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ABSTRACT 
English as a Foreign Language (EFL) learners, especially 
Chinese undergraduates preparing for IELTS, face notable 
challenges in Writing Task 2, which demands advanced 
critical thinking and alignment with IELTS band descriptors 
(Task Response, Coherence/Cohesion, Lexical Resources, 
Grammatical Range/Accuracy), and this study aimed to 
validate the IELTS Writing Task 2 Challenges Inventory 
(IWTCI) by assessing its reliability and validity via a 
quantitative survey of 121 Chinese EFL students with IELTS 
training/testing experience who completed a 20-item 
Likert-scale questionnaire mapped to the four criteria. 
Psychometric analyses showed strong internal consistency 
(Cronbach’s Alpha: 0.815–0.890 for subscales, 0.890 
overall) and suitable factorability (KMO ≥ 0.734, Bartlett’s p 
< 0.001), with descriptive statistics revealing lower mean 
scores in Lexical Resources (M = 1.34–1.95) and 
Coherence/Cohesion (M = 1.58–2.12) as primary 
challenges; the IWTCI was confirmed as a reliable and valid 
tool for identifying specific writing difficulties, highlighting 
the need for targeted instruction in lexical diversity and 
cohesive device use, and future research should expand 
samples and integrate qualitative methods to support 
evidence-based strategies for improving EFL learners’ 
IELTS performance. 

 
Contribution/Originality: The paper's primary contribution is that the findings 
provide robust evidence that this questionnaire is a valid and reliable tool for identifying 
key challenges in IELTS Writing Task 2 based on the four scoring criteria. It offers 
valuable guidance for improving instructional approaches and supporting learner 
development. 
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1. Introduction  
 

English as a Foreign Language (EFL) is widely accepted and integrated into various 
sectors such as education, medicine, manufacturing, information technology, and trade. 
Furthermore, English is commonly used as a medium of instruction in higher education 
courses (Alhassan, 2021), including those related to the International English Language 
Testing System (IELTS). IELTS, which was founded by the University of Cambridge 
Testing Centre, the British Council, and IDP Education Australia in 1989 (Read, 2022; 
Peltekov, 2021), is designed to assess the English proficiency of individuals who do not 
speak English as their first language but wish to study, work or migrate to English-
speaking countries (Kasimova & Ismonova, 2022). There has been a rise in the number of 
IELTS takers and training institutions in China due to the increasing demand for Chinese 
EFL IELTS students. This growing demand is due to a high tendency of Chinese students 
to study abroad and pursue employment opportunities within China. As a result, more 
and more students are applying for IELTS, and several training centres are expanding to 
meet this demand (Liu & Guo, 2021).  
 
Despite the increasing attention on IELTS, teaching and learning EFL can still be 
challenging without access to authentic language input (Akbari, 2015). One of the most 
difficult components for EFL learners is the IELTS writing test, particularly Writing Task 
2, which requires higher-order thinking skills. IELTS has four components: listening, 
reading, speaking, and writing. The writing exam consists of two tasks based on the latest 
test format in recent years (IELTS, n.d.). Task 1 presents a diagram, graph, chart, or table 
to be described in the candidate’s own words, while Task 2 requires an argumentative 
essay on a given topic. This task tests candidates’ ability to express their opinions and 
ideas clearly and logically. Chinese EFL learners have shown poorer performance in 
Writing Task 2 than in other skills, and their uncertainty about how to improve in this 
area has become a growing concern in EFL education in China (Bingol, 2022). Although 
previous research has addressed challenges in IELTS writing, systematic tools are still 
lacking to identify and measure learners' difficulties based on the IELTS writing band 
descriptors. This study seeks to address this gap by evaluating the reliability and validity 
of a newly developed inventory designed to assess the challenges faced by Chinese EFL 
learners in IELTS Writing Task 2. 
 
IELTS writing proves to be one of the most challenging components for EFL candidates 
(Bingol, 2022). Compared to the listening, reading, and speaking sections, writing scores 
are relatively lower in countries such as China and Vietnam (Nguyen & Nguyen, 2022; Liu 
& Deng, 2019). Specifically, IELTS Writing Task 2 has been identified as a major obstacle 
(Liu & Deng, 2019). Unlike Task 1, which focuses on describing visual information, Task 2 
demands more advanced writing skills, including critical thinking, argumentation, and 
analytical reasoning. This is further supported by findings from Tikupasang et al. (2022) 
and Nguyen and Nguyen (2022), who noted that candidates tend to score lower on Task 
2 than Task 1. Moreover, IELTS Writing Task 2 carries double the weight of Task 1 in the 
overall writing score, as stated by Arzhadeeva and Kudinova (2020), making it even more 
crucial for candidates aiming to achieve higher band scores. 
 
Despite its importance, there is currently a lack of tools to systematically assess EFL 
learners' difficulties in IELTS Writing Task 2, particularly regarding the IELTS band 
descriptors. Most learners and instructors cannot identify which subskills—task 
response, coherence and cohesion, lexical resource, and grammatical range and 
accuracy—contribute most to underperformance. In addition, most past studies have 
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employed qualitative methods to explore these difficulties, lacking a standardised 
instrument that could offer structured and reliable insights into learners’ self-reported 
challenges. Therefore, there is a need for a valid and reliable instrument that measures 
the specific difficulties Chinese EFL learners face concerning the IELTS Writing Task 2 
band descriptors. Without such a tool, it becomes difficult for educators to develop 
targeted interventions to improve writing outcomes. The IELTS Writing Task 2 Challenges 
Inventory (IWTCI) has been developed for this purpose, but its reliability and validity 
remain unverified. Investigating these psychometric properties is essential to determine 
the instrument's usefulness in identifying the most common challenges and informing 
effective instructional strategies for IELTS preparation. 
 
The main objective of this study is to examine the reliability and validity of the IELTS 
Writing Task 2 Challenges Inventory (IWTCI), which is designed based on the IELTS 
Writing Task 2 key assessment and its band descriptors. This inventory aims to identify 
the common challenges Chinese EFL learners face when preparing for IELTS Writing Task 
2. Specifically, the study seeks to determine whether the IWTCI is a reliable and valid for 
measuring learners’ self-reported difficulties across the four key assessment criteria: 
Task Response, Coherence and Cohesion, Lexical Resource, and Grammatical Range and 
Accuracy. Through a detailed analysis of the inventory’s psychometric properties, the 
study intends to support the development of more effective teaching strategies and 
learner support mechanisms. 
 
To achieve the research objective, the study addresses the following research questions: 

i. What is the reliability of the IWTCI in measuring challenges across all four IELTS 
Writing Task 2 band descriptors? 

ii. What is the validity of the IWTCI in measuring challenges across all four IELTS 
Writing Task 2 band descriptors? 

 
2. Literature Review 
 
2.1. IELTS Writing Task 2 
 
According to IELTS (n.d.), the IELTS Writing section includes two tasks. Specifically, Task 
1 asks test-takers to describe a provided diagram in over 150 words within 20 minutes. 
In contrast, Task 2 involves writing an article to express opinions, discuss views, analyse 
advantages and disadvantages, or explore causes, effects, and solutions, which should be 
completed in approximately 40 minutes with a minimum of 250 words. This task 
evaluates the test-taker's ability to respond to an issue across various academic writing 
topics. As stated by Bingol (2022) and Liu and Deng (2019), Task 2 is regarded as more 
difficult than Task 1 and needs improvement. Nguyen and Nguyen (2022) indicate that 
the IELTS Writing test consists of two tasks. Both the General Training and Academic 
IELTS writing tests feature a topic-based question, requiring test-takers to address the 
topic and formally present their relevant thoughts and ideas on the subject (Hyland, 2019). 
It is important to note that Writing Task 2 is considered the most challenging. Unlike 
Writing Task 1, Academic Writing Task 2 presents the biggest challenge for IELTS learners 
worldwide (Nguyen & Nguyen, 2022). 

 
2.2. IELTS Writing Task 2’s Scoring Criteria/Rubrics 
 
The assessment criteria for Task 2 include four components: Task Response (TR), 
Coherence and Cohesion (CC), Lexical Resources (LR), and Grammatical Range and 
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Accuracy (GRA). These four elements span nine bands (Suo, 2019; IELTS, n.d.). As Pearson 
(2018) noted, the criteria from Band 0 to Band 9 become more challenging as the band 
level increases, reflecting that IELTS test-takers' English proficiency improves, and their 
errors decrease. Considering these four criteria components for IELTS Writing Band 
Scores, the results of IELTS writing tasks, such as those of Task 2, can assess and reflect 
test-takers' academic writing skills and abilities (Ariani & Arham, 2020). Furthermore, as 
illustrated in Figure 1 and Figure 2, the content of the IELTS Writing Key (Task 2) 
assessment criteria and IELTS Writing (Task 2) Band Descriptors encompasses Task 
Response (TR), Coherence and Cohesion (CC), Lexical Resources (LR), and Grammatical 
Range and Accuracy (GRA), with each of these four factors covering nine bands. The 
difficulty of the criteria increases from Band 0 to Band 9 for students aiming for high 
scores, which reflects test-takers' English proficiency levels and the frequency of their 
linguistic issues. 
  

Figure 1: The IELTS Writing Key (Task 2) Assessment Criteria 
 

 
Source: IELTS (n.d.) 

 
Figure 2: IELTS Writing (Task 2) Band Descriptors  

 

 
Source: IELTS Excellence (2025) 
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2.3. IELTS Writing Task 2’s Challenges 
 
As indicated by Bagheri and Riasati (2016), the writing challenges in each component of 
Task 2 can be identified based on Figure 1 and Figure 2. First, in terms of Task Response, 
some students lack focus, resulting in unbalanced coverage of issues. Some aspects may 
be covered more comprehensively, while others are insufficiently addressed. Second, 
regarding Cohesion and Coherence, there is evidence of overusing or underusing 
references and substitutions. Cohesive devices are sometimes misused, leading to flawed 
or mechanical connections. In addition, problems such as the absence of clear topic 
sentences and logical paragraphing have been noted.  
 
Third, concerning Lexical Resources, students cannot use natural collocations and 
idiomatic expressions. Spelling and word-formation errors, as well as inappropriate and 
inaccurate vocabulary usage, are observed. Fourth, for Grammatical Range and Accuracy: 
errors in grammar and punctuation exist, along with the limited or incorrect use of 
complex sentences. Moreover, more existing literature is still needed to illustrate the 
challenges in IELTS Writing Task 2 performance, especially in proficiency. 
  
Task Response is the cornerstone of a high-scoring IELTS Writing Task 2 essay. Panahi 
and Mohammaditabar (2015) conducted in-depth research, revealing that it accounts for 
the largest variation in total scores. Their findings demonstrate the importance of this 
aspect. Liang (2024) further explored the relationship between task response and scoring 
bands. High-band scores (7 and above) are associated with well-structured and on-topic 
responses. On the contrary, off-topic or illogical answers affect lower scores (5 and below). 
Despite its importance, Wicaksono et al. (2023) found that students often struggle with 
task response and completion. They frequently fail to meet the requirements and organise 
information effectively. 
  
Regarding Coherence and Cohesion, following the importance of task response, coherence 
and cohesion are equally essential for a successful IELTS Writing Task 2 essay. 
Arzhadeeva and Kudinova (2020) and Wicaksono et al. (2023) defined coherence as the 
logical flow of ideas, while cohesion involves using devices to link sentences and 
paragraphs. Awwalia and Suhardi (2020) and Al-Dulaimi and Al-Nuaimi (2022) further 
elaborated on the role of grammatical and lexical connections in preventing repetition 
and enriching the writing texture. As Marashi (2021) emphasised, these elements account 
for 25% of the Task 2 score, significantly influencing candidates' overall performance and 
band scores in writing and speaking. Javahery (2025) compared essays across different 
scoring bands and found that Band 7 essays exhibit stronger coherence and more diverse 
cohesive devices than Band 6 essays. Sun et al. (2024) explored the impact of theme types 
and thematic progression on coherence and cohesion. They found that higher-level 
writing features fewer dominant topical and more textual themes. 
  
In Lexical Resources, while coherence and cohesion focus on the structure and flow of an 
essay, lexical resources are equally crucial for effectively conveying ideas. Lexical 
resources, including vocabulary range and accuracy, are crucial in IELTS Writing Task 2. 
Marashi (2021) and Estaji and Hashemi (2022) significantly influenced overall scores. 
Key components include lexical diversity, academic vocabulary usage, and content word 
selection. Truong (2024) found that essays rich in diverse nouns and adjectives score 
better. Topic familiarity, such as prompts related to urban living and health, can also 
enhance lexical diversity. However, as reported by Truong (2024) and Panahi and 
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Mohammaditabar (2015), candidates often struggle with the spelling and correct 
application of academic vocabulary, which may potentially lead to score reductions. 
  
Grammatical Range and Accuracy play a crucial role in IELTS Writing Task 2. These 
elements in Grammatical Range and Accuracy are fundamental for ensuring that ideas are 
conveyed clearly and accurately. Panahi and Mohammaditabar (2015) reported that 
grammatical range and accuracy contribute 22.6% to the total score. Pham (2020) 
pointed out that a diverse grammatical range is essential for clearly expressing complex 
ideas in academic writing. However, candidates often face challenges in this area. Panahi 
and Mohammaditabar (2015) noted that common punctuation and spelling errors reduce 
grammatical accuracy. Wicaksono et al. (2023) reported that students find grammar and 
vocabulary in IELTS writing difficult, significantly affecting their performance. 
 
2.4. Construct Validity 
 
Validity is a central concern in developing and evaluating survey instruments, ensuring 
that the instrument measures the constructs it purports to measure (Beaumont et al., 
2016). Validity is often established through theoretical grounding and empirical testing 
in educational and social research. Theoretically, an instrument must align with 
established models and definitions of the constructs it aims to capture (Abu Sabra, 2023). 
Empirically, factor analysis is one of the most widely used techniques to assess a 
questionnaire's underlying structure and verify whether the observed data correspond to 
the theorized dimensions. Specifically, exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses help 
researchers determine the number of latent constructs, the interrelationships among 
items, and whether each item loads appropriately onto its intended factor. 
 
In factor analytic procedures, two preliminary tests are typically conducted to assess the 
dataset’s suitability for factor extraction: the Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin (KMO) measure of 
sampling adequacy and Bartlett’s test of sphericity (Zhang et al., 2010). The KMO statistic 
gauges the proportion of shared variance among variables, indicating how well the items 
can be grouped into underlying constructs (Madsen & Tabanera, 2003). Values above 0.7 
suggest that factor analysis is appropriate, while values above 0.8 or 0.9 typically indicate 
strong to excellent suitability (Pallant, 2016). On the other hand, Bartlett's sphericity test 
evaluates whether correlations within the dataset deviate significantly from zero. A 
statistically significant result (p < .05) implies that sufficient correlations exist among 
items, validating further factor analytic exploration (Madsen & Tabanera, 2003).  
 
2.5. Reliability Measurement 
 
Reliability testing is a fundamental step in ensuring that a questionnaire or survey 
instrument consistently measures what it is intended to measure. In other words, a 
reliable questionnaire produces stable and consistent results across different contexts 
and populations. Before interpreting data from a questionnaire, researchers must analyse 
the instrument’s reliability to confirm that the observed responses accurately reflect the 
constructs under investigation rather than being artefacts of measurement error. 
 
When discussing reliability, it is essential to distinguish it from validity. While validity 
pertains to whether or not a questionnaire measures what it claims to measure (i.e., 
correctness and relevance of the content), reliability is concerned explicitly with the 
consistency and stability of the measurement. A questionnaire can, in theory, be reliable 
but not valid; however, for robust and meaningful research, an instrument should ideally 
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be both valid and reliable. Reliability thus serves as a foundational checkpoint before 
more in-depth statistical analyses are carried out. 
 
One of the most common statistical tools for assessing internal consistency reliability is 
Cronbach’s Alpha. This coefficient provides an overall measure of how closely related 
items are within a single construct or dimension. The questionnaire items should exhibit 
strong intercorrelations if they measure the same underlying concept. Cronbach’s Alpha 
ranges from 0 to 1, with higher values indicating greater internal consistency among the 
items: 

i. Above 0.9: Excellent or very high reliability. 
ii. 0.8 to 0.9: Good level of reliability. 

iii. 0.7 to 0.8: Acceptable level of reliability (though slightly lower, it can still be 
considered reasonable in many fields). 

iv. 0.6 to 0.7: Questionable or borderline reliability. 
v. Below 0.6: Low reliability, indicating that the items may not measure the same 

concept effectively. 
 
A Cronbach’s Alpha value above 0.8 is generally considered strong in many fields. Some 
researchers also accept values above 0.7 as acceptable, depending on the study’s purpose 
and the constructs’ complexity. Alternatively, it is often stated that if the coefficient falls 
below 0.5, the instrument’s internal consistency is questionable, and the questionnaire’s 
results may not be trustworthy for further analysis. 

 
3. Research Methodology 
 
3.1. Research Design 
 
In response to the identified research gap, the study aims to investigate the reliability and 
validity of a developed inventory - IELTS Writing Task 2 Challenges Inventory (IWTCI) to 
identify the challenges Chinese EFL undergraduates face in IELTS Writing Task 2. First 
and foremost, a quantitative survey using the IELTS Writing Task 2 Challenges Inventory 
(IWTCI) was conducted to identify the challenges in IELTS writing task 2 among 121 
target participants who are Chinese EFL undergraduates in a public university in Beijing, 
China. According to Kirakowski (2000), a survey based on a questionnaire is defined as a 
method for eliciting, recording, and collecting information. Additionally, Brehob (2001) 
defines a questionnaire as a structured form that people fill out to obtain demographic 
information and the views and interests of those questioned. As a research tool, a 
questionnaire is also used to measure the validity of metacognitive strategies in writing 
and their impacts on EFL writing performance (Qin et al., 2022).  
 
3.2. Participants and Sampling 
 
Based on the criterion-sampling method, this survey focuses on 121 Chinese 
undergraduates from one of Beijing’s public universities, who previously took IELTS 
training courses and/ or once participated in a real IELTS test. The participants must 
answer the questions in the off-line questionnaires provided to them. In this research, the 
criterion sampling method is used as one of the purposeful sampling methods involving 
those who have been trained in the IELTS program or took the IELTS exam formerly, 
rather than randomly selecting all Chinese EFL undergraduate students. The university is 
identified as the research site, while the students have been chosen as the research 
population for several reasons. Firstly, the university's international cooperation 
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programs include IELTS training in their curriculum. Secondly, the students studying at 
the university are diligent and have good learning readiness, profiles, and language 
proficiency, as they have to score highly to be accepted into this prestigious university. It 
has many Chinese EFL undergraduates who are learning or have completed their IELTS 
learning and have even taken the IELTS exam. Thus, 121 participants were selected based 
on a criterion sampling method, consisting of males and females of different ages and 
genders. 
 
3.3. Instruments 
 
The research used 121 target participants to measure the challenges faced in the IELTS 
writing task 2, following the main challenges found in previous literature. A Likert scale, 
which contains five segments, tests the extent to which participants strongly agree, agree, 
neutral, disagree, and strongly disagree. Based on previous literature and official IELTS 
writing criteria, the questionnaire content captures the challenges of academic IELTS 
Writing 2 among Chinese undergraduates. As shown in Table 1, the questionnaire consists 
of two sections. The first section consists of three items on a personal profile. The second 
section contains four subsections of common challenges related to the four writing 
criteria in IELTS – Task Response (TR), Coherence and Cohesion (CC), Lexical Resources 
(LR) and Grammatical Range and Accuracy (GRA). The first subsection (TR) comprises 
five items. The second subsection (CC) includes five items. The third subsection (LR) 
consists of six items. The fourth subsection (GRA) includes four items.  
 

Table 1: Distribution of the Items in the Questionnaire 
 

Section Variable Writing Criteria Items (Per 
Criteria) 

Total Items 
(Per Section) 

1 Personal Profile   3 
2 Common 

Challenges 
Task Response 
(TR) 

5 20 

  Coherence and 
Cohesion (CC) 

5  

  Lexical 
Resources (LR) 

6  

  Grammatical 
Range and 
Accuracy (GRA) 

4  

Total    23 

 
3.4. Data Analysis 
 
The data analysis process was carried out using SPSS version 21.0 to ensure statistical 
rigour and reliability of the results. Initially, the collected data were screened, cleaned, 
and standardised to ensure uniformity in the dataset and manage any inconsistencies. The 
reliability of the instrument was assessed through Cronbach’s Alpha, which measured the 
internal consistency across different dimensions of the questionnaire. To evaluate 
construct validity, factor analysis was employed, preceded by the Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin 
(KMO) measure of sampling adequacy and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity, which confirmed 
the dataset’s suitability for such analysis. Additionally, descriptive statistics were 
generated to capture the mean, standard deviation, and response patterns for each 
questionnaire item. These analyses collectively verified that the questionnaire was both 
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reliable and valid for measuring the intended constructs regarding IELTS Writing Task 2 
challenges. 
 
4. Results 
 
4.1. Reliability Measurement 
 
The data were first screened and cleaned based on the questionnaire design. Next, they 
were standardised using SPSS 21.0 to ensure comparability across variables, which is 
particularly useful for handling differences in scoring methods or response scales. 
Cronbach’s Alpha was then computed for each dimension (or subscale) and for the entire 
questionnaire, with the results shown in Table 2. 
 

Table 2: Alpha Analysis 
 

Dimension 
Cronbach's 
Alpha 

Cronbach's Alpha 
(Standardised Items) 

Number of Items 

Task Response 0.826 0.83 5 
Cohesion and Coherence 0.866 0.871 5 
Lexical Resources 0.872 0.869 6 
Grammatical Range and 
Accuracy 

0.815 0.819 4 

Overall 0.890 0.913 20 

 
As displayed, Cronbach’s Alpha values for each dimension—including Task Response, 
Cohesion and Coherence, Lexical Resources, Grammatical Range and Accuracy, and 
Challenge-Based Suggestive Solutions—are comfortably above 0.8. This indicates that the 
items within each dimension are highly interrelated and consistently measure the same 
underlying concept. Moreover, the overall reliability score for the questionnaire is 0.890, 
and when standardised items are used, the coefficient rises slightly to 0.913. Both values 
are well above the threshold of 0.8, signifying excellent internal consistency and 
suggesting that, across the entire scale, respondents’ answers align coherently. 
 
The implications of these results are considerable. High internal consistency suggests that 
participants’ responses were not arbitrary or unduly influenced by chance. Instead, the 
items collectively capture a stable trait or viewpoint. Thus, researchers and practitioners 
can be more confident that this questionnaire’s findings and subsequent interpretations 
rest on a solid measurement foundation in applied contexts, such as educational 
assessments, language proficiency evaluations, or usability tests. 
 
Despite the positive reliability outcomes, it is prudent to note that reliability alone cannot 
guarantee a measurement instrument’s quality. A questionnaire could still lack construct 
validity (i.e., it may consistently measure the wrong or incomplete construct). Therefore, 
additional validation procedures, such as factor analysis to confirm the dimensional 
structure, convergent and discriminant validity tests, and content validity assessments 
with expert review, should be considered. This comprehensive approach ensures that a 
questionnaire consistently and accurately captures the intended constructs. 
 
The reliability test, mainly using Cronbach’s Alpha, demonstrates that the results possess 
strong internal consistency across all dimensions. These findings underpin the credibility 
of the subsequent analyses using data derived from this instrument. By confirming that 
each subset of items consistently measures its designated aspect, the questionnaire is a 
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robust tool for investigating the constructs of interest. As such, researchers and 
practitioners can proceed with greater certainty regarding the stability and coherence of 
the responses, enabling them to draw valid, evidence-based conclusions from the results. 
 
4.2. Validity Analysis  
 
Establishing the validity of a questionnaire is crucial for ensuring that the data collected 
accurately reflects the phenomenon or constructs under investigation. In other words, 
validity indicates the extent to which the results derived from a questionnaire align with 
real-world conditions or theoretical expectations. In predictive research and many 
different scientific fields, validity is a foundational measure of quality: a higher validity 
score suggests that the instrument genuinely captures the underlying constructs it is 
designed to measure. Factor analysis is one of the most common techniques for assessing 
this aspect of an instrument. 
 
According to Kaiser’s criteria, the suitability of data for factor analysis can be evaluated 
using the Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy and Bartlett’s test of 
sphericity. The KMO value indicates the degree to which items share common variance 
and whether the dataset will likely yield meaningful factors. Specifically: 

i. KMO > 0.9: The questionnaire is highly suitable for factor analysis. 
ii. 0.8 ≤ KMO ≤ 0.9: The data is appropriate for factor analysis. 

iii. 0.7 ≤ KMO < 0.8: The data can be analysed using factor analysis with reasonable 
confidence. 

iv. 0.6 ≤ KMO < 0.7: The data is only marginally adequate for factor analysis. 
v. KMO < 0.6: The data is unsuitable for factor analysis, suggesting that the instrument 

may not measure a cohesive set of underlying factors. 
 
Additionally, Bartlett’s test of sphericity examines whether the correlation matrix differs 
significantly from the identity matrix. If the p-value is less than 0.05, the test indicates 
enough correlation among variables to proceed with factor analysis. A significant result 
further supports the appropriateness of the dataset for uncovering latent constructs. 
 
Based on these criteria, the questionnaire was assessed for factor analysis suitability. 
SPSS 21.0 was used to conduct a factor analysis suitability check on the questionnaire 
data, focusing on KMO and Bartlett’s tests. The results are presented in Table 3.  
 

Table 3: KMO and Bartlett’s Test 
 

Dimension KMO 
Bartlett’s Approx. Chi-
Square 

df Sig. 

Task Response 0.734 376.622 10 0 
Cohesion and 
Coherence 

0.834 312.682 10 0 

Lexical Resources 0.834 403.217 15 0 
Grammatical Range and 
Accuracy 

0.754 185.325 6 0 

Overall 0.865 1645.237 190 0 

 
From these findings, each dimension exhibits a KMO value above 0.7, while the overall 
KMO stands at 0.865. This indicates that the data is more than adequate for factor analysis. 
Furthermore, Bartlett’s test results are significant (p < 0.001), confirming sufficient 
interrelationships among variables. Thus, based on both KMO and Bartlett’s test results, 
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we can conclude that the questionnaire demonstrates acceptable validity characteristics, 
supporting the notion that it measures the intended constructs. 
 
Alongside factor analysis, descriptive statistics offer an initial glimpse into how 
respondents interact with different questionnaire dimensions (Wu & Zuo, 2008). 
Examining mean scores helps identify which areas participants rate most positively or 
negatively, while the range (minimum and maximum values) underscores the variability 
in responses. Standard deviations further illuminate how spread out the data are, 
indicating whether participants share relatively uniform perceptions or whether 
experiences are distributed more unevenly (Chen et al., 2025).  
 
These descriptive results complement the earlier findings and further clarify areas of 
strength and concern across the dimensions. Examining Table 4, we see that: 

i. Task Response (Q1–Q5) averages range roughly between 3.04 and 3.27, with 
standard deviations hovering between 1.40 and 1.62. The results suggest a 
moderate overall rating, though the data has some spread. 

ii. Cohesion and Coherence (Q1–Q5) show lower means, between 1.58 and 2.12, 
indicating comparatively less favourable scores. However, the standard deviations 
(approx. 0.70–0.89) are relatively tight, signalling moderate agreement among 
respondents. 

iii. Lexical Resources (Q1–Q6) also has lower averages (1.34–1.95) with small 
standard deviations, suggesting that most participants rated these items in a 
narrow range. 

iv. Grammatical Range and Accuracy (Q1–Q4) has mean values between 3.00 and 3.30, 
implying a moderate to moderately positive response. Standard deviations (around 
1.34–1.48) show slightly more dispersion. 

 
Table 4: Descriptive Statistics for Each Dimension 

 
Dimension Item N Min Max Mean Std. Deviation 

Task Response 

Q1 120 1 5 3.1 1.40467 
Q2 120 1 5 3.1583 1.58775 
Q3 120 1 5 3.2667 1.62301 
Q4 120 1 5 3.1167 1.58344 
Q5 120 1 5 3.0417 1.58986 

Cohesion and 
Coherence 

Q1 120 1 4 1.5833 0.79477 
Q2 120 1 5 1.9333 0.88625 
Q3 120 1 5 1.8833 0.77982 
Q4 120 1 3 2.1167 0.81151 
Q5 120 1 5 2.0333 0.70928 

Lexical 
Resources 

Q1 120 1 5 1.85 0.72934 
Q2 120 1 4 1.7333 0.65764 
Q3 120 1 4 1.95 0.68415 
Q4 120 1 4 1.8083 0.70169 
Q5 120 1 3 1.8 0.60252 
Q6 120 1 4 1.3417 0.57242 

Grammatical 
Range and 
Accuracy 

Q1 120 1 5 3 1.34101 
Q2 120 1 5 3.125 1.36931 
Q3 120 1 5 3.1083 1.48265 
Q4 120 1 5 3.3 1.39988 

 
In the reported results, “Lexical Resources” and “Cohesion and Coherence” scored lower 
on average, pointing to potential areas of difficulty or perceived inadequacy that may 
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warrant targeted interventions or instructional support. Constructs like “Lexical 
Resources” and “Cohesion and Coherence” often reflect more nuanced or technical 
language skills, which can be influenced by participants’ linguistic backgrounds, 
disciplinary training, and exposure to particular text genres (Wang, 2022). Lower scores 
in these areas might suggest that respondents have less experience or feel less competent 
when producing or evaluating language in contexts that demand robust vocabulary usage 
and coherent organization. 
 
The findings from the reliability and validity analyses also intersect with broader 
discussions around test fairness and appropriateness in language-related assessments. 
(Ermiş & Uluçınar Sağır, 2025). When a dimension such as “Lexical Resources” exhibits 
lower mean scores, it could be due to genuine performance gaps or mismatches between 
the measured construct and participants’ actual language practices. Factor analysis can 
help clarify whether an item set is genuinely capturing a cohesive domain (i.e., lexical 
variety, depth, or sophistication) or whether it overlaps with other dimensions.  
 
The questionnaire’s validity is supported by the KMO values, which all exceed 0.7, and the 
statistically significant Bartlett’s tests, confirming the appropriateness of factor analysis. 
The descriptive statistics offer further insight into each dimension’s performance. 
Specifically, Task Response stands out with relatively higher average scores within the 
first four dimensions, while Cohesion and Coherence and Lexical Resources show lower 
means, signalling potential areas for improvement. These findings underscore that the 
questionnaire adequately measures its intended constructs and provides meaningful data 
distributions for each dimension. 
 
The convergence of robust KMO values, significant Bartlett’s test results, and coherent 
item loadings suggests that the questionnaire is empirically sound for measuring multiple 
dimensions—from task response to language proficiency and solution-oriented thinking. 
From a pedagogical perspective, the relatively high “Task Response” scores can inform 
future curriculum design by highlighting where learners or respondents feel most adept. 
In contrast, the more moderate or lower scores in “Cohesion and Coherence” and “Lexical 
Resources” indicate areas for possible curricular refinement and additional support. 
Ultimately, combining factor analysis with descriptive statistics provides a holistic view 
of the instrument’s structure and how respondents engage with different facets of the 
measured constructs, reinforcing such a questionnaire’s theoretical and practical value in 
research and instructional settings. 
 
5. Conclusion 
 
This study evaluated the reliability and validity of a questionnaire designed to explore 
challenges in IELTS Writing Task 2. The reliability analysis, measured through Cronbach’s 
Alpha, indicates strong internal consistency, with all subscales scoring above 0.8. The 
overall reliability coefficient of 0.890, rising to 0.913 with standardised items, shows that 
the instrument yields stable and consistent results throughout diverse samples and 
contexts. 
 
Validity was tested through the KMO measure and Bartlett’s test, both of which confirmed 
the dataset's suitability for factor analysis. These results support the instrument’s ability 
to capture the constructs it intends to measure accurately. Among the four assessment 
criteria, “Lexical Resources” and “Cohesion and Coherence” received lower mean scores, 
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indicating areas where learners encounter more difficulties. These findings portray the 
need for focused pedagogical strategies to strengthen performance in these dimensions. 
 
Together, the reliability and validity outcomes underscore the practical utility of this 
questionnaire in both research and educational settings. Educationally, the results offer 
meaningful insights into students’ strengths and areas for development, which can inform 
instructional planning and support measures. Higher scores in “Task Response” show 
learners’ strengths in analytical thinking and responding effectively to prompts. In 
comparison, lower language use and cohesion scores lead to the need for targeted 
enhancement in these areas. 
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