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Abstract 

Investigating the Reliability and 

Validity of Scores from a Paraphrasing 

Test for Korean EFL Learners 
 

Kim, Minkyung 

Department of English Language and Literature 

The Graduate School 

Seoul National University 

 

Assessing L2 writing has been spotlighted for its importance for a long time, and a 

significant amount of research has been conducted on various issues in L2 writing 

assessment. Nevertheless, there still seems to be a limited array of task types, 

instruments, and scoring methods available for ESL/EFL (English as a 

second/foreign language) writing assessment at the moment. It is becoming more 

and more important to develop new tasks types and instruments for evaluating L2 

writing and evaluate their relevance, usefulness, and validity in various contexts  

In this regard, paraphrasing can provide valuable insights into effective 

ways to enrich the existing repertoire of assessment tasks and tools for ESL/EFL 

writing assessment. Paraphrasing is one of the major writing skills required in 

academic writing, which has been emphasized and discussed in both L1 and L2 



 

 

writing instruction but has not been tested sufficiently in the context of second 

language writing. Undergraduate and graduate students must learn appropriate 

ways of paraphrasing to avoid plagiarism. After learning and practicing how to 

paraphrase the original text, L2 writers need to be assessed from time to time to 

make sure how much progress they have made in terms of paraphrasing skills. This 

means that paraphrasing should be re-conceptualized as an essential component of 

the writing assessment construct. With this in mind, the current study attempts to 

examine paraphrasing skills as a new construct of writing assessment for EFL 

learners and investigate the reliability and validity of scores obtained from a 

paraphrasing test consisting of newly-created paraphrasing tasks.  

A total of 100 undergraduate and graduate students who learned English 

as a foreign language in Korea participated in the current study. Five paraphrasing 

tasks were developed, piloted, and administered to the test-takers, and each task 

consisted of two original sentences that the test-takers should paraphrase. The test-

takers’ paraphrased data were evaluated by two raters based on analytic and holistic 

scoring rubrics. Both of these two different types of scoring rubrics were employed 

for more thorough analysis and comparison. Additionally, a post-test questionnaire 

survey was conducted to examine the test-takers’ and raters’ perceptions about 

various characteristics of the paraphrasing tasks and rating rubrics used in this 

study.  

The results of the study suggest that the paraphrasing tasks can achieve an 



 

 

acceptable level of internal consistency score reliability as well as appropriate 

levels of item easiness/difficulty and discrimination. A high degree of inter-rater 

score reliability was achieved for the paraphrasing tasks. The correlations among 

the scores from the paraphrasing tasks and other measures of English proficiency, 

such as scores of TEPS and self-assessment, were examined, all of which produced 

positive results in support of the claim of validity. One surprising finding was that 

among the four analytic rating dimensions, the first rating dimension (or criterion) 

of SC (the skill of reformulating sentence structure) turned out to have the lowest 

correlation with the TEPS score, which was not statistically significant. This is 

interesting given that the correlations of the TEPS score with the other three 

dimensions were positive and statistically significant. Moreover, results of the post-

test questionnaire have revealed that the test-takers’ perceived difficulty of tasks 

may not always agree with the actual task difficulty verified through psychometric 

analysis. 

Overall, the current study demonstrated that the paraphrasing tasks could 

achieve desired levels of score reliability and validity and thus be used as a viable 

tool for L2 writing assessment. Although such findings of the current study are 

expected to fill a big gap found in the paraphrasing research literature to some 

extent, further studies seem to be definitely necessary for developing more 

authentic and interesting paraphrasing tasks for the test-takers. 

Keywords: paraphrasing, restating, writing assessment, language assessment, 
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Chapter 1. Introduction 

1.1. Background and Motivation 

Writing, one of the four major language skills, is an important ability to be assessed. 

Assessment of writing is one of the vital fields of interest not only to first language 

but also second language acquisition (SLA) researchers and practitioners. In 

assessing writing, there are a lot of tasks that can be used to evaluate writing ability 

in English. However, the number of different types of writing performance tasks is 

highly limited. There is a strong need for developing a greater variety of writing 

performance tasks for both L1 and L2 learners. Thus, the researchers in both first 

and second language acquisition studies are exploring new formats of assessment 

tasks that can possibly be used to improve the existing methods of writing 

assessment.  

One of the writing skills that have captured a lot of attention among 

scholars is paraphrasing. Paraphrasing is a writing skill of restating a source text 

with different words and sentence structures (Chen et al., 2015). For this reason, 

paraphrasing involves not only replacing words in the original text but also 

rearranging the structures of the sentences. It has been spotlighted as one of the 

crucial writing skills in English as it can not only facilitate reading comprehension 

but also develop writing skills (Keck, 2006; McCarthy, Guess, & McNamara, 2009; 

Pecorari, 2003). Moreover, paraphrasing tasks, which boosts more cognitive 

activities on the part of the participants during their performance on them, have 

been adapted as test items. It has been shown that paraphrasing activities can 
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trigger the participants in them to use more cognitive ability in the process of 

replacing, re-arranging, and rewriting the elements in the original text (Huang and 

He, 2015). Therefore, substantial efforts have been made to examine the inherent 

nature of the paraphrasing skill(s) and the tasks that can be used either to foster or 

assess such skills. Along the same line, a number of researchers have conducted a 

series of studies to investigate, and compare, the learners’ ability of paraphrasing 

sentences, mainly because both L1 and L2 learners have been reported to 

experience difficulty with paraphrasing in writing (McInnis, 2009; Shi, 2004).     

By and large, the researchers who have deep interests in this field have 

discussed paraphrasing in relation to plagiarism. A series of studies have focused 

on students’ inappropriate textual borrowing which most professors, instructors, 

and teachers consider plagiarism (Keck, 2006). Frequently, undergraduate students 

borrow original texts when completing their assignments or taking exams. 

Moreover, when writing papers, many people in academia, including scholars, 

researchers, and college and university students, find it inevitable to cite the 

original source to strengthen the reliability and credibility of their works. 

Inappropriate citations often result in plagiarism.  

Plagiarism is the re-use of others’ original ideas, processes, results, or 

words without explicitly disclosing the original author and sources (IEEE, 2008). 

Researchers have shed lights on the nature, motivation, and processes of writer’s 

behavior of copying others’ ideas. It has been an important issue in the academic 

field for a long time. There are a lot of possible cases when plagiarism can occur. 

For example, some writers use incorrect ways of direct quotation or summarize 
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information in a way that distorts the original message.  

To avoid plagiarism, students need to learn various methods of using the 

original text, including direct and indirect quotations. Among them, paraphrasing in 

particular has been promoted as a valuable strategy for avoiding inappropriate 

textual borrowing. However, when learners do not acquire proper ways of 

paraphrasing, they are likely to produce incorrectly paraphrased sentences, which 

can also lead to plagiarism. Campbell (1990) notes that students’ inability to 

paraphrase properly can lead to unintentional copying, which suggests that there is 

a link between paraphrasing and plagiarism. Therefore, it would be rational to 

conclude that one of the ways for the students to avoid plagiarism is appropriate 

paraphrasing.  

In academic writing, paraphrasing allows indirect citations of original 

sources. In the paraphrased text, the meaning of the text should remain the same 

with the original sources but the structure and vocabulary used in the sentences 

should be changed or replaced. As for L1 speakers, they have opportunities to learn 

proper ways of citation and paraphrasing in their writing classes in school. Even 

though the L1 students learned appropriate skills for writing essays in class, some 

of them still use incorrect ways of direct quotation. Especially in the academic field, 

the surveys conducted in the past estimated that approximately 30% of student 

reports include plagiarism (Association of Teachers and Lecturers, 2008), and 

recent studies confirmed that this proportion surged up to more than 40% (Comas 

et al., 2010). 
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A similar pattern was observed for L2 speakers. As L2 speakers already 

have difficulties in learning a new language, the hurdles that they encounter can 

lead them to have a lot of mistakes not only in writing essays in English but also in 

rewriting sources for citation. As for direct quotation, the method is quite concrete 

and thus learned relatively easily by both L1 and L2 learners. On the other hand, 

there are no clearly defined rules of indirect quotation or paraphrasing for academic 

writing. To paraphrase, writers often restructure and/or change the words in the 

original texts. However, the degree and quality of paraphrasing may vary among 

the writers in terms of performance. This indicates that paraphrasing should 

probably be considered a much more difficult and complicated skill required in 

writing than initially thought. For this reason, ESL/EFL (English as a 

second/foreign) students, who are not familiar with writing in English, are very 

likely to make a lot of mistakes in rewriting the original sources and have trouble 

understanding complicated ways of paraphrasing.  

However, it should be noted that L2 learners’ inappropriate textual 

borrowing is not the consequence of purposeful plagiarism. One potential reason 

for inappropriate textual borrowing has to do with socio-cultural factors. L2 

learners, especially from Confucian heritage culture, are more likely to plagiarize 

not with ill intentions but with the Confucian principle of respecting the original 

work (Yang and Lin, 2009). As rote learning is one of the effective learning 

strategies of L2 learners from a collectivist culture, it may seem natural to them to 

include the original content in their work. Thus, plagiarism could be an 

intercultural issue to L2 learners.  
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In addition, researchers have pointed out that improper paraphrasing could 

be viewed as a developmental issue in the second language learning process. In this 

view, L2 learners’ mistakes are derived from their limited language proficiency and 

lack of understanding about the rules and conventions of L1 writing (Shi, 2012). 

This indicates the necessity of L2 speakers’ learning the proper ways of rewriting 

the original sources. Keck (2006) also suggests that pedagogical intervention in L2 

writers’ learning process for paraphrasing would help them write essays more 

appropriately. Various types of paraphrase uses adopted by L1 and L2 writers have 

been discussed in Keck’s (2006) study. There have been differences observed 

between L1 and L2 writers’ usage of paraphrase types, and L2 writers had fewer 

attempts at paraphrasing than L1 writers. These findings may suggest that 

university professors need to become well aware of L2 writers’ tendencies too 

nearly copy the original sources and use them in their own writing and help the L2 

learners to avoid such plagiaristic behavior.     

Such grim realities and pedagogical suggestions in connection with 

paraphrasing instruction and practices in L2 writing may point to the urgent need of 

assessing L2 learners’ paraphrasing skills. L2 learners’ restating skills should be 

tested to see whether they properly acquired ways of paraphrasing. Although there 

are plenty of studies focusing on different types of paraphrase generated by L2 

learners (Choi, 2012; Keck, 2006; Ji, 2012), only a few studies have been 

conducted to assess the quality of paraphrased sentences. Research on paraphrasing 

skill assessment is important for evaluating students’ paraphrased data as it may 

give an opportunity not only to examine the L2 writers’ acquisition of paraphrasing 
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skills but also to investigate the potential usefulness of paraphrasing tasks as a 

component of a new writing performance test for L2 learners, including graduate 

and undergraduate students in college.  

In the context of academic writing, paraphrasing can be a valuable writing 

strategy. In the cases of the above-mentioned university and college student levels, 

for instance, their works are mostly based on the restatements of the original 

sources. Choi (2012) focused on Korean L2 learners’ paraphrase awareness while 

gathering empirical evidence on the effectiveness of training undergraduate 

students with appropriate paraphrasing strategies. The study aimed to gather the 

data from Korean ESL/EFL learners to figure out their perception about 

paraphrasing and train undergraduates to use proper textual borrowing strategies in 

English writing, for the purpose of comparing teacher-led and web-based 

paraphrasing practices. However, it is still questionable whether the validity of the 

paraphrasing tasks employed in the study is sufficiently investigated.  

Similarly, Ji (2018) focused on employing paraphrasing as a new 

construct of writing assessment for Korean EFL learners. One noteworthy thing 

about this study is that the group of test-takers who participated in this study was 

more diverse than in other previous studies that focused on gathering data from 

undergraduate students. Both high school and university students participated in the 

study to take the paraphrasing test. The results of the study have suggested that 

paraphrasing tasks can be used as a valid instrument for assessing writing even 

though the data from secondary school students turned out to have lower validity 
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than those from undergraduates. These results confirm that paraphrasing is a 

crucial writing skill for academic writing although it could be a challenging task 

for secondary school students due to the lack of opportunities to learn and practice 

the skill in class. This also suggests that the paraphrasing test is suitable for at least 

undergraduate students. The validity of the paraphrasing test was investigated in Ji 

(2018) in depth, which also demonstrated the usefulness of linking self-assessment 

of writing skills and scores of paraphrasing tasks in assessment validation. The 

study has also shown that the paraphrasing tasks examined in the study can be used 

as a vital tool for writing performance assessment for L2 learners and contribute to 

solving one of the existing problems of L2 writing assessment (e.g., the lack of the 

sufficient number of L2 writing performance tests).   

Research on paraphrasing, particularly of Korean L2 learners, has 

started very recently. Therefore, there are large research (and data) gaps to be filled 

in paraphrasing studies from Korean L2 learners at the moment. Moreover, only a 

few attempts have been conducted so far to design new writing performance tests 

for assessing for Korean L2 learners’ paraphrasing skills. As a test-focused study, 

the current study is undertaken with the following goals in mind: (a) designing and 

developing paraphrasing tasks to be included in a paraphrasing test for EFL 

learners, especially for Korean EFL undergraduate and graduate student writers 

who may have some trouble restating the original sources for their assignments and 

paper in academic writing; (b) evaluating the reliability and validity and reliability 

of scores from a newly-designed paraphrasing test consisting of multiple tasks; and 

(c) examining the test-takers’ perceptions about the paraphrasing tasks used in this 



8 

 

study. With recognizing the importance of paraphrasing in restating the original 

sources, the test-takers would pay more attention to performing the proper ways of 

paraphrasing. For these purposes, the current paraphrasing tasks will be created 

based on the five items with two original sentences from Chen et al. (2015).  

1.2 Research Questions 

A review of previous studies on paraphrasing pointed to the need for developing 

writing tests that are designed to assess paraphrasing skills for Korean L2 learners. 

Such tests will make it possible not only to assess whether the Korean EFL learners 

have acquired the ability to perform paraphrasing properly in English but also to 

inform them of the current level of their paraphrasing skills and the areas of further 

improvement in relation to paraphrasing in English.  

With these in mind, the following six research questions are posed for the 

current study: 

1. Do the newly designed paraphrasing tasks have the appropriate levels of task 

difficulty (or facility) and task discrimination? 

2. How reliable are the scores obtained from raters in terms of inter-rater reliability? 

How internally consistent are the paraphrasing scores across tasks? 

3. How do the scores from the paraphrasing tasks correlate with other criterion 

measures of writing and English proficiency? 

4. How do different dimensional scores of paraphrasing from the analytic rating 

rubric correlate among themselves and also with the scores from the holistic 

rating rubric? 
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5. What are the test-takers’ perceptions about the difficulty of a new paraphrasing 

test as a whole as well as its individual tasks? 

6. What are the raters’ perceptions about the overall difficulty of a new 

paraphrasing test, its individual task difficulty, and the appropriateness of the 

rating rubrics used in the study? 

1.3 Organization of the Thesis 

The current thesis is organized as follows. Chapter 2 provides a general review of 

previous research on paraphrasing. An overview of paraphrasing as a new writing 

strategy for avoiding plagiarism is presented along with its redefined nature as a 

new construct of writing assessment for L2 learners. Chapter 3 discusses the 

methodology and designs of data collection and analysis for the present study. 

Furthermore, a rating procedure adopted for this study, including the revised rating 

rubrics and rater training sessions, is described in this chapter. Chapter 4 reports the 

descriptive statistics for the paraphrasing scores, item analysis results, inter-rater 

and test score reliability coefficients, coefficients of correlations between holistic 

and analytic scores of paraphrasing and other measures of writing and EFL 

proficiency, and results of test-takers’ and raters’ perceptions about the test and test 

tasks. Chapter 5 discusses the major findings of the study in relation to the research 

questions posed for the current study and the findings from previous research on 

paraphrasing. Lastly, Chapter 6 concludes the thesis with a summary of the 

findings, limitations, and suggestions for further studies.    
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Chapter 2. Review of Literature 

This chapter provides a review of previous literature on paraphrasing not only as an 

important writing skill to acquire from the learners’ perspective but also as an 

essential component of writing ability from the assessors’ perspective. Included in 

the review are studies conducted to examine L1 and L2 learners’ paraphrasing 

skills in the context of writing assessment. First, the conceptual and practical 

frameworks of writing assessment are reviewed in connection with theories of 

writing and measurement. Next, the relationship between paraphrasing and 

plagiarism is discussed in detail. Third, a selection of paraphrasing tasks developed 

and used for L1 and L2 learners are introduced and described, with a particular 

focus on Korean EFL learners. Next, various types of rating rubrics used to score 

paraphrasing tasks in previous studies are examined. Finally, the results of inter-

rater reliability and correlation analyses from previous studies on writing 

assessments are reviewed. 

2.1 Theoretical Framework of Writing Assessments 

Writing is considered a fundamental component of communicative competence and 

literacy in modern societies (Behizadeh & Engelhard Jr, 2011). Thus, a number of 

researchers stress the necessity of instructional programs to help learners to 

improve their writing skills. Along the same line, it has also become necessary to 

measure the effects of writing instructions on students’ learning gain and writing 

abilities. In order to measure such effects, we first need to have a valid and reliable 

instrument (or a test) to assess the learners’ writing ability. Moreover, it has been 
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pointed out by researchers that the language (or writing) tests themselves can 

potentially have the impact on the quality and content of language instruction 

(Alderson, 1993; Cheng et al., 2015; Wall, 1997). For these reasons, the importance 

of writing assessment has been highlighted and emphasized in the fields of 

language teaching and assessment.  

In language testing and assessment, test-makers have come to rely heavily 

on models of language proficiency, which has also been discussed under the name 

of communicative competence or communicative language ability (Fulcher & 

Davidson, 2007). The model of communicative competence developed by Canale 

and Swain (1980), which is presented in Figure 2.1, is the theoretical framework 

employed most frequently by researchers and practitioners in designing and 

developing language assessments. 

 

  

 

 

Figure 2.1 Model of communicative competence by Canale and Swain (1980) 

and Canale (1983) 

 

The concept of communicative competence was firstly introduced by 

Hymes (1971) and further developed by Canale and Swain (1980), which has led to 
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a fundamental change in the aims and content of second language (L2) pedagogy. 

In Canale and Swain’s (1980) and Canale's (1983) models of communicative 

competence, there are four main areas of competences that interact with the 

systems of knowledge and skills used in actual communication: grammatical, 

sociolinguistic, strategic, and discourse competence. The model of communicative 

competence has been employed extensively for speaking assessments but some 

studies on writing assessments also adopted this model. East (2009) conducted a 

study on argumentative writing in the foreign language assessment of German. The 

reliability of writing sources obtained from a detailed analytic scoring rubric was 

mainly investigated by East (2009). The scoring rubrics were developed based on 

the model of communicative competence outlined by Canale and Swain (1980) and 

Canale (1983), and the ‘language competence’ aspects of these frameworks were 

further refined by Bachman (1990). Bachman’s model in particular includes 

grammatical and textual competences under the category of organizational 

knowledge and illocutionary and sociolinguistic competences under the category of 

pragmatic knowledge, respectively.  

These aspects of language competence are also crucial for assessing 

writing performance. Thus, the current study focuses primarily on the grammatical 

and sociolinguistic competences for the development of the paraphrasing tasks and 

scoring rubrics for them. Figure 2.2 shows various subordinate factors regarding 

each competence identified and presented by Bachman and Palmer (1996). 
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Grammatical Competence Sociolinguistic Competence 

-Vocabulary -Dialects and language varieties 

-Syntax -Registers 

-Phonology/graphology -Natural and idiomatic expressions 

Figure 2.2 Subordinate factors of grammatical and sociolinguistic competence 

by Bachman and Palmer (1996) 

Largely speaking, paraphrasing involves activating two main bases of 

linguistic knowledge: (a) reformulating the sentence structure and (b) replacing the 

vocabulary in the original sources. This means grammatical competence needs to 

be activated when applying strategies for paraphrasing as shown in Figure 2.2. As a 

matter of fact, it seems that textual competence (or discourse competence) should 

be also activated in paraphrasing since it often deals with textual changes beyond 

the sentence level. Cohesion and paragraph structure can matter in paraphrasing. 

Nevertheless, one should note that the type of tasks investigated in the current 

study is two-sentence-based tasks, rather than full paragraph-based tasks and thus 

the discourse competence can play only a limited role in such types of tasks. For 

this reason, the discourse competence is not considered a core component of the 

paraphrasing ability here. In addition to the grammatical competence, another 

important rule for paraphrasing is retaining semantic equivalency that relates to the 

sociolinguistic competence. One of the subordinate factors in the sociolinguistic 

competence includes the knowledge and skills required to deal with language 

varieties, which also contribute to the ability to retain the original message of the 

text appropriately. Some studies argue that the difficulties experienced by unskilled 

L2 writers originate from the lack of the competences to recognize socio-cultural 
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factors (e.g., Gu & Brooks, 2008; Harwood & Hadley, 2004; Pecorari, 2006). 

Freeman and Freeman (2004) also suggest that L2 learners must understand 

language in different sociolinguistic contexts, taking into consideration such factors 

as the status of participants, the purposes of interactions, and the norms or 

conventions of interactions. This is something that language learners must be 

taught and given opportunities to practice.  

In conjunction with this, L2 learners from the Confucian heritage cultures 

have been found to be more vulnerable to plagiarism due to the influence of L1 

culture or the cultural gap between L1 and L2 cultures (Yang and Lin, 2009). 

Students from the collectivist cultures share the conventional wisdom of learning 

based on rote memorization and borrowing the established material. This can create 

a gap (or void) in the L2 writers’ sociolinguistic competence for the target language, 

which forces the L2 writers to compensate by applying the sociolinguistic rules of 

his or her native language instead. By learning of the sociolinguistic rules of the 

target language, L2 writers will be able to tackle the difficulties that they have 

experienced. Furthermore, understanding the cultural difference in writing helps to 

elaborate paraphrasing strategies for retaining semantic equivalency for the L2 

learners. This provides further support for addressing the sociolinguistic 

competence in developing the paraphrasing tasks.  

With its importance in mind, writing theories incorporating sociocultural 

contexts are prevalent in the modern era. Sociocultural Theory (SCT) has its 

origins in the writings of Russian psychologist L. S. Vygotsky and his colleagues 
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(Lantolf and Thonre, 1994). SCT argues that human mental functioning is 

fundamentally a mediated process that is organized by cultural artifacts, activities, 

and concepts (Ratner, 2002). Within this framework, humans are understood as 

living organisms utilizing existing cultural artifacts and create new ones that allow 

them to regulate their biological and behavioral activities. This main argument of 

SCT supports the development of paraphrasing assessment as the learners should 

be able to restate the text of the target language in the appropriate manner.   

Furthermore, SCT suggests that the learners’ developmental processes 

take place through participation in cultural, linguistic, and historically-formed 

settings, such as family life and peer group interaction, and in institutional contexts 

like schooling, organized sports activities, and work places, to name only a few 

(Lantolf and Thorne, 1994). While interacting within these environments, both L1 

and L2 learners borrow someone else’s words. In this borrowing of the original 

texts, appropriate paraphrasing is an essential component of one’s everyday life. 

 

2.2 Paraphrasing and Plagiarism 

2.2.1 Paraphrasing as an Important Writing Strategy 

One of the components of successful academic writing includes, among other 

things, the ability to integrate information from previous researchers in the related 

academic fields of study (Campbell, 1990). Academic writers synthesize critical 

information through several methods. For example, borrowing source texts can be 
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completed by quotations, paraphrases, summaries, or short references (Campbell, 

1990).  

Paraphrasing is a crucial process of rewriting source texts in one’s own 

words while preserving the meaning from original sentences (Shi, 2004). It serves 

as a useful tool for borrowing other’s ideas and using them in one’s own writing. 

Paraphrasing is known as one way of indirect quotations. Rather than explicitly 

stating the author’s idea, paraphrasing helps writers use their own words. This 

considerably facilitates academic writing because the writers cannot always use 

direct quotations for maintaining the credibility of their writings. Various styles for 

borrowing source texts would be necessary to maintain the quality of writing. This 

is why paraphrasing is crucial for academic writing.  

Moreover, some researchers insist that paraphrasing is an important ability 

not only for clarifying ideas for essays and improving memory (Reid, Lienemann, 

& Hagamann, 2013) but also for avoiding copying from original texts (Keck, 2006). 

Yamada (2003) also suggests that paraphrasing includes inferential thinking, which 

is an important skill for an experienced writer to acquire, since integrating 

information needs grasping the gist of the intention of the author. 

 

2.2.2 Plagiarism   

In academic writing, the restating of others’ original idea without explicitly 

acknowledging the source is regarded as a form of cheating (Wette, 2010). The 
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term plagiarism has been used to refer to such behaviors in academic circles, which 

can be defined to be the re-use of someone else’s prior ideas, processes, results, or 

words without explicitly acknowledging the original author and source (IEEE, 

2008). Plagiarism has gained its importance as an issue of research and instruction 

in the field of academic writing largely because it has been regarded as dishonest 

behavior. A lot of researchers have conducted studies regarding the relevant issues 

related with it. Inappropriate textual borrowing is an important issue for both L1 

and L2 learners in their academic writings. Previous studies has informed that a 

number of related factors need to be carefully scrutinized in order to find 

explanations for why both L1 and L2 writers copy from the original texts: 

differences in cultural attitudes regarding the use of sources (Chandrasoma, 

Thompson, & Pennycook, 2004; Pennycook, 1996), language proficiency (Currie, 

1998; Howard, 1996; Johns & Mayes,1990; Shi, 2004), and the context and 

purpose of the writing task (Barks & Watts, 2001; Campbell, 1990; Chandrasoma 

et al., 2004; Currie, 1998; Shi, 2004). Though it is still unclear why these factors 

cause the students to copy from source texts, most scholars agree that many of 

undergraduate students commit plagiarism unintentionally due to their incomplete 

competence in text-responsible writing (Chandrasoma et al., 2004; Currie, 1998; 

Howard, 1996; Pecorari, 2003). In fact, many researchers have argued that, for both 

L1 and L2 academic writers, adequate rephrasing of source texts is a necessary first 

step to acquiring more sophisticated ways of integrating sources into their own 

writings (Brown & Day, 1983; Campbell, 1990; Chandrasoma et al., 2004; Howard, 

1996; Hyland, 2001; Johns & Mayes, 1990; Winograd, 1984).  
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Despite the well-known difficulty of avoiding plagiarism for both L1 and 

L2 learners, L2 writers find this problem much more burdensome because the 

convention of borrowing others’ words has rarely been discussed or covered in the 

L2 writing literature. Another reason is the lack of specific explanations for source 

misuse that often apply primarily or exclusively outside the Anglophone academic 

discourse community. Unlike the Western culture of writing, it has become a 

conventional wisdom in some cultures that writers frequently adopt the strategy of 

plagiarizing in writing because their traditional way of learning is rote 

memorization (Pecorari, 2003). Non-expert L2 writers face particular challenges in 

writing using sources, and textual plagiarism by this group occurs more frequently 

than in texts written by L1 students (e.g., Borg, 2000; Campbell, 1990; Connor & 

Kramer, 1995; Currie, 1998; Keck, 2006; Pecorari, 2003, 2006; Shi, 2004, 2006). 

L2 writers without experience in writing often face burdens due to incomplete 

understanding of, or adequate ability to deal with, socio-cultural factors, which 

might, in turn, lead to serious copying (Gu & Brooks, 2008; Harwood & Hadley, 

2004; Pecorari, 2006). Moreover, the lack of confidence in themselves also can 

cause this inappropriate textual borrowing (e.g., Bloch, 2001; Leki & Carson, 

1997). Research studies analyzing the views of L2 writers and the texts they 

produce (e.g., Abasi & Akbari, 2008; Harwood & Hadley, 2004; Howard, 2000; 

Pecorari, 2003, 2008) have concluded that the writers’ behavior of copying without 

acknowledgment and patchwriting is much more likely to stem from 

developmental needs than from deliberate dishonesty, and that writing using 

sources is a complex, learned literacy for both L1 and L2 writers.  
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Recognizing L2 writers’ development needs on avoiding inappropriate 

textual usage, researchers in this field advise teachers to supply explicit instruction 

to expand learners’ declarative knowledge of the rules and conventions of 

legitimate source text use (Barks & Watts, 2001; Deckert, 1992) and the role of 

citations in knowledge construction (e.g., Hyland, 1999; Shi, 2008; Storch, 2009; 

Thompson & Tribble, 2001). These suggestions involve extensive practice in the 

discourse components of writing using sources, which include summarizing and 

paraphrasing techniques (e.g., Deckert, 1992; Keck, 2006; S. Kim, 2001).  

2.2.3 Relationship between Paraphrasing and 

Plagiarism   

There is general agreement in the literature that L2 writers’ ability to write using 

sources is frequently unsatisfactory and that instructional interventions are 

potentially beneficial. With an emphasis on improper textual borrowing, a 

paraphrasing skill has been considered to be a solution to the problem of plagiarism. 

A lot of scholars highlighted the importance of paraphrasing while recommending 

pedagogical interventions (Campbell, 1990; Currie, 1998; Howard, 1996; Hyland, 

2001; Johns & Mayes, 1990). Campbell (1990) and Johns and Mayes (1990) 

further suggest that paraphrasing is one of several strategies (including summary 

and quotation) that students can use when integrating source texts into their writing.  

To encourage students to keep practicing with paraphrasing after the 

pedagogical intervention, the writing instructors can make an arrangement for them 

to take an exam that simply makes them study hard. Both L1 and L2 students might 
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be able to avoid plagiarism after they learn how to paraphrase the original source 

texts properly. However, there is still a possibility that the students may forget what 

they have learned even if they are provided with chances to recall the ways to 

borrow texts properly. This point strongly suggests a need for developing a test for 

evaluating the current state of the learners’ paraphrasing skills. Ji (2018) conducted 

a study to verify whether paraphrasing tasks are legitimate as a writing 

performance test to identify the strengths and weaknesses of Korean L2 learners’ 

productive language abilities accurately. The correlations between self-assessment 

and the scores from paraphrasing tasks have confirmed the validity of the 

paraphrasing task as a new writing assessment instrument in Ji (2018). This shows 

that the paraphrasing skill can be a valid construct to be assessed in a test. Although 

paraphrasing is gaining its importance as a new construct of assessment in the field 

of writing assessment, only a very limited number of studies have been conducted 

to design writing tests employing this strategy. 

 

2.3 Previous Research on L2 learners’ Paraphrasing 

2.3.1 The Taxonomy of Paraphrase Types 

Regarding the concept of paraphrasing, Howard (1993) firstly introduced 

patchwriting to mean ‘‘copying from a source text and then deleting some words, 

altering grammatical structures, or plugging in one-for-one synonym-substitutes.’’ 

In light of the new concept regarding paraphrasing, a series of studies have been 

conducted on paraphrasing with an attempt to classify the subordinating types. 

Campbell (1990) analyzed textual borrowing in the expository writing of L1 and 
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L2 students, including their usage of quotations, exact copies, near copies, 

paraphrases, summaries, and original explanations. Shi (2004) suggests three 

categories to identify and code a unit of textual borrowing: (a) exactly copied, (b) 

slightly modified by adding or deleting words or using synonyms for content words, 

or (c) closely paraphrased by reformulating syntax or changing the wording of the 

original text. In Ji (2012), the coding scheme of classifying paraphrase types was 

based on Shi’s categorization (2004). In this study, linguistic barriers of lexical and 

syntactic dimension were also considered. As shown in Table 2.1, the types of 

paraphrases were divided into six groups. 

Similarly, Keck (2006) presented the categorization of paraphrase types 

which narrowly focuses on paraphrases. In her study, a taxonomy for paraphrase  

Table 2.1 Taxonomy of paraphrase types in Ji (2012) 

Type Code  

1) Exactly Copied (eco) a sentence is exactly copied from the 

source text 

2) Nearly Copied (nco) a sentence is nearly copied by adding or 

deleting words 

3) Lexically  

Modified 

(lmo) a sentence is lexically modified by using 

synonyms or other parallel expressions 

4) Syntactically  

Modified 

(smo) a sentence is syntactically modified with 

sentence structure reformulated 

5) Lexically & 

 Syntactically Modified 

(lsm) a sentence is lexically and syntactically 

modified with sentence structure restated 

and parallel expressions replaced 

6) Summarized (sum) a sentence summarizes the multiple 

sentences in the source text 
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type was developed to define restated sentences by L1 and L2 learners. The criteria 

included in Table 2.1 consist of four types of paraphrases which are mutually 

exclusive. The classification of paraphrases was done by identifying the unique 

link in the original excerpt. Near copy is the first type of paraphrases in which 50% 

or more of the restated sentence was made up of words contained within the 

original source. The second type is Minimal Revision which represent a type of 

textual change where 20-49% of the paraphrase is made up of words from the 

original sentences. Copied strings of five or more words could be contained in this 

type. The third paraphrase type is called Moderate Revision. In this type, less than 

20% of the total paraphrase words are from the source texts. Substantial Revision is 

the last paraphrase type. In this type, over 85% of a typical Substantial Revision 

was made up of words that did not occur in the original excerpt.  

In addition to these two previous researchers, Barr ón-Cede˜no et al. 

(2013) also focuses on syntactic and lexical mechanisms in their typology. The  

Table 2.2 Taxonomy of paraphrase types in Keck (2006) 
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paraphrase categorization in Barr ón-Cede˜no et al. (2013) in Figure 2.3 is based 

on the paraphrase concept defined in Recasens and Vila (2010) and Vila, Mart´ı, 

and Rodr´ıguez (2011), which presents an upgraded version of the scheme 

presented in the latter. In this study, the same or an equivalent propositional content 

was another important component to consider in classifying the paraphrases. The 

paraphrase types can involve four kinds of changes in one way or another, which 

include morpho-lexicon-based, syntactic-based, semantic-based, and miscellaneous 

changes. There are four major subclasses of paraphrase types derived from the first 

two categories: Morphology-based and lexicon-based changes belonging to the 

first category and syntax-based and discourse-based changes to the second one.  

 

Figure 2.3 Subclasses of paraphrase types in Barr ón-Cede˜no et al. (2013)   
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2.3.2 Studies with Pedagogical Interventions about L2 

Paraphrasing 

Some studies have explored the effects of pedagogical interventions of 

paraphrasing on students’ awareness and writing performance. Choi (2012) 

explored the effects of two types of paraphrase practices (teacher-led and Web-

based) on Korean university and graduate students' paraphrase awareness, 

performance, and types. Both the teacher-led and Web-based groups had four-week 

intensive practices on paraphrasing, including instruction on plagiarism, citation, 

and paraphrasing strategies. The results of each group have been compared, which 

showed that both practice types indicated positive effects on paraphrase awareness 

and performance, but not on paraphrase types. Furthermore, the Web-based 

practices were positively evaluated by students.  

Another study by Wette (2010) also focused on this issue by observing the 

effects of instructional interventions intended to improve L2 undergraduate 

students' writing skills in using sources. After an 8-hour session of instruction on 

the appropriate ways of acknowledging sources, paraphrasing, summarizing, and 

citing, the possible effects of the instruction was examined through a post-session 

test. The post-session scores revealed improvement in L2 students' declarative 

knowledge and the rule-governed aspects of the skill. A decrease in the number of 

direct copying from the source texts has been observed in the students’ writing.  
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In a similar vein, Sung (2011) also provided instructions on the ways of 

paraphrasing and quotation and explored the effect of the practices for different 

writing task types: summary and opinion writing with source texts. The results of 

the study showed that Korean undergraduate students benefited from the 5-session 

intervention on the use of quotations and paraphrasing in English. The comparison 

of pre- and post-paraphrasing test results indicated the positive effects of 

intervention on developing L2 students' ability to paraphrase appropriately. 

Additionally, the post-test survey responses from the participants showed that the 

practices helped enhance paraphrasing skills, regardless of the task types. 

A series of studies have been conducted to investigate the effect of 

pedagogical intervention on L2 writers’ performance of paraphrasing, which have 

shown that there is a positive effect of teaching proper ways of paraphrasing on 

students. These results justify the development of paraphrasing tests as tools to 

evaluate L2 learners’ writing ability. Once valid and reliable paraphrasing tests are 

made available, these tests can be used not only to assess the students’ paraphrasing 

ability but also to generate performance/diagnostic feedback for them. The 

feedback from such a test would help the students learn more appropriate ways to 

paraphrase. Even though the main focus of the current study is not on the 

pedagogical interventions of paraphrasing, the results from previous research 

regarding pedagogical intervention seem to provide some useful insights into the 

validity and reliability of various paraphrasing assessment instruments developed 

and used in these types of studies. Pedagogic intervention requires formative or 

diagnostic assessment of L2 learners’ current states of knowledge and skills, which 
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in turn necessitates the development and validation of the assessment instrument. 

In this sense, developing a paraphrasing test and investigating its validity and 

reliability would help the education field provide proper type of advice to students.   

 

2.4 L2 Paraphrasing Assessment 

A lot of studies have confirmed and reconfirmed the importance of paraphrasing in 

academic writing. This importance finally led to the development of paraphrasing 

tasks. There are a series of studies focused on examining the paraphrased text (or 

paraphrase data) from L2 learners. Ji (2018) investigated the validity of using a set 

of paraphrasing tasks as a new test format of evaluating Korean L2 learners’ 

writing skills. The study was conducted for the very reason that there were only a 

very limited variety of validated tasks and instruments available for assessing 

Korean EFL learners’ writing ability. Figuring out the feasibility of paraphrasing 

tasks in the education field would be very useful for teachers. With this purpose in 

mind, the study of Ji (2018) used L2 learners’ self-assessments of their English 

proficiency as a criterion measure for validating paraphrasing scores. If the EFL 

learners’ self-assessment scores correlate with the scores of the paraphrasing tasks, 

it means that the paraphrasing tasks are valid in verifying the L2 learners’ writing 

performance. The paraphrasing tasks performed in Ji (2018) composed of three 

parts: (1) four items for gap-filling paraphrased sentences, (2) three items for 

partial paraphrasing (3) three items for the entire paraphrasing. The division of the 

tasks was done due to the necessity of exploring the most suitable task format for 
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each grade level from secondary school to university students. The paraphrasing 

tasks and scoring rubrics used in Ji (2018) were created by qualified school 

teachers who were recruited for the study. The results have shown that a significant 

level of correlation was obtained between the self-assessed scores and the scores of 

paraphrasing tasks, which implies the validity of the paraphrasing task as a useful 

tool for writing assessment. Even though the tasks have been found valid, the 

strength (or magnitude) of correlation varied among the participant groups. The 

middle and high school groups yielded statistically significant, yet weak or 

moderate, correlations between their paraphrasing ability and self-assessed English 

ability. On the other hand, the college students showed a high correlation between 

their paraphrasing ability and English language proficiency measured by TOEIC. 

This suggests that the paraphrasing tasks are more appropriate for university 

students who are relatively more familiar with writing essays. Even though 

somewhat different results were produced for different student groups, the research 

found that paraphrasing tasks could have a huge potential as valid writing 

assessment tasks. 

In the same vein, Chen et al. (2015) focused on developing a corpus-based 

instructional program, PREFER, designed to help Chinese EFL learners to improve 

their paraphrasing skills as well as general writing skills. To investigate the 

feasibility of the program, the research was conducted to compare the paraphrase 

data from the test-takers who took advantage of the program and other devices 

while they were completing the paraphrasing tasks. The paraphrasing tasks were 

created with the original source texts which the participants were required to 
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paraphrase. The material for the paraphrasing tasks was gathered from the English 

subject tests of the College Entrance Examination implemented in China. A total of 

14 paragraphs were selected and revised for the paraphrasing tasks. Among the 

chosen paragraphs, 22 sentences were utilized as the items of the tasks. To 

investigate whether their program PREFER benefits EFL learners’ writing skills, 

they used a single-group, pre-posttest assessment design to compare participants’ 

writing performance.  

Furthermore, a questionnaire was developed to explore the participants’ 

perceptions of the PREFER system. Thus, scoring and analyzing the collected data 

was also another important part of the study. In Chen et al. (2015), the scoring 

rubric from the TOEFL test was modified for the reason that paraphrasing is an 

important ability in the writing section of the exam. Unlike other researchers 

creating their own scoring rubrics for the paraphrasing tasks and adapting some 

critical elements from previous studies, the advantage of the existing scoring rubric 

for the Writing section is its availability. The rating rubric for TOEFL iBT Writing 

was made use of in the study of Chen et al. (2015). This makes the study more 

trustworthy since the scoring rubric of TOEFL iBT Writing has long been used, 

examined, and verified in terms of its reliability and validity. A lot of research on 

paraphrasing assessment has overlooked the importance, and difficulty, of 

designing a reliable scoring scheme and scale. In a certain context, adapting the 

established scoring rubrics for new tests can be not only more efficient but also 

gain more credibility from test score users than developing completely new scoring 

rubrics.   
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The development of rating rubric and scale for the paraphrasing tasks is 

an important stage in the task design and test development. Many of the researchers 

in previous studies on paraphrasing designed and created their own rating rubrics to 

score the paraphrases written by the participants (or test-takers) in response to the 

paraphrasing tasks. After gathering the data from the experiments, establishing a 

reliable means of making meaningful inferences is a crucial stage in the assessment 

process (East, 2009). Without such reliable means, the construct which the task 

designers try to measure cannot be measured accurately. The evaluation of L2 

learners’ data also requires reliable scoring rubrics. In this section, the development 

of rating rubrics for paraphrasing assessment in previous research is discussed.  

In Ji (2018), after the administration of the test and the survey, the scoring 

rubric for paraphrasing tasks was developed by the same group of teachers through 

several meetings where the teachers discussed, and reached an agreement on, 

scoring criteria. A pilot scoring was conducted in Ji’s (2018) study by using one set 

of sample responses, which were selected by the researcher in consideration of 

grade levels and response quality. Then, a discussion of their rationales for their 

scoring followed. Another set of sample responses was scored individually by 

developers, and in-depth discussion was carried out. This process continued until 

all of the participating teachers agreed on the final version of the scoring criteria. 

Upon completing the development of the rating rubrics, the rubric developers were 

required to submit their personal opinions about the rubrics in the form of feedback 

for the main study. 
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In the same vein, the development of a rating rubric was an important 

process in Choi (2012). Since no adoptable paraphrasing rubric was available in the 

previous studies, a rubric was developed, incorporating the definitions of the 

paraphrase provided by the Writing Center of the University of Texas at Austin 

(retrieved on September 4, 2011, from http://www.uwc.utexas.edulnode179). It 

included five dimensions: content in terms of quality and conciseness, a degree of 

paraphrasing (linguistic reformulation), language use, and citation. The final 

version of the rubric was carefully reviewed by a native English-speaking 

instructor. 

Unlike other researchers who invented their own scoring rubrics for 

paraphrasing tests, Chen et al. (2015) modified the TOEFL’s Integrated Writing 

Rubric to make it relevant and applicable for their own purposes. Given that the 

paraphrasing skill is one of the important skills assessed through the TOEFL’s 

Integrated Writing task, it seems understandable to revise, and adapt, the scoring 

rubric validated for the TOEFL Integrated Writing task and use the adapted rubric 

for newly-developed paraphrasing tasks. The revised scoring rubric used in Chen et 

al. (2015) is based on a 5-level, 10-point grading scale ranging from 0 to 9. For 

each level, two points were given to allow the raters some freedom to differentiate 

paraphrasing performance in a fine-grained way (e.g., 0-1 for Level 1, 2-3 for 

Level 2, 4-5 for Level 3, 6-7 for Level 4, and 8-9 for Level 5). The three key 

elements in this rubric are: single-word replacing, phrase replacing, and sentence 

restructuring. Furthermore, the most considered factor in grading was not the 

number of phrases changed, but the quality of paraphrasing. Modifying the existing 
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TOEFL’s Integrated Writing Rubric for the paraphrasing tasks can be a meaningful 

work since both linguistic and content accuracy are important rating criteria (or 

dimensions) not only for paraphrasing tasks but also for TOEFL Integrated Writing 

tasks.  

In terms of adding syntactic and lexical components for assessing 

paraphrases, McCarthy et al. (2009) also attempted to examine the quality of 

paraphrasing with two critical components constituting quality paraphrasing: the 

degree of variety in sentence structure and semantic completeness closely 

interrelated with lexical dissimilarity. These two dimensions were borrowed from 

the User-Language Paraphrase Challenge (ULPC) devised by McCarthy and 

McNamara in 2008. There are ten paraphrase assessment indices but in this study, 

only four dimensions were addressed: semantic completeness, lexical similarity, 

syntactic similarity, and paraphrase quality. 

In order to ensure the reliability and validity of scores from a 

performance-based, paraphrasing test, it is critically important to examine not only 

the relevance and adequacy of individual paraphrasing tasks included in the test but 

also the validity of a scoring rubric used to score these tasks. The previous 

researchers of the paraphrasing tasks employed their own scoring rubrics, and for 

this reason, the construct that they attempted to measure through these rubrics 

seems to vary greatly across researchers and studies. There still seem to be no firm 

standards for assessing paraphrasing quality at the moment. Thus, it might be also 

worthwhile to revise (or modify) the existing rating rubric that was used to score 
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paraphrasing tasks in previous studies (e.g., Chen et al., 2015) and investigate the 

usefulness and relevance of such a modified version of the rubric in the context of 

validating the newly-developed paraphrasing test. In this regard, it is interesting 

that Chen et al.’s (2015) scoring rubric for paraphrasing tasks was developed based 

on that for the integrated writing tasks of TOEFL iBT, which has been validated 

and used stably for almost two decades. It is expected that several important 

implications can be drawn from a careful examination of the reliability and validity 

of paraphrasing test scores obtained by applying a newly-adapted scoring rubric 

originating from an existing, large-scale writing assessment.    
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Chapter 3. Methodology 
 

This chapter describes the methodology used to collect and analyze data for the 

current study. Detailed descriptions of the participants (or test-takers) who took the 

paraphrasing test are provided along with information about raters, instruments, 

data collection procedure, and methods of data analysis. 

 

3.1 Participants 

A total of 100 Korean EFL learners participated in the current study and took the 

paraphrasing test developed for this study. Based on the findings about the 

paraphrasing tasks from Ji (2018), the tasks used in this study were designed and 

created exclusively for the undergraduate and graduate students, many of whom 

were very likely to have experienced difficulties in their academic writing.  

Table 3.1 summarizes the background information of the participants, 

including the group means of subjects’ gender, age, TEPS score, and major. In 

terms of gender distribution, the number of test-takers was almost equal between 

males and females. That is, fifty-six female and forty-four male students attended 

the testing session. Since they were all university students (graduate and 

undergraduate), their age varied from early twenties to mid-thirties. The average 

age was 24.52 years old. Their major also ranged from humanities and education to 

business and science but they were mostly from the academic discipline of English 

Language and Literature for female students and Business for male students. Their 
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TEPS scores were also collected and used to compute their correlations with the 

scores from the paraphrasing test. The correlations among these scores might imply 

the relationship between the test-takers’ paraphrasing competence and their overall 

English language proficiency. The overall mean of the test-takers’ TEPS scores was 

414.81, with the means for males and females being 411 and 414.81, respectively. 

Once the test-takers’ scores from widely-used English proficiency tests, such as 

TOEIC, TOEFL, and TEPS, were gathered, their scores were converted into the 

corresponding New TEPS scores based on the conversion table provided by the 

TEPS Council. 

Table 3.1 Background information of the test-takers 

Subjects Male Female Total 

Number 44 56 100 

Age 25.21 24 24.52 

Majorª Business English Language 

and Literature 

 

Average TEPS 

scores 

411 417.52 414.81 

ª A major area in specialization among participants  

 

3.2 Raters 

Two raters were recruited for the current study. Both raters were graduate students 

majoring in English Linguistics at Seoul National University. They were of the 

same age and gender. Before the main rating of this study, a pilot rating was done 

to provide the raters with opportunities to familiarize themselves with test-takers’ 

responses, rating rubrics, and rating procedures. In the preliminary rating session, 

the raters received a quarter of paraphrased data collected from 20 participants to 
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get trained, become familiar with the scoring rubrics, to practice scoring 

paraphrases for the main rating session.  

 

3.3 Instruments 

3.3.1 Preliminary Version of the Paraphrasing Task 

As a preliminary study, prototype versions of the paraphrasing tasks were pilot-

tested. Twenty Korean learners of English participated in the preliminary study, and 

these participants were also invited to take part in the main study later. Both 

undergraduate and graduate students of intermediate and advanced English 

proficiency were recruited and selected for the current study, following the 

selection scheme and advice from a previous study done by Ji (2018). Furthermore, 

the students of low proficiency was not invited to participate in the current study 

because Ji’s (2018) study revealed that participants with low proficiency were not 

appropriate for taking the paraphrasing tasks. Thus, 10 participants were recruited 

from the intermediate and advanced proficiency groups, respectively, for the 

preliminary study. The TEPS score was used to classify test-takers into different 

proficiency groups, and the specific criteria for distinguishing the intermediate and 

the advanced levels were provided by the TEPS Council. According to the total 

scale of the original (or old) TEPS (0-999), the mean score of TEPS in the 

intermediate group was 589, while that of the advanced group was 886.5.  

In the preliminary study, the test-takers were asked to respond to five 

paraphrasing tasks, each of which was composed of two target sentences. In other 
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words, each of them was required to paraphrase a total of ten sentences by taking 

the 5-task paraphrasing test. The structure and format of the tasks used in the pilot 

study was maintained in the current study and the test materials are discussed in 

detail in the next section.  

The pilot study showed that the inter-rater reliability between two raters 

reached .77 (p < .01), which indicates a high level of consistency between them. 

The correlation coefficient obtained between the two raters’ scores was .75 (p < .05) 

for the advanced group and .73 (p < .05) for the intermediate group, respectively. 

The scoring rubric used in the preliminary study was the holistic one, but the 

analytic scoring rubric was used in the current study to overcome the weak points 

and disadvantages of the holistic rubrics. Moreover, a post-test questionnaire was 

also used to collect the test-takers’ feedback about the paraphrasing tasks as well as 

additional information about their English proficiency levels. The test-takers in the 

current study were required to answer a total of 31 questions, including self-

assessments of their English ability and the opinions about the difficulty and 

appropriateness of the paraphrasing tasks.  

 

3.3.2 Paraphrasing Tasks 

The paraphrasing tasks in the current study were adapted from a set of sample tasks 

presented in Chen et al. (2015). The stimulus material (or reading passages) in 

Chen et al (2015) was mainly gathered from the College Entrance Examination 

conducted in China. A decision was made to adapt the material from Chen et al. 
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(2015) and use the adapted version of it in the current study since the material was 

determined to be appropriate in terms of difficulty and the target of the 

paraphrasing tasks. Most of the sentences included conjunctive adverbs and verb-

noun phrases to help test-takers paraphrase and avoid obscurity and ambiguity.  

In order to make Chen et al.’s (2015) test more relevant for the current 

study, some modifications were made to it. Firstly, the format of the tasks was 

changed. More specifically, the text for paraphrasing in the tasks was changed from 

a paragraph to a couple of sentences. This was done both for practical and 

theoretical reasons. On the practical side, the modification made the scoring of test-

taker responses easier for raters and the study more feasible overall, compared to 

the paragraph-based paraphrasing tasks. On the theoretical side, the use of two-

sentence-based tasks made it possible to investigate the test-takers’ ability of 

paraphrasing beyond a level of single sentence. Ji (2018) employed only the one-

sentence task for investigating the paraphrasing ability for the test-takers and 

investigated, and provided the information in support of, the validity of the test. 

This suggests that a couple of sentences can be appropriate enough to figure out 

one’s ability of paraphrasing. Thus, five paraphrasing tasks composed of two 

sentences each were presented to the test-takers and responded to by the test-takers 

one by one online through Google Forms (see appendix A).  

Secondly, unlike Chen et al. (2015), the tasks were administered online in 

order to simulate the testing environments and procedure similar to those of the 

TOEFL writing test. As the TOEFL writing test is computer-mediated, the test-
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takers were assumed to be familiar with the way of taking the paraphrasing tasks 

online. It should also be mentioned that the online paraphrasing test format was 

used for the researcher’s convenience and ease for data gathering as well. Thus, the 

instructions were given to the participants as soon as they started the link to the 

Google Forms.  

Lastly, while taking the test, test-takers were required to use their own 

words without referring to any dictionaries, because the ability to replace words is 

one of the important scoring dimensions in evaluating the quality of paraphrasing. 

However, one should note that using English dictionaries was actually allowed in 

Chen et al.’s (2015) study, because the study was focusing on evaluating the 

effectiveness of their corpus-based program PREFER and comparing the program 

and other dictionaries. The paraphrasing test in the current study was developed 

with these considerations and changes in mind. 

 Some additional changes were also introduced in terms of test settings. To 

maintain the environment similar to that of the TOEFL iBT Writing test, only 

computers and laptops were allowed for test taking. Additionally, summarizing the 

target sentences was not encouraged in the test. Although summarizing is one of 

the crucial writing skills often used when borrowing others’ words (Shi, 2012), 

there was a possibility that the rating procedure could turn into a blurry process due 

to the inherent nature of summarizing. As each paraphrasing task is made up of 

only a couple of sentences, summarized responses from the participants could 

make raters have trouble in scoring the data according to each of the important 
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rating dimensions typically used for paraphrasing tasks accurately. Thus, 

summarizing was avoided in this study.     

Before taking the test, students were asked to answer a set of brief survey 

questions about their background information, such as gender, age, major, TEPS 

score, and the period for (or the length of) their English learning. After the students 

were done with answering those questions, the screen of instructions popped up 

again to ensure participants to follow the directions for the test. Above each item, 

an example sentence and a paraphrased sentence were provided to help the test-

takers to understand the concept of paraphrasing as clearly as possible. After the 

five paraphrasing tasks were responded to, the participants were asked to answer a 

post-test questionnaire, which is discussed in detail in Section 3.3.3.  

 

3.3.3 Post-test Questionnaire for Test-takers 

A post-test questionnaire was given to the participants after all of the five 

paraphrasing tasks were administered to them (see appendix B). This questionnaire 

was developed and used in this study for the primary purposes of collecting 

information about the test-takers’ self-assessed general English proficiency and 

English writing ability and then using them as external criterion measures in 

investigating the concurrent and construct validity of the paraphrasing scores 

obtained from the test. In order to create an appropriate, reliable, and valid test, it is 

important to seek input from the test-takers and other major stake-holders of testing 

and reflect them into the test design and revision. According to Bachman and 
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Palmer (1996), the usefulness of a test is defined by six qualities: construct validity, 

reliability, authenticity, interactiveness, impact, and practicality. Test-takers’ 

perceptions about the test and assessment tasks in terms of these qualities could 

serve as an important indicator of test usefulness (Hamid et al. 2019). Thus, the 

test-taker responses to such post-test questionnaire questions regarding some of 

these qualities could provide valuable evidence supporting test usefulness.  

Generally speaking, the two main conceptual components of the 

questionnaire are: (a) self-assessments of test-takers’ English proficiency and (b) 

opinions regarding the test. It consists of five sections, including general feedbacks 

for the qualitative aspect of the current study. The questionnaire consisted of a total 

of 31 questions. Most of them were Likert-type questions with the 5-point response 

scale (1-5) associated with them, but some of the questions, particularly the ones 

concerning the difficulty of the tasks, were presented in multiple-choice format.  

The first section of the questionnaire is concerned with the test-takers’ 

self-assessment of their general proficiency in four major areas of English skills: 

speaking, listening, reading, and writing. The second section focuses more 

specifically on the writing skills. The third section of self-assessment questions 

addresses issues about paraphrasing skills. The test-takers were asked if they had 

confidence and experiences in paraphrasing. The first two sections of self-

assessment were combined later to represent the general proficiency of English 

(GP) of the test-takers, and the last section was devoted to the assessment of the 

self-perceived levels of their paraphrasing skill (PS). The combined, GP section 
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was composed of eleven questions (M=3.46), while the PS section was made up of 

six questions (M=3.23). The Cronbach alpha coefficients for each section was .94 

and .89, respectively, which suggest excellent and good internal consistency 

reliability of the GP and PS self-assessment scores.    

After the self-assessment questions were presented, the questionnaire 

asked the test-takers to provide their opinions regarding the paraphrasing tasks 

used in this study. For instance, the students were asked not only to judge the 

overall difficulty of the test but also to pick the most difficult part and item after 

performing the tasks.  

 

3.3.4 Questionnaire for Raters 

A questionnaire for raters was prepared and administered to the raters who 

participated in the ratings of test-takers’ paraphrases in order to investigate how 

they perceived the rating rubrics of paraphrasing tasks and gather some valuable 

feedback about the criteria. The questionnaire consisted of six questions with a 

five- point scale (1-5) inquiring about the degree of agreement on the statements 

and one short answer question. The last, short-answer question sought to elicit their 

opinions and feedbacks about the scoring rubrics for the paraphrasing tasks (see 

appendix C). 
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3.3.5 Scoring Rubrics  

3.3.5.1 Scoring Rubrics in Preliminary Study  

In the preliminary study, two raters scored the test-takers’ written responses to the 

paraphrasing tasks based on the adapted version of scoring rubric from Chen et al. 

(2015). Chen et al. (2015) modified the TOEFL’s Integrated Writing Rubric and 

used it to score their own data, in accordance with the assumption that paraphrasing 

is an important skill for the test-takers of TOEFL Writing Tests. The rating rubric 

employed in Chen et al. (2015) was based on the holistic scale consisting of five 

performance levels. At first, the raters participating in the preliminary study 

assessed the sample set of paraphrases from test-takers based on the rubric used in 

Chen et al. (2015). 

However, the elements of paraphrasing assessments were not clearly 

distinguished in the test-takers’ responses, and this made the raters feel ambiguous 

and confused while rating the written data. Thus, the scoring rubric in the 

preliminary study was modified again by classifying the constructs of paraphrasing 

assessments. There were five main criteria (or dimensions) of paraphrasing quality 

for the raters to use when scoring paraphrases: syntactic change, word change, 

semantic equivalency, grammatical errors, and mechanical errors. As these five 

dimensions could be viewed as the important strategies for paraphrasing, the re-

modified version of the scoring rubric included all of them in some ways. The re-

modified version of the scoring rubric used in the preliminary study was based on a 

holistic scale consisting of five performance levels. As it was a holistic scale, the 
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raters should choose only one appropriate score (level) which satisfies all five 

criteria of paraphrasing at the same level generally.  

With the re-modified version of Chen et al.’s (2015) scoring rubric, the 

raters scored 20 participants’ responses to five paraphrasing tasks, each of which 

consisted of two successive sentences to be paraphrased, respectively. A total of 

200 paraphrased sentences were rated by both raters. Each item was graded 

separately, and the average score of each question was given the appropriate level 

later. Therefore, each participant was provided with one level at once.  

After participating in the rating process in the preliminary study, the raters 

also gave some feedbacks about the re-modified version of Chen et al.’s (2015) 

rubric. It turned out that the re-modified rubric was still unclear for the raters to use 

in assessing the data appropriately. Even though the modification of a classifying 

scheme for various elements in paraphrases helped the raters assess the quality of 

the paraphrases with some ease, the raters mentioned that it was somewhat 

demanding to give to each of the paraphrases only one holistic score that fully 

represents all of the criteria included in the rubric. For example, one participant’s 

paraphrase could not evenly satisfy level 3 performance quality across all of the 

five dimensions of paraphrasing. Based on the feedbacks from the raters, an 

attempt was made to revise (or remodify) the holistic rating rubric for the 

paraphrasing tasks from Chen et al.’ (2018) into an analytic rating rubric that can 

make finer differentiation and discrimination in terms of paraphrasing quality.   
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3.3.5.2 Scoring Rubrics in the Current Study  

The adoption of an analytic rating rubric (instead of a holistic one) for the current 

study is beneficial in several ways. In the analytic rubric, multiple (or multi-trait) 

scores representing different rating dimensions are usually assigned to a test-taker’s 

response to an assessment task, whereas a single score is assigned to it in the 

holistic scoring rubric. For this reason, a number of researchers pointed out the 

advantages of using analytic scoring rubrics. East (2009) argued that an analytic 

rubric could explain diverse aspects of the performance more sensitively, and the 

scoring becomes therefore potentially more reliable and objective in analytic rating 

than in holistic rating. 

In the present study, the analytic rubric was used (see appendix D). There 

were a total of four rating dimensions rated on a 6-point scale ranging from 0 to 5. 

The score of 0 was added to the scoring scale for the purpose of having a score 

point to be assigned to the test-taker paraphrases that did not follow the instructions 

mentioned in the paraphrasing tasks. The instructions clearly stated that the original 

sentences should not be summarized, which was done to prevent ambiguity in 

assessing all criteria included in the scoring rubrics. However, it turned out that 

there were some test-takers in the preliminary study who summarized the two 

sentences into one sentence. The zero score was assigned to those summary 

responses.  

The analytic scoring rubric used in this study consists of four major rating 

dimensions of syntactic change, word change, semantic equivalency, and 
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grammatical/mechanical errors. In the scoring rubrics used for the preliminary 

study, grammatical and mechanical errors were initially treated as separate rating 

dimensions distinguished from other three main dimensions. After some 

deliberation, a decision was made to combine these two dimensions into a single 

rating dimension for the sake of simplicity in the current study. As the scoring 

rubric was changed from the holistic one to the analytic one, the raters might spend 

more time scoring the data according to the analytic rubric which could lead to 

more accurate scores but more burdens on the part of the raters at the same time. To 

minimize their burdens, five major rating dimensions in the preliminary study were 

reduced to four rating dimensions in the scoring rubric by combining the two 

dimensions of grammatical and mechanics-related errors. 

The strategy of paraphrasing mainly includes restructuring the sentences 

and replacing vocabulary of the target sentences while preserving semantic 

equivalency. Therefore, it should be noted that the first three dimensions in the 

analytic rubric are concerned with the competence of paraphrasing. On the other 

hand, the last combined dimension of grammatical and mechanical errors is 

concerned with general writing competence.  

For the current study, both the analytic rating rubrics was used along with 

the holistic one to examine the relationship between the analytic and holistic scores 

in representing the paraphrasing quality for the same set of data (see appendix E). 

By comparing the correlations between the analytic and holistic scores, it is 

possible to investigate each rater’s most heavily-weighted rating criteria from the 
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analytic rubric, which may have the strongest predictive power for the holistic 

score. The score scale for each of the rating dimensions in the holistic rubric 

consisted of six levels (0 to 5) with the zero score reserved for the test-taker 

paraphrases that did not follow the directions regarding the tasks.  

When the scoring was done with the analytic rubric, the test-takers in this 

study were supposed to get scores from two raters on each of the four rating 

dimensions for each of the five tasks. The average of the two raters’ ratings on each 

dimension was used as a final dimensional score for each task. Since there were a 

total of four rating dimensions with a 6-point scale ranging from 0 to 5 per task, the 

possible score range for participants would be 0-20. Given the fact that there were 

five paraphrasing tasks used in this study, the participants’ total test score could 

range from 0 to 100. On the other hand, when the holistic rubric was used, there 

was only one single holistic dimension for rating and the two raters’ ratings were 

averaged on this single dimension. For this reason, the total score from the holistic 

rubric could vary from 0 to 25.     

  

3.4 Method of Analysis  

All scores submitted by the two raters for each task were firstly keyed into a 

Microsoft Excel 2010 spreadsheet and then transformed into data files for the SPSS 

Statistical Analysis 20 (IBM, 2011). This software was employed to obtain the 

descriptive statistics for the analytic and holistic scores, score reliability 

coefficients, and correlation coefficients among the tasks, test scores, and raters.  
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The item (or task) analysis for the paraphrasing tasks was done to 

compute and examine the item easiness and item discrimination indices for each 

task. In this thesis, the terms “items” and “tasks” are used in an interchangeable 

way. The item easiness index was obtained by using the mean scores for each task 

while the item-total score correlation was obtained and used as discrimination 

indices. Moreover, the reliability of task scores was examined by using Cronbach 

alpha which shows the internal consistency of the items. To examine the inter-rater 

reliability, various indicators of reliability, including the degree of agreement and 

correlations between the two raters, were computed from the participants’ scores on 

each dimension for each task. To investigate the validity of scores from the 

paraphrasing test, the correlations between the participants’ paraphrasing task 

scores and their TEPS scores and self-assessment scores from the post-test 

questionnaire were examined. The results of the analysis are discussed in the next 

chapter.    
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Chapter 4. Results 
 

This chapter describes the results of the statistical and psychometric analyses of the 

raw scores obtained from the paraphrasing tasks. First, the descriptive statistics of 

the paraphrasing tasks are presented. Second, results of the item analysis are 

reported that show the values of task difficulty and discrimination indices for the 

paraphrasing tasks. Third, the results of inter-rater reliability analyses are discussed. 

Fourth, results from validity analyses are presented, which include the obtained 

values of correlation coefficients between analytic and holistic scores and those 

between paraphrasing scores and self-assessment and TEPS scores. This chapter 

ends with reporting a brief summary of the test-takers’ and raters’ major comments 

and feedback about the tasks, scoring rubrics, and the overall performance.    

 

4.1 Descriptive Statistics for the Paraphrasing Tasks 

Figures 4.1 and 4.2 present the histogram of the test-takers’ scores of the 

paraphrasing test based on both analytic and holistic ratings. The scores used in 

obtaining the distribution here are: (a) a sum of analytic composite scores across 

tasks and (b) the test-takers’ total holistic score computed by adding up all task 

scores. In Figure 4.1, the distribution curve for the summed analytic composite is 

slightly more left-skewed, indicating that most test-takers achieved a score between 

75 and 85 in total on the scale of 0-100. The curve in Figure 4.2 suggests a 

moderate symmetrical distribution which indicates the scores from holistic rating 
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occur at more regular frequencies than those from analytic rating, when evaluated 

from the perspective of normal distribution.   

 

Figure 4.1 Histogram of Scores from Analytic Rating 

 

Figure 4.2 Histogram of Scores from Holistic Rating 
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4.2 Item Analysis 

Table 4.1 shows the means and standard deviations of the task scores for all of the 

five tasks based on both analytic and holistic ratings. The mean scores and the 

standard deviations for the five paraphrasing tasks and the sum of each 

paraphrasing task are presented in both tables. The mean score and standard 

deviation of each task was calculated based on the average of the two raters’ ratings.  

According to these tables, the most difficult task turned out to be Task 1 as 

shown by the fact that the mean scores of Task 1 was the lowest among the five 

tasks. The means of the total analytic composite and holistic scores for Task 1 were 

12.94 (analytic) and 2.7 (holistic), respectively. On the other hand, Task 5 was 

found to be the easiest one among the five tasks. The average of the total analytic 

composite and holistic scores for Task 514.32 and 3.12, respectively, as displayed 

in Table 4.1. In terms of the overall pattern of task easiness, the easiest task 

(indicated by the highest mean score) was Task 5 in both analytic and holistic 

ratings, which was followed by Tasks 3, 2, 4, and 1. More details about tasks’ 

easiness and discrimination are discussed later.     

To gain more thorough insights into the results, the mean and standard 

deviation of each scoring dimension in the analytic rubric are provided in Table 4.2. 

The left-most column in Table 4.2 describes the scoring criteria are represented by 

four dimensions: syntactic change (SC), word change (WC), semantic equivalency 

(SE), and grammatical and mechanical errors (G&M). One interesting pattern was 

that the order of task easiness/difficulty among the five tasks were similar but not 
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exactly identical when the total analytic composite and dimensional scores were 

used to compute the mean scores. Task 5 was found to be the easiest item across all 

the all four rating dimensions and Task 1 was the most difficult item only on three 

dimensions, except WC. The task easiness order for the remain tasks was changed 

slightly, as shown by Table 4.2. 

Regardless of the tasks, the lowest mean scores were found in the control 

of reformulating the sentence structure, which indicates that participants had 

trouble restating the syntactic structure of the target sentences compared to other 

criteria.   

Table 4.1 Mean and SD for analytic and holistic scores from the paraphrasing 

tasks 

Scores from Analytic Rubric 

 Task 1 Task 2 Task 3 Task 4 Task 5 Total 

Mean 12.94 13.69 13.98 13.44 14.32 68.4 

SD 4.78 4.12 4.46 5.27 4.22 16.86 

Scores from Holistic Rubric 

 Task 1 Task 2 Task 3 Task 4 Task 5 Total 

Mean 2.7 2.91 3.02 2.86 3.12 15.67 

SD 1.08 0.99 1.13 1.21 1.01 4.01 

 

Table 4.2 Mean and SD from the paraphrasing tasks according by rating 

dimension from the analytic rubric 

 

SC 
Task 1 Task 2 Task 3 Task 4 Task 5 Total 

M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD 

SC 2.76 1.41 3.18 1.32 3.24 1.43 3.15 1.44 3.33 1.23 15.66 4.68 

WC 3.45 1.33 3.67 1.25 3.49 1.28 3.43 1.45 3.75 1.18 17.79 4.67 

SE 3.35 1.39 3.41 1.11 3.49 1.29 3.39 1.44 3.65 1.16 17.29 4.57 

G&M 3.39 1.36 3.44 1.12 3.76 1.28 3.47 1.42 3.61 1.18 17.66 4.67 

SC = Scoring Criteria 
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The item analysis was deemed necessary to figure out whether the 

paraphrasing tasks in the current study have appropriate levels of item easiness and 

item discrimination. The two measures were investigated to address the first 

research question of the current study. Additionally, the change in total score 

reliability was examined when a certain item was dropped from the total test. The 

reliability of the paraphrasing scores was obtained by computing Cronbach alpha 

for the total scores, which shows the internal consistency reliability of paraphrasing 

scores. In this section, the term item means the task, as was previously mentioned.     

Tables 4.3 and 4.4 show the results of item analysis, particularly in terms 

of item easiness and discrimination. Both item easiness and discrimination indices 

were computed based on the holistic ratings. For each task, the item easiness index 

was calculated by dividing the summed score across all of the test-takers by the 

total number of test-takers. The higher the mean score of each task is, the easier the 

task is. Among the five tasks, the fifth task was determined to be the easiest one by 

both of raters, with the averaged mean score of 14.33 over the two raters, whereas 

Task 1 turned out to be the most difficult one, with the lowest averaged mean score 

of 12.95. The repeated measure ANOVA was conducted to investigate the 

significance of the mean difference. The difference between the highest and lowest 

mean score is 1.38 (p = 0.01), which indicates that the item easiness difference 

between the most difficult and easiest ones is quite large and statistically 

significant. 

The correlation between task and total scores (“Item-Total Correlation”) 
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were used as item discrimination indices for the paraphrasing tasks in this study. 

These indices were computed by using IBM SPSS Statistics. The figure of the 

Corrected Item-Total Correlation in the statistical results indicates the item 

discrimination. The higher the value is, the more discriminating the task is. The 

most discriminating task for Rater 1 was Task 4 while that of Rater 2 turned out to 

be Task 1. For the average scores over both raters, Task 1 shows the highest item 

discrimination of .69, which is suggested to be ‘very good items’ according to the 

interpretative scheme for different levels of item discrimination provided by Ebel 

(1986) and Hetzel (1997). In their classification system, the items with the 

discrimination values of .40 and above are considered ‘very good items.’ This 

result provides some evidence of the validity of the tasks (or items) used in the 

current study.  

To investigate the reliability of the paraphrasing scores from the test 

consisting of five tasks, the Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were computed for both 

the analytic composite and holistic scores of the paraphrasing tasks. It represents 

the degree of internal consistency of paraphrasing scores across tasks (or items) as 

well as the reliability of the total test scores. These indices also show how 

homogeneous the tasks are and how closely the tasks are related in measuring their 

target construct in the test. The overall Cronbach alpha coefficient for the scores 

from the five paraphrasing tasks is .79 when the analytic composite score is used 

and .77 when the holistic score is used, respectively, both of which suggest 

acceptable levels of internal consistency reliability values.  
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In Table 4.4, the figures of Cronbach’s alpha if a particular task is deleted 

are shown in parentheses. This value shows how the total score reliability would 

change if the task is dropped from the total test. When a highly discriminating task 

is deleted, the Cronbach alpha reliability value for the total test score tends to 

decrease dramatically. On the other hand, when a low discrimination task is deleted, 

the total score reliability is very likely to remain the same or increase. This pattern 

was ascertained in Table 4.4. For example, Task 5 has the lowest item 

discrimination among the five tasks, but if Task 5 is deleted, the score reliability of 

the whole paraphrasing test would slightly increase to .79. In contrast, when the 

most discriminating task, Task 1, is deleted, it would decrease to .71. These 

findings might help task-designers develop more appropriate tasks for paraphrasing 

tests in the future. 

Table 4.3 Item easiness of the paraphrasing tasks  

 
Task 1 Task 2 Task 3 Task 4 Task 5 

Rater 1 12.96 13.66 13.96 13.53 14.6 

Rater 2 12.95 13.7 14.04 13.36 14.05 

R_Avr 12.95 13.69 13.98 13.45 14.33 

 

Table 4.4 Item discrimination of the paraphrasing tasks  

 
Task 1 Task 2 Task 3 Task 4 Task 5 

Rater 1 .61 .39 .56 .63 .38 

Rater 2 .69 .52 .66 .66 .44 

R_Avr 
.67 (.71) .49 (.78) .62 (.73) .66 (.72) .42 (.79) 

Avr = Average   

( ) = Cronbach’s alpha if item deleted 
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Figure 4.3 Item easiness of the paraphrasing tasks 

 

Figure 4.4 Item discrimination of the paraphrasing tasks 

 

4.3 Inter-rater Reliability 

4.3.1 Inter-rater Reliability of Analytic Scores 

In the analytic rating rubric used for this study, there are four dimensions of 

paraphrasing skills: syntactic change (SC), word change (WC), semantic 

equivalency (SE), and grammatical and mechanical errors (G&M). The inter-rater 

reliability indices (inter-rater score correlations here) were computed and examined 
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not only for the analytic dimensional scores assigned by the two raters but also the 

composite of these scores for each of the tasks. 

Table 4.5 shows the Pearson correlations between two raters on each of 

the analytic scoring dimensions for each paraphrasing task. The inter-rater 

reliability indices for dimensional composite scores for each of the tasks are also 

presented in the table. Overall, a statistically significant, positive correlation was 

found between the two raters’ scores across all five paraphrasing tasks. Throughout 

all paraphrasing tasks, the lowest inter-rater reliability was achieved for the 

semantic equivalency (SE) dimension, except for Task 1 whose most moderate 

correlation was found in the word change (WC). This result indicates that, among 

the four dimensions of analytic rating rubrics for the paraphrasing tasks, the raters 

found it most demanding to assess the feature of semantic equivalency. The highest 

correlation was reported for the dimension of syntactic change (SC) when the 

grammatical and mechanical errors (G&M) category was excluded. In paraphrasing, 

the first three criteria are more important ones than the last one of checking the 

grammatical and mechanical errors. Therefore, the last dimension, G&M, is not 

highlighted here as a dimension of main focus when the inter-rater reliability is 

discussed. Aside from G&M, the highest correlation was observed for SC across all 

tasks, and especially Task 3 attained the highest correlation. Interestingly, the 

correlations for the dimensional composite score were found to be higher than 

those for each dimension score. This suggests that the composite of all dimension 

score is more reliable than each individual dimension score. 
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4.3.2 Inter-rater Reliability of Holistic Scores 

Table 4.6 reports the inter-rater reliability indices for scores assigned according to 

the holistic rating rubric. One noteworthy pattern is that relatively low inter-rater 

reliability values were obtained, when compared to those for analytic scores. The 

highest value found for analytic scores was .92 (a composite score for Task 4) 

while that of holistic scores was .69 reported for the total holistic score, which 

confirms the previous research finding of East (2009). This may indicate the 

inherent weakness of the holistic rubric that cannot provide more specific 

information about one’s paraphrasing proficiency than the analytic one.     

Table 4.5 Pearson correlation coefficients of the analytic scores between raters  

in the paraphrasing tasks according to each dimension 

SC Task 1 Task 2 Task 3 Task 4 Task 5 

SC .78 .76 .86 .85 .73 

WC .69 .71 .72 .78 .71 

SE .76 .67 .63 .77 .71 

G&M .86 .73 .81 .87 .81 

Composite 

Score 
.87 .83 .86 .92 .85 

Note: All significant at .01 level (2-tailed) 

Table 4.6 Pearson correlation coefficients of the holistic scores between raters 

in the paraphrasing tasks  

Task 1 Task 2 Task 3 Task 4 Task 5 Total 

.59 .54 .61 .67 .59 .69 

Note: All significant at .01 level (2-tailed) 
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4.4 Validity Analyses for the Paraphrasing Scores 

4.4.1 Correlations among dimensional composite and holistic 

scores 

Table 4.7 shows the overall correlation among the analytic scores, the holistic score, 

TEPS scores, and self-assessment scores. The scores from the analytic rating rubric 

are the composite scores of the four dimensions of SC, WC, SE, and G&M.  

As shown in Table 4.7, strong positive correlations among the task scores 

were obtained among the analytic, holistic, and TEPS scores. For the analytic 

scores, the total paraphrasing and TEPS scores turned out to have a correlation 

coefficient of .59 while a slightly lower correlation of .49 was observed between 

the holistic and TEPS scores. Moreover, the analytic composite total score was 

found to be very highly correlated with the total holistic score (.86). These results 

are significant at the 0.01 level, suggesting that both the analytic and holistic total 

scores measure very similar constructs and that both of them are also related with 

the general English proficiency. This also provides some positive evidence for the 

validity of the paraphrasing scores obtained from the test used in this study, which 

is line with the results from the previous study of Ji (2018) that indicated the 

correlations between the paraphrasing test scores and TOEIC scores from Korean 

learners of English.  
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Table 4.7 Pearson correlation coefficient matrix of overall task total scores, TEPS, and self-assessments 

 ACT 

1 

ACT

2 

ACT 

3 

ACT 

4 

ACT 

5 

ACT 

 

HT 

1 

HT 

2 

HT 

3 

HT 

4 

HT 

5 

HT TEPS 

1. Analytic_Com_T1 -             

2. Analytic_Com_T2 .48             

3. Analytic_Com_T3 .49 .54            

4. Analytic_Com_T4 .49 .60 .57           

5. Analytic_Com_T5 .44 .47 .43 .44          

6. Analytic_Com_Tot .74 .80 .79 .81 .72         

7. Holistic_T1 .74 .42 .39 .36 .30 .56        

8. Holistic_T2 .40 .80 .45 .48 .39 .64 .46       

9. Holistic_T3 .33 .47 .81 .47 .36 .64 .34 .49      

10. Holistic_T4 .33 .53 .41 .79 .25* .61 .32 .46 .43     

11. Holistic_T5 .36 .47 .41 .44 .83 .65 .30 .41 .40 .39    

12. Holistic_Total .59 .75 .71 .71 .58 .86 .65 .78 .76 .72 .69   

13. TEPS .39 .49 .38 .52 .49 .59 .29 .44 .24* .37 .43 .49 - 

Note: All significant at .01 level (2-tailed) 

*p < .05. 

T(1-5) = Task Com = Composite
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In order to investigate the validity of scores from the paraphrasing tasks, the 

relationship between the paraphrasing task and total scores, TEPS score, and self-

assessment scores was also analyzed. The test-takers’ self-assessment scores about 

their English and writing proficiency were collected through a post-test questionnaire 

which was administered immediately after the test-takers responded to all of the 

paraphrasing tasks. To enable in-depth analysis to be done on the correlations 

involving the self-assessment scores, the self-assessment section was divided into two 

subsections of general English proficiency (GP) and paraphrasing skill (PS).     

As shown in Table 4.8, positive correlations were obtained among these 

scores in general. The correlation observed between self-assessment of GP and the 

analytic scores of paraphrasing tasks is rather moderate (.42), which is slightly higher 

than that of S_GP and holistic scores (.34). The correlation coefficient between the 

S_PS and analytic composite scores is .32, which is slightly lower than that between 

the S_GP and analytic scores. Surprisingly, both the analytic composite and holistic 

scores from of the paraphrasing test turned out to be more strongly correlated with the 

self-assessment score about general English Proficiency than with the self-assessment 

score of paraphrasing skills. The general expectation is that the self-assessment score 

of PS could better predict the scores of the paraphrasing test than the self-assessment 

score of GP. This is discussed further in the next chapter. 

As the TEPS score represents the general English proficiency, its correlation 

with the S_GP was the highest among the other correlations. However, it is interesting 

that, among the correlations between the self-assessment score of PS and other 



61 

 

variables, that between S_PS and TEPS scores is the highest. The correlation 

coefficient of S_PS and TEPS scores is .58, which is lower than that of S_GP and 

TEPS (.84). The self-assessment of paraphrasing skills might not precisely represent 

the real scores the test-takers would obtain from the paraphrasing tasks, possibly due 

to a lot of reasons, such as the socio-cultural factors of the test-takers.  

Table 4.8 Pearson correlation coefficient matrix of the task scores, TEPS, and 

self-assessment  

 
1. 

AT 

2. 

HT 

3. 

TEPS 

4. 

S_GP 

5. 

S_PS 

1. Analytic_ Total -     

2. Holistic_ Total .86     

3. TEPS .59 .49    

4. Self-assessment_GP .42 .34 .72   

5. Self-assessment_PS .32 .26* .58 .84 - 

Note: All significant at .01 level (2-tailed) 

*p < .05.              C = Composite 

S_GP = Self-assessment of general English proficiency 

S_PS = Self-assessment of paraphrasing skill 

 

4.4.2 Correlations among different dimensional and 

holistic scores 

This section discusses the results of psychometric analyses which can provide support 

for the validity of paraphrasing scores from the perspective of the scoring rubrics. In 

addition to investigating the inter-rater reliability in connection with the rating rubrics, 

examining the relationship between the scores based on the analytic and holistic 
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rubrics can help us to not only figure out the nature of the assessment construct 

measured by these rubrics but also evaluate the degree to which our theoretical 

expectations about the construct are supported by the data collected in this study. This 

answers the fourth question by examining the correlation between ratings from both 

types of rubrics.  

Table 4.9 shows the correlation coefficients among the four primary scoring 

dimension scores from the analytic rubric, total scores, TEPS, and the scores of self-

assessment. The first dimension used in the analytic scoring rubrics is SC which 

represents the skill of reformulating the sentence structure. As shown in Table 4.9, the 

correlation coefficients are found not to be statistically significant. It shows no 

significant correlations between the TEPS score and three types of self-assessment 

scores, respectively. The scores of self-assessments are given in three different 

categories of self-assessment composite score (Com), self-assessment score of general 

English proficiency (GP). and self-assessment score of paraphrasing skill (PS). The 

correlation of SC with all of the scores of self-assessment were also found not to be 

significant, showing similar figures to its correlation with the TEPS score. This might 

indicate that the competence of reformulating the sentence structure does not depend 

much on the general English proficiency and perceived English skills. The reason why 

the dimension of syntactic change has the lowest correlation with the TEPS score 

among the four dimensions should be discussed further.  

In contrast, the other three analytic dimension scores show strong positive 

correlations with the TEPS and self-assessment scores, providing some criterion 
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validity evidence for the analytic scores. When the TEPS score is used as a criterion 

measure for these analytic dimension scores, the correlation coefficients are .52, .50, 

and .65, respectively, for the WC, SE, and G&M dimensions. One can say that the 

three dimension scores, except the SC score, can be used as valid measures of English 

language proficiency, when the TEPS score is used as a criterion.   

More importantly, the last three dimension scores also show positive 

correlations with the self-assessment scores. Since the last dimension of G&M is not 

directly related to the paraphrasing skill, the correlations of WC and SE and the self-

assessment scores should probably be considered more important in this analysis. In 

general, the correlations between the WC and the self-assessment scores are higher 

than those between the SE and self-assessment scores. The coefficients of correlation 

between the WC and self-assessment composite, GP and PS scores are .37, .43, 

and .26, respectively, while those between the SE and the three self-assessments 

scores (composite, GP, and PS) are .29, .31, and .25, respectively.     

Another important point to note is that the correlations between the self-

assessment score of PS and the analytic dimension scores are lower than those 

between the self-assessment score of GP and the analytic scores. It was initially 

assumed (or expected) that the four analytic scoring dimensions for the paraphrasing 

tasks might show a higher correlation with the perceived paraphrasing ability than 

with the perceived general English proficiency. However, it turned out that the 

opposite was true. The analytic dimension scores were found to be more highly 

correlated with the self-assessment GP score than the self-assessment PS score.  
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Table 4.9 Pearson correlation coefficient matrix of the analytic scores, TEPS, and 

self-assessment  

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1. SC_Com -          

2. WC_ Com .43 .         

3. SE_ Com .16* .47         

4. G&M_ Com .23ª .47 .73        

5. Analytic_ Com .64 .77 .78 .81 
 

 

     

6. Holistic_ Total .69 .72 .57 .59 .86      

7. TEPS .12ª .52 .50 .65 .59 .49     

8. Self-A_ Com .12ª .37 .29 .40 .39 .31 .68    

9. Self-A_GP .13ª .43 .31 .42 .42 .34 .72 .97   

10. Self-A_PS .10ª .27* .25* .36 .32 .26* .58 .94 .84 - 

Note: All significant at .01 level (2-tailed) 

*p < .05.   ªp > .05.   

Com = Composite  A = Assessment 

In the current study, two kinds of scoring rubrics have been employed for a 

thorough examination. The two types of rating rubrics have pros and cons, 

respectively. For instance, the analytic rating rubrics can provide more detailed 

information about the current states of the test-takers’ knowledge and skills than the 

holistic ones but take more time for rating. In contrast, the holistic rubrics are more 

convenient for raters to understand, but the actual rating process the raters go through 

to assign a score might be much more complicated in the holistic rubric than in the 

analytic one. Typically, there is not much detailed instruction provided regarding how 

different rating criteria are weighted in determining a single holistic score for a test-

taker’ response. By examining the relationship between the scores from both rubrics, 
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the relative weights of different scoring dimensions (or criteria) in the holistic score 

can be analyzed for different raters, and the weight here represents the focus or 

priority of the raters in the holistic scoring. As the holistic rubric does not offer clearer 

information on assessing data than the analytic rubric and as the priority of the main 

criteria (or sub-criteria) is not pre-determined, the raters might often evaluate the 

collected data based on their own preferences or weighting schemes. This raises the 

question of whether the two raters assessed the data with similar weighting schemes in 

both types of scoring rubrics.  

Table 4.10 shows the coefficients of correlation between the holistic score 

and each analytic dimension score on each of the five tasks from each of the two 

raters. How the raters prioritize the scoring dimensions while using the holistic rubric 

can be analyzed by investigating the correlations between the four dimension scores 

from the analytic rubric and the holistic score from the holistic rubric on each of the 

tasks.  

Table 4.10 (A) shows such correlations for Raters 1 and 2 across the five 

tasks. The first noticeable patter in the table is that Rater 1 seems to assign a more 

weight to the semantic equivalency dimension when rating the paraphrases whereas 

Rater 2’s weight varied across the tasks (i.e., giving more weights to SC and GM on 

some tasks and to WC on other tasks). This indicates that Rater 1 might have viewed 

semantic equivalency consistently as the most important rating criterion in holistic 

scoring while the priority dimension for Rater 2 might have changed slightly from 

task to task during the rating process. This implies that to reach an agreement on the 
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weights for different scoring criteria of the holistic rubrics between two raters, it 

would be highly necessary to attempt to define the priority and weighting rules for 

different scoring criteria clearly in the rubric creation and validation process as well as 

in the rater training session. 

Table 4.10 Pearson correlation coefficients of the analytic and holistic scores of 

raters 

A. Rater 1 

SC Task 1 Task 2 Task 3 Task 4 Task 5 

SC .68 .72 .71 .80 .72 

WC .68 .66 .68 .78 .81 

SE .75 .76 .78 .85 .85 

G&M .68 .68 .66 .81 .78 

 

B. Rater 2 

SC Task 1 Task 2 Task 3 Task 4 Task 5 

SC .76 .74 .76 .72 .72 

WC .74 .70 .69 .74 .73 

SE .69 .61 .68 .73 .66 

G&M .73 .73 .62 .73 .66 

Note: All significant at .01 level (2-tailed) 

SC = Scoring Criteria 
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4.5 Test-takers’ Perceptions and Feedback 

For the qualitative aspect of the current study, the post-test questionnaire was 

distributed to the test-takers to obtain their perceptions and feedback about the 

paraphrasing tasks in addition to the information about their self-assessed levels of 

English language proficiency and writing skills.  

A total of 100 participants responded to the questions and the results of the 

tally are presented in Table 4.11 showing an overview of the responses from the 

participants about the paraphrasing tasks. The contents of the questionnaire items were 

mainly about the test-takers’ perceptions about various features of the paraphrasing 

task and their paraphrasing skills. As shown in the table, 40 out of 100 participants 

responded that they understood the instructions well. Fifty-nine percent of the 

participants interpreted questions well, and only 41% of them believe that they 

performed well on the paraphrasing test.  

In terms of investigating the appropriateness of the paraphrasing tasks for 

Korean EFL learners, the last two questions from the table provide insights. Almost 

two-thirds of the test-takers agreed that they had demonstrated their writing ability 

throughout the tasks, which implies that the paraphrasing tasks could serve as a new 

instrument for evaluating writing ability. Moreover, seventy-five participants found 

the paraphrasing tasks to be interesting.  
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Table 4.11 Overview of the questionnaire responses I 

 

Item 

Strongly 

Disagree 
   

Strongly 

Agree 

1 

% 

2 

% 

3 

% 

4 

% 

5 

% 

Understood Instructions Well 0 21 39 20 20 

Interpreted Questions Well 
0 30 11 36 23 

Believed Performed well 
 

15 20 26 36 4 

Demonstrated My Writing 

Ability 1 15 19 54 11 

Task Interesting 0 5 20 55 20 

 

 Tables 4.12 and 4.13 display information about the test-takers’ perceptions 

about the difficulty of different scoring dimensions and the most difficult tasks. About 

a quarter of participants answered that restructuring the sentence structure was 

difficult. The dimension judged to be most difficult by test-takers was found to be the 

WC. Fifty-five test-takers agreed with it. Thirty-one participants felt that the semantic 

equivalency is demanding as well.  

In addition to these questions with the Likert scale, multiple-choice 

questions were also delivered to the test-takers to choose the most difficult skill and 

paraphrasing task. Figure 4.5 shows the results regarding the most difficult skill 

chosen by the participants. They were encouraged to choose among four options of 

changing the sentence structure, replacing words, retaining the semantic equivalency 

and interpreting the sentences in the questions.    
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Table 4.12 Overview of the questionnaire responses II 

Item 

Strongly 

Disagree 
   

Strongly 

Agree 

1 

% 

2 

% 

3 

% 

4 

% 

5 

% 

Felt Difficulty in SC 

Mostly 0 40 35 14 11 

Felt Difficulty in WC 

Mostly 3 35 17 33 12 

Felt Difficulty in 

Retaining SE Mostly 1 50 18 30 1 

 

Table 4.13 The Proportion of the most difficult task 

 Task 1 Task 2 Task 3 Task4 Task 5  

% 22 23 13 7 35 

 

 

Figure 4.5 The most difficult skill in the paraphrasing tasks 

Changing

Sentence

Structure

Replacing

Words

Retaining

SE

Interperting

Questions

Difficulty 31 30 33 6

0

10

20

30

40

The Most Difficult Skill in the Paraphrasing 

Tasks 
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To compare the item easiness and the perceived difficulty of the participants, 

they were requested to pick up the most challenging task among five paraphrasing 

tasks. In Table 4.13, it was found that although the participants chose the fifth 

paraphrasing task as the most difficult one, the item easiness index value for the fifth 

task was the highest among the five tasks. This indicates that the test-takers’ perceived 

difficulty of the paraphrasing tasks might not always agree with the actual task 

difficulty verified through psychometric analysis. The reason why the fifth task was 

perceived to be the most difficult one might be related to the vocabulary used in the 

original sentences in the task. Even though the target sentences were most demanding 

to interpret among the five tasks, the participants actually seem to have performed 

paraphrasing well on it.  

Moreover, the students were asked to write their opinions about the 

paraphrasing tasks. Some of the test-takers said that they found the tasks to be 

interesting because it was their first time to experience a writing test requiring the 

paraphrasing skill. These opinions support the potential feasibility of the paraphrasing 

tasks even in the educational environment. Furthermore, others mentioned their 

perceptions about the difficulty of the material used in the tasks saying that the target 

sentences were of appropriate difficulty. They also mentioned that they could get used 

to solving problems easily because the material seemed very similar to that found in 

the English section of Korean CSAT (College Scholastic Ability Test), which is the 

university entrance examination implemented in Korea. However, other participants 

also mentioned that the tasks were too demanding to take even though each task 
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composed of only two target sentences. The topic of the target sentences also made 

them feel the tasks to be difficult enough as the topics were mainly about science. This 

feedback from the participants would be useful in designing more authentic and 

interesting paraphrasing tasks. 

 

4.6 Raters’ Perceptions and Feedback 

The raters were asked to provide feedback on scoring rubrics by responding to a 

questionnaire consisting of six questions with the Likert scale and a short-answer 

question. The short-answer question was included to encourage them to write about 

the rubrics after they completed the rating for all of the assigned paraphrases  

They answered that they followed and understood the rubrics well, were 

satisfied with the rubrics, and agreed that the analytic rubric had enough clarity to help 

them complete the rating process without much trouble. However, with respect to the 

holistic rubric, two raters provided feedbacks about balancing a single score along 

with the criteria. They stated that they had to prioritize the four dimensions of analytic 

rating rubrics (i.e., syntactic change, word change, semantic equivalency and 

grammatical and mechanical errors) by themselves, which made the raters feel 

somewhat confused about how to weight different scoring criteria when assigning 

holistic scores to the paraphrases. They mentioned it would be better if they were told 

the prioritizing rule for the four dimensions in the training session.   
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Chapter 5. Discussion 

 

This chapter discusses the major findings of the current study in connection with the 

research questions posed at the beginning of the study. As part of the thesis research 

project, a new, five-task paraphrasing test was created and administered to 

intermediate and advanced levels of Korean EFL learners. An analytic rating rubric 

was developed based on the review of existing rating rubrics and used to score the 

participants’ paraphrases from the test along with the holistic rubric. Then, the 

reliability and validity of scores from a newly-designed paraphrasing test were 

analyzed, and task easiness and discrimination were investigated through item 

analysis procedures. Moreover, the test-takers’ and raters’ perceptions and feedback 

about the paraphrasing tasks used in this study were gathered and analyzed. These 

analyses produced very interesting results in terms of the psychometric qualities of the 

paraphrasing tasks, rating rubrics, raters, and scores obtained from these tasks and 

rubrics, which are discussed next in more detail. 

 

5.1 The Paraphrasing Tasks as an Instrument of 

Writing Assessment 

The current study investigated how reliable and valid the scores from a new writing 

test consisting of the five remodified paraphrasing tasks are and how feasible it would 

be to use such a new instrument for assessing L2 learners’ writing ability for Korean 
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EFL learners. The importance of paraphrasing skills in academic writing and the 

limited resources for assessing L2 learners writing competence led to the development 

of new types of paraphrasing tasks and assessment tools. Nevertheless, it is true that 

only a few studies were conducted on the very topic of paraphrasing assessment or 

related issues despite the increasing importance of assessing L2’ students’ 

paraphrasing abilities. Under such contexts, the current study aimed to investigate the 

feasibility of the paraphrasing tasks as a new format of EFL writing assessment in the 

Korean context and explore the educational implications and applications of such 

assessment approaches.   

The correlation among the test-takers’ scores from the paraphrasing tasks 

and TEPS scores was investigated in this study with the Pearson correlation 

coefficients. This was done to collect some indirect validity evidence of paraphrasing 

scores as indicators of English writing proficiency and general English language 

proficiency. A moderate, positive correlation (.59) was obtained between the TEPS 

score and the total paraphrasing test score (i.e., the sum of analytic composite score 

across the five tasks). Given a relatively small sample size and a limited proficiency 

range of the test-takers, this should probably be viewed as a very positive result in 

support of the validity of the paraphrasing scores obtained from the test used in this 

study. This finding confirms the result of Ji (2018), which reported a correlation of the 

test-takers scores of paraphrasing tasks and the TOEIC scores to be .77. One notable 
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difference between the current study and Ji’s (2008) study is Ji (2018) used TOEIC 

scores as a measure of the test-takers’ general English proficiency whereas the present 

study used the TEPS score or TEPS converted scores. The test-takers’ English 

proficiency scores obtained from TOEIC, TOEFL, and other tests were all converted 

to TEPS 

 

5.2 Scoring Rubrics of the Paraphrasing Tasks 

The development of the scoring rubrics was an important part of the current study. In 

light of language assessment, evaluating writing is challenging as there is no clear 

standard and it varies among raters, which is parallel to the paraphrasing assessment. 

There are no clear and accurate criteria for rating paraphrase data, which has led the 

researchers to develop their own scoring rubrics. The lack of firm standards in 

paraphrasing assessment could cause a huge confusion when the paraphrasing tasks 

become widely available and used in the second language educational field.   

To assess the paraphrasing tasks, previous studies have created their own 

scoring rubrics. For example, Chen et al. (2015) adapted the scoring rubric of 

TOEFL’s Integrated Writing test which has already been acknowledged and accepted 

in the field and whose validity has been confirmed. Thus, after considering some 

advantages of using the modified version of the existing rubric for writing assessment, 

the researcher attempted to adapt the modified scoring rubrics of Chen et al. (2015) 

for the current study. The rating rubric was re-modified twice for the pilot study and 
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the current study. After the holistic rubric was initially employed for the pilot study, 

the holistic rubric was revised into an analytic rubric with four rating dimensions after 

gathering some feedback from the raters. The raters mentioned that it was more 

convenient to use the analytic rubric in evaluating the collected paraphrase data. Their 

feedbacks are quite in line with East (2009) who argued that analytic rubrics could 

offer more detailed information for raters. 

The four scoring dimensions were established based on the review of 

existing theoretical models of paraphrasing competences and general writing ability 

and the previous research on paraphrasing. The first three dimensions are syntactic 

change (SC), word change (WC), and semantic equivalency (SE) which are all 

concerned with the skills of paraphrasing whereas the last dimension, the grammatical 

and mechanical errors (G&M), has more to do with the general writing competence.  

In relation to these four analytic rating dimension, the first noteworthy 

finding was that the correlation between the test-takers’ total score of the first criterion 

SC and TEPS scores was not statistically significant (.12, p > .05). This is in contrast 

with the results for other three rating dimensions. The correlations between the TEPS 

score and the other three dimensional scores are above .50 (p < .01).  

This finding is very intriguing because only the syntactic change dimension 

score showed a non-significant correlation with the TEPS scores among the four 

rating dimensions from the analytic rating rubric. There could be several potential 

reasons for this. First of all, the current TEPS exam does not mainly evaluate the skill 



76 

 

of paraphrasing, which is possibly making it necessary to develop new items to assess 

test-takers’ paraphrasing skills. To avoid plagiarism, it is important for the L2 writers 

to employ all paraphrasing skills such as reformulating the sentence, replacing words 

with synonyms, and retaining the sentence meaning and not prefer one way which is 

usually changing the vocabulary of the original texts.  

Secondly, another possible reason might be that reformulating the sentence 

structure is challenging even for the test-takers with advanced English skills, which is 

consistent with the findings from previous studies that observed language challenge 

on L2 students’ writing. Many L2 writers were found to have trouble with syntactic 

simplification or reducing the text while they tended to copy the original texts (Johns 

and Mayes, 1990). Similarly, Shi (2004) and Keck (2006) found out that the l2 writers 

heavily relied on the writing strategies of simply adding or deleting the words, which 

generally implies that Korean EFL learners might also avoid syntactic change and 

prefer word change as a way of paraphrasing regardless of their English proficiency. 

Another, related reason for the weak correlation between syntactic change and TEPS 

scores is that the test-takers might not have been well informed about how to 

reformulate the sentence structure due to the lack of experience of changing syntactic 

structure. This might also indicate the necessity of pedagogical intervention for L2 

learners (Campbell, 1990; Currie, 1998; Howard, 1996; Hyland, 2001; Johns & 

Mayes, 1990). After the students learn proper ways of paraphrasing, their ability to 

reformulate the sentence structure would reflect a higher correlation with general 

English proficiency.    
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In terms of obtaining the reliability and validity of the scores, utilizing two 

types of analytic and holistic rubrics together made it possible that more thorough 

investigation of the paraphrasing tasks was carried out in this study. As for the 

feedbacks from the raters, however, it might be better for them to be informed in 

advance about the proper prioritizing or weighting scheme for different rating criteria 

for the holistic rubric to prevent confusion. Defining the importance of dimensions of 

the holistic rubrics to the raters should be done in advance in the rubric development 

and pilot-test stages as well as in the training session in further studies.        

         

5.3 Correlations between Test-Takers’ Self-Assessment 

The perception and feedback from test-takers were collected in order to investigate the 

validity and reliability of the paraphrasing test. After taking the test, test-takers were 

required to answer the questions regarding self-assessment of their levels of general 

EFL and writing, and the self-assessment questions were largely divided into two 

sections of general English proficiency (GP) and paraphrasing skill (PS) to obtain 

specific psychometrics of correlations.  

 In relation to this, the first interesting finding was that the correlation 

coefficient of S_PS and TEPS scores turned out to be lower than that of S_GP and 

TEPS, which is impressive that the degree of reflecting self-assessment in general 

English proficiency is higher than that of paraphrasing skill. This finding might be 

explained by considering socio-cultural factors of Korean L2 learners who share 
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similar characteristics with other Asian L2 learners who are likely to be affected by 

the Confucian culture. One of the important attributes of the East Asian cultures is 

‘being modest’ (or humble) in the learning context (Sit, 2013). As writing is one of the 

production skills of English, humility might have affected the test-takers perceptions. 

According to Sit (2013), another important characteristic is ‘being passive’ while 

learning a foreign language, which describes the tendency of the awareness of L2 

learners, particularly from the Asian background. It is very likely that they perceive 

paraphrasing to be an unfamiliar and difficult skill because they have not learned it in 

class before. This might lead to the inaccurate assessment, perhaps underestimation, of 

their own paraphrasing skills. Thus, these reasons could explain the low correlation 

between the scores from the paraphrasing test and the self-assessment regarding 

paraphrasing skills.         
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Chapter 6. Conclusion 

 

6.1 Conclusion and Implications 

The current study focused on the importance of paraphrasing and developed a 

paraphrasing test that has various different features from the previous ones. The main 

difference of the paraphrasing test employed in this study is the number of the original 

sentences that the test-takers should paraphrase. Since the assessment of ESL/EFL 

learners’ paraphrasing skill has not received much attention from researchers and 

practitioners in the field of language assessment, there are only a few kinds of task 

types and tests currently available that can be used to evaluate EFL learners’ 

paraphrasing ability, such as Ji’s (2018) test consisting of single sentence-based tasks 

and Chen et al.’s (2015) paragraph-based ones. A decision was made in this study to 

modify the number of original sentence for paraphrasing following the insight of the 

current researcher caring about the convenience for both test-takers and the researcher 

herself. A total of ten sentences which is given two sentences each was enough for 

testing paraphrasing skills but might have limited the possibility of test-takers’ using 

more various ways of changing syntactic structure.  

In terms of scoring a paraphrasing test, this study used two different types of 

rubrics for more detailed comparison and analyses. Unlike the previous research 

whose scoring scheme was confined to the holistic one, the analytic rubric was mainly 

used in this study. In the process of creating the analytic rubric, the four different 

rating dimensions were identified, which represent the main strategies (or components) 
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of paraphrasing. Previous studies focusing on paraphrasing tests tended to use the 

holistic rubrics which could have some comparative advantages over the analytic ones 

in terms of speed and convenience. However, for a more in-depth investigation, an 

analytic rubric was created and employed in this study. Moreover, the holistic one was 

used to assess the paraphrasing test together to investigate the relationship between the 

scores from the analytic and holistic ratings.   

The findings of this study have shown that the paraphrasing tasks can be 

used as a reliable and valid assessment tool for Korean EFL learners’ paraphrasing 

ability and general writing proficiency, which is consistent with previous research. 

The results also showed not only the reliability and validity of the paraphrasing scores 

but also their positive correlations with the TEPS score, which can be viewed as a 

measure of the general English proficiency. The item/task analysis of the paraphrasing 

tasks suggests that the tasks have appropriate item easiness and discrimination and 

that the paraphrasing scores are consistent across tasks, which was measured by the 

Cronbach’s alpha values for the total paraphrasing score. The correlations among the 

task scores and other measures also suggested the reliability and validity of the 

paraphrasing tasks but there was a rather surprising finding that syntactic change was 

not correlated to the scores of TEPS and self-assessment at a statistically significant 

level. This implies that the current TEPS examination score is not appropriate for 

predicting Korean EFL learners’ specific competence of restating the sentence 

structure in the context of two-sentence-based paraphrasing. EFL/ESL writers need to 

acquire all of the paraphrasing strategies to avoid plagiarism and borrow the original 
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sources appropriately. The teachers and test designers in the field of EFL and ESL 

teaching and education should consider the implications of the current study. 

 

6.2 Limitations and Future Studies 

There were a few limitations in terms of the methodology of data collection and 

analysis from the paraphrasing tasks. First of all, the material of the tasks consisted of 

only two sentences each. In the process of task modification, the original, paragraph-

length text was minimized to a couple of sentences with an intention to reduce the 

test-takers' burden. However, one can argue that a paragraph-based paraphrasing task 

is more appropriate than, or as equally appropriate as, a two-sentence-based task. In 

particular, cohesion and coherence can possibly be better measured through 

paragraph-based tasks. Paraphrasing a full paragraph would be a demanding task for 

the test-takers but it could help reflect the paraphrasing competence more accurately.  

 Additionally, the two target sentences may have restricted, or constrained, 

the test-takers performance on changing sentence structure. It is assumed that when 

changing syntactic structure of the sentence, more information, such as the topic and 

focus of the sentence, should be fully understood. Other kinds of reformulation, 

including topicalization, inversion, and changing to cleft structure, may have been 

limited in this setting.  

 Third, the example sentence in the paraphrasing test may have led (or guided) 

the test-takers to follow the way of reformulating the syntactic structure as shown in 
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the example. As only one example of paraphrased sentences was provided to the test-

takers, there is a possibility for them to mimic the way paraphrasing was done in the 

example sentence.   

Lastly, the validity of the paraphrasing tasks can be investigated more 

thoroughly if the correlations are also computed and compared between the 

paraphrasing scores and the scores from other writing exams, a direct measure of 

English writing proficiency. In the current study, the criterion measure (or indicator) 

of test-takers’ general English proficiency was the TEPS score which only evaluates a 

combination of the vocabulary and grammatical knowledge and the general listening 

and reading abilities of the test-takers. This might be another reason for moderate 

correlations between the scores from the analytic scoring dimensions and the TEPS 

score. As the paraphrasing skill is in the category of writing competence, stronger 

correlations can possibly be obtained with more direct indicators of the test-takers’ 

writing skills. 
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Barr ón-Cede˜no, A., Vila, M., M. Ant`onia, M., & Rosso, P. (2013). Plagiarism meets 

paraphrasing: Insights for the next generation in automatic plagiarism detection. 

(2013). Computational Linguistica, 39(4), 917–947. 

Behizadeh, Nadia & Engelhard, George. (2011). Historical view of the influences of 

measurement and writing theories on the practice of writing assessment in the 



84 

 

United States. Assessing Writing, 16, 189-211.  

Bloch, J. (2001). Plagiarism and the ESL student: From printed to electronic texts. In 

D. Belcher, & A. Hirvela (Eds.), Linking literacies: Perspectives on L2 reading-

writing connections (pp. 209–228). Ann Arbor, MI: The University of Michigan 

Press (2000). Citation practices in academic writing. In P. Thompson (Ed.), 

Patterns and perspectives: Insights into EAP writing practice (pp.27– 44). 

Reading, UK: Centre for Applied Language Studies. 

Brown, J., & Day, A. (1983). Macrorules for summarizing texts: The development of 

expertise. Journal of Verbal Learning and Verbal Behavior, 22, 1–14. 

Campbell, C. (1990). Writing with others’ words: Using background reading text in 

academic compositions. In B. Kroll (Ed.), Second language writing: Research 

insights for the classroom (pp. 211–230). Cambridge: Cambridge University 

Press. 

Canale, M. (1983). From communicative competence to communicative language 

pedagogy. In J. C. Richards, & R. W. Schmidt (Eds.), Language and 

Communication (pp. 2-27). London: Longman. 

Canale, M., & Swain, M. (1980). Theoretical bases of communicative approaches to 

second language teaching and testing. Applied Linguistics, 1, 1-47. 

Chandrasoma, R., Thompson, C., & Pennycook, A. (2004). Beyond plagiarism: 

Transgressive and nontransgressive intertextuality. Journal of Language, 



85 

 

Identity, and Education, 3, 171–194. 

Chambers, J. K. (2009). Sociolinguistic theory: linguistic variation and its social 

significance. Chichester, UK: Blackwell. 

Chen, M.-H., Huang, S.-T., Chang, J.S., & Liou, H.-C. (2015). Developing a corpus-

based paraphrase tool to improve EFL learners' writing skills. Computer 

Assisted Language Learning, 28, 1, 22-40. 

Cheng, L., Sun, Y., & Ma, J. (2015). Review of washback research literature within 

Kane’s argument-based validation framework. Language Teaching, 48(4), 436-

470.Choi, Y. H. (2012). Paraphrase practices for using sources in L2 academic 

writing. English Teaching, 67(2), 51-79. 
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Appendix B 

Post-test Questionnaire 

Post-Test Questionnaires (시험 후 질문지) 

Section A. Self-Assessment of General English Skills (1-5) 

Please read each statement below, then circle the right number that most accurately reflects 

your opinion or attitude. 

다음 아래의 문장을 읽고, 각각의 의견에 부합하는 숫자에 표시해 주세요. 

  

1: Strongly Disagree (매우 그렇지 않다)       2: Disagree (그렇지 않다)        

3: Neutral (그저 그렇다) 4: Agree (그렇다)   5: Strongly Agree (매우 그렇다) 

_________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Questions SD D N A SA 

1 I think my English is good. 

나는 영어를 잘 한다고 생각한다.  

① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

2 I can understand conversations in English.  

나는 영어 대화를 이해할 수 있다.  

① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

3 I can participate in conversations or discussions in English.  

나는 영어 대화나 토론에 참여할 수 있다.  

① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

4 I can understand main ideas when I read English materials.  

나는 영어로 쓰인 글을 읽을 때 주제를 이해할 수 있다.  

① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

5 I can write an essay in English on an assigned topic.  

나는 주어진 주제에 맞춰 영어로 글을 쓸 수 있다.  

① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 
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Section B. Self-Assessment of English Writing Skills (6-13) 

Please read each statement below, then circle the right number that most accurately reflects 

your opinion or attitude. 

다음 아래의 문장을 읽고, 각각의 의견에 부합하는 숫자에 표시해 주세요.  

 

1: Strongly Disagree (매우 그렇지 않다)       2: Disagree (그렇지 않다)        

3: Neutral (그저 그렇다) 4: Agree (그렇다)   5: Strongly Agree (매우 그렇다) 

_________________________________________________________________________ 

Questions S

D 

D N A S

A 

6 I can summarize materials written in English. 

나는 영어로 쓰인 글을 요약 할 수 있다.  

① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

7 I can paraphrase materials written in English. 

나는 영어로 쓰인 글을 다른 말로 바꿔 쓸 수 있다.  

① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

8 I can use correct grammar when I write in English.  

영어로 글을 쓸 때, 나는 알맞은 문법을 사용할 수 있다.  

① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

9 I can use correct vocabulary when I write in English.  

영어로 글을 쓸 때, 나는 알맞은 단어를 사용할 수 있다. 

① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

10 I can use correct punctuation when I write in English.  

영어로 글을 쓸 때, 나는 알맞은 구두점을 사용할 수 

있다. 

① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

11 I can write e-mails in English.  

나는 영어로 이메일(e-mail)을 쓸 수 있다.  
① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

12 I can write reports or term-papers in English. 

나는 영어로 기말 논문이나 보고서를 쓸 수 있다.  
① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

13 I usually write in Korean first and then translate into English. 

나는 대개 한국어로 먼저 글을 쓴 후, 영어로 번역을 

한다. 

① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 
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Section C. Self-Assessment of Paraphrasing (14-19) 

Please read each statement below, then circle the right number that most accurately reflects 

your opinion or attitude. 

다음 아래의 문장을 읽고, 각각의 의견에 부합하는 숫자에 표시해 주세요.  

 

1: Strongly Disagree (매우 그렇지 않다)       2: Disagree (그렇지 않다)        

3: Neutral (그저 그렇다) 4: Agree (그렇다)   5: Strongly Agree (매우 그렇다) 

_________________________________________________________________________ 

Questions S

D 

D N A S

A 

14 I feel confident when paraphrasing English sentences. 

나는 영어 문장을 다른 표현으로 바꿀 때 자신이 있다.   

① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

15 I have had previous experience paraphrasing English 

sentences.  

나는 이전에 다른 말로 표현하기(paraphrasing)을 해 봤다.   

① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

16 I am able to successfully reconstruct the structure of a 

sentence into an appropriate alternative.  

나는 문장의 구조를 적절하게 바꿀 수 있다. 

① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

17 I am able to successfully replace the words of a sentence with 

appropriate alternatives. 

나는 문장의 단어를 적절하게 바꿀 수 있다. 

① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

18 When paraphrasing, I am able to construct sentences that 

completely retain the meaning of the original text very well. 

다른 말로 표현할 때, 나는 원문의 의미를 매우 잘 

유지할 수 있다.  

① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

19 I think paraphrasing is difficult.  

나는 다른 말로 표현하기(paraphrasing)가 어렵다. 

① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 
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Section D. Difficulty of the Paraphrasing Tasks (20-22) 

Please read each statement below, then circle the right number or choose the answer that most 

accurately reflects your opinion or attitude. 

다음 아래의 문장을 읽고, 각각의 의견에 부합하는 숫자에 표시하거나 답을 

골라주세요.  

 

1: Very Easy (매우 쉽다)  2: Easy (쉽다)  3: Neutral (그저 그렇다)   

4: Difficult (어렵다)  5: Very Difficult (매우 어렵다) 

_________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Questions V

E 

E N D V

D 

2

0 

How difficult was the paraphrasing test overall? 

시험은 전반적으로 얼마나 어려웠나요? 
① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

 

21 What was the most difficult part in the paraphrasing test? 

시험에서 가장 어려웠던 부분은 무엇인가요? 

a. Interpreting the question 문제 해석하기  

b. Understanding the meaning of the original text 원문의 내용 이해하기  

c. Changing sentence structure 문장 구조 바꾸기  

d. Replacing words 단어 바꾸기  

e. Retaining the original meaning of the text 원문의 의미 유지하기  

f. None 없음  

22 What was the most difficult question in the paraphrasing test? 

시험에서 가장 어려웠던 문제는 몇 번 인가요? 

a. no.1     b. no.2     c. no.3    d. no.4    e. no.5 
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Section E. Opinions about the Current Paraphrasing Test (23-31) 

Please read each statement below, then circle the right number that most accurately reflects 

your opinion or attitude, or insert your answer below. 

다음 아래의 문장을 읽고, 각각의 의견에 부합하는 숫자에 표시하거나 질문에 

답변 해 주세요.  

 

1: Strongly Disagree (매우 그렇지 않다)       2: Disagree (그렇지 않다)        

3: Neutral (그저 그렇다) 4: Agree (그렇다)   5: Strongly Agree (매우 그렇다) 

_________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Questions S

D 

D N A S

A 

23 I completely understood all instructions for the paraphrasing 

tasks. 

나는 안내사항을 완벽히 이해했다.  

① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

24 I completely interpreted and understood all the sentences in the 

questions.  

나는 문제의 모든 문장을 완벽히 해석하고 이해했다. 

① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

25 I believe I have performed well in the paraphrasing section of the 

test.  

나는 시험에서 다른 말로 표현하기(paraphrasing)을 잘 한 것 

같다. 

① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

26 I found it difficult to change the structure of the sentences in each 

of paraphrasing task.  

나는 ‘다른 말로 표현하기’ 과제에 제시된 문장의 구조를 

바꾸는 데 어려움을 느꼈다. 

① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

27 I found it difficult to change the words of the sentences for the test. 

나는 ‘다른 말로 표현하기’ 과제에 제시된 문장의 단어를 

바꾸는 데 어려움을 느꼈다.   

① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

28 I found it difficult to retain the meaning of the original text.  

나는 ‘다른 말로 표현하기’ 과제에 제시된 지문의 의미를 

① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 
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유지하는 데 어려움을 느꼈다.  

29 I believe I was able to display my English writing skills through 

the Paraphrasing tasks.  

이 시험을 통해 나의 영어 글쓰기 능력을 보여줄 수 

있었다고 생각한다. 

① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

30 I found the Paraphrasing tasks to be interesting and engaging.  

나는 시험이 재미있고 흥미로웠다.  

① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

31 Please feel free to write any opinions about the Paraphrasing tasks and the overall 

structure of the test here.  

시험에 대한 전반적인 의견을 알려주세요.  

______________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________  

 

Thank you. 감사합니다.   
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Appendix C 

A Questionnaire for Raters 
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Appendix D 

Analytic Scoring Rubric 

 Lv. 5 Lv. 4 Lv. 3 Lv. 2 Lv. 1 Lv. 0 

Syntactic 

Change 

(Sentence 

Structure) 

The sentences are 

paraphrased with 

some syntactic 

changes on the 

list for examples 

included. 

 

● Changing the 

positions of 

adverbials 

● Changing the 

voice of 

sentences. 

● Changing the 

structure using 

complementizer 

that. 

The sentences are 

paraphrased with 

one or more 

syntactic changes 

on the list for 

examples 

included. 

 

● Changing the 

positions of 

adverbials 

● Changing the 

voice of 

sentences. 

● Changing the 

structure using 

complementizer 

that. 

 

 

 

The sentences 

are paraphrased 

with a syntactic 

change but they 

do not seem 

appropriate. 

 

 

 

The structure of 

the paraphrased 

sentences seems 

to be similar to 

the original 

sentences. 

 

 

The structure of 

the paraphrased 

sentences does 

not seem to be 

changed. 

 

 

 

The participants 

do not follow 

the directions or 

restate the 

original 

sentences. 
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Word 

Change 

The sentences are 

paraphrased with 

more than three 

appropriate 

phrase changes. 

The sentences are 

paraphrased with 

one or two 

appropriate word 

or phrase 

changes. 

The sentences 

are paraphrased 

with an 

appropriate 

single word 

change. 

 

 

The sentences 

are paraphrased 

with 

inappropriate 

words or 

phrases. 

 

 

The words of the 

paraphrased 

sentences seem 

to be similar to 

the original 

sentences. 

The participants 

do not follow 

the directions or 

restate the 

original 

sentences. 

Semantic 

Equivalency 

The paraphrased 

sentences are 

semantic 

equivalents. 

The original 

meaning has 

been retained 

clearly.  

It is easy to 

comprehend the 

meaning of the 

paraphrased 

sentences 

compared to the 

original 

sentences.   

The paraphrased 

sentences are 

semantic 

equivalents in 

general. 

The original 

meaning has 

been retained 

generally.  

 

The semantic 

equivalency of 

the paraphrased 

sentences seems 

not to be 

retained. 

It is confusing to 

comprehend the 

meaning of the 

paraphrased 

sentences 

compared to the 

original 

sentences.  

The paraphrased 

sentences do not 

seem to be 

semantic 

equivalents in 

general. 

 

 

The paraphrased 

sentences are not 

semantic 

equivalents. 

 

 

The participants 

do not follow 

the directions or 

restate the 

original 

sentences. 
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Grammatical 

Error & 

Mechanical 

Accuracy 

The paraphrased 

sentences include 

no grammatical, 

misspelling, and 

punctuations 

errors. 

The paraphrased 

sentences include 

a few 

grammatical 

errors, 

misspellings, and 

punctuations 

errors. . 

The paraphrased 

sentences 

include some 

grammatical 

errors, 

misspellings, 

and punctuations 

errors. . 

The paraphrased 

sentences 

include a lot of 

grammatical 

errors, 

misspellings, 

and punctuations 

errors. . 

The paraphrased 

sentences are 

grammatically 

wrong and there 

are a lot of 

misspellings and 

punctuation 

errors. . 

The participants 

do not follow 

the directions or 

restate the 

original 

sentences. 
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Appendix E 

Holistic Scoring Rubric 

Level Task Description 

5 

 
Paraphrased sentences 

at this level largely 

accomplish all of the 

following criteria. 

♦ Participants restate both of original sentences (replace phrases 

and rearrange sentence structure) with more than three words and 

parts of structures changing along with no grammatical and 

mechanical errors, and the paraphrased sentences remain 

semantic equivalents. 

 

4 

 
Paraphrased sentences 

at this level largely 

accomplish all of the 

following criteria. 

♦ Participants restate one or two parts of the original sentences by 

changing the sentence structures and replace one or two phrases 

or words with few or no grammatical errors, and the phrases 

remain semantic equivalents.  

3 

 
Paraphrased sentences 

at this level largely 

accomplish all of the 

following criteria. 

♦ Participants restate a single part of the structure of the original 

sentences and replace a single word with few or no grammatical 

and mechanical errors, and the phrases still remain semantic 

equivalents but they are generally confusing to understand. 

♦ Participants restate a single part of the structure of the original 

sentences and replace a single word with some grammatical and 

mechanical errors, and the phrases do not remain semantic 

equivalents in general.  
Participants restate and replace more than three parts and phrases 

or words with more grammatical errors, and the replacement 

results in inaccuracy, vagueness of semantic equivalency, or 

imprecision of some content. 

 

2 

 
Paraphrased sentences 

at this level largely 

accomplish all of the 

following criteria. 

♦ Participants restate the original sentences but the paraphrased 

sentences have similar sentence structures, replace the words in 

the original sentences with inappropriate words along with a few 

grammatical and mechanical errors, and the paraphrases sentences 

are not semantic equivalents in general.  . 

♦ Participants replace single words appropriately and replace only 

one or two phrases or words with few or no grammatical errors 

but the replacement results in inaccuracy, vagueness, or 

imprecision of some content.  



104 

 

1 

 
Paraphrased sentences 

at this level largely 

accomplish all of the 

following criteria. 

♦ Participants do not change the sentence structure of the original 

sentences, use similar words to the paraphrased sentences and do 

not retain the semantic equivalency.   

♦ The paraphrased sentences are generally grammatically wrong.  

 

0 

 

♦ Participants do not follow the directions or restate the original 

sentences. 
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국문 초록 
 

한국인 영어 학습자의 다른 말로 바꾸어 쓰기  

점수의 신뢰도와 타당도 검증 연구  

 

 
본 연구는 제 2외국어로서 영어를 사용하는 한국인 학습자의 

글쓰기 능력을 평가할 수 있는 수단으로서의 다른 말로 바꾸어 쓰기 

(paraphrasing) 과제의 신뢰도 및 타당성을 분석하고 연구 결과를 

바탕으로 ESL-EFL 교육 환경에서 도움을 주고자 추진되었다. 한국인 

영어 학습자의 영어 글쓰기 평가는 연구자들 사이에서 활발히 논의되는 

주제이며 한국인 영어 학습자의 글쓰기 평가를 위한 새로운 도구를 

개발하는 것은 매우 중요한 문제이다. 이를 ‘다른 말로 바꾸어 쓰기’라는 

하나의 글쓰기 기술과 접목하여 글쓰기 평가를 위한 시험 개발 및 

타당성 (validity)과 신뢰도 (reliability)에 초점을 맞춰 연구가 진행되었다.  

‘다른 말로 바꾸어 쓰기’는 학생 및 연구자가 표절 (plagiarism)을 

하지 않고 외부 작업의 출처를 인용할 수 있는 방법으로 글쓰기에서 

매우 중요한 기술이다. 표절을 학계의 엄중한 범죄로 다루는 서양 

문화권과는 달리 유교 문화권 국가는 예로부터 지식 학습 및 습득을 

위해 선인의 것을 그대로 암기하는 기계식 공부 방법을 (rote-learning) 

선호했다. 선행 연구에서는 한국인 영어학습자들이 영어를 배우고 이를 

표현하여 글로 작성할 때 큰 어려움으로 작용하여 비의도적인 표절을 

행하게 된다고 밝혔다. 따라서 한국인 영어 학습자가 이러한 문화적 

차이를 극복하고 영어 글쓰기에 적응하기 위해서는 ‘다른 말로 바꾸어 

쓰기’ 능력의 학습이 필수적이다. 이러한 인식에서 본 연구는 ‘다른 말로 

바꾸어 쓰기’ 과제를 개발하고 이것이 실용적인 글쓰기 평가가 될 수 

있는지를 연구했다. 

 100명의 한국인 영어 학습자가 ‘다른 말로 바꾸어 쓰기’ 과제에 

참여하였으며 총 5 문항에 답하였다. 참여자들은 본 과제 전후로 

설문지에 응답하였으며 과제 전 설문은 기본 인적 사항과 관련되었으며 

과제 후 설문은 참여자들의 인식을 조사하기 위해 리커트 척도 (Likert 

Scale) 기반한 총 5개의 설문문항을 사용하였다. 또한 본 과제의 채점을 

위해 두 명의 채점자가 모집되었으며, 각 채점자의 점수는 신뢰도 및 

타당도 분석에 활용되었다. 채점 기준은 Chen et al. (2015)의 평가 기준을 

수정하여 사용하였으며 참여자들의 응답은 분석적 채점법 (Analytic 
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Scoring)과 통합적 채점법 (Holistic Scoring)으로 평가되었다.  

연구 결과를 통해 모든 문항에서 채점자간에 높은 채점 신뢰도 

보였고, 적절한 문항 난이도와 변별도 지수도 얻을 수 있었다. 과제의 

타당성 분석을 위해 TEPS 시험 및 자기 평가 (self-assessment)의 점수가 

본 과제의 점수를 비교하였으며 상관관계 지수도 계산하여 보았다.  

분석적 채점 기준 (Analytic rating rubrics)의 4가지 기준 중 문장 구조 

변경 (Syntactic Change)가 가장 낮은 상관 관계를 보였으며, 이는 한국인 

영어 학습자들이 ‘다른 말로 바꾸어 쓰기’를 할 때 문장 구조의 변경 

보다는 어휘 변경을 선호한다는 선행 연구의 결과와 일치한다. 

결론적으로 본 연구에는 ‘다른 말로 바꾸어 쓰기’ 과제를 통해 본 

과제가 글쓰기 평가로서 활용될 수 있는지를 살펴 보았는데, 연구 

결과는 높은 신뢰도와 타당성을 확인할 수 있었다. ‘다른 말로 바꾸어 

쓰기’과제가 현 교육과정의 제한적인 글쓰기 수행평가의 유형을 

보완하는 데 기여할 것으로 기대된다.    

 

주요어: 영어 글쓰기 평가, 제 2 언어평가, 다른 말로 바꾸어 쓰기, 평가표, 

학습자 인식, 채점자 인식, 한국 영어 학습자 

 

학번: 2017-20437 
 


	Chapter 1. Introduction
	1.1. Background and Motivation
	1.2 Research Questions
	1.3 Organization of the Thesis

	Chapter 2. Review of Literature
	2.1 Theoretical Framework of Writing Assessments
	2.2 Paraphrasing and Plagiarism
	2.2.1 Paraphrasing as an Important Writing Strategy
	2.2.2 Plagiarism
	2.2.3 Relationship between Paraphrasing and Plagiarism

	2.3 Previous Research on L2 learners Paraphrasing
	2.3.1 The Taxonomy of Paraphrase Types
	2.3.2 Studies with Pedagogical Interventions about L2 Paraphrasing

	2.4 L2 Paraphrasing Assessment

	Chapter 3. Methodology
	3.1 Participants
	3.2 Raters
	3.3 Instruments
	3.3.1 Preliminary Version of the Paraphrasing Task
	3.3.2 Paraphrasing Tasks
	3.3.3 Post-test Questionnaire for Test-takers
	3.3.4 Questionnaire for Raters
	3.3.5 Scoring Rubrics
	3.3.5.1 Scoring Rubrics in Preliminary Study
	3.3.5.2 Scoring Rubrics in the Current Study


	3.4 Method of Analysis

	Chapter 4. Results
	4.1 Descriptive Statistics for the Paraphrasing Tasks
	4.2 Item Analysis
	4.3 Inter-rater Reliability
	4.3.1 Inter-rater Reliability of Analytic Scores
	4.3.2 Inter-rater Reliability of Holistic Scores

	4.4 Validity Analyses for the Paraphrasing Scores
	4.4.1 Correlations among dimensional composite and holistic scores
	4.4.2 Correlations among different dimensional and holistic scores

	4.5 Test-takers Perceptions and Feedback
	4.6 Raters Perceptions and Feedback

	Chapter 5. Discussion
	5.1 The Paraphrasing Tasks as an Instrument of Writing Assessment
	5.2 Scoring Rubrics of the Paraphrasing Tasks
	5.3 Correlations between Test-Takers Self-Assessment

	Chapter 6. Conclusion
	6.1 Conclusion and Implications
	6.2 Limitations and Future Studies

	References
	Appendices
	국문 초록


<startpage>13
Chapter 1. Introduction 1
 1.1. Background and Motivation 1
 1.2 Research Questions 8
 1.3 Organization of the Thesis 9
Chapter 2. Review of Literature 10
 2.1 Theoretical Framework of Writing Assessments 10
 2.2 Paraphrasing and Plagiarism 15
  2.2.1 Paraphrasing as an Important Writing Strategy 15
  2.2.2 Plagiarism 16
  2.2.3 Relationship between Paraphrasing and Plagiarism 19
 2.3 Previous Research on L2 learners Paraphrasing 20
  2.3.1 The Taxonomy of Paraphrase Types 20
  2.3.2 Studies with Pedagogical Interventions about L2 Paraphrasing 24
 2.4 L2 Paraphrasing Assessment 26
Chapter 3. Methodology 33
 3.1 Participants 33
 3.2 Raters 34
 3.3 Instruments 35
  3.3.1 Preliminary Version of the Paraphrasing Task 35
  3.3.2 Paraphrasing Tasks 36
  3.3.3 Post-test Questionnaire for Test-takers 39
  3.3.4 Questionnaire for Raters 41
  3.3.5 Scoring Rubrics 42
   3.3.5.1 Scoring Rubrics in Preliminary Study 42
   3.3.5.2 Scoring Rubrics in the Current Study 44
 3.4 Method of Analysis 46
Chapter 4. Results 48
 4.1 Descriptive Statistics for the Paraphrasing Tasks 48
 4.2 Item Analysis 50
 4.3 Inter-rater Reliability 55
  4.3.1 Inter-rater Reliability of Analytic Scores 55
  4.3.2 Inter-rater Reliability of Holistic Scores 57
 4.4 Validity Analyses for the Paraphrasing Scores 58
  4.4.1 Correlations among dimensional composite and holistic scores 58
  4.4.2 Correlations among different dimensional and holistic scores 61
 4.5 Test-takers Perceptions and Feedback 67
 4.6 Raters Perceptions and Feedback 71
Chapter 5. Discussion 72
 5.1 The Paraphrasing Tasks as an Instrument of Writing Assessment 72
 5.2 Scoring Rubrics of the Paraphrasing Tasks 74
 5.3 Correlations between Test-Takers Self-Assessment 77
Chapter 6. Conclusion 79
 6.1 Conclusion and Implications 79
 6.2 Limitations and Future Studies 81
References 83
Appendices 91
국문 초록 105
</body>

