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DEVELOPING FUTURE ENGLISH TEACHERS’ WRITING SKILLS USING
CHECKLISTS

The article examines new approaches to teaching writing and ways of developing future English
teachers’ writing skills using rubrics and rubric checklists. Writing is determined as a complex skill, which
includes metacognitive skills, production and knowledge resources. Product-oriented, process-oriented and
genre approaches to teaching writing have been specified. The curriculum requirements for the fourth year of
study at pedagogical universities have been analysed and writing skills of the fourth year students have been
outlined, writing skills and genres have been determined. The correlation between the students’ writing skills
and Common European Framework of Reference levels of language proficiency has been made and C1 level has
been determined as a target level for fourth year students. The procedure of familiarising students with
Cambridge Advanced English examination rubric scale for writing tasks and introduction of a checklist have
been described. The process of developing future English teachers’ writing skills using checklists has been
analysed. The advantages and disadvantages of checklists as self- and peer assessment tools have been
enumerated. It has been concluded that using rubrics and checklists helps students to become more active
learners and improve their performance, understand the link between learning objectives and desired outcome
by articulating required elements of a successful assignment, assist in the problem solving process as students
attempt to determine what factors are important, reduce uncertainty and ambiguity. Based on positive feedback
from students and improved writing skills of students a general conclusion has been made about the effectiveness
of checklists for developing future English teachers’ writing skills.

Keywords: writing skills, self-assessment, peer assessment, checklist, rubric.

OJIbTA JIAIIKIB

KaHAMAAT NearoriYHuX HayK, JOLEeHT

TepHOMiNBbCHKUI HAIIIOHAIBHUH TeAarOriYHII YHIBEpCUTET
iMmeHi Bomogumupa 'HaTioka

M. TepHomins, Byn. Makcuma Kpusonoca, 2

PO3BUTOK YMIHb INCbMA MAWBYTHIX YUUTEJIB AHIJIIHCHKOI MOBA
3 BUKOPUCTAHHSAM KOHTPOJIBHUX JIUCTIB

Inmezpayia euwjoi oceimu Ykpainu y egponeilicokuti oceimuiii npocmip sumazae 6i0 3axkiadie euuyor
oceimu  yOOCKOHaneHHs: Memooie [ 3aco0i6 GopmysanHs KOMYHIKAMUGHOI KOMREMEHMHOCmI MauOymHix
yuumenie inozemuux mos. Komnemenmuicmo y nucomi € Hegio’ eMHOI0 CKIAO080I0 THULOMOBHOT KOMYHIKAMUBHOT
xomnemenmuocmi. Hesionogionicms pisHs cgopmosanocmi  KoMnemeHmHoCmi Yy NUCbMI  UNYCKHUKIB
neoazoeiyHux ynigepcumemis i nompeba y npo8aoNCeHHi CyuacHux 3acodié HAGUAaHHs 3yMOGUILA AKMY AIbHICMb
yici cmammi. Mema cmammi — ananiz wnsxie po3eumiy éMiHb NUCbMA MAUOYMHIX yYumenie aneniticbkoi Moeu 3
BUKOPUCMAHHAM KOHMPONbHUX aucmie. I[Ipoananizogano mpakmyeanus nowsammsa “nucemo” y cy4yacHii
Memoouyi HaBYaHHsA THO3EMHUX MO8 i Kynemyp. Biosnaueno, wjo nucbmo € ckiaonum 6u0OM MO6IEHHEGOT
oisnbHOCMi, sIKULl nepeddayae po3eUmMoK MemaKoSHIMUGHUX YMiHb, HABUYOK I 6MiHb NPOOYKYBAHHS, A MAKOIC
HaaeHicmMb HeOOXIOHUX 011 CIMBOPEHHS NUCLMOBO20 NOBIOOMAEeHHs 3HaHb. [lokazano, wo ocHogHUMU nioXodamu
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00 HABYAHHS NUCbMA HA CYYACHOMY emani € npeomemHull, npoyecyanvhuil i scanposuil. Konkpemuzosano
6MIHH3, HeOOXIOHI cmydeHmam Yemeepmozo Kypcy auenilicbko2o 6i00iNeHHs: (aKyibmemy iHO3eMHUX MO8 OJisl
080JI00IHHS KOMNEMEeHMHICIIO Y NUCLMI, BU3HAYEHO Jcanpu nucvma. Bemanosneno eionogionicme eusnauenux
YMiHb nucoma Odeckpunmopam 3a2anbHOEBPONEUCLKUX peKoMeHOayill 3 MOHoI oceimu. Pozensnymo Hog8i
nioxoo0u 00 HABYAHMA i OYIHIOBAHHA IHULOMOBHO20 NUCbMA. Busnaueno, wjo pyopukor eeadxicaromes OOKYMeHM,
AKul Micmums Kpumepii OYiHIO8aHHA NUCLMOBO20 NOBIOOMIEHH Ma pieHi O00CACHeHHSA yux Kpumepiie 3a
wKkanow 6i0  “giominHo” 00 “HezadosinbHo”. Pybpuxku Oonomacaromv 3abeznevumu 00 €kmugHicmb i
nposopicmv  OYIHIOBAHHSA, NOCUAUMU  GIONOBIOANbHICMb CMYOeHMI8 3a pe3ylbmamu HAGUAHHA | AKiCMb
BUKOHAHHSL HUMU 3a80aHb 3 nucbma. OOSpyHMOBAHO OOYINbHICL SUKOPUCMAHHS PYOPUK V NOEOHAHHI 3
KOHMPOAbHUMY  TUCmamy. PyOpuxku i KOHMpONbHI aucmu  6U3HAYEHO eeKmueHumu 3acobamu O
CaMOOYIHIOBAHHA | 63AEMOOYIHIOBAHHA NUCOMOBUX NOGIOOMIEHb CMYyOeHmamu. 3anponoHOBAHO pYOPUKY
OYIHIOBAHHS NUCLMOBO20 NOGIOOMIECHHS. HA OCHO8I wiKanu MidcHapooHozo ekzamery Cambridge Advanced
English i konmponvHuti nucm, cmeopeHuil i3 BUKOPUCTIAHHAM OCHOBHUX KPUMEPIIE OYiHIOBAHHS NUCbMOBO2O
nogioomnenus yici wkanu. Ipoananizosano nepeeazu ma HeOONIKU SUKOPUCMAHHA PYOPUK | KOHMPOTbHUX
AUCmi6 0N CMEOPeHHA | OYIHIOBAHHA NUCLMOB020 N08i0oMAeHH:. ONUCAHo NOCIi008HICHb pOOOMU CMYOeHmi6 3
pybpuxamu i kKoHmpoavHumu aucmamu. Ha ocnogi pesyibmamie naguanHs i nO3UMUSHUX 6i02yKie cmyOdenmie
npoO BUKOPUCMAHHS KOHMPONbHUX JUCMIE 3D0ONEHO BUCHOBOK NPO epeKmUusHicmy ybo2o 3aco0y HABYAHHA Ol
Gopmysanns eminb nucoMa Manbymuix yyumenie aneniticokoi mosu. Ilepcnekmugy nooansutoco 00CiOHCeH s
60auacMo y SUKOPUCMAHHI KOHMPOIbHUX JUCMIE OJIsl PO36UMKY [ OYIHIOBAHHS 6MiHb 208ODIHHS MAtlOymHix
yuumenie aHeniticbkol Mogu.

Knrwouogi cnoea: yminua nucoma, camooyiHio8anHs, 63aEMOOYIHI08ANHHS, KOHMPONbHUT TUCH, PYOPUKAL.

OJIBT'A TALIKVB

KaHAUAAT Ne1aroruueckux HaykK, JOIEHT
TepHONOABCHKUN HAlMOHAJIBHBIN MEJarorn4ecKuii yHUBEPCUTET
nMmeHu Brnagumupa I'naTioka

r. Teprnonons, yn. Makcuma Kpusonoca, 2

PA3BUTUE YMEHUN MUCbMA BYAYIIUX YUUTEJEN AHIVIMIICKOI'O
SI3BIKA C UCITOJIB30BAHUEM KOHTPOJIBHBIX JIUCTOB

Paccmompenvt Hogble n00X00bl K 00YUeHUI0 U OYEHUBAHUIO UHOA3LIYHOZO NUCLMA U NYMU pA38UMuUs
YMeHUull nucoMa OyOywux yyumeneu aHeIUNCKO20 SA3bIKA C  UCNONb308AHUEM KOHMPONbHBIX JIUCHIOS.
Ilpoananuzuposano obwvsicnenue nousimus ‘“‘nuceMmo” 8 COBPEMEHOOU MemoouKe 0byyYeHuUs UHOCMPAHHBIX
A361K08 U Kynomyp. OmpmeyeHo, 4mo NUCbMO AGIAEMCA CIONCHBIM BUOOM Peyesoll 0esmenbHOCHU, KOMOopblll
npedycmampugaem pasgumue MemaKkoSHUMUBHbIX YMEHUTl, HABbIKO8 U YMeHUll Npooyyuposauus, a makice
Hanuyue HeobXo00UMbIX OISl CO30aHUsL NUCLMEHH020 coobwerust 3uanuil. Tlokasano, Ymo 0CHOGHLIMU NOOX0O0AMU
K OOYYeHUI0 NUCLMY HA COBPEMEHHOM JSmane ASIAIOMCA NPeOMemHblll, NPOYECCYANbHblll U HCAHPOBBLI.
Konxkpemusuposanvi ymeHnusi, HeobXooumvle cmyOeHmMam OAsi 081A0eHUs KOMNEeMEHMHOCMbI0 6 NUCbMe,
onpeoenenbl Hcaupsvl NUCbMA. YCMAHOBIEHO COOMEemMCmeUue ONpeoeieHHbIX YMeHUll NUCbMa O0eCKpUnmopam
Obweesponetickux  pexomenoayuii no  A3bIKOGOMY obpasosanuio. Ilpednodxcena pybpuka oyeHU8aHUs
NUCLMEHHO020 COOOUeHUS HA OCHOBAHUU WKAIbl MeNCOYHApOOHo2o sk3amena Cambridge Advanced English u
KOHMPONbHBIN  TUCH, CO30aHHbI € UCNONbL30BAHUEM OCHOBHBIX Kpumepueg OYeHUBAHUs NUCLMEHHO20
coobwjenus no smoiu wixane. Ilpoananuzupoganvl npeumyujecmsa u HeOOCMAMKU UCHOTb3I0GAHUS PYOPUK U
KOHMPOTLHBIX JUCMO8 OISl CO30aHUsL U OYSHUBAHUA NUCLMEHHO020 coobuenus. Onucana nociedo8amenbHOCmb
pabomvl  cnydenmos ¢ pyopukou U KOHmMposhuiM aucmom. Ha ocmoge ananuza pesymbmamog o6yueHus u
NO3UMUBHBIX OM3bI60E CHIYOEHMO8 00 UCHONL308AHUU KOHMPOILHBIX TUCHO8 COeNaH 6b1600 00 ¢ pexmusnocmu
9M020 Cpedcmea 0OyUeHUs: 8 PA3CUMUL YMEHUL NUCbMa 6YOyuux yuumeineti aHeIUIICKO20 SI3bIKd.

Knroueswie cnosa: YMEHUA nucoemda, camooyerHusarue, 63auMooyerHusarue, I('OHmpOﬂbelﬁ aucm, py6puKa

Ukrainian higher education is undergoing change related to its integration into European higher
education area. English as a foreign language specialists are directly involved in implementing the
change. There is a constant demand for foreign languages departments’ graduates whose
communicative competence enables them to solve complex professional tasks both in Ukraine and
abroad. Well-developed writing skills help educators to express themselves clearly and to
communicate effectively in this increasingly complex and ever-changing world. Hence attention of
Ukrainian (O. Tarnopolsky, O. Kozhushko, S. Rudakova etc.) and foreign (B. Kroll, R. Jordan,
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U. Connor etc.) researchers to teaching writing at university level. Despite existing extensive research
of the problem, some aspects need to be studied further.

The purpose of the article is to analyse ways of developing future English teachers’ writing
skills using rubrics and checklists.

In contemporary research writing is described as a (new) technology, a set of socially
contextualised practices highly variable both in form and purpose [2; 8; 10, p. 33]. In comparison with
speech it is more permanent, planned, distant, orthographic, complex, formal, lexically dense.
Cognitive dimension of writing process extends to the knowledge factor and to the processing factor.

According to A. Green’s model of language production writing is a complex skill which
includes metacognitive skills (goal setting, mental set, communication strategies, review and
remediation), production (conceptualization, planning and organisation, vocabulary /grammatical
/orthographic encoding, output, monitoring and repair), knowledge resources (knowledge of topic,
sociolinguistic and pragmatical rules, discourse, grammar, vocabulary, orthography) [8, p. 79].

Writing is a personal act in which writers take ideas or prompts and transform them into “self-
initiated” topics [9, p. 70]. The writer draws on background knowledge and complex mental processes
in developing new insights. To write well, students need to incorporate the purpose of prompt into
their own unique approach to writing.

There are three main types of writing and therefore three major approaches to teaching writing:
product-oriented, process-oriented and genre approach. In product writing, students are required to
create a product — a written text. In process writing, students are involved in the construction of
narratives on topics in which they have a personal interest. Students share their writing with peers,
who comment on the piece and ask questions or offer comments and encouragement. In genre writing,
students can use a variety of genres or types of writing (e.g. essays, stories, letters, manuals and
research papers) to accomplish writing tasks [13, p. 138].

Writing competence is a unique phenomenon with its own complex structure, which includes
knowledge, skills and abilities. In writing of an essay, for example, students relate on at least four
types of knowledge: content knowledge; procedural knowledge of how to organize the content;
knowledge of discourse structure, syntactic forms and conventions of writing; procedural knowledge
for integrating all the other types of knowledge [13, p. 136-137]. According to the curriculum
requirements, fourth year students should be able to express themselves freely using different lexical
units, grammatical structures and stylistic means; to write research papers, academic essays, comments
and annotations (up to 300 words); to participate in professional communication on Internet forums; to
express complex ideas and thoughts in writing; to write coherently using different connectors,
references, examples and citations; to adjust the style of writing to context and readers’ needs. This
skills correlate with the CEFR Global Scale descriptors for C1 level (Proficient User), which are as
follows: can understand a wide range of demanding, longer texts, and recognise implicit meaning; can
express him/herself fluently and spontaneously without much obvious searching for expressions; can
use language flexibly and effectively for social, academic and professional purposes; can produce
clear, well-structured, detailed text on complex subjects, showing controlled use of organisational
patterns, connectors and cohesive devices. [3, p. 5].

An important point to remember is that student writing ability may vary considerably depending
on the purpose. Therefore, it is necessary to assess different types of writing by the same student in
order to obtain information about student performance and progress in writing.

Traditionally, summative assessment in tertiary institutions determined the level of achievement
and established what has been learned. This type of assessment was compatible with product-oriented
approach to teaching writing and extensively used in those settings where the number of hours for in-class
instruction was low. Foreign language educators are increasingly incorporating formative assessment
practices at universities to enable students’ active learning based on their assessment experiences, and to
engage them in the assessment culture in a more collaborative role with academic staff, which is of
paramount importance for future teachers of foreign languages [4, p. 37; 5, p. 347; 6, p. 345].

The changing context of higher education in Ukraine has resulted in a call for university faculty
to make their assessment practices more transparent for students. This means making students aware
of the purposes of the assessment and the assessment criteria. One way of doing this is through the use
of rubrics or scales.
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A rubric is commonly defined as a “document that articulates the expectations for an
assignment by listing the criteria or what counts and describing levels of quality from excellent to
poor” [7, p. 423; 10, p. 31-32; 14, p. 435]. The rubric has over the years been growing in popularity as
an important assessment tool, more specifically, in the promotion of learning by providing
transparency in assessments and in making assessment practices authentic. Rubrics can help students
become more active learners and improve their performance, understand the link between learning
objective and desired outcome by articulating required elements of a successful assignment; rubrics
assist in the problem solving process as students attempt to determine what factors are important.
Finally, rubrics reduce uncertainty and ambiguity.

Despite the numerous benefits of using the rubric it is not without criticism. One concern that
researchers have is whether making the criteria explicit for students could actually stifle students’
creativity. They are also questioning whether rubrics reflect what they know about the complexities of
the writing and responding process and express concern that rubrics prematurely narrowed and
cemented their vision of good writing, depriving their students of personal, real, and authentic
feedback [16, p. 2-9].

One defining characteristic of independent learners is their ability “to self-assess” and this can
be facilitated by means of a rubric. This point is supported by researchers who suggest that the rubric
and the checklist can both work well towards guiding self-assessment. For example, A. Jonsson found
that using the rubric for self-assessment purposes could assist students in better understanding the
criteria which may lead to reinforcement of their self-assessment practices [11, p. 850].

According to T. Sundeen [15, p. 78] when a rubric is used to improve writing, the different
elements listed in the rubric should be taught to students prior to them receiving the rubric. Thereafter,
in discussing the rubric the teacher goes through each listed criterion in order to reinforce what was
learnt and to discuss the expectations of the task. Instruction provided in this way will afford students
the opportunity to address any questions or misconceptions they may have about the writing task.
When students understand the requirements of the task and the expectations of the teacher they are
likely to be more engaged in learning.

The textbook used by the fourth year Foreign Languages Department students of Ternopil
Volodymyr Hnatiuk National Pedagogical University — “Upstream Proficiency” by Virginia Evans
and Jenny Dooley includes different types of texts for writing at advanced level. Writing section is a
part of each unit of Student’s Book and Workbook and students complete and submit a major writing
assignment at the end of each unit: letters to the press/authorities, descriptive and narrative articles,
reviews (reviewing films, festivals, books, restaurants and products). Explaining assessment criteria
for writing tasks in each module we introduced an assessment rubric that formed part of students’
continuous assessment schedule.

Students’ papers were assessed using a rubric scale which was developed by the University of
Cambridge Local Examination Syndicate (UCLES) with close reference to the Common European
Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR). Marks were awarded from 0 to 5 on each of the
following scales: content, communicative achievement, organization, language. Table 1 represents the
rubric used for assessment of writing tasks at C1 level.

Having introduced a rubric scale we decided to introduce a new tool — a checklist to be used as
scaffolding tools by students. A checklist is similar to the rubric in that it lists the ‘criteria or what
counts’ but it does not describe the ‘levels of quality from excellent to poor’ which is a defining
characteristic of a rubric. In acknowledging this limitation of a checklist the designed checklists were
to be used in conjunction to re-inforce the rubric.

In this paper the rubric and the checklist are used as separate but complementary tools.
However, the focus is on the rubric checklist. The checklist complements the rubric; each criteria,
listed in the rubric, is present in the checklist; it allows for both self- and peer assessment.

Table 1
Rubric for assessment of writing at C1 level
Cl Content Communicative Organization Language
achievement
1 2 3 4 5
5 All  content is Uses the Text is  well- Uses a range of
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relevant to the task.
Target reader is
fully informed.

conventions of the
communicative  task
with sufficient
flexibility to
communicate

complex ideas in an

effective way,
holding the target
reader’s attention
with ease, fulfilling

all communicative
purposes.

organised, coherent
whole, using a
variety of cohesive
devices and
organizational
patterns
flexibility.

with

vocabulary,
including less
common lexis,

effectively and
precisely. Uses a
wide range of
simple and complex
grammatical forms

with full control,
flexibility and
sophistication.

Errors, if present,
are related to less
common words and
structures, or occur
as slips.

Performance shares features of Bands 3 and 5.

Minor Uses the Text is well- Uses a range
irrelevances  and/or | conventions of the | organised and | of vocabulary,
omissions may be | communicative task | coherent, using a | including less
present. effectively to hold the | variety of cohesive | common lexis,

Target reader is on | target reader’s | devices and | appropriately. Uses
the whole informed. | attention and | organisational a range of simple

communicate patterns to | and complex
straightforward  and | generally good | grammatical forms
complex ideas, as | effect. with control and
appropriate. flexibility.
Occasional  errors
may be present but
do not impede
communication..
Performance shares features of Bands 1 and 3.

Irrelevances  and Uses the Text is Uses arrange
misinterpretation of | conventions and the | generally well | of everyday
task may be present. | communicative task | organized and | vocabulary
Target reader is|to hold the target | coherent, using a | appropriately, with
minimally informed. | reader’s attention and | variety of linking | occasional

communicate words and cohesive | inappropriate use of

straightforward ideas.

devices.

less common lexis.
Uses a range of
simple and some
complex
grammatical forms
with a good degree
of control.

Errors do not
impede
communication.

Content is
totally irrelevant.
Target reader is not
informed.

Performance below band 1

62
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At the beginning of the semester the concept and purpose of a rubric was discussed with
students. Each criterion was discussed at length with examples provided for each to aid in
understanding. The meaning of the criteria has been summarized in the following questions:

e content: Have you included all the essential information in your text?

e communicative achievement: What style of text do you need to produce?
e organisation: Have you organized your ideas in a logical way?

e language: Have you used a range of language correctly?

We also explained the concept of the checklist, in particular, that it is based on the rubric and
that each criteria that was listed on the rubric has been further broken down; and it is a tool that could
be used by students to assess themselves and their peers.

The first rubric checklist for each written assignment was prepared by the teacher and handed
out to students. We briefly went over it once again stressing the checklist as an important and useful
self-assessment tool that should be used in conjunction with the rubric. At this stage we also showed
students how to use the rubric checklist to assess themselves and they were encouraged to do so
throughout the writing process.Table 2 shows film review checklist.

Table 2

Film review checklist

Content

My review content is relevant to the task.

The reader is fully informed.

I have included information about the film (Title, release year, director’s name)

I have described the film in some detail without retelling it completely.

I have recommended / not recommended the film to the reader.

Communicative Achievement

I used conventions of a review to hold the reader’s attention.

I communicated straightforward (and complex) ideas.

I have chosen appropriate register (neutral / fairly informal / fairly formal).

I gave the reader a clear idea of what I thought of the film.

Organisation

The text is well-organised and coherent.

My review is appropriately divided into paragraphs.

I wrote an introduction.

I finished with a conclusion.

I used appropriate linking words and phrases and cohesive devices.

Language

I used a wide variety of verb tenses correctly.

I used comparative structures to compare this movie with others I’ve seen.

I used appropriate structures for giving opinion and recommending.

I used vocabulary associated with entertainment, feelings, impressions and reactions where
appropriate.

I checked my review for errors.

12 students participated in this research. The participants were fourth year university students.
Their ages ranged from 19 to 20 years. 11 of them were female students and 1 — male student. All of
them learned English as a foreign language.

During the semester students had 10 hours of English per week. As part of the continuous
assessment students wrote 2 letters, a report and a film/book/festival review, and this is when the
rubric and the rubric checklist were used.

Students had to work closely with the rubric and this helped to further enhance its understanding
as illustrated in the following quotes “The checklist helped me to understand the rubric better”, “The
checklist stressed important poins”, “I understood how I should use the rubric and the checklist
together”. Almost all students reported that they made use of the checklists and found them clear and
easy to use. Majority of them spoke about using them during their writing as a ‘scaffold’ because it
“shows me what to do” and “what to stress” or “shows how to make sure that all is written well”.
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Another student wrote “I used the rubric checklist to help me check the structure of my review. The
points in the checklist helped me to check and confirm if I had the necessary requirements which
would enable me to have a well-written review”.

Overall, students’ assignments were better presented and structured compared to previous drafts. A
vast improvement was also noted in the second and third assignments when the checklists were used.

In summary, the use of rubrics and checklists for self-assessment and peer feedback aims at
helping learners become more critical of their own texts. As they listen to their peers’ views on what
they have written and have the opportunity to reshape their writing, they are exercising the ability to
detach themselves from their texts and read it with the target reader’s eyes. Besides, under the initial
guidance of the checklists, they become familiar with the writing criteria, which are central to the
communicative power of their texts and gain more confidence in order to become more autonomous
revisers of their own texts. The prospects of further research may be analysis of other forms of
formative assessment aimed at developing students’ writing skills.
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