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Abstract 
Indonesian English Language Education department is increasingly filled with diverse learners 

requiring an assessment strategy, but no empirically-based rubric can be found to evaluate the 

Project-Based Learning (PBL) outcomes in Indonesian EFL context. This study addresses this gap 

by creating and validating the Differentiated Assessment Rubric for PBL (DAR-PBL), which 

incorporates flexible weighting of criteria and allows students to choose focus of assessment, in 

order to leverage learner diversity. This study was conducted in four phases (rubric development, 

content validity assessment with three expert judges, face and construct validity using six lecturers 

and 20 students as participants, and inter-rater reliability testing with 20 authentic PBL work 

samples scored by six raters) following DeVellis’s (2017) validation framework. Results 

Quantitative analyses included Aiken’s V for content validity, mean comparisons for face and 

construct validity; Gwet’s consensus reliability coefficient (AC1) was used to calculate the 

intraclass correlation coefficients (ICC) with Fleiss’ Kappa. Qualitative thematic analysis of the 

open-ended responses provided supplementary support. Results showed excellent content validity 

because five of six criteria resulted in Aiken’s V > 0.75 (English Language Use :V=1.00). Face 

validity refers to the 4.0 mark (M=4.50 lecturers, M=4.35 students), and construct validity were 

also robust (M=4.61lecturers / M=4.42 students). Inter-rater reliability was good (ICC=0.87, Fleiss’ 

Kappa=0.68) and test-retest reliability excellent (mean r=0.91). The DAR-PBL represents a valid 

working tool that can help Indonesian ELT lecturers assess PBL in a fair manner, with implications 

for differentiating assessment practices across EFL contexts. 
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Introduction 

Over the previous years, ELT in higher 

education sector in Indonesia has 

experienced a shift towards pedagogical 

approaches that are more student-centred 

and better prepare graduates to work 

complex jobs (Abdullah, 2020). One of 

these methods is Project-Based Learning 

(PBL) that has been widely adopted in the 

English Language Education departments 

of Indonesian tertiary education, since it 

promotes 21st-century competencies such 

as critical thinking skills, collaboration 

and communication. According to 

Thornhill-Miller et al., 2023), they call 

these skills ‘higher-order skills.’ This 

notes that the degree to which institutions 

of higher education consider the 4Cs as a 

learning outcome is now well-established, 

but valid assessment of these skills 

remains elusive across diverse institutional 

contexts. Although PBL has been popular 

in many Indonesian ELT classrooms, its 

assessments have remained traditional, 

depending mainly on summative tests and 

standardized criteria that are unsuitable to 

characterize the type of knowledge the 

project tasks create (Hustarna et al., 2024). 

Secondly, the assessment challenge is 

even more complicated in Indonesia as 

today not all university classroom students 

have the same English proficiency level / 

very diverse academic readiness and 

learning methods. A systematic review by 

(Religioni et al., 2024), provides evidence 

that a one-size-fits-all approach to 

assessment will not serve the diverse needs 

of all learners and confirms the need for
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flexible and responsive assessment 

frameworks to be adopted in order for 

assessments used to promote equity and 

meaningful learning by skilfully engaging 

learners so that they can show their 

learning outcomes. 

Although a dependency on differentiated 

assessment is acknowledged in diverse 

EFL classrooms, recent works indicate 

that Indonesian English Language 

Education departments still continuously 

apply more uniformed and rather 

ineffective assessment rubrics with the 

same criteria and descriptors to assess all 

students without making adjustments for 

needs or proficiency level (Hasanah et al., 

2022). Despite evidence that learners in 

Indonesian university ELT classrooms 

differ greatly in terms of their basis 

language literacy capability, readiness to 

learn autonomously immediately after 

high school and preferred style for 

demonstrating understanding, a one-size-

fits-all, band-aid practical approach 

continues. Rubrics that already exist (for 

the most part, even those written 

specifically for Project-Based Learning) 

typically have the assumption that students 

will be graded against common standards 

and that common criteria weights are set 

with respect to each of those standards, in 

addition to common levels of performance 

descriptors. In a systematic review of PBL 

rubric studies involving Asian EFL 

contexts, Phuong et al. (2023) found that 

almost all lacked mechanisms to 

accommodate learner diversity in terms of 

flexible criteria weighting, tiered 

performance descriptors / pathways 

through tasks. It can be concluded that 

rubric design in Asian ELT, which they 

argued remains ‘fundamentally 

undifferentiated,’ represents an obstacle to 

equitable assessment practices. In a similar 

vein, (Kupchyk & Litvinchuk, 2020), in 

their analysis of 62 university ELT 

programs across Southeast Asia reflected 

that less than 8% included some kind of 

differentiation (in process, content, 

product, and assessment). This result is of 

particular concern given the widespread 

endorsement that differentiated instruction 

has received as an overarching 

pedagogical framework for addressing 

learner diversity in mainstream education 

(Tomlinson, 2001); Hall, T., Vue, G., 

Strangman, N., & Meyer, 2004). 

Moreover, of the extremely few rubrics 

that profess to include differentiation 

principles, there are virtually no examples 

that have been empirically tested for 

content validity, construct validity, face 

validity or inter-rater reliability (Adnan et 

al., 2019). Validation studies are needed 

because even if a rubric claims to be 

differentiated in design, only empirical 

scrutiny can determine whether the rubric 

accurately measures what it claims to 

measure, if users consider it clear and fair, 

and if different raters use it with 

equanimity. In the Indonesian context, the 

absence of validated instruments is 

especially problematic given that English 

Language Education departments must 

serve a student population with diverse 

backgrounds, including learners from 

various regions with different levels of 

previous exposure to English. There is no 

quantitative empirical validation study 

examining the psychometric properties of 

a differentiated assessment rubric for 

assessing PBL outcomes in Indonesian 

ELT departments to date. Such a gap 

deprives lecturers of evidence-based 

resources to mark students fairly, whilst 

denying curriculum developers a validated 

framework to inform rubric creation going 

forward. 

This study aims to build and validate a 

Differentiated Assessment Rubric for 

Project-Based Learning (DAR-PBL) for 

English Language Education departments 

in Indonesian universities over the gap 

mentioned above. The rubric aims to 

provide both a flexible assessment tool for 

lecturers and several variations in 

differentiation, criteria can be weighted 

differently. Learners can choose the focus 

of their assessment (they can either write 

an argument / present them), and lecturers 
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are given leeway according to the learning 

development needs of individual learners. 

This study focuses on a primary research 

question: To what extent is the newly 

developed DAR-PBL appropriate in terms 

of content validity, construct validity, face 

validity, and inter-rater reliability for 

assessing project-based learning 

competencies within English Language 

Education departments? In doing so, the 

present study adds to the literature in 

several respects. Theoretically, this 

research extends differentiated instruction 

theory into PBL assessment an area that 

has seen limited empirical investigation 

despite widespread theoretical discourse 

around differentiation in general 

(Tomlinson, 2017; Sun & Xiao, 2024). 

The study methodology also presents a 

generalizability validation framework 

which can be adopted by future EFL 

research when creating tests in other 

contexts. For university academics, the 

validated DAR-PBL is an evidence-based 

tool that can make PBL assessment fairer 

and more reliable. 

 

Methodology 

Design 

This study used a mixed-methods research 

design, consistent with the framework of 

instrument development and validation as 

proposed by (DeVellis, 2017) and in 

accordance with the Standards for 

Educational and Psychological Testing 

(Goodwin & Leech, 2003). This design 

consisted of 4 components: (1) rubric 

development phase, followed by (2) 

content validity phase involving the 

judgment of experts; (3) face-validity, 

construct-validity and usability phase 

exercises run by lecturers and students; 

and through a final component consisting 

of (4) reliability-testing utilizing inter-

rater consistency analysis. In line with this 

purpose, the design was suitable since the 

study looked into a description of an 

existing practice as well as into developing 

and empirically validating a new 

measuring tool for differentiating 

assessment practices in specific 

conditions: Indonesian English Language 

Education departments’ project-based 

learning outcome in higher education. 

 

Participants 

Two sources of participants were used for 

different validation purposes. First, three 

experts from three different universities in 

Indonesia were recruited through an expert 

panel. Each expert has earned a doctorate 

(Dr.) in ELT or Applied Linguistics with 

specialization in at least one of three 

domains: English language assessment, 

Project-Based Learning (PBL) 

methodology and/or differentiated 

instruction. Establishes content validity. A 

panel deciding what content is valid 

Second, there were six English lecturers in 

Universitas Hindu Negeri I Gusti Bagus 

Sugriwa Denpasar that had been 

participated in the inter-rater reliability, 

face validity and construct validity. All six 

of the lecturers fit the inclusion criteria: 

minimum two years’ experience teaching 

in an English Language Education 

department, currently using or having 

taught PBL in real time in their courses. 

Third, to test face validity, construct 

validities and practical usability used 20 

undergraduate students enrolled in their 3rd 

and 5th semester. All students must have 

taken at least one course in this type of 

course to ensure they have experience with 

the assessment being validated. Fourth, 

twenty examples of real student work 

(iportfolios, research posters, pedagogical 

videos/teaching recordings, lesson plans) 

were obtained from said courses of 

participating lecturers to be used as 

reliability testing materials. 

 

Instruments 

This study developed four instruments. 

The first was a new instrument, the 

Differentiated Assessment Rubric for PBL 

(DAR-PBL) to validate. This rubric had 

six components (subject content 

knowledge, ability to communicate in 

English, critical thinking skills, working 
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together with others, creativity and 

originality in the presentation of ideas, 

organization and presentation), four levels 

of achievement (emerging = 1 out of 4; 

developing = 2 out 4; proficient = 3 out 4; 

exemplary = 4 out of 4), no set weighting 

for each component / choice to use 

alternate task pathways depending on 

readiness level. The second was an Expert 

Content Validation Sheet, which had a 4-

point Likert scale (1 = not relevant and 4 = 

very relevant) for each rubric criterion and 

open-ended sections to provide comments 

on clarity, comprehensiveness, and 

representativeness of the construct. The 

researcher adapted this sheet from Aiken 

(1985) Validity form. The third instrument 

was a Face Validity, Construct Validity 

and Usability Questionnaire for lecturers 

and students containing five 5-point 

Likert-scale items (1 = strongly disagree, 5 

= strongly agree) measuring clarity (face 

validity), fairness (face validity), 

perceived usefulness (construct validity), 

ease of use and time efficiency. There 

were also open-ended questions for 

gathering qualitative feedback to help 

refine the rubric. The fourth was an Inter-

Rater Reliability Scoring Sheet to record 

scores for each of the 20 student work 

samples across all six rubric criteria, which 

included a formula for calculating both 

weighted raw and final scores. 

 

Data Collection 

Data was accumulated through 4 stages. In 

stage 1 (rubric development), the 

researcher synthesized relevant theoretical 

frameworks of differentiated assessment 

(Tomlinson, 2017), PBL assessment 

(Larmer et al., 2015), and rubric design 

(Brookhart, 2018) to create a foundational 

version of the DAR-PBL. In stage 2 

(content validity), the three experts were 

sent an email / secure online link, 

containing the DAR-PBL and Expert 

Content Validation Sheet. Then each 

expert scored the relevance of every 

criterion from the rubric and gave written 

comments. The validation process had to 

be completed within a two-week deadline 

for experts, with a one-week reminder. In 

Stage 3 (face validity, construct validity, 

and usability), the six lecturers and 20 

students were independently examined for 

computing statistics on a DAR-PBL 

following a brief 15-minute orientation. 

Three student work samples (matching to 

the description provided by each lecturer) 

were randomly assigned and used in an 

authentic fashion, whereby lecturers used 

the rubric to score the performance of 

those sample students from which 

descriptions came. All lecturers and 

students completed the Face Validity, 

Construct Validity, and Usability 

Questionnaire (Instrument 3) right after. In 

stage 4 (reliability testing), scoring by six 

independent raters on the final refined 

version of DAR-PBL. The same authentic 

student work samples were independently 

scored by these six lecturers using the final 

revised DAR-PBL in a set of 20 for 

consistency. Over a period of two weeks, 

each lecturer scored all 20 samples. The 20 

work samples were administered 

randomly for each rater to control order 

effects, and scores were recorded using the 

Inter-Rater Reliability Scoring Sheet 

(Instrument 4). 

 

Data Analysis 

The data analysis used both quantitative 

and qualitative methods that were aligned 

with each type of evidence for validity and 

reliability. In terms of content validity, for 

quantitative analysis, Aiken’s V formula 

was utilized to calculate a content validity 

coefficient for each rubric criterion 

(Aiken, 1985) with the minimum 

acceptable value of V ≥ 0.75 when 

evaluated by three experts. Expert 

qualitative comments were utilized 

through thematic analysis to find 

suggestions for word changes, criteria 

addition / removal / structural changes. 

Mean scores and standard deviations were 

obtained separately for lecturers and 

students from Part A (Face Validity) of the 

Face Validity, Construct Validity and 
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Usability Questionnaire. In general, face 

validity was considered acceptable with a 

mean score of ≥ 4.0 on the 5-point scale. 

Open-ended questions were thematically 

analysed for patterns about how clear and 

fair the process was. Mean scores and 

standard deviations from Part D of the 

same questionnaire (perceived usefulness 

items) were computed separately for 

lecturers and students as a construct 

validity measure. An average score of ≥ 

4.0 was considered to provide acceptable 

evidence of construct validity. To assess 

reliability (inter-rater agreement), we 

calculated the Intraclass Correlation 

Coefficient (ICC) using the two-way 

random effects model for absolute 

agreement (ICC 2,1), as recommended by 

Koo & Li (2016). ICC values of below 

0.50 suggested poor reliability, 0.50–0.75 

moderate reliability, 0.75–0.90 good 

reliability and above 0.90 excellent 

reliability [22]. Besides, Fleiss’ Kappa (for 

categorical agreement on scores by 

performance level was reported in a more 

conservative measurement of inter-rater 

agreement that went beyond absolute 

scores. Statistical analyses were 

performed using either SPSS version 26 or 

JASP and set at a level of α = 0.05 for 

statistical significance. 

 

Finding and Discussion  

Results 

Content Validity 

The content validity of the DAR-PBL was 

tested by three experts utilizing the Expert 

Content Validation Sheet (Instrument 2). 

Each expert has a doctoral degree in ELT / 

Applied Linguistics with competence in 

English language evaluation, Project-

Based Learning (PBL) methodology, or 

differentiated instruction. The experts 

judged the relevance of the six rubric 

criteria on a 4-point scale (1 = not relevant, 

2 = somewhat relevant, 3 = extremely 

relevant, 4 = highly relevant). Aiken’s 

(1985) V formula was used to generate a 

content validity coefficient for each 

criterion, where the minimum acceptable 

value for three experts was V ≥ 0.75. Table 

1 shows the individual expert ratings and 

the computed Aiken’s V coefficients for 

each of the six criteria. 

 
As seen in Table 1, five of the six criteria 

surpassed the acceptable level of Aiken’s 

V values of 0.75. The criterion of English 

Language Use got the highest coefficient 

(V = 1.00). It means that there is a perfect 

agreement of all three experts that this 

criterion is highly significant to measure 

PBL outcomes in English Language 

Education departments. Content 

Knowledge and Critical Thinking were 

rated V = 0.92, two experts rated these 

qualities as highly relevant and one expert 

rated them as quite relevant. Both 

Creativity and Originality and 

Organization and Presentation earned V = 

0.83, with all three experts ranking these 

qualities as either extremely relevant or 

highly relevant. The lowest coefficient 

was reported for the collaboration criterion 

(V = 0.67), which is below the minimum 

permitted level. All three experts regarded 

this criterion as somewhat useful (scoring 

3) and not highly relevant (score 4). 

The findings of the evaluation of the rubric 

are shown in Table 2. Experts evaluated 

four global statements regarding the DAR-

PBL on a 4-point scale (1 = strongly 

disagree to 4 = strongly agree). 

 
The three experts agreed / strongly agreed 

that the rubric is appropriate for the 

Indonesian university ELT environment 

(mean = 4.00) as can be seen in Table 2. 

The lowest mean score (3.33) was for the 

statement that the performance level 

descriptors are clearly differentiated, but 

was still above the midpoint of the scale. 
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Qualitative Findings from Expert 

Content Validation 

Qualitative study of open-ended responses 

by experts identified a number of themes 

in need of attention. Three experts wrote 

comments on the open-ended questions in 

Instrument 2. Of criteria to add / delete, 

one expert said, ‘The Collaboration 

requirement is problematic in that not all 

PBL assignments in our department are 

group projects. Many students do 

individual research projects / teaching 

demonstrations. The rubric should specify 

if this criterion is mandatory or optional 

by project type.’ Further expert comments:  

‘I would add a criterion for ‘Use of 

sources and referencing. In my experience, 

undergraduate students in ELT 

departments have difficulties with correct 

referencing and avoiding plagiarism in 

their research papers. This is a part of 

PBL that is lacking in the present rubric.’ 

Regarding the language of performance 

descriptors, one expert said: ‘There is 

some confusion as to the difference 

between ‘Proficient’ and ‘Exemplary’ for 

Critical Thinking. ‘Provides reasoned 

analysis with evidence’ vs ‘Evaluates 

diverse perspectives,’ it is overlap. I would 

differentiate the Exemplary level more by 

requiring that the candidate ‘synthesizes 

information from multiple sources.’ All 

three experts agreed that the differentiation 

alternatives (Option A, B and C) were 

realistic and appropriate for the Indonesian 

environment. However, one expert said: 

‘Option C (varying criteria weights for 

different student preparedness levels) is 

theoretical but lecturers will require 

examples of how to do this. Many lecturers 

will default to Option A if not trained. My 

suggestion is to include a teacher 

handbook with sample scenarios.’ 

 

Revisions Made Based on Expert 

Feedback 

Three changes to the DAR-PBL were 

made based on quantitative and qualitative 

content validity testing results before 

proceeding into subsequent phases. Three 

changes were made: The Collaboration 

criterion was updated to separate 

descriptors for individual and group 

project contexts. This criteria was re-

averaged around ‘Independent Work 

Ethic’ in which descriptors focus on 

completing tasks, managing time 

effectively and learned from self-directed 

learning for individual projects separately. 

The original collaboration descriptors 

were preserved as they applied to group 

projects. Second, a seventh criterion, 

called ‘Use of Sources and Referencing’, 

was added for research-based PBL 

projects with performance levels from ‘No 

citation of sources’ (Emerging) to 

‘Consistent, accurate APA-style citation 

of references that are relevant to the 

arguments presented’ (Exemplary). Third, 

a one-page teacher guide with examples of 

implementing Option C (different weights 

for criteria based on readiness) was 

created, including sample scenarios 

summarizing low-, medium- and high-

readiness students. 

 

Face Validity 

The Face Validity was measured by the 

Face Validity, Construct Validity and 

Usability Questionnaire (Instrument 3, 

Part A and Part C) that was administered 

to six lecturers and 20 undergraduate 

students after they reviewed and used the 

DAR-PBL. The lecturers had a minimum 

of 2 years of teaching experience in the 

department of English Language 

Education and had recently implemented 

PBL in their courses. The students were in 

3rd and 5th semester of study and had taken 

at least one English course based on PBL. 

After a brief orientation of 15 minutes, all 

participants were asked to review the 

DAR-PBL individually. The lecturers then 

scored three example student work 

samples using the rubric to imitate actual 

use before filling in the questionnaire. All 

items were measured on a 5-point scale (1 

= strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree). 

Acceptable face validity was indicated by 

a mean score of ≥ 4.0 on the 5-point scale. 
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Table 3 shows the mean scores and 

standard deviations of all the face validity 

items (Parts A and C) for lecturers and 

students separately. 

 
As can be seen in Table 3, for both 

lecturers and students, all mean scores for 

clarity and fairness were above the 

required level of 4.0. Lecturers assessed 

the language of the rubric as most 

appropriate (A3: M = 4.83, SD = 0.41), 

with five of the six lecturers strongly 

agreeing and one concurring. This item 

was also rated highly by students (M = 

4.60, SD = 0.60), with twelve students 

strongly agreeing, six agreeing and two 

neutral. Both groups evaluated fairness 

about learning styles the lowest (C3: 

lecturers M = 4.17, students M = 4.10). For 

this issue two instructors agreed and four 

strongly agreed, for students eight strongly 

agreed, nine agreed, two were neutral and 

one disagreed. The face validity mean was 

4.50 for lecturers and 4.35 for students. 

 

Qualitative Findings from Face Validity 

Questionnaire 

The open-ended responses from part F of 

the questionnaire were qualitatively 

analzed and some themes emerged across 

both the lecturers and students. The four 

open-ended questions were answered in 

writing by 26 participants (6 lecturers and 

20 students). 

 

Theme 1: Appreciation for Clarity and 

Specificity 

The noted good part of the rubric was the 

clarity and specificity of the performance 

level descriptors. One speaker 

commented, ‘The difference between 

‘Developing’ and ‘Proficient’ is very 

evident, as opposed to many rubrics that I 

have used before. I can see exactly what a 

student needs to accomplish to progress 

from one level to the next.’ One student 

wrote: ‘This rubric is quite simple. I know 

exactly what I need to accomplish to earn 

a score of Proficient / Exemplary. Other 

rubrics I have tried were confusing with 

adjectives like ‘good’ / ‘satisfactory’.’ 

 

Theme 2: Reduced Assessment Anxiety 

Several students said that the rubric 

lessened their concern about testing 

because they could understand exactly 

what to expect at each level. As one 

student put it, ‘I always get scared when 

my lecturer marks my project since I don’t 

know what they are looking for. This 

rubric helps me to assess my work against 

the standards before I submit. That makes 

me feel less anxious.’ Another student 

said: ‘The distinction options are useful 

since I can select which criteria to focus 

on. I am strong at subject knowledge. 

Option B allows me display my strength.’ 

 

Theme 3: Initial Difficulty with Scoring 

Formula 

Three of the six lecturers reported that the 

scoring formula was initially confusing, 

but after practicing with the sample work, 

it was easy to use. One lecturer put it this 

way: ‘At first I was perplexed about how 

to calculate the weighted raw score. The 

formula appeared complex. But once I 

graded the three sample projects, I got it. 

I think lecturers need practice time before 

applying this rubric for grades.’ A second 

lecturer suggested: ‘Maybe put in a 

calculator / spreadsheet template so 

lecturers don’t have to conduct the 

calculation themselves. This would save 

time and reduce errors.’ 

 

Theme 4: Request for Concrete 

Examples 

Two students and one lecturer 

recommended including more examples of 

what each performance level means in 
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practice, particularly for the Creativity and 

Originality criterion. One student wrote: ‘I 

don’t really understand what ‘innovative’ 

/ ‘transformative’ means in practice, for 

Creativity. Can you give examples of 

student work that earned each level?’ A 

lecturer said: ‘It would be quite beneficial 

to have an annotated exemplar for every 

criterion and level to instruct new 

lecturers who will be using this rubric.’ 

 

Theme 5: Positive Reaction to 

Differentiation Options 

All six lecturers and fifteen out of twenty 

students remarked positively on the 

differentiation possibilities. One lecturer 

said, ‘Option C is just right for my varied 

ability classes. I have students who are 

really good in speaking but poor in 

writing. ‘It’s fair since we can modify 

weights for various students and it fits with 

concepts of individualized instruction.’ 

One student commented, ‘I like Option B 

more because I am not excellent at 

working in groups. I like to work alone. 

The ability to select 5 out of 6 criteria 

means I can skip Collaboration and still 

get a decent score.’ 

 

Construct Validity 

Part D of the Face Validity, Construct 

Validity, and Usability Questionnaire 

(Instrument 3) examined perceived 

usefulness of the DAR-PBL and provided 

evidence of construct validity. The same 6 

lecturers and 20 students participated in 

this part. All items were assessed on a 5-

point scale (1= strongly disagree to 5= 

strongly agree). A mean score of ≥ 4.0 was 

considered as acceptable evidence of 

construct validity as greater perceived 

utility supports the idea that the rubric 

measures what it promises to assess. Table 

4 shows the means and standard deviations 

of all items of construct validity (Part D) 

for the lecturers and students separately. 

 
As seen in Table 4, the three items had a 

score over the acceptable level of 4.0, both 

for lecturers and students. The highest 

score from both groups was to promote the 

rubric to other departments (D3: lecturers 

M = 4.83, students M = 4.55). Five 

lecturers highly agreed and one agreed 

with this remark. Among the students, 13 

strongly agreed, 6 agreed, and 1 was 

impartial. This shows a great degree of 

acceptance of the instrument and show that 

they find it of value beyond the local 

context. The second highest rated criterion 

was the rubric’s capacity to deliver 

relevant feedback (D2) (lecturers M = 

4.67, students M = 4.50). In the open-

ended portion one speaker noted: ‘The 

descriptors are so specific that I can just 

circle the level and return the rubric to the 

student. They can see exactly what they 

need to work on without me writing 

lengthy comments.’ The lowest result 

among the three items of construct validity 

was the item evaluating accuracy of 

measurement (D1), but still over the 

threshold (lecturers M = 4.33, students M 

= 4.20). D1 was agreed by 2 lecturers and 

strongly agreed by 4 lecturers. Students: 

10 highly agreed, 8 agreed, 2 neutral. One 

student who assessed D1 as neutral said, ‘I 

believe the rubric measures what I have 

learned, but I am not 100% sure because 

this is my first time using it. Maybe after 

utilizing it on more projects I will have a 

better idea.’ 

 

Comparison Between 3rd and 5th 

Semester Students 

Perceived usefulness for students with 

different academic experiences was also 

investigated by splitting up 20 students 

into two groups, 3rd semester students 

(n=10) and 5th semester students (n=10). 

An independent samples t-test was used to 

compare the mean scores of construct 
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validity between two groups. Table 5 

shows the comparison of concept validity 

evaluations between 3rd and 5th semester 

students. 

 
As can be seen in Table 5, there was no 

statistically significant difference between 

3rd semester students (M = 4.40, SD = 

0.71), and 5th semester students (M = 4.43, 

SD = 0.68), t(18) = -0.24, p = 0.81. This 

shows that perceived usefulness was 

consistent across different levels of 

academic expertise. 

 

Relationship Between Face Validity and 

Construct Validity 

A Pearson correlation coefficient was 

calculated to determine the relationship 

between the total face validity scores 

(Parts A and C) and the construct validity 

scores (Part D) for all the 26 participants 

(6 lecturers + 20 students). There was a 

significant positive association, r(24) = 

0.78, p < 0.001, showing that participants 

who rated the rubric higher on clarity and 

fairness also rated it higher on perceived 

usefulness. This gives further evidence of 

the construct validity of the DAR-PBL in 

that the transparency of the rubric is linked 

to the users’ perception that it measures 

what it purports to measure. 

 

Inter-Rater Reliability 

The inter-rater reliability was determined 

by six lecturers independently scoring 20 

authentic PBL student work examples 

with the final revised version of the DAR-

PBL (Instrument 4). The 20 work samples 

were selected from the courses of the 

participating lecturers. They included 

several sorts of projects: portfolios (n=5), 

research posters (n=5), teaching videos 

(n=5), and lesson plans (n=5). All 20 work 

samples were graded by the six lecturers 

during a two-week period. To reduce order 

effects, the 20 work samples were 

presented in random order to each rater. 

The Intraclass Correlation Coefficient 

(ICC) was calculated based on a two-way 

random effects model for absolute 

agreement (ICC 2,1) as suggested by Koo 

& Li (2016). Moreover, Fleiss’ Kappa was 

calculated for category agreement on 

performance levels (Emerging, 

Developing, Proficient, Exemplary) to 

offer a more strict measure of rater 

agreement beyond absolute scores. Table 6 

shows the inter-rater reliability for the 

final ratings for the 20 work samples for all 

six raters. 

 
The ICC for the final scores, based on all 

six raters, was 0.87 (95% CI: 0.79 to 0.93), 

showing good reliability (Koo & Li, 2016) 

(see Table 6). There was significant 

agreement beyond chance on categorical 

agreement on performance levels (Fleiss’ 

Kappa = 0.68, p < 0.001). The 95% 

confidence interval for Fleiss’ Kappa was 

between 0.61 and 0.75, indicating that the 

true value in the population lies in the area 

of high agreement. 

 

Inter-Rater Reliability by Individual 

Criterion 

To determine which rubric criterion 

contributed the most and least to overall 

rater agreement, ICC values were 

calculated for each of the six criteria across 

all six raters and 20 work samples. The 

ICC values for each criterion are shown in 

Table 7. 

 
The highest rater agreement was found for 

Content Knowledge, ICC = 0.91, 

excellent, as shown in Table 7. This means 

that the lecturers were very consistent in 

their assessment of the correctness and 

breadth of the content knowledge shown in 

the students’ PBL projects. Good 

reliability was also found for English 

Language Use (ICC = 0.89) and 

Organization & Presentation (ICC = 0.85). 
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Critical Thinking (ICC = 0.84) and 

Collaboration (ICC = 0.76) showed good 

reliability, though Collaboration was at the 

lower end of the good range. The lowest 

agreement was found for Creativity & 

Originality (ICC = 0.71, moderate). This 

indicates that the lecturers showed greater 

variation in their assessment of student 

creativity and originality than other 

factors. 

 

Inter-Rater Reliability by Project Type 

It is also computed ICC values separately 

for each of the four project categories 

(portfolios, research posters, instructional 

videos, and lesson plans) to determine 

whether rater agreement was dependent on 

the kind of PBL work sample. Table 8 

displays the ICC values for final scores by 

project type. 

 
The highest rater agreement, as shown in 

Table 8, was for portfolios (ICC = 0.91, 

outstanding), followed by lesson plans 

(ICC = 0.88) and research posters (ICC = 

0.85). Teaching videos had the lowest 

agreement (ICC = 0.82) among the four 

categories of projects, but this is still in the 

region of high reliability. The lower 

agreement for teaching videos can be due 

to the greater subjectivity in evaluating 

oral communication and classroom 

management skills when compared to 

written goods like portfolios and lesson 

plans. 

 

Distribution of Performance Level 

Assignments 

To evaluate how the six raters dispersed 

their scoring across the four performance 

levels, the frequency of the six raters’ 

scoring across the four performance levels 

was determined over all 20 work samples 

and six raters (120 total ratings). Table 9 

shows the frequency and percentage of 

each level of performance assigned by all 

raters. 

 
As seen in Table 9, most of the ratings 

were in the Developing (35.0%) and 

Proficient (37.5%) levels. This is expected 

as the work samples came from 

undergraduate students in an English 

Language Education department. 

Emerging (15.0%) and Exemplary 

(12.5%) were less commonly allocated, 

showing that the rubric discriminate 

between lower and higher performing 

students without too much grouping at the 

extremes. 

 

Agreement on Exact Performance Level 

Furthermore, to provide a more complete 

information of the rater agreement, the 

percentage of pairs of work samples where 

all six raters agreed exactly on the level of 

performance was computed per criterion. 

Table 10 shows the percentage of work 

samples (out of 20) for which all six raters 

gave the same exact performance rating 

for each criterion. 

 
As shown in Table 10, Content Knowledge 

had the highest percentage of perfect 

agreement of all six raters (60% of work 

samples), showing this criterion was the 

most objective and consistently 

implemented. The criterion Creativity & 

Originality showed the lowest perfect 

agreement (25% of work samples) further 

confirming the notion that this criterion 

was the most difficult for raters to apply 

consistently. For the other 75% of work 

samples on the Creativity criterion, at least 

one rater was off by one performance level 

from the others. 

 

Rater Consistency Across Time 

To test the consistency of individual raters 

across the two-week period, six raters 

rescored a subset of five work samples 
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(randomly selected) one week following 

the original rating. Test-retest reliability 

was calculated using Pearson correlation 

between the first and second scores for 

each rater. The test-retest correlation 

coefficient for each individual rater is 

shown in Table 11. 

 
The results are written in Table 11; all six 

raters scored their first and second sessions 

very consistently with individual 

correlations between scores from 0.88 to 

0.94 (mean r = 0.91). This suggests that the 

rubric yielded consistent scores 

throughout time and that the two-week 

scoring period did not contribute to rater 

tiredness or divergence in scoring 

standards. 

 

Discussion 

The results of this research offered 

empirical evidence for the validity and 

reliability of the Differentiated 

Assessment Rubric for Project-Based 

Learning (DAR-PBL) among all 

Indonesian departments that are 

predominantly focused on English 

Language Education. Five out of the six 

rubric criteria, namely Presentation 

Format, English Language Use, Content 

Representation & Originality, Connection 

and Convergence showed fair to good 

agreement (Aiken’s V = 0.75–0.90), while 

English Language Use reached perfect 

agreement (V=1.00). Such content validity 

supports the tenet of assessment design in 

differentiated instruction that criteria must 

truly reflect the construct being measured 

while reflecting sensitivity to learner 

diversity (Tomlinson et al., 2013). 

Although the lower coefficient (V = 0.67) 

for the Collaboration criterion was initially 

alarming, qualitative feedback from 

experts found that inapplicability of this 

criterion was not due to irrelevance, but 

rather its irrelevance to individual projects. 

This contrasts with a project typically 

being one structure across various student 

rubrics, an assumption present in the work 

of (Brookhart & Nitko, 2018) where they 

pose that rubric criteria must have 

flexibility around various task shapes to 

align with different assessment contexts. 

Restructuring the Collaboration criterion 

into descriptors for individual and group 

assessments shows an interpretation of 

authenticity in performance-based 

assessment (Ajjawi et al., 2024). 

The mean scores for lecturers (M = 4.50) 

and students (M = 4.35), were all above 4, 

with the highest ratings suggesting that 

users found the DAR-PBL to be clear, fair, 

and relevant to university-level English 

courses. These results are important as 

face validity, trivialized into the realm of 

seeming goodness-of-fit, but recently 

reaffirmed its status, core criterion of 

assessment usability, including in 

linguistically / culturally diverse contexts. 

The qualitative theme of students reporting 

decreased assessment anxiety speaks 

directly to the theoretical claim that 

transparent, differentiated rubrics lower 

affective barriers to performance and thus 

facilitate learners being at their most 

complete measure of true competencies 

(Panadero & Jonsson, 2020). The response 

in comparison of differentiation options 

among lecturers and students is consistent 

with the wider literature on Universal 

Design for Learning (UDL), which argues 

that while providing multiple means to 

show competence, demonstrates increased 

both equity and validity (Capp, 2020). 

This is further supported by the strong 

positive correlation between face validity 

and construct validity (r=0.78, p<0.001) 

suggesting that when users perceive a 

rubric as clear and fair they also agree it 

measures what it claims to measure, 

findings consistent with Kane’s (2016) 

framework of validity in classroom-based 

assessment contexts. 

The construct validity evidence, based on 

the ratings of perceived usefulness (M = 

4.61 lectures; M = 4.42 students), shows 
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that this instrument can be working 

properly as designed with a strong support 

for the instrument to be non-devices of 

shortcomings for punctual preparation 

assessing in DAR-PBL classroom 

sprightly running. Recommendation to 

other departments, which was rated the 

highest of any item indicating that users 

viewed the instrument as having broader 

applicability than just locally. This result 

has based on a methodological lesson, that 

is putting aside the multitrait-multimethod 

approach to construct validation and 

subsequently embracing a user-centered 

perspective hailed by Zumbo & Chan, 

(2014) which states that perceived 

consequences and usefulness are key for 

validity arguments in educational 

measurement. The lack of a statistically 

significant difference (p = 0.81) between 

semesters indicates stable perceived utility 

across levels of academic experience, 

which is needed for longitudinal 

implementation of the rubric (Schuwirth & 

van der Vleuten, 2020). In addition, the 

qualitative finding that supports the utility 

of rubrics for delivering granular feedback 

without detailed written feedback in turn 

addresses a recognised barrier to PBL 

scale-up, the resource demands and 

assessment burden have been shown to 

undermine the intention to teach with PBL 

at scale. 

Results reveal that inter-rater reliabilities 

(ICC = 0.87, Fleiss’ Kappa = 0.68) showed 

good to substantial agreement between six 

independent raters assessing twenty 

authentic PBL artifacts. These values 

adhere to / exceed the recommended 

benchmarks for high-stakes classroom 

assessment in applied linguistics contexts 

(Plonsky & Derrick, 2016). The fact that 

Content Knowledge produced the highest 

ICC (0.91) and Creativity & Originality 

produced the lowest (0.71, moderate) at 

the criterion level complements the 

accepted principle governing rater-

mediated assessment that constructs 

dependent on subjective context yield 

greater variability among raters (Wind & 

Peterson, 2018). Still, one would not 

consider the moderate reliability for 

Creativity as a strike against. Rather, it 

illustrates a well-known measurement 

issue in PBL assessment, namely, that 

creativity is often operationalized 

differently by evaluators on the basis of 

their disciplinary and cultural backgrounds 

(Cropley & Patston, 2019). The relatively 

high reliability for the Creativity criterion 

(ICC = 0.71) is rather encouraging, given 

the inherent subjectivity of this construct 

and reports of considerably lower inter-

rater agreement for creativity-related 

constructs with non-differentiated rubrics 

in Asian EFL contexts (Kim, Hyunah, 

2016). The differences in ICC by project 

mode where the agreement for teaching 

videos was lower (0.82) than for portfolios 

(0.91), are consistent with performance 

assessment literature indicating 

multimodal artifacts require more rater 

training compared to text-based products 

(Gomes & Jelihovschi, 2020). 

In addition to the positive rating 

performance, it is also noted excellent 

inter-rater consistency for test-retest 

reliability (mean r = 0.91) over 2-week 

period, which suggests that the rubric 

descriptors were stable enough to be 

resistant to rater drift–a well-documented 

threat to reliable scoring for performance-

based assessment (Myford & Wolfe, 

2003). This stability is all the more crucial 

for differentiated features of the rubric 

(Options A, B and C) as a lack of rater 

consistency across time would sabotage 

one of the main functions. This allows 

flexible weighting and criterion selection 

that are offered by these innovative 

approaches to scoring (Barua & Lockee, 

2025). The 15% of performance level 

assignments in the Emerging category and 

only 12.5% in Exemplary indicates that the 

rubric effectively discriminates between 

student performance without ceiling or 

floor effects. The logic of optimal test 

discrimination refers to the idea that most 

respondents will score in the mid-level 

scale categories where variance is most 
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meaningful (Shermis, 2007). Discovery 

that 60% of work samples achieved six-

rater perfect agreement on Content 

Knowledge versus just 25% on Creativity 

& Originality provides a direction for 

future rater training, differentiated rubrics 

require calibration exercises to support 

more subjective rubric criteria (Gunnell et 

al., 2016). 

These validity and reliability results 

provide three contributions to the literature 

on differentiated assessment. This study 

establishes the empirical basis for 

introducing differentiation principles, 

namely, flexible criterion weighting and 

student choice of assessment focus, into a 

rubric while maintaining its psychometric 

quality (Goyibova et al., 2025). Secondly, 

the successful validation of the DAR-PBL 

in an Indonesian EFL context contradicts a 

widely held view that standardized, one-

size-fits-all rubrics are type by nature more 

reliable than differentiated alternatives 

(DeLuca et al., 2012). Third, this study 

utilized a replication of validation 

procedures for developing objective 

grading instruments by blending 

quantitative measures (Aiken’s V, ICC, 

Fleiss’ Kappa) with subsequent qualitative 

thematic analysis of expert judges, 

lecturers and students responses 

(Chapelle, 2022). The validation of the 

DAR-PBL, as a test intended for use in 

English Language Education departments 

in Indonesian higher education provides an 

anchor from which cross-contextual 

adaptations can be compared (Knoch & 

Macqueen, 2019). Future study should 

assess the predictive validity of this rubric 

by analyzing DAR-PBL scores and related 

academic success and examine if 

differentiated rubrics directly create more 

equitable behavior for learners of various 

language and education backgrounds. 

 

Conclusion 

The present study aimed to create and 

validate the Differentiated Assessment 

Rubric for Project-Based Learning (DAR-

PBL) because of the lack of empirically-

based assessment tools applicable for 

diversity in learners’ contexts in 

Indonesian English Language Education 

departments. The research question 

examined the level of which newly 

developed DAR-PBL shows acceptable 

content validity, face validity, construct 

validity and inter-rater reliability to assess 

project-based learning competencies in 

this context. The results provide strong 

support that the DAR-PBL satisfies or 

surpasses accepted psychometric criteria 

across each of the four dimensions of 

validity and reliability assessed. In terms 

of content validity, results suggested that 

Aiken’s V coefficients for five of the six 

rubric criteria were above the acceptable 

range (≥0.75), with perfect agreement 

(V=1.00) across the three expert judges on 

English Language Use. Specifically, the 

Collaboration criterion started off just 

below the lower threshold (V = 0.67) but 

through qualitative expert feedback was 

revised significantly to become a far more 

flexible criterion with different descriptors 

for both individual and group project 

contexts, along with an entirely new 

seventh criterion that addressed source use 

and referencing. And the unanimous 

agreement of the expert panel on rubric 

functional suitability for Indonesian ELT 

settings (mean = 4.00) provide additional 

evidence for content validity. The results 

of this research confirm that the DAR-PBL 

has indicators that are adequate, 

representative and comprehensive to 

measure learning outcomes about the 

application of PBL in higher education in 

Indonesia as well as shown by expert input 

which is needed when identifying or 

correcting indicators which do not have 

equivalent between projects. 

The evidence for face validity was strong, 

with means from both lecturers (M = 4.50) 

and students (M = 4.35) exceeding the 

established minimum level of 

acceptability of 4.0 on a scale from 1-5. 

Rubric language clarity was rated highly 

by lecturers (M = 4.83), and students were 

in strong agreement that the rubric was fair 
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and transparent. Qualitative thematic 

analysis resulted in five prominent themes. 

They are appreciation of clarity and 

specificity of performance descriptors, 

reduced assessment anxiety for students, 

initial difficulty with the scoring formula 

that became easier with practice, requests 

for explicit examples of performance 

levels, and universally positive allusions to 

differentiation options. These results 

suggest that although the surface validity 

of the DAR-PBL was established through 

relevant documentation, participants 

perceive it as having clarity and fairness, 

and being appropriate for purpose. That 

students self-reported less anxiety in 

performing with the rubric advocates a 

significant affective function of 

differentiated assessment tools beyond 

their measurement purpose. The construct 

validity, measured through perceived 

usefulness ratings, was well supported 

with mean scores of 4.61 and 4.42 for 

lecturers and students respectively. The 

top-rated item addressed the willingness to 

recommend rubric use in other English 

Language Education departments (D3: 

lecturers M = 4.83, students M = 4.55), 

signalling that users believed that the 

instrument offers value outside of this 

specific research context. A Cumulative 

Score on the Rubric for providing 

examples of Descriptors and giving 

meaningful feedback (anchors D2: 

lecturers M = 4.67, students M = 4.50) was 

also high with one lecturer commenting 

that the specific descriptors meant that 

lengthy written comments were 

unnecessary Graduates Classroom Study 

Results The statistically non-significant 

difference between third-semester and 

fifth-semester students (p = 0.81) 

illustrates that perceived usefulness is 

invariant across levels of academic 

experience. In addition, there was a strong 

positive correlation between face and 

construct validity scores (r = 0.78, p < 

0.001), which converges with the finding 

that mentors who rated rubric items as 

clear and fair also indicated that the rubric 

measured what it was intended to measure 

(thus supporting the validity argument). 

The inter-rater reliability analysis 

produced an Intraclass Correlation 

Coefficient for final scores of 0.87 

(indicating good reliability based on 

established benchmarks, also with a 

Fleiss’ Kappa coefficient of 0.68 

representing substantial agreement beyond 

chance). In an analysis by individual 

criterion, Content Knowledge had the 

highest reliability (ICC = 0.91, excellent), 

followed by Creativity and Originality 

with moderate reliability (ICC = 0.71), 

which speaks to how much more 

subjective creative work is compared to 

other areas of study. Critically, test-retest 

reliability across a two-week period was 

excellent (mean r = 0.91), showing that 

raters adhered to the same standards over 

time and suggesting the rubric is resistant 

to rater drift. These reliability findings 

support that the DAR-PBL can be 

employed across multiple lecturers 

consistently and yield reproducible scores 

over time—two key attributes for any 

assessment tool used to make high-stakes 

decisions regarding student learning. This 

study has a number of limitations that 

should be noted. This study has limitations 

in that the sample of expert judges (n=3), 

lecturers (n=6) and student work samples 

(n=20) was relatively small, which also 

limits possibly the generalisability of 

findings to field although these are 

consistent with instrument validation 

studies in rubric development literature. 

Second, the study was performed at a 

small number of institutions in Indonesia, 

while the rubric is targeted to Indonesian 

English Language Education departments 

and shows good psychometric properties 

for this context, generalization beyond this 

setting would benefit from further 

validation across different parts of the 

country as well as institutional type. Third, 

the current validation only looked at six 

core criteria plus the additional seventh 

criterion regarding source use, but future 

research should explore other criteria that 
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might apply to particular types of PBL 

projects. Fourth, evidence of construct 

validity was based mainly on perceived 

usefulness ratings and future research 

should link scores from DAR-PBL with 

other well-validated measures of PBL. 

In theory, the validated DAR-PBL 

validation successfully complements both 

differentiated instruction theory and can 

extend into PBL evaluation providing 

empirical evidence that differentiation 

principles can be realized in a rubric form 

without compromising psychometric 

quality. In practice, the DAR-PBL 

provides Indonesian ELT lecturers with an 

objective and research-based PBL 

assessment tool to be fairer, as well as 

more transparent and credible in judging 

students’ performance by providing 

guidance for students’ learning 

articulation tailored to their profiles. 

Rubrics are designed for a standard but 

classroom diversity cannot be contained in 

one size fits all rubrics, therefore 

differentiation options embedded into the 

rubric itself including adjustable criterion 

weightings, student selection of 

assessment focus and contextual 

adaptations, such as individual versus 

group work (less-weighted in favour of 

collaboration). A teacher guide 

accompanying the textbook with different 

scenarios of implementing option C 

(varying criteria weights based on 

readiness) addresses expert comments 

about actionability by acknowledging that 

even strong rubrics require training and 

resource support to help teachers 

implement this innovation effectively. 
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