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Abstract 

 

The current research aims to reveal the extent to which all scoring rubrics data for the 

electronic work file conform to the partial estimation model according to the number 

of assumed dimensions. The study sample consisted of (356) female students. The 

study concluded that the list with the one-dimensional assumption is more 

appropriate than the multi-dimensional assumption, The current research 

recommends preparing unified correction rules for the different methods of 

performance evaluation in the basic courses. It also suggests the importance of 

conducting studies aimed at examining the appropriateness of different evaluation 

methods for models of response theory to the individual according to the number of 

dimensions. 
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Recommendations and suggestions:: 
-Using the partial credit model model to scoring rubrics with multiple 

performance levels that exceed four levels, and on a larger sample size. 
-Using the partial credit model to grade the scoring rubrics for the performance 

of the Portfolio on a sample similar to the sample of the current study 
-Using the partial credit model to grade the scoring rubrics for the performance 

of the electronic Portfoli on samples of different sizes and characteristics; To 
test the goodness of data fitting. 

-Designing unified scoring rubrics for basic course projects such as mathematics, 
science, Arabic and English. 

-Studying the suitability of the data to the partial credit model with a greater 
number of items for the overall scoring rubrics, as well as the sub-
dimensions. 

-Studying the calibration and grading of other alternative evaluation methods, 
such as presentations and group projects, according to one-dimensional and 
multi-dimensional response theory models. 

-Studying the variables of the current study at the undergraduate level, as it is 
expected that there will be more variable and personal variables affecting 
performance. 

-Preparing intensive training courses to train teachers in building, checking and 
applying Scoring rubrics; To enable them to measure the different 
performances related to the growth and progress of the student. 

 



  

 

 

 

 

2011

 

2009

2015

162221257

2014

263

635656

2010

2011

2017

66230

244

2001

92141164

2007

2016

32616625

2017 

2009

2007

171

339



  

 

 

 

 

2005

2007

2005

1988

2017 

2008

2012

1442

2012

2007

2016

2014

2017

 252

369389 



  

 

 

 

 

1.Abwḥjr, Āminah (2011). bināʼ Qiyās mutaʻaddid al-mustawayāt lil-tafkīr bi-
uslūb ḥall al-mushkilah wa-taqwīm khaṣāʼiṣuhu alsykwmtryh wafqa 
Naẓarīyat al-istijābah llmfrdh ladá ṭalabat al-marḥalah al-asāsīyah (Risālat 
duktūrāh manshūrah). Jāmiʻat ʻAmmān al-ʻArabīyah 

2.al-Taqī, Aḥmad (2009). al-naẓarīyah al-ḥadīthah fī al-qiyās. Dār al-Masīrah 
lil-Nashr wa-al-Tawzīʻ. 

3.al-Ḥarbī, Khalīl (2015). wujūd qudrāt wa-mahārāt ghayr maʻrifīyah ladá 
Khirrījī al-Taʻlīm al-thānawī muqāranah bqdrāthm wmhārāthm al-
maʻrifīyah. Majallat al-ʻUlūm al-Tarbawīyah wa-al-nafsīyah, 16 (2), 221-
257. 

4.al-Samīrī, Laṭīfah (2014). Athar Milaff injāz al-muhimmah alādāʼyh al-
tadrīsīyah fī Tanmiyat al-tafkīr altʼmly ladá ṭālibāt Barnāmaj al-mājistīr bi-
Kullīyat al-Tarbiyah fī Jāmiʻat al-Malik Saʻūd. Majallat al-ʻUlūm al-
Tarbawīyah, 26 (3), 635-656. 

5.al-ʻAbsī, Muḥammad (2010). al-Taqwīm al-wāqiʻī fī al-ʻamalīyah al-
tadrīsīyah. Dār al-Masīrah lil-Nashr wa-al-Tawzī. 

6.al-Qawābiʻah, Muḥammad (2011). al-qudrah altnbʼyh li-baʻḍ al-
mutaghayyirāt ghayr al-maʻrifīyah bāltḥṣyl al-Akādīmī li-ṭalabat al-jāmiʻāt 
al-Urdunīyah (Risālat duktūrāh manshūrah). Jāmiʻat ʻAmmān al-ʻArabīyah. 

7.al-Mubdil, ʻAbd al-Muḥsin (2017). al-adāʼ ʻalá Milaff al-injāz wa-ʻalāqatuhu 
bi-al-adāʼ ʻalá al-ikhtibārāt wa-mustawá almthābrh wa-al-uslūb al-maʻrifī 
(al-taṣallub / almrwnh). al-Majallah al-Tarbawīyah al-Dawlīyah al-
mutakhaṣṣiṣah, 6 (6), 230-244. 

8.Bakkār, Nādiyah, wālbsām, Munīrah (2001). albwrtflyw ka-aḥad Maʻālim al-
taṭawwur fī al-qarn al-ḥādī wa-al-ʻishrīn. Majallat al-ʻUlūm al-Tarbawīyah 
bi-Maʻhad al-Dirāsāt al-Tarbawīyah bi-Jāmiʻat al-Qāhirah, 9 (2), 141-164. 

9.Ḥijāzayn, Nāyil (2007). Arthur Taʻaddud al-abʻād fī taqdīr Maʻālim fqrāt 
thunāʼīyat altdryj fī taqdīr Maʻālim al-qudrah bi-istikhdām Barāmij 
ḥāsūbīyah tftrḍ uḥādyh al-Buʻd aw al-taʻaddud fī al-abʻād (Risālat duktūrāh 
manshūrah). Jāmiʻat ʻAmmān al-ʻArabīyah. 

10.Khalīfah, Zaynab (2016). milaffāt al-injāz al-iliktrūnī wa-taḥsīn al-ʻamalīyah 
al-taʻlīmīyah. Dirāsāt fī al-Taʻlīm al-Jāmiʻī (32), 616-625. 

11.Dī iyālā, R. J (2017). al-naẓarīyah wa-al-taṭbīq fī Naẓarīyat al-istijābah 
llmfrdh (ʻAbd Allāh al-Kīlānī, wa-Ismāʻīl al-Burṣān, tarjamat). Dār Jāmiʻat 
al-Malik Saʻūd lil-Nashr. (2009). 

12.Shāhīn, Suʻād (2007). Taʼthīr al-takhaṣṣuṣ al-Akādīmī wa-al-uslūb al-
maʻrifī ʻalá taṣmīm wa-intāj Milaff al-injāz al-iliktrūnī ladá al-ṭullāb al-
Muʻallimīn bi-Kullīyat al-Tarbiyah. al-Jamʻīyah al-Miṣrīyah ltknwlwjyā al-
Taʻlīm, 17 (1), 3-39. 

13.ʻAllām, Ṣalāḥ al-Dīn (2005). namādhij al-istijābah llmfrdh alākhtbāryh 
uḥādyh al-Buʻd wmtʻddh al-abʻād wa-taṭbīqātuhā fī al-qiyās al-tarbawī wa-
al-nafsī. Dār al-Fikr al-ʻArabī. 



  

 

 

 

 

14.ʻAllām, Ṣalāḥ al-Dīn (2007). al-Taqwīm al-tarbawī al-Badīl : ususuhu al-

naẓarīyah wa-al-manhajīyah wa-taṭbīqātuhu al-maydānīyah. Dār al-Fikr al-

ʻArabī. 

15.ʻAwdah, Aḥmad (2005). al-qiyās wa-al-taqwīm fī al-ʻamalīyah al-tadrīsīyah. 

Dār al-Amal. 

16.Kāẓim, Amīnah (1988). dirāsah Naẓarīyat naqdīyah ḥawla al-qiyās al-

mawḍūʻī lil-sulūk namūdhaj rāsh. Muʼassasat al-Kuwayt lil-Taqaddum al-

ʻIlmī. 

17.Krwkr, Līndā, wāljynā, James (2017). madkhal ilá Naẓarīyat al-qiyās al-

taqlīdīyah wa-al-muʻāṣarah (Hind al-Ḥammūrī, wzynāt Daʻnā, tarjamat). 

Dār al-Fikr. (2008). 

18.Kwjk, Kawthar (2012). albwrtfwlyw fī al-Taʻlīm wa-al-taʻallum ruʼyah 

shāmilah. ʻĀlam al-Kutub. 

19.Markaz Iḥṣāʼāt al-Taʻlīm (1442). al-Dalīl al-iḥṣāʼī lil-Idārah al-ʻĀmmah lil-

taʻlīm bi-Minṭaqat al-Riyāḍ. 

20.Nytkw, Anṭūnyū, wbrwkārt, Sawsan (2012). al-Taqyīm al-tarbawī lil-

Ṭalabah (ʻAlī al-Quranī, wa-Ibrāhīm al-Dawsarī, wrāshd al-Miḥrizī, wa-

Ḥusayn al-Kharūṣī, mtrjmyn). Maktab al-Tarbiyah al-ʻArabī li-Duwal al-

Khalīj. (2007). 

21.Nytkw, Anṭūnyū (2016). al-Taqwīm al-tarbawī fī al-siyāq al-Mudarrisī 

(Aḥmad al-Shāfiʻī, tarjamat). Dār al-Kitāb al-Jāmiʻī (2014). 

22.Naṣṣār, ʻAlī, wa-al-Lawḥ, Shāhīnāz (2017). Arthur Tawẓīf Milaff al-injāz fī 

Tanmiyat al-qudrah al-riyāḍīyah ladá ṭalabat al-ṣaff al-ʻāshir al-asāsī bi-

Ghazzah. Majallat al-Jāmiʻah al-Islāmīyah lil-Dirāsāt al-Tarbawīyah wa-al-

nafsīyah, 25 (2), 369-389. 



  

 

 

 

 

1.Adams, R., Wilson, M., & Wang, W. (1997). The multidimensional random 
coefficients multinomial logit model. Applied Psychological Measurement, 
21(1), 1-23. 

2.Andrich, D., &Marais, I. (2019). A Course in Rasch Measurement Theory 
Measuring in the Educational Social and Health Sciences. Springer. 

3.Balart, P. (2017). The Influence of Non-cognitive Skills on a Multiple Choice 

Test Evaluation in Higher Education  Revista electrónica sobre la 

enseñanza de la Economía Pública, 21, 21-30.  
4.Barrett, H. (2000). Electronic portfolio development. Learning & Leading 

with Technology, 27(7), 14-21.  
5.Black, E., Dickson, T., & Blue, A. (2021). Exploring item discrimination in an 

online self and peer assessment of interprofessional teamwork. Journal of 
Interprofessional Education, 22, 1-6. 

6.Chang, C. (2001a). A study on the evaluation and effectiveness analysis of 
web-based learning portfolio (WBLP). British Journal of Educational 

Technology, 32(4), 435–458  

7.Chang, C. (2001b). Construction and Evaluation of a Web-Based Learning 
Portfolio System: An Electronic Assessment Tool. Innovations in 
Education and Teaching International, 32(2), 144-155. 

8.Chang, C., & Wu, B. (2012). Is Teacher Assessment Reliable or Valid for 
High School Students under a Web-based Portfolio Environment?. 
Educational Technology & Society, 15(4), 265–278. 

9.Dogan, C., & Uluman, M. (2017). A comparison of rubrics and graded 
category rating scales with various methods regarding raters’ reliability. 

Educational Sciences: Theory & Practice, 17, 631–651  

10.El-Senousy, H. (2020). E-Portfolio to Assess the 21stCentury Skills of 
Students in Smart E-Learning Environment. International Journal for 
Quality Assurance, 3(1). 49-56. 

11.Evangelinos, G. (2014). An Electronic Personal Development Portfolio 
(ePDP) using Microsoft OneNote. Networks Issue, 17, 3-9. 

12.Garrison, D., & Vaughan, N. (2008). Blended Learning in Higher Education 
Framework, Principles, and Guidelines.  JOSSEY-BASS.   

13.Hambleton, R., & Swaminathan, H. (1985). Item response theory 
Principles and applications. Boston: Kluwer Nijhoff Publishing. 

14.Institute for the Study of Labor (IZA). (2014, December). Fostering and 
Measuring Skills: Improving Cognitive and Non-Cognitive Skills to Promote 
Lifetime Success. (IZA Discussion Papers No. 8696). Bonn: IZA 

15.Lam, R. (2018). Portfolio Assessment for the Teaching and Learning of 
Writing. Springer. 



  

 

 

 

 

16.Linden, W., & Hambleton, R. (1997). Handbook of modern item response 
theory. Springer.    

17.Longabach, T. (2015). A Comparison of Subscore Reporting Methods for 
A State Assessment of English Language Proficiency (Doctoral 
dissertation). Graduate Faculty of the University of State, United State.  

18.Masters, G. (1982). A Rasch Model for Partial Credit Scoring. 
Psychometrika, 7(2). 149-174. 

19.Montgomery, k. (2000). Classroom Rubrics: Systematizing What Teachers 
Do Naturally. The Clearing House, 73(6), 324-328. 

20.Morton, J., Northcote, M., Kilgour, P., & Jackson, W. (2021). Sharing the 
construction of assessment rubrics with students: A Model for 
collaborative rubric construction. Journal of University Teaching & 
Learning Practice, 18(4), 1-13.     

21.Paulson, F., Paulson, P., & Meyer, C. (1991). What Makes a Portfolio a 
Portfolio? Eight thoughtful guidelines will help educators encourage self-
directed learning. Educational Leadership. 60-63.  

22.Truemper, C. (2004). Using Scoring Rubrics to Facilitate Assessment and 
Evaluation of Graduate-Level Nursing Students. Journal of Nursing 
Education, 43(12), 562-564. 

23.Turner, J. (2003). Examining an art portfolio assessment using a many-
facet Rasch measurement model (Doctor dissertation). Boston College, 
Boston. 

24.Walker, C., & Beretras, S. (2000, April). Using multidimensional versus 
unidimensional ability estimates to determine student proficiency in 
mathematics [Paper presented]. The annual meeting of the American 
educational research association, New Orleans, LA. 

25.Wells, C., Rios, J., & Bond, M. (2016). Testing Assumptions of item 
response Theory Models. In Craig Wells & Molly Bond (Ed.), Educational 
Measurement from foundations to future. (pp. 162-181). Guilford 
Publications, Inc.  

26.Wesolowski, B. (2012).  Understanding and Developing Rubrics for Music 
Performance Assessment. Music Educators Journal, 36-42. DOI: 
10.1177/0027432111432524. 

27.Wu, M., Tam, H., & Jen, T. (2016). Educational Measurement for Applied 
Researchers Theory into Practice. Springer.  

28.Wright, B., & Masters, G. (1982). Rating Scale Analysis. MESA PRESS. 

 

 


