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ABSTRACT
Along with the ever-increasing attention to the learners and learning
in ESL/EFL classrooms, language learning styles have been considered
as the cornerstone of learners’ successful achievements. Referent
to this assumption, researchers often agree that accommodating
teaching styles to students’ learning styles and taking into account their
individual differences in language classes can lead to the improved
learning. Therefore, this study intended to investigate the effects of
accommodating writing assignments to the learning styles of the EFL
learners on their writing improvement. More specifically, the present
research aimed at investigating the effect of visual style on improving
EFL undergraduate students’ writing. Accordingly, 22 EFL learners whose
major learning styles were visual were selected as the participants of this
study. To start with, a pretest was taken. Through the analysis of pretest
scores, researchers commenced the instruction in about 10 sessions.
During these sessions, one of the researchers instructed the participants,
worked on their writings, and gave assignments and topics which
matched their style. At the end of the course, a posttest was administered
and two raters, familiar with writing assessment, independently scored
the writings, and then the means of pre and posttests were subjected to
a match t-test. Results (t= 2.379, sig. = 0.04, p<0.05) showed that giving
writing tasks to the visual students based on their style improved their
writing. In conclusion, if teachers take individual differences into account,
especially in writing classes, more promotion in EFL undergraduate
students’ writing can be achieved.
Keywords: Learning Styles; Visual Style; Writing Promotion; Perceptual
Learning Style Preference Survey (PLSPS).
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1. Introduction
As teachers, we often create classroom environments that are
rewarding to us and to students who are similar to us, but these
settings can be extremely frustrating for other students. The
results, therefore, seem to indicate that we do need to become
aware of our own teaching/learning styles as well as the learning
styles of our students (Dreyer, 1998).
Today, there has been a paradigm shift from instructionaloriented to a learner-oriented approach towards language
learning (Riazi & Riasati, 2007). One consequence of this shift,
as Aliakbari and Mahjub (2010) have emphasized, was “an
increasing awareness and interest in resources for learning styles
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and language learning strategies in foreign and second language teaching and learning” (p. 41).
Undoubtedly, language learners take in and understand information in different ways. Some like
to see while others may like to hear. Most of the researchers, Brown (2000) in particular, believe
that general approaches and preferences that language learners use in their learning are learning
styles or preferences. If teachers aim at achieving a desired outcome, they are recommended to
provide tasks and activities through which learners like to learn the language skills. Accordingly,
Dunn, Dunn, and Price (1979) maintain that giving learning instruction in line with the learners’
preferences improve their learning. In other words, when mismatches exist between learners’
learning styles and the given tasks by the teacher, the learners may become disappointed in
class and lose their motivation about the courses (Felder, 1996). Conversely, Dunn et al. (2009)
have noted that compatibility of teachers’ instructions and learners’ preferences can lead to the
successful learning process.
To date, many theories have been developed to increase teachers’ effectiveness in teaching
writing. Understanding these theories will help researchers understand the writing teachers’
contributions to the learners’ success in writing skill. Hyland (2003) argues that writing is a sociocognitive activity that involves skills of writing processes such as planning, drafting, and revising
as well as knowledge of language, context, and audiences. Most teachers are not aware of the
ways their students prefer to write or they may pay little attention to these different preferences.
Although it is generally believed that students come to the language classroom with different
learning preferences in writing, teachers are still giving them the same topics and tasks in writing
classes. However, it has been proved that such an approach would have failed to capture many
of the learners learning preferences (Riazi & Riasati, 2007). Teachers, therefore, need to be aware
of their learners’ learning styles and match the class activities and tasks to their styles. Taking
textbooks and teaching materials into consideration, the issue gets worse. Syllabus and material
designers often think of an stereotype student and base their work on course requirements or their
own experiences and pay little attention to the learners’ styles of learning. Perhaps it is the time to
change this trend and involve the students’ learning preferences more into the learning process. In
this relation, it is worth examining the effect of particular styles on the writing of English language
learners, in general, and EFL (English as a Foreign Language) students in particular, to know more
of the benefits of these accommodations. Hence, this study aims at investigating the effects of
visual style on the EFL students’ essay writing.

2. Literature Review
2.1. Learning Styles
Brown (2000) refers to consistent and enduring tendencies or preferences for learning as learning
styles. He believes that styles are the general characteristics of intellectual functioning that pertain
to individuals. These unique features differentiate individuals from each other. For example, one
may be more visually oriented, more tolerant of ambiguity, or more analytical than others. Felder
and Henriques (1995) note that “the ways in which an individual characteristically acquires, retains,
and retrieves information are collectively termed the individual’s learning style” (p. 21). Peacock
(2001) has emphasized that Reid’s 1995 definition of learning style –”an individual’s natural,
habitual, and preferred way(s) of absorbing, processing, and retaining new information and skills”
(p. iii) – is now the most widely accepted. Dunn et al. (2009) have pointed out that learning style, as
a dimension of diversity, encourages individuals, as both learners and instructors, to respect and
accept a variety of appropriate behaviors in the teaching and learning process. They found out
that “learning style has become a well-known concept in the Nordic nations and a pedagogical
platform for recognizing and responding to individual differences… Without learning styles as its
cornerstone, no one knows how to differentiate instruction or on what to base differentiation” (p.
139). Hyland (2003) emphasizes that being aware of differences in preferred learning and teaching
styles is potentially useful in L2 classrooms. He also suggested that learners have their own styles
or general approaches to learning, and that these are partly shaped by their cultural backgrounds
or prior experiences.
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Ehrman, Leaver, and Oxford (2003) note that the literature on learning styles loosely and often
interchangeably uses the terms learning style, cognitive style, personality type, sensory preference,
and modality. Examples of important learning styles found in the literature are visual, auditory,
hands-on, extroverted, introverted, intuitive-random, concrete-sequential, closure-oriented and
open, analytic, and global (Nam & Oxford, 1998).
Among these categories of learning styles, perceptual learning style has received much more
attention. Reid (1987, p. 89) states that research has demonstrated that learners have four basic
perceptual learning channels (or modalities):
1. Visual learning: reading, studying charts
2. Auditory learning: listening to lectures, audiotapes
3. Kinesthetic learning: experiential learning, that is, total physical involvement with
a learning situation
4. Tactile learning: “hands-on” learning, such as building models or doing laboratory
experiments
Aliakbari and Tazik (2011) suggest that language instructors should gear their teaching
methods to the students’ variant learning styles. Likewise, many other researchers (e.g. Dreyer,
1998; Felder & Henriques, 1995; Mulalic et al., 2007) recommend the instructors to motivate their
learners by presenting information in a way that accommodate their learning style. Peacock (2001),
for instance, suggests that to accommodate the Visual learners in class, instructors use handouts,
videos, encourage note-taking and reading, and write key information on the board.

2.2. Studies on Learning Styles
Studies on language learning styles have widely focused on the importance of determining
the students and teachers learning and teaching styles as well as comparing the students’ learning
preferences with the teachers’ teaching methods. Reid (1987) criticizes ESL instructors for they
“often use methods and materials that have been developed with the learning needs of native
speakers of English in mind” (p. 91). She believes that students and teachers are not aware that lots
of the problems such as difficulty in learning class material, high frustration levels, and even failure
may not rest solely in the material itself. Language learning preferences can have crucial role in this
regard. Therefore, she suggests that, to have more effective results, the goals of instruction should
be (1) to help students identify and assess their individual learning styles, (2) to allow students to
sample unfamiliar teaching and learning styles, and (3) to devise alternative instructional situations
to accommodate the variations in learning styles that may exist in a classroom. She concludes that
understanding and employing different teaching styles by the instructor, and the awareness of
individual learning styles by the student, may influence success in the classroom.
Felder and Henriques (1995) note that students’ learning are governed by their native ability,
prior preparation, compatibility of their characteristic approach to learning, and the instructor’s
characteristic approach to teaching. They therefore suggest that “although it can be helpful for an
instructor to know the distribution of learning styles in a class, the point is not to place all students
into one or another style category and to teach each student exclusively according to his or her
preferred style” (p. 27). Rather, the goal is a balanced teaching style, i.e. a multistyle approach for
teaching in classrooms in all classes at all levels. Nam and Oxford (1998) argue that learning style
preferences help the learners to shape their learning strategies. They explain that visual learners
tend to use strategies such as taking notes and outlining in language classes. Ehrman (1998), after
the analysis of some students’ end-of-training quotes, said that the quotes were positive if there
has been a match between the students’ learning styles and the teachers’ teaching approaches. He
believes that the relationship between students and teachers are far from a one-way proposition
and, surely, teachers motivate their students to learn and support this process in many ways. Similar
to students, teachers are also motivated by their interpersonal satisfactions of teaching.
According to Dreyer (1998, p. 116), “a stylistic match or mismatch between teacher and
student may determine how well they get along, with important consequences for the learning
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process”. Dreyer (1998) argues that one of the overlooked problems of language learning is that
“teachers continue to teach the same lesson to an entire class in the same way and eventually
require a demonstration of mastery in exactly the same way” (p. 116). Consequently, the class is not
equally productive for all the students because their minds work in different ways. He states that
individuals come to the classroom with different preferences. Therefore, “what may be happening,
then, is a fundamental mismatch between the preferred styles of teachers and those of students.
This creates a battle between teachers and students” (Dreyer, 1998, p. 116). In his analysis of the
possible mismatches between language learners in South Africa and the instructors, Dreyer (1998)
found that teachers participating in the study might be at “war” with their students. He continues
that it may be that teachers’ preferred learning/teaching styles and the activities they provide in the
classroom are not taking into account the stylistic needs of the students. He notes that although all
the problems occurring in the ESL classroom cannot be put in the basket of “style wars”, it does seem
that style disparities indirectly contribute to a lot of problems in the classroom. Finally, he suggests
that “greater awareness and knowledge of the potentially negative effects of “style wars” may help in
the creation of a more conducive atmosphere for learning and teaching in the ESL classroom” (p. 123).
Similarly, Bialystock (1985, cited in Hyland, 2003) offers that diagnosing the learners’ style help the
teachers to adapt their teaching styles to the students’ preferred styles. In this way, teachers can
avoid “style war” between their own and their students’ styles, which can have negative effects on
both attitudes and learning.
Spratt (1999) states that considerable lack of correspondence between the learner preferences
and teachers’ perceptions of them has been reported in the literature. He concludes that such
discrepancies between learners and teachers’ views suggest teachers’ inability in confidently
diagnosing their learners’ preferences.
Peacock (2001) suggests that learning and teaching styles, and particularly the match or
mismatch between them, are an important and under-researched aspect of L2 classroom life. Great
deal of theoretical support illustrate that mismatches are common, and that they negatively affect
learning and learner motivation and attitude. In his study, he has reported that his findings indicate
that a mismatch between teaching and learning styles causes learning failure and frustration.
Therefore, he suggests that EFL teachers (1) try to identify their own teaching style, (2) identify their
students’ learning styles, and (3) try to accommodate those learning styles. One way to achieve
(3) is to match teaching style with learning style (p. 15). His conclusion is that “but as learning
styles within a class generally differ, perhaps a better approach is to strive for a balanced teaching
style that does not excessively favor any one learning style – or rather that tries to accommodate
multiple learning styles” (p. 15).
Ehrman et al. (2003) state that learner differences include, among others, factors classified under
the following three areas: Learning styles, Learning strategies, and Affective variables. They believe
that in order to enable the most learners learn as much as they can, teachers need a program,
which enables these learners to start out in a comfortable way, i.e. giving them the opportunity to
learn in their preferred styles, rather than always outside of them.
In their study, Wintergerst, DeCapua, and Verna (2003) found that teachers who use teaching
and learning strategies that correspond to their students’ learning styles are more likely to reach a
larger number of students’.
Mulalic et al. (2007) have stated that learning styles play a crucial role in the learning process.
Language teachers and instructors should not neglect the importance of determining students’
learning styles and accommodating their teaching methods for them. They contend, “students’
learning styles have been ignored and have been considered an insignificant component in the
learning process” (p. 10). They also discuss that language instructors enter the classroom and teach
the students based on their own learning styles while their learning preferences may differ from
their students.
Riazi and Riasati (2007) in a study aimed at investigating the language learning style preferences
of Iranian EFL learners, and the degree of teachers’ awareness of them found that teachers are aware
of their students’ learning preferences in a number of cases, but unaware in some others. Therefore,
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there needs to be a closer cooperation between teachers and students in these instances. Their
findings also reveal that most of learners in the study seem to favor a communicative approach,
i.e. perfecting their language skills by working in pairs/ groups, actively engaging in classroom
discussions, practicing their English by talking to their peers and interacting with other people. But
teachers are not aware of some of these preferences.
Dunn et al. (2009) believe that education stakeholders recognize that not all learners favor one
teaching approach; consequently, modifications and teaching flexibility are essential for academic
success. Regarding the impact of learning style on the students’ achievement, their findings
revealed that learning style have had positive effect on the learners and teachers’ values and
positively affected their academic achievement.
Acknowledging that people are individually different, in terms of their style, and in an attempt
to review how a teacher can accommodate tasks to the learners. Hyland (2003, p. 45) suggests
that in writing classes students perceptual style preferences can be accommodated in certain
ways: Students with an auditory preferences work best on tasks like listening to the lectures,
conversations or taped materials as source for writing, visual learners respond well to reading source
texts, completing gapped texts, and transferring information from graphic or video materials, and
kinesthetic students like to participate in role playing activities and tactile students work better on
activities that involve writing reports on building and testing models.

3. Statement of the Problem
In summary, the studies cited above seem to unanimously emphasize the importance of
accommodating teaching and learning styles in EFL/ESL classrooms, they also admit the detrimental
role of learning styles in positively enhancing the learners’ motivation, attitudes, and achievement,
as well as the negative effects of mismatching of learning and teaching styles on the students’
learning. In spite of such disposition, unfortunately in currently used pedagogical programs and
instructions, instructors pay little attention to the individual differences. And writing is not an
exception. Teaching practices and topics for writing are the same for all the learners. Therefore, in
this study, the researchers tried to indicate the extent to which the instructors take the individual
differences, in terms of their style, into account, and the probable progress in their students’ writing,
in particular, due to establishing the match between teaching and learning styles. Therefore, this
study intended to investigate whether visually oriented learners’ writing would improve, if teachers
give them writing tasks, which accommodate to their style. The study, therefore, sought answers
to the following question:
Does compatibility of writing tasks with the students’ learning style improve their writing ability?

4. Method
4.1. Participants
This study was conducted with 22 (10 males and 12 females) EFL undergraduate students
studying at the faculty of Literature and Humanities at Ilam University, Iran. Their age ranged
from 19 to 23. The primary population was 60 students. Since the focus of this study was on the
visually oriented students, a questionnaire adopted from Reid (1987) was given to the students to
determine their style. After collecting the data, those who were visually oriented were selected as
the participants.

4.2. Instruments
The measuring instruments used in this research consisted of a questionnaire and the students’
written texts. The questionnaire used in this study was adopted from Reid (1984). This questionnaire
has been designed to help researchers identify the way(s) learners learn best (Reid, 1995). Reid’s
questionnaire consists of 30 items, in which there are 5 items for each learning category, i.e. visual,
auditory, kinesthetic, tactile, group learning, and individual learning. Each item has a numerical
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value. Items 6, 10, 12, 24, and 29 are visual questions. If the score of the learners who answer the
visual items was between 38 and 50, the learners’ major style is visual. Reid’s Perceptual Learning
Style Preference Survey (PLSPS) has been widely used by many researchers (Hyland, 1993;
Wintergerst & DeCapua, 1998; Peacock, 2001; Wintergerst et al, 2001; Mulalic et al., 2007; Riazi &
Mansoorian, 2008). Wintergerst et al. (2003) note that for non-native speakers of English, Reid’s
(1984) Perceptual Learning Style is among the better-known learning style assessment instruments
normed in the ESL/EFL field. They have also found out that, among the available instruments, the
earliest and the most widely used instrument for ESL learners is Reid’s PLSPQ. Mulalic et al. (2007)
enumerate some reasons for choosing this instrument for their study: “it is easy to administer, easy
to interpret, self-scoring and not scored by an external agent, relatively quick to administer and
complete, it has easily reportable scales, and has reliability and validity supported by the research”
(p. 13).
Another measuring instrument used in this research was students’ written texts, which were
based on the tasks that the teacher gave to them. These texts were the learners’ products, which
showed their strengths or weaknesses in writing. The texts were assessed according to the analytic
scoring rubric adopted from Hyland (2003, Appendix B). The total score for the texts were 100. Those
texts which scored 78 to 100 were ranked as excellent to very good, and those which scored 54 to
75, 28 to 50, and 3 to 25 were respectively ranked as good to average, fair to poor, and inadequate.

4.3. Procedure for Data Collection and Analysis
To observe the outcome of style-based writing instruction, the one-group pretest posttest
design was used, i.e. students were assigned in an intact group, took a pretest, and after writing
instruction, received a posttest. To commence the study, firstly, the original form of Reid’s (1995)
questionnaire was administered to students during their class sessions. Based on the results of
the questionnaire, visually oriented students were selected as the intact group. Then the selected
participants took part in a pretest, writing a summary of a reading passage. The scores of the
pretest were collected to be compared with the post-test scores. The instruction for completing
the pretest was given clearly by the teacher. The teacher gave the instruction in two steps. In step 1,
he introduced the research project to the students and told them that they would be participating
in a writing assessment. He also noted that two teachers would evaluate the papers and identify
their strengths and weaknesses. The students were told about scoring standards which considered:
Fulfillment of the task, presenting clear and interesting ideas and the proper development of those
ideas; effective organization and coherence; and varied and correct sentences, correct use of
conventions such as grammar, punctuation, usage, spelling, and sentence structure
In step 2, the students were asked to write a summary of a reading entitled “A day of an
Iranian worker” in a paragraph of at least 150-word length. After taking the pre-test, the visual
style students, with the help of their teacher, worked on the topics over 10 sessions. After those
sessions, a post-test with similar form but different topic was administered. Adopting analytical
scoring rubric as rating scale by Hyland (2003), all the texts were scored based on the given traits.
To make the scoring process reliable, each script was scored by two raters. The reported score was
the average score of two raters. The pre-test and post-test means were subjected to a match t-test
in order to define the significance of the difference between them.

5. Results and Discussions
The raw data were analyzed using SPSS 14.0. Descriptive and inferential statistics were carried
out for all measures in this study. The results are discussed below.
To account for the inter-rater reliability of two sets of scores, Pearson correlation was calculated
for each group of scores, once for the pre-test scores and once for the post-test scores. Table 1
shows the correlation between two raters’ scores for pre and posttests.
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Table 1. The correlation between two raters’ scores for pretest and posttest

Pretest

Posttest

Pearson correlation

.753*

.911*

Sig. (2-tailed)

.012

.000

22

22

N
*P<0.05

As it can be seen from this table, the correlation is significant at p<0.05 level. It means that
the inter-rater reliability for both pretest and posttest scores is high enough and acceptable. As
discussed above, after administering pre and posttests, descriptive statistics were computed to
compare the means obtained for pre and post tests. Results of this comparison are given in Table 2.
Table 2. Paired Samples Statistics for comparing means of pre and post tests

N

Std. Deviation

Mean

Std. Error Mean

Pretest

22

2.11

13.30

.66

Posttest

22

2.41

15.60

.76

As Table 2 shows, the mean score for the pretest is 13 .3 (m=13.3). The reported mean for posttest is 15.6 (m=15.6). To check whether the observed differences between the given means were
significant, a match t-test was calculated.
Table 3. A match t-test for pretest and posttest means

Pretest-posttest

t

df

Sig.

-2.37*

21

.04

*P<0.05

As can be seen from Table 3, the obtained t value is 2.37 and the significant level is .04. Therefore,
it can be claimed that there was a significant difference between two means. This means that the
answer to the research question is positive. In other words, if teachers give their visually oriented
students writing tasks based on their style, they will observe improvement in their writing. More
specifically, visually oriented students can improve their writing better when or if they are given
specific tasks such as writing summaries, with topics like describing pictures, and recording what
they see in a film.

6. Conclusion and Pedagogical Implications
Researchers such as Brown (2000) noted that language learning is a conscious process that
includes formal exposure to grammatical rules, learning instruction, receiving feedback on the
correct or incorrect uses of language. This process is routinely practiced in most of the language
learning classes, consecutively followed since the instructors found it to be efficient and helpful in
language learning. However, static use of teaching procedures may lead to undesired outcomes.
Therefore, what is expected from language teachers is the considerable use of variant activities in
order to reinforce language learning, motivating language learners, and reaching all students in
educational settings.
This study investigated accommodating writing tasks to the undergraduate learners’ language
learning styles. Results from the statistical analysis of the scripts written by the participants
indicated that the learners’ writing ability improved considerably. Comparing the pre and posttest
means and calculating the match t-test for the possible mean differences supported this claim
(t= 2.37, p<0.04). Therefore, it is concluded that visual EFL learners prefer to write texts and work
on the topics which match their style, and that they need a great deal of visual presentation in
language classes. However, since in language classes, students enter the classroom with variant
learning styles, it is impossible to teach in a way that favors all. So, it is highly recommended that the
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instructors present variety of materials and give multi-style writing tasks in language classrooms if
they like to reach all.
All in all, from the above mentioned results, the following pedagogical implications can be
drawn.

1. It seems that accommodating writing tasks to the EFL learners’ learning style
can help them accomplish their tasks successfully. Instructors should take it into
consideration and try to match their teaching style with their learners’.
2. Writing instructors should know that visually-oriented learners perform well
on the tasks which they can see before writing. To motivate these students,
instructors should present a great deal of simulation in language classrooms.
3. In EFL writing classes, setting a unique topic for all is not desirable. Giving learningstyle-based topics to the students can help them to write about what they prefer.
4. Writing is not a mere product. In writing classes instructors can use simulations,
video-tapes, and even realia to establish a background in their students’ minds
and help them to map out what they are writing.
5. Instructors should identify the learners’ learning style at the beginning of the
educational period and make the students aware of these styles. In this way,
students are aware of their learning preferences and instructors know what topics
should be given to which students.
6. Course and material designers should provide this opportunity to all the students
to write about what they prefer more. Including the wide variety of topics and
tasks in writing books can be a viable contribution in this regard.
It is worth mentioning that, this study has been done by an intact group with the same learning
style. Further studies can be undergone by using a control group to make rigorous discussions on
the present conclusions.
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Appendices
Appendix A
PLSP Questionnaire (Reid, 1987)
Items
1. When the teacher tells me the instructions I understand better.
2. I prefer to learn by doing something in
class.
3. I get more work done when I work with
others.
4. I learn more when I study with a group.
5. In class, I learn best when I work with others.
6. I learn better by reading what the teacher
writes on the chalkboard.
7. When someone tells me how to do something in class, I learn it better.
8. When I do things in class, I learn better.
9. I remember things I have heard in class better than things I have read.
10. When I read instructions, I remember them
better.
11. I learn more when I can make a model of
something.
12. I understand better when I read instructions.
13. When I study alone, I remember things
better.
14. I learn more when I make something for a
class project.
15. I enjoy learning in class by doing experiments.
16. I learn better when I make drawings as I
study.
17. I learn better in class when the teacher
gives a lecture.
18. When I work alone, I learn better.
19. I understand things better in class when I
participate in role-playing.
20. I learn better in class when I listen to someone.
21.1 enjoy working on an assignment with two
or three classmates.
22. When I build something, I remember what I
have learned better.
23. I prefer to study with others.

Strongly Agree UndecidAgree
ed

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree
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24. I learn better by reading than by listening to
someone.
25. I enjoy making something for a class project.
26. I learn best in class when I can participate in
related activities.
27. In class, I work better when I work alone.
28. I prefer working on projects by myself.
29. I learn more by reading textbooks than by
listening to lectures.
30. I prefer to work by myself,
Note. PLSP questionnaire, adopted from Reid (1984). In Reid, J. (1995). Learning styles in the ESL/EFL classroom. Boston, MA: Heinle and Heinle Publishers. Used with permission.

Appendix B
Analytic Scoring Rubric
Mark

Format and content 40 marks

31-40
excellent to very
good

Fulfills task fully; correct convention for the
assignment task; features of chosen genre
mostly adhered to; good ideas/good good use
of relevant information; substantial concept
use; properly developed ideas; good sense of
audience

21-30
good to average

Fulfills task quite well although details mat be
underdeveloped or partly irrelevant; correct
genre selected; most features of chosen genre
adhered to; satisfactory ideas with some development; quite good use of relevant information; some concepts use; quite good sense of
audience

11-20
fair to poor

Generally adequate but some inappropriate,
inaccurate, or irrelevant data; an acceptable
convention for the assignment task; some features of the chosen genre are adhered to; limited ideas; little concept use; barely adequate
development of ideas; poor sense of audience

1-10
inadequate

Clearly inadequate fulfillment of the task;
possibly incorrect genre for the assignment;
chosen genre not adhered to; omission of key
information; serious irrelevance or inaccuracy;
very limited ideas; no concept use; inadequate
development of ideas; poor or no sense of
audience

Mark

Organization and coherence 20 marks

11

12

Tazik et al.

16-20
excellent to very
good

Message followed with ease; well organized
and thorough development through introduction, body, and conclusion; relevant and
convincing supporting details; logical progression of content contributes to fluency; unified
paragraphs; effective use of transitions and
reference

11-15
good to average

Message mostly followed with ease; satisfactorily organized and developed through
introduction, body, and conclusion. Relevant
supporting details; mostly logical progression
of content; moderate to good fluency; unified
paragraphs; over or under use of transitions
but correctly; mostly correct references

6-10
fair to poor

Message followed but with some difficulty;
some pattern of organization, introduction,
body, and conclusion are evident but poorly
done; some supporting details; progression of
content incorrect use of reference inconsistent
or repetitious; lack of focus in some paragraphs; over or under use of transitions with
some incorrect use; inc

1-5
inadequate

Message difficult to follow; little evidence of
organization- introduction and conclusion
may be missing; few or no supporting details;
no obvious progression of content; improper
paragraphing; no or incorrect use of transitions;
lack of reference contributes to comprehension
difficulty

Mark

Sentence construction and vocabulary 40
marks

31-40
excellent to very
good

Effective use of wide variety of correct sentences; variety of sentence length; effective use of
transitions; no significant errors in agreement,
tense, number, person, articles, pronouns,
and proposition; effective use of wide variety
of lexical items; word from mastery; effective
choice of idioms; correct register

21-30
good to average

Effective use of a variety of correct sentences;
some variety of length; use of transition with
only slight errors; no serious recurring errors
in agreement, tense, number, person, articles,
pronouns, and propositions; almost no sentence fragment or run-ons; variety of lexical
items with some problems but not causing
comprehension difficulty; good control of word
form; mostly effective idioms; correct register
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11-20
fair to poor

A limited variety of correct sentences; little
variety of sentence length; improper use of or
missing transitions; recurring grammar errors
are intrusive; sentence fragments or run-ons
evident; a limited variety of lexical items occasionally causing comprehension problems;
moderate word form control; occasional inappropriate choice of idiom; perhaps incorrect
register

1-10
inadequate

A limited variety of sentences requiring considerable effort to understand; correctness only
in simple short sentences; improper use of or
missing transitions; many grammar errors and
comprehension problems; frequent incomplete
or run-on sentences; a limited variety of lexical
items

Analytic Scoring rubric, adopted from Hyland (2003)
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