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Abstract
The present study examined the correlation between some motivational constructs and writing performance of
EFL university students. Participants were female students enrolled in an English language writing course at Zulfi
College of Education. Participants studied writing essays in a blended learning environment i.e., in regular
classroom lectures and online via Desire2Learn (D2L) learning tools. Participants’ writing motivation was
measured by a Motivational Writing Questionnaire (MWQ). Their writing performance was assessed by an EFL
Writing Performance Test (WPT). For analyzing data, SPSS was used. A Pearson correlation analysis was
calculated to explore the correlation between four writing motivational constructs: intrinsic motivation, extrinsic
motivation, self-efficacy, and effort, and writing performance. Findings indicated a significant and positive
correlation between writing motivational constructs and writing performance in a blended learning environment.
Keywords: blended-learning, D2L, EFL, writing motivation, writing performance
1. Introduction
Writing skill encourages thinking, communication and reflection of thoughts (Scott, 2008; Seliem & Ahmed,
2009). In spite of its importance, writing skill is complicated, because it is affected by some aspects. It is
influenced by students’ syntactical and lexical knowledge as well as metacognitive skills to organize and develop
ideas to write essays (Graham, 2008; Aydin & Yildiz, 2014). Besides, motivation affects students’ writing
performance. Highly motivated students are willing to perform better in writing tasks. On the contrary,
demotivated students give up easily in the face of difficulties within writing tasks (Amin, 2016). In the meanwhile,
some factors may affect students’ motivation towards writing such as the complexity of topics, specifying certain
essay topics, emphasize on grades, focus on the form only, following the product approach, and little feedback
from teachers and peers (Oldfather & Shanahan, 2007). Furthermore, attitudes, anxiety, self-efficacy beliefs,
self-regulation, and motivation are motivational factors that could lead to difficulties in writing performance
(El-Sayed, 2012; Fathi, 2013; Hidi & Boscolo, 2006; Mohammed, 2010). Accordingly, the relationship among
writing performance and constructs of motivation has been the subject of some previous writing researches (e.g.,
Abu Kassim, Daud, & Daud, 2013; Lam & Law, 2010; Prat-Sala & Redford, 2010; Soureshjani, 2013; Troia,
Shankland, Wolbers, & Lawrence, 2013). They proved a positive correlation between writing motivation and
performance.
1.1 Statement of the Problem
It is supposed by some researches that students’ poor EFL writing performance may be related to their low level
of writing motivation. Previous researchers have thoroughly investigated the relationship between motivational
constructs and writing performance in traditional face-to-face classes. Few studies have investigated this
relationship in a blended learning environment (Miltiadou & Savenye, 2003). Therefore, the present study was
conducted to investigate the correlation between four motivational constructs and EFL writing performance in a
blended learning environment. Hence, the following main question was attempted: does a relationship exist
between some motivational constructs (i.e., intrinsic-, extrinsic motivation, self-efficacy, and effort) and EFL
writing performance in a blended learning environment?
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1.2 Research Hypotheses
The study hypothesized that:
1) Students’ writing motivation is positively correlated to their EFL writing performance.
2) Students’ intrinsic motivation towards writing is positively correlated to their EFL writing performance.
3) Students’ extrinsic motivation towards writing is positively correlated to their EFL writing performance.
4) Students’ self-efficacy in writing is positively correlated to their EFL writing performance.
5) Students’ effort in writing is positively correlated to their EFL writing performance.
6) Students’ writing motivation is inversely correlated to their EFL writing performance.
2. Review of Literature
2.1 Writing Motivation
Motivation means exerting more efforts to accomplish certain tasks. It may be intrinsic or extrinsic. Indeed,
motivation has some constructs which affect students’ process of learning and achievement. Examples of these
constructs are self-efficacy, self-regulation, goal orientation, the locus of control, attribution, and efforts
(Miltiadou & Savenye, 2003). If learners are highly motivated, they exert more efforts during their learning
(Gholami, Allahyar, & Rafik-Galea, 2012)
Intrinsic motivation towards writing is related to students’ engagement in writing tasks for inherent satisfaction.
One method for fostering students’ intrinsic motivation is to provide them with a list of topics to choose from. The
reason behind this is that intrinsic motivation occurs for the activities that learners like (Rayn & Deci, 2000). On
the other hand, positive comments and corrective feedback are sources of external satisfaction that enhance
students’ extrinsic motivation. Developing students’ extrinsic motivation results in better writing performance
(Abu Kassim, Daud, & Daud, 2013; Amin, 2016).
Writing motivation constructs also incorporate writing self-efficacy. Having high self-efficacy enables students
to consider writing tasks as challenges rather than as threats (Pajares, 2003). Prat-Sala and Redford (2010)
explored and affirmed the interrelationships among intrinsic and extrinsic motivation, writing self-efficacy, and
studying approaches. The results of correlation analyses conducted by Zhang and Guo (2013) concluded that a
positive correlation exists among self-efficacy and English writing proficiency and writing motivation. Other
studies pinpointed the importance of self-efficacy as one component of motivation in developing students’
writing performance (Garcia & de Caso, 2004).
Effort is a further construct of motivation. It implies a tendency and willingness to expand efforts to pursue goals.
It is affirmed that students’ writing performance is influenced by sustained efforts on writing (Hidi & Boscolo,
2006). In other words, if they are motivated enough, they will exert much effort in their writings. Moreover,
writing performance involves organizational planning, so it needs a great effort (Longknife & Sullivan, 2012).
Previous studies investigated the correlation between writing motivational constructs and writing performance.
For example, Lam and Law (2010) and Abu Kassim, Daud and Daud (2013) concluded that motivation affects
students’ writing performance. Soureshjani (2013) indicated that motivation, self-regulation, and writing
performance are positively correlated. A similar conclusion was drawn by Troia, Shankland, Wolbers, and
Lawrence (2013). Moreover, academic motivation and learning approaches may explain academic performance.
For instance, Çetin (2015) found out that academic learning approaches and motivation are correlated. Besides,
motivational orientations affect students’ engagement and performance in online writing classes (Hobson &
Puruhito, 2018).
2.2 Writing Performance
Writing performance implies writing with a perfect organization of ideas and paragraphs, relevant and adequate
content, accurate sentence structure, and appropriate conventions and mechanics. Therefore, writing is a skill
that can be mastered through following certain stages, for instance, outlining, and drafting, proofreading, and
editing (Tompkins, 2010). Thus, writing performance goes through certain successive stages. At first, the
prewriting stage involves brainstorming of ideas. Then students outline their ideas and paragraphs. Next, they
start writing their drafts and editing them. Finally, they edit and proofreading their writings (Oshima & Hogue,
2007).
The significance of training the students through the process of writing was emphasized in studies of He and
Shum (2005); Tobin, (2001); Mostafa (2002); Lam (2007); Longknife and Sullivan (2012). Teaching students
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the stages of writing needs time; furthermore, students require opportunities to practice it. Therefore, blended
learning is encouraged for teaching writing.
2.3 Blended Learning and Writing Performance
Blended learning is a learning approach in which a significant amount of classroom time is replaced with online
activities to meet course objectives (Blin & Jalkanen, 2014; Glazer, 2012). It integrates the features of online and
traditional face-to-face learning. In other words, blended learning has the merits of these two methods of
learning. Recent surveys in higher education showed that a high percentage of institutions and colleges offer
blended learning courses. This tendency implies its effectiveness in the learning and teaching process (Garrison
& Vaughan, 2008). Researchers pinpointed that a relationship exists between students’ experiences and their
academic performance in blended or online courses (Kumi Yeboah & Smith, 2016).
Blended learning within writing courses has not only facilitated the process of teaching but also has improved
students’ writing performance as well. Fahim (2011) pinpointed that implementing the process writing approach
through weblogs enhanced students’ writing performance. So and Lee (2013) concluded that using an
instructional model in writing in blended learning developed L2 writing skills in higher education. Camahalan
and Ruley (2014) proved the effectiveness of using a blended learning process in the classroom in improving
students writing. Due to the importance of blended learning and integration of technology in teaching writing,
Yang (2014) examined teachers’ problems in using blended learning in writing courses and then presented
related solutions.
Blended learning is encouraged in Arab countries such as KSA, as its universities try to deliver quality education.
One criterion for achieving this objective is combining online learning within regular classes (Aljahni, Al-Begain,
& Skinner, 2014). Accordingly, due to the significance of blended learning in enhancing learners’ writing
performance, the present study participants studied writing in that environment, where they attended face-to-face
classes and also completed their learning and practice online through D2L system. It offers a variety of online
learning tools and includes user account for both the class instructor and the students. Besides, it offers tools to
include discussion forums, modules, news tools, online quizzes, Gradebooks, and Dropbox. Therefore, D2L is an
online learning management system (LMS), that enables the interaction between learners, instructors, and course
content (Fahrni, Rudolph, & De Schutter, 2004). It is assumed that teaching writing is facilitated through these
features (Amin, 2016; So & Lee, 2013).
3. Method
3.1 Participants
Sixty female students, aged 18–23, at the English Language Department in Zulfi College of Education, Majmaah
University, Saudi Arabia, participated in the study. They were enrolled at the 6th level Advanced Writing classes.
Neither age nor gender was considered as variables in this study. Participants studied in a blended-learning
environment where they studied writing essays in-and-out the classroom.
3.2 Materials
3.2.1 A Motivational Writing Questionnaire (MWQ)
The WMQ aims at measuring students’ writing motivation level. It was adapted from Amin (2016). The
questionnaire consisted of 36 items to investigate four aspects of motivation: students’ intrinsic and extrinsic
motivation, self-efficacy and effort. Responses were measured on a Likert five-rating scale (see Appendix A).
The WMQ was designed using D2L Survey Tools.
3.2.2 A Writing Performance Test (WPT)
The WPT measures three aspects of writing performance: development, organization, and conventions. Students
were given prompts to write an essay on one of three topics (see Appendix B). The test is scored on the criteria
of the writing performance rubric.
3.2.3 A Writing Performance Rubric (WPR)
The WPR was used to score students’ writing performance. It was adapted from Rich, Schneider, D’ Brot (2013,
pp. 108–109) and Amin (2016) (See Appendix C).
3.3 Procedures and Data Collection
The correlation between motivational constructs and EFL writing performance was measured for 60 participants
from the English language department. Students’ motivation towards writing was examined via MWQ. The
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questionnaire was distributed electronically among the participants via its URL link. Instructions of the
questionnaire were illustrated to them before starting submitting their responses.
The WPT was used to measure students’ writing performance, and it was administered during their lecture. Data
obtained through the WMQ and the WPT was used to investigate the relationship between four motivational
constructs: intrinsic motivation, extrinsic motivation, self-efficacy and effort, and students’ writing performance.
Statistical data were analyzed using SPSS. Results are presented below.
4. Results
In analyzing the data, descriptive statistics and Pearson correlation were conducted as shown in the following
tables.
4.1 Descriptive Statistics
Table 1 gives information about the results of the descriptive statistics of the EFL Writing Performance Test.
Table 1. Descriptive statistics of the WPT
No. of participants
60

No. of items
1

Min.
15

Max.
23

Mean
19.50

SD
1.68

In Table 1, the participants’ number is 60, and their scores on the test ranged from a minimum of 15 to a
maximum of 23, with a mean of 19.50 and a standard deviation of 1.68. This result means that the sample size
was adequate to analyze hypotheses for this study. The mean scores indicate that their writing performance was
relatively good.
Table 2 provides results of the descriptive statistics of the Writing Motivation Questionnaire (WMQ)
Table 2. Descriptive statistics of the WMQ
WMQ/Constructs
Total
Intrinsic
Extrinsic
Self-efficacy
Effort

No. of participants
60
60
60
60
60

No. of items
36
12
8
8
5

Min.
55
15
12
12
10

Max.
142
50
38
40
30

Mean
103.95
31.31
23.68
26.50
22.45

SD
22.81
7.41
7.43
6.98
7.16

As shown in Table 2, the participants’ minimum score on the WMQ was 55, whereas the maximum score was
142 with a mean of 103.95 and a standard deviation of 22.81. The table also shows the minimum and maximum
scores, means, and the standard deviation of each motivation construct. In Table 2, participants showed a high
motivation towards writing (103.9); their intrinsic motivation is the highest motivational construct (31.3); their
extrinsic motivation is the least effective variable for students’ motivation towards writing; they had high levels
of self-efficacy in writing (26.5), and they exerted relatively great efforts in writing (22.4).
4.2 Pearson Correlations
Table 3 shows the findings of Pearson correlations between the total scores of the Writing Motivation
Questionnaire (WMQ) and Writing Performance Test (WPT)
Table 3. The correlation between WMQ and WPT
WPT
1
.
60
.750(**)
.000
60

WPT

Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Pearson Correlation
WMQ
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Note. ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Results of Table 3 revealed a significant positive correlation between the students’ writing motivation and their
EFL writing performance (r=.773, p<.01). Accordingly, the first hypothesis is proven to be true.
Table 4 presents the results of Pearson correlations between each of the four motivation constructs scores on the
Writing Motivation Questionnaire (WMQ) and EFL Writing Performance Test (WPT)
Table 4. The correlation between each of the four motivational constructs’ scores on the WMQ and WPT.
Intrinsic motivation
Pearson correlation
.650**
Sig. (2-tailed)
.000
N
60
Note. ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Extrinsic motivation
.476**
.000
60

WPT

Self-efficacy
.572**
.000
60

Effort
.665**
.000
60

Table 4 demonstrates that students’ writing performance is positively and significantly correlated with all of the
motivational constructs as follows: intrinsic motivation (r=.650, p<.01), extrinsic motivation (r=.476, p< .01),
self-efficacy (r=.572, p<.01) and effort (r=.665, p<.01). Accordingly, the second, third, fourth and fifth
hypotheses are proven to be true, but the sixth hypothesis is rejected.
5. Discussion
The results showed a statistically significant positive correlation between writing motivation and writing
performance of the participants. This result, particularly, revealed a positive correlation between the four
motivational constructs towards writing and students’ EFL writing performance. These findings are consistent
with those of Daly and Sharko (2010) and Abu Kassim, Daud and Daud (2013). Researchers such as Lam and
Law (2010) concluded that motivating the students to write results in better performance in their writings. Other
studies examined the strength of motivation and its relation to writing performance such as Soureshjani (2013)
and Troia, Shankland, Wolbers, and Lawrence (2012). They agreed that there was a positive correlation between
students’ writing performance and their level of motivation.
The results of the study also indicated that the participants were motivated towards writing. They showed much
interest in their performance than demotivated students. Highly motivated students tended to complete their
writing tasks as soon as possible to get their writings published on D2L news and forum tools. Although some
students tried to do their best in their writings, there were mistakes in sentence structures and grammar. This
result may mean that highly motivated students are not necessarily highly qualified or competent in their
writings. In other words, the correlation between motivation towards writing and writing performance exists
regardless of students’ level in writing skills. This finding is congruent with other writing and motivation
researches such as Amin (2016) who concluded that students’ writing performance, apart from their skills (e.g.,
sentence structure, mechanics and word choice), was affected by their motivation towards writing.
Participants’ intrinsic motivation is positively correlated with their writing performance. One reason for
stimulating the participants’ creativity and motivation for writing may be integrating D2L tools in their writing
class. In their study Fahrni, Rudolph and De Schutter (2004) concluded that D2L is easy to integrate with teaching
classes and has a high degree of usability. Students at Zulfi College of Education were trained to use D2L.
Therefore, the study participants easily used D2L options, especially collaboration and discussion tools. D2L
tools helped them to have a significant role in their learning by regulating and controlling it, and consequently, it
improved their intrinsic motivation.
Besides, students’ extrinsic motivation was significantly correlated with their writing performance. External
satisfaction and rewards are the best ways for attaining extrinsic motivation (Rayn & Deci, 2000). Positive
comments and corrective feedback that was given to the students via the D2L discussion tool boosted their
extrinsic motivation. Moreover, students’ discussions and comments on their essays and their assignments were
graded via D2L. Hence, their extrinsic motivation affected their writing performance, for their motivation
towards writing increased. In her study, Abu Kassim, Daud, and Daud (2013) indicated that combined
psychological factors such as writing apprehension and extrinsic and intrinsic motivation had a substantial
influence over learners’ writing performance.
The present study demonstrated that the participants’ self-efficacy towards writing was correlated with their
writing performance. Writing self-efficacy is sometimes treated as a construct of motivation since it influences
students’ persistence and effort in conducting writing assignments. Students with a high level of self-efficacy in
writing tended to be more motivated and have a positive attitude towards writing. This result is consistent with
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Zhang and Guo (2012) who indicated a significant correlation among writing motivation, self-efficacy and
writing proficiency. Besides, publishing outstanding writing assignments of some students, in the class D2L
forum page, is an example of vicarious experience which enhanced learners’ writing self-efficacy.
Indeed, the findings of the study indicated a highly-positive correlation between students writing performance
and effort. Students exerted efforts on each stage of writing. D2L facilitated writing as a process in which
motivated students tended to exert great efforts in their writings. The Discussion Threads on D2L is one of the
tools which motivated students to participate. Using this tool increased students’ efforts and collaboration and
facilitated their interaction. The same results were affirmed by Moallem (2003).
Generally, without sufficient motivation towards writing, learners were not willing to accomplish their writing
tasks. On the contrary, motivated learners were eager to complete their writing assignments. Motivation towards
writing promoted their persistence in writing activities. In other words, students’ effort towards writing affected
their motivation and consequently their performance in writing. The more they were motivated, the more efforts
they exerted in their writings. The same conclusion was drawn by Hashemiana and Heidarib (2013).
6. Conclusions and Recommendations
To conclude, the present study investigated the correlation between four components of motivation towards
writing and students’ writing performance in a blended learning environment. The following are the major
findings of the study:
1) The participants’ motivation towards writing is significantly correlated with their writing performance.
2) Students’ effort in writing is the highest motivational construct that positively correlated with their writing
performance.
3) The least correlation scores go for students’ extrinsic motivation.
4) Students’ self-efficacy in writing is positively and significantly correlated with their writing performance.
Thus, the study participants had a relatively high overall motivation for writing. They studied writing in a
blended-learning environment where they attended their regular writing lectures, and then they completed their
writing practice online via D2L tools. Students’ high motivation towards writing may be due to that method (i.e.,
learning in a blended-learning environment). Part of the class time was supplemented by online learning
experiences, and so the students found more time to practice writing. Therefore, it is recommended to teach the
writing process in a blended learning environment since writing as a skill needs more time and practice.
In such a blended learning environment, both online and in-class learning experiences would parallel and
complement each other. In the present study, this variation of learning methods motivates students towards writing
which might positively affect their writing performance. To sum up, employing a blended learning environment
and having motivation towards writing might lead to effective writing performance. The positive correlation
between writing performance and motivation is related to motivated learners’ intrinsic motivation, extrinsic
motivation, writing self-efficacy and efforts to develop accurate and well-organized essays.
The findings of the present study are limited since the participants were only female students. It is recommended
to replicate the study to compare the findings with male students. The correlation among other motivational
factors and writing performance, need to be investigated. A similar study could be conducted, in a traditional
classroom setting, and then comparing the results with those of the present study to isolate the effect of blended
learning. It is also recommended to carry out a more comprehensive study which examines the effect of more
variables such as grade, gender, and ability in investigating the relationship between writing motivation and
writing performance.
Based on the correlational nature of this research, some experimental studies can be developed to raise writing
motivational level or writing performance. Learning and teaching activities or tasks may be designed or
organized to boost levels of motivation and enhance writing performance in further studies.
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Appendix A
Writing Motivation Questionnaire (WMQ)
Dear students,
This questionnaire consists of 36 items and aims at identifying your motivation towards writing. Please choose
the most appropriate response in front of each item of the questionnaire. Remember there is no right or wrong
answer. All your responses are for scientific research purposes only.
Thanks for your cooperation.
Items

Strongly
Disagree

Intrinsic motivation
1.
I enjoy writing essays in English
2.
I like to write down my thoughts and ideas.
3.
I like to participate in written online discussions.
4.
I enjoy writing assignments using D2L tools.
5.
I like classes that require a lot of writing.
6.
I enjoy writing assignments that challenge me.
7.
I like to write even if my writing will not be graded.
8.
I would like to have more opportunities to write in classes.
9.
I practice writing in order to improve my skills.
10. I would rather write an essay than answer multiple-choice questions.
11. I want others to recognize me as a good student in writing English essays.
12. I am motivated (encouraged) to write in my classes.
Extrinsic motivation
13. Being good in writing English will help me do well in other courses.
14. I like to get feedback from my instructor on my writing.
15. I like my writing to be graded.
16. I am more likely to succeed if I can write well.
17. I like others to read my writings.
18. Becoming a better student in my writing class is important to me.
19. It is important to me that I make an A on a writing assignment.
20. Being able to write accurately in English is important in getting a good job.
21. I want the highest grade in the class on a writing assignment.
Self-efficacy
22. I use correct grammar in my writing.
23. I complete a writing assignment even when it is difficult.
24. I write as well as other students.
25. I am able to clearly express my ideas in writing
26. I easily focus on what I am writing.
27. It is easy for me to write good persuasive essays.
28. I can write essays with my group using D2L forums.
29. Developing transitional sentences between paragraphs is easy for me.
30. Choosing the right word is easy for me.
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Disagree

Uncertain

Agree

Strongly
Agree
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Effort
31. I write more than the minimum on writing assignments.
32. I put a lot of effort into my writing.
33. I plan how I am going to write something before I write it
34. I revise my writing before submitting an assignment
35. I proofread and edit my writing.
36. I write several drafts for my writings.

Appendix B
Writing Performance Test (WPT)
Instructions:
Please write a persuasive five-paragraph essay on one of the topics given below. You will have 45 minutes to
complete the essay. If you need more space, please turn over to continue.
Prompt/topics:
1) Some students choose their major fields of study according to their personal interests, while others are more
concerned about job-market needs.
Which point of view do you support? Use specific reasons and examples to support your answer.
2) Some people believe that using computers every day can have more negative than positive effects on their life,
while others think the vice versa. Which opinion do you support? Use specific reasons and examples to support
your answer.
3) Some people believe that using smart phones have changed their lives positively, while others are against that
thought. Which thought do you support? Use specific reasons and examples to support your answer.
Appendix C
Writing Rubric
Organization
(5–0) scores

5

4

•
Effectively
placed topic sentence
•
Clear and logical
order
•
Introductory
paragraph, supporting
paragraphs and
concluding paragraph
Purposeful transition
within and between
sentences, ideas and
paragraphs
•
Clearly stated
topic sentence
•
Evidence of a
logical order
•
Introductory
paragraph, supporting
paragraphs and
concluding paragraph
Appropriate transition
within and between
sentences, ideas and
paragraphs

Development
(content/ideas/support
and elaboration)
(5–0) scores

•
Appropriate
development of the topic
for persuasive writing
•
Appropriate thesis
statement and
development of
persuasive writing
•
Clear progression
of ideas
•
Clear use of
examples, evidence or
relevant details
•
Sufficient
development of the topic
for persuasive writing
•
Sufficient thesis
statement and
development of
persuasive writing
•
Progression of
ideas
•
Sufficient use of
examples, evidence
and/or relevant details

Conventions (15 scores)

Sentence structure (5–
0) scores
•
Complete and
correct sentences
•
Sentence
variation (simple,
compound, complex,
compound-complex)
•
Variation of
phrases and clauses
(gerund, participial,
infinitive; subordinate
clauses)
•
Complete and
correct sentences
•
Sentence
variation (simple,
compound, complex,
compound-complex)
(errors in more
complex sentence
structure do not
detract)
•
Variation of
phrases and clauses
(gerund, participial,
infinitive; subordinate
clauses)
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Word usage (5–0)
scores
•
Appropriate,
precise/concise, clear
•
Mostly consistent
grammar usage

Subject/verb
agreement

Singular/plural
nouns

Verb (tense and
usage)

Pronoun usage
Adjective/Adverb
•
Appropriate,
specific
•
Somewhat
consistent grammar
usage

Subject/verb
agreement

Singular/plural
nouns

Verb (tense and
usage)

Pronoun usage
Adjective/Adverb

Mechanics (5–0) scores
• Few errors

Punctuation
•
Capitalization
•
Spelling
•
Needs some
editing

• Some errors

Punctuation
•
Capitalization
•
Spelling
•
Needs some
editing readability
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3

• Poorly stated topic
sentence
•
Some evidence
of organization
•
Introductory
paragraph and
concluding paragraph
with limited supporting
paragraphs
Repetitive use of
transition

•
Limited
development of the topic
for persuasive writing
•
Limited thesis
statement and
development of
persuasive writing
•
Limited
progression of ideas
•
Limited use of
examples, evidence
and/or relevant details

2

• Lack of acceptable
topic sentence
•
Lacks clear
organizational pattern,
sequencing of ideas
and/or paragraphing
•
May lack
introductory paragraph,
supporting paragraphs
and/or concluding
paragraph
Ineffective or overused
transition

•
Minimal
development of the topic
for persuasive writing
•
Minimal thesis
statement and
development of
persuasive writing
•
Lacks a logical
progression of ideas
•
Minimal use of
examples, and/or
relevant details

1

•
Lacks stated
topic
•
No logical
pattern; difficult to
follow
•
Inadequate
paragraphing
Little or no transition

•
Little or no
development of the topic
for persuasive writing
•
Unclear thesis
statement and
development of
persuasive writing
•
Unclear or no
focus
•
Few or no
examples, evidence
and/or relevant details

•

•
Minor errors in
sentence structure
•
Limited
sentence variation
(simple, compound,
complex,
compound-complex)
•
(errors in more
complex sentence
structure begin to
detract)
•
Limited use of
phrases and clauses
(gerund, participial,
infinitive; subordinate
clauses)
•
Contains
fragments and/or
run-ons
•
Minimal
sentence variation
(simple, compound,
complex,
compound-complex)
(errors in sentence
structure detract)
Minimal use of
phrases and clauses
(gerund, participial,
infinitive; subordinate
clauses)
•
Contains
numerous fragments
and/or run-ons
•
Little or no
sentence variation
(simple, compound,
complex,
compound-complex)
(errors in sentence
structure detract)
•
Little or no use
of phrases and clauses
(gerund, participial,
infinitive; subordinate
clauses)
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•
Vague, redundant,
simplistic
•
Several
inconsistencies in
grammar usage

Subject/verb
agreement

Singular/plural
nouns

Verb (tense and
usage)

Pronoun usage
Adjective/Adverb

• Frequent errors

Punctuation
•
Capitalization
•
Spelling
Begins to impede
readability

•
Inadequate,
imprecise, repetitive
•
Frequent
inconsistencies in
grammar usage

Subject/verb
agreement

Singular/plural
nouns

Verb (tense and
usage)

Pronoun usage
Adjective/Adverb

• Consistent errors

Punctuation

Capitalization

Spelling
• Impedes readability

•
Rambling,
inappropriate, incorrect,
unclear
•
Distracting
inconsistencies in
grammar usage

Subject/verb
agreement

Singular/plural
nouns

Verb (tense and
usage)

Pronoun usage
Adjective/Adverb

 Serious and
consistent errors

Punctuation

Capitalization

Spelling
 Impedes
understanding/communi
cation

Rubric adapted from Rich, Schneider, D’ Brot (2013, pp. 108–109), with some modifications on the items.

•
Rich, C., Schneider, M. C., D’ Brot, J. (2013). Applications of automated essay evaluation in West Virginia.
(2013). In M.D Shermis & Burstein (eds.), Handbook of Automated Essay Evaluation: Current Applications and
New Directions (pp. 99–124). New York: Taylor & Francis.
Copyrights
Copyright for this article is retained by the author, with first publication rights granted to the journal.
This is an open-access article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).
·

248

