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ABSTRACT

This study aims to assess students' English-speaking abilities based on peer assessment. This study is a
quantitative study involving 10 students. Data was collected using tests and student speaking assessment
rubrics with score criteria from | to 5. Speaking assessment criteria are pronunciation, grammar,
vocabulary, fluency and understanding. Data were analyzed using Many Faceted Rasch Measurement
(MFRM). The Facets Rasch Measurement model is able to see the interaction between respondents and
items at once. The research results show that the item index for criteria/quality (6.39), speaker (0.51),
and rater (5.32) as well as the standard deviation value clearly shows a good distribution of item difficulty.
Criterion reliability is 0.98 for raters is 0.21, for raters is 0.97.

Keywords: Speaking Performance Assessment, and Facet Rasch Measurement Mode.!

ABSTRAK

Penelitian ini bertujuan untuk menilai kemampuan berbicara bahasa Inggris siswa berdasarkan
penilaian teman sejawat. Penelitian ini merupakan penelitian kuantitatif yang melibatkan 10
orang siswa. Data dikumpulkan dengan menggunakan tes dan rubrik penilaian berbicara siswa
dengan kriteria skor 1 sampai 5. Kriteria penilaian berbicara adalah pengucapan, tata bahasa,
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kosa kata, kefasihan dan pemahaman. Data dianalisis menggunakan Many Faceted Rasch
Measurement (MFRM). Model Facets Rasch Measurement mampu melihat interaksi antara
responden dan item sekaligus. Hasil penelitian menunjukkan bahwa indeks butir soal
kriteria/kualitas (6,39), pembicara (0,51), dan penilai (5,32) serta nilai simpangan baku jelas
menunjukkan sebaran kesukaran butir yang baik. Keandalan kriteria adalah 0,98 untuk penilai

adalah 0,21, untuk penilai adalah 0,97.
Kata Kunci: Penilaian Kinerja Berbicara, dan Model Pengukuran Facet Rasch

I. Introduction

Language learning includes speaking as a
communicative skill and other important aspects,
such as pronunciation, intonation, grammar,
vocabulary, and so on. To ensure that students can
communicate in the target language, these things
must be taught during the process of learning any
language. One of the skills most valued by students
is speaking. It's an important part of everyday
interactions, and a person's first impression is often
based on their ability to speak fluently and provide
information thoroughly. Teachers should prepare
students as best as possible to speak English in real
life situations (Byrne, 1986).

In language learning the main goal is mastery of
language skills. Language skills refer to skills in using
language in communication. With language skills,
someone can express their thoughts and feelings
to other people. This is the main goal of language
learning as a form of communication. In linguistic
studies, language skills are concrete and refer to
the actual use of language, in spoken form that can
be heard or in written form that can be read
(Leong & Ahmadi, 2017; Sanjaya & Hidayat, 2021).

Mastery of these skills is an important aspect that
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determines the success of the second or foreign
language teaching and learning process (Brown, 2000;
Nunan, 1991)and also characterizes speaking
proficiency as a sign of a successful level of language
proficiency. When someone speaks, listeners will give
specific responses to personality and attitudes (Louma,
2004).

The majority of Indonesian students still believe that
English is difficult to learn. This phenomenon shows
that students face difficulties in learning English
(Pratolo, 2017). Even though they are over 17 years old
and have studied English for more than six years, most
Indonesian students cannot speak English (Fahmi et al.,
2020). Students at universities are even in their third
or fourth semester of class having difficulty speaking
English. This shows that the teaching and learning
process in Indonesia faces serious problems (Fahmi et
al., 2020). This phenomenon also occurs in several
other countries in Asia where university students
cannot speak English well (Ramdani & Rahma, 2018).
Thus, assessment is an alternative to monitoring and
assistance.

Assessment is an important method for identifying
differences and communicating between what the
student is teaching and what the evaluator is teaching
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about a particular topic or subject (Mulianah &
Hidayat, 2021; Sanjaya & Hidayat, 2022). Effective
assessment planning must identify the main
problems students face. These assessments should
help students feel more comfortable in learning,
acknowledge their weaknesses, help them express
their confusion and increase their motivation to
learn (Hidayat, Lawahid, et al., 2021).

2. Research Methods

This research uses a quantitative descriptive
approach to collect and analyze numerical data.
Descriptive research is a research method that aims
to provide a systematic and careful description of
the facts and characteristics of a particular
population with the aim of solving actual problems
and collecting data or information to then compile,
describe and analyze (Arikunto, 2002; Hidayat,
Musab, et al, 2021). This research involved 10
students to assess the speaking abilities of 10
students. Students' speaking abilities are measured
using tests and assessed using a performance rubric.
Then the data was analyzed using Many Faceted
Rasch Measurement (MFRM). In the Facets Rasch
Measurement model, we can see the interaction
between respondents and items at once (Aryadoust
et al,, 2021). In the Rasch model, the value is seen
based on the logit value, which shows the
probability of an item being selected in a group of
respondents (Aryadoust et al., 2019; Maryatil et al,,
2019).

3. Results and Discussion
3.1. Rubric Items for Assessment of

Speaking Performance Quality

Table | presents the MFRM data analysis,
providing summary statistics of the reliability and
discount indices of the items and raters of the
MFRM analysis results. Item and rater reliability was
considered excellent for the measurement. Items
with high reliability indicate that the items as a
whole define the latent variable well. This shows
that the seven items are reliable and can be applied
to various groups of respondents. However, the
item index presents the item difficulty level.

In this study, a good distribution of item difficulty
was demonstrated by the item separation indices of
criterion/quality (6.39), speaker (0.51), and rater
(5.32), along with clear standard deviation values.
While the separation index for raters shows how
well this rubric can assess "person's abilities" in
terms of speaking performance assessment, which is
latent, indicating that this rubric assessment
instrument is suitable and reliable for identifying
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speaking performance assessment.

Table I. Reliability and Separation of MFRM
Reliability Separation

Criteria/Quality 0.98 6.39
Speakers 0.21 051
Rater 0.97 5.32

Table 2 shows that the questions and test takers are of good
quality (Wind & Engelhard, 2016). The above information
indicates a high vacancy rate; This level of separation
indicates that only one group of speakers has speaking skills.
The results show that the criteria/quality show High/Very
Good reliability (0.91-0.94), while speaker reliability is low
(less than 0.67) and rater reliability is very good (more than
0.94).

3.2. Speaking Performance Appraisal
Analysis
Below is information about the results of the

assessors involved in the study, the metrics used to
assess students, the standards used to assess, how well
the rubric levels performed, and how the achievement
levels of fellow assessors impacted the process.

This part of the study also included student
responses to open-ended questions from peer
assessment. The logistic map includes student scores
for the peer assessment process, assessment criteria,
and raters' levels of rigor and generosity.

Figure | below shows the analytical results of the
analysis; The first column shows the scale size of the
logistics map, with the scale level being between -2 and
+2. The results of the speaker's analysis are displayed
in the second column. In the third column, the logit
map displays the students' assessment criteria, and the
second column shows the distribution of students'
scores based on their performance in the assessment,
distributed from top to bottom, from students with the
highest scores to students with the lowest scores. On
the other hand, column four shows the division of the
raters, and the last column shows the division of the
degree of assessment, which has a score between | and
5. We can see the elements visually in the same table
thanks to the logistic map that has all this data.
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Figure |. Map of Rater, Item, and Speaker Variables

The results showed that the speaker with the
lowest score was Ilham and the highest was
Dirgayanti. After that, the quality or criteria can be
seen. Fluency, grammar, and pronunciation are the
highest levels of difficulty. Comprehension and
vocabulary are at an intermediate or moderate
level. Confidence and volume are also easy. There
were two assessors—Anita and Erna—who gave
high marks, but Hasanuddin was the stingier
assessor.

3.3. Quality of Speaking Item

Figure 2 below describes the indicators of
student speaking quality or performance in detail.
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Figure 2. Quality of Speaking ltem

The speaking fluency indicator is the lowest or
most difficult criterion to master, as shown in Figure
2. Apart from fluency, grammar and pronunciation,
the confidence and volume indicators are the easiest
for students to master. This is displayed in the
measure column with positive values for fluency,
grammar, and pronunciation, and negative values for
confidence and volume. If the performance shows a
positive number, then the indicator is difficult or
difficult for the student to master, but if the
performance shows a negative number, then the
indicator is easy for the student to master(Weigle,
1998).

10

Rater of Speaking
Figure 3 below shows the Rater's results on
speaking performance.
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Figure 3. Raters of Speaking

The order of Raters (Erna, Anitah, Putriani, Titin,
Haida, and Salmawati) who gave easy marks or high
scores is shown on Figure 3 above. Nurasia, Dirga,
[lham, and Hasanuddin then gave rather low scores.
The Nu Assessor table shows the numbers, and the
Measure table shows the raters who gave high marks.
Raters with low scores tend to give low scores.

The process of teaching, learning and evaluation in
education is very complex, so it is very important for
teachers to be able to differentiate between various
elements of evaluation. Educational researchers,
especially in the field of language education, pay great
attention to the ability to identify each element in
evaluation items to assess and improve the language
quality of educators and students in the future.

Researchers reviewed the results of their research
based on previous findings regarding the results of the
analysis of assessors who assessed speaking
performance using the facet Rasch model. The
reliability value of the criteria/item quality is 0.98,
indicating the consistency of the quality criteria is very
good, while the reliability value of the resource person
is 0.21, indicating the consistency of the answers from
the resource person is 0.97, this shows that the
reliability of this assessor is very good (Fisher, 2007).
based on reliability criteria, the item person reliability
and reliability values are (1) <0.67: Weak, (2) 0.67 -
0.80: Fair, (3) 0.81-0.90: good, (4) 0.91-0.94: Very
Good, (5)> 0.94: Very Good.

For the criteria, fluency, grammar, and
pronunciation indicate difficulties for students to learn
and master. The results showed that vocabulary and
comprehension were medium level items, which were
not difficult and easy to learn and master. Items that
are easy to master are volume and confidence, which
only require effort and don't require much thought.

4. Conclusion
From the analysis that has been carried out, it can
be concluded that the criteria for items, assessors and



sources vary in level. This is evidenced by the fact
that, because each speaker has the right to rate
other speakers, this research is a peer-reviewed
study with sources given high marks but other
sources given low marks.
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