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ABSTRACT 

This study investigates the effectiveness of the four-square writing technique in improving XI-

grade vocational students’ hortatory exposition writing skills within a marketing context. 

Employing a quantitative quasi-experimental design, the study involved two intact classes 

consisting of 44 students. The experimental group received instruction through the four-square 

writing technique, while the control group was taught using conventional outlining methods over 

three sessions. Students writing performance was measured through pre-test and post-test tasks in 

the form of 120 word hortatory exposition essays, assessed using an analytical scoring rubric 

adapted from Jacobs et al. (1981) covering content, organization, vocabulary, language use, and 

mechanics. Following normality and homogeneity testing, the data were analyzed using the Mann-

Whitney U, which showed there was no statistically significant difference in overall post-test 

writing performance between the two groups. Effect size was calculated using the r formula that 

indicating a small magnitude of difference between groups. To further investigate its effectiveness, 

the Friedman Test was conducted within the experimental group to examine differences in the level 

of improvement across writing components, revealing a statistically significant difference, with 

organization and content showing higher gains, while language use, mechanics, and vocabulary 

remained more limited. 

Keywords: Four-Square Writing Technique; Hortatory Exposition; Writing Skills; Vocational 

Students’; Persuasive Writing 

Vocational education in Indonesia is designed to prepare students with occupational 

competencies that support their readiness for employment and further education in response to 

industry demands (Satibi, 2024; Datu & Sulindra, 2025). Alongside technical expertise, English 

proficiency plays an increasingly important role in enabling vocational students to communicate 

effectively in academic and workplace settings. Among the four language skills,  writing plays a 

particularly important role as students are expected to express ideas, provide explanations, and 

construct persuasive arguments relevant to professional contexts (Simanjuntak et al., 2025). 

However, writing remains one of the most challenging productive skills for English as a Foreign 

Language (EFL) learners because it requires students to generate ideas, organize information 

logically, select appropriate vocabulary, and apply grammatical rules simultaneously (Pratiwi & 

Ika Sunardi, 2024; Datu & Sulindra, 2025). Previous studies have reported that vocational high 

school students frequently encounter difficulties in English writing due to limited vocabulary, 

inadequate grammatical knowledge, insufficient writing practice, and low confidence in 

expressing ideas (Pratiwi & Ika Sunardi, 2024; Datu & Sulindra, 2025). 

https://journal.unwira.ac.id/index.php/LECTIO/index
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Preliminary observations conducted in a vocational high school in Kediri, East Java, 

revealed similar challenges, with students relying heavily on online translation tools or copied 

online texts when completing writing assignments. These practices reflected difficulties in 

generating ideas, organizing paragraphs, maintaining coherence, and producing original texts. 

Such challenges become even greater in hortatory exposition writing because students are required 

to formulate a clear thesis, develop logical arguments, and provide persuasive recommendations. 

Previous studies have shown that many students experience problems in developing content, 

organizing ideas, using appropriate vocabulary and grammar, as well as applying the generic 

structure of hortatory exposition texts effectively (Hasibuan et al., 2020; Jameel, 2022; Sarnita, 

2024).  

To overcome these challenges, several studies have suggested the use of graphic organizers 

as an effective pre-writing strategy. Graphic organizers provide visual scaffolding that helps 

students organize ideas systematically, establish logical relationships among concepts, and 

improve text coherence before drafting (Amri, 2019; Jameel, 2022). In vocational education, 

graphic organizers have also been reported to enhance students’ engagement and understanding 

by functioning as a thinking map that facilitates idea organization and technical vocabulary 

learning (Rainsyah et al., 2023). Similarly, Mayasari (2019) found that graphic organizers 

improved students’ organization, coherence, and paragraph development during writing activities. 

Among various graphic organizers, the four-square writing technique (FSWT) provides a simple 

four-box framework that guides students in planning a thesis, supporting arguments, and a 

concluding recommendation through a structured pre-writing process (E. Gould & Gould, 1999). 

Its organizational framework closely reflects the generic structure of hortatory exposition texts, 

enabling students to distinguish the thesis, supporting arguments, and recommendation while 

maintaining logical relationships among ideas. This features particularly relevant because 

hortatory exposition requires students not only to express opinions but also construct persuasive 

and well-organized arguments, which are commonly identified as challenging aspects of writing 

for EFL learners (Hasibuan et al., 2020; Sarnita, 2024).  

Although previous studies have demonstrated the effectiveness of the four-square writing 

technique in improving students’ writing performance across several genres, most Indonesian 

studies have focused on descriptive, narrative, recount, and procedural writing (Hasanah et al., 

2023; Hasanah et al., 2023). Relatively little attention has been given to its application in hortatory 

exposition writing, despite the fact that this genre develops students’ ability to communicate 

persuasive ideas, justify decisions, and provide recommendations, which are competencies that 

are increasingly required in vocational education and workplace communication (Datu & 

Sulindra, 2025). Research investigating its application to hortatory exposition writing, particularly 

in vocational high school contexts, remains limited. Moreover, previous studies have largely 

focused on overall writing performance, leaving limited evidence regarding which specific writing 

components are most responsive to the structured planning support provided by four-square 

writing technique (FSWT). Accordingly, an important question remains whether the four-square 

writing technique can effectively improve vocational high school students' hortatory exposition 

writing performance and which writing components benefit most from its structured planning 

support. Addressing this question is vital since persuasive writing represents an essential 

competency for both academic learning and future workplace communication.  

To address these research gaps, this study was guided by two research questions. The first 

research question is whether vocational high school students taught using the Four-Square Writing 

Technique demonstrate significantly different hortatory exposition writing performance compared 
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with those receiving conventional instruction, and the second research question is which writing 

components show the greatest improvement following the implementation of the Four-Square 

Writing Technique.  

Therefore, this study aims to investigate the effectiveness of four-square writing technique 

(FSWT) in improving vocational high school students' hortatory exposition writing performance 

and to identify the writing components that are most responsive to the intervention. To achieve 

these objectives, a quasi-experimental design was employed to compare students' writing 

performance before and after the implementation of FSWT. By extending the application of 

FSWT to vocational school students’ hortatory exposition writing, this study contributes to the 

growing body of research on teaching writing using graphic organizers and provides pedagogical 

implications for English teachers seeking structured pre-writing strategies to support persuasive 

writing in vocational education.  

METHOD  

This study employed a quantitative quasi-experimental design using a two groups pre-test 

post-test design to examine the effectiveness of the Four-Square Writing Technique (FSWT) on 

vocational high school students' hortatory exposition writing performance. This design was 

selected because random assignment was not permitted based on school administrative policy, 

making intact classes the most appropriate unit of analysis while allowing comparison between 

the experimental and control groups before and after the intervention. This study was conducted 

in the first semester of the 2025/2026 academic year at a vocational school in Kediri, East Java, 

Indonesia. The target population consisted of 361 eleventh-grade students from 13 intact classes. 

The marketing program was purposively selected because its vocational context was relevant to 

the study focus and the marketing related writing tasks used in this study. There were only two 

eleventh grade marketing classes at the school, therefore both classes that met the selection 

criterion were included in the study. Because individual random assignment was not permitted, 

the two intact classes were retained as the experimental and control groups. The final sample 

included 44 students (22 in the experimental group and 22 in the control group) who completed 

both the pre-test and post-test. The data source consisted of students' hortatory exposition essays 

produced during the pre-test and post-test, collected over five consecutive weeks in three phases 

including pre-test, treatment intervention, and post-test. In both tests, students individually wrote 

100 to 120 words hortatory exposition texts based on parallel writing prompts on Q cards 

comparing two clothing products. Standardized instructions, time allocation, scoring procedures, 

and equivalent prompts were applied to ensure comparable testing conditions.  

During the intervention, the experimental group received three treatment sessions using the 

FSWT as a structured pre-writing strategy, while the control group received identical instructions, 

learning materials, objectives, and writing topics but planned their ideas using their own outlining 

strategy. The parallel writing test served as the primary research instrument, and students' writing 

was assessed using a modified analytical scoring rubric adapted from Jacobs et al., (1981), which 

evaluates content, organization, vocabulary, language use, and mechanics with genre-specific 

refinements for persuasive writing. The writing instructions and scoring rubric were reviewed by 

two English language education experts to establish content validity, while inter-rater reliability 

was examined using the Intraclass Correlation Coefficient (ICC) based on essays independently 

scored by the researcher and the classroom English teacher. All writing scores were analyzed using 

IBM SPSS Statistics 27. Descriptive statistics were calculated first to summarize students' writing 

performance. To answer the first research question, improvement scores were calculated by 

subtracting the pre-test scores from the post-test scores, followed by a Shapiro-Wilk normality 
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test. Since the data were not normally distributed, the Mann-Whitney U test was used to compare 

improvement scores between the experimental and control groups. To answer the second research 

question, improvement scores for each writing component were analyzed separately using the 

Friedman test to identify the writing component that showed the greatest improvement after the 

implementation of the FSWT.  

FINDINGS  

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics of Students’ Writing Scores 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Pre-Test Experimental 22 65 85 75.59 5.526 

Post-Test Experimental 22 69 88 81.86 5.939 

Pre-Test Control 22 67 86 78.64 6.161 

Post-Test Control 22 66 87 79.86 5.759 

Valid N (listwise) 22     

(Source: IBM SPSS Statistics 27) 

To answer the first research question, descriptive statistics were first calculated to compare 

students' writing performance before and after the intervention period. As presented in Table 1, 

both the experimental and control groups demonstrated higher mean scores in the post-test than in 

the pre-test, indicating improvements in students' hortatory exposition writing performance 

following the instructional period. While both groups showed positive progress, the difference in 

their mean scores became smaller after the intervention, suggesting that improvements occurred 

in both classes regardless of the instructional approach. 

Before comparing the improvement between groups, the normality of the gain scores was 

examined using the Shapiro-Wilk test. Since the assumption of normality was not met, the Mann-

Whitney U test was used to compare the gain scores of the experimental and control groups. 

Table 2. Mann-Whitney U Test Pre-Test Results 

Test Statisticsa 

 Pre-Test Scores 

Mann-Whitney U 171.500 

Wilcoxon W 424.500 

Z -1.658 

Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) .097 

(Source; IBM SPSS Statistics 27) 
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Table 3. Mann-Whitney U Test Post-Test Results  

Test Statisticsa 

 Post-Test Scores 

Mann-Whitney U 180.000 

Wilcoxon W 433.000 

Z -1.464 

Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) .143 

(Source: IBM SPSS Statistics 27) 

As shown in Table 2, no statistically significant difference was found between the 

experimental and control groups on the pre-test (U = 171.50, Z = -1.658, p = 0.097), indicating 

that both groups had comparable writing performance before the intervention. After the 

instructional treatment, the post-test comparison also showed no statistically significant difference 

between the two groups (U = 180.00, Z = −1.464, p = 0.143). These findings indicate that although 

both groups experienced improvement after the instructional period, the magnitude of 

improvement was not different enough to produce a statistically significant difference between the 

instructional approaches. This finding suggests that the implementation of FSWT did not lead to 

significantly greater overall writing performance than conventional instruction. This finding 

differs from several previous studies that reported significant positive effects of FSWT on students' 

writing achievement, suggesting that its effectiveness may depend on contextual factors such as 

instructional duration, learner characteristics, and classroom context. Nevertheless, further 

analysis of individual writing components was conducted to examine whether the effects of FSWT 

differed across specific aspects of students' writing. 

To answer the second research question, gain scores for the five writing components were 

analyzed to determine which aspect of writing were most responsive to the implementation of the 

FSWT. Since the gain scores did not fully meet the assumption of normality, the Friedman test 

was performed.  

Table 4. Friedman Test Results across Writing Components 

Ranks 

 Mean Rank 

Content 3.45 

Organization 4.09 

Vocabulary 2.00 

Language Use 2.91 

Mechanics 2.55 

(Source: IBM SPSS Statistics 27) 
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As shown in Table 4, organization obtained the highest mean score (4.09), followed by 

content (3.45), language use (2.91), mechanics (2.55), and vocabulary (2.00), indicating that the 

magnitude of improvement varied across writing components after FSWT implementation. This 

finding suggests that FSWT contributed more substantially to the improvement of students' 

organization and content aspects of writing than vocabulary, language use, or mechanics. This 

pattern is generally consistent with previous research highlighting that graphic organizers 

primarily facilitate idea generation and text organization, rather than linguistic accuracy.    

DISCUSSION  

This study aimed to examine whether the Four-Square Writing Technique (FSWT) 

significantly improved vocational EFL students' hortatory exposition writing performance and to 

identify which writing components benefited most from its implementation. Overall, the findings 

indicated that both the experimental and control groups improved their writing performance after 

the instructional period. However, no statistically significant difference was found between the 

two instructional approaches, while the component-level analysis revealed that the effects of 

FSWT varied across different aspects of writing. 

The absence of a statistically significant difference does not necessarily indicate that FSWT 

lacks pedagogical value. Rather, it suggests that both instructional approaches supported students 

during the planning stage of writing. While the experimental group used FSWT as a structured 

graphic organizer, the control group was also engaged in pre-writing activities by developing their 

own outlines before drafting. As a result, students in both groups had opportunities to generate and 

organize ideas prior to writing, despite receiving different forms of planning support. This finding 

is consistent with the process model of writing proposed by Flower & Hayes, (1981), which 

identifies planning as a fundamental cognitive process that facilitates idea generation and 

organization before drafting. 

The improvement observed in both groups may also be explained by repeated writing 

practice throughout the intervention. Because all students completed comparable writing tasks 

using the same learning objectives, writing procedures, and assessment criteria, they may have 

gradually become more familiar with the hortatory exposition genre and its writing expectations 

regardless of the instructional approach. This interpretation is consistent with recent studies 

suggesting that repeated writing practice contributes to gradual improvement in students' writing 

performance (Liu & Tang, 2025; Abdi Tabari et al., 2025).  

The present findings should also be interpreted in relation to differences in the participants, 

research designs, intervention conditions, writing tasks, and assessment focuses of previous 

studies. For instance, study from Hasanah et al., (2023) investigated 18 grade eleventh EFL 

students using a one-group pre-test post-test design and a four session FSWT intervention, with 

the assessment specifically focusing on students’ writing content. Their study reported a significant 

improvement from pre-test to post-test. In contrast, the present study involved 44 grade eleventh 

vocational marketing students and used a quasi-experimental design in which FSWT compared 

with students’ own outlining strategy. This difference in comparison condition is important 

because the significant improvement reported by Hasanah et al., (2023) indicates change following 

FSWT, whereas the present study whether FSWT produced greater improvement than another 

form of pre-writing support. Since students in the control group also engaged in outlining before 

drafting, both groups received opportunities to plan and organize their ideas, which may have 

reduced the difference in improvement between the two groups.  

A similar contrast can be observed when the present findings are compared with Sartika et 

al., (2024). Their study involved 54 eleventh grade students in vocational education in Indonesia, 
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specifically students majoring in motorcycle business engineering, and employed a quasi-

experimental design with 27 students in each group. The students completed argumentative writing 

tasks, and their performance was assessed using a modified Heaton-based scoring rubric. Sartika 

et al., (2024) reported significantly higher writing performance in the experimental group and 

improvements in content, organization, language use, and mechanics. Although both studies 

therefore share a vocational grade eleventh context, they differed in participants’ vocational 

specialization, writing task, and assessment procedure. The present study focused on marketing 

students writing hortatory exposition texts and assessed five components, including vocabulary in 

addition to content, organization, language use, and mechanics. These differences may partly 

explain why the present study did not produce the same statistically significant overall effect. In 

particular, the broader component-level assessment used in the present study required 

improvement across several dimensions, some of which are less directly targeted by a planning 

oriented technique such as FSWT.  

The present findings are also comparable with Munawir, (2022), although that study 

examined a different graphic organizer, namely the Fishbone Method rather than FSWT, Munawir 

(2022) used a quasi-experimental design involving 62 senior high school students in two groups 

and examined descriptive writing performance through pre-test and post-test writing tasks. The 

study found that the Fishbone Method did not significantly improve overall descriptive writing 

performance, while content and organization showed improvement, with organization 

demonstrating greatest among the five writing components. This pattern is relevant to the present 

findings because both studies suggest that a visual planning strategy may contribute more clearly 

to particular writing components than to overall writing performance. However, the difference in 

writing genre should also be considered. Munawir (2022) examined descriptive writing, whereas 

the present study focused on hortatory exposition which requires students to organize a thesis, 

supporting arguments, and a recommendation. Thus, the findings across these studies suggest that 

the contribution of graphic organizers may vary according to the writing genre, the instructional 

comparison, and the specific components emphasized in assessment.  

Study from İpek & Karabuga, (2022) provide another relevant but methodologically 

distinct comparison. Their study involved 50 B2 level learners of Turkish as a foreign language 

and examined the effect of FSWT primarily on writing anxiety rather than overall writing 

performance. The quantitative findings showed a statistically significant effect on writing anxiety, 

while qualitative responses also indicated perceived benefits related to planning, organization, idea 

generation, and writing quality. However, the participants were learners of Turkish as a foreign 

language rather than vocational EFL learners, and the primary outcome was affective rather than 

a direct measure of writing performance. Therefore, their findings support the broader potential of 

FSWT to influence writing related processes and experiences, but they should not be treated as 

directly equivalent evidence of improved overall writing performance in the present context.  

Taken together, these comparisons indicate that differences in participant characteristics, 

research design, comparison conditions, writing genre, intervention conditions, and assessment 

focus may contribute to variation in findings across studies. The significant results reported by 

some previous studies do not necessarily conflict with the non-significant between group results 

of the present study because the studies did not examine identical instructional conditions or 

writing outcomes. In the present study, the use of an active outlining strategy by the control group, 

the relatively short intervention consisting of three treatment sessions, the focus on hortatory 

exposition writing, and the assessment of five writing components may have limited the observable 

difference between the two instructional approaches. These factors provide plausible explanations 
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for why students in both groups improved while the between group difference did not reach 

statistical significance.    

Although the overall writing scores did not differ significantly between groups, the 

component-level analysis demonstrated that the influence of FSWT was not evenly distributed 

across the five writing components. Organization and content showed the greatest improvement, 

whereas vocabulary, language use, and mechanics demonstrated relatively smaller gains. These 

findings suggest that the pedagogical contribution of FSWT is more evident in particular aspects 

of writing than in overall writing scores. The stronger improvement in organization and content is 

consistent with the primary function of FSWT as a structured planning strategy. By helping 

students formulate a thesis, organize supporting arguments, and develop a recommendation before 

drafting, FSWT may provide greater support for the development and organization of ideas than 

for linguistic accuracy. This finding is consistent with previous studies reporting that graphic 

organizers primarily enhance idea organization, text coherence, and content development 

(Hidayat, 2017; Jameel, 2022; Munawir, 2022; Hasanah et al., 2023; Sartika et al., 2024). Within 

the vocational marketing context, such planning support may be particularly valuable because 

persuasive writing tasks closely resemble authentic promotional communication encountered in 

students' future professional settings. 

In contrast, vocabulary, language use, and mechanics demonstrated comparatively smaller 

gains. This pattern is expected because FSWT primarily supports planning rather than direct 

linguistic development. According to the Flower & Hayes, (1981) writing model, planning and 

linguistic encoding represent different cognitive processes during writing. Therefore, while FSWT 

may facilitate idea generation and organization, improvement in vocabulary and grammatical 

accuracy remains dependent on students' existing language proficiency and explicit language 

instruction. This interpretation is also broadly consistent with the component level patterns 

reported by Hasanah et al., (2023) and Sartika et al., (2024), although their assessment frameworks 

and writing contexts differed from those of the present study.  

Overall, the findings reinforce the view that graphic organizer-based planning strategies 

primarily support higher-order writing processes, particularly idea generation, organization, and 

content development, rather than lower-order linguistic processes. Consequently, the contribution 

of FSWT may be better understood through its influence on specific writing components instead 

of overall writing scores alone. From a practical perspective, the findings suggest that FSWT 

remains a useful pre-writing strategy for vocational EFL classrooms because it provides structured 

support for organizing and developing ideas before writing. However, to promote more balanced 

writing development, its implementation should be accompanied by instructional activities that 

explicitly strengthen students' vocabulary, grammar, and language use. Such integration may better 

support students in producing persuasive texts that are both well organized and linguistically 

accurate. 

CONCLUSION  

This study investigated the effectiveness of the Four-Square Writing Technique (FSWT) 

in improving vocational EFL students' hortatory exposition writing performance. The findings 

indicate that, although both the experimental and control groups improved following the 

instructional period, FSWT did not produce a statistically significant improvement in overall 

writing performance compared with conventional instruction. Nevertheless, the technique 

demonstrated differential effects across writing components, with the greatest improvements 

observed in organization and content, suggesting that its primary contribution lies in supporting 

idea generation and organization during the planning stage of writing rather than linguistic 
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accuracy. 

These findings extend current understanding of FSWT by demonstrating that its 

effectiveness may be better interpreted through improvements in specific writing components 

rather than overall writing scores alone, particularly within vocational EFL contexts. From a 

practical perspective, FSWT can be implemented as a structured pre-writing strategy to help 

students organize and develop ideas before composing persuasive texts, while its use should be 

complemented with explicit instruction targeting vocabulary and grammatical development. 

Future research is recommended to examine the implementation of FSWT over longer 

instructional periods, across different vocational contexts and writing genres, and in combination 

with language-focused instructional strategies to determine whether such integration leads to more 

balanced improvements across all writing components. 
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APPENDIX  

 

APPENDIX 1. Writing Task Instructions 

Task Description 

The task requires participants to write a hortatory exposition essay based on one of the provided 

Q-card prompts, consisting of approximately 100 - 120 words.  

Guidelines    

1. Choose ONE product from the two available options on the selected Q-card that you want to 

promote. 

2. Read the comparison points (e.g. price, material, characteristic, durability) carefully. 

3. Use the provided information to develop your essay.  

4. Clearly argue why your chosen product is valuable using logical and persuasive reasoning. 

5.  Organize your writing using an appropriate structure of hortatory exposition (thesis, 

arguments, recommendation). 

6. Complete the task within the allocated time (60 minutes).  

7. For the post test, select a different topic from the one chosen in the pre-test. 
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Important Rules 

1. Do not share your Q-card with others during the test.  

2. Use only the information provided on the Q-card. 

3. Complete the task individually. 

4. The use of mobile phones or any external resources is prohibited during 

the test.  

 

APPENDIX 2. Pre/Post-Test Items 
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APPENDIX 3. Modified Analytical Scoring Rubric  

Writing Rubric Modified from (Jacob et al., 1981) and (Wilson, 2018). 

Aspect Score Description 

Content ( C )  

45%  

(Excellent to very 

good) 

45 – 39 

Thesis is clear, stated explicitly at the 

opening 

paragraph, and stating the author's position 

specifically. 

Contains 3 different arguments, each 

argument 

has 1 sentence of clear and relevant 

product 

claims, 1 sentence of concrete/strong 

evidence 

(data/specific quotes) that support the 

claim, and 1 sentence of impact 

explanation with logical connections to the 

thesis. 

Recommendations or CTA (Call to Action) 

are 

present and include re-stating the thesis 

statements and synthesize all arguments. 

 (Good to average) 

38 – 32 

Thesis is clear, stated explicitly at the 

opening 

paragraph, and stating the author's position 

but 

lack specifics. 

Contains 2 different arguments, each 

argument 

has 1 sentence of product claims, 1 

statement of quite relevant evidence, 1 

sentence of impact 

explanation but underdeveloped/does not 

fully 

connect to the thesis. 

Recommendations or CTA (Call to Action) 

are 

present and include re-stating the thesis 

statements and synthesize all arguments. 

 (Fair to poor) 

31 – 23 

Thesis is vague, stated implicitly in the 

opening 

paragraph, and lack specificity on author's 

position. Contains only 1 argument, 

argument has vaguely stated the product 

claim, weak 



 

MERGEF

ORMAT 

2 

73 
 

 

LECTIO: Journal of Language and Language Teaching. 6 (2), 2026   

statement of evidence (generic), and 

unclear 

explanatory sentence of the impact that not 

connect to the thesis. 

Recommendations or CTA (Call to Action) 

are 

partially present, not re-stating the thesis 

statements and not synthesize all 

arguments. 

 

 

 

 (Very poor) 

22 - 0 

No thesis stated in the opening paragraph, 

does 

not state the author's position. 

Not contain any arguments. 

Recommendations 

or CTA (Call to Action) are not present. 

Organization ( O ) 

20% 

(Excellent to very 

good) 

20 – 17 

Full generic structure containing a thesis, 

arguments, and a recommendation. 

Contains 5 body paragraphs with topic 

sentences in all. Arguments body 

paragraphs only contain 1 argument/topic 

sentence. 

Each body paragraph begins with a topic 

sentence, sequence markers (firstly, 

secondly, 

thirdly, finally) appear in all body 

paragraph, 

and use connectives/conjunctions (because, 

therefore, however, moreover, in addition) 

≥ 3 

in each body paragraph. 

All body paragraphs order of ideas are 

logical 

(claim → evidence → impacts)  

 (Good to average) 

16 – 14 

Largely complete generic structure 

containing a 

thesis, arguments, and a recommendation. 

Contains 4 body paragraphs, with at most 1 

body paragraph mix 2 topic 

sentences/arguments. Topic sentences 

appear in at least 2-3 body paragraph, 

missing at least 1 sequence markers 

(firstly, secondly, thirdly, finally) in body 

paragraph, and use 
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connectives/conjunctions (because, 

therefore, however, moreover, in addition) 

at least 2 in each body paragraph. 

Order of ideas (claim → evidence → 

impacts) 

followed in at least 2 body paragraphs. 

 (Fair to poor) 

13 – 10 

Weak generic structure but recognizable. 

Contains 3 or less body paragraphs, with at 

most 1 body paragraph mix 3 or more topic 

sentences/arguments. Topic sentences only 

appear in 1-2 body paragraph, missing 2-3 

sequence markers (firstly, secondly, 

thirdly, finally) in body paragraph, and use 

connectives/conjunctions (because, 

therefore, however, moreover, in addition) 

only 1 in each body paragraph. 

Order of ideas (claim → evidence → 

impacts) 

followed in only 1 body paragraphs. 

 (Very poor) 

9 - 0 

Missing or irrelevant generic structure. 

Contains 1 or less body paragraphs, with a 

single topic sentences/arguments. 

No sequence markers (firstly, secondly, 

thirdly, 

finally) indicators in body paragraph, and 

not 

use connectives/conjunctions (because, 

therefore, however, moreover, in addition) 

in 

body paragraph.  

No clear order of ideas (claim → evidence 

→ 

impacts) followed in body paragraphs. 

 

 

 

Vocabulary ( V ) 

15% 

(Excellent to very 

good) 

15 – 13 

Use persuasive marketing technical words 

≥ 5 

(e.g. benefits, features, value, advantages, 

recommends, best), word choice is very 

appropriate & has ≥ 3 varied/synonym 

words. 

Use ≥ 5 modal verbs (e.g. should, must, 

ought 

to, etc.) to effectively strengthen arguments 

or 
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convince readers.  

Use ≥ 5 descriptive adjectives/adverbs used 

for 

product (strong, durable, affordable) 

CTA (Call to Action) use ≥ 1 imperatives 

sentence. 

 (Good to average) 

12 – 11 

Use persuasive marketing technical words 

at 

least 3 (e.g. benefits, features, value, 

advantages, recommends, best), word 

choice is appropriate & has at least 3 

varied/synonym words. 

Use at least 3 modal verbs (e.g. should, 

must, 

ought to, etc.) to effectively strengthen 

arguments or convince readers.  

Use at least 3 descriptive 

adjectives/adverbs 

used for product (strong, durable, 

affordable) 

CTA (Call to Action) use only 1 

imperatives 

sentence. 

 (Fair to poor) 

10 – 8 

Use persuasive marketing technical words 

1-2 

(e.g. benefits, features, value, advantages, 

recommends, best), word choice is quite 

appropriate & has 1-2 varied/synonym 

words. 

Use 1-2 modal verbs (e.g. should, must, 

ought 

to, etc.) to effectively strengthen arguments 

or 

convince readers.  

Use 1-2 descriptive adjectives/adverbs 

used for 

product (strong, durable, affordable) 

CTA (Call to Action) not use imperatives 

sentence. 

 

 

 (Very poor) 

7 - 0 

No persuasive marketing technical words 

(e.g. 

benefits, features, value, advantages, 

recommends, best), word choice is not 
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appropriate & has no varied/synonym 

words. 

No modal verbs (e.g. should, must, ought 

to, 

etc.) to effectively strengthen arguments or 

convince readers.  

No descriptive adjectives/adverbs used for 

product (strong, durable, affordable). 

CTA (Call to Action) not use imperatives 

Sentence 

Language Use ( L ) 

15% 

(Excellent to very 

good) 

15 – 13 

There are only 0–3 grammatical or 

structural 

errors in 120 words. The structure and 

grammar are very accurate, with complete 

sentences, clear, contextual, and varied. 

 (Good to average) 

12 – 11 

There are 4–6 grammatical or structural 

errors in 120 words. Sentence structure is 

generally 

correct and effective, with a few 

grammatical errors that do not detract from 

the meaning. 

 (Fair to poor) 

10 – 8 

There are 7–12 grammatical or structural 

errors in 120 words. Some sentences are 

ineffective 

and inconsistent, and grammatical or tense 

errors begin to interfere with the meaning 

of 

ideas. 

 (Very poor) 

7 - 0 

There are ≥ 12 grammatical or structural 

errors 

in 120 words. The structure and grammar 

are 

weak, many sentences are incomplete or 

difficult to understand, and the language is 

inappropriate for context. 

Mechanics ( M ) 

5% 

(Excellent to very 

good) 

5 

No more than 2 mechanical errors in 120 

words. The writing is very neat and 

accurate, with almost no spelling, 

punctuation, or capitalization errors, and 

the formatting is consistent. 

 (Good to average) 

4 

There are 3–5 mechanical errors per 120 

words. 

The writing is generally correct, with only 

a few minor spelling or punctuation errors 

that do not affect readability. 



 

MERGEF

ORMAT 

2 

77 
 

 

LECTIO: Journal of Language and Language Teaching. 6 (2), 2026   

 (Fair to poor) 

3 

There are 6–9 mechanical errors in 120 

words. 

Several spelling, punctuation, or 

capitalization 

errors begin to impair readability, although 

the meaning is still understandable. 

 (Very poor) 

2 – 0 

There are 9+ mechanical errors in 120 

words. 

Numerous spelling, punctuation, or 

capitalization errors obscure the meaning 

and 

significantly degrade the quality of the text. 

 

 

APPENDIX 4. Four-Square Writing Technique Sample Worksheet 

 

 

 

  

 


