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Abstract 
The article was based on a research aimed at obtaining the information related to students‟ 

quality in paraphrasing an expository text seen from the four dimensions of a paraphrase 

evaluation. The subjects of the research were 15 students who had passed all reading and 

writing courses. The instrument used in the research was paraphrasing test. The components 

which were used as the base to evaluate students‟ work were semantic completeness, lexical 

similarity, syntactic similarity and paraphrase quality. The students‟ works were graded by 

scoring rubric which was divided into 4 categories; 4 meant excellent, 3 meant satisfactory, 2 

meant below average and 1 meant ineffective. The research findings showed that students‟ 

paraphrase quality was on ineffective category since almost all of the students obtained 1 on all 

dimensions. On semantic completeness dimension, almost all students obtained 1 which meant 

they were on ineffective category. On lexical completeness dimension, almost all students 

obtained 1 which also meant they were on ineffective category. Also, on the rest dimensions; 

syntactical and paraphrase quality dimensions, almost all of them obtained 1, which indicated 

that they were on ineffective category. It was expected that more concerns related students‟ 

paraphrase should be given. 

 

Keywords: Paraphrase, Expository Text, Components of Evaluation 

 

 

Introduction 
The continuous changes on technology have completely created large-scale transformation in both 

society and academics. Consequently, academic institutions are highly forced to keep innovating and trying 

various applicable methods of teaching, implementing new ways to build critical thinking. In particular, 

students and teachers are faced with numerous researches, papers and essays. Students are required to keep 

themselves updated with the trends both in learning and teaching. They are required to deal with more 

writing papers, essays, researches and the submission necessarily meets the high-standard criteria provided 

by the instructors. They necessarily have various references. The references spread unlimitedly since internet 

makes searching everything is possible. However, this everything is possible, apparently, creates many 

academic misconducts, such as the tendency to download a script of someone else‟s writing and then to 

admit it as own writing.  

This new-tendency trend lately is known as plagiarism. Plagiarism is an act of taking or quoting someone 

else‟s ideas without providing appropriate credit or acknowledgment in the process of academic writing. 

Since it is possible to have soft-copies for numerous scientific articles, copying is such a light task. It is very 

easy to search and then to download scientific papers, and then to take them as the main sources, but, then, 

they are put as if they are original ideas, no longer treated as sources or references.  The tendency seems fine 

due to the fact that more and more users conduct it. While, in fact, this act is considered as „stealing‟ which 

leads to a serious academic crime.  

Many higher education institutions take the issue on plagiarism seriously. They carefully set the code of 

practice on plagiarism. The code includes, policy, fines, and penalties given to those who conducted 

plagiarism. The consequences can be a reprimand given to the student, reduce the mark for the assessment 

task by up to 50%, even, resulted in expulsion of the students from the university. For instance, University of 

Ulster has set regulation for plagiarism policy (2012), the penalties given for plagiarism offences are 

reduction in marks based on exclusion of plagiarized work, marking zero for assignment, even, if the 

plagiarism is detected after graduation, the awarded may be revoked. The University of the West Indies, 
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Policy on Graduate Student Plagiarism  (2010) states that the penalties that may be given to the act of 

academic dishonest are the deduction of mark or even failure submission.  

Bailey (2006) proposes the possible ways to have lengthy quotations and to avoid plagiarism is by 

paraphrasing or summarizing the original source. Paraphrasing can be defined as restating one‟s idea into 

own words. This is possibly applied to avoid plagiarism, since, rather than to copy one source and then to 

paste it to own work, the words are written same in delivering the ideas yet different in wording.  

Doing paraphrasing ties two skills. First, the students need to have good reading since the main point in 

paraphrasing is to retain the original meaning. They cannot restate an idea, unless they are sure about that 

idea, Thus, it is necessary for them to grasp the meaning brought by the text. Second, the students need to 

know what they have to write, what words that they can chose, what vocabulary that may be used as the 

replacement or what sentences that can be transformed or changed. Thus, they have to understand writing. 

Paraphrasing is included both in reading and writing courses. Since paraphrasing means to rewrite what 

has been read, the students, first, are taught many topics related to reading, ways to read, strategies to read, 

and then, they are assigned the related topics in their writing courses. The students have been familiar with 

topics related to paraphrasing, such as possible and applicable steps in paraphrasing, ways to paraphrase and 

how a good paraphrase should be. They have been assigned with tasks that require them to paraphrase 

various texts, such as papers, journals, essays and articles, or those kinds of expository text.  

However, though, these students have been introduced and taught what and how to paraphrase, there are 

some problems need to be concerned  when the students are assigned academic writing that have them dealt 

with numerous expository texts. There are some components that the students need to cover so that it can be 

ensured that their paraphrases meet the standard. According to McCarthy (2009), the dimensions of 

paraphrase are semantic completeness; where the ideas are written exactly the same with the original source; 

lexical similarity; where the dictions are possibly changed; syntactic similarity; where the sentence structure 

are different; paraphrase quality; where other considerations may be concerned. These four dimensions 

determine paraphrase evaluation.  

This article then describes the quality of students‟ paraphrase seen from the four dimensions of a 

paraphrase evaluation.  

 

Research Methodology 
The design of the research was descriptive-qualitative research. the goal was to comprehend a summary 

of an event. The participant was 15 students. the instrumentation used for the research was in form of a test. 

In the research, participants were given a selected expository text and then were asked to paraphrase the 

selection. Their products were scored by two scorers. The score given referred to the set scoring rubrics The 

scoring rubric was based on the paraphrase component evaluations by Mc Charty, Guess and Mc Namara 

(2009).  The scores were described by the categories written in the rubric. The categories within the rubric 

were elaborated, then adapted based on several examples of rubrics used by several different institutions. The 

elaboration of the rubric was firstly discussed with few English teachers. The data obtained then were 

analyzed descriptively based on a set of scoring rubric. The rubric was set after such thorough discussion 

with language experts. The rubric was based on the four indicators or dimensions of a paraphrase evaluation. 

Then the range was set from 1-4; Warning/Failing, Improving, Proficient and Advanced. Each of 

participants‟ work was graded by following the criteria stated in the rubric. 

 

Finding and Discussion 
There are four parts of the findings; Students‟ semantic completeness dimension, students‟ lexical 

similarity dimension, students‟ syntactical similarity dimension and students‟ paraphrase quality dimension.  

1. Students’ Semantic Completeness Dimension 

 Semantic completeness is a dimension that deals with how the idea is maintained whether or not it 

kept the original idea.  The paraphrase version have to have the same meaning with original version. In order 

to obtain good score for this dimension, the participant or student should be able to translate the paragraph 

using their own  words, yet no important ideas were omitted. Students‟ scores on semantic completeness 

dimension were described in the following table: 

Table.1  Students’ Score on Semantic Completeness 

 

Participant 

Semantic Completeness 

(1-4) 

Mean 

Score 

 

Description 

Scorer 1 Description Scorer 2 Descriptio

n 

1 1 Failing 1 Failing 1 Failing 

2 1 Failing 1 Failing 1 Failing 
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Cont. Table 2 

3 1 Failing 1 Failing 1 Failing 

4 1 Failing 1 Failing 1 Failing 

5 1 Failing 1 Failing 1 Failing 

6 1 Failing 1 Failing 1 Failing 

7 1 Failing 1 Failing 1 Failing 

8 1 Failing 1 Failing 1 Failing 

9 1 Failing 1 Failing 1 Failing 

10 1 Failing 1 Failing 1 Failing 

11 1 Failing 1 Failing 1 Failing 

12 1 Failing 1 Failing 1 Failing 

13 3 Proficient  3 Proficient  3 Proficient 

14 1 Failing 1 Failing 1 Failing 

15 1 Failing 1 Failing 1 Failing 

 

Based on the table above; data obtained from students‟ semantic completeness dimension, it was found 

that 14 out of 15 participants obtained score 1 which indicated that they were failing on this dimension. It 

could also be said that most of them failed to paraphrase the idea. Most of them were given score 1 since the 

restated idea had no longer contained what the original version intended to say. This failure was found in the 

data made by participants 1 up to 15 except 13. The mean scores on semantic completeness dimension was 

only 1, and it indicated, as how it was converted based on the rubric, warning/failing. Most of the students 

obtained 1, since most of them failed to fulfill the criteria of having good semantic completeness. Followings 

were some examples quoted from the students‟ or participants‟ work to prove why most of them were said to 

be failing, or why there was only 1 student obtained good score. 

This failure may be due to two major reasons. First, the students failed to understand the content of the 

text given so that they wrote what seemed to be true for them. They seemed to be unable to locate the main 

ideas or important points contained within a paragraph since they wrote a version which contained different 

information. It should have been known that the main concern in paraphrasing was to maintain the original 

idea. Fujita (2013) states that paraphrasing is to have the same semantic content expressed with several 

different linguistic expressions. Ohtake (2008) mentions that paraphrasing is to have the meaning carried by 

a sentences affected by its context. The failure to understand the given text might also relate to the problems 

in reading. There were things needed in order to have a good reading comprehension. Grabe (2002) states 

that reading for comprehension was the primary purpose of reading, where the students were aware of the 

main ideas in the text. It was also important to explore the organization of the text since, he says, it was 

essential for good reading comprehension. Also, According to Hirsch (2010) reading comprehension requires 

knowledge or words and the world. It indicated that in order to understand something, a person needed to 

know the domain, if not, one could not construct a meaningful mental model of what was said.  

Furthermore, what might caused the students as the participants failed to understand the text was due to 

the inability to cover the components of reading itself. According to Wolley (2011) reading comprehension 

was the process of making meaning from the text where the goal was to get overall understanding of what 

described in the text. In order to be able to get the overall meaning, there were components of reading 

comprehension that a person necessarily has. Meneghetti (2006) states they were nine components of reading 

comprehension, they were understanding characters, times, event, sequences, syntactic structures, connection 

between parts of the text, being able to make inferences, having text sensitivity, text hierarchy, mental model 

and text flexibility. Therefore, it was concluded that reading comprehension was a complex activity which 

sometimes might be very difficult since the requirements needed were quite many. This fact led the students 

met failure in their reading.  

Moreover, the failure in reading comprehension might also be caused by the problems in the course itself 

such as intensive reading class. It was obvious that these students were occupied with intensive reading class. 

There would be a possibility that the courses given did not meet the standards stated in the curriculum or the 

syllabus. For instance, the students who took intensive reading might not be occupied with activities that an 

intensive reading required them to do. According to Jacobs and Renandya (2003) in intensive reading class, 

the point was to have the students read large quantities of book. It worked with short text and it aimed to help 

the students obtain detail meanings from the text. Thus, if students were failed to grasp detailed meaning 

from the passage they read, there was a possibility that they were not occupied with enough reading, or they 

simply were not taught well.  

In addition, to understand a reading text comprehendingly, a particular strategy to read was necessary. If 

the students as the participants failed to understand a selection, there was a possibility that the students were 
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lack of reading strategy. Dreyer and Nel (2003), based on the research conducted on reading comprehension, 

found that students who had strategic reading instruction had significantly higher marks on their reading 

comprehension.  

Besides, the failure might also be caused by the inability to understand cohesion and coherence. 

According to Chun Yeh (2004) the relationship of cohesion and coherence has always been a central issue in 

the study of understanding a discourse. Ferstl (2001) states that an important process in understanding a 

language was the establishment of coherence and cohesion. Text processions required inferences for 

establishing coherence between sentences. Moreover, Moreno (2003) stated that cohesive features play an 

important role in helping the reader understand a text in the process of reading. These statements then 

indicated that cohesive and coherence had significance role in the text comprehension.  

 

2. Students’ Lexical Similarity Dimension 

Lexical similarity was a paraphrase evaluation dimension that dealt with how identical the paraphrase 

with the target source lexically. Mostly, it was possibly done by changing the words with its synonyms. It 

included the changes in its nouns, verbs, or adjectives.  

It was expected that the participants‟ paraphrase included varied synonyms so that one piece of good 

paraphrased was produced. However, instead of paraphrasing the text, the participants mostly noted down 

the target source exactly the same, or in other words, most of them copied and pasted. Students‟ scores on 

lexical similarity were described below: 

 

Table.2  Students’ Scores on Lexical Similarity Dimension 

 

Participant 

Lexical Similarity 

(1-4) 

Mean 

Score 

 

Descriptio

n Scorer 1 Description Scorer 2 Description 

1 1 Failing 1 Failing 1 Failing 

2 1 Failing 1 Failing 1 Failing 

3 1 Failing 1 Failing 1 Failing 

4 1 Failing 1 Failing 1 Failing 

5 1 Failing 1 Failing 1 Failing 

6 1 Failing 1 Failing 1 Failing 

7 1 Failing 1 Failing 1 Failing 

8 1 Failing 1 Failing 1 Failing 

9 1 Failing 1 Failing 1 Failing 

10 1 Failing 1 Failing 1 Failing 

11 1 Failing 1 Failing 1 Failing 

12 1 Failing 1 Failing 1 Failing 

13 3 Proficient 3 Proficient 3 Proficient 

14 1 Failing 1 Failing 1 Failing 

15 1 Failing 1 Failing 1 Failing 

  

From the table.2 it could be seen that 14 out of 15 students obtained score 1 which meant they were on 

failing level. Almost all participants, except participant 13, had failure related to the ability having the text 

written lexically the same. This failure might be, first, due to the lack of vocabularies possessed by the 

participants. They might understand the words contained in the text, yet they did not know what words could 

be used as the substitutions. According to Perfetti, (2004) stated that what limit comprehension was word-

reading. It meant that numbers of vocabulary possessed determine a person‟s reading comprehension.   

 The fact that the students were lack of vocabulary might also be caused by the problem, again, in 

one of their courses, that was extensive reading courses. According to Jacobs and Renandya (2003) extensive 

reading was a course that emphasized on encouraging learners to read self-selected large amounts of 

meaningful language. The students usually choose what they wanted to read. It aimed at getting them hooked 

on reading. The course was also to enrich students‟ vocabulary. Thus, it could be seen that there was a 

possibility that students were not occupied with appropriate activities.  

Second, the students, though they had passed all reading and writing courses, were lack of reading 

activities. Reading a lot is one way to enrich students‟ vocabularies, and to have their words varied. Lack of 

reading activities might cause the students to have very limited words or vocabularies.  
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3. Students’ Syntactic Similarity Dimension 

There were around 40-45 sentences that could be possibly changed. Therefore, in order to obtain good 

score, at least to be on proficient level, the participants should at least could change around 20 sentences. 

However, based on the analysis of students‟ paraphrases on syntactic similarity dimension, there were some 

significant failures found. 14 out of 15 participants wrote the failures in their products. Most of them did not 

paraprahse yet copied and pasted. Almost of them were on failing/warning level. There was only 1 

participant, that was participant 13 that obtained 3. Students‟ s scores on syntactic similarity dimension were 

described on the following table: 

 

Table.3  Students’ scores on syntactic similarity dimension 

 

Participant 

Syntactic Similarity 

(1-4) 

Mean 

Score 

 

Description 

Scorer 1 Description Scorer 2 Description 

1 1 Failing 1 Failing 1 Failing 

2 1 Failing 1 Failing 1 Failing 

3 1 Failing 1 Failing 1 Failing 

4 1 Failing 1 Failing 1 Failing 

5 1 Failing 1 Failing 1 Failing 

6 1 Failing 1 Failing 1 Failing 

7 1 Failing 1 Failing 1 Failing 

8 1 Failing 1 Failing 1 Failing 

9 1 Failing 1 Failing 1 Failing 

10 1 Failing 1 Failing 1 Failing 

11 1 Failing 1 Failing 1 Failing 

12 1 Failing 1 Failing 1 Failing 

13 3 Proficient  3 Proficient  3 Proficient 

14 1 Failing 1 Failing 1 Failing 

15 1 Failing 1 Failing 1 Failing 

 

From the table.3 it could be seen that 14 out of 15 students obtained score 1 from the two scorers. Since 

they only obtained score 1, it meant they were on failing or warning level. The students as the participants 

were given 1 since they had failures related to their syntactic similarity dimension, such as the problem in 

changing sentence structures.  This failure might be due to their inability to understand sentence structures, 

or they simply had problems with their grammar so that they did not know how to change sentence 

structures. Furthermore, supposed the participants did know how to change the sentence structures or its 

parts of speech, yet the research findings showed that 14 out of 15 students did not have the sentences 

changes, there might be a possibility, that the students, again, did not understand some alternatives that they 

could do in order to paraphrase.  

 

4. Students’ Paraphrase Quality Dimension 

 Paraphrase quality dimension refers to the overarching of the evaluation. The scorers may use any 

other dimension of paraphrase to any degree that they may think appropriate. In order to obtain good score; 3 

or 4, the participants should have the paraphrased version written complete, there were lack of spelling 

errors, and only few information omitted. Students‟ score on this dimension described as follows: 

 

Table. 4 Students’ scores on paraphrase quality dimension 

 

Participant 

Paraphrase Quality 

(1-4) 

Mean 

Score 

 

Description 

Scorer 1 Description Scorer 2 Description 

1 1 Failing 1 Failing 1 Failing 

2 1 Failing 1 Failing 1 Failing 

3 1 Failing 1 Failing 1 Failing 

4 1 Failing 1 Failing 1 Failing 

5 1 Failing 1 Failing 1 Failing 

6 1 Failing 1 Failing 1 Failing 

7 1 Failing 1 Failing 1 Failing 

8 1 Failing 1 Failing 1 Failing 
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Cont. Table 4 

9 1 Failing 1 Failing 1 Failing 

10 1 Failing 1 Failing 1 Failing 

11 1 Failing 1 Failing 1 Failing 

12 1 Failing 1 Failing 1 Failing 

13 2 Improving 2 Improving 2 Improving 

14 1 Failing 1 Failing 1 Failing 

15 1 Failing 1 Failing 1 Failing 

 

Based on the table above, it could be seen that 14 students obtained score 1 while the other 1 student 

obtained score 1. It meant 14 students were on the failing level, while, another one was on improving level. It 

could be said that almost all students as the participants in this research were regarded failing.  

On this dimension, the participants‟ work were considered from any other aspects that were appropriate 

to be used. Along with the three previous dimensions, it was also found that almost all of the participants had 

quality problems in their paraphrase. There were some missing information, some original ideas were 

changed, and the aim of the original passage was no longer clear. The paragraphs were found to be in 

cohesive and incoherent. Then, many of the paragraphs at the ending of the passage were merely missed that 

the paraphrase version appeared to be incomplete. Also, in the paraphrased version, several new ideas 

appeared. Ideas that were never been stated or mentioned in the original text. Besides, many of the 

participants were found to jump in to the second paragraph of the original passage, which meant, they 

removed the introductory paragraph which had important function, that was to bridge the readers to the 

content of the text. 

 

Conclusion and Suggestion 

1. Conclusion 

The quality of students‟ paraphrase seen from semantic completeness dimension was failing. Almost all 

of the students as the participants were on failing level. The similar thing also happened to the other three 

dimensions; lexical similarity, syntactic similarity and paraphrase quality. Almost all of the students were on 

failing level. Thus, it is concluded that that the quality of students paraphrase was failing.  

2. Suggestions 

The English department should re-discuss what to be included in the teaching syllabuses, related to 

paraphrase as the topic to be discussed. The students were lack of the activities provided that they seemed 

lack of knowledge about how and what to paraphrase. Moreover, the materials should also be emphasized on 

the reasons  why it was important to be fully mastered. It was due to the fact that the students seemed to 

underestimate whether or not they need to paraphrase that they preferred to copy-paste all the time, that this 

activity seemed to be acceptable, while in fact it possibly resulted academic award revoked.   

The English department should require students to have more reading so that they are used to reading and 

having lot of references. It was due to the fact that reading is fundamentally important for success. The 

students will not be able to understand other courses unless they solve their difficulty in reading.  

The English department should pay attention more on the issue of plagiarism. It had been found that 

many students tended to copy-paste. The lecturers or advisors should even pay more attention on students‟ 

writing that no single academic misconduct may be allowed. 

The university should consider the possibility to use data-driven approach. It might be bit difficult to 

detect academic dishonest such as plagiarism individually or manually that technology should be included as 

the protection. 

 

Note: 

This article was written based on the writer‟s thesis in Graduate Program if State University of Padang. The 

advisors of the thesis were Prof. Dr. Hermawati Syarif, M.Hum and Dr. Kurnia Ningsih, M.A 
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