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With　th¢inoreasing　utilization　of　p巳r丘｝rmance－bas巳d　assessmentS　ln　Engli5h　Ianguage　programs，

proCedures　must　b巳enhanced　fbr　making　the　judged　perf（〕㎜ance3　more　reliableL　This　study　investi呂atos

the　potential　of　anchor　rating　through　the　utilization　of　many－facet　Ra5ch　measurement　techniqueS　in

order　to　make　ratings　more　reliable　and　more　consistent　within　a　giv巳n　test　administra1ion　as　well　as　f｝om

one　test　adrninistration　to　anoth¢r、　Fivc　rat¢rs，　two　with　a　gtεat　deal　of　exper正ence，　one　wi出som¢

exp¢ri¢nce，　and　two　with　no¢xperience　in　rating　testS　of　speaking　ability，　as5i即ed　ratings　to　sixty

gradロate　students　ranging　from　intermediate，to　advanced　levels　of　profici¢ncy．　The，two　experienced　raters

also　r已一rated　videotaped　tests　of　3tudents　that　they　had　rat¢d　in　two　previous　adminis虻ation30f　the　test．

Results　3howed　that　the　Iwo　highly　experienced　rat¢rs　stayed　generally¢ons1sにnt　in　th¢ir　ratings　over

time．　A　second　finding　of　th¢study　was　that吐he　pool　of　raters　in　the　study　varied　significantly　in　their

relatiΨe　severity，　but　b¢came　less　diverse　with　exp巴rience　and　training．　New　raters　also　showed　marked

changes　in　lev¢10fsev¢rity　from　one　test　administration　to　the　next．　It　is　argueCl　that　anchor　ra［ing　may　be

aviable　means　of　improving　the　reliability　and　comparability　of　pErfbrmanoe－based　scores　when　anchor

raters　are　highly　experienced　and　have　a　lot　ofstake　in出e　test・

　　　　　　　　　　Key　Words：perfbrmance　assessm¢nち　many－facet　Rasch　measurement

INTRODUCTION

　　　　　　　　　One　important　issue　regarding　the　viability　of　perfbrmance－based　tests　is　the　re髄ability　of

　　　the　5cores　assigned　by　the　raters，　One　Iimitation　of　such　tests　ig　that　they　cannot　be　considered

　　　valid　m¢asurcs　of　a　student’s　proficiency　if　di脆rent　raters　in　a　test　administration　assign　scores

　　　which　are　not　at　a　unifbrm．　IeΨel　of　seΨerity．　Although　scores　assigned　in　perfbrmance－based　tcsts

　　　are　purported　to　represent　a　leve且on　a　defined　metric，　due　to　the　natUre　of　proficiency　measures，

’　these　’metrics　are　subject　to　various　interpretations．　For　example，　one　rater　could　defme　the　rRetric

　　　iri　a　rather　lenient　m’anner　whereas　another　rater　could　define　the　scale　in　a　rather　harsh　manner．　A

　　　second　limitation　of　per　fo　rm　ance－based　tests　is　that　a　student’s　measure　’may　not　be　valid　beyond

　　　the　pool　of　raters　in’any　given　test　admini5tration・Just　as　different　raters　could　diffler　in　how　they

　　　irtterpret』ascoring　metric，　a　group　of　raters　in　a　given　test　administration　migh重lnterpret　a　metric

　　　diffbrently　than　a　group　of　raters　in　anothεr　administration　of　the　test・InterPretations　of　the　metric

　　　could　thus　vary　not　oniy　from　one　rater　to　another　within　a　te5t　administration　but　from　one　group

　　　ofraters　to　another　in　different　test　administrat｛ons．

　　　　　　　　　The　traditionaL　means　of　dealing　with　the　prob且em　of　inconsistent　interpretations　of　a

　　　scoring　metric　in　a　test　administration　has　been　to　conduct　rater　norming　sessions　to　help　raters

　　　i就erpre姓he　scale　in　the　same　way．　In　norming　sessions，　raters　compare　thei　r　interpretations　6f　the

　　　scale　with　other　raters　in　the　group　and　try　to　form　a　consensus　about　the　interpretation　of　the

　　　metric．　Unf・血nat¢1y，　while　rat・r　n。rming　s・ssi。ns　may　help　t。　lessen　the　differences．in　the
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determine　the　amount　that　each　score　is　a｛彗usted　by　the　many・鉛cet　Rasch　measurement　technique，

ratings　assigned　by　new　raters　can　be　anchored　to　scores　assigned　by　raters　that　have　experience

rating　students　f｝om　similar　populations　of　students．　In　addltion　to　possibly　increaSing　the

reliability　of　the　scores，　in　the　test　administration，　this　might　makc　the　comparison　of　students’

scores　from　one　administration　ofthe　test　to　students’scores　fセom　other　administratiens　ef　the　test

more　accurate，

　　　　　In　order　fbr　anohor　ratlng　to　be　most　effective，、anchor　raters　would　need　to　stay　somewhat

consistent　in　their　ratings・ver　time・　Research　in　this　area，　unfortunately，　suggests　that　raters　may

not　stay　consistent　over　time（Bonk＆Ockey，　Forthcoming；McNamara＆Lumley，1995）．

However，　Lunz　and　Stah1（1990）obtained　mlxed　results　in　their　study　which　considered　wheth已r

raters　stay　consistent　over　grading　periods．　They　compared　rater　severlty　at　di脆rent　t1mes　ofthe

day　and　different　days　of　a　test　administration　and　found　th，at　raters．　stayed　consistent　when　rating

oral　testS，　but　did　not　exhibit　the　same　amount　ef　rater　severity　When　rating　written　ex註ms．　Other

research　may　suggest　that　experience　is　a　factor　in　maintainlng　a　similar　level　of　seΨerity　over

time．．For　instance，　Myfbrd，　Marr＆Linacre（1996）foUnd　in　their．1．arge　scale　study　involving　the

Test　of　Writtten　English　readers　that　as　the　number　ofyears　ofexperience　as　a　rater　increased，　the

stability　of　rater　severity　level　increased．　Other　researchers（Welgle，王998；Wigglesworth，1994；

Wigglesworth，1993）have　found　that　raters　become　．more　consistent　in　their　ratlng　behavlor　with

experience；in　other　words，　they　are　better　raters，　but　whether　er　not　the玉r　！evel　ofseverity　remains

the　saMe　over　time　was　not　considered　in　the　studies．　Thus，　while　some　stud韮es　indicate　that　raters

do　not　stay　consistent　over　time，　other　studies　that　have　considered　rater　exper三ence　as　a飴ctor

seem　to　suggest　that　highly　experienced　raters　may　stay　consistent　in　their　ratings　over　time．　Th巳　　　　．

purpo5e　of　this　study　therefbre　is　to　consider　the　question　of　whether　experienced　raters　can

effective且y　act　as　anchor　raters　to　make　the　scores　more　reliable　within　a　given　test　administration

and　therefore　more　Comparable　from　one　test　adm董nlstration　to　another．

STUDY　DESIGN

　　　　Raters

　　　　　　　　　There　were　five　raters　in　the　study，　all　of　whorn　had　post－graduate　training　in　apPlied

　　　　linguistics　or　a　related　field．　Two　of　the　raters，　one　American　male　and　one　Brit1sh　rnale，　were

　　　　experienced　raters　that　had　designed　th¢tests　and　the　scoring　metrlc　and　had　worked　with　and

l　tested　s三milar　populations　of　stUdentS　fer　a　number　of　years．　They　had　conducted　numerous　rater

training　sessions　and　acted　as　raters　fbr　moτe　than　30〔｝tests　ef　students　ln　the　exam奮nee　population

pr三〇r　to　the　te5ts　in　the　study．　They　were　also　responsible　fbr　convlncing　administrators　and

students．that　the　testing　acllleved　its　purpos¢of　obtaining　accurate　measures　of出e　studentS’
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spoken』 dnglish　proficiency．　As　a　result；th巳y　were　chosen　as　the　anchor　raters　in　this　study

（des1gnated　as　EI　and　E2，肥spectlΨely）．　One　of　the　raters，　a血American　woman，　had　acted　as　a

’　rat6r　in　the　two　previous　programs　and　was　thus　considered　an　experienced　rater，　but　was　not

utilized　as　an　anchor　rater（designated　as　R3）．　The　other　two　raters，　a　male　f沁m　New　Zealand　and

an　American　female，　had　no　prior　expcrience　conducting　oral　pro彪ciency　tests　nor　working　with　a

similar　population　of　students　befbre　the　program　began．　They　were　therefc〕re　considered　n巳w

raters（designated　a5　N4　and　N5，　respect韮vely）．

Rater　training

　　　　　　Rater　tralning　took　place　befbr¢each　tesL　In　each　training　s巳ssion，　raters　were　provided　with

the　scoring　metric（ApPendix　l）and　shown　videos　oftests　conducted　in　previous’yearsi　a旦ong　w1th

’the　scores　assigned　to　those　students．　After　the　first　tesちrateτs　were　retrained・with　the　same

procedures　along　with　feedback　on　their　perfbrmance　on　the　first　test　ba，sed　on　Facets　measures

rulers（see　Figure　l）．　Raters　were　ptovided　with　feedback　on　their　rating　behaΨior　in　each　of　the

行Ψecategories　ofthe　scoring　metric　regarding童heir　seΨerity　and　degree　ofut｛lization　of　the　scoring

metric　as　compared　to　the　anchor　raters．

Examinee5

　　　　　All　sixty　stUdentS　frem　the　International　University　of　Japan，s（IUJ，s）20011ntensive

English　Progra組（IEP）were　considered　in　th夢　study．1　These　students　wefe　preparing　to　study　in　a

postgraduate　program　in　IUJ’s　English　medium　univer5ity．　The　students’ages　ranged　from　middle

twenties　to　late　thirties．　Fifty　ef　the　stUdenCs　were　men　and　100f　the　students　were　women．　The

students　were　from　the　fbUowing　couniries：Japan，30；Indonesia，13；Cambodia，4；Laos，3；

Malaysia，2；Korea，2；Kenya，2；and　one　student　f｝om　Thailand，　Ghana，　Tanzani礼and　Ethiopia．

TOEFL　scores　obtained　a　couple　ofdays　befbre　the　first　test　in　the　s加dy　ra皿ged　from　657　to　447，

with　a　mean　of　534，　and　a　standard　deviation　of　4e．　The　majority　of　the　scores　clustered　around　the

mean　with　only　a　few　scores　below　500　and　above　600．臨l　TOEFL　scores　rnay　not　haΨe　reflected　the

speaking　proficiencies　of　the　students，　howev巳r，　since　TOEFL　does　not　directly　measure　speaking

ability，　and　all　fiΨe　of　the　African　speakers　w巳re　very　proficient　speakers　but　did　not　a且l　earn　high

TOEFL　scores．

Tests

　　　　　　To　consider　whether　raters　st且y　cons董stent　over　time，　videos　of　tests　giΨen　in　the　1999　and

20GO　administrations　of　the　test　were　re－rated　in　2001，　a　couple　of　weeks　before　the　administration

of　the　2001　test．　To　compare　anchored　and　non－anchored圭ests，　the　two　tests　in　the　2001
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administration　w¢re　utll量zed；the　two　tests　in　the　study　wer『separated　by　about　three　weeks．　The

purpose　of　the　tests　is　to　Place　students　into　English　classes　at　the　end　ofthe　program　and　provide

students　wlt島lnfbr飢atlon　about　their　wea㎞esses　and　strengths　as　the　program　progres8es．

　　　　　　The霊ests　in　the　study　were　designed　as　group　discussion　tests　with　three　members　in巳ach

group．　Test　procedures　re窪uire　that　．stUdents　test　tWic¢in　each　test　administration，111　grouped　with

different　stUdentS　f（）r　each　test・The　examiner　s童ts　outside　of　the　group　a且d　does　not　part玉cipate　in

廿le　d呈scussion．　After　brief　introductions　of　examinee’s　and　examiner，　the　test　beglns　with　tke

examiner　providing　the　participants　with　a　written　prompt　and　asking　th¢m　to　begin　the　d｛scussion．

After　I2　minutes　of　disoussion，　the　examiner　dismisses　the　students．　The　examiner’s　only　task

during　the　test　is　to　assign　ratlngs　to　students　based　on　the　five　categories　1n　the　scoring　metric．iv

AII　tests　are　videotaped　so　that　after　the　test，　raters　can　assign　additional　rathlgs　to　the　students．v

Thu『，　each　student　receives　ratings　from　two　different　rat¢rs　in　rea！time（in　separate　test

administratiens）and　at　least　a　third（usually　a　fburth　and　in　a　few　cases　a　fifth）rating　based　on　a

video　ofhis重est．

Model・fer・ana［ysis

　　　　　The　manyイfacet　Rasch　model　via　the　Facets　3．O（Linacre　1996）pregram　was　utilized　to　aid

in　the　analysis　of　the　data．　The　rating　scaIe　model（Andrlch，1978）was　chosen　fbr　this　purpose，

and　the　five　categories　of　the　scale（see　Appendix　1）were　combined　in　the　analysis　slnce　raters

reported　that　they　do　not　rate　categories　sepaTately；rather，　they　tend　to　compensate　fbr　relative

seΨerlty　ln　one　category　with　relative　ieniency　in　another．　For　instance，三ftlley　feel　an　examinee　is

between　an　eight　and　a　nine　in　grammar，　they　may　err　on　the　side　of王eniency　by　assigning　a　score　　　　　1國

of　nine　feT　grammar　and　then　make　up　for　it　by　erring　on　the　seΨere　side　on　another　category　such

as　vocabula！γwhen　they　are　not　sure　which　of　two　scores　to　assign．　A　model　such　as　the　partial’

credit　model　may　not　make　sense　in　such　an　analysis．　The　model　fbr出e　analysis　was：

Log（Pnjk／Pnjk一置）＝Bn－q－Fk

Pnjk　is　the　probabi重ity　ofstudent　n　being　awarded　a　rating　ofk　by　raterj．

pnjk－l　is　the　probabi董ity　ofstudent　n　being　given　a　rating　ofk一覧by　r且terj．

Bn　is　the　ability　of　student　n．

Cj　is　the　seΨer三ty　ofraterj・

Fk　is　the　dif石culty　ofthe　step丘om　category　k－lto　k．

（Liiiacre，　1994｝
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　　　　　　Figure　l　shows　an　example　of　the　all．Facets　vertica’ntler．　Facets　outpu重places　the

variables　en　a　common　log三t　soalc　which　albws　each　m6astire　to　be　compared．　The　far　Ie食

column，　thled，neaslti’e，　provides　the’logit　measure　fbr　each　variable縫sed　ln止e　study．　Th藍s　scale　is

』　　　　　　”　　　　Figure　1・Example　ofall　Facets　vertical　ru！er’
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c．alibrated　to　have　a　mean　of　O．v1　The　second　column　presentS　the　scores　efexaminees　in　the　stUdy．

Each　asterisk　represents　a　student　in　the　study・Students　with　high　logit　values　are　more　profici¢nt

than　stロdents　with　low　IogitΨalues．　Thus　a　stUdent　at由e　top　of　the　scale　is　more　able　than　a

student　at　the　lower　part　of　the　scale．　The　third　column　repres巳nts　the　raters　in　the　stUdy．　E　I　and　E2

represent　the　exper　ienced　．raters（the　ancllor　raters），　R3　the　returning　rater，　and　N4’ ≠獅п@N5　tlle　new

・at・・s・　All　r・t・・S　w。・1d　b・・t　th・m・a・・f　O　lggiptf　lh・y・・e　eq・・lly・sev・・e　i・th・i・as・脚m・・t。f

ratings；this，　of　course，　is　rarely　the　case．　Raters　with　high　logit　values（positive　nu卯bers）are

cons1der¢d　severe　raters　while　tllose　with　low　IogitΨalucs（negative　numbers）are’ モ盾獅唐奄р?窒?

lenient　raters．　The　fburth　column，　labeled　scale，　represents　the　scale　in　the　study．　It董s　bas巳d　on　a

combination　of　the　five　categories　ofthe　rat血g　scale（5ee　Appendix　l〕．　This　scale　shows　the』core

astudent　would　receiΨe　if　his　rater　were　of　average　severity．　For　example，　an　average　examinee

with　an　average　rater　would　receive　a　score　of30　on　the　50－point　rating　scale．

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　RESULTS

Co皿s三stency　of　experie皿£ed　raters　over　time

　　　　　To　determine　whether　the　experienced　raters　in　this　study　stayed　consistent　oΨer　time，　tlle

anchor　rater8（designated　as　El　and　E2）rated　vid巳otapes　ofstudents　that　they　had　rated　in　previous

years，1999　dnd　2000．　There　was　a　l　ittle　less　than　two　years　from　the　first　1999　rating　to　the　second

1999rating，　and　a　little　I6ss　than　one　year　f士om　the　first　2000　rating　to　the　second　200Q　rating．

Since　each　rater　had　only　rated　a　small　number　of　examinees　in　each　year，　it　was　only　possible　fりr

each　rater　to　proΨide　a　second　rating　fbr　g　examinees仕om　each．　year　of　the　study，　Because　of　the

sma11　number　of　ratings，　the　intra－rater　cerrelations　were　combined　fbr　the　two　years．　The　results　　　　　閣

can　b巳seen　i皿Table　l．

Tab萱e　l　In‡ra鱒rating　correlatlons　ofanchor　raters

　　Intra－rating　correbt呈on

i1999and　2000　com　ared　to　2001）

Mean Standard　Deviation

0．89 1999／20GO　　　　　339

Q001　　　　　　　　　32．6

1999／2000　　　　　　6．1

Q001　　　　　　64
卜　　　　　　　　　　　　　　N＝36，．18fbrヒaoh　rater，9fセom　the　1999　and　9』rom止ピ2000　adminl3tr且tion5．　　　　　　　　　　　　　’

　　　　　　　As　can　be　seen　in　Table　1，the　raters　shoW　a　high　degree　of　intra－rater　reliability　when　rating

　　examinees　which　they　have　preYiously　rated．　When　the　ratings　given　by　the　raters　in　l　999　and

x2000　are　compared　t6　the　rating’assigned　to　the　same　examinees　based　on　a　video　ofthe　first　test　in

　　2001，there　is　a　O，89　intra－rater　reliability．　This　could　be　co丘sidered　a　rather　h三gh　intra－rater

　　correlation　suggesting　that　the　raters　stay　qu呈te　consistent圭n　their　ratings　over　time．　When　the

　　mean　rating　in　1999／2000　is　compared　to　the　mean　rating　in　2001，　there　is　little　difference，33．9　to

36



32．6．T駐is　difference　ef　slight！y　more　than　one　polnt　on　th¢50－point　metric　may　suggest　11ttle

change　ln　raters　from　one　time　period　to　another．Vii　Conslde血g　the　small　N　slze　in　thi∬tudy，　the

findings　are　very　tentative．　Whi！e　these　findings　do　not　appear　to　support　the　findings　of　some

researchers（Bonk＆Ockey，　Forthcoming；McNamara＆Lumley，1995）who　fbund　that　raters　do

not　stay　consistent　over　time，　this　may　be　because　these　stud三es　dealt　with　raters　that　were　not

high肛y　experienced，　unlike　the　two　raters　considered　in・the　present　study．　The　findings　are

consistent　with　the　findings　of　Myford，　Marr＆Linacre（1996）who　fbund　that　there　is　a

correlation　betWeen　consistency　and（essay）rater　experience　and　th¢findlngs　of　Weig！e（1998），

Wig呂lesworth（1994），　and　Wigglesworth（1993）who　fbund　that　raters　become　be貫er　with　pract1ce．

Thロs，　it　appears　that　at　least　some　highly　exper童enced　raters　do　stay　generally　consistent　oΨer　time，

suggesting　that　it　may　be　possible　to　use　these　raters　as　anchors　in　order　to　be　able　te　mak6　scores

I皿ore　re置iab且e　and凱ore　co田parable　from　one　test　administration　to　another．

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　、

A皿chored　vers腿s　nonianchored　rating　on重he　firs亡test

　　　　　　After　anchor　raters　were　shown　to　be　generaHy　consistent　in　the　scores　they　assigned　over

time，　test　scores　in　the　200三administration　ofthe　test　were　compared　when　be量ng　anchored　by　the

experlenced　raters　and　when　not　being　anchored　by　the　experienced　r旦ters．　This　was　done　to

determine　if　there　was　further　eΨidence　to　suggest　that　anchor　rating　is　a　viable　technique　fbr

improv三ng　the　reliability　of　a　test．　As　would　be　exp巳cted　based　o早previou5　findings（Bonk＆

Ockey，　Forthcoming；Ockey，200！；Lynch＆McNamara，1998；Fulcher，1996；Myford，　Marr，＆

Linacrc，1996；McNamara＆Lumley，1995；Lunz，　Wrighち＆Linacre，1990），　raters　varied

significantly　in　their　degree　of　seΨerity　in　ass　igning　ratings　to　examinees（d董splayed　numerically　in

Table　2　and　graphica互1y　in　Figure　2）．　The　error－corrected　s愉ndard　deviation　of　the　raters

（s巳paration）as　measured　by　Facets　was　3．94　and　the　likelihood　of　this　being　a　real　difference

（reliability）was．94．　The　chi－squared　statistic　asserts　that　this　represents　a　significant　difference．　It

can　be　seen　that　newτater　N5　is　the　most　severe　rater　in　the　study　fbllowed　by　new　rater　N4．　The

two　experienced　raters，　EI　and　E2　are　the　most　lenlent　raters，　al廿10ugh　E2　is　only　slightly　more

severe　than　the　retロming　rater，　R3．　It　is　clear　that　if　raw　scores　werc　utilized，　ratings　assigned　to

students　weuld　not　be　fair；there　is　about　a　s｛x－point　difference　between　the　most　severe　rater（N5）

and　the賓nos口enient　rater（E1）．　Even　if　two　scores　were　assigned　to　each　examinee，　and　the

・v・・ag・・c。・e梱ak・n・i！wQ・！d・til1甲ean　th・t、ex・mi・・…at・d・by・at・・吊M・・d　N5　w・uld　b・

treated　more　harshly　then　examinees　rated　by　raters　E　I　and　E2，
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L

Figure　2　Compari50耶　ofRater　anchored　and　non－anchored’scores　on　the　f　rst　test　　　　　　　　　　　　　l
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Tab置e　2　Comparison　of　raters　in　non－anchored　and　anchored　first　test

Rater Non－anαh⑰red

@lo　itval凹e
Anchorεd
獅盾奄狽魔≠撃浮

E1（Anchor　rater） 一．25 一．08

E2（Anchor　rater） 一，08 ．07

R3 ・．07 ．10

4． ．02 ．18

N5 ．38 」4

RMSE（Model）．05，　AΦ5ted　SD．20，　Sepa面on　394，　Reliabmty．94．

@　Chi－squared　76．5，　Degree50fFreedom　4，　Signif1cant　at，OI　Ievel．

　　　　　When　no　anchor　rating　takes　ptace，　and　instead，　an　average　severity　is　uti艮ized，　the　tWo　new

raters　will　cause　the　scores　given　by　the　experienced　raters　to　be　shifted　down．　Conside血g　the　fact

th・t止e　exp・・1・nced・at・・s（E1・nd　E2）w・・e・h・w・t…hibit・且・・g・d・g・ee。f　i・t・a－・ati・g

r巳且iability　over　time，　it　is　llkely　that　their　ratings　represent　a　rnore　consistent　interpretation　of　the

metric　than　that　of　the　new　raters．　Thus　allowing　the　experienced　raters’scores　to　be　shifted

dow且ward　by　the　new　raters　probabty　would　result　in　making　a　score　on　this　test　unequal　to　a

score　on　a　test　in　the正9990r　2000　administrations　ofthe　test；students　on　the　2001　test　Would　be

scared　more　harshly　than　students　who　took　an　earlier　administration　of　the　test．　When　the　scores

are　anchored　half　way　between　El　and　E2，　a　more　probable　picture　of　th¢raters　can　be　seen

（Figure　2　and　Table　2）．　N5　is　very　severe，　and　N4　is　somewhat　severe．　Due　to　the　anchoring，　El

and　E2　clust¢r　around　the　mean　of　O　logitS．　The　retumlng　rater，　R3　is　alsd　near　the　meaA　of　O

圭ogits，　fUrther　suggesting　that　it　is　the　new　raters　exhibiting　severe　rating．behavior　rather　than　the

・xp・・三・n・・d・at・・s　b・i・g・。m・wh・t　1・ni・nt　and　th・・ew・at・・s　b・i・g・・in・wh、t、eve，e．

　　　　　A無・・由・ft・・t　t・・t・・at…w・・e　gi…fe・dback・n出・1・・ati・g　P・面㎜・n・・bas・d　i・p・面・

翫・F…t・。・Φ・t・h・w・三・Fig・・e　2　and　T・bl・2・1・・dditi・n，　th・y　w…give・釦曲・・t・・i・i盤g　by

ratl雄g　v三deos　ef　previous　tests．　Th三s　additional　training　took　place　immediately　befbre　the　second

test　was　conducted　thTee　weekS　later．

A皿chored・vers”s・”・照騒£h・r£謹輔騒90煎he　second　test

The　resu三tS　of魚e　second　test　can　be　se巳n｛n　Figu爬3and　Table　3．　Not　surprisingly，　even

wlth　some　experience　and　further　training，薯he　raters　are　still　quite　di脆rent　in　the　seΨerity　of　the

rat三・gs出・y・assign．　Th・errer－c。rrected・伽d・・d　d・vi・ti・n。f出・・at…（s・p・・ati。・）wa・2．37　tim。、

出・・。。t　mean－sq・ar・纈m・tl。・・rr。Lτh・漁bill句。紬i・・ep・・at三・n　w・・0．85．　Th・chi－・q・ar・d

statistic　confirMs　that　this　is　a　signific…mt　difference．　It　should　be　noted，　however，　that　the　group　as

・wh・1・did・h。w　l…d・vi・ti・・th・n　l・th・first　t・・t；thc　err・r－c。，，・ct，d、tand、，d　’ р?魔堰Ati。n。。　th，

趾st　test　was　3．94　as　compared　to　2，37　en　the　second　test．
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　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　li

Figure　3　Comparison　of　rater　anchored　and　non－anchored　scores　on　the　second　test　　　　　　　　　　　　li
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』　　　　　　　　Table　3　Comparison　of　va且ues　ofraters　in　non－atichored　and　anchored　second　test

Non一窺nchored
@　lo　itsca董e

Anohored
盾奄狽T0ale

El　Anchorrater）・ ．09
．一
D07

E2（Anchor　rater） ’．23 ．07

R3 ．．
D04

一．．1’

X・

N4 帥．07 一．23

N5　　　　．
輔．21 」、37

RMSE（Mode且）．06，・A｛茸　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　．S．P．．14，　Separatiqn　2，37，　Reliabi畦ty．．85．．

bhi－3quarεd　31．6，　degrees　of　fヤeedom　4，　significant　atρ11『Ψe1．
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Interestingly，　the　non－anchored　scores　show　that　the　raters　made　almost　a　complete　reversal　in

thelr　leΨel　ofseverity．　N5　ahd　N4　became翫e　most　Ienient　raters　while　EI　and　B2　becとme　th¢most

severe　raters．　R3　stayed　in　the　middle．　This　may　have　been　due　to　the　new　raters　oΨercompensating

for　their　seΨerity　on　the　first　test　because　they　were　told　that　they　were　too　severe　in　their　rating

behavior．　It　should　be　noted，　however，　that　rater　N5，　the　most　deviant　rater　on　the　first　test，　moved

much　closer　to　the　mean　of　O　logits，　s1」ggesting　that　rater　trai箕ing　and　experience　had　a　positive

effeot　on　his　ab三11ty　to　interpret　the　metric　in　the　same　way　as　the　experie且ced　raters．　It　is　also

important　to　point　out　that　on　the　anchored　tests，　E玉exhibits　an　a］most　identical　logit　dif艶rence

from　E2．　In　bo愉cases，　E　l　is　more　Ien1ent　than　E2，　and　the　difference　is　almost　identical，」510gits

on　the　first　test　and．1416gits　on　the　second　test．　This　is血rther　evidence　that　these　two　raters　are

exhibiting　consistency　in　their　rating　behavior．

DISCUSSION

Consis重ency　ofexper三enced・raters

　　　　　Thls　sttidy　suggests　that　utilizing　the　technique　of　anohor　rating　with　experienced　raters　may

help　to　make　scores　more　reliable　within　a　test　administration　and　more　comparable丘om　one　test

administration　to　anGther．　The　findings　suggest　that　exPerienced　raters　with　a　great　deal　of　stake　in

aIest　may　be　genera11y　consistent　in　their　ratings　f沁m　one　te5t　admlnistration　to　another．　In　this

・t・dy・b・th・xp・・i・nced・ate・s　sh。wed　a　g「eat　deal。fi・t・a’・at・・reli“bility・vg・a　tw。　yea・p・・i。d・

These　findings　are　consistent　with　the　large・scale　findings　ofMyford，　Marr，＆Linacre（1996）who

reported　that　rating　experience　and　lntra－rater　reliabil宝ty　are　significantly　corre正ated．　Other　studies

that　have　5hown　that　raters　do　not　stay　consistent　ln　their　rating　behaΨior　over　t1me（Bonk＆’

Ockey，　ForthComing；McNamara＆Lumley，1995；Lunz＆Stah1，1990）give　no　indication　that

they　dealt　with　experienced　raters　with　a　great　deal　of　stake　in　the　test．　It　thus　seems　that　rating

experience　and　stake　in　a　test　might　be　important　in　determining　whether　raters　change　oΨer　time．

It　is　also圭ikely　that　rater　behaΨior　is　based　onΨarious　other　factors　as　well，　suggesting　that　each

rater　should　be　tested　to　see　if　he　disp：ays　consistent　rating　behavior　over　time　befbre　being

selected　as　an　aiichor　rater．　It　5hould　not　be　assumed廿1at　all　experienced　raters　with　a　lot　of　stake

in　a　test　wiH　necessarily　exhibit　consistent　rating　behavior　over　time，　but　based　en’　th6se　findings，　it

is　a　pessibility　that　should　be　Considサred．　There　is　a　great　need　to　conduct　stUdies　to　test　whether　or

not　experlenced　raters　wlth　h1gh　stalce　lh　a　test　are．Iikely　to　stay　consistent　from　one　test

administratlon　te　another　a’nd　can　thus　be　utilized　as　anchor　raters．　While　this　stUdy　suggests　such　a

oase，　the　T¢s穏1ts　of　this　study　are　based　on　smail　N　sizes．　It　should　be　pointed　out　that　rater

behavior　is　likeiy　affected　by　personality，　mood，　and　other　factors　whlch　cannqt　be　controlled　fbr

in　a　test．　HGwever，　factors，　such　as　teaching　experience，　profess董onal　training，　experi¢nce　as　a　rater
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ip　perfbrmance－bas¢d　tests，　and　experience　with　the　given　population　of　examlnees　which　can　be

control王ed　fbr　in　a　te8t　should　be　fUrther　studied．　　　　　　　　　　　　　”

Rating　exper蓋ence　and¢o皿sisten¢y　　　　　　　　　　　　’

　　　　　The　study　also　suggests　that　rating　behavior　within　a　group　of　raters　becomes　more

consistent　with　ratlng　experience．　These　findings　are　conslstent　with　the　growing　body　of　research

in　this　area（Weigle，’玉998；Wigglesworth，1994；Wigglesworth，1993）・ldeally，　the　same　pool　of

raters　could　be　utilized　士epeated1y　after　they　have　reached　a　general　leΨe王　of　reHab　ility．

UnfortunateEy，　many　programs（like　ours）deal　w1th　new　inexperienced　raters　airnost　every　test

administration．玉n’additlon　to　rater　training，　implem巳nting　procedures　to　cope　with　the　problem・of

new　raters　and　the　inconsistencies　that　they　are　likely　to　exhibit　when　they　begin　is　clearly

1mportant．

R躊sch　measuremellt　teohniques

　　　　　The　study　also　adds　to　the　growing　body　ofresearch　whlch　suggests　th亘t　many－facet’　Ras　ch

measureme’獅煤@techniques（or　other　’such　techniques）be　utilized　to　increase　the　stability，　and　thus

interpretability，　of　test　scores（Bonk＆Ockey，　Fo曲coming；Ockey，2001；Wolfe，　Bradley，＆

Myfbrd，2001；Lynch＆McNamara，1998；McNam　ara＆Lumley，1997；McNamara，1996；Lunz，

Wright，＆Linacre，1990）．　The　large　difference　obse．rved　in　scores．　given．by　different　raters　in　this

・加dy・ug99・tS・th・t　lt　w・uld・b・irr・・p・n・ib1・t。・・sign…mi・・…aw・c。…G・p・・f・・mance－b…d

tests．　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　・

An¢hor　ra伽9

　　　　　A㈱・・lmplicati。・。f出・・加dy　i・山・t　an・h。・由ti・g　wi血・xp・・ienced・at・・s　m・y・e・ult　i・

more　reliable　scores，　both　in　a　given　test　administration　and　from　one　test　admin’ 奄唐狽窒≠狽Pon　to

another．　This　is　supported　in　the　study　by　the　two　experienced（anchor）raters　displaying　a！most

identical　levels　of　severity（compared重o　each　other）from　one’　test　admin呈5tratlon　to　the　next　while

the　two　new　raters，　especially　N5，　moved　dramatically（frqm　severity　to　leniency）from　one　test

administration　to　the　next．　Thls　movement　to　greater　Ieniency　by　the　new　raters　is　also　no重

surprising　based　on　previous　research　by　Ockey（2001），　who　reported　that　raters　tended　to　inflate

scores　as　students　progressed　in　the　program　so　that　students　fもlt　like　they　were　improving．　It

would　seem　that　experlenced　raters　with　high　stake　in　the　tests　would　have　a　better　understanding

of　the　importance　of　the　accuracy　of　the　scores　and　would　not　be　as　Eike且y　to　inflate　scores　as　a

program　progresses、vi，l　The　tendency　of　raters　to　infiate　scores　at　the　end　of　a　program，　coupled

wl出the　fbedback　that　the　new　raters　receiΨed　suggesting　that　they　were　teo　severe三n　their　ratings
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on　the負rst　test，　probably　led　to　their　shift　to　leniency　on　the　second　test．　WhateΨer　the　reason　fbr

the　shift　in　the　assignment　ofscores　of　the　new　raters，　it　is　quite　clear　that　their　rating　behavior　did

not　remaln　stable　from　one　administratbn　ofthe　test　to　another，　suggesting　a　need　fbr　procedures，

such　as　anchor　rating，重o　help　contro且fbr　such　a　shift・

Co皿clusion　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　・

　　　　　The　results　suggest　that　at　least　some　experienced　raters　with　high　stakes　in　a　test　stay

generally　consistent　over　ti！ne　and　that　raters　become　better　with　rating　experience．　This　study　also

makes　a　case　fbr　the　value　of　anchor　rating　with　experienced　raters．　Flnally，　aside　from　the

evidence　presented　here，　intU三tion　suggests．that　anchor　ra伽g　can　be　an　effective　means　of　making

scores　more　reliable．　It　seems　that　utilizing　raters　that　have　a　great　deal　ofstake　in　the　test　and　who

have　rating　experience　as　anchor　raters　makes　more　sense　than　allowingΨarious　interpretations　of

the　scoring　m¢tric　by　a　changing　pool　of　raters　who　may　not　all　have　a　great　amount　invested　in

the　test．　Co．nsidering　the　fact　that　many　programs　have　a　revolving　door　when　it　cornes　to　teachers

and　that　new　raters　haΨe　been　shown　to　be　inconsistent　in　rating　behavior，　it　seems　that　utilizing

procedures，　such　as　anchor　rating，　to　stab韮且ize　the　scores　is　a　necessity・

’　One　lndonesian　male　did　not　participat¢in　th¢偏r5t　admini5tration　of　th巳t¢st、

轟See　Ockey，1999丘）r　further　delails　on　th巳pro臼oiency　ofs【ud巳nts　in　the　IEP、　　　’

iii　Thロ5，　it　is　assumed　that　a　s山d¢rlt，s　proficiency　is　m¢asured　by　th¢tcs吐，　rath¢r　than　his　perfbrmanco　on　a

particu！ar　IesL

L”　Considerable　efforts　are　made　befbre　the　test　i＄given　to　assure　that呈tudents　are　fねmiliar　with　the　test　de5ign

and　scor量ng　metric，　in｛コ旦uding　having止e　stud¢nts　obs｛∋rve註video　ofatest　and　practicing　such　a　situation．　S¢已

Ockey　2001fbr　a　comp！ete　description　ofthe　test．

vPrevious　re5¢arch　fi〕und　tha藍there　wa3　no　3ignmoant　di脆rence　in　ratings　giΨen　in　real　tim已and　ratings

assigned　bas巴d。n　viewing　a　vide・ofthe・test（O¢key，2001），

vl　For　an　exp】anation　o『the］ogit　scale　see　Lin臼creα994）．

vii　However，　it　sho凹ld　be　not¢d　that　a　slight　c．hange　eccu1Ted（toward　severity），

viii　Hewever，　it　rnight　be　that止e　small　difference　in　mean　avcrage　ofthe　anchor　raters　from　the　1999／2000

t¢sts｛which　we爬based　en　test　resu壮s　at　the　end　of　the　prograrn）to　tho　2001　test（rated　at　the　beginning　of

出巳next　year）rnay　also　b2　exp量ained　by　this　rating　b¢haΨior」t　eould　be　that｛｝ven　high正y　experi¢nced　rat已rs

with　a　great　deal　of　stake　in　a　test　have　a　tenden¢y　to　rate　higher　on　a　fina1　test　than　en　a　test　earlier　in　the

program．　Unfbrtunat已Iy，　the　small　N　sizcs　in　this　study　mak¢it　impossible　to　answer　this　qu巴stion，
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Appendix　1
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