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Motivation for the Research 
Increasingly, integrated writing tasks are becoming more common in the field of second language 
assessment. It is widely acknowledged that integrated writing tests can provide a better prediction of how 
students perform in real-life academic writing tasks (Cumming, Kantor, Baba, Erdosy, Eouanzoui, & James, 
2005; Gebril, 2010, McCulloch, 2013; Plakans, 2008; Plakans & Gebril, 2013; Weigle, 2002). There is a 
rising number of publications on integrated writing concerning its construct validity, discourse types, the 
effects of borrowing from source texts, and test-taking strategies. However, few studies have been 
conducted to help understand how some of the different features of the source inputs affect test-takers 
in integrated writing. The problem is partially explained by the many types of source inputs used for 
integrated writing. For instance, the TOEFL iBT® requires test-takers to apply their reading and listening 
comprehension skills into writing. The IELTS®, meanwhile, requires test-takers to write a short descriptive 
essay based on visual information or data (i.e., tables, charts, and graphs). Yet another test called the 
TEAP (Test of English for Academic Purposes) uses both multiple texts and two types of graphs as prompts 
for an integrated writing task. Incorporating information from graphs into integrated writing demands an 
additional cognitive skill set. 
 
While there are some existing studies on the washback effects of the TEAP writing test (e.g., Nakamura, 
2014; Weir, 2014), as well as on the validity of the test through criterion-based approaches (e.g., Chan, 
Wu & Weir, 2013, Koizumi & Nakamura, 2016), this study was the first to explore the cognitive processes 
of test takers while completing TEAP reading-into-writing using an eye-tracking device. The outcomes of 
the study were intended to benefit test developers and teachers by offering a clearer understanding of 
students’ cognitive processes when synthesizing texts and the information from graphs information in the 
process of producing essays. 
 
Research Questions  
This study addressed an overarching research aim of exploring the key variables that affect the cognitive 
process of reading-into-writing tasks such as “What are Japanese EFL test-takers’ cognitive processes 
while completing the TEAP reading into-writing Task B?” Also, four sub-research questions were explored 
to understand the cognitive process of integrated writing tasks among the L2 writers. These questions are 
as follows:  
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(1) To what extent do test-takers incorporate information from the multiple texts and the graphs? 
(2) To what extent do the features of the graphs (e.g., line graph vs. bar graph) affect the cognitive 

processes of integrated writing tasks? 
(3) What role does language proficiency play in integrated writing tasks? 
(4) What kinds of test-taking strategies are used for integrated writing tasks? 

 
Research Methodology 
The existing literature on the TEAP has used mostly questionnaire surveys and stimulated-recall interviews 
as research methods. Indeed, much of the previous literature investigating cognitive processes has 
depended on a conventional think-aloud method. These days, however, eye-tracking technology is used 
in combination with a qualitative method for it provides additional insights into the cognitive processes 
of integrated writing. For example, Brunfaut & McCray (2015) used an eye-tracker with a stimulated-recall 
method to validate each component of the Aptis reading test that mirrored global processing, text 
processing and task processing at different CEFR levels. Most recently, Yu, He, & Isaacs (2017) also used 
the eye-tracking device to investigate the cognitive process of graph-sourced writing in combination with 
retrospective stimulated individual interviews as well as focus group discussions.  
 
This study also adopted an eye-tracking method to investigate the eye movements of the test-takers 
(N=38) that reflected their behaviors and decision-making processes. The participants’ ages ranged from 
15 to 18 years old with at least three years of English language education in junior high school and two or 
three years in high school depending on their grade at that time. By using an eye-tracking device this study 
combined with qualitative results from questionnaires and focus groups discussions. This mixed-methods 
approach was taken to reduce the risk of misinterpreting the eye-movement results.  
 
The study consisted of four phases: (1) analysis of the participants’ reading and writing proficiency levels 
using the Aptis test scores, (2) analysis of two sets of integrated writing tasks collected by the Tobii eye-
tracker (TX300), (3) analysis of the decision-making processes by means of cognitive processing 
questionnaires, and, finally, (4) analysis of the test-takers’ experiences through focus group discussions. 
 
Summary of Findings  
The Aptis reading (M=32.35, SD=8.66) and writing scores (M=37.67, SD=9.401) were used as predictors to 
find any association with eye-movement variables in order to figure out what affects integrated writing 
processes. To understand the role of reading in integrated writing, Mann-Whitney U test was conducted 
to compare between the students of upper and lower intermediate English levels. 
 
The main findings of the quantitative analysis suggest that the first ten minutes of eye-movement 
recordings showed some crucial differences between upper intermediate and lower intermediate level 
participants. The language proficiency played a major role in fulfilling the task requirements (p=.032), 
essay compositions (p=.013) and the title of a line graph (p=.031) as measured by Fixation Duration Rate.  
 
In addition, Wilcoxon signed-ranks tests suggested that the participants with lower proficiency tended to 
rely upon the information from the first few paragraphs based on the Rate of Fixation Duration which 
calculated the relative amount of time viewing of the Area of Interests (AOIs). In reporting quantitative 
results, the researcher also acknowledges there was a chance that significant statistical results may not 
have been accurate due to the repeated testing.  
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The quantitative results gave further explanations to validate some of the quantitative findings. For 
example, the qualitative analyses using the gaze-plots in timed segments, students’ written outputs, and 
the questionnaires helped understand test-takers’ behaviors, while making the decisions during each 
stage of the integrated writing task. Gaze-plots, which were made during the first five minutes of 
recordings, showed that the participants with a lower proficiency did not review the Task Instructions very 
carefully to identify the purpose of the essay, which was also validated through the questionnaire. The 
AOI switches of the participants also showed in which order they read the paragraphs from the source 
texts. Some of these selected cases illustrated how some participants with higher marks read the source 
texts in order of the paragraphs, whereas some participants with lower marks skipped a paragraph or two. 
 
Implications  
This study used eye-tracking to explore any differences in cognitive operations between the test-takers at 
the upper-intermediate and lower-intermediate levels during integrated writing. First and foremost, the 
study revealed the importance of familiarizing students with the task requirement. Students who have 
lower reading proficiency would probably benefit the most from understanding the task requirement and 
the purpose of the essay in advance. Secondly, this study unveiled that the less successful participants did 
not read the source texts in order and jump straight to writing the essay. Thirdly, the less able students 
often showed longer strings of words or sentences copied directly from the source texts. If the information 
had to be synthesized and reported, it would usually mean that students needed to know how to 
paraphrase the sentences in their words. Understanding the basic academic knowledge of how to 
paraphrase sentences and cite sources would be a key area of improvement for the less successful writers. 
 
These findings will be relevant for both students and educators regarding how they should approach 
integrated writing activities in class. Instead of teaching grammatical sentences and structures by 
translating between the two languages, teachers should focus on introducing students to more reading 
materials on a broad range of social topics and on making certain they have opportunities to gain skills in 
paraphrasing so that they can synthesize information from given source texts and graph information.  
  



                              The International Research Foundation 
                              for English Language Education  

 

 

4 

177 Webster St., # 220, Monterey, CA  93940  USA 

  Web: www.tirfonline.org / Email: info@tirfonline.org 

Reference 
 
Alderson, J. C., & Banerjee, J. (2002). Language testing and assessment (Part 2). Language teaching, 

35(2), 79-113. 
 
Baba, K. (2009). Aspects of lexical proficiency in writing summaries in a foreign language. Journal of 

Second Language Writing, 18(3), 191-208. 
 
Bachman, L. F. (1990). Fundamental considerations in language testing. Oxford, UK & New York, NY: 

Oxford University Press. 
 
Bachman, L. F. & Palmer, A. S. (1996). Language testing in practice. Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press. 
 
Bachman, L. F. (2002). Some reflections on task-based language performance assessment. Language 

Testing, 19(4), 453-476. 
 
Bax, S. (2013a). The cognitive processing of candidates during reading tests: Evidence from eye-tracking. 

Language Testing, 30(4), 441-465. 
 
Bax, S. (2013b). Readers’ cognitive processes during IELTS reading tests: Evidence from eye tracking. 

British Council, ELT Research Papers 13-06. 
 
Bax, S., & Weir, C. J. (2012). Investigating learners' cognitive processes during a computer-based CAE 

Reading test. Research Notes, 47, 3-14.  
 
Bereiter, C., Burtis, P. J., & Scardamalia, M. (1988). Cognitive operations in constructing main points in 

written composition. Journal of memory and language, 27(3), 261-278. 
 
Blanchard, H. E., Pollatsek, A., & Rayner, K. (1989). The acquisition of parafoveal word information in 

reading. Perception & Psychophysics, 46(1), 85-94 
 
Bourke, B. (2014). Positionality: Reflecting on the research process. The Qualitative Report, 19(33), 1-9. 
 
Braine, G. (1989). Writing in science and technology: An analysis of assignments from ten undergraduate 

courses. English for Specific Purposes, 8, 3-15. 
 
Bridges, G. (2010). Demonstrating cognitive validity of IELTS academic writing task 1. Research Notes, 42, 

24-33. 
 
British Council (2015). Aptis. Retrieved from http://www.britishcouncil.org/Aptis 
 
Brunfaut, T., & Révész, A. (2015). The role of task and listener characteristics in second language 

listening. TESOL Quarterly, 49(1), 141-168. 
 
Brunfaut, T. & McCray, G. (2015). Looking into test-takers' cognitive processes whilst completing reading 

tasks: a mixed-method eye-tracking and stimulated recall study. ARAGs Research Reports 



                              The International Research Foundation 
                              for English Language Education  

 

 

5 

177 Webster St., # 220, Monterey, CA  93940  USA 

  Web: www.tirfonline.org / Email: info@tirfonline.org 

Online, Vol. AR/2015/001. London, UK: The British Council. 
 
Carpenter, P. A., & Shah, P. (1998). A model of the perceptual and conceptual processes in graph 

comprehension. Journal of Experimental Psychology: Applied, 4(2), 75. 
 
Carson, J. (2001). A task analysis of reading and writing in academic contexts. In D. Belcher & A. Hirvela 

(Eds.), Linking literacies: Perspectives on L2 reading-writing connections (pp. 246–270). Ann 
Arbor, MI: University of Michigan Press 

 
Carswell, C., Emery, C., & Lonon, A. M. (1993). Stimulus complexity and information integration in the 

spontaneous interpretations of line graphs. Applied Cognitive Psychology, 7(4), 341-357. 
 
Chan, S. H. C. (2013) ‘Establishing the validity of reading-into-writing test tasks for the UK academic 

context’. Unpublished PhD thesis. University of Bedfordshire. 
 
Chan, S. H., Wu, R. Y., & Weir, C. J. (2013). Examining the context cognitive validity of the GEPT 

Advanced Writing Task 1: A comparison with real-life academic writing tasks. (LTTC-CRELLA 
Collaboration Project-RG03). Taipei, Taiwan: The Language Training and Testing Center. 

 
Chen, Y.-S., & Su, S.-W. (2012). A genre-based approach to teaching EFL summary writing. ELT journal, 

66(2), 184-192. 
 
Cicchetti, D. V. (1994). Guidelines, criteria, and rules of thumb for evaluating normed and standardized 

assessment instruments in psychology. Psychological Assessment, 6(4), 284. 
 
Cohen, A. D. (2006). The coming of age of research on test-taking strategies. Language Assessment 

Quarterly, 3(4), 307-331. 
 
Cohen, L., Manion, L., & Morrison, K. (2013). Research methods in education. London, UK: Routledge. 
 
Creswell, J. W. (2013). Research design: Qualitative, quantitative, and mixed methods approaches (2nd 

ed.). London, UK: Sage publications.  
 
Creswell, J. H., & Plano Clark, V. L. (2011). Designing and conducting mixed methods research (2nd ed.). 

Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publishing. 
 
Crotty, M. (1998). The foundations of social science: Meaning and perspective in the research process. 

Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publishing. 
 
Cumming, A., Rebuffot, J., & Ledwell, M. (1989). Reading and summarizing challenging texts in first and 

second languages. Reading and Writing, 1(3), 201-219. 
 
Cumming, A. (2001). Learning to write in a second language: Two decades of research. IJES, International 

Journal of English Studies, 1(2), 1-23. 
 
Cumming A., Kantor, R., Baba, K., Erdosy, U., Eouanzoui, K., & James, M. (2005). Difference in written 



                              The International Research Foundation 
                              for English Language Education  

 

 

6 

177 Webster St., # 220, Monterey, CA  93940  USA 

  Web: www.tirfonline.org / Email: info@tirfonline.org 

discourse in independent and integrated prototype tasks for next generation TOEFL. Assessing 
Writing, 10(1), 5-43. 

 
Cumming, A., Lai, C., & Cho, H. (2016). Students' writing from sources for academic purposes: A 

synthesis of recent research. Journal of English for Academic Purposes, 23, 47-58. 
 
Delaney, Y. A. (2008). Investigating the reading-to-write construct. Journal of English for Academic 

Purposes, 7(3), 140-150. 
 
Eiken Foundation of Japan, http://www.eiken.or.jp/teap/construct/rating_crit.html 
 
Eiken Foundation of Japan. (2016). Press Release on TEAP, 2016. The Eiken Foundation of Japan. 

Retrieved from https://www.eiken.or.jp/teap/info/2016/pdf/20161122 
 
Elley, W. B. (1991). Acquiring literacy in a second language: The effect of book‐based programs. 

Language learning, 41(3), 375-411. 
 
Emig, J. (1971). The composing processes of twelfth graders. Urbana, IL: National Council of Teachers of 

English. 
 
Emig, J. (1983). The web of meaning: Essays on writing, teaching, learning, and thinking. Upper 

Montclair, NJ: Boynton/Cook Publication. 
 
Field, J. (2004). Psycholinguistics: The key concepts. London, UK: Routledge. 
 
Flahive, D., & Bailey, N. (1993). Exploring reading/writing relationships in adult second language 

learners. In J. Carson & L. Leki (Eds.), Reading in the composition classroom: Second language 
perspectives (pp. 128-140). Boston, MA: Heinle & Heinle. 

 
Flower, L., & Hayes, J. R. (1981). A cognitive process theory of writing. College Composition and 

Communication, 32(4), 365-387. 
 
Folch-Lyon, E., & Trost, J. F. (1981). Conducting focus group sessions. Studies in Family Planning, 12(12), 

443-449. 
 
Freedman, E. G., & Shah, P. (2002). Toward a model of knowledge-based graph comprehension. In 

International Conference on Theory and Application of Diagrams (pp. 18-30). Berlin, Germany: 
Springer. 

 
Frenck-Mestre, C. (2002). An on-line look at sentence processing in the second language. Advances in 

Psychology, 134(9), 217-236.  
 
Frenck-Mestre, C. (2005). Ambiguities and anomalies: What can eye-movements and event-related 

potentials reveal about second language sentence processing? In. J. Kroll & A. de Groot (Eds.), 
Handbook of bilingualism: Psycholinguistic approaches (pp. 268-284). Oxford, UK: Oxford 
University Press.  



                              The International Research Foundation 
                              for English Language Education  

 

 

7 

177 Webster St., # 220, Monterey, CA  93940  USA 

  Web: www.tirfonline.org / Email: info@tirfonline.org 

 
Frenck-Mestre, C. (2005). Eye-movement recording as a tool for studying syntactic processing in a 

second language: A review of methodologies and experimental findings. Second Language 
Research, 21(2), 175-198. 

 
Gebril, A. M. (2006). Independent and integrated academic writing tasks: A study in generalizability and 

test method (Doctoral dissertation, University of Iowa). 
 
Gebril, A. (2009). Score generalizability of academic writing tasks: Does one test method fit it all? 

Language Testing, 26(4), 507-531. 
 
Gebril, A. (2010). Bringing reading-to-write and writing-only assessment tasks together: A 

generalizability analysis. Assessing Writing, 15(2), 100-117. 
 
Gebril, A., & Plakans, L. (2009). Investigating source use, discourse features, and process in integrated 

writing tests. Spaan Fellow Working Papers in Second or Foreign Language Assessment, 7(1), 47-
84. 

 
Grabe, W., & Kaplan, R. (1996). Theory and practice of writing. New York, NY: Longman. 
 
Grabe, W. (2001). Notes toward a theory of second language writing. In T. Silva & P. K. Matsuda (Eds.), 

On second language writing (pp. 39-57). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.  
 
Grabe, W. (2003). Reading and writing relations: Second language perspectives on research and practice. 

In B Kroll (Ed.), Exploring the dynamics of second language writing (pp. 242-259). Cambridge, 
UK: Cambridge University Press. 

 
Grabe, W., & Zhang, C. (2013). Reading and writing together: A critical component of English for 

academic purposes teaching and learning. TESOL Journal, 4(1), 9-24. 
 
Grosvenor, T. (2000). Qualitative research in the transport sector (No. E-C008). Proceedings of an 

International Conference on Transport Survey Quality and Innovation, Conference (IIA1-IIA17). 
Grainau, Germany. 

 
Green, A. (2014). "The Test of English for Academic Purposes (TEAP) impact study: Report 1-preliminary 

questionnaires to Japanese high school students and teachers." Tokyo, Japan: Eiken Foundation 
of Japan. 

 
Hayes, J. R. (2012). Modeling and remodeling writing. Written Communication, 29(3), 369-388. 
 
Hirose, K. (2003). Comparing L1 and L2 organizational patterns in the argumentative writing of Japanese 

EFL students. Journal of Second Language Writing, 12(2), 181-209. 
 
Horowitz, D. (1986). What professors actually require: Academic tasks for the ESL classroom. TESOL 

Quarterly, 20(3), 445-462. 
 



                              The International Research Foundation 
                              for English Language Education  

 

 

8 

177 Webster St., # 220, Monterey, CA  93940  USA 

  Web: www.tirfonline.org / Email: info@tirfonline.org 

Houser, C., & Thornton, P. (2004). Japanese college students' typing speed on mobile devices. In 
Wireless and Mobile Technologies in Education, 2004. Proceedings. The 2nd IEEE International 
Workshop (pp. 129-133).  

 
Hyland, K. (2005). Stance and engagement: A model of interaction in academic discourse. Discourse 

Studies, 7(2), 173-192. 
 
Hyland, T. A. (2009). Drawing a line in the sand: Identifying the border zone between self and other in 

EL1 and EL2 citation practices. Assessing Writing, 14(1), 62-74. 
 
IELTS Research Report, Test-Takers Performance (2013). Mean band scores for the most frequent places 

of origin (Academic) Retrieved from 
http://www.ielts.org/researchers/analysis_of_test_data/test_taker_performance_2013.aspx 

 
Ivankova, N. V., Creswell, J. W., & Stick, S. L. (2006). Using mixed-methods sequential explanatory 

design: From theory to practice. Field methods, 18(1), 3-20. 
 
Jacobson, J. Z., & Dodwell, P. C. (1979). Saccadic eye movements during reading. Brain and Language, 

8(3), 303-314. 
 
Kaplan, R. B. (1966). Cultural thought patterns in inter‐cultural education. Language learning, 16(1‐2), 1-

20. 
 
Khalifa, H., & Weir, C. J. (2009). Examining writing: Research and practice in assessing second language 

writing. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press. 
 
Kim, S., Dong, Z., Xian, H., & Yi, J. (2012). Does an eye-tracker tell the truth about Visualizations? 

Findings while investigating visualizations for decision making. IEE Transactions on Visualizations 
and Computer Graphics, 18(12), 2421-2430. 

 
Kitzinger, J. (1995). Qualitative research. Introducing focus groups. BMJ: British medical journal, 

311(7000), 299. 
 
Koizumi, R., & Nakamura, K. (2016). Factor structure of the Test of English for Academic Purposes 

(TEAP®) test in relation to the TOEFL iBT® test. Language Testing in Asia, 6(1). 
 
Kubota, R. (1998). An investigation of Japanese and English L1 essay organization: Differences and 

similarities. Canadian modern language review, 54(4), 475-508. 
 
Kunnan, A. J. (1996). Connecting fairness with validation in assessment. In A. Huhta, V. Kohonen, L. 

Kurki-Suonio, & S. Luoma (Eds.), Current developments and alternatives in language assessment 
(pp. 85-105). Jyvaskyla, Finland: University of Jyvaskyla.  

 
Leki, I., & Carson J. (1997). Completely different worlds: EAP and the writing experiences of ESL students 

in university courses. TESOL Quarterly, 31(1), 39-69. 
 

http://www.ielts.org/researchers/analysis_of_test_data/test_taker_performance_2013.aspx


                              The International Research Foundation 
                              for English Language Education  

 

 

9 

177 Webster St., # 220, Monterey, CA  93940  USA 

  Web: www.tirfonline.org / Email: info@tirfonline.org 

Lewkowicz, J. (1994). Writing from sources: Does source material help or hinder students' performance? 
Paper presented at International Language in Education Conference, Hong Kong, 1993. 

 
Matsuda, P. K. (2003). Second language writing in the twentieth century: A situated historical 

perspective. In B Kroll (Ed.), Exploring the dynamics of second language writing (1st ed.) (pp. 15-
34). Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press. 

 
McCray, G., & Brunfaut, T. (2018). Investigating the construct measured by banked gap-fill items: 

Evidence from eye-tracking. Language Testing, 35(1), 51-73. 
 
McCulloch, S. (2013). Investigating the reading-to-write processes and source use of L2 postgraduate 

students in real-life academic tasks: An exploratory study. Journal of English for Academic 
Purposes, 12(2), 136-147. 

 
McGinley, W. (1992). The role of reading and writing while composing from sources. Reading Research 

Quarterly, 27(3) 227-248. 
 
McNamara, T. (1998). Policy and social considerations in language assessment. Annual Review of Applied 

Linguistics, 18, 304-319. 
 
Messick, S. (1989). Validity. In R. L. Linn (Ed.), Educational measurement (pp. 13-103). New York, NY: 

Macmillan. 
 
Mickan, P., Slater, S., & Gibson, C. (2000). Study of response validity of the IELTS writing subtest. IELTS 

Reports, 3, 29-48. 
 
Nakamura, K. (2014). Examination of possible consequences of a new test within the context of 

university entrance exam reform in Japan. Paper Presented at The 36th International Language 
Testing Association at University of Amsterdam. 

 
Nishikawa, M. (2015). TEAP writing teachers’ manual. Retrieved from 

https://www.eiken.or.jp/teap/info/2015/0901_01.html  
 
Oshima, K., & Muramatsu, Y. (2015). Current situation and issues related to ICT utilization in primary and 

secondary education. Fujitsu Scientific and Technical Journal, 51(1), 3-8. 
 
Plakans, L. (2008). Comparing composing processes in writing-only and reading-to-write test tasks. 

Assessing Writing, 13(2), 111-129. 
 
Plakans, L. (2009). The role of reading strategies in integrated L2 writing tasks. Journal of English for 

Academic Purposes, 8(4), 252-266. 
 
Plakans, L., & Gebril, A. (2012). A close investigation into source use in integrated second language 

writing tasks. Assessing Writing, 17(1), 18-34. 
 
Plakans, L., & Gebril, A. (2013). Using multiple texts in an integrated writing assessment: Source text use 

https://www.eiken.or.jp/teap/info/2015/0901_01.html


                              The International Research Foundation 
                              for English Language Education  

 

 

10 

177 Webster St., # 220, Monterey, CA  93940  USA 

  Web: www.tirfonline.org / Email: info@tirfonline.org 

as a predictor of score. Journal of Second Language Writing, 22(3), 217-230. 
 
Phakiti, A. (2003). A closer look at the relationship of cognitive and metacognitive strategy use to EFL 

reading achievement test performance. Language Testing, 20(1), 26-56. 
 
Power, M. K., & Gendron, Y. (2015). Qualitative research in auditing: A methodological roadmap. 

Auditing: A Journal of Practice & Theory, 34(2), 147-165. 
 
Eiken Foundation of Japan. (2016). Press release on TEAP. The Eiken Foundation of Japan. Retrieved 

from https://www.eiken.or.jp/teap/info/2016/pdf/20161122  
 
Rabiee, F. (2004). Focus-group interview and data analysis. Proceedings of the Nutrition Society, 63(04), 

655-660. 
 
Ransdell, S., Levy, C. M., & Kellogg, R. T. (2002). The structure of writing processes as revealed by 

secondary task demands. L1-Educational Studies in Language and Literature, 2(2), 141-163. 
 
Rayner, K. (1998). Eye movements in reading and information processing: 20 years of research. 

Psychological bulletin, 124(3), 372. 
 
Révész, A. (2011). Task complexity, focus on L2 constructions, and individual differences: A classroom‐

based study. The Modern Language Journal, 95(s1), 162-181. 
 
Révész, A. (2012). Working memory and the observed effectiveness of recasts on different L2 outcome 

measures. Language Learning, 62(1), 93-132. 
 
Révész, A., & Han, Z. (2006). Task content familiarity, task type and efficacy of recasts. Language 

Awareness, 15(3), 160-179. 
 
Ritchie, J. (2003). Qualitative research practice: A guide for social science students and researchers. 

London, UK: SAGE Publication, Ltd. 
 
Ritchie, J., Lewis, J., & Elam, G. (2003). Designing and selecting samples – qualitative research practice: A 

guide for social science students and researchers 2. London, UK: SAGE Publication, Ltd. 
 
Scardamalia, M., & Bereiter, C. (1987). Knowledge telling and knowledge transforming in written 

composition. In S. Rosenburg (Ed.), Advances in applied psycholinguistics (pp. 142-175). 
Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press. 

 
Shanahan, T., & Tierney, R. J. (1990). Reading-writing connections: The relations among three 

perspectives. In National Reading Conference Yearbook, 39. 13-34. National Reading 
Conference. 

 
Shaw, S. D., & Weir, C. J. (2007). Examining writing: Research and practice in assessing second language 

writing (Vol. 26). Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press. 
 

https://www.eiken.or.jp/teap/info/2016/pdf/20161122


                              The International Research Foundation 
                              for English Language Education  

 

 

11 

177 Webster St., # 220, Monterey, CA  93940  USA 

  Web: www.tirfonline.org / Email: info@tirfonline.org 

Shi, L. (2004). Textual borrowing in second-language writing. Written Communication, 21(2), 171-200. 
 
Shi, L. (2006). Cultural backgrounds and textual appropriation. Language Awareness, 15(4), 264-282. 
 
Shi, L. (2012). Rewriting and paraphrasing source texts in second language writing, Journal of Second 

Language Writing, 21(2), 134-148. 
 
Somekh, B., & Lewin, C. (2011). Theory and methods in social research. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 
 
Spivey, N. N. (1990). Transforming texts constructive processes in reading and writing. Written 

Communication, 7(2), 256-287. 
 
Suvorov, R. (2015). The use of eye tracking in research on video-based second language (L2) listening 

assessment: A comparison of context videos and content videos. Language Testing,32(4), 463-
483. 

 
Test and Score Data Summary for TOEFL iBT® Tests (2014). [Table 16] TOEFL iBT Total and Section Score 

Means1 All Examinees, Classified by Geographic Region and Native Country Retrieved from 
https://www.ets.org/s/toefl/pdf/94227_unlweb.pdf. 

 
Underwood, N. R., & Mc. Conkie, G. W. (1985). Perceptual span for letter distinctions during reading. 

Reading Research Quarterly, 20(2),153-162. 
 
Underwood, P. (2010). A comparative analysis of MEXT English reading textbooks and Japan’s National 

Center Test. RELC Journal, 41(2), 165-182. 
 
Wagner, R. K., & Stanovich, K. E. (1996). Expertise in reading. In K. A. Ericsson (Ed.), The road to 

excellence: The acquisition of expert performance in the arts and sciences, sports, and games 
(pp. 189-225). Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Inc. 

 
Watanabe, Y. (1996). Investigating washback in Japanese EFL classrooms: Problems and methodology. 

Australian Review of Applied Linguistics, 13, 208-239. 
 
Watanabe, Y. (2001). Read-to-write tasks for the assessment of second language academic writing skills: 

investigating text features and rater reactions. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of 
Hawaii. 

 
Watanabe, Y. (2013). The National Center Test for University Admissions. Language Testing, 30(4), 565-

573. 
 
Weigle. S. C. (2002). Assessing writing. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press. 
 
Weigle, S. C. (2004). Integrating reading and writing in a competency test for non-native speakers of 

English. Assessing writing, 9(1), 27-55. 
 
Weigle S. C. (2005). Second language writing expertise. In K. Johnson (Ed.), Expertise in second language 

https://www.ets.org/s/toefl/pdf/94227_unlweb.pdf


                              The International Research Foundation 
                              for English Language Education  

 

 

12 

177 Webster St., # 220, Monterey, CA  93940  USA 

  Web: www.tirfonline.org / Email: info@tirfonline.org 

learning and teaching (pp. 128-149). London, UK: Palgrave Macmillan. 
 
Weigle, S. C., & Parker, K. (2012). Source text borrowing in an integrated reading/writing assessment. 

Journal of Second Language Writing, 21(2), 118-133. 
 
Weir, C J. (2005). Language testing and validation: An evidence-based approach. Basingstoke, UK: 

Palgrave Macmillan. 
 
Weir, C. J. (2014). A Research Report on the Development of the Test of English for Academic Purposes 

(TEAP) Writing Test for Japanese University Entrants. 
 
Weir, C. J, Chan S. H. C., & Nakatsuhara, F. (2014). Examining the Criterion-Related Validity of the GEPT 

Advanced Reading and Writing Test: Comparing GEPT with IELTS and Real-life Academic 
Performance. (LTTC-CRELLA Collaboration Project-RG01). Taipei, Taiwan: The Language Training 
and Testing Center. 

 
Xi, X. (2010). Aspects of performance on line graph description tasks: Influenced by graph familiarity and 

different task features. Language Testing, 27(1), 73-100. 
 
Xu, Y., & Wu, Z. (2012). Test-taking strategies for a high-stakes writing test: An exploratory study of 12 

Chinese EFL learners. Assessing Writing, 17(3), 174-190. 
 
Yang, H.-C. (2012). Modeling the relationships between test-taking strategies and test performance on a 

graph-writing task: Implications for EAP. English for Specific Purposes, 31(3), 174-187. 
 
Yang, H. C. (2014). Toward a model of strategies and summary writing performance. Language 

Assessment Quarterly, 11(4), 403-431. 
 
Yang, S.-N., & McConkie, G. W. (2001). Eye movements during reading: A theory of saccade initiation 

times. Vision research, 41(25), 3567-3585. 
 
Yang, H. C., & Plakans, L. (2012). Second language writers’ strategy use and performance on an 

integrated reading‐listening‐writing task. TESOL Quarterly, 46(1), 80-103. 
 
Yu, G. (2005). Towards a model of using summarization tasks as a measure of reading comprehension. 

Unpublished PhD thesis, University of Bristol, Bristol. 
 
Yu, G. (2008). Reading to summarize in English and Chinese: A tale of two languages? Language Testing, 

25(4), 521-551. 
 
Yu, G. (2009). The shifting sands in the effects of source text summarizability on summary writing. 

Assessing Writing, 14(2), 116-137. 
 
Yu, G., He, L., & Isaacs, T. (2017). The cognitive processes of taking IELTS academic writing task one: 

From concurrent think aloud to eye-tracking with stimulated recall interview. London, UK: The 
British Council. 



                              The International Research Foundation 
                              for English Language Education  

 

 

13 

177 Webster St., # 220, Monterey, CA  93940  USA 

  Web: www.tirfonline.org / Email: info@tirfonline.org 

 
Yu, G, Rea-Dickins, P., & Kiely, R. (2011). The cognitive processes of taking IELTS academic writing task 

one. IELTS Reports, 11, 373-449. 
 
Yu, G. (2013). From integrative to integrated language assessment: Are we there yet? Language 

Assessment Quarterly, 10(1), 110-114. 
 
Yu, G., & Lin, S. W. (2014). A comparability study on the cognitive processes of taking graph based GEPT-

Advanced and IELTS-Academic writing tasks. Taipei, Taiwan: LTTC-GEPT.  
 
Zhu, X., Li, X., Yu, G., Cheong, C. M., & Liao, X. (2016). Exploring the relationships between independent 

listening and listening-reading-writing tasks in Chinese language testing: Toward a better 
understanding of the construct underlying integrated writing tasks. Language Assessment 
Quarterly, 13(3), 167-185. 

 


