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Introduction
Fairness is an important quality of classroom assessment as a continuous
process that affects learners' beliefs, mentality, motivation, satisfaction, and
performance. The main purpose of this study was to construct a rubric for
evaluating fairness in classroom assessment.

Method

For this purpose, based on an exploratory sequential mixed methods design,
two studies were conducted. In the first study, using purposive and non-
proportional quota sampling, 29 students and 10 faculty members of the
University of Tehran were selected, respectively. A group interview and a Focus
group interview were also conducted and in the second study, 511 students from
the University of Tehran were selected through three-stage cluster sampling.
Qualitative data analysis led to the identification of a conceptual model
including the four main themes of “procedural fairness"”, “interactional fairness",
"nature of assessment” and "fairness in the paper-pencil test" as the basis for the
development of criteria and making Rubric. In the second study, the
psychometric properties of Rubric were investigated using content validity, item
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analysis, construct validity and reliability determination.

Results

The content validity of each criterion was higher than the standard value
of 0.78 and the validity of the overall scale was 0.94. The results of
exploratory factor analysis showed the extraction of three factors of
procedural fairness, the nature of measurement and interactional fairness,
which explained 57.08% of the total variance of variables. The results of
factor analysis along with the study of discrimination and difficulty
coefficients of items led to the elimination of three weak criteria and the
final rubric was compiled with 17 criteria. The calculated Cronbach's alpha
for procedural fairness, the nature of assessment and interactional fairness
were 0.87, 0.84 and 0.79, respectively. Also, the retest coefficient for them
was calculated at the desired level and 0.65, 0.63 and 0.54, respectively.

Discussion

According to the desirable psychometric properties of the rubric, this
rubric can help to increase the literacy of professors, increase the quality of
teaching and assessment and strengthen the civic and educational behaviors
of students by identifying the strengths and weaknesses of professors in the
field of fairness.

Keywords: Rubric, Exploratory Mixed Method, Classroom Assessment,
Assessing Student Performance, Fair Assessment
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1- content validity index for items (I-CVI)
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Table 5. Analysis of Rubric items
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J‘}wb—%-:\:- el S Wi }:03 6)‘_,«:.: 45;
Alpha if item deleted Discrimination Difficulty Item
0.850 0.502 (0.499)" 0.735 1
0.840 0.618 (0.639) 0.805 6
0.837 0.649 (0.645) 0.750 7
0.838 0.646 (0.659) 0.815 8
0.840 0.624 (0.612) 0.800 9
0.851 0.474 (0.479) 0.785 10
0.865 0.268 0.757 19
0.842 0.592 (0.613) 0.778 17
0.849 0.500 (0.468) 0.740 18
0.848 0.519 (0.521) 0.892 2
0.838 0.649 (0.661) 0.865 3
0.858 :5Lis S Wl
0.815 0.645 0.895 4
0.799 0.680 0.890 11
0.783 0.717 0.912 12
0.804 0.671 0.905 13
0.843 :5Lis S Wl
0.612 0.733 0.935 14
0.776 0.582 0.942 15
0.756 0.610 0.937 16

0.749 :#Lis S Wi

1- Corrected Correlation
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