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SCORING, GRADING, AND GIVING FEEDBACK
Scoring

\ As you design a classroom test, you must consider how the test will be scored and
graded.Your scoring plan reflects the relative weight that you place on each section
and items in each section. The integrated-skills class that we have been using as an

‘l example focuses on listening and speaking skills with some attention to reading and
; writing. Three of your nine objectives target reading and writing skills. How do you

‘ assign scoring to the various components of this test?
Because oral production is a driving force in your overall objectives, you decide
“ to place more weight on the speaking (oral interview) section than on the other
three sections. Five minutes is actually a long time to spend in a one-on-one situa-
I tion with a student, and some significant information can be extracted from such a
| session. You therefore designate 40 percent of the grade to the oral interview. You
| consider the listening and reading sections to be equally important, but each of
them, especially in this multiple-choice format, is of less consequence than the oral
interview. So you give each of them a 20 percent weight. That leaves 20 percent for
| the writing section, which seems about right to you given the time and focus on

writing in this unit of the course.

J Your next task is to assign scoring for each item. This may take a little numer-

‘ ical common sense, burt it doesn’t require a degree in math. To make matters simple,
you decide to have a 100-point test in which

« the listening and reading items are each worth 2 points.

« the oral interview will yield four scores ranging from 5 to 1, reflecting flu-
ency, prosodic features, accuracy of the target grammatical objectives, and
discourse appropriateness. To weight these scores appropriately, you will

double each individual score and then add them together for a possible total
\ score of 40. (Chapters 4 and 7 will deal more extensively with scoring and
assessing oral production performance.)
| * the writing sample has two scores: one for grammar/mechanics (including
| the correct use of so and because) and one for overall effectiveness of the
message, each ranging from 5 to 1. Again, to achieve the correct weight for

[ i writing, you will double each score and add them, so the possible total is 20

: points. (Chapters 4 and 9 will deal in depth with scoring and assessing
writing performance.)
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classroom tests—consider the multitude of options. You might choose to return the
test to the student with one of, or 24 combination of, any of the possibilities below:

1. a letter grade
2. atotal score
3. four subscores (speaking, listening, reading, writing)
4. for the listening and reading sections
a. an indication of correct/incorrect responses
b. marginal comments
5. for the oral interview
a. scores for each element being rated
b. a checklist of areas needing work
c. oral feedback after the interview
d. a post-interview conference to go over the results
6. on the essay
a. scores for each element being rated
b. a checklist of areas needing work
c. marginal and end-of-essay comments, suggestions
d. a post-test conference to go over work
e. a self-assessment
7. on all or selected parts of the test, peer checking of results
8. a whole-class discussion of results of the test
9. individual conferences with each student to review the whole test

Obviously, options 1 and 2 give virtually no feedback. They offer the student only
a modest sense of where that student stands and a vague idea of overall performance,
but the feedback they present does not become washback. Washback is achieved
when students can, through the testing experience, identify their areas of success and
challenge. When a test becomes a learning experience, it achieves washback.

Option 3 gives a student a chance to see the relative strength of each skill area
and so becomes minimally useful. Options 4, 5, and 6 represent the kind of response
a teacher can give (including stimulating a student self-assessment) that approaches
maximum washback. Students are provided with individualized feedback that has
good potential for “washing back” into their subsequent performance, Of course, time
and the logistics of large classes may not permit 5d and 6d, which for many teachers
may be going above and beyond expectations for a test like this. Likewise option 9
may be impractical. Options 6 and 7, however, are clearly viable possibilities that solve
some of the practicality issues that are so important in teachers’ busy schedules.

§ § § § §

1n this ehapterguidelines and-tools were provided-to-enable yourtoaddress the
fivequestions-posed at-the eutset-(h) how to determine-the purpose or eriterionr of
the test: ) how to state objeetives(3)how to-design—specifications; &b howte
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