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Abstract
　　The main objective of this paper was to investigate the test method effect of two writing tests on the
performances of sixty sopho m ore English majors from China University of Mining and Technology，who
were divided randomly into two experiment groups and took a reading－integrated writing test and a timed
improm ptu essay test respectively．Their essays were rated anonymously by two independent raters using the
same rating scale with categories that measured content，organization，accuracy and vocabulary．Besides
examination of the reliability，Many－Faceted Rasch analysis was applied to probe into the influence of domain
difficulty and rater severity．Results of the comparison revealed fourimportant findings．First，both two tests
were reliable to be fair measures for assessing writing abilities．Second，significant difference was found
between two groups in content，organization，and vocabulary，but no difference was observed in accuracy．
Third，the reading tasks facilitated participants in generating ideas，organizing essays and using vocabularies．
Finally，co mpared with the participants in the reading－integrated writing test，participants in the timed
improm ptu essay test met difficulties in using their vocabularies in the writing process．Findings implicated
that 1）a reading－integrated writing test could be an alternative to a timed improm ptu essay test in academic
contexts，and 2）m uch m ore investigation was still needed to probe into the writing process and read－to－write
process．
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1．Backgrounds

Historically，writing assessment has changed in three overlapping waves in the past fifty years
（Yancey 1999）．In the first wave（1950－1970）em phasis was laid on reliability of the measurement in a
form of indirect objective tests；in the second wave（1970－1986）validity became dominant，and writing
assessment took a form of holistically scored essay；and in the current wave（1986－present）experts paid
attention to both reliability and validity and portfolio assessment and program m atic assessment were used
in assessment．Therefore，the solution to the existing problemsin writing assessmentis always to seek the
balance am ong different interested groups（White 1994）．

Many studies（Crusan 2002；White 1994；Yancey 1999）have criticized the indirect objective writing
test for its disjunction between classroom practice and testing practice．Some other studies（Alderson ＆
Ham p－Lyons 1996；Crusan 2002；Cum ming 2002；Ham p－Lyons 1998）also point out the weakness of
“one－shot”timed impro m ptu essay tests for it“may cause students to misdirect their learning in
preparation for the test to focus on this one type of com position，rather than other types of writing that
might be m oreim portantfortheir studies；or students can be easily coached into producing a sim ple form
of this com position without truly developing other aspects of their writing abilities”（Gm ming 2002：77）．
Furtherm ore，though portfolio assessment is regarded as a more reliable and accurate approach to
assessing writing ability，it also restrains itself from being popular due to its low efficiency and low
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feasibility in ad ministration．

Based on those facts，the reading－integrated writing test was proposed as an alternative to the timed
im prom ptu essay test in academic contexts for its advantages of authenticity over the timed improm ptu
essay test and of econom y over the portfolio writing test． Weigle（2004）has pointed out several
advantages of this read－to－write test．It has been proved that academic writing is rarely done in isolation
but with source texts，and these source texts bring test takers on a more equal footing by providing them
with a com mon information source w hich activates writers�knowledge around a topic and helps them
generate ideas for their writing．

This study investigates the m ethods used to measure writing ability of intermediate EFLlearners in
academic contexts，and it attem pts to probe into the effects of different testing m ethods on assessing
writing ability by comparing a timed im prom ptu essay test with an alternative reading－integrated writing
test．In this study，the aim is to work out an alternative assessing m ethod of writing ability to the timed
im prom ptu essay test in academic contexts in China．Hopefully，the findings of the study would shed
lights on the understanding of writing process and provide insights and have so meim plicationsin Chinese
EFLteaching，especially academic writing instruction．

Our research questions are：

1）Do participants perform differently between a reading－integrated writing test and a timed
im prom ptu essay test in both overall performance and four do m ains — content，organization，
accuracy and vocabulary —of writing tests？

2）If they do，do the reading tasks hinder or facilitate the participantsin their writing performances？
If they do not，what are the possible reasons？

Then the research questions generate some predictions concerning both two test m ethods．

Hypothesis 1：
Participants in the reading－integrated writing test perform better than those in the timed improm ptu

essay test．

Hypothesis 2：
The integrated reading tasks facilitate participants�performances in the test．

2．Research Design

In this paper，test m ethod wasthe between group factor w hich had to be taken into account in the
study as the independent variable．Different test m ethodsin this study were defined asthe different tasks
test takers needed to accom plish before they finished their essays on the same topic．The dependent
variable was the score that test takers obtained in every com ponent of the test as well as a total score
added up from those com ponents．

The research design was of a 1 ×2 design with test m ethod as the between－group factor．All the
participants were randomly divided into two groups by the different tests they were going to take．One
group took a reading－integrated writing test，in w hich every participant was presented with two passages
reflecting opposite perspectives of the same issue，and the other group took a timed im prom ptu essay test
with a bare prom pt（no reading tasks before writing）．Participants in the first group were required to
read the passages before writing，and another 45 minutes were given to finish reading tasks．

After tests，the finished essays were rated by two independent raters and the scores they gained in
different co mponents together with the total scores were for statistical analysis．

　　Table 2－1．Research design
Testing Method

Reading－Integrated Writing test Group 1

Timed Im prom ptu Essay Test Group 2
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2．1 Participants
Participants were solicited from sophomore English m ajors of China University of Mining and

Technology．They were all Non－Native Speakers（NNS）of English taking English as their m ajor and
speaking Chinese as their m other tongue． The average age of these participants was 19． These
participants had finished senior middle school and received two years of college English instruction who
could be treated as intermediate English learners and potentially would conduct academic research in the
future．Assophom ore English m ajors，they were required to obtain the basic writing skills and could write
100－300 words argumentative essays in English．．Besides that，they all should take TEM－4（Test for
English Majors Band 4）proficiency test of English in the second year．In this study，all the participants
had passed the TEM－4 proficiency tests．

The total 60 participants，each with an assigned num ber to indicate his／her identification，were
divided into two groups randomly and tested by two tests respectively．As typical in China，the m ajority
of these English m ajors were fem ale．30 participants were in each group，with 18 fem ales and 12 m alesin
Group 1 taking reading－integrated writing test；and with 23 fem ales and 7 m ales in Group 2 taking timed
im prom ptu essay test．

Each group took one test only．Afterthe test，allthe papers were collected and transmitted to raters
and rated anonymously by using the same scoring rubric．

2．2 Raters
Both two raters named Liu and Luan had experience of rating essays in PETS（Public English Test

System）and NMET 2（National Matriculation English Test 2）writing tests．Liu was the author of this
paper，too．

In this study，both two raters were trained for several hours to be familiar with the rating scale
applied to both writing tests．The training process was m ainly focused on the rating scale by discussion．
Before rating both two raters studied and discussed the rating scale，and then ten essays（five from each
test）were selected and mixed together for rater training．No more than one point of difference in each
dom ain was required at the end of the rater training process．When disagreement appeared，two raters
discussed aboutthe difference and necessary adjustment was made．Due to the size ofthe sam ple，a larger
sam ple would be helpful to reach an idealresult of rater training．

2．3 Instruments
Since all the 60 participants were divided into two groups，no significant difference in language

proficiency between two groups was expected before experiment．To achieve this goal，the TEM－4 scores
were used to investigate the language proficiency difference before the experiment．

The instruments of this study to measure participants�writing ability were two writing test papers．
The first one — Writing Test Paper A（see Appendix A）with reading tasks，was adapted directly fro m
Weigle（2004）by removing the questions following the reading tasks．Rem oving those questions was for
two reasons：the time forthis experiment waslimited，and the author believed thatthose questions might
distract participants�attention from writing to answering questions．

Writing Test Paper A was made up of two parts：Part 1 and Part 2．In Part 1，two reading passages
on the same topic were presented．Both two passages were about300 wordslong and aboutthe same topic
but opposite perspectives were held in the two passages：one argued that that genetically m odified plants
were dangerous to our health and environment；the other believed that genetic engineering was an
im portant tool in feeding the world�s population．After reading，participants were required to write an
essay about 300 words by supporting one of the positions in Part 2．Besides，a clear demand of no copy
fro m the source texts was added in the instructions of the test paper．

The other paper — Writing Test Paper B（see Appendix B）used in this study was adapted by the
author himself fro m Writing Test Paper A．In thistest，reading tasks were eliminated，butthe same topic
was kept．Because there were no reading tasks，slight changes of wording in directions and requirements
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were made．Words referring source texts were erased，but directions about using writers�own ideas to
supportthe argumentation were added like m ost of the timed im prom ptu essay tests．

All of the essays produced in both two tests were rated by the same two raters using the same rating
scale（see Appendix C）．The rating scale was also adapted from Weigle（2004），in w hich so me points
about copying reading m aterials in writing essays were deleted because of its application into the rating
process of the test paper Bin this study．It was an analytical rating scale with four different dom ains：
content，organization，accuracy，and vocabulary range，and it had ten pointsin 5 ranksfor each dom ain．

2．4 Procedures
To make sure the homogeneity in language proficiency of the two groups before the experiment，all

the participants�TEM－4 scores were computed by SPSS13．0 using an independent－sam ple t－test analysis．

After that，the two groups were tested in two different classrooms atthe same time of two different
days in the same week．Atthe beginning ofthe tests allthe participants were clarified with the directions
and requirements of tests．

During the tests，Group 1 was given an extra 45 minutes to finish the reading tasks，and Group 2 was
required to finish their tests in 55 minutes．Both groups were required to write their essays in answer
sheets．If participants in Group 1 finished the reading tasks in less than 45 minutes，they could start the
writing task im mediately，butthis might give participants in Group 1 advantage over the participants in
Group 2 in the testing time to finish the writing task．

The collected essays were copied for two raters．For each rater，all the essays from two tests were
mixed together without name，and the same rating scale was used to rate allthe essays from the two tests．
Two raters took one day to rate allthe essaysindependently atthe same time．After rating，allthe essays
were rearranged to two groups and were examined by two raters．When radicalratings with a gap of m ore
than two points in the scores of each dom ain appeared between two raters，two raters discussed aboutthe
rating score based on the rating scale，and adjustments were made．

2．5 Analytical Method
Besides the independent－sam ple t－test analysis conducted before the experiment，cronbach alpha and

correlation coefficients were com puted to determine the internal consistency and rater consistency
between two raters am ong all the subcom ponents in two tests．

To answer those research questions above，a two－way ANOVA analysis was calculated to indicate the
differences of the participants�performances in two groups，and the following Many－Faceted Rasch
analysis presented more information about the two tests．

SPSS version 13．0 was used for com puting independent－sam ple t－test，the internal consistency
reliability forthe two raters，correlations，and two－way ANOVA．The Many－Faceted Rasch analysis was
conducted using the com puter program Facets，version 3．58 for PC．

3．Results and Discussion

Before the experiment，itis necessary to make sure thatthe two different groups are not differentin
their language proficiency in English．The result of t－test indicates no significant difference between the
two groups in language proficiency（t（58）＝1．399，p ＝．167），though both Mean score and Std．
Deviation are different．

Table 3－1．Results of t－test for two groups in TEM－4 tests

Group n Mean SD t df Sig（2－tailed） Mean Difference

1 30 69．1667 6．64926 1．399 58 ．167 2．56667

2 30 66．6000 7．53658
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　　Since no difference of language proficiency occurred between two groups，it is also necessary to
examine the rater reliability and the reliability of two tests first．The rater reliability can be examined by
the intra－rater reliability and inter－rater reliability．Intra－rater reliability is the consistency within each
rater�s ratings，and inter－rater reliability is the consistency across each rater�s ratings（Bach man 1990）．
The intra－rater reliability can be examined by the infit mean－square from the many－faceted analysis of
raters．The infit mean－square indicate raters�internal self－consistency．McNamara（1996）suggests that
an acceptable range is the mean ±twice the standard deviation．Theinfit mean－square in the last column
of Table 3－2 and Table 3－3 indicates no rater wasidentified as misfitting：fit values are within the range of
two standard deviations around the mean（（0．94±［0．04×2］for Group 1，（0．86±［0．08×2］for Group
2）．In other words，both two raters are self－consistent in scoring，and intra－rater reliability is achieved．

Table 3－2．Calibration of rater facet for Group 1

N 　　Rater
Rater Severity

Measure（in logits）
Standard Error

Infit Mean－Square
Index

1　　A Rater －．08 ．14 ．97

2　　B Rater －．50 ．14 ．90

　　　Mean ．29 ．14 ．94

　　 　SD ．04 ．00 ．04
Reliability of separation index ＝．56；
Fixed（all sa m e）chi－square：4．6 df：1，significance：p ＝．03

Table 3－3．Calibration of rater facet for Group 2

N 　　Rater
Rater Severity

Measure（in logits）
Standard Error

Infit Mean－Square
Index

1　　A Rater ．45 ．15 ．94

2　　B Rater －．02 ．15 ．79

　　　Mean ．21 ．15 ．86

　　 　SD ．24 ．00 ．08
Reliability of separation index ＝．59；
Fixed（all sa m e）chi－square：4．9 df：1，significance：p ＝．03

Besides the intra－rater reliability，inter－rater reliability is reported in Table 3－4 and confirmed by
ANOVA analysis．From Table 3－4，strong positive correlations（p ＜．01）are found between two raters
measuring the same com ponent（content：r（58）＝．857，p ＜．01；organization：r（58）＝．836，p ＜
．01；accuracy：r（58）＝．850，p ＜．01；and vocabulary：r（58）＝．851，p ＜．01）indicatingthattwo
rater are consistent in the rating process．Significant correlations（p ＜．01）were also observed am ong
different components measured by the same rater，suggesting that four traits in this study measure
different aspects of the same writing ability．Besides，results of ANOVA analysis shown in Table 3－5 and
Table 3－6 present no difference of raw scores between two raters．They all prove the ratings between two
raters are consistent．

Table 3－4．Correlations of the ratings for two raters

Rater A Rater B

Co Or Ac Vo Co Or Ac Vo

Rater A Co 1．00

Or ．864 ＊＊ 1．00

Ac ．781 ＊＊ ．832 ＊＊ 1．00

Vo ．798 ＊＊ ．827 ＊＊ ．780 ＊＊ 1．00
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Rater A Rater B

Co Or Ac Vo Co Or Ac Vo

Rater B Co ．857 ＊＊ ．838 ＊＊ ．828 ＊＊ ．835 ＊＊ 1．00

Or ．809 ＊＊ ．836 ＊＊ ．840 ＊＊ ．810 ＊＊ ．845 ＊＊ 1．00

Ac ．865 ＊＊ ．870 ＊＊ ．850 ＊＊ ．797 ＊＊ ．850 ＊＊ ．811 ＊＊ 1．00

Vo ．797 ＊＊ ．835 ＊＊ ．801 ＊＊ ．851 ＊＊ ．809 ＊＊ ．748 ＊＊ ．892 ＊＊ 1．00

＊＊ Correlation is significant at the 0．01 level（2－tailed）．
Co ＝ Content；Or ＝ Organization；Ac ＝ Accuracy；Vo ＝ Vocabulary

It should be noted thatthe second colum n of Table 3－2 and Table 3－3 shows severity measures of two
raters in logits．The severity span between two raters in Table 3－2 is 0．42 logit and 0．47 logit in Table 3－
3．The reliability of separation index indicatesthe likelihood to w hich raters consistency differs from one
another in overall severity，and a low reliability is desired for raters，because ideally different raters
would be equally severe（Park 2004；Liu 2005）．In this study，the reliability indices are 0．56 for Group 1
and 0．59 for Group 2．Also，the chi－square of 4．6（df ＝1）for Group1 and 4．9（df ＝1）for Group 2
are significant at p ＜．05，w hich indicate difference of rater severity．Contrary to this，the results of
two－way ANOVA analysis in Table 3－6 show no statistical differences between two raters． Unlike
ANOVA analysis Many－Faceted Rasch m odel provides more details aboutthe difference of rater severity
by com paring the observed score with the expected score．Thus，from Many－Faceted Rasch analysis we
obtain more information about rater severity difference than ANOVA analysis w hich com pares the raw
scores of the two raters．Because one of the two raters is also the designer and the author of this paper，
the rater severity difference is caused by researcher effect to so me degree，and anther independent rater
would be helpful to im prove the rating．Although with rater severity differences between two raters，the
intra－rater and inter－rater reliability are still achieved．

Finally，internal consistency reliability is one im portant concern for any test，in that itindicatesthe
reliability of discrimination for each test．Hence，the cronbach alpha reliability is co mputed to show the
internal consistency reliability．And the higher the reliability is，the more reliable the test discriminates
participants�abilities．The cronbach alpha reliability for Group 1 taking reading－integrated writing testis
0．934，and that for Group 2 taking timed im prom ptu essay test is 0．951，both of w hich prove that the
two writing tests are reliable to discriminate participant writing abilities．

Table 3－5．Descriptive statistics across two groups in four dom ains

Group n Mean SD Mini Max

Total 1 60 24．9667 5．65376 12．00 34．00

2 60 21．9500 5．72069 10．00 32．00

Co 1 60 6．0500 1．44298 3．00 9．00

2 60 5．1167 1．46243 2．00 8．00

Or 1 60 6．0333 1．52900 3．00 9．00

2 60 5．3333 1．63299 2．00 9．00

Ac 1 60 6．4667 1．65157 3．00 9．00

2 60 5．9000 1．53711 2．00 9．00

Vo 1 60 6．4167 1．55456 3．00 9．00

2 60 5．6000 1．48666 3．00 9．00
Co ＝ Content；Or ＝ Organization；Ac ＝ Accuracy；Vo ＝ Vocabulary
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Table 3－6．Two－way ANOVA for different test m ethods

Source df MS F Sig．

Total

Between group：Method 1 273．008 8．331 ．005 ＊＊

Within group：Rater 1 15．408 ．470 ．494

Method ＊ Rater 1 ．008 ．000 ．987

Content

Between group：Method 1 26．133 12．247 ．001 ＊＊

Within group：Rater 1 ．300 ．141 ．708

Method ＊ Rater 1 1．200 ．562 ．455

Organization

Between group：Method 1 14．700 5．787 ．018 ＊

Within group：Rater 1 ．300 ．118 ．732

Method ＊ Rater 1 ．300 ．118 ．732

Accuracy

Between group：Method 1 9．633 3．792 ．054

Within group：Rater 1 4．033 1．588 ．210

Method ＊ Rater 1 1．633 ．643 ．424

Vocabulary

Between group：Method 1 20．008 8．625 ．004 ＊＊

Within group：Rater 1 3．675 1．584 ．211

Method ＊ Rater 1 ．208 ．090 ．765

＊＊ p ＜．01；＊ p ＜．05

In above discussion the reliability of raters and tests has been examined，and then the discussion will
focus on the two research questions proposed at the beginning．After the experiment，a quantitative
difference is expected to occur in the em ployments of different test m ethods in writing assessment．The
results of two－way ANOVAin Table 3－6 show that significant statistical differences between two groups
appear in both overall performances and three of the four dom ains：content，organization，and
vocabulary，and no significant difference is observed in the dom ain of accuracy．Besides，we also note a
different significant level between in organization（p ＜．05）and in content（p ＜．01）together with
vocabulary（p ＜．01）．These results prove thatthe different test m ethods affect participants greatly on
their performances in content，organization，and vocabulary．

The difference in content is expected．it is assumed that the reading tasks can relief the cognitive
burden for interpreting the source texts m aterials，then save the working mem ory capacity for some
attention consuming，higher－level processes of writing like planning the organization of the essay（Hayes
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1996）．Ideally，difference between groups appears in content．Group 1 taking reading－integrated writing
tests got higher means than Group 2，w hich confirms the expectation that the reading tasks provide
participants with ideas aboutthe contents and even may trigger participants�knowledge for m ore ideas．
To some degree，it eases students�anxiety of finding contents for writing．Consequently，essays from the
Group 2 use Mr．Yuan Long Ping（the father of cross bred rice in China）m ore frequently as exam ples to
illustrate their ideas com pared with Group 1．Differences between these two writing processes are worth
investigating，but limited by the resources of test administration，we did not use any think aloud process
or interview to provide more information about it．

Although the difference is also found in organization，it is not as significant as those in content and
vocabulary．Unlike speaking，writing ability is affected greatly by the education processes（Cam pbell
1999；Weigle 2002）．Since writing instructions in China treat writing ability as a discrete skill and focus
m ainly on the test－taking skills（You 2004）．It is not unusual to find out that students in the same
educational system may not vary too much from each other，even though English m ajors may put m ore
effort into language practicing and training of overall language co mpetence．Written essays from both
tests support this assum ption，too．Most of the passages were written in the alm ost the same pattern with
four paragraph and similar introduction．These reasons explain why the different levelin organization is
not asthe same as the other two dom ains．

It is surprising to find the difference between two groups in vocabulary．It is assumed that the
integrated reading tasks affect participants on generating ideas and organizing essays，not on the linguistic
knowledge like vocabulary，so no difference in vocabulary is expected．One explanation for this may be
thatthe reading tasks provide participants with more various words aboutthe topic w hich can be retrieved
in writing process． Similarly，another explanation is that reading m aterials trigger participants�vocabulary knowledge and activate it like triggering ideas in the writing process． To prove these
assum ptions，more efforts are needed to investigate both test taking and writing processes．

The only domain which shows no difference between two groups is accuracy． As English majors，
participantsin thisstudy have put more effortin language practicing and training of overalllanguage competence
than those non－English majors．Aftertwo years oflanguage training，they should not have many problems with
the gram marand can generate gram maticalsentencesin their essays．In addition，the reading tasksintegrated in
the writing tasks are not aimed to affect participant performancesin gram mar．Therefore，no difference should
appear in accuracy，if there is no difference in language proficiency between two groups．ANOVA analysis
confirms the expectation by showing no difference in accuracy．From Many－Faceted Rasch analysis，the fact
that participantsin two tests allfind the accuracy is easiest domain to accomplish also partially supportsit（－．42
in logits for Group 1 and－．88 in logits for Group 2）．

In order to answer the second research question，we need to take means of each group into account．
ANOVA analysis shows that Group 1 taking the reading－integrated writing test obtained higher mean
scores in all the do m ains，and the differences between two groups are statistically significant in content，
organization and vocabulary．Since Group 1 has already gained higher mean scores than Group 2 in those
dom ains，it is safe to draw a conclusion thatthe reading tasks have positive effects on those do m ains，and
they can facilitate participants to form ideas and use m ore various wordsin writing process，butits effects
on organization may be limited．

Table 3－7．Calibration of dom ain facet for Group 1

Dom ain
Difficulty Measure
（in logits）

Standard Error
Infit Mean－Square

Index

Content ．42 ．20 ．96

Organization ．23 ．19 ．79

Vocabulary 　－．23 ．20 1．02

Accuracy 　－．42 ．20 ．98
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Dom ain
Difficulty Measure
（in logits）

Standard Error
Infit Mean－Square

Index

Mean ．00 ．20 ．94

SD ．34 ．00 ．09

Separation index ＝1．43，Reliability of separation index ＝．67；
Fixed（all sa m e）chi－square：12．0 df：3，significance：p ＝．01

Table 3－8．Calibration of dom ain facet for Group 2

Dom ain
Difficulty Measure
（in logits）

Standard Error
Infit Mean－Square

Index

Vocabulary ．92 ．22 ．97

Organization ．30 ．20 ．85

Content 　－．34 ．22 ．88

Accuracy 　－．88 ．22 ．75

Mean ．00 ．21 ．87

SD ．68 ．01 ．08

Separation index ＝2．99，Reliability of separation index ＝．90；
Fixed（all sa m e）chi－square：38．9 df：3，significance：p ＝．00

The different sequences of the dom ain difficulties are observed in second column of Table 3－7 and
Table 3－8．In Group 1，content is on the top of the sequence followed by organization，vocabulary and
accuracy，but vocabulary is on the top of the sequence followed by organization，content and accuracy in
Group 2．From the top to the bottom ，the higher its position is，the more difficult it will be．For Group
1，integrating reading tasks in writing test is to make the test more authentic and help participants
generate ideasin their essays．And research also indicatesthat good writers spend more time planning and
tend to edit their writing for content and organization rather than sim ply making surface changes to the
text（Hayes 1996；Hayes＆Flower 1980；Whalen ＆Menard 1995）．Participantsin reading－integrated test
find contentthe m ost difficult proves that their focus in writing is to absorb the ideas from the source
texts and translate these ideas into their written language．Compared with Group 1，the m ost difficult
dom ain is vocabulary for participants in Group 2．It indicates that participants in Group 2 meet m ore
difficulties in vocabulary．this finding echoes the studies demonstrating that EFL writers plan and
evaluate relatively m ore frequently at the linguistic level com pared to the textual and pragm atic level
（Sasaki＆Hirose 1996；Whalen ＆Menard 1995）．

4．Conclusion

Based on the discussion above，it can be concluded thattwo tests are both reliable to measure students
writing ability．Participants in the two tests performed differently in the overall performances．And
participants in the reading－integrated writing test obtained higher scores in all the do mains than
participants in the timed－impro m ptu essay test．Their performances between two tests are significantly
different in content，organization，and vocabulary，but no difference is observed in the dom ain of
accuracy．It supports the idea thatthe reading tasks facilitate participants in generating ideas，organizing
essays and even using vocabularies，and reading tasks help participants generate ideas for content，and
may trigger participants�vocabulary knowledge to write with more various word choices．But the effect
on organization is not as obvious as effects on the content and vocabulary．And finally，reading tasks do
not affect the performance in accuracy．Since a reading－integrated writing test is m ore authentic，it can
be an alternative to the timed improm ptu essay test in academic contexts．

Though this study proves that reading tasks affect participant performances positively in the writing
process some limitations are needed to be presented．First，allthe participants were English m ajors form
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the same area，the same university in the same grade with similar educational backgrounds． The
hom ogeneity of participant makes it hard to generalize the findings ofthis study to the larger population，
com pounding with the problem is the fact that females take a large percentage of English m ajors，w hich
may also keep the findings from being powerfulin generalization．

Second，more raters and m ore rater training will be m ore helpfulin the study．Another independent
rater willimprove the reliability of the tests．If a native rater is added，m ore helpfulinformation will be
included．And more rater training willim prove the quality of the research data．

Third，it was noticed thatthe reading－integrated writing test and the timed impro m ptu essay test may
measure the different abilities，but these differences were not investigated in this study，nor was the
equation between the two tests forms．Therefore，more efforts are needed to explore the constructs
underlying these two test forms as well as the equation investigation between them．

Finally，limited by the ad ministration sources，this study did not conduct any think aloud protocol or
interview about participants test taking process，w hich is very im portant to clarify the factors in taking
writing tests．More studies are desired to probe into the writing process，the read－to－write process，and
the test taking process．The information obtained from those studies will im prove the quality of this
study．
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Appendices

Appendix A

Writing Test Paper（A）

Part 1：Read the following two passages

Directions：Read the following two passages that are arguing fortwo different sides of the same issue．After
you finish reading，you will write an argumentative essay in part 2．You will have 45 minutes to read．

A．1．A．Excerpt from an essay published by the BioDemocracy and Organic Consum ers Association

　　Genetic engineering is a radical new technology，one that breaks down fundamental genetic barriers
—not only between species，but between humans，anim als，and plants．By co m bining the genes of
dissimilar and unrelated species，permanently altering their genetic codes，new organisms are created that
will pass the genetic changes onto their offspring．Scientists are now inserting anim al and even human
genes into plants or anim als，creating unimagined transgenic life forms．For the first time in history，
human beings are becoming the architects of life．

Bio－engineers will be creating tens of thousands of novel organisms over the next few years．The
prospect is frightening．Genetic engineering poses unprecedented ethical and social concerns，as well as
serious challenges to the environ ment，human health，anim al welfare，and the future of agriculture．The
following is just a sam pling of concerns．

Genetically engineered organismsthat escape or are released from the laboratory could cause a great
deal of harm to the environ ment．Genetically engineered“biological pollutants”have the potential to be
even m ore destructive than chemical pollutants．Because they are alive，genetically engineered products
are inherently m ore unpredictable than chemical products —they can reproduce，migrate，and mutate．
Once released，it will be virtually im possible to recall genetically engineered organisms back to the
laboratory．

Since scientists will never be able to ensure a 100 percent success rate，gene－splicing willlikely result
in unanticipated outcom es and dangerous surprises．Re－searchers recently found that genetically altering
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plants to resist viruses can cause the viruses to m utate into new ，m ore virulent forms，or forms that can
attack other plant species．Furthermore，genetically altered plants could produce toxins and other
substances that might harm birds and other anim als．

Eventually，within the next few decades，agriculture will m ove off the soil and into biosynthetic
industrial factories controlled by chemical and biotech com panies．Never again will people know the joy
of eating naturally produced，fresh foods．Hundreds of millions of farmers and other workers worldwide
will lose their livelihoods． The hope of creating a human，sustainable agricultural system will be
destroyed．

A．1．B．Excerpt of an essay entitled“Kill the Frankenstein Myth”by Robert W．Tracinski，a senior
writer for the Ayn Rand institute in Marina del Rey，California

In reality，anti－biotech environ mental activists�claims against genetically m odified foods are based
not in science，but in a superstitious fear of science and technology．It is revealing that environmental
activists have chosen to smear genetically modified foods with the term “frankenfood”，invoking
Frankenstein，the classic horror story of a mad scientist who tampers with nature�s secrets and unleashes
a ram paging monster．

Butthis Frankenstein m yth，and its theme ofthe dangers of science，has been thoroughly refuted in
the nearly 200 years since it was first published．Science and technology have im proved human life in
countless ways，from the steam engine to the pasteurization of milk，from electrical power to antibiotics．
And genetically modified foods are just the latest step in this march of progress．

Farmers have long m odified the genetic makeup of their crops and livestock through selective
breeding —choosing to breed the prize bull，for exam ple，or planting seeds from the highest yielding
stalks of wheat．But genetic engineering has made this process much easier and faster．For exam ple，one
popular variety of genetically engineered corn contains a gene taken fro m a bacteria；that gene produces
a chemical toxic to caterpillars，giving the corn an inbuilt defense against harmfulinsects．

This new technology is already providing farmers with crops that bear higher yields，grow in drier
clim ates，require fewer pesticides，and so on．The result has been bigger harvests and lower costs for
American farmers．And scientists have also begun engineering plants that grow better under difficult
conditions，such as drought — promising a new“green revolution”for the Third World．

Genetically modified foods are not m erely safe —they are an enorm ous advance，and we should be
applauding the heroes of science who invented them．

Part 2：Writing an argumentative essay

Directions：Write a well－organized academic essay（about300 words）on the topic below．Your essay will be
graded on content，organization，and appropriate use of English．You may refer to the reading passages
w hile you are writing．Write your essay on the lined paper．You will have 45 minutes to write your essay．

A．2．ESSAY TOPIC ：Some people believe that genetically m odified plants are dangerous to our health
and to the environ ment．Others believe that genetic engineering is an important tool in feeding the
world�s population．

Which position do you support？

DO NOT copy the original sentences or just write a sum mary of the reading passages．

Appendix B

Writing Test Paper（B）

Writing an argu mentative essay

Directions：Write a well－organized academic essay（about300 words）on the topic below．Your essay will be
graded on content，organization，and appropriate use of English．Write your essay on the lined paper．You
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will have 45 minutes to write your essay．

B．1．ESSAY TOPIC：Some people believe that genetically modified plants are dangerous to our health
and to the environ ment．Others believe that genetic engineering is an important tool in feeding the
world�s population．

Which position do you support？Give reasons for your answer．

You should use your own ideas，knowledge and experience and support your arguments with exam ples and
relevant evidence．

Appendix C
Rating Scale

Content Organization Accuracy Vocabulary

9 —10 9 —10 9 —10 9 —10

The treatmend of the
assignment com pletely
fulfills the task
expectations and the
topic is addressed
thoroughly．

Clear and appropriate
organizational plan．

The essay is clearly
written with few
errors；errors do not
interfere with
comprehension．

Uses a variety of
sentence types
accurately．

Fully developed
evidence for
generalizations and
supporting ideas／
arguments is provided
in a relevant and
credible way．

Effective introduction
and conclusion．

Includes consistently
accurate word forms
and verb tenses．

Uses a wide range of
academic vocabulary．

Connections between
and writhin
paragraphs are made
through effective and
varied use of
transitions and other
cohesive devices．

Word choices are
accurate and
appropriate．

7 —8 7 —8 7 —8 7 —8

The treatment of the
assignment fulfills the
task expectations
competently and the
topic is addressed
clearly．

Clear
organizational plan．

The essay is clearly
written but contains
some errors that do
not interfere with
comprehension．

The essay uses a
variety of sentence
types．

Evidence for
generalizations and
supporting ideas／
arguments is provided
in a relevant and
credible way．

Satisfactory
introduction and
conclusion．

The essay may contain
some errors in word
choice， word form ，
verb tenses， and
com plementation．

Good range of
vocabulary used with
at m ost a few lapses
in register．
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Content Organization Accuracy Vocabulary

Satisfactory
connections between
and within paragraphs
using transitions and
other cohesive
devices．

5 —6 5 —6 5 —6 5 —6

The treatment of the
assignment minim ally
fulfills the task
expectations； some
aspects of the task
may be slighted．

Adequate but
sim plistic
organizational plan．

Is generally
comprehensible but
contains some errors
that distract the
reader；at m ost a few
errors interfere with
comprehension．

Somewhat limited
range of sentence
types； may avoid
com plex structures．

So me relevant and
credible evidence for
generalizations and
supporting ideas／
arguments is
provided．

Introduction and
conclusion present but
may be brief．

The essay may contain
several errors in word
choice， word from ，
verb tenses， and
com plementation．

Somewhat limited
range of vocabulary．

Connections between
and within paragraphs
occasionally missing．

3 —4 3 —4 3 —4 3 —4

The treatment of the
assignment only
partially fulfills the
task expectations and
the topic is not
alwasys addressed
clearly．

Organizational plan
hard to follow．

Contains many
errors； some errors
may interfere with
comprehension．

Uses a limited
num ber of sentence
types．

Evidence for
generalizations and
supporting ideas／
arguments is
insufficient and／or
irrelevant．

Introduction and
conclusion may be
missing or
inadequate．

Includes many errors
in word choices，
forms，word forms，
verb tenses and
com plementation．

Vocabulary limited．

Connections between
and within paragraphs
frequently missing．

1 —2 1 —2 1 —2 1 —2

The treatment of the
assignment fails to
fulfill the task
expectations and the
paper lacks focus and
development．

No apparent
organizational plan．

Contains num erous
errors that interfere
with com prehension．

Uses sim ple and
repetitive vocabulary
that may not be
appropriate for
academic writing．
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Content Organization Accuracy Vocabulary

Evidence for
generalizations and
supporting ideas／
arguments is
insufficient and／or
irrelevant．

Introduction and
conclusion missing or
clearly inappropriate．

Includes many errors
in word choices，
forms，word forms，
verb tenses and
com plementation．

Does not vary
sentence types
sufficiently．

Few connections
made between and
within paragraphs．
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