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ABSTRACT

Rubrics offer a solution to assessment inconsistencies frequently
observed among evaluators at Turkish teaching centers, both within and
across institutions. Particularly for productive language skills, rubrics
can mitigate subjective evaluation by providing structured assessment
frameworks. This research aimed to develop valid and reliable analytic
rubrics for assessing B1-B2 level writing skills in Turkish language
instruction. Using an exploratory sequential mixed methods design, the
study followed systematic rubric development protocols. Validity was
established through expert consultation with seven specialists using the
Davis technique, while reliability was determined by having 20
evaluators score six writing samples, analyzed using Kendall's W
coefficient of concordance. The study also examined whether evaluation
experience (Kruskal Wallis-H test) or instructor background (foreign
language vs. second language Turkish instruction; Mann Whitney U
test) influenced scoring patterns when using the rubrics. Results
confirmed the developed rubrics' validity and reliability. No significant
differences emerged between ratings from experienced versus
inexperienced instructors, or between foreign language and second
language Turkish instructors, demonstrating the rubrics' effectiveness in
standardizing assessment across evaluator profiles. These findings
suggest that properly constructed rubrics can successfully reduce
assessment inconsistencies regardless of evaluator experience or
instructional background.
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Introduction

The lack of standardization in the field of teaching Turkish as a foreign/second language
causes various issues in practical applications. This problem affects the entire teaching
process from beginning to end and leads to differences in practices among teaching centers
and instructors. One of the areas where this lack of standardization is commonly observed
is in assessment and evaluation. The inconsistency in determining the levels of learners
completing Turkish courses indicates this problem. Similarly, inconsistent evaluations by
different evaluators within the same institution highlight the issue of objective assessment.
To overcome these issues in assessment and evaluation, it is necessary to establish and
implement standards from specific to general.

Objective and consistent assessment is crucial for determining whether the aims and
objectives of teaching are being achieved, for the contribution of teaching outcomes to the
process, for making teaching more efficient, and for identifying the strengths and
weaknesses of learners. Some assessment tools exist to ensure objective and consistent
evaluation. Rating scales and checklists are widely used to prevent inconsistencies in the
assessment of learner performances (Ozen, 2025, p. 75)

Figure 1. Performance Evaluation Classification (Mertler, 2001, p. 1)

Scoring Instruments for

Performance Assessments

I:' Analytic Rubrics |{ Holistic Rubrics

Rubrics are long-term tools that have accompanied education systems for decades and are
now widely used at all levels of education (Andrade, 2023). They limit evaluators in
assessments and contribute to the consistent evaluation of learner performances and to obtain
diagnostic information about a skill/performance (Durmus, 2022, p. 22). Providing feedback
is important to increase learner motivation in assessment (Hyland, 2003). Thanks to the
diagnostic information obtained through rubrics, it becomes easier for evaluators to identify
learners' successes, weaknesses, and strengths (Yokouchi, 2025) and the opportunity to
provide feedback with diagnostic information is obtained.
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To date, criteria have shown their usefulness as assessment tools and have supported
instructors in making more consistent scores (Mahdi & Alkhateeb, 2025, p. 2). Rubrics play
an important role in shaping educational evaluation and provide clear criteria for both
teaching and learning (Panadero et al., 2024, p. 31). The use of rubrics by all evaluators in
language teaching centers will contribute to ensuring consistency among evaluators.
Similarly, rubrics based on certain basic standards will also support consistency and
objectivity in evaluations made in different centers.

As can be seen in Figure 1, there are two types of rubrics: holistic and analytical. Holistic
rubrics provide a single score and a general evaluation. Holistic scoring according to this
assessment tool is controversial as it involves giving a single score to the entire text and
combining the measurement and evaluation of different features that make up the written
expression (Mahdi & Alkhateeb, 2025, p 3). Analytical rubrics, on the other hand, provide
the opportunity to evaluate the learner's performance in detail and by dividing it into sections
and limit the evaluator more, thus allowing for more consistent results in the evaluation and
additional feedback (Weigle, 2002). Especially in cases where a well-structured rubric is not
used, the evaluations made may remain subjective and superficial.

Rubrics are especially used in the assessment of productive skills. Writing skills are
generally assessed based on learners' performance in writing independent texts, making
objective evaluation challenging. Due to the multidimensional nature of writing, which
includes various elements, rubrics are important for fair and valid assessment of written
production skills. The writing process, involving planning, drafting, and revising, culminates
in the final draft (Harmer, 2004, p. 5). Therefore, writing has a multidimensional structure,
encompassing elements from title to conclusion and from punctuation to style (Aksak Goniil
& Ekti, 2022, p. 51). From the perspective of language teaching, grammar, vocabulary,
punctuation, organization, and other aspects must be considered. According to a study by
Lee (2010), most instructors focus on spelling and grammar when evaluating writing
performance. Instead of focusing solely on linguistic structures, the communicative aspects
of writing, language use as required by communication with the reader, and the purposes
achieved in writing come to the fore (Yayli, 2015, p. 303).

The Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR) suggests the
following criteria for assessing language proficiency and error in writing:

e Pronunciation errors;

e Spelling (punctuation) errors;

e Vocabulary errors;

e Grammatical errors;

o Syntactic errors;

e Sociolinguistic and sociocultural errors (Council of Europe, 2013, p. 155).

Similarly, the CEFR Companion Volume recommends the following dimensions for
assessing written production skills: general language/vocabulary, coherence, accuracy,
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description, and argumentation (Council of Europe, 2021, p. 191). Analytic rubrics allow
for the measurement of different aspects of the text produced by the candidate, such as
organization, lexical resources, grammar, coherence, and cohesion (Viiias, 2022). Wiggins
(1993) states that rubrics should reflect assessment criteria that support learners' more
authentic, outcome-focused, and contextual writing skills. These skills include discourse
awareness, language skills, goal setting, sociocultural knowledge, and memory management
strategies (Flower & Hayes, 1980; Kellogg & Whiteford, 2009). Therefore, when the
multidimensional structure of writing is not considered, and the focus is solely on spelling
and grammar, the evaluation of writing performance will lack components such as
vocabulary and choice, organization of the text, textuality criteria, and the communicative
functions of language as an action.

There is a lack of commonly used shared rubrics in the field of teaching Turkish as a foreign
language. Some language teaching centers use their own developed holistic or analytic
rubrics that have not been tested for validity and reliability, while some instructors conduct
evaluations without rubrics. In a study conducted with 167 instructors by Goktas and Aksak
Goniil (2022, p. 142), only 35.93% of the participants reported using rubrics in writing
assessments. The low use of rubrics raises questions about the objectivity of evaluations.
Therefore, it is essential for instructors to have the skills to recognize the components of
good writing and be familiar with the elements of textuality to include them in assessments.
One of the most important ways to prevent these issues and achieve consistent results is by
using comprehensive rubrics. Additionally, rubrics serve as a guide for instructors to analyze
and interpret data obtained from assessments. Due to these features, the study aims to
develop analytic rubrics for the objective assessment of writing skills in the teaching of
Turkish as a foreign/second language.

The effectiveness of rubrics is substantially directly proportional to the instructors'
commitment to rubrics (Jeong, 2015). Optimizing and appropriating use of rubrics involves
the continuous professional development of evaluators in rubric design and application
(Mace & Pearl, 2021). Considering that evaluator guides for rubrics should be created for
this commitment and development, it is also aimed to prepare evaluator guides for the
prepared rubrics.

Research Objective and Sub-objectives

In the field of teaching Turkish as a foreign/second language, there are different
competencies expected of learners at each level. Therefore, the expected teaching outcomes
and the quality of learner performances vary at each level. While short, simple texts are
expected at the basic level, longer and more detailed texts are expected at intermediate and
advanced levels. As a result, starting from the intermediate level, evaluations of written texts
should consider various aspects beyond spelling and grammar errors. For this reason,
separate analytic rubrics should be developed for each level to ensure accurate assessment.
The study aims to develop separate analytic rubrics for B1 and B2 levels, as these levels are
transition levels that are difficult to distinguish from each other and represent the levels
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where metacognitive skills begin to come into play. The use of separate analytic rubrics for
each level is necessary for assessing the different elements of writing. As a sub-objective of
this research, an attempt was made to determine whether experience influences evaluations
conducted using rubrics. Another sub-objective is to examine whether there is a significant
difference in evaluations based on rubrics between evaluators teaching in multilingual
classrooms in Turkey, where the target language is the native language, and those teaching
in monolingual classrooms abroad, where the target language is not the native language.

Method

The stages of rubric development involve both qualitative and quantitative applications,
therefore a mixed-method was applied in the study. The stages of rubric development are as
follows:

1. Determining the learning objectives to be evaluated

2. Identifying the expected competencies and undesired features from products,
processes, or performances

3. Determining dimensions and defining criteria

4. Deciding the type of rubric and defining the descriptors for the highest and lowest
performance levels for each criterion

5. Defining the descriptors for the middle levels of criteria

6. Conducting sample learner performance assessments

7. Reviewing the rubric (Mertler, 2001).

Since these stages are compatible, an exploratory sequential design was applied. In this
design, findings obtained from qualitative data are followed by the creation of the
quantitative phase and the collection of quantitative data. The qualitative phase can be used
to determine the measurement tool or variables to be applied in the quantitative phase
(Creswell, 2017).

In the qualitative part of the research, a literature review was conducted first. In the relevant
literature, the rubric developed within the scope of the research article titled “Development
Study of B1 Level Writing Skills Rubric for Turkish Learners as a Foreign Language” by
Yorganci and Bas (2021) includes four dimensions and twenty criteria. The dimensions are
“Organization and Content, Language and Expression, Vocabulary, Spelling and Grammar”.
The dimensions of vocabulary, spelling, and grammar overlap with the dimensions of the
research. Within the scope of the research, 30 writing performances were scored by 5 raters.

In the research article titled “Writing Skills Rubric for Narrative/Demonstrative Texts in
Teaching Turkish as a Foreign Language” by Iltar and Karatas (2022), it was aimed to
develop a genre-specific rubric. It differs from the study in terms of being genre-specific,
but some items were also included in the evaluator guides prepared within the scope of the
study to be used when evaluating narrative texts. There is no statement in the study that
includes any level distinction.

A rubric was developed in the research article titled “Development of Analytical Rubric for
A2 Level Writing Skills in Teaching Turkish as a Foreign Language” conducted by Tekin
and Sallabas (2022). The criteria and criterion descriptors are quite superficial according to
the study. The main reason for the differences between the two studies can be shown as
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being prepared at different levels. 26 writing performances were evaluated by 5 evaluators
in the study.

The rubric developed in the research article titled “Development of A2 Level Writing Skills
Rubric for Those Who Teach and Learn Turkish as a Foreign Language” conducted by
Harmankaya, Sallabas and Toker (2022) is also prepared for the A2 level, so it differs from
the study in terms of size and criteria.

When the studies conducted in the literature are examined, it is seen that the studies differ
from the levels addressed in the relevant study and the dimensions and criteria included in
the rubric. The intermediate level B1 and B2 levels are related to each other and at the same
time have different outcomes. Therefore, it is thought that it would be more useful for the
rubrics to be developed for these levels to be complementary to each other and to be created
together. Sample rubrics used in various Turkish teaching centers and institutions in the field
of teaching Turkish as a foreign language and CEFR (Council of Europe, 2013, 2021)
achievements were examined. After the examinations, an item pool was created. The
dimensions to be included in the rubric to be prepared based on the item pool were
determined, and the criteria were selected. The dimensions to be included in the B1 and B2
level analytical rubrics were determined as grammar, vocabulary, spelling and punctuation,
and organization. In addition, for the criteria to be included in the grammar dimension, Gazi
University TOMER, Yedi Iklim Tiirkge, Yeni Istanbul and izmir teaching sets, which are
widely used in the field of teaching Turkish as a foreign language, were examined and
common grammar structures were determined. After all these scans, the criteria for the
grammar dimension of the rubric were as follows: The criteria for the vocabulary dimension
were determined as content-oriented word selection and function-oriented word selection,;
and in the criteria for the spelling and punctuation dimension, spelling and punctuation were
included as two separate criteria. In the organization section, the text plan, content, and
expression sub-criteria were selected.

The developed rubrics were designed to be four-tiered with "4 (excellent), 3 (good), 2 (needs
improvement), 1 (insufficient)." The rubric, consisting of 25 items and four tiers, can be
scored on a scale of 100 and 25 points (when scored as 1, 0.75, 0.50, and 0.25). Descriptors
for each criterion were written to guide evaluators on which score to assign in different
situations. To make the rubrics more effective and efficient for evaluators, assessment guides
were prepared to ensure that all criteria of the rubrics are understood correctly and
consistently by the assessors and that the rubrics are used more easily and effectively.

After the rubric was developed, expert opinions were obtained to determine the content
validity. Two of the expert opinion forms were filled out by individuals who had completed
their doctoral education in the field, and five were filled out by individuals who were
continuing their doctorate and had at least 10 years of experience in the field. The validity
indexes of the items were calculated using the expert opinion forms obtained through the
application of the Davis (1992) technique. The final form of the rubric was given by taking
into account expert opinions.

To determine the reliability of the rubrics, six B1 and six B2 learner writing performances
were evaluated by 20 experienced and inexperienced teachers of Turkish as a foreign/second
language. The Kendall’s W concordance coefficient was calculated to measure the
agreement among evaluators.
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Additionally, the Kruskal-Wallis test was conducted to determine whether there was a
significant difference in the scoring based on evaluator experience. Evaluators were divided
into three groups: 0-5 years, 6-9 years, and over 10 years of experience. Furthermore, the
Mann-Whitney U test was conducted to see if there was a difference between the scores
given by Turkish teachers teaching as a foreign language abroad and those teaching as a
second language domestically.

Publication Ethics

Committee Name: Hacettepe University Ethics Committee
Decision Date: March 31, 2023
Number: E-35853172-000-00002773855

Participants

The study involves three different participant groups: field experts, learner performances,
and evaluators. Information regarding the field experts consulted for determining the validity
index of the study is provided below.

Table 1. Information About Experts

Expert Field Experience Education  Title

Expert 1 10 years PhD graduate Assoc. Prof.
Expert 2 10 years PhD graduate Dr. Lecturer
Expert 3 10 years Pursuing PhD Lecturer
Expert 4 12 years Pursuing PhD Lecturer
Expert 5 12 years Pursuing PhD Lecturer
Expert 6 10 years Pursuing PhD Lecturer
Expert 7 11 years Pursuing PhD Lecturer

In selecting the field experts, the prerequisites were “having at least 10 years of experience
in teaching Turkish as a foreign/second language” and “having or pursuing a PhD in the
field.” Criterion sampling, one of the purposive sampling methods, was chosen for selecting
the experts. Criterion sampling involves selecting a sample based on predetermined criteria
set by the researcher (Yildirim & Simsek, 2021, p. 120).

For the writing performances of learners, 12 performances (6 at B1 level and 6 at B2 level)
were selected from the writing exams of students studying at Gazi University TOMER.
Extreme case sampling, a purposive sampling method, was used to select 6 writing
performances each that were considered weak, average, and good. It is believed that using
extreme case sampling allows the researcher to better observe the variability related to the
problem being studied (Ko¢ Basaran, 2017, p. 490).

To determine the reliability coefficient of the study, 20 evaluators, both experienced and
inexperienced in the field, were asked to evaluate the selected learner performances. Since
determining whether there are differences in the scoring of experienced and inexperienced
evaluators is one of the sub-objectives of the research, no training was provided to the
evaluators and evaluator guides were shared. However, it is the evaluator's responsibility to
read or not read these guides. The evaluators were chosen using the maximum variation
sampling method, which aims to obtain experiences from different stakeholders in various
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contexts (Yagar & Dokme, 2018, p. 5). Selection is based on different qualifications and
criteria (Patton, 2018, p. 235). The evaluators, a mix of experienced and inexperienced, were
chosen from those teaching at different levels both domestically and abroad. Information
about the evaluators is provided in the table below.

Table 2. Information About Evaluators

Evaluator Gender Education Major Teach'lng Years. of
Level Location Experience
Evaluator 1 Female Bachelor's Turkish Education Domestic 12 years
Evaluator 2 Female Pursuing PhD Turkish Education Domestic 12 years
Evaluator 3 Female Master's Turkish Education Domestic 5 years
Evaluator 4 Female Pursuing PhD Urdu Language and Literature Abroad 10 years
Evaluator 5 Female Pursuing PhD Turkish Education Abroad 7 years
Evaluator 6 Female Master's Contemporary Turkish Dialects Domestic 8 years
and Literature
Evaluator 7 Female PhD Turkish Education Abroad 6 years
Evaluator 8§ Female Master's Turkish Education Domestic 3 years
Evaluator 9 Female Pursulr‘lg Turkish Language and Literature ~Abroad 7 years
Master's

]15(\)/ aluator Female Pursuing PhD English Language and Literature Domestic 3 years
IIEI/aluator Female Pursuing PhD Turkish Education Abroad 11 years
]15; aluator Male  Master's Turkish Education Abroad 10 years
]15; aluator Male  Master's Turkish Language and Literature Domestic 5 years
IIEXaluator Male  Master's Turkish Education Abroad 9 years
lligfaluator Male PhD Turkish Language and Literature Domestic 5 years
lligaluator Male  Pursuing PhD Turkish Education Domestic 6 months
]15;/ aluator Female Pursuing PhD Turkish Language and Literature Domestic 7 years
]15;3/ aluator Female Pursuing PhD Translation and Interpreting Domestic 8 years
]15;/ aluator Female Pursuing PhD Turkish Language and Literature Domestic 11 years
5(\)/ aluator Female Pursuing PhD Turkish Education Domestic 10 years

Data Analysis and Collection

Following the stages of the exploratory sequential design, qualitative data were first
obtained, and then quantitative data were derived from the qualitative findings.
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Qualitative data were collected, and quantitative data were obtained with the B1 and B2
level analytic rubrics prepared using these qualitative data.

In the qualitative phase of the study, expert opinions were sought to determine the content
validity indices of the developed rubrics. Reviewers with expertise in structural aspects of
tool design, such as developing and using rating scales or matching tool items with statistical
measures for testing the study hypothesis, can also provide valuable contributions (Davis,
1992). Data were collected using a form developed with the Davis (1992) technique to reach
expert opinions.

In the quantitative phase of the study, 20 evaluators voluntarily participated in evaluating
the learner performances with the developed rubrics, and the data obtained were analyzed
using the Kendall-W technique. To measure the effect of experience on the results obtained
from the same data, Kruskal Wallis H analysis was conducted, and Mann Whitney U
analysis was performed to determine whether there was a difference between the scores
given by those teaching Turkish as a foreign language and those teaching it as a second
language. All the data were analyzed using SPSS 27 software.

Findings
1. Findings on Content Validity:
To test the validity of the analytic rubrics developed for B1 and B2 levels, expert opinions
were obtained from seven instructors with at least 10 years of experience using the Davis

technique. Based on the data obtained, it was determined that the rubrics were valid.

Table 3. Content Validity Index for the B1 Level Rubric

Dimensions Criteria Su?- . ABC D VI
Criteria

Grammar Tense Usage -

Voice Usage -

Compound Sentences -
Verbal Nouns -
Syntax -

N[ D

Appropriateness to Level -

Vocabulary ggrorirelt-Orlented Vocabulary i 7 1

Function-Oriented Vocabulary Choice - 7 - - -1

Spelling and Punctuation Spelling - 7- - - 1

Capitalization - 7 - - -1

Punctuation - 6 1--1
Organization Text Plan Title 6 1- - 1
Introduction 7 - - -

Development

Conclusion

Formal Features
Word Count

N[N
—
1
1

— == =] =
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Dimensions Criteria Su?- . ABC D VI
Criteria

Content Main Idea and Supporting Ideas 7 - - -1
Development of Ideas 7 - - -1
Expression Language of the Text 7 - - -1
Coherence 7 - - -1
Genre and Sociolinguistic

. 6 1 - -1
Appropriateness
Total - - - - - - 99

According to Davis (1992), the content validity index should be .80 or above. Based on
expert opinions for the B1 level, the total content validity index was determined to be 0.994,
with item indices ranging from .85 to 1. Therefore, it can be said that the B1 level analytic
rubric developed is valid.

Table 4. Content Validity Index for the B2 Level Rubric

Dimensions Criteria ztz’t'eria ABC D VI
Grammar [CJ(s):lng[éound Tenses and Voice i 7 1
Indirect Speech - 7 - - -1
Compound Sentences - 6 1 --1
Verbal Nouns - 6 1 --1
Syntax - 6 1 --1
Appropriateness to Level - 7 - - -1
Vocabulary ggrol‘igt Oriented Vocabulary i 7 1
Function-Oriented Vocabulary Choice Metaphors - 6 1 - -
Incorrect Words - 7 - - -1
Conjunctions and Prepositions - 6 - 1- 085
Spelling and Punctuation Spelling - 6 1- - 1
Punctuation - 7 - - -1
Organization Text Plan Title 7- - - 1
Introduction 7 - - -1
Development 7 - - -1
Conclusion 7 - - -1
Formal Features 7 - - -1

Word Count 7 - |
Content Main Idea and Supporting Ideas 6 - 1- 085
Development of Ideas 7 - - -1
Expression Language of the Text 6 1 --1
Coherence 7 - - -1
Repetition of Meaning 7 - - -1
Genre and Sociolinguistic

Appropriateness ! ) !

Total - - - - - - 988
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Based on expert opinions for the B2 level, the total content validity index was determined
to be .988, with item indices ranging from .85 to 1. Therefore, it can be said that the B2
level analytic rubric developed is valid.

2. Findings on Reliability:

For the reliability tests of the developed rubrics, six Bl and six B2 learner writing
performances from exams conducted at Gazi University TOMER were evaluated by 20
instructors, and the data obtained were analyzed using the Kendall’s W technique. The
whole rubric and dimension-specific Kendall’s W coefficients for the B1 level are presented
below.

Table 5. Kendall-W Concordance Coefficient for B1 Level

Level W P
All Criteria .856 0.000

Table 6. Kendall-W Concordance Coefficients for B1 Level Dimensions

Dimensions W P

Grammar .815 0.000
Vocabulary .679 0.000
Spelling and Punctuation .714 0.000
Organization .766 0.000

For the B1 level, Kendall-W concordance coefficient for the all six writing performances
evaluated by 20 evaluators using the 25-item analytic rubric was found to be .856, with a P
value of 0.000. These data indicate that the B1 level analytic rubric has strong agreement
and significant results.

The Kendall-W coefficients for the B1 level dimensions are as follows: Grammar dimension
.815 (strong agreement), Vocabulary .679 (moderate agreement), Spelling and Punctuation
.714 (strong agreement), Organization .766 (strong agreement). Therefore, it can be said that
the analytic rubric also has strong agreement at the dimension level, with all P values
showing significant results.

Table 7. Kendall-W Concordance Coefficient for B2 Level

Level W P
All Criteria General .829 0.000

For the B2 level, Kendall-W concordance coefficient for the all six writing performances
evaluated by 20 evaluators using the 25-item analytic rubric was found to be .829, with a P
value of 0.000. These data indicate that the B2 level analytic rubric has strong agreement
and significant results.

Table 8. Kendall-W Concordance Coefficients for B2 Level Dimensions

© 2025 JLERE, Journal of Language Education and Research, 11(1), 369-403
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Dimensions W P
Grammar 775 0.000
Vocabulary 772 0.000
Spelling and Punctuation .621 0.000
Organization .817 0.000

The Kendall-W coefficients for the B2 level dimensions are as follows: grammar dimension
775 (strong agreement), vocabulary .772 (strong agreement), spelling and punctuation .621
(moderate agreement), organization .817 (strong agreement). Therefore, it can be said that
the analytic rubric also has strong agreement at the dimension level, with all P values
showing significant results. Based on these data, it can be concluded that the analytic rubrics
developed for the B1 and B2 levels are valid, reliable, and ready for use.

3. Effect of Experience on Evaluation Results:

Additionally, the data were analyzed using the Kruskal-Wallis technique to determine
whether evaluator experience had any impact on scoring, and it was found that there was no
significant difference. Evaluator experience was divided into three groups: 0-5 years, 6-9
years, and over 10 years. For each level, 6 evaluators with 0-5 years of experience, 7 with
6-9 years of experience, and 7 with over 10 years of experience were compared. In the
Kruskal-Wallis technique, the P value is first examined to determine the significance of the
data; if P<0.05, there is a significant difference in the group mean ranks (Cevahir, 2020, p.
54). The data related to the analysis results are presented below.

Table 9. Effect of Experience on Evaluation Results B1 Level Kruskal-Wallis H Analysis

Writing Paper X2 P

Bl1.1 1.258 .553
B1.2 .621 733
B1.3 1.790 .409
Bl1.4 1.559 .459
B1.5 4392 111
B1.6 112945

In the data obtained for the B1 level learner performances, Kruskal-Wallis H analysis was
conducted on the scores given by 6 evaluators with 0-5 years, 7 with 6-9 years, and 7 with
over 10 years of experience using the analytic rubric. The P values were as follows: .553 for
B1.1, .733 for B1.2, .409 for B1.3, .459 for B1.4, .111 for B1.5, and .945 for B1.6. Since all
values were greater than 0.05, it was concluded that there was no significant difference in
the scores given by evaluators with different experience levels using the analytic rubric for
B1 level, so the X2 data did not need to be considered.

Table 10. Effect of Experience on Evaluation Results B2 Level Kruskal-Wallis H Analysis

Writing Paper X2 P

B2.1 2.403 .301
B2.2 5.431 .066
B2.3 419 811
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Writing Paper X2 P

B2.4 1.754 .416
B2.5 544 762
B2.6 2.005 .367

In the data for the B2 level learner performances, Kruskal-Wallis H analysis was conducted
on the scores given by 6 evaluators with 0-5 years, 7 with 6-9 years, and 7 with over 10
years of experience using the analytic rubric. The P values were as follows: .301 for B2.1,
.066 for B2.2, .811 for B2.3, .416 for B2.4, .762 for B2.5, and .367 for B2.6. Since all values
were greater than 0.05, it was concluded that there was no significant difference in the scores
given by evaluators with different experience levels using the analytic rubric for B2 level,
so the X2 data did not need to be considered.

4. Findings on Differences in Evaluation Results Between Foreign and Second
Language Teachers

Within the scope of the study, it was aimed to determine whether there were any differences
in the evaluations conducted with the analytic rubric between Turkish teachers teaching as
a foreign language (abroad) and as a second language (domestically). For this purpose, the
scores given to learner performances by evaluators in these two groups were analyzed using
the Mann-Whitney U test. The Mann-Whitney U test compares the mean ranks of two
independent/unrelated groups and determines whether there is a statistically significant
difference between the scores of the two groups (Biiylikoztiirk vd., 2020, p. 187; Cevabhir,
2020, p. 40).

To determine the significance of the analysis data, the P value is first examined, and if there
is a significant difference, the U value is considered. If P > 0.05, the HO hypothesis is
accepted, indicating that there is no significant difference in the mean ranks of the groups;
if P <0.05, the H1 hypothesis is accepted, indicating that there is a significant difference in
the mean ranks of the groups (Cevahir 2020, p. 54). The findings related to the analysis are
presented in the tables below.

Table 11. Differences in Evaluation Results Between Foreign and Second Language
Teachers B1 Level Mann-Whitney U Analysis

Writing Paper U P

Bl.1 45.000 1.000
B1.2 24.500 .097
B1.3 61.500 .211
Bl1.4 50.000 .757
B1.5 49.000 .817
B1.6 66.000 .115

In the data obtained for the B1 level learner performances, the Mann-Whitney U analysis
was conducted on the scores given by 7 foreign language Turkish teachers and 13 second
language Turkish teachers. The P values were as follows: 1.000 for B1.1,.097 for B1.2, .211
for B1.3, .757 for B1.4, .817 for B1.5, and .115 for B1.6. Since all values were greater than
0.05, it was concluded that there was no significant difference in the evaluations conducted
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with the analytic rubric for B1 level between teachers teaching abroad and domestically, so
the U data did not need to be considered.

Table 12. Differences in Evaluation Results Between Foreign and Second Language
Teachers B2 Level Mann-Whitney U Analysis

Writing Paper U P

B2.1 38.000 .588
B2.2 54.500 .485
B2.3 57.500 .351
B2.4 59.500 .275
B2.5 53.500 .536
B2.6 59.500 .275

In the data for the B2 level learner performances, the Mann-Whitney U analysis was
conducted on the scores given by 7 foreign language Turkish teachers and 13 second
language Turkish teachers. The P values were as follows: .588 for B2.1, .485 for B2.2, .351
for B2.3, .275 for B2.4, .536 for B2.5, and .275 for B2.6. Since all values were greater than
0.05, it was concluded that there was no significant difference in the evaluations conducted
with the analytic rubric for B2 level between teachers teaching abroad and domestically, so
the U data did not need to be considered.

Discussion and Conclusion

One of the main issues in the field of teaching Turkish as a foreign/second language is the
lack of standardization. This problem is particularly evident in assessment and evaluation
studies, which reveal the learning outcomes. Differences are observed in assessment and
evaluation practices and results among Turkish teaching centers, as well as differences in
scoring by evaluators within the same teaching center. Therefore, having common standards
in measurement and evaluation criteria is important for obtaining objective results and
achieving standardization. Rubrics play an important role in standardization in the field of
evaluation. According to the results of a master's research titled "Examination of Rater
Reliability When Using Scoring Guides (Rubrics)" prepared by Atmaz (2009, pp. 77-78),
evaluators using rubrics achieved more consistent results compared to those not using
rubrics. Therefore, the use of rubrics in evaluation leads to more objective results,
highlighting the importance of rubrics in language teaching centers and making them a
subject of academic research.

The evaluations conducted with 20 evaluators using the prepared B1 and B2 level rubrics
yielded consistent results. Based on the findings, which are limited to twenty evaluators and
a total of twelve writing performances at the Bl and B2 levels, it was determined that the
developed rubrics exhibit a strong capacity for objective assessment. The number of
evaluators involved is one of the distinguishing features of this study compared to other
research with similar content. Evaluator experience in performance assessment is a key
factor influencing the evaluation process. In the absence of a standardized assessment tool,
differences may arise between the judgments of experienced and inexperienced evaluators.
However, the findings indicate that when using the prepared rubrics, there was no significant
difference between the evaluations of experienced and inexperienced evaluators. This
suggests that rubrics can be effectively utilized by inexperienced evaluators and play a
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crucial role in minimizing subjectivity. Furthermore, it is believed that the evaluator guides
accompanying the rubrics are particularly effective in assisting inexperienced evaluators.
Additionally, the study found no significant difference between the evaluations of instructors
teaching the target language as a foreign language abroad, in monolingual classroom
settings, and those teaching it as a second language in Turkey, in multilingual classrooms
where the target language is spoken as a native language. This finding further supports the
validity and reliability of rubrics across different instructional contexts. Another notable
aspect of this study is the inclusion of 25 detailed assessment criteria within the rubrics,
along with the development of evaluation guides to ensure a consistent and accurate
understanding of the criteria and descriptors by all evaluators. A review of the literature
revealed no similar guide in previous rubric development studies. It is believed that these
evaluation guides significantly enhance the reliability of the rubrics, enabling instructors to
objectively assess learner performance and, when necessary, refine their teaching strategies.

Another aspect that distinguishes this study is the inclusion of 25 items in the rubrics, being
quite detailed, and the preparation of evaluation guides to ensure that the criteria and
descriptors are correctly understood and applied by all evaluators. Literature reviews did not
find a similar guide in other rubric development studies. It is believed that the evaluation
guides prepared significantly enhance the reliability of the rubrics. This can assist instructors
in objectively measuring learner achievements and, when necessary, updating teaching
strategies.

Writing is not only a skill area but also one of the best indicators of a learner's language
proficiency. Therefore, assessment and evaluation studies need to analyze the learner's
language proficiency comprehensively. The valid and reliable analytic rubrics prepared for
B1-B2 levels enable the determination of the extent to which learners have mastered the
expected achievements at these levels. In this respect, rubrics can be used as an effective
tool to enhance learner performance and improve instructor evaluations. It is believed that
these results will provide valuable contributions to educators and researchers aiming to
enrich and develop the practice of teaching Turkish.

Recommendations

In addition to rubrics prepared according to levels, it is important to develop different rubrics
for task and type-focused applications. For example, narrative texts and informative texts
contain different features. Therefore, rubrics to be used in evaluating these types may
contain different dimensions and criteria. Hence, in the study in question, which focuses
more on evaluating informative texts, the characteristics of narrative texts were also taken
into account and descriptors were included in the evaluator guides regarding the replacement
of some criteria with narrative text criteria, and an attempt was made to ensure that the
analytical rubrics prepared could be used for both types. However, in order to be useful,
valid and reliable, it would be beneficial to prepare separate graded scoring according to
types, and to conduct validity-reliability tests regarding rubrics. In exam and in-class activity
applications, students are made to write for different tasks such as writing e-mails, postcards,
writing texts based on graphics or pictures. For this reason, it is thought that it would be
useful to prepare and apply different rubrics that include criteria specific to certain tasks for
task-based applications.

One of the most important issues encountered in the application of rubrics is whether
evaluators use the rubrics carefully and meticulously. To ensure that the criteria in the
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rubrics are understood similarly and correctly by evaluators, evaluation guides were
prepared in addition to the criterion descriptors. However, there is no definitive information
on whether these guides and rubrics were read carefully. Evaluators should be made more
aware of using rubrics.

It is believed that planning in-service training programs focused on measurement and
evaluation practices would be beneficial. These programs should not only cover topics such
as measurement criteria, exam preparation and administration, and evaluation standards, but
also include content on the advantages of using rubrics, their development, and strategies
for utilizing them more effectively in the evaluation process.

Analytic rubrics can help identify the dimensions and criteria where errors are concentrated
among learners with different native languages or characteristics (age, sociocultural
differences, foreign language, second language, monolingual, multilingual, etc.), providing
a basis for instructors to classify learners and errors and develop applications according to
the target audience, as well as laying the groundwork for academic studies.
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Appendices

Appendix A: Bl Level Writing Skill Analytic Rubric

Language

Testing in

Asia,

15(8), 2-26.

Olgiit Tanimlayicilar:

Boyutlar Olgiitler PUAN
4 Puan (Cok Iyi) 3 Puan (Iyi) 2 Puan (Gelistirilmeli) 1 Puan (Yetersiz)
1.1.Kip Kip eklerini | Kip eklerini kullanirken | Kip eklerinin anlamsal, | Kip eklerinin anlamsal,
Kullanimi kullanirken neredeyse | anlamsal, yapisal veya | yapisal veya islevsel | yapisal veya islevsel
hi¢ anlam, islev ve | islevsel olarak nadiren | kullaniminda sik sik hata | kullannminda ¢ok fazla
yap1 hatas1 | hata yapmuistir. yapnustir. hata yapmustir veya ciimle
yapmamistir. kurulumunda kip
(Gereklilik, dilek, sart eklerinden
kipleri) yararlanmamugtir.
1.2.Cat1 Ciimleler yap1, anlam | Yapi, islev veya anlam | Cati kullaniminda anlam | Cati kullaniminda siklikla
Kullanimi ve islev bakimindan | bakimindan az sayida hata | karisikligina/degisikligine | anlami ve islevi etkileyen
uyumludur. Ozne | goriilse de bunlar metin | sebep olabilen hatalar | hatalar vardir ve 6zne
yiiklem uyumsuzlugu | geneline yayilmamigtir ve | vardir ve nadiren 6zne | yikklem uyumsuzluklar
yapmamistir. anlam1  bozmamaktadir. | yiiklem uyumsuzlugu | s6z konusudur.
Ozne yiiklem | yapmustir.
uyumsuzlugu yoktur.
1.3.Fiilimsi | Fiilimsileri Fiilimsileri  kullanirken | Fiilimsilerin anlamsal, | Fiilimsi kullaniminda
Kullanimi kullanirken neredeyse | anlamsal, yapisal veya | yapisal veya islevsel | anlamsal, yapisal veya
hi¢ anlam, islev ve | islevsel olarak nadiren | kullaniminda sik sik hata | islevsel ¢ok fazla hata
yap1 hatas1 | hata yapmuistir. yapnustir. yapmistir veya fiilimsi
1.Dil Bilgisi yapmamustir. kullanmamugtir.
1.4.Birlesik | Amaca uygun uzun, | Uzun climleler kurmus, | Baglh, sirali, birlesik | Genellikle kisa ciimleler
Ciimle bagli, siralt  ve | bagl, swrali ve birlesik | yapili ciimleler kurarken | vardir, wuzun  ciimle
birlesik yapilt | yapili ciimle kurulumunda | nadiren anlam | kurmaya calistiginda
climleleri neredeyse | yaptig1 hatalar anlam | karisikligina yol | anlam
hi¢ hata yapmadan | karisikligima/degisikligine | acabilecek hatalar | karisikligina/degisikligine
kurmustur. yol agmaz. yapnustir. sebep olabilecek hatalar
yapmustir.
1.5.S6z Kuralli climle | Kuralli climle kurabilmis, | Kuralli ciimle kurabilse | Kuralli climle
Dizimi kurulumunda ve | dgelerin dizilisinde uzun | de Ogelerin diziliminde | kurulumunda sorunlar
ogelerin  dizilisinde | climleler kurarken nadiren | siklikla hata yapmistir. | vardir ve dge diziliminde
Tiirk¢eye uygunluk | hata yapmistir. | (Ozne  ve  nesnenin, | yanhgliklar vardir.
bakimindan (Ttumleglerin yanlis yerde | sifatlarin vb. yanlis yerde
neredeyse hi¢ hata | kullanimi gibi) kullanimi gibi)
yapmamustir. (Ozne,
nesne tiimleg,
yiiklem, tamlamalar)
1.6.Diizeye | Al ve A2 | Al ve A2 diizeyindeki dil | Al ve A2 diizeyindeki dil | Al ve A2 diizeyindeki dil
Uygunluk diizeyindeki dil | bilgisi kurallarinda | bilgisi kurallarinda | bilgisi kurallarinda hata
bilgisi  kurallarinda | nadiren hata yapmustir. siklikla hata yapmuistir. sayist olduk¢a fazladir.
neredeyse hi¢ hata Ancak metin anlagilirdir.
yapmamistir.
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Temaya uygun | Temaya uygun sozciik | Sozcik se¢imi temayla | Temaya uygun segilen

sozciik secimi | se¢imi  yapabilse de | kismen uyumludur, | sozciikler temel diizey ile

yapabilmis, baglama | nadiren baglamsal veya | siklikla anlamsal veya | smnirhidir. Anlamsal ve
2.1.1gerik ve anlama uygun | anlamsal hata yapmistir. baglamsal hata yapmistir. | baglamsal hatalar siktir.

Odakl dogru sozctikleri

2.S06zctik Sozciik kullanabilmistir.

Bilgisi Sec¢imi Yanlis sozcik | Anlam bozulmasina yol | Sozciik se¢iminde zaman | Yanlis secilen sozciikler
secmemis veya | agmayacak sekilde | zaman hatalar vardir | metnin anlasilmasini
sOzeugi yanlis | nadiren yanlis sozcik | (yanhs fiil, yanls sifat, | giliclestirmistir.
anlamda kullanimi  yapmis ve | yanlis zamir  se¢imi,
kullanmamis, benzer | benzer anlaml | yanlis yardimet fiil vb.) ve
anlamli sozciiklerden | sozciiklerin kullanim | benzer anlaml
kullanim yerlerindeki farklar1 ayirt | sozciiklerin kullanim
uygunluguna gore | edebilmistir. yerlerindeki farklar1 ayirt
secim yapabilmistir. etmekte zorlanmigtir
(kara- siyah, goniil- ancak metin anlagilirdir.
yiirek-kalp vb.)

Soz dagarcigimmi | S6z dagarcigr cesitli olsa | Soz dagarciginda | Sozciikk dagarcigi  ¢ok
cesitlendirebilmis ve | da ayni sozciikleri nadiren | yeterince gesitlilik yoktur, | smirhdir, ciimleler ve
kalip soz, deyim vb. | tekrar etmistir. zaman  zaman  ayni | sOzciikler sik sik tekrar
ile sozciikleri tekrar etmistir. | etmektedir.
zenginlestirebilmistir.
Ciimlelerinde Sozciiklerin yan ve mecaz | Sozciiklerin yan ve mecaz | Sozciiklerin yan ve mecaz
anlatmak istedigi | anlamlarmi  kullanirken | anlamlarmi  bilse dahi | anlamlarmin
duruma uygun olarak | nadiren anlamsal ve | baglama uygun | kullaniminda c¢ok fazla
sozciiklerin yan ve | baglamsal hatalar | kullanimlarda hata | anlam ve baglam hatasi
mecaz  anlamlarini | yapmistir. yapmis veya yan Ve | yapmig veya yan Ve
2.2.Islev dogru ve baglama mecaz anlam | mecaz anlama

Odakl uygun sekilde kullanimlarma ¢ok az | bagvurmamstir.

Sozciik kullanmuigstir. basvurmustur.

Sec¢imi (agir=zor, bag= bagh
olma)

Temel Temel baglaglari/edatlar: | Genellikle ayni baglag | Baglag ve edat kullanimi
baglaclari/edatlart dogru anlamda ve islevde | veya edatlart kullanmig, | ¢cok  smurhidir,  hatalh
dogru anlamda ve | kullanmistir ancak bagla¢ | zaman zaman baglam ve | kullanimlar oldukca
islevde kullanmig ve | ¢esitliligi  ¢ok  fazla | islev hatasi yapmustir. coktur.

aynilarini tekrar | degildir.

etmek yerine

¢esitlendirmistir

(fakat, sonug olarak,

bu sebeple, bu

yiizden, bundan

dolay1, boylece vb.).

3.1. Yazim | Metin boyunca | Sozciiklerin ~ yaziminda | Sozciiklerin  yaziminda | Metinde yer alan
sozciiklerin nadiren hata yapmustir | siklikla hata yapsa da | sozciiklerin  yaziminda
yazimida neredeyse | ancak bu hatalar anlam | metin anlasilirdir. oldukga hata vardir ve bu
hi¢ hata yapmamistir. | bozulmasina yol hatalar metnin

agmamistir. anlagilmasini
giiclestirmektedir.
Biyiik/kiigiik ~ harf | Biiyiik/kiiglik harf | Biiyiik/kii¢iik harf | Biiyiik/kii¢iik harf
kullanimlarinda kullanimlarinda ~ yazim | kullanimlarinda en temel | kullanimlar hakkinda
neredeyse hi¢ hata | kurallarmin  detaylarini | kurallar uygulamustir | bilgisi yoktur, ¢ok fazla

3 Yazm ve yapmamistir. bilmeyi gerektiren nadir | (6zel isim, ciimle bagi | hata yapmustir.

Noktalama hatalar yapmustir. vb.). . Ancak detay

gerektiren kurallarda sik

hata yapmustir.
3.2. Temel noktalama | Temel noktalama | Temel noktalama | Temel noktalama
Noktalama | isaretlerini dogru ve | isaretlerinin kullaniminda | isaretlerine dair siklikla | isaretlerinin kullaniminda

yerinde kullanmugtir.
(nokta, virgiil, soru
igareti, inlem isareti,
tirnak igareti, noktali
virgiil, kesme isareti,
iki nokta)

detay bilmeyi gerektiren
nadir hatalar yapmugstir.
S6z konusu hatalar anlam
karigikligia/degisikligine
yol agmamustir.

hata yapsa da metnin
anlagilirhigt
bozulmamistir.

siklikla hata yapmis ve bu

hatalar metnin
anlagilmasini da
zorlagtirmigtir.
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Bashik igerikle
uyumludur, ilgi
¢ekicidir ve metnin
biitiiniini
kapsamaktadir.

Bashik
Olgiide
metnin
kapsamaktadir.

icerikle  biiyiik
uyumludur ve
genelini

Baglik igerikle kismen
uyumludur ve metnin bir
kismin kapsamaktadir.

Baglik yoktur/igerikle
uyumsuzdur.

Konuya uygun iyi bir
giris ve tanimlamalar
yapnustir. Girisg
boliimii metnin geneli

Konuya ¢ok genel bir giris
yapmis, metnin
genelinden ziyade 6zel bir
hususa odaklanmistir.

Konuya giris ¢ok kisa ve
yetersizdir.

Metne yonergede verilen
konuya uygun bir giris
yapmamistir.

hakkinda fikir
verecek  niteliktedir

4.1. Metin | ve bir sonraki boliim

Plam ile iligkilidir.

Metni uygun | Orneklerle anlatmak | Metinde O6rnek vardir, s6z | Metinde neredeyse hig
orneklerle istediklerini desteklese de | konusu Ornekler yetersiz | 6rnek yoktur.
zenginlestirmistir. diistincelerini  kanitlama | veya konu ile ilgisizdir.

veya kurgulama

noktasinda yeterli

degildir.
Konuyu vartlmak | Yardimci fikirleri | Metnin sonug boliimii cok | Metni bir sonuca
istenen noktaya | sentezleme  noktasinda | kisa ve yetersizdir. baglamadan bitirmistir.
getirip deginilen | eksiklikler olsa da igerikle
konular1 ilgili genel bir yargiya
sentezleyerek sonuca | varabilmistir.
baglamustir.
Metnin tiiriiniin | Bi¢im ve icerik | Bigim ve icerik | Bigim ve igerik
gerektirdigi tim | Ozelliklerini uygularken | ozelliklerinin sadece bir | ozelliklerine dikkat
bicim ve igerik | nadiren hata yapmustir. kismint uygulamustir. etmeden yazmustir.
ozelliklerine metinde
yer vermistir.
(mektup, dilekge,
tebrik  karti, rapor

4.0rganizasyon vh.).

Yonergeyle belirtilen | Yonergede belirtilen | Yonergede belirtilen | Yonergede belirtilen
sozciik sayisina | sozciik sayisinin yaklasik | sozciik sayisinin yaklasik | sozciik sayisinin
uygun yazmistir. %20 altinda yazmugtir. %40 altinda yazmugtir. yarisindan az yazmugtir.
Metnin tamami | Nadiren konu digina ¢iksa | Zaman zaman konu disina | Konu ¢ok fazla
yonergede belirtilen | da metnin geneli konuyla | ¢iksa da sonug boliimiinde | dagilmistir, biitiinliik
konu ile dogrudan | iligkilidir. Ana fikir ve | diistincelerini zayiftir, ana fikri

4.2 Igerik | iliskilidir, konuya | yardimer fikirlere yer | toparlayabilmis, metnin | yeterince islememis ve
uygun ana fikir ve | vermistir. ana fikrine yer verse de | yardimci fikirlere yer
yardimcr fikirleri iyi yardimci fikirleri | vermemistir.
bir sekilde islemistir, isleyememistir.
konu disina
¢ikmamugtir.

Metnin tlirine ve | Diisiinceyi geligtirme | Diisiinceyi geligtirme | Diisiinceyi geligtirme

ihtiyaca goére birden | yollarindan yalmizca | yollarindan  ¢ok  az | yollarindan

¢ok diisinceyi | birinden  yararlanmustir | yararlanmistir ve konuyu | yararlanmamstir.

gelistirme yolundan | veya yerinde | yeterince islememistir.

yararlanmistir yararlanmamistir ~ ancak

(tanimlama, konuyu iyi  sekilde

ornekleme, islemistir.

karsilastirma,

benzetme).

Metnin dili agik ve | Metnin dili a¢ik ve | Anlatimin akigint bozan | Metnin dili akiciliktan

anlagilirdir. Metinde | anlasilir olsa da akicilifi | ifadeler yer almaktadir. | uzaktir, metinde

anlam tekrarina sebep | azdir. Metinde anlam | Zaman  zaman  ayni | kopukluklar fazladir.

olan climleler | tekrarina sebep olabilecek | muhtevaya sahip ciimleler | Konu ile alakali veya

kullanmamugtir. birbirini igeren az sayida | kurmus ve ayni sozciikleri | alakasiz benzer climleleri
climle kullanmagtir. tekrar etmistir. ve  soOzcikleri  tekrar

4.3. etmistir.

Anlatim Metin tutarhidir ve | Metin genel olarak tutarli | Metin genel bir tutarliik | Metin tutarliliktan
mantiksal sekilde | goriinse de  nadiren | gercevesi icerisinde | yoksundur ve mantiksal
ilerlemistir. mantik siralamasinda | ilerlese de sik sik bir | bir siralama séz konusu
Paragraflar ve | bozulmalar soz | fikirden diger bir fikre | degildir. Paragraflar ve
climleler birbiriyle ve | konusudur.  Paragraflar | atlamistir. Metinde
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kendi icinde | arasinda genel bir baglant1 | biitiinlilk vardir ancak sik | climleler arasinda
baglantilidir. s6z konusudur ancak | stk paragraflar arasinda | biitiinliik yoktur.

nadiren ciimleler arasinda | kopukluklar ve ciimle

kopmalar mevcuttur. baglantilarinda zayifliklar

vardir.

Metnin tirline | Metnin  tliriine  uygun | Metnin tiirline uygun bir | Metnin  tiirine  uygun
ve/veya yazsa da nadiren | iislupta yazsa da siklikla | dislup gelistirmemistir ve
toplumdilbilimsel toplumdilbilimsel olarak | toplumdilbilimsel olarak | toplumdilbilimsel agidan
uygunluga sahip | uygun olmayan ifadelere | uygun olmayan ifadelere | uygun olmayan ifadelere
islupta yazmstir. yer vermistir. yer vermistir. yer vermistir.

TOPLAM PUAN:

Appendix B: B2 Level Writing Skill Grading Rubric

Olgiit Tammlayicilar

Boyutlar Olgiitler PUAN
4 Puan (Cok iyi) 3 Puan (iyi) ?Geli§tirilmeli) Puan | 1 Puan (Yetersiz)
Birlesik cati ve/veya | Birlesik c¢ati ve/veya | Birlesik ¢ati ve/veya | Birlesik c¢ati  ve/veya
birlesik zamanlar1 | zamanlar1  kullanirken | zamanlar1 kullanirtken | zamanlari kullanirken ¢ok
1.1 dogru yapi, anlamda | nadiren hata yapmistir. | sik sik hata yapmstir. | fazla hata yapmistir ya da
Birlesik ve islevde kullanarak ihtiya¢ olmasina ragmen
Zaman ve hatasiz climleler birlesik zamanlari
Cat1 kurmustur. kullanmamugtir.
Kullanimi
Kisi, zaman, fiil | Kisi, zaman, fiill ve | Kisi, zaman, fiil ve | Dolayl anlatimdan
(soyle-, de-) ve | belirtme belirtme yararlanmamistir  veya
belirtme eki | kullanimlarinda nadiren | kullanimlarinda  sik | anlamay1 giiglestiren ¢ok
1. Dil Bilgisi 1.2. kullanimlarinda hata | hata  yapmistir, bu | sik hata yapmustir, bu | fazla hata yapmustir.
Dolayli yapmadan dolayli | hatalar genellikle bu | hatalar genellikle bu
Anlatim anlatim yapabilmistir. | unsurlardan sadece biri | unsurlardan birkagi ile
ile ilgilidir. ilgilidir ~ ve  ¢ok
belirgin hatalardir
(sOyle- fiili yerine de-
kullanimi gibi).
1.3.Fiilimsi | Fiilimsileri Fiilimsileri kullanirken | Fiilimsilerin Fiilimsi kullaniminda
Kullanimi1 | kullanirken neredeyse | anlamsal, yapisal veya | anlamsal, yapisal veya | anlamsal, yapisal veya
hi¢ anlam, islev ve | islevsel olarak nadiren | islevsel kullaniminda | islevsel ¢ok fazla hata
yap1 hatas1 | hata yapmuistir. sik sik hata yapmistir. | yapmustir veya fiilimsi
yapmanmustir. kullanmamugtir.
Ciimlelerini Uzun climleler | Bagl, sirali, birlesik | Genellikle kisa cilimleler
1.4. cesitlendirerek (basit, | kurabilmis; baglh, sirali | yapili ciimleler | kurmus, uzun ciimle
Birlesik sirali, bagl; eksiltili, | ve birlesik yapili ciimle | kurarken stk hata | kurmaya ¢alistiginda fazla
climle devrik ciimle) uzun | kurulumunda nadiren | yapmustir. hata yapmustir.
ve karmasik climle | hata yapmustir.
yapilarini hata
yapmadan kurmustur.
Kuralli ve devrik | Kuralli ve devrik ciimle | Kuralll ve devrik | Kuralli ve devrik cilimle
ciimle kurulumunda | kurabilmis, Ogelerin | climle kurabilmis, | kurulumunda sorunlar ve
1.5. Soz ve Ogelerin | dizilisinde uzun | Ogelerin diziliminde | dge diziliminde
Dizimi diziliginde hata | climleler kurarken | siklikla hata | yanlighklar vardir.
yapmamustir. (Ozne, | nadiren hata yapmustir. | yapnustir. (6zne ve
nesne timleg, | (Tiimleglerin yanlig | nesnenin,  sifatlarm
yiiklem) yerde kullanimi gibi) vb. yanlis yerde
kullanimi gibi)
1.6. Al, A2 wve Bl|Al, A2 wve Bl |Al, A2 ve Bl | Al,A2veBI diizeyindeki
Diizeye diizeyindeki dil | diizeyindeki dil bilgisi | diizeyindeki dil bilgisi | dil bilgisi kurallarinda
Uygunluk bilgisi  kurallarinda | kurallarinda nadiren | kurallarinda siklikla | hata  sayist  oldukca
neredeyse hi¢c hata | hata yapmistir. hata yapmustir. fazladir.
yapmamistir.
Yonergede  verilen | Metni olusturan | S6z dagarcig: igerikle | Sozciik dagarcigi  ¢ok
konunun gerektirdigi | sozciikleri icerige | uyumlu  olsa  da | sirhidir, ciimleler ve
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baglama ve anlama | uygun secebilmistir | yeterince cesitlilik | sozciikler tekrar
2.1.1gerik uygun sozciikleri | ancak zaman zaman | bulunmamaktadir. etmektedir. Segilen
Odakl1 se¢ebilmis, ayn1 soOzcilikleri tekrar | Diizeyinin sozciikler metnin temasi
2.S6zciik Sozciik ¢esitlendirebilmis, etmistir.  Soyut-somut | gerektirdigi  sozcik | ile uyumlu degildir.
Bilgisi Sec¢imi zenginlestirebilmistir. | sozciik iliskisi | bilgisine sahip
Soyut sozciikleri | kurabilmistir. degildir ve metnin
kullanabilme genelinde somut
yeterligine sahiptir. sozciikler
kullanmigtir.
Ciimlelerinde Sozciiklerin yan, mecaz, | Sozciik seciminde | Yanlis segilen sozciikler
anlatmak istedigi | terim anlamlarin1 | zaman zaman hatalar | metnin anlasilmasin
duruma uygun olarak | kullanirken nadiren | vardir (yanlhs fiil, | olduk¢a giiglestirmistir.
sozciiklerin yan, | anlamsal ve baglamsal | yanlis sifat, yanlis | Sozciiklerin yan, mecaz
mecaz, terim | hatalar yapmustir. zamir se¢imi, yanlis | ve terim anlamlarinin
anlamlarint dogru ve yardimcr  fiill vb.). | kullannminda ¢ok fazla
2.2. Islev baglama uygun Sozciiklerin yan, | anlam ve baglam hatasi
Odakl sekilde mecaz ve terim | yapmistir veya yan, mecaz
Sozciik kullanabilmistir (kol= anlamlarim bilse dahi | ve terim anlama
Secimi organ, dal, kap1 kolu, baglama uygun | bagvurmamistir.
meslek dali vb.). kullanimlarda  hata
yapmigtir veya yan,
mecaz ve terim anlam
kullanimlarina ¢ok az
basvurmustur.
Yanlis sozciik veya | Sozciik seciminde | Sozciik seciminde | Yanlis  sozcik  veya
sOzeugi yanlis | nadiren hata vardir | siklikla hata vardir | sozcligiin yanlis anlamda
anlamda (vanlis fiil, yanhs sifat, | (yanlis fiil, yanls | kullanilmasindan
kullanmamustir, yanliy zamir se¢imi, | sifat, yanlis zamir | kaynaklanan hatalar ¢ok
kullanim yanlis yardimet fiil vb.). | secimi, yanlis | fazladir ve metnin
uygunluguna dikkat yardime fiil vb.). anlagilirhigim
etmistir. bozmaktadir.
Baglaglar1 ve edatlar1 | Baglaglar1 ve edatlar1 | Genellikle aynibaglag | Baglag ve edat kullanimi
dogru anlamda ve | dogru anlamda ve | veya edatlar1 | ¢ok simirhidir ve hatal
islevde kullanmig ve | islevde kullanabilmistir, | kullanmis, zaman | kullanimlar vardir.
aynilarini tekrar | ancak kullamimlarinda | zaman baglam ve
etmek yerine | cesitlilik ¢ok  fazla | islev hatasi yapmistir.
¢esitlendirebilmistir. degildir.
Baglaglarla uzun
climleler kurabilmis
ve climleleri
baglayabilmistir.
Metin boyunca | Sozciiklerin yaziminda | Sozciiklerin Metinde yer alan
3.1. Yazim | sozciiklerin nadiren hata yapmustir, | yaziminda siklikla | sozciiklerin ~ yaziminda
yaziminda neredeyse | bu hatalar genellikle | hata yapsa da metin | oldukca hata vardir ve bu
hi¢ hata yapmamustir. | harf  hatalaridir  ve | anlagilirdir. hatalar metnin
anlam bozulmasina yol anlagilmasini
acmamigtir. giiclestirmektedir.
3.Yazim ve Detay gerektiren | Temel noktalama | Temel noktalama | Temel noktalama
Noktalama noktalama isaretleri | isaretlerinin isaretlerine dair | isaretlerinin kullaniminda
3.2. kullanimlarinda dahi | kullaniminda hi¢ hata | nadiren hata | siklikla hata yapmistir ve
Noktalama | (6rnegin, tirnak i¢i | yapmamustir, detay | yapmustir, detay | bu hatalar metnin
alint1 yapma) hata | gerektiren noktalama | gerektiren noktalama | anlasilmasim
yapmamustir. isaretleri isaretleri zorlagtirmigtir.
kullanimlarinda nadiren | kullanimlarinda  ise
hata yapmustir. hata oldukca fazladir.
Baglik icerikle | Baglik icerikle | Baslik icerikle kismen | Baslik yoktur/igerikle
uyumludur, metnin | uyumludur, metnin | uyumludur ve metnin | uyumsuzdur.
biitiiniini genelini kapsar ancak | bir kismini kapsar.
kapsamaktadir ve | siradandir.
Ozgiindiir.
4.0rganizasyon Konuya uygun iyi bir | Konuya ¢ok genel bir | Konuya giris cok kisa | Metne yonergede verilen
giris ve tamimlamalar | giris yapmis, metnin | ve yetersizdir. konuya uygun bir giris
yapnustir. Giris | genelinden ziyade 6zel yapmamistir.
boliimii metnin geneli | bir hususa
hakkinda fikir | odaklanmigtir.
verecek  niteliktedir
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4.1. Metin | ve bir sonraki bolim
Plan ile iligkilidir.
Metni orneklerle | Orneklerle  anlatmak | Metinde az sayida | Metinde; neredeyse hic
zenginlestirmis, istediklerini omek vardir, soz | ornek yoktur.
goriislerini desteklemeye konusu ornekler
gerekgelendirmis, calismstir. Ancak | yetersiz ya da konu ile
desteklemis, ¢oziim | ayrintilandirma yeterli | ilgisizdir.
iretmis veya tartisip | degildir.
elestiri yapmustir.
Metinde yer verilen | Yardimci fikirleri | Metnin sonug boliimii | Metni bir sonuca
tiim yardimer fikirleri | sentezleme noktasinda | ¢ok kisa ve | baglamadan bitirmistir.
ve ornekleri | eksiklikler olsa da | yetersizdir.
sentezleyerek sonuca | icerikle ilgili genel bir
baglayabilmistir. yargtya varabilmistir.
Sonuca varma anlami
igeren baglama
araglarindan
yararlanmistir (sonug
olarak, 6zetle, bundan
dolay1 vb.).
Metnin tiiriiniin | Bi¢im ve icerik | Bicim  ve  igerik | Bi¢cim ve igerik
gerektirdigi tlim | Ozelliklerini uygularken | ozelliklerinin sadece | ozelliklerine dikkat
bicim ve igerik | nadiren hata yapmustir. | bir kismini | etmeden yazmustir.
ozelliklerine metinde uygulamustir.
yer vermistir.
(mektup, dilekge,
makale, rapor vb.).
Yonerge ile belirtilen | Yonergede  belirtilen | Yonergede belirtilen | Yonergede belirtilen
sozciik sayisina | sozciik sayisinin | sozciik sayisinin | sozcik say1sinin
uygun yazmistir. yaklasik %20 altinda | yaklasik %40 altinda | yarisindan az yazmustir.
yazmistir. yazmistir.
Metnin tamami | Nadiren konu dismna | Zaman zaman konu | Konu cok fazla
yonergede belirtilen | ¢iksa da metnin geneli | disina ¢iksa da sonug¢ | dagilmistir, biitiinliik
konu ile dogrudan | konuyla iliskilidir. Ana | boliimiinde zayiftir, ana fikri yeterince
iligkilidir, konuya | fikir ve  yardimci | diisiincelerini islememistir ve yardimci
uygun ana fikir ve | fikirlere yer vermistir. toparlayabilmistir, fikirlere yer vermemistir.
yardimcr fikirler iyi metnin ana fikrine yer
bir sekilde islemistir verse de yardimci
ve gelistirmistir, konu fikirleri
digina ¢ikmamustir. isleyememistir.
Her bir paragrafta | Nadiren paragraflarda | Paragraflarin bir | Paragraflarin ¢ogunda
yalnizca bir ana fikir | birden fazla ana fikir yer | kisminda birden fazla | birden fazla ana fikir yer
) islenmistir ve tiim bu | alsa da bu fikirler | ana fikir islenmistir, | almaktadir —ve  gerek
4.2. Igerik | fikirler birbiriyle, | metnin akisini | bu fikirler metnin ana | birbirlerinden gerekse
metnin ana fikriyle ve | bozmamustir, kendi | fikriyle ve | metnin ana  fikrinden
verilmek istenen | iginde biitiinliik | birbirleriyle uzak | bagimsizdir.
mesaj ile ilintilidir. tagimaktadir ve kismen | iligkilidir.
metnin ana fikriyle ve
birbirleriyle iliskilidir.
Metnin tlirine ve | Diislinceyi  gelistirme | Diigiinceyi gelistirme | Diislinceyi gelistirme
ihtiyaca goére birden | yollarindan  yalnizca | yollarindan c¢ok az | yollarindan
¢ok diislinceyi | birinden yararlanmistir | yararlanmistir ve | yararlanmamustir.
gelistirme yolundan | veya yerinde | konuyu yeterince
yararlanmistir yararlanmamustir ancak | islememistir.
(tanimlama, konuyu iyi sekilde
ornekleme, iglemistir.
karsilagtirma,  tanik
gosterme ve alintt
yapma, somutlama,
soyutlama,  sayisal
verilerden
yararlanma,
benzetme).
Metnin dili; agik, | Metnin dili genellikle | Metnin dili kismen | Metnin dili agikliktan ve
anlagilir ve akicidir. | agitk  ve anlasilirdir, | acik ve anlasilirdir, | akiciliktan uzaktir,
Metin boyunca | akiciligi azdir. metinde anlatimin

© 2025 JLERE, Journal of Language Education and Research, 11(1), 369-403




392

Aybegiim AKSAK
okuyucunun ilgisini akigin1 bozan ifadeler | metinde kopukluklar
canl tutmay1 vardir. fazladir.
basarmustir.

Gerek metnin biitiinii, | Metinde biitiinsel bir | Metinde biitiinliik | Metinde, paragraflar ve
43. gerekse  paragraflar | baglantt vardir ancak | vardir ancak sik sik | ciimleler arasinda
Anlatim ve climleler birbiriyle | nadiren paragraflar ve | paragraflar arasinda | biitiinliik yoktur.
baglantili ve kendi | ciimleler arasinda | kopukluklar ve ciimle
i¢inde tutarlidir. kopmalar mevcuttur. baglantilarinda
zayifliklar vardir.
Metinde anlam | Metinde anlam | Zaman zaman ayn | Konu ile alakali veya
tekrarina sebep olan | tekrarina sebep olan | icerige sahip climleler | alakasiz benzer climleleri
climleler climleler kurmus ve aymi | ve  sozciikleri  tekrar
kullanmamuigtir. kullanmamistir  ancak | sozcik veya s0z | etmistir.
ayn1 sozcik veya soz | gruplarmi tekrar
gruplarini tekrar tekrar | etmistir.
kullanmigtir.
Metnin  tlirine  ve | Metnin tiirline uygun | Her metin tiirliniin | Metnin  tiirline  uygun
toplumdilbilimsel yazsa da nadiren | kendine Ozgli | Uslup gelistirmemis ve
uygunluga sahip | toplumdilbilimsel islubunun  farkinda | toplumdilbilimsel agidan
islupta yazmustir, | olarak uygun olmayan | olmasa da resmi ve | uygun olmayan ifadelere
kendine ozgli bir | ifadelere yer vermistir. | resmi olmayan {iislup | yer vermistir.
islup Kendine 6zgii belirgin | gelistirebilmistir.
geligtirebilmistir. bir iislubu yoktur.
TOPLAM PUAN:
Appendix A: Bl Level Writing Skill Analytic Rubric
Criterion Descriptors
Dimensions | Criteria - . . . S
4. Points (Excellent) 3 Points (Good) 2 Points (Needs | 1 Points core
Improvement) (insufficient )
1.1. Use of Made almost no | Rarely made semantic, | Frequently made | Made excessive
Modality semantic, structural, or | structural, or functional | semantic, mistakes in the
functional mistakes when | mistakes when using | structural, or | semantic,
using modal suffixes | modal suffixes. functional structural, or
(necessity, wish, and mistakes  when | functional use of
conditional moods). using modal | modal suffixes or
suffixes. did not use them
at all  when
forming
sentences.
1.2. Use of Sentences are consistent | There are minor | Errors that may | Frequent errors in
Voice in terms of structure, | structural, functional, or | cause semantic | the use of voice,
meaning, and function. | semantic errors, but they | confusion or | affecting the
No subject-verb | do not affect the overall | change due to the | meaning and
disagreement. meaning of the text. No | use of voice; | function of the
subject-verb subject-verb sentence; subject-
disagreement. disagreement is | verb disagreement
rare. is present.
1.3. Use of Made almost no | Rarely made semantic, | Frequently made | Made excessive
Verbals semantic, structural, or | structural, or functional | semantic, mistakes in the
(Gerunds, functional mistakes when | mistakes when using | structural, or | semantic,
1.Grammar | Participles, using verbals. verbals. functional structural, or
Infinitives) mistakes ~ when | functional use of

using verbals.

verbals or did not
use them at all.
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1.4. Use of Formed long, linked, | Formed long sentences; | Rarely made | Mostly used short
Complex ordered, and complex | mistakes in  linked, | mistakes that | sentences; made
Sentences sentences almost without | ordered, and complex | could cause | mistakes that
mistakes. structures did not cause | semantic could cause
semantic confusion. confusion when | semantic
forming linked, | confusion when
ordered, and | trying to form
complex longer sentences.
sentences.

1.5. Syntax Made almost no mistakes | Could form grammatical | Could form | Had problems
in forming grammatical | sentences; rarely made | grammatical with sentence
sentences and arranging | mistakes when arranging | sentences but | formation and
sentence elements in | elements in long | frequently made | arrangement  of
accordance with Turkish | sentences (e.g., | mistakes in the | elements.
language rules (subject, | misplaced complements). | arrangement  of
object, complement, elements  (e.g.,
predicate, and phrases). misplaced

subjects, objects,
or adjectives).

1.6. Level Made almost no mistakes | Rarely made mistakes in | Frequently made | Made excessive

Appropriateness | in Al and A2 level | Al and A2 level grammar | mistakes in Al | mistakes in Al
grammar rules. rules. and A2 level | and A2 level

grammar rules. grammar  rules,
but  the text
remains
understandable.

2.1. Content- Selected words | Generally selected | Word choice is | Words chosen for

Focused Word | appropriate to the theme | appropriate words for the | somewhat the theme are

Choice and used correct words in | theme but rarely made | consistent  with | limited to a basic
context and meaning. contextual or semantic | the theme, but | level; frequent

mistakes. frequent semantic | semantic and
2. or contextual | contextual
Vocabulary mistakes are | mistakes are
present. present.
He/she did not choose the | He/she  rarely  used | There are | Wrongly chosen
wrong word or use the | incorrect words without | occasional errors | words made the
word in the wrong sense, | distorting the meaning | in word choice | text difficult to
he/she was able to choose | and  was  able to | (wrong verb, | understand.
from words with similar | distinguish between the | wrong adjective,
meanings according to | different places where | wrong  pronoun
their appropriateness of | words ~ with  similar | choice, wrong
use. (black-black, heart- | meanings were used. auxiliary  verb,
heart-heart, etc.) etc.) and difficulty

in distinguishing
the differences in
the use of similar-
meaning  words,
but the text is
understandable.

The vocabulary has been
diversified and enriched
with formulaic words,
idioms, etc.

Although his/her
vocabulary was diverse,
he/she rarely repeated the
same words.

There is not
enough variety in
his/her
vocabulary,
he/she sometimes
repeats the same
words.

Vocabulary is
very limited, with

frequent

repetition of
sentences and
words.
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Used literal and | Rarely made semantic | Knows the literal | Made excessive
figurative meanings of | and contextual mistakes | and figurative | semantic and

words  correctly and | when using literal and | meanings of | contextual
appropriately in context. | figurative meanings of | words but made | mistakes in using
words. mistakes in | literal and

contextual use or | figurative
rarely used them. | meanings or did
not use them at all.
Used basic | He/she  used  basic | He/she generally | The use  of

conjunctions/prepositions
with correct meaning and
function and varied them
rather than repeating
them (but, consequently,
for this reason, therefore,
therefore, thus, etc.).

conjunctions/prepositions
in the correct meaning
and function, but the
variety of conjunctions is
not very wide.

used the same
conjunctions  or
prepositions, and
occasionally
made context and
function errors.

conjunctions and
prepositions  is
very limited, and
incorrect uses are
quite common.

3. Spelling

3.1. Spelling

Made almost no spelling
mistakes throughout the

Rarely made spelling
mistakes, which did not

Frequently made
spelling mistakes,

Made excessive
spelling mistakes,

text. affect the meaning. but  the text | making the text
remained difficult to

understandable. understand.
He/she almost never | He/she made rare | He/she applied the | He/she has no
made mistakes in using | mistakes in using | most basic rules in | knowledge of
uppercase and lowercase | uppercase and lowercase | using uppercase | uppercase and
letters. letters, which required | and lowercase | lowercase letters
knowledge of the spelling | letters (proper | and has made

rules in detail.

nouns, beginning
of sentences, etc.).

many mistakes.

However, he/she
and
. made frequent
Punctuation ‘ -
mistakes in rules
that required
detail.

3.2. Punctuation | Used basic punctuation | Rarely made mistakes in | Frequently made | Frequently made
marks  correctly and | using punctuation, which | mistakes in basic | mistakes in
appropriately (period, | did not cause semantic | punctuation but | punctuation,
comma, question mark, | confusion. maintained making the text
exclamation mark, overall difficult to
quotation mark, understanding. understand.
semicolon, apostrophe,
colon).

4.1. Text The title is consistent | The title 1is largely | The  title is | The  title is

Structure with the content, | consistent  with  the | partially missing or
engaging, and reflects the | content and reflects the | consistent  with | inconsistent with
overall text. general text. the content and | the content.

reflects part of the
text.
It provides a good | He/she made a very | The introduction | The text has not
introduction and | general introduction to | to the topic is too | been introduced in
4. definitions appropriate to | the subject and focused | short and | a way that is
Organization the subject. The | on a specific issue rather | inadequate. appropriate to the
introduction section gives | than the text as a whole. topic given in the
an idea about the general instructions.
content of the text and is
related to the next section.
The text has been | Although he/she supports | There are | There are almost

enriched with appropriate
examples.

what he/she wants to say
with examples, it is not
enough to prove or

examples in the
text, but they are
insufficient or

no examples in
the text.
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construct his/her | irrelevant to the

thoughts. topic.
He/she  brought the | Although there were | The conclusion | He/she ended the
subject to the desired | deficiencies in | section of the text | text without
point and concluded by | synthesizing supporting | is very short and | drawing a
synthesizing the issues | ideas, a general judgment | insufficient. conclusion.
touched upon. about the content was

made.
All the format and | He/she rarely made | It has | He/she wrote
content features required | mistakes in applying the | implemented only | without  paying
by the type of text are | form and content | some of the | attention to the
included in the text | specifications. format and | features of form
(letter, petition, greeting content and content.
card, report, etc.). specifications.
He/she wrote in | He/she wrote | He/she wrote | Wrote less than
accordance  with  the | approximately 20% less | approximately half of the number
number of words | than the number of words | 40% less than the | of words specified
specified in the | specified in the | number of words | in the instructions.
instructions. instructions. specified in the

instructions.

4.2. Content The entire text is directly | Rarely went off-topic; the | Occasionally The topic is
related to the topic | textis generally related to | went  off-topic; | scattered; lacks
specified in the prompt, | the topic, and supporting | managed to | coherence, and
handling the main idea | ideas are presented. summarize the main idea and
and supporting ideas well thoughts in the | supporting ideas
without going off-topic. conclusion butdid | are not  well-

not develop | developed.
supporting  ideas
well.

He/she used multiple | He/she used only one of | He/she has made | He/she did not
ways of developing ideas | the ways of developing | little use of the | take advantage of
according to the type of | thought, or he did not use | methods of [ the ways of
text and need (definition, | it in its proper place, but | developing developing
exemplification, he handled the subject | thought and has | thought.
comparison, analogy). well. not dealt with the
subject
sufficiently.
4.3. Coherence | The text is coherent and | The text is generally | The text is | The text lacks
and Cohesion progresses logically; | coherent, but there are | somewhat coherence and
paragraphs and sentences | minor  logical ~ gaps | coherent but often | logical order;
are  connected and | between paragraphs or | jumps  between | paragraphs  and
consistent. sentences. ideas, with weak | sentences are
connections disconnected.
between
paragraphs  and
sentences.
The text is coherent and | Although the text appears | The text moves | The text lacks
logically structured. | generally coherent, there | with a general | coherence and
Paragraphs and sentences | are occasional | coherence,  but | lacks logical
are interconnected and | breakdowns in logical | jumps frequently | order. There is no
interconnected. order. There is a general | from one idea to | unity between
connection between | another. There is | paragraphs and
paragraphs, but there are | unity in the text, | sentences.

occasional breaks

between sentences.

but there are
frequent gaps
between
paragraphs  and
weak sentence
connections.
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Written in a style | Although he/she wrote in | Although he/she | He/she did not
appropriate to the genre | accordance with the genre | wrote in a style | develop a style
and/or sociolinguistic | of the text, he/she rarely | appropriate to the | appropriate to the
appropriateness of the | included expressions that | type  of  text, | type of text and
text. were sociolinguistically | he/she often | included
inappropriate. included expressions that
expressions that | were not
were sociolinguistically
sociolinguistically | appropriate.
inappropriate.
TOTAL
SCORE:
Appendix B: B2 Level Writing Skill Grading Rubric
Criterion Descriptors
Dimensions | Criteria Score
4. Points 3 Points (Good) 2 Points (Needs 1 Points
(Excellent) Improvement) (insufficient )
1.1. Use of Constructed error- | Rarely made mistakes | He/she made frequent | Made many mistakes
Compound free sentences using | when using compound | mistakes when using | when using compound
Tenses and compound  voice | voices and/or tenses. compound voices | voices and/or tenses, or
Voices and/or compound and/or tenses. did not use compound
tenses with correct tenses even  though
structure, meaning needed.
and function..
1.2.Indirect He/she was able to | The person rarely made | The person made | He/she did not use
Speech make indirect | mistakes in the use of | frequent errors in the | indirect speech or made
speech without | tenses, verbs, or | use of tenses, verbs, | too many mistakes that
making any | accusatives; these | and accusatives; these | made understanding
mistakes in using | mistakes usually | errors usually | difficult.
person, tense, verb | concerned only one of | concerned more than
(say-, de-) and | these elements. one of these elements
accusative suffixes. and were  very
1. Grammar specific errors (such
as using de- instead of
say-).
1.3. Verbal He/she made | He/she rarely made | He/she frequently | He/she has made too
Usage almost no errors in | semantic, structural or | made errors in the | many semantic, structural
meaning, function, | functional errors when | semantic, structural | or functional errors in the

or structure when
using verbal nouns.

using verbal nouns.

or functional use of
verbal nouns.

use of verbal nouns or has
not used verbal nouns at
all.

make any mistakes
in the formation of
regular and inverted
sentences and the
arrangement of the
elements. (Subject,
object,

regular and inverted
sentences, and rarely
made mistakes in the
arrangement of
elements while forming
long sentences (such as
using complements in
the wrong place).

construct regular and

1.4.Compound | By diversifying | He/she was able to | He/she made frequent | He/she usually used short
Sentence his’her  sentences | construct long | mistakes while | sentences and made many
(simple, sequential, | sentences and rarely | forming connected, | mistakes when he tried to
connected; elliptic, | made  mistakes in | sequential, and | use long sentences.
inverted sentence), | constructing connected, | compound structured
he/she constructed | sequential and | sentences.
long and complex | compound sentences.
sentence structures
without making any
mistakes.
1.5. Syntax He/she did not | He/she was able to form | He/she was able to | There are problems in the

formation of regular and

inverted sentences, | inverted sentences and
and frequently made | errors in the order of
mistakes in the order | elements.

of the elements (such
as using the subject
and object, adjectives,
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complement, etc. in the wrong
predicate) place).
1.6. Level He/she made | He/she rarely made | He/she made frequent | The number of errors in
Compliance almost no mistakes | mistakes in grammar | mistakes in grammar | grammar rules at Al, A2
in grammar rules at | rules at A1, A2 and B1 | rules at Al, A2 and | and B1 levels is quite
Al, A2 and BI1 | levels. B1 levels. high.
levels.
2.1.Content- He/she was able to | He/she was able to | Although the | Vocabulary is  very
Focused Word select, diversify and | choose the words that | vocabulary is | limited, sentences and
Selection enrich words | make wup the text | compatible with the | words are repetitive. The
appropriate to the | according to  the | content, there is not | words chosen are not
context and | content, but he/she | enough variety. | compatible  with  the
meaning required | repeated the same | He/she does not have | theme of the text.
by the subject given | words from time to | the vocabulary
in the instructions. | time. He/she was able | required for his/her
He/she has the | to establish abstract- | [evel and uses
ability to  use | concrete word | concrete words
abstract words. relationships. throughout the text.
2.2. Function- He/she was able to | He/she rarely made | There are occasional | Wrongly chosen words
Oriented Word | use the connotative, | semantic and | errors in word choice | made the text very
Selection metaphorical and | contextual errors when | (wrong verb, wrong | difficult to understand.
terminological using connotative, | adjective, wrong | There were many errors
meanings of words | metaphorical, and | pronoun choice, | in meaning and context
2. Vocabulary in his/her sentences | terminological wrong auxiliary verb, | when using connotative,
correctly and in | meanings of words. etc.). Even if the | metaphorical and
accordance with the speaker knows the | terminological meanings
context in connotative, of the words or they did
accordance with the figurative and | not use connotative,
situation he/she terminological metaphorical and
wanted to explain meanings of the | terminological meanings.
(arm = organ, words, he/she makes
branch, door mistakes in using
handle, profession, them  appropriately
etc.). for the context or uses
connotative,
figurative and
terminological

meanings very rarely.

He/she did not use
the wrong word or
word in the wrong
meaning,  he/she
paid attention to the
appropriateness of
use.

There are rarely errors
in word choice (wrong
verb, wrong adjective,
wrong pronoun choice,
wrong auxiliary verb,
etc.).

There are often errors

in word  choice
(wrong verb, wrong
adjective, wrong

choice of pronoun,
wrong auxiliary verb,
etc.).

Errors resulting from
using the wrong word or
the wrong meaning of the
word are numerous and
impair the
comprehensibility of the
text.

He/she used
conjunctions  and
prepositions in the
correct  meaning
and function and
was able to
diversify them

instead of repeating
them. He/she was
able to make long
sentences and
connect sentences
with conjunctions.

He/she was able to use
conjunctions and
prepositions with the
correct meaning and
function, but there was
not much variety in
their use.

He/she generally used
the same
conjunctions or
prepositions, and
occasionally  made

context and function
errors.

The use of conjunctions
and prepositions is very
limited and there are
incorrect uses.

3. Spelling and
Punctuation

3.1. Spelling

He/she made
almost no mistakes
in spelling words
throughout the text.

He/she rarely made
mistakes in spelling
words, these mistakes
were usually spelling
errors and did not
distort the meaning.

The text is
understandable,

although there are
frequent errors in

spelling of words.

There are many mistakes
in the spelling of words in
the text and these
mistakes make the text
difficult to understand.

3.2.
Punctuation

He/she did not
make any mistakes

He/she never made
mistakes in using basic

He/she rarely made
mistakes in  basic

He/she
mistakes

made frequent
in the use of
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even when using
punctuation marks

punctuation marks, and
rarely made mistakes in

punctuation  marks,
but he made many

basic punctuation marks,
and these mistakes made

4.0Organization

that required detail | using punctuation | mistakes in the use of | the text difficult to
(for example, using | marks that required | punctuation marks | understand.
quotation marks). detail. that required detail.
4.1. Text Plan The title is | The title is consistent | The title is partially | Title is
compatible with the | with the content, covers | consistent with the | missing/incompatible

content, covers the
entire text and is

the overall text, but is
ordinary.

content and covers
part of the text.

with content.

original.

It provides a good | He/she made a very | The introduction to | The text has not been
introduction  and | general introduction to | the topic is too short | introduced in a way that is
definitions the subject and focused | and inadequate. appropriate to the topic
appropriate to the | on a specific issue given in the instructions.
subject. The | rather than the text as a

introduction section
gives an idea about
the general content
of the text and is
related to the next
section.

whole..

He/she enriched the
text with examples,
justified his/her
views,  supported
them, produced
solutions or
discussed and
criticized them.

He/she tried to support
what he wanted to say
with examples.
However, detailing is
not enough.

There are few
examples in the text,
and those examples
are insufficient or
irrelevant to the topic.

There are almost no
examples in the text.

He/she was able to | Although there were | The conclusion | He/she ended the text
synthesize all | deficiencies in | section of the text is | without  drawing a
supporting  ideas | synthesizing supporting | very short and | conclusion.

and examples given | ideas, a general | insufficient.

in the text and | judgment about the

conclude. He/she | content was made.

used  concluding

conjunctions (as a

result, in summary,

therefore, etc.).

All the format and | He/she rarely made | It has implemented | He/she wrote without
content features | mistakes in applying | only some of the | paying attention to the
required by the type | the form and content | format and content | features of form and
of text are included | specifications. specifications. content.

in the text (letter,

petition, article,

report, etc.).

He/she wrote in | He/she wrote | He/she wrote | Wrote less than half of the
accordance with the | approximately 20% less | approximately 40% | number of words
number of words | than the number of | less than the number | specified in the

specified in the
instructions.

words specified in the
instructions.

of words specified in
the instructions.

instructions.

4.2. Content

The entire text is
directly related to

the subject
specified in the
instructions, the
main idea and
supporting  ideas
appropriate to the
subject are well
processed and

developed, and the
subject is not oftf-

Although it rarely goes
off topic, the text is
generally related to the
topic. It includes main
ideas and supporting
ideas.

Although he
occasionally  strays
from the topic, he was
able to collect his/her
thoughts in  the
conclusion  section;
although he included
the main idea of the
text, he could not deal
with the supporting
ideas.

The topic is too scattered,
has poor cohesion, does
not adequately address
the main idea, and does
not include supporting
ideas.

topic.
Each paragraph | Although paragraphs | Some paragraphs | Most paragraphs contain
contains only one | rarely contain more | contain more than one | more than one main idea
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main idea, and all
of these ideas are
related to each
other, to the main
idea of the text, and
to the message that
is intended to be

than one main idea,

these ideas do not
disrupt the flow of the
text, are  coherent

within themselves, and
are partially related to
the main idea of the text

main idea, and these
ideas are distantly
related to the main
idea of the text and to
each other.

and are independent of
each other and the main
idea of the text.

conveyed. and to each other.

He/she used | He/she used only one of | He/she has made little | He/she did not take
multiple ways of | the ways of developing | use of the methods of | advantage of the ways of
developing ideas | thought, or he did not | developing thought | developing thought.
according to the | use it in its proper | and has not dealt with

type of text and | place, but he handled | the subject

need  (definition, | the subject well. sufficiently.

exemplification,

comparison, giving

evidence and

quotation,

concretization,

abstraction, use of

managed to keep
the reader's interest
alive throughout the
text.

expressions in the text
that disrupt the flow
of narration.

numerical data,
analogy).
4.3.Coherence | The language of the | The language of the text | The language of the | The language of the text is
and Cohesion | text is clear, | is generally clear and | text is partially clear | far from clarity and
understandable and | understandable, with | and understandable, | fluency, and there are
fluent. It  has | little fluency. but there are | many discontinuities in

the text.

Both the text as a
whole, paragraphs
and sentences are
interconnected and
internally
consistent.

There is an overall
cohesion in the text, but

there are occasional
breaks between
paragraphs and
sentences.

The text is cohesive,
but there are frequent
gaps between
paragraphs and weak
sentence connections.

There is no unity between
paragraphs and sentences
in the text.

He/she did not use
sentences that
caused repetition of
meaning in the text.

He/she did not wuse
sentences that caused
repetition of meaning in
the text, but he used the
same words or phrases
over and over again.

From time to time,
he/she made
sentences with the
same content and
repeated the same
words or phrases.

Repeated similar
sentences and words,
whether  relevant  or

irrelevant to the topic.

He/she wrote in a
style  that  was
appropriate to the
genre of the text
and sociolinguistic
appropriateness,

and was able to
develop a style
unique to himself.

Although he/she writes
in accordance with the
genre of the text, he
rarely uses expressions
that are not
sociolinguistically
appropriate. He does
not have a distinctive
style of his/her own.

Although he/she was
not aware of the
unique style of each
text type, he was able
to develop formal and
informal styles.

He/she did not develop a
style appropriate to the
type of text and included
expressions that were not
sociolinguistically
appropriate.

TOTAL SCORE:

GENISLETILMIS OZET

Ogretimde etkililigin yansiticist olan &lgme degerlendirme calismalart  6gretimin

iyilestirilmesi ve gelistirilmesi agisindan biiyiik bir éneme sahiptir. Ogretim siirecinin
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baslatilmasindan sonlandirilmasina kadar tiim faaliyetler Olgme degerlendirme
uygulamalarinin kilavuzlugunda gerceklestirilir. Egitim O6gretim uygulamalarinin 6znesi
olan Ggrenicilerinin durumlarinin tespiti i¢in iyi yapilandirilmig 6lgme uygulamalariyla
beraber, nesnel bir degerlendirmeye ihtiya¢ duyulmaktadir. Yabanci/ikinci dil 6gretiminde
ogrenicinin dilsel yeterliginin en 6nemli gostergelerinden biri yazma becerisidir ve yazma
becerisi de performansa gore degerlendirilir. Performans degerlendirmede nesnelligi
saglamak gili¢ oldugundan degerlendirme i¢in sinirlayict ve yonlendirici araglara ihtiyag
duyulmaktadir. Bu araglardan en 6nemli ve yaygin kullanima sahip olani dereceli puanlama
anahtarlaridir. Dil becerilerinin performansa dayali degerlendirilmesinde biitiinciil ve
analitik olmak {izere iki tiir dereceli puanlama anahtar1 kullanilmaktadir. Katilimer sayisi,
amag ve ihtiyaglara gore bu tiirlerden biri tercih edilebilir.
Yazma; iisluptan anlatima, sdzciik bilgisinden metin planina bir¢ok unsura sahip ve hedef
dilde diisiinebilmenin ve 6zellikle orta diizeyden itibaren {ist bilissel becerilerin aktif oldugu
bir beceri oldugundan pek ¢ok agidan ele alinmasi gereken bir beceridir. Yazmanin bu ¢ok
boyutlu vyapist geregi analitik dereceli puanlama anahtarlarinin farkli boyutlar
degerlendirebilme, Ogrenicinin zayif/giiclii yonlerini tespit edebilme ve geri bildirim
verebilme yonleriyle yazma becerisinin degerlendirilmesinde daha etkili olarak
kullanilabilecegi diistintilmektedir.
Calismada yabanci/ikinci dil olarak Tiirk¢e 6grenen B1 ve B2 diizeyi 6grenicilerin yazma
performanslarinin degerlendirilmesi icin iki farkli analitik dereceli puanlama anahtari
gelistirilmesi amaglanmistir. Bu kapsamda dereceli puanlama anahtar1 gelistirme agamalari
g6z onilinde bulundurularak ¢calismada kesfedici sirali desenli karma yontem uygulanmastir.
Kesfedici sirali desende once nitel veriler toplanir ve nitel verilerden hareketle bir 6lgek
olusturulur. Olusturulan 6l¢ek ile nicel veriler elde edilir ve son olarak nicel veriler
yorumlanir. Puanlama anahtar1 gelistirme kismi olan nitel asamada TOMER lerde
kullanilan 6rnek puanlama anahtarlari, DAOBM’de yer alan kazanimlar ve ders-arag
gerecleri incelenerek olusturulan madde havuzu dikkate alinarak boyutlar ve olgiitler
belirlenmistir. Ek olarak dereceli puanlama anahtarlarinin degerlendiriciler tarafindan tiim
oOlgiitlerin dogru ve ayni anlasilmasinin ve puanlama anahtarlarinin daha kolay ve etkili
kullanimini saglamak i¢in degerlendirici kilavuzlari da hazirlanmistir. Gelistirilen puanlama
anahtarlarinin gecerlik ¢caligmasi i¢in Davis (1992) teknigiyle alanda en az 10 yi1l deneyime
sahip yedi 0greticiden uzman goriisii alinarak kapsam gecerlik indeksleri tespit edilmistir.

Arastirmanin nicel asamasinda ise Gazi Universitesi TOMER’de 6grenim géren alt1 B1 ve
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alti1 B2 diizeyinde olmak iizere on iki Ogrenicinin yazma performanslar1 deneyimli ve
deneyimsiz, yurt i¢inde ve yurt disinda Tiirkce Ogreten yirmi degerlendirici tarafindan
hazirlanan puanlama anahtarlariyla degerlendirilmis elde edilen verilerden hareketle
Kendall’s W uyum kat sayis1 hesaplanmistir. Bl ve B2 diizeyi puanlama anahtarlari ile
yapilan degerlendirmelerde yiiksek uyum oldugu sonucuna ulagilmistir. Ayrica ¢alisma
kapsaminda puanlama anahtarlariyla yapilan puanlamalarda degerlendirici deneyiminin
anlamli fark olusturup olusturmadig1 Kruskal Wallis teknigi ile analiz yapilmis, deneyimli
ve deneyimsiz degerlendiricilerin puanlamalar1 arasinda anlamli bir fark bulunmamstir.
Ayrica yabanci dil ve ikinci dil 6gretenlerin puanlamalar1 arasinda fark olup olmadigina
iliskin Mann Withney-U analizi yapilmis ve yurt disinda yabanci dil olarak Tiirk¢e 6greten
degerlendiricilerle yurt icinde ikinci dil olarak Tiirkge ogreten degerlendiricilerin
puanlamalar1 arasinda anlamli bir fark bulunamamistir. Puanlama anahtarlariyla
gerceklestirilen degerlendirmelerde deneyimin ve yabanci/ikinci dil Ogretiminin
degerlendirmeye herhangi bir etkisinin olmadig1 sonucuna ulagilmistir. Calisma kapsaminda
elde edilen sonuglardan hareketle hazirlanan puanlama anahtarlarinin  alanda
kullanilmasinin yazma becerisinin tutarli bir sekilde degerlendirilebilmesi, daha gecerli ve
giivenilir sonuglar elde edilebilmesi ve 6l¢gme degerlendirme uygulamalarinin iyilestirilmesi

hususunda yararli olacag: diistintilmektedir.
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