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ABSTRACT

Aim/Purpose This study will review the existing literature on the advantages and challenges
associated with rubric design and implementation. The role of rubric as an
authentic assessment instrument will also be discussed.

Background This study provides an overall understanding of ‘rubric design, the benefits
and challenges of using rubrics, which will be useful for both practitioners
and researchers alike.

Methodology A comprehensive literature review was carried out on rubric, educational as-
sessment, authentic assessment and other related topics.

Contribution Different types of rubrics and essential elements to create a complete rubric
for classroom effectiveness are reviewed from literature to aid researchers,
students and teachers who are new to using and designing rubrics. For expe-
rienced rubric designers and users, this will be an opportunity for them to get
reassurance from the literature regarding good practices of rubric usage. This
project will also be of use to researchers working on rubrics.

Findings A rubric is not only an assessment tool useful for students in high-stakes
exam but also an educational instrument supporting learners to select appro-
priate learning approaches, assisting teachers to design effective instruction
strategies, and improve reliability and validity of assessment.
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The Role of Rubrics in Learning and Authentic Assessment

Novice learners should begin with generic rubrics due to their simplicity.
Meanwhile, a task-specific rubric is more useful to improve reliability and va-
lidity of large-scale assessment. Holistic rubrics are appropriate for assess-
ment of learning and analytic rubrics are almost indispensable in student-cen-
tred classroom and assessment for learning,

Recommendations A rubric as an authentic assessment instrument is useful to enhance the relia-

for Practitioners bility of authentic assessment. Moreover, other empirical results indicate that
rubrics play an importance role in authentic assessment regardless of levels or
disciplines.

Recommendations Those carrying out research on rubrics, rubric design and authentic assess-

for Researchers ment will find this paper useful as a point of reference to inform their re-
search.

Impact on Society ~ The findings apply to both learners and instructors in terms of analyzing best
practices when using rubrics. The paper highlights that there are three main
factors that determine the effectiveness of a rubric in improving students’
performance: namely, the users’ perception, the design, and the purpose of
using rubrics. Rubric designing variables should also be optimized based on
reliable data and information about the target educational context. Armed
with this information, instructors will be in a better position to optimise the
learning experience of their students.

Future Research Systemic literature reviews with data analysis from both qualitative and quan-
titative findings should be carried out in the future to identify current trends
and the role of rubrics in learning,.

Keywords rubric, authentic assessment, rubric design, assessment method, scoring guide

INTRODUCTION

WHAT IS A RUBRIC?

In the early of 1400s, the term “rubric” was initially used in English to refer to the colour red. Rubric
also appeared in antique writings, catholic archives and law documents where it generally meant “a
noted sentence of any book marked with red letters” (Cooper & Gargan, 2011). However, that was
only the root of an interesting story of rubrics. Nowadays, ‘rubric’ is widely known and studied as an
educational term. There are many studies that have been done on rubric design, benefits and disad-
vantages associated with rubric usage. This implies that in the field of education, a rubric is not
merely a book marked with red letters.

There is a wide variety of definitions of a rubric in education. To some extent, rubrics are scoring
schemes (Popham, 1997) that help and guide people in judging a variety of constructs such as quality
of students’ work, academic performance as well as educational resources (Moskal & Leydens, 2000;
Porcello & Hsi, 2013; Rezaei & Lovorn, 2010). According to Andrade (2000) and Arter and Chap-
puis (2000), a rubric lists the scoring criteria and portrays all levels of quality. Jénsson and Panadero
(2016) define rubrics as “assessment instruments designed to assist in identifying and evaluating qual-
itative differences in student performance”. In other words, whatever rubrics are called (rules, guides,
criteria or descriptions, etc.), they are deliberately designed to clarify what is needed to reach different
levels of quality.

A rubric is supposed to be specific by the elements of its structure, which nail down the essential in-
formation of the rubric. Herman (1992) highlighted four basic elements in rubric design whereas
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Dawson (2017) proposed fourteen design elements. In terms of format, information in a rubric can
be presented in either table format or info-graphic, with emojis or samples and with quality words,
quantity numbers or even detailed explanations. These varieties will probably bring flexibility to edu-
cators as well as rubric designers. However, in the absence of a consistent definition, previous re-
search on rubrics has usually caused divergence of interpretation (Dawson, 2017). Therefore, this
study employs the definition of Allen & Tanner (2000) that rubrics or assessment rubrics ate “a type
of matrix providing scaled levels of achievement or understanding with detailed descriptions for a set
of criteria or dimensions of quality and scoring strategy for a given type of performance”.

BENEFITS OF USING RUBRICS

In recent years, mainstream research has focused more on the use of rubrics in education to investi-
gate how and to what extent they can benefit students in learning and achieving better results as well
as how they assist teachers and educators in making accurate assessment about their students’ perfor-
mance. Rubrics are basically supposed to help students understand teachers’ expectation and make
the scoring more consistent by clarifying fuzzy goals (Andrade & Du, 2005; Panadero & Jonsson,
2013; Sundeen, 2014; Wolf & Stevens, 2007).

Clear evaluation of criteria and explicit quality definitions for those criteria at given levels of achieve-
ment are key components of rubrics that promote students learning. Being well informed about what
is important enables students to design their own learning plans more effectively. Sitting in the same
classes or even the same courses does not mean students hold identical aptitudes, backgrounds and
career goals. As a component of student-centred approach of education, rubrics provide students
with clear direction and targets thereby helping them map out an optimal learning strategy (Alonso-
Tapia & Panadero, 2010; Andrade & Du, 2005; Li & Lindsey, 2015; Schmoker, 2006; Wiggins, 1998).
In other words, when students are under constrains of time, cost, capacity and learning-orientations,
a good understanding of criteria of evaluation allow them to allocate their effort in different subjects
adequately. Acting as a self-assessment tool, rubrics simplifies learners’ self-monitoring; allow them
to get peer-feedbacks immediately during collaborative learning and doing assignments (Bolton,
2006; Jonsson & Panadero, 2017; Linn et al., 1991). In many relevant studies, immediate feedbacks
are considered especially useful to low-ability students who are struggling with difficult tasks to
achieve higher performance (Attali & Van der Kleij, 2017; Bangert-Drowns et al., 1991). They are
also supposed to enhance cognitive and metacognitive performance, calibration accuracy, self-effi-
cacy as well as self-regulated learning skills, engagement, motivation, and learning outcomes (Corbett
& Anderson, 2001; El Saadawi et al., 2008; Feingold et al., 2008; Muis et al., 2015; Nietfeld et al.,
2006; Parmelee et al., 2012; Rawekar et al., 2013; Schmid et al., 2008; Schunk, 2003; Stone, 2000;
Winne & Hadwin, 1998; Zimmerman, 2000). Timmerman et al. (2011) carried out a survey on 1026
observations and received the result that a great proportion of students considered peer feedback
based on rubric criteria improved the quality of their papers. Rubrics are not only useful in assess-
ment for learning but also in high-stakes tests. Including a transparent scoring strategy, they help stu-
dents better prepare for exams, diminish anxiety and reduce arguments about the final results (An-
drade & Du, 2005; Wolf & Stevens, 2007). Students may use the information in rubrics to check the
accuracy of assessments and therefore, the confidence and fairness of their grades are improved.

Through the scope of teachers and educators, rubrics can also benefit in many aspects. Firstly, ru-
brics can be used for a wide variety of learning contexts such as virtual learning, essays, lab work,
presentation, exhibits and performances, portfolios of student work, artwork and even internships
(Karkehabadi, 2013). Menéndez-Varela and Gregori-Giralt (2016) discover that by involving rubrics
in distance learning courses, students’ achievement and satisfaction is better enhanced. Therefore,
they suggest considering rubrics not only as a scoring tool but also as a first-order teaching resource.
Secondly, with the help of rubrics, the judgment process probably becomes more accurate, unbiased
and consistent (Wolf & Stevens, 2007). When students are enjoying their trips to the beach, throw a
house party or doing barbeque by the swimming pool after finishing exams, their teachers may be
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buried under tons of answer sheets. Subjective opinion is a potential factor diminishing an assess-
ment’s accuracy. Sometime, teachers even mobilize all their teaching assistants to mark exam papers.
Without specific performance criteria provided in rubrics, it is impossible to control the validity and
reliability in scoring process (Wolf & Stevens, 2007). Furthermore, the rubric appears to be an effi-
cient reference for educators to design suitable learning environment as well as assessment methods
(Arter & McTigue, 2001). It supports instructors to detect weaknesses or misalignments in curricular
(Halonen et al. 2003). A well-designed learning environment is a key to enhance teachers’ confidence
and students’ motivation, which in turn has a positive impact on academic performance (Coe et al.,
2006; Hillman et al., 2008; Hillman et al., 2009). That is why Song (2006) concluded in his study that
rubrics can teach as well as evaluate. After decades with hundreds of empirical studies to investigate
how rubrics can benefit learning and teaching activities, there are inevitably some results reporting
negative effect due to preventing students from learning further than what is mentioned in rubrics
(Wiggins, 1998). However, providing a well-designed rubric with explicit learning targets even before
the courses start is widely considered important for both learner and educator to avoid time-consum-
ing activities, inconsistency and biasness in learning and assessment process. It seems to be the most
terrible disaster that no student at any grade expects to encounter is not boring classes, tough assign-
ments, and stressful examinations but the moment they realise what they learn is irrelevant to what
appears on their question papers.

TYPES OF RUBRICS

The pedagogical terminology “rubric”, in general, refers to “a scoring guide used to evaluate the qual-
ity of students’ constructed responses” (Popham, 1997). They are typically presented in table format
and consist of four basic elements (Herman et al., 1993); namely, scoring criteria, a rating scale, defi-
nitions of each criterion and descriptions for specified performance levels (see Table 1). However,
there are several types of rubrics specified by their composition and contend to fulfil the educational
objective of the courses. In terms of particular object of assessment and scoring strategy, rubrics are
principally categorized into generic-rubric, task-specific rubric, holistic and analytic rubric (Dawson,
2017).

As mentioned by Tierney and Simon (2004), rubrics are either “generic” or “specific”” according to
their level of specificity. Generic rubrics are shaped with performance criteria designed to reflect
broad learning targets (Tierney and Simon, 2004). For example, a problem-solving rubric is useful in
dealing with assignments on Math, Physics, Economics, and so forth; a reading rubric can be applied
not only for literature courses. In fact, students often face similar learning processes when approach-
ing different domains. With criteria that are general across different context, educators can save con-
siderable time on creating rubrics for each specific task (see Table 2), students may easily capture the
essential principles across disciplines as well (Bargainnier, 2003). At the opposite pole, task-specific
rubrics are equipped with criteria and descriptions that represent specific features of a performance.
Therefore, it is applicable for only one particular task, football dribbling for instance (Bargainnier,
2003). That narrow space of application is the trade-off for more reliable assessment and concrete
descriptions to guide interpretation (Tierney and Simon, 2004). It is worth noting that there is an
open room for teachers who have the intention to harmonize the drawbacks of generic and specific
rubrics without sacrificing their advantages. That hybrid rubric may contain generic language and
some criteria that are task-specific (Center for Advance Research Language Acquisition, 2018).
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Table 1. Sample of generic rubric

(Generic rubric for practice)

Grading Poor (1) Below Average | Average (3) Good (4) Excellent (5)
Criteria )
Organiza- | The essay is The main Writing has Writing follows a | Writing is clear,
tion unclear with no | points of the | minimal organ- | logical organiza- | logical, and
organization. essay are am- | ization and a tion, but some- very
biguous. basic thesis times drifts from | organized
statement. the thesis. around a
developed
thesis.
Evidence | The essay does | The evidence | The use of evi- | There is evi- Every point is
not attempt to | provided dence is mini- | dence to support | cleatly sup-
use evidence to | does not sup- | mal, but it does | almost every ported by
support thesis. | port thesis. support thesis. | point. strong evi-
dence.
Analysis The essay does | The analysis | The analysis of | The analysis ex- | The analysis
not attempt to | of the evi- the evidence plains how the shows a strong

explain how
the evidence
relates to the-
sis.

dence has no
relation to the
thesis.

stretches its
meaning to
support thesis.

evidence sup-
portts the thesis
in most cases.

relationship be-
tween the evi-
dence and the
thesis.

Source: http:

osi.berkeleyv.edu/media/generic-essay-rubric.pdf

(Graduate Student Instructor — Berkeley Graduate Division)

Table 2. Sample of task-specific rubric

(Dribbling rubric)

Point 1evel Description of Dribbling Ability

0 points Cannot perform the skill.

1 point Can control a ball through four cones three feet apart
in more than ten seconds.

2 points Can control a ball through four cones three feet apart
in ten seconds.

3 points Can control a ball through four cones three feet apart
in seven seconds.

4 points Can control a ball through four cones three feet apart
in five seconds

Source: http:

www.cwu.edu/~gossge/curriculum/rubric/rubrics

(Central Washington University)

Rubrics are also categorized as “holistic” and “analytic” based on the procedures of grading and
marking. When component parts of a task need to be judged separately, analytic rubric is an ideal op-
tion. The rubric is often presented as a matrix with performance criteria of a single task are listed in
the leftmost column, the top row lists the levels of proficiency and the descriptions are stored in the
cells. The users obtain the overall score by summing the results from all criteria (Moskal & Leydens,
2000; Nitko, 2001). This composition allows the assessors to put different weights in different fea-
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tures and, therefore, students are clearly aware of which modules of the task they should place em-
phasis on. The learners can also use analytic rubrics as a flow chart to track the progress they have
made over time (Moskal & Leydens, 2000) and self-assess their capacity (Bargainnier, 2003). The
multidimensional matrix gives such specific feedback that it can be a reliable source to develop stu-
dents’ profiles of strengths and weakness (Mertler, 2001). Creating and applying such a detailed ru-
bric is obviously time-consuming (Mertler, 2001) and more possibilities for raters to disagree
(McNamara, 1996). In contrast, a holistic rubric requires the teacher to score the overall process or
product, without judging the component parts separately (Nitko, 2001). The rubric looks like a uni-
dimension matrix or a text-based list of levels (see Table 3) with each band on the scale describing
performance on multiple traits (CARLA, 2018). This holistic scoring strategy enables the measurers
to focus on the overall quality, proficiency, or understanding of the specific content and skills
(Mertler, 2001). Thus, it is supposed to be more appropriate with open-answered tasks, when the
“whole is greater than the sum of its parts” (Nitko, 2001). It is quick to use and easy to construct a
holistic rubric but the lack of specific details and limitation in providing feedback for improvement
makes it not useful for formative assessments (CARLA, 2018; Mertler, 2001).

Table 3. Sample of holistic rubric
(Articulating thoughts through written communication)

Score Description

4 Above Average: The audience is able to easily identify the focus of the work and is
engaged by its clear focus and relevant details. Information is presented logically
and naturally. Mechanical errors or misspelled words do not distract the reader.

3 Sufficient: The audience is easily able to identify the focus of the student work which
is supported by relevant ideas and supporting details. Information is presented in a
logical manner that is easily followed. Minimal interruption to the work due to mis-
spellings and/or mechanical etrors.

2 Developing: The audience can identify the central purpose of the student work with-
out little difficulty and supporting ideas are present and clear. The information is
presented in an orderly fashion that can be followed with little difficulty. There are
some misspellings and/or mechanical etrors, but they do not seriously distract from
the work.

1 Needs Improvement: The audience cannot clearly or easily identify the central ideas or
purpose of the student work. Information is presented in a disorganized fashion
causing the audience to have difficulty following the author's ideas. There are many
misspellings and/or mechanical errors that negatively affect the audience's ability to
read the work.

Source: https://curry.virginia.edu/uploads/resourcelibrary/Info on Rubrics.docx

(Curry School of Education and Human Development — University of Virginia)

Rubrics not only guide the scoring process but also provide qualitative feedback. The single-point ru-
bric is a typical one. With the pedagogical philosophy that descriptive feedback is indeed more valua-
ble than a number or a label of proficiency for setting improvement plan (Fluckiger, 2010), a single-
point rubric consists of only guidance on and descriptions of successful work (Hashem, 2017). In
more detail, only the descriptions of proficient level of criteria are informed and placed in the middle
column. The leftmost and rightmost columns are left blank for notes on what needs improvement
and how the work exceeds expectations respectively (Gonzalez 2015). This three-column format cre-
ates more time and space for student to identify and note their own strengths and weaknesses in
work by minimizing the use of text. That unique feedback prevents them from ranking and compar-
ing themselves with one another and helps take student’s attention off the grade (Hashem, 2017).
Moreovet, it saves teachers’ time on attempting to predict and prescribe all level of mastery as noted
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by (Fluckiger, 2010) that “students may surprise us if we leave quality open-ended”. Developmental
rubric is another type of rubric in which the central purpose is not scoring an end performance. Intu-
itively, a developmental rubric is a subset of analytic rubrics with multiple traits of evaluation (see Ta-
ble 4). Its primary goal is to evaluate how students are developing their skills and proficiency. Based
on the relevant developmental theory, the rubric’s design is characterized and distinguished by the set
of criteria. Hence, it is quite challenging to design an applicable developmental rubric.

Table 4. Sample of analytic rubric

Value 3 Valne 2 Valne 1 Score

Describe | Provides a complete | Provides a partial but Provides an incomplete,
and accurate de- mostly accurate description | unclear, or inaccurate
scription of the key | of the subject matter description of subject
subject matter and and/or elements seen in the | matter and/or elements
elements seen in the | artwork; some key compo- | seen in the artwork;
artwork. nents overlooked. many key components

overlooked.

Analyze | Accurately relates Relates with limited profi- Has trouble relating how
how the structures ciency how the structures of | the structures of art
of art function to- art function together to function together to
gether to make a make a complete composi- | make a complete com-
complete composi- | tion; overlooks some im- position.
tion. portant components.

Interpret | Suggests a logical Suggests a literal meaning Finds it difficult to inter-
and/or symbolic expressed in a work of art; | pret the meaning of the
meaning expressed | supports idea with limited work; guesses meaning
in a work of art; points of visual evidence without visual support.
supports idea with found in the piece.
multiple points of
visual evidence
found in the piece.

Evaluate | Uses multiple crite- | Uses a limited range of cri- | Uses personal opinion
ria to judge the qual- | teria to judge the quality of | to judge the quality of a
ity of a finished a work of art; personal tinished work of art.
work of art; avoids | opinion shown.
personal opinion.

Tech- Finished paper fol- | Finished paper contains mi- | Finished paper has nu-

nical lows rules of gram- | nor flaws in grammar and merous flaws in gram-
mar and essay writ- | essay writing; needs editing. | mar and does not follow
ing; is in publishable conventions of essay
form. writing; needs rewriting,

Total
score

Source: https://www.academia.edu/30309500/Analytic Rubric Sample From Ru-

brics The Heart of Assessment

GENERIC RUBRIC: A SELF-ASSESSMENT TOOL

The rubric is an important component of authentic assessment (Menéndez-Varela & Gregori-Giralt,
2016). It provides transparent grading criteria, useful feedback and clarifies the educational goal of
the course, which in turn makes the learning process more meaningful and reinforces the confidence
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of assessment. However, there is no such thing as one-size-fits-all when it comes to rubric applica-
tion. According to the learning objective, instruction strategy and assessment method, educators
choose the most appropriate type of rubric to facilitate their educational activities. In practice, essen-
tial benefits of generic rubrics are better understood when it is used by novice learners who are strug-
gling with fundamental skills (Brookhart, 2013; CARLA, 2018).

Teachers may face difficulties in designing effective instruction schemes if they lack understanding
the learning behaviours of students. The first step is always the hardest. Therefore, learning behav-
iours of novice learners is a topic that has attracted several studies (Chi et al., 1988; Swanson et al.,
1990). In general, they are supposed to be less aware of when they need to check for errors, why they
fail to comprehend, and how they need to redirect their efforts (A. L. Brown & DelLoache, 1978).
Moreovet, allocating their time, monitoring their own thinking and problem solving are also weak-
nesses of novice learners (Bransford et al., 1989). The generic rubric is born to assist learners over-
come those hurdles in principle. The rubric provides general information about essential ingredients
of the ‘skill to be measured’ (Popham, 1997; Oakleaf, 2006) and contains descriptions that help stu-
dents focus on what their learning target is supposed to be (Learnalberta.ca, 2018). Students, thereby,
can employ the rubric as a lighthouse to keep their learning on track. Time and effort allocation now
appear to be simplified when students are fully aware of where they need to place emphasis on. Be-
sides, the key feature that distinguishes generic rubrics with task-specifics ones is the ability to be ap-
plied in many different tasks, as long as they belong to the same domain because no specific features
of a particular task is included in a generic rubric. Theories, concepts, task directions or answers to a
problem will not be found in generic rubrics (Brookhart, 2013). In fact, a well-built generic rubric
aims at encouraging students develop their skills and abilities across different contexts (Learnal-
berta.ca, 2018). Thus, novice leaners will not be overloaded with too much information (Moreno,
2004), which is usually associated with a loss of control over the situation, and sometimes with feel-
ings of being overwhelmed (Bawden & Robinson, 2009). General descriptions of characteristics of
strong performance help students build up a concept of what it means to perform a skill well.
Brookhart (2013) writes: “when the rubrics are the same each time a student does the same kind of
work, the student will learn general qualities of good essay writing, problem solving, and so on”.
Bearing in mind this concept when dealing with different assignments, students can explore their
own paths to success as well as self-evaluate the knowledge and skills (e.g., problem-solving) they are
developing over time (Brookhart, 2013; Tierney & Simon, 2004), which is also mentioned by Petkov
and Petkova (2006) as long-term assessment and comparability function of generic scoring rubric.

However, there are some challenges that need to be considered when a generic rubric is applied.
Balan (2012) recorded positive effects on students’ learning when a generic rubric is used to support
mathematical problem solving. Nevertheless, it took the students a couple of weeks to comprehend
and use the rubric for self-assessment and peer-assessment purposes. One possible reason is that
novice learners are unlikely to use self-tests and self-questioning as sources of feedback to correct
misconceptions and to redirect the use of learning strategies (Bransford et al., 1982; A. L. Brown et
al., 1983; Rafoth et al., 1993). Therefore, Brookhart (2013) concludes that practice is required to bet-
ter apply the rubric. Moreover, Orsmond et al. (1996) and Jénsson and Svingby (2007) argue that stu-
dents’ lesser developed sense of how to interpret criteria may cause differences between instructor
and student judgments. In the same vein, Li and Lindsey (2015), in their effort to explore the varia-
tions between students’ and teachers’ readings of rubrics, realized that discrepancies in interpretation
and application of the rubric in essay evaluation are potential limitations, especially in first-year writ-
ing programs. For this reason, Wiggins (1998) and Busching (1998) suggest that the variability of stu-
dents and teachers’ interpretation can be reduced significantly when generic terms are clarified with
“anchors”, task-specific exemplars or indicators. In order to make both the student and teacher con-
fident that they are developing the required skills and understandings, specific features of under-
standing included in a generic rubric should also correlate to learning outcomes in the program of
studies (Learnalberta.ca, 2018).
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TASK-SPECIFIC RUBRIC: A SCORING GUIDE TO IMPROVE ASSESSMENTS’ RELIABILITY

It is quite plausible if task-specific and generic rubrics are compared with two tails of a coin. A ge-
neric rubric contains general criteria and is reusable across tasks whereas task-specific rubric reflects
specific features of the elicited performance (Brookhart, 2013). While the former helps students cap-
ture fundamental and general principles, the latter details elements required to complete a particular
task successfully (Bargainnier, 2003). However, both rubrics can well complement each other to fulfil
the need of students from elementary to a more specialized level of knowledge. When a task-specific
rubric is involved, students seem to score higher, reach further achievement (Howell, 2011; Howell,
2014) and obviously, the assessment’s reliability is also improved (Brookhart, 2013). Nevertheless,
only those responsible for grading in large-scale and authentic assessment fully appreciate what task-
specific rubrics can do.

According to Gulikers et al. (2004), learning, instruction and assessment need to be closely aligned in
order to attain educational goals. This implies traditional knowledge transmission is only compatible
when knowledge acquisition is the primary goal of learning. Modern education philosophy focus on
analytical thinking and competence development, which “empower learners for the jobs and skills of
the future” (Deakin University, 2017, p. 9), hence, requires more practical instructions and an authen-
tic assessment approach. Gulikers et al. (2004) argued that authentic assessment requires students to
use “the same competencies, or combinations of knowledge, skills, and attitudes, that they need to
apply in the criterion situation in professional life” and, therefore, impacts on the quality and depth
of learning achieved by the student (Dochy & McDowell 1997; Wiggins 1993) as well as enhances
employability (Wu et al., 2015). Although it is quite appropriate for modern learning contexts with
countless advantages, one of the most serious downsides of authentic assessment is subjectiveness
(Ewing, 1998; Honebein et al., 1993; H. M. Huang, 2002; Petraglia, 1998), which means that the per-
ception of student and teacher or assessment developers about authentication is not homogeneous
(Gulikers et al., 2004). As a result, this heterogeneity in perception may cause problems related to re-
liability and validity of scoring. Reliability implies how an assessment is independent of who does the
scoring (Jonsson & Svingby, 2007) and validity, according to Jonsson and Svingby (2007) in this con-
text, answers the question “Does the assessment measure what it was intended to measure?”. When
it comes to the problems of reliability and validity, a task-specific rubric is considered as a feasible
solution. A rubric with clear learning targets and confirms criteria with explicit descriptions of spe-
cific tasks will assure students and assessors hold a similar view of authentic assessment. In fact, the
lack of consistency of an individual marker, which is supposed to be a “major threat of variation in
judgments” (G. Brown et al., 1997), may not be a considerable concern when those marking are sup-
ported by a rubric. In the same line, Arter and McTighe (2001) declared that more specific scoring
rubrics can transform a subjective evaluation process into a cleat, consistent, and verifiable proce-
dure.

It is obvious that assessors may draw different conclusions about the same performance because of
differences in experience and disagreement on scoring routines (Jénsson & Svingby, 2007). Thus, a
task-specific rubric is especially useful in high-stake assessments and especially large-scale assess-
ments, when student progress is measured at the local, state or national level. The rubric makes scor-
ing easier for teachers, require less time and a minimum of practice to achieve inter-rater reliability
(Brookhart, 2013; Pindiprolu et al., 2005). On the other hand, designing a good quality task-specific
rubric is difficult and requires great investment in terms of time and effort. For this reason, applying
task-specific rubric in large-scale assessments, which include hundreds or thousands of students,
might help solve the problem of cost-benefit optimization. Moreover, involving experts in task-spe-
cific rubric development is a recommended solution to overcome its quality requirement as well as
improve the rubric content validity (Taggart et al., 2001). Finally, when the criteria of a task are more
specifically defined, assessors may find it awkward when they encounter open-ended tasks. Pindi-
prolu et al. (2005, p. 2) foresee this issue and suggest: “it is important to develop a generic scoring
rubric that delineates objective scoring criteria that reflects current best practices in the field and then
to use the generic scoring rubric guidelines to develop task specific scoring rubrics to help assess a
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student’s performance on a case”. Generic and task-specific rubrics are again deemed to be two sides
of coin.

HoLIsTIC RUBRIC: WHEN THE WHOLE IS GREATER THAN THE SUM OF ITS PARTS

One of the basic principles of designing rubrics is that after rubric developers make up their mind on
what level of specificity is appropriate, the procedure of scoring or marking should be put under con-
sideration (Bargainnier, 2003). The question is thus, in what context are analytic and holistic rubrics
useful for? According to Young (2013), different degrees of judgment complexity might be more use-
ful in different stages of learning. He argues a complex rubric appears to be more useful for learning,
but a holistic rating scale was found easier to use once the learning had occurred. The statement indi-
rectly implies that assessment of learning is the target of holistic rubrics.

As emphasized by Gibbs (1992), assessment and student perceptions of the assessment are two ma-
jor factors determining student learning. Under the viewpoint of Nasab (2015), assessment is “a
method of following students’ progress through active participation of the learner himself” and can
be categorised in three kinds: namely, assessment for learning, assessment as learning, and assessment
of learning. The author defines assessment of learning as the process of ascertaining what the stu-
dents know in relation to curriculum outcomes. The definition is like that of summative assessment,
whose prior purpose is to spot what students know at the end of the term (McAlpine, 2002). From
this point, it is not difficult to recognize that summative assessment or assessment of learning is the
rich land for holistic rubric. Technically, the rubric requires its users to do the scoring by evaluating
all criteria simultaneously (Brookhart, 2013). With band scores of multiple criteria, holistic rubric
leads the measurers to focus on the overall impression of students’ performance (Mertler, 2001). This
attitude of assessment also allows holistic rubrics to be more compatible for performance and au-
thentic assessment. In traditional classrooms, the testing culture is supposed to consist of decontex-
tualized, psychometrically designed items in a choice-response format to test for knowledge and low-
level cognitive skill acquisition (Gulikers et al., 2004). Meanwhile, authentic assessment in present-day
education puts a special emphasis on realistic value and therefore, it is characterized by open-ended
tasks. A holistic rubric does not judge students by how the learners accomplish the task step by step
and what they cannot do but instead evaluate the impact of their product or performance.

Moteover, Brookhart (2013) argues that with the presence of holistic rubric in an assessment, reliabil-
ity and validity are more likely to be guaranteed because the rubric minimizes the number of deci-
sions assessors must make. However, this statement needs to be further discussed before a conclu-
sion is drawn. Holistic rubric lets the assessors evaluate all criteria simultaneously. On the one hand,
it is not possible to put different weights on the criteria. On the other hand, that also means the scor-
ers can place emphasis on those criteria subjectively, which in turn may cause both inter-rater and in-
tra-rater reliability issues. Another drawback is that students can only get limited feedback with the
reference of holistic rubrics. In fact, they receive nothing but a final score or grade with general de-
scriptions for that level. Due to these shortcomings, most holistic rubrics in practice is constructed
for a specific simple task. This strategy brings many benefits in terms of reliability improvement. Em-
pirical results of this design are positive as well. When Wallace et al. (2011) observed 21 undergradu-
ate students who were provided with Astronomy—Cosmology holistic task-specific rubrics found evi-
dence of an increase in reliability of measurement. In addition, 80 students in the sample of Howell
(2011) got higher scores and better performance when a holistic task-specific rubric was employed.

ANALYTIC RUBRIC: A CRUCIAL PIECE TO OPERATE A STUDENT-CENTERED
CLASSROOM

The Irish poet and playwright, the winner of Nobel Prize for literature William Butler Yeats said,
“Education is not the filling of a pail but the lighting of a fire.” Learning should not be a boring and
stressful process for students. It sounds quite different to the atmosphere in teacher-centered class-
rooms in which students work independently and not just rely on what teachers are saying (Slunt &
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Giancario, 2004). In fact, active collaboration is strongly encouraged in classrooms operating with
student-centered instruction (Brush & Saye 2000). Collaborative learning, as described by innovative
pedagogical educators, may lead to many advantages with recorded positive influence in college envi-
ronments, in classroom and student satisfaction (Barkley et al., 2014; Laal & Ghodsi, 2012). In a
learning environment where both students and instructors share the focus, where interaction and stu-
dents’ interest are priorities and where meaningful feedback is essential, analytic rubric is indeed an
irreplaceable learning tool.

In the past, teachers used to hold a central position in the classtoom and even in the learning process
of their students. They played a role as a didactic information giver and controlled the academic con-
tent. This asymmetry of power between learners and teachers might keep the classroom quiet and or-
dered but as a trade-off, students are not allowed to express themselves, ask questions, and direct
their own learning. The student-centered approach, in contrast, enables learners to choose not only
what to study but also how they will learn, why that topic might be of interest and how they will as-
sess their own learning (Hannafin & Hannafin., 2010; C. R. Rogers, 1983). With regard to the ulti-
mate goal of learning, student-centered learning, also known as learner-centered education, aims to
develop learner autonomy and independence (Jones, 2007). Therefore, students are strongly required
to actively communicate and collaborate with their peers as well as their teachers. When students are
placed in an open-collaborative environment, both participation engagement and group interaction
are enhanced (Fredricks et al., 2004; Vaughan, 2014; Visschers-Pleijers et al., 20006), which increases
their individual learning performance (D. W. Johnson & Johnson, 2009; Krause & Coates, 2008). To
construct a lifelong learning and independent problem-solving habit, students are also enabled to cre-
ate their own activities and select their own authentic materials (Corley, 2008; Young, 2007). The phi-
losophy of student-centered education also needs to be reflected in the method of instruction. By
placing more emphasis on students’ activities, the instructors in student-centered classtrooms act as
facilitators who encourage students to do more discovery learning and to learn from each other ra-
ther than trying to “fix”” them (McCombs & Whistler, 1997; Weimer, 2002). The curriculums are
therefore constructed with authentic, real-life tasks that motivate learner involvement and participa-
tion (Weimer, 2002). Finally, moving from teacher-centered learning toward learner-centered educa-
tion transforms the function of assessment (Crumly & Dietz, 2014). Student-centered learning places
more emphasis on formative assessment (Crumly & Dietz, 2014) and consider the involvement of
students in the evaluation of their learning as an important feature to the success of the student-cen-
tered approach. Students’ performance has been demonstrated to be positively improved when the
focus is shifted from teachers to learners (Wright, 2011)

However, learners and educators should not be overwhelmed by the benefits and ignore challenges
they may face. The modification process of learning, instruction and assessment mindsets is always in
need of assistant tools to assure compatibility. An analytic rubric is certainly one of the most interest-
ing names to be considered. In principle, the analytic rubric provides detailed descriptions of every
single criterion at all levels. Students with the rubric in hand obviously have a clearer vision of what
they need to achieve and actively map out their own paths to reach the targets even before the
courses begin. By dividing a product or performance into essential dimensions, the analytic rubric al-
lows the designers to assign different weights to different features (Tedick, 2002). As a result, stu-
dents’ learning plans and decisions will relate more to educational objectives (Truemper, 2004).

Different from the holistic rubric, transparent framework and scoring guides, which evaluate each
criterion separately, are beneficial to both the faculty and student. On the one hand, teachers can em-
ploy the rubric to draw summative assessment at the end of the courses. On the other hand, this in-
ductive scoring method provides detailed feedback about the learners’ performance. Shipman et al.
(2012, p. 1) writes: “If students are not given feedback that is consistent or meaningful, then they
may feel their grades are not valid, thus sending mixed messages to the student. If expectations are
not clear, the unacceptable performance may transfer into the work environment.” Similarly, Nasab
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(2015, p. 3) argued, “It’s a diagnostic approach which aims at providing meaningful feedback to facil-
itate students' learning and improve teachers’ teaching”. Assessment that not only reports overall
score but also provides detailed feedback is defined as assessment for learning (Nasab, 2015) or also
known as formative assessment (Black and Wiliam, 1998). Assessment for learning offers many op-
portunities for students to develop their own skills by making evaluations about their own perfor-
mances (Race et al., 2004). In a learning setting where teachers do not always deliver instruction to all
students at once, understanding key facts may become problematic. Thus, self-assessment is even
more important in the student-centered environment by equalizing understanding and avoiding miss-
ing important instructions for all students (Stevens and Levi, 2005).

With a set of scores on all dimensions, teachers are enabled to construct individual profiles of stu-
dents’ strength and weakness (Mertler, 2001). In the learner-centered mindset, learning is a construc-
tive process that is relevant and meaningful to the learner and connected to the learner’s prior
knowledge and experience and each learner is distinct and unique (Cotley, 2008). Hence, this kind of
profile plays a crucial role in a student-centered environment where instructors are required to be
well aware of and respect learners’ backgrounds, interests, abilities, and expetriences (McCombs &
Whistler, 1997). Furthermore, these profiles can be employed as reliable data resources to students’
achievement forecasting, behaviour analysis as well as quality evaluation of education programs
(Grudnitski, 1997).

However, everything has its limitations. According to Jae and Cowling (2009), the likelihood of bias
in grading will increase if the grader knows the student being assessed. This means using analytic ru-
bric to develop student profile may expose instructors to the so-call “halo effect”, where evaluations
of a person are impacted by initial concrete impression about the phenomenon that is assessed
(Kahneman, 2003; Rosenzweig, 2014). Therefore, criteria and descriptions in the rubric need to be
explicitly clarified and carefully designed to reduce the biased and subjective judgments (Andrade &
Du, 2005; Murphy, 2004; Neumann & Forsyth, 2008). In addition, clearly identified criteria are also
supposed to be useful to ensure high inter-rater consistency and inter-rater agreement, which are the
two dimensions of inter-rater reliability (Peeters et al., 2014). The process of converting qualitative
terms into a set of scores and overall grade is also realized as a reason for subjectivity and bias in as-
sessment (Cooper & Gargan, 2011). Oermann et al. (2009) warned that without a reliable evaluation
tool, issues of inconsistency and subjectivity can undermine the evaluation process leading to grade
disputes, course failures, and legal battles. For this reason, the rubric is highly required to pass the
test of reliability before being officially applied in practice (Andrade, 2005). Both designers and users
may be concerned about the issues of cost and time of developing such kind of rubrics.

CHALLENGES IN DESIGNING, IMPLEMENTING AND APPLYING
RUBRICS

BOTH INSTRUCTORS AND LEANERS STILL FACE UNFAVORABLE
OUTCOMES AND GRAMMAR CONSISTENCY

Rubrics are educational tools constructed not only to standardize assessment but also stimulate learn-
ing and facilitate instruction. However, the world is not always simple. Empirical studies on the im-
pact of using rubrics have revealed the existence of flaws and pitfalls, which may significantly dimin-
ish the benefits of using rubrics.

At first glance, scoring with a rubric ensures reliability and validity of judgment. However, Jénsson
and Svingby (2007) stated that content validity is the only aspect that might benefit from the use of
rubrics while construct validity and criterion validity are almost far from any influence. They argued
that “Just by providing a rubric there is no evidence for content representativeness, fidelity of scoring
structure to the construct domain or generalizability” (Jénsson & Svingby, 2007). It is even more in-
teresting that reliability of grades is not always improved in all cases. According to G. T. Brown et al.
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(2004), consensus estimates, consistency estimates, and measurement estimates, which are three main
approaches to determining the accuracy and consistency of scoring, are all required to establish inter-
rater accuracy. However, in a pilot test of the New Standard Project on-demand (Table 5), writing
tasks scored by 114 teachers, using a seven-point scale holistic rubric results in only 0.54 of con-
sistency coefficient on average, and exact agreement percentages fall in the interval of 40%-49%
(Resnick et al., 1993). When comparing analytic and holistic six-point scoring rubrics of Grade 3 writ-
ing, Gearhart et al. (1992), found the lowest level of exact agreement percentages was only 15%. To
compare six-point narrative-specific and general analytic scoring rubrics, Herman et al. (1993) found
the consensus and exact agreement was 39%—46% and 28%—37%, respectively. Meanwhile, average
consistency correlations were later estimated from 0.48 to 0.68 (Gearhart et al., 1994). Measurement
coefficients when scoring with two different six-point scoring rubrics were reported ranging from
0.47 to 0.68. Those results are also in line with Koretz et al. (1992), Longford (1994), Stuhlmann et al.
(1999) and Penny et al.’s (2000) findings. Hunter and Docherty (2011) recognize that even when em-
ploying the same rubric, discrepancies and inconsistencies still exist among assessors. In practice, ru-
brics may cause more problems in writing the assessment than provide solutions (Boulet et al., 2004;
Schenck & Daly, 2012). Instructors, thereby, are still discreet with questions related to applying ru-
brics as assessment and instruction tools especially in writing classes (Broad, 2003). Crusan (2015, p.
2) writes: “I worry about allowing criteria in my head to shape my assessments; I worry about failing
to inform students of assignment criteria; I worry about neglecting to provide students with some
sort of formalized scale to use as a guide. If rubrics are not used to assess writing, assignment criteria
must be made available; some sort of explanation of criteria that allows students to know what will
be assessed and how it will be assessed is necessary. Without that, what is the alternative?”

Sometimes the role of rubrics in improving student’s performance is questioned. In an attempt to ex-
amine the hypothesis that enhanced teacher knowledge of generic assessment rubrics results in im-
proved student achievement (Shafer et al., 2001), the authors concluded that although it seemed there
was no detrimental effect on student achievement, there was no evidence found to support instruc-
tional value of teacher knowledge of rubrics in neither English nor in government courses. At least
43.3% of students in Laurian and Fitzgerald’s (2013) sample functioned as well as or better when us-
ing no rubrics. In the same vein, positive effects are identified in only some areas (Green & Bowser,
2006; Sadler & Good, 20006; Schafer et al., 2001; Schamber & Mahoney, 2006; Schirmer et al., 1999),
or only when they are combined with other interventions (Toth et al., 2002), or even no differences
in the quality of the work are confirmed (Green & Bowser, 2006). For example, Andrade (2001)
found that simply providing a rubric to students resulted in better writing in only one out of three
essays. In accordance with Andrade (2001), rubric-provided students in the sample of Covill’s (2012)
study did not write better papers than those who were simply required to identify strengths and
weaknesses of their own papers. Howell (2014) urged that caution should be exercised in the use of
grading rubrics. Although a grading rubric is supposed to be a useful predictor of assignment out-
comes, it seems less powerful than baseline course knowledge and overall academic performance
prior to course start (Howell, 2014). In addition, scripts are supposed to be more effective than ru-
brics at improving self-regulation, learning and self-efficacy (Panadero, 2012). Standardizing the scor-
ing process is not devoid of limitation if it also standardizes prose in the discipline of literature
(Kohn, 20006). As insinuated by Balester (2012), this standardization may have a gatekeeping effect,
which may promote a focus on errors. Meanwhile, Weigle (2007) claimed that rubrics limit the defini-
tion of good writing. Considering all these shreds of evidence of imperfectness, which can also be
more extended, the important question that needs to be systematically answered is “What are the rea-
sons for all those unpromising results?”
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Table 5. Accuracy statistics of various studies related to the scoring of writing

Consensus Consistency Measurement
estimates estimates estimates
Resnick et 7-point exact agreement percentages: | average consistency
al. (1993) rubric 40% - 49% (*) coefficient: -
adjacent scoring percentages: 0.54 (*)
86% - 88%
Gearhart et Analytic exact agreement percentages: average Pearson
al. (1992) and holis- 15% - 97% (*); consistency _
tic 6-point | adjacent agreement percentages: coefficient:
scoring 80% - 100% 0.70
rubrics
Gearhart et 6-point consensus exact agreement: average consistency | measurement
al. (1994) narrative- 39%—46% (*); correlations: coefficient:
specific ru- adjacent agreement: 0.48 - 0.68 0.47-0.68
brics 95%—-97% * *
6-point consensus exact agreement: average consistency | measurement
narrative 28%—37% (*); correlations: coefficient:
general an- adjacent agreement: 0.48 - 0.68 0.47-0.68
alytic scor- 92%-94% * *
ing rubrics
Novak etal. | holistic 6- dependability
(1996) point ru- _ _ coefficient:
bric 0.75 (*
Koretz et al. 4-point exact agreement percentages:
(1992) scoring ru- 44% - 48% -
bric * i
Supovitz et | 8-point ru- exact agreement consensus: consistency coeffi-
al. (1997) bric 63% - 72% (*) cient: B}
0.68 - 0.73 (*¥)
6-point ru- adjacent agreement: consistency coeffi-
bric 87%—-98% cient: _
0.75 - 0.87
6-point consensus exact agreement: consistency coeffi- | measurement
holistic ru- 59% - 63% (*) cient: coefficient:
bric 0.74 - 0.75 0.72 - 0.85 (*)
Stuhlmann 6-categoty, measurement
etal. (1999) | four-point _ _ coefficient:
rubric 0.61 - 0.66
®
Lee (2001) 6-point adjacent agreement consensus: alpha consistency -
scale 96% coefficient:
0.84

Source: G. T. Brown et al. (2004)

250




Nkhoma, Nkhoma, Thomas, & Le

W AT KEEPS RUBRICS FAR FROM OPTIMAL?

THE USERS OF RUBRICS

The evidence and findings above are by no means a denial and nor able to implicitly reject the posi-
tive contributions of rubrics. They, instead, impart the fact there is a possibility that rubrics may be
inefficient and not fulfil their role under some unfavorable circumstances. Thus, identifying factors
that determine the probability of that unsatisfactory performance should not be intentionally disre-
garded.

It is quite redundant to enumerate the benefits of rubrics for learners, instructors and assessors.
However, rubrics are not magic wands that can turn dust into gold by themselves. As a supportive
instrument, the effectiveness of rubrics undoubtedly depends on the users. In order to take full ad-
vantage of rubrics for self-regulated learning, students are assumed to be more likely to use self-tests
and self-questioning as sources of feedback to correct misconceptions and to redirect the use of
learning strategies, which are not found in novice learners (A.L. Brown et al., 1983; Rafoth et al.,
1993; Stein et al., 1982), who “rarely reflect on their own performances and seldom evaluate or adjust
their cognitive functioning to meet changing task demands or to correct unsuccessful performances”
(Ertmer & Newby, 1996, p. 6). When observing the impact of instructional rubrics on students’ writ-
ing quality, Andrade (2001) found inconsistent results. He concluded that while instructional rubrics
can inform students of the assignment criterion, results may be influenced by several factors includ-
ing unfamiliarity with using rubrics. Likewise, students in the sample of Covill (2012) did not write
better papers with rubrics than those who were simply required to identify strengths and weaknesses
of their own papers. Andrade (2001) corroborated that when students are not regularly exposed to
the utilization of rubrics, familiarity and effectiveness may be diminished. Orsmond et al. (1996) ar-
gued that when students felt unqualified to interpret criteria, they might be reluctant to find the quali-
ties in their work even if they knew what to look for.

Rubrics are even supposed to have little educational value to a number of college-level and univer-
sity-level teachers (Hafner & Hafner, 2003). The authors accuse academic appointment outside the
education department and minimal preparation in teacher education of the unfamiliarity with the
popular pedagogical trends including using rubrics as teaching and assessment resources. In the same
line, Rezaei and Lovorn (2010) found that in the absence of understanding about effective rubric cre-
ation and use, the improvement of reliability or validity seems unlikely. Therefore, training and
heightening perceptions of both instructors and learners about rubrics are unavoidable challenges
(Martens, 2018). The training sessions, according to Timmerman et al. (2011), significantly increase
consistency and reliability of most scores. While instructors need to thoroughly master how to design
and employ rubrics effectively, rubrics should not be perceived by the learners, as the real moon but
instead they are fingers pointing at the moon. In other words, learners must not prevent themselves
from learning further what is mentioned in rubrics. Young (2009) argued that without fully under-
standing the expectations for each writing assignment, students may be confused and focus only on
their final grade. And according to Timmerman et al. (2011, p. 25) “Instructors and program evalua-
tors are cautioned to view the rubric as a tool rather than an answer”. After all, a rubric is only a ped-
agogical tool and it is the users who determine its effectiveness.

CHALLENGES IN DESIGNING RUBRICS

When Tierney and Simon (2004) warned that negative languages and dichotomous tones in some ru-
brics might imply wrong messages and destroy learners’ motivation, educators were once again re-
minded about an undeniable fact that the design of a rubric strongly relates to how effective and effi-
cient it is. Simply put, rubrics are required to be tailored to specific contexts for specific purposes
(Crusan, 2015). Therefore, the content and structure of rubrics should also be setiously put under
scrutiny when the learning performance or reliability and validity of assessment fail to meet expecta-
tions.
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A well-built rubric is one that closely aligns with the objectives of learning, instruction and assess-
ment. Thus, the first step in designing a rubric should be clarifying the goals and targets of activities.
When objectives are not clearly defined, consistency and reliability of evaluation may noticeably de-
crease (Shipman et al., 2012). Meanwhile, teachers hardly find it easy to choose instructional ap-
proaches and students are unlikely to be able to achieve a learning expectation if the target is still be-
yond their understanding (Arter & McTigue, 2001; Stiggins, 2001). “Goals” are broad statements of
expected student outcomes and “objectives” divide the goals into observable behaviors (Rogers &
Sando, 1996). Ideally, both goals and objectives should convey information and focus that is im-
portant for students, instructors as well as assessors (Moskal, 2003). Those objectives, which are also
called performance criteria, must indicate all crucial aspects of the goals and describe measurable stu-
dent outcomes (Moskal, 2003). Interestingly, according to Timmerman et al. (2011, p. 5206), “there
was a noticeable relationship between the degree to which rubric criteria were included in the course
assignment and the reliability of scores generated for that criterion”. Simply put, including and omit-
ting criteria in a rubric might put the designers into a dilemma. Lack of relevant criteria prevents stu-
dents from identifying desired performance skills and consequently, those skills are not improved
over time (Fraile et al., 2017). Additionally, the absence of crucial performance criteria is accused of
causing low-reliability scores (Timmerman et al., 2011). However, Timmerman et al. (2011) also
found an increase in the average student score when criteria were omitted. The suggestion is that cri-
teria must be cleatly articulated within a rubric and should reflect the critical underlying characteris-
tics of performance (Tierney and Simon, 2004).

Furthermore, the rating scale of rubric criteria is deemed to be a key factor influencing the rubric’s
effectiveness. Based on the Rasch vertical rulers and the category response curves, Janssen et al.
(2015) provided a visual demonstration that including too many scores for each category scale does
not make scores meaningfully different from each other. In an earlier study, it was uncovered that
people had difficulty reliably distinguishing between more than about seven levels (Miller, 1956).
Nevertheless, a rating scale without enough ranks may also be problematic. Although a smaller num-
ber of levels leads to more decision power (Peeters et al., 2014), the fewer scoring bands that appear
in the scale, the less powerful the rubric is in terms of distinguishing students’ performance because
each level of mastery now embraces a wide range of marks. As a rule of thumb, Janssen et al. (2015)
recommended a score with 4 to 6 levels to ensure there was distinction without losing meaningful
differences. Davidson (2004) offered a similar suggestion that six categories “tend to be workable in
most cases”. Meanwhile, Andrade and Du (2005) suggested that by answering the question “What do
the best and worst performances look like with regard to quality and success?” in advance, the middle
levels of the rubric are then more easily filled in. Systematic revision of the scale is deemed to be nec-
essary so that ambiguous or superfluous levels are detected and removed (Crusan, 2015). In order to
maintain the category function of rubrics without sacrificing the reliability and simplicity of scoring,
rubric designers need to keep up the continuity in the degree of difference between levels and avoid
fuzzy descriptions of each scoring band (Dickinson & Adams, 2017; Moskal, 2003). Poor choice of
words for criteria and level descriptions may lead to undesirable implications. Using negative lan-
guage to describe low levels of performance criteria will end up demotivating students (Tierney and
Simon, 2004). On the other hand, it is widely supposed that ambiguous language hinders the users
from accurately or consistently interpreting the criteria (Beyreli & Ari, 2009; Fang & Wang, 2011;
Payne, 2003; Schenck & Daly, 2012). If the descriptions are perceived as abstract and vague by the
students, rubrics are not likely to be valuable in promoting learning (Li & Lindsey, 2015) while asses-
sors will assign grades based on their overall impression rather than the criteria described (Knoch,
2009; Weigle, 2002). Therefore, precise and descriptive language; tangible, qualitative terms; indica-
tors and exemplars are highly recommended to generate descriptions of attributes and performance
criteria in rubrics (Bargainnier, 2003; Dickinson & Adams, 2017; Payne, 2003; Tierney & Simon,
2004). Ironically, precise language and expanding explanatory details in rubric criteria is supposed to
make subjectivity more visible in some other studies (J. Huang, 2012; Turley & Gallagher, 2008).
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Consequently, this non-formulary nature of wording makes the process of writing descriptions be-
come a time-consuming task and perhaps the most challenging aspect of rubric design (Moni et al.,
2005; Tierney & Simon, 2004). Making decisions on the specificity degtee of rubric and scoring strat-
egy is also a troublesome job. It is more than a binary option between generic and task-specific ru-
brics (Dawnson, 2017). Similar to over-fitting prediction models, over-specific rubrics are suspected
of narrowing the perception about good and not-good-enough performance, which may diminish
students’ creativity (Balester, 2012). In regard to the analytic scoring strategies, Tedick, (2002) wrote
“Separate scores for different aspects of a student’s writing or speaking performance may be consid-
ered artificial in that it does not give the teacher (or student) a good assessment of the “whole” of a
performance”, while a more holistic one is less valuable in giving meaningful feedback.

In practice, there is no chance to design a so-called well-fitted rubric without trustworthy information
about the users, who are either instructors or learners. Variables such as personality, age, gender, field
of study, types of assignment, education background, educational level and learning orientation of
students have been proven to potentially impact learning behaviors and thereby the way rubric is
used (Andrade et al., 2009; G.T. Brown et al., 2004; Panadero and Jénsson, 2013). According to An-
drade et al. (2009, p. 2906), “girls may be affected by rubric-referenced self-assessment in a way that
boys are not” due to the fact that girls tend to be more concerned with mastering a writing task than
do boys, who, on average, tend to be more concerned with showing someone else that they are capa-
ble. In addition, class size and teaching style are important independent variables to be considered to
design an effective rubric (Simon & Forgette-Giroux, 2001). From a statistical point of view, valid
information must be extracted from a reliable data set. It is noteworthy in a PhD that there are three
major factors that cause error and reduce reliability, namely, observer error, environmental changes,
and participant changes (Threats to reliability, 2012). These are inherent pitfalls in collecting and inter-
preting data that analysts must encounter and overcome.

In the interest of brevity, when it comes to the commission of designing an efficient rubric, there are
two fundamental questions rubric designers need to answer: who the target users are and how to op-
timize the formation of the rubric. However, things are never as simple as this. Dawson (2017), in an
effort to provide a synthesis of the diversity of rubrics, summarized fourteen essential elements (see
Table 6) that need to be specified in order to create a complete rubric as well as successfully imple-
ment it in classroom. This means designing a so-called well-built rubric is like optimizing a multivari-
ate function. The problem is that the effectiveness of using rubrics non-monotonically depends on its
exogenous variables. Besides, ranking the efficacy of potential rubrics of a given course is often an
opinion-based decision. The measurements of the goodness of a rubric are indeed recorded after the
course ends.

Table 6. Summary of the rubric design elements

Design element Definition
Specificity The particular object of assessment
Secrecy Who the rubric is shared with, and when it is shared
Exemplars Work samples provided to illustrate quality

Scoring strategy

Procedures used to arrive at marks and grades

Evaluative criteria

Overall attributes required of the student

Quality levels

The number and type of levels of quality

Quality definition

Explanations of attributes of different levels of quality

Judgement complexity

The evaluative expertise required of users of the rubric

Users and uses

Who makes use of the rubric, and to what end

Creatots

The designers of the rubric
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Design element Definition
Quality processes Approaches to ensure the reliability and validity of the rubric
Accompanying feedback Comments, annotation, or other notes on student performance
information
Presentation How the information in the rubric is displayed
Explanation Instructions or other additional information provided to users

Source: Dawson (2017)

THE PARADOX OF RUBRIC IMPLEMENTATION

Last but not least, while benefits and challenges of using rubrics have still been openly debated, it is
rare to find studies with concrete evidence to reject the fact that students and instructors’ perception
about rubrics and using rubrics are indeed heterogeneous. As an example, according to the study of
Li and Lindsey (2015) on 119 university students and 5 instructors in 2014 in the United States, ru-
brics were recognized as an instructional tool by most students while the instructors used rubrics pri-
marily for assessment purpose. This is by no means a new finding except the study also clarified how
differently rubrics are used by those users. Li and Lindsey (2015) noted that their students tend to
focus on keywords and points that are regarded as less important by the instructors. Moreover, in-
structors show better consistency in interpretation of rubric criteria and descriptions while several
students may not completely understand important concepts. Greater variance of students’ rating, on
the other hand, demonstrated the existence of differences in evaluation between students and in-
structors. Another example is from Lindsey and Crusan’s (2011) study, which also underlined an ar-
gument that the rater’s assumptions about the writer’s ethnicity might cause individual to raters apply
rubrics differently.

The existence of discrepancies between students and instructors pose an unwilling paradox: rubrics
are supposed to be fully effective only if they are well tailored to the target user with specific context
and goal but in practice, both students and instructors commonly share the same rubric for learning,
instruction and assessment purposes. This issue should be considered as the knottiest challenges of
designing and implementing rubrics in education. Involving students in the process of designing ru-
brics and providing initial training are promising solutions to homogenize the understanding about
rubrics among users (Deci & Ryan, 2000; Vansteenkiste et al., 2006). However, according to Stevens
and Levi (2005) educators should not intentionally disregard the time constraints.

RUBRICS AND AUTHENTIC ASSESSMENT

AUTHENTIC ASSESSMENT

Educational assessment functions as the bridge between learning and teaching gap. However, the gap
between learning and working is even a thornier issue and receives attention from both educators
and employers. Graduate Careers Australia (GCA, 20106) reported that in 2015, only 74% of univer-
sity graduates had found a full-time job within four months of graduation. The figure evidences a
downtrend from 82% to 80% and 76% in 2009, 2010, and 2012 respectively (GCA 2016). Further-
more, in a survey from Harris-Chegg Foundation (2013) on 2001 college students in the United
States and 1000 hiring managers, 70% of students seemed to be overconfident when they scored
themselves as effective communicators in this area as opposed to 44% of their employers. Authentic
learning activities, which emphasize on developing skills, knowledge and attitude required in real-life
practice, are key solutions to this learning-working gap (Gulikers et al. 2008; James & Casidy 2018;
Tout et al., 2014). According to the principle of learning, instruction and assessment alignment, au-
thentic learning needs to be operated along with authentic assessment.
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Authentic assessment is by no means a new concept. Most definitions offered for authentic assess-
ment can be viewed as scoring-centered, context-centered or student-role-centered. According to
Savery and Duffy (1995), authentic assessment is based on a criterion situation that reflects or simu-
lates a real-life situation that could confront students in their future professional life. Cumming and
Maxwell (1999) considered authentic assessment as an attempt to understand learning complexities
by clarifying the relationship between knowledge and interaction in social context. Other arguments
emphasized on the realistic value of the tasks in authentic assessment (Herrington & Herrington,
1998; Resnick et al., 1993; Wiggins, 1993). Wiggins (1993, p. 200) noted that “tasks are either replicas
of or analogous to the kinds of problems faced by adult citizens and consumers or professionals in
the field”. Newmann (1996, p. 361) described authenticity as “the extent to which a lesson, assess-
ment task, or sample of student performance represents construction of knowledge through the use
of disciplined inquiry that has some value or meaning beyond success in school”. It means that stu-
dent’s abilities are judged through real-world-replicated activities (Douchy, 2001; Svinicki, 2004). Au-
thentic assessment is even interchangeably used with performance assessment in some other studies
(Hart, 1994; Torrance, 1995). Kirst (1991, p. 21) wrote “use of the term authentic assessment is in-
tended to convey that the assessment tasks themselves are real instances of extended criterion perfor-
mances, rather than proxies or estimators of actual learning goals. Other synonyms are direct or pet-
formance assessments”. Others described authentic assessment by what it is not (e.g. not a norm-ref-
erence, not employ standardized tests) (Tanner, 2001).

Despite the variety of definitions about authentic assessment, none of them seems to be devoid of
drawbacks. Firstly, all scoring-centered, context-centered and student-role-centered definitions fail to
fully depict other essential features of authentic assessment. Secondly, although rote learning, for ex-
ample, supposedly frequently appears in other traditional assessment process, if the real situation de-
mands rote learning, the assessment should also involve learning by rote. Finally, opposing views
about the relation between performance and authentic assessment, which argue if authentic assess-
ment is a subset of performance assessment or vice versa (Frey et al., 2012), evidently imply authentic
assessment cannot be identified as performance assessment.

In view of these points, the nature of authentic assessment as well as the characteristics of criterion
situations seem to be more sufficiently described by Gulikers et al. (2004, p. 69): authentic assess-
ment is “an assessment requiring students to use the same competencies, or combinations of
knowledge, skills, and attitudes, that they need to apply in the criterion situation in professional life”.
Moreover, in accordance with the five-dimension framework for designing authentic assessment, the
degree of authenticity is determined by the resemblance between assessment tasks, the physical con-
text, the social context, the assessment result, the assessment criteria, and the real-life criterion situa-
tion (Gulikers et al., 2004). This concept and framework allow educators not only better capture the
meaning of authentic assessment but also examine and measure the level of authenticity.

THE IMPACT OF AUTHENTIC ASSESSMENT ON LEARNING AND TEACHING

In contrast with the testing culture, which primarily consists of decontextualized designed items in a
choice-response format (Birenbaum & Dochy, 2012), problem tasks in authentic assessment more
truly reflect knowledge, skills and attitudes, which are required in professional life (Kirschner et al.,
2004; Van Merriénboer, 1997). Students’ skills and abilities are often assessed under specific physical
and social context; tools, resources and time constrains of professional practice (Herrington & Oli-
ver, 2000; Wiggins, 1989). Furthermore, criterion-referenced judgment is one of the most typical fea-
tures distinguishing authentic assessment with the others. These modifications in assessment ap-
proach bring positive stimulations to both students and instructors.

Educators implement authentic assessment with the primary aim of improving students’ competen-
cies and employability. Results from empirical studies have not disappointed the advocators. Em-
ployability is understood as the “possession of basic “core-skills” or an extended set of generic attrib-
utes, or attributes that a type of employer (discipline-linked, sector-related, company-type) specifies”
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(Harvey, 2001, p. 96). Oral and written communication skills are important criteria highly sought af-
ter by employers across different professions (Chan, 2011; Gray et al., 2005). Moreover, graduate
knowledge of the relevant profession, the ability to interact with the profession and seck a career are
supposed to influence work-readiness (Jackson, 2016). Authentic assessment exposes students to a
wide range of skills such as research, writing, revising, oral skills, debating, and other critical thinking
skills (Wiggins, 1990). According to Sotiriadou et al. (2019), interactive oral assessment as authentic
assessment design significantly enables the achievement of student engagement, employability, and
academic integrity. By observing 120 undergraduate-business students, James and Casidy (2018) real-
ized that authentic assessment improves student satisfaction and promotes positive behavior.

Additionally, positive influences of authentic assessment on instructors’ work are also realized.
Firstly, authentic assessment is a criteria-based approach that evaluates performance or products
against certain criteria. Therefore, the reliability of assessment is considerably increased in compari-
son with norm-referenced assessment. Secondly, because real-life situations are carefully replicated in
authentic tasks, authentic assessment provides high validity, allow both evaluators and students meas-
ure the true depth of learning and understanding. Finally, the variety of assessment tools and forms
facilitate instructors to implement authentic assessment across many different disciplines and con-
texts namely law (Martens et al., 2007), nursing (Gulikers et al., 2004), social work (Gulikers et al.,
2000), education (Kearney, 2013), and business (James & Casidy 2018; Sotiriadou et al., 2019).

For brevity, when the fact that students do not usually spend time on non-assessed academic work is
hardly rejected (Nasab, 2015), authentic assessment tasks, which emphasize knowledge construction,
complex thinking, elaborated communication, collaboration and problem solving in authentic con-
texts, will equip students with vital working skills beyond their classrooms. Meanwhile, a criteria-ref-
erenced approach is the key to ensure high reliable and valid of authentic assessment.

THE ROLE OF RUBRICS IN THE IMPLEMENTATION OF AUTHENTIC
ASSESSMENT

Although authentic assessment has proven to be effective in improving students’ learning and assess-
ment by providing a true depth of student understanding, academic growth, competencies and em-
ployability reliability and validity remain important challenges to advocators (Messick, 1996; Rhodes
& Finley, 2013). One of the fundamental requirements to implement authentic assessment success-
fully is providing students scoring criteria with explicit descriptions beforehand, and a rubric seems
to be an ideal tool. A rubric as an assessment tool to promote higher-order cognitive skills (New-
mann et al., 19906), allows students control over the conditions and contexts they will be assessed, as
well as give instructors an anchor to design appropriate instructional strategies (Archbald, 1991;
Tellez, 1996). Scoring rubrics, in addition, are widely supposed to be a vital instrument in the imple-
mentation of authentic assessments for reliably and validly assessing outcomes that represent work-
place tasks.

According to Jénsson and Svingby (2007), consistency of judgement and scoring across students,
tasks, and different assessors is widely recorded to be significantly improved when scoring rubrics are
employed in authentic and performance-based assessments. The more consistent the scores, the
more reliable the assessment is supposed to be. Moskal and Leydens (2000) claimed that consistency
is obtained if and only if the whole process of assessment is independent of scorers, time period be-
tween the assessments, and the contexts of assessment. Vendlinski et al. (2002) achieved valid infer-
ences of a student’s content understanding when authentically assessed 134 first-year high school
chemistry students without gender, ethnic, or socioeconomic bias thanks to scoring with rubrics. In
addition, Diller and Phelps (2008) advocated the use of rubric as an assessment instrument to en-
hance the precision of interpreting students’ results. Different roles of rubrics in the implementation
of authentic assessment are briefly summarized in Table 7.
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As a trade-off for representing real-world tasks in educational settings, authentic assessment is ex-
posed to the threats of subjective scoring and judgments (Messick, 1996). Ideally, rubrics with spe-
cific evaluating guidelines will probably improve the objectivity and consistency of scoring; ensure
higher level of reliability and validity of assessment. However, many extraneous factors that deter-
mine the reliability and validity have not been fully addressed (Ghosh et al., 2016) and therefore, the
question of increasing the validity and reliability of rubrics as an authentic assessment instrument is
left undiscovered.

Table 7. The roles of rubric when used as an authentic assessment instrument

Author/ year | Context of Type of validity Type of Technigues/ Reason for using
study demonstrated reliability coefficients for scoring rubrics
demonstrated | validity/ reliability
of rubrics
Emery School - - - Improving stu-
(2001) students dent perfor-
mance through
scoring rubrics
Wellington School - - - To provide a
etal. (2002) | students cotrelation be-
tween different
measures of stu-
dent understand-
ing
Moon et al. School Content validity | Inter-rater re- | Kappa formula To provide
(2005) students liability quantifiable in-
formation about
student learning
and instruction
process
Y. L. John- School (1) Face validity | Internal con- | Validity: field | To compare stu-
son (2007) students (2) Content va- | sistency relia- experts dent achieve-
lidity bility reliability: ment scores on
(3) Content rele- KR20 authentic assess-
vance ment with that
on traditional as-
sessments
Olfos and School Concurrent va- | Internal con- | Validity: criteria | To improve the
Zulantay students lidity sistency relia- | of judges, paral- | validity and relia-
(2007) bility lel instruments, | bility of the web-
non-obstructive | based authentic
data assessment sys-
reliability: Rho tem
of spearman, in-
dex r of Pearson,
Cronbach’s alpha
Jonsson University | (1) Face validity (1) Internal Face validity: To assess stu-
(2008) students | (2) Construct va- | consistency student inter- dent perfor-
lidity reliability views mance and self-
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Author/year | Context of Type of validity Type of Technigues/ Reason for using
study demonstrated reliability coefficients for scoring rubrics
demonstrated | validity/ reliability
of rubrics
(teacher (2) Inter-rater | Content valid- | assessment skills
education) reliability ity: experts’ vali- of students in
(3) Rank Cot- dation authentic assess-
relation Internal con- ment
sistency relia-
bility:
Cronbach’s
Spearman’s rho
Rank Correla-
tion: Pearson’s r
Diller and | University | Validity demon- | Internal con- Multivariate; To assess the ef-
Phelps program | strated through | sistency relia- | item correlation; fectiveness of
(2008) reliability tests bility factor analysis; the course pro-
Cronbach's alpha | gram through
authentic assess-
ment
Cassidy Elemen- Convergent va- | Internal con- | Validity estab- | To measure rela-
(2009) tary lidity sistency relia- | lished based on | tionship between
school bility previous use; re- | teacher effective-
teachers liability provided | ness (in terms of
through multiple | level of instruc-
assessment tasks tional quality)
and student
achievement
through authen-
tic assessment
scores
Taylor School Internal validity | Inter-rater re- | Threats to inter- To measure
(2011) students liability nal validity mini- | achievement of
mized through learning objec-
teacher develop- | tives through in-
ment workshops, | terdisciplinary
feedback from | authentic assess-
parents and stu- ment
dents; reliability
obtained through
multiple raters
Azim and School - - - To assess stu-
Khan students dents’
(2012) knowledge,
higher-order
skills, and per-
formance

through authen-
tic assessment
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Author/year | Context of Type of validity Type of Technigues/ Reason for using
Study demonstrated reliability coefficients for scoring rubrics
demonstrated | validity/ reliability
of rubrics
Mccarthy | University - - - To use as a self-
(2013) students assessment and
(business teedback tool by
graduates) articulating lec-
turet’s expecta-
tions from stu-
dents
Blackburn School - - - To assess stu-
and Kelsey | students dent petfor-
(2013) mance in authen-
tic assessment
Fatonah et School Content validity | (1) inter-rater | Validity: field To access stu-
al. (2013) students reliability experts using Ai- dent perfor-
(2) instru- kends validity mance in a pro-
ment reliabil- | Inter-rater reli- | posed authentic
ity ability: Kappa assessment
formula model
Instrument reli-
ability: Alpha
formula, factor
analysis using
SPSS and Lisrel
Hensel and | University - Inter-rater re- | Achievement of | To score student
Stanley students liability reliability implied | performance in a
(2014) (nursing text; empirical stimulated au-
education) measures and thentic assess-

data not available

ment task

Source: Ghosh et al. (2016)

ANALYSIS OF ARTICLES REVIEWED

Table 8 provides a well-defined picture of the lowest and highest numbers of publications from all
105 journals used in this review. At least 77% of the journals are reported and ranked by Scimago]R,
61% of the journals stand in the top 25% of journals for at least one of its classified sub-disciplines
(see Figure 1). This highlights the involvement of quality journals in education and related disciplines.
Table 8 also indicates that scientific journals specializing in educational assessment hold a major pro-
portion. Assessing Writing and Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education contribute the highest num-
ber of papers in this review with 9 and 8 articles respectively, making up more than 11% totally. They
are followed by Practical Assessment, Research & Evaluation (5), Educational Assessment (3), Educational Re-

searcher (3), and Educational Technology Research and Development (3).
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Table 8. Journal publications

Name of Journals Number of Yo
Publications

Assessing Writing 9 5,96%
Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education 8 5,30%
Practical Assessment, Research & Evaluation 5 3,31%
Educational Assessment 3 1,99%
Educational Researcher 3 1,99%
Educational Technology Research and Development 3 1,99%
English Journal 3 1,99%
Advances in Health Sciences Education 2 1,32%
Assessment in Education: Principles, Policy & Practice 2 1,32%
Educational Leadership 2 1,32%
Evaluation and Program Planning 2 1,32%
Higher Education Research & Development 2 1,32%
Instructional Science 2 1,32%
Journal of Experimental Psychology: General 2 1,32%
Journal of Nursing Education 2 1,32%
Language Testing 2 1,32%
Nurse Education Today 2 1,32%
Nursing Education Perspectives 2 1,32%
Procedia-Social and Behavioral Sciences 2 1,32%
Review of Educational Research 2 1,32%
Studies in Educational Evaluation 2 1,32%
Studies in Higher Education 2 1,32%
Academic Research International 1 0,66%
Across the Disciplines: A Journal of Language, Learning, and Academic Writing 1 0,66%
Advances in Physiology Education 1 0,66%
American Educational Research Journal 1 0,66%
American Journal of Education 1 0,66%
American Journal of Pharmaceutical Education 1 0,66%
American Psychologist 1 0,66%
Applied Measurement in Education 1 0,66%
Assessment Update 1 0,66%
Astronomy Education Review 1 0,66%
Australian Journal of Language and Literacy 1 0,66%
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Name of Journals Number of Yo
Publications

British Journal of Educational Technology 1 0,66%
CBE - Life Sciences Education 1 0,66%
College Teaching 1 0,66%
Computers & Education 1 0,66%
Computers in Human Behavior 1 0,66%
Creative Education 1 0,66%
Current Issues in Education 1 0,66%
Currents in Pharmacy Teaching and Learning 1 0,66%
Diagnostique 1 0,66%
Distance Education 1 0,66%
Education and Training in Developmental Disabilities 1 0,66%
Education Sciences 1 0,66%
Educational Horizons 1 0,66%
Educational Psychologist 1 0,66%
Educational Psychology Review 1 0,66%
Educational Research Review 1 0,66%
Educational Sciences: Theory and Practice 1 0,66%
Educational Technology & Society 1 0,66%
Essays on Teaching Excellence 1 0,66%
ETS Research Report Series 1 0,66%
Exceptional Children 1 0,66%
Holist Nursing Practice 1 0,66%
Innovations in Education and Teaching International 1 0,66%
International Journal of Engineering Education 1 0,66%
International Journal of Science Education 1 0,66%
International Journal of Teaching and Learning in Higher Education 1 0,66%
Issues in Informing Science & Information Technology 1 0,66%
Journal for the Study of Education and Development 1 0,66%
Journal of Accounting Education 1 0,66%
Journal of Applied Linguistics and Language Research 1 0,66%
Journal of Chemical Education 1 0,66%
Journal of Education and Practice 1 0,66%
Journal of Educational Technology & Society 1 0,66%
Journal of Effective Teaching 1 0,66%
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Name of Journals Number of Yo
Publications

Journal of Human Sciences and Extension 1 0,66%
Journal of Information Science 1 0,66%
Journal of Learning Design 1 0,66%
Journal of Library Administration 1 0,66%
Journal of Medical and Dental Sciences 1 0,66%
Journal of Research on Technology in Education 1 0,66%
Journal of Science Education and Technology 1 0,66%
Journal of Second Language Writing 1 0,66%
Journal of Secondary Gifted Education 1 0,66%
Journal of Statistics Education 1 0,66%
Journal of the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning 1 0,66%
Journal of Vocational Education and Training 1 0,66%
Journal of Writing Assessment 1 0,66%
Journal of Excellence in College Teaching 1 0,66%
Learning and Individual Differences 1 0,66%
Learning and Instruction 1 0,66%
Medical Education 1 0,66%
Medical Teacher 1 0,66%
Medicine & Science in Sports & Exercise 1 0,66%
Metacognition and Learning 1 0,66%
Nature Reviews Neuroscience 1 0,66%
Neuroscience 1 0,66%
New Directions for Teaching and Learning 1 0,66%
Portal: Libraries and The Academy 1 0,66%
Practical Assessment, Research and Evaluation 1 0,66%
Psychological Inquiry 1 0,66%
Psychological Review 1 0,66%
Quality in Higher Education 1 0,66%
Reading & Writing Quarterly 1 0,66%
Reading Psychology 1 0,66%
School Psychology Quarterly 1 0,66%
Science 1 0,66%
Science Education 1 0,66%
Teacher Education and Special Education 1 0,66%
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Name of Journals Number of %
Publications
Teaching and Teacher Education 1 0,66%
Teaching in Higher Education 1 0,66%
Teaching of Psychology 1 0,66%
The High School Journal 1 0,66%
The Journal of Continuing Education in Nursing 1 0,66%
The Journal of Educational Research 1 0,66%
The Journal of General Education 1 0,66%
WMU Journal of Maritime Affairs 1 0,66%
151 100%
S R
mQl
mQ2
mQ3
ma4

H Not yet assigned
quartile

NS 5%
Figure 1. Journal ranking

Figure 2 illustrates various formats of publications that are cited in this research. Overall, to ensure
high reliability, scientific articles and books are the main sources of reference. They both together ac-
counted for 95% of all formats. A small number of other sources of reference such as doctoral dis-
sertations approved by reputable universities, interim reports from specialized organizations and
high-rated online documents are also exploited as supplemental sources of practical aspects.
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@ 3%_ 2% 1% )

3% [ M Article
H Book
m Book chapter

M Online document

M Doctoral Dissertation

B conference
proceeding

\e -/

Figure 2. Source of references

CONCLUSION, LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH

There are many studies that have been done on rubric design, benefits and disadvantages associated
with rubric usage. This study provides an overall understanding of several types of rubric designs for
authentic assessment as well as the benefits and challenges.

A rubric is not only an assessment tool useful for students in high-stakes exam. It is indeed an educa-
tional instrument supporting learners to select appropriate learning approaches, assisting teachers to
design effective instruction strategies, and improve reliability and validity of assessment.

The variety of rubric formats brings the users more options for different contexts. Novice learners
should begin with the generic rubric due to its simplicity. Meanwhile, a task-specific rubric is more
useful to improve reliability and validity of large-scale assessment. A holistic rubric is appropriate for
assessment of learning and an analytic rubric is almost indispensable in student-centered classroom
and assessment for learning.

Rubric users, however, should not forget inherent challenges of each type of rubric. There are three
main factors that determine how effective a rubric is in improving students’ performance namely the
perception of users about rubrics, the design of the rubric and differences in the purpose of using ru-
brics. Therefore, both students and teachers should be given training sessions to effectively employ
rubrics for learning, teaching and assessment. Rubric designing variables should also be optimized
based on reliable data and information about the target educational context.

Modern education philosophy places more emphasis on competencies and employability of students.
Consequently, students are increasingly encouraged to participate in authentic learning activities. As-
sessment methods are also modified to ensure the alignment between learning, instruction, and as-
sessment. However, authentic assessment can also be subjective. Using rubric as an authentic assess-
ment instrument has been widely demonstrated to be useful in enhancing the reliability of authentic
assessment. Moreover, other empirical results indicate that rubrics play an important role in authentic
assessment regardless of levels or disciplines.

This study is rather a general narrative review from literature over the past 15 years of the most im-
portant and critical aspects of the current knowledge about rubrics and authentic assessment. Alt-
hough this review article aimed to provide readers with up-to-date knowledge, there is neither a
methodological approach that interprets data nor answers to specific quantitative research questions.
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The overall trend, the current focal point as well as potential related fields of study are not cleatly il-
lustrated with statistical data. For future research in rubrics and the relevance in authentic assessment,
a systemic literature review which collects secondary data, critically appraise research studies, and syn-
thesize findings qualitatively or quantitatively will be a useful supplement.
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