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ABSTRACT
Introduction: Over the last two decades, research has suggested that academic and disciplinary 
literacies (ADLs) are key to integrating content and language, as language is used to express 
content knowledge, often through Cognitive Discourse Functions, discourse patterns that 
respond to cognitive actions in formal education contexts. Nevertheless, systematic assessment 
tools are required to assess student production of ADLs.

Purpose: This validation study focuses on developing an analytic rubric to measure three ADL 
skills, consisting of three dimensions. Two of these dimensions are CDFs: students’ skills to argue 
and compare. A third rubric measures an additional academic skill, students’ ability to write from 
sources. The rubrics are designed to capture cross-disciplinary and multilingual productions of 
these skills, therefore being applicable for various disciplines (history, science, mathematics, 
among others…) and languages. 

Method: A five-step validation process based on expert judgement was used, involving 13 
international experts. They quantitatively and qualitatively evaluated the proposed rubrics 
based on pertinence, conceptual clarity, coherence, and relevance across two iterative rounds. 
Quantitative descriptive statistics and agreement indices were used, in addition to thematic 
analysis of qualitative feedback.

Results: The quality of the rubric showed clear progression between validation rounds. In the 
first version, several issues were raised by the experts–most criteria showed weak agreement 
and low means. After revisions, there was a substantial improvement in the second version, with 
83 % of the criteria reaching strong or acceptable agreement. Qualitative feedback highlighted 
the need for precise and multidimensional operationalisations in each ADL dimension. To 
illustrate the application of the rubrics, multilingual student samples are provided.

Conclusion: The rubrics offer the first steps towards systematising ADL assessment by combining 
qualitative and quantitative feedback from 13 experts, underscoring the importance of expert 
input in advancing assessment practices. The study has theoretical and practical contributions: 
it highlights the multidimensional nature of ADLs and provides an adaptable rubric that can be 
used across disciplines, languages and educational contexts. This study focused on the validation 
process; therefore, empirical use of the rubric is still required. Future research should apply the 
rubrics to large-scale corpora and complement the expert-based validation with psychometric 
approaches.
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INTRODUCTION
Mastering academic language has been 
defined as a critical factor for educational 
success (Lorenzo, 2023), as it is through 
language that learners construct, com-
municate and are assessed on school-re-

lated knowledge (Schleppegrell, 2004). 
In fact, every aspect of the teaching 
and learning process entails some type 
of language: building new knowledge 
through classroom interaction (Nikula 
et al., 2024), answering exam prompts 
(Breeze & Dafouz, 2017), or teaching 
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materials (Lersundi, 2022). All of these require students to 
do something with language, shaping their thoughts and 
knowledge. It is, therefore, essential to understand that lan-
guage processes cannot be isolated from content learning. 
Consequently, implementing and considering educational 
interventions that foster academic language skills in inte-
gration with content is necessary (Imaz Agirre et al., 2025).

The disciplinary dimension of academic literacies has been 
highlighted, since academic literacy is heavily influenced by 
“the shared cultural values and communicative repertoires 
within the disciplines” (Li, 2022: 2). In this regard, recent re-
search on content and language integration learning (CLIL) 
and bilingual education has shifted its attention towards the 
disciplinary aspect of academic language, i.e., disciplinary 
or subject-specific literacies (Dalton-Puffer et al., 2024). De-
spite nuances in its definitions and operationalisations, dis-
ciplinary literacy has been defined as the set of conceptual 
and linguistic skills needed to construct and communicate 
subject-specific knowledge (Moje, 2015; Shanahan & Shan-
ahan, 2008; Dalton-Puffer et al., 2024). Disciplinary literacies 
thus extend academic language skills (Shanahan & Shana-
han, 2008) and provide a pedagogical recontextualization of 
professional expert domains for school purposes (Fang & 
Coatoam, 2013). In this article, we focus on Academic and 
Disciplinary Literacies (ADLs), which include both aspects re-
lated to more than one discipline, and, therefore, cross-dis-
ciplinary, as well as specific disciplinary practices. 

As a way of connecting the discourse practices that emerge 
in multiple disciplines, but at the same time considering spe-
cific disciplinary aspects, Dalton-Puffer (2013) proposed the 
construct of Cognitive Discourse Functions (CDFs hereafter), 
which has been suggested as central to understanding ADLs, 
since it perfectly captures the interconnectedness between 
content, language and literacies (Morton, 2020). CDFs rep-
resent verbalisations of cognitive patterns common to ed-
ucational contexts, such as defining, exploring or explaining. 
These patterns require specific discourse and lexicogram-
matical schemata for their realisation (Dalton-Puffer & Bau-
er-Marschallinger 2019), and are grouped into seven major 
categories: categorise, define, describe, explain, explore, 
evaluate and report. The CDF construct has been gaining in-
ternational attention since its conception, and several stud-
ies have used it to examine classroom interaction (Lersundi, 
2022), written exam responses (Breeze & Dafouz, 2017) or 
pedagogical interventions (Rieder-Marschallinger, 2024). A 
central aspect of CDFs is their elicitation in CDF-tasks (Gerns, 
2023a), in fact, learners are often asked to perform CDF-
tasks, defined as processing subject contents and their ver-
balisation through corresponding language forms (Gerns, 
2023a). Most disciplinary productive tasks elicit some kind 
of CDF, such as defining what the ozone layer is, evaluating 
how cheques and bills affected trade or classifying triangles 
according to their angles (all examples from Lorenzo et al., 
2024). 

CDFs, therefore, represent both the cognitive (content) and 
discourse (language) resources needed by students to per-
form certain ADL tasks. In these tasks, students often re-
spond based on their previous knowledge of the content 
matter, normally acquired through school settings. Never-
theless, many disciplines have emphasised the importance 
of a crucial academic skill: using discipline-related sources 
to construct knowledge. For example, Sendur et al. (2021) 
or Steiss et al. (2024) mention that using and corroborating 
sources is crucial for historical literacy. Research on writing 
from sources, or source-based writing (SBW), has provided 
ample evidence of the types of tasks that can be performed 
after using sources, with argumentative and summary tasks 
being the most frequently used ones (Chan & May, 2022). 
These fall within the scope of CDFs, as arguing and summa-
rising are indeed part of the CDF construct. Although the 
connection between CDFs and SBW has yet to be well estab-
lished in the literature, both represent important academic 
literacy skills that are activated in educational contexts.

The usefulness of the CDF construct for research and teach-
ing has been emphasised, and Lorenzo et al. (2024) claim 
that the construct offers great opportunities for ADL assess-
ment. Nevertheless, while various approaches have been 
proposed to assess ADLs, existing tools may be limited and 
fail to capture the multidimensional nature of each CDF. In 
particular, there is a lack of validated analytical–not holistic–
rubrics that are adaptable across languages and disciplines. 
This article, therefore, addresses this gap by reporting the 
validation process of an analytic rubric focusing on two spe-
cific CDFs (argue and compare) and the ability to write from 
sources. The following sections will summarise research on 
ADL assessment, as well as provide contextualisation on 
how these three skills have previously been operationalised 
for assessment purposes, therefore providing evidence of 
the most important components of the three dimensions of 
the rubric presented here.

LITERATURE REVIEW

Assessing Academic and Disciplinary Literacies
Despite the fact that ADL assessment still needs to be fur-
ther explored and developed to create systematic assess-
ment tools, previous research has used diverse approaches. 
These can be grouped into three broad categories: studies 
using component-based assessment, those using compara-
tive judgement and those using rubrics or scales. 

Component-based assessment of ADLs has focused on 
identifying certain features of ADLs and CDFs in students’ 
production by, normally, employing conceptual maps or 
Systemic Functional Linguistics. For instance, the work by 
Connolly (2019) analysed secondary education students’ 
scientific explanations. Her component-based assessment 
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model included conceptual sophistication, addressing rea-
soning and validity, and communicative sophistication, 
addressing global and local cohesion and subject speci-
ficity. Similarly, other studies have proposed conceptual 
frameworks to analyse specific CDFs, such as defining (Na-
shaat-Sobhy & Llinares, 2023), arguing (Garro Larrañaga et 
al., 2024), reporting (Roca de Larios et al., 2023), comparing 
(Gerns, 2023; Evnitskaya & Dalton-Puffer, 2023, 2024) or eval-
uating (Whittaker & McCabe, 2023), most of them based on 
Systemic Functional Linguistics (see Halliday & Matthiessen 
2014). The studies, overall, suggest that conceptual frame-
works and maps can be beneficial to understanding how 
learners perform in CDF-tasks (Gerns, 2023). Nevertheless, 
while valuable for research purposes, these frameworks can 
often be too complex for classroom use.

A second group of studies has used comparative judgement 
techniques (Lesterhuis et al., 2017) to explore the main as-
sessment criteria highlighted by teachers when assessing 
learners’ ADL production. Comparative judgement uses al-
gorithms that, after a series of pair comparisons of texts by 
a number of judges, calculate scores based on the number 
of wins and losses. Llinares et al. (2024) found that when 
reflecting on comparative judgement procedures to assess 
ADLs, content and language teachers’ language awareness 
was fostered, and it helped them articulate their thoughts 
on CLIL. Similarly, Nashaat-Sobhy and Morton (2024) and 
Morton (2022) identified the most important characteristics 
when teachers evaluated learner writing, and proposed that 
content quantity and quality, language function and form, 
and the integration of all of these played an important role 
in assessing ADL writing. Similarly, the study by Meneses et 
al. (2023) found that the comparative judgement scores giv-
en by the teachers were highly correlated with rubric and 
analytic scores. Although it provides promising opportuni-
ties, comparative judgement with teachers has yet to yield 
systematic descriptors for specific CDFs, following Llinares 
and Morton’s (2024) work with the CDF explore, moving 
from teacher awareness to specific tools.

A final group of studies focusing on ADL has used rubrics, 
sometimes in combination with the other two strategies 
mentioned above, such as the studies by Gerns (2023a) and 
Connolly (2019) using component-based assessment and 
a rubric, or Meneses et al. (2023), using both comparative 
judgement and an analytical rubric. The usefulness of ru-
brics and scales has been highlighted in the literature, as 
they have frequently been used in educational research 
and/or language testing (Kuiken & Vedder, 2020). Rubrics, 
in fact, can provide a detailed account of a learner’s perfor-
mance levels in certain tasks, as they normally provide de-
scriptors or indicators reflecting students’ performance. In 
the field of CDF research, the use of rubrics can prove useful 
for both teachers and researchers to capture performance 
in students’ writing (Granados & Lorenzo, 2024; Lorenzo et 
al., 2024). Different studies examining CDF productions have 
proposed specific rubrics for specific CDF-tasks, such as de-

Boer (2020) for online interaction contexts, del Pozo and 
Llinares (2021) and del Pozo (2024) for history writing, or 
Bauer-Marschallinger (2022; Rieder-Marschallinger, 2024) 
for historical literacy. Although not necessarily from a CDF 
perspective, other rubrics have also been used to assess 
the skills under study in this article, i.e., rubrics to measure 
argumentation (e.g., Qin & Karabacak, 2010) or SBW skills 
(Uludag & McDonough, 2022). 

Many of these rubrics, whether CDF-related or not, however, 
normally consider the skill as a whole. Lorenzo et al. (2024), 
for example, provide a list of CEFR-based descriptors for B1 
and B2 levels for the 7 CDFs in history, mathematics and sci-
ence. While the disciplinary differences capture important 
nuances of each subject, the descriptors measure each CDF 
as a whole unit holistically (e.g., defining at B1 in mathe-
matics) and may fall short when observing specific aspects 
that can lead to nuanced interpretations. This is a critical 
gap in CDF assessment for research, as ADLs are inherently 
multilayered and multidimensional (Nikula et al., 2024; Dal-
ton-Puffer et al., 2024). Therefore, reducing CDF assessment 
to a single descriptor may fall short on capturing nuances 
of student performance. Consequently, research has called 
(del Pozo, 2024) for the use of analytical scales that consid-
er various aspects of the same dimension, which improve 
construct validity (Paltridge & Phakiti, 2015). In the follow-
ing paragraphs, we define and operationalise how the three 
main dimensions under study (the CDF argue, CDF compare 
and source-based writing) have been assessed previously in 
the literature.

The CDF Argue
Arguing is a sub-form of the CDF category evaluate, which 
Dalton-Puffer (2013: 234) defined as “I tell you what my po-
sition is vis a vis X”. Arguing goes beyond expressing one’s 
position, as it focuses on defending that position using evi-
dence (Dalton-Puffer, 2016; Toulmin, 1958). Argumentation 
could thus be understood as the ability to use data or ev-
idence to support one’s opinion (Jiménez-Aleixandre & Er-
duran, 2007), and has been highlighted as a central element 
of education overall (Pylonitis & Meyer, 2024), and both in 
science (Polias, 2016; Jiménez-Aleixandre & Erduran, 2007) 
and history education (Lorenzo, 2017; Coffin, 2009; Sendur 
et al., 2021). 

According to Crossley et al. (2022), learner argumentation 
has traditionally been analysed using Toulmin’s model 
(1958). The model includes basic and complementary ele-
ments: the claim (the writer’s opinion), data supporting the 
claim, warrants justifying how the data supports the claim, 
or rebuttals, refuting exceptions in which the claim might 
not be true. Toulmin’s model, however, has received cer-
tain criticism (see for example Liu & Stapleton, 2014), as it 
does not include counterarguments, which are an essential 
part of the argumentative structure. Because of that, adap-
tations and modifications based on Toulmin’s model have 
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been proposed (Sampson & Clark, 2008; Qin & Karabacak, 
2010; Liu & Stapleton, 2014; Crossley et al. 2022). Using Toul-
min’s model as a starting point, Qin and Karabacak (2010) 
provide a holistic rubric from 1-5 measuring a writer’s ability 
as a whole. Other proposals (e.g., Stapleton and Wu, 2015; 
Allagui, 2019; Jackson, 2024) specified different levels for 
each of the argumentation elements in Toulmin’s model. 
Similarly, Sendur et al. (2021) proposed a scale for CLIL His-
tory, including different levels for the claim and evidence. All 
in all, these studies point out that successful argumentation 
quality is characterised by a clear claim supported by em-
pirical data, with explicit justifications and rebuttals. These 
rubrics, however, often focus on argumentation skills at the 
textual level in higher education, when students typically 
have a greater understanding of argumentative writing. In 
addition, they frequently rely on vague descriptors (e.g., ‘the 
claim is clear’ vs. ‘very clear’), which lacks specificity and op-
erational precision.

CDF Compare
Comparing falls within the scope of the CDF category cat-
egorise, defined as “I tell you how we can cut up the world 
according to certain ideas” (Dalton-Puffer, 2013: 234). Com-
paring is a crucial step to categorise – it is fundamental to 
establish how two elements are equal and/or different ac-
cording to certain criteria to be organised into categories 
(Evnitskaya & Dalton-Puffer, 2023). Comparing, therefore, is 
much about identifying similarities and differences between 
two or more elements, e.g., how are carnivores and her-
bivores different from each other? (Gerns, 2023a, 2023b). 
Despite the importance of comparing to build new knowl-
edge by creating (dis)connections between concepts (Chen 
& Zhou, 2022), not much research has focused on learners’ 
comparison skills. Nevertheless, it has been proposed as a 
central function in science (Gerns, 2023), and important for 
history too (Lorenzo et al., 2024).

The identification of a good comparison, however, is not 
as straightforward as argumentation, since compari-
son-and-contrast has normally been addressed as a genre 
move in scientific articles (see for example Chen & Zhou, 
2022). In the domain of ADLs, however, research on compar-
ing has recently emerged (Gerns, 2023a, 2023b; Evnitskaya & 
Dalton-Puffer, 2023, 2024). Based on previous proposals (for 
example, Trimble 1985 for science), the studies suggest that 
three main elements constitute the structure of compari-
son: what is being compared (the comparative item), the cri-
teria used to establish similarity/difference, and the textual 
structure of the comparison. To our knowledge, only Gerns 
(2023a) has proposed a rubric to assess students’ com-
parison skills. The rubric consists of three quality criteria: 
completeness, precision and explicitness. According to her 
rubric, students’ comparisons receive higher quality scores 
when, in general, they write more balanced and complete 
comparisons (including both similarities and differences in 
a balanced way), the criteria are explicit and well-justified, 

and the structure is parallel and clear. However, research 
on compare as a CDF has recently begun to provide oper-
ational instruments (Gerns, 2023a) and do often not focus 
on the quality of specific elements, i.e., comparative items 
or criteria.

Source-Based Writing
The final aspect of interest is source-based writing (SBW), 
which is defined as the ability to use input sources to pro-
duce written compositions (Cheong et al., 2021). Although 
the connection between SBW and CDFs has not been ex-
plored in depth, they can easily be linked. In fact, students 
are often asked to produce a CDF-based composition in a 
SBW task. According to Chan and May (2022), arguing and 
summarising (falling under report) would be the most fre-
quent functions activated in SBW tasks. In SBW tasks, learn-
ers use diverse inputs to construct compositions. These in-
puts, or sources, could be multimodal resources, which has 
been highlighted as one of the pillars of ADLs (Nikula et al., 
2024), as students are exposed to various semiotic modes in 
the learning process, such as texts, audiovisual materials or 
graphs, some of them subject-specific (a timeline in History, 
a formula in Science or Mathematics).

Different aspects of SBW have been studied in the literature, 
particularly the ability of students to 1) use information from 
the sources, and 2) their ability to transform the source us-
ing their own words (e.g., Arias-Hermoso et al., 2024; Kato, 
2018; Plakans & Gebril, 2013; van Weijen et al., 2019). Rubrics 
that consider different aspects of SBW have been previously 
proposed in the literature. The previously mentioned scale 
by Sendur et al. (2021) for CLIL History, in addition to the two 
items focused on argumentation, also measured students’ 
ability to evaluate the sources, corroborate information and 
use the sources to contextualise the historical period. The 
rubric proposed by Uludag and McDonough (2022), on the 
other hand, focused on content (addressing the argumen-
tative prompt correctly), organisation and language use, 
with an additional specific item to assess source use. This 
item considered both students’ comprehension and para-
phrasing of the source, as well as citing (Harsh et al., 2024). 
While some rubrics for SBW exist, they tend to focus on con-
tent and organisation–general aspects of writing–and cita-
tion practices. These overlook other crucial aspects of SBW, 
such as transforming sources or integrating students’ own 
knowledge alongside information from the sources. The lat-
ter has been shown a critical aspect of SBW quality, closely 
related to creativity (Arias-Hermoso et al., 2024; Cheong et 
al., 2021), but has not been systematically included in previ-
ous rubrics.

Despite the valuable contributions of previous studies as-
sessing ADLs, as has been mentioned, existing tools that 
focus on CDF assessment remain limited. Consequently, 
previous research (e.g., del Pozo, 2024) has called for more 
systematic and multidimensional approaches that can cap-
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ture nuanced patterns in ADL student productions. Further-
more, many of the existing rubrics or component-based 
frameworks are tailored to productions written in English, 
ignoring the multilingual nature of ADLs. Together, these 
limitations underscore the need for validated and multidi-
mensional rubrics that can assess specific CDFs and other 
ADL-related skills across languages and disciplines. There-
fore, this study has a main research objective (RO) and two 
sub-objectives:

RO1:	 To validate an analytic rubric to assess students 
written production of the CDF argue, the CDF com-
pare and their source-based writing skills.

RO1.1:	 To refine the rubric based on ADL expert judge-
ment, ensuring clarity and coherence.

RO1.2:	 To illustrate the rubrics’ applicability across lan-
guages and disciplines.

METHOD

Context and Intended Corpus
The rubric was designed to be applied in a multilingual dis-
ciplinary source-based writing corpus to better understand 
students’ ADL development. As has been said, the present 
paper focuses exclusively on the validation of the rubric 
through expert judgement. While it does not report empir-
ical analyses of the corpus, it serves two purposes. First, it 
aims to guide the design of rubric components to ensure 
applicability across languages and disciplines, and second, 
it aims to provide illustrative examples from the corpus of 
how the final rubric can be used. The empirical findings re-
lated to students’ development of ADLs using the rubrics 
presented here are reported in Arias-Hermoso et al. (2025a) 
and Arias-Hermoso et al. (2025b), with a focus on either the 
language of instruction or the three languages.

As background, the intended corpus consists of texts writ-
ten by 535 students across secondary education (ages 12-
16) in a Basque-immersion model1. In this model, students 
typically receive 26 hours a week of exposure to Basque (in 
language and content classes) and 3 hours to both Spanish 
and English. In these models, the majority of students have 

1	 For a detailed description of the participants, the data collection procedures and empirical results, the reader is encouraged to read 
Arias-Hermoso et al. (2025a, 2025b), which present the systematic and empirical aspect of the developmental study.

Basque and/or Spanish as their first language, with the oth-
er being a second language, and English being a third lan-
guage. Due to extensive schooling and to their status as the 
languages of the context, students in secondary education 
tend to have a good command of both Basque and Span-
ish (around B2), while English proficiency is usually lower 
(around A2).

The intended corpus includes students’ texts in their three 
languages of the curriculum (Basque, Spanish and Eng-
lish) and two disciplines (Science and History). The corpus 
is based on a SBW task in which students have to argue in 
favour of one of two subject-specific elements by comparing 
them, using information from the given sources. In the field 
of Science, the topic is nutrition, and learners have to com-
pare the nutritional values and characteristics of two foods 
(chicken and chocolate), to establish which is healthier. In 
History, students are expected to compare the Middle Ages 
and today’s society, using information about politics, econ-
omy, education and health. The compositions are written 
as argumentative blog entries for the school blog and were 
expected to be around 150 words. All participants and their 
legal guardians were informed about the nature of the re-
search, and signed informed consent was collected before 
participation.

It is important to mention that, because of the nature of the 
task (cross-disciplinary and multilingual), the rubrics were 
created to be applied to different languages and disciplines. 
Furthermore, the rubric was planned to measure the three 
abilities in this particular type of task. Nevertheless, the 
three dimensions could also be used independently from 
each other, by, for instance, assessing source-based writ-
ing skills alone in a non-argumentative or non-comparative 
task.

The Validation Process
Various techniques have been used in educational research 
to address construct and content validity. For the purposes 
of this study, an expert judgment procedure was implement-
ed. This procedure has been previously used in educational 
research (e.g., Lázaro Cantabrana & Gisbert Cervera, 2015) 
and entails the collection of experts’ evaluations and feed-

Figure 1
Validation Process
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back on the instruments, and then modifying them accord-
ingly until quality standards are met (Landeta & Lertxundi, 
2023). As has been mentioned, the main objective of the 
rubric of this study is to capture quality-related differences 
in three dimensions (argumentation skills, comparison skills 
and SBW) by considering multiple components of each. As 
can be seen in Figure 1, the validation process was carried 
out in five differentiated steps, which will be described in 
detail in this section.

Step 1: Literature Review and Creating V1

In the first step of the validation process, a literature review 
on each of the dimensions was conducted. Special focus 
was placed on identifying the key components or elements 
essential for successful performance within each dimen-
sion. In other words, we reviewed the literature focusing 
on answering the following questions: ‘What are the es-
sential features of argumentation, comparison and writing 
from sources? Which of these features signal better or more 
advanced performance?’. To answer these questions, we 
also examined already existing rubrics that measured the 
same dimensions (see Literature Review above). Due to the 
multidimensional nature of ADLs (Dalton-Puffer et al., 2024; 
Nikula et al., 2024), it is essential to consider how students 
perform at different components of the same dimension, as 
strongly highlighted by del Pozo (2024).

Following the suggestions by Vercellotti and McCormick 
(2021), the first step then consisted of identifying separate 
categories within each dimension. Therefore, after the lit-
erature review, the main components of each dimension 
were identified, and the first version of the rubric (V1) was 
created. The dimensions were called as follows: argumen-
tation skills (D1), comparison skills (D2) and source-based 
writing (D3). Each dimension was then divided into items, 
representing the different elements or components expect-
ed for successful performance in said dimensions. Both D1 
and D2 were composed of 4 items and D3 of 2. Then, the 
performance levels for each item (from 0, the lowest, to 3, 
the highest) were described based on the literature review.

Step 2: Expert Evaluation: Round 1

The second step consisted of creating the evaluation matrix 
and recruiting the experts for the evaluation process. An Ex-
cel sheet with the instructions and the evaluation matrix for 
each dimension was designed. Experts were instructed to 
rate each item from the rubric against 4 assessment criteria 
using a Likert scale with indicators from 1 to 5, as well as 
adding possible qualitative suggestions and comments for 
each of the items, or the dimension in general. The assess-
ment criteria included the following four aspects:

(1)	 Pertinence (PE): the extent to which the item’s formula-
tion corresponds to what it measures.

(2)	 Conceptual clarity (CC): the item is accurately formu-
lated and easy to comprehend, avoiding confusion or 
contradictions.

(3)	 Coherence (CO): the item has a logical connection with 
the dimension or indicator that it measures.

(4)	 Relevance (RE): the item is essential or important, i.e., it 
must be included.

In addition to an explanation of how to use the evaluation 
matrix, the document included a detailed description of the 
task that was going to be assessed with the scale. Subse-
quently, 15 international expert raters were contacted, out 
of which 13 accepted doing the evaluation process. All 13 
experts held a PhD, had ample experience in language edu-
cation and/or applied linguistics, and were familiar with the 
CDF construct and ADLs. In fact, most experts had previous-
ly published articles on CDFs and/or ADLs in peer-reviewed 
journals, and some also had extensive experience with either 
Science or History education. This decision was based on the 
importance of including both content and language experts’ 
insights to improve the scale. They were given 2 months to 
complete the evaluation. All experts were informed about 
the nature of the validation process and written informed 
consent was received.

Step 3: Feedback Integration and Adaptation (V2)

After receiving the ratings from the expert judges, an anal-
ysis of their responses was conducted, both quantitatively 
and qualitatively. In a quantitative approach, descriptive 
statistics (means, standard deviations (SD), mode, minimum 
and maximum values) were calculated for each item and 
criterion. While Cronbach’s alpha is suitable for within-di-
mension consistency, and ICC assume multiple targets (e.g., 
texts, for example), these are not suitable for this design. 
Other models (i.e., Rasch measurements) are often em-
ployed to validate rubrics, but they require multiple raters 
scoring multiple texts. In this case, raters did not use the ru-
brics but rather evaluated them (meta-assessment). There-
fore, inter-rater agreement was calculated with dispersion 
measures: strong agreement was considered when the SD 
was below 0.5, acceptable between 0.51 and 0.8, and weak 
below 0.81. These measures were used in combination with 
the qualitative feedback to improve the rubric (see Results). 
Despite most items reaching an average score above 4 (M 
of all items and criteria = 4.32, SD = 0.51), especially for D1 
and D3, some important issues with the items were raised in 
the qualitative feedback. The qualitative feedback analysed 
using thematic analysis, i.e., identifying common patterns 
in the comments. The common patterns were grouped for 
each item. This step was crucial to improve the rubric, and, 
accordingly, some important changes were made. Some 
items were removed, others were added, and some were di-
vided into two different items. Most were reformulated fol-
lowing the feedback. All of the changes were summarised in 
a written report that compared V1 with the modified second 
version (V2). 
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Step 4: Expert Evaluation: Round 2

The report was sent back to the 13 raters, and they were 
asked to complete a second round of evaluation to assess 
whether the adaptations were sufficient. Out of the 13 orig-
inal judges, 6 completed a second round of evaluation. The 
procedure was identical to the first round of evaluation: 
raters had to complete an evaluation matrix for each item 
assessing the 4 criteria. After this round, the feedback was 
considered to be sufficiently positive, with the vast majority 
of items reaching average values above 4.5, and all above 4. 
Some minimal changes were made after this round of sug-
gestions.

Step 5: Feedback Integration and Adaptation (V3)

The final feedback was integrated and a final (V3) version 
was created. This version was piloted with 12 texts by the 
three authors until reaching a total agreement.

RESULTS

In this section, we present the results divided into two main 
sections: first, we focus on the development and validation 
process of the rubric by including a summary of the quantita-
tive and qualitative feedback from the experts. Subsequent-
ly, we will highlight the main changes to each dimension. The 
second section will illustrate the final version of the rubric, 
supported by real student examples in English to facilitate 

2	 Supplementary Materials available here: https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.30069613.v1

reading the examples to an international audience, as well as 
instructions for research and practice.

Integration of Expert Judges’ Evaluation
As can be seen in Table 1, there was a quantitative improve-
ment from V1 to V2, particularly in D2, which presented the 
lowest scores. Quantitative results are based on the expert 
rating matrix, in which each item was judged on the four 
criteria using a 5-point Likert scale. In V1, following the SD 
threshold to calculate inter-rater agreement (i.e., SD ≤ 0.50 
strong, 0.51-0.80 acceptable, > 0.81 weak), only 8 criteria 
(18.6 %) showed strong agreement, 9 (20.9%) acceptable, 
and 26 (60.5%) weak. In particular, items related to conceptu-
al clarity tended to generate higher variability across judges 
(e.g., stance-taking [1.09]). After the revisions, not only did 
the averages improve, but also agreement: 36 criteria (76.6 
%) reached strong agreement, 3 (6.4 %) acceptable and only 
8 (17 %) weak. All items with weak agreement had a SD be-
tween 0.82-0.85, therefore being almost acceptable (see Sup-
plementary Materials for complete descriptive and interrater 
agreement statistics2).

Nevertheless, the progression demonstrates that the iter-
ative validation process, guided by expert feedback, signif-
icantly improved the rubric’s clarity and coherence. Some 
general changes were made throughout all items of the 
rubric, such as the formulation patterns. V1 included differ-
ent formulations for various items, such as ‘the writer has 
presented’ or ‘the text presents’, with occasional use of the 

Table 1
Means for each Item in V1 and V2, Divided by the Assessment Criteria

Version 1 (13 raters) PE CC CO RE Version 2 (6 raters) PE CL CC RE
D1. Argumentation skills Sufficiency = 100 % D1. Argumentation skills Sufficiency = 100 %

Stance-taking 4.69 4.23 4.62 5 Stance-taking 5 4.67 5 5

Evidencing 4.54 4.15 4.62 4.85 Reasoning 5 4.67 5 5

Opposition 4.69 4.31 4.46 5 Counterargumentation and 
rebuttal 5 5 5 5

Use of argumentative language 4.46 4.23 4.5 4.42 Language for arguing 5 4.5 5 5

D2. Comparison skills Sufficiency = 90 % D2. Comparison skills Sufficiency = 100 %

Comparison 4.45 3 4.55 4.82 Comparative structure 4.67 4.83 5 5

Comparees 3.85 2.85 3.85 3.54 Comparative items 4.83 4.67 4.83 5

Criterion 4.5 3.17 4.17 4.75 Comparative criteria 4.33 4.5 4.83 4.83

Use of comparative language 4.33 3.92 4.42 4.67 Language for comparing 5 4.6 5 5

D3. Source-based writing Sufficiency = 70 % D3. Source-based writing Sufficiency = 100 %

Use of source information 4.23 4.15 4.31 4.86 Use and comprehension of 
sources 5 4.60 5 5

Sourcing (degree of transformation) 4.54 3.69 4.62 5 Degree of transformation 5 4.40 5 5

Use of original ideas 5 4.60 5 5

Note. Italics represent items that were added after the feedback, as they were not included in V1. 

https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.30069613.v1
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passive voice. In order to avoid misunderstanding and to en-
sure consistency, all items were reformulated to ‘The writ-
er presents/elaborates…’. An important issue present in D1 
and D2 was raised by some of the judges – the fourth item 
within these dimensions referred to the use of argumentative/
comparative language. As has been said in the Introduction, 
it is true that language (form) cannot be separated from the 
production of discourse-functional patterns or elements re-
lated to the item. For example, stance-taking requires using 
certain lexicogrammar choices such as I think or in my opinion 
(Liu & Stapleton, 2014). Some judges suggested, therefore, 
merging this category into the corresponding item, instead 
of a single dimension. However, as also suggested by oth-
er judges, students might perform well at a functional lev-
el (be able to reason their claim with arguments) but fail to 
use accurate, appropriate or varied language forms, an issue 
also noted by Bauer-Marschallinger (2022), particularly in 
the context of additional (L2/L3) language learners. There-
fore, we understand these two items as the lexicogrammat-
ical coating of CDF production. Consequently, the first three 
items in D1 and D2 measure functional-structural aspects of 
CDFs, while the formal-linguistic aspects are measured by 
the fourth items.

Changes to D1: Argumentation Skills

The main changes carried out to D1 after the feedback are 
summarised here. V1 considered restating the claim as the 
highest value, but it was deemed unnecessary due to text 
length. In addition, inconsistent claims were considered 
part of 1, but they were moved to 0. The other three items’ 
names were also changed: evidencing became reasoning, a 
common term used in both scientific and historical literacy 
research (e.g., Coffin, 2009). In this item, the previous for-
mulation used ‘evidence’ to refer to both data and warrants, 
but following main research on argumentation (Toulmin, 
1958; Crossley et al., 2022; Liu & Stapleton, 2014; Qin & Kara-
bacak, 2010), the term ‘evidence’ was erased, and only data 
and warrants were included. Opposition was considered too 
broad and not entirely consistent with what the item intend-
ed to measure, and thus it was renamed to counterargumen-
tation and rebuttal, following research on argumentation 
(Toulmin, 1958; Crossley et al., 2022; Liu & Stapleton, 2014; 
Qin & Karabacak, 2010). V1 did not establish very clear differ-
ences between levels 2 and 3, and it was modified to include 
a more explicit use of rebuttals. Use of argumentative lan-
guage was changed to language for arguing, so as to include 
a wide array of lexicogrammatical resources used to produce 
arguments, including morphosyntactic, lexical, grammatical 
and textual level resources.

Changes to D2: Comparison Skills

This dimension experienced the greatest changes from V1 to 
the final version. The initial version included an item called 
comparison, which purposefully included the comparative 
items and the criteria, but a split version was recommended 

by all of the judges. Therefore, this item was erased, and the 
items were considered separately: comparees was changed 
to comparative items (following Gerns, 2023; Chen & Zhou, 
2022), and criterion to comparative criteria. One of the experts 
suggested that “equally elaborating on differences and sim-
ilarities among the two compared items is a crucial aspect of 
comparison”, therefore, this was added as the highest level 
of comparative items. V1 included the basis of classification 
(following Trimble, 1985) as the main comparative criterion, 
however, this was reformulated in the definition to ‘basis 
of comparison’ in order to better capture the item’s focus 
(Gerns, 2023; Evnitskaya & Dalton-Puffer, 2023, 2024).

As suggested by some judges, an additional dimension was 
added to examine the structure of the comparisons, compar-
ative structure, as using a parallel structure has been high-
lighted as a crucial move in comparing (Gerns, 2023; Smith, 
2019). The structures include the point-by-point method (at 
sentence or intrasentential levels) or the block method (at 
the text/paragraph level). Finally, the fourth item (language 
for comparing) was reformulated and unified with the paral-
lel item in D1.

Changes to D3: Source-based Writing (SBW)

Finally, some important changes were also made in this di-
mension. While most raters recommended the inclusion of 
a dimension focusing on referencing and citation, which is 
an important aspect of SBW (Pecorari, 2013; Crossley et al., 
2021), students in the sample were not instructed to refer-
ence or cite the sources, as it is not a common practice in 
Secondary Education in the context of the study. Regarding 
major changes, the first item considered the ‘use and com-
prehension of sources’, and the importance of doing so ac-
curately and relevantly has been highlighted. More impor-
tantly, the second item was divided into two, as the version in 
V1 considered the use of original ideas as part of the highest 
level, but as recommended by the majority of the experts, the 
degree of transformation and the use of original ideas were 
kept separate. The degree of transformation item, therefore, 
considered lexical and/or structural changes – paraphrasing 
information in a way relevant to the task (Uludag & McDon-
ough, 2022; Cheong et al., 2021). The new item created, use of 
original ideas, focused on students’ ability to integrate their 
previous knowledge accurately and relevantly to the task.

Using the Rubric: Instructions and Examples
This section presents the final version of the rubric (V3) divid-
ed by dimensions and provides examples from the learner 
corpus gathered for this research. As has been mentioned 
above, the raters recommended that some important terms, 
such as accurate or relevant, be defined to properly use the 
rubric. As including them in the rubric itself would make it 
very dense, the scale is accompanied by the following defi-
nitions:
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(1)	 Accurate: producing correct language forms following 
the linguistic norms of the target language, i.e., no er-
rors (Wolfe-Quintero et al., 1998).

(2)	 Appropriate: the correct use of a linguistic resource ac-
cording to its function within a context (Nikula et al., 
2016).

(3)	 Complex/simple: related to the sophistication (depth) of 
the linguistic structures (syntactic and lexical) employed 
by the writer (Lu, 2017).

(4)	 Varied: related to the size (diversity) of the linguistic 
structures (syntactic and lexical) employed by the stu-
dent (Lu, 2017), i.e., lack of repetition of structures.

(5)	 Relevant: use of information or ideas that are connected 
to the main purpose of the text (Leki & Carson, 1997; 
Macagno, 2016).

Tables 3, 4 and 5 below provide the final version of the rubric 
for each dimension3. To illustrate the rubric performance cat-
egories and their pedagogical relevance, three student ex-
amples are presented in Table 2. These excerpts are includ-
ed for illustrative purposes only, as the systematic empirical 
analysis of the full corpus is reported elsewhere (see Ari-
as-Hermoso et al., 2025a, 2025b). Two examples come from 
science essays (Ex1 and Ex3) and one from history (Ex2). Ex1 
and Ex2 show texts from Year 7 students (12 years old), and 
Ex3 from a Year 10 student (16 years old).

Focusing on the argumentation dimension, we can observe 
important differences between the three texts above. While 

3	 For the complete version of the rubric, access institutional repository: https://hdl.handle.net/20.500.11984/6860

all three texts clearly present the writer’s opinion explic-
itly (3 in D1_ST), their reasoning is very different. Ex1 uses 
some data to support their claim, but does not elaborate or 
link to the stance directly (level 1 D1_R), while the other two 
texts present more complete reasoning structures, with Ex3 
including warrants (level 3 in D1_R), such as ‘the chocolate 
cause adiction and this produce obesity, if we don’t control 
it’. None of the texts includes explicit rebuttals, however, they 
give potential relevant counterarguments (level 2 in D1_CR). 
Regarding the language for arguing item, there is a great dif-
ference between Ex1 and Ex2/3. The first example does not 
use explicit argumentation markers, apart from ‘because’ 
twice, whereas the other two texts include more varied and 
complex lexicogrammar, such as ‘in my opinion’, ‘I don’t 
think that…’, ‘first of all’ or ‘apart of their components’. How-
ever, Ex2 and Ex3 did not reach the maximum level of this 
item, as some of the lexicogrammatical resources were not 
used appropriately or accurately (‘apart of’, ‘becouse’).

Regarding comparison skills, we can also see great differenc-
es across texts. The first text barely compares the two con-
cepts, while the second and third texts present more clear 
comparisons between the two concepts by mentioning some 
differences. However, they are not ‘equally elaborated on’, 
a requirement to achieve the highest level in the rubric. Re-
garding the comparative criteria, three different levels can be 
seen in the texts, with Ex1 not displaying a clear criterion for 
the comparisons, Ex2 making comparisons based on implic-
it criteria (aspects related to education and health), and Ex3 

Table 2
Three Unaltered Examples from the Corpus

Ex 1 
(012_E1)

Hello, today I’m compare chicken and chocolate with milk. And wich is healthier between the two foods. The chicken is 
more healthier because the chocolate with milk haves more calories, more fat and more sugar. The chicken it is used in 
many healthy diets, it helps the nervous system and the digestive system and it gives energy to the body and the choco-
late with milk only it helps to control our cholesterol and it affect our state of mind and because then the chicken is much 
healthier.

Ex 2 
(006_E1)

In my opinion, I prefer to live in todays society, because, now, the economy is based on the service sector, there are many 
service, and becouse we live more safe. I don’t think that people will live better on the middle ages, because, the local work 
and life were promoted, as well, as the help among neighbours, and, the childrens had to work every day! That is the most 
sadest thing in the world. And another interesant thing is that only reach people had access to education!! And now, now 
it is necessary to have studies! Or you can’t be nothin, on your life. 

In the middle ages, people was killed for common illnesses like, flu, diharrea, and more things like that, and now, that 
doesn’t affect us! And common illnesses on our live. Now you live, with 85 years or 90 years old. We are living in a pandem-
ic, an there are more and more and more and... more, new illnesses, live covid 19 and illnesses like that. It was so hard to 
leave in the midde ages, that wasn’t many doctors, and you can die because anithing can kill you.

Ex 3 
(098_E4)

I’m going to explain why 100 g of chicken are healthier than 100 g of milk chocolate.

First of all, I’m going to compare their components. The milk chocolate has aproximated % 500 more calories than the 
chicken, the chocolate has 531 kcal and the other only 99,2 kcal. And refering to the total fats the chocolate has literally % 
2900 more the proportion is 1 g / 29 g. Looking to other many factors the proportions stay up like in sugar and calcium. 
But in other factors, The chiekn has more like in proteins and salt.

Apart of their components we can see what effects they have in our sistem. The chocolate help us to mantain stable the 
coresterol and increasing our memory. But the chicken help our nervous sistem and that is very important. One bad thing 
that have the chicken is that if we eat it raw We can intoxicate with it. The chocolate cause adiction and this produce obe-
sity, if we don’t control it. Is true that the chocolate don’t envolve animals but yes persons that are exploted in their jobes.

https://hdl.handle.net/20.500.11984/6860
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explicitly stating the criteria (components and effects in our 
system). Concerning the comparative structure, Ex1 is some-
what logically structured at the sentence level, but is not 
completely clear at the paragraph or textual levels. Ex2 and 
Ex3, in contrast, present a clearer structure, with paragraphs 
related to a central element and using a point-by-point struc-
ture. The structure within the paragraphs, however, does not 
present comparisons systematically. Finally, students’ use of 
language for comparing also differs to a great extent. Ex1 in-
correctly uses the comparative form with adjectives (more 
healthier) once, but uses correct comparative noun forms, 
‘more calories’. Performing better, Ex2 and Ex3 use more 
diverse lexicogrammatical resources by including, for exam-
ple, the words ‘prefer’, ‘looking to other factors’, or ‘refer-
ring to’. They also present some errors, such as ‘the most 
sadest’, and, therefore, their use of comparative language is 
not completely accurate.

The final dimension of the rubric considered SBW skills. Ex1 
includes some information from the source, the information 
is not well used, therefore, introducing certain irrelevant as-
pects. In contrast, Ex2 and Ex3 present a good amount of in-
formation relevant to the task and there are no inaccuracies, 
even accurately including details from the sources. Regard-
ing the degree of transformation, Ex1 only made minimal lin-
guistic changes, with a great deal of copying. Conversely, Ex 

2 and Ex3 both use the information from the source but put 
it in their own words by introducing some lexical changes. 
In fact, for instance, the idea that ‘The chocolate help us to 
mantain stable the coresterol and increasing our memory’ 
was originally presented as two ideas: ‘It helps us control our 
cholesterol’ and ‘it improves our memory’. The student in 
Ex3 was able to make variations in the wording and intro-
duce the same ideas with their own words. Finally, the first 
text does not use any original idea not present in the source, 
while Ex2 and Ex3 do so to a certain extent. Ex2 includes the 
idea of doctors not being common in the Middle Ages, and 
Ex3 mentions people being exploited to create chocolate. 
These ideas are mostly well integrated with the information 
from the sources, therefore, the texts received a 2.

DISCUSSION

The main objective of the present article has been to report 
on the validation process of a rubric aimed at assessing three 
dimensions of ADLs through an expert judgment procedure. 
Unlike our other empirical studies (Arias-Hermoso et al., 
2025a, 2025b) that apply the rubric to corpus data, this ar-
ticle has focused specifically on the validation process, high-
lighting how expert evaluations can refine and strengthen an 
educational assessment tool.

Table 3
D1: Argumentation Skills Rubric, with 0-3 Indicators

D1: ARGUE
ITEM DEFINITION 0 - Inexistent, poor 1 - Fair 2 - Good 3 - Excellent

Stance-taking 
(D1_ST)

This is defined as the 
writer’s ability to express 
their claim or position 
towards the topic and 
take a stance.

The writer’s stance 
towards the topic is 
not stated, or it is not 
consistent throughout 
the text.

The writer’s stance 
towards the topic is 
difficult to discern, as 
it is implied.

The writer’s stance 
towards the topic is 
presented explicitly 
and is mostly clear.

The writer’s stance 
towards the topic is 
presented explicitly, 
clearly and accurately.

Reasoning 
(D1_R)

This is defined as the 
writer’s ability to provide 
supporting data and 
warrants to justify their 
stance.

The writer does not 
produce data to support 
their stance or the data 
is irrelevant, incorrect 
and/or contradictory.

The writer produces 
accurate data to sup-
port their stance, but 
it is not elaborated on 
or not directly linked 
to their stance.

The writer pro-
duces accurate 
and relevant data 
to support their 
stance, and it is 
elaborated on and/
or explicitly linked 
to their stance.

The writer elaborates 
on accurate and rele-
vant data to support 
their stance, includ-
ing warrants and/or 
examples for justifica-
tion purposes.

Counterargu-
mentation and 
rebuttal 
(D1_CR)

This is defined as the writ-
er’s ability to acknowledge 
and refute opposing views 
to their claim, by provid-
ing counterarguments 
and rebuttals based on 
data.

The writer does not 
mention, acknowledge, 
or recognise opposing 
views.

The writer acknowl-
edges that opposing 
views exist but does 
not produce counter-
arguments based on 
data.

The writer produc-
es accurate and 
relevant counterar-
guments, but they 
are not rebutted or 
critiqued.

The writer produces 
accurate and relevant 
counterarguments, 
explicitly rebutting 
and/or critiquing 
opposing views.

Language for 
arguing 
(D1_LA)

This is defined as the 
writer’s ability to use 
appropriate, accurate and 
varied lexicogrammatical 
resources to produce 
argumentation elements, 
including connectives, 
words to express cause 
and effect, evaluative lan-
guage, modalisation...

The writer does not 
use lexicogrammatical 
resources to produce 
argumentation elements 
or uses them incorrectly.

The writer uses 
minimal lexicogram-
matical resources to 
produce argumenta-
tion elements, and/or 
their use might not be 
completely accurate 
and/or appropriate.

The writer uses 
lexicogrammat-
ical resources to 
produce argumen-
tation elements 
appropriately and 
accurately, but they 
are mostly simple 
and not varied.

The writer appropri-
ately and accurately 
uses a variety of 
simple and complex 
lexicogrammatical 
resources to produce 
argumentation ele-
ments.
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Table 4
D2: Comparison Skills Rubric, with 0-3 Indicators

D2: COMPARE
ITEM DEFINITION 0 - Inexistent, poor 1 - Fair 2 - Good 3 - Excellent

Comparative 
items

(D2_CI)

This is defined as the writer’s 
ability to produce com-
parisons between the two 
concepts, by including dif-
ferences and/or similarities, 
and elaborating on them.

The writer does not 
compare the two con-
cepts.

The writer partly 
compares the 
two concepts by 
mentioning some 
similarities and/or 
differences.

The writer clearly 
compares the two 
concepts by men-
tioning similarities 
and/or differences.

The writer clearly 
compares the two 
concepts by equally 
elaborating on 
several similarities 
and/or differences 
among the concepts.

Comparative 
criteria

(D2_CC)

This is defined as the writer’s 
ability to explicitly express 
the comparative criteria, i.e., 
the bases of comparison 
(the criterion according to 
which the similarities/differ-
ences are being made).

The writer does not pro-
duce a clear criterion for 
comparisons.

The writer produces 
comparisons based 
on a criterion, but 
it is not explicitly 
stated.

The writer explicitly 
states the criteria for 
comparisons.

The writer explicitly 
states and elabo-
rates on relevant 
criteria for compar-
isons.

Comparative 
structure

(D2_CS)

This is defined as the writer’s 
ability to organise the 
comparisons logically, at 
sentence, paragraph and 
text levels.

The writer does not 
present structured com-
parisons throughout 
the text.

The writer presents 
comparisons that 
are somewhat logi-
cally structured.

The writer presents 
point-by-point com-
parisons that are 
logically and appro-
priately structured.

The writer presents 
point-by-point 
comparisons that 
are logically struc-
tured at sentence, 
paragraph and text 
levels.

Language for 
comparing

(D2_LC)

This is defined as the writer’s 
ability to use appropriate, 
accurate and varied lexi-
cogrammatical resources 
to produce comparisons, 
including compare/con-
trast connectives, lexical 
and grammatical forms to 
express difference/similarity, 
juxtapositions…

The writer does not 
use lexicogrammatical 
resources to produce 
comparisons or uses 
them incorrectly.

The writer uses 
minimal lexicogram-
matical resources 
to produce compar-
isons, and/or their 
use might not be 
completely accurate 
and/or appropriate.

The writer uses 
some lexicogram-
matical resources 
to produce compar-
isons appropriately 
and accurately, but 
they are mostly sim-
ple and not varied.

The writer appropri-
ately and accurately 
uses a variety of 
simple and complex 
lexicogrammatical 
resources to pro-
duce comparisons.

Table 5
D3: Source-Based Writing Skills Rubric, with 0-3 Indicators

D3: SBW
ITEM DEFINITION 0 - Inexistent, poor 1 - Fair 2 - Good 3 - Excellent

Use and com-
prehension of 
sources

(D3_UC)

This is defined as 
the writer’s ability to 
convey their compre-
hension of the sources 
through the use of 
sources accurately in 
a relevant way.

The writer’s text 
presents indicators of 
serious comprehension 
problems or does not 
use the source at all.

The writer’s text 
presents (little) infor-
mation from sources 
somewhat relevant to 
the task, but there are 
major inaccuracies in 
conveying information 
from the sources.

The writer’s text 
presents some 
information from 
sources relevant to 
the task, but there are 
minor inaccuracies in 
conveying details from 
the sources.

The writer’s text pre-
sents substantial infor-
mation from sources 
always relevant to the 
task, and details are 
accurately presented.

Degree of trans-
formation

(D3_DT)

This is defined as 
the writer’s ability 
to transform the 
information from the 
sources via para-
phrasing (lexical and 
structural changes).

The writer copies most 
information directly 
from the source and 
makes minimal or no 
linguistic changes.

The writer copies most 
information directly 
from the source, but 
there is some linguis-
tic change.

The writer integrates 
information from the 
source by mostly par-
aphrasing with lexical 
or structural changes.

The writer accurately 
integrates information 
from the source by 
transforming it with 
both lexical and struc-
tural changes.

Inclusion of origi-
nal ideas

(D3_O)

This is defined as 
the writer’s ability 
to include ideas not 
present in the sources, 
(original ideas from 
the writer’s back-
ground) by appro-
priately integrating 
external knowledge 
into the text.

The writer does not 
include external infor-
mation.

The writer includes 
some external 
information, but it 
is not appropriately 
integrated with source 
information.

The writer includes 
some external 
information in the 
text, and it is mostly 
well integrated with 
information from the 
sources.

The writer includes 
some external infor-
mation in the text, and 
it is always appropri-
ately integrated with 
information from the 
sources.
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The first key finding is related to the validation process per 
se and how expert judgement proved crucial in developing 
a validated and multi-dimensional rubric. With the input 
from 13 leading scholars in the field of ADLs, the iterative 
process made it possible to identify ambiguous descriptors, 
particularly in clarity, and to reformulate them into more op-
erational items. As highlighted by previous research (Lázaro 
Cantabrana & Gisbert Cervera, 2015; Uludag & McDonough, 
2022), the design of assessment tools guided by experts’ 
views provides a systematic foundation to create reliable 
and sound rubrics, a crucial aspect to ensure quality (Lande-
ta & Lertxundi, 2023). Just as comparative judgement studies 
have been successful in drawing teachers’ and research-
ers’ insights to refine ADL-assessment (e.g., Llinares et al., 
2024), the present study contributes to the growing body of 
research demonstrating the usefulness of systematic expert 
involvement for rubric development. This can be seen in the 
expert consensus across items, which increased from 18.6 % 
agreement in V1 to 76.6 % in V2, which represent a crucial 
improvement in rubric quality and construct validity.

A second important finding concerns the nature of quality in 
each of the three dimensions. As ADL-related skills are often 
complex and multi-componential (del Pozo, 2024; Nikula et 
al., 2024), it is crucial that tools include multiple aspects or 
components that clearly operationalise what constitutes a 
great argument, comparison or use of sources. The inclusion 
of multiple items underscores this multidimensional nature 
and improves construct validity (Paltridge & Phakiti, 2015). 
In particular, experts’ consensus converged on the need for 
complete descriptors with various components. For instance, 
experts highlighted that high-quality performance in argu-
mentation involves not only presenting clear claims but also 
justifying evidence and presenting rebuttals. This resonates 
with previous research on both rubric-based and compo-
nent-based assessment of ADLs, regarding the integration 
of complete argument structures (Jiménez-Aleixandre & Er-
duran, 2007; Polias, 2016; Sendur et al., 2021), a structured 
account of comparative items and criteria (Gerns, 2023a; 
Chen & Zhou, 2022), and the role of source use and integra-
tion (Chau et al., 2022; Cheong et al., 2021). The inclusion of 
different items per dimension helps track student perfor-
mance at various levels or ages to capture more nuanced 
patterns (see Arias-Hermoso et al., 2025b). In fact, as shown 
by empirical research on ADL development, different items 
within the same dimension may develop differently, for ex-
ample, reasoning over counterargumentation (Arias-Hermoso 
et al., 2025a). The rubric, supported by the 13 experts’ voices, 
therefore, emphasises the relevance of multiple components 
or items to address ADLs, and helps to define both conceptu-
ally and operationally the three key dimensions under study.

CONCLUSION

The present study aimed to validate a multidimensional ru-
bric to assess three key dimensions of ADLs, i.e., argumenta-

tion skills, comparison skills and source-based writing skills. 
Through an expert-judgement procedure that engaged 13 
scholars in two rounds, we demonstrated that expert feed-
back is crucial to refine ADL descriptors. The rubrics advance 
work on previous descriptors or rubrics by confirming and 
emphasising the multidimensional nature of ADLs, as well as 
by incorporating SBW into the construct. Methodologically, 
the study shows that expert-based feedback can produce ru-
brics that are both theoretically grounded and usable across 
languages and disciplines. Our study, therefore, combining 
research from different perspectives and disciplines, pro-
vides a tool that can foster the integration of content and 
language for assessment and teaching purposes.

The study, therefore, has important implications for both 
theory and practice. At a theoretical level, the rubric confirms 
the multidimensional nature of ADLs and CDFs. In addition 
to that, to our knowledge, no study has yet focused on SBW 
within ADLs, and this paper offers interesting points for their 
connection that still require further research. At a more prac-
tical level, this study offers great opportunities for research 
and classroom practices. The rubrics validated here are of 
great benefit for researchers interested in CDFs, ADLs and 
SBW, and could be used and adapted to different linguistic, 
educational and disciplinary contexts. The rubrics can be ap-
plied in various educational levels and contexts, and can be 
of great benefit for primary, secondary and higher educa-
tion teachers, as well as for material designers, curriculum 
developers and other researchers in academic writing. Fur-
thermore, the rubrics and the accompanying illustrative ex-
amples could be beneficial for language and content teach-
ers for classroom instruction and assessment. Based on the 
rubrics, for example, content (e.g., History) teachers could 
design lessons focusing on comparing two historical phe-
nomena, instructing them on how to highlight differences 
and similarities.

Despite the implications, some limitations to this research 
have to be addressed. One limitation is that it did not include 
empirical analyses of student performance, as the focus of 
the paper was on validating the rubric through expert judge-
ment. Another limitation is related to the lack of psycho-
metric modelling (for example, many-facet Rasch measure-
ments) beyond descriptive statistics, which future research 
could combine with expert judges’ qualitative input. An as-
pect that is both a contribution and a limitation is that the 
rubrics are not language- and discipline-specific. While this 
allows for their use in multiple languages and disciplines, 
they still may not fully capture subject-specific character-
istics of CDF production, since what constitutes defining in 
science might be different from what is expected in history. 
CDF-based assessments could be adapted to the needs of 
specific disciplines. This is in line with previously mentioned 
CEFR-style assessment grids based on CDFs for mathemat-
ics, science and history. These grids, however, do not consid-
er various elements within each CDF. Building on this, future 
studies could bring these perspectives together by building 
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subject-specific rubrics that consider multiple components 
for each CDF on top of the two presented in this study. Ide-
ally, future research could try to create similar rubrics for the 
7 CDF categories for multiple disciplines, which would also 
highlight the similarities and differences across disciplines, 
therefore proving the cross-disciplinary nature of the CDF 
construct. In addition, we believe that this process could also 
benefit from not only expert academics’ judgement, but also 
from classroom-based teachers’ ratings to create these ru-
brics.
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