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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. 
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