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Abstract

Recent versions of international high-stakes testike TOEFL
and IELTS have made use of integrated tasks in adtion to
the traditional independent tasks in a claim to pre@ide a more
realistic estimation of the test takers’ language lilities. The
present study aimed to investigate how test takers’
performance may differ on such tasks. As such, thtest takers’
performance was compared on IELTS Academic Writing
Tasks 1 and 2. Whereas Task 1 is an integrated taskhich
calls for graphic interpretation and description, Task 2 is an
independent task of writing an argumentative essay.
Furthermore, the study also aimed to investigate th effect of
writing prompts on the test takers’ performance onsuch tasks.
The study adopted a quasi-experimental design in ehform of
posttest-only group. Fifty six Iranian EFL learners at Shiraz
University were selected based on their availabilt After
receiving instruction in a semester on how to do thtwo tasks,
they received 4 writing tasks (2 versions of eachask with
different prompts). The data collected were analyz# through
two-way repeated-measures ANOVA. The results indidcad
that task type did not have a significant effect onthe test
takers’ writing performance; that is, there were nosignificant
differences between the participants’ performance o the
independent and integrated writing tasks. Furthernore, the
effect of prompts was only found to be significanton the
participants’ performance on task 2 (independent tak). The
findings provide evidence for higher consistency ofcores
obtained from different versions of the integratedask.
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1. Background to the Study

Since 1970s, more and more researchers have fothsedattention on
assessing the academic writing abilities of unifgrstudents with the
introduction of direct writing tasks (Hamp-Lyons991l). Furthermore,
“university administrators ask students to proviugicators of their writing
ability to help in making either admission or plamnt decisions” (Gebril,
2009, p. 508). In addition to the context-speaifiiting tests which are used
by universities and institutes in this regard, deadized tests like TOEFL
and IELTS play a significant role in admission tagement decisions. This
has drawn lots of attention to such tests; and mniasgarchers (e.g., Cho,
Rijmen, & Novak, 2013; Moore & Morton, 2007; Read Kayes, 2003)
have tried to investigate the validity of such geist terms of the language
tasks used in the tests, the scores obtained amd ithierpretations, the
decisions made on the basis of such scores, andotigequences of such
decisions.

Among the studies focusing on the writing sectioh IBLTS,
investigations have been conducted on determirtieg a@ppropriate band
scores for admission into programs (Golder, Ree&eFleming, 2011;
Green, 2005), comparing IELTS writing tasks witle tuniversity writing
(Moore & Morton, 1999, 2005), investigating ratariation in scoring (Gao
& Brennan, 2001; Lee & Kantor, 2005; Schoonen, 208%amining IELTS
as an indicator of written proficiency levels (EJliChong, & Choy, 2013),
elaborating on IELTS gain scores (Brown, 1998; Elde O’Loughlin,
2003; Read & Hayes, 2003), and finally studying Weshback effect of
IELTS and the impact of preparation programs ordichtes’ performance
(Green, 2007; Rao, McPherson, Chand, & Khan, 2003).

Some of the studies in this regard have pinpoirtexd problems of
conventional independent writing tasks in whicht tedkers are provided
with a topic and are asked to write about it witaispecific time limit. It is
mentioned that independent writing tasks are destumalized as they do
not let the test takers benefit from other sounebgde constructing their
texts (Hamp-Lyons & Kroll, 1996); they require topfamiliarity and
therefore, some test takers may not be able tp $hibw their writing ability
due to the lack of topic familiarity (Gebril, 200&hd finally such tasks may
underestimate test takers’ writing competence (Haggns & Kroll, 1996).
Such criticisms have led to the emergence of iategr writing tasks in
recent versions of TOEFL iBT, IELTS, etc. In costréo the independent
writing tasks in which test takers have to relytbeir knowledge of topic to
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produce a text, in integrated writing tasks, theyn denefit from other
sources in constructing their texts. This will neseégration of several skills
at the same time. Therefore, they may listen t&@pa or read a text and then
write a text based on the information they haveeired and their
background knowledge. It is stated that integratesks reflect authentic
academic tasks (Wiegle, 2004), and to improve ttaegic competence as
test takers need to apply different strategieotoptete such tasks (Plakans,
2009).

However, a few empirical studies have compared pgeddent and
integrated writing tasks to see how test takerggpmance may really differ
on such tasks and whether the inclusion of sudkstasgether will better
represent one’s writing ability than the traditibiredependent tasks alone.
Of such comparative studies, mention could be nedddoore and Morton
(2005) who compared the IELTS writing Task 2 withcarpus of 155
assignment tasks collected at two Australian usities. The results
indicated that although there existed some sintiggribetween this type of
writing (Task 2), and the predominant genre of arsity study (the essay),
there were some important differences between wWee ds well. They
concluded that the type of writing that IELTS Ta3lelicits has more in
common with nonacademic genres and as such carmotohsidered
appropriate in eliciting a sample of university tmg.

In another study, Ellis et al. (2013) examined thating proficiency
of graduating secondary student teachers at National Institute of
Education (NIE), Singapore. The writing profioccgnwas measured
through IELTS writing scores. The results indicatedt the participants
scored lowest on the writing skill than on the otk&ills, meaning that
writing was the weakest skill of such teachers. ®kerall writing scores
ranged from 3.5 to 8.5, indicating that such teeshwere more
heterogeneous on this skill than other languagés skilthough the overall
mean score of writing was 7.2; that is, a littlgher than the minimum score
of 7 (good user) which is required by NIE for fgeilanguage teachers,
about 20% could not reach this criterion as thay danean score of 6.5 or
lower. Furthermore, the mean score of 6.2 on théngrTask 1 indicated
that they were better at argumentative writing, igae they had more
problems describing a visual prompt like a tabla graph.

But as mentioned, the literature suffers from enmogir studies
comparing independent and integrated writing ta3kss research gap is
greatly felt when we focus on how the type of prom@y affect test takers'



4 The Journal of Teaching Language Skillg 6(3), Fall 2014, Ser. 76/4{

performance on IELTS Academic Writing Tasks 1 and@the best of the
researchers' knowledge, no study has been condsotéar to specifically
focus on the effect of prompt on test performanceask 1 or 2 of IELTS.
The present study was, therefore, an attempt swrédgard to contribute to
the literature concerning the comparison of indeeen and integrated
writing tasks. The participants’ test performancasveompared on IELTS
Academic Writing Tasks 1 and 2. Furthermore, thadytaimed to
investigate the effect of prompts on test perforoearThat is, because the
two tasks are of different nature (integrated \@ependent), seeing how test
takers’ performance on each task is influenced itfgrdnt prompts would
provide more insights into the dependability of thesults and the
interpretations made based on the scores. The dpdpyifically sought
answers to the following research questions:
1.How does test takergerformance differ on IELTS Academic Writing
Tasks 1 and 2?
2.Does the type of prompt affect performance onfl&lAcademic
Writing Tasks 1 and 27?

2. Method
2.1 Research design
This study adopted a quasi-experimental desighenfarm of posttest-only
paradigm. In this design, the participants receéreatment, and then they
are given a posttest to see how they perform onetste The focus of such a
design is usually performance rather than developnil®ackey & Gass,
2005).

2.2 Participants

The participants of the present study were 56 sesticdents majoring in
English Language and Literature at Shiraz Univeraiho were selected
based on their availability. They all had enroliedain essay writing course.
This course was the continuation of another writcaurse (Paragraph
Development) they had successfully passed in teeiqus semester. The
purpose of the course was to help them becomeiamilth different types

of writing such as expository essays, argumenta@igsays, and online
writing. The participants were attending the coursewo classes taught by
the same instructor.



|| Task Type and Prompt Effect on Test Performance: A Focsion IELTS ... 5

2.3. Materials

IELTS academic writing tasks 1 and 2

Two writing tasks (IELTS Academic Writing Task 1 &) were used in this
study to measure the students’ writing ability afieperiod of instruction.
To study the effect of prompt, each writing taskegred in two different
prompts. Therefore, overall four writing tasks wgreen to the participants.
The writing tasks were selected fraire bookAcademic Writing Practice
for IELTS(McCarter, 2002). As mentioned before, the purpaisgask 1 in
the Academic Writing Module is to replicate an amadt writing by asking
test takers to base their writing on a source whagiresented in the form of
a bar graph, pie chart, table, or diagram. Theykharite at least 150
words in 20 min. The task demands graphic integtiedt and description
and as such can be considered an integrated tasgitioig. Task 2 is longer
than Task 1 (a minimum of 250 words) and takes rtiore (40 min). It also
carries more weight in scoring (Uysal, 2010; Wei@@02). It requires the
test takers to write an essay in response to amvaegt, a problem, or a
proposition. Test takers should use factual infdioma logical explanations,
evaluative judgments, and personal examples toostpipeir opinions. As
such, this task is basically an argumentative tfperiting.

2.4 Treatment

The participants received instruction and traironghow to write expository
essays, argumentative essays, and IELTS WritingsTas& 2 during the
academic semester. The essay writing class wasohelgession (90 min) a
week during a full academic semester of 16 weekschEsession, the
instructor gave the participants explicit instroos on one of the above
types of writing. He also taught them certain siyats needed for successful
writing. The instructor also focused on sample nod® writing, and
together with the participants tried to analyze t@mples. After the
instruction and analysis of the models, the pardiois were supposed to
write on a variety of topics. The class was mogtly interactive one,
focusing on process-writing. The participants reeeifeedback on their
individual as well as pair and group writings. Tfeedback was provided to
them both during the writing task while they weresy writing and also at
the end of the writing task when the final draftsrevcollected. That is, the
instructor collected the final drafts, correctecerty and provided the
participants with feedback in the next session. &awiting practice was
also done outside class; that is, in addition ®ghactice they had in their
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regular class hours, they also had some writinggaisgents to be done at
home. They received feedback on these assignmemtslh For the purpose
of the study, the writing tasks were basically tak®m the bookAcademic
Writing Practice for IELTSMcCarter, 2002). However, a few of them were
taken from other similar sources as well.

2.5 Data collection procedure

The data were collected after the students hadvert@xplicit instruction
and training on Writing Tasks 1 and 2 of IELTS. Ther writing tasks were
given in two different sessions. Counter balanciags used to control for
the effect of ordering. In the first session, thedsnts were first given Task
2 which asked them to write an argumentative essaywhether spending
huge amounts of money on projects investigatingothesibility of living in
other planets is logical. Following the time lintitan given in IELTS, they
were given 40 min to write an essay of at least @80ds. Then, all the
papers were collected, and the second test (Wrikegk 1) was given to
them. They were supposed to describe a table tiétata on the percentage
of pupils entering higher education from five setary schools between
1995 and 2000. They had 20 min to finish this tdskthe second session,
the same procedure was followed except for thetfadtthis time the tasks
were given in a different order; at first Task 1swgiven and then Task 2.
Task 1 focused on describing a table of statistidating the percentage of
rooms occupied in six hotels during May to Septentisween 1985 and
2000, and Task 2 was about the benefits and dangessng the Internet.

2.6 Scoring procedure

All the tasks were scored based on the analytingatcale used in scoring
IELTS writing tasks. This scale reports band scbegsveen 1 (nonuser) to 9
(expert user). The ratings were done by an expeggbrinstructor with
expertise in language testing who had already tawgking courses such as
English grammar, letter writing, paragraph develeptand essay writing
at B.A. level, and advanced academic writing at Mlével for several
years.

2.7 Intrarater reliability

All the writing samples were rated within two dagfter their collection.
About 20% of the papers were also randomly seleateti rerated by the
researcher (instructor) after an interval of twoek® To eliminate any
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effect on the ratings of the rater-participant iattion, since the instructor
was completely familiar with the participants, #tle papers were rated
anonymously in the two ratings. The intra-rateratglity was then checked
which turned out to be acceptabite=(0.87).

2.8 Data analysis

A two-way repeated-measures ANOVA was conducteccdmpare the
scores on IELTS Writing Tasks 1 and 2 across tleeviersions of each task.
The purpose was to see whether the participant$onpeance on the two
tasks and on different versions of the same tasth (different prompts)
differed significantly or not. All the assumptiorfer using ANOVA
including normality (based on kurtosis and skewngafues and the
normality test) and sphericity were checked to mauee that the use of
parametric statistics was plausible. Sphericityuaggtion is automatically
met when a variable has only 2 levels (Tabachnickiéell, 2007, p. 46),
which was the case in this study.

3. Results
Table 1 summarizes the descriptive statistics afopmance on the four
tasks.

Table 1 . Descriptive statistics of the performaogdELTS academic
writing tasks 1 and 2
Task N Range Min. Max. M SD

Type

GD1 56 4 4 8 6.45 .76
GD2 56 3.5 4.5 8 6.50 .78
AE1 56 6 2 8 6.20 1.59

AE2 56 3.5 4.5 8 6.81 .81
GD = Graph Description, AE = Argumentative Essay

As depicted, the mean scores of performance orivibeversions of Task
lare very similar. Furthermore, it is illustratéwt the performance on the
two argumentative essays (Task 2) is different ligh mean score on the
first task being lower. It is also interesting thiaese two tasks embrace
higher variation of scores with the first versiomdicating the highest
variation among all the taskSD = 1.62).
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To see whether the differences depicted in Tab#&elsignificant or
not, a two-way repeated-measures ANOVA was employiéte results
(Table 2) indicated no significant effect for tlask type, meaning that the
test takers’ performance on the two tasks did nifferd significantly.
However, significant differences were found for gm@mpt effect and the
interaction effect of task and prompt with bothigading large effect sizes
based on Cohen (1988).

Table 2. Multivariate test results for task version

Value F Hypothesis Error Partial eta
df df Sig. squared
Task Type Wilks’ .999 .06 1.000 55 .001
Lambda .807
Task version .875 7.83 1.000 55 125
(prompt effect) .007
Task type*prompt .860 8.925 1.000 55 .004 .140

To see where exactly the significant differencgs Bonferroni post
hoc tests were employed. The results are depintédlle 3.

Table 3. Pairwise comparisons of tasks based ofeBomi

Tasks Mean Std. Sig. Lower Bound Upper
Difference Error Bound
GD1-GD2 -.049 .088 1.000 -.289 191
GD1-AE1 .253 .188 1.000 -.262 767
GD1-AE2 -.357 .094 002 -.616 -.099
GD2-AE1 .302 211 .945 -.275 .878
GD2-AE2 -.308 .089 .006 -.550 -.066
AE1-AE2 -.610 194 016  -1.141 -.079

Table 3 indicates that the significant differeneggpear between the
second version of the argumentative essay (Task 2he one hand and all
the other tasks on the other. The results depmdett be more specifically
stated as follows: (a) there existed no significaifference between
different versions of Taskl (integrated task), nwegurihat the participants
had the same performance on Task lregardless fefedif prompts; (b)
there existed a significant difference betweenedéht versions of Task 2,



|| Task Type and Prompt Effect on Test Performance: A Focsion IELTS ... 9

meaning that the participants’ performance diffeseghificantly from one
version of Task 2 to the other because of the ptamspd; and (c) both
versions of task 1 differed significantly form oakthe versions of task 2.
This indicates the greater impact of prompt tham tlsk type. The results
are more tangibly depicted in Figure 1.

Figure 1. Interaction effect of task type and tesiksion

Estimated Marginal Means of MEASURE_1

tasktype

— Task 1
—— Task 2

6.807

6.607

Estimated Marginal Means

6.40

6.20

time 1 time 2
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4. Discussion

The first research question of the study concertieel test takers’
performance on the two academic writing tasks dfTi& The results
indicated that task type did not have a significafficct on the test takers’
writing performance. This finding is interesting e two tasks are not the
same in terms of language functions they requireeM¥as Task 1 includes,
at least, two steps of graph interpretation andrijgson, Task 2 calls for a
kind of evaluative language and argumentative juglgimin fact, Task 1 is
an integrated task of writing, whereas Task 2 isndependent writing task
which has traditionally been used in many L2 wgtiexams. Such
independent tasks have been criticized by manyarelers (e.g., Cho,
2003; Gebril & Plakans, 2009; Hamp-Lyons & KrolD96; Plakans, 2007;
Weigle, 2002) for their inadequate measuring of Hwademic writing
construct and also for their lack of relevancehe teal-life contexts. For
example, Moore and Morton (2005) criticizing IELT8sk 2 state that:
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Preparation for the IELTS writing test (Task 2) magt give

students an entirely accurate view of the natureazdemic

argumentation, especially concerning the issue diatw
constitutes appropriate evidence in a piece ofingitin the

IELTS test, students learn that it is sufficient base their
assertions on their own ideas, knowledge and expegi In the
university context- where valid evidence is usualen as the
findings of research or the authoritative pronoumests of

disciplinary scholars—a student who relies excleisivon prior

knowledge will usually be criticized for being adetal and for

not having read adequately for the task. (p.54)

Such criticisms have recently led to the use oégrdted tasks in
standardized tests including IELTS. The claim st imtegrated tasks have
more in common with the academic writing. For exEmpgMoore and
Morton (1999, 2005) found that IELTS Writing Taskwhs more in line
with the academic genre, whereas Task 2 was mording with
nonacademic genres. They, therefore, suggestedntiegrated reading-to-
write tasks be included in IELTS.

It is stated that integrated tasks are similar cademic tasks in the
sense that writing is based on a source and thysreguce the bias in the
test and increase test fairness as the test taklsoscome to the testing
situation with different background knowledge stéir writing from the
same base source (Plakans, 2007). Although IELT&IA&mic Writing Task
1 may not seem to include the same integration ekets in reading-to-
write tasks that, for example, you cannot beneditrf citations in such tasks;
it is, however, considered an integrated task tkmeaii“requires the dual
abilities of comprehension of graph input and tfamsation of visual
information into written discourse” (Yang, 2012,174).

The results of the present study indicate thatdifferences mentioned
in some studies in the literature between integrata independent tasks in
terms of eliciting different behaviors and writipgrformance (e.g., Guo,
2011), are not necessarily determined by the scobtgsined on the two
tasks. Some studies have indicated that test takelts have better
performance on integrated writing tasks (e.g., @r&901; Spack, 1993).
Unlike such studies, the current study led to #muits that are in line with
Gebril's (2006) indicating a high correlation beeme the scores on
integrated and independent writing tasks. This ro@an that the two tasks
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are tapping the same construct or relevant aspétie same construct; that
is, academic writing. As such, using both taskstiogr instead of reliance
on only one of them would benefit the test takemem Similarly, Gebril
(2009) found that the scores obtained on integretskls were as reliable as
those obtained on independent writing tasks. Fumbee, the results
indicated that score generalizability was very lafven only one writing
task was used. However, it should be noted thaé rafrthese studies has
specifically focused on IELTS academic writing t&skhey have compared
a certain type of an integrated task with an indepat task. As an
integrated task may come in different variationapyton is needed in
comparing the results of such studies as the agmeewr disagreement
among the findings may be due to the differentatams of the task used.

The second research question focused on the effgmompt on test
performance. The mean scores found for the testsagerformance on the
two versions of task 1(integrated task) with difier prompts were very
similar with no significant difference. Howevers@nificant variation was
found between the scores obtained on the two vessiof Task 2
(independent task) indicating the prompt effectt @uthe four tasks, the
highest and lowest mean scores were related to Zaskich means that
this task was subject to more variation. In cattrthe mean scores on the
two versions of Task 1 were very closely relateuiscan indicate the high
reliability of Task 1, which is an integrated task, terms of score
consistency across different versions of the tadkerefore, the scores
obtained from IELTS Academic Writing Task 1 can bensidered
comparable across different versions of this taskther words, test takers’
performance is not significantly influenced by di#nt prompts of different
versions of this task.

However, it should be mentioned that IELTS Taslpfears in several
different formats (describing a table of statisticar-graph, line-graph, pie
chart, a combination of graphs, etc.). The preséudy only focused on
table description and found that this task led ¢éoststent results. It is,
however, possible that descriptions of other typésgraphs are not
consistent as different graphs could be of differdifficulty level for
comprehension and interpretation. IELTS administsastate that the tasks
used in this test are pretested to ensure thatareeappropriate in terms of
content and level of difficulty (Uysal, 2010). Bilre results of such attempts
could not be foolproof. For example, O’Loughlin awigglesworth (2003)
found differences among tasks in terms of the laggwsed. Simpler tasks
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with less information led to more complex and belddguage production
on the part of test takers of all proficiency leveSo, further studies are
needed in this regard before the results coulchtedysgeneralized.

Concerning Task 2 which indicated high variation tlme scores
obtained on different versions, a number of exgiana may be offered.
First of all, this finding could probably be justifi when the nature of the
two tasks is considered. Task 1 seems to be of fixa@ a nature than Task
2. It does not lend itself to much flexibility andariation in writing.
Therefore, if someone receives adequate practiah wiis task, his
performance would not probably include much vasiatacross different
versions of the same task. That was the case iprésent study. The first
time the instructor asked the participants to foous this task, it was
difficult for many of them and they stated thatythidd not know how to
start or end their description. They were confusedo what points to focus
on. For instance, they asked the instructor whdath&as better to describe
all the numbers in a table or just focus on thesoti&t seemed more
important or still more to look for certain patteriHowever, after receiving
instruction and training, they found the task eaielo. They stated that all
the tables were very similar and more or less #maesthing should be
mentioned about each table. They believed that kmpwertain strategies
about this task would help a lot as the languageiwis needed to be
produced for different versions of this task is saene.

Another explanation for the high similarity of pemihance on Task 1
may come from the limited vocabulary and structutlest are usually
required for this task. Knowing certain words orgses that apply to many
different examples of Task 1 could greatly impraree’s performance on
this task. This is also true about the grammatstaeictures needed. For
example, present tense is the mostly-needed veske te complete this task,
so it is much easier for students to have practind,they are sure that this
practice will prove influential as there would bestrong relationship
between what they practice and what they are givehe testing situation.
This could also be traced back to the impressibiesparticipants of the
present study had about the two tasks. They fdalask 1 easier than Task
2, after receiving the instruction. They also fodoudh versions of Task 1 to
be of the same difficulty and believed that vemyikar descriptive phrases
and sentences could be used in both versions toibes graph.

In contrast to Task 1 (integrated task), which seerbe of lower score
variation across different versions and for whickparation seems highly



|| Task Type and Prompt Effect on Test Performance: A Focsion IELTS ... 13

effective, Task 2 (independent task) is more dycaamd does not easily
lend itself to preparation. This does not mean Wathave no idea of what
we are subjected to in Task 2; rather, it means tthia task is of higher
flexibility and variation and calls for more creaty. Although language
learners could receive instruction concerning howitite an argumentative
essay and could be taught strategies to succesttina task, the task calls
for more creativity on their part at the time ofitmg depending on the
prompt given. That is, the arguments provided foagainst something and
accordingly the language produced may differ depgnadn the prompt.
This variation is lower in Task 1.

Furthermore, the range of vocabulary and structumesded in an
argumentative essay may basically depend on thdresgents of the task
and the prompt given. During the term, most of gaeticipants found Task
2 more demanding and stated that their preparatasnot as effective as it
was for Task 1. They mentioned that they were famwith the procedures
of writing an argumentative essay; that for examgiey should state the
thesis statement in the introduction or that thbpusd provide logical
arguments and try to deal with the counter-argusjegtc. However, they
stated that they needed more creativity and algmeni knowledge of
vocabulary and structure to be able to write a gesshy at the time of
exam. Whereas in Task 1, more vocabulary and stegtended to repeat
themselves, Task 2 asked for more diversity.

Still another explanation for the difference infpemance on different
versions of Task 2 may come from interest in thpector prompt. Whenever
the instructor provided the participants with aitpghe asked their idea
about the topic. It was not unexpected that theydigerse interests and the
instructor found it very difficult to find a topievhich was more or less
equally interesting to all the participants. Twaiation in interest was less
of a problem in Task 1 because different promptsehaubstantial
similarities due to the nature and purpose ofttsg.

Finally, topic familiarity would provide a good jifscation for the
results of the present study. It is quite cleat thae can write better on a
familiar topic. In a study of graph-writing task,alg (2012) found that
graph familiarity, topical knowledge, and test-wigss strategy use were the
possible sources of construct-irrelevant varian€@d. course, IELTS
administrators state that the topics are intergstaippropriate for, and easily
understood by candidates; and that they are canisiy pretested to ensure
comparability and equality (IELTS, 2002). They agthat they benefit
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from “both expert judgments by academic staff frthra target domain and
empirical approaches to match the test tasks wightarget domain tasks
and to achieve high construct representativenedsralevance” (Uysal,
2010, p.317). However, it seems that such atteangtsiot efficient enough.
For instance, Mickan, Slater, and Gibson (2000)nébuhat the lexico-
grammatical structures in the prompts had an impact the task
comprehension and writing performance. In factticing for the effect of
topic/prompt is very difficult as test takers mayree from many diverse
backgrounds and reading experiences of the topicll(& Reid 1994). The
participants in the present study had a betteropmdnce on the second
topic (advantages and disadvantages of the Injelhés possible that they
found this topic more interesting or that they madre information about
this topic. This seems logical, as today almostryady, especially the
young generation, is expected to be familiar whie tnternet and finds
something interesting on it. Therefore, one cawmrassthat the participants
of the present study were probably more interestexhd familiar with the
topic of the Internet than the first topic whiclked them to elaborate on the
idea of spending money to go to other planets. Theer performance on
the former topic is not surprising. The literatore L2 writing indicates that
topic familiarity and interest can affect one’s tmgy performance (e.g.,
Cho, 2003; Cho et al., 2013; Gebril, 2009; He &,3012; Jennings, Fox,
Graves, & Shohamy, 1999; Kroll & Reid, 1994; Schexwn2005). This
means that test takers’ performance on Task 2 nifhgr cignificantly
depending on topics/prompts, and hence the scaeesnet necessarily
comparable and generalizable. This can reduce #fidity of the score
interpretations and decisions because they arellmasecores which are not
truly representative of the test takers’ abilitieBhis becomes more
problematic when we take into account the fact thate weight is given to
Task 2 in assessing the writing ability of IELTS\dalates.

5. Conclusions and Implications
The present study focused on IELTS academic writagks to see how
prompt and task type can affect test takers' pmdoce. As the Writing
Task 1 is a multifaceted task in terms of requirgrgphical literacy in
addition to writing ability and can be well congidé as an integrated task
that resembles academic genre of writing, the agamwas that it would
lead to a different writing ability estimation thahnat of Writing Task 2,
which is a traditional independent essay writingktal he results, however,
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revealed that the two tasks may elicit similar perfance on the part of the
test takers when the overall writing quality iscohcern and the same rubric
is used in scoring the essays. The scores obtaméde two tasks were not
significantly different.

Furthermore, a significant variation in scores viasnd in Task 2
because of the prompt effect. Topic familiarity anigrest could provide an
explanation for this variation. In contrast, ladkeosignificant variation in
scores on Task 1 may be due to the less flexibtar@aof this task, as
compared with Task 2. This can provide evidenceHerhigher consistency
of scores obtained from integrated tasks than tbbsedependent tasks, as
unlike Task 2, Task 1 indicated a very high leiet@ansistency in the scores
obtained from the two versions of this task. Presip, Yang (2012) had
also found validity evidence for graph-writing téssks.

It can also be concluded from the results of thislysthat instruction is
really effective in reducing the error variancettimay come from the
construct-irrelevant dimensions of integrated taskdthough graph
description task may create bias against thoseaaksts who lack graphical
schema, and therefore, their writing ability mayurelerestimated because
of this, it seems that due instruction and practie samples of such tasks
can prove highly effective in removing this biasdacreating more test
fairness as all the test takers, regardless af biaekground knowledge, start
their writing from the same source. Before theringion, many of the
participants of the present study had problems nstaieding the tables and
graphs in Task 1; however, after receiving instarctenriched with
feedback, many of them were pleased with the tadif@und it more or less
easy to do. It is, however, worth mentioning thegreafter the instruction,
not all the problems related to graph descripti@messolved. For example,
in the consistent feedback sessions held after @ading task, some
students stated that they confused percentageraumthnumbers or that in
tables with several patterns to discuss, they wetesure which patterns
were more important to focus on in the limited tigieen. But, overall, it
seems that instruction in the present study helpetbve the problem of
multi-faceted-ness of the integrated tasks (Chag&aylor, 1997; Fox,
2003; Upshur & Turner, 1999) by providing the papants with the
graphical schemata needed. As such, unlike themgggn behind the
study, it was Task 2 (independent task) that evtar anstruction suffered
from inconsistency of the results, because of tim@act of construct-
irrelevant factors such as topic familiarity antenest. The study indicated
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that the effect of such factors cannot be easilyoned even through
instruction, because controlling what backgroundvidedge and interests
test takers bring to the testing situation is dlyighallenging task.

The findings of this study in line with the studmsch as Friel, Bright,
& Curcio (2001) and Yang (2012) call for more atiem on the part of
teachers to be given to students in teaching thHeen graphical literacy
needed to be able to show their best of writinge $tudents may explicitly
be taught the strategies that are helpful in cohgmding and describing
graphs and tables.

Also, test developers are invited to consider ffeceof time in graph-
description tasks. Although time could be a factorperformance on
independent tasks as well, it seems to be a marblgmatic issue in
performance on integrated tasks such as graphipigscrtasks because the
test takers have only 20 min to both interpretghegh and to write, but in
the independent task they have 40 min to write dopic. In the present
study, although students had a good performancénemtegrated task of
graph description, still there were some studerite suffered from lack of
time and stated that they could not adequately deéh the graph
description in such a short time (20min) as theplgranalysis sometimes
took much of their time and did not leave them wéhough time for
writing. Shah and Freedman (2009) consider thetisoltto be providing
more time in such writing tasks as the inexperidngeaph viewers need
more time to process the information in a graph.

Finally, it should be noted that although indepemnderiting tasks were
found to suffer from inconsistency of the resutltss does not imply that we
should omit such tasks from standardized high-stédsts such as IELTS or
even any other writing tests. Given that indepandeiting tasks by nature
are integral to academic writing, and students iffer@nt disciplines are
oftentimes required to write argumentative essafsnination of such
writing tasks from high-stakes tests is not prattitnstead, the findings of
studies such as the current one through sheddyhg én the intervening
factors in writing assessment help us to continlyorevise and restructure
such tests so that they would meet the requirentrdeund and scientific
testing practices. Furthermore, given that suatrweining factors are always
at work, caution needs to be applied to the inegtions made of scores on
such tests.
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6. Limitations of the Study

Like any other study, the current study needs ocauin generalizing the
findings due to the limitations of the study. Eithie writing tasks used in
this study were taken from mock tests of IELTS.rgsoriginal IELTS tests
may bring about different results. Second, gives\tariation of formats in
Task 1, the results are limited to the formats usethe study. It is likely
that using other formats will produce differentuis. Finally, the study may
suffer from the sampling procedure adopted in thedys because
convenience sampling was employed.
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