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Abstract: Grading classroom participation is a common practice in educational institutions, yet it is
problematic. This is especially true in English as a Second Language (ESL) or English as a Foreign Language
(EFL) contexts, which often involve multiple cultures. In marking class participation, language teachers rely
on judgements which can be subjective, culturally biased, or unfair to students from non-Western
backgrounds. Despite the prevalence of class participation assessment and grading, this practice remains
underinvestigated. This study explores how a structured self-evaluation rubric can support equitable grading
and promote culturally responsive pedagogy (CRP) and assessment (CRA). Over eight weeks, 39
undergraduate EFL students at a public university in Ecuador used a self-evaluation rubric to assess their
class participation. Data was collected through a structured questionnaire and follow-up interviews and
statistically analyzed. The analysis of the data indicated that students supported the use of self-evaluation
rubrics (RQ1) and described them as clear, fair, and beneficial. Further, self-evaluation rubrics provided
opportunities for students to identify factors influencing their classroom engagement (RQ2), and students
reported that their participation improved because of regular self-evaluation (RQ3). By incorporating CRP
and CRA principles into ESL and EFL classrooms, language educators can create environments that support
diverse learners’ growth, agency, and belongingness.

Keywords: Classroom participations, Inclusive and culturally responsive assessment, Culturally responsive
teaching, Digital self-evaluation rubrics, Student voice and self-assessment, Action research in EFL, English
as a foreign language

Introduction

Class participation is paramount in language classrooms as it demonstrates student interaction with the
material. ‘Participation’, according to The American Council on the Teaching of Foreign ILanguages
(ACTFL, 2012), can be interpretive, presentational, or interpersonal, which correspond to receptive skills,
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productive skills, and spoken or written interactions with others, respectively. It is hotly debated by second
language acquisition (SLA) theorists which of these forms of participation lead to greater learning, but even
theorists that emphasize input over output recognize the importance of meaningful interactions for second
language acquisition. Communication, the exchange and negotiation of meaning, helps us create implicit
systems that are the base of second language acquisition. If tasks are designed so that output is
communicative and meaningful (not just another form of grammar and/or vocabulary practice), and spur
real engagement (vs. forced participation), then speaking activities are valuable. According to VanPatten
(2015), communication involves the learners’ engagement in tasks where language use serves a purposeful,
meaning-oriented function rather than form-focused production. If students only speak to earn a
participation grade, such participation becomes compliance rather than genuine communication.

The importance of all types of participation in the English language classroom cannot and should not
be diminished as they are all necessary for students to become proficient users of the language, yet
interpersonal engagement gains importance in classes that apply the Communicative Language Teaching
(CLT) approach (as many do to varying degrees). CLT, born from a rejection of rote grammar and
vocabulary learning, underscores the need for student-centered language classrooms aimed at improving
learners’ cultural and communicative competence. Under this widely used framework, class objectives are
aimed at fostering student ability to interact in authentic target language contexts rather than, for example,
measuring their accuracy when conjugating verbs. Although CLT has drawbacks if not supported by explicit
grammar and vocabulary teaching, “the consensus remains that CLT fosters higher levels of engagement
and interaction in the classroom” (Salam & Luksfinanto, 2024, p.66). Added benefits of CLT include growth
in student communication abilities, autonomy, critical thinking skills, and problem-solving skills (Qasserras,
2023), leading to both its popularity and, given its student-centered and communicative nature, an emphasis
on interpersonal participation.

Communicating in the target language via interpersonal exchanges is an opportunity which many
students may not otherwise have outside of the language classroom; for many, it is the main environment in
which they can interact with others in the target language (L.2) by taking part in activities that mirror real-
world communication (Ding, 2021, p.1). Consequently, students who participate in peer and class
discussions show greater language development and confidence (Nguyen, 2020). These details underscore
the importance of communicative class participation for foreign language students.

Class participation has been shown to benefit learning. For example, students who participate in class
show improved academic performance (Marquez et al. 2023; Akpur, 2021; Kinley & Pradhan, 2022; Turner
& Patrick, 2004; Deslauriers et al., 2019). In essence, ‘participation’ shows ‘engagement’ with the learning
process and the classroom environment (Marquez et al. 2023). While class participation is often graded, the
performance and evaluation of class participation is often mediated by culture, which can create certain
problems. This is especially relevant in EFL and ESL courses, which are often spaces of multicultural
interaction. In these classrooms, students’ diverse cultural backgrounds shape how they participate (Losey,
1995), and the teachet’s cultural background shapes how he/she perceives students’ participation. When a
teacher does not share the same cultural background as the learners, the teacher’s cultural biases can lead to
inaccurate and unfair evaluations of class participation (especially for historically underrepresented students).
The cultural background of students has been shown to induce bias in teachers when it comes to grading
(Burgess & Greaves, 2013). Ingrained Western cultural expectations, such as being vocal in class, asking and
answering questions, making comments, and participating in discussions (Vandrick, 2000) might be unclear
or counterintuitive to students from other cultures; Western teachers may consider these students to be lazy
or unprepared, and they may be less “visible” to these teachers (Rassuli & Manzer, 2005). These students,
whose participation behavior does not match the teacher’s expectations, may in fact be following different
cultural norms regulating interactions with authority figures; this can lead to unfair penalization of these
students’” behavior (Ahmed et al., 2022; Zhao & Xu, 2022). For example, many Afghan students feel that
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their upbringing prevents them from speaking confidently in front of authority figures such as elders
(Atifnigar et al., 2023). In Singapore, where Confucianism emphasizes the value of humility and respect for
authority figures, students may see speaking in class as challenging authority (Goh et al., 2025).
Understanding student interactions in language classes through a cultural lens is, therefore, necessary to
correctly interpret behavior and support students’ participation in class.

Beyond cultural variables, the evaluation of class participation is further complicated by factors such as
a teachers’ lack of knowledge about how to improve their students’ participation, the subjectivity and
complexity of interpreting student behavior, the influence of students’ personalities on the way they
participate, record-keeping challenges, and teachers’ difficulty justifying participation scores for a given
individual if challenged (Jacobs & Chase, 1992, as cited in Bean & Peterson, 1998).

Though class participation has great value and grading it is often mandatory, it is problematic. Therefore,
a solution is needed to address the factors, both cultural and practical, that complicate the evaluation of class
participation. The solution should mitigate potential cultural biases and solve other difficulties, while
promoting fairness and inclusion in the classroom, especially for historically underrepresented students. The
purpose of this paper is to suggest such a solution. It aims to demonstrate how applying culturally responsive
pedagogy (CRP) through culturally responsive assessment (CRA) in the form of a student self-evaluation
rubric can lead to more inclusive and equitable assessment practices for class participation, addressing many
of the limitations, both cultural and practical, inherent in traditional approaches to grading class participation.

Before turning to the literature review, however, it is necessary to clarify how key concepts are defined
and used throughout this paper. The following section ensures that prior research and pedagogical
approaches are interpreted with these definitions in mind.

Key Terms and Caveats

To ensure clarity and avoid ambiguity, this section defines how key terms are used throughout the paper.
These definitions establish the conceptual boundaries of the study and provide a shared vocabulary for
interpreting subsequent discussions.

Educational assessment is a procedure for making inferences about student learning (Black & William,
2018). How learners engage in tasks and perform on assessment instruments generates data for teachers
about the extent to which learning goals have been achieved and can guide pedagogical decisions. Within
educational practice, assessment is commonly classified as formative or summative.

Summative assessment is used to evaluate student learning at the end of learning (Hopfenbeck et al.,
2023), for example, an exam or project that students complete at the end of a course or program. The
purpose of summative assessment is to certify achievement. Contrasted with formative assessment,
summative assessment tends to be high stakes, formally graded, and product oriented, such as a capstone
project or thesis.

Grading refers to the summative process of “evaluating individual pieces of students’ work...to
determine their overall grades for a longer period” (Normann et al., 2023, p.1), usually expressed numerically
in points or percentages.

Self-evaluation is used to describe students’ reflective appraisal of their own learning or behavior. The
literature also refers to this process as se/f-assessment (Andrade, 2019; Wiliam, 1998), but for clarity, this article
will use the term self-evaluation. Some researchers (Black & William, 1998) state that the process itself falls
into formative assessment; however, the self-evaluation implemented in this study functioned within a
summative assessment context, as it contributed to students’ course grades.
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Participation is operationalized as students’ in-class engagement through listening and speaking during
interpersonal exchanges with their peers. This is the most visible and commonly graded form of engagement
in the EFL and ESL classroom.

These definitions establish a conceptual foundation for this study. However, it is important to
acknowledge the broader debates, critiques, and limitations surrounding some of these terms, particularly
the role of grading and assessment on student motivation, engagement, and learning outcomes. The
following section clarifies the scope of this study in relation to those debates.

Caveats

Various voices have questioned the value of grading. Some scholars have found that number or letter
grades fail to measure learning adequately (Sadler 2014; Schinske & Tanner 2014). Others point out the
negative effects of using grades to motivate learners, as grades can enhance anxiety and cause students to
avoid challenging classes (Chamberlin et al., 2023). Additionally, grading can undermine intrinsic motivation
by steering students away from genuine learning because grades often encourage competition, stress, and
superficial learning rather than promoting deeper, more meaningful engagement with the material
(Kjergaard et al,, 2024). Some researchers suggest gradeless learning or grade-free learning policies
(McMorran et al., 2017). On the other hand, grades can be useful because they signal which activities are
worth students’ time and effort (Konstantinou, 2022; Mammadova, 2023). This study does not attempt to
promote a positive or negative view on grading; rather it seeks ways of making participation grading more
culturally responsive within an English-learning context in which grading is already mandatory. As grading
is common in conventional educational institutions (Schneider & Hutt, 2014), the findings of this study are
better applied in such contexts.

Literature Review
Culturally Responsive Pedagogy

Culturally Responsive Pedagogy (CRP) is a framework that calls for teachers to affirm students’ cultural
identities and challenge inequitable social structures (Ladson-Billings, 1995a). It involves “using the cultural
characteristics, experiences, and perspectives of ethnically diverse students as conduits for teaching them
more effectively” (Gay, 2002, p. 106) or “as a vehicle for learning” (Ladson-Billings, 1995b, p.161). In ESL
and EFL contexts, CRP can provide guidance to align class participation expectations with students’ cultural
norms and prior experiences (Senyshyn & Martinelli, 2021).

Culturally Responsive Assessment and Student Self-Evaluation

Extending CRP principles into evaluation, Culturally Responsive Assessment (CRA) emphasizes the
alignment of grading, feedback, and participation criteria with learners’ cultural backgrounds and ways of
demonstrating knowledge (Hood, 1998; Gay, 2018, Guri-Rosenblit, 2019). CRA is critical because the
communication styles and interaction norms of multicultural students may diverge from Western-centric
expectations, which can lead to biased judgments of students’ abilities (Ojochegbe, 2024; Steele et al., 2024).

CRA strategies include co-constructing assessment criteria with students, engaging in open dialogue
about evaluation practices (Montenegro & Jankowski, 2017; Nieminen, 2022), and designing tasks that
reflect students’ identities, beliefs, and values (Ryan & Deci, 2000; Walker et al., 2023). Such approaches
encourage autonomy and align with students’ identity, beliefs, and values (Ryan & Deci, 2000; Walker et al.,
2023). By grounding assessments in students’ cultural realities, CRA can transform evaluation from a
gatekeeping mechanism into a vehicle for equality and empowerment.
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Student self-evaluation (SSE) can be implemented as a successful CRA practice. SSE is a student-
centered practice (Tavakoli, 2010) in which “students reflect on and evaluate the quality of their work and
their learning, judge the degree to which they [have met| explicitly stated goals or criteria, identify strengths
and weaknesses in their work, and revise accordingly” (Andrade & Du, 2007, p.160). SSE or student self-
assessment (SSA), as it is often referred to in the literature, is an area of research that continues to grow
(Brown & Harris, 2013; Brown et al., 2015; Panadero et al., 2016; Andrade, 2019). Self-evaluation aligns well
with CRA as it involves students directly in assessment, thus dismantling potential unequal, culturally-based
power structures in the classroom; furthermore, SSE provides clear learning benefits, as the repeated use of
self-evaluation may enhance students’ ability to assess their own work as they improve self-regulated learning
skills (Panadero et al., 2016). Furthermore, SSE, especially when repeated over time, aligns well with Walker
et al.’s (2023) principle that CRA should be understood as a dynamic and flexible process that provides
students with multiple opportunities to revise, reflect, and demonstrate growth over time. In this way SSE
can support equity-oriented assessment practices that enhance engagement and a sense of belonging for
students from diverse cultural backgrounds.

Research on SSE has traditionally focused on its validity and reliability, particularly by examining how
closely students’ self-evaluation scores correspond to teacher-assigned grades. Studies in higher education
have also shown that university students understand the purpose and function of self-evaluation
(Ratminingsih et al., 2018), and other research has shown that self-evaluation can foster self-regulated skills
(Wang, 2017), leading students to take responsibility for their learning (Ndoye, 2017). SSE may thus have
significant pedagogical value.

Student Self-evaluation and Rubrics

Rubrics can play an essential role in SSE as a CRA (Jonsson & Svingby, 2007). Traditionally, rubrics are
used to help teachers grade students’ work more efficiently and to justify scores (Andrade, 2000). Rubrics
are especially valuable for grading writing and speaking skills, which are more difficult to measure and
quantify than listening and reading skills and discrete grammar and vocabulary knowledge (Lane & Tierney,
2008; Sadler, 2009). Likewise, when well-designed, rubrics help reduce subjectivity in participation grading
(Chhetri, 2020), helping students to feel that grades are assigned fairly, in addition to helping students identify
strengths and weaknesses and providing them with actionable feedback. Moreover, rubrics can help convey
expectations explicitly to students through clearly defined criteria, which is essential when cultural
differences between teachers and students can make expectations hard to guess.

In the same way that rubrics facilitate grading for teachers, rubrics help students evaluate themselves by
making the process of SSE clearer and more objective by providing the necessary scaffolding through clearly
stated criteria. Without rubrics, students may not know what factors constitute successful or unsuccessful
performance. Thus, self-evaluation rubrics can be used within the CRA framework due to their potential for
clarity, equity, flexibility, increased engagement, and scaffolding.

Research Gap and Research Questions

This study seeks to propose SSE rubrics as a culturally responsive solution to the problems of class
participation evaluation. The study is designed as action research (AR) and is grounded in theory on CRP
and CRA. The research gap that this study intends to fill is the lack of action research related to SSE as a
CRA practice. Although there are many articles on SSE as a theoretical practice that aligns with CRP, there
are very few action research studies on this topic. White (2009) conducted a study regarding the use of a
self-evaluation procedure on class participation in an EFL class at a university in Tokyo. The author found
that the self-evaluation procedure had a positive impact on the students’ class participation. In a Canadian
context, Anyichie et al. (2023) explored how CRP and self-regulated learning can enhance elementary student
engagement. Anyichie et al. (2023) mention the need to study SSE in other cultural contexts and with older
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students, who may have a better understanding of their culture. The researchers also call for the analysis of
particular groups of students, and not only student perceptions in general. Our study addresses these
suggestions.

In addition to a general gap in AR related to CRP and self-evaluation, there are also local gaps specific
to the EFL classroom. Although some published studies on self-evaluation have been conducted in Latin
America (Mercado Lopez & Escudero-Nahon, 2025; Swaffield & Thomas, 2018), only one study focuses on
self-evaluation in the EFL classroom (Herrera et al., 2022). This Colombian study found that self-evaluation
helped undergraduate students improve metacognition, and even though there is an implicit understanding
in this study that the way self-evaluation is conducted and perceived is affected by culture, there is no explicit
discussion regarding the SSE assessment method in the context of CRP or its effectiveness with historically
marginalized students.

An abundance of research has been conducted on Culturally Responsive Teaching (CRT) and CRP, and
they are generally accepted for use with diverse learners (Young & Young, 2023; Pedroso et al., 2023), yet
the application of CRT and CRP in the ESL and EFL classroom is under-researched, despite the diversity
that these classrooms usually represent. A Saudi Arabian study in an EFL context found that CRP that
targets both instruction and evaluation can benefit students’ academic performance (Pilotti & Al Mubarak,
2021). Another study in a South African EFL classroom found that using CRP improved student outcomes
(Monyai, 2024). And yet, there appears to be no studies dealing with CRP or CRT in a Latin American
context, and none that analyze self-evaluation as a culturally responsive form of evaluation. Thus, there is a
clear gap in the research: a lack of examination of the potential overlap between SSE and CRP/T in the EFL
classroom.

This study examines Ecuadorian EFL students’ perceptions of using a self-evaluation rubric to assess
their class participation, based on data from a survey and structured interviews. The three research questions
(RQs) are as follows:

RQ1: What are students’ opinions on the use of self-evaluation rubrics?

RQ2: Can self-evaluation rubrics support culturally responsive assessment of class participation in
diverse EFL classrooms?

RQ3: Do students think that their participation improved due to their use of the self-evaluation rubric?

Methodology
Research Design

The researchers aimed to explore how self-evaluation rubrics can promote fairer and more inclusive
grading practices for class participation in the EFL classroom. The researchers applied the student self-
evaluation rubric in the classroom and then sought to understand students’ perceptions on its use. To gain
a deeper understanding of the students’ experiences and perspectives of the self-evaluation rubric, a mixed
methods design was utilized that integrated both quantitative and qualitative data.

Research Context

The context of this study was uniquely positioned by geographic and academic factors. The university is
located in a rural Andean setting, and the only undergraduate majors offered are in STEM fields. The
university follows a partial English as a Medium of Instruction (EMI) model, so that one-half to three-fifths
of their coursework, corresponding to the final two or three years of study, is conducted in English. This
policy was put into place to prepare students for expanded academic and professional opportunities. The
course in which the participants of this study were enrolled, “Level IV,” is designed to prepare students to
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achieve a B1 level according to the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR),
and it is one in a sequence of courses that are meant to prepare students to begin doing the coursework in
their major field of study in English. Most of these students are native Spanish speakers, though some
students are also native speakers of Kichwa, the local indigenous language.

Research Sample

Participants included 39 public university students enrolled in two sections of a required 16-week, B1.2
(lower intermediate) EFL course (Level IV) at a public university in Ecuador. There were 19 students in
one section and 20 in the other. Twenty students were male and 19 were female. Both sections were taught
by one of this study’s authors (the teacher-researcher). Each course met four days a week for two hours each
day, equaling a total of eight weekly contact class hours. Through information that was provided by the
university administration about the participants’ race and ethnicity, it was determined that the majority of
students were Mestizo, three students were Kichwa, one was Montubio, and one was Afro-Ecuadorian.

Participation in the study was voluntary, and participants were not compensated for their participation.
Informed consent was obtained prior to participation. Students’ privacy was maintained by assigning each
participant a number in the data collection file. Participant data was stored and protected in a private folder
only accessible by the researchers. Students were assured of anonymity and the right to withdraw at any time
without penalty.

Materials

Self-Evaluation Rubric. A self-evaluation rubric was designed by the teacher-researcher rather than
adapted from an existing instrument. The six criteria can be found in Table 1A of the Appendices section.
The criteria were related to core aspects of classroom participation identified in prior literature such as
engagement, collaboration, and communication.

Each criterion was rated using a 5-point scale from “Never (1)” to “Always (5).” To ensure the rubric’s
appropriateness, it was piloted in a paper-based version during the first half of the 16-week semester.
Feedback was gathered from students and two faculty colleagues. Revisions were made to clarify items, and
additional questions were added to spur reflection and give students space to inform the teacher of personal
issues.

Student Perception Survey. An anonymous Microsoft Forms survey was used to collect information
from students about their perceptions of the rubric and the practice of self-evaluating their participation.
The survey was developed based on existing literature of classroom participation (Petress, 2006; Rassuli &
Manzer, 2005; Czekanski & Wolf, 2013) and CRA practices (Ladson-Billings, 1995a; Asrobi et al., 2023;
Bean & Peterson, 1998). The survey asked students to provide their opinions on the self-evaluation rubric
in terms of fairness, equity, and academic growth. Out of the 38 responses, none were excluded. The survey
consisted of two sections. The first section included 12 Likert-scale statements with responses ranging from
“strongly disagree” to “strongly agree.” These items focused on students’ attitudes towards classroom
participation and the use of the self-evaluation rubric. The second section of the survey included four open-
ended questions. To ensure understanding, the survey was written both English and Spanish with parallel
translations of each question. Before administering the questionnaire to students, the Spanish translation of
the questionnaire was checked by two native-Spanish-speaking, bilingual faculty coworkers to ensure clarity
and equivalence.

Procedure

The procedure for the application of the SSE rubrics was carried out in three principal stages: a
preliminary stage, a main stage, and a survey and interview stage.
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Preliminary Stage. The purpose of this first stage was to familiarize students with both the rubric and
with the process of self-evaluation. It also served to pilot and refine the rubric. On the fifth day of class, the
teacher graded each student’s class participation using a paper-based rubric. The grades were then shared
with each student. The following day, the teacher asked students to grade their own class participation using
the same rubric. Upon reviewing the students completed self-evaluation rubrics, the teacher noted that the
students’ self-evaluation grades were lower than expected, and much lower than the teacher’s evaluation of
their participation graded on the previous day. The teacher surmised that the students’ poor understanding
of the rubric was the cause of these lower self-evaluation grades. On the following day, the teacher asked
students to grade themselves with the same rubric, but this time to include a brief explanation of the score.
From observation of the students’ self-assigned scores and justifications, the teacher concluded that students
indeed understood the rubric, but that the discrepancy between the teacher’s score and the students’ scores
was due to the fact that students were more aware of their own participation behavior than the teacher.
Following these observations, the teacher had the students self-evaluate with the rubrics on an irregular
schedule and continued fine-tuning the rubric in response until the midterm evaluation (the eighth week of
the 16-week course). Students completed the paper-based rubric 10 times during the preliminary stage.

Main Stage. Following the midterm exam, the main stage began. In this stage, students regularly rated
their class participation using the self-evaluation rubric that had been refined in the preliminary stage and
converted into a digital format in Microsoft Forms (see Appendix). The rubric asked students to rate
themselves on a scale of “Never” (1) to “Always” (5) for each criterion.

In addition, the rubric included two closed, sentence-completion prompts designed to promote self-
awareness by encouraging students to recognize both their strengths and areas for improvement, “I am very
good at:” and “I need to improve (meorar):”’, with the purpose of encouraging them to explain their
reasoning. This approach promoted deeper self-reflection, as many students explained that they wished to
continue improving even in areas where they already felt confident. Finally, the rubric included one open-
ended question: “Personal considerations, in English or Spanish (for example, a death in your family, a
mental health crisis, a health issue, etc.):”. This question was added so that the teacher would be aware of
issues that students were having and would be able to address these issues with the students if deemed
necessary.

At the end of class on the day that students were introduced to this digital rubric, the teacher highlighted
the criteria that were adjusted or changed from the preliminary-stage rubric. Then, the teacher gave students
15 minutes to complete the digital rubric. Students were encouraged to ask questions. For the rest of the
semester, students were given approximately two to five minutes to complete the rubrics at the end of the
class period, two to three times a week. Although the self-evaluation rubric contributed to the course grade,
its primary function was to promote reflection and self-regulating learning through assessment. The rubric
was not applied on days that students had tests or other evaluations in class. Students evaluated themselves
14 times with the digital rubric during the final 8 weeks of the semester. Added to the 10 instances of self-
evaluation from the preliminary stage, students evaluated their participation a total of 24 times.

Every day that the rubric was applied, the teacher reviewed the grades that students gave themselves.
Initially, the teacher entered the exact grade that students had given themselves in the rubric into the LMS
gradebook in Moodle without alterations, including a comment that either indicated that teacher’s agreement
or disagreement with that grade and a reason. Two weeks later, after the initial adaptation period, the teacher
began to change any scores that were too high or too low, providing justification in the comment feature of
the gradebook. These changes were made so that students had a better understanding of the expectations
that the rubric reflected, and so that students would not grade themselves too generously or too critically.

If the teacher saw that a student completed the optional question, “Personal considerations, in English
or Spanish (for example, a death in your family, a mental health crisis, a health issue, etc),” and depending
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on the gravity of what was written, the teacher would either write a comment in the gradebook and adjust
the student’s grade or talk to the student in person. 5.2% of all completed digital self-evaluation rubrics
included information in this section, with answers ranging from disclosing an ADHD diagnosis, panic
disorder, or health issue, to expressing discomfort participating in class.

Survey and Interview Stage.

Survey. At the end of the semester, the student perception survey was given to participants after the
speaking portion of their final exam. The teacher told the students explicitly that the survey would be
anonymous and encouraged them to answer honestly. There were no questions about age, ethnicity, or any
other identifying information.

The survey was completed in an average of seven minutes and 30 seconds. The response rate was 97%
(38 out of 39 participants). The survey was written in English and Spanish, and students were allowed to
answer the questions in either language. The teacher was present in the classroom while students answered
the survey but stood at a distance from them in order to maintain their privacy. The survey included 12
closed questions and 4 open-ended questions (including extra comments).

Interview. To determine the viability of self-evaluation of participation as a CRA method, oral student
interviews were conducted with five out of five of the ethnically underrepresented students who participated
in the study. The interviews were done 9 months after the course had finished and after tabulating survey
results. The interviews gathered deeper insights into underrepresented students’ perceptions about class
participation, the rubric, and the process of self-evaluation. The five historically marginalized students
represented the following racial-ethnic groups: Kichwa (an indigenous group—3 students), Montubio (an
ethnicity from the rural coastal regions—1 student), and Afro-Ecuadorian (1 student). They were contacted
after their course had ended, and they all agreed to be interviewed about their experience with the rubric.
The students were asked five questions and provided with time to make final remarks. The interviews were
conducted in Spanish, recorded, and transcribed.

Values Coding. Values coding was applied to four of the five interview questions to determine whether
the participants’ responses revealed a positive or negative attitude toward the rubric. Question 3 was not
coded due to a lack of relevance. Inductive thematic coding was used to determine overarching themes by
looking at all the answers to questions specifically regarding the rubric (Questions 1, 2 and 5); this approach
was applied to the interview data to capture themes arising directly from the data rather than limiting them
to predetermined categories (Braun & Clarke, 20006). If an answer contained multiple themes, it was coded
multiple times.

Findings and Discussion
Quantitative Analysis

Cronbach’s Alpha. Cronbach’s alpha (Cronbach, 1951) is a commonly used measure of internal
consistency, and it assesses the degree to which items on a scale are interrelated and collectively measure a
single construct (Tavakol & Dennick, 2011). High internal consistency, approaching 1.0, supports the
validity of the instrument. Cronbach’s alpha was calculated from the data set of the survey and found to be
0.97. This finding indicates excellent internal consistency, suggesting that the Likert-scale questions
measured a unified construct: students’ perceptions of the self-evaluation rubric.

Descriptive Statistics for the 12 Likert-Scale Survey Items. Next, each of the 12 Likert-scale survey
questions was analyzed to identify patterns in student responses. Descriptive statistics (sum, median, mode,
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and interquartile range (IQR) for each item) were calculated. Responses were measured on a 5-point Likert
scale (1 = Strongly Disagree to 5 = Strongly Agree). These results are presented in Table 1:

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics for the 12 Likert-Scale Survey Items

Question

Mean

Median

Mode

IQR

Q1: In my opinion, filling out the daily class participation
rubrics helped me improve my class participation.

4.55

5.00

5.00

1.00

Q2: In my opinion, the rubric was easy to understand.

4.37

5.00

5.00

1.00

Q3: In my opinion, I assessed my class participation honestly
when filling out the daily rubric.

4.26

5.00

5.00

1.00

Q4: In my opinion, assessing my class participation through
the daily rubric was a valuable activity.

4.26

5.00

5.00

1.00

Q5: In my opinion, filling out the daily class participation
rubric gave me input on my class participation grade that my
teacher took into account.

4.39

5.00

5.00

1.00

Q06: In my opinion, I reflected adequately in order to choose
an accurate answer on questions #5 and #6 of the rubric ('I
am very good at:' and 'I need to improve (mejorar):").

4.29

5.00

5.00

1.00

Q7: In my opinion, identifying the things I was good at in
question #5 of the rubric (I am very good at:') inspired me
to improve those areas.

4.32

5.00

5.00

1.00

Q8: In my opinion, identifying the things I was good at in
question #5 of the rubric ('I am very good at:') inspired me
to maintain those areas.

4.18

5.00

5.00

1.00

Q9: In my opinion, identifying areas to improve in question
#6 of the rubric (I need to improve (mejorar):") helped me
improve in those areas.

4.21

5.00

5.00

1.00

Q10: In my opinion, identifying areas to improve in question
#6 of the rubric ('I need to improve (mejorar):") helped me
maintain in those areas.

4.18

5.00

5.00

1.00

Q11: In my opinion, Question #7 of the rubric ('Personal
considerations') was an important question to include for
assessing class participation.

3.95

4.00

5.00

1.75

Q12: In my opinion, other English teachers should use daily
class participation rubrics with their students.

4.29

5.00

5.00

1.00

Summary (All Items Combined): 456 total responses — 40 (8.77%) Strongly Disagree, 5 (1.10%) Disagree,
19 (4.17%) Neutral, 119 (26.10%) Agree, 273 (59.87%) Strongly Agree

Interpretation of Responses to Survey Items. Table 1 presents descriptive statistics for the 12 Likert-
scale items that measured students’ perceptions of the self-evaluation rubric. Four different measures were
used to summarize students’ responses: the mean (average score), the median (the middle score when all
responses are ordered), the mode (the most frequently selected response), and the interquartile range (IQR)
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(the range within which the middle 50% of responses fall, indicating how much agreement or variability
there was among respondents). The IQR was chosen over standard deviation because it is a more robust
measure of variability and is less affected by skewed data and outliers.

Across all 12 items, the mean scores ranged from 3.95 to 4.55 on a five-point scale. This finding indicates
generally positive perceptions of the self-evaluation rubric. 85.97% of responses were either ‘Agree’ or
‘Strongly Agree’. This finding suggests that students viewed the rubric as useful, fair, and beneficial to their
participation and learning. Only 9.87% expressed disagreement, and 4.17% were neutral.

The median was 5.00 (Strongly Agree) for 11 of the 12 items. This finding demonstrates that the typical
student response was highly positive. Similarly, the mode was also 5.00 for all items; this finding indicates
that ‘Strongly Agree’ was the most common choice.

The highest mean score (4.55) appeared in Q1 (“Filling out the daily class participation rubrics helped
me improve my class participation”). This finding shows that most students believed that the self-evaluation
rubric had a direct positive impact on their classroom engagement. Items Q5, Q6, Q7, Q9, and Q12 also
had a mean above 4.20 each. These high mean scores demonstrate that there was strong agreement regarding
the rubric’s clarity, reflective value, and overall usefulness.

The IQR was 1.00 for most items. This means that the middle 50% of the students’ responses clustered
between the categories of ‘Agree’ and ‘Strongly Agree’. This finding indicates a high level of consensus and
suggests that perceptions of the rubric were not only positive but also consistent across the group of
students. One exception was for Q11, which had a mean of 3.95 and an IQR of 1.75. This wider IQR
indicates that students had more varied opinions on this item compared to other items. While the median
(4.00) and the mode (5.00) still indicate that most students agreed, some students were less certain about the
importance of Q11. This finding suggests an area that could be refined or clarified in future versions of the
rubric.

The descriptive statistics demonstrate that the students’ responses were overwhelmingly positive and
consistent. High means and modes, combined with IQR values, indicate strong agreement regarding the
self-evaluation rubric’s effectiveness in supporting classroom participation, reflection, and self-evaluation.
The item with greater variability (QQ11) points to opportunities for further investigation into how specific
aspects of the rubric are perceived by different learners.

Qualitative Findings

Open-Ended Survey Responses. In addition to the Likert-scale items described above, the survey
included four open-ended questions designed for students to provide more nuanced reflections about their

experience with the rubric as well as to provide suggestions. The open-ended survey questions are included
in Table 2:

Table 2. Descriptive Summary of the Four Open-Ended Survey Questions

Question #  Survey Question

1 Please indicate what items should be added or removed from the daily class participation
rubrics.

2 Do you think it is beneficial or not beneficial for teachers to grade class participation in a
language class? Why?

3 Briefly describe your experience using the daily participation rubric.

4 Other comments:
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Question 1. For the first open-ended question about the necessity of modifying the rubric, 60.5% of
students believed no changes were needed, while 29.5% suggested additions or deletions. Students who
suggested modifications debated the value of the personal considerations item, “Personal considerations, in
English or Spanish (for example, a death in your family, a mental health crisis, a health issue, etc.)”, with a
few advocating for more similar items directed at student emotions during the class and others advocating
for the removal of the “personal considerations” item in favor of questions about students’ satisfaction with
their understanding of academic content of the lesson.

Question 2. In the second question, 97.3% believed including class participation as a graded component
of the course was beneficial, citing increased student motivation and teacher engagement in students’ lives
and academic performance. One student disagreed, however, because he/she felt that the rubric did not
improve his/her language abilities.

Question 3. The third question asked about students’ experiences using the rubric: 86.8% responded
positively, stating it was easy to use and encouraged self-awareness and growth. A few students gave mixed
or neutral responses, noting initial difficulty or room for improvement, but none responded negatively.

Question 4. Question 4 was an optional space for comments. Just over half of the participants responded,
most offering brief praise or support for continued use of the rubric. No negative feedback was recorded.

Interview Findings. The questions used in the student interviews are represented in Table 3.

Table 3.Interview Questions

Question #  Interview Questions (translated from Spanish)

1 Do you think the rubric accurately reflected your participation in class? Is there anything
that could be added to better reflect your participation?

2 Do you think the rubric benefited some students more than others?

3 In your culture, what forms of communication exist apart from spoken words? Do you

think these forms of expression carry more or less weight than spoken language?

4 Do you think Afro-Ecuadorian, Montubio, and/or Indigenous students participate
differently than Mestizo students?

5 Anything else to add?

The values coding for each individual question revealed that five out of five of the historically
underrepresented students agreed that the rubric accurately reflected their participation. Three out of five of
the students thought that nothing should be added to the rubric while two thought that the rubric should
be more content and pedagogy-focused: one student mentioned that a section of the rubric should be
dedicated to grading spontaneous speech, while another student advocated for a question about whether or
not the student liked the content and/or methodology of the class. Four out of five of the students thought
that the rubric did not benefit some students more than others; one student mentioned that it benefited
motivated students more than unmotivated students. All students believed that the way in which a pupil
patticipates does not depend on his/her ethnicity but rather his/her individual personality traits. This
contrasts with scholars who have stated that culture affects the way that students participate (Atifnigar et al.,
2023, Goh et al., 2025) and warrants further investigation.

Thematic Results. Thematic coding of all the responses to the interview questions pertaining to the rubric
revealed six themes. These themes can be found in Table 4.
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e Walker et al’s (2023) Principles for CRA Design. The themes that emerged from the interviews
with historically marginalized students can be correlated to four CRA design principles (Walker
et al., 2023): the High Expectations Principle, the Engagement Principle, the Flexibility Principle,
and the Asset-Based Principle.

Table 4. 4 Themes from the Thematic Analysis

Number of Mentions  Theme

9 the rubric spurred reflection

8 the rubric increased motivation to participate in class

6 the rubric was achievable for all students

4 the rubric was clear

3 the rubric was fair

2 the increase in participation due to the rubric helped increase English language

skills

e The High Expectations Principle, which determines that CRA should convey teachers’ high
expectations for their students, relates to five of the themes found in Table 6. According to
Walker et al. (2023), it is especially important to hold historically underrepresented students to
high expectations because students from diverse backgrounds come to the classroom with the
weight of negative stereotypes or biases about their culture, often relating to their lack of
potential for high academic outcomes (p. 8). By creating an academically rigorous environment,
students understand that their teacher believes that they can perform at a high level, thus negating
“the influence of negative biases that often hinder student performance” (p. 4). This relates to
the theme, “the rubric was achievable for all students”, because although teacher expectations
for student participation were not lowered due to the rubric, the interviewed participants felt
that all students had “the potential to perform at high levels” (p. 4).

e According to the High Expectations Principle, assessments must focus on personal growth and
reflection, not on intelligence as an inherent and unchanging characteristic. Practice, growth, and
self-reflection are key parts of a rigorous class as they involve productive struggle, which in turn
leads to increased learning (p. 11). As such, the themes “the rubric spurred reflection”, “the
rubric increased motivation to participate in class”, and “the increase in participation due to the
rubric helped increase English language skills” directly relate to this principle. In addition, the
theme “the rubric was clear” supports this principle, as clarity ensures that students understand
expectations, which fosters confidence in their ability to succeed.

e The Engagement Principle, which determines that assessments should “foster academic
engagement and belonging in academic environments” (p. 4) relates to three themes. Creating
an assessment that was clear and fair enhances engagement in the class by making the process
more accessible and meaningful. This concept is reflected in the themes “the rubric was clear”
and “the rubric was fair.” Additionally, engagement often manifests as active classroom
participation (p. 7), so it is significant that student felt “the rubric increased motivation to
participate in class.” One student mentioned that he/she started grading himself 25 out of 30
points on the participation rubtic because he/she was not speaking enough English in class. This
motivated the student to look for speaking opportunities outside of class, and after some
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practice, he /she was able to participate orally in English more than before and consequently
graded himself/herself 28 out of 30.

e The Flexibility Principle and the Asset-Based Principle are intrinsically aligned and relate to three
themes. The first principle dictates that “assessments should be designed to maximize flexibility
to account for individual differences in culture, interests, and identities of all learners ...[because]
accommodating the test takers’ diverse backgrounds...allow[s them] to use their particular talents
to maximum advantage” (p. 4). These particular talents relate directly to the Asset-Based
Principle, which says that assessments should be designed to measure what a student knows and
can do rather than focusing on the ways they are not fluent in dominant culture. By engaging
students with their strengths, they become empowered in their identities instead of seeing
themselves as lacking. The asset-based principle then combats the lack of value attributed to
skills, abilities, and knowledge that come from active involvement in the marginalized culture (p.
14). These two principles relate to the themes “the rubric increased motivation to participate in
class” and “the rubric was achievable,” because students were given many chances (flexibility) to
demonstrate their abilities (asset-based) and were provided growth-oriented feedback. The
theme “the rubric was fair” relates to the Flexibility Principle as students were able to write an
explanation as to why their participation suffered on a particular day, and it relates to the Asset-
Based Principle as they felt that all students had the ability to show their strengths.

e Although Walker et al.’s Shared Power Principle does not directly correlate to the themes, it
relates to how the rubric was created and therefore may have informed all of these themes. The
Shared Power Principle determines that “giving a voice to all stakeholders will help ensure that
the assessments are culturally inclusive and will help prevent test misuses” (p. 4). This means
that all stakeholders, such as teachers and students, should have a say at all points of the
assessment process, from what activities lead up to the assessment, what the assessment will be
and how it will be executed, to how the teacher will guide students in the learning process after
the assessment. The teacher incorporated students’ feedback in the creation of the final version
of the rubric, wrote comments to students about their participation, and left a line open for
students to contact the teacher; thus, parts of the Shared Power Principle were applied, which in
turn could have informed student perception of the rubric.

e Comparison of the themes drawn from the student interviews with Walker et al.’s principles of
CRA design show that the use of the self-evaluation rubric can be considered a CRA method.

Non-thematic Results. There were several additional isolated responses that are worth mentioning even
though they were not repeated across responses or participants. These were included in the analysis because
these ideas could be more generalizable if the pool of participants were larger and could therefore be
important for future study.

For the question, “Do you believe that Afro-Ecuadorian, Montubio and Indigenous students participate
in a different way from Mestizo students?” one student said that he/she comes from an area with a very
poor school system, which reflects the idea that ethically underrepresented students in Ecuador often receive
lower quality schooling (UNESCO, 2020; Lépez et al., 2022). This student felt that his/her lower level of
English, and therefore his/her participation in the English course, was influenced by the quality of schooling
the student received and not necessarily his/her cultural identity per se. This highlights a larger issue of
educational disparity in Ecuador, something that could impact a student’s ability to interact in a foreign
language classroom.

In the section for optional final remarks, one student expressed gratitude, saying that engaging in self-
evaluation helped him/her to regain self-confidence after having failed the same English course the semester
before. According to this student, the teacher-researcher, with the help of the rubric, created an environment
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of trust wherein personal situations were taken into consideration. With the guidance that the rubric
provided, the student was able to continue to improve his/her confidence and abilities in the following level
of English, demonstrating a potential long-term benefit of the rubric. In the same section, another student
said that his/her speaking ability improved because succeeding in the participation rubric was relatively easy
as the criteria were clear and achievable, and this achievability made everyone put in effort and improve.

Our findings largely coincide with results from Anyichie et al. (2023) who found that CRT methods can
increase student engagement. Additionally, our findings coincide with White’s study (2009) on self-
evaluation in the Japanese undergraduate English classroom as his students largely viewed their self-
evaluation rubric as fair and mostly agreed that it should be used in future English courses, while our findings
differ in that more students perceived that their participation scoring was honest (90%) than in White’s study
(72%). This may be due to cultural factors or how the rubric was applied in class. White applied the rubric
three times in the class, while the present study applied the rubric 24 times, with significant room for
feedback from the students before, during, and after the process. The present study also involved teacher
comments on the student’s participation via the learning management system Moodle when the teacher
perceived student grades were too high or too low, thus there was some accountability for accurate self-
evaluation.

Results in Response to the Research Questions

RQ1 What are Students’ Opinions on the Use of Self-evaluation Rubrics? The students’ opinions
of the self-evaluation rubric were overwhelmingly positive. Across all 12 Likert-scale items, the mean scores
ranged from 3.95 to 4.55 (on a 5-point scale), with 85.97% of responses being ‘Agree’ or ‘Strongly Agree’.
The median was ‘Strongly Agree’ for 11 out of the 12 items. Additionally, ‘Strongly Agree’ was also the mode
for all items. This finding indicates that the most typical and most frequent response was that the students
favored the self-evaluation rubric. Qualitative data also supports this pattern. In the open-ended questions,
86.8% of students described their experience with the self-evaluation rubric as positive. Students emphasized
its ease of use, its role in promoting reflection and self-awareness, and its fairness. Most students
recommended that such rubrics should be used by other teachers (the mean of Q12 was 4.29). This finding
suggests that students viewed the rubric as a valuable tool.

RQ2: Can Self-evaluation Rubrics Support CRA of Class Participation in Diverse EFL
Classrooms? Findings from both qualitative and quantitative data suggest that self-evaluation rubrics can
support CRA in diverse EFL classrooms. Students from different backgrounds (Kichwa, Montubio, Afro-
Ecuadorian) expressed that the rubric allowed them to participate in ways that aligned with their cultural
communication norms. Students suggested that the clarity of the rubric allowed them to understand how
participation would be assessed. This clarity reduced ambiguity and potential teacher bias. Participants
responded that the rubric allowed them to evaluate their own contributions in culturally meaningful ways,
and several students advocated for expanding items (like Q11) for better understanding of socio-emotional
or cultural factors that influence participation. The use of self-evaluation rubrics can support CRA of class
participation in EFL classrooms when their criteria are clear, achievable, and fair. Evidence suggests that
self-evaluation rubrics can be a tool for inclusive, culturally sensitive assessment, especially when they are
thoughtfully designed to value diverse forms of participation.

RQ3: Do Students Think that their Participation Improved Due to their Use of the Daily Self-
Evaluation Rubric? Students reported that using the rubric enhanced their participation in class. The
highest scoring survey item (Q1 mean = 4.55) indicates that most students felt that filling out the rubric
helped them improve their participation. Other items reinforced that perception as students agreed that the
rubric prompted honest self-evaluation (mean = 4.26), meaningful feedback on their performance (mean
=4.39), and helped them to identify strengths and areas for improvement (Q7 mean = 4.32; Q9 mean =
4.21). Qualitative data supports these findings. Nearly all the students (97.3%) stated that grading
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participation (through the rubric) was beneficial because it increased motivation, goal setting, and
engagement. One theme mentioned in the interviews was the value of the opportunities for reflection that
completing the rubric provided to students. Students reported that they became more intentional about
patticipating. Another student explained that he/she was able to identity a weakness and remedy it by
practicing English outside of class. Thus, students linked the use of these rubrics with a greater awareness
of their performance in class, which created behavioral changes. The self-evaluation rubric likely leads to a
cycle of self-monitoring and improvement.

Limitations of the Study

This study has several limitations that must be addressed. First, the small-scale nature of the design limits
the generalizability of the findings. The study was conducted in Ecuador at a university with a STEM student
population, and the findings presented may not be repeated in other populations due to institutional and
other factors. Second, while the qualitative interviews strengthened the data, only five students participated.
This was due to the small number of historically underrepresented students in the classes where this research
was conducted. Given the positive skew of the descriptive statistics, future versions of the survey could
employ a more differentiated Likert scale (e.g., 7 points) to encourage greater response variation.
Additionally, the dual role of the teacher-researcher may have influenced how the interviewees responded,
perhaps causing social desirability bias: students may have felt pressure to respond positively because the
interviewer was their former teacher. Although the students had already passed the course, this may have
made the students feel like they could not openly discuss disadvantages of the rubric due to discomfort or
fear. Third, the interview and coding process may have introduced bias into the qualitative data, as the
teacher-researcher was the one who conducted the interviews, transcribed, coded, and analyzed the students’
interview responses, and translated some important student comments. Involving others in these processes
may have better ensured that bias was not introduced. Finally, the oral interviews were conducted nine
months after the conclusion of the course in which the self-evaluation rubrics were applied; thus, students
may have forgotten some relevant details.

Implications of the Findings

This study determined that a self-evaluation rubric for participation can serve as a CRA practice because
it meets many of Walker et al.’s (2023) principles of CRA design and because students from diverse
backgrounds (Kichwa, Montubio, Afro-Ecuadorian) reported that the rubric was clear, fair, and inclusive. It
was also found that self-evaluation rubrics can promote student reflection, as students can analyze their
behaviors in class, find ways to improve them, and take responsibility for their grades. Third, it was found
that as students became aware of how their participation would be assessed, their engagement increased.
This engagement led to more social interactions and collaborative efforts. Socializing more in class is favored
in social constructivist theory, in which student participation can be viewed as dynamic, socially mediated
and student-centered.

Teachers who include graded class participation in their syllabi will benefit from using a structured self-
evaluation rubric because it is a CRA that reduces subjectivity, gives students an opportunity to voice their
opinions in the evaluation process, and provides a process through which students can hold themselves
accountable. In these rubrics, students also have space to write down personal challenges that may have
affected their participation, which encourages open communication practices and encourages empathy.

Recommendations for Future Research

Although many articles about CRA theory and SSE have been published, there are limited action
research studies that employ these concepts as their theoretical bases. Action research studies related to CRP
in Latin American ESL/EFL contexts, self-evaluation as a CRA, and participation evaluation in the language
classroom need to be further examined. Longitudinal studies on the correlation between self-evaluation of
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participation and academic outcomes should also be examined. Additionally, studies could be conducted on
students with different levels of language proficiency to determine whether student perceptions are
generalizable in regards to the SSE rubric, independent of 1.2 language ability. Due to the large research gap
that these topics have, more action research into the use of self-evaluation as a CRA needs to be done at
larger scale, in different countries, and at different educational levels and institutions.

Conclusion

The evaluation of classroom participation is a common practice in both the EFL and ESL classrooms;
however, this evaluation is not always implemented in ways that are reflective, equitable, or culturally
responsive. Previous studies have shown the effects that SSE can have on promoting student participation
(White, 2009; Herrera et al., 2022; Monyai, 2024), yet the bridge between self-evaluation and cultural
responsiveness remains underexplored, especially in linguistically and ethnically diverse populations.

The findings of this study contribute to the conversation by providing evidence that self-evaluation
rubrics can function as CRA tools. The analysis of both quantitative and qualitative data indicates that
students supported the use of self-evaluation rubrics (RQ1), and described them as clear, fair, and beneficial.
The rubric provided opportunities for students to express cultural influences on their classroom engagement
(RQ2). Finally, students reported that their participation improved because of regular self-evaluation (RQ?3).
Combined, these findings suggest that self-evaluation rubrics can transform traditional classroom
participation evaluation into a more reflective, inclusive, and powerful practice. By incorporating culturally
responsive principles into the ESL and EFL classrooms, language educators can create environments that
support learners’ growth, agency, and belongingness.
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Appendix A
Table 1A. The Self-Evaluation Rubric Criteria

Criteria #  Self-Evaluation Phrases

1 I participate in whole class activities

I only speak in English

I participate fully in pair and group activities

I pay attention (I am not distracted by my phone or work from another subject)

I am on time

(&) S N T \ S

I speak in whole sentences (not words or phrases)
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Self-Evaluation of Participation Rubric

This form was completed by the students as part of the self-evaluation process. The original form was
created using Microsoft Forms.

My Participation Today
1. Your Name:*

2. Date:*

1. My Participation (Rating 1-5): 1 (Never); 2 (rarely); 3 (sometimes); 4(often); 5(always).*
1 (Never) | 2 (Rarely) | 3 (Sometimes) | 4 (Often) 5 (Always)

I participate in whole class
activities

I only speak in English

I participate fully in pair and
group activities

I pay attention (I am not
distracted by my phone or
work from another subject)

I am on time

I speak in whole sentences
(not words or phrases)

3. Add up your score from above. The score is out of 30 points: *

4. Tam very good at: * (choose all that apply)
e participating in whole class activities
e only speaking English
e participating in pair and group discussions
e speaking in complete sentences
5. I need to improve (mejorar): * (choose all that apply)
e my whole class participation
e how often I speak in English
e my pair and group participation
e the quality of my participation (speaking in complete sentences)

6. Personal considerations, in English or Spanish (for example, a death in your family, a mental health
crisis, a health issue, etc.): (short answer question)



