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Analysis of Evaluator Reliability for the Raters’ Calibration Training
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This study analyzed the change in the rater reliability based on the student's practice evaluation process conducted at Yon-
sei University College of Dentistry. Through this, we suggest the significance of the rater calibration training in the student's
practical evaluation of dental college.

Nine professors from the department of Conservative Dentistry, Yonsei University College of Dentistry, analyzed the
results of class II restoration cases twice in 2017 and once in 2018. Intra Class Correlation (ICC) which is a statistic used to
determine the consistency of raters with three or more scores, was also calculated.

ICC values increased as raters participated in rater calibration meetings and grading experiences. This shows that the
rater reliability is related to the grading experience and feedback from calibration meeting. Based on the results of previous
studies that grading experiences and rater calibration training can cause a meaningful change in rater behavior, we propose
to conduct rater calibration training to ensure the evaluator reliability.
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Fig. 1. Rater reliability
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(Table 1) Descriptive Statistics
o 2017, 1st 2017, 2nd 2018
statistics
standard standard standard
rater N Mean o Mean o N Mean o
deviation deviation deviation
rater 8 1.38 74 - - - 10 1.60 b2
rater2 6 1.67 1.03 7 1.86 90 10 1.70 95
rater3 9 1.44 73 7 1.86 90 10 1.80 79
raterd 9 2.00 .00 7 214 69 10 1.90 57
raterb 7 1.43 79 6 2.33 52 10 1.70 67
rater 9 1.89 33 7 1.71 49 10 2.20 63
rater7 8 1.38 52 7 1.71 76 10 1.40 52
rater8 9 1.78 44 7 1.86 69 10 1.80 63
rater9 8 2.00 .00 7 2.57 53 10 1.20 42
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(Table 2) 2017, 1% Correlation Coefficient

2017, 1st rater1 rater2 rater3 rater4 raterb rater6 rater7 rater8
rater2 -.32
rater3 13 -.63
rater4 - - -
raterb 73 -.46 62 -
rater6 20 -.63 23 - 24
rater/ -.05 =32 18 - .06 29
rater8 31 -25 -.04 - 37 66 45
rater9 - - - - - - - -
(Table 3) 2017, 2nd Correlation Coefficient
2017, 2nd rater1 rater2 rater3 raterd raterb rater6 rater/ rater8
rater? -
rater3 - 59
raterd - 58 04
raterb - 0 0 34
rater6 - 27 65 14 50
rater’7 - 42 67 .09 -.16 65
rater8 - a7 23 75 17 35 55
rater9 - 89" 55 65 -25 09 47 71
*E 0B, **E0
(Table 4) 2018 Correlation Coefficient
2018 rater1 rater2 rater3 raterd raterb rater6 rater/ rater8
rater2 18
rater3 =22 21
raterd -15 35 20
raterb 26 36 50 49
rater6 61 48 -.36 .06 16
rater?7 =17 -.18 22 53 .06 =27
rater8 -27 07 36 87" 62 -17 61
rater9 =10 72 47 .56 62 25 10 b8
*E05, **E{01
(Table 5) Intra Class Correlation
Year 2017, 1st 2017, 2nd 2018
Intra Class Correlation (ICC) 29 42 72
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STEP 0 Select rater and pilot case

1

STEP 1 Lecture for subjective evaluation

STEP 2 Discussion the criteria

STEP 3 [Evaluate the pilot case
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STEP 4 Discuss the Result

STEP 5 Find the improvements

Fig. 2. Calibration training step to improve reliability

2 04 ofstold AL 7+ d¥do] FE31L, 04~  gF ¥ B AAISHIAL, 22 AF 274 31915 7l F|ste
0.001¥ &< "It =2]0]aL, 0.6~ 0. ok 20189 M A5iglel 1T A= A V1=
1,075 opFez A v $2 Al s
7. Table 5004 & 4= Qo] RSl A=

9
1
9,
Iy
:‘o
ol

& HASlH 2018 oMY AgS AlFs] Aol A
2 Ao Fofg dEe Wdom 24 A 274 919

A sjole] Holshn A AL ANUA FHITA oA MGE AT 712 FR3L A 5
% 0] 201749 A WA 20, 2017 5 WA 42, S ARSI

201840 722 WIS ol A AT AY 201743420184 =3 3342 AR 24 301 A

A AlZ|E7} Thelo] e ATk B 4 QY. A S AV RS wo R A% ARA A

27} AR 08 TR AL SIS, ol 1

4, AR 27 1 ot A2 vlgo Aast oy A5BAIA A A

HEE FRY 4 Y A 24 D52 A

A 2 A A S ARE AR S A S B YR A 212 A

FAFE AT AAE R A 2 F9E (pool) AHAF 2 152 AFE] Ao vlE] 4]
HEBIAL A Aol sl =2latiet. 20179 Hof lofof etk SPAR ARt Fig. 29] AHAF =
AR QA 27 fofollM o8 & Al HADARY A a2 7 A|Fiske] gAY ek At A
AR 2E A LGS EESIAT ol Al SE(climate)o]l S BAME R AIFT A AR,

A a5 A8l 2017900 <M A587E AT

CHSHR|ZHOIARRSIX| RIS8H K52 2020 | 289



ORIGINAL ARTICLE

V. 1%

£ Q0] AgjollA Blat & Qo] AHA 24
Ak S SR A AL
o} o= A4 Qe Fol7} 9otk FT 7ol A
o] Q= Mgo] A7t 57 Ve Azt I
3 Astolr}, 20174 R A AR 244 A
F 57E=9] ICC= 292 - Wkt 184 2017
W = w AES A 2018900 722 Fysiect
o= AR} AAlo] A ATe Belshea A
A2l ﬂ%ﬁﬂ 3 “ﬂhﬂ%ﬂ 2 Az 3 % 9k
5 Qoji¥ W7} Bl Aol
| 57be) Ao 2

gl w450
A S, ol Sl

247 e o
WAGEI A 712L A stel Aaano)
Aol xjol2 RG] upzoleta & 4 ek A
A%} Elo] A8} A5l ofv] Qi skE AL
% itk AT Avo] wee F3 A4 24 I
%2 AASIATP, A7-Ao] AT ST g =
4 58S Sab] SJeIAE Folurt A due] of
o &5 =01 4= Q= WA Heo] BErt A
slotet am

1:]
8.8 o 5] A8E BEoH= A4 2tk o

o] AR} A3 Ao gt T
Sk Betof 7121 oo o
o} A4 250] B L A7 7%
S el o QlomE AHAe) AHEo]
S8 AL AN % Slofof Bk,
iﬂ@x} 274 1% vhAeh SN E&ake A
o A7 71%0) WEs}, AT o AR KA,
7] 7ol At S A E, M &7] sUE
ol gm0 FEke 4 IS Aolch Z2E
A& 71o] wlel Hoh LAz o 2
IE 24gt dA ] =< (feedback)T
. 019F 22 Io] AAAHA IFE 5
o] ZE7} Qe AH-A}; 24 WS AJ7E

1)
tlo
=

i OH
_O\L
M
24

>
N
N,

0

e o

o |
I\
s
2N N o

o
N,

4n t

:

ok

EL_

ﬁ
i
:>;1:|‘l
12
ol
:?% -

ool
% FI
ol FLH>

L

1

ol

B
o,

x
2
ok

=O£
oo
ol
£

i
o;

N
>
_(?L
Rl rlo
O

)

O

A~

T
[e]
AR

2
o

o
5o
N

flo rr %9
- o
r

S
it}
%
i

9,
lo
pak
o
L

N
/

=
o

A 715E& HEA 8ot SE 0=
Z‘_—v—‘é 2 7H‘?—-l'3}—‘5 83t 7]3]o|ct. HXJZ} 24
o <719] 593 = tigh g+
—r{facul standardization)2 °o]3fjol= d &=
oh. TS QA AL ZRE oA L5
, SPjo] Hoj= 7oA Yeht= e o

o 4 =8 & 4 e e 21 95 ol

Rl
ﬁo rlo
”
:I:ﬂ
=y
:‘.’:
)
sk
o
0%

1o

I:t:l

EJ

u-[o
ot

[e]

F
o
==

290 | CHEtR(ZIOIAKREIX| RIB8H K53 2020




ORIGINAL ARTICLE

1. Introduction of the National Practical Examination for the Dentists
Press Release(2017). Ministry of Health and Welfare.

2. Cicchetti D. Guidelines, criteria, and rules of thumb for evaluating
normed and standardized assessment instruments in psychology.
Psychological Assessment 1994:6(4):284-290.

3. 27|, x|olat G0l M B IS0t K= UR| T, CHOER[d}
OJARBIX]| 2016;54(11):880-8%6.

4. 3200 ZA I ZAE Hlwep MET HIL Ewha Med J
2017:40(1):9-16.

b, BHERH, ZIS1, A SR F7ERL 1R A2 £, Hanyang
Med Rev 2015;35:44-49.

6. Fleiss J. Design and analysis of clinical experiments. New York, USA:
Wiley; 1936.

7. Hallgren K. Computing Inter-Rater Reliability for Observational Data:

An Overview Tutor and Tutorial. Tutor Quant Methods Psychol
2012:8(1):23-34.

8. Choi YH. Rating Performance of EFL Teachers in Writing assess—
ment: Comparison of Experienced and Novice Raters. Wt 85I
T 2013;17(1):199~215.

9. Cumming A, Kantor R, Powers D. Decision making while rating
ESL/EFL writing tasks: A descriptive framework. Modem Language
Journal 2002:86:67-96.

10. Barrett S. The impact of training on rater variability. Interational

Education Journal 2001;2:49-58.

11. Schoonen R. Generalizability of writing scores: An application of

structural equation modeling. Language Testing 2005:22:1-30.

15 Siolly ST (Uoneiqied)R T {yivhy

_|
o

TlEN &

| -
NE

CH&HR|2HOIARR3IX| M58 53 2020 | 291



