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Traditionally, researchers have used rating accuracy and rater bias (severity, centrality, and randomness) as individual-level
indicators of rating quality. While these have been studied mostly for expert raters, research on whether evaluation capacity is
domain-general over two or more different tasks is lacking. Thus, we investigated the two indicators in the context of
undergraduate raters. In two studies, undergraduates scored outputs from a verbal-linguistic task and a visual-spatial task. The
results showed that proficient students in one domain are also likely to be proficient in the other in terms of rating accuracy and
the use of rating scale. In addition, students with lower rating accuracy were more significantly affected by the difference
between domains compared to more accurate students. We also discuss the implications and limitations of our findings on

measuring student evaluation capacity.
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Figure 4. Correlation plots of evaluation capacity indices between two domains.
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Table 2, Descriptive Statistics of Results from Study 2.

Verbal-linguistic Visual-spatial
Correlations
Rating Originality Utility Originality Utility
Quality High Low  High Low High  Low  Hgh  Low
Measures Mdn Mdn Mdn Mdn Mdn Mdn Mdn Mdn 1 2 3
(IQR)  (IQR)  (IQR)  (IQR) (IQR)  (QR)  (IQR)  (QR)
L 0.14 0.17 0.02 0.07 0.01 0.07 0.03 0.04
Severity 034 056 (041 054 034 039 (037 (036
2. 43 27 .50 .30 A7 33 A7 .30 1
Centrality (37 (17 (.20) (18) (27 (22) (23) (17
3. 0.64 112 0.58 1.40 0.70 1.26 0.68 1.16 o _ 48
Randomness 033 04D (037 067 028) (065 (048  (0.61
4, 4.09 6.83 3.86 6.45 3.29 4.46 2.97 4.68 3 3 3
Accuracy 093 (28D (088 (207 098 (223 (25 (213

Note. Correlations were averaged across two domains X two criteria conditions.

Table 3. Results of Correlation anyalysis.

between Domains

between Criteria

Originality Utility Verbal-linguistic Visual-spatial
Severity 707" 59" 85" 76"
Centrality 66" 647 NI 66"
Randomness 567 5T 67 547
Accuracy 38" 447 a5 397
Note. ~ p <01, ™" p <00L
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Table 4. Summary of Repeated Measures ART ANOVA.

source Severity Randomness Centrality Accuracy
partial partial partial partial
df F df F df F df F
v v v v
Criterion(A) 1 81347 04 1 0.000 .000 1 0.778 004 1 0.185 .001
Domain(B) 1 3952 021 1 0.627 .003 1 8104" 042 1 618197 249
AXB 1 6309 033 1 0.110 .000 1 7337 038 1 0.016 .000
Group(C) 1 0154 002 741577 545 1 214627 257 1 1257697 670
A X C 1 0.391 .002 0.060 .000 1 0.035 .000 1 0.122 .000
B x C 1 0131 .001 2.245 012 1 0.261 .001 1 1291877 065
AXBXC 1 0.076 .000 3.290 017 1 0.171 .001 1 0.012 .000
Note. * p .05, ** p <01, *** p <001
A (Severity) B (Centrality)
= °\\ Criterion n /,°
z o | AN © Originality 2 B | 27
) - AN ® Utility g o e
v 9Q ™ 1= [} = °
L e . 9 3 7 L7
= 1 N B o //
[ © o c 0 7
g g - ‘\\ %S = /,’ Criterion
= o | - < ® E ] et © Originality
s ‘o = ped ® Utility
o o o
verbal-lnguiste Wisual-spalial Verbal-linguistic Visual-spatial
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C (Severity) D (Accuracy)
I O\\ Domain $ -4 ¢ Group
g © SN o Verbal oy - o High
[ 1 S, ® Visual 5 v _| ® |ow
o 9 ~ > W
2S5 Ny < -
g S 5 o .
g g S é ~
g o ] \\\. g " : O\‘~~\\\\\\
Q| ./ o1l  TTe~l_ o
originality utility Verbal-linguistic Visual-spatial
Criterion Domain
Figure 5. Interaction plots from Study 2.
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e
dyo| HIE 2R H
Study 1
Score
Domains
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Verballineuisti 306 411 431 404 393 416 410 307 134 88
A EHEEE 0 (12 Uy (12 (1 1y (1) 09 ) (03
Visual-spatial 247 320 450 470 467 438 431 275 146 56
prepE 0D o a1y 1y w08 () (0
Note. Relative frequencies are presented in parentheses.
Study 2
Score
Domains Criteria
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Originalit 217 313 293 251 208 206 233 142 73 44
riginali
sy (1D (.16) (15) 13) an 10) (12) @) @) @
Verbal-linguistic
Utilic 130 249 276 259 233 270 263 187 74 39
ili
Y @) (13) (14) 13 (12 (14 (13) ©) ) @
Originalit 111 249 270 258 296 283 263 147 81 22
riginali
. | N (> BN (> B VA RO ) NG NN G N > BN ) NN ¢ NN ()
Visual-spatial
Utilic 151 259 252 285 271 230 241 143 100 48
ili
Y ® (13) (13) (14 (14 (12) (12 @) ® V)

Note. Relative frequencies are presented in parentheses.
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