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Abstract: Peer assessment has gained increasing attention in educational research as a dynamic approach. In this regard,
this paper aims to analyze peer assessments of university students' drama skills using the many-facet Rasch model. In
this study, quantitative research method with a descriptive design was used. The study group comprised 10 university
students enrolled at a state university during the 2024-2025 academic year. Data were collected using the "Drama Skills
Peer Assessment Form," which includes 32 items scored on a five-point Likert scale. The analysis was conducted using
the FACETS program. Three facets were determined as student, assessor, and item. All participants conducted peer
assessments for each other on the assessment form and 2880 (10x9x32) data were obtained. The findings revealed
significant statistical differences in students' drama skills, assessors' strictness/generosity in scoring, and the levels of
difficulty for the item. The study highlighted the need for further examination of the factors influencing peer assessment
process.
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Cok Yonlii Rasch Modeli ile Akran Degerlendirme Analizi

Oz: Akran degerlendirme, dinamik bir yaklasim olarak egitim arastirmalarinda giderek daha fazla ilgi gérmektedir. Bu
baglamda, bu ¢alisma Universite 6grencilerinin drama becerilerine yonelik akran degerlendirmelerini ¢ok yoénli Rasch
modelini kullanarak analiz etmeyi amaglamaktadir. Bu ¢alismada betimsel desenli nicel arastirma yontemi kullanilmistir.
Calisma grubu, 2024-2025 akademik yilinda bir devlet lniversitesinde 6grenim géren 10 Universite 6grencisinden
olusmaktadir. Veriler, besli Likert 6lgegine gére puanlanan 32 madde iceren “Drama Becerileri Akran Degerlendirme
Formu” kullanilarak toplanmistir. Analizler FACETS programi kullanilarak gergeklestirilmistir. Ogrenci, degerlendirici ve
madde olmak lzere li¢ boyut belirlenmistir. Tum katihmcilar degerlendirme formu Uzerinden birbirleri icin akran
degerlendirmeleri yapmis ve 2880 (10x9x32) veri elde edilmistir. Bulgular, 6grencilerin drama becerilerinde,
degerlendiricilerin puanlamadaki katilik/comertliklerinde ve maddelerin zorluk dizeylerinde anlamli istatistiksel
farklihklar oldugunu ortaya koymustur. Calisma, akran degerlendirme sirecini etkileyen faktorlerin daha fazla incelenmesi
gerektigini gbstermistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Akran degerlendirme, drama becerileri, ok yénli Rasch modeli, yliksekogretim, performans analizi.

*Sorumlu yazar Dog. Dr., Tokat Gaziosmanpasa Universitesi, Egitim Fakiiltesi, Tokat-Tiirkive, ORCID:0000-0001-8950-2207, e-posta:
burak.aycicek@gop.edu.tr

Gelis tarihi:19 Subat 2025 / Kabul tarihi: 15 Nisan 2025



Aycicek — Mersin Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 21(2), 2025, 631-646

Introduction

Foreign language teaching has gained significant global importance, emphasizing the necessity of incorporating
activities such as drama, engaging tasks, and interactive activities to enhance the effectiveness of the learning process.
Individuals explore and acquire knowledge about their environment through sensory experiences including observing,
touching, smelling, hearing, and tasting (Sengll & Siinbil, 2015). Among educators, it is widely acknowledged that
successful instructional activities cannot be achieved without interaction (Yao, 2017). Hence, an essential responsibility
of foreign language teachers is to create an active and engaging learning environment (Yao & Shao, 2024), which not only
enhances the quality of teaching but also improves learning processes and outcomes (Hagenauer et al., 2023).

Student engagement is considered as an important factor and supported by a strong commitment to its enhancement
(Bradley et al., 2015; Lubicz-Nawrocka & Bunting, 2019; Mercer & Dornyei, 2020). Moreover, student engagement,
recognized as effective presentation skills, strong communication abilities, and practical application of knowledge
(Bradley et al., 2015; Heffernan et al., 2010; Jin, 2000) constitute fundamental components of successful educational
practices. Building on the critical role of engagement and interaction in foreign language learning, drama, as an effective
method for enabling students to articulate their thoughts and emotions (Isyar & Akay, 2017), emerges as a powerful
pedagogical tool.

Barrera et al. (2021) argued that enhancing the effectiveness of student learning across all educational levels
represents a critical challenge of the 21st century. In addressing this challenge, drama provides a dynamic and interactive
approach to support student learning. Pinciotti (1993) defined drama as a structured learning activity facilitated by a
leader, providing participants with the opportunity to imagine, enact, and reflect on human experiences. Fleming (2006)
argues that drama texts support a learner-centered approach to classroom practice, allowing learners to perceive, think,
act, and interact actively during the learning process, rather than remaining passive recipients of knowledge.

Drama techniques are valuable tools for fostering active student engagement in the learning process by incorporating
excitement, fun, and creativity into the classroom, encouraging collaboration, and immersing learners in real-life
discourse models that they internalize through imitation and performance (Bessadet, 2022). Beyond promoting
engagement, drama functions as an active methodology that integrates cognitive and affective dimensions, cultivating
playfulness, positive emotions, adaptability, fluency, communicative competence, and a supportive environment that
strengthens the student-teacher relationship (Belliveau & Kim, 2013; Garaigordobil & Berrueco, 2011; Hammond, 2015;
Maley & Duff, 2005). In addition, it offers learners opportunities to reflect on their thoughts, emotions, and understanding
in relation to others within a collaborative group context (Adams & Owens, 2016). Drama and drama-based activities
facilitate the development of competencies in each learner (Asimidou et al., 2021). At this point, drama might play a
significant role in peer assessment by fostering mutual understanding, empathy, and constructive feedback among
students.

Peer assessment as a formative assessment practice, has gained substantial recognition in educational research
(Badea & Popescu, 2022; Double et al., 2020; Topping, 1998). Peer assessment is broadly defined as a process in which
individuals evaluate the level or quality of their peers’ learning outcomes, typically among those of similar status
(Reinholz, 2016). It involves students assessing and providing feedback on one another’s learning tasks (Topping, 1998)
and encompasses a range of activities such as evaluation, reviewing, and grading (Adachi et al., 2018). As a pedagogical
strategy, it encourages students to offer feedback aligned with pre-determined criteria, which fosters engagement and
reflective learning (Topping, 1998). Peer assessment in higher education can provide learning outcomes similar to those
from teacher assessment. It also helps students learn more effectively and improve their overall academic performance
(Jongsma et al., 2023; Noroozi et al., 2023; Zheng et al., 2019).

Peer assessment has been widely recognized as an effective pedagogical strategy with numerous benefits across
various educational contexts. It fosters a sense of belonging within the classroom (Brown et al., 2021; Devisakti &
Ramayah, 2023) and enhances student motivation (Deeley & Bovill, 2015). By promoting interaction, peer assessment
supports the establishment of a partnership between the assessor and the assessee (Winstone & Carless, 2020), thereby
enhancing students’ engagement and active participation in class (Conde et al., 2017; Deng et al., 2023).

Peer assessment supports collaborative learning processes (Prins et al., 2005) and facilitates self-regulated learning
in various contexts (Bijami et al., 2013; Topping, 2009). It positively impacts students’ metacognitive skills, such as
problem identification (Topping, 1998), and their ability to make evaluative judgments (Panadero & Broadbent, 2018).
Furthermore, peer assessment has demonstrated its effectiveness in improving academic performance across diverse
educational levels and subject areas (Double et al., 2020), as well as in developing critical thinking abilities and higher-
order thinking skills (Gaynor, 2019; Guelfi et al., 2021; Humberstone et al., 2024; Jiang et al., 2022; Zhan et al., 2023).
Beyond cognitive outcomes, peer assessment has been shown to benefit students’ learning abilities by fostering
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independent learning skills, professional skill development (Smith et al., 2002), enhancing reflective thinking (Gaynor,
2019), and increasing writing motivation (Weng et al., 2023). Additionally, it contributes to metacognition (Kim & Ryu,
2013), and learner cognition (Panadero & Algassab, 2019). These multifaceted benefits make it a valuable tool for
promoting both individual and collaborative learning outcomes in higher education.

Based on the information above, it is seen that drama technique stands out as an effective method in education
processes. Although drama-based activities have gained significant interest in higher education institutions, it has not
been explored extensively. In this context, there is a clear need for further investigation to assess drama activities based
on peer assessment. This study seeks to contribute valuable insights by facilitating peer assessment of drama
performances among university students. The results and insights derived from this study may be of interest to broader
academic circles in higher education.

As a result, this study aims to investigate peer assessments of students’ drama skills through the many-facet Rasch
model. To this end, analyses were conducted on the ability analysis related to drama skills, analysis of assessors’ scoring
tendencies, item/criterion difficulty analysis of drama skills, and analysis of assessors’ biases.

Method
Research Model

Since the study aims to determine students’ ability levels, scoring tendencies (generosity or strictness), difficulty levels
of the items, and biases of the assessors, it uses a quantitative research method with a descriptive design. According to
Creswell (2014), descriptive research is an approach in which the researcher presents the current situation as it is and
analyzes the situations without any manipulation.

Study Group

The study group comprised 10 university students, including three males and seven females. They were third-year
students in the Department of English Language Teaching at a state university during the 2024-2025 academic year. The
participants were selected voluntarily from students who had taken part in drama activities in an English course.

Data Collection Process

In the first stage of the study, detailed information about the objectives and process of peer assessment and sample
applications were given to all students taking the course. Then, 10 students were determined and these students were
separated into three groups comprising three, three, and four members, respectively. All 10 students participating in the
study performed drama activities and made assessments for all their peers. The “Drama Skills Peer Assessment Form”
constructed by the researcher was used to score the drama skills of the students. The peer assessment form consists of
32 items, each rated on a five-point Likert scale from “very inadequate” (1) to “very adequate” (5). This study was carried
out with the approval of Tokat Gaziosmanpasa University Ethics Council for the Research in Social and Human Sciences
dated 14.01.2025 and numbered 01.56.

Data Analysis

In this study, peer assessments conducted by students were assessed through the many-facet Rasch model which
allows simultaneous and independent analysis of multiple sources of variability, such as ability, items, and raters
(Sudweeks et al., 2004). FACETS programme developed by Linacre (1993) was utilized for data analysis. In the study, a
total of three facets were determined as student (10 assessee), assessor (9 assessors) and item (32 items). Therefore, 10
participants performed a drama activity and all participants conducted peer assessments for each other on a 32-item
assessment form. In total, 2880 (10x9x32) data were obtained. 10 participants both performed the drama activity as a
student and scored their peers as an assessor. In this context, the same code number represents the same person in the
coding made for the student and the assessor (For example, Student 1 and Assessor 1 are the same person).
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Findings
Wright Map representing three facets (student, assessor and item) is shown in Figure 1.
Figure 1.

Wright Map of Students, Assessors and Items
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Figure 1 presents the ranking of students participating in drama activities on the same logit scale. As seen, students
are ranked by their drama performance, from the highest to the lowest. Similarly, assessors are ranked based on their
scoring tendencies, ranging from the strictest to the most generous, and items are ordered from the most difficult to the
easiest. Accordingly, Student 4 had the highest performance in terms of the drama activity performed, while Student 1
had the lowest performance. However, Assessor 2, Assessor 4, Assessor 5 and Assessor 8 performed the strictest
assessment, while Assessor 1 performed the most generous assessment. In addition, It is evident that the most difficult
is Item 32 and the easiest is Item 30. The measurement report detailing the participants’ drama skills is provided in Table
1.
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Table 1.
Report on Students' Drama Skills
Student Logit Standart Error (SE) Infit MnSq Outfit MnSq
4 0.62 0.07 1.15 1.10
10 0.36 0.06 0.96 0.99
5 0.32 0.06 0.90 0.96
2 0.27 0.06 0.94 0.96
9 0.10 0.06 1.07 1.09
6 0.09 0.06 1.03 1.03
8 0.04 0.06 1.02 1.07
7 0.00 0.06 1.21 1.20
3 -0.09 0.06 0.95 0.99
1 -0.37 0.06 0.69 0.69
RMSE= 0.06 sd=0.25 Separation= 4.08 Strata=5.78 Reliability= 0.94
chi-square=172.9 df=9 p=0.00

Table 1 reveals that the root mean square standard error (RMSE) is 0.06, while the standard deviation is 0.25.
Additionally, the seperation index, which reflects the measurement tool's ability to differentiate between varying ability
levels (Linacre, 1994) and is considered more effective when higher (Mumpuni et al., 2022), is calculated as 4.08.
Furthermore, the strata value is determined as 5.78, indicating approximately six distinct groups of students based on
their drama skills. The reliability coefficient demonstrates that the ranking of students' drama skills has a confidence level
of 0.94. Based on the chi-square test results, a significant statistical difference is observed among students regarding
their drama skills. Thus, the null hypothesis is rejected. The overall ranking of students, from highest to lowest
performance in drama skills, is as follows: Student 4, 10, 5, 2,9, 6, 8, 7, 3, 1.

In the analysis, the compatibility between the data and the model was evaluated using the infit and outfit values of
the facets. Fit statistics within the range of 0.5 to 1.5 are considered indicative of precise and reliable measurements
(Wright & Linacre, 1994). Based on this criterion, the model shows a good fit with the data derived from all students.

Table 2 provides the measurement report for the assessors.

Table 2.
Assessors' Strictness/Generosity Report
Assessor Logit SE Infit MnSq Outfit MnSq
4 0.23 0.06 0.94 0.96
5 0.18 0.06 0.97 0.98
8 0.17 0.06 0.75 0.76
2 0.15 0.06 1.17 1.16
6 0.14 0.06 1.02 1.04
7 0.04 0.06 0.80 0.81
9 0.03 0.06 0.84 0.83
10 0.00 0.06 1.07 1.08
3 -0.44 0.06 1.17 1.19
1 -0.50 0.07 1.19 1.26
RMSE= 0.06 sd=0.24 Separation= 3.88 Strata=5.50 Reliability= 0.94
chi-square= 148.1 df=9 p=0.00 Inter-rater exact agreements= 36.3%

In Table 2, Assessor 4, measured at 0.23, was identified as the strictest. However, Assessor 1 was the most generous,
measured at -0.50. The overall ranking of assessors, from the strictest to the most generous, is as follows: Assessor 4, 5,
8,2,6,7,9, 10, 3, and 1. Additionally, the RMSE value was determined to be 0.06, the standard deviation 0.24, the
separation index 3.88, and the strata value 5.50. A reliability coefficient of 0.94 indicates that the assessors were ranked
with a very high level of reliability in terms of their strictness or generosity. The chi-square test results led to the rejection
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of the null hypothesis, indicating a significant statistical difference among the assessors related to their scoring strictness
or generosity. An analysis of infit and outfit values for the assessor facet shows that the data fits with the model for all
assessors. However, the inter-rater exact agreement rate was found to be 36.3%.

Table 3 presents a detailed measurement report for the items.

Table 3.
Report of the Items Used in the Assessment of Drama Skills
Item Logit SE Infit MnSq Outfit MnSq
32 1.11 0.11 1.20 1.22
20 0.92 0.10 0.99 0.98
12 0.83 0.10 1.01 1.01
9 0.76 0.10 0.95 0.94
8 0.75 0.10 0.98 0.98
23 0.72 0.10 0.94 0.94
16 0.65 0.10 0.91 0.92
5 0.64 0.10 0.82 0.83
26 0.61 0.10 1.04 1.04
28 0.58 0.10 1.50 1.50
4 0.57 0.10 0.96 0.96
31 0.41 0.10 1.19 1.22
18 0.19 0.10 0.97 0.96
17 0.12 0.10 0.46 0.46
27 0.04 0.11 1.74 1.73
21 -0.01 0.11 0.55 0.55
19 -0.09 0.11 0.98 0.96
29 -0.10 0.11 0.84 0.88
25 -0.14 0.11 0.35 0.38
7 -0.30 0.11 0.70 0.72
24 -0.30 0.11 1.04 1.03
22 -0.35 0.11 0.86 0.84
11 -0.47 0.11 1.24 1.24
6 -0.54 0.12 0.95 0.96
10 -0.56 0.12 1.03 1.07
3 -0.61 0.12 0.94 0.97
13 -0.74 0.12 0.99 1.03
14 -0.77 0.12 1.01 1.01
15 -0.84 0.13 0.93 0.92
-0.94 0.13 1.06 1.08
1 -1.02 0.13 0.82 0.86
30 -1.11 0.13 1.91 2.06
RMSE=0.11 sd=0.63 Separation=5.67 Strata=7.89 Reliability= 0.97
chi-square= 1005.6 df=31 p=0.00

As seen in Table 3, the most difficult item is 32: "Shows original improvisation skills," measured at 1.11. Then, Iltem
20: "Adapts seamlessly to unexpected situations" and Item 12: "Demonstrates smooth transitions between movements."
follows this. In contrast, the easiest is ltem 30: "Demonstrates fundamental skills with no creativity involved," measured
at-1.11. Then, Item 1: "Keeps a consistently loud voice" and Iltem 2: "Maintains a clear voice." follows this.

The RMSE value was calculated as 0.11, with a standard deviation of 0.63. The strata value (7.89) indicates that the
items in the rubric are divided into eight distinct groups based on difficulty levels. Additionally, the reliability value was
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found to be very high at 0.97. A significant statistical difference among the levels of difficulty for the items was identified,
as evidenced by the results of the chi-square test. According to the fit statistics for the items, except for Item 27:
“Exemplifies collaboration” and Item 30: “Demonstrates fundamental skills with no creativity involved”, all other items
are between acceptable the infit and outfit values. Accordingly, it can be said that the 27th and 30th items prevent data-

model fit.

A sample of unexpected responses are provided in Table 4.

Table 4.

Unexpected Responses
Sequence Score Expected StRes Student Asseessor Item
610 1 4.0 -3.5 3 2 2
640 5 1.9 34 3 2 32
536 1 3.9 -3.3 2 9 24
446 2 4.3 -3.2 2 6 30
414 2 4.3 -3.1 2 5 30
858 5 2.0 3.1 3 10 26
1226 2 4.3 -3.1 5 3 10

The standardized residual (StRes) values in Table 4 reveals that some values are marked with a minus sign, while
others have a plus sign. This indicates that unexpected data arise from some assessors scoring lower than expected to
certain students, while others scored higher than expected scores. The most significant unexpected data is linked to the
score provided by Assessor 2 for Item 2 to Student 3. Specifically, for Item 2: "Maintains a clear voice," the expected score
was 4.0; however, Assessor 2 assigned a score of 1, resulting in a StRes value of -3.5. Also, Assessor 2 scored Student 3
above the expected value for Iltem 32: “Shows original improvisation skills.” As an other finding of the study, Assessor 10
also scored Student 3 above the expected value for Item 26: “Maintains professionalism.” Therefore, it was determined
that only Student 3 was scored above the expected value. However, it is seen in Table 1 that Student 3 had a low
performance in terms of drama skills. Accordingly, it is clear that some items were scored biased in the assessments made
for Student 3. However, it is seen that three different assessors scored below the expected value for Student 2, two of
which were the scores for Iltem 30: “Demonstrates fundamental skills with no creativity involved.”

Table 5 indicates the bias analysis of the students and assessors.

Table 5.

Report on Interaction Bias for Student and Assessor
Observed Expected Obs-Exp Bias SE z Infit Outfit Student Assessor
Score Score Average Score MnSq MnSq
131 96.81 1.07 1.29 0.22 5.80 14 13 6 2
130 98.83 0.97 1.17 0.22 5.35 1.9 2.5 7 10
136 112.61 0.73 1.02 0.24 4.29 0.6 0.7 4 2
144 128.86 0.47 0.89 0.28 3.20 2.0 1.5 4 1
130 111.77 0.57 0.74 0.22 3.37 1.2 1.2 4 5
120 102.90 0.53 0.61 0.20 3.06 14 1.8 10 4
134 122.12 0.37 0.55 0.23 2.38 1.5 2.0 5 1
123 108.47 0.45 0.54 0.20 2.66 0.9 0.9 10 7
128 116.41 0.36 0.48 0.21 2.23 0.7 0.6 9 1
114 100.06 0.44 0.47 0.19 2.49 1.2 13 8 10
124 112.07 0.37 0.46 0.21 2.23 13 13 7 3
119 107.85 0.35 0.40 0.20 2.05 1.0 1.0 5 9
106 94.60 0.36 0.37 0.18 2.03 1.2 1.2 7 6
102 113.06 -0.35 -0.38 0.18 -2.08 0.5 0.5 4 6
81 93.63 -0.39 -0.40 0.18 -2.24 0.7 0.8 7 8
81 94.18 -0.41 -0.42 0.18 -2.32 11 11 7 2
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104 116.76 -0.40 -0.45 0.18 -2.46 0.9 0.9 4 10
100 113.70 -0.43 -0.46 0.18 -2.58 0.9 0.9 7 1
90 105.03 -0.47 -0.48 0.18 -2.72 0.4 0.4 10

86 101.52 -0.48 -0.50 0.18 -2.78 0.7 0.6 6 10
76 93.14 -0.54 -0.55 0.18 -3.02 0.9 1.1 7 5
77 95.33 -0.57 -0.59 0.18 -3.23 1.0 1.1 8 2
98 116.11 -0.57 -0.62 0.18 -3.45 0.7 0.6 4 9
89 108.57 -0.61 -0.64 0.18 -3.57 0.7 0.7 5 10
91 111.22 -0.63 -0.66 0.18 -3.73 1.0 1.0 3 1
77 97.72 -0.65 -0.66 0.18 -3.65 2.3 2.4 9 6
70 91.30 -0.67 -0.70 0.19 -3.73 1.6 2.3 3 2
97 120.68 -0.74 -0.83 0.18 -4.61 0.8 0.8 5 3
chi-square=370.4 df=90 p=0.00

Z-scores that fall outside the range of -2 to +2 are generally interpreted as interaction bias. In Table 5, Assessor 2 was
significantly (z=5.80; p<0.05) generous by giving 131 points to Student 6 when the assessor should have given
approximately 97 points, and Assessor 1 was significantly (z=-3.73; p<0.05) strict by giving 91 points to Student 3 when
the assessor should have given approximately 111 points to Student 3. As an other finding, the most recurring raters in
the student-assessor interaction bias were Assessor 2, Assessor 1, Assessor 10, while the most recurring students were
Student 7, Student 4 and Student 5. It is seen that Assessor 2 made a significantly generous peer assessment for Student
4 and Student 6, and a significantly strict peer assessment for Student 7, Student 8 and Student 10. Similarly, Assessor 1
was significantly generous for Student 4, Student 5 and Student 9, and significantly strict for Student 3 and Student 7.

Discussion and Conclusion

In the current study, the peer assessment results of 10 students' drama skills, assessed using a 32-item rubric, were
assessed through the many-facet Rasch model. The results of the study indicated that the overall ranking of students’
drama skills from the highest to the lowest performance is Student 4, 10, 5, 2, 9, 6, 8, 7, 3, 1. This variability may be
influenced by students' perceptions of peer assessment, which are closely tied to their commitment to the process
(Patchan et al., 2016). Student role-play, as a key component of drama activities, fosters dynamism in the learning
environment (Stevens, 2015) and enhances interest in the subject matter (Poitras et al., 2013), potentially contributing
to greater engagement and improved performance. In this regard, it may be wise to mention that students who achieved
high performance, such as Student 4 and Student 10, likely demonstrated strong skills in areas like creativity, expression,
and engagement during the drama activity. Students who achieved lower performance, such as Student 1 and Student 3,
may have faced challenges in meeting the drama activity items. These challenges could include difficulties in creativity,
emotional expression, or confidence. In this context, Zhan (2021) argued that students may have negative experiences in
peer assesment process.

The overall ranking of assessors from the strictest to the most generous is Assessor 4,5, 8, 2,6, 7,9, 10, 3, and 1. The
results suggest that assessor bias may influence the assessment process. Assessor 4, as one of the strictest raters, may
reflect higher personal standards, possibly due to their interpretation of the items or a preference for perfection. In
contrast, Assessor 1, as the most generous rater, may demonstrate flexibility or a lower standard for recognizing
achievement, potentially influenced by empathy, a desire to encourage peers, or differing perceptions of performance
expectations. These contrasting approaches raise questions about fairness in peer assessment (Reddy et al., 2021; Wilson
etal., 2015).

n

According to the item measurement values, the most difficult is Item 32: "Shows original improvisation skills,
measured at 1.11. It is clear that Item 32 represents an aspect of the drama activity that requires advanced skills,
creativity, and higher-order thinking. At this point, Seppanen (2022) concluded that improvisation training significantly
enhances preservice teachers’ interpersonal communication skills and confidence, suggesting that developing
improvisation skills is both challenging and highly beneficial. By fostering metacognitive thinking skills, peer assessment
can help students better understand and meet the demands of advanced items (Armengol-Asparé et al., 2022) like Item
32. Then, Item 20: "Adapts seamlessly to unexpected situations" and Item 12: "Demonstrates smooth transitions between
movements." follows this. Item 20, proved challenging, likely due to the unpredictability of such scenarios. Students may
lack experience in handling unstructured situations. Iltem 12 may be difficult due to the physical and technical demands
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of ensuring a seamless flow in performance. Achieving smooth transitions requires a deep understanding of movement
dynamics, coordination, and practice. In this sense, implementing student-centered learning approaches can address
these challenges by allowing students to take an active role in their own skill development (Nicholson, 2009). In contrast,
the easiest is Item 30: "Demonstrates fundamental skills with no creativity involved," measured at -1.11. Then, Item 1:
"Keeps a consistently loud voice" and Item 2: "Maintains a clear voice." follows this. These findings may be due to the fact
that basic skills are more accessible for students to achieve, as they require less abstract thinking and creativity. It can be
said that these skills can be explicitly taught and practiced, making them easier to demonstrate compared to more
complex or subjective items.

The strata value calculated as approximately eight show that the items in the rubric are divided into eight groups in
terms of their difficulty. It can be interpreted that this finding reflects the analytical rubric used for peer assessment,
which consists of eight headings. According to the fit statistics for the items, except for Item 27: “Exemplifies
collaboration” and Item 30: “Demonstrates fundamental skills with no creativity involved”, all other items are between
acceptable the infit and outfit values. The findings suggest that these two items may not align well with the overall model,
potentially due to differences in how they are interpreted or applied during assessment. In addition to these points, high
reliability was calculated for all facets included in the Rasch analysis.

Based on unexpected responses, it is identified that the most unexpected data is due to the score provided by
Assessor 2 to Item 2 for Student 3. Furthermore, Assessor 2 scored Student 3 above the expected value for Item 32. This
situation can be interpreted as Assessor 2, who was the most repetitive in terms of providing unexpected scores, showed
a low performance in terms of peer assessment. As a remarkable finding of the study, Assessor 10 also scored Student 3
above the expected value for Item 26. Therefore, it was determined that only Student 3 was scored above the expected
value. However, it is seen that Student 3 had a low performance in terms of drama skills. Accordingly, it can be said that
some items were scored biased in the assessments made for Student 3. However, it is seen that three different assessors
scored below the expected value for Student 2, two of which were the scores for Item 30. As a result, it can be said that
Assessor 2 was the most recurrent rater in assigning unexpected scores, Student 2 and Student 3 were the most recurrent
in receiving unexpected scores, and Item 30 was the most recurrent item for bias.

One of the remarkable findings of the study is that the most recurring raters in the student-assessor interaction bias
were Assessor 2, Assessor 1, Assessor 10, while the most recurring students were Student 7, Student 4 and Student 5. It
is seen that Assessor 2 made a significantly generous peer assessment for Student 4 and Student 6, and a significantly
strict peer assessment for Student 7, Student 8 and Student 10. Similarly, Assessor 1 was significantly generous for
Student 4, Student 5 and Student 9, and significantly strict for Student 3 and Student 7. Assessor 10 demonstrated a
notably generous approach in the peer assessments for Student 7 and Student 8 and a notably strict approach in the peer
assessments for Student 4, Student 5 and Student 6. Accordingly, Assessor 10 gave generous scores for his group mates
(Student 7 and Student 8), while the assessor gave strict scoring for all members of another group (Student 4, Student 5
and Student 6). These findings suggest potential group-based bias in peer assessment, where assessors may favor peers
they work closely with, potentially due to familiarity or loyalty. Conversely, stricter assessments for members of other
groups might stem from a lack of collaboration or perceived competition. In this sense, it is vital to emphasize that peer
assessment, when effectively implemented, can mitigate such issues by fostering teamwork and collaboration (Reinholz,
2016; Zheng et al., 2019).

Limitations and Recommendations for Further Research

The study was conducted with a relatively small sample of 10 university students from a single state university, which
may limit the generalizability of the findings. Future research could expand the sample size and include students from
diverse academic and cultural backgrounds to enhance the generalizability of the findings. In the study, students' peer
assessments were collected at one point in time. This approach can be insufficient to reflect how their drama skills,
scoring tendencies, or understanding of assessment items might change over time. Therefore, longitudinal studies can
be conducted to provide deeper insights into the development of students' drama skills over time through repeated peer
assessments. In addition, the study relied solely on quantitative analysis. The lack of qualitative data limits the
understanding of students' perceptions regarding peer assessment. In this regard, incorporating qualitative methods in
future research could enrich the interpretation of the findings. Overall, there is a need for further research to enhance
the implementation of peer assessment in drama-based education, particularly to ensure its validity, reliability, and
pedagogical effectiveness within higher education settings.
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Extended Abstract / Genisletilmis Ozet

Giris

Drama, 6grencilerin 6grenmesini desteklemek igin dinamik ve etkilesimli bir yaklasim saglar. Pinciotti (1993) dramayi,
katilimcilara insan deneyimlerini hayal etme, canlandirma ve yansitma firsati sunan, bir lider tarafindan kolaylastirilan
yapilandirilmis bir 6grenme etkinligi olarak tanimlamistir. Fleming (2006), drama metinlerinin sinif uygulamalarinda
o0grenen merkezli bir yaklagimi destekledigini, 6grenenlerin pasif bilgi alicilari olarak kalmak yerine 6grenme siirecinde
aktif olarak algilamalarina, dusiinmelerine, hareket etmelerine ve etkilesimde bulunmalarina olanak tanidigini
savunmaktadir. Drama, katilimi tegvik etmenin 6tesinde, bilissel ve duyugsal boyutlari bitiinlestiren, oyunculugu, olumlu
duygulari, uyum yetenegini, akicihgl, iletisimsel yeterliligi ve 6grenci-6gretmen iliskisini gliclendiren destekleyici bir ortami
gelistiren aktif bir yontem olarak islev gorir (Belliveau ve Kim, 2013; Garaigordobil ve Berrueco, 2011; Hammond, 2015;
Maley ve Duff, 2005).

Drama, Ogrenciler arasinda karsilikl anlayisi, empatiyi ve yapici geri bildirimi tesvik ederek akran degerlendirme
siirecinde 6nemli bir rol oynar. Akran degerlendirme 6grencilerin birbirlerinin 6grenme gorevlerini degerlendirmesini ve
geri bildirim vermesini icerir (Topping, 1998) ve degerlendirme, gézden gegirme ve not verme gibi bir dizi faaliyeti kapsar
(Adachi vd., 2018). Pedagojik bir strateji olarak, 6grencileri dnceden belirlenmis kriterlere uygun geri bildirim sunmaya
tesvik eder, katilimi ve yansitici 6grenmeyi tesvik eder (Topping, 1998). Yiksekogretimde akran degerlendirmesi,
ogretmen degerlendirmesine benzer 6grenme ciktilari saglayabilir. Ayrica 6grencilerin daha etkili 5grenmelerine ve genel
akademik performanslarini gelistirmelerine yardimci olur (Jongsma vd., 2023; Noroozi vd., 2023; Zheng vd., 2019).

Akran degerlendirme sinif icinde, aidiyet duygusunu tesvik eder (Brown vd., 2021; Devisakti ve Ramayah, 2023) ve
O6grenci motivasyonunu artirir (Deeley ve Bovill, 2015). Ayrica, etkilesimi tesvik ederek degerlendiren ve degerlendirilen
arasinda bir ortakhk kurulmasini destekler (Winstone ve Carless, 2020) ve boylece 6grencilerin derse katilimini ve aktif
katihmini artirir (Conde vd., 2017; Deng vd., 2023). Akran degerlendirme ayni zamanda isbirlik¢i 6grenme sireclerini
destekler (Prins vd., 2005) ve ¢esitli baglamlarda 6z-diizenlemeli 6grenmeyi kolaylastirir (Topping, 2009; Bijami vd., 2013).

Ogrencilerin problem tanimlama gibi Ustbilissel becerilerini (Topping, 1998) ve degerlendirici yargilarda bulunma
yeteneklerini olumlu yonde etkiler (Panadero ve Broadbent, 2018).

Akran degerlendirmenin, farkli egitim seviyelerinde ve konu alanlarinda akademik performansi artirdigi (Double vd.,
2020), elestirel dislinme yeteneklerini ve Ust diizey disiinme becerilerini gelistirmede etkili oldugu belirlenmistir
(Gaynor, 2019; Guelfi vd., 2021; Humberstone vd., 2024; Jiang vd., 2022; Zhan vd., 2023). Bilissel sonuglarin 6tesinde,
akran degerlendirmenin bagimsiz 6grenme becerilerini, mesleki beceri gelisimini tesvik ederek (Smith vd., 2002), yansitici
distinmeyi gelistirerek (Gaynor, 2019) ve yazma motivasyonunu artirarak (Weng vd., 2023) 6grencilerin 6grenme
becerilerine fayda sagladigi belirlenmistir. Bu ¢ok yonli faydalar, akran degerlendirmeyi yiiksekdgretimde hem bireysel
hem de is birligine dayal 6grenme giktilarini tesvik etmek icin degerli bir arag haline getirmektedir.

Bu ¢alismanin amaci, 6grencilerin drama becerilerine iliskin akran degerlendirmelerini ¢ok ylizeyli Rasch modeli
araciligiyla incelemektir. Bu amag dogrultusunda, drama becerilerine iliskin yetenek analizi, degerlendiricilerin puanlama
egilimlerinin analizi, drama becerilerine iliskin madde glicliik analizi ve degerlendiricilerin yanhliklarinin analizi yapilmistir.

Yontem

Calismada betimsel bir desene sahip nicel bir arastirma yontemi kullaniimistir. Creswell'e (2014) gére betimsel
arastirma, arastirmacinin mevcut durumu oldugu gibi sundugu ve herhangi bir manipilasyon yapmadan durumlari analiz
ettigi bir yaklasimdir. Calisma grubunu ingilizce Ogretmenligi Béliimii'nde 6grenim goren 10 (iniversite &grencisi
olusturmaktadir. Ogrencilerin drama becerilerini puanlamak icin arastirmaci tarafindan olusturulan “Drama Becerileri
Akran Degerlendirme Formu” kullaniimistir. Akran degerlendirme formu, her biri “cok yetersiz” (1) ile “cok yeterli” (5)
arasinda begli Likert dlgegine gore derecelendirilmis 32 maddeden olugsmaktadir. Bu ¢alismada, 6grenciler tarafindan
yapilan akran degerlendirmeleri ¢ok yonlii Rasch modeli ile degerlendirilmistir. Veri analizi i¢in Linacre (1993) tarafindan
gelistirilen FACETS programi kullaniimistir. Bu ¢alismada 6grenci, degerlendirici ve madde olmak UGzere toplam lg¢ boyut
belirlenmistir. Bu nedenle, 10 katiimci bir drama etkinligi gerceklestirmis ve tim katihmcilar degerlendirme formu
Uzerinde birbirleri igin akran degerlendirmeleri yapmistir. Toplamda 2880 (10x9x32) veri elde edilmistir. 10 katimci hem
Ogrenci olarak drama etkinligini gerceklestirmis hem de degerlendirici olarak akranlarini puanlamistir. Bu baglamda
dgrenci ve degerlendirici icin yapilan kodlamalarda ayni kod numarasi ayni kisiyi temsil etmektedir (Ornegin, Ogrenci 1 ve

644



Aycicek — Mersin Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 21(2), 2025, 631-646

Degerlendirici 1 ayni kisidir). Degerlendiricilerin puanlama egilimleri (katilik/comertlik), yanliliklari, en kolay/en zor 6l¢it
ve belirlenen maddelere gére hangi 6grencinin drama becerisinin daha ylksek oldugu arastirilmistir.

Bulgular

Ogrencilerin drama becerilerine iliskin 8l¢iim raporunda, ki-kare testi sonuglarina gére, dgrenciler arasinda drama
becerileri agisindan anlamli bir istatistiksel farkhlik gézlenmektedir (x?=172,9; sd=9; p=0,00). Boylece sifir hipotezi
reddedilmistir. Ogrencilerin drama becerilerindeki en yiiksek performanstan en disiik performansa dogru genel
siralamasi Ogrenci 4, 10, 5, 2, 9, 6, 8, 7, 3, 1 seklinde belirlenmistir.

Degerlendiricilerin  katiik/comertliklerine iligkin 6l¢im raporunda, ki-kare testi sonuglari sifir hipotezinin
reddedilmesine yol acarak degerlendiriciler arasinda puanlama katiliklari veya comertlikleriyle ilgili 5nemli bir istatistiksel
fark oldugunu goéstermistir. (x?°=148,1; sd=9; p=0,00). Degerlendiricilerin en katidan en cémert olana dogru genel
siralamasi Degerlendirici 4, 5, 8, 2, 6, 7, 9, 10, 3, 1 seklinde belirlenmistir.

Maddelere iliskin 6l¢lim raporunda, ki-kare testinin sonuglarina gére kriterlerin zorluk seviyeleri arasinda anlaml bir
istatistiksel fark tespit edilmistir (y2=1005,6; sd=31; p=0,00). En zor maddeler 32, 20 ve 12; en kolay maddeler ise 30, 1
ve 2 olarak belirlenmistir.

Beklenmedik yanitlar verilerine dayanarak, en beklenmedik verinin Degerlendirici 2 tarafindan Ogrenci 3 icin Madde
2'ye verilen puan oldugu belirlenmistir. Elde edilen sonuglar, Degerlendirici 2'nin beklenmedik puanlar vermede en ¢ok
tekrar eden degerlendirici oldugunu, Ogrenci 2 ve Ogrenci 3'iin beklenmedik puanlar almada en ¢ok tekrar eden
degerlendiriciler oldugunu ve Madde 30'un en ¢ok tekrar eden madde oldugunu géstermektedir.

Ogrenci ve degerlendiriciler icin etkilesim yanhligina iliskin él¢lim raporuna gore, dgrenci-degerlendirici etkilesim
yanliiginda en ¢ok tekrar edenler; Degerlendirici 2, Degerlendirici 1, Degerlendirici 10, Ogrenci 7, Ogrenci 4 ve Ogrenci 5
olarak belirlenmistir.

Tartisma ve Sonug¢

Arastirma sonucunda, Ogrencilerin drama becerileri performanslarinda gorilen degiskenlik, 6grencilerin akran
degerlendirme algilarindan etkilenmis olabilir (Patchan vd., 2016). Ogrencilerin drama becerilerinin en yiiksek
performanstan en disiik performansa dogru genel siralamasina gére, Ogrenci 4 ve Ogrenci 10 gibi yiiksek performans
gosteren oOgrenciler muhtemelen drama etkinligi sirasinda vyaraticilik ve katilim gibi alanlarda gugli beceriler
sergilemislerdir. Ogrenci 1 ve Ogrenci 3 gibi daha diisiik performans gdsteren dgrenciler drama etkinligi kriterlerini
karsilamada zorluklarla karsilasmis olabilir. Bu zorluklar yaraticihk, duygusal ifade ya da 6zgivenle ilgili glglikleri
icerebilir. Bu baglamda, Zhan (2021) 6grencilerin akran degerlendirme slirecinde olumsuz deneyimler yasayabilecegini
belirtmistir.

Degerlendiricilerin en katidan en comert olana dogru genel siralamasina gore, en kati degerlendiricilerden biri olan
Degerlendirici 4, muhtemelen kriterleri yorumlamalari veya miikemmellik tercihleri nedeniyle daha yiksek kisisel
standartlari yansitiyor olabilir. Buna karsilik, en comert degerlendirici olan Degerlendirici 1, muhtemelen empati,
akranlarini tesvik etme arzusu veya performans beklentilerine iliskin farkli algilardan etkilenerek esneklik gostermis
olabilir. Bu zit yaklasimlar, akran degerlendirme sirecinde tarafsizliga iliskin kuskular dogurmaktir (Reddy vd., 2021;
Wilson vd., 2015).

Madde &lciim degerlerine gére, en zor 8l¢iitiin Madde 32 (Ozgiin dogaclama becerileri gdsterir) oldugu belirlenmistir.
Madde 32'nin drama etkinliginin ileri diizey beceri, yaraticilik ve Ust dizey diisinme gerektiren bir yonini temsil ettigi
aciktir. Bu noktada, Seppanen (2022) dogaclama egitiminin 6gretmen adaylarinin kisilerarasi iletisim becerilerini ve
ozglivenlerini 6nemli Olctde gelistirdigi sonucuna vararak, dogaclama becerilerini gelistirmenin hem zorlu hem de
oldukca faydali oldugunu 6ne sirmustir. Akran degerlendirme, Ustbilissel diisinme becerilerini gelistirerek 6grencilerin
Madde 32 gibi ileri diizey maddelerin taleplerini daha iyi anlamalarina ve karsilamalarina yardimci olabilir (Armengol-
Aspard vd., 2022). Bunu Madde 20 (Beklenmedik durumlara sorunsuzca uyum saglar) ve Madde 12 (Hareketler arasinda
yumusak gegisler sergiler) takip etmektedir. Madde 20, muhtemelen bu tiir senaryolarin 6ngoérilemezligi nedeniyle
zorlayici olmustur. Ogrenciler yapilandirilmamis durumlarla basa cikma konusunda deneyim eksikligi yasayabilir. Madde
12, performansta kesintisiz bir akis saglamanin fiziksel ve teknik gereklilikleri nedeniyle zor olabilir. Yumusak gegislerin
saglanmasi, hareket dinamiklerinin derinlemesine anlasiimasini, koordinasyonu ve pratik yapmayi gerektirir. Bu anlamda,
o0grenci merkezli 6grenme yaklagimlarinin uygulanmasi, 6grencilerin kendi beceri gelisimlerinde aktif rol almalarini
saglayarak bu zorluklarin tistesinden gelinebilir (Nicholson, 2009). Buna karsilik, en kolay kriter Madde 30 (Yaraticilik
icermeyen temel becerileri sergiler) olarak belirlenmistir. Bunu Madde 1 (Sesini slrekli olarak yluksek tutar) ve Madde 2
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(Anlasilir bir ses tonu kullanir) takip etmektedir. Bu sonuglar, daha az soyut disiinme ve yaraticilik gerektirdigi igin
ogrenciler icin daha erisilebilir olmasindan kaynaklaniyor olabilir.

En beklenmedik verinin Degerlendirici 2 tarafindan Ogrenci 3 icin Madde 2'ye verilen puan oldugu belirlenmistir.
Ayrica Degerlendirici 2, Madde 32 icin Ogrenci 3'e beklenen degerin lizerinde puan vermistir. Bu durum, beklenmedik
puanlar verme konusunda en fazla tekrara diisen Degerlendirici 2'nin akran degerlendirme konusunda disiik performans
gosterdigi seklinde yorumlanabilir. Arastirmanin dikkat cekici bir bulgusu olarak, Degerlendirici 10 Ogrenci 3'i Madde 26
icin beklenen degerin {izerinde puanlamistir. Dolayisiyla sadece Ogrenci 3'iin beklenen degerin iizerinde puan aldigi tespit
edilmistir. Ancak Ogrenci 3'iin drama becerileri agisindan diisiik bir performansa sahip oldugu gériilmektedir. Buna gére
Ogrenci 3 icin yapilan degerlendirmelerde bazi maddelerin yanli puanlandigi séylenebilir. Bununla birlikte, Ogrenci 2 igin
g farkli degerlendiricinin beklenen degerin altinda puanlama yaptigi ve bunlardan ikisinin Madde 30'a ait puanlar oldugu
gorilmektedir. Sonug olarak, Degerlendirici 2'nin beklenmedik puanlar vermede en ¢ok tekrar eden degerlendirici oldugu,
Ogrenci 2 ve Ogrenci 3'iin beklenmedik puanlar almada en ¢ok tekrar eden degerlendiriciler oldugu ve Madde 30'un en
¢ok tekrar eden madde oldugu belirlenmistir.

Arastirmanin  dikkat cekici bulgularindan biri, Degerlendirici 10'un Ogrenci 7 ve Ogrenci 8 icin akran
degerlendirmelerinde olduk¢a cdmert bir yaklasim sergilerken, Ogrenci 4, Ogrenci 5 ve Ogrenci 6 icin akran
degerlendirmelerinde oldukga kati bir yaklagim sergilemesidir. Buna gore, Degerlendirici 10 kendi grup arkadaslari
(Ogrenci 7 ve Ogrenci 8) icin cdmert puanlar verirken, baska bir grubun tiim tyeleri (Ogrenci 4, Ogrenci 5 ve Ogrenci 6)
icin kati puanlar vermistir. Bu sonuglar, grup temelli yanliliga isaret etmektedir. Buna karsilik, diger gruplarin lyelerine
yonelik daha kati degerlendirmeler, is birligi eksikliginden veya algilanan rekabetten kaynaklaniyor olabilir. Bu anlamda,
akran degerlendirmenin etkili bir bicimde uygulanmasi durumunda, ekip ¢alismasi ve is birligini destekleyerek karsilagilan
sorunlarin azaltilmasina katki saglayabilecegi ifade edilmektedir (Reinholz, 2016; Zheng vd., 2019).
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