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Scoring Guide for Assessment Course (2008W) Assignment 04:

Make the Scoring Guide for a Language Activity and Write a Reflection about Your Experience

Sufficiency check: Needs 3 pieces (language-learning setup, scoring guide, reflection); has face validity (scoring guide appears to apply to the setup).

Rule of thumb for 4/satisfactory: The scoring guide fits the activity and can be used in ordinary instruction, but will need more than just fine-tuning for long-term, large-scale use and distribution to colleagues beyond the original course (the one with the language students in it)

Note about the 2008W version of the activity: We dropped the part about administering the language-learning activity and then applying the rubric to a learner sample. If/when that is included, there would be at least one additional rubric: Did the creator of the rubric truly apply it to the sample? (And that undertaking would also have to be included in the rubrics for scoring the reflection.) It is very conceivable that someone could create a rubric and then ignore it when assessing the learner sample.
	
	Global
	Factor 1: rubrics - conception (categories)
	Factor 2: rubrics conception (levels)
	Factor 3: rubrics - exposition
	Factor 4: reflection - insights
	Factor 5: reflection - exposition

	6
	Can be distributed to colleagues as a model for their own learning.
	Precisely enough rubrics, and of the right kind.
	Hierarchy of levels is in proper sequence, with proper distance between levels (6/4/2), and anchoring of 4/ sufficient appropriate to the range of skill the task appears to target.
	The rubrics describe the level precisely and absolutely (instead of using approximation terms like “very good”); key features are illustrated. Function and context lead form and accuracy (unless accuracy is the only feature being tested).
	several conceptually coherent insights about several facets of SGs and wider profession
	Writing can go before fellow professionals with, at most, only a few small-scale edits.

	5
	almost 6
	almost 6
	almost 6
	almost 6
	almost 6
	almost 6

	4
	See “rule of thumb” above
	Majority of rubrics are present and appropriate (one is either superfluous, lacking, or inappropriate).
	The levels are generally in the proper hierarchical sequence, but a few need revision (either re-ranking or changes in the distance between levels). Anchoring of 4/ sufficient needs only slight calibration to task.
	The rubrics use language that is more quantitative and objective rather than qualitative and subjective. They do not depend largely on implied knowledge of the subject-area.
	a systematic insight, whether about rubrics or something else related to the profession
	No significant structural flaws. Several small-scale flaws (“effect” vs. “affect”) or just one serious flaw in choice of words or spelling (example: “illicit” for “elicit”).

	3
	almost 4
	almost 4
	almost 4
	almost 4
	almost 4
	almost 6

	2
	Needs considerable rethinking of basics, and much revision of detail.
	Far (2x) too many rubrics, or not nearly (1/2) enough
	Hierarchy chaotic, levels clearly not correctly distanced from each other, 4/ sufficient improperlay anchored.
	The rubrics focus predominantly on trivial features that are rated superficially.
	glimmers of insights
	Serious structural flaws. Many small-scale flaws in wording and spelling.

	1
	almost 2
	almost 2
	almost 2
	almost 2
	almost 2
	almost 2


