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Abstract

Assessment of writing skill is generally believed to be judged by a rater subjectively
and qualitatively or by using analytic scoring rubrics which can potentially result in
somehow not very reliable assessment. It seems that an evaluation of writing based
on a model can result in a valid and reliable writing assessment. To achieve such an
objective, this study firstly aimed to develop an assessment model based on Activity
Theory (AT), i. e., Activity Theory-Based Assessment Model (ATBAM), and then
to employ it in the assessment of writing performances of Iranian language learners
in a private language college. And finally, to achieve the concurrent validity of
ATBAM, its results were compared with those of a traditional approach. Three
groups of participants took part in this study: a group of upper intermediate English
learners (N=29) who submitted one writing sample per week in four successive
weeks, teachers (N=6) who provided learners with feedback and assigned holistic
scores and course supervisors (N=2) who reassessed the writing samples on the basis
of an analytic rubric of writing assessment. The results showed that using ATBAM
in writing assessment results in an exploration of not only learnersLlbut also
teachers_kngagement in the development of learnersL kwriting ability. The role of
teachers[_feedback and teachersLhnd learners[ $ocial interaction in the development
of learnersL_lwriting ability could potentially provide comprehensive, fair, reliable,
and valid scores in this model.
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Introduction

It is generally believed that language teaching, learning and testing
principles are to be interrelated. Examining these principles and their
relationship with one another has been extensively researched to
provide guidelines to be practiced in English language pedagogy. This
very interrelatedness, dates back to 1930s, has also mutually
influenced on each other in pedagogical conditions. In other words,
the incorporation of teaching into testing procedures implies that
specific approaches to testing and assessment can also be traced to
certain eras of dominant language teaching and learning practices.
However, it seems that a gap is felt in language testing and assessment
procedures when a theory is employed in teaching a language as a
foreign language.

The emergence of communicative competence model in 1980s
(Canale and Swain, 1980) led to a paradigm shift in language teaching
and assessment. The advantages of such a shift over the previous
testing approaches are its qualitative mode of assessment and the use
of criterion-referenced testing in classroom assessment. Moreover, the
assessment of communicative competence directed language teachers
to incorporate social factors in their classroom contexts to improve
learners’ communicative competence. It seems that an integration of
social factors to assess learners’ communicative competence requires
language testers to think about alternative ways of language
assessment.

Alternative assessment claims that a link between assessment and
instruction needs to be established by ‘'feedback loop' which allows
instructors to continuously monitor and modify instruction based on
what is already assessed. In other words, such an alternative
assessment can potentially provide instructors with informative
information (Alderson & Banerjee, 2001) and motivate language
learners to take more responsibility for their own learning (Hamayan,
1995). Feedback as an important feature in improving the learning of
the students through assessment can build confidence in students and
motivate them (O[Harrell, 2016). Hattie and Timperley (2007) suggest
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ways of enhancing the effectiveness of feedback in classroom. The
relationship between feedback and learning and learnersllintended
performances is documented in many studies (Kluger & DeNisi, 1996;
Mory, 2004; and Narciss & Huth, 2004) and the importance of
feedback as a significant factor in motivating learning is also
documented (Lepper & Chabay, 1985; Narciss & Huth, 2004).

Language testing and assessment circles have witnessed different
forms of alternative assessment such as Dynamic Assessment (DA),
Authentic Assessment, Performance-based Assessment, Portfolio
Assessment, etc. (Barnard Bachelor, 2017) which have been recently
developed. However, most teachers still prefer to use the old and
traditional approach to testing and assessment. Any alternative
assessment claims to perform specific assessment purposes. For
example, DA, suggested as an alternative to traditional assessment
methods, (Lantolf & Poehner, 2004; Poehner, 2007; Mattarima &
Hamdan , 2011) is regarded as a means designed to bring out the
potential of learning and to improve the learning effectiveness by
providing more opportunities for learners to interact with each other
and with teachers (Wang, 2010). In DA, teaching is a part of
assessment itself and it supplies very useful information for
developing interventions. Performing DA, as Lidz (1991) suggests,
can help teachers or examiners discover how the students learn or can
be best instructed by looking at their learning processes which are
believed to be influenced by learnersD:ognitive, affective, social, and
cultural factors.

The impact of sociocultural theories on EFL contexts has been
widely researched. However, there seems to be scarcity of research in
testing and assessment models in which social dimensions of
assessment in classroom contexts are observed. These issues appeared
as the tenets of Activity Theory (AT) which is employed as a
descriptive meta-theory derived from Vygotskylls(1978) social
development idea (Nardi, 1996). Vygotsky (1978) states that in AT,
human activity is directed toward an object and mediated by tools and
artifacts that are constituted in a social context. Karanasios, Allen and
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Finnegan (2015) describe AT system as the interaction between the
human agent (the subject) and the world (the object) mediated by tools
and artifacts. Chen, Sharman, Rao, and Upadhyaya (2013) believe that
the subject in the AT is the active element, an individual or a group, of
the process. It considers the whole activity system beyond just one
actor or user and it includes cultural and technical mediation of human
activity and artifacts in use. According to Jonassen and Rohrer-
Murphy (1999), AT is not just the kind of activity to be examined but
it looks at any activity in a context in terms of the person engagement,
the intended goals to be achieved, the resulted objects or products, and
the delineated rules and norms. Since AT claims to provide a useful
framework in which the processes of changes in teaching and learning
processes can be investigated, it can be argued that AT can offer a
new assessment model.

There are three generations AT built on different notions. The first
generation drew from Vygotskyl 161978) notion of mediation focusing
only on individuals and composed of subject, object and actions. This
mediation in the second generation AT is on the other components of
an activity system and its relationship with them (Engestrom,
1999).The second generation was built on Leontl M Isnotion of
activity system in which human activity doesnl_lhappen in isolation
but rather it takes place in a community governed by certain rules and
divisions of labor (Engestrom 1987). By adding the elements of
community, rules and division of labour, this model aims to represent
the social/collective elements in an activity system. So, AT can be
considered as a framework or a lens for studying developmental
processes of human learning in two levels of individual and social
interlinked simultaneously. Since the outcomes of such an activity
system are prescribed, Engestrom (1990) articulated the need for a
third generation AT. This third generation involves at least two
interacting activity systems with a shared object. According to
Engestrom (1999), the third generation AT focuses on the joint
activity, not individual activity, as the unit of analysis in which
mediated activity can modify not only the subject, but also the



A Comparative Study of Writing Assessment Using Activity Theory-Based 4 5

environment. Yamagata-Lynch (2010) states that the third generation
AT was developed for the analysis of activity systems when the
researchers take participatory and interventionist roles in the
participantsL] tivity.

This study firstly aimed to develop an assessment model based on
the second and third generation AT. To achieve such an objective, this
study, more specifically, aimed to suggest Activity Theory-Based
Assessment Model (ATBAM) as an assessment model and to employ
the model in the assessment of writing performances of Iranian
language learners in a private language college. Subjective scoring of
writing performances of learners (Pearson, 2004) and using different
scoring rubrics cannot solve the problem of subjectivity in the
assessment of writing in order to get to a more valid score (Barkaoui,
2010). Therefore, the results of ATBAM were compared with those of
a traditional approach to writing assessment in order to prove the
validity of ATBAM. In this model all the features of ATBAM are
evaluated based on the writing samples of the learners in a classroom
context; that is, the contribution between teachers, learners and course
supervisors in scoring the writing assignments, the feedback of the
teachers to learnersllwriting samples, the rules governed in this
process and finally, the community of the assessment.

Method

This study is intended to suggest ATBAM as a model of assessment in
assessing learnersUwriting skill ability and to compare the results of
ATBAM with those of a traditional approach to writing assessment.
To achieve such an objective, both qualitative and quantitative
longitudinal researches with a mixed-method quasi-experimental
approach were employed. The following sections describe the
participants, instruments, scoring scheme, and procedures of this
study.

Participants

Three groups of participants, i. e., language learners, language
teachers, and course supervisors, took part in this study. The Iranian
language learners (N=29), who registered for an upper intermediate
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course, were studying in an English language learning program in the
private English college, Danesh Language Centre, in Tehran. The
learners were all adult learners who have studied English for several
years in this college. They participated in twenty 105-minutes
sessions for seven weeks. The second group consisted of six
experienced language teacher who were interviewed by the researcher.
The third group consisted of the course supervisors (N=2) who were
particularly instructed to supervise, observe, and score and rescore the
writing sample assignments of language learners.

Instruments

Data collection instruments were considered as mediating artifacts in
ATBAM. These instruments dealt with the properties of learners[]
writing samples and teachers[_feedback. The second generation of AT
was considered as the basis for the intended writing assessment model
of this study. As Engestrom (1987) suggests, in the second generation
AT, as presented in Figure 1, each participantl]sctivity does not
happen in isolation but rather it takes place in a community governed
by certain rules and divisions of labor.

Figure 1. Second Generation Activity Theory Model

Scoring Scheme

In order to achieve the purpose of this study, all features of ATBAM
were needed to be scored. Because of the diversity of the data
collected for different features of ATBAM, different scoring
procedures were used. In division of labor, three interval scores were
measured based on the contribution among teachers, learners and
course supervisors. First the writing samples of the learners were
corrected and scored (0-8) by teachers. Then these sample writings
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were rescored (0-5) by supervisors based on writing assessment
rubrics (Gonzélez, Trejo & Roux, 2017) presented in appendix 1.
Finally, in the division of labor between teachers and supervisors, a
score (1-4) was given to each teacherlsl total feedback by supervisors
based on teacherlsl feedback rubrics (Wylie & Lyon, 2016) presented
in appendix 2. Also, two sets of ordinal scores were measured by
teachers for both rules and regulations and community based on Likert
scale. Rules and regulations were scored based on teachers[]
observation of learners[lassessment processes and community was
scored based on the amount of teacher-learner contribution in the
assessment process. Figure 2 represent the relationship between
different features of ATBAM in assigning scores and getting to a final
outcome score.

Figure 2. The Collaboration among Features of ATBAM

Table 1 represents features of ATBAM and the scores assigned to
each of them. The average of all the scores gained in ATBAM is
evaluated to get to a final score as an outcome score of ATBAM for
each learnerlslwriting performance.
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Table 1
The Scoring Scheme Based on the Collaboration among Features Of
ATBAM
ATBAM Features Object Score | Outcome
Score
Learner -Score based on Interval
and subjective assessment
Subjects | Teacher of writing. The
in -Teacher_seBdback. average
Division | Learner Score based on writing | Interval | of scores
of and assessment rubrics. in all
Labor Supervisor aspects
Teacher Score based on Interval | of AT
and teacherlsl feedback
Supervisor | rubrics.
Rules and Score based on Ordinal
Regulations teachersLdbservation
of assessment rules.
Community Score based on Ordinal
teacher-learner
contribution.

Data Collection and Analysis

As mentioned earlier, the basis of ATBAM is the second generation

AT in which assessment procedures and the final results were dealt

with more features rather than any other traditional assessment

procedures in EFL context. The features are teachers, learners and

course supervisors (subjects), learners_writing assessment (objects),

learnersL] writing samples and teachersl] feedbacks (mediating

artifacts), teachersllobservation of learnersl_lassessment procedures

(Rules and regulations), teachersL] learnersL] and supervisorsD
responsibility (Division of labour), teacher-learner contribution in

classroom context (Community) and learnerslwriting performance

and improvement, and very safe and reliable scores to learners[]
writing samples (outcomes).
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The description of features of ATBAM, as a writing assessment
model on the basis of second generation AT, are presented in table 2
adopted from Mwanza & Engestrom (2003). The features of ATBAM
are also represented in Figure 3 as a writing assessment model based

on second generation AT triangle.

Table 2

Features of ATBAM as a Writing Assessment Model (Adopted from

Mwanza & Engestrom, 2003)

Components | Descriptions

Examples

Activity What sort of Testing
Activity is taking place?

Dynamic Assessment

Object/Moti | Why is the activity taking

LearnersLivriting

ve place? development

Subjects Who is involved in Learners, teachers, and
carrying out the activity? | supervisors

Tools By what means are the Learners_Writing samples,

activity?

subjects performing the

and
teachers[_feedback

Rules and Acre there any cultural

regulations | norms, rules or

activity?

regulations governing the
performance of the

Regulations, for writing
assessment processes of
learners, observed by
teachers

Division of | Who are responsible for
labour what, when carrying out
activity and how are
these roles organized?

All participants:
Learners, teachers, and
Supervisors

Community | What is the environment
in which this activity is
being carried out?

Classroom: Teacher-Learner
contribution

Outcomes What is desired outcome
from carrying out this

activity?

LearnersLivriting performance
and improvement, and

More reliable and safe score to
learners[vriting performances
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Figure 3. Features of ATBAM as a Writing Assessment Model

The data was collected during one term of English language
learning program consisting of 20 sessions held in 7 weeks. The
learners attended to their English classes three times a week, each time
105 minutes. Data collection started as of week three and was
followed for one month (four successive weeks). As of week three up
to week 7, the learners were asked to write one writing sample per
week. Learnersvriting samples were corrected by their teachers who
provided them with feedback on their mistakes each week. After four
weeks, teachers assigned a holistic score (0-8) to each learnerlsl
writing samples subjectively based on their subjective correction
during the course. Then at the end of the course, the course
supervisors not only rescored the learnersllwriting samples and
assigned a score (0-5) based on a writing assessment rubric but also
evaluated and scored (1-4) teachers]feedbacks based on the
descriptive teacherls] feedback rubric. These three sets of interval
scores were represented as the division of labor feature in ATBAM.
The other two sets of scores were also assigned by teachers to rules
and regulations, and community features. Scores to rules and
regulations were based on teachersL] observation of learnersl]
assessment process and scores to community were assigned based on
the amount of contribution between teacher and learner in the
classroom.
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Results
The results of the assessment of learnersllwriting samples in four
successive weeks are analyzed. More specifically, reliability,
descriptive, correlational and regression analyses were performed to
compare scores of learnersLiwvriting performances based on ATBAM
with the scores based on a traditional approach to assessment.

Reliability Analysis

In order to estimate the consistency of scoring, the writing samples of
learners on the basis of the five features of analytical scoring rubric of
writing (Gonzalez, Trejo & Roux, 2017), a reliability analysis was
performed. The results in Table 3 show that the course supervisors[]
scoring is consistent.

Table 3

Reliability Co-Efficiency of Features of Writing

Feature of Writing No. of items | Reliability Co-efficient
Content 4 .69

Organization 4 a7

Use of Language 4 .76

Use of Vocabulary 4 .67

Mechanics and Spelling 4 .84

Descriptive analysis

In order to have a general picture of the data in this study, a
descriptive analysis was performed. As Table 4 shows, the mean
scores of learners in the second and fourth samples are low. The
homogeneity of scores in the first sample is low while that of the third
sample is high. The reason for the low standard deviation in the first
sample is that the participants were not much familiar with the scoring
criteria. The highest standard deviation in the third sample may be due
to the writing improvement of some learners.
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Table 4
Descriptive Statistics of Four Samples of Writing
Std.

Scores to Writing Samples | N | Minimum | Maximum | Mean [ Deviation
First 28 [13.00 24.00 19.03 | 2.97
Second 28 [12.00 23.00 18.50 | 3.30
Third 26 [11.00 24.00 19.26 | 3.81
Forth 26 [12.00 23.00 18.53 | 3.02

The descriptive statistics of writing features in the four writing
samples of learners appear in Table 5, indicating that these features
were developed almost similarly in the four writing samples.

Table 5
Descriptive Statistics of Total Scores of Features of Writing Rubrics
Std.

|Features of Writing N [Minimum [Maximum [ Mean | Deviation
Content 23 |11.00 20.00 15.91 (2.17

Organization 23 [11.00 20.00 15.47 |2.59

Use of Language 23 [9.00 19.00 15.04 (2.75

Use of Vocabulary 23 [11.00 18.00 15.04 |2.20
Mechanics and Spelling |23 |11.00 20.00 15.47 |2.85

As Table 6 shows, the learners' highest mean score is in Rules and
Regulations. This indicates that the teachers were satisfied with the
learnersl_participation in learning and assessment of their writing. The
lowest mean score is for community feature of AT that shows teachers
scores for their collaboration with learners in the class. Table 6 also
shows that the scores of learners on division of labor are more
homogenous. A comparison of the total scores of ATBAM and a
Traditional approach show that total score of learnersLvriting samples
in ATBAM has got higher mean than division of labor in which there
are a traditional approach to assessment and teachersl feedback.
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Table 6
Descriptive Statistics of Features of ATBAM

Std.
Scores to Features of ATBAM | N | Minimum | Maximum |Mean | Deviation
Division of Labor 23 153.33 97.33 81.47 |12.26
Rules and Regulations 29 133.33 |100.00 |88.50 |20.46
Community 29133.33 |100.00 |78.16 |28.55

Total Score to Writing Samples |23 [57.33 |99.11 86.57 [12.525

Correlational Analyses

Table 7 shows correlation between learnersvriting scores by teachers
and supervisors and their scores based on ATBAM. The results show
that there is a positive and moderate correlation between ATBAM
based scores and the total scores of supervisors on learners[vriting.
There is a low and positive correlation between ATBAM scores and
the total score of teachers. Also, there is a low and negative
correlation between supervisorsLlrad teachers[dotal scores.

Table 7
Correlation between Learners’ Writing Scores and their ATBAM
Based Scores

SupervisorsL] [Teachers[]
Total Score  [total Score
ATBAM Score Pearson .
Correlation 48 13
Sig. (2-tailed) .01 .55
N 23 23
SupervisorsL] Pearson 1 20
Total Score Correlation '
Sig. (2-tailed) .35
N 23 23

Table 8 shows the correlational analysis of learners[vriting scores
based on their teachers and supervisors. The table shows that there is a

low and negative correlation between

teachers[] scores and
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supervisorsL_Iscores. Writing one has got positive and moderate
correlation with writing two, three, and four. Writing two has got
positive and strong correlation with writing three and four. Writing
three has got positive and moderate correlation with writing four.

Table 8
Correlational Analysis of Learners’ Four Writing samples’ Scores
Based on Supervisors and Teachers

SupervisorsL 8cores to Four Writing Samples

First Second Third Fourth
Writing  [Writing | Writing | Writing
Samples | Samples |Samples [Samples

TeachersL ] Pearson

total Score  Correlation | "2°1 -020 -.235 .001
>19 @] 236 918 248 996
tailed)

N 28 28 26 26

Supervisors Pearson . X "

[] Score to Correlation 567 485 954

First Sig. (2-

Samples N 97 26 o

Supervisors Pearson

] J73™ 817
[]Score to Correlation 3 8

Second Sig. (2-

Writing tailed) 000 000
Samples N 25 26
Supervisors Pearson 637"
[J Score to Correlation '
Third Sig. (2- 001
Writing tailed) .
Samples N 23

Development of Writing Features across Writing Samples
In order to find the extent to which the writing features improved in
the four sample writings of learners, a multiple regression using Enter



A Comparative Study of Writing Assessment Using Activity Theory-Based 4 15

method was employed. The results clearly showed that the writing
features were improved more in the third and the fourth samples. The
regression analyses, Table 9, showed that organization, and mechanics
and spelling have more contribution to writing one. While, in writing
four the content and organization, in writing three Use of language,
and in writing two, use of vocabulary and mechanics have more
predictive power.

Table 9
Contribution of Writing Practices to Development of Writing Features

Writing Features Constant | Regression coefficients

Writing | Writing | Writing | Writing

One Two Three Four
Content 2.16 0.03 0.18 0.12 0.37
Organization -2.090 0.29 0.19 0.01 0.42
Use of Language -0.8 0.18 0.13 0.39 0.1
Use of Vocabulary 0.65 0.18 0.33 0.18 0.03
Mechanics and Spelling | -2.84 0.29 0.3 0.12 0.22

Table 10 shows a multiple regression analyses of teachers]
feedback, learnersL] rules and regulations, and teacher-learner
community contribution to the writing scores of learners. In order to
understand the extent to which providing feedback contribute to the
writing scores of learners, a multiple regression analyses was
performed. The results show that teachersl feedback to writing sample
3 has more predictive power to supervisorsL_kcore to writing sample
four. Also, learners[$cores to rules and regulations, and community in
writing sample three have more predictive power to supervisorsL$core
to writing sample four.
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Table 10

Contribution of Teachers’ Feedback, Learners’ Rules and
Regulations, and Teacher-Learner Community o Learners’ Writing
Scores

TeachersL] | SupervisorsL] Scores to
Total Writing Samples
Scores Constant | Score One | Two | Three | Four
Teachersl_Feedback | -22.83 .04 28 .75 | -74 .96
Learners_Rules and | 51.47 15 35 |-18 | -.07 3
Regulations
Teacher-Leaner 14.57 -17 .23 A4 | -33 1.07
Community

Table 11 shows the contribution of teachersLland supervisorsl]
scores to ATBAM based scores. The multiple regression analysis
shows that the learnersvriting score based on supervisors is a better
predictor of the scores the leaners received from their teacher. The
contribution of teachers[] and supervisors[] scores on writing
performances of learners to ATBAM based scores is also appeared in
Equation (1).

Table 11

Contribution of Teachers’ and Supervisors’ Scores on Writing
Performances of Learners To ATBAM Based Scores

Unstandardized | Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients

Total Scores B | Std. Error Beta t | Sig.
(Constant) 19.87 25.24 78| .44
Teachers .20 .16 23]1.24| 22
Supervisors .61 22 5312.79| .01

a. Dependent Variable: Total ATBAM score
Equation (1)
Total ATBAM Score=19.87+0.2 *learner writing score by teacher
+0.61*learner writing score by supervisor
Table 12 shows the contribution of writing features to ATBAM
based scores. The results show that the total score to Mechanics and
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Spelling and use of vocabulary are the first and the second predictors
of scores in ATBAM. Equation (2) present the formula based on the
information in Table 12.

Table 12
Contribution of Writing Features’ Scores to ATBAM Based Scores

Unstandardized Standardized

Coefficients Coefficients
Total Scores B Std. Error | Beta T Sig.
(Constant) 43.26 |16.84 2.56 |.02
Content .08 49 .07 16 |.87
Organization -01 |.38 -.01 -04 |.96
Use of Language -51 .32 -.56 -1.56 |.13
Use of Vocabulary 42 .63 37 66 |.51
Mechanics and Spelling | .57 .28 .66 2.02 |.05

a. Dependent Variable: Total ATBAM Score

Equation (2)

ATBAM based scores of learners =43.26+0.08 Total Content score in
four writing samples

-0.01Total Organization Score in four writing samples

-0.51Total Language Use Score in four writing samples
+0.42 Total Vocabulary Use Score in four writing samples
+0.57 Total Mechanics and Selling Score in four writing samples

Discussion of the Results
The objective that this study intended to achieve was to develop an
assessment model based on AT (ATBAM) and to employ such a
model in the assessment of writing samples of learners. The results of
ATBAM were compared with the results of a traditional approach to
writing assessment; that is, subjective scoring by teachers themselves
or based on an assessment rubric without any useful feedback to
learnersLvriting samples. The results showed that the role of teachers[]
feedback and teachers and learners social interaction cannot be
ignored in learnersvriting improvement. It seems that jut scoring the
learnersl_lwriting by using scoring rubrics cannot lead teachers and
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researchers to very valid and accurate scores. The main purpose of
feedback in this study was to reduce the gap between learners[]
performance and the goal. This is in line with Hattie and Timperley
(2007) who suggests the ways of enhancing the effectiveness of
feedback in classroom. As a result, the effectiveness of teachers[]
feedback on the writing of the learners results in learnersLivriting skill
improvement. The homogeneity of scores and the writing
improvement of learners in writing sample 3 in week 5 show this fact.
Comparing to week 1, this improvement in week 5 may be because of
the learners]familiarity with scoring criteria and their teachers[]
feedback. Also all features of writing samples in scoring rubric, which
was used by supervisors scoring of the writing samples of learners as a
part of division of labor in ATBAM, were developed almost similarly
in four writing samples of the learners. This can also due to the
effectiveness of feedback.

Literature extensively documented the relationship between
feedback and learning and learners[lintended performances. The
following sources show such a relationship (Kluger & DeNisi, 1996;
Mory, 2004; and Narciss & Huth, 2004). And some other studies have
done on the importance of feedback as a significant factor in
motivating learning (Lepper & Chabay, 1985; Narciss & Huth, 2004).
OlHarrell (2016) refers to the characteristics of a successful feedback
as to build confidence in the students, to motivate students, to improve
their learning, to provide students with performance improvement
information, to correct errors, and to identify strengths and
weaknesses.

The multiple regressions also showed the importance of feedback
in learners[_lwriting improvement. Writing features of scoring rubric
were developed across writing samples of learners. These features
were improved more in the third and fourth writing samples of
learners. The results also showed that the feedback was focused more
on the Use of Vocabulary, and Mechanics and Spelling features in
writing one, Use of Language feature in writing two, Content and
Organization in writing three. These feedbacks in each writing sample
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affected the learnersllbetter performance in such features in the
following writing samples.

Descriptive statistics of features of ATBAM revealed that teachers
were satisfied with learnersL_performance in assessment process by
observing that the learners respected to rules and regulations of
assessment. The mean score of community feature was lower than the
other features. The reason is that although teachers[Ifeedback and
collaboration resulted in better improvement of learnersLlwriting
development, some teachers in some classes didn[Jhave good social
collaboration with their learners and provided them with not enough
feedback which resulted in less improvement and lower score in
ATBAM. Also, higher mean score of total score in ATBAM rather
than a traditional assessment shows the importance of social factors
which can be observed in Rules and Regulations, and Community as
well as teachers[_feedback.

Comparing the results of learnersIvriting scores in ATBAM with
those of a traditional approach included in ATBAM; that is,
supervisorsL] scores based on a rubric and those of teachers
subjectively, revealed that the correlation between the scores of
ATBAM and those of supervisors was better than such a correlation
between the scores of ATBAM and teachersLkcores. Also very low
and negative correlation between teacherslscores and supervisors[]
scores revealed the fact that assessing based on a rubric can results
better than just scoring subjectively. Literature shows that not only
subjective scoring of raters (Pearson, 2004) but also using different
scoring rubrics cannot solve the problem of subjectivity in order to get
to a more accurate score (Barkaoui, 2010). Using ATBAM which
includes all the features of social interactive context and even
traditional approach of assessment in itself seems very practical
solving this problem of subjectivity of writing assessment scoring.

Conclusions and Assessment Implications
The results of this study showed that the use of ATBAM as a social
and interactive assessment model developed to assess learners[ riting
performances seems very potential due to its inclusion of different
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assessment features needed in any assessment context. ATBAM
includes not only traditional approach to assessment, i.e., teachers[]
subjective assessment of learnersIvriting performances and assigning
a holistic score subjectively, and teachersLbr assessorsLise of writing
assessment rubrics and assigning a score subjectively (Pearson, 2004),
but also communicative approach to assessment in which social and
interactive factors and whoever and whatever in the assessment
context must be evaluated. This developed assessment model imply
that it is not just learners that need to be assessed but even teachers[]
feedback to learnersLivriting samples must be evaluated. The reason is
that If the learners are provided with not sufficient feedback, they
cannot improve in their further writing samples. And this is the duty
of just a good teacher to provide the learners with their needed
feedback. As a result, teacherls] feedback evaluation in assessment
process which has been neglected in traditional approach to language
assessment must be done in order to get to a fairer score for each
learner.

Also comparing the results of writing assessment of learners in
ATBAM with those of a traditional assessment including in ATBAM
show that ATBAM is more capable to assess the writing skills of
individual learners and engage them more in social and interactive
contexts that could potentially provide comprehensive, fair, reliable,
and valid scores of their writing performances. Using ATBAM in
writing assessment also results in an exploration of learners[]
engagement in the development of their writing ability, teacher and
learnersl_interaction in the development of written social interaction
which have been neglected in the traditional assessment of writing.

Indicating the potentiality and effectiveness of ATBAM designed
for the purpose of this study theoretically and experimentally may lead
EFL language teachers, course supervisors and researchers to
substitute and use this model of an integrated, collaborative,
interactive and multidimensional language assessment to assess
learners writing skill in English as a Foreign Language (EFL) context.
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Using this model may solve all the previous problems of raters, and
scoring rubrics in order to get to a more accurate score.
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Appendix 1
Scoring analytical rubric for writing assessment adopted from
Gonzélez, Trejo & Roux (2017)
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Appendix 2
Rubric of descriptive teachers[ feedback adopted from Wylie & Lyon

1 Beginning

2 Developing

3 Progressing

4 Extending

The teacher prowides ewaluative
feedback on & specific fece of work
(2.0.,asCore, grade, or other

The teacher provides descr pive
feedback on a specific pece ofmork

The teacher rovides descripive
feedback on a s pecfic jece of work

The eacher provides descriptive
feedback on a spec fic pece of ok

feedback, or apply e feedback ©
their work in meaningful mays

feedback, orapply tie eedback
their vork in meaningful weays.

revienthe Eedback, ask questons
in order intemalize e feedback,
or apply the feedback © heir work in
meaningful nays.

tive feedback]. OF 0O | hatsupports he leaming goals O | that supports he learning goals 0O | thatsuppors he learning goals u]
SUmmate ) anditr refiects hie crieria br andior reflects the criteria for andior reflects the critera for
Feedtuck seems dsconeced 0 SUCOESS, sucess. SUCCESS.
theintended learning goals
Comecive feedback appoprialy Corrective feedback appromiately
Comectve feedback sometimes scaflilds he nextsefs sudents ane scaffolds te nextsteps student are
g%ﬁ?%&ggﬂeﬂeiﬁl&euen[ does all the thinking for the swdents; o ke, poinfing outone or more ke, pintng outone o more
ud % o N t‘dd qu 0O |other fmes itapproiatefy scaflds 0 | areas o work on, Bllowed bya O | areas o owork on, fllowed by a u]
?D\Iomn adiroezst;? sistsaely the nextsteps hatsudents are o suggestion, reminder, or queston o suggestion, reminder, or queston o
a . fake dicit further learning from the elicitfurther leaming fom the:
students. swudents.
The teacher does nothawe a Itis unclear wheter e Eacher has Itis unclear whether the teacher has Itis dear that the Eacher has a
sysEmatc approach for oviding 0 |asys®Emaicapproach fr providng O | 2 sysematicappeoach for posdding O | sysematic approach for providng u]
feedback tomostor dl students feedback o mostor all students feedback o mostor all sudents feedback tomostor all students.
_ _ . s S rs (20 mieq | LGS 1 i ani
There is no opportunity for sodents Thereis litte or no opporunity for e is widedursmden{s ;re structures and suppars [2.9., e,
o reviemthe feedback, ask stwdents o resien e feedback, ask mnﬁ.lsepd[ahoutme ress) b feedback stuclres, ec.] o resew
quesions in order minemalize e 0 | questions in order o inernalize e Fro 0O | the feedback, ask questonsin order 0

minemalize the feedback, or apply
the feedback mheir work in
meaninghl ways




