through the grading process. 
The follO\ving rcprcscnt the mcanings of the symbols uscd in the tab le: 

SD: Strongly Disagree D: Disagree U: Undecided A: Agree SA: Strongly Agree 

Thanks for your contributions! 

SD D u A SA 

ı. The bands of the organisation part are successfully planned. 

2. The fırst band of the organisation part is reasonable and thorough. 

3. The second band is clear and compatible with the first band. 

4. The third band is clear and compatible with the previous bands. 

5. The fourth band is clear and compatible with the other 3 bands. 

6. The bands ofthe content part are sufficient and easy to follow. 

7. The first band of content is clear and quite fulfilling. 

8. The second band is clear and compatible with the first band. 

' 9. The third band is clear and compatible \vith the previous bands. ı 

10. The fourth band is clear and compatible with the other 3 bands. 

\11. The bands of the language part are extensive and comprehensive. 

12. The fırst band of the language part is logical and comprehensible. 

13. The second band is reasonable and compatible \\ith the first band. 

14. The third band is clear and compatible with the previous bands. 

15. The last band is apparent and compatible with the previous bands. 

16. The bands of the vocabulary part are appropriate and clear. ı 

17. The point ranks of the vocabulary part are properly designed. 

18. The bands of the transition part are reasonable and clear. 

ı 9. The po int ranks of the transition part are properly designed. 

20. To mark the Tit/e is something necessary for grading a paper. 

21. Punctuation and capitalisation are relatively important to grade. 

22. Grading spelling is essential for writing tests. 

23. The penalty and its quantity is appropriate for such an exam. 

2-J.. The eriterian in general is quite handy and easy to follow. 

25. The grading time for each paper is not too long. 

26. The descriptors and their contents are suitable to our programme. 

Further Suggestions : ............................................................................................................ . 

·················································································································································· 
·················································································································································· 
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Table 6: The grades given w ith the 1 st Instmnıeııt in three grading sessions by ten ra ters. 

INSTRUMENT 1 

Grader 1 Grader 2 Grader 3 Grader 4 Grader 5 Grader 6 Grader 7 Grader 8 Grader 9 Grader 10 

Pa per 
Grading Grading Grading Grading Grading Grading Grading Grading Grading Grading 

ı 2 3 1 2 3 ı 2 3 ı 2 3 ı 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 ı 2 3 ı 2 3 1 2 3 

ı 55 60 65 35 55 55 55 65 60 35 55 35 68 45 45 45 55 55 45 60 55 65 55 50 25 45 25 60 73 55 

2 65 55 60 60 70 70 55 60 60 60 65 55 40 65 55 65 55 50 45 65 66 88 65 75 75 68 70 78 91 90 

3 25 25 25 25 35 30 45 35 50 35 55 55 65 35 35 85 45 70 55 45 55 25 35 30 25 45 45 70 50 45 

4 50 50 50 70 78 70 65 70 70 60 78 70 68 60 65 70 73 70 50 70 71 73 65 70 86 50 55 75 83 83 

5 45 50 40 25 35 35 45 30 40 30 25 25 so 35 35 65 85 65 35 45 35 55 25 57 45 25 45 65 55 60 

6 50 50 60 60 40 55 60 35 50 60 70 60 53 55 55 75 45 50 65 60 65 50 70 70 45 60 50 83 75 78 

7 45 45 40 35 25 30 45 30 30 35 25 30 55 25 25 55 35 55 45 25 25 25 30 30 75 25 25 40 50 50 

8 70 70 60 50 70 70 65 50 (ı() 75 70 70 35 60 45 65 58 60 45 70 73 70 55 60 78 70 70 83 75 83 

9 40 45 45 60 50 60 (ı O 50 60 50 (ı() ()() 60 50 55 50 58 50 55 (ı8 68 38 70 70 58 68 60 63 86 65 ! 

10 45 45 35 25 35 35 55 25 30 25 55 65 35 25 35 45 25 25 35 25 35 60 25 30 25 35 25 40 45 35 

ll 45 45 35 35 45 45 45 50 50 35 <15 45 45 25 25 55 45 25 75 45 50 45 25 25 25 35 35 75 (ı() 45 

12 45 45 35 35 55 45 45 30 40 25 55 55 25 35 25 55 35 45 65 35 35 45 25 25 45 35 45 60 45 60 

13 70 70 70 60 73 65 70 70 70 75 70 70 78 55 55 78 70 55 50 86 85 88 70 80 86 83 80 80 91 91 

ı4 45 45 45 25 35 35 45 50 40 25 60 55 35 25 35 35 45 75 55 30 50 45 50 40 30 25 25 55 65 55 

ı5 45 70 45 60 55 55 50 55 50 40 55 55 50 35 35 70 55 50 45 60 65 65 60 65 35 50 50 65 70 65 

16 75 82 75 70 78 70 70 75 75 55 70 70 83 55 55 58 70 60 80 91 91 86 75 78 88 83 80 91 91 95 

17 45 65 60 60 50 55 60 65 70 60 60 60 55 45 50 75 68 60 65 65 65 60 70 65 73 86 83 91 83 90 
(,' 

18 75 78 75 70 68 83 75 75 70 70 78 70 83 60 65 70 85 75 78 91 91 78 75 76 94 86 RS 83 91 95 

ı9 75 75 78 65 75 71 65 60 60 75 83 75 94 75 80 93 75 85 71 91 91 75 70 73 91 96 96 91 83 85 
{' .. 

20 70 70 75 75 83 75 83 60 83 70 78 75 86 75 70 85 85 80 76 96 93 98 75 78 96 ss S6 75 91 90 
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21 75 83 60 83 ~ı 85 45 75 58 ı 65 78 75 83 70 70 85 75 85 78 83 84 65 83 81 ~8 86 97 91 83 95 

22 75 83 70 75 65 65 65 50 65 78 78 80 78 65 50 75 55 70 70 83 85 85 65 70 88 68 85 73 91 75 

23 70 75 75 83 80 83 95 75 75 78 86 78 83 70 70 83 70 70 75 91 88 81 70 83 88 91 90 50 91 90 

24 75 83 75 60 83 70 70 83 75 75 96 83 55 60 65 88 85 80 78 60 78 85 75 88 98 91 93 60 83 65 

25 75 65 66 50 70 65 60 65 70 60 6S 60 65 60 60 83 90 80 91 86 85 40 70 45 86 75 86 98 96 95 

26 83 81 75 91 88 86 75 96 75 78 73 83 75 70 70 98 70 70 90 91 94 90 73 91 78 83 80 91 93 93 

27 75 75 75 60 78 60 65 75 70 75 68 68 86 60 75 68 85 78 86 83 83 70 70 70 86 75 75 75 83 75 

28 45 55 50 60 60 55 55 65 60 65 73 75 68 50 50 78 78 70 80 65 75 55 60 65 48 55 55 88 75 85 

29 45 40 40 50 76 65 55 65 65 75 63 75 68 55 60 78 58 70 96 65 65 50 60 55 58 65 65 83 65 65 

30 65 65 50 75 70 70 65 55 65 65 83 75 65 60 60 83 75 80 85 83 85 78 70 80 58 75 73 83 75 83 

31 65 65 60 50 65 55 55 60 65 65 78 73 75 65 75 86 70 70 78 83 78 65 50 60 75 75 70 75 83 81 

32 60 60 60 65 70 75 70 75 78 75 88 83 94 75 78 96 93 95 91 91 93 78 70 78 96 78 95 96 83 96 

33 45 45 45 60 65 60 55 60 55 65 60 60 73 60 70 88 50 65 70 65 75 55 55 55 65 68 60 65 83 60 

34 91 91 91 93 94 96 91 96 98 94 96 9..J 98 94 94 98 100 95 100 88 98 98 65 95 100 80 80 90 98 98 

35 91 91 C)J 91 94 l)(ı 75 ss 75 8() l) ı 88 80 9-l l)J 93 95 90 75 98 9(ı C)() 90 98 ')8 96 ')8 ın 9(ı S3 

36 83 91 75 75 75 7S 65 83 83 86 ')cl ~5 8<ı 91 85 93 (ı5 65 91 91 91 78 70 7J 91 % 93 91 83 l)() 

37 78 75 83 86 83 88 91 88 90 75 83 83 94 83 88 9S 85 75 95 94 91 96 93 94 98 88 96 94 98 93 

38 75 75 81 86 86 90 83 96 88 75 91 75 94 88 94 96 88 95 91 98 93 94 83 91 100 80 100 94 98 98 

39 70 75 73 76 75 78 65 91 90 94 94 90 94 76 86 93 86 90 70 94 91 68 83 80 98 90 94 94 100 91 

40 65 55 65 78 86 so 90 75 83 91 91 93 68 90 88 98 90 90 78 94 93 78 85 83 75 88 78 94 98 100 

41 78 75 83 75 78 80 75 91 91 83 83 85 94 96 90 74 98 90 80 70 81 75 80 80 86 86 83 83 96 94 

42 86 91 83 78 86 75 75 88 86 94 83 83 96 94 90 70 91 70 98 75 93 94 86 88 94 94 93 83 96 ')3 

,,3 86 91 94 83 86 90 83 88 84 87 63 75 98 80 88 78 96 95 96 85 81 75 86 80 100 96 96 83 96 ')5 

44 94 94 83 86 91 96 91 96 9G 86 94 94 98 90 88 96 88 95 100 91 96 95 90 95 78 96 97 83 96 95 

45 86 78 75 63 94 68 91 83 83 91 94 93 96 88 86 96 98 90 98 94 91 68 90 88 88 88 88 X3 ss 83 

46 91 94 83 94 93 90 65 83 83 83 83 83 96 91 93 96 91 90 90 91 91 83 86 88 94 88 91 75 91 70 

47 78 78 83 86 91 86 83 75 78 83 83 80 94 88 88 86 94 90 76 90 88 70 73 70 98 86 95 83 8X 88 

48 78 86 80 78 68 68 95 55 78 73 75 75 98 75 75 98 86 88 90 83 83 73 70 75 78 73 75 7J 80 78 

49 86 78 78 94 97 94 75 83 86 65 83 83 94 83 94 98 86 90 96 75 88 75 70 70 100 88 98 78 91 75 

50 94 94 94 94 98 97 83 71 70 83 94 79 98 94 96 100 100 95 98 94 91 80 88 85 100 8(ı 86 94 96 94 
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Table 7: The grades given with the 2m1 Iııstrument in three grading sessions by ten raters. 

INSTRUMENT 2 

Grader ı Grader 2 Grader 3 Grader 4 GraderS Grader 6 Grader 7 Grader 8 Grader 9 Graderıo 

Paper 
Grading Grading Grading Grading Grading Grading Grading Grading Grading Grading 

1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 ı 2 3 1 2 3 ı 2 3 ı 2 3 ı 2 3 1 2 3 ı 2 3 

ı 40 41 44 44 42 39 52 50 47 43 46 40 37 44 39 50 52 50 41 41 43 52 52 47 41 40 43 48 48 49 

2 59 57 59 58 57 55 59 57 57 57 59 53 50 52 48 60 63 57 54 57 59 55 62 59 50 53 57 50 50 56 

3 24 24 27 24 19 27 27 29 28 35 27 30 28 29 24 32 26 25 26 27 24 32 31 30 25 21 22 32 26 28 

4 66 61 63 57 59 61 56 58 66 65 57 59 60 59 64 55 68 56 66 69 68 61 62 59 56 58 60 60 68 67 

5 39 40 35 31 35 29 27 33 33 34 28 33 26 29 32 24 31 33 27 33 31 37 33 39 29 31 31 26 25 28 

6 52 53 47 48 H 43 17 44 38 44 42 38 50 45 45 41 43 40 4.J 50 46 :n 40 36 33 39 38 48 44 46 

7 20 21 27 20 18 23 19 21 24 22 20 27 2-l 25 29 21 21 25 22 22 23 27 26 27 22 20 27 24 18 20 

8 48 45 44 45 43 41 39 43 37 40 39 46 36 40 41 40 38 35 43 48 49 46 41 40 31 37 35 44 47 45 

9 39 38 39 41 36 39 41 45 4.J 51 44 47 31 39 37 37 32 39 40 43 46 44 40 39 36 43 39 35 31 38 

lO 21 24 22 20 22 28 26 27 28 33 29 33 31 28 24 22 24 28 24 25 29 30 31 25 24 22 20 20 22 22 

ll 27 27 34 34 30 32 34 34 33 29 32 33 34 29 37 36 38 33 34 37 33 38 40 39 38 32 35 40 36 38 

12 19 19 20 21 17 25 26 28 20 26 22 27 24 23 18 24 22 25 24 27 23 28 25 20 17 21 23 21 23 28 

13 65 61 60 58 52 60 55 54 61 65 60 64 57 55 61 65 67 70 64 63 68 67 68 64 57 63 67 62 67 61 

14 29 27 32 25 24 26 25 24 31 37 34 37 26 28 30 30 23 31 37 32 35 36 35 32 25 28 30 28 23 29 

15 50 51 49 58 56 50 37 50 48 51 57 49 60 59 62 63 66 58 67 61 58 57 52 55 56 61 60 53 58 56 

16 61 59 67 70 67 72 76 72 75 73 68 73 68 62 68 75 70 71 80 78 74 76 73 70 63 69 69 75 71 7.J. 

17 61 61 62 44 50 53 67 67 61 57 60 51 48 56 52 48 53 56 58 58 62 55 61 60 48 54 55 66 59 62 

18 77 77 70 58 54 60 60 59 66 52 57 61 51 56 58 66 63 60 73 71 67 76 69 73 52 52 59 65 65 66 

19 66 68 65 62 64 70 69 65 67 74 70 63 62 67 66 70 72 68 66 66 67 63 68 62 59 64 62 67 72 66 

20 80 77 79 70 75 76 80 81 79 67 70 77 71 71 78 86 80 85 77 81 88 81 77 82 73 75 80 78 83 80 

21 77 77 77 70 78 73 83 86 81 76 79 71 75 74 78 79 74 80 77 73 78 80 76 76 68 75 69 70 83 76 

22 58 57 64 48 48 59 70 72 69 62 68 65 59 54 60 50 59 58 64 65 62 62 60 67 57 66 60 55 65 59 

23 58 58 60 64 60 59 68 67 68 62 58 65 5-l 59 61 70 68 66 69 73 70 75 70 69 57 60 61 70 67 67 

24 68 70 65 73 66 67 62 68 63 69 74 73 74 73 70 83 75 72 71 69 69 76 67 68 64 70 6.J. 65 75 72 
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25 51 51 58 66 59 61 50 57 59 58 55 63 57 68 58 65 70 66 61 60 67 59 62 58 63 66 60 71 70 68 

26 63 65 65 72 70 66 71 67 73 65 68 70 63 66 66 77 74 70 72 73 69 79 70 61 62 71 60 75 72 70 

27 65 67 71 70 74 73 67 69 72 73 71 76 75 70 71 78 74 79 70 71 74 73 77 69 74 75 73 71 78 70 

28 57 55 56 54 60 57 63 60 65 67 60 65 58 53 57 67 62 60 52 56 59 55 62 58 60 66 56 52 58 56 

29 59 59 61 51 58 Gl 61 (d 62 56 (jJ 58 (ı O 61 (ı4 (i ı 60 58 61 63 62 61 59 60 61 60 63 59 60 57 

30 64 65 68 66 69 73 70 72 75 69 65 72 73 78 71 82 80 78 74 76 77 74 75 70 77 70 70 72 72 75 

31 51 54 56 53 50 53 49 47 53 48 50 56 49 48 55 50 56 60 57 54 51 63 59 59 54 58 60 50 55 57 

32 56 55 61 58 57 56 60 59 62 66 58 62 54 58 56 63 63 58 72 68 64 73 66 57 58 63 60 65 70 64 

33 36 43 42 36 41 40 34 38 41 55 51 48 39 44 49 40 48 50 45 44 40 48 51 40 39 40 44 42 45 48 

34 89 91 94 85 86 92 91 92 87 86 85 86 86 84 87 91 95 90 87 86 90 90 85 89 93 93 90 89 91 87 

35 88 91 89 92 86 94 79 81 86 86 84 87 81 84 86 90 91 87 79 86 85 90 89 87 92 96 90 90 91 91 

36 75 75 75 74 76 75 70 70 77 72 74 76 81 73 76 85 79 81 83 86 81 75 80 80 85 75 78 70 78 80 

37 74 76 74 73 78 76 77 77 80 62 74 73 64 71 73 76 77 80 83 80 77 74 78 76 76 77 77 78 80 81 

38 81 84 85 83 81 83 94 93 91 74 82 81 89 87 82 90 86 91 84 81 86 79 86 83 89 87 86 82 84 80 

39 72 78 80 71 72 78 72 69 75 80 81 76 75 75 75 88 79 77 77 80 84 86 83 80 86 79 76 86 74 80 

40 82 82 79 74 80 79 84 84 78 84 88 81 75 78 76 91 87 84 75 81 82 79 84 84 88 85 80 74 82 75 

41 78 79 82 77 75 83 80 79 84 79 72 79 76 79 76 85 87 83 87 79 82 79 76 77 88 83 85 87 83 82 

42 83 87 81 83 86 84 80 79 83 84 90 85 87 80 83 92 80 80 89 84 87 80 82 80 93 83 80 87 85 88 

43 79 82 84 80 79 84 87 87 80 84 82 81 79 75 80 93 88 85 83 84 89 79 83 85 88 87 79 86 80 8-J. 

44 83 84 85 87 79 81 85 81 87 79 78 86 S..J. 81 83 91 87 88 84 80 85 83 85 82 97 89 85 89 82 86 

45 79 81 82 82 81 86 87 83 86 78 79 80 81 76 77 9-J. 85 87 87 84 82 79 84 79 96 90 79 91 87 84 

46 74 74 75 75 76 78 80 79 8-J. 81 79 85 81 76 84 87 82 80 77 70 77 78 78 81 84 87 84 84 81 83 

47 71 71 71 82 76 79 79 75 71 75 76 81 75 75 71 88 79 79 81 81 80 76 79 72 88 76 78 86 82 82 

48 77 71 72 84 80 79 73 76 73 75 74 69 73 7-1- 69 85 85 79 81 77 78 77 80 73 81 8-1- 75 77 79 74 

49 75 78 80 77 70 76 88 80 81 88 75 80 75 84 76 82 85 79 77 75 76 76 78 80 95 86 80 80 74 80 

50 92 95 90 84 80 89 91 94 88 88 83 87 83 80 86 89 86 91 87 82 89 80 83 88 89 86 88 91 92 91 
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Appendix l\tl 

Table : AN OVA for the significance of component scores among 1 O graders with the 
1 st Instrument, 

ANOVA 

Sumof df M ean 
F Sig. Squares Square 

Between 11530,352 9 1281,150 3,680 ,000 Groups 
Total 

Within Groups 170595,960 490 348,155 

Total 182126,312 499 

Between 1554,792 9 172,755 2,366 ,013 Groups 
Task_Ach. 

Within Groups 35776,680 490 73,014 

Grading Total 37331,472 499 

1 Between 3007,832 9 334,204 3,699 ,000 Groups 
Essay_Org. 

Within Groups 44266,280 490 90,339 

Total 47274,112 499 

Between 357,952 9 39,772 1,779 ,017 Groups 
ACCURACY 

Within Groups 10955,920 490 22,359 

Total 11313,872 499 

Between 11544,792 9 1282,755 3,651 ,000 Groups 
Total 

Within Groups 172161,480 490 351,350 

Total 183706,272 499 

Between 1607,152 9 178,572 2,588 ,006 Groups 
Task_Ach. 

Within Groups 33810,120 490 69,000 

Grading Total 35417,272 499 

2 Between 2845,688 9 316,188 4,158 ,000 Groups 
Essay_Org. 

Within Groups 37259,240 490 76,039 

Total 40104,928 499 

Between 296,928 9 32,992 1,988 ,039 Groups 
ACCURACY 

Within Groups 8131,720 490 16,595 

Total 8428,648 499 

/ 
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Appendix N 

Table 9: Most problematic 9 papers after three gradings 

Instrument I Instrument II 
Grading Order Grading Ordcr 

Pa per Grader 1 2 3 1 2 3 
ı 25,00 25,00 25,00 24,00 2-ı.oo 27,00 
2 25,00 35,00 30,00 24,00 19,00 27,00 
3 45,00 35,00 50,00 27,00 29.00 28,00 
4 35,00 55,00 55,00 35,00 27,00 30.00 

3 
5 65,00 35,00 35,00 28,00 29,00 24.00 
6 85,00 45,00 70,00 32,00 26,00 25,00 
7 55,00 45,00 55,00 26,00 27,00 24,00 
8 25,00 35,00 30,00 32,00 31,00 30,00 
9 25,00 45,00 45,00 25,00 2ı,oo 22,00 
lO 70,00 50,00 45.00 32,00 26,00 28,00 
ı 45,00 50,00 40,00 39,00 40,00 35,00 
2 25,00 35,00 35,00 31,00 35,00 29,00 
3 45,00 30.00 40.00 27,00 33,00 33,00 
4 30,00 25,00 25,00 34.00 28.00 33,00 

5 
5 50,00 35,00 35,00 26.00 29.00 1 32,00 
6 65,00 85,00 65,00 24,00 31,00 33,00 
7 35.00 45,00 35,00 27,00 33.00 31,00 
8 55,00 25,00 57,00 37,00 33.00 ı 39,00 

ı 9 45,00 25,00 45,00 29,00 31.00 31,00 
ı o 65,00 55,00 60,00 26,00 25,00 28,00 
ı 45,00 45,00 45,00 29,00 27.00 32,00 
2 25,00 35.00 35,00 25,00 ı 2-ı,oo 26,00 
3 45,00 50,00 40,00 25.00 2-ı.oo 1 31,00 
4 25,00 60,00 55,00 37,00 34,00 37,00 

14 
5 35,00 25,00 35,00 26.00 28.00 30,00 
6 35,00 45,00 75,00 30,00 23,00 31.00 
7 55,00 30,00 50,00 37,00 32.00 35,00 
8 45,00 50,00 40,00 36,00 35,00 32,00 
9 30,00 25,00 25,00 25,00 28,00 30,00 
10 55,00 65,00 55,00 28,00 23,00 29,00 
ı 45,00 70,00 45,00 50,00 51,00 ı 49,00 
2 60,00 55,00 55,00 58,00 56,00 50,00 
3 50,00 55,00 50,00 37,00 50,00 48,00 
.ı .ıo,oo 55,00 55,00 51,00 57,00 49,00 

15 
5 50,00 35,00 35,00 60,00 59,00 62,00 
6 70,00 55,00 50,00 63,00 66,00 58,00 
7 45,00 60,00 65,00 67,00 61,00 58,00 
8 65,00 60,00 65,00 57,00 52,00 55,00 
9 35,00 50,00 50,00 56,00 61,00 60,00 

10 65,00 70,00 65,00 53,00 58,00 56,00 

ı 75,00 82,00 75,00 61,00 59,00 67,00 

16 2 70,00 78,00 70,00 70,00 67,00 72,00 

" 70,00 75,00 75,00 76,00 72,00 75,00 .) 

Continued on page 181 



181 

.ı 55,00 70,00 70,00 73.00 68.00 73.00 

5 83,00 55,00 55,00 68,00 62,00 68,00 

6 58,00 70,00 60.00 75.00 70.00 71.00 

7 80,00 91.00 91.00 80,00 78,00 74.00 

8 86,00 75,00 78,00 76.00 73.00 70.00 

9 88,00 83,00 80,00 63,00 69.00 69.00 

10 91,00 91,00 95,00 75.00 71.00 7-LOO 

ı 75,00 78,00 75,00 75.00 77,00 70.00 

2 70,00 68,00 83,00 58,00 54,00 60,00 
3 75,00 75,00 70,00 60,00 59,00 66.00 
4 70,00 78,00 70,00 52,00 57,00 61.00 

18 
5 83,00 60,00 65,00 51,00 56,00 58,00 
6 70,00 85,00 75,00 66,00 63,00 60.00 
7 78,00 91,00 91,00 73,00 71,00 67.00 
8 78,00 75,00 76,00 76,00 69,00 73,00 
9 94,00 86,00 88,00 52,00 52,00 59,00 

10 83,00 91,00 95,00 65,00 65,00 66.00 

ı 75,00 75,00 75,00 65,00 67,00 71.00 

2 60,00 78;00 60,00 70,00 74,00 73,00 

3 65,00 75,00 70,00 67,00 69,00 72,00 

4 75,00 68,00 68,00 73,00 71,00 76.00 

27 
5 86,00 60,00 75,00 75,00 70,00 71.00 

6 68,00 85,00 78,00 78,00 74,00 79,00 

7 86,00 83,00 83,00 70,00 71,00 7-LOO 
8 70,00 70,00 70,00 73,00 77,00 69,00 

9 86,00 75,00 75,00 74,00 75,00 73,00 

ı lO 75,00 83,00 75.00 71,00 78,00 70.00 

ı 
ı 65.00 1 65,00 50,00 64,00 65,00 68,00 
2 75,00 70,00 70.00 66.00 69.00 73.00 

ı 3 65,00 55,00 65,00 70.00 72,00 75,00 

4 65,00 83,00 75,00 69,00 65.00 72.00 

30 
5 65,00 60.00 60,00 73.00 78,00 71.00 

6 83,00 75,00 80,00 82,00 80,00 78,00 
7 85,00 83,00 85,00 74.00 76.00 77.00 

8 78.00 70,00 80.00 74.00 75,00 70.00 

9 58,00 75.00 73,00 77,00 70,00 70,00 

lO 83.00 75,00 83.00 72,00 72,00 75.00 

ı 9.J.,OO 9.J.,OO 9.J.,OO 92,00 95,00 90.00 

2 94,00 98,00 97,00 84,00 80,00 89,00 

3 83.00 71,00 70,00 91.00 94.00 88.00 

4 83,00 94,00 79,00 88,00 83,00 87,00 

50 
5 98,00 94,00 96,00 83,00 80,00 86,00 

6 100,00 100,00 95,00 89,00 86,00 91,00 
7 98,00 94,00 91,00 87,00 82,00 89,00 

8 80,00 88,00 85,00 80,00 83.00 88,00 

9 100,00 86,00 86,00 89,00 86,00 88.00 

lO 94,00 96,00 94,00 91,00 92,00 91,00 



Appendix O 

Table 9: Factor Analysis Charts 

Post Hoc Tests 
Multiple Comparisons 

LSD 

182 

. . . . . . . . . . . ı -

! 95% Confıdence 

.. ... .. 1-. .. . . .. .. . . . Diff:r=~~e (1- :r~~r ! Sig. J. ... -·. ~~~~~~-1 
G adi ı Dependent : (1) . . --····· T('J) .. ···--- ..... : J) i j Lower Up per 

. r ng l Variable : GRADER ! GRADER ı ! 1 Bound Bound 
ı ! ! ı . ! . "ı .. . " ·· ~-----~---···-------ı .. ··---·---------------.. ·-·--·-·ı-···-----------------·-·r··----------------~------ ···-··-··········-····--···-···-·:······--··-·····--,------------ı-··---------------------------·----------· 

. ! : i 2 i 1,30! 3,732! ,728 i -6,03 8,63: 
: ~ ~---------------------:--------· ...... ····--. ___ ,. ___ ---- .. -'---------··· ··-· __ ,..:. ____ .· . .:.·---·-~-~;_..:..,__ ___ ... :...:., ____ -----· _____________ ; 

j3. ! -,42/ 3,7321 ,910 ı -7,75. 6,91' 

J4 --- ~oi 3,732l1,oooj -7,33. 7,33·: 
L-·-••••------~-... -·•-~----·--·---··-·-:-·-------~-------· ---·----------w..: 

~-~----·---------l·------·--·----~-!~-~~--'---·-: .. !.~~L~-~~~J ..... -~~-~~~~--.. ----·---~~-
1 is : -12,02(*) i 3,732 i ,oo1 1 -19,35 -4,69 

;----~~-----~-~--~~-"---·-.. ·+·-·------···--·ı--~----~--ı··-··-··--·-··---.. -----~-------" 
;7 i -7,64(*)' 3,7321 ,041 ı -14,97 -,31. 

ıs-----; -3,68! 3,732 i ,325 j -11,01 3,65" 
ı ) ~ 

:s -9,10(*), 3,732! ,015i -16,43 -1,77 
1o·--··-----·----------~:ı-~32c1 ______ 3:·732;--··:oö3·r--····-~:ıs.65-····---·=3:99 

_____ "T1___ ----~1";3ö~:--3:7-32·;·-~728T ..... __ a:6·3----·---·6-~03 
:3 -1,72; 3,732 i ,645 j -9,05 5,61 . 

; ~ -------
: ~---·---~~~-------------~-~ ~?.-~ l .... ~??.~L-~~~~-L---~~~_3_ ______ ~-~??..~ 
is i -8,58(*)i 3,7321 ,o22! -15,91 -1,25' 
: : : ·. . 

1 Totaı 2 [6-----·---:~------~:ı·3;32h·.-·--3:732T .. -:olioT---~2o,65----=5-.99: 
!7-------,-----=a.94(*)T3.732T ,o11 :--=1~7-·--=1.61 

ı-s--------.----- -4,9a·ı--i.7321 ,183 ı -12,31 2,35 
1 . , .. . . . . r ., .. ; 
;·--··------------~----------·-·--------------.----~----·-··--··--.--------- --y------·----------·-----
!9 . -10,40(")! 3,732i ,006j -17,73 -3,07 

. 
1
"1ö ____ .. ______ -··---=-12,62(*); ___ 3:732. ;-~ôo1T--=19.95-----=s:29. 

, ............. _____ r-ı···---------·:----------------::ıı·i ----3~73-2·ı-·:91o~! ---~.91 ______ --7.75·; 
ıı--~---------------------:ı:?ı----3. 732 T~64sl ____ ---~5:61 .. __ ...................... .. 
r-------.. ----------~----~---------------------------ı·---------------r -~·-----~----·1·----~---- . t 

j4 i ,42\ 3,732 i ,910! -6,91 7,75: 
~--·---~-•-•-•:...------•--••••-w--~••M••••••:·~-~-·---··-1-----·-----------•••..; 

j5 : -6,86! 3,7321 ,06?_: __ .::.1~19 ,47 
• 3 rs-------------------~11 ,6o(*)T·3-:732 f~oo2 ı -18,93--4.27-

~----------------- .. --------.-- ·····----·--------------------:--- ··-··--·-··i-------------~--------------------------------

!7 -7,22! 3,732! ,054! -14,55 ,11' 

ta··-----·-.. ----~~=-[=:~---~~=~~:~-~3~~J··--3~n2x~3-~~~~:=~!_o:s_9~=~="3~ö-7 , 
!9 -8,68(*) ı 3,732j ,020 ı -16,01 -1,35, 
f'1ö _______ ------·~1-Ö,9o(*)'i-·-3:732 r-:öö41~1'8':23----·---=3.57) 
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- ... ·---··-·--------· 
· · H·· :oo ·· ··3.732 1 ,oöo r -7,33 

ı 
,...----·-·-·-··-·---·--.--------------~-----~----·-. ,------- -·---· 
! 2 1,30 3,732 i ,728 i -6,03 

7,33 1 

8,63 • 
.' ' ı f3-· - -... -- --- --···· -· -~:42·.--· 3,732 i ,91 o! 

-7,75 6,91: 
ji-·-·---·---,-------·-----·-~7-;28T-3,7-32j ,o52j -14,61 • ,ö5~ 

is··-----·---.------=1-2,o2<*> ı·- 3~732·:·· .öo1T--=-19~35-----=4~69·· 
:-·-----~---.------·-··-···-····--··---~--···--··-·:·······-···,·-----· '-' --
j7 ; -7,64(*} i 3,732 i ,041: -14,97: -,31 
ra· .. ····----·-···-···:··············· ····~3~6a·:···· 3~732 :. ·;32·sr-····~-1-1-,o1 ~--- 3,65: 
ı-·····-··---·· ... c--·-·c···-------------·----··-··:-······-······;· . --T···-··-------- ····:·· ···-········--· ... _. 
j9 . -9,10(*): 3,732] ,015j -16,43j -1,77[ 
110-----,------11 ,32(*)_\_ 3,732 ·:ao3 \ -·--=1s,65T------3,99l 

r·----------rı------=[~--.......... ~~~~----~~!~.r-·:~~!-~~~~;~~~[=---~~~-~:1 
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•---------------------'---·---~~-----·---------------·-------------'~-----------'------·---T-----------------•---------------' 

2 11 ' -1,78: 1,709J ,298j -5,14: 1,58! 
, ;---~'-"-----------:------------------------------:=-------.------T-------·-· -,,--------~ 
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~------·-----.:--------------~·--:...---~----: ______ ;__ ___ .i 

i4 . -1,12i 1,709j ,513] -4,481 2,24' 
; . ' ı _: : 

fs·-----------------~5-,oo(*)~1,io9 i ,oo4T---~36_! __ --1,64.: 
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; -, 1 --.-- ' • ! 9 '. . .. . i -4,92(*)! 1,709 i ,004! -8,28: -1,561 

, .. . ..... {1~~--------~~~----~:4ö(~)T-1-:-7·o91-~-ö1·ö·r-····---~7:76T-----:::t,ö4l 
r-----r1----· ---~-----~------~aT-1~7a·9r·~-9s3T····- -- ~3~44; ----3-:2ai 
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. --------------------··r··----------------·-··-:····--------------------------------------------!------. 

. ! 1 6,28(*) 1 ,901 j ,001 2,55 . 10,01 f2 ____________ -----------6,8o(~)----·1~9o1T :ôaoT .... -3:67 . 1 o,53·, 
ı a- -----------------·--------------5~7-2(1 ___ 1:ğö1T~oo3i --- ----1.99 _____ --- --9-:45' 

ı·4·-···------·::_---:-~--·.~~~:·:=-~~=~:~~-~=~-c~~~~-~~:J~-:~~ö_3-!~----------:~.~o~~•------···--9~49-. 
• 6 (5 4,28(*) • 1,901 j ,025 : ,55 : 8,01 

!7····-··------------- -------··-- -------i92 ---1-:9a1··-ı--.1-2s-:----···-~:a·1--r··- 6,65 • 

ra_______ 4,22(*) · 1,901 :--~ı7r·------·--:4-9T ________ 7:9s·: 
;---------------------------------------------- ----·-:----------........... ---------------------------------· 
ı 9 1 ,82 1 ,901 ı ,339j -1 ,91 ! 5,55 i 
ı,-1o______________ ··-········=.44- ----1-:ğü:ı--i ·:a-17r·-· --=:ı~1-7-i~---·-3:29' 

' . - .. ··ı .. .. . ........ - . -- - 1 .• 1 : ' 
i 1 : 3,36 1 901 i 078! -,37 i 7,09! 
·:·----------------c-----,----1 ---------·--;-~---·----··; 
i 2 • 3,88(*)' 1 ,901 i ,042 i '15 : 7,61 i 
r---------:---------------------·...---·------·---.-------·-··-------·u·---~-----..ı 

j3 . 2,80 1,901 i ,141 i -,93: 6,53] 
. . ...... ------ -·· ___________ , -~... . . .. -- .: ... -~-~ .... ····---···-ı ' ... ·-·-· .. ..... : .:.: .... --; 
i4 2,84 1,901 i ,136j -,89i 6,57; 

1 ! s ------ ------1-:36- ----:ı-:9a-1"f :.ı:;·5ı --- -- -- =ı:37T-- · · ---s:ö9-: 

8 

,------------------;-----i-·---------------·--
! 6 -2,92. 1,901 ! ,125 i --6,65 i ,81l 

r~------_ --------------~~30 ----~=-~!_] --~9~ L---~~:~~:_ --~=----=~~~: 
jg 

.10 
--····-- ----------- .~~-·~-~-- -- -~-~~-?-~J. ... ·~-~--3-J --·- ----~~:-~~- -·-·"--- ~~~~-~) 

-3,36. 1,901 i ,078 i -7,09 i ,37' 

l1 2,06. 1,901 i ,279 i -1,67 5,79 
:_, _________________ . __ .. -· -~-···· -· --~---~-· ···-·· ·-· """,.'"----~:----"------~----: 

)2 2,58. 1,901! ,175: -1,15 6,31' 
:-----------------·------------------·--- _:__ ___ ~------------·-·--·----------------~----· 
: 3 1 ,50 • . 1 ,901 ,430 i -2,23 
ı---~----~-------------------------------------------------··--·---..------------,----------------------· ---~:~~--
i4 1,54 1,901: ,418; -2,19 
i 

5,27: 

! 5 ,06 • 1 ,901 j ,975 • -3,67 : ' . ---· ------ ....... --- -----.------- ---------- - -···- ---- -----· --- ···-· 
-4,22(*) • 1 ,901 \ ,027 

.................. 

1 ,901 ! ,494 i 
-·--·--'---·-----.- ----i·------- ··-·r--·--·------------------~---··-----.:.. __ .,_ --~ 

1 ,901 ! ,207 i -6,13 • 1 ,33 i 
ı1_o______ -1,9o1T~-15T___ -8,39 :------,93l 

____ __________;_________ --+--~--~ -------~----------··--! 

!1 4,46(*) 1,901\ ,019i ,73 8,191 
! ı- --- -- -- ··· ______ , ______ 4:-986·-----:ı :9a-ı·ı··:öo9T ---1--:2-sr·------ -a~71i 

13----------,-----.. ----3,90(*) ·-1 ,9o1T-:ö41i·---------.. ~17·-----7,63: 

'4 ---------~-3,94(*) G,9o1 i -~o39;------:z-1·+-----7.67.i 
! .. -~"-""-~--·-·---------:-----~---------'----··--------:-------i--------..;_·-------------·---:_ ........................ ! 

9 i 5 . 2,46 ; 1 ,901 ı '196 j -1 ,27 6,19 i 
:. __________ -----········-· .... -- ...... ----·-------- -----:------ ·-------:..--------~-----··---·--· ···--- ·--:·-···---------------·-··.; 
i 6 • -1,82 1,901 ! ,339 i -5,55 1,91: 
t:;-----------·----•----~-----1 , 1 o-G9ö·1·l-:563!-- -::ı-:63 --------4~8-31 
:---------~------~--~------·- --~-----.:..----~----·-- ~ 
ıs 2,40 1,901 i ,207 j -1,33 i 6,13i 
! 1-ö·- --------- -________ , -~-- -2.26 ---1-~9()1-ı--.235 ı---- ~-~5:99 -- --'-'-1~4 7 ·. 

10 ·· ···· ·····--··ı·:ı·-- ---- ------ --------·-s:n(1·,..-1~-9a1·f"~ooar·······--·2;99:···----10.45: 

···-···--·-------------· .. ---------·-------------~-------------·----~---...--~-----
Continued on the following page· 
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ri·----·----· 7,24(*) ···1·:-so1T ,ooo • 3,51-. ····· · 1-o.97-

[3---·-·····-·---------6. 16(-;;) --1~901 r~oo1·r-· ·--2~43·---· --9-:89-

!4 ·· -··-·· · ·····-------·-6--2o<~>-~---1-9ö1-ı-·ao1 r···· 2 1 
, ·····-··--·-·--·-- --·---'------·------~-----L· __ _;_ ____ ,4 9,93 
i 5 4,72(*) ' 1 ,901 j ,013 ı ,99 • 8,45 
r-6·-------,----- ,44- 1,901l ,817ı---~3.29'i··-···--4~-1-i. 
: ' ; ı : 
!7----------·-···----··-----3,36·---1-:S01f~ö78T·····-·----~:37 _________ 7,o9·: 
:·······-··--··------.-----········--·-·-·--···----:----····-·-·-T··-····-····,-·····--·-····--c··········---··········· 
i 8 : 4,66(*) : 1,901 ; ,015 i ,93 : 8,39: 
r-·--------'~----~----- :---------- ·--- ----------~------;--------- ----..; ... '. --~ -------------[------- ----------- --- : 
j9 • 2,26! 1,9011 ,235 j -1,47! 5,99! 
' : • ' : 1 : 

[AccÜRicv-·:.----------rı·---;--··-------~1~oo-:·--~46 r~291-~----·=z-;86ı-··-----~61 
ı r.··-·--·-·----·------·---------~-:-;-:ı-···---------------···-,-------······-

! 3 : ,06 : ,946 ı ,949 i -1 ,80 ! 1 ,92 j 
i--------------·-:.:·---------------'-....:-:...--r----------~-----·-. ·- ----- ... -----------...:..... .... ~--- ·----------'--'..---~ i4 -1,38! ,946 i ,145 i -3,24! ,48 i 
r ·------ ·· ------ ···· ·· · .......... -- ·----·-··:·-· _____ ........:-,.... ___ ·r···'····· ---··r:.:. ·-··.:..-.. .: ........ ·---~ ................. _; ...... ·.··; 

i 5 -1 ,86(*) : ,946 i ,050 : -3,72 i ,00; 
. . ' ı ' . : fs-·-----·--··--- ----~2.22(*)! ,946 r-~o19r---=4.ö_s_ı_·--·---::,36j 
..:.-~-------:-•-•-••"•--~-----·• ---~-----ı-----'-•••v·~~~-·~··--·-·-·~ 

! 7 -2,48(*) ' ,9461 ,009 i -4,34 : -,62; 
r';---·-·-·--------· .. r······-----·····.:.·-·----·..:.--"-.,.;_~r--·---------1·--···-·-···..:.'"':~~;~:~:..;.:, ... .: .......•... ; .. ; ............ , ............... ~ 

j8 .: .. ,.. -,96: ,946j ,311j .. -2,82! ,90l 
r--·---------;-----------------.--------........-·-~----·-··--·....:.. ...... _________ _, 
j 9 .. . • .. ... ... -1 ,50 i ,946 ı '113 ı -3,36 ' ,36 ! 

1 

f10-------- -2,22(*) : ,946 i ,019 : -4,08 : ·---~36"j 
:··---·--··------: -----.. -----.···----~---------. ---~'----~----· -· ---~-----------..! 

j1 . 1 ,00 : ,946 i ,291 j -,86 i 2,86 ; 

[3·------·-····-·-~---.l::~~~-··-··~~~~~:~1~:~~·-~=---·~~6_1 __ ~~~~~--~:~~~~~?=:·=·~,~~~~~~-j 
f4 : -,38 ,946 i ,688) -2,24 ! 1 ,48 1 

!s -,86 · ,946 i ,364 i -2,72: 1,oo • 
; . : . 

:2 ıs -1,22 ,946) ,198\ -3,oa: ,64 
,7·----·-----------------=1.48·-·--·-:946l--,1-1sT----·=3~34 .. :··· ······ · :38-; 
fa __________ · ------···---------~a4· -----:94ii[--.966·ı··--- --~1-:82 · -· 1 ,9o: 

i 9 -,5o i ,9461 ,597) -2,36 : 1,36' 
t----------:-. -------------:----- ·-~-~---· -·----,'\._.,, ______ ··---·----:···----··-·-
' ' ı ' ' j10 -1,22. ,946! ,198 i -3,08! ,64i 

--------T~---------- ---------=:·ös-~46-i ~949T-------~1-~92 .• · --· 1io, 
·-·-··--·---·~·--~----·-·----·--------··-·-··---·---------·--------·----T•·---··········· .......................... -·····-· 

'
: 2 -1,06: ,946j ,263! -2,92! ,80! 

. 1 ' 
·,...------~------· ,-------·----------
!4 -1,44; ,946i ,128! -3,30! ,42! 

--....;-'~··.··' . ' 

; 5 -1 ,92(*). ,946 j ,043! -3,78 i -,06 i 
_____________ ; _______________________ _. ______ _. _____ .. _________ .~~----··--------!---- .. ·-· -·-----········;............ 1 

j 6 : -2,28(*) : ,946 ! ,016 ı -4,14 i -,42j 3 
,------···-- - -·----,-·-·-·-·ı··------·--.------·--·-,.·~ 

~-~-----·--- -2,54(*} ___ ·~~? i ,007 J.__ -4,4~_L_ __ _:_~~j 
i 8 -1,02; ,946 i ,281 ı -2,88 i ,84 i 
_; ... ----------~------·-----------~~--- .. .::..r----.. ~--ı-----....:...--------·~--f....:...;....·--~--- .. -·-···_--; 
j9 : -1,56 ,946ı ,100i -3,42t ,30! 
·r·---------------~C-----·-...:...........---------:.;,.-~--~~_,_ ___________ i·-----------r--·----"-·----~ 

: 10 i -2,28(*) ! ,9461 ,Q16 ! -4,14 : -,42: 
.----------ı--··-----:--· ; --,-----1-, ---------:·--------~ 
4 11 • 1,38 ,946! ,145] -,48 3,24: 

i-2----------~------:38T-:946 i ,688 ı·--·- -1 ,48 r··----2:24 i 
• . . ' .. . • . l ' . . .. ' 

ı·a--·--------~, -------1~44:~6T~2·a-r···-------~42-:---3~3o-1 
ı··--·-------·-··----:-----·-•"'•-------------:--------~---·-····-··---;-·-·--------···--·----~-- .. ------·--""'----: 
i 5 . -,48 ; ,946 i ,612 j -2,34: 1,38. 
!--···-----·----··:___ __________ _: ___ ,~~-·....:.·---~-' --·~--~-:~---·---

Continued on the following page' 
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!4 ,84: ,946j ,375 i -1,02: 2,70! 
~: _·.;.:::~--~-· -r·--· ·-· . __;_~ ____ :..:,_,__....:.._! •.. ... • ... . . " ~ ~ . - .. . -----.! 

ı 5 : ,36 i ,946 ı ,704 ı . -1,50 2,22 i 
r7-~·~~~·~-~~""-~--·-· ~:zs·T~946f:7a~-~12---· -~1~6} -
i . : j ı - . i ;8 1,26! ,9461,1~~~ ,60 3,12! 

is .ı. ,72J ,946j~4~7j -1,14 2,581 

. :1o ı .oo! ,94611,oool -1,86 1,86! 
ı·=·~·~---~~-;1 ~·~,=~~-·~2.4-a<1T~~t~~r~~ı-·c--------4,3~ 

L __ r--______ 1_,4~ !-- ,946 ~. ,11sj __ :·3~_: ___ --~~~~J 
13 1 2,54(*) i ,9461 ,007 ı ,68 : 4,40 ı 

ı~=;c=:=~r~ı~=~F~*ı 
1 ' . . j . H •• ı . ~ 

ıS ,26[ ,946L,783L -1,60 2,12; 

is 1,52! ,9461 ,1o91 -,34: 3,38j 
'l . : ·--~ .. ---·······--~---------- .. .:;..,•.;..,;..,:_; _______ ~---~'--···-'-·--~_;_c.;_ ___ . ---- .,.:._-_ -- -'--····-··-'--'-----J 
ıs------------ .... T___ ,98 

1 

,946 ı ,301 ı -,88: 2,84
1 

110 ,26 i . ,9~6] ,783 j . -1 ,6o i ?,12! 
\1 ! ,96 ı ,946j ,311 j -,90 i 2,82! 
~--'-~-~.:.~~...:..;..~~---.;:~::,_~.::._ı:--r~~~~;.:.::;:..;;~...:~--,-;.;__.:.:.._..::.......:...;_:----· .. ...:-...~---'-.! 

j 2 i -,04, ,946 ~ ,9661 -1,90: 1,821 
\--~·-·~f~~=-----~---~----'~-(··~~~·=~=-· -~:-·-··-··-· ·-· -·j 
j 3 . ... . . i . 1 ,02[ .~4~ ı ·~~l~ -,84_:_. -·-- 2,8!J 
j4 i -,42 i ,946 .ı ,657j -2,28: 1 .44! 
; 5 -.-, -·--· --~.90 i ,946! ,342j -2,76 : ,96! 
; .. ' .. .. .. - - 'i' , ..... ; - ı· . ... : .. ,.ı 

ıs ...... , ..... -1,26i ,946j ,183 1 . -3,12: ... ,6oj 
~---·~,0·-··-··-~~1~f. ,946[,109C-"~38~-~4l 

: ~ 
'--·-------~ ---~---~----~-.! -· ·-· --· -· -'--·---~-~·· ~-'----' 

Continued on the following page! 
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ls ------==r=_-------:::54-ı ,946 ı .5sar··-----=2-~or· -----1-:32·: 
i 1 o . -1 ,26 ! ,946 ! '183 ! -3 12 60 

ı-~=-~-~---t~=~-=---~'-~,--·-· · -. ~~-~ 1 .s_?J:-=~.946 i -~ 113 1~--=~=~~~I~~-:-·: :~~~-s] 
: j2 i ,50 i ,9461 ,597 ı -1,36 i 2,36 i 

. \ 1 -i 3 1 ,56 f ,946 ı '1 00 ı -,30 ! 3,42 i 
r- ı i ;----· 
l4 ----~~~--'~2_:__,_~,946!_ ,8~~-= .· .. · ~1,·!_·4·-L···.~~~. -~.·-.?.~.i 
t~---· -·· -.... --~~-~_l_. -· ·~~t-?o4 .ı . --~_:~.ı,2 L~------~~-?.J 
js -,72i ,946J .«71 -2,58! . 1,14i 

)7 -,98 \ ,946\ ,301 ı . . -2,84 -1. . -~sı 

!"~"~ .. !;""- ":; ... :::===~~~f::·:~t:~:·=~~ı:ı":~.i:;~ 
i j1 2,22(*) i ,946 1 ,019 ı . ,36 i . 4,08! 

ı r 1 1 .22 ı .946ı • 198 ı -.64 ı---3:081 
1 ı3 : 2,28(*)1 ,946ı .016ı ,42r~4.14! 
i 10 r:::·t~••• ~:-:s:ır~;94sf~st~i~t--=:ı;;~J 

js ,36 1 ,9~6] ,704J -1,5o_,~-~-~2·~~l 
ls ,o o i ,946j1,ooo 1 -1 ,86 i 1 ,861 

i 

!9 

j7 -,26J .~~~ j ~?8~j -2.121 ............ 1 .~oj 
~s-·-~c 1,26! ,946j ,183] -,6Qi 3,121 r---· _..:....:..,=-:.:..,__:-~~-~~~~~·~~.;...;...:..-"""'.:..:.o-:::.::.:....;;:::.,~::.....:~_::.,~~~,.-:...;._~ 
,9 • ,72: ,946! ,447! -1,141 2,581 
!2 . .. . . -2,38: 3,749 j ,526 i ~9,75T ____ i.99l !Total 

ı 

\3 1,16\ 3,7491 ,757! -6,211 8,531 
i'4-~------~---------.:-5,o4T · 3,749l ,1791 --=-1-2,41 T'-'---2:33-\ 
f5-----------,-----------------3;44T-"-~749t,359i"-------~3.-93:-·--·--1·ö-:ii1·j 

' ' ı ı . ı ıs • -4,62J 3,749i ,218 -11,99! 2,75 

ır=-~~~i .. ~~:~::l"::~::ı·~~:f~·~~11H=---::~ 
~-----~-· '~~--~~,,~-~---~~---="-~-·. -· . -~·-· . ::-:'T-~'-~~,~~~'~·'" 
j9 • -4,30 ı 3,7491 ,252 i -11,67 i 3,07\ 

J10 -13,98(*) ı 3,749 ı ,000 ı -21,35! ~.61J 
! 1 . 2,38 i 3,749j ,526 ı -4,99 i 9,75 j 
r-3 ___ , __ ,_"~-------· .. ·-···-· ~----3~54-·ı--'~3:749T ,34~sr=~3~83~1~~-1-0,91·j 

ı-- . • ··----; 1 ... ı . . . -+-· ---·ı 
j4 • -2,661 3,749! ,478ı -10,03!. 4,71 i 

is . 5,82! 3,749! ,121j -1,55i 13,19) 
• . .... ' .. . .. . • .. .. . ... · ........... 1 .... . ... .. -~·=,~~,~--'--'--~: 

js-------_ --.-.. -. ~2,24[3?4~\ .~5oJ -9,61 i.. 5,13j 
.. .. ....... ~--~-- . . . . ~----------:------'·-~·--: 

j7 -4,22! 3,749ı ,2611 -11,59! . 3,15! 
ı ·----- . ·-~ 'i . ı ı-~--··-·--4 

ı8 3,94: 3,749ı ,294j -3,43! 11,31j 

r9 -1.s2 ı 3,7491 .6o9ı -9,291. 5,45l 

!1o -11,so(;>·f ... 3.749ı·.ao2T .. -18,97\ ~4.2~ 
ra~~~ı-1 ____ . -· -~' · · ··· -1.16i ·3.749f.-7-S7J · -·~---~-8.-53-r~-~'6,211 

Continued on the following page 1 
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.-------·-·---·-------·,---------------------;-----------·-·---·---ı------·---·---·-~---· -· ---~-, 
]2 i -3,54[ 3,749j ,345i -10,91 i . 3,83( 

[4 . . . , . . -6,2o 3,749 i ,099! -13,5?T-W7! 
fs-------~-J------. ··---ı-:ıs·!---3:74.9T-~543 __ !_ ·-·-· ·--~5;ö9-ı-·----9:S51 

rs---------~---·· -· ---=s-.78 ı---3~i49T-~-124T·- --~13:15!---------1~591 

f7 -7,76("). 3,7491 :o39 1 -15,13-,-·--,39\ 

~---•. --·-t ···-s:1~~-+~3*J-~~~~~-~-··-~~:~~~ 
rw-_ --! -15,14(*) i 3,749j_ ,000 r·---~22",5·1··ı·-------~7.77"1 

j1 · ' s,o4: 3,749T~--:-ı~33r--12:41j 
·ı:;- 1 : . . . " . ı -~-------j 

1 ~. . . L . 2,66! 3,749J .~7~ ı .. -4-?1 i _ 10,03! 

! ~-"·"~~=~~~=~(~~~~--=~~:=~ ~~~,~~--~~!~~I,}~~~T==~~!.~~.~=c~~~=!~~-~~:1 
j5 . i 8,48(*)! 3,7491 ,024! 1,11! 15,85! 

4 Js · ....... ı . ,42\ 3,749\.911r--~5[---7.i9j 
f-7-· -1,56 i 3,7491 ,678) -8,93f--5,81l 
:r~~~.:;~~.~'"'-..::."-:""--~r---..::.·"'"-'----!...;;...: __ . --· ·.::.,:....~ ___ .__,_~f--·-:;.:..:.._~--"'"'T-·'"--;..; ______ .,:__t...;.:..::....-;;_ __ _;__..:.....,; _____ ~;:_r~-"' .. .;:~;:.:;::..;.·--~--ı 
llS."=-·-'-~~-~ -·· -~~60.! .. 3,7~~~~-~~~.Tl ____ , __ , _ _:-_~!~L=~-·~~?~l 

' ' 1 ' 1 
,9 i ,74! 3,749ı ,844ı -6,63! 8,11ı 

j1o . , . .. -8,94(~) J 3,749 j ,OH j -16,31 i ~1 ,57 i 
L~---~·-- 1 . -3,44! 3,749J ,3~~ L -1--~~~--L-~2·9~j 
!2 i -5,82! 3,749j ,121 ı -13,19! 1,55j 
------~------~}-~--'-----~~~-"'-"~=~~--~--~-'"'-='-ı'''-~~------------·----~--~~ 

j3 i -2,28! 3,7491 ,543 i -9,65: 5,09 i 
(4 L -8.48(*) ı 3,749j ,oz4j -15,s5j -~~-12J 

's js -8,06(*)! 3,7491 ,0321 -15,43/ -,69\ 

f7-~~~- . _ ·· ~1o,o4(1T 3,749 j .o~if-~17,41~i~-----~i,67ı 
is --------r------~1.a8 r----3,749r:616T-----~9~25--:--------5-;49.1 
' ·····' .... -'·· ......... 1 ............. ' ' ~ 

19 ' ... -7,74(*): 3,749j ,039) -15,11! -,371 

~--__ j1o-- _ -[--·--1_7~426~[~3_!49~P,~~--~~~~79I---~~-1-ö.ö~~1 
. i1 j 4,62i 3,749; ,218ı -2,75i 11,99! 

i---'-~.,:_:_ ___ ...:..;....:._;:..;:.,.;:.:.-~.:..:;-~:;:;;;.;_ ___ ~-' -· ··~.:...-'.. .. ~ ,,_,, _,.,.. ~-ı..:.:..-..:.:.--.:..._;__ .. -~-. .;-~_..;.• . .;~.:.;....:.~..;..'..:,) 

j2 . 2,24! 3,749J ,550 ı -5,13 i 9,61! 

13 5,78! 3,7491 ,1241 -1,59! 13,15i 
l . 1 ••••••••••• i...... ' i .... : 

!4 ! -,42 3,749j ,911 1 -7,79! 6,95] 
r-'-'-.,.:.._..:..:,_, ---~-·-..::..:...-~r......:...:._,_,__;..""';.."..:-~~...:..----=---~~..;.;__.__.,,:... __ -r-·~----·--ı-----···--...:..---.-·-'... ·ı-'---'-'...:.:..:.:.;:....:.:.;:__..:.....:__.-! 

s ıs ı 8,06(*) i 3,7 49j ,0321 ,69 i 15,43! 
ı------ .. --·-··--. ---· ---~-1 
J7 ..... i -1,98J 3,!49J,598} -9,35) 5,39) 

·----~ 

!·~-~-~~~·~~--'"--~~~,~-~~-~? 4:,~.:.!~~4--''·--~~~~ ,1"=-~~~~~~::.ı 
i9 .. . . .... i . . . . ,32! 3,749 j . ,932ı -7,05 i . 7,69! 
r1o~,=--r~-=·~ -9,36(*) ı·- 3.749 ı ~-13T-~1s.73r=-= .. =~ı~91 

--. -· ---+ · r r- .. -- · · i --·r-· -· ---~------r---~-----i 
i7 ! 1 i . . 6,60i 3,749j ,079 ı -,77! 13,97 i 

l2 i 4,22! 3,749f,261j -3,15!-11,591 
.ı. ...................................... ' ......... .. 
!3 . 7,i6(*)l 3,7491 ,039ı----:39!-1s~13l 
;---· . -·· .. --·· -· ~~:=~~~"~-· ·-· -~----·-· ·~ı--·.-· ·-,t"'·"·=-'-"~~--~-:~~~~·-----~2 L 4 _ _ _ ı _ 1,56 ı 3,749J ,678ı -5,81 

1 
_ a,93 ı 

: ! Continued on the following page! 
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r
-----------------,------------------------,--------,-----;;-;:;ı·--------:-----, 

9 i -,36 • 1,661 1 ,829 ı -3,62 : . 2,90 i 
. _ _ __ .. J1o _ _ ı _ -4,58(*) • 1 ,661T .oo6 ı -7,84 i ~1 .32! 
~----11----r·---------1;t6T--1 ,661T~4as·------~2.-1-o_! _______ 4~42l 

ı fl'~=~~--"-~~~---· ------1.1-ı·ı-1~661t-~sa1·-f--------·-=ı~14-.-------4.3al 
i f4 __ 1 _ _ _ -1.o8ı 1,6611 ,516r--4.34.-. -2.1-sl 
ı rs--_ -r--~--ı:aı: _ •1 .661 ı ,090 ı _ -.44-~- 6,08: 

12 ~- --~~~L~~-• : _ ~1>·~r 1 :sı~.28s~_ =s.o4-:~=-=-=i~~-~J 
17 . i .. . . -,98 ! 1 ,661 ı ,556 j -4,24 i 2,28 i 
t 8 ---~ 2,00 i 1 ,661 ı. ,229\ -1,26 i 5,261 

I 9 80 t 1 661 1 630 1 _ ~~!~6 i _ _ 4 o6 ı 
. ~~~--~--~=,~- - ---- -- • - +=-"~~"~T~-. , . ----: 
,----~------~~"~-~-~-~-~-~~~---~~---"--'-l----~"~--"'~~--~~~~~1-i"--~L::~ı-=:~~-}~--~-~:~~t-··------~-i,-~~-i 
i r:-· -· -~-·-r··~---· --· ---ı ---~ r----·-··-j 
i j2 ............... ! . ················· ~1,12 i 1,661ı ,501\ -4,38J 2,14! 
i f4----ı -2,20 ı 1 ,661-l '186l -5,46 i 1 ,061 

ı r~=~~:.-=:~:~t=--~~= : -~'~L~?~C~!~~in:§7j ____ -_.-_ --~i-~~-~r_:-~:-=.ı~~~ 
j3 ıs ! __ ....... -2,90 i 1,661j ,oe2j -6,16 i ~~- ,361 

17 j~~ -2,1 o i 1 ,661 ı ,2071 -5,36 ı 1 '16 i 
ıs ,88 ı 1 ,661 l ,597 ! -2,38 i 4, 14l 
(----:.:.........-~~~:=:-.,_:...:...:.....:.-:.:..~~-.:=~-· ·-·· "-·...-.::..:..: ____ :!....,_...ç.:......._~:......--r-., -.ı 

' 1 1 i ' ' ' 
j9_ ! ······"''''~!-~Z,i__1,6~~-~ ,847j__ -3,58i 2,94! 
f1o- ı -4,54<*>! 1,661] .oo7i -7,8o: -1,28! 

11 .. 2,24[1,661j ,178! -1,02! 5,50i r , 1.08 i 1.6611 ,516ı -2.18 ı 4,34] 
,------------~------· ·-· ~~~~----,-·-·· ~;:ır~--T-----------,..~~--·-·-: 
(3 : 2,20[ 1,661, ,186ı -1,06: 5,461 
fs __ . _ .. ---·· --~--~=3,9o(~)i1,6~1-9r---C"'~s4r~-----7~6 i 
! ....................... • ......................... ' ... ' .......... .' .......... ~ 

4 ı 6 i -,70! 1,661 ı ,674 ı -3,96! 2,561 
--·- . . ·' . . .. ·-=--~-··------------, -------~---· -·-···~ 
!7 ,10\ 1,6611 ,952J -3,16! 3,36\ 
t ....... ~._.._.., .. ,,\, .... • ...• .. .. ·. ·-·- ···--:::..~..:::.:::.::..~--1 

js _____ -.. -.. r. .. . 3,oei 1~661f,o64J .. : .. •_18(_ 6,34_1 
fs-~"-~~--,r~=~~---1-:as-r~-1~11"-:258 ı -1 ,38 ı s. 14

1 

J10 i -2,34[ 1 ,661J ,160 ı -5,60 i ,92 i 
t~--,~~--~c .. ,_,= .. J,.~,="~~---"~-1_. __ 66L _1 ·~~:,L~318 \ -~~~~-~-~-~c~~~~_ı 
i 2 . . i -2,821 1 ,661 ı ,090 1 -6,08 ! ,441 

ra-·--r -1,70i 1,661j,307j -4,96-~--_-1-:ssı 

!4_ ._ -3,9o(~)L_1~6~1L.o191 _ =7~16!_ -~641 
:s rs~~---___ -_ ~~~~-----~.~--~(*) 1 _____ 1 .~61 [:Oös[__..- ~?~~s-r~=--:1.~~4-l 

f7--------ı------=3~Sör)[~r,o23l ~7.o6J ___ --=:54ı 
[8 ·_ m •• m m r -,82j·_ 1 ,661 ı. ,622! -4,081_ 2,44! 

~-=-=c __ __ ....... ~2~~-~~---~ .s.61 L ~225ı -5.~~.: _ _ _1 .2~.ı 
_. __ ~--m~-J 1~ --~c--.-.... -5~2~ni __ 1 ~~6~ L __ ·o~-~9,5~l_~~J 
:6 i 1 ' 2,941 1 ,661] ,077 ı -,32 i 6,20 ı 

Continued on the following page i 
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l1 -,s4i 1~661L,~13t -4,1oı 2,42J 

j2 -2,00 i 1 ,661) 229 ı -5 26 ı 1 26 i 
-~--~---- .' .. •"'~----' ·-·. :-· ---· ·~·---~---~ 
j3 -,sal 1,661 1 ,597ı _ -4,14! 2,38; 

~~ -3,081 1 ,661 ı ,064J -6,34 ! '18 i 
: 5 . . . ,821 1 ,661 1 ,6221 -2,44 ! 4,08 i 
}-----'-.;.-"--~---~:-------"'----· , }~-· ____ , __ ....;. __ r--:; _____ ,:... ___ :-----'-----------~ 
i 6 • -3,78(*) i 1,661 j ,0231 -7,04: -,52! 
_ı . . . ' ; ~ . "'.. . -' - - . .• . ' . . • . . . . ' . - . ı r---.. ·---·-· ---··:··------------------·-r-···----·-··-r----·----... ·ı··---- -- ... ·-------.----------·---·--··--·'i 
1 7 : -2,981 1 ,661 1 ,073 -6,24 ; ,28 ! 

!9 1 -1,20 i 1,661 1 ,470 ı -4,46 ! 2,06 i 
. ·-------------------------·-r-·--- r-· -------:ı----------,--------------: 
ı \1 o ! -5,42(*) ı 1 ,661 ! ,001 ı -8,68 i -2,16 i 
i-------~~~-~ı-1·-"·----~~----'r-~-------· ~~sr~·1":SS1T .s2ilr---~:.-ı~ar--~'--3~62·ı 
, r--.. ----~-~~~ ------- -~-~-,~~-~-~r-=--~,~~--r-~-~~,~--~-"1 

i 2 i -,80/ 1,661 ı ,630 -4,06! . 2,461 

i 3 ___________ ,32 L 1,661 j __ ,847! -2,94 ! _ _ 3,saj 

J4 -1,88\ 1,6611 ,258j -5,14; 1,38j 
r---~--~~---~--:----------· -· . -· ·-·---~~~---------,~---~-;"·-· ---· -· r--------------'·-·: 
ıs : _2.02

1 
1,661j_,2251 -1,24! 5,28! 

ı . . ...... -~-- . . . . i-· - 1 . . . • .1 . . .. i 

ıs ~~,581 1,661 1 ,121J -5,84t ,6a
1 

19 
ı 

i1 -1,78! 1,6611 ,2s5l -5,04 i 1,48! 
l--=~-----~--·--~-----"'-"~~'-~:--·-·. -· -r;;'*-=-· ---···-~""~---'""-------.! 
ıs ı 1,2o ı 1,661 1 ,470j -2,06 ı 4,46! 
J1ö=~----· --ı----~--" ~4.2z<~>l1.s61ı~.o11T~~~i.4sl~=~96'l . . . . ----·-·· -·· -·. _,_._~---r- . . . . . . . . ..... -· 
ı 1 • 4,58(*)1 1,661 ı ,006! 1 ,32 : 7,84) 

i 

~ 
t~ _ .~.~~~*>L 1~661J._~o~?l ,16 :,,. _ 6~~sı 
j 3 ' 4,54(*) i 1,661 ı ,007! 1,28 : 7,80 ı 
~---·. ·-····~---'-'"=""~"- ·'· l ···~-···~c--"--~=-"-' 14 ' 2,34J 1,661J ,160J .. -,92j. 5,60l 

-~~--'-'\ ~ Continuedon the following pag:J 
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ı rs ______ ----------------------6,24c·>T1~61T ~ca-ar___ 2,98-~----9.so ı 
1 js _ .. · _ 1,64 1,661j ,324J -1,62: 4,90! 

1 ~-==:~:::=S,{~F~~H~~I =1ı~F~~~~~, 
ı .... ' J9 4,22(*) [ 1,661 1 ,011 1 ,96 : 7,48-! 
jEssay-=Org.-i----T2____ -1,20 !1 ,744l,492l -4,63 i 2,23; 
1 i fi . ...... : ···1.42! .. 1,7441 .416 i -2,01 r·------.ı:ss'ı 
ı : [4------,-~--"--" . ~2.32 r1.744f ,184[~~-~~5.75-r-· --1-J11 
ı : r · · · r· ı-;;; 

1
- · · · ·-----' 

1 ı.1 ~ 1,00! 1,744ı _,56~' -2,43·-~----~~~ 
ı 1s i -1,06! 1,744r,544l -4,49 1 2,37 1 i r-------,~---~---· -~-:--ı-------ı-· -·----,.----· --~---~~~=--· ·-· -_, 

ı ~~----···"-·-·----- -r-~~---~----"~:.,~~:~ :-"--~-~~-i~-r~:;:;1--~-"-·--:~~i-!·"--·-'--=~~~~ı 
! 

1 

l!-~~l -=----=-~3ToT-1~744I-:c)s7J---~s~[-----73l 
ı : j10 i -6,74(*)! 1,7441 ,oool -10,11! -3,31i 
ı r~·~~~=-~~l1---.~-~~---r •••··------~-==-~~~(fC~1~~r~~~?-ı~-~--~-;~.2~-t·:·•::··----~~~3j 
ı 1 [3 ,-- 2,62! 1,7441 .~--:::B1!-6~-osl 
ı ' . . ................... ] ........ :. .. . .. ' 
ı j4 -1,12! 1,744j ,521) -4,55[ 2,31_] 

15 . . ! . 2,20! 1,7441 ,208j -1,23i . 5,63j 
:··----------,--····-----·----,--~---. ·--r~----~-~--------~-----t-~~---------·-·: 
i6 • ,14; 1,744ı ,936j -3,29! 3,57[ '-· ·------•---------:---•-·-_, __ ,_ "···~----~--:--,~-~----- -ı·--~------"ı' ---~~-~---~--~-----~'--~--' 

17 : -2,481 1,744_,1561 -5,91[ ,95! 

Ja 1,66! 1,744j ,3421 -1,77! 5,09) 

! 9 : -2,00 ~ 1 ,744J ,2521 -5,43! 1,43 j 
r1o ___________ -----r---------~=5~54<*> ı--1:744r:aö2T~-~8.97T- ---'~2. 1-1--: 

r··---------ı1·-----------~-----------:1;42!--1~74"4'f-:41-6[------4~a5·r·-----·-2,6'1-ı 

' f2 -2,62 i 1 ,744] ,134j -6,05! . .. ,81j 
]4 · -3,74<*> ı 1,744! ,o32ı -7,17-r··----~1--i 
i .. ---~~=~~~--r--·········. , 
i 5 • -,42 i 1 ,744J ,81 o! -3,85 ! 3,01 ! 
rs~-~~---~~~.ısr 1.744[~-TsGT -5,91 ı ,9sj 

17 .. . ~5,10(*)@44J ,004! -8,53: -1,67! 

i3 

}~--~-~----~'-·'-=~-~===~~~6l~~744! ~~~--L~--~4,39l=-~~~~~!_j 
ıs • -4,62(*) 1 1,744! ,oo8l -8,05! -1,19! 
[10---, -8,16(*) i 1,7441 ,ooöl -11,59 i -4,73-ı 

,---------------;-- ' .. .. .. i. ) ı 

\4 !1 i 2,32: 1,744j ,184j -1,11 i 5,751 

[~~~~====[~~~-- -~~~1:12_:~-1-~~~q=.s,~!['-----:i.3TL.~~--4~~il 
!3 . : 3,74(*)!. 1,7441 ,032j ,31 i ... 7,17/ 

j rs-- 3,32T 1,744T ,o5a! -.1·1r-·- 6,7sı 
1 js 1,26J 1,7441 ,470J -2,17 ~--.ı.sgl 
ı J7 -1,36 i 1',744 r.436j -4,79r~= 2,o7'l 
ı ı----· -·· --~----.-·---·-· ---~·.. .. .t ...... ' .. -,~~::l---~------------:~,--~~~"~---1 

ı !8 2,78 i 1,744! ,112J . . -,65\ 6,21\ 

_________ ... _____ L.~~-----· .. ___ ; ______ ,_j__ _ -~--~onti~~-ed on the followin~_!>.!_~~J 
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rs-------------------·---~~88T1~744T"s1-4T--=-~1--~---------2~5si 

i.. . r-ıo • . -4,42<): 1_,744! ,Ö12] -7,85 i -,99: 
,--------·--·-·ı··----·-·······---·--------·----~. ----~----r----~--,---···-·-···-····· 

1 ,1 ___ · __ ··-·_c. ~1~~-~L _ _2_.7~-~~~2J_._ ... -4·~ ... L 2,43\ · rı ---- ·-- ·- -2.20 i . 1 .744ı .208 ı -5.63 ı --------1 :~~ 

is 
1 
1 
1 

.! 

J3 ,42; 1,7441 ,810 ı -3,01 1 3,85 i 
14 . -3.32 · 1.744t~o58 i· -6,75-r--.11-ı 
'. . . . •• ,,,,, •••.••• ' •• - 1 . , •••••.•.•... ·'·.co. ··• 

!F=····~L~4~:i~f{:~~F~~=}~~f=~ 
ı 8 -,54 \ 1 ,7 44\ J57l . -3,97 i 2,89! 

f9 . , -4,20(*) 1 1,744T-:a161 -7,63! -.nı 
·.~~~:---~~---~----~----··---;,~--,----~~-· ,--~-----~ .. ~---~~~-··---r=--~~~-~~ 

1 11o : -7,74()! 1,7441 ,oooj -11,17~ -4,31 1 i---.;.,;.· ... :., _________ ,,:.....: __ 1 _______ .. _,..;.~--~---''-'.;...._·-.-----: •• ..;; ---~-------~--'--'..:._.;; ____ ; .. -:;. • .;~ •• ·.:..;...;~ . ..:...: • ..:..;.:..:._·_.:.,;_~f-'••-'----'-·----·-··-··.;,-i·--··;.~.;;.,;_ .. :: ____ ._. __ ,;....; .. ~ 

i l!__. ---~----~·o6 L~?44j .:_~+ __ _3.3?_!___ 4.49J 
! j2 . . . ! -,14 j 1,744\.936 L . -3,571 ..... 3,29J 
ı r . j -
! j3 ; 2,48) 1,744j ,156ı -,951 5,91j 
, r-· -· ·--::.-~ . ..: . .:...-. ....:.-:..-... ; .. :....-:....~~.: . .:.~:-· . ..::... . .-.. ... .:..,'...;.,~__.:....:.--=.:...;;..:~-~~.:..-•• ::..::..;~·~....:.::....-.......:..-..::~---·-- .~-~~..:,'...:.....:.'--.·~~.:::.::~""'-~ 

J4 . -1,26! 1,744j ,4701 -4,69! 2,17! 

)7 

is 
1 

! 

\9 

rs~-------··"--~-.---~ ···.·.·.·····?:o-s-ı ···1 ... ?4~-i ·.· .. 23al~---~~7"r~~5,49'] 
' ; 1 ı 1 • 17 -2,62; 1,744i ,134ı -6,05i ,81! 

ja 1,52j 1,744j .~a4J -1,91 i 4,95/ 
r·--·---------'----·-:··--··-· ~----....:......-;-·-· ···-·~· ... ~-- ı . __ ...;._~~~-..:....f-'.....:..:.....·-·· -· ·-·-· ··~} 

!9 -2,14i 1,744! ,2201 -5,57! 1,29i 
j····· ------·--·---·-···-·--"-~--C-~c-~,·-cc."-'-'.C~,~~=--'--=~-•-~~=·-=~~-.~--· _. ·-·· c.J 
ı10 . -5,68(*)1 1,744j,001! -9,111 -2,25! 
' . '· ı ' ' 

!1 3,68(*)! 1,744] ,035J ,25! 7,11) 
: ı ı ; !2 2,48' 1,744ı ,1561 -,95i 5,911 

r3· ·-~s-. 1 o(*) i-·1 .7 44 ı ,004 ~ı-1:s7·:~~~s~s31 
; _____ :_ _________ :_ ___ ~ __ ........;;,___'-_:. _ ___:_;....,.._• __ ;__ ___ ....:......_~__: .. ..::.....:......._.1----------·-----·! _________ ~ ..... ...___,;_ __ ..;.. __ j 

14 . 1,36: 1,744J ,436j -2,07\ 4,79i 

js 4,68(*)! 1,74~~!!.~~-f---~3_~-~--- 8,1~ 
f6-- . . . . ~_,62 i 1,?4~ ı . ,_134 l ..... -.~1 ! .. . .. 6~05j 
ı-------- ---~-, -----.-----r··--------~--------i 

:8 . 4,14(*); 1,744! ,018: ,71: 7,57ı 
j-9--·----·--·-~--· · =~--~~·7s=i-1.744(~783f~-~2~9s"ic·~1--j 
(1o • -3,06 i 1,744 j ,o8o l -6,49 i · ,37j 

\1 . . ... .·. . . :,46: . 1,7441 ,792[ ~3~89 !. . . 2,971 
ı--··--········--·--:--------·--------,--------~ ---·---·T----------:------··'i 
ı2 • -1,66! 1,744 ,342! -5,09i 1,77j ' . . - . . . . . ı ·;- 1 • • • ! 

~---- ,96j 1,744j ,582j -2,47j 4,39! 

j4 . -2,78! 1,7441 ,112j -6,21 i ,65! 
r------"-----·-,·-·--···-·· ~-·· . ~~--~~~--~·~--•·-·r~·c ... :~~~-~•~·~·~--~ . .J 
is . • ... .. . .. ,54! 1,744i ,757) .. -2,891 .. 3,971 
ıs~-·-· -~~ -1,52-:1~i441~3a4 ı····· · 4.95~:=~-1 :911 
~--- . . . ... ... : ı ---ı-· _.;.;.,_:.;...o,.;. __ ~-~-----..J 

j7 -4,14(*)1 1,7441 ,0181 . -7,57!. -,71f 

i 9 -3,66(*) i 1,744 i ,036! -7,091 -,23! 

rı·o -7,2o(~) r "1 ,744l,öoo~ ~1o,63! ~3.77"1 
j1 ··· 3,2oi ··1,744j. ,os"lj-~23!~~6~~ 
1 
i 

i·--·-~-:........;.._ .. _ ~---1_. _______ .:..··--· --~ . .:...····-··--·--l"-----·····--· _________ _1 _______ ·-----·-----·-'--- _ 
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14 
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fs ______ --- ------- .----------------=-.40 ____ ~a-1sr-:s24T----::2.Qo r------1-:2oi 
j7 - ' ... ~,56: ,815j ,492j -2,16~ 1,04! 
r---·-;----------,-------~-------,--------·-···--·:··--------. 

r: --- --- --J ----- --- ~<;:ı-- ::~:-~- ::~-f--~--~~~-ı-----~-~:~:· 
! 10 J -- -2,04(*) 1 ,815 ı ,013 ı -3,64 ! -,47 

·--+~1- ~----,48T--:815j ,5561 -1.12! 2,08; 

ı-ı~~~~~r-· · ~---~-~46"!'---~s1sr .s73f----=1-:14'-r--- ------:z:-o6i 
r.~~~-~r--· -'''"...'.:-'-'-~...:._.,_.:__..:...... ___ ı:._._ .. __ .," ·-+~-,~.:;:_·--· ·-·-'-·-'-(--····--------·- ·--~· 

13 1 ,26j ,815j ,750j . -1,34j 1,86: 
!..................... .. . .... ·.... ... . .. ... .. . . 

js _ \ 1,26\ ,815j ,123j -,34 f 2,86-! 
r-o- .· 1 ı ' 
ıs. '' , .. ! . ·. ~,14[ .~1~~ .. 8~~ ' ...... ~1?~J ,, .... 1,46' 

f!~·--··c"·-·--~~~r--~·::·~~-~~-~:~:_.~~~~.c-~~~~~1-~L.ıi~~-[~~~~-~~~~[=-}y~_i 
Ja -.. r-·-. ,74 ı ,815j ,364j . . -,861 2,34! 
,--- . - ı-------. 

j9__ _ l ............ -~?~L ~~15L,75o 1 ______ ~1·~?J. 1,34i 

r ~=~L~o ~~--~ _:Y:~~::::~-:~i:l ~-~;~~~ -:::~ 
1 ~---- --T---=~sor:s;st;;ın-··-·· c~ı-::ıat~---~~ao-: 

r-- .. 1 .. . . -1 ,00 1 ,815j ,220 ı -2,60 i ,60 i 
ı ı 1 1 ı ' c 4 . ! -1,26 i ,815' ,123 . -2,86 i . ,34: r==r ·· :i~F:.nfFo~F~R 

ı 

!s 
1 

ja -,52! ,815j ,524j -2,12! 1,08: 

1s_ ,-- -1,52! .a1sj ,0631 -3,1~-L-~-_:_~~ 

·----------------~-f ~?,_,~ ~-·"-~=~,L.,=~---~-··~-~!.?~~~2.L~,.~~-~~j--~~OO L~·---~~~~j~_ .=!~~-; 

i7 

! 1 J ,62 i ,815j ,447\ -,98 i 2,22 

! 2 . i. ,60 ~----~~~}~~~~1~---~~~J-___E3~ 
l3 ,40 i ,815 1 ,624 -1,20 1 2,00' 

F=F.*l~~~!f~~~F~~F~fr~ 
j7 . . . . . . -,16j ,8151 ,8441 -1,76/ 1,441 

f;~--~~~~~~~:*~H~~~::: 
. ·ı-w- .... -... i .......... ·. -1,64(*)j ,8151 ,045j __ ... -3,241 .... ·. -,041 

11 i ,78! .. ,8151 ,33~ 1 ..... ~,821 2,38! 

f2~~~-=-··_···r=c~-- ····•······•·• ,76]--~815f .. ~5TC-_,s41.. . _2.~6] f3-· .. -~ .. ~~~-· ··-· ... _. ~56 r----·:a15j ,492{·-. -=1.o4r-·- 2,16] 
~--· -···-····'-·-·-··---·---···-···~---,---ı ... · - .. . _, 
J4 1 ,3oi ,815J ,713L _ -1,30J _ 1,9o; 

ı r · i j J 04 1 3 16 ' 
1s ı 1,56L=~815,_L~?S.~~-~~ __ L_ ... _ .. _• _ _j 

1s ,16j ,8151 ,844] -1,441 1,76) re" ··ı 1,o~r:a15j',2o2j'""""" ~.5sr·· 2,64i 

1 f Continued on the following page i ----------'------'~~~~.,, _ _;_. -· ____________ ! __ .. -· ·-~---~--------------···-----~-----·----------· 
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ı·s----------i-·----------------:ö4~----~a-15-ı---~96_1_r··--·---~1-.s(5:··-----1~s:.ıı 

1 .. _ ..... j1o_. . i . . .. -1.~8! ,8151 ,070 l -3,08 i ,12l 
~----ı-1 ----··r-----------=~ıs:---~s-:ıs·1·--~-7so-,,·-·--·- --~1.86·:-------1-,341 

i j2 . ·· ·: · : -~--0~~.2a_r-__ -.s-:ıs-r---:731·ı--------1:as· ,----·--·-·-1:32-i 
p--·--ı-.- .. -Asi ,815J ,5561 -2,08! 1.12·i 

rs-~=~ı~~~~---·-···-· ::::·: -::;:ı :~~F~:~:rsı~ /~~~ 
f:"-·· ·c~~~,~·r-···=-------"--~'-~~-----~T---~~-~r-·· --~-,--------r---~---------··) 
ıs ı -,88 ! ,815 ,281 ı -2,48 ~ ,72 ı 
) . ... . . .• .. , ·- ·. . ~ . .. ...-···-· ·-· ..,...-....:.;..,;;-· -----·-: -------! 

!7 . ! . -1,04! ,815J,202j -2,64i ,561 

~o-"~~·- --·- :2~~~~~ ::: ~t ::~ \~ ~:~H ~:~ii l~~-~-------~--~--------~'~--~---~-- .. .-..' . .-...... "~-----·-·····-··------r-~-~~.-~~-ı~-=~~--· ~r=-~=-~~--.-J 
ı 11 1 ,74! ,815! ,364) -,86 i ... 2,34j 

1 j2 1 .... ,721 ,815j,377ı- -,8st 2,321 

i 13 ! ,52! ,815J,5241 -1,08! 2,12! 

ı ~~~-=----"t=~~- ·: ~~~~L .. =~~~f.7s~r-~ .34,"C::.::J~j 
ls Js i 1,52! ,815j ,063J -,08[ 3,12j 

:s 
! 
ı 

j i ı ı· ! i ıs ...... , ...... ,12 1 ,815 1 ,883 -1,4Br 1,12 1 

f7-~--=~=~----· -~=-~?4! ....... ?815~,96~-l-----~1~6~--~---=:-~.·-5~l 
!8 ! 1,00i ,8151 ,220j -,60: 2,60i 
[-~~~=~== ... ~~~~~--~="-··:; -··· ._· .. ._,_. -·---·-r----~--' 
ı 10 ı -1,52 ı ,815j ,063! -3,12: ,o8J 

i 1 ! . 2,26(*) ! ,815J ,oo6\ ,66 : 3,86! 

!2 2,24(*) ı . _,~1 ~ 1 .. oo6 ı . ,64 L:_ .. _~_ 3,8_~_ı 
13----r-------- 2,04(*>i ,815 ı ,o13ı ,44 i 3,64 ı 

14=--~~-~--~--~-T7sr>·ı~-15Q29r-·· -. 1sT---~~~a\ 
fs 3,04(*) 1 ,815! . ,ooo l 1 .44!_.. . 4,64! 

fs_ ~--~:. . _1,~4(*)T ~81~-~451~----.o4r=--" 3,2":1 
j 7 1,48 ! ,815 ı ,070 ı -,12 i 3,081 
rs=="-~~~=~=,z.sınr~-... 815-ı~oır~~---.sır-·----;,12! 
!9 1,52! ,8151 ,063l -,os! 3,121 
) ' . . ... !. ... .. .. 1... . ... ) 

* The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. ) 
2------------------·--------------------------·_.:..:.-----------------· ------------.:--------: 



APPENDIX P 

Comparison of the grades given w ith the 1 st instrument in tenns of the reliability degrees at the basis of 7 po in ts tolerance interval. 

INSTRUMENT 1 
Grader 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Pa per Grading Grading Grading Grading Grading Grading Grading Grading Grading Grading 

1 2 Comp 1 2 Comp 1 2 Comp 1 2 Comp 1 2 Comp 1 2 Comp 1 2 Comp . 1 2 Comp 1 2 Comp 1 2 Comp 

1 55 60 1 35 55 o 55 65 o 35 55 o 68 45 o 45 55 o 45 60 o 65 55 o 25 45 o 60 73 o 
2 65 55 o 60 70 o 55 60 1 60 65 1 40 65 o 65 55 o 45 65 o 88 65 o 75 68 1 78 91 o 
3 25 25 1 25 35 o 45 35 o 35 55 o 65 35 o 85 45 o 55 45 o 25 35 o 25 45 o 70 50 o 
4 50 50 1 70 78 o 65 70 1 60 78 o 68 60 o 70 73 1 50 70 o 73 65 o 86 50 o 75 83 o 
5 45 50 1 25 35 o 45 30 o 30 25 1 50 35 o 65 85 o 35 45 o 55 25 o 45 25 o 65 55 o 
6 50 50 1 60 40 o 60 35 o 60 70 o 53 55 1 75 45 o 65 60 1 50 70 o 45 60 o 83 75 o 
7 45 45 1 35 25 o 45 30 o 35 25 o 55 25 o 55 35 o 45 25 o 25 30 1 75 25 o 40 50 o 
8 70 70 1 50 70 o 65 50 o 75 70 1 35 60 o 65 58 1 45 70 o 70 55 o 78 70 o 83 75 o 
9 40 45 1 60 50 o 60 50 o 50 60 o 60 50 o 50 58 o 55 68 o 38 70 o 58 68 o 63 86 o 
10 45 45 1 25 35 o 55 25 o 25 55 o 35 25 o 45 25 o 35 25 o 60 25 o 25 35 o 40 45 1 

11 45 45 1 35 45 o 45 50 1 35 45 o 45 25 o 55 45 o 75 45 o 45 25 o 25 35 o 75 60 o 
12 45 45 1 35 55 o 45 30 o 25 55 o 25 35 o 55 35 o 65 35 o 45 25 o 45 35 o 60 45 o 
13 70 70 1 60 73 o 70 70 1 75 70 1 78 55 o 78 70 o 50 86 o 88 70 o 86 83 1 80 91 o 
14 45 45 1 25 35 o 45 50 1 25 60 o 35 25 o 35 45 o 55 30 o 45 50 1 30 25 1 55 65 o 
15 45 70 o 60 55 1 50 55 1 40 55 o 50 35 o 70 55 o 45 60 o 65 60 1 35 50 o 65 70 1 

16 75 82 1 70 78 o 70 75 1 55 70 o 83 55 o 58 70 o 80 91 o 86 75 o 88 83 1 91 91 1 
ı 

17 45 65 o 60 50 o 60 65 1 60 60 1 55 45 o 75 68 1 65 65 1 60 70 o 73 86 o 91 83 o 
18 75 78 1 70 38 1 75 75 1 70 78 o 83 60 o 70 85 o 78 91 o 78 75 1 94 86 o 83 91 o 
19 75 75 1 65 75 o 65 60 1 75 83 o 94 75 o 93 75 o 71 91 o 75 70 1 91 96 1 91 83 o 
20 70 70 1 75 83 o 83 60 o 70 78 o 86 75 o 85 85 1 76 96 o 98 75 o 96 88 o 75 91 o 
21 75 83 o 83 91 o 45 75 o 65 78 o 83 70 o 85 75 o 78 83 1 65 83 o 98 86 o 91 83 o 
22 75 83 o 75 65 o 65 50 o 78 78 1 78 65 o 75 55 o 70 83 o 85 65 o 88 68 o 73 91 o 
23 70 75 1 83 80 1 95 75 o 78 86 o 83 70 o 83 70 o 75 91 o 81 70 o 88 91 1 50 91 o 
24 75 83 o 60 83 o 70 83 o 75 96 o 55 60 1 88 85 1 78 60 o 85 75 o 98 91 1 60 83 o 
26 75 65 o 50 70 o 60 65 1 60 68 o 65 60 1 83 90 1 91 86 1 40 70 o 86 75 o 98 96 1 
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26 83 81 1 91 88 1 75 96 o 78 73 1 75 70 1 98 70 o 90 91 1 90 73 o 78 83 1 91 93 1 
-------------- ------- --- - r--- ---------- ----- - ------ -----· -----~---

27 75 75 1 60 78 o 65 75 o 75 68 1 86 60 o 68 85 o 86 83 1 70 70 1 86 75 o 75 83 o 
28 45 55 o 60 60 1 55 65 o 65 73 o 68 50 o 78 78 1 80 65 o 55 60 1 48 55 1 88 75 o 

----

29 45 40 1 50 76 o 55 65 o 75 63 o 68 55 o 78 58 o 96 65 o 50 60 o 58 65 1 83 65 o 
30 65 65 1 75 70 1 65 55 o 65 83 o 65 60 1 83 75 o 85 83 1 78 70 o 58 75 o 83 75 o 
31 65 65 1 50 65 o 55 60 1 65 78 o 75 65 o 86 70 o 78 83 1 65 50 o 75 75 1 75 83 o 
32 60 60 1 65 70 1 70 75 1 75 88 o 94 75 o 96 93 1 91 91 1 78 70 o 96 78 o 96 83 o 
33 45 45 1 60 65 1 55 60 1 65 60 1 73 60 o 88 50 o 70 65 1 55 55 1 65 68 1 65 83 o 
34 91 91 1 93 94 1 91 96 1 94 96 1 98 94 1 98 100 1 100 88 o 98 65 o 100 80 o 90 98 o 
35 91 91 1 91 94 1 75 88 o 86 91 1 80 94 o 93 95 1 75 98 o 96 90 1 98 96 1 83 96 o 
36 83 91 o 75 75 1 65 83 o 86 94 o 86 91 1 93 65 o 91 91 1 78 70 o 91 96 1 91 83 o 
37 78 75 1 86 83 1 91 88 1 75 83 o 94 83 o 98 85 o 95 94 1 96 93 1 98 88 o 94 98 1 

38 75 75 1 86 86 1 83 96 o 75 91 o 94 88 1 96 88 o 91 98 1 94 83 o 100 80 o 94 98 1 

39 70 75 1 76 75 1 65 91 o 94 94 1 94 76 o 93 86 1 70 94 o 68 83 o 98 90 o 94 100 1 

40 65 55 o 78 86 o 90 75 o 91 91 1 68 90 o 98 90 o 78 94 o 78 85 1 75 88 o 94 98 1 

41 78 75 1 75 78 1 75 91 o 83 83 1 94 96 1 74 98 o 80 70 o 75 80 1 86 86 1 83 96 o 
42 86 91 1 78 86 o 75 88 o 94 83 o 96 94 1 70 91 o 98 75 o 94 86 o 94 94 1 83 96 o 
43 86 91 1 83 86 1 83 88 1 87 63 o 98 80 o 78 96 o 96 85 o 75 86 o 100 96 1 83 96 o 
44 94 94 1 86 91 1 91 96 1 86 94 o 98 90 o 96 88 o 100 91 o 95 90 1 78 96 o 83 96 o 
45 86 78 o 63 94 o 91 83 o 91 94 1 96 88 o 96 98 1 98 94 1 68 90 o 88 88 1 83 88 1 

46 91 94 1 94 93 1 65 83 o 83 83 1 96 91 1 96 91 1 90 91 1 83 86 1 94 88 1 75 91 o 
47 78 78 1 86 91 1 83 75 o 83 83 1 94 88 1 86 94 o 76 90 o 70 73 1 98 86 o 83 88 1 1 

48 78 86 o 78 68 o 95 55 o 73 75 1 98 75 o 98 86 o 90 83 1 73 70 1 78 73 1 73 BO 1 

49 86 78 o 94 97 1 75 83 o 65 83 o 94 83 o 98 86 o 96 75 o 75 70 1 100 88 o 78 91 o 1 -------- ------- --- ---- - --------- ----- -------------------
60 94 94 1 94 98 1 83 71 o 83 94 o 98 94 1 100 100 1 98 94 1 80 88 o 100 86 o 94 96 1 

Sum of 1 37 21 18 18 13 14 17 17 20 13 --
Reliability 0,74 0,42 0,36 0,36 0,26 

1---
0,28 0,34 0,34 0,40 0,26 

Mean: 0,38 
-- --- ---- ----- -------- - ------ ·- -- - -- ---- L_____ -- ---- --- ---- ---- - ----- '-- ---

Comp::::: Comparison of the grades with an interval of 7 points. O was given if the difference between two grades of the same grader 
was mo re than 7, ı was given if the difference between two grades of the same grader was 7 or less than 7. The su m of the value 1 
gave the reliability level when the totals were regarded as percentages since a total of 50 would give the ı 00%. 
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Comparison of the grades given w ith the 2"ıı instnımcııt in terms of the r·eliability degrees at the basis of 7 points tolerance interval. 

INSTRUMENT 2 
Grader 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Pa per Grading Grading Grading Grading Grading Grading Grading Gradlng Grading Grading 

1 2 Comp 1 2 Comp 1 2 Comp 1 2 Comp 1 2 Comp 1 2 Comp 1 2 Comp 1 2 Comp 1 2 Comp 1 2 Comp 

1 40 41 1 44 42 1 52 50 1 43 46 1 37 44 1 50 52 1 41 41 1 52 52 1 41 40 1 4848 1 

2 59 57 1 58 57 1 59 57 1 57 59 1 50 52 1 60 63 1 54 57 1 55 62 1 50 53 1 50 50 1 

3 24 24 1 24 19 1 27 29 1 35 27 o 28 29 1 32 26 1 26 27 1 32 31 1 25 21 1 32 26 1 

4 66 61 1 57 59 1 56 58 1 65 57 o 60 59 1 55 68 o 66 69 1 61 62 1 56 58 1 60 68 o 
5 39 40 1 31 35 1 27 33 1 34 28 1 26 29 1 24 31 1 27 33 1 37 33 1 29 31 1 26 25 1 

6 52 53 1 48 44 1 37 44 1 44 42 1 50 45 1 41 43 1 44 50 1 33 40 1 33 39 1 48 44 1 

7 20 21 1 20 18 1 19 21 1 22 20 1 24 25 1 21 21 1 22 22 1 27 26 1 22 20 1 24 18 1 

8 48 45 1 45 43 1 39 43 1 40 39 1 36 40 1 40 38 1 43 48 1 46 41 1 31 37 1 44 47 1 

9 39 38 1 41 36 1 41 45 1 51 44 1 31 39 o 37 32 1 40 43 1 44 40 1 36 43 1 35 31 1 

10 21 24 1 20 22 1 26 27 1 33 29 1 31 28 1 22 24 1 24 25 1 30 31 1 24 22 1 20 22 1 

11 27 27 1 34 30 1 34 34 1 29 32 1 34 29 1 36 38 1 34 37 1 38 40 1 38 32 1 40 36 1 ' 
ı 

12 19 19 1 21 17 1 26 28 1 26 22 1 24 23 1 24 22 1 24 27 1 28 25 1 17 21 1 21 23 1 i 

13 65 61 1 58 52 1 55 54 1 65 60 1 57 55 1 65 67 1 64 63 1 67 68 1 57 63 1 62 67 1 

14 29 27 1 25 24 1 25 24 1 37 34 1 26 28 1 30 23 1 37 32 1 36 35 1 25 28 1 28 23 1 

15 50 51 1 58 56 1 37 50 o 51 57 1 60 59 1 63 66 1 67 61 1 57 52 1 56 61 1 53 58 1 

16 61 59 1 70 67 1 76 72 1 73 68 1 68 62 1 75 __ l_q 1 80 78 1 r?§ 73 1 63 69 1 75 _!.1 1 
--+~·------·-~---- --- 1------

17 61 61 1 44 50 1 67 67 1 57 60 1 48 56 o 48 53 1 58 58 1 55 61 1 48 54 1 66 59 1 

18 77 77 1 58 54 1 60 59 1 52 57 1 51 56 1 66 63 1 73 71 1 76 69 1 52 52 1 65 65 1 
--

19 66 68 1 62 64 1 69 65 1 74 70 1 62 67 1 70 72 1 66 66 1 63 68 1 59 64 1 67 72 1 

20 80 77 1 70 75 1 80 81 1 67 70 1 71 71 1 86 80 1 77 81 1 81 77 1 73 75 1 78 83 1 

21 77 77 1 70 78 o 83 86 1 76 79 1 75 74 1 79 74 1 77 73 1 80 76 1 68 75 1 70 83 o 
22 56 57 1 48 48 1 70 72 1 62 68 1 59 54 1 50 59 o 64 65 1 62 60 1 57 66 o 55 65 o 
23 58 58 1 64 60 1 68 67 1 62 58 1 54 59 1 70 68 1 69 73 1 75 70 1 57 60 1 70 67 1 

24 68 70 1. 73 66 1 62 68 1 69 74 1 74 73 1 83 75 o 71 69 1 76 67 o 64 70 1 65 75 o 
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25 51 51 1 66 59 1 50 57 1 58 55 1 57 68 o 65 70 1 61 60 1 59 62 1 63 66 1 71 70 1 

26 63 65 1 72 70 1 71 67 1 65 68 1 63 66 1 77 74 1 72 73 1 79 70 o 62 71 o 75 72 1 

27 65 67 1 70 74 1 67 69 1 73 71 1 75 70 1 78 74 1 70 71 1 73 77 1 74 75 1 71 78 1 

28 57 55 1 54 60 1 63 60 1 67 60 1 58 53 1 67 62 1 52 56 1 55 62 1 60 66 1 52 58 1 

29 59 59 1 51 58 1 61 61 1 56 61 1 60 61 1 61 60 1 61 63 1 61 59 1 61 60 1 59 60 1 

30 64 65 1 66 69 1 70 72 1 69 65 1 73 78 1 82 80 1 74 76 1 74 75 1 77 70 1 72 72 1 

31 51 54 1 53 50 1 49 47 1 48 50 1 49 48 1 50 56 1 57 54 1 63 59 1 54 58 1 50 55 1 

32 56 55 1 58 57 1 60 59 1 66 58 o 54 58 1 63 63 1 72 68 1 73 66 1 58 63 1 65 70 1 
--

33 36 43 1 36 41 1 34 38 1 55 51 1 39 44 1 40 48 o 45 44 1 48 51 1 39 40 1 42 45 1 

34 89 91 1 85 86 1 91 92 1 86 __J!Ş 1 86 ~ 1 91 95 1 87 86 1 90 85 1 93 93 1 89 91 1 ----
35 88 91 1 92 86 1 79 81 1 86 84 1 81 84 1 90 91 1 79 86 1 90 89 1 92 96 1 90 91 1 

36 75 75 1 74 76 1 70 70 1 72 74 1 81 73 o 85 79 1 83 86 1 75 80 1 85 75 o 70 78 o 
37 74 76 1 73 78 1 77 77 1 62 74 o 64 71 1 76 77 1 83 80 1 74 78 1 76 77 1 78 80 1 

38 81 84 1 83 81 1 94 93 1 74 82 o 89 87 1 90 86 1 84 81 1 79 86 1 89 87 1 82 84 1 

39 72 78 1 71 72 1 72 69 1 80 81 1 75 75 1 88 79 o 77 80 1 86 83 1 86 79 1 86 74 o 
40 82 82 1 74 80 1 84 84 1 84 88 1 75 78 1 91 87 1 75 81 1 79 84 1 88 85 1 74 82 o 
41 78 79 1 77 75 1 80 79 1 79 72 1 76 79 1 85 87 1 87 79 o 79 76 1 88 83 1 87 83 1 

42 83 87 1 83 86 1 80 79 1 84 90 1 87 80 1 92 80 o 89 84 1 80 82 1 93 83 o 87 85 1 

43 79 82 1 80 79 1 87 87 1 84 82 1 79 75 1 93 88 1 83 84 1 79 83 1 88 87 1 86 80 1 

44 83 84 1 87 79 o 85 81 1 79 78 1 84 81 1 91 87 1 84 80 1 83 85 1 97 89 o 89 82 1 

45 79 81 1 82 81 1 87 83 1 78 79 1 81 76 1 94 85 o 87 84 1 79 84 1 96 90 1 91 87 1 

46 74 74 1 75 76 1 80 79 1 81 79 1 81 76 1 87 82 1 77 70 1 78 78 1 84 87 1 84 81 1 . 
47 71 71 1 82 76 1 79 75 1 75 76 1 75 75 1 88 79 o 81 81 1 76 79 1 88 76 o 86 82 1 

48 77 71 1 84 80 1 73 76 1 75 74 1 73 74 1 85 85 1 81 77 1 77 80 1 81 84 1 77 79 1 

49 75 78 1 77 70 1 88 80 o 88 75 o 75 84 o 82 85 1 77 75 1 76 78 1 95 86 o 80 74 1 

50 92 95 1 84 80 1 91 94 1 88 83 1 83 80 1 89 86 1 87 82 1 80 83 1 89 86 1 91 92 1 

Sum of 1 50 ~ ~ 44 ~ S- 49 48 43 @__ 1-- 1-- r--
Reliability 1,00 0,96 0,96 0,88 0,90 0,84 0,98 0,96 0,86 0,86 

Mean: 0,92 
----------- --------------------

Comp= Comparison of the grades with an interval of 7 points. O was given if the difference between two grades of the same 
grader was more than 7, ı was given if the difference between two grades of the samegrader was 7 or less than 7. The sum of the 
value ı gave the reliability level when the totals were regarded as percentages since a total of 50 would give the 100%. 
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