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OZET

BURSA ULUDAG UNIVERSITESI YABANCI DILLER YUKSEKOKULU
INGILIZCE HAZIRLIK BOLUMU’NDE INGILIZCE YAZILI ANLATIM
BECERISINI OLCMEK UZERE GELISTIRILEN COK BOYUTLU
NOTLANDIRMA OLCEGININ
GUVENIRLIK VE GECERLILIGI

Aliye Evin YORUDU

Yabanci Diller Egitimi Anabilim Dali

Ingilizce Ogretmenligi Programi

Anadolu Universitesi, Egitim Bilimleri Enstitiisii, Agustos 2021

Danigman: Prof. Dr. Fatma Hiilya OZCAN-ONDER

Bu ¢alisma, Bursa Uludag Universitesi, Yabanci Diller Yiiksekokulu, Ingilizce
Hazirhk Programi’nm  (BUU-YDYO-IHP) yeterlilik sinavindaki yazili anlatim
bolimiiniin degerlendirilmesinde kullanilan 6lgege yonelik giivenirlik ve gegerlik
kaygilar1 nedeniyle, kurama dayanan, giivenirlik ve gegerliligi nicel olarak kanitlanmis
ve yazili anlatim becerisini gereksinimlere gore olgebilecek bir Glgek gelistirmeyi
amaglamaktadir. Olgek kullanilarak elde edilen notlarin giivenirliginin kanitlanabilmesi,
Olgegin nicel ve nitel aragtirma yontemleri ile degerlendirilmesini gerektirmektedir. Bu
nedenle, calismada karma yontem benimsemistir. Calismanin nicel evresinde, 6gretmen-
puanlayicilar 6grenci metinlerini yeni 6lgegi kullanarak notlandirmis, verinin Cok-
yiizeyli Rasch analizi, dlgegin gilivenilir ve gegerli oldugunu gostermistir. Nitel veri de
sonuglar desteklemistir. Caligma, Tiirkiye’de Ingilizce 6greten kurumlarin uyguladig
sinavlarda yazili anlatim becerisinin degerlendirilmesi icin glivenilir ve gegerli bir 6l¢egin

gelistirilmesi konusunda yol gostermektedir.

Anahtar Sozciikler: Yazili anlatim becerisinin degerlendirilmesi, Olgek gecerlik

ve giivenirligi, Cok-yiizeyli Rasch Olgme Modeli.
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ABSTRACT

AN ALTERNATIVE MULTI-TRAIT RUBRIC FOR THE PERFORMANCE-
BASED ASSESSMENT OF EFL WRITING PROFICIENCY AT BURSA ULUDAG
UNIVERSITY, SCHOOL OF FOREIGN LANGUAGES

Aliye Evin YORUDU

Department of Foreign Language Education
Program in English Language Teaching

Anadolu University, Graduate School of Educational Sciences, August 2021

Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Fatma Hiilya OZCAN-ONDER

Considering the contextual and other validity-related concerns related to the
analytic rubric in use for the performance assessment of EFL writing proficiency at Bursa
Uludag University, School of Foreign Languages, Intensive English Program (BUU-SFL-
IEP), the purpose of this research is to develop a theoretically-based and an empirically-
validated multi-trait writing rubric which may serve to measure writing proficiency more
validly and reliably. Validation requires the evaluation of an instrument through a variety
of quantitative and qualitative forms of evidence to support inferences from test scores.
Hence, pure mixed-methods research approach is utilized in this study through the
application of both qualitative and quantitative methods. In the quantitative phase,
teacher-raters rated student essays using the new rubric, and Many Faceted Rasch
Measurement (MFRM) analysis revealed that it was statistically reliable and valid. The
qualitative phase explored the teacher-raters’ perspectives on the efficacy of the new
rubric. The findings support the quantitative findings indicating that all participants were
satisfied with the new rubric. Finally, the study offers suggestions and guidance for other
EFL contexts in Turkey that use high-stakes performance assessment.

Keywords: Performance-based assessment of writing proficiency, Rubric
validation, MFRM.
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1. INTRODUCTION
1.1. Background to the Study

Performance-based assessment of writing proficiency has become the norm since
the early part of the 1990’s together with the impact of the communicative era in language
teaching on language testing (Brown, 2004; McNamara, 1996, 2002; Shohamy, 1995;
Weigle, 2002). According to Weigle (2002, p. 46), “any assessment procedure that
involves either the observation of behavior in the real world or a simulation of a real-life
activity” could be viewed as performance-based assessment because the written product
is a form of a performance of writing. However, not only is writing a complex and
multifaceted activity, but the performance-based assessment of writing is also complex
and multifaceted (Hamp-Lyons, 1995, 2016a, 2016b); that is, there is a variety of factors,
variables, or components of the measurement situation that is assumed to affect test scores
in a systematic way (Eckes, 2011).

From a socio-cognitive perspective, Shaw and Weir (2007, p. X) group these facets
into three general categories as follows:

- the test-taker’s cognitive abilities,
- the context in which the task is performed, and
- the scoring process.

Shaw and Weir refer to these three internal dimensions of performance-based
assessment successively as cognitive validity, context validity, and scoring validity and
emphasize that the three constitute “an innovative conceptualization of construct
validity”. In the Dictionary of Language Testing (Davies et al., 1999, p. 33), construct
validity of a language test is defined as:

“An indication of how representative a test is of an underlying theory for writing
proficiency... Recent views of construct validity consider broader range of factors
such as performance differences across different groups, times, and settings and
test taker and rater behavior”.

In this view, not only is language use but also language assessment is a cognitively
processed phenomenon and socially situated. According to Shaw and Weir (2007, p. x),
such an understanding of validity has sound theoretical and direct practical relevance for
the assessors of performance-based writing proficiency. Crusan (2010) adds another type
of validity to this list: consequential validity, which she believes is “the most important”

type of validity (p. 41) and emphasizes that when a test is administered, the consequences



of this test need to be contemplated by the test makers. Altogether, different types of
validity mentioned so far comprises test validity.

In relation to the validity argument, one facet is central in the performance-based
assessment of writing: the rubric (Knoch, 2007, p. 4; Weigle, 2002, p. 108) since “the
writing rubric and the way raters interpret it represents the defacto test construct” (Knoch,
2011, p. 81), in particular in high-stakes tests (Eckes, 2011, p. 3). Because rubrics are the
foundation of a rater’s scoring process, principled rubric use requires systematic review
as rubrics are developed, adopted, or adapted into different local contexts (Crusan, 2010;
Janssen, Meier, & Trace, 2015). According to Janssen, Meier, and Trace (2015), an
ongoing rubric analysis to validate the rubric is a necessity in contexts that use high-stakes
performance assessment of writing proficiency.

In the process of developing a valid writing rubric for high-stakes performance
assessment of writing proficiency, one of the major decisions to be made is what type of
rubric will be used (Barkaoui, 2007; Weigle, 2002). This decision is critical because “the
score is ultimately what will be used in making decisions and inferences about writers”
(Weigle, 2002, p. 108). The type of rubric to be used in the scoring process is determined
according to two general scoring approaches categorized as norm-referenced and
criterion-referenced (Hyland, 2003). As expressed by Hyland (2003), judging a student’s
writing performance in comparison with the performance of other students is defined as
norm-referenced method. However, it has largely given way to criterion-referenced
practices where the quality of each writing performance is judged against its own right
according to some external criteria, such as coherence, grammatical accuracy, and so on
(Hyland, 2003). Criterion referenced procedures take a variety of forms and fall into three

main categories:

- holistic,
- analytic, and
- trait-based (Weigle, 2002, pp. 108-39).

To summarize the in-depth information on criterion-referenced approaches
provided by Weigle, holistic rubrics offer a general impression of a piece of writing while
analytic rubrics are based on separate scales of overall writing features. Trait-based
rubrics differ from holistic and analytic methods in that they are context-sensitive; that is,
they judge performance traits relative to a particular task. They are further categorized

into two as primary-trait and multiple-trait. Primary-trait scoring involves the scoring of
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a piece of writing in relation to one principal trait specific to that task. Multiple-trait
scoring, on the other hand, requires raters to provide separate scores for different writing
features as in analytic scoring.

Hamp-Lyons explains her disfavor for the term “analytic” in her following words:
“I don’t like the term ‘analytic’ because it takes us back to the time when, in the US
particularly, the direct assessment of writing had fallen into disfavour and educational
measurement gurus argued that indirect measures of writing were as good as the direct
scoring methods of the time, and more reliable. ... The term analytic is best reserved for the
attempts to capture (usullay merely hypothesized) characteristics and skills of writing
through the use of multiple-choice and other indirect or semi-direct test item types” (Hamp-
Lyons, 20164, pp. A1-A2).

Some researchers consider multi-trait and analytic rubrics synonymous (Davies et
al., 1999, p. 126; Lee, Gentile, & Kantor, 2010, p. 391; Weigle, 2002, p. 109) because
many of the characteristics ascribed to multiple-trait rubrics have to do more with
procedures for developing and using rubrics, rather than with the descriptions of rubrics
themselves (Weigle, 2002, p. 109). However, there is one important difference between
the two as stated by Hyland (2003, p. 230): the emphasis put on the context. Multiple-
trait rubrics treat writing as a multifaceted construct which is situated in particular
contexts and purposes, so they can address traits that do not occur in general analytic
rubrics such as “the ability to summarize a course text, consider both sides of an argument,
or develop move structure of an abstract” (Hyland, 2003, p. 230). Other than that,
multiple-trait and analytic rubrics have similar features. However, there certainly are
significant differences between multi-trait and holistic rubrics.

A multi-trait rubric rather than a holistic one has been designed for the purposes of
this research due to two reasons. The first reason is that in multi-trait scoring raters are
required to provide separate scores for each of several facets or traits of the performance
as opposed to holistic scoring where raters judge a performance impressionistically
according to its overall properties (Davies et al., 1999). The second reason is that
according to Hamp-Lyons (1995, 2016a, 2016b), while holistic scoring is appropriate for
scoring first-language (L1) essays, multiple-trait scoring has higher validity and
reliability when rating second- or foreign-language (L2) essays because different learners
have different levels of proficiency in different aspects of L2 writing.

In light of the brief literature review provided above, it can be concluded that a

context-sensitive rubric validation where the type of rubric to be used needs to be



judiciously decided is a requirement for institutions that use high-stakes performance
assessment of writing proficiency. Chalhoub-Deville claims that:
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.. in high stakes testing where critical decisions are made (e.g., certification, fulfilling a
degree requirement, admission into a programme, progressing into a higher grade, securing
a job, etc.), it is imperative that resources be allocated for assessment frameworks to be
validated in their context of use. In high-stakes testing, the deficiency of evidence to support
an assessment framework in a given context of application weakens the validity of test

interpretation and use, which has grave ramifications” (Chalhoub-Deville, 1997, p. 17).

As Aksit (2018) put forward, admission decisions need to be backed up with research
as warrants of their validity. Otherwise, decisions of admission or refusal based on test
scores are not meaningful, fair, or justifiable. It would not be wrong to state that the
intensive English programs of the universities in Turkey need such validation processes
for their proficiency examinations as these tests are examples of high stakes testing based
on which students are admitted to study in their departments or not. Validation is
particularly important for the performance-based assessment components of these
examinations due to their subjective nature. The context of the current research, Bursa
Uludag University, School of Foreign Languages, Intensive English Program (hereafter
BUU-SFL-IEP), was also in need for such a validation process for the assessment of
writing performance carried out in the proficiency examination that takes place at the end

of each academic year as an exit examination.

1.2. Context of the study
BUU-SFL-IEP pursues skills-based language instruction in which each of the four

language skills (i.e., reading, writing, listening, and speaking) and language systems (i.e.,
grammar and vocabulary) are taught and assessed separately throughout the academic
year. At the end of the academic year, a large-scale in-house English language proficiency
examination at the B1+ proficiency level is administered for over 1.500 students to
measure whether they are proficient enough to carry on studying in their departments
where 30% of their content courses (100% for a few departments) are conducted in
English. The minimum score that test takers need to be able to move to any of the
undergraduate programs at BUU is 60 out of 100, except for the English language
teaching department, which requires 75. Alternatively, equivalent scores from language
examinations given by one of the two external organizations; namely, the TOEFL IBT
(72 — 102 points) by Educational Testing Service (ETS) (www.ets.org) and IELTS (5.0 —



6.0), which is jointly owned by British Council, IDP: IELTS Australia, and Cambridge
English Language Assessment (www.ielts.org), are also accepted as valid proof of
English language proficiency. The students who obtain the required scores from one of
these examinations start their subject studies whereas those who fail to receive the
required minimum score, study at the BUU-SFL-IEP for one year before taking the
examination again at the end of the instructional period in June. Considering the
consequences of the BUU-SFL-IEP proficiency examination for students, it might then
be concluded that it is a high-stakes test, and consequential validity is surely an issue to
be taken into consideration seriously.

The English language proficiency examination comprises four sections: language
use, listening, reading, and writing. Language use, listening, and reading sections are 100
minutes long and consists of 80 multiple-choice questions. These sections comprise 80%
of the test-takers’ total score. The writing section is 50 minutes long and offers test takers
a choice of three argumentative essay prompts. They choose one and are expected to write
between 200-250 words. The prompts require test takers to give their opinion on a
statement and justify their opinion using supporting details. The writing section of the
examination which is an example of performance-based assessment writing proficiency
comprises 20% of the test-takers’ total score. Thus, the writing section also has a high-
stakes use. Due to the high number of students who take the examination, all instructors
take part in the different phases of the process as proctors and/or raters.

The scoring process of the performance writing assessment at BUU-SFL-IEP
proceeds as follows. The process begins a day after the proficiency examination is
administered with the training and norming session that is moderated by the writing
course coordinator in collaboration with the continuous professional development unit
head. In this meeting, BUU-SFL-IEP instructors are asked to go over the analytic rubric
that is used for scoring and independently rate 5 sample essays selected from the pool of
the essays written by the students in the proficiency examination in 30 minutes. At the
end of the 30-minute period, raters negotiate on the scores that they assign for each of the
5 essays with the guidance of the moderators. After the raters reach an agreement on the
scores and ask any questions that they may have regarding the scoring process and the
use of the rubric, the actual scoring process begins. Each rater is expected to score 50
essays in a total of five hours. After each rater scores 25 essays in two and a half hours,
s/he receives the second batch that consists of another set of 25 essays, which means each



essay is scored independently by two trained raters to give each performance a score out
of 20 by using the analytic rubric. The two raters’ scores are summed by the testing unit
to arrive at the final score for each performance. Rater agreement is monitored throughout
the scoring process. If raters give non-adjacent scores, the performance is re-evaluated by
a third examiner. All instructors with minimum two years of experience in scoring EFL
writing performance take part in the scoring process as raters due to the large number of

students taking the examination.

1.3. Statement of the problem
For the assessment of performance writing component of the proficiency

examination at BUU-SFL-IEP, an adapted version of the analytic rubric, ESL
Composition Profile (See Appendix 1), which was developed by Jacobs, Zinkgraf,
Wormuth, Hartfield, and Hugley (1981, p. 30) and regarded as “one of the best known
and most widely used analytic scales in ESL”, is used because of the supposedly strong
construct validity it has in terms of proposed writing course goals (Weigle, 2002, p. 115).
However, several concerns arise concerning the use of this rubric in terms of its context
validity, scoring validity, construct validity, and in turn its consequential validity.

The first problem is related to the context validity because the adapted version of
the rubric is “intuition-based” as adapted or adopted rubrics defined in the literature rather
than a locally designed and locally controlled one (Crusan, 2010, p. 72; Janssen, Meier,
& Trace, 2015, p. 53; Knoch, 2007, p. 5) . They are called intuition-based since they are
based on other rubric samples, reflecting the experience of other rubric developers.
Taking an intact rubric and modifying it for the local assessment context is a strategy
likely to be adequate for most classroom assessment, yet it simply does not suffice in tests
with more high-stakes uses (Janssen, Meier, & Trace, 2015). According to Broad (2003),
this lack of contextual relevance and failure to grow organically from contexts and
purposes make many traditional rubrics problematic. Thus, good writing assessment
should be contextualized and locally developed (Hamp-Lyons, 1995; Crusan, 2010,
2015).

The second problem is related to the scoring validity of the rubric. In the recent
years, it has been observed that the number of essays re-evaluated by the third examiner
increased drastically. In order to find out where the problem arose from, raters were

requested to provide feedback during the staff meetings that were held to evaluate the



program at the end of the 2016-2017 academic year. These meetings revealed concerns,
particularly in relation to the rubric’s difficulty of use when scoring. For instance, the
majority of the raters have criticized the rubric’s use of impressionistic terminology or
relativistic wording in descriptors, which is open to subjective interpretations and make
it difficult to differentiate between score or band levels. Raters stated to have relied on
their “gut feeling” of the level of a performance, which is not a legitimate way to assess
test takers’ writing proficiency, particularly for such a high-stakes test. Although teacher-
raters have voiced their concerns periodically in different platforms since 2010, the year
when the writing rubric used currently was initiated, no action was taken until 2016, the
year when the curriculum renewal process was started.

Another problem pointed by the raters is related to the construct validity of the test:
the number and weighting of the different categories (i.e., content, organization,
grammar, and vocabulary) in the rubric. Most raters indicate that there seems to be “a
category or more is missing” in the rubric because increasing scores are not consistently
representative of increased examinee ability. The majority of the raters indicated that
there needs to be a category to measure the logical flow of ideas, i.e., fluency or coherence
which they reckon is not measured in the rubric in use. Regarding the weighting of each
category, all raters agreed that they need to be reevaluated being dependent on what is
valued more in the performance assessment of writing proficiency in our context.

Taken together, these issues negatively affect the test validity of the performance-
based assessment of writing proficiency at BUU-SFL-IEP. Hitherto test validity has been
emphasized more than reliability, which is defined as “the extent to which results can be
considered consistent” (Bachman & Palmer, 1996, p. 16). However, it is not because
reliability is not an important issue, but because test validity is essential to test reliability
(Crusan, 2010, p. 42). In other words, if a test is not valid, there is no point in discussing
reliability because test validity is required before reliability can be considered in any

meaningful way.

1.4. Statement of the purpose
Considering the contextual and other validity-related concerns in relation to the

analytic rubric in use at present for the performance-based assessment of EFL writing

proficiency at BUU-SFL-IEP, the purpose of this research study was to develop an



alternative theoretically-based and an empirically-validated multi-trait writing rubric
which may serve to measure writing proficiency more validly and reliably.
The three research questions guiding the study are presented below:

1. What are the teacher-raters’ perspectives on the rubric that is currently used for
the performance-based assessment of writing proficiency?

2. To what extent is an alternative theoretically-based and empirically-developed
multi-trait rubric of academic writing (that has been newly designed) valid and
reliable for the measurement of performance-based assessment of EFL writing
proficiency at BUU-SFL-IEP?

3. What are the teacher-raters’ perspectives on the use of this alternative multi-trait

writing rubric that has been newly designed?

1.5. Sig