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Abstract

Background: In our research project, we have developed a scoring rubric for a
second language (L2) summary writing for English as a foreign language (EFL)
students in Japanese universities. This study aimed to examine the applicability
of our five-dimensional rubric, which features both analytic and holistic assessments, to
classrooms in the EFL context. The examination especially focused on a newly added,
optional overall quality dimension and two paraphrasing dimensions: paraphrase (quantity)
and paraphrase (quality).

Methods: Six teacher raters evaluated 16 summaries written by Japanese EFL university
student writers using our new rubric. The scoring results were quantitatively compared
with the scoring results of a commonly used rubric developed by the Educational
Testing Service (ETS). For the qualitative examination, the teacher raters’ retrospective
comments on our five-dimensional rubric were analyzed.

Results: The quantitative examination demonstrated positive results as follows:
(a) adding the optional overall quality dimension improved the reliability of our
rubric, (b) the overall quality dimension worked well even if it was used alone,
(c) our rubric and the ETS holistic rubric overlapped moderately as L2 summary
writing assessments, and (d) the two paraphrasing dimensions covered similar
but different aspects of paraphrasing. However, the quantitative analysis using
the generalizability theory (G theory) simulated that the reliability (generalizability
coefficients) of the rubric was not high when the number of raters decreased.
The qualitative examination of the raters’ perceptions of our rubric generally
confirmed the quantitative results.

Conclusion: This study confirmed the applicability of our rubric to EFL classrooms.
This new type of rating scale can be characterized as a “hybrid” approach that offers
the user a choice of analytic and holistic measures depending on individual purposes,
which can enhance teachers’ explicit instructions.
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Introduction
The importance of summary writing skills is widely acknowledged (e.g., Delaney, 2008;

Hidi & Anderson, 1986; Plakans, 2008) because these skills are essential at every level of

education. In particular, these skills are crucial for university students because they are

often required “to write summaries as stand-alone assignments” (Marshall, 2017, p. 71) or

complete other types of assignments that incorporate various kinds of sources into their

writing. Summary writing is an integrated writing task, and it is understood as a reading-

to-write task. In other words, this involves a series of intricate processes of compre-

hension, condensation, and production (Kintsch & van Dijk, 1978), which is regarded as

“a highly complex, recursive reading-writing activity involving constraints that can impose

an overwhelming cognitive load on students” (Kirkland & Saunders, 1991, p. 105). Due to

the complexity and higher-order treatments required for summary writing, student

writers are likely to encounter difficulties producing effective summaries and developing

summary writing skills on their own (Grabe, 2001), and this issue exists in the English

language education context. Therefore, scaffolding students’ learning processes and

providing clear instructions for summarization skills are also necessary in English as a

foreign language (EFL) classrooms.

However, language teachers often encounter difficulties in teaching second language

(L2) summary writing because of the multidimensional nature of this genre (Yu, 2013)

and the limited number of appropriate, practical teaching materials and guidelines such

as Marshall (2017) and Oshima, Hogue, and Ravitch (2014). In fact, there is a tendency

of insufficient instruction in L2 summary writing in Japanese and Taiwanese

educational contexts, which results in self-taught summarization skills (Ono, 2011).

Ono (2011) study indicates this problematic situation in EFL writing education that can

also be observed in other EFL contexts. Thus, to improve such situations, it is worth

developing teaching guidelines for teachers to facilitate and assess L2 summary writing

in classrooms. In this study, we focus on the development of tools that can be utilized

in L2 summary writing instruction in an EFL classroom context with a particular focus

on the assessment of summary writing by Japanese EFL university students.

Paraphrasing and textual borrowing in integrated writing

Integrated writing, including summary writing, is composed of a number of different sub-

skills such as reading and writing, depending on task types. Among them, one central skill

relevant to summary writing is paraphrasing, which is also often used in academic writing

in general. According to Hirvela and Du (2013), summarizing and paraphrasing require

different levels of condensation of information. Previous studies indicated that paraphras-

ing serves a crucial role in summary writing (e.g., Shi, 2012). For example, Johns and

Mayes (1990) investigated summary writing operations used by English as a second lan-

guage (ESL) university students where the performances of high- and low-proficiency stu-

dents were compared. They demonstrated that the low-proficiency group copied

information from the original text more frequently than the high-proficiency group and

that students in both groups neither combined information across paragraphs nor

invented topic sentences by using their own words. Similarly, Keck (2006, 2014) reported

that L2 writers in a US university tended to struggle with paraphrasing by employing

insufficient paraphrasing, so-called Near Copy, when compared to native speakers of
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English who employed effective paraphrasing to a greater degree, namely, Moderate Revi-

sion and Substantial Revision. This copying behavior has also been investigated through

studies focusing on textual borrowing. For example, Gebril and Plakans (2016) examined

how textual borrowing affects lexical diversity when learners borrow words from sources

in integrated reading-based writing tasks. These analyses revealed that borrowing words

from the source materials determined the writers’ lexical diversity and that lexical diver-

sity significantly differed across the writing scores.

From a sociocultural perspective, paraphrasing behavior may be affected by cultural and

linguistic differences. Whether paraphrasing and textual borrowing are influenced by cul-

tural backgrounds was investigated when Chinese graduate students read research papers

and paraphrased them (Shi & Dong, 2018). Their results showed that textual borrowing

was used more in Chinese, which was the participants’ first language (L1), than in English,

their L2. Shi and Dong argue that paraphrasing practices have cultural differences in that

some paraphrasing practices might be acceptable in Chinese writing but not in English

writing. Regarding linguistic differences from English, the Japanese language, which is L1

in our research context, has many differences in terms of orthography, sentence structure,

and semantics. In particular, how to replace a certain word with its umbrella term or

synonym can be influenced by the learners’ L1. Another issue related to paraphrasing is

the phenomenon of patchwriting, which “is unacceptable paraphrasing, a type of pla-

giarism” (Marshall, 2017, p. 65). “Patchwriting occurs when a writer copies text from a

source and changes only some of the words and grammar” (p. 65). This often happens

among novice writers and is seen as a developmental phase of paraphrasing attempts

(Pecorari, 2003). Hence, teachers need to be aware that this inadequate manner of para-

phrasing occurs regardless of the students’ intention and that it takes time until students

fully understand and become accustomed to paraphrasing.

Thus, paraphrasing plays a vital role in summary writing; however, this skill is consid-

erably difficult to master and teach due to its complex characteristics and the influence

of writers’ cultural and linguistic backgrounds.

Assessing L2 summaries holistically and analytically

Teachers face challenges not only in teaching summary writing but also in assessing

student summaries. Difficulties in the assessment of summaries arise for many reasons

such as difficulty in identifying the main ideas (Alderson, 2000), the intricate operations

employed in the summarizing process, and insufficient scoring guidelines for educational

purposes. In classroom settings, measures for student writing vary depending on the con-

text (Hamp-Lyons, 1995). Although portfolio-based assessments are favored in some con-

texts (Black, Daiker, Sommers, & Stygall, 1994), assessments of student writers’ summaries

usually employ scoring rubrics, which are scoring guidelines for different criteria. As Knoch

(2009) points out, rubrics or rating scales serve a central role in evaluating integrated tasks,

including L2 summary writing. Furthermore, the assessment of written L2 summaries has

been a central concern among research in the fields of language testing and writing because

of the increasing interest in integrated writing tasks along with task authenticity (Plakans,

2010, 2015; Weigle, 2004) and the importance of integrated skills in educational settings.

In performance assessment (e.g., L2 writing assessment), scoring rubrics are generally

divided into two types: holistic rubrics and analytic rubrics (Bacha, 2001; Hamp-Lyons,
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1995; Hyland, 2003; Weigle, 2002). Holistic assessments provide only an overall score for

the performance (Hyland, 2002; Weigle, 2002) and are often used for large-scale assess-

ments such as placement tests or high-stakes examinations. Advantages of holistic assess-

ments are its practicality and cost-effectiveness, as it takes less time for raters to complete

the assessment, thereby reducing labor costs, compared to analytic assessments (Bacha,

2001; Hamp-Lyons, 1995; Hyland, 2003; Weigle, 2002). However, a disadvantage of

holistic assessments is that they cannot provide informative feedback on the performance,

which neither helps teachers identify the weaknesses and strengths of individual students’

performance nor provides constructive feedback on the students’ performance.

By contrast, analytic assessments require more time for raters to complete the assess-

ments, thereby increasing the labor costs, than holistic assessments because analytic

rubrics have several dimensions related to the aspects of tasks or tests assigned.

Multiple dimensions in analytic rubrics have descriptors where raters evaluate each

dimension and choose a score for each of the dimensions based on the descriptors.

This characteristic of analytic assessments enables teacher raters to provide diagnostic

and comprehensive feedback on the students’ performance and allows them to identify

the strengths and weaknesses of individual performance (Hamp-Lyons, 1995) as well as

the student writers’ learning needs. In summary, holistic scoring rubrics should be

chosen if only an overall, summative score of the performance is needed, whereas

analytic scoring rubrics are more suitable if both a score for individual aspects of the

performance and informative feedback are necessary (Mertler, 2001; Stevens & Levi,

2013). Therefore, analytic rubrics are often preferred in classroom contexts and used

for educational purposes rather than testing purposes.

One of the well-known rubrics for L2 summaries is a holistic one developed by the

Educational Testing Service (ETS) (Educational Testing Service, 2002). This rubric was

one of the pilot rubrics examined in the process of developing the Test of English as a

Foreign Language Internet-based Test (TOEFL iBT®). The feature of this rubric is that test

takers receive an overall score, ranging from one to five. This means that the descriptors

under each score contain various subskills (e.g., organization, sentence formation, use of

own language, and language from source text) related to L2 summary writing. This holis-

tic rubric has been used for the evaluation of L2 summaries across countries, not only in

classrooms but also for research (e.g., Cumming et al., 2005). For instance, Baba (2009)

utilized the ETS holistic rubric when examining Japanese university students’ L2 summary

writing performance in an EFL context. In line with Baba’s study, the ETS rubric is also

used in our current study to assess L2 student summaries in Japanese contexts.

Developing scoring rubrics for L2 summary writing

Apart from the ETS rubrics, the development of locally contextualized rubrics for L2

summary writing is becoming important and popular among researchers. This section

discusses the features of such studies with a focus on the features of rubrics and indi-

vidual contexts. In the US university context, Becker (2016) examined the effects of

holistic scoring rubrics on student performance by comparing four ESL student groups:

(a) those who developed a scoring rubric immediately after they completed the

summary writing task, (b) those who used the rubric to score their classmates’ products

for the summary task, (c) those who only looked at the rubric before they completed
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the summary task, and (d) the control group. As the first two groups outperformed the

latter two groups, it was concluded that involvement in the process of rubric development

and/or application is more effective than just reviewing the same rubric. Thus, Becker’s

study sheds light on the pedagogical value of students developing locally contextualized

rubrics, as it can help to improve their summarizing performance. It is, however,

noteworthy that, although the rubric used in Becker’s study was a 5-point holistic rating

scale, different teaching and research contexts may require a different type of rubric.

In the EFL university context, for example, Yu (2007) developed a holistic rubric to

evaluate the overall quality of summaries written in Chinese (L1) and English (L2) in a

Chinese context. This holistic rubric used “an argumentation method (e.g., D+, D, and D−)
to assign scores for each summary” (p. 567), ranging from A+ to F−. In this scoring

method, if the score difference between two raters was greater than 3 (e.g., C and B+), a

third rater would score the same summary, and if the difference of the three scores was still

greater than 3, all three raters would negotiate to assign an agreed score (see Yu, 2007, for

details). Although this scoring rubric was holistic in nature, it demonstrated the following

four general guidelines: “faithfulness of the source text,” “summary and source text

relationships scores,” “conciseness and coherence,” and “rater understanding” (p. 568). In a

different Chinese context, an analytic rubric was developed by Li (2014) to investigate the

effects of source text genres on summarization performance and the perceptions of student

writers. This four-component analytic rubric consisted of “Main Idea Coverage,” “Integra-

tion,” “Language Use,” and “Source Use” (p. 79) on a 6-point scale (i.e., 0–5 for each

component). Interestingly, the analyses demonstrated contradictory results as students

performed better in the expository text summarization compared to the narrative text

summarization, while their perceptions indicated that narrative texts were easier to

summarize than expository texts.

Unlike the development of these rubrics in Chinese contexts, to our knowledge, only

a few studies have developed analytic rubrics for L2 summary writing in Japanese EFL

university contexts (e.g., Sawaki, 2019). Although some may question the need for an

analytic rubric specifically for the Japanese EFL context, we believe that it is important

to meet language teachers’ needs and reflect their beliefs as well as the educational pol-

icies of the Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science and Technology (MEXT) in

Japan on the teaching of integrated language tasks such as L2 summary writing in sec-

ondary education (MEXT, 2018). Currently, language teachers in secondary and tertiary

education are expected to teach integrated language skills and place emphasis on the

integration of skills in language tests. Furthermore, in classroom settings, evaluating

learners’ paraphrasing skills and providing feedback on how to improve them cannot

be accomplished by using a holistic rubric because of the complexity of such skills.

Therefore, developing a scoring rubric to assess L2 summaries with a focus on

paraphrasing is important for the effective teaching and assessment of integrated skills.

Our project

Based on the context described above, we initiated a research project on the development

of rubrics that can improve the teaching and assessment of L2 summary writing. More spe-

cifically, the project aims to develop a rubric as a support tool for both teacher raters and

student writers to foster their learning, teaching, and assessment of L2 summary writing.
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The present study is part of a larger research project, which consists of a series of studies,

and Fig. 1 outlines the organization of our research project. As presented in Fig. 1, our pro-

ject began by examining the ETS (2002) holistic scoring rubric from the perspectives of re-

liability and validity in study I (Hijikata, Yamanishi, & Ono, 2011). We used the ETS holistic

rubric in Japanese EFL university classrooms and found that the use of this holistic rubric

lacked diagnostic, detailed, and comprehensible feedback for the students. From the results

of study I, we concluded that the rubric was not completely appropriate for Japanese EFL

classrooms, and this motivated us to develop a new rubric which informs what a holistic ru-

bric cannot provide. Therefore, our subsequent investigation attempted to develop a rubric

to fill this need.

In study II (Hijikata-Someya, Ono, & Yamanishi, 2015), we categorized the reflections

of six EFL teacher raters who graded summaries produced by Japanese EFL university

students. The difficulties in grading were qualitatively analyzed and coded into content,

organization, vocabulary, language, mechanics, paraphrasing, and length. Their reflect-

ive comments were used to constitute our provisional rubric with four dimensions:

content, paraphrase (quantity), paraphrase (quality), and language use. One way in

which this provisional rubric was innovative was the emphasis on the aspect of

paraphrasing.

Study III (Yamanishi & Ono, 2018) built on studies I and II and covered the develop-

ment and refinement of the provisional rubric using the “expert judgment” of three ex-

perts in the field of language testing research. Subsequently, the revised rubric contained

five dimensions (Appendix 1) because an optional overall quality dimension, which is hol-

istic in nature, was added to the provisional rubric. This addition was based on a sugges-

tion from the experts so that teachers can evaluate (a) the quality of the summary itself

from a holistic point of view and (b) whether the summary corresponds to the require-

ments of the summary writing task. Finally, the current study (study IV) aims to

Fig. 1 Organization of our research project
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examine the applicability of our (revised) rubric to EFL classrooms using both

quantitative and qualitative methods.

Purpose of the present study

Our research project aimed to develop a new scoring rubric for L2 summaries in the

Japanese EFL context to enhance the learning, teaching, and assessment of L2 summary

writing in the classroom, with the following features:

1. The rubric can be used as a scoring scale and as a teaching and achievement

guideline for L2 summary-writing instruction;

2. The rubric can be used both analytically and/or holistically, depending on the

purpose of the assessment;

3. The rubric should be suitable for the Japanese EFL context, so that it can be used

by both native English-speaking (NES) teacher raters and Japanese non-native

English-speaking (NNES) teacher raters; and

4. The rubric should not be time-consuming to use, and thus, it consists of simple

and concise descriptors.

As Fig. 1 illustrates, in our previous studies (study I through III), we developed a five-

dimensional rubric (see Appendix 1)—content, paraphrase (quantity), paraphrase

(quality), language use, and overall quality—that includes the features above. For

example, for the first feature, our rubric contains two paraphrasing dimensions that

intend to guide student writers on how to paraphrase. For the second feature, as a

result of expert judgment in study III, we added an optional overall quality dimension

that can be used holistically with the descriptor, “As a response to this task, the overall

quality of this summary is. . . .” For the third feature, our rubric is written in English

and Japanese, so that both NES and Japanese NNES teacher raters, and potentially

students, can use it with ease. For the fourth feature, through study III, we simplified

the wording of the descriptors of each dimension.

However, the newly added overall quality dimension and the two paraphrasing

dimensions have not undergone any validation processes. Thus, the purpose of the

present study (study IV) is to conduct a quantitative and qualitative examination of our

rubric, especially on the potential of these newly added dimensions.

Methods
Participants

Fifty-one Japanese EFL students at two private universities (universities A and B) in Japan

participated in this study. Students from university A were management majors, while

students from university B specialized in various fields related to the English language.

The students in both groups have studied English for more than 6 years, both before and

during university. Both groups of students enrolled in general English language courses

for new students in their respective universities. The students’ English proficiency level

ranged from intermediate to lower-intermediate, which is equivalent to levels B1–A2 in

the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages: students from university

A had an average TOEIC-IP® score of 532.1 (SD = 117.4), while students from university B
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had an average TOEFL-ITP® score of 420.7 (SD = 31.6). Given that there are few diffe-

rences in the participants’ characteristics between the two universities, the participant data

were analyzed together without distinguishing between the two groups.

Three NES teachers and three NNES teachers also participated in this study to assess

the summaries as raters. NES and Japanese NNES raters were recruited for this study

because both types of teachers often teach English courses in EFL contexts in Japan. The

six raters varied in terms of educational background and teaching expertise, which

reflected the various university contexts, where both novice and experienced teachers are

involved in tertiary education. Three NES raters were recruited from the Department of

Language and Linguistics of a university in the UK:

� NES 1 (a Ph.D. student and part-time lecturer, 19 years of teaching experience),

� NES 2 (a Ph.D. student and part-time lecturer, 15 years of teaching experience), and

� NES 3 (a Master’s student and research associate, 5 years of teaching experience).

The three Japanese NNES raters were recruited from different universities in Japan:

� NNES 1 (an associate professor, 10 years of teaching experience),

� NNES 2 (an associate professor, 8 years of teaching experience), and

� NNES 3 (a lecturer, 4 years of teaching experience).

All of the participants (both the student writers and teacher raters) provided

informed consent for participation in this study.

Procedure

The data collection procedures of this study partially overlap the collection procedures of

our previous study (study II; Hijikata-Someya et al., 2015). During the classes taught by the

authors of the present study, the participants produced a 50- to 60-word written summary

of a 199-word comparison/contrast type passage entitled Right Brain/Left Brain, which was

adapted from Oshima and Hogue (2007). The summary writing task took approximately 40

min, and the use of dictionaries was allowed. The six raters first scored the 102 summaries,

which had been produced by 51 students (each student wrote the summaries twice, before

and after an L2 summary writing instruction) using the ETS (2002) holistic rubric (scores

ranging from 1 to 5). The raters then judged the difficulty of rating each summary using

three indicators: 1 = easy, 2 =moderate, or 3 = difficult. Consequently, 16 out of 102 sum-

maries (15.69%) were judged as difficult to score, because their average grading difficulty

from the six raters exceeded 2.0. In Hijikata-Someya et al. (2015), we then used these 16 dif-

ficult summaries to identify what aspects of the summaries made them difficult, through a

qualitative consideration of the raters’ retrospective scoring comments.

In the current study, we asked the same three NES raters and three NNES raters to

score the difficult 16 summaries using the five-dimensional rubric (Appendix 1: scores

ranging from 1 to 4) that we developed in study III (Yamanishi & Ono 2018). The 16

difficult summaries from Hijikata-Someya et al. (2015) were used again in this study for

two reasons. First, the 16 summaries were thought to be suitable for examining our

newly developed rubric’s potential under a severe condition. In other words, we
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thought that if the rubric could demonstrate positive results even in severe and challen-

ging conditions, it would be more reasonable to claim the potential of the rubric. Tak-

ing the implementation of the rubric in the classroom into consideration, the other

reason is that we thought 102 summaries were too many for the raters to score using a

multi-dimensional rubric. Sixteen months had passed between when the six raters rated

the 16 summaries in the current study and when they first rated the 102 summaries;

therefore, we judged the influence of the first scoring on the scoring in this study to be

negligible.

Before scoring, as a form of rater training, the raters were provided with a sample of

anchor summaries (Appendix 2) that had been scored by us to illustrate a variety of

summaries with different scores assigned to each dimension. Therefore, the raters were

able to familiarize themselves with the new dimensions of the rubric, assess the severity

of the scoring, and understand the appropriate scores for each score band.

We used an open-ended questionnaire, which consisted of the following three ques-

tions, to solicit the raters’ retrospective comments on our rubric:

1. The revised rubric has five dimensions: content, paraphrase (quantity), paraphrase

(quality), language use, and overall quality. What is your opinion on the usage of

each of the dimensions?

2. What is your opinion about the levels and descriptors within each dimension?

3. What is your overall impression of the revised rubric?

The questionnaire was in English for NES raters and in Japanese for NNES raters.

After the raters completed the evaluation of the summaries and the questionnaire, their

data was collected by email. As an alternative to the questionnaire, we considered using

face-to-face interviews to receive feedback from the raters. However, because the raters

belonged to different universities located in different areas of Japan and the UK, it

would have been difficult for us to conduct in-person interviews during the limited data

collection period.

Analysis

For our quantitative examination, the collected evaluation data of our rubric was

analyzed and compared with the results of the ETS holistic rubric. The following

analyses were performed:

1. Reliability of our rubric,

2. Correlations within and between the rubrics,

3. Inter-rater reliability for both rubrics, and

4. Generalizability of our rubric.

As the differences in rater background—i.e., NES or NNES rater—were outside the scope

of this study, these analyses were conducted using the average mean scores of the six raters.

In this study, as a methodological advantage, we employed the generalizability theory

(G theory) to examine the characteristics of our rubric in detail (Bachman, 2004;

Brennan, 1992; In’nami & Koizumi, 2016; Lynch & McNamara, 1998; Shavelson &
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Webb, 1991). G theory “can decompose the score variances into those affected by the

numerous factors and their interactions” (In’nami & Koizumi, 2016, p. 342), and the

factors and their interactions are called variance components. The design and data

analysis stage of G theory is a generalizability study (G study). The G study design of

this study is a two-facet crossed design, and the variance components examined are

listed as follows (see also Table 4):

� The variance associated with the object of measurement or the amount of

inconsistency across student-writers’ summaries is symbolized by p;

� The variance across raters or the amount of inconsistency across raters is

symbolized by r; and

� The variance across items of the rubric or the amount of inconsistency across items

is symbolized by i.

In addition, their possible interactions are:

� The interactions between summaries and raters, p × r;

� The interactions between summaries and dimensions, p × i;

� The interactions between raters and dimensions, r × i; and

� The unresolved residuals, shown as p × r × i, that are not accounted for by the other

variance components.

G theory also allows us to simulate what the evaluation results would look like if we chan-

ged the numbers of raters and/or dimensions of a rubric to determine how to improve fu-

ture evaluations. This stage is called the decision study, the D study, and this enables the

simulation of changes to the generalizability coefficient (g coefficient) based on changes to

the number of raters and/or dimensions in the rubric. The g coefficient (Eρ2 or G) is theor-

etically and practically equivalent to the reliability coefficient (α) in the classical test theory,

and its maximum possible value is 1. The g coefficients here were calculated using Eq. 1 for

the two-facet crossed design (see Shavelson & Webb, 1991, for more details):

G ¼ p

pþ p� r
Nr

þ p� i
Ni

þ p� r � i
Nr � Ni

ð1Þ

For our qualitative examination, the NES and NNES raters’ retrospective com-

ments on our rubric were analyzed descriptively to supplement the findings of the

quantitative examination. The rater comments were first categorized into the

following four categories: (a) usage of each dimension (16 units), (b) levels and

descriptors within each dimension (11 units), (c) overall impression of the rubric

(6 units), and (d) concerns about the rubric (4 units). Then, the first two catego-

ries were further divided into subcategories representing each dimension. Table 1

shows the distribution of the subcategories for the first two categories in the

raters’ comments.

As illustrated in Table 1, each dimension was discussed by the NES and NNES

raters. Similarly, the rater comments regarding the overall impression of and con-

cerns about the rubric were also analyzed. Their comments are discussed in detail
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in the next section. In the discussion, the Japanese NNES raters’ comments are

English translations.

Results and discussion
Quantitative examinations

Reliability of our rubric

First, we calculated the reliability (internal consistency) of our newest rubric to com-

pare the four-dimensional version, which consisted of content, paraphrase (quantity),

paraphrase (quality), and language use, with the five-dimensional version, in which the

holistic overall quality was added as an optional dimension. As Table 2 illustrates, while

the reliability of the four-dimensional rubric was not high (α = .48), adding the overall

quality dimension improved the reliability of the rubric (α = .70).

The reliability of the five-dimensional version exceeded α = .60, which is regarded as

moderately high reliability in performance assessments such as L2 writing assessments

(Kudo & Negishi, 2002). This result indicates that by adding the overall quality dimension

with a simple descriptor (As a response to this task, the overall quality of this summary

is...), the rubric became more robust.

Correlations within and between the rubrics

To examine the potential of the overall quality dimension when used exclusively as a

holistic measure and the two paraphrasing dimensions, correlation analyses were

performed (see Fig. 2). As the number of summaries evaluated was not large (N = 16),

we adopted a non-parametric measure (Spearman’s rho).

Figure 2 demonstrates that the correlation coefficient between overall quality and the

four-dimensional total score—the sum of content, paraphrase (quantity), paraphrase

(quality), and language use dimensions—was positive and very high, ρ = .91, p < .05. This

means that the overall quality dimension has the potential to work well even if teacher

raters use it as the sole factor for evaluating student summaries. The correlation coefficient

between the two separate paraphrasing dimensions, paraphrase (quantity) and paraphrase

(quality), was positive and high, ρ = .81, p < .05. This suggests that these two dimensions

Table 1 Components of the raters’ comments
Dimensions Usage of each dimension Levels and descriptors within each dimension

NES (n = 3) NNES (n = 3) NES (n = 3) NNES (n = 3)

Content 1 2 1 1

Paraphrase (quantity) 3 1 0 2

Paraphrase (quality) 1 1 0 2

Paraphrase (quantity and quality)* 1 2 0 1

Language use 1 1 1 2

Overall quality 1 1 1 0

Note: Each rater could have more than one comment for each category
*This indicates that the quantity and quality of the paraphrase was reflected in a single comment

Table 2 Internal consistency of our four- and five-dimensional rubrics

Four-dimension Five-dimension

α .48 .70
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overlap to some extent but cover different aspects of paraphrasing. To investigate the

concurrent validity of our rubric, the correlations between our rubric (the total and overall

quality dimension) and the commonly used ETS holistic rubric were examined. The correl-

ation coefficients between the ETS holistic rubric and our rubric were positive and moder-

ate, ρ = .50, p < .05 (the ETS holistic and the total) or ρ = .55, p < .05 (the ETS holistic and

overall quality dimension), proving that these two rubrics evaluate the same construct but

focus on slightly different aspects of the L2 summary writing performance.

Inter-rater reliability for both rubrics

For the rater perspective, the inter-rater reliabilities among the six raters (three NES raters

and three NNES raters) were examined. First, as Table 3 illustrates, the four dimensions

that make up the analytic components of our rubric demonstrated reasonably high inter-

rater reliabilities, α = .66–.75. Next, the inter-rater reliabilities of the overall quality dimen-

sion, the total, and the ETS’s holistic rubric (shown in italics in Table 3) were examined.

The results indicate that the overall quality dimension (α = .73) produced higher inter-

rater reliability than the total (α = .68) and the ETS holistic rubric (α = .59). This indicates

the potential of using the overall quality dimension alone as a holistic assessment.

Fig. 2 Correlation matrix and histogram. Scatter plots are shown in the lower left triangle, correlation
coefficients are shown in the upper right triangle, and the remainder are histograms
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Generalizability of our rubric

Based on the confirmation of the reasonably high reliability (α = .70) of our five-

dimensional rubric as a performance evaluation tool, we used G theory to examine the

characteristics of the rubric in more detail. At the first stage of the G theory analysis,

we conducted a generalizability study (G study).

In Table 4, the estimated variance components except for p × r × i (residual) are

arranged in the order of the magnitude of their effect on the evaluation (from largest to

smallest). We examined the three interactions of p × i, p × r, and i × r and found that the

largest interaction was between the summaries and dimensions (p × i, 25.4%). This result

is expected because each student writer’s L2 summary writing performance assessed

through each dimension of our rubric should vary, meaning each dimension was appro-

priately able to evaluate similar but different aspects of the students’ summaries. The

second largest interaction was between the summaries and raters (p × r, 19.1%). This indi-

cates that each rater’s evaluation was moderately affected by each student writer’s varied

performance. The last interaction was between the dimensions and raters (i × r), which

contributed to a small portion of the variance, 6.3%. This means that each rater’s inter-

pretation of each dimension of the rubric did not differ to a great extent, which in turn

means that the raters’ evaluation of using our rubric was fairly consistent.

The second stage of the G theory analysis was the decision study (D study), the re-

sults of which are illustrated in Fig. 3. The default number of raters was six, and the de-

fault for the dimensions was five, and we simulated the g coefficients by changing both

numbers using Eq. 1. In this study, the simulation changed the numbers from 1 to 10,

as shown in Fig. 3. The results of the D study examinations demonstrated that if the

number of raters was reduced to three, the g coefficient would be fairly low, but slightly

higher than .50. This suggests that there is some room for improvement for when this

rubric is implemented in classrooms. Theoretically, the same kind of examination could

also be conducted for the number of dimensions in the rubric; however, changing the

number of dimensions is not a realistic option because it would require determining

the validity of the revised rubrics (e.g., combining two dimensions into one). Thus, the

simulation results reflecting the changes to the number of dimensions are shown simply

Table 3 Inter-rater reliability coefficients (N = 6)

Content Paraphrase (quantity) Paraphrase (quality) Language use Overall quality Total ETS

α .75 .67 .70 .66 .73 .68 .59

Note: Total is the sum of the content, paraphrase (quantity), paraphrase (quality), and language use dimensions

Table 4 Estimated variance components
Sources of variance Estimated variance components

p × i 0.184 (25.4%)

p × r 0.138 (19.1%)

p 0.111 (15.4%)

i × r 0.045 (6.3%)

i 0.025 (3.4%)

r 0.000 (0.0%)

p × r × i (residual) 0.220 (30.4%)

Note: p is the object of measurement (here, student summaries), i is the items (here, dimensions), and r is the raters.
Except for the residual, the variance components are arranged from largest to smallest. The sum of the percentages in
parentheses is 100%
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as a reference. However, creating and utilizing D study simulations after conducting an

evaluation is preferable as it allows useful, diagnostic information to be obtained that cor-

responds to its situation and purpose.

Qualitative examinations

Overall impression of the rubric

The analysis of the rater comments demonstrated that the raters’ overall impression of the

rubric was positive. Both the NES and NNES raters found our rubric easier to use than the

ETS (2002) holistic rubric. For instance, the raters NES 1 and NNES 1 reported the following:

“Compared to the previous holistic scale, the analytic scale was easy to use for the

summary evaluation.” (NES 1)

“The new rubric was very easy to use.” (NNES 1)

Previously, the NES and NNES raters struggled when using the holistic rubric

because it treated several aspects together (Hijikata-Someya et al., 2015). However,

our rubric prevented such struggles and helped the raters perform a smooth as-

sessment of the L2 summaries. The practicality of a rubric is important for class-

room use; if a rubric is easy to use, it can save language teachers’ time and costs

(Stevens & Levi, 2013). Additionally, students can be encouraged to use the rubric

for learning and peer-assessment purposes (Becker, 2016). Although there has been

a claim that holistic scoring is more practical and cost-effective than analytic scor-

ing (Bacha, 2001; Hamp-Lyons, 1995; Hyland, 2003; Weigle, 2002), analytic scoring

Fig. 3 D study simulation. The results changing the number of raters and dimensions are shown. The
original number of raters and dimensions was six and five, respectively
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may better suit integrated writing tasks such as summary writing for educational

purposes. Thus, the raters’ positive perceptions of our new rubric indicate that the

rubric can enhance teachers’ practical assessment of and diagnostic feedback on

student summary writing performance in EFL classrooms.

Content

The content dimension was perceived positively by the NES and NNES raters. For in-

stance, NNES 3 referred to the content as follows:

“It was very easy to use. Specifically, the reference to ‘secondary information’ in the

descriptor 4 was helpful when judging whether examples in the summaries were

acceptable or not. Also, I didn’t need to look back at the descriptors often because each

level of the descriptors had a consistent description regarding ‘information’.” (NNES 3)

The descriptors of our rubric were regarded as clear and distinctive by the NES

and NNES raters. As we discussed earlier, because L2 summary writing requires

complex information processing to select the main ideas (Brown & Day, 1983),

assessing the content of the summaries tends to be challenging for some raters

and language teachers who do not necessarily identify the same main ideas to be

included in the summaries (Alderson, 2000). Based on these challenges, the content

dimension in our rubric is expected to help raters evaluate the selected informa-

tion in the summaries more effectively.

Paraphrase (quantity) and paraphrase (quality)

Paraphrase (quantity) and paraphrase (quality) were also regarded as reasonable by

the NES and NNES raters. Both groups of raters provided positive opinions to-

wards the two separate paraphrasing dimensions and understood the purpose of

having both dimensions.

“It is good that the rubric distinguishes the writers’ effort to paraphrase from the

appropriateness of paraphrasing in dealing with both the quantity and quality of

paraphrasing.” (NNES 1)

“I like the idea of measuring originality on two dimensions, e.g., quantity and

quality.” (NES 2)

The establishment of paraphrase (quantity) and paraphrase (quality) in the rubric

seemed to work well in the EFL context and was perceived positively for educational

purposes as it met the teacher raters’ needs and demands. When they used the holistic

rubric previously, they suggested that an ideal rubric for written summaries should

explicitly deal with the important and difficult paraphrase dimension (Hijikata-Someya

et al., 2015). Thus, these teacher raters’ opinions were reflected in our rubric through

the use of explicit, self-explanatory descriptors for the paraphrase dimensions.

However, for paraphrase (quality), NNES 3 found it difficult to evaluate whether

“more than four words in a row were copied from the original text,” which was written
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in the score bands 1 and 2 in paraphrase (quality). In a similar vein, NNES 3 suggested

the importance of teacher instruction in paraphrasing as follows:

“To begin the summary task or as general writing instruction in class, teachers

should tell students not to copy more than four consecutive words from the source

text.” (NNES 3)

NES 1 also commented on the innovative feature of the paraphrase (quantity) dimen-

sion in the rubric:

“It is good that the descriptors of Paraphrase (Quantity) are clear since [the]

percentage of paraphrase at each level is specified.” (NES 1)

Instead of raters needing to calculate the exact percentage of paraphrases employed

in the summaries, we provided the percentages shown in the descriptors as an approxi-

mate estimation of the paraphrasing to be employed. The use of labels for paraphrasing

attempts such as Near Copy, Moderate Revision, and Substantial Revision (Keck, 2006,

2014) in the rubric seems to work well in some contexts, but these labels might be

interpreted differently by individual teacher raters and student writers. Thus, our rubric

was determined to be self-explanatory in terms of paraphrase (quantity) based on the

listed percentages of paraphrasing provided for each level.

Overall quality

The newly added overall quality dimension as a holistic measure was viewed as effective

and useful by the NES and NNES raters, as demonstrated by the following comments:

“As this is a holistic assessment of the summary, it could be used to check the

consistency of the analytical scores.” (NES 2)

“Very easy to use. I felt that this aspect prevents summaries that only actively

paraphrase from getting a high mark.” (NNES 3)

Although the basic feature of our rubric was analytic, the overall quality dimen-

sion served as a holistic assessment of the summaries, when considering all dimen-

sions as a whole. In line with this, Marshall (2017) states the importance of the

summary to represent “a sense of the complete original text” (p. 71). Thus, the

addition of this holistic dimension allows raters to employ both analytic and holis-

tic views of the summaries and maintain consistency between the two assessment

methods.

However, NES 2 suggested the potential need for descriptors of overall quality

concerning each of the four score bands as follows:

“As there are many contributing factors to a successful summary, there is a risk that

the interpretation of poor / fair / good / very good will differ between [the] raters

(effecting [sic] inter-rater reliability). Perhaps there could be descriptors for the

different levels of ‘Overall Quality’?” (NES 2)
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This suggestion should be considered to improve the rubric because the overall

quality dimension can be used alone. One way to improve this would be to add descrip-

tors explaining each score band, but this may impair the dimension’s simple and holis-

tic nature. Another option would be to develop a scoring method based on individual

teacher raters’ satisfactory standards that correspond to varied teaching contexts (e.g.,

Sawaki, 2019). For example, we could set the standard/reference point based on the

teachers’ needs and students’ expertise as a score of 3 (good). If the quality of a

summary is above the standard, it would be marked as 4 (very good), and if it is below

the standard, it would be marked as 2 (fair) or 1 (poor). This option regards the overall

quality dimension as a holistic criterion-referenced measure (the criterion score here is

3) to effectively maintain the holistic nature of this dimension.

Concerns about the rubric

NNES 2 highlighted concerns about different scoring weights between the paraphrase

and content dimensions:

“The aspect of paraphrase in the rubric seems reasonable since quantity and quality

are treated separately whereas I felt that it may be questionable in terms of the

balance between Paraphrase and Content in a total score . . . . I personally think that,

in my case, the priority in the summary evaluation tends to be accurate reading

comprehension rather than paraphrasing skills and language use.” (NNES 2)

This opinion is understandable because paraphrase is weighted more than the other

dimensions due to the existence of paraphrase (quantity) and paraphrase (quality) in

the rubric. In addition, the priority of the skills in the summary writing task depends

on the purpose of the task and assessment, that is, whether it is used as a reading com-

prehension task or an integrated writing task. Hijikata-Someya et al. (2015) revealed

that language teachers particularly struggled to assess and teach paraphrasing attempts

in L2 summary writing. Therefore, this newly developed rubric emphasizes the import-

ance of paraphrasing by including two paraphrase dimensions and placing more scoring

weight on paraphrase than the other dimensions.

Conclusion
In this study, as the final step of our research project on assessing L2 summary writing (see

Fig. 1), we have gained insight into the potential use and function of our rubric through

quantitative and qualitative examinations. With regard to the quantitative examination, the

results of comparing four and five dimensions clarified that the optional overall quality di-

mension should be included because it improves the reliability of the rubric significantly,

from α = .48 to .70. We then examined the correlations between our rubric and the ETS

(2002) holistic rubric. The results revealed that the newly added overall quality dimension

could work well even if used alone, and our rubric and the ETS holistic rubric had a posi-

tive, moderate correlation for L2 summary writing assessments.

The examination of our rubric using G theory explained the nature of the evaluation

results in detail through the G study examination. However, the D study simulation

based on changing the number of raters indicated that the reliability (generalizability

coefficients) of our rubric was not high enough when the number of raters decreased.
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This result suggests that we need further research to seek ways to help raters evaluate

summaries using the rubric. One way to improve this might be to provide teacher

raters with opportunities to practice evaluating student L2 summaries using the rubric

in a rater training session. When administering these training sessions, making good

use of G and D study examinations would be very helpful in specifying the characteris-

tics of the evaluation results to improve future evaluation.

The qualitative examinations supplemented the findings from our quantitative examination

and demonstrated the potential of the overall quality dimension. Ideally, all the five dimen-

sions of our rubric should be employed because of their high reliability; however, in educa-

tional contexts, the use of the overall quality dimension is a valid option. For example, the

overall quality dimension can be used alone as a holistic assessment, depending on the pur-

pose of the assessment and teaching in individual teaching contexts. In other words, if only

holistic assessment results are needed, teacher raters might use this dimension exclusively; if

they can conduct both holistic and analytic assessments, that is preferable. It should be noted

that when the overall quality dimension is used alone for the assessment of students’ L2 sum-

maries, teacher raters should review and understand the other four dimensions and their de-

scriptors in advance. Nevertheless, we do not exclude the usage of the four-dimensional

rubric alone as a rigid and independent analytic assessment. In essence, this flexible combin-

ation of holistic and analytic assessments is expected to enhance the effective and efficient

evaluation and teaching of L2 summary writing in various educational settings, based on the

purpose of summary writing tasks and educational levels. Even within the Japanese EFL con-

text, teachers’ needs and students’ expertise may vary considerably, which creates the de-

mand for a flexible assessment tool such as the one we have developed.

The correlation coefficient of the two separate paraphrasing dimensions, paraphrase

(quantity) and paraphrase (quality), was positive and high, indicating that they overlap

to some extent but cover different and important aspects of paraphrasing. The teacher

raters’ comments confirmed this; they appreciated the distinction of these two aspects

of paraphrasing, which met their needs and demands. Teacher raters can emphasize

both the quantitative and qualitative aspects of paraphrasing when they teach L2

summary writing by using this rubric, and the features of our rubric can also be helpful

for student writers to understand the importance of paraphrasing. Student writers can

understand how much paraphrasing is expected from the self-explanatory nature of the

paraphrase (quantity) dimension, while the paraphrase (quality) dimension may encour-

age them to actively and appropriately paraphrase to a greater degree.

Finally, we address the limitations that will be considered in our future studies. As a meth-

odological limitation, the number of raters was not large, and their teaching backgrounds were

not strictly controlled. Further investigation into the raters’ attributes and backgrounds that

could affect the evaluation results may be necessary. Another limitation is related to task se-

lection: only a single summary writing task based on a comparison/contrast type of passage

was employed. If more than one type of text or genre had been used, it would have been pos-

sible to discuss the appropriateness of the rubric from a broader perspective. Similarly, only a

relatively short passage (i.e., 199 words) was used for the summary writing task, which means

that there was no way to compare task difficulty. A comparison of both short and long pas-

sages for summary writing tasks could be ideal to ensure the effectiveness of the rubric. Fur-

thermore, the summaries produced in this study were relatively short (i.e., 50–60 words);

therefore, most of the summaries were written in one paragraph. If a long passage is used for
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a summary writing task and a longer summary is produced, new dimensions such as the

organization of the summary may need to be added to the rubric.

Despite these limitations, our newly developed rubric is innovative as it embodies the

teacher raters’ voices and experiences and is characterized as a “hybrid” of analytic and holistic

assessments within a single rubric. Similar to a hybrid car using a conventional engine and an

electric motor separately or simultaneously depending upon the situation and purpose, our

new rubric offers flexibility for specific individual purposes. We hope that this rubric is helpful

in teaching and assessing L2 summary writing in Japan and potentially in other EFL contexts.

Appendix 1
Table 5 The five-dimensional rubric
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