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ABSTRACT
Developing, Validating, and Incorporating a Rubric for Assessing the Construct of

Integration into an EAP Program

Pakize Uludag, Ph.D.
Concordia University, 2021

Due to their authenticity as an academic writing task, integrated writing tests are widely
used for evaluating English for Academic Purposes (EAP) students’ writing ability. However,
apart from validation studies focusing on a common set of standardized test rubrics, little
research has explored the construct of integration or how to assess it effectively in second
language (L2) writing classrooms. Thus, this dissertation designed and validated an analytic
rubric for assessing the construct of integration in L2 writing while also examining students’
conceptualizations of integrated writing assessment in an EAP writing course.

Study 1 investigated which sub-constructs EAP instructors orient to when assessing L2
writers' integrated essays. Triangulation of data sources from instructor ratings, stimulated recall
interviews, and textual analysis of the integrated essays informed the development of an analytic
rubric with four categories (i.e., content, organization, source use and language use) for assessing
classroom-based integrated writing tasks.

Study 2 focused on the validation of the rubric by employing a mixed-methods design,
which involved a many-facet Rasch measurement analysis, semi-structured interviews with EAP
instructors, and linguistic analysis of student essays for fluency, syntactic and lexical complexity,
cohesion, and lexical diversity measures. Results from the Rasch model and textual analysis

suggest the rubric is of good quality in terms of assessing one single construct and differentiating
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the students’ task performance across four levels. The instructor comments during the follow-up
interviews contributed to the reformulation of descriptors.

Study 3 adopted a case study methodology and investigated L2 learners’
conceptualizations of integrated writing assessment and their use of the analytic rubric for self-
assessment in an EAP writing course. Data sources included integrated writing samples that were
evaluated by the students and their instructor, a writing self-efficacy questionnaire, individual
retrospective interviews, and course materials. Qualitative analysis revealed themes related to
three aspects of classroom-based integrated writing assessment: task requirements, task
conditions, and instructor feedback. There was an overlap between students’ self-assessment and
instructor evaluation of their integrated essays, suggesting that students could use the rubric

effectively.
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Glossary
Analytic rubric: Two-dimensional rubrics with levels of achievement as columns and
assessment criteria as rows, which allow raters to assign points or weights to particular criteria,
and then evaluate a writer’s performance in each area.
Cohesive devices: Linguistic forms which are also called linking words, linkers, connectors,
discourse markers or transitional words that facilitate sentence level cohesion in written texts
(e.g., however, in addition to, in fact).
Discourse synthesis: A writer’s process of making connections across ideas presented in a
single source, or information from multiple sources when composing source-based writing.
Genre: Groupings of texts based on external criteria relating to the purpose, topic and social
context of communication within discourse communities that share a set of discourses (e.g.,
research articles, creative writing, technical writing).
Holistic rubric: One-dimensional rubrics with predefined achievement levels that allow raters to
assess a writer's overall performance rather than assigning points or weights to particular criteria.
Integrated writing: Written texts that require introducing, restructuring, and responding to
source information to connect source ideas with writers’ personal opinions about the topic.
Independent writing: Written texts in which arguments are built exclusively on a writer’s prior
knowledge and/or experience without using external sources.
Intertextuality: A writer’s mental process of creating their own meaning by drawing upon

information and the organizational structure of source materials.
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Rhetorical acts: The rhetorical function (e.g., elaboration, drawing conclusions) served by a
writer’s comments or responses to source text information that facilitates integration and helps
create authorial voice.

Source-based writing: An umbrella terms for all academic texts that require incorporating
information from textual, auditory and/or visual sources (e.g., integrated writing, summary
writing, response essays, research papers, literature reviews, and synthesis papers).

Source integration: The ability to incorporate source information effectively and appropriately
into source-based writing.

Text-type: Groupings of texts based on internal criteria relating to certain linguistic forms rather
than a specific context (e.g., cause-and-effect, argumentative).

Textual meta-function: A writer’s process of organizing clauses, sentences, and paragraphs to

create a thematic structure, information structure, and cohesion in any types of written text
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Chapter 1: Introduction

Writing is a means of communication between writers and their potential audiences, and
it is a domain for language use for students at all levels of formal schooling. Students in higher
education demonstrate their knowledge and understanding of course subjects, learn language and
content, and develop academic literacy skills though writing. Historically, the role of writing has
evolved from being conceptualized as a single elementary skill to a multilayered and purposeful
way of communication in educational settings (Hyland, 2015; Stahl et al., 2004). Traditional
approaches to writing mainly adopted a structural orientation where writing is viewed as a
cognitive activity (Applebee, 2000; Lavelle & Bushrow, 2007). The expansion of academic
writing research into disciplinary genres has emphasized the interconnected nature of reading
and writing skills for obtaining academic literacy (Leki & Carson, 1997; Leki, 2017; Polio &
Shi, 2012).

Scholars have discussed intertextuality (i.e., composing a text based on the information
and organizational structure present in other texts) as a key literacy skill to defining characteristic
of university writing studies (Haswell, 2000; Hu, 2001; McAlpine & Amundsen, 2011).
Intertextuality practices involve critical assessment and appropriate use of sources in academic
texts. For university writers to create proper intertextual links, they need to understand
information presented in written sources, and use textual borrowing strategies to incorporate
source information in their texts (Polio & Shi, 2012; Shaw & Pecorari, 2013). First-year writing
programs, for example, are designed to teach students how to incorporate a variety of source
materials (e.g., scholarly articles, books) into their writing as they transition into upper-level

courses (Howard et al., 2010). Undergraduate students are assigned tasks that require them to



synthesize information from sources in both general education and discipline-specific courses
(Wette; 2010, 2017; Schuemann, 2008). In addition, most graduate students are expected to
compose research-based argumentation using outside sources in their thesis and dissertation
writing (Pecorari, 2003; Kwan, 2008).

In responding to the academic needs of international students studying at English-
medium universities, English for Academic Purposes (EAP), as a branch of the broader field of
English for Specific purposes (ESP), emerged in the 1970s as a pathway program (Hyland &
Hamp-Lyons, 2002). Since the number of international students in such English-speaking
countries as Canada and Australia has increased, universities have introduced different
instructional models in EAP programs to facilitate study and research in English (Flowerdew &
Peacock, 2001). For example, in Canada, English-medium universities implement different
models of EAP programs to meet students’ target needs as they embark on their degree courses
(Tweedie & Kim, 2015). While some universities require students to complete intensive English
programs before they begin their degree courses, others offer bridging programs that students can
enroll in while taking one or two disciplinary courses simultaneously. In addition, some EAP
programs run concurrent with undergraduate degree programs, which is the case in the
instructional setting of this dissertation study. More specifically, the three studies in this
dissertation were situated within an English-medium university in Montreal, Canada, where two
academic writing courses are offered to students. While the first course focuses on paragraph-
level writing skills with a strong emphasis on vocabulary and grammatical development, the
second course targets the analytical skills needed for integrated writing. L2 students who do not
meet the English language proficiency test requirements for admission register for the EAP

courses, which are taken concurrently with their respective undergraduate degree programs.



Overall, although the objectives of EAP programs may be wide ranging, students have been
shown to benefit from EAP instruction by obtaining higher levels of academic achievement and a
greater likelihood of graduation (Dooey, 2010).

To prepare students for writing in their disciplines, pedagogical materials in EAP courses
have evolved into more complex forms, such as authentic written texts, to teach students how to
read and evaluate academic texts and produce text-responsible writing (Hyland & Shaw, 2016;
Johns, 1991). Reflecting the strong emphasis on intertextuality practices and academic writing
tasks in university courses, EAP programs began increasingly to incorporate integrated writing
tasks in their curriculum and assessment (Plakans, 2009, 2010; Plakans & Gebril, 2012).
Integrated writing tasks typically require that students incorporate written, auditory and/or visual
input in their texts, which mirrors the writing requirements for most academic disciplines
(Cumming et al., 2006). To write an essay using information from sources, writers must
understand the arguments presented in the sources and then integrate content from those sources
into their own piece of writing (Plakans, 2008, 2009). Integrating source information effectively
helps writers convey their messages, ideas, or research claims to a specific audience in a smooth
and successful manner.

Despite the pivotal role that source integration plays in establishing arguments and
presenting research claims, little is known about the construct of integration or how to assess it
effectively in L2 writing classrooms. In earlier L2 writing and assessment research, source
integration has been often perceived as being synonymous with discourse synthesis based on
Spivey’s (1990) constructivist writing model, which explicates the role of three processes in
textual transformation and meaning construction in synthesis writing: organizing, selecting, and

connecting. Studies exploring L2 writers’ source integration have focused on their discourse and



paragraph-level organization of textual information (Cumming, et al., 2006; Plakans, 2008;
Wette, 2010). In addition, L2 writers’ composing processes have been examined to identify how
they synthesize discourse in integrated writing tasks (Ascension, 2005; Plakans. 2009). However,
researchers to date have not clarified the construct of source integration in localized assessment
contexts, where students generate personal ideas about the topic and are expected to use source

texts mainly to validate their propositions rather than writing based on source materials only.

Furthermore, without a conceptual framework, which outlines the skills and competencies
associated with source integration, it is not clear which rhetorical and linguistic resources L2
writers devote to decontextualizing source-text information in integrated writing tasks. In order
to situate source integration in its broader context, the following section introduces a process
model for integrated writing tasks. Importantly, this model mirrors the integrated writing tasks
that are being used in this dissertation study context, where students are expected to connect
source ideas with their personal opinions about the topic.
Developing a Process Model for Integrated Writing

To address the challenges associated with construct definitions, a process model for
integrated writing is illustrated below (Figure 1), which outlines three operations involved in the
composing process: (1) task environment, which stimulates the generation of personal ideas and
pre-writing planning, (2) skills and competencies elicited for source integration, and (3) revision
of the final product. The model is a modification of Flower and Hayes’s Composing Processes
Model (Flower & Hayes, 1981; Hayes, 1996), which consisted of three main cognitive
processes/strategies: planning, translating, and reviewing. Along with outlining skills and
competencies required for source integration, the model also accounts for the distinct cognitive

processes that writers go through while completing classroom-based integrated tasks, where they



are expected to link source information to their personal ideas about the topic. For example, as
part of task representation, writers develop attitudes towards the reported evidence which are
influenced by the rhetorical purposes they would like to achieve in their texts, and the linguistic
and functional requirements of different text-types (Hyland, 2005). In addition, they adopt
positions on source content based on their purpose in writing, and the expectations of the
audience (Harwood, 2009; Hyland, 2012). At the phase of idea development, writers activate
their cognitive processes and develop strategies by engaging with the task environment and
activating long-term memory. They develop authorial voice that they will establish in their
writing and create a mental organization of the selected information into writing. Before
integrating source information, writers also establish specific goals depending on what effect
they want their texts to have on the readers (i.e., audience/ persona) (Flower & Hayes, 1981;
Hayes, 1996). Writers’ cognitive strategies are eventually translated into metacognitive strategies
and help them monitor the writing process, produce information, and solve potential problems
(Hacker et al., 1998; Roberts & Erdos, 1993). Because the composing process is complex, multi-
layered, and recursive, writers move continually back and forth between these processes (e.g.,
idea development, reading of sources, source integration) while thinking their way toward a
finished product.

Figure 1: A Process Model for Integrated Writing
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Despite being limited in number, studies have explored the impact of the task
environment, such as pre-writing planning, and idea development, on L2 students’ integrated
writing task performance (e.g., Payant et al., 2019; Uludag et al., in print). In addition, among
other skills outlined in the process model, reading source texts, and evaluating and selecting
relevant information from different source materials have been shown to affect the quality of
integrated texts (e.g., Esmaeili, 2002; Gebril & Plakans, 2013; Sawaki et al., 2013). On the other
hand, in the absence of a comprehensive model or theory of source integration, evaluation of the
three sub-constructs underlying source integration in EAP writing have not gained much research
attention. Instead of adopting a holistic approach to source integration, researchers have focused
on single aspects of it, such as linguistic revision and accurate representation of source ideas
(e.g., Hyland, 2005; Gebril & Plakans, 2013; Uludag et al., 2019). Thus, this dissertation is

primarily concerned with the assessment of three sub-constructs, namely introducing,



restructuring, and responding to source ideas, underlying the construct of source integration in
EAP writing. The next section provides a description of the three sub-constructs.
Constructs Underlying Source Integration

Source integration, which is the central focus of this dissertation, involves three major
processes: introducing, restructuring, and responding to source ideas. When introducing source
ideas, writers attribute information to sources to achieve a variety of rhetorical functions, such as
creating content, validating propositions, and supplying authoritative information on topics about
which they had no direct knowledge or experience (Gebril & Plakans, 2009; Mansourizadeh &
Ahmad, 2011; Wette, 2017). In addition, they use the conventions of a particular citation style
(e.g., APA, MLA) and a citation pattern, integral or non-integral (Swales, 1990) based on the
type of information that they borrowed from the source materials. Integral citations emphasize
the actions (analysis, methods) placing the cited authors within the sentence as subjects or
agents, whereas the non-integral ones highlight research findings listing the cited authors in
parenthesis (Coffin, 2006). Writers’ reporting verb choices is also important to convey their
stance and provide convincing arguments in their texts (Swales, 1990, 2014). Since the selection
of reporting verbs differ by discipline (Hyland, 2019; Yilmaz & Erturk, 2017), understanding
semantic and functional differences of reporting forms helps writers introduce source
information effectively. Another possible linguistic means by which information from sources is
introduced in the text is the use of cohesive devices which are also known as linking words,
connectors, discourse markers or transitional words that facilitate sentence level cohesion in
written texts (Celce-Murcia & Larsen-Freeman, 1999; Swales & Feak, 2004). Based on their pre-
established goals, writers use cohesive devices to establish linkages between what the sources

offer and what they have generated, which contributes to overall textual meta-function (i.e.,



organization of textual information to create a thematic structure, information structure, and
cohesion) and enable logical flow across different source ideas (Liu & Braine, 2005).

Restructuring source language is about linguistic revision of source-text language and
accurate representation of source content. Writers need to perform word-level and syntactic
modifications on source information by either summarizing content from a single source or
generalizing information from multiple sources (Polio & Shi, 2012; Thompson, 2001; Thompson
& Tribble, 2001). In some cases, direct quotations are also used as an alternative to paraphrasing.
When making linguistic modifications to the source content, writers need to draw upon their
knowledge of grammar and vocabulary (Johns & Mayes, 1990) and avoid unacknowledged
copying, patchwriting, and close paraphrasing, which might occur due to misconceptions of
academic standards or lacking skills of appropriate borrowing (Keck, 2006; Pecorari, 2003; Shi,
2004). In addition to linguistic revision, restructuring source information also requires accurate
representation of borrowed source content, which goes beyond understanding source
information. If writers omit some key information or change the meaning of the cited
information while making linguistic changes, it might lead to issues related to content generation
and persuasiveness in integrated texts (Wette, 2017; Uludag et al., 2019).

Differing from restructuring, which involves the sub-constructs of linguistic revisions and
accurate representation of source content, responding to source information elicits the skills of
using rhetorical acts and following up with personal ideas. To respond to the source information
and maintain textual coherence, writers need to establish logical connections between the ideas
that they borrow from sources and their personal opinions. In addition to facilitating the
introduction of source ideas, cohesive devices also help writers respond to source information

and illustrate their perspective about the cited content. Writers’ selection of specific cohesive



devices is informed by the rhetorical acts that they would like to perform, such as constructing a
conclusion, explanation or prediction, or a synthesis or a generalization related to the information
provided by source texts (Mateos et al., 2014). Writers might support the arguments borrowed
from sources, or they could develop counter arguments to support their personal opinions and
justify their research claims. Accomplishing such rhetorical skills help them express their voice
and create authorial identity.

To summarize, the process model of integrated writing introduced above outlines the
skills and competencies elicited by integrated writing tasks drawing on existing research, thereby
offering a construct definition for source integration in EAP writing. One of the overarching
goals of this dissertation is to determine which constructs underlying source integration (i.e.,
introducing, restructuring, and responding to source information) could be incorporated in a
scoring rubric for assessing classroom-based integrated writing tasks. Earlier studies have
utilized a variety of methodologies, such as analytic and holistic rating scales, textual analysis of
students’ essays, interviews, Likert scale items, and think-aloud protocols, to examine different
aspects of source integration. Collecting evidence from multiple data sources is important to
reflect on rater challenges and perceptions when designing and validating scoring rubrics, and
better interpret the scores assigned to integrated writing tasks. Therefore, the first two studies in
this dissertation adopted a mixed-methods approach to design and validate an evaluation criteria
informed by the process model of source integration. The third study, which is different from the
first two studies, adopted a case study methodology to investigate EAP students’
conceptualizations of classroom-based assessment tasks. The next section provides a summary of

each study.



Tying it All Together

Study 1 explored the sub-constructs EAP instructors orient to when evaluating L2
writers’ integrated essays using an existing EAP program rubric. Triangulation of data sources
from instructor ratings, stimulated recall interviews, and textual analysis of the integrated essays
for aspects of source integration informed the development of an evidence-based analytic rubric
with four categories (i.e., content, organization, source use and language use) for evaluating
integrated writing tasks.

Study 2 aimed to validate the scoring rubric, which was developed based on the results
from Study 1. The methodologies utilized for validation involved a many-facet Rasch
measurement analysis, semi-structured interviews with EAP instructors, and linguistic analysis
of student essays for fluency, syntactic and lexical complexity, cohesion, and lexical diversity
measures. Results from the many-facet Rasch measurement analysis, and textual analysis suggest
the rubric is of good quality in terms of assessing one single construct and differentiating the
students’ task performance across different levels. The instructor comments during the follow-up
interviews contributed to the reformulation of descriptors.

Study 3 investigated L2 learners’ perceptions of integrated writing assessment and their
use of the analytic rubric for self-assessment in an EAP writing course. Data sources included
integrated writing samples that were evaluated by the students and their instructor, a writing self-
efficacy questionnaire, individual retrospective interviews, and course materials such as task
instructions and syllabus. Qualitative analysis revealed themes related to three aspects of
classroom-based integrated writing assessment: task requirements, task conditions, and instructor
feedback. The themes were discussed in terms of students’ test taking strategies and the use of

available support systems in EAP contexts. In addition, findings indicated an overlap between
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students’ self-assessment and instructor evaluation of their integrated essays, suggesting that
students could use the evaluation criteria effectively. The next chapters will document the

rationale, methodology and results of the three studies.
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Introduction to Study 1

The first study in this dissertation investigated which aspects of source integration
outlined in the process model of integrated writing are most salient to EAP instructors while
evaluating L2 students’ integrated essays. Specifically, this study centralized a focus on the three
processes by which writers introduce, restructure, and respond to source ideas and identified how
EAP instructors define and evaluate source integration, as the intent with this manuscript was to
develop a rubric for assessing classroom-based integrated writing tasks. One of the goals of this
manuscript was to address the issue of rubric development through the use of a mixed-methods
design. Thus, this study and Study 2 both rely on instructor ratings and perceptions as well as
textual analysis of the essays to determine which skills should be represented in the evaluation

criteria.
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Chapter 2: Study 1
Exploring EAP instructors’ perceptions of integrated writing performance: Defining

source integration

For submission to TESOL Journal

By Pakize Uludag and Kim McDonough

Introduction
Reflecting the importance of writing using sources, integrated writing tasks have

become the focus of greater attention in English for Academic Purposes (EAP) contexts
(Haswell, 2000). Integrated writing assessments are widely used for college admissions and
placement, while EAP students are often asked to write source-based essays (e.g., argumentative,
cause-and-effect) as part of their transition to disciplinary courses (Hyland & Hamp-Lyons,
2002; Reid, 2001). Second language (L2) writing researchers have increasingly investigated the
underlying skills required for integrated writing, such as reading (e.g., Belcher & Hirvela, 2001;
Grabe & Zheng, 2013; Hirvela, 2004), and linguistic modification of source information
(Cumming et al., 2006; Guo et al., 2013). However, the construct of integration itself has
received less attention from researchers. As part of a larger study about the design and validation
of an integrated writing rubric, the current study aims to identify how EAP instructors evaluate
source integration in L2 writers’ classroom-based integrated essays.
Defining Source Integration

Source integration involves three processes by which writers introduce, restructure, and

respond to source ideas. When introducing source ideas, writers carry out rhetorical functions
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such as creating content, validating propositions, and supplying authoritative information on
topics about which they have no direct knowledge or experience (Gebril & Plakans, 2009;
Mansourizadeh & Ahmad, 2011; Wette, 2017, 2018). In addition, they use the conventions of a
particular citation style (e.g., APA, MLA) and a citation pattern, integral or non-integral
(Swales, 1990) to refer to the source texts. Introducing source ideas also requires writers to use
linguistic devices, such as reporting verbs, to convey their stance and provide convincing
arguments (Hyland, 2016; Swales, 1990, 2014). Since reporting verbs usage differs by discipline
(Hyland, 2019; Yilmaz & Erturk, 2017), understanding semantic and functional differences
among reporting verbs helps writers introduce source information effectively. In addition, writers
incorporate cohesive features, such as sentence connectors, or transitional words, for introducing
source ideas to facilitate sentence level cohesion and establish links between source information
and the writer’s perspective (Liu & Braine, 2005; Swales & Feak, 2004).

Unlike introducing source information, which focusses on rhetorical purposes,
restructuring source language is about linguistic revision and accurate representation of source
ideas. Writers need to perform word-level and syntactic modifications on source-text language
(Polio & Shi, 2012) either by summarizing content from a single source or by generalizing
information from multiple sources (Thompson, 2001; Thompson & Tribble, 2001). In some
cases, direct quotations are also used as an alternative to paraphrasing. When making linguistic
modifications to source-text language, writers need to depend on their knowledge of grammar
and vocabulary (Johns & Mayes, 1990) and avoid verbatim copying, and patchwriting, which
might occur due to misconceptions of academic standards or lacking skills of appropriate
borrowing (Keck, 2006; Pecorari, 2003; Shi, 2004). In addition to linguistic revision,

restructuring source information also requires accurate representation of borrowed source
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content, which goes beyond understanding source information. If writers omit some key
information or change the meaning of the cited information while making linguistic changes, it
might have a negative impact on the content and persuasiveness of integrated texts.

The third component of source integration is responding to source information, which
requires that writers establish logical connections between source ideas and their personal
opinions in ways that communicate authorial voice and maintain textual coherence. Using
discourse markers help writers respond to source information and illustrate their perspective
about the cited content. Writers’ selection of specific discourse markers is informed by the
rhetorical acts that they would like to perform. Within the constructivist approach, rhetorical acts
are referred to as meaning construction as part of Mateos and colleagues’ model (Mateos et al.,
2014), which comprises the skills of a) connecting ideas or concepts in the text to examples from
the writers’ own experience or knowledge, and b) constructing a conclusion, explanation or
prediction, or a synthesis or a generalization related to the information provided by cited
information. Writers might support the arguments borrowed from sources, or they could develop
counter arguments to develop their personal opinions and justify their personal claims.
Accomplishing such rhetorical skills help them express their voice and create authorial identity
and contribute to successful integration of source content.

Assessing Source Integration

Having defined the construct of source integration in terms of three sub-constructs (i.e.,
introducing, restructuring, and responding to source information), an important question is how
EAP instructors orient to these sub-constructs when assessing students’ integrated writing essays.
Although researchers have recognized the importance of teacher input for test design and

evaluation (Brindley, 2001; Kane, 2006; Shaw & Weir, 2007), few studies have examined rater
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perceptions of integrated writing tasks while no research has examined how teachers assess
source integration. For example, Cumming, Kantor, and Powers (2002) used think-aloud
protocols to explore experienced raters’ scoring of independent and integrated TOEFL writing
tasks. They found that raters mostly concentrated on task completion, rhetorical organization,
and content development as opposed to linguistic features. In terms of source integration, raters
paid attention to the appropriate and creative use of source materials. Building on this body of
research, Gebril and Plakans (2014) also examined rater processes using think-aloud protocols
and interview data and reported that raters mostly employed judgement strategies related to
source use (e.g., locating source ideas and citations in students’ texts) while evaluating .2
integrated texts. Raters reported having difficulty distinguishing between source text language
and the students’ own words, scoring texts that include too many quotations, and evaluating
linguistic revisions of source ideas. In sum, studies to date have shown that raters tend to focus
on the sub-constructs of introducing and restructuring source information when assessing
integrated writing texts. It is not clear whether EAP instructors also orient to these sub-constructs
when evaluating their students’ integrated writing essays.

Whereas few studies have examined rater perceptions of integrated writing texts,
considerable research has carried out textual analyses to determine how students restructure
source information. For example, studies have explored how L2 writers’ linguistic revisions of
source-text ideas by classifying their paraphrases along a continuum ranging from direct copying
to substantial revision of source information (Campbell, 1990; Hyland, 2005; Keck, 2006;
Plakans & Gebril, 2013; Shi, 2004). These studies reported that substantial modification of
source language predicts the quality of written texts as assessed by textual analysis and using

analytic rubrics. In addition, using automated textual analysis programs, researchers have
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determined that lexical diversity and syntactic complexity (Cumming et al., 2006; Gebril &
Plakans, 2016; Guo et al., 2013), as well as local and text cohesion (Crossley, Kyle, &
McNamara, 2012; Yang & Sun, 2012) predict rater evaluation of integrated essays. In sum,
linguistic analysis of integrated texts has demonstrated clear links between the restructuring of
source language and judgements of text quality.

To explore how L2 writers incorporate ideas from sources, researchers have analyzed
student writing in terms of the accurate representation and rhetorical purpose of source ideas. For
example, the accuracy with which students incorporate source content into their text predicts
scores on the Canadian Academic English Language test integrated writing task (Uludag et al.,
2019). Considering the rhetorical purpose of source information, researchers have found that L2
writers most commonly used source ideas to introduce an idea or acknowledge the origin of
information instead of engaging with it in a more complex manner (Neumann et al., 2019; Wette,
2018). Therefore, textual analysis of L2 writing has provided useful information related to
rhetorical aspects of source integration not found in studies that have solely drawn on assessment
criteria to explain the particular skills writers need to demonstrate.

Taken together, in the absence of a comprehensive model of integrated writing,
researchers have focused on single aspects of source integration rather than taking a holistic
approach to assessment. In addition, rater perception studies have provided limited insights into
how specific constructs are evaluated in integrated writing assessment. Therefore, to address the
challenges associated with construct definitions and contribute to score interpretations of
classroom-based integrated writing tests, the current study follows a model for source integration
that includes three main sub-constructs, as illustrated in Figure 2.

Figure 2: A Process Model for Source Integration
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Introducing source information
e Determining source use purposes
e Referencing to the source text (citation patterns & style)
e Using linguistic devices (cohesive features & reporting structures)

NS

Restructuring source information
e Performing linguistic revisions (paraphrasing, summarising & direct
quotations)
e Accurate representation of source ideas

N4

Responding to source information
e Performing rhetorical acts using discourse markers
¢ Following up with personal ideas

To obtain further insight into EAP instructors’ perceptions about the assessment of integrated
writing, this study draws upon a variety of data sources in a mixed method approach to address
the following research question: How do EAP instructors orient to introducing, restructuring, and
responding to source ideas when assessing students’ integrated essays?
Method

Integrated writing essays

The EAP integrated essays (N = 48) were sampled from the Concordia Written English
Academic Texts (CWEAT) corpus (McDonough et al., 2018), which consists of timed integrated
writing exams written by students enrolled in an EAP class with a focus on integrated writing at
Concordia University. As part of the corpus construction, the essays had been rated using a
holistic rubric adapted from the TOEFL guidelines. The holistic ratings were used to sample
argumentative essays written on the same topic using the same source texts reflecting a range of
scores. The topic was about the role of governments in reducing economic inequality. The essays
were written by students with a mean age of 22.36 years (SD = 2.97) who were studying in the
faculties of Business (28), Arts and Science (10) and Engineering and Computer Science (10).

The most frequent L1s were Chinese (21), Arabic (10), and French (9). Additional L1s included
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Spanish (5), Romanian (2), and Persian (1). They wrote the essays during a three-hour final
exam. Prior to the exam, students had read six readings relevant to the topic and taken notes on a
template which encouraged them to paraphrase information from the readings, note key terms,
and include any important quotations. At the examination, students selected one of two writing
prompts and are expected to develop personal ideas about the topic and validate them using
information from the sources to compose an argumentative essay. That is, students were
expected to use source information authoritatively to support their propositions. They were
allowed to use a paper-based English dictionary along with their notes while composing the
essays.
EAP Instructors

Six EAP instructors (two men, four women) who taught EAP integrated writing at
Canadian universities were recruited to rate the integrated essays. The instructors had MA
degrees in applied linguistics or TESL and had taught in a variety of EAP programs (e.g.,
intensive programs, bridging programs), with two instructors from the EAP program at
Concordia University. Except for one instructor from Turkey, they identified themselves as
Canadian L1 English speakers. They ranged in age from 33 to 74 (M =43.6, SD=15.1) and had a
mean of 14 years experience teaching English (SD = 6.3). Three instructors reported having
experience as a professional rater or examiner for IELTS, DELNA and Cambridge exams, and
three of the instructors had served administrative functions in their programs related to
curriculum development and assessment.
Materials and Procedure

The instructors used an analytic rubric (Appendix A) to evaluate the argumentative

essays. The rubric was created by the EAP program at Concordia University approximately 10

19



years ago and has been regularly updated based on instructor feedback. The rubric has three
dimensions (content and organization, grammar and vocabulary, and mechanics) with four score
levels. Aspects of integration are included in the descriptors for content and organization in
terms of selection and integration of source material, acknowledgement of sources, and accurate
interpretation of source information. At the lower score levels, the descriptors refer to verbatim
copying and overreliance on direct quotations. Integration is also assessed in mechanics where
the use of APA citing conventions is included. The rationale for using this rubric was to
contextualize the study within the EAP program where the sample essays came from.

The EAP instructors met the first researcher individually using an online meeting tool
(Zoom) for a 2-hour session that was recorded. After completing the consent and background
information forms (15 minutes), the instructors evaluated two sample essays and made notes
while reading (30 minutes). These essays were evaluated without using a rubric to elicit the
instructors’ general perceptions about source integration before introducing them to the criteria.
The two sample essays represented high- and low-scoring essays that differed in terms of source
use (eight versus two citations, respectively) and length (727 and 442 words, respectively). After
evaluating the first essay, the instructors participated in a stimulated recall interview (Appendix
B) following the steps outlined in Gass and Mackey (2000). The instructors showed their
annotated essays to the researcher using the share screen function and explained their thought
processes while evaluating (20 minutes). The same process was repeated for the second essay.
After eliciting the instructors’ general perceptions, the researcher then introduced the rubric and
provided training using two more high- and low-scoring essays from the corpus. After the online
training sessions, the instructors worked independently to evaluate all 48 essays using the rubric

and providing comments on each students’ performance for each rubric dimension.
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Analysis

Once the scores were obtained from the instructors, inter-rater reliability was calculated
using two-way mixed intraclass correlation coefficients, which were .705 for content and
organization, .710 for grammar and vocabulary, and .665 for mechanics. As reliability reached
acceptable levels for content and organization, the mean ratings are reported in relation to the
perception data. The stimulated recall sessions were transcribed and analyzed qualitatively. First,
codes were assigned to data chunks related to source-text use, which resulted in the identification
of 29 codes. After reviewing the codes, they were grouped into seven categories: verbatim
copying from sources, close paraphrasing, unacknowledged source use, misrepresentation of
source information, unsupported claims, overuse of source information, voice and tone, and
misuse of citation conventions. The seven emergent categories were checked against the
instructors’ mean ratings and open-ended comments to gain more insight into their perceptions
about integrated writing (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2017). After triangulating across data sources,
three themes captured the instructors’ perceptions about the assessment of integrated essays: (1)
using source information to support personal claims, (2) incorporating source-text language in
students’ own words, and (3) representing source content accurately in their essays.

To establish a link between what instructors attended to while making scoring decisions
and what students actually did in their essays, textual analyses were conducted for the sub-
constructs of source integration. For this, each instance of source use, defined as specific events,
ideas or information discussed in a source text, was identified in students’ essays, and manually
coded for different aspects of source integration. For the sub-construct of introducing source
information, the purpose or rhetorical function served by the source use was coded into three

categories used in prior research (Neumann et al., 2019): introduction of a new idea (to generate
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new content), elaboration on a personal idea (to validate prepositions), and repetition of a
previously mentioned idea. For the sub-construct of restructuring source information, the essays
were coded for linguistic modification of source-text language using Gebril and Plakans’ (2013)
framework, which differentiates between indirect source use (paraphrasing and summaries) and
direct source use (quotations and verbatim copying). Verbatim copying was operationalized as
strings of four or more words copied from the source. Unacknowledged source use was included
as an additional category as it emerged from the data. Restructuring was also considered in terms
of how accurately the source information was communicated using a binary coding scheme
(accurate representation versus misrepresentation) from previous research (Uludag et al., 2019).
To confirm the reliability of textual analysis, a PhD student in Applied Linguistics coded 9
essays (20%) independently with interrater reliability of their coding decisions calculated using
two-way interclass correlations for linguistic modification of source-text language, which was
.81, and Cohen’s Kappa for the categorical variables which were .76 for source use purposes,
and .78 for source content representation.
Findings

The research question investigated how EAP instructors define and assess integrated
writing. Although there were differences in the instructors’ current teaching practices and
previous experiences with the evaluation of integrated writing, the three themes that emerged
from their data were (1) using source information to support personal claims, (2) incorporating
source-text language in students’ own words, and (3) representing source content accurately. The
following sections describe each theme and provide excerpts from the essays to illustrate the
instructors’ perceptions about integration. Pseudonyms have been used when providing

quotations from the instructors.
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Using Source Information to Support Personal Claims

The instructors expected the essays to contain a balance of personal opinions and source
use emphasizing that source information should be used to elaborate on personal ideas and
validate propositions. Although the instructors overall viewed source use positively, they
considered overreliance on source ideas as evidence of the inability to generate personal
opinions. The textual analysis revealed that the number of source ideas in the essays ranged from
1 to 13 (Mper essay = 5.7, SD = 2.9), suggesting that some students depended on sources more than
others. Essays that contained a high number of citations tended to receive lower content and
organization scores (7 = -.49). Excerpt (1) is from a lower scoring essay (1.5 out of 4) with ten
citations where the source information functioned to generate ideas rather than elaborate on
personal opinions.
(1) Overreliance on source-text ideas

In fact, the poorest 50% of the world’s population has less than the money of the riches

85 people in the world (Fuentes, 2014). Economic inequality has many adverse impacts

on many aspects of our lives (Fuentes, 2014). For example, it has been a threat to the

social stability of countries, and the power of governmental authorities (Fuentes, 2014).
When rating this essay, the instructors commented on the lack of personal opinion and the
overuse of source information:

I notice the overuse of citations one after another without connecting the ideas and

including perspective [Dylan].

I didn’t really find very many personal ideas in this essay which is a problem. This is an

argumentative essay, but it reads more like expository [Cindy].

I cannot find any personal ideas in this essay. Source-texts were overused [Peter].
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In addition to their negative reactions to source overuse, instructors were also critical of essays
that lacked sufficient source information to support a personal opinion. Excerpt (2) is from a
lower scoring essay (1.5 out of 4) where the student relied on personal ideas and used only one
citation in the introduction. This excerpt is the opening sentence of the first body paragraph
where the student is introducing the first reason in support of the thesis statement.

(2) Underuse of source-text ideas

It is commonly argued that governments should not work to reduce economic

inequalities as they find it is not their fault that wealth is unequally spread. Education,

health, and safety are our government obligations. And a government who doesn’t think
primarily about the wellbeing of his people should be re-evaluated.
When commenting on this essay, the instructors remarked that the student should have provided
an example to support the claims and failed to use information from sources as follows:

You are saying, it’s commonly argued. So, if it’s commonly argued, you should be able to

cite an example [Peter].

He’s presenting this theory about education, and he doesn’t have anything to back it up

[Amy]

Little evidence from sources [Lily].

Although there is no existing research to identify the ideal number of source ideas that
students should include in integrated-writing essays, Uludag et al., (2020) reported a positive
relationship between CAEL integrated test band scores and the number of source ideas
incorporated from two reading passages and one lecture into an opinion essay. However, direct
comparisons with the current data are difficult because those students wrote shorter essays (Mper

essay = 255, SD = 52.0) and the mean number of source ideas was also lower (Mper essay = 1.89, SD
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= 1.49). Furthermore, Gebril and Plakans (2009) found that higher-level L2 writers used fewer
source ideas, than lower-level writers on an integrated argumentative writing task, which
included two reading passages. Thus, it appears that task type (e.g., argumentative vs. opinion
essays), the number and nature of source materials and evaluation criteria (e.g., analytic vs.
holistic) contribute to how raters determine the optimal number of source ideas.

In addition to orienting to the quantity of source information, reacting negatively to both
over- and underuse, the instructors also considered the rhetorical purpose of source information
in their evaluations. The textual analysis revealed that 68% of the source ideas in students’
essays were used to elaborate on personal opinions, which the instructors viewed positively as
illustrated previously. However, 24% of source information was used to introduce new content,
which was associated with lower content and organization ratings (» = -.38). To illustrate, in
excerpt (3), the student used the source information in place of a topic sentence. Rather than state
an opinion and use the source information to support it, the student used the source information
to introduce a new topic. As shown by their comments, the instructors viewed this negatively,
with Kelly reporting misuse of source information in para. 1 and Lily stating missing topic
sentence in para. 1.

(3) Rhetorical purpose of introducing a new idea

Some people, especially those who are in high-income level, hold a view that the poor

have to tackle the problems they created (Bolaria, & Wotherspoon, 2000). These

erroneous opinions are kept even by people in developed countries today.
Although the rubric did not explicitly state reliance on source ideas or rhetorical purpose in the
descriptors, it did include exemplary selection and integration of source material, which might

have influenced the instructors’ rating decisions. From the instructors’ perspectives, elaboration
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validates students’ arguments, or propositions, thereby helping them establish a balance between
personal opinions and source information. On the other hand, relying on the source information
to introduce an idea or to repeat a previously mentioned idea might indicate a limited ability to
synthesize source information.

The relatively low use of source information by these students to introduce new content
contrasts with earlier studies which reported much higher use (Neumann et al., 2019; Wette,
2018). This discrepancy might be because the sample essays in this study come from a final
examination which elicited an argumentative essay. Neumann et al. (2019) examined EAP
students’ source use functions in both cause-and-effect and argumentative essays, which were
written at two different time intervals (i.e., midterm and final examinations). Wette’s (2018)
analysis, on the other hand, focused on post-EAP disciplinary texts written by L2 students with
limited disciplinary knowledge. Thus, it is possible that these students relied on sources mostly
to generate opinions, rather than supporting personal claims.

Incorporating Source-text Language in Students’ Own Words

The second theme that emerged from the data was the instructors’ belief that it was
important for students to make linguistic revisions to source-text language. They paid attention to
whether source ideas were paraphrased or summarized in students’ own words or if the students
had copied from the original text. The instructors were able to identify the copied strings either
by going back to the original source to check or by inferring from the students’ language use. For
example, Amy remarked that the presence of little mistakes in a summary meant that the student
probably didn’t copy from the source. Although there were few instances of verbatim copying

identified through the textual analysis (Mper essay = 0.36, SD = 0.75), four students copied
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extensively on multiple occasions. Excerpt (4) illustrates an example of verbatim copying where
the student kept the original sentence structure and copied several words from the source.
(4) Verbatim copying from sources
Original text: Seven out of ten people live in countries where economic inequality has
increased in the last 30 years (Fuentes-Nieva, 2014).

Student essay: The recent survey indicates that seven out of ten people live in countries

which economic inequality has increased during last 30 years (Fuentes-Nieva, 2014).

This essay, which included two additional instances of verbatim copying, received the lowest
possible content and organization score (1 out of 4). In their comments about this essay, the
instructors pointed to the occurrence of textual misappropriation as follows:

Some language of sources copied [Cindy].

Verbatim copied from the source [Dylan].

Some patchwriting in para. 2 and 3 [Lily].

Overall, there was a negative relationship between the occurrence of verbatim copying and
content and organization scores (» = -.40).

Although they regarded verbatim copying negatively, the instructors reacted positively to
paraphrasing and summarizing. As compared to verbatim copying, both substantially modified
paraphrases (Mper essay = 2.42, SD = 1.89) and summaries (Mper essay = 2.43, SD = 2.39) occurred
more frequently in the essays. The rate of substantial revision found here is comparable to the
amount reported by Uludag et al., (2019), who found that students used a mean of .67 (SD = .42)
modified paraphrases on a CAEL integrated writing task. When evaluating the essays, instructors
gave higher content and organization scores to texts with paraphrasing and summarizing, and the

correlation between paraphrasing and ratings (» = .43) indicated a medium relationship.
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Excerpt (5) illustrates paraphrasing in which the student changed both sentence structure (one
efficient way...) and vocabulary (to mitigate financial inequality, available for no cost).
(5) Paraphrasing with substantial linguistic revisions

Original text: “Free public health and education services are a strong weapon in the fight

against economic inequality” (Seery, 2014).

Student essay: Seery (2014) argues that one efficient way for governments to mitigate

financial inequality is to invest in public services like education and health, available for

no cost.
When reacting to this essay, the instructors provided positive comments such as excellent
integration of sources [Peter] and good treatment of source-texts [Kelly].

Previous studies have reported a similar positive relationship between linguistic revisions
of source-text language and L2 writers’ integrated task performance (e.g., Plakans & Gebril,
2013; Shi, 2004). However, unlike raters in previous studies who reported difficulty assessing
source-text language use (Gebril & Plakans, 2014), these instructors were able to evaluate how
well the students had modified source language. Their ability to recognize paraphrasing is likely
due to the fact that all students relied on the same six sources. In addition, these students did not
have access to the sources when they were writing, which reduced the potential for verbatim
copying. Nevertheless, it appears that a few students copied from the sources onto their note-
taking template, which they were allowed to use during the exam.

Representing Source Content Accurately

Turning to the final theme that emerged from the data, the instructors expected students

to avoid misrepresentation when incorporating source information into their essays. On average,

72 % of the source ideas were integrated accurately, which is comparable to the rates reported in
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previous studies, which ranged from 70% to 80% (Uludag et al., 2019; Wette, 2018). Although
they were less frequent (28%), instances of inaccurate source representation attracted the
instructors’ attention. Table 1 presents examples of accurate representation and
misrepresentation. The student who misrepresented the content falsely attributed the reduction of
unequal income distribution to increased jobs, which is not mentioned in the source, and equated
virtual income with the improved job situation.

Table 1: Comparison of Original Text, Accurate Representation, and Misrepresentation

Original text Essay with accurate Essay with
representation misrepresentation
Free public health and This will happen by providing the ~ As Seery states in his

education services are a strong
weapon in the fight against
economic inequality. They

mitigate the impact of skewed

income distribution and

redistribute by putting ‘virtual

income’ into the pockets of the

poorest women and men

(Seery, 2014).

poor with a virtual income, which
is provided as services, so they can
benefit equally as rich people.
Furthermore, the poor will not be
spending all their incomes on
health and education and will be
willing to invest their money and
enhance their revenues (Seery,

2014).

paper we can reduce
the impact of inequal
income distribution by
increasing job situation
for men and women,
which might be seen as
virtual income for the

poor (2014).

The instructors gave a low content and organization score (1.5 out of 4) to the essay with

misrepresentation and commented that the student showed a lack of understanding of the content
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being referenced [Lily] and that the source information was misrepresented [ Amy], misstated
[Kelly], or distorted [Peter].

The instructors may have oriented to accurate source ideas because the rubric included an
explicit descriptor: information from sources are accurately interpreted and acknowledged. In
their comments, they attributed source distortion or misrepresentation to poor reading
comprehension skills. Prior studies have suggested that content inaccuracy occurs due to
students’ misinterpretation of the author’s point (Neumann et al., 2019), which is related to
reading comprehension. However, other researchers have suggested that it is caused by
difficulties created when paraphrasing source information (Wette, 2017). Although this data does
not provide direct evidence for the causes of source misrepresentation, it clearly shows that
content accuracy is important to EAP instructors when assessing integrated writing.

Discussion and Conclusions

To summarize the main findings that emerged from the data, these EAP instructors
oriented to two main sub-constructs in the model of source integration: introducing and
restructuring source information. In terms of introducing source ideas, the instructors attended to
students’ source use purposes and awarded higher content and organization scores to the essays
in which source ideas were introduced to elaborate on personal opinions. On the other hand, they
appeared to place less emphasis on the components of referencing to the source texts and using
linguistic devices. Although some of the instructors identified few minor errors in students’ use
of citations (e.g., the order of authors’ names, missing date), and cohesive devices (e.g., wrong
transition words), they tended to give precedence to rhetorical functions of source ideas in their

scoring decisions. In the case of restructuring source information, both linguistic modification
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and accurate representation of source ideas were considered as important aspects of source
integration, as evidenced by instructor comments and correlation values.

However, these instructors did not report attending to aspects of responding to source
information (i.e., rhetorical acts and following up with personal ideas). Analysis of students’
essays for the rhetorical acts have shown that 42 % of the source ideas were followed up with an
opinion that is not entirely related to the cited information. Excerpt (6) illustrates an example for
this pattern, where the student avoids making an interpretive comment about the source
information.

(6) Disengagement with source information
Seery (2004) indicates that over 1.5 million lives were disappeared each year because of
the income inequality. Another problem, lots of the poor cannot afford the basic
necessary goods in their daily lives. Then those poor people working for several part-time
jobs which are low-paying jobs.
In addition, there was a negative correlation between content and organization scores and
following up with a diverging opinion (» =. -28). This finding indicates that responding to source
information using rhetorical acts, such as elaborating on source ideas and drawing conclusions,
might be considered as a characteristic and underlying construct of integrated writing tasks.

Although researchers have underscored a need for building a consistent theoretical
framework to better interpret scores from integrated writing tasks (e.g., Knoch & Sitajalabhorn,
2013; Yu, 2013), a comprehensive model for assessing source integration has not been offered.
The model introduced in this paper draws upon existing research and theories in L2 integrated

writing. Our findings provide preliminary evidence for the interplay of the sub-constructs
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discussed in the integrated writing model. Thus, we hope that it will benefit writing researchers
with an interest in examining aspects of classroom-based integrated writing tasks.

Regarding the implications for teaching and evaluation of integrated writing in EAP
contexts, in the light of our findings, we underscore the importance of refining rubric descriptors
to better reflect instructor perspectives of source integration. Reaching a consensus as to which
skills should be represented in the assessment criteria will not only help maximize the usefulness
of test scores, but also reconcile the difference between assessment and classroom teaching
practices. Integrated writing, as different from synthesis writing, response writing or literature
review assignments, requires generation of personal ideas and supporting them with information
from sources. This requirement should be emphasized pedagogically, raising students’ awareness
to sub-constructs elicited in integrated writing tasks. For this, the instructors could make use of
modelling as an instructional strategy, incorporate actual student samples in their lesson plans,
and provide students explicit feedback targeting their source integration patterns.

Although findings of this study provide preliminary evidence that EAP instructors orient
to introducing and restructuring source information, there are some limitations that may limit its
generalizability. The results are specific to the context where the sample essays and the rubric
come from and may not be generalizable for all EAP models (e.g., intensive programs, bridging
programs). In addition, the integrated essays used in this study were written on a final
examination responding to an argumentative prompt, which required incorporation of personal
claims. Also, following the exam protocol, the students were provided with the source materials
before the examination so they had additional time to select and make notes of the source ideas
they could possibly cite in their essays. Therefore, additional studies are needed to determine

how varying writing conditions (e.g., (un)timed, with(out) access to sources) and different essay
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types targeted in EAP programs (e.g., cause-and-effect) influence instructor perceptions of
source integration. Finally, the EAP instructors were recruited among those who have experience
in teaching integrated writing in a Canadian context. So, it is important to replicate these results
in different contexts and with less experienced teachers to advance our knowledge and
understanding of how integrated writing is contextualized and evaluated in ESL/EFL programs

with different curricular and assessment objectives.
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Connecting Study 1 to Study 2

Study 1 illustrated EAP instructors’ perceptions about the assessment of integrated
writing tasks using student samples and evaluation criteria from an EAP program. Based on the
triangulation of data from instructor ratings, stimulated recall interviews, and textual analysis of
students’ essays, an analytic rubric for assessing integrated writing tasks was developed. Since
the rubric was primarily aimed for summative evaluation of classroom-based integrated writing
tasks, a decision was made to use an analytic scale with multiple criteria rather than a holistic
one to encourage objective scoring. While rating holistically, raters are expected to decide on one
general score, and their thought processes are not guided by a prescribed list of features, as
opposed to analytic rating (Knoch, 2009). In other words, holistic scales encourage raters to use
interpretation strategies to formulate a score (Barkaoui, 2010). Therefore, using analytic scales
with clear and concise descriptors of writing components and refining the descriptors with
potential users of the rubrics have been shown to minimize individual differences.

The constructs and performance levels in the new rubric were created based on the
feedback from the EAP instructors who participated in Study 1. The qualitative data from the
instructors indicated that the descriptors for source use (i.e., relevance and accuracy of selected
source information, linguistic revision of source ideas and appropriate citation of the source
information) need to be targeted as a separate category as different from the current EAP
program rubric. Since students’ content development is contingent upon their use of source
information effectively in this particular EAP context, the descriptors for content were also
separated from organization to allow consistent application of the analytic rubric. As for the
performance levels, instructor notes highlighted few instances where students either showed no

engagement with the topic or chose not to refer to source information in their essays. Thus, the
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new analytic rubric defined a zero score for each category and included as a scoring option
drawing on the instructors’ qualitative feedback in Study 1.

The initial version of the rubric categories and performance descriptors were pilot tested
by six EAP instructors, who participated in Study 1, and then refined based on their feedback
(see Appendix D for the initial and final versions of the rubric). The rubric descriptors were
reworked until a group consensus was reached among assessment professionals in the EAP
program where the essays came from. The reformulation process through member checking with
the EAP instructors and debriefing of the rubric with assessment professionals included the
following methods: combining or removing duplicate descriptors, improving descriptor clarity
by replacing technical language with commonly used terms, and revising descriptors to reflect
features of an argumentative essay. The pilot-tested and revised rubric included four categories
(i.e., content, organization, source use, and language use) scored from zero to four. Content,
organization, and language use categories included generic and level-specific performance
descriptors elicited by academic writing tasks. Rating criteria for source integration were
incorporated in the descriptors for content and source use whereas organization and language use
targeted general writing conventions. The purpose of Study 2 was to validate the rubric
categories and level-specific performance descriptors using samples of student work from a final
examination in an EAP program. Methodologies utilized included a Many-Facets Rasch Model,
interview data from EAP instructors, and textual analysis of students’ essays from three

performance levels (low, average, high).
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Chapter 3: Study 2:

Validating a Rubric for Assessing Integrated Writing in an EAP Context

For submission to Assessing Writing Journal

By Pakize Uludag and Kim McDonough

Introduction

There has been a resurgence of interest in the integrated assessment of language skills in
recent years, particularly integrating reading into writing tasks (Grabe & Zhang, 2013). One of
the advantages of integrated assessment tasks is that they have the potential to increase the
validity and authenticity of the assessment of academic writing ability (Cumming, 2013; Yu,
2013). Because test-takers must display both receptive (reading) and productive (writing) skills,
integrated writing tasks simulate higher education academic literacy tasks (Cumming et al.,
2002; Weigle, 2004). However, there is still much debate in the field of assessment as to which
distinct sub-skills are involved in integrated writing tasks.

In an attempt to further clarify the construct coverage of integrated writing tasks,
researchers have determined that both reading and writing ability contribute to the scores, with
writing ability being the stronger predictor (Trites & McGroarty, 2005; Watanabe, 2001).
Furthermore, task characteristics, such as length and complexity of source materials, task type
and the writing prompts have been shown to play a significant role in student performance
(Ascencion-Delaney, 2008; Ruiz-Funes, 1999). Although this line of research has shed light on
the underlying factors that impact the assessment of integrated tasks, the validity of the rating

criteria has not received much focus in L2 integrated writing studies. In fact, aside from few
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studies focusing on standardized test rubrics, the design and evaluation of context-specific
rubrics for assessing integrated tasks has not been a trend in the field of language assessment
(Chan et al., 2015; Janssen et al., 2015). To ensure validity of integrated writing tasks, which are
commonly used in EAP programs, it is important for the rubric descriptors to be validated using
samples of actual student writing (Bruce & Hamp-Lyons, 2015; Inoue, 2009; Ohkubo, 2009). In
addition, raters’ perceptions about the assessment criteria serve the validation process and
facilitate standardization of rubrics (Knoch et al., 2007). Therefore, as part of a broader project
about the design and validation of an integrated writing rubric, this study aims to validate an
evaluation rubric for integrated argumentative essays by considering EAP instructors’ ratings
and perceptions along with insights from a textual analysis of essays.
Literature Review

Integrated assessment, in its current mainstream use, requires application of at least two
micro skills, such as reading and writing, to answer test questions (Lewkowicz, 1997).
Integration of reading and/or listening with writing has provided an alternative to independent
writing tasks, which do not require source use. It has been argued that for a writing task to be
considered integrated, the written product needs to incorporate information from source
materials, and source language needs to be linguistically modified when it is incorporated in the
written product (Cumming, 2013). Although using integrated tasks positively contributes to the
authenticity of writing tests, L2 writing researchers have noted assessment challenges with the
use of such tasks, such as scoring validity and standardization of rater procedures (Knoch &
Sitajalabhorn, 2013; Plakans & Gebril, 2013).

When students complete an integrated writing task, several factors determine which sub-

skills are in use and whether those skills are measurable (Grabe, 2008). For example, studies
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exploring the cognitive processes involved in integrated writing have found that L2 writers
depend on source materials for idea development, language support, and textual organization,
indicating that both reading and writing abilities are related to integrated writing performance
(Leki & Carson, 1997; Watanabe, 2001). In addition, integrated writing tasks have been shown
to elicit higher order sub-processes, namely organizing, selecting, and connecting abilities,
suggesting that discourse synthesis is an important skill when writing from sources (Grabe &
Zhang, 2013; Plakans & Gebril, 2017a). Therefore, it is important for evaluation rubrics to
represent these underlying constructs as separate, measurable skills to better interpret scores
from these tasks (Knoch & Sitajalabhorn, 2013).

An important challenge associated with the assessment of integrated writing tasks is local
adoption of language proficiency scales originally created by applied linguists and language
testing professionals (Chan et al., 2015; Janssen et al., 2015). Although these rubrics can isolate
the key features of integrated writing ability, they may not serve the needs of the local users
(Hudson, 2005; North, 2000). For example, writing scales which are usually anchored to specific
language tests, such as TOEFL iBT, provide an accurate and valid description of integrated
writing ability and distinguish different levels of proficiency. However, adopting such criteria
without accounting for writing proficiency and curriculum objectives in a specific context will
impact practicality and authenticity of the assessment. Therefore, during the last few decades,
researchers have argued for taking an evidence-based approach for the design and validation of
evaluation criteria that allow for valid interpretation and consistent application (McNamara,
1996; North, 2000). According to this approach, obtaining actual writing samples and illustrating
how each scoring domain is related to underlying constructs is essential for gaining an

understanding of students’ ability levels (Crusan & Matsuda, 2018; Shin & Ewert, 2015).
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One of the key elements in an evidence-based approach is the elicitation and
interpretation of rater perceptions about evaluation criteria. Studies drawing on qualitative
methods, such as interviews and think-aloud protocols, have shown that rater perceptions play an
important role in the standardization of scoring rubrics (Knoch et al., 2007). For example,
Cumming et al. (2001) found that while raters attended to rhetoric and content when scoring
integrated writing tasks, they focused more on language use when scoring independent tasks.
Gebril and Plakans (2014) also reported that raters oriented to content when assessing integrated
writing by locating source information and evaluating the quality of source text information in
students’ essays. They also reported that raters faced challenges when rating essays in adjacent
scoring bands and essays with a high incidence of quotations. Qualitative feedback on scoring
rubrics is useful especially in educational contexts where the assessment criteria are mostly
likely to be used by writing instructors. One example of this approach is the development and
validation of the Common European Framework of Reference (CEFR) based on learning
objectives and extensive qualitative feedback from the practicing teachers (Council of Europe
2001; North, 2000). Thus, the consideration of instructors’ challenges and priorities when
specifying achievement standards and validating evaluation rubrics helps bridge the gap between
assessment and classroom teaching practices.

Despite the importance of the standardization of rubrics for teaching and learning
activities, rubric validation research combining both quantitative (e.g., scores) and qualitative
analyses (e.g., rater feedback) is notably sparse in educational settings. One of the few exemplars
of detailed account of contextualized integrated writing rubrics has been contributed by Chan et
al. (2015). Initially outlining the theoretical construct definition of “reading-into-writing ability”

for developing integrated tasks, they designed and pilot-tested analytic rubrics for use with
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Trinity College London reading-into-writing tasks. Using a mixed-methods design, the
researchers applied a multi-facet Rasch model for the analysis of rater reliability. As part of
ongoing validation, they conducted automated textual analysis and elicited rater perceptions
through questionnaires and group interviews to refine the rubrics based on test specifications.
The outcome of their process yielded rating rubrics at four proficiency levels (i.e., CEFR A2 to
C1). Ewert and Shin’s (2015) study also documented the process of developing an empirically
derived binary choice, boundary defined (EBB) scoring tool for placement into university
writing courses. They involved the instructors in the program to develop the EBB scale which
focused on “reading-to-write tasks” and provided details of teachers’ challenges in the
development and validation process, which included articulating the writing prompts and
internalizing curriculum objectives. The results supported the use of an EBB rating scale in the
local context of the specific placement task. Describing the overall processes of rubric creation
and validation for different purposes, these two studies have offered important perspectives into
the contextualization of evaluation criteria when assessing integrated writing tasks.

Situated within this line of research, the current study aims to validate an integrated
writing rubric for assessing classroom-based integrated essays in an EAP program. As the first
step in this process, an initial exploratory study (Study 1) examined EAP instructors’ perceptions
about the assessment of integrated writing tasks using student samples from an EAP program.
Using a theoretically motivated process model for source integration (see Figure 2 for the
model), while triangulating data sources from instructor ratings, stimulated recall interviews, and
textual analysis of students’ essays, they developed an analytic rubric for assessing integrated
writing. The initial version of the rubric categories and performance descriptors was pilot tested

by six EAP instructors and then refined based on their feedback. The credibility of the rubric was
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established by reworking the descriptors until a group consensus was reached among assessment
professionals in the EAP program where the essays came from. The reformulation process
included the following methods: combining or removing duplicate descriptors, improving
descriptor clarity by replacing technical language with commonly used terms, and revising
descriptors to reflect features of an argumentative essay.

The pilot-tested and revised rubric included four categories (i.e., content, organization,
source use, and language use) scored from zero to four. Content, organization, and language use
categories included generic and level-specific performance descriptors elicited by academic
writing tasks. Rating criteria for source integration were incorporated in the descriptors for
content and source use whereas organization and language use targeted general writing
conventions. Within the source use category, the descriptors referred to the following aspects:
relevance and accuracy of selected source information, linguistic revision of source ideas (i.e.,
paraphrasing/summarizing with substantial modification, verbatim copying from sources,
unacknowledged source use, overreliance on direct quotations), and appropriate citation of the
source information. One of the descriptors in the content referred to supporting personal claims
with information from sources.

As the next step in rubric evaluation, the current study aims to validate the rubric
categories and level-specific performance descriptors using samples of student work from a final
examination in an EAP program. Methodologies utilised included a Many-Facets Rasch Model
(MFRM), interview data from EAP instructors, and textual analysis of students’ essays from
three performance levels (low, average, high). Over the past two decades, the MFRM has been
used to evaluate the quality of rating criteria, particularly in writing and speaking assessment

contexts (e.g., Janssen et al., 2015; Youn, 2015). Previous research has provided evidence of
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rater severity in their evaluation of L2 writing performance (Eckes, 2008; Kondo-Brown, 2002).
In case of integrated writing assessment, since raters attend to both source materials and student
writing (Ewert & Shin, 2015) and focus on different aspects of student writing (Gebril &
Plakans, 2014), accounting for rater severity is important for score reliability. Therefore, the
MFRM was used as a statistical means to engage multiple perspectives from EAP instructors.
Although data from the MFRM can be used to construct measures of the integrated
writing ability, qualitative approaches, such as rater interviews, has been proven to help explain
potential sources of variance in raters’ application of the rubric criteria in terms of determining
its usefulness (Barkaoui, 2010; Han & Huang, 2017). Finally, additional empirical support for
the rubric’s ability to differentiate among performance levels can be obtained through textual
analysis of students’ essays. Researchers have shown that linguistic features such as textual
length, type-token ratio, instances of verbs and academic words predict human judgments of L2
integrated writing quality (Gebril & Plakans, 2016; Guo et al., 2013). The current study
addresses the following research question: How effectively does an integrated writing rubric

differentiate among EAP students’ integrated writing performance?

Method
Integrated Writing Essays
The integrated essays (N = 48) were sampled from the Concordia Written English
Academic Texts (CWEAT) corpus (McDonough et al., 2018), which consists of source-based
argumentative and cause-and-effect essays written by EAP students enrolled in an integrated
writing course at an English-medium Canadian university that had been rated using a holistic

rubric during corpus construction. The sampled argumentative essays had been written in
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response to the same prompt (i.e., the role of governments in reducing economic inequality) and
source texts and received a range of holistic scores. These essays were written by students with a
mean age of 24.4 years (SD = 3.81) who were studying in the faculties of Business (26), Arts and
Science (13) and Engineering and Computer Science (9). The most frequent L1s were Chinese
(18), Arabic (9), French (8) and Spanish (7). Additional L1s included Russian (2), Turkish (1),
Ukrainian (1), Persian (1), and Bengali (1).

The students wrote the argumentative essays as a final exam in their EAP course, which
was the second in a two-course sequence. The instructional objectives were to improve the
students’ general academic language skills, including reading and writing strategies, and targeted
high-level academic tasks, such as critical reading, synthesizing, and integrated writing
assignments. Following the assessment procedures designed by the EAP program, students were
assigned six readings relevant to the topic prior to the exam. They were allowed to complete one
note sheet per source to take notes on the main idea and key supporting details using a note-
taking template. Student were allowed to record the source citation, key terms or new lexical
items, and important quotations on this template. At the examination, students were provided
with two writing prompts, and they chose which one to write about using information from the
sources. Although they did not have access to the source materials, they were allowed to use
their notes and a paper-based English dictionary during the exam.

EAP Instructors

The EAP instructors (7 women, 3 men) have taught integrated writing courses in a
variety of EAP models across four different English-medium universities in Canada. Three
instructors were familiar with the rubric from their involvement in the initial stage of the project

(Study 1) and two instructors were from the EAP program where the sample essays came from.
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All instructors had advanced degrees in fields such as TESL, Applied Linguistics, and
Communication Studies. They identified themselves as Canadian (6); Iranian (2), Korean (1),
and American (1). Except two instructors who reported Persian as their L1s, all instructors were
L1 English speakers. They ranged in age from 30 to 53 (M = 43.8, SD= 7.0) and had a mean of
17.5 years experience teaching English (SD = 5.3). Other than teaching, they had also
participated in administrative, curriculum development, and assessment tasks in their EAP
programs. Five instructors also reported having worked as a professional examiner or rater for
IELTS and CELPIP exams.
Rating Procedure

The first researcher scheduled individual data collection sessions with the instructors
using an online meeting tool (Zoom). After signing the consent form and completing a
background questionnaire, the instructors participated in a rubric familiarization session which
focused on achieving a common understanding of the construct being measured and the rubric
descriptors for the sub-constructs at each score level. The instructors were initially introduced to
rubric categories, the task instructions, and the source texts. To minimize the influence of biases,
they were presented with detailed rating guidelines and three essays with preset scores to help
them internalize the rubric. The instructors then worked independently to evaluate two sample
essays, with high and low holistic scores, making notes on the rubric descriptors, identifying
relevant parts in source texts, and assigning a score for each rubric category. After evaluating the
first essay, the instructors showed their annotated rubrics and the essay to the researcher via the
share screen function and explained their rating process and scoring decisions. They repeated the
same process after scoring the second essay. Disagreements regarding the instructors’ approach

to specific rubric descriptors were resolved.
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Following the online training, the instructors had two weeks to score 48 essays
independently using the rubric and highlighting the descriptors which corresponded to their
evaluation of a construct. After finalizing the rating procedure, they participated in a 30-minute
semi-structured interview (Appendix C), which elicited their perspective of and experiences with
using the rubric (Mendoza & Knoch, 2018). The instructors were encouraged to reflect on their
personal EAP teaching and rating experiences to support their opinions of the rubric during the
interviews.

Analysis

To examine the functioning of rubric categories and rater effects (i.e., severity), a Many-
Facets Rasch Model (MFRM) was implemented using FACETS software (version 3.71.4), which
is an extension of the basic Rasch model (Linacre, 2014). The model specifications included
three facets, which can potentially influence the reliability of the integrated writing rubric: raters
(EAP instructors), test-takers (integrated writing essays) and rubric categories (content,
organization, source use and language use). The model was tested for the assumptions of
unidimensionality (i.e., only one underlying ability is measured at a time) and local
independence of responses by examining the mean-square statistics for each facet (Linacre,
2010). Infit and outfit mean-square values greater than 0.6 and less than 1.5 were considered
acceptable and to fit the model (Lunz et al., 1990). The appropriate use of the rubric categories
was determined by checking the rating category statistics which provides estimates for average
measure values, threshold statistics, and the outfit mean square of each level (Bond & Fox, 2015;
Linacre, 2004).

To provide additional evidence for the rubric’s ability to differentiate among performance

levels, the argumentative essays were analyzed for five linguistic features (see Table 2), which
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were associated with higher quality of integrated writing in previous research when they were
used more extensively (e.g., Gebril & Plakans, 2016; Guo et al., 2013).

Table 2: Linguistic Features

Category Measures Description
Fluency Response length Total number of words per essay
Lexical diversity Type-token ratio The number of unique words

divided by the number of tokens

of these words

Syntactic complexity Instances of verbs The proportion of verbs, including
verbs in base form, past participle
verbs and 3™ person singular

verbs to the total number of words

per essay

Cohesion Semantic similarity (LSA  Conceptual similarity between
sentence to sentence) adjacent sentences

Lexical complexity Academic words (AWL) The proportion of words in the

Academic Word list (Coxhead,
2000) to the total number of

words per essay

To analyze the linguistic features, two online automated software tools were used. For response
length, type-token ratio, instances of verbs, and semantic similarity, typed versions of the

students’ hand-written essays were submitted to Coh-Metrix (http://cohmetrix.com). The
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measure of AWL was obtained using Compleat Lexical Tutor (https://www.lextutor.ca/cgi-
bin/range/texts/index.pl). Textual length, which showed variation across the essays, was
controlled for using the proportion scores in the analysis.

Finally, the EAP instructors’ interviews were transcribed, and the transcriptions were
read recursively to detect initial codes during a preliminary exploration stage. Classification of
the interview segments in the light of initial codes and using open and axial coding (Corbin &
Strauss, 2015) led to the identification of EAP instructors’ perceptions about a) the clarity of the
rubric descriptors, b) potential overlap between the categories, and c) differentiating among
performance levels.

Results
The MFRM Analysis

The Wright Map (Figure 3) shows a summary of the three facets (test-taker, raters, and
rubric categories) on the same logit scale. As seen in the first column, the measurement ruler
spans from —1 to 4 logits, indicating that the EAP instructors separated the essays across five
logits. The second column provides an estimate of the spread of test-takers (i.e., each star
represents one test-taker) along a continuum, which resembles a normal distribution. In the third
column, it can be observed that the instructors 1, 3, 9 and 8 were more severe, with logit
positions above zero, whereas 10, 4 and 2 were more lenient. The instructors 5, 6, and 7 were
positioned closer the origin, showing intermediate severity. In the fourth column, we can observe
that source use was the most difficult category and organization the easiest. The last column
displays the performance levels ranging from 0 to 4.

Figure 3: Wright Map
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The mean-square values for test-takers ranged between 0.51 and 1.5, with all test-takers showing
adequate outfit and infit levels (Lunz et al., 1990). The test-takers were sorted into over four
distinct performance levels (Strata 4.23) with a reliability of .93, indicating that the integrated
writing task reliably separated the 48 students’ varying abilities.

The raters displayed an acceptable range of severity, as shown in Table 3, in which the
raters were ranked according to their severity. The range between the most severe (Rater 1) and
the most lenient rater (Rater 2) is from -0.79 to 0.63 (about 1.42 logit spread), which conforms to
the expectations of the Rasch model. In addition, despite variation in raters’ severity, all infit and
outfit values were within the acceptable range of 0.6 and 1.5, ensuring internal consistency and

predictable behavior of the raters.
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Table 3: Rater Measurement Report

Model Infit Outfit
Raters Severity Logit S.E MnSq MnSq
1 0.63 0.12 0.72 0.71
3 0.39 0.12 1.28 1.27
9 0.39 0.12 0.97 0.98
8 0.29 0.12 0.90 0.87
5 0.11 0.12 1.23 1.23
6 0.00 0.12 0.71 0.70
7 -0.12 0.12 0.91 0.91
10 -0.41 0.12 0.89 0.89
4 -0.48 0.12 1.04 1.03
2 -0.79 0.12 1.32 1.31
Mean 0.00 0.12 0.10 0.99
SD 0.43 0.00 0.21 0.21

Notes: Reliability = 0.93; Separation = 3.49; Fixed chi-square = 123.3 (df = 9; p <.0001)

Table 4 presents the measurement report for the rubric categories. Among the four
categories, source use was the most difficult with 0.40 logits while organization was the easiest
with —0.20 logits. The difficulty measures demonstrated a 0.60 logit spread between source use
and organization. Differing levels of difficulty across four categories suggest that the raters were
able to differentiate them consistently. As for the quality of the mean-square statistics, infit and
outfit values ranged between 0.88 and 1.08, indicating that the criteria functioned as intended

and measured one unidimensional construct (Bond & Fox, 2015).
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Table 4: Rubric Category Measurement Report

Model Infit Outfit
Categories Difficulty Logit S.E MnSq MnSq
Source Use 0.40 0.80 1.02 1.00
Content -0.12 0.80 0.88 0.89
Language Use -0.10 0.80 1.08 1.06
Organization -0.20 0.80 1.00 1.00
Mean 0.24 0.80 1.00 0.99
SD 0.44 0.00 0.70 0.60

Notes: Reliability = 0.91; Separation = 3.01; Fixed chi-square = 123.3 (df = 3; p <.0001)

The rubric category statistics are summarized in Table 5. The raters rarely used O in their
ratings, which is not surprising given that the essays were written as part of a final examination.
The most frequently assigned score was 3 (55%), followed by 2 (31%) and 4 (13%). As shown in
the third column, the average measures advance monotonically, with the scores increasing as the
score level goes up. This indicates that more proficient test-takers were awarded higher scores
while less-proficient test-takers were given lower scores (Bond & Fox, 2007). In the fourth
column, the threshold measures (i.e., the lowest possible test-taker ability measure at a score
level) also show a steady increase across the score levels. The outfit values were 1.0, which
means that the categories are functioning appropriately, and the scores were assigned in a
consistent manner (Barkaoui, 2013; Linacre, 2004).

Table 5: Rubric Category Statistics

Category Quality Control Threshold

Score Total (%) Avge Meas  Outfit MnSq Measures
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0 6 (0%) 143 0.4 None

1 30 (2%) 0.25 1.0 -2.48
2 593 (31%) 0.96 1.0 -1.79
3 1047 (55%) 1.64 1.0 0.70
4 244 (13%) 2.40 1.0 3.53

The Instructors’ Perceptions of the Rubric

To expand on the statistical results from the Rasch analysis and identify the instructors’
challenges with distinguishing between the rubric elements, a follow-up interview was
performed with the EAP instructors (N = 10). The interview protocol contained 11 questions
concerning the instructors’ experiences with the rubric criteria, descriptors, and score levels. The
themes emerged from the data were related to the clarity of the rubric descriptors, potential
overlap between the categories, and differentiating among performance levels. The instructors
generally commented favorably on the rubric in terms of its usefulness in integrated writing
teaching and assessment. They remarked that the descriptors were informative and provided
them sufficient guidance in their scoring decisions:

1 think the rubric is very good. I think it is comprehensive and gives a holistic picture of

the student’s writing. It is easy for “language’ teachers to fixate on language and

grammar issues, which are important, however, they are not the only component in good

academic writing [Rater 5].

1t is a well-defined rubric that captures the required elements of an academic essay. It

was easy working with the rubric [Rater 4].
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1 think the categories were well chosen and separated with well-chosen descriptors. I had

no problem categorizing students into different levels [Rater 3].

Three instructors who were familiar with the existing EAP rubric from their involvement in the
rubric development process were asked to compare their experience with using the current rubric
and the existing EAP rubric. Their comments were as follows:

This rubric covered all the segments that were required to successfully write the essay

and I was able to highlight different components of different categories to achieve

an appropriate grade. It is definitely much better than the rubric used in the first study

[Rater 10].

The major difference is the source use category and the separation between content and

organization. These differences made the marking easier [Rater 2]

The rubric used in the first study was too simplified and did not include enough variables

nor components in order to grade appropriately. The current rubric is better and/or

closer to an accurate grading system [Rater 6].

When asked specifically about the clarity of the rubric descriptors, three instructors
expressed concerns about this descriptor under content: “Student’s stance is clear in the essay”.
One of the instructors who was teaching at the EAP program where the essays come from made
this comment:

Stance is not a term I use with students for this essay. While some students showed a

stance, the degree to which they analyzed the arguments was not assessed based on the

wording in this point [Rater 2].

In response to the above-mentioned feedback, this descriptor was reformulated as “Student’s

position is clear in the essay” to make it more accessible to the instructors in the program.
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In addition, two instructors expressed disagreement with the classification of “APA
citations are accurate” under the category of source use saying Punctuation related to APA
citation seem to overlap with punctuation [Rater 9], and Accuracy of APA citations might be
assessed as part of mechanics [Rater 1]. After careful consideration, we decided to remove APA
citation from the rubric and reworded the descriptor as “Source information is cited properly”
and noted that this descriptor should be clarified as part of rater training. Finally, all instructors
agreed that the rubric is suitable to use in the classroom to help EAP students improve their
integrated writing skills. Two instructors suggested that The rubric should be deconstructed with
examples for classroom use [Rater 3] and Certain elements could be quantified for students
[Rater 7]. Overall, the EAP instructors’ experiences with the rubric supported the assumption
that it can be used as a valid instrument upon careful rater training.

Textual Analysis

Having shown that the rubric categories functioned well, and the instructors viewed the
rubric favorably, additional insight into the reliability of the assessment was obtained through
textual analysis. To reflect on whether the rubric could differentiate between high and low
performance groups, the ratings from 10 instructors were averaged for each essay and the mean
total score (11.16 out of 16) was used to classify students into three groups. Students who scored
more than +1 standard deviation above the mean were classified as high scorers (n =14) while
students who scored less than -1 standard deviation below the mean were classified as low
scorers (n =13). The average level included those who scored closer to the mean (n = 21). As
shown in Table 6, there was as steady increase in lexical diversity (length and type-token ratio)

and syntactic complexity (verbs) values as the performance level increased. Despite some
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inconsistency, cohesion (semantic similarity) and lexical complexity (AWL) values also
increased in upper levels.

Table 6: Comparison of Textual Features at each Performance Level

Measures Performance Levels Mean SD
Length (number of words High 663 81.4
per text) Average 589 87.0
Low 571 96.8
Type-token ratio High 0.60 0.06
Average 0.57 0.18
Low 0.53 0.15
Instances of verbs High 124.0 13.6
Average 121.2 16.6
Low 112.5 27.7
Semantic similarity (LSA High 0.23 0.09
sentence to sentence) Average 0.24 0.04
Low 0.21 0.06
AWL High 4.3 1.3
Average 43 2.2
Low 4.0 2.6

In sum, the textual analysis comparisons provide additional evidence that the rubric successfully

discriminates between student performance levels.
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Discussion and Conclusions

The purpose of this study was to validate an integrated writing rubric using actual student
samples from a classroom-based final examination by incorporating EAP instructors’ feedback
into the validation process. Results from the MFRM and the textual analysis demonstrated the
effectiveness of the rubric for assessing EAP integrated writing tasks. In addition, the instructor
comments during the follow-up interviews shed light on the statistical results and constituted
evidence of the usefulness of the rubric.

One goal was to provide an example of a mixed-method approach to standardization of
evaluation rubrics in educational settings. EAP instructors played an active role in the process of
rubric development and validation, which helped us contextualize the criteria to reflect
curriculum objectives and assessment practices in an EAP context (Crusan & Matsuda, 2018).
First, employing a MFRM allowed us to engage EAP instructors’ multiple perspectives on the
unique characteristics of each individual essay (Hamp-Lyons 2007; Lumley, 2005; McNamara,
1996). In contrast to classical test theory, in which rater disagreement is considered undesirable,
the MFRM determines the quality of a scoring rubric by using rater disagreements to estimate
rater severity and adjusting test-taker measures accordingly after calculating measurement error
(Bond & Fox 2015; Eckes, 2011). Previous L2 writing studies have found that raters’ linguistic
backgrounds and previous rating experiences may influence their scoring decisions (e.g., Kondo-
Brown, 2002; Lumley & McNamara, 1995). Although training sessions help raters to develop a
shared understanding of the construct (Turley & Gallagher, 2008; Wilson, 2007), students’
individual performances are seen as too complex to be perfectly matched to a set of descriptors.
These instructors represented the diversity of the EAP programs in Canadian context and their

L1 backgrounds, education levels and professional experience varied. Thus, conducting a MFRM
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analysis, we could adjust for differences in instructor severity when they were constructing
subjective judgements of students’ writing performance.

Second, eliciting the instructors’ perceptions as part of the validation process contributed
useful information for reformulation of two rubric descriptors. The feedback from the instructors
were generally positive although additional training and benchmark performances are needed
before using the rubric in an EAP setting. As such, adjustments to rubric categories may be
needed if it is to be used for the evaluation of different essay types (e.g., descriptive, cause-and-
effect) with distinct linguistic, structural and discourse features. Third, textual analysis of lexical,
syntactic, and cohesive features of the essays also demonstrated the rubric’s ability to
differentiate across performance levels. Confirming the findings of previous research (Gebril &
Plakans, 2016; Guo et al., 2013) that reported a relationship between linguistic features and L2
integrated test scores, our results have shown that higher-scoring students wrote longer texts with
a higher rate of type-token ratio. In addition, as the performance level went up, semantic
similarity, instances of verb use, and AWL use showed an overall increase. Whereas these
findings suggest the selected features are meaningfully related to performance levels identified
by the rubric, they should be interpreted with caution given the small sample size. Nevertheless,
the textual analysis provided supplemental evidence for the scoring validity. Including textual
analysis as part of an evidence-based approach to rubric design and validation may be helpful,
especially in EAP contexts where the focus is on academic reading, vocabulary and writing skills
(Hyland & Hamp-Lyons, 2002).

In addition to being relatively small in scale, this study has other limitations which should
be considered when interpreting the findings. One of the constraints was that the rubric was

tested on an argumentative essay only with samples from a final examination. Thus, the rubric
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validity should be established on different essay types, such as cause-and-effect, and on a full
test taker population before adopting it for more widespread use in an EAP program. Notably,
the rubric validation approach outlined in this study was part of an ongoing research project, not
part of an EAP program’s evaluation efforts. Therefore, the effectiveness of this approach needs
to be confirmed by the stakeholders and practitioners in localized contexts drawing on multiple
trials and extensive rater training with practice materials. Finally, one important future direction
is to perform a more substantial textual analysis, which includes fine grained indices of the same
construct (e.g., lexical diversity, cohesion) in terms of differentiating the distinctive features at
different proficiency levels.

In conclusion, this study has provided an example of the process by which an integrated
writing rubric can be validated contextually and situationally for use in an EAP program. It
would be interesting to examine how the procedures reported in this study might inform rubric
development in university-level EAP programs following different models (e.g., intensive
programs, bridging programs). With the growing interest in the assessment of L2 integrated
writing, further research into the development and validation of evidence-based scoring rubrics

for assessing classroom-based tasks is needed.
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Connection of Studies 1 and 2 to Study 3

The first two studies in this dissertation adopted an empirically-based approach to the
development and validation of an integrated writing rubric. Both studies focused on EAP
instructors’ scoring decisions and perceptions of the assessment of classroom-based integrated
writing essays. The results helped confirm the validity of the analytic rubric in terms of capturing
the underlying constructs within integrated writing. Study 3 takes this further by exploring EAP
students’ conceptualizations of integrated writing assessment in an EAP writing course and their
use of the analytic rubric for self-assessment. Adopting an inductive case study approach, this
exploratory research aims to contribute to the validity of the rubric from students’ perspectives
while reflecting on their challenges and concerns with the task representation, task conditions,
and teacher feedback. In this sense, this study represents pedagogical extension of the score

validity issues targeted in the first two studies in this dissertation.
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Chapter 4: Study 3
Investigating EAP students’ perceptions of integrated writing assessment
For submission to Language Education & Assessment Journal

By Pakize Uludag

Introduction

Integrated writing tasks have become a standard component of large-scale English
proficiency tests, such as the Test of English as a Foreign Language Internet-Based Test (TOEFL
iBT), and the Canadian Academic English Language (CAEL) test to ensure the validity and
authenticity of writing assessment. Reflecting the strong emphasis on academic writing in
university courses, English for Academic Purposes (EAP) programs have also incorporated
integrated writing in their curriculum and assessment (Plakans, 2009, 2010; Plakans & Gebril,
2012) to help students transition to disciplinary writing. The use of integrated writing tasks for
EAP pedagogy and standardized writing tests has not only improved the measures of writing
ability, but also contributed to students’ engagement with academic tasks that are fundamental
for disciplinary contexts in higher education (Cumming et al., 2006; Lewkowicz, 1997; Weigle,
2004).

During the last few decades, second language (L2) writing researchers have explored the
link between observed scores and integrated writing quality to address the validity issues
associated with the use of integrated writing tasks. Few studies have focused on rater perceptions
to examine the scoring validity and standardization of rater procedures (Cumming et al., 2002;
Gebril & Plakans, 2014). In addition, conducting textual analysis, researchers have demonstrated

that both reading and writing abilities are pertinent to integrated writing test performance (Leki
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& Carson, 1997; Watanabe, 2001). Although these studies have shed light on the factors that
impact the assessment of integrated tasks, it remains unexplored how students conceptualize
classroom-based integrated writing assessment and whether they can use integrated writing
assessment criteria. Therefore, to establish clearer assessment standards and improve writing
instruction in an EAP context, this case study, as part of a larger study about the design and
validation of an integrated writing rubric, explored students’ insights into classroom-based
integrated writing assessment and their use of an analytic rubric for self-assessment.
Literature Review

One of the concerns in the field of language testing is the development of tasks that
represent the characteristics of the “target language use (TLU) domain” (Bachman & Palmer,
1996), which refers to the “situation or context in which the test taker will be using the language
outside of the test itself” (p. 18). Researchers working within the assessment for learning
perspective have increasingly recognized the importance of incorporating stakeholder
perspectives into the development of tasks that reflect real-life domains (e.g., Rosenfeld et al.
2001; Malone & Montee, 2014). Studies focusing on the use of formative and ongoing
assessments have reported that incorporating student feedback into revision of assessment tasks
and test rubrics positively impacts teaching. In addition, articulation of students’ thoughts and
experiences with assessment have been shown to enhance student motivation and promote self-
regulated learning (Benson, 2007; Butler, 2016; Rea-Dickins, 2006).

Although studies from the perspectives of EAP students have been limited, researchers
have explored how teachers and assessment professionals understand assessment constructs as
compared to student understanding. For example, Sato and Ikeda (2015) explored Japanese and

Korean college students’ interpretations of the skills targeted in a high-stakes college entrance
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examination that used a multiple-choice format for assessing receptive and productive language
skills. Students did not have a clear understanding of test items that measured the ability to read
between the lines and writing ability. Similar findings have been reported for the use of
alternative assessment methods in different EFL contexts. For example, Vlanti (2012) revealed
discrepancies between the interpretations of the Greek junior high-school students and their
instructors in terms of the use of self- and peer-assessment for grading in language classrooms.
Thus, researchers have emphasized student involvement in assessment decisions to obtain
positive washback on language teaching and learning.

More recently, studies have incorporated student perceptions into language assessment
literacy (LAL) discussions (Butler at al., 2021). This strand of research has demonstrated that
students are major stakeholders (Erickson & Gustafsson, 2005) who can reflect on and influence
the assessment processes (Butler, 2019). For example, Butler et al. (2021) investigated fourth-
and sixth-grade Chinese students’ knowledge and understanding of assessment purposes, skills,
and principles depending on existing LAL models. Administering a mock English test and
eliciting student perceptions through semi-structured interviews, they found that students had
substantial prior knowledge and experience with assessment. In addition, despite being young,
they were capable of articulating their wants and needs (e.g., communicative-based assessment)
and identifying construct-irrelevant factors, such as anxiety, which might affect their test
performance.

Situated within this line of research, a number of researchers have elicited student
perceptions to confirm the validity of large-scale English language tests. For example, Winke et
al. (2018) interviewed both L1 and L2 English speaking children (ages 7 — 9) to investigate the

cognitive validity of the Young Learners Tests of English administered by Cambridge Michigan
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Language Assessments. They found that incorrect responses by L1 children resulted from age-
related cognitive constraints and lack of assessment literacy, which were both considered to be
construct-irrelevant variance. Similarly, Cheng and DeLuca (2011) incorporated student
perspectives into validation of four different high-stakes language tests used for entrance and
certification at an English-medium university in Asia. The students’ testing experiences
concerned both construct representation (e.g., testing consequences) and construct-irrelevant
variance (e.g., test format and administration). Both studies have confirmed that insights from
test-takers contribute to test validity and help promote a more balanced and comprehensive
understanding of LAL.

Focusing more specifically on writing tasks, researchers have compared the TOELF iBT
writing section and target language use (TLU) tasks (i.e., academic writing tasks in university
courses) drawing on interview data from teachers and students. For example, Malone and
Montee (2014) used stimulated recall interviews to elicit university students’ perceptions of
TOEFL iBT items, including the integrated writing task. They found that majority of the students
were able to identify the similarities and differences between TOEFL integrated writing task and
the type of tasks they previously encountered in university courses. In a follow-up study, which
focused specifically on TOEFL iBT writing tasks, Llosa and Malone (2017) obtained student and
instructor perceptions, through which they revealed a convergence between the abilities assessed
in TOEFL writing tasks and underlying TLU tasks, such as summary and synthesis writing.
Taken together, assessment validation studies have confirmed the importance of obtaining
student perspectives to enhance validity arguments and understand the outcomes of large-scale

English language tests.
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Despite the growing interest in classroom-based assessment, student perceptions of
integrated writing test characteristics and scoring criteria have rarely been explored in previous
research. Studies of L2 integrated writing have largely examined the individual and contextual
factors that might play a role in students’ writing processes. For example, Plakans (2009) used
think-aloud protocols and interviews to examine L2 students’ integrated writing processes on an
ESL placement test. The results indicated that students’ composing processes were influenced by
their prior experiences and background knowledge of writing along with their topic familiarity.
In a qualitative case study, Zhu (2005) investigated a graduate Chinese student’s experiences
with integrated writing tasks and found that the student’s task representation was shaped by task
purposes. In addition, the opinions expressed in the source texts facilitated the student’s idea
development and aided the direction of the responses. The function of source texts was also
investigated by Plakans and Gebril (2013) using a mixed method design, which included
interviews and questionnaires. The study found that students across different proficiency levels
used source texts for similar purposes such as developing personal opinions about the topic and
for language support. Although not focused on assessment constructs and uses, L2 students’
perceptions and practices were also elicited in numerous case studies to explore source use
variables, such as patchwriting and verbatim copying (e.g., Harwood & Petri, 2012; Hirvela &
Du, 2013; Li & Casanave, 2004). Although these studies have shed light on students’ textual
borrowing and citation behavior while working on integrated writing tasks, they do not shed light
on how students conceptualize integrated writing assessment or how they benefit from
assessment tools, such as analytic rubrics, in classroom settings.

Another important issue that merits attention from researchers concerns L2 students’

attitudes and reactions to the use of integrated writing rubrics in EAP classrooms. Within the
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cycle of test development and validation, rubrics are reporting mechanisms that show students
how their work is assessed and what skills they need to achieve specific success levels (Ferris &
Hedgcock, 2014; Hamp-Lyons 2014; Weigle, 2002). Describing language learning objectives
and accomplishments in qualitative terms, evaluation criteria not only serve the purpose of
transparency in assessment (Crusan, 2010, 2015; Hudson, 2005) but also help students become
autonomous and responsible for their own learning by means of self-monitoring (Jonsson, 2014;
Panadero & Jonsson, 2013). Researchers exploring the instructional role of evaluation criteria in
writing classes have suggested rubrics may constitute corrective feedback (Hyland, 2003) and
help students improve their revision strategies in multi-drafted writing (Jonsson & Svingby,
2007). On the other hand, concerns have been raised about whether instructor-oriented rubrics
can facilitate students’ interpretation of test results and encourage self-monitoring (Alderson &
Hamp-Lyons, 1996; Cheng, 2005). In fact, most discussions on integrated writing rubrics have
concerned the reliability of the assessment criteria (Knoch et al., 2007), with little attention to
whether rubrics are reflective of curriculum objectives or help students identify their strengths
and weaknesses with source integration. Therefore, studies are needed to explore how students
engage with integrated writing rubrics while assessing their own writing. Establishing such
evidence for the usefulness and practicality of evaluation criteria could promote positive
washback and facilitate student participation in integrated writing assessment.

In summary, student perspectives have contributed to test validation and score
interpretation in educational assessment contexts, such as large-scale achievement or proficiency
tests. On the other hand, although research on students have yielded an increased recognition of
the key role that students play as stakeholders, classroom-based assessment constructs and

procedures have been rarely explored from students’ perspectives. In particular, the research is
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scant on students’ beliefs, experiences, and expectations related to classroom-based integrated
writing assessment and evaluation criteria. Therefore, this exploratory case study focuses on
students’ experiences with and perceptions of integrated writing tasks in an EAP writing course
and their use of an analytic rubric for self-assessment.

To gain a deeper understanding of the students’ perceptions of integrated writing
assessment, this study adopted an inductive case study approach. A case study design, commonly
used in educational research, involves an in-depth analysis of the cases in a real-life context and
draw meaningful conclusions by taking an interpretive orientation (Simons, 2009; Yin, 2014).
Placing an emphasis on the process (e.g., task design, teacher feedback) as well as the outcomes,
the current study examined perceptions of individual students about integrated writing
assessment by engaging multiple data sources in an organized and systematic way. The
researcher, who had no supervisory or administrative role in the EAP program, acted as a
participant-observer in a naturalistic EAP setting (Patton, 2014). The research questions are as
follows:

1. What are students’ perceptions of integrated writing assessment in an EAP course?

2. How well can EAP students apply an integrated writing rubric for self-assessment?

Methodology
Study Context

The study was situated in an EAP program at an English-medium university in Canada,
where two six-credit academic writing courses are offered to students. While the first course
(Course 1) focuses on paragraph-level writing skills with a strong emphasis on vocabulary and
grammatical development, the second course (Course 2) targets the analytical skills needed for

integrated writing. L2 speakers who do not meet the English language proficiency test
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requirements for admission register for the EAP courses concurrent with their respective
undergraduate degree programs (see Table 7). Some students are exempted from Course 1 based
on their performance on an in-house placement test. The current study took place in Course 2,
which meets twice a week for 2.75 hours per meeting over a 13-week semester. The course
objectives are to introduce students to source-based writing tasks, comprised of summary
writing, cause-and-effect, and argumentative essays, which require them to synthesize academic
content, and develop and support their views on academic subjects.

Table 7: English Proficiency Admissions Requirements

Test Admission without EAP courses ~ Admission with EAP courses
TOEFL iBT 90 or higher with no component 75-89 with combined speaking and
score under 20 writing score of 34 or higher
IELTS 6.5 with no component scores Overall score of 6.5 with no component
under 6.5 scores under 6.0
Participants

The study was announced to the students registered in the same section of the EAP
writing course (Course 2) during the first week of the Winter 2021 semester. The course,
originally designed for face-to-face instruction, was delivered in a synchronous mode using an
online meeting tool (Zoom) due to the pandemic. Out of 24 students registered in the course,
three students, whose names were replaced by pseudonyms (Liu, Qian, and Moza) agreed to
participate in this case study. After reading and signing the consent forms, they completed a
background questionnaire, which elicited specific information about their English learning

background (Table 8).
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Table 8: Participant Background

Name* Liu Qian Moza
L1 Mandarin Mandarin Arabic
L2 English English French
Gender Female Male Female
Age (years) 45 34 18
Length of residence in Canada 13 years 1.5 years 8 months
Length of English study in home 12 years 10 years 13 years
country

Length of English study in Canada 2 years 1 year 8 months

Instructional Design

Pedagogical materials utilized in Course 2 were compiled in the course-pack by the EAP
program coordinators and consisted of a) theme-based academic texts, b) authentic articles from
newspapers and news magazines, and ¢) vocabulary and grammar topics which led to unit-final
integrated writing tasks. The theme-based academic texts accompanied by vocabulary exercises
were selected based on their content. Authentic articles were intended to offer different
perspectives or type of information that students could use when composing integrated essays on
relevant topics. As for the writing skills, students received explicit instruction on how to
paraphrase and summarize source information, in addition to learning citation skills using the
APA publication manual (American Psychological Association, 2020).

Throughout the 13-week semester, students carried out several individual and group

assignments, such as graded vocabulary and grammar quizzes, and summary and paraphrasing
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exercises. In addition, they completed three ungraded online quizzes, which were planned as
formative assessment to address students’ challenges with source integration. Informed by the
results from a previous research project about the design and validation of an integrated writing
rubric (see Study 1 and Study 2), three aspects of source integration were targeted in these
quizzes: (1) linguistic revision of source-text language, (2) accurate representation of source
content, and (3) the use of rhetorical acts to respond to source-text ideas. Regarding the structure,
students were initially introduced to source use features based on exemplars from a locally
developed EAP student corpus (McDonough et al., 2018). Following that, they were asked to
evaluate the use of target features in sentences derived from the student corpus using selection
items. They received immediate automated feedback on their selections. In the end, they were
asked to complete short writing exercises to practice source integration features, and they
received individualized feedback on their responses.

As for the EAP program’s regularly scheduled battery of summative tests (see Figure 4)
the students wrote a midterm exam, which elicited summary writing, and three classroom-based
integrated writing tests, which targeted two different genres (i.e., cause-and-effect and
argumentative), and required them to integrate information from sources and acknowledge the
use of these sources through in-text citations. Following the assessment protocol in the EAP
program, two weeks prior to each exam, students were assigned a reading list with six to seven
sources from the course-pack. They discussed these readings with the course instructor and
prepared notes using a note-taking template. Students could refer to the note-taking sheet in the
course-pack which is filled in with notes on a source reading from the same course-pack. This
provided them with an example of how to transfer information from sources to the note-taking

sheet. On the exam day, the students were given two integrated writing prompts and chose which
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one to write about. They were allowed to use one note-taking sheet per source as well as an
English-only dictionary.

Figure 4: Timeline for the Summative Assessment Tasks

Final exam:
Diagnostic writing Cause-and-effect essay (10%) Argumentative essay
(Week 1) (Week 9) (End of the semester)
Midterm exam: Argumentative essay (10%)
Summary writing (Week 12)
(Week 6)

Data Sources

To identify the students’ perceptions of classroom-based integrated writing assessment,
the researcher, as a participant-observer, was granted access to the online course page which
included pedagogical materials, such as course syllabi, rubric, and task instructions. After writing
the cause-and-effect integrated writing test (week 9), the students who volunteered for this study
were asked to complete a writing self-efficacy questionnaire adapted from Abdel-Latif (2015),
which contained 18 items. There were 8 items in the first section to assess students' judgement
about their integrated writing skills using a 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly agree; 5 = strongly
disagree). The second section with 10 items asked students to rate how confident they are when
performing various tasks when writing from sources (e.g., sentence structure, organization of
ideas) using a 5-point Likert scale (1 = very unconfident; 5 = very confident). Scores could range
from 18 to 90, with high scores indicating high self-efficacy. Along with the self-efficacy
questionnaire, the students answered some open-ended questions about the EAP writing course
to obtain an understanding of their conceptualizations of the formative and summative

assessment tasks prior to meeting with the researcher for an interview.
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After administering the online questionnaire, the researcher scheduled individual data
collection sessions with each student using an online meeting tool (Zoom). During this meeting,
a semi-structured interview was conducted as an initial step, which lasted approximately 60
minutes. The introspective open-ended questions elicited students’ perceptions about the
integrated writing assessment tasks, teacher feedback and their use of available support systems
in the EAP program. In addition, information was collected about students’ cognitive activities,
challenges, and strategies while writing from sources (e.g., generating ideas, selecting
information from sources, incorporating citations, structuring the essay, and language-related
reflections). To facilitate recall of their thought processes specific to source integration, the
researcher referred to students’ cause-and-effect essays, which they recently completed as part of
the summative assessment. Before the interview, the essays had been analyzed qualitatively for
the aspects of source use (i.e., accurate representation of source ideas, linguistic revision of
source language, and source use purposes).

In the second part of the interview, students were asked to use an integrated writing
rubric (Appendix D) to self-assess their cause-and-effect essay performance. The researcher
introduced the rubric categories (i.e., content, organization, source use, and language use) and
asked students to work independently to apply the rubric to their own writing, assigning a score
for each category. Importantly, this rubric had been designed and validated as part of an ongoing
research project in the EAP program (see Study 1 and Study 2), and it was different from the
current EAP program rubric in terms of targeting source use as a separate category and including
more detailed and task specific descriptors. After completing the self-assessment (around 20

minutes), the students showed their annotated rubrics and the essay to the researcher via the
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share screen function and discussed their scoring decisions. All interviews were audio- and
video-recorded and subsequently transcribed for analysis.

Students’ cause-and-effect integrated essays were also evaluated by an EAP instructor
from the same program using the same analytic rubric. The instructor had been teaching a
different section of the same EAP course at the time of the study. In addition, she had
contributed to the development and validation of the rubric. Thus, she was familiar with the test
task instructions, prompts, source materials, and the rubric criteria. The scores from the
instructor and the students were compared to identify similarities and differences in their
perceptions.
Analysis

Following a case study methodology, data sources were analyzed taking an inductive
approach to discover themes and patterns from unique cases (Creswell & Poth, 2016; Patton,
2014). An inductive approach emphasizes an initial examination of individual cases before
combining those cases, and thus, the primary research focus was placed on the analysis of
introspective interviews, and self-assessment from each student. For this purpose, self-efficacy
questionnaire items were scored from 1 to 5 and then summed for each student. The interview
data were analyzed qualitatively using open and axial coding (Corbin & Strauss, 2015). This
process entailed reading the transcripts recursively and making notes to identify initial codes for
establishing tentative and provisional categories. Using the initial codes as a guide, axial coding
was carried out to review, refine, and group the initial codes into more meaningful categories.
Finally, the key themes extracted from individual cases were combined and included in the final
report. All analyses were conducted by the researcher and then verified by a trained research

assistant to ensure the veracity of findings.
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Findings

Individual profiles below provide details about students’ background, self-efficacy
ratings, and general perspectives about integrated writing tasks. The first set of findings
discussed after the student profiles pertains to students’ conceptualization of classroom-based
integrated writing tasks, which were discussed under three themes: a) task requirements, b) test
conditions, and c¢) feedback from the instructor. These themes are individually described below
and discussed in relation to students’ test preparation, test taking strategies and the use of
available support systems, such as attending office hours. The second set of findings concern
students’ self-assessment of their own writing and engagement with the rubric categories. These
findings were examined in relation to results from the textual analysis and instructor evaluation
of the essays.
Student Profiles
Liu — with Low Self-efficacy

Before immigrating to Canada 13 years ago, Liu had completed a master’s degree in
business administration. She was in middle school when she first started learning English in
China. At the time of the study, it was her second semester as an undergraduate student in
accountancy. Based on her performance on the placement test, she was required to take both
writing courses (Course 1, and 2) in the EAP program. When asked to compare Course 1 and
Course 2, Liu said: “This semester I feel a little bit more difficult compared to last semester. I am
very nervous before the tests this year because I really have no idea how I could prepare”. Her
responses to the open-ended questions before the interview suggested she felt more confident in
her receptive skills (reading and listening) compared with writing and speaking abilities. On the

other hand, she remarked that her reading comprehension skills do not help her attain excellence
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in writing: “In my study, I am reading and reading and reading but it is not enough to write the
main idea and construct essay”. During our one-to-one meeting, Liu discussed her experience
with integrated writing assessment focusing on her physical and cognitive reactions (e.g.,
feelings of panic, test anxiety) to assessment tasks. Her writing self-efficacy score was 56, which
was the lowest among the three students in this study.
Qian — Questioning Test Purposes

Holding a bachelor’s degree in business administration in China, Qian worked as a
professional for 10 years and actively used English for work purposes in his home country. A
year after moving to Canada, he was admitted to the university for a bachelor’s degree in
accountancy. During his first semester as an undergraduate student, he was required to register in
the EAP writing course (Course 2) along with two other courses in his degree program. While
describing his experience with the coursework, Qian said: “So far, to tell you the truth, I did not
think I gained much from the course”. His writing self-efficacy score was 71, which is much
higher compared to Liu, although he identified writing in English as one of his “weaknesses”.
The crux of our discussion focused on his challenges with incorporating information from source
materials along with personal opinions. Qian also questioned test purposes in terms of assessing
background knowledge, which seemed to distract him from engaging with course content and
attaining higher scores in exams.
Moza — a Motivated Learner

Right after finishing high school in Lebanon, Moza moved to Canada to study Human
Resource Management as an undergraduate student. In her first semester, apart from the EAP
writing course (Course 2), she was registered in prerequisite courses, macroeconomics and math,

offered by the business department. She reported speaking French as an L2, adding that she has
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focused on communicating in English since she moved to Canada, which helped her with the
EAP coursework. Regarding her background in academic writing, she remarked that despite
taking an academic writing course in Grade 12, she did not have to cite information from the
sources. Even so, she acknowledged that the EAP writing course is not very challenging for her,
which reflected on her self-efficacy score (82). Overall, Moza’s experience with the assessment
tasks in the EAP course seemed to be rather positive. She considered integrated writing as an
important skill for university courses as she said: “I definitely think I need to do well in the
exams to be successful in my other courses”.

Keeping in mind the students’ writing background, self-efficacy, and general perceptions
of their writing course, the following section expands on their perceptions of integrated writing
assessment by exploring their thoughts on the task requirements, and how the test conditions and
instructor feedback impacts their task performance.

Student Perceptions of Integrated Writing Assessment
Task Requirements

An important concern related to task requirements raised by these students was moving
from a summary task, elicited in the midterm exam, to writing an integrated cause-and-effect
essay. Because summary writing does not require incorporating personal opinions, as different
from integrated writing, the students felt disoriented since they were unsure how much of the
information in their cause-and-effect essays should come from the source materials and whether
they were allowed to discuss their personal opinions. For example, Liu reported preparing for the
integrated writing test by reading the pre-assigned source materials carefully and then

summarizing the main ideas in her own words so that she could cite them in the exam. She
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described her experience with the classroom-based cause-and-effect integrated writing test as
follows:

So, I wrote about population in the first paragraph and then summary from the readings.

Then, in the second paragraph, I also gave another summary but according to the

teacher’s requirement, maybe I should give my opinion in every paragraph. I did not

know that.
Qian, on the other hand, was aware that he needed to develop personal arguments, but he was not
certain if his opinions needed to be validated by source-text information. His comment below
illustrates his confusion in terms of establishing a balance between personal ideas and
information from sources:

In the exam, I was not sure when I needed to cite. When I write my own opinion, it

seems that it is not that supportive. If I know the point of view is from a source, I cite it.

But sometimes I just express the same or similar opinions without reading the articles. 1

Jjust expressed my own opinions, with no citation and maybe it was wrong. Sometimes, [

added paraphrases but not my idea. I do not know if you meet this kind of situation. So,

what should we do? Am [ wrong?

The written task instructions for the cause-and-effect essay included that students must
use “a minimum of three sources to support their ideas” and they should write “a clear thesis
statement that connects logically with the three supporting paragraphs”. After the midterm
examination, which targeted summary writing, the students completed a pedagogical task, which
required them to write a cause-and-effect essay using information from sources, and the course
instructor provided them feedback on their responses using the current assessment criteria from

the EAP program. They had also taken two ungraded quizzes, which targeted linguistic revision
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of source-text language, and accurate representation of source content. On the other hand, it
appears from these comments that their particular challenges were associated with retrieving
relevant information from the task environment, rather than integrating source information
(Plakans, 2009). This perhaps encouraged their efforts to address the prompt within their own
capacity.

In case of Moza, despite reporting that she had tried to “extract numbers, examples and
important stuff” from the source materials while preparing for the test, she acknowledged
struggling with organizing the discourse, as shown in this comment:

1t is kind of hard to be inspired by the texts, but at the same time have your own idea.

Like it is hard to separate them. So, you have just a bit here and here, and then you mix

them in your own writing. That was my problem while writing this essay with time

pressure.

Developmental issues, such as Moza’s, which concern the application of knowledge from
summary writing to integrated writing tasks could be assisted by extended instruction, and
targeted practice. On the other hand, Liu and Qian’s misconceptions point towards a problem in
respect to task representation — a process that entails understanding the task instructions,
establishing goals, and devising strategies to achieve these goals (Cheng, 2009; Plakans & Liao,
2018). Previously, researchers have shown that task type can impact L2 students’ task
representation, and textual borrowing strategies, such as the number of words borrowed from the
source materials (Spivey, 1991; Shi, 2004). In addition, understanding and following task
instructions have been found to predict students’ integrated writing test performance (Plakans &
Gebril, 2013). Therefore, students’ insights into task instructions are useful to address the factors

affecting test validity.
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Test Conditions

Test conditions were discussed in relation to background knowledge and psychological
factors by these students. First, they described their concerns about the high-stakes nature of
classroom-based integrated writing tests. Timing, more specifically, contributed to a perception
of increased anxiety and fatigue within testing conditions. For example, Liu, who commented:
“We have 3 hours and 1 shot! The time is clicking, stressful and I feel I cannot organize my
paragraph”. Similar comments were made by Moza, who believed that she could not perform
well enough on the test due to time pressure and feelings of exhaustion:

Honestly, I do not think I did any paraphrasing to the last example from the reading

because after three hours, I was so tired, and I did not put all my focus on it. If I can

write a second drafft, definitely I would do better on this essay.
Qian’s challenge, on the other hand, was tethered to not having an opportunity to use vocabulary
and grammar creatively while focusing on other aspects of integrated writing, which made him
question the test purposes:

1 think grammar is my strong point, but I do not have a very large academic vocabulary.

When writing this essay, I tried to use citations with good grammar and vocabulary, but 1

needed time for fixing other things like my topic sentence, so I cannot support my essay

with enough ideas from readings. I do not know what exactly teacher expects from us.
Moza and Qian also noted that having no background information about the prompt increased
their stress and yielded to lower performance on the test. Moza remarked that if she had prior
knowledge about the topic, she could have done a better job with paraphrasing:

In the exam, we had to write about the environmental impact of bottled water on the

environment, and I had no knowledge about this subject, so it was hard for me to
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understand the readings and use my own words when paraphrasing. In the first weeks,

the topics were much better for me like nutrition and happiness. I was able to write better

as I am familiar with these subjects.
In case of Qian, he was challenged by the lack of choice in topics as he expected the prompts to
be more directly relevant to the pre-assigned readings:

What we need to do is to the first is to read the materials from the course-pack before the

test. But the two topics teacher gave us to choose was different from what I read in the

materials. So, that is another reason I did not do well enough in this test. Is it for testing
my knowledge or ideas from other people’s passages?

These perceived challenges suggest that timed exam conditions can be cognitively
demanding for the students and impact their task performance. Integrated writing tasks have been
shown to elicit more sophisticated linguistic and organizational features compared to
independent writing (Cumming, 2013; Plakans & Gebril, 2017b). Additionally, these tasks
require relying on source materials for validating content in students’ texts, which indicates that
reading ability is an important underlying construct in integrated writing assessment (Leki &
Carson, 1997; Watanabe, 2001). Because these students needed to divide their limited attentional
resources to multiple subskills (e.g., generating personal ideas, organizing essay structure,
linguistic revision of source ideas), exam conditions possibly limited their ability to demonstrate
their learning from classroom activities. This was particularly evident in Liu’s comments about
the time pressure and Qian’s questions about test purposes. Similar findings have been reported
in DeLuca and Cheng’s (2011) research, in which students perceived psychological factors such
as anxiety and fatigue as detrimental to their test performance. Because assessment conditions

tend to play a role in students’ test appeal, and task performance (Davies et al., 1999), it is
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important for classroom instructors and test developers to minimize the impact of construct-
irrelevant variance by obtaining evidence from test-takers.
Feedback from the Instructor
The students discussed the effect of feedback on their task performance in terms of
understanding the course instructor’s expectations and the usefulness of scoring criteria. In
general, the students seemed to engage with teacher feedback; however, they held both positive
and negative views of its usefulness. For example, Liu, among the three students had the most
favorable opinion about teacher feedback:
1 think to improvement for me is when I get the feedback from the professor on my
writing. So, I know where I need to more to focus on all and where is my weakness. This
is a great help to improve my writing.
When asked specifically about what types of feedback she had received from the instructor on
the pedagogical tasks, Liu said:
The professor tells me to use the words and construct sentences in proper way. I think
that she knows what I mean, what I want to express, but she wanted me to correct my
language for better express my ideas and it takes time. Also, the professor wanted me talk
about only one idea in a paragraph. I know I need more ideas.
As different from Liu, both Qian and Moza regarded feedback as discouraging and
unclear, at times. For example, Qian commented:
1 did not think I did so bad until I got it the feedback on the classroom cause-and-effect
essay. But the result proved different from what I thought. The teacher said I cannot

always grasp the key point. What I think is important in the reading passage, the teacher
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do not think so. I am not sure how I change my understanding of what is important and

what is not.

Moza’s experience, on the other hand was pertinent to not being able to address teacher feedback
without making major changes in her essay. She expressed her concern saying: “When the
teacher points out the mistakes, then I feel that I should change like my whole text, not just the
mistakes.” Elaborating on the kinds of feedback that she had received from the instructor, Moza
said:

Like every time I get feedback from the teacher, she said “wording” both in summary and

other writing assignments. I do not know what exactly “wording” is. I never asked her. 1

asked her so many things, but I never thought to ask what “wording” is. Maybe I tend to

sophisticate my language and I add ideas and ideas, but at the end of the day, no, that is
not good. Maybe I should ask her before the next test.

These varying perceptions about feedback suggest that it was not entirely clear to the
students how they could address specific comments effectively from the instructor. Although the
instructor held weekly office hours and encouraged students to attend, all three students
remarked that they preferred asking their questions during regular class meetings. They also
reported consulting with their classmates about the feedback and looking up sample essays
online to improve their writing performance. Regarding the feedback they received on formative
tasks (i.e., ungraded quizzes targeting source use features), the students agreed that it was useful
to practice writing short texts and receiving feedback in a timely manner, which supports the
assumption that they attended to ongoing feedback as part of learning and test preparation in this

particular context.
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Importantly, except the formative assessment, the feedback from the instructor generally
focused on the generic aspects of writing in a second language rather than targeting students’
source integration. Researchers have shown that L2 writers’ challenges with integrated writing
tasks mostly relate to understanding source materials, performing linguistic revision of source
ideas and representation source content accurately (e.g., Keck, 2014; Plakans & Gebril, 2012,
2013; Wette, 2010). In the current study, despite her high self-efficacy, Moza identified
paraphrasing and summarizing as the most challenging aspects of writing from source saying:
“The hardest part is you have to rephrase it. You cannot just copy and paste it, and it’s new to
me”. Similarly, Liu and Qian mentioned having no prior experience in source-based writing and
experiencing difficulties in terms of selecting ideas from sources and linking them to their
personal opinions. Although is possible that the course instructor prioritized language use and
idea generation over source use at this time of the semester, it is a key for source use to be
emphasized as an integral part of corrective feedback in EAP settings to prepare students for
writing in their disciplines.

Turning to the use of scoring criteria as part of teacher feedback, all three students agreed
that it is beneficial to receive a score based on the rubric, which is used to evaluate their
integrated writing performance in the exams. For example, Qian said: “When I saw my
performance on the rubric, I kind of knew why I am not “above standard”. Liu and Moza shared
the same perception as Qian although none of the students had used the rubric for self-
assessment or exam preparation. Also, when asked to comment on rubric categories and
descriptors, the students could hardly recall those without actually seeing the rubric. Their
perceptions were centered upon the performance levels (i.e., below standard, standard, above

standard), rather than the constructs outlined in the criteria. Thus, the rubric appeared to function
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as a tool for students to reflect on their performance levels, rather than replacing or constituting
corrective feedback. Because evaluation criteria promote autonomous learning and self-
monitoring in L2 writing classrooms (Jonsson & Svingby, 2007; Panadero & Jonsson, 2013), it
is critical to make effective use of rubrics to facilitate students’ understanding of teacher
feedback.

Taken together, the students experience challenges with understanding and following test
instructions, and they view test condition and feedback effects as a negative influence regarding
validity of classroom-based integrated writing assessment. The following section will describe
the students’ use of an integrated writing rubric for self-assessment in connection with the results
from textual analysis and instructor evaluation of the essays.

Self-assessment Using an Analytic Rubric

During the one-on-one meetings, the students were introduced to the new assessment
criteria, which evaluated source use as a separate category, and included more detailed and
explicit descriptors for content and organization compared the current EAP program rubric. They
were encouraged to ask questions after the initial discussion of the rubric and while elaborating
on their scoring decisions in reference to the specific descriptors. Even though they had not
encountered the rubric prior to this study, the students did not seem to experience much difficulty
understanding the descriptors. On the other hand, the way they treated the rubric during self-
assessment showed variation. For example, Liu approached the criteria more holistically,
compared to Qian and Moza and rather than highlighting specific descriptors across different
score levels, she assigned a score of 2 (out of 4) for source use and language use, and 3 for
content and organization. Her comments regarding her source use performance were as

following:
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Because source use, I think I am not perfect, not even 3. I know in this paragraph [
needed another resource to support this idea. I try to write in my words but maybe not
perfect. Also, my sentences and vocabulary should be better when summarizing.
As shown in Table 9, there was an overlap between Liu’s self-assessment and the instructor
evaluation of her essay using the same criteria although she received a slightly higher score for
language use from the instructor.

Table 9: Comparison of Self-assessment and the Instructor Evaluation

Content Organization Source use Language use
Self Instructor  Self Instructor  Self Instructor  Self Instructor
Liu 3 2.5 3 3 2 2 2 2.5
Qian 3 2.5 3.5 3 2 2.5 2.5 3
Moza 3.5 3 4 3.5 3 3 3.5 3.5

Textual analysis of Liu’s essay for linguistic revision of source ideas revealed instances of
verbatim copying and close paraphrasing in her essay (see Table 10). When asked about these
particular instances, she commented:
The professor knows this [unacknowledged source use] paraphrasing is from the
reading. So maybe I still need the author and date, right? I do not remember but I
think I changed the words in this example [verbatim copying].

Table 10: Textual Analysis of Student Essays

Source use variables Liu Qian Moza
Essay length (N of words) 501 540 590
Citation density (N of citations) 5 4 6
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Instances of verbatim copying ( 4+ strings) 2 0 1
Direct quotations 0 3 0
Close paraphrasing 1 0 1
Unacknowledged source use 1 0 1

As for Qian, he used the criteria more analytically, and annotated his essay based on the
individual descriptors corresponding to his task performance. For example, he highlighted
overreliance on quotes under source use and /imited range and variety of vocabulary under
language use and provided specific examples from his essay to support his scoring decisions.
Qian regarded his textual organization “almost perfect”, except for the use of transition words
between the paragraphs. He was mostly critical of his source use, which, he thought, had a
detrimental effect on content development:

I know I have deficiency in quoting and citing some information. So, in terms of this, [

gave myself score 2. Also, there were few ideas supported with information from

resources. This effects my content, as well.
Although Qian’s self-assessment did not align well with the instructor scores (Table 10), he was
able to use the criteria insightfully. He considered self-assessment as an eye-opening practice as
shown by his comment below:

This rubric is very very useful because it gave me some guidance to judge my writing

from another point of view. I need to do this more often and criticize myself from another

perspective. It helps me a lot.

Turning to Moza, as a reflection of her high self-efficacy, she focused on the higher score

levels (3 and 4) while applying the rubric on her cause-and-effect writing. She was the least
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confident in her source use and assigned herself a score of 3. While explaining her scoring
decisions, she pointed to the unacknowledged source use in the first body paragraph and
commented:

In this paragraph, 30% of the information is from the reading, but the rest is from my

background knowledge. Now looking at the criteria, I feel that I should have mentioned

the source.

Moza acknowledged the instance of close paraphrasing in her essay, and she identified
fatigue as the leading factor. Regarding the source verbatim copying in the introduction
paragraph, she said: “I thought that since it is the hook and it is a general idea, it is not that
important to cite the source”. Overall, the instructor’s evaluation of Moza’s essay (Table 10) was
consistent with her self-assessment. She attained the highest scores among the three students for
all rubric categories. In terms of her self-assessment experience, Moza commented: “It is so good
to grade yourself. I should do this more often”.

The fact that students were able to use the evaluation criteria for self-assessment with
ease suggests they could benefit from having access to a detailed and explicit integrated writing
rubric in their EAP writing courses. All students regarded rubric use for self-evaluation as useful
and their self-assessment showed similarity to the instructor evaluation. In particular, Qian and
Moza were precise in their use of source use criteria as they were able to identify the potential
problems related to linguistic revisions of source ideas. On the other hand, Liu and Moza shared
the misconception with regards to the requirement for explicit citation of source ideas. This
problem could be addressed by providing students explicit feedback on their source integration
patterns. In addition, previous research which focused on L2 writers’ integrated writing

development have provided evidence of improvement in students’ citation behavior after
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receiving targeted instruction (e.g., Hendricks & Quinn, 2000; Machili et al., 2019). Thus, it is
important to reconsider assessment and feedback as integral components of learning and
instruction and incorporate students’ voices in assessment decisions, including the development
and refinement of evaluation criteria.

Discussion and Conclusions

Guided by L2 writers’ experiences and challenges with classroom-based integrated
writing tasks, the purpose of this study was to shed light on students’ conceptualizations of
integrated writing assessment in an EAP context and their use of an analytic rubric for self-
assessment. Utilizing multiple data sources (i.e., students’ cause-and-effect integrated writing
tests, a self-efficacy questionnaire, individual retrospective interviews, and course materials), and
adopting a case study approach, the study centralized a focus on students’ contextualized
challenges with integrated writing assessment. Three major themes emerged from the findings,
which pertains to the students’ conceptualizations of classroom-based assessment: task
requirements, test conditions, and feedback from the instructors.

First, although the students had practiced writing an integrated essay as part of
pedagogical practices, they needed additional time and further instructions after the midterm
examination to conceive of integrated writing task requirements. Their particular concerns were
associated with the use of personal opinions along with the information from sources, and
citation of the source materials. These concerns might stem from different individual
characteristics, such as cultural and rhetorical background (Shi, 2004), or contextual factors,
including the types of pedagogical tasks students were exposed to prior to the test, as well as the

nature of task instructions by the instructor (Greene, 1995; Plakans, 2009, 2010). The fact that
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these students were able to articulate their experiences with classroom-based assessment
provides evidence that students’ perspectives can enhance test processes and procedures.

Second, time pressure and lack of background knowledge about the topics prompted
negative feelings, such as test anxiety, and fatigue, and affected the students’ performance. As
discussed by Cheng and DeLuca (2011), a decrease of test anxiety can motivate students to
perform better on tests. In addition, allocating additional time for cognitive processes (e.g.,
planning, review) during the assessment helps students develop metacognitive strategies, which
would guide them to monitor the writing process (Gebril & Plakans, 2009). Therefore, student
perceptions of testing conditions are needed to ensure the validity of outcomes from test scores.

A final contextual assessment challenge that these participants encountered entailed the
type of feedback that they received on their integrated essays. The students valued the feedback
on the pedagogical tasks and ungraded quizzes; however, they required additional training to
apply it to the integrated writing task. In some instances, they regarded the instructors’ comments
on their writing negatively, perhaps because of a lack of information on how to interpret the
individualized feedback on their content and organization. This concern was accompanied by
their approach to the current integrated writing rubric, which did not seem to facilitate their self-
monitoring. These findings suggest construct-oriented rubrics need to be tailored for student use
to facilitate their interpretation of test results (Alderson & Hamp-Lyons, 1996) and promote
transparency in assessment (Crusan, 2015; Hudson, 2005).

Regarding the students’ use of an analytic rubric for self-assessment, they were able to
understand the constructs and identify the potential issues in their writing in light of the rubric
descriptors. Moreover, although they were mixed in their approach to the criteria, the students

deemed self-assessment as useful, and they were encouraged for purposing it as part of test
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preparation. These findings do not just support the validity and practicality of the rubric, but also
provide evidence for the role of evaluation criteria in promoting autonomous learning and self-
monitoring (Benson, 2007; Jonsson, 2014).

Overall, findings from this study suggest that student perceptions of fundamental aspects
of language assessment can contribute to best practices in EAP contexts and offer practical
considerations for stakeholders, including course instructors and test developers. Although the
outcomes from this study are inevitably linked to the context of the research, in which students’
perceptions were influenced by the local teaching and assessment practices, such as the exam
format, and the evaluation criteria, there are a few important implications for classroom-based
integrated writing assessment. First of all, because transitioning from summary writing to
integrated writing tasks was challenging for these students, EAP instructors and curriculum
developers might consider introducing students to response writing and providing them examples
of contextualized source use to help bridge the gap between summary writing and integrated
writing tasks. In addition, to facilitate students' task representation, instructors may need to flesh
out the verbal and written task instructions. The use of practice tests supplemented with sample
responses might familiarize students with the test format and sample prompts might also help
students internalize the test requirements. Given that learning to write from sources is a gradual
process of development, classroom-based assessment tasks might be designed taking a processed
based approach. Completing a draft before writing the final version in a timed exam condition
might help with test-anxiety and fatigue associated with exam conditions. Furthermore, to
develop students’ autonomy and encourage students’ engagement with teacher feedback, it is
essential to introduce them to revision strategies and to the use of evaluation criteria as part of

self- and peer-assessment. Most importantly, integrated writing rubrics need to be localized
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through taking an evidence-based approach to rubric design. Evaluation criteria which represent
the curricular objectives will address students’ concerns regarding the interpretation of teacher

feedback and centralize a focus on individual aspects of source use.
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Chapter 5. General Discussion and Conclusion

This dissertation has offered a conceptual framework for assessing the construct of
integration in EAP writing and contributed to our understanding of how source integration skills
are evaluated in classroom-based assessment contexts from teacher and student perspectives.
Although an increasing number of studies have been exploring the construct of integrated
writing, particularly in second language writing domains, only a small number of them have
provided a definition for source integration (Cumming et al., 2006). Prior attempts to formulate
the notion of textual connections have been mostly limited to synthesis writing relying on
Spivey’s discourse synthesis model, which included the operations of organizing, selecting, and
connecting ideas from multiple sources (Ascension, 2005; Plakans, 2009; Yang & Plakans,
2012). Even though linguistic and rhetorical aspects of source integration have been
acknowledged in the current definitions of integrated writing (e.g., Cumming et al., 2006; Knoch
& Sitajalabhorn, 2013), researchers have not offered an inclusive theory and conceptual
framework to inform the assessment of classroom-based integrated writing tasks. To address this
gap, this dissertation has refined the construct of integration by combining major processes
involved in synthesis writing (i.e., organizing, selecting, connecting) with rhetorical and
linguistic resources devoted to decontextualizing source-text information.

To inform assessment practices in EAP settings and to address instructional concerns, the
dissertation addressed three specific objectives: (a) designing a rubric drawing upon EAP
instructors’ perceptions and practices when assessing L2 students’ integrated essays, (b) taking
an empirically-based approach to validate an analytic rubric for assessing the construct of
integration in EAP student writing, and (c) examining EAP students’ perceptions of integrated

writing assessment and their use of an analytic rubric for self-assessment in an EAP writing
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course. Based on these objectives, the three studies were conducted, with each having its own
specific goals while remaining connected with each other. In the next section, I will discuss key
findings of the three studies and the usefulness of defining source integration in terms of three
sub-processes: understanding, restructuring, and responding to source information. I will draw
conclusions from the studies, suggest implications for contextual and situational assessment of
integrated writing in EAP programs, and conclude with directions for future research.
Overview of the Key Findings

As discussed in the Introduction Chapter, a process model has been proposed in this
dissertation to clarify and redefine the constructs within L2 integrated writing. Although the
model accounts for the major operations involved in the process of integrated writing, this
dissertation has mainly focussed on the assessment of three sub-constructs within source
integration (i.e., introducing, restructuring, and responding to source information) outlined in the
process model. Conceptually, defining source integration through the use of a process model
appeared to be useful in Study 1 and Study 2 which focused on designing and validating an
analytic rubric for assessing integrated writing. The first study identified specific constructs EAP
instructors oriented to in students’ argumentative integrated writing. More specifically, EAP
instructors considered three constructs as key for the assessment of source integration: using
source information to support personal ideas, modifying source-text language, and representing
source content accurately. With regards to introducing source ideas, the instructors attended to
students’ source use purposes and awarded higher content and organization scores to the essays
in which source ideas were introduced to elaborate on personal opinions. This finding, in
particular has supported the motivation for refining the construct of integration, since source

integration, which is different from synthesis writing, requires establishing a balance between
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personal ideas and source-text information. Furthermore, the instructors expected students to
restructure source ideas through linguistic modification of source-text language and accurate
representation of source content. Overall, Study 1 has illustrated the value of utilizing a model of
source integration with regards to identification of the underlying constructs within source
integration that should be represented in the evaluation criteria. For example, reflecting the EAP
instructors’ scoring practice and perception data, one of the rubric descriptors in the content
referred to supporting personal claims with information from sources. As such, since responding
to source information was not salient for the instructors, source use criteria did not include a
descriptor for rhetorical acts. Thus, establishing a relationship between the theory and practice in
Study 1 has appeared to improve the outcomes.

The methodological focus of Study 1, which targeted EAP instructors’ definition and
evaluation of source integration in the light of the three sub-constructs also carried over to Study
2. However, in the case of Study 2, the attention was placed on reformulating the rubric
descriptors. Adopting a model and construct definition was crucial in conducting the analysis as
it helped better situate the research so that a variety of methods could be applied to establish the
scoring validity. The fact that the raters (i.e., EAP instructors) showed acceptable levels of
severity and awarded higher scores to more-proficient students’ integrated essays has supported
the validity of the constructs represented in the evaluation criteria. Furthermore, EAP instructors
played an active role in the process of validation by making scoring decisions and sharing their
feedback on the criteria, which helped us contextualize the criteria to reflect curriculum
objectives and assessment practices in an EAP context (Crusan & Matsuda, 2018). In Study 3,
the process model was again helpful for understanding particular challenges that students

experience with integrating source information. For example, the students reported experiencing
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difficulties with presenting source ideas along with personal opinions and modifying source-text
language while integrating information from sources. These challenges were reflective of the
sub-constructs discussed in the process model. Furthermore, even though the students had no
prior experience with the rubric, which has been developed and validated in Study 1 and Study 2,
they were able to use it effectively for self-assessment. This finding is promising in terms of the
potential application of the rubric criteria in the EAP program to guide teaching and assessment
practices.

Taken together, the three studies in this dissertation demonstrate that source integration,
operationalized as a multifaceted construct, can be taught and assessed using a conceptual
framework in educational settings. The analytic rubric, which has been designed based upon the
skills and competencies included in the process model of source integration might help writing
teachers reflect and act upon L2 learners’ challenges while composing integrated essays. This in
turn could provide guidance for the development of instructional materials to help students have
the literacy skills needed to succeed in academic degrees. The following section provides overall
implications of the outcomes from this dissertation for teaching and evaluating L2 students’
integrated writing tasks in EAP contexts.

Overall Implications

Despite centralizing a focus on the assessment of integrated writing skills in EAP
contexts, the outcomes from this dissertation study have also pedagogical and theoretical
implications. While there exist differences in their design and overarching goals, the studies
shared a common purpose to refine the construct of source integration in L2 writing. Considering
the fact that integrated writing skills targeted in EAP courses help students get ready for their

undergraduate courses in academic disciplines, the process model of source integration could be
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tested and adapted for assessing disciplinary writing assignments. Despite the pivotal role that it
plays in disciplinary assignments, the current conceptualizations of integrated writing as a skill
remains controversial in university courses. For example, students in hard sciences, such as
engineering and physics, deal with writing tasks such as short reports, proposals, case studies, lab
reports and progress reports that require them to integrate facts and figures using disciplinary
conventions (Hutchins, 2015). In social sciences, the instructional goals are grounded in
achieving rhetorical purposes, rather than creating a structure, adopting a point of view in
relation to source content, and developing convincing arguments as an outcome of the genre-
based approach (Hyland & Bondi, 2006). In the field of history, for example, students typically
engage in document-based tasks that require evidence-based thinking in a way that recognizes
and reconciles historical perspectives from primary and secondary sources (Monte-Sano & De
La Paz, 2010). To complete such tasks, students compose texts synthesizing information from
multiple sources and contextualize evidence to introduce their perceptions for a greater purpose
(Lent, 2016). Although reading and writing are viewed as interconnected in such disciplines,
components of source-based writing, inclusive of integration, are not explicitly taught or
assessed as separate skills in educational settings (Chang et al.,, 2002; De La Paz & Felton, 2010;
Reynolds & Perin, 2009). Therefore, informed by the empirical work that narrowly focuses on
academic subjects, introducing a process model for source integration in university courses can
facilitate teaching and assessment practices.

In addition, a further step towards an understanding of the usefulness of the process
model is to research the impact of the task environment (i.e., task representation and idea
development) on students’ integrated writing performance. The three studies in this dissertation

mainly explored the sub-constructs within source integration. However, as discussed in the
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Introduction chapter, L2 writers’ task performance tend to be impacted by their task
representation, and mental activities associated with the use of source texts (Cheng, 2009;
Plakans & Liao, 2018). Although Study 3 demonstrated some of the challenges students
experienced with understanding task instructions, and developing metacognitive strategies,
extending research into the mediating factors within the task environment might provide a better
understanding of individual writers’ challenges with integrated writing tasks.

Focusing more narrowly on the assessment of classroom-based integrated writing tasks,
the findings form the three studies suggest ways to improve assessment practices in EAP
contexts and helps bridge the gap between curriculum and assessment. An important take-away
from the three studies is to determine to what extent language proficiency scales, originally
created by language testing professionals, serve the needs of the local users (instructors, and
students, in particular). For example, in Study 1 and Study 2, EAP instructors, as the active users
of evaluation scales, have played a key role in the process of rubric development and validation,
and their perceptions have contributed to the contextualization of the evaluation criteria (Crusan
& Matsuda, 2018). Eliciting instructor perceptions have also supported the approach that,
teachers, one of the major stakeholders in educational settings, could provide important insights
into isolating key features and refining rubric descriptors (Hudson, 2005; North, 2000). Study 3
has shifted the attention from the instructors to students to understand their beliefs, experiences,
and expectations related to classroom-based integrated writing assessment. Despite the
differences in their backgrounds, proficiency levels and self-efficacy ratings, all three students
could articulate their perspectives about task requirements, test conditions, and instructor
feedback. This has provided further evidence that incorporating students’ voices can enhance

teaching and assessment practices in educational contexts (Cheng & DeLuca, 2011; Malone &
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Mantoee, 2014). Thus, an important implication for EAP programs is to acknowledge students’
and instructors’ perspectives of integrated writing assessment during the process of curriculum
design and task development.

Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research

Although the limitations of each study were discussed previously, the three studies share
similar limitations that need to be considered. Both Study 1 and Study 2 used sample
argumentative essays from the CWEAT corpus. Even though these essays were written as a final
examination in response to the same prompt and using the same source-texts, it is essential to
establish the validity of the rubric on different essay types, and on a full test taker population
before adopting it for more widespread use in an EAP program. Also, the source materials were
assigned to the students before the examination so they had additional time to select and make
notes of the source ideas they could possibly cite in their essays. Therefore, additional studies are
needed to determine how varying writing conditions and different essay types targeted in EAP
programs impact instructor perceptions of source integration.

Both Study 1 and Study 2 recruited EAP instructors among those who have experience in
teaching integrated writing in a Canadian context. It is therefore important to replicate these
results in different contexts to better understand how integrated writing assessment is
contextualized in ESL/EFL programs with different curricular objectives. Furthermore, larger
sample sizes are recommended to develop and validate rubrics to increase the validity of the
outcomes. As such, student perceptions of the classroom-based integrated writing tasks, which
were targeted in Study 3, should be further investigated using a mixed-methods design, and with
more diverse populations. Due to global pandemic, only three students from an EAP writing

course were willing to participate in the case study. The fact that students’ perceptions were
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influenced by the local teaching and assessment practices, such as course delivery format
(remote), the exam conditions, and the evaluation criteria, it is unclear whether the results would
be similar in different local assessment contexts.

Another agenda for future studies is to implement the analytic rubric, developed and
validated in this dissertation, as part of a quasi-experimental design to determine whether it
captures writing development. Previous studies of writing development have largely focused on
which language features change over time in independent writing tasks (e.g., Lu, 2011; Yoon,
2017). Thus, there is an ongoing need for longitudinal and cross-sectional studies targeting L2
students’ integrated writing development. Given the importance of writing development studies
for understanding varying stages in the learning process, examining how development is
manifested in integrated writing will have implications for curricular and assessment decisions.

Conclusion

Findings from this dissertation demonstrate the value of operationalizing a construct
definition and utilizing a research-informed process model to design and validate evaluation
criteria for assessing L2 integrated writing tasks. Along with supporting scoring validity of
integrated writing tasks, outcomes from the three studies testify to the importance of
incorporating stakeholder perspectives into assessment development. I hope that this dissertation
will benefit writing instructors and assessment developers in various contexts with an interest in

improving integrated writing teaching and assessment practices.
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Appendix A: Integrated Writing Rubric from the EAP Program

Content & Organization

Grammar & Vocabulary

Mechanics

« thesis (explicit or implicit) and topic sentences express the writer's
position on the assigned topic in a clear and sophisticated way

« information from sources are accurately interpreted and acknowledged
& exemplary selection and integration of source material

& acknowledgement of and response to opposing view(s) 1s thorough and
effective

> clarity of message enhanced by clear pattern of organization between
and within paragraphs

O cffective and varied transitions between 1deas

&= variety of sentence structures used with no
major sentence problems

&G rare minor language errors

W7 sophisticated and precise word choice and
accurate word form

W extensive range and variety of vocabulary

IVE conventions of punctuation,
capitalization, spelling, and indentation
respected with rare minor errors

IVK proper and complete mechanics for
citing information from sources

& thesis (explicit or implicit) takes a clear position on the assigned fopic;
topic sentences identifiable and relevant

« supporting 1deas are mostly sufficiently developed

€ most information from sources is accurately interpreted and
acknowledged

& mostly effective selection and integration of source material

& mostly effective acknowledgment of and response to at least one
opposing view

O mostly logical sequencing of 1deas and smooth transitions between and
within paragraphs

&G variety of sentence structures used with
rare major sentence problems

& occasional minor language errors

W mostly accurate and appropriate word
choice and form

W7 adequate range and variety of vocabulary

IVK conventions of punctuation,
capitalization, spelling, and indentation
mostly respected with occasional errors
IVK mechanics for citing information from
sources respected with minor errors

& thesis and topic sentences identifiable, but weak; e g. vague, narrow, or
not causal

&« some supporting ideas are inadequately developed, irrelevant, and/or
repetitive

« some information from sources is misinterpreted and/or
unacknowledged

& ineffective selection and integration of source material

& acknowledgement of opposing view(s) is present but unclear,
mnsufficient, or not coherently integrated

€ significant problem(s) with principles of essay organization

> relationship between ideas is poorly established between and/or within
paragraphs; transitions sometimes not smooth

& major sentence problems or limited
sentence variety

& frequent minor language errors

W7 imprecise word choice or frequent word
form errors

W limited range and variety of vocabulary

IVK frequent problems with conventions of
punctuation, capitalization, spelling, and
indentation

IVE frequent errors with mechanics for
citing information from sources

« thesis and topic sentences missing, irrelevant, or incomprehensible
&« supporting points are inadequately developed, irrelevant, unconvincing
and/or repetitive

« little or no information from sources used

& relies on lengthy direct quotations: sentences or sections of text copied
or copied directly from resource sheets

& no acknowledgment of opposing views in argument

€ no clear pattern of organization

€ sequence of ideas not logical or coherent: poor or absent transitions
between ideas

X insufficient information for evaluation

&G frequent major sentence structure
problems; lack of sentence variety

&G pervasive or severe errors impede
comprehension of 1deas

W limited and inaccurate word choice
interferes with meaning- pervasive word form
errors

I very narrow range of vocabulary

IV pervasive or severe problems with
conventions of punctuation, capitalization,
spelling, and indentation

IVE mechanics for citing information not
propetly employed or not attempted
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Appendix B: Stimulated Recall Instructions

Before the Stimulated Recall Interview:
I am interested in learning what you think about as you read and evaluate this essay. To do this, I
will ask you to spend 15-20 minutes to read it, take some notes on the text using the comment
function, and/or underline or highlight sections that are relevant to your judgements of certain
features. Once you finish, I will ask you to share your screen with me, recall and talk about what
you were thinking while evaluating it.

I will record what you say using the recording function over the Zoom. Do you

understand what [ am asking you to do? Do you have any questions?

During the Stimulated Recall Interview:

What did you think of this essay?

What were you thinking here/at this point/right then?
Can you tell me what you were thinking at that point?
Is there anything else that comes to your mind?

Do you remember anything else about what you were thinking at that moment?
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Appendix C: Interview Questions
1. What is your overall opinion of the rubric?
2. Do you think there is a category that should be excluded or included?
3. Do you think the descriptors included in the rubric were enough to assess each category?
4. Did you think that the descriptors were clear enough?
5. Did you think there was any overlap between the categories?
6. Was there a category that was difficult to use?
7. If you had difficulties in using any of the categories, what strategy or criteria did you use to
grade them?
8. In your opinion, rank the rubric categories* based on their importance.
9. Can you compare your experience with using the current EAP rubric and the new rubric?
What are the similarities and differences?
10. Do you think EAP students would understand the rubric? Would it help them identify how to
improve their source-based writing?
11. Do you think this rubric could be used to assess student writing in the EAP program (ESL
204)?

(Adapted from Mendoza & Knoch, 2018)
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Appendix D

Integrated Writing Rubric: Version 1

Content

Organization

Source Use

Language and Mechanics

The prompt is fully addressed;
the ideas are explored in-depth
with supporting details.

The essay has a strong
presence of personal opinions
which are supported with
information from sources
Acknowledgement of and
response to opposing view(s)
is thorough and effective

The essay has a clear,
narrow thesis; introduction
and conclusion are
complete and effective
Topic sentences clearly
stem from the thesis and
body paragraphs are
cohesive

Ideas between and within
paragraphs are linked with
smooth and effective
transitions

Information from sources are
relevant, accurate and complete
Source texts are
paraphrased/summarized in the
student’s words with structural
and lexical changes

In-text references are
documented properly; a range
of reporting structures are used

The essay includes a
variety of sentence styles
and length with no major
structural problems

A wide range of
sophisticated academic
vocabulary is used
accurately

The essay is virtually free
of punctuation,
capitalization, and spelling
errors

The prompt is addressed
adequately; the ideas are
explored with supporting
details

The essay generally reflects
the student’s perspective on
the topic, and personal views
are mostly supported with
information from sources
Acknowledgment of and
response to opposing view(s)
is mostly effective

The thesis is mostly clear;
introduction and conclusion
are mainly complete and
effective

Topic sentences generally
stem from the thesis and
body paragraphs are mostly
cohesive

Most ideas between and
within paragraphs are
linked with transitions

Information from sources are
mostly relevant, accurate and
complete but not quite
enough/a bit too much

Source texts are mostly
paraphrased/summarized in the
student’s words with adequate
structural and lexical changes
In-text references are mostly
documented properly; some
reporting structures are used

The essay includes an
appropriate range of
sentence styles and length
with some structural
problems

An adequate range of
academic vocabulary is
used accurately

There are occasional
spelling, capitalization, and
punctuation errors, which
do not interfere with
meaning
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There is some attempt to
address the prompt; some
ideas are supported with
details

The essay somewhat reflects
the student’s perspective on
the topic, and personal views
are hard to distinguish from
source information
Acknowledgment of opposing
view(s) is present but
unclear/insufficient.

The thesis is present but
unclear; introduction and
conclusion are attempted
but lack some required
elements

Inappropriate topic
sentences may be present;
paragraphs show structure
but lack cohesion

Some ideas between and
within paragraphs may be
linked with transitions

Information from sources may
be irrelevant, inaccurate; there
is overmuch evidence from
sources/some evidence but not
enough

Source texts are somewhat
paraphrased/summarized but
too similar to original

There are a number of
problems with documentation
of in-text references and the
use of reporting structures

Sentences show structural
errors and little or no
variety

Some academic vocabulary
is used appropriately

There are some errors of
spelling, capitalization, and
punctuation errors, which
interfere with meaning in
places

The prompt is minimally
addressed; the ideas are
underdeveloped

The essay rarely presents the
student’s perspective on the
topic; there is no sense of
individuality

Opposing view(s) are not
acknowledged

There is no discernible
thesis; introduction and
conclusion are missing all
required elements
Paragraphing is mostly
inappropriate with little, if
any, cohesion

Transitions are used
minimally

Most of writing is from
sources/ little or poor source
evidence given/reliance on
quotes

Largely unchanged
paraphrases/summaries; much
unacknowledged evidence
suggesting plagiarism

There are serious problems
with the use of documentation
conventions

Sentences show multiple
and serious structural errors
and little or no variety
There is limited use of
academic vocabulary

There are frequent errors of
spelling, capitalization, and
punctuation; Little, if any,
proofreading is evident

The essay shows no
engagement with the topic

There is no indication of
paragraphing.

No evidence is provided; no
academic conventions are
followed

Intrusive and/or inaccurate
language use which greatly
impedes communication

122




Integrated Writing Rubric: Version 2

Content

Organization

Source Use

Language and Mechanics

The prompt is fully addressed;
the ideas are explored in-depth
with supporting details.

The student’s stance/voice is
clear in the essay, and arguments
are always supported with
evidence from sources.
Acknowledgement of and
response to opposing view(s) is
thorough and effective.

The essay has a clear,
focussed thesis; introduction
and conclusion are complete
and effective.

Topic sentences clearly stem
from the thesis and body
paragraphs are cohesive.
Ideas between and within
paragraphs are linked with
smooth and effective
transitions.

Information from sources is
relevant, accurate and
complete.

Source information is
paraphrased/summarized in
the student’s words with
structural and lexical changes.
APA citations are accurate.

The essay includes a variety
of sentence styles and length
with no major structural and
language problems.

An extensive range and
variety of vocabulary is used
accurately.

The essay is virtually free of
punctuation, capitalization,
and spelling errors.

The prompt is addressed
adequately; the ideas are
explored with supporting details.
The student’s stance/voice is
generally evident in the essay,
and arguments are mostly
supported with evidence from
sources.

Acknowledgment of and
response to opposing view(s) is
mostly effective.

The thesis is mostly clear;
introduction and conclusion
are mainly complete and
effective.

Topic sentences generally
stem from the thesis and
body paragraphs are mostly
cohesive.

Most ideas between and
within paragraphs are linked
with transitions.

Information from sources is
mostly relevant, accurate and
complete but not quite
enough/a bit too much.
Source information is mostly
paraphrased/summarized in
the student’s words with
adequate structural and lexical
changes.

APA citations are mostly
accurate.

The essay includes an
appropriate range of sentence
styles and length with some
structural and/or language
problems.

An adequate range and variety
of vocabulary is used mostly
accurately.

There are occasional spelling,
capitalization, and punctuation
errors, which do not interfere
with meaning.

There is some attempt to address
the prompt; some ideas are
supported with details.

The student’s stance/voice is
somewhat evident in the essay;
arguments are hard to

The thesis is present but
unclear; introduction and
conclusion are attempted but
lack some required elements.
Inappropriate topic sentences
may be present; body

Information from sources may
be irrelevant/inaccurate; there
is some evidence but not
enough.

Source information is
somewhat

Sentences show structural
and/or language errors and
little or no variety.

Limited range and variety of
vocabulary is used with some
accuracy.
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distinguish from source
information/limited evidence is
used to support arguments.
Acknowledgment of opposing
view(s) might be present but
unclear/insufficient.

paragraphs show structure
but lack cohesion.

Some ideas between and
within paragraphs may be
linked with transitions.

paraphrased/summarized but
too similar to original; there
might be some
unacknowledged information
from sources.

There are a number of
problems with APA citations.

There are some errors of
spelling, capitalization, and
punctuation errors, which
interfere with meaning in
places.

The prompt is minimally
addressed; the ideas are
underdeveloped.

The student’s stance/voice is
rarely evident in the essay; there
is no sense of individuality/no
evidence is used to support
arguments.

Opposing view(s) are not
acknowledged.

There is no discernible
thesis; introduction and
conclusion are missing/
lacking all required
elements.

Body paragraphs lack
structure and cohesion.
Transitions are used
minimally.

Little or poor source evidence
is given; the student relies
mostly on quotes.

There are largely unchanged
text chunks from sources/
much unacknowledged
information suggesting
plagiarism.

There are serious problems
with citation of source
information.

Sentences show multiple and
serious structural and
language errors and little or no
variety.

Very narrow range of
vocabulary is used with
pervasive errors.

There are frequent errors of
spelling, capitalization, and
punctuation; Little, if any,
proofreading is evident.

The essay shows no engagement
with the topic.

There is no indication of
paragraphing.

No evidence is provided; no
academic referencing/citation
conventions are followed.

Intrusive and/or inaccurate
language use which greatly
impedes communication.




Integrated Writing Rubric: Final Version

Content

Organization

Source Use

Language and Mechanics

The prompt is fully addressed; the
ideas are explored in-depth with
supporting details.

The student’s position is clear in
the essay, and personal claims are
always supported with evidence
from sources.

Acknowledgement of and
response to opposing view(s) is
thorough and effective.

The essay has a clear and
focussed thesis; introduction
and conclusion are complete
and effective.

Topic sentences clearly stem
from the thesis and body
paragraphs are cohesive.
Ideas between and within
paragraphs are linked with
smooth and effective
transitions.

Information from sources is
always relevant and accurate.
Source information is
paraphrased/summarized in
the student’s words with
structural and lexical changes.
Source information is cited

properly.

The essay includes a
variety of sentence styles
and length with no major
structural and language
problems.

An extensive range and
variety of vocabulary is
used accurately.

The essay is virtually free
of punctuation,
capitalization, and spelling
erTors.

The prompt is addressed
adequately; the ideas are explored
with supporting details.

The student’s position is
generally evident in the essay,
and personal claims are mostly
supported with evidence from
sources.

Acknowledgment of and response
to opposing view(s) is mostly
effective.

The thesis is mostly clear;
introduction and conclusion are
mainly complete.

Topic sentences generally stem
from the thesis and body
paragraphs are mostly
cohesive.

Most ideas between and within
paragraphs are linked with
transitions.

Information from sources is
mostly relevant, and accurate
but not quite enough/a bit too
much.

Source information is mostly
paraphrased/summarized in
the student’s words with
adequate structural and lexical
changes.

Source information is mostly
cited properly.

The essay includes an
appropriate range of
sentence styles and length
with occasional structural
and/or language problems.
An adequate range and
variety of vocabulary is
used mostly accurately.
There are occasional
spelling, capitalization, and
punctuation errors, which
do not interfere with
meaning.
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There is some attempt to address
the prompt; supporting details
were used occasionally.

The student’s position is
somewhat evident in the essay;
opinions are hard to distinguish
from source information OR only
few arguments are supported with
evidence from sources.
Acknowledgment of opposing
view(s) might be present but
unclear/insufficient.

The thesis is present but
unclear; introduction and
conclusion are attempted but
lack some required elements.
Inappropriate topic sentences
may be present; body
paragraphs show structure but
lack cohesion.

Some ideas between and within
paragraphs may be linked with
transitions.

Information from sources may
be irrelevant/inaccurate; there
is some evidence but not
enough.

Source information is
somewhat
paraphrased/summarized but
too similar to original; there
might be some
unacknowledged information
from sources.

There are a number of
problems with citation of
source information.

Sentences show structural
and/or language errors and
little variety.

Limited range and variety
of vocabulary is used with
some accuracy.

There are several errors of
spelling, capitalization, and
punctuation errors, which
may interfere with meaning
in places.

The prompt is minimally
addressed; the ideas are
underdeveloped.

The student’s position is rarely
evident in the essay; there is no
sense of individuality/no evidence
is used to support arguments.
Opposing view(s) are not
acknowledged.

There is no discernible thesis;
introduction and conclusion are
missing/ lacking required
elements.

Body paragraphs lack structure
and cohesion.

Transitions are used minimally.

Little or poor source evidence
is given; the student relies
mostly on quotes.

There are largely unchanged
text chunks from sources/
much unacknowledged
information suggesting
plagiarism.

There are serious problems
with citation of source
information.

Sentences show multiple
and serious structural and
language errors and no
variety.

Very narrow range of
vocabulary is used with
pervasive errors.

There are frequent errors of
spelling, capitalization, and
punctuation; Little, if any,
proofreading is evident.

The essay shows no engagement
with the topic.

There is no indication of
paragraphing.

No evidence is provided; no
academic referencing/citation
conventions are followed.

Intrusive and/or inaccurate
language use which greatly
impedes communication.
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