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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

This chapter aims to provide a general backgrounthe present study. It
starts with the importance of reading in Englistaagcond or foreign language (L2) for
university students. After that, a statement efphoblem, the purposes of the study, the
research questions, the significance of the stady, the definitions of key terms, are

presented. The chapter concludes with an outlitlesodissertation.

1.1 Background of the Study

In the age of globalization, reading in second areign language settings
continues to have an increasingly important rol@e acquisition of reading skills in an
L2 is a priority for millions of learners aroundethvorld. As Eskey (2005) has pointed
out, many EFL students rarely need to speak thgukge in their day-to-day lives but
may need to read it in order to “access the wealfltinformation” (p. 563), recorded
exclusively in English. In fact, thability to read the written language at a reasanabl
rate and with good comprehension has been recabtozie as important as oral skills,
if not more important (Eskey, 1988).

In a world that demands competency with printedstethe ability to read in
an L2 is one of the most important skills requiddpeople in international settings
(Grabe, 2002). In an L2 setting, reading may fiemctas a major source of

comprehensible input and thus be a means to thefeadquiring the language. At the



same time, reading is an end itself, as the dhd@t tnany serious learners most need to
employ. The importance of academic reading has lveell recognized by many
researchers.Levine, Ferenz, and Reves (2000) stated that thigyab read academic
texts is considered one of the most important skilat university students of ESL or
EFL need to acquire. Indeed, reading comprehersdiinhas come to be the “essence
of reading” (Durkin, 1993), essential not only tademic learning in all subject areas
but also to professional success and, indeedfdaiorig learning (Pritchard, Romeo, &
Muller, 1999).

However, due to the complexity inherent in the neggbrocess, reading is also
a skill that is one of the most difficult to devplto a high level of proficiency (Grabe,
2002). Many students have difficulty understandimgat they read, in particular,
comprehending academic texts (Snow, 2002). As @&rand Nel (2003) pointed out,
many students enter higher education underprefdarethe reading demands that are
placed upon them.

In China, English is studied as a foreign langu@gféeL) and, therefore, not
used as the everyday means of communication fot pwsple. Many Chinese EFL
students rarely speak English in their daily livé¢owever, in order to get access to the
newest information, they may need to read materésrded in English. In other words,

to be able to read in English has particular imgooee to Chinese university students.

1.2 Statement of the Problem

Once EFL students reach upper-level coursespitésh assumed that they are
fully proficient speakers, readers, and writershef foreign language. However, the fact

is that very few students meet this assumed stdndarmroficiency in upper-level



courses, and many students are unable to undergit@ndssigned texts (Redmann,
2005). Blame is sometimes placed on lower-levathers for their failing to teach the
necessary grammar and vocabulary, or on studemtgh&r failing to devote the
necessary time and efforts to reading. As a maftéact, what the EFL students often
lack is experience with the target language. Teeerather than assuming students are
proficient in English, upper-grade teachers mayisgevarious tasks to help the students
get more experience in the target language and become proficient readers.
Furthermore, Roe, Smith, and Burns (2005) pointed tasks for reading become
increasingly complex as students advance througldeg: Thus, continual attention
must be given to the reading tasks assigned t&fheupper-level students.

According to Alderson (2000), L2 reading could lbengewhat slower and less
successful than L1 reading because of the leveleaxfers’ proficiency, types of text,
text difficulty, and task demands. Research onréading has considered various
variables involved in the reading process, and rab#tis kind of research has consisted
of participants from the beginning and intermediateels of language instruction (e.g.
Brantmeier, 2003; Carrell, 1988a; Hudson, 1982;ndoh, 1981; Young & Oxford,
1997; Schueller, 2004). However, little empirigaksearch (e.g. Brantmeier, 2001,
Young, 2003) has been done to investigate readdiseeaadvanced levels of language
instruction, and it is at this stage of acquisitiwhere more L2 reading research is
needed. As researchers attempt to learn more a@olwainced L2 readers, it has been
noticed that students’ gender (Brantmeier, 200&, 2803; Young and Oxford, 1997)
and text types (Alderson, 2000; Brantmerer 2005b@y 1988; Olson, 2003; Perfetti,

1997) should be explored.



Meanwhile, the relationship between reading andtingi has long been
recognized, and it is agreed that reading and mgitiannot be separated (Castellani,
2001). Reading and writing interaction has readivensiderable attention from
theorists, researchers and practitioners (Bakem&rRit, 2004; Fitzgerald & Shanahan,
2000; Salthouse, 1996; Shannhan, 1988; Tierney é&rdea, 1983). Findings of
research in L2 reading and writing echo each diherlarge degree. Many researchers
point out that successful L2 readers and writees similar strategies. For example,
successful readers and writers do not use stratdgierarchically or linearly, but
interactively in reading and recursively in writif@arrell, 1983a; Zamel, 1992). In
contrast, according to Leki (1997), less successdaters and writers seem to do the
same thing. They access the text on the pagerrtithe the meaning potential of that
text, the forms of the letters and words rathenttiee overarching connections between
them

However, up to now, language skills are still mpstught as distinct skills,
which is a dilemma in L2 reading instruction (L2808). Additionally, discussions of
reading-writing connections focus mainly on writipgoficiency (e.g. Kennedy, 1994;
Ruiz-Funes, 2001; Tsang, 1996), regarding readsng springboard to writing tasks and
writing improvement. Many researchers assume ngadbilities for the students as
unproblematic. Nevertheless, it is far from beinge with many EFL learners. Low
comprehenders have difficulty using writing to malemse of their reading, and this is a
serious problem because tasks that require stuttemiste about texts are ubiquitous at
all levels of schooling and assessment. Also,areteon reading comprehension and

research on writing make little mention of validhteterventions for helping learners to



develop abilities for writing about text. TheredprGrabe (2004) suggested that it is
essential to give consideration to reading as agellriting in reading-writing research.
Based on the EFL students’ problems in reading cehgmsion on the one
hand, and the strong connections between readidgnaiting on the other hand, one
way to improve the students’ reading comprehensigght be to introduce writing into
the reading classroom. This present study wasvatetl by concerns over difficulties
that learners appearéal encounter in EFL reading. It examined the inhpzfcthree
reading tasks - reading with summary writing, regdvith journal writing, and reading
with oral discussion - on EFL learners’ reading poahmension. It differs from earlier

studies of reading-writing relationship, which mgifocused on writing proficiency.

1.3 Purposes of the Study

The purposes of this quasi-experimental study \ireeefold:

[ —

. To investigate the effects of the three readinksasn Chinese EFL students’
reading comprehension;

2. To investigate the effects of text types on ChindseL students’ reading
comprehension;

3. To investigate the effects of gender on Chinese E$tudents’ reading
comprehension;

4. To investigate the interactions among the threeepeddent variables, namely,

reading tasks, text types, and gender of studants;

5. To examine the students’ attitudes towards thestheading tasks.



1.4 Research Questions

The seven research questions below guided therprstsely.

1. Do the three reading tasks facilitate Chinese ERudents’ reading
comprehension development?

2. Do the students in the groups of reading-writingireections show greater
reading comprehension than those in a group ofngadth no writing?

3. Are there any significant effects of text types@hninese EFL students’ reading
comprehension?

4. Are there any significant effects of gender on @k& EFL students’ reading
comprehension?

5. Are there any significant interactions among thre¢hindependent variables?

6. What are Chinese EFL students’ attitudes towaredltree reading tasks?

7. Which reading tasks are most effective?

1.5 Significance of the Study

Even though there have been many research studiesh® roles of
summarizingthey have seldom been examined in comparison witmpal writing for
their effectiveness in supporting reading. Thigdgt aimed to fill in the gap and
examine the effects of the three tasks - readirth wummary writing, reading with
journal writing, and reading with oral discussioon L2 reading comprehension. The
primary significance of this study is that it magdanew information to L2 research on
reading comprehension because no empirical sthdes been conducted on the effects
of these three reading tasks. Also, the one-tdi8nweeks) duration of the study is a

long enough time period to give validity to thedgnts’ reading comprehension skill.



Second, besides adding information to L2 reseancteading comprehension,
this quasi-experimental study may improve globaight into the reading-writing
relationship by involving two kinds of source-basedting, namely, summary writing
and journal writing. Shanahan (1988) noted thamiwioing reading and writing
instructionally is complex, and he argued for tleed to design experiments that show
how to do that most productively.

Third, the research findings could be of great helpdentify the relationship
between students’ reading comprehension and readsks, text types, and students’
gender. Thus, the research findings can servedagadase for further study about L2
reading comprehension, particularly about the #dfeaf the reading tasks and their
interactions with text types and students’ gender.

Finally, pedagogically speaking, the findings ofisthstudy may have
implications for students learning English as aiigm language. Students can improve
reading comprehension by applying the effectivedireg tasks developed from this

study.

1.6 Definitions of Terms

The following terms are frequently used in the prestudy.

Reading Tasks

Reading tasks refer to the activities or work piaat is part of the reading
curriculum and teaching. In order to do the regdasks, learners must employ reading
skills and have a clear outcome. They must emptmgnitive process to comprehend,

manipulate, produce and interact with the text ¢pewad. In the case of the current



study, reading tasks refer to reading with summariing, reading with journal writing,
and reading with oral discussion.

Reading with Summary Writing

Reading with summary writing is one type of readiagk in this study. After
the students have finished reading a text, theyeqgaired to write a summary. They
have to identify the main idea, delete irrelevanfoimation, generalize redundant
information, and then reorganize their ideas. ummary writing, only the gist of a text
is required.

Reading with Journal Writing

Reading with journal writing is another type of de® task in this study.
Students are required to write a journal in Engéifter they have finished reading a text.
Journal writing is a way for students to documdetirtlearning and collect information
which is related to their reading. It is basicallyfree form and students have the
freedom to express their own understanding, the@stions and concerns, to reflect on
their learning processing, or to write about otteaxding-related themes and concerns.

Reading with Oral Discussion

Reading with oral discussion is the third type e&ding task in this study.
After reading a text, the students are not requi@dwnrite, but orally discuss the
comprehension questions.

Students’ Written Feedback

Students’ written feedback in this research contefdrs to the report written
by the students after they have finished theireetipe tasks. In their written feedback,
the students mainly discuss their attitudes andgmtions of the tasks they have

completed.



Text Types

Text types in the context of this study refer te tharrative and expository
texts. A narrative text is written to express eith true or fictional story. They may
take the form of a travel story, autobiographyryfdiale, etc. A narrative text may
contain the following elements: characters, settpigt, and theme (Spafford, Pesce, &
Grooser, 1998). An expository text is written t@gent factual information or ideas.
This type of text is referred to as content aredstewhich includes social studies,
mathematics or science (Spaffoet al., 1998). An expository text may have the
following structures: cause-effect, comparison-tastt description, problem-solution

and sequence (Harris & Hodges, 1995).

1.7 Outline of the Dissertation

This dissertation is organized into six chapteShapter One provides an
overview of the study, including background of #tedy, statement of the problem, the
purposes and research questions, the significahtieecstudy, and definitions of key
terms.

To answer the research questions, the researclsereh@wed the related
theories and previous research studies in the.fi@llis is developed in Chapter Two
and includes an exclusive literature review on &ading, reading-writing connections,
and writing from sources.

Chapter Three provides an overview of the methagicdd design of the study,
including the description of the participants, thariables, the data collection

instruments, and data analysis methods, as welieasationale behind the selection of
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data collection procedures. Also, it reports tbgutts of the pilot study and describes
the main study.

Chapter Four presents the quantitative and qusbtaanalyses of the data
elicited through the pretest and posttest, the estisgd written feedback, the
guestionnaires, and the interviews with the stuslent

Chapter Five discusses the results of the resdiatihgs of the present study.

Chapter Six summarizes the main findings of thesgme study in response to
the research questions, establishing the pedadagipkcations of such results and their
limitations. Some suggestions for further reseanctie field are outlined at the end of

this chapter.

1.8 Summary

In this chapter, the researcher has given a dewaripf the background of the
study in order to put it in context. The statemeinthe problem, the research purposes
and questions, the significance of the study, &edtérms frequently used in the study
were briefly discussed. An outline of this studpsagiven in the final part of the
chapter. In the next chapter, a review of the fiesoand research on L2 reading, L2

writing, and reading-writing connections will beegented.



CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF THE RELATED LITERATURE

This chapter offers a review of the literature tetiato the present study. The
literature review is in four sections. First, isclisses the nature and purposes of reading,
theories in L2 reading, L2 reading processing asdies in L2 reading. The second
section describes bases and principles of readmigiw connections, and related
research works. In the third section, two typeswmoiting from sources - summary
writing and journal writing - are dealt with. Fiha the theoretical framework for the

study is summarized.

2.1 Second/Foreign Language Reading

Different people use the term “readinig’’ different ways. However, no one
single definition tells the complexity inherent the ability to read (Grabe, 2002).
According to McNeil (1992), reading comprehensienmaking sense out of texts.
Although writers structure texts for their giverrposes, readers interpret what they read
in order to arrive at their own construction of wiiae text means to them. Heilman,
Blair, and Rupley (1998) defined reading as thévagtrocess of constructing meaning
from written text in relation to the experiencesd dmowledge of the reader. Grabe
(2002) suggested the following five abilities shibbke seen as definitional for reading: a
rapid and automatic process, an interacting procedexible and strategic process, a
purposeful process, and a linguistic process. @&sas reading comprehension is

concerned, Grabe (2004) suggested that it “impliescessing efficiency, language
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knowledge, strategic awareness, extensive practigeading, cognitive resources in
working memory to allow critical reflection, and mppriate purposes for reading”
(Grabe, 2004, p. 19).

Reading is an internal, mental process that caheobbserved or studied
directly. Many investigators relate reading tonking and argue that the two are
inseparable in understanding printed language. oiag to Thorndike (1917, as cited
in Heilmanet al., 1998), reading involves the same sort of orgaioi@aand analysis as
does thinking, which includes learning, reflectiojudgment, analysis, synthesis,
problem-solving, selection, inference, etc. The at recognizing words requires
interpretation of graphic symbols. In order to ersfand a reading selection thoroughly,
a reader must be able to use the information toenaflerences and read critically and
creatively, which means understanding the figueatanguage, determining the author’s
purpose, evaluating the ideas presented and agpthiose ideas to actual situations
(Roe, Smith & Burns, 2005). Grabe (2002) addedtttialevel of comprehension of the
text is influenced by how successfully the readénsir preexisting knowledge of the
text, their interest in it, their purpose of reaglih etc.) interact with the text (the text
type, the vocabulary, the grammar, etc.), and thatreading process engages the
readers a series of stages: pre-reading, whilefrgaand post-reading.

Natur e of Reading

Reading is such a complicated process that ressmarchave found it
impossible to identify its overall features (Aldens 2000). Nevertheless, there are some
characteristics which have been commonly recogniz&dst, there is an interaction
between a reader and the text during the processading. While reading, the reader

thinks about what the text means to him, how heststdnds it or how the text is useful,
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entertaining, boring to him. Consequently, as Adda (2000) pointed out, the reading
process may be dynamic and variable. Differendiregs of the same text vary, not just
from reader to reader but from reading to readinthle same reader, depending on how
each reading configured within the reader’'s expeee(Smagorinsky, Cook, & Reed,
2005). Second, there are different levels of ustd@ding of a text. Gray (1960, as cited
in Alderson, 2000, p. 8) suggested that “readingriterred meanings is deeper than it is
for literal meaning.” At the same time, reading foitical evaluation of a text is even
more highly valued than literal understanding. dther words, the levels of
understanding vary from one to another in a hiériaed way.

Pur poses of Reading

The nature of reading decides that understandiragtext varies from reader to
reader and that people may have different purpiasesading. Grabe and Stoller (2002)
classified the reading purposes as follows:

1) reading to get general understanding which ésntiost basic purpose

for reading; 2) reading to search for informationew a reader scans the

text for some specific information and skims forganeral idea; 3)

reading to learn when a reader needs to learn sidemable amount of

information from a text; and 4) reading to integratformation when a
reader evaluates, composes, selects and critigtesniation being read

(p- 11).

Different purposes for reading determine that @x¢ may be read in a variety
of styles. Purposes 3 and 4 are typical in acacleesding. Different from reading a
novel, a short story or a newspaper article, acadesading needs the readers to
synthesize information from multiple reading sostdeom different parts of a long and

complex text, or from a prose text and accompangliagram or chart.
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Reading Tasks

In second language acquisition research, thereoissingle definition for
“task.” This is because the study of tasks hasnbapproached from different
perspectives and for different purposes. As Bygakehan and Swain (2000) pointed
out, definitions of “tasks” are generally “contdrte,” which may lead to the fact that
tasks are viewed differently depending on the diffé perspectives. Some researchers
define tasks in terms of their usefulness for @bitey data and eliciting samples of
learners’ language for research purposes. ExamapeBialystok (1990) and Pica (1991)
who both defined tasks as a way to meet critenarfformation control, information
flow and goals of the study.

Some other researchers look at tasks from a pal@bgroom interaction point
of view. For example, tasks are viewed as prod{tttsowitz, 1986) or “real academic
assignments” situated in a disciplinary context é&s, 1990). Crookes (1986) defined
a task as “a piece of work or activity, usuallyac$pecified objective, undertaken as part
of an educational course or at work” (p. 1). WIiL996) defined a classroom task as “a
goal-oriented activity in which learners use larggiéo achieve a real outcome” (p. 53).
Nunan (1989) regarded tasks as classroom work wHiokolves learners in
comprehending, manipulating, producing, or intergctin the target language while
their attention is principally focused on meaniather than form” (p. 10).

The third type of definition is from the perspeetvof both the classroom and
of research. Skehan (1996) viewed classroom ange$éarch tasks as activities which
have meaning as their primary focus and generabr Isome resemblance to real-life
language use, and success on the task is evaluatesims of achievement of an

outcome. Ellis’'s (2003, p. 9-10) definition incksl all the above-mentioned aspects
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listed by Skehan. Besides, Ellis mentions “a wakpfor learner activity,” which
“requires learners to employ cognitive processesd “can involve any of the four
language skills.” Based on the different defimgoof “tasks” and the purpose of the
present study, which was to examine how writingld¢dae used to improve students’
reading comprehension, the researcher defines temksthe perspective of classroom
interaction. Reading tasks in this study refethi® activities or work plan involved in

the reading classroom.

2.1.1 Theoriesin L2 Reading

Considerable advances have been made in undersgatité nature of L2
reading, and these changes have influenced howea@ing has been taught, learned,
and assessed. Up to now, a lot of theoreticakessalated to L2 reading have been
discussed. Two of them are discussed in this@edine Process Approach and Schema
Theory.

Process Approach

In essence, theories of reading comprehension égwerienced a change from
focusing on product to process. Reading was ohcaght to be a passive process,
where readers’ only purpose was to decode theineatder to figure it out correctly,
which was supposed to consist of a hierarchical &6 word-identification and
comprehension skills that would enable one to ceimpnd what one was reading
(Heilmanet al., 1998). And, reading meant getting the writeritended message as
much as possible (Nuttall, 1996).

In contrast with the older emphasis on teachinglirgpcomprehension as a

product, process approach regards successful geadimprehension as a complete
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grasp of meaning in a written text in which a dymam@and growing appreciation of
interrelationships in the text is required (Yan@0@). McNeil (1992) claimed four
assumptions underlying the process approach asv®ll 1) What students already know
affects what they will learn from reading. 2) Badlata-driven and concept-driven
processes are necessary in comprehending texataAdidiven process is a “bottom-up”
strategy and calls for activating schemata andyapplthem when setting expectations
for reading, and it calls for filling gaps in onesshemata with information read in the
text. A concept-driven process is a “top-downastgy in which the reader’s goals and
expectations determine what is read. 3) The dezperson processes text, the more he
or she will remember and understand it. The deppmressing of text relies on two
strategies, which are elaboration and the useeftithor's organizational framework.
And, 4) the context in which reading occurs infloes what will be recalled. The
reading context, including the reader’'s purpose patspective, affects the readers’
judgment about the importance of text elementfi@g are counted.

Schema Theory

Another theory concerning how people read is Sché&eory. Harris and
Hodges (1995) defined Schema Theory as “a view tloatprehension depends on
integrating new knowledge with a network of priarokvledge” (p. 227). A central
component of this theory relates to the interrelated interdependent relationship
between text comprehension and the reader’'s bagkdrknowledge. Schema Theory
regards reading as an active event in which pnawkedge is relevant to what is read.
It necessarily includes reader’s prior knowledgdéar upon what is being read (Reid,

1993). According to this theory, a reader usegharsprior knowledge to enter into a
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transaction with the text that leads to an undeditey and interpretation unique to
him/her.

According to Schema Theory, each individual hasfeddht internal
representations for the subject matter of a tegarrell (1983) distinguished three
different dimensions of schemataguistic (language knowledgegontent (knowledge
of the topic), andormal (previous knowledge of the rhetorical structurédifferent
types of texts). He contended that each of theseertsions plays a role in the
interaction among the text and the reader andwhan one or all are missing, reading
can be problematic.

Similarly, McNeil (1992) recognized three kinds sthemata related to
reading comprehensiodomain, general world knowledge andknowledge of rhetorical
structures. According to McNeil,domain schemata refer to the knowledge of specific
topics, concepts, or processes for reading spesifigject matter. General world
knowledge is the schema related to understanding sociatioekhips, causes, and
activities common to many situations and domaiRsally, schemata about rhetorical
structures is the knowledge of the conventions for organiziagd signaling the
organization of texts, for example, knowledge ofp@sitory text may reduce the
difficulty in reading texts of this kind. When éomes to being successful in teaching
reading, McNeil (1992) pointed out that two typdsactivities are related. One is the
teaching of organizational patterns of texts ortoheal structures. The other is
intervention aimed at developing and activatinglzesna that relates to a particular text.
Closely related to Schema Theory is the idea thatling and writing are integrally
related, which will be discussed in the review ehding-writing connections (see

Section 2.2).
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2.1.2 L2 Reading Processing

Reading is dynamic, requiring active, meaningfuhowunication between the
author and the reader (Heilmahal., 1998). Fluent reading requires efficient cogmiti
processing by the reader. In the history of redean reading comprehension, there
have been three processing recognibettom-up, top-down, andinteractive processing
(McNeil, 1992).

Bottom-up Processing

In bottom-up reading processing, readers are askumealecode precisely
from letters into words, from words into larger m@aatical units and finally to the
understanding of the text. Readers recognizergetteords, sentences, and text structure.
In this view, reading is initiated by examining tpented symbols and requires little
input from the reader (Walberg al., 1981 as cited in Roet al., 2005). In bottom-up
models, reading comprehension is achieved throeghrate and sequential processing
of text and comprehension is regarded as text mirasgd controlled by the text only
(Gove, 1983).

Top-down Processing

Different from decoding in precise or sequentiashian in bottom-up
processing, top-down processing requires readesidok the text with expectations of
meaning developed before and during the processadng use of the text information
when they need to confirm and extend their expectat(Eskey, 2005). In top-down
processing, the act of reading begins with the eeagenerating hypotheses or
predictions about the material, using visual cuethe material to test these hypotheses
as necessary (Walbeegal., 1981, as cited in Roat al., 2005). According to top-down

proponents, prior knowledge plays a vital roleeading.
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I nter active Processing

However, as Eskey (1988) indicated, the negligentelearners’ weak
linguistic procession skills leads to “a strongbpidown bias” (p. 95) in L2 reading
pedagogy. Eskey (1988) further explained that é2ders are fundamentally different
from L1 readers in that L2 readers need to massergial “knowledge of the language
of the text” (p. 96) before they can successfullgcess the L2 reading schema. Some
researchers (Baker & Boonkit, 2004; Koda, 2005aRdr996) argued that strictly top-
down models cannot fully account for the resultsnuich empirical research and,
therefore, they proposed that reading is an integdop-town and bottom-up, process.

According to the interactive model of reading, tindormation-processing
system in reading consists of different levels ofcessing that operate in a parallel
manner. It depicts reading as a combination ofdmwpn and bottom-up processing in
continuous interaction (Roet al., 2005). This view assumes that students are
simultaneously processing information from the teging read and information from
their background knowledge. The readers form theaming of the text through
interaction of a variety of their mental procestework at different levels such as using
the bottom-up process to identify the meaning armimgnatical category of word,
sentence syntax, and text details (Aebersold &dFiE997). At the same time that the
data-driven processing level is doing visual anal]yshe syntactic and semantic
processing systems are operating to generate rsgeghabout the interpretation of the
visual information coming from visual analyses (B&s 2003). Readers
simultaneously decode texts and encode them thrtheghinstantiation of interpretive
conventions, experiential images, and other comveat and personal knowledge

(Smagorinskyet al., 2005). Ruddel and Unrau considered a wider gavfgpotential
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interactions by asserting that “meaning is notrehtiin either the text or the reader but
is created as a result of the interactions amomglere text, teacher and classroom
community” (as cited in Roet al., 2005, p. 1032).

Further, reading is an interactive process anddeerthan merely getting the
author’s ideas because both the reader and thervd@pend on one another (Nuttall,
1996). The reader must prepare a text for hinmelferself in order to be a thoughtful
reader. The cognitive process of reading compigbernvolves constructing meaning
from a text, and this meaning may or may not betwia author intended (Brantmeier,
2001). As Hammadou (1991) claimed, L2 reading aaim@nsion is a complex process
that not only entails understanding words, sentngaragraphs, texts, but also entails
“building a model within the mind of the comprehend(p. 27).

It can be seen from the above review of L2 reagimgessing that reading is
more than active. Reading is a dynamic interactietween the writer and the reader.
The reader creates meaning for the text by “ratgimewly acquired knowledge,
accessing recorded and stored knowledge and attendithe writer's clues as to the
meaning intended for the text” (Cohen, 1990, p.. 7%) short, reading calls for the

reader’s active interaction with the text beingea

2.1.3Issuesin L2 Reading
Having complexity inherent in its process, L2 readnas been discussed from
many perspectives. This part discusses L2 readmgy the perspectives of

metacognition, text types and gender.
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Metacognition and L2 Reading

Metacognition refers to the ability to reflect omeds thinking. It also includes
“the ability to manage one’s learning actions” (Mg 1992). Metacognitive
knowledge or awareness is the specialized portioa earner’'s acquired knowledge
base which consists of what learners know abounieg, and to the extent a learner has
made distinctions in language learning (Wenden8L9®%s Ruiz-Funes (2001a) noted,
metacognitive knowledge is important if studentsiinta be able to take control of their
own thinking and become self-directed thinkers.

Schoonen, Hulstijn and Bossers (1998) defined mogtatve knowledge in
the context of reading as readers’ assessmenteafislves and their knowledge and
control of strategies for processing and learnimgmf text, in relation to both the
complexity of the task at hand and the goals aadthat guide the reading process.
Similarly, Sheorey and Mokhtari (2001) regarded anegnitive knowledge in reading
as the knowledge of the readers’ cognition relatovéhe reading process and the self-
control mechanisms they use to monitor and enhemicgrehension.

McNeil (1992) defined three interrelated metacdgaiprocesses that relate to
reading: self-knowledge, task knowledge and self-monitoring. Apart from McNeil's
three processes, metacognitive knowledge has Hassifted intoself-knowledge, task
knowledge andstrategic knowledge by some researchers (Anderson, 2002; Dhieb-Henia,
2003; Sheorey & Mokhtari, 2001). The above-memnclassifications of
metacognitive knowledge are similar. Firsgjf-knowledge and task knowledge are
shared by both classifications. Second, even thoddferent in wording, sef-

monitoring and strategic knowledge both refer to the ability of being aware of
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understanding, and knowing what to do to facilitdte acquisition and utilization of
knowledge; thus, they are both associated with geading.

A number of studies have indicated that metacagmitilays an important role
in helping students plan and monitor their compnsien while reading. Examples are
Muniz-Swicegood (1994), Li and Munby (1996), Schewost al. (1998), Sheorey and
Mokhtari (2001), and Vandergrift (2005). In essmnsuccessful readers seem to use
more metacognitive strategies than less successdidlers and also appear to use them
more frequently. Better readers also have an ex@thmetacognitive awareness of their
own use of strategies and what they know, whictuin leads to greater reading ability
and proficiency.

Text Typesand L2 Reading

The types of texts have been claimed by many resees to be one variable
that needs to be explored in L2 reading. ExamplesAlderson (2000), Brantmerer
(2005), Grabe (1988), Olson (2003) and Perfettdd9 In order to help students have
rich opportunities to get access to different kirafstexts, Olson (2003) suggested
teachers provide students with opportunities tad read write a variety of styles.
Similarly, Hinkel (2006) suggested that teachelgctereadings from a wide array of
genres, such as narrative, exposition or argumentatThere are two reasons for this.
First, based on the text being read, practice xt &malysis can become a useful
springboard for an instructional focus on the djecises of grammar structures and
contextualized vocabulary. Second, instruction eadress the features of written
register by bringing learners’ attention to th@aitonal variables of language in context.

According to Alderson (2000), narrative and expmyittexts may be the two

text types that attract researchers’ attention iieeghese two types are found to be most
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different from each other. Narration frequenthesislescription, while exposition often
incorporates aspects of all writing domains. Nareawriting requires readers to focus
on events and to arrange the parts in a time @rdaine. To understand a narrative text,
students must learn about ordering, beginning anmting, transition and balance, and
suspense and climax. While reading an expositery, treaders must be able to
understand analysis, organization and developnfiedt]ogical argument, evidence and
sometimes figurative language.

Grabe (1988) asserted that an important part ofrélaeling process is the
ability to recognize text genres and various dgittext types. In a study that examined
text types (stories and essays) and comprehensionba (2000) reported that non-
native readers are affected by text types. Pe(i€07) proposed that depending on the
types of texts used and the types of tasks peridrmeaders may develop a complex
integration of information that can be learned.

Carrell and Connor (1991) conducted a study tordetes the relationships of
intermediate-level ESL students’ reading and wgitof both persuasive and descriptive
texts. Twenty-three undergraduate and 10 gradu@testudents were asked to do four
tasks in four separate class periods over a 2-weeiod. The results indicated that
genre has complex effects on L2 reading and writamgl that descriptive texts are easier
than persuasive texts for reading. And, Carreldl &onnor noted that complex
interaction of genre and language proficiency app@areading performance. Higher
language proficiency may aid question-answeringrore difficult persuasive texts but
does not significantly affect the question- ansngfor easier descriptive ones.

More recently, Sharp (2004) conducted an experiatettidy with 490 Hong

Kong secondary students learning English as a setarguage in order to assess if
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rhetorical organization affects reading comprehmmsiFour rhetorically different texts
were used, namelylescription, cause-effect, listing and problem-solving. The students
were given eight minutes for reading and five masufor answering questionnaire
questions. After that, the students were givemitrfutes for writing a recall. In the end,
they were required to do a cloze test for anotleminutes. The results of one-way
ANOVA showed that the test measures differed inrgmults they produced. At the
same time, cloze testing showed significant difiees between the four texts, the
results of recall protocols indicated no significalifference between the text types.
Sharp explained this phenomenon is due to the #&idacsystem in Hong Kong, where
memory-related tasks are traditionally emphasiz&tihile taking the recall test, the
students may have used memorizing strategy, whoalkributed to their higher score in
the recall test.

Recently, Brantmerer (2005) investigated the effaxftreader’'s knowledge,
text types and test types on L1 an L2 reading cehmgarsion in Spanish. Four reading
passages, including two topics, two versions eatth wne in Spanish and one in
English, one with analogies and one without, weppliad as the instrument. The
assessment tasks included multiple-choice testall ygrotocol and sentence completion.
Analysis of covariance was used to analyze the.dafae results showed that the
addition of analogies in texts did not aid L1 and teading comprehension when
measured by recall, sentence completion, and nexdtipoice tests. However, there was
a significant effect of subject knowledge on conmaresion.

In short, it could be seen from the above-mentioresgtarch studies that L2

readers are influenced by different text types, rmode related research is advisable.
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Gender and L2 Reading

According to Alderson (2000), gender is a variableL2 reading which
deserves more attention. However, only a smallbarof L2 reading studies have been
conducted in this regard and the findings repoitedhese studies are inconsistent
(Brantmeirer, 2002, 2003, 2004; Bugel & Buunk, 19P@e 2003; Young & Oxford,
1997).

Bugel and Buunk (1996) examined gender differencesL2 reading
comprehension. The subjects were 2980 high-scbinmlents. It was revealed that
males scored significantly better on the multigheice tests for essays about laser
thermometers, volcanoes, cars, and football playdfemales achieved significantly
higher scores on the comprehension tests for essaysxt topics such as midwives, a
sad story, and a housewife’s dilemma. Bugel andnBwoncluded that the topic of a
text is an important factor in explaining gendesdxh differences in second language
reading comprehension.

Young and Oxford (1997) conducted a study with veatEnglish speaking
students learning Spanish as a second languageveudo, they found no significant
differences by gender as measured by recall tests.

In a rather different context, Brantmeier (2003)paed significant
interactions between readers’ gender and gendemted passage content with
comprehension among intermediate second languagmels of Spanish at the
university level. Results indicated a significg@nder difference with comprehension
assessed via multiple-choice test as well as writteall. Males scored higher when the
topic was boxing, and females outperformed whertdp& was a frustrated housewife.

Self-reported topic familiarity ratings were alsouhd significant by gender and text
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topic. This study provided evidence that readgesider and passage content interact in
ways that affect second language reading comprearen8rantmeier suggested that at
the intermediate level it may not be linguisticttas (the Spanish language) that impede
second language comprehension but rather the urdarcontent of the text. She
indicated that reading performance, as measuredebgll task, was significantly
influenced by passage content and readers’ gendereas enjoyment and interest
mattered little.

Previously, Brantmeier (2002) utilized the samespges and comprehension
assessment tasks with two groups of students fdwvareed university grammar and
literature courses. The results indicated thatlevkignificant differences in topic
familiarity are maintained across instruction lsyehe effects of passage content on L2
reading comprehension by gender are not maintairmesh the intermediate level text is
read by more advanced learners. Brantmeier coedluldat the readers’ gender is a
variable that may affect second language readingpeehension.

Brantmeier (2004) conducted an inquiry examinirg tibpic familiarity levels
and comprehension of university level male and fensacond language (L2) readers.
All subjects were asked to read two passages anmplete a written recall task, a
multiple-choice test, and a questionnaire. Thedirgp text was counterbalanced
according to passage content and reader’s gentlee. results revealed no significant
gender differences in reported topic familiaritywdes. However, females recalled
significantly more idea units and scored highertba multiple-choice test than the
males. The results showed that while male and leeneaders at the advanced levels of

instruction indicated being equally familiar withet topic, and females outscored their



27

male counterparts on L2 comprehension tasks. Teabh findings indicated that
females may have an advantage over males in thevitigen recall procedure.

In a study by Pae (2003), the effects of gender Eorglish reading
comprehension for Korean EFL learners were examinBoe English Reading
Comprehension Test consisted of 38 items. Thdtsemdicated that items related to
mood, impression, and tone tended to be easidefoales, whereas items about logical
inference were more likely to favor males. Paeggssted that females tended to perform
better than males on items with more contextuarmftion.

In conclusion, the integration of skill building carknowledge acquisition
requires that foreign language reading plays d kala at all levels, from the beginning,
through the intermediate to the advanced. Readibg no means a passive activity or a
single-factor process. It is a multivariate skillolving a complex combination and
integration of a variety of cognitive, linguistignd nonlinguistic skills ranging from
basic low-level processing abilities to high-lekelowledge of text representation and

the integration of ideas with the reader’s globab\kledge.

2.2 Reading-Writing Connections

Integrated skills learning refers to learning ofrem¢han one language skills
within the same context or time frame so that thekdls reinforce and augment
learners’ attainment in each of the skills (Lee0&0 In academia, the strong
connections between reading and writing skillstaréeniable. Wilson (2008) indicated
that the profile of integrated learning has neveerbhigher as educators see the links
between such skills as reading and writing. Astablt (1996) pointed out, reading and

writing are so closely associated that it is ndtimathem to support each other.
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According to Shanklin (1982), writing is a proce$sinteractive and dynamic
activation, instantiation and refinement of scheahdgp. 89). The same as reading,
writing is a complex, multifaceted processing. rétgquires extensive practice and
assistance with tasks across various genres, argistent exposure to a wide range of
texts and tasks (Grabe, 2004). Much like readiniting calls for efficient cognitive
processes, such as planning, organizing, compréfgndtegrating, and critiquing.

Depending on readers’ and writers’ goals, intergi@amd circumstances, the
reading-writing relationship is understood as negion (Tierney & Shanahan, 1990).
In essence, writing is an activity that is informbey reading, whereas it influences

reading as learners become more proficient in thaguage use (Jabbour, 2004).

2.2.1 Bases of Reading-Writing Connections

Researchers on reading and writing connections hareasingly discussed
writing and reading as analogous and parallel d¢ovgniprocesses. Nystrand (1990)
regarded reading and writing as processes of aaigtg meaning from and with the
texts, which result in and are thus guided by md#erepresentations of text. Some
researchers (Laine, 2003; Spivey, 1990) have itelicthat writers construct meaning
when they compose texts. Similarly, readers canstmeaning when they understand
and interpret texts. Reid (1993) indicated thahbveading and writing are multifaceted,
complex, interactive processes that involve margkills and that they both depend on
individual past experiences. In addition to tratiems between author or reader and
text, both reading and writing are mediated by rageaof interrelated cultural factors

(Smagorinskyet al., 2005).
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Carson (1993) believed that the connections betweading and writing are
complex. As early as in 1967, Goodman claimedingpdriting connections from the
perspective of psycholinguistics. He said thatdieg was a “psycholinguistic game.”
He asserted that readers predict meaning from wiegt have already known, already
read and then confirm their guesses as they refarmessage which has been encoded
by a writer” (p. 37). Similarly, Reid (1993) reatged the complexity of reading-
writing connections by claiming that reading canabeatural part of the writing process
as writers become the readers of their own writiig.Reid’s (1993) view, the writer
actively discovers and constructs meaning, intéirpgeand re-interpreting information
for the reader, while the reader reconstructs adiscovers the meaning by actively
bringing their world knowledge and experience te thxt. Leki and Carson (1993)
reflected another perspective of the reading-wgittonnections when they noted that
reading and writing share common social aspectstlagidthe text is where a specific
reader and writer meet. They asserted that reaaf®isthe texts belong to a given
discourse community which helps readers to negotreaning mediated by text.

Some researchers have investigated the basesatibmship between reading
and writing. According to Grabe (2004), the ovprta reading and writing processes
and abilities is not simply a matter of conventiaregognition of “two sides of literacy.”
Nevertheless, reading starts by recognizing thessign paper and ends with an
interpretation in the reader's mind. Writing, dmetother hand, starts by encoding
meanings and ends in polishing the writing on pafoer discourse structure, text
organization, and language mechanics (Jabbour,)20Dgble 2.1 below is an overview

of the bases of reading-writing connections.
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Table 2.1 Bases of Reading -Writing Connections

Tierney and Pearson 5 similar processeglanning, drafting, aligning, revision and

(1983) monitoring

Kuccer (1987) 4 similar emphasésckground knowledge; a common data pool
of written language; similar transformation processes; common
processing patterns

Shanahan (1988) 6 similar engagement of readewatet: constructing meaning;
going back in a recursive process; interacting and negotiating;
employing common coghitive strategies; using skills
automatically; being motivated and self-confident.

Tierney and Shanahan3 general categorieknowledge and processing; variance between

(1991) 25 t0 49 percent; reading leads to better learning

Olson (2003) 7 similar strategigganning and goal setting, tapping prior
knowl edge; asking questions and making predictions; constructing
the gist; monitoring; revising meaning; reflecting and relating;
evaluating.

In Tierney and Pearson’s (1983) view, readers anitens employ similar
processes to create meaning. Readers bring thvairschemata to reading as they use
the writers’ cues to understand the writers’ pagnmeaning and create their own
understanding from the text. Much like readerstess use their background knowledge
to generate ideas, put these ideas in a form kgt &ccept, and in a form that may
match the readers’ needs. According to TierneyRewtson (1983), reading and writing
share the processes pffanning, drafting, aligning, revising and monitoring. Both
readers and writers plan and set purposes for teadting or writing tasks. Similarly,
both readers and writers draft when they reconstiue meaning while rereading or
rewriting. Furthermore, readers and writers aligamselves with the author and the
audience, respectively. Alignment is necessaryterreader and the writer to establish
a foundation of negotiation. Revising interplaytvieen reading and writing, although
it does not apply to reading as explicitly as tatiwwg. Much like writers reread, reshape,

and reconsider their writing, readers reread atllinie they approach the text from
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different perspectives as times passes. Furtherxmderney and Pearson argued that
monitoring is an integral part of both reading amdting, which enables readers and
writers to understand each other.

Many researchers have claimed that common generatignitive processes
are involved in meaning construction in both regdand writing. Kuccer (1987)
proposed four potential key cognitive mechanisms reading and writing:both
emphasize background knowledge; both draw on a cmdata pool of written
language; both utilize similar transformation pres®s of background knowledge into
text; and both employ common processing pattermsxinproduction as individuals read
and write.

Shanahan (1988) came up with six common charattsrihat experienced
readers and writers share. According to Shandiath,readers and writers are actively
engaged in constructing meaning from and with tegts back to go forward in a
recursive process; interact and negotiate with esbler; employ common cognitive
strategies; use skills automatically; and are nadéist and self-confident.

Tierney and Shanahan (1991, p. 272) suggested tpeeral categories
underlying the reading-writing connections as feo 1) Reading and writing share
knowledge and processing. They assumed that kdgelehat improves reading is
likely to improve writing. They also assumed ththe processes readers use to
comprehend text are most likely similar to the psses writers use to compose text. 2)
Reading is a transaction among readers, writerd, taxts. Readers and writers are
engaged in a distanced dialogue. Tierney and 3®lansummarized the previous

studies on reading-writing connections and clairttet these two modalities seem to
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correlate at 0.5 to 0.7, meaning that reading antingg may share variance between 25
to 49 percent. 3) Reading as a collaborative égtis believed to lead to better learning.
Olson (2003) proposed three foundations of strategading and writing:

declarative, procedural and condition knowledge. According to Olson, in order to
construct meaning from or with texts, readers oitens need to deliberately access
cognitive strategies and become familiar with theseategies. In other words,
declarative knowledge is a must for experiencedeeaand writers. Second, successful
readers and writers need to know how to have proeé#nowledge so as to apply these
strategies. Finally, both readers and writers neduave conditional knowledge, which
is the knowledge of when to apply strategies ang thiey are effective. Also, Olson
(2003) argued that readers and writers employ ssiveitar strategies to create meaning.
1) Readers and writers develop two kinds of plgmecedural plans and substantive
plans. Procedural plans are content-free regafftimgto accomplish a task. In contrast,
substantive plans are content-based plans thas foowe directly on the specific topic at
hand. 2) Readers and writers activate their exgsschemata to make sense of
information from or for a text. 3) Readers andters ask questions in order to make
predictions throughout the reading/writing procekss deriving meaning from the text.
4) Readers and writers construct the gist when tnegte “the initial envisionment” (p.
10). 5) In both reading and writing, the monitaich is a metacognitive process,
directs the readers’ or writers’ cognitive procassthey are striving to derive meaning.
6) Both readers and writers stop and backtraclearebits of text in order to revise
meaning and reconstruct the draft. After readeas ariters finish reading or writing,

they reflect on the significance of their growingoerstandings to their own lives. And,
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7) experienced readers and writers evaluate ditfegprocess or product of their reading
or writing, or both.

In addition to the bases of reading-writing conitew, researchers have
addressed the ways to connect reading and writioigy fvarious perspectives. Reid
(1993) proposed three reading-writing connectioRsst, reading and writing skills are
cognitively similar in that both writer and readeonstruct meaning from text and
interpret meaning from text. Second, both readamgl writing are multifaceted,
complex, and interactive processes that involve ymsubskills, and both depend on
individual past experience. Third, “both readimgd avriting are interactive, recursive
processes in which background knowledge plays tagial part, both activate schemata
about the language, content, and form of the taxt, both lead to the exploration of
those schemata in discovering meaning” (Reid, 1p984).

Grabe (2001, p. 15) addressed five reading-writittgractions: “reading to
learn, writing to learn, reading to improve writjngriting to improve reading, and
reading and writing together for better learningde noted that any theory of reading
and writing work together in support of each other.

Eisterhold (1990) proposed three hypotheses orethgonship of reading and
writing. The first hypothesis is that the readingting relationship isdirectional.
Because reading and writing share “structural camepts,” whatever acquired in one
modality may be applied in the other. For examfiie, ability to recognize rhetorical
structure in reading implies the ability to prodwenilar structure in writing. Based on
this reading-to-writing model, the transfer of infation proceeds in one direction only.
Second, from anon-directional perspective, reading and writing derive from an{e

underlying proficiency” (Eisterhold, 1990). Thisodel is based on the assumption that
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both reading and writing are “processes of intévactand dynamic activation,
instantiation and refinement of schemata whereloyessed knowledge in one would
lead to increased ability in the other,” and, a own underlying link that makes this
relationship is that reading and writing share ‘futige process of constructing
meaning” (Shanahan, 1984, as cited in Esmaeili2g2f090). The third hypothesis is
the most complex model because it views reading wamiting as bidirectional,
interactive and interdependent. Based on this imdHere are multiple relations
between reading and writing, and that might chaagelearners’ language ability
develops. In other words, what is learned at dagescan be different from what is
learned at another stage.

In summary, the above review of the bases of rgadiriting connections
shows that the reading and writing processes sty similarities. The part that

follows will review the related research studiesl@n reading-writing connections.

2.2.2 Principles of Reading-Writing Connections
Reading-writing connections have been explored bhyumber of linguists
(Carson, 2004; Esmaeili, 2002; Flower, 1990; LangeApplebee, 1987; Liu, 2000;
Many et al., 1996; Smagorinskegt al., 2005; Spivey, 1990). Hinkel (2006, p. 109)
called for integrated teaching of multiple languagiells, in this case, reading and
writing instruction. Further, Shanahan (1988) itifesd seven instructional principles

for relating reading and writing skills.

1. Teachers provide daily opportunities for studetd read literature and write in
response to their reading;

2. Teachers provide opportunities for studentedaal and write for genuine purposes;



35

3. Teachers understand that student reading anchgvreflect the developmental nature
of the reading and writing relationship;

4. Teachers make the reading-writing connectionli@kgo students by providing
opportunities for them to share their writing witlassmates;

5. Teachers emphasize that the quality of readmveaiting products students produce
depends on the processes that they have used,

6. Teachers emphasize the communicative functibmsaaling and writing and involve
students in reading and writing for genuine comroation purposes; and

7. Teachers teach reading and writing in meaningfatexts.

It is noticed that Shanahan’s principles are prilpabout the adequate tasks
that connect reading and writing together, expl@iplanation of the reading-writing
connections, the genuine purposes and communichtiaions of the tasks, and the

meaningful contexts of reading-writing connectiamseading instruction.

2.2.3 Resear ch on L2 Reading-Writing Connections

Since readers and writers employ similar cognisitrategies when they derive
meaning from and with texts, the reading and wgittombination may contribute to
better language proficiency (Olson, 2003). To dateumber of researchers (Carson,
2004; Esmaeili, 2002; Flower, 1990; Langer and Appk, 1987; Liu, 2000; Many, Fyfe,
Lewis, and Mitchell, 1996; Smagorinsky al., 2005; Spivey, 1990) have explored the
ways that reading and writing are integrated. ®gsidonducted on the reading-writing
connections can be divided into three major caiegostudies that examine the impact
of reading on writing, studies that examine cotretes between reading and writing,
and studies that examine different perspectiveshenreading-writing relationship or

explain its theoretical bases.
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Carson, Carrell, Silberstein, Kroll, and Kuehn (@Pp2onducted a study to
examine the first language and second languagengeahd writing abilities of adult
ESL learners. The 105 (57 Japanese and 48 ChiB&deytudents were asked to write
an essay and to complete a cloze passage in kathitet and second languages. The
results indicated that reading ability transferradre easily from L1 to L2 than did
writing ability, and that the relationship betwaeading and writing skills varied for the
two language groups. For the Chinese group, Ldimgawriting relationship may be
accounted for by differences in L1 educational egpee. However, for the Japanese
group, the L1 reading-writing relationship remaireagtn when L1 education was taken
into consideration. Meanwhile, the Chinese grolwowsed a stronger correlation
between L2 reading and writing abilities than did Japanese group.

In a study of advanced-level ESL students, Kenn@®@4) investigated the
effects of topic on the reading-writing connectionBhirty-one advanced ESL students
were divided into three groups, Group A, Group Bd &roup C. During the 8-week
session, all the subjects were required to writeglpapers on three topics. Among them,
two of the topics were written as daily class warkl the other served as the final exam.
Groups B and C were limited to synthesizing infatiora from class/small-group
discussions about personal experience or aboutnirgftion they had gained previously
related to the topic, whereas Group A synthesimémmation received from readings on
the topic and from class/small-group discussiobDgferent topics were used in Groups
B and C, whereas the same topics were used in Grawgnd C. The results from one-
way ANOVA indicated students’ gender, age, anddaspised for composition had a
significant interrelationship with the total impewent in composing skills.

Experimental and control groups using differenti¢dsshowed different results from the
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experimental and control groups using the samecsoplt was found that the younger
the students were when they were first exposectpigh, the more they improved; and
that females improved more than males.

Tsang (1996) conducted a study with 144 ESL seagnslaidents in Hong
Kong to compare the effects of reading and writisgignments on English descriptive
writing performance. Three intact classes weredoarly assigned into the three
treatment groups. During the 24 weeks of instamgtistudents in the reading group
were required to read eight books and completet egyiew forms which required
minimum writing. Different from the reading grougtudents in the writing group were
given eight essay-writing tasks to complete in 22eks. Meanwhile, students in the
regular class were given 10 to 15 multiple-choicestions to answer after each class
session. The results from the posttest showedthigateading group did significantly
better than the other groups in both content anguage use.

In an action research study, Liu (2000) investiddte effectiveness of a wide
range of reading-writing tasks on the studentslitas to reflect upon, evaluate, revise
and value their own writing, and on their readiognprehension as well. Fourteen ESL
undergraduate students participated in the 10-vetedty. Four reading assignments
were chosen: two short stories and two personalatnees. By following Readers
Theater (RT) theory, Liu designed three phasestfities for each text: students read
aloud their chosen sentences from the source gexdent-chosen passages were used to
extrapolate individual responses and meanings fhensource text; and students created
their own conclusions to the text. Data were abdd from the students’ and teacher’s
reflective journals, from a survey on students’ctiems towards the activities in class,

and from the students’ writings. The results shibwat the students saw the benefits of
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the RT reading-writing tasks in three ways: languagills, peer collaboration and the
classroom atmosphere.

Aiming to explore the role of literacy and currigoi in identity construction,
McCarthey (2001) examined 12 students from divésekgrounds and others close to
them, such as teachers and parents. In the 7-nstundly, the data collection methods
included interviews with students, parents, thechlieg and peers; classroom
observations; and analyses of student writing. lys®&s of the data suggested that there
was coherence of perspectives for about half of stuelents while there was less
agreement for the other half. Corresponding todégree of the students’ success in
reading and writing, perspective and context plageate salient roles in the identity
construction of more successful students than &ssessful students. Similarly,
McCarthey found that literacy was a more importeedture of the more successful
students than others. In contrast, he found regaalind writing were not central for the
less successful students. McCarthey suggestedidprgvstudents with more and
various opportunities to explore their own identitnstruction by talking and writing
about the issues of themselves.

Esmaeili’s (2002) exploratory study investigatedetiter content knowledge
from reading would affect the processes and thduymts of adult L2 students’ writing
and reading performance. The subjects were 34 fitSttyear engineering students.
Following the counterbalanced within-subjects desige participants did two reading
and writing tasks in two conditions, one when tleading passage was related
thematically to the writing task and the other wiies reading passage was not. Half of
the randomly selected participants were given drieeoreading texts. They were asked

to read it, summarize it orally in English, and rtherite on a topic which was
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thematically related to the information given iretreading text. After finishing these
two reading and writing tasks, they did two otteskis that were not thematically related.
Then the other half of the participants completesidame tasks, but they began with the
thematically unrelated tasks. In addition, thetipgrants answered structured-interview
questions and filled out a retrospective checkiitthe writing strategies they used
immediately after they wrote their composition he tthematically related condition.
The findings showed that academic literacy is vevas a phenomenon consisting of
two interwoven constructs, namely, reading andimgit Each construct also has its own
entities. The findings also revealed that writimyolves reading and one cannot
separate them from each other.

Carson (2004) examined the tasks of reading anthgmeeded in entry-level
undergraduate and graduate courses in academiext®ntThe subjects were 23 native
speakers of English and 15 non-native speaker®g daka collection methods included
an examination of the academic tasks and intervisitls faculty and students. Four
findings emerged from the data. First, the resuiticated 15 similarities and 5
differences in tasks for the disciplines examinegkecond, successful task preparation
leads to the possibility of successful task productand is therefore likely to be
indicative of a student’s potential to deal witrademic language tasks. Third, reading
is an extremely important component of task pradacto the extent that students need
to read exam questions and task directions. Fpumtegrated language skills are
important in any of the course tasks. Based omallmezve findings, Carson suggested that
the more we understand the specific reading antinggmeeds and skills accompanying
commonly assigned academic tasks, the better weregrare students to read and write

well within contexts.
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Nearly three decades of research on reading antihgvrconnections has

proved that they should be taught together to es#hdr? learning. When taught

together, reading and writing engage students gneater use and variety of cognitive

strategies than when they are taught separatelingUnriting as a learning tool may

lead to better reading achievement, and using mgads a vehicle for elaborating on

ideas may lead to better writing performance. bl@2.2 summaries the research works

conducted about reading-writing connections.

Table 2.2 Resear ch on Reading-Writing Connections

1)Carson, -57 Japanese 2 The -Low- Correlation -Languages
Carrell, ESL tertiary weeks relationship intermediate (L1 & L2)
Silber- students between L1 -Advanced -Modalities
stein, Kroll  -48 Chinese and L2 (reading &
&Kuehn (ESL tertiary reading and writing)
(1990) students writing
abilities
2)Kennedy 31 ESL 8 Writing Advanced Experiment Gender, age,
(1994) tertiary weeks topic
students
3) Tsang 144 ESL 24 Descriptive High Experiment Form level
(1996) secondary  weeks writing elementary
students performance to low
intermediate
4) Liu 14 ESL 10 Attitudes to Intermediate - Reflective NV
(2000) tertiary weeks  writing and Journal
students reading - Survey
comprehen- - Students’
sion writings
5) 12 7 Role of NA -Interview Language
McCarthey elementary months literacy and -Classroom proficiency
(2001) students curriculum observation
from diverse in identity - Analyses
backgrounds construction of student

writing
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Table 2.2 Resear ch on Reading-Writing Connections

6) 34 ESL 25  Writingand Intermediate - Content
Esmasil tertiary hour reading Summary knowledge
(2002) students test  performance recall
protocol
Structure
d-
interview
7) Carson -23 native 1 Readingand - -Academic -Disciplines
(2004) speakersof  term writingtasks Intermediate tasks -Language
English inacademic - Advanced -Artifacts  proficiency
-15 contexts -
nonnative Interviews
speakers

2.3 Writing from Sour ces

Reading-writing connections may be implementedarious methods. This
part discusses one of them: writing from sourceSource-based writing can be a
powerful tool for learning the content of a tex@lson (2003) pointed out that writing is
a tool for learning that heightens and refineskimg. Ways of using source texts to
create new text include an argument, a reportitiguwe, a summary, or a proposal based
on other kinds of texts (Spivey, 1990; Collins, L btadigan, & Fox, 2005). Composing
from sources is not a linear, two-step proceduretiich reading precedes writing. In
contrast, source-based writing is hybrid actiorwimch writing influences reading and
reading influences writing (Spivey, 1990, p. 29%s Jabbour (2004) noted, writing is
an activity that is informed by reading, whereasfiuences reading as learners become

more proficient in their language use.



42

The role that writing plays in reading has beetogmized by researchers.
According to Olson (2003), because writing is reoteg and writers go back to reread
bits of text in order to keep the process movingvéod, reading is a natural and
essential component of the writing process. Lighkiriting to reading texts can be an
effective method of generating ideas and aidingathieng process, as well as providing
model texts (Baker & Boonkit, 2004). Composingnireources strengthens the reading-
writing connections. As Spivey (1990) said, in gasing from sources, reading and
writing processes “blend and co-occur.” McNeil 929 asserted that students may
become better comprehenders when they are abkstwide what goes on in their heads
when they read.

Writing helps the reader acquire a base knowledgspecialized styles,
vocabulary and cohesive devices with which to prietr text. As students
themselves learn to write about setting and pea@eeloping and resolving
conflict, using dialect, giving directions, desangp phenomena, and so forth,
they become better able to understand and intevéht writers who are
writing about the same things (McNeil, 1992, p. 187

In order to be an active reader, students may bavead as a writer. As
Pearson and Tierney (1984) claimed, no one candmod reader unless one reads as a
writer. The writer produces text with readers imanand readers determine what the
text means to them. In fact, reading is a dynantgraction between the writer and the
reader in which the reader creates meaning forteéke (Candlin & Lotfipour-Saedi,
1983).

Introducing writing into the reading classroom ntitje one way that makes
the reader’s interaction with the text come trues Hirvela (2004) noted, written texts
leave readers with gaps that may be filled by actimeaning-making reading, which is

often guided most effectively by writing. Furtheara, writing provides a unique

opportunity for the reader to dialogue with a tartd find a particular way into it, and
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thus provides the learners with an opportunitydnegate and explore meaning. Finally,
writing provides opportunities for the teacher tbserve the students’ reading
comprehension.

Just as reading involves the same sort of orgaaizand analysis as does
thinking (Heilmanet al., 1998), writing “shapes” thinking (Olson, 2003).anger and
Applebee (1987) indicated two kinds of writing tatkat develop and shape the readers’
thinking.  The first kind of writing tasks includesote-taking, short-answer
comprehension questions, and summary writing. & aging tasks prompt students to
focus on specific items of information and lead #tadents to present their ideas
carefully. The second, in contrast, is when sttglane writing expressively to learn,
perceiving their writing as part of an ongoing rastional dialogue that is not subject to
assessment by the teacher, such as journal writigy, thinking and writing is more
exploratory and that they are more apt to takesr{tknger & Applebee, 1987).

When composing from sources, writers are also rsaddile transforming
source texts to create new texts (Spivey & Kingd9)9 In these acts, the writer has two
kinds of knowledge sources. One is available m ithmediate source texts and the
other is what can be generated from previously iseduknowledge in long-term
memory. When writers compose from sources, readimd) writing processes blend,
making it difficult to distinguish what is being W@ for purposes of writing. The
reading process can be viewed as components @frttieg process and comprehending
is also composing.

To investigate how native and non-native speakingyarsity students use
information from a source text in their own academiriting, Campbell (1990)

conducted a study with 30 undergraduate univesgtitgents (10 native and 20 ESL).
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The students were given the first chapter of a textead and then asked to write a
composition involving the use of terminology frohretsource text. The results showed
that the 30 students’ compositions could be categdras one of the following types:
Quotation, Exact copy, Near copy, Paraphrase, Suypma Original explanation. In
addition, it was found that the non-native speakeferenced the author or text more
often than the native speakers. However, it wasdathat students applied copying as
their main method of text integration, even thoulgby had the ability to paraphrase,
summarize, quote, and integrate information frosparce text. Therefore, Campbell
(1990) suggested that students should be given wpertunities to practice source-
based writing in order to develop better awarerag®h skill in using information from
source text and thus “train themselves to editimgtances of copying” (p. 225). As for
non-native speakers of English, Campbell suggettatl the use of source text as
background and support for their own written idslasuld be emphasized.

Ruiz-Funes (2001) explored the relationship betwtbenlinguistic quality of
the papers produced by third-year university stteleh Spanish as a second language
and the type of task representation. The 14 stdhjead a literary selection and then
wrote a paper based on the reading. They wrotértedraft in class and completed it
over the period of a week in class as well. T-anialysis was performed to explore the
syntactic complexity of the papers produced bydtiuelents. Four conclusions emerged
from Ruiz-Funes’s study. 1) Given the same sobased writing, L2 students interpret
the task in different ways and therefore produdiedint kinds of papers. 2) The ability
to write syntactically complex sentences does matd|to cognitively sophisticated
composing. 3) The ability to write with grammatieacuracy is not an indicator of the

students’ ability to express elaborate ideas. H@ &bility to write with grammatical
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accuracy may lead to the students’ ability to wnitere syntactically complex sentences.
Ruiz-Funes noted that these findings are an indicdhat the ability to read insightfully
and write critically in a foreign language is limkeo complex thinking and the cognitive
process, rather than to the language skills osthdents. Another implication of Ruiz-
Funes’s study is that when teaching reading antingriemphasis should be placed on
the process rather than on the linguistic accucddiie product. As Ruiz-Funes (2001)
pointed out, “foreign language students need tdabght how to interact with a text,
elaborate on it, and transform its information...” 283).

In another study, Hamer (2003) examined the effettdding writing to the
university reading curriculum. The participantsr&vd8 university students with various
L1 background. Among them, 29 students were inréaeling-writing focused group
and 19 students were in the reading-focused groDpring a 15-week semester, the
students in the reading-writing-focused group wesked to complete 17 writing
exercises designed to have them interact with ékethey read, while no writing was
involved in the reading-focused group. All thedstnts took the same final examination
and the grades between the two groups revealedathégher percentage of students
passed in the reading-writing group, and that tiséisgents got higher grades.

The above research shows that source-based weaimgot be played down in
L2 reading comprehension. Readers compose as areycomprehending, and the
interaction of reading, responding, and composiay nesult in understanding. Writers
use many different methods to generate ideas &wtiting assignment. While writing,
writers are trying to express ideas, but if thad=as are not based on information, the
writing just does not work. In order to give students experiences with readireg

demonstrate the ways in which readers engage,ilootgrto, and make connections with
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texts, writing needs to be fully integrated wittadeng. The part that follows reviews
two ways of writing from sources which are used hteaching and learning: summary

writing and journal writing.

2.3.1 Summary Writing

Summarizing is an academic literacy task that enbaith reading and writing
abilities (Carson, 1993). In summarization, orhe tgist of a text is required. To
produce the gist of a text, three strategies ammdonecessarydeleting; generalizing
irrelevant or redundant propositions; aswhstructing new inferred propositions. Kern
(2000) argued that when learners condense thenession by deleting, reorganizing,
and reshaping their ideas, they are engaged iraeindf transformation” (p. 488) that
allows them to integrate the development of botirttanguage and interpretive skills.
As a powerful tool for understanding, organizingd aemembering information from
texts, summarization embraces other major cognétevities such as identifying main
ideas, distinguishing main ideas from supportintpitie determining the structure and
organization of the text, and recognizing sequentevents. These cognitive activities
are all considered crucial to good comprehensiomtéih, 1990; Raymond, 2002;
Rewey, Danserau, & Peel, 1991).

Brown and her colleagues suggested that producing an oralritten
summary can be both a comprehension fostering amdnaprehension monitoring
activity (Brown, Campione, & Day, 1981). As a campension fostering activity, the
process of summarization focuses attention on #mgral information of the text and
provides the reader with a conceptual frameworkt tfecilitates memory and

comprehension. As a comprehension monitoring i#égtisummarizing a text or a
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segment of a text offers the reader an opportunitgvaluate the ongoing process of
comprehension since “if the reader cannot prodacadaquate synopsis of what is being
read, this is a clear sign that comprehension is proceeding smoothly and that
remedial action is called for” (Brown, PalincsarA&mbruster, 1984, p. 263). Summary
writing is commonly regarded as a reading comprsioenstrategy (Brown, Campione,
& Day, 1981; Redmann, 2005). It is a whole-texpesr-macro-level skill that must be
learned. By completing a summary, students mayprecvery proficient in distilling
the main events from the text while actively usimgontext some of the key words they
encounter within it (Redmann, 2005).

Some studies have emphasized the importance of atmng as an aid to
reading comprehension. Kim (2001) investigated ¢haracteristics of Korean EFL
students’ summary writing. Seventy freshmen wesleed to summarize two English
texts taken from a college-level ESL reading bo8kith of the texts were expository in
nature and one was assumed to be easier than ibe offhe results indicated that
Korean EFL students do not possess effective suinatian skills. According to the
results, the most frequently used rule by the sttedeas deletion. Analysis of data also
revealed that text difficulty affects summary wrdgi The results showed that due to text
difficulty, the students’ summary writing changedthe proportion of content idea units,
the use of selection and transformation rules,iarile accuracy rate, but not in the use
of the deletion rule or total rule use. Thus, Kioggested that the students were in need
of summarizing skills.

Pena (2003) investigated the effects of explicackeng of expository text
structure on summary writing by EFL university sots and examined the

summarization strategies employed by students gatbd or poor knowledge of text
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structure. The results showed that explicit taaghof patterns of textual organization
has a positive effect on the quality of a writtenmsnary. It was also found that the
common strategies used by the subjects in the imeetal group were
reduction/generalization andintegration/fusion, whereas strategies used by those in the
control group wereopy andselection.

Probably due to the tight structure of summarizgtitt is a pity that
summarizing has become unfashionable (Nuttach, )19%6wever, as Olson (2003)
suggests, learning to work within the constraimisks/ others is an important life skill.
Therefore, it may benefit students to have the ea&pee of tightly-framed assignments

such as summary writing.

2.3.2 Journal Writing

In upper-level foreign language courses, the ghdftstudents to read articles
and literary selections and to respond to themmimaightful and critical manner plays
an important role (Ruiz-Funes, 1999a, 1999b). Mgita journal stimulates students’
reflection on learning and thus enhances learniiogld, Mills, Palard, & Khamcharoen,
2001). One reason for the popularity of journaitimg is the flexibility it offers
students. Journals give students freedom withen dlassroom to express their own
understanding of literary works in contrast to teacher's understanding. As Olson
(2003) argued, asking students to write a jourredcdbing what they have to think
about in order to produce a particular text prontpesn to become more conscious of
the strategies they employ in reading and writingournals help students make
connections between reading and writing by comlgirtimee two, allowing students to

construct their own meaning (Atwell, 1987; Parsdr®90; Tierney & Shanahan, 1991).
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Another reason for the popularity of journals iattthey engage students in
non-threatening exploration and development of 9déReid, 1993). Journals offer
students an informal opportunity to raise their semass of learning. Smalley, Ruetten
and Kozyrev (2001) suggested three uses of jowmisihg. First, a journal can be a
place to record the observations. Second, it eaa Way of thinking on paper, a way to
explore and discover what the readers think. Thirdre directed writing assignments
such as responding to a reading passage may baateddy writing journals.

Journal writing may offer students constant andsgiant training in the
foreign language reading process in that it askmtho engage with texts in the target
language by activating background knowledge an@epces related to the subject of a
text and by reflecting on the text (Redmann, 200%urnal writing provides students
with a place to interact with the text. It is intked to support students as they negotiate
the meaning of a foreign language text and devalopwareness of how reading takes
place. Through the journal, students “use writbogrepresent their thoughts and
interpretations of texts as they read and writeectibns on their own reading processes”
(Kern, 2003, p. 53, as cited in Redmann, 2005)erdfore, journal writing can stress
metacognition. In addition, journal writing mayoprde students an opportunity to share
privately in writing their reactions, questionsdasoncerns without any threat of reprisal
or evaluation. It offers the teacher an opportutotlearn what each individual student
is doing and thinking (Tierney and Readence, 2000).

Journal writing requires students do a great déabrding, but the writing
practice is integrated with the reading processath& than treating reading as an
isolated skill, the journal requires that studesmtgage with a text through reading and

writing. As Redmann (2005) noted, “journal writimgay offer a concrete way of
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helping students develop their reading abilitied ah integrating the negotiation and
interpretation of texts into all levels of the faye language curriculum” (p. 485).

The effect of journal writing on writing ability veaargued by Wu (2000), who
found that freshmen in Taiwan were successfully @ngyed to create their own short
stories by using the writing skills they learnednfr journal writing. Chanthalangsy and
Moskalis (2002), and Marsh (1998) also indicateat #fter the intervention the students
demonstrated improved writing skills, they produaadre developed and complex
material, and their writing was more mature.

Ewald (2006) investigated learners’ perspectivethefrole of journal writing
in their L2 classes. The results indicated th&0&8 the students reacted positively to
the use of journals. Ewald suggested that evemgiihngournals may not be useful to all
students in all classroom contexts, students’ kigloisitive evaluations of journal
writing imply that learners have potential to beh&fom journal writing. He also
suggested that when teachers suggest topics forglsu they should supply the students
with the freedom to write about course-related thgmind concerns.

Marefat (2002) conducted a study with 80 Farsi-kpea undergraduate
students majoring in EFL. All of the participantere required to keep a diary, which
was regarded a kind of journal. They were askedrite their reactions, comments,
questions and feelings for 5-10 minutes at thearehch class session for as long as 13
sessions. A total of 826 diaries were submittedgiealitative analysis to seek patterns
of the students’ attitudes towards diary writingxamination and analysis of students’
diaries revealed that the use of diary writing nvayy from detectinghe problematic
areas, evolving teacher/teaching assessnbeniparticularly facilitating and thus

developing studentsiriting ability. Marefat(2002) indicated that diary writing is a
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useful practice in identifying students’ particulareas of difficulty and interest. He
suggested that diaries may be recommended totédeiland improve teaching and
learning writing.

While journal writing has become an increasinglyartant tool in language
learning, how to use journals to improve learneesding comprehension is still unclear
(Toddet al., 2001). Toddcet al.’s study examined how teachers can give usefuliaekl
on participants’ journals. The participants werght EFL Master's degree students.
Through analyzing journals and teachers’ commant®esponse to journals, and from
interviewing participants about the usefulnesshaf tomments, Toddt al. made two
conclusions concerning teachers’ feedback on jasirnBirst, a general comment is not
sufficient. Instead, feedback should be relatespiecific points in the journal. Second,
comments which give suggestions, evaluate posytiadd information, or support the
participants, are perceived as the most useful typemments.

In short, through an extensive review of readingiag connections, the
researcher has found that no empirical studies hepen conducted to examine the
effects of summary writing and journal writing onFIE students’ reading
comprehension. And, only a few studies have bemme dn the students’ attitudes
towards reading-writing connections. Finally, gendnd text types are variables which
have not been examined thoroughly. Thus, the ptesady focused on the effects of
reading-writing connections on the students’ regaiomprehension, taking into account

text types and students’ gender.
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2.4 Theoretical Framework for the Study

The related literature has provided an overaltupe of the recent research
works on L2 reading and reading-writing connectionghe past two or three decades.
It could be noticed from the review in this chapgteat past research has been conducted
in a variety of L2 settings, towards different ®irgopulations and with multiple results.
Up to now, no empirical studies have been conductedparing the effects of reading
with summary writing and reading with journal wnigf on L2 learners’ reading
comprehension, which was the objective of this wtuéfigure 2.1 presents an overall
picture of the theoretical framework for this studywo types of source-based writing
were employed, namely, summary writing and jounwating. After reading texts,
students in one group wrote summaries, which hawguige tight structure, while
students in another group wrote journals, whichehavwcomparatively loose structure.
Students’ reading comprehension was then assegsadlbple-choice and short-answer

tests after they had completed their respectivestas

Multiple-choice test
Short-answer test

| I |

Reading with Reading with
summary writing journal writing

Variables:
Text types
Gende

Figure 2.1 Theoretical Framework for the Study
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2.5 Summary

In conclusion, this chapter discussed the relevasfcthe present study to
preceding research work. It started with the reafand purposes of reading, theories in
L2 reading, followed by issues related to L2 regdirfter that, bases and principles of
reading-writing connections, approaches that implenreading-writing connections,
and related research works were presented. Lasttgmary writing and journal writing
were reviewed. Chapter Three will explain the rodtilogy used in this research study,

report the results of the pilot study, and descttitgemain study.



CHAPTER 3

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

This chapter describes the research methodologyogew in this study. It
starts with the rationale for the choice of metHodg. The participants, the variables,
the research instruments, the data collection phares, and the data analysis methods,
are then described. Next, this chapter reportpilloe study in detail. Finally, the main

study is also described.

3.1 Rationale for the Choice of Methodology

This part discusses the reasons why a mixed methodsearch design was
employed in this present study. The main purposdhe present study was to
investigate the effects of reading tasks on Chingsgersity EFL students’ reading
comprehension. As Wiersma and Jurs (2005) asséntedvention designed to improve
students’ achievement should take on the form oéxgrerimental treatment, therefore,
the first phase of this study was experimental gudntitative in nature. In order to
better understand the intervention, the next plohthe research was directed towards
students’ attitudes and perceptions of the intdrgen After they had finished their
respective tasks for each unit, and also at thecdéntie research, the students were
surveyed about their attitudes. Thus, this presamdy included both quantitative and

qualitative phases. The quantitative phase okthdy looked at statistical relationships
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between the three reading tasks and students’ngadiores. The qualitative phase of
the study aimed to better understand the resulis the quantitative phase.

Tashakkori and Teddlie (1998) argued convincinglythe validity of mixed
method research, emphasizing its benefits in mauagrek research settings. They
asserted that mixed methods are often more efficire@nswering research questions
than either the qualitative or the quantitativerapphes alone because mixed methods
allow cross-method comparison and provide groundsriangulating data in which the
weaknesses of one method may be offset by thegshrenf another. Mixed methods in
this study refer to an experiment and surveys. fliisé five research questions (see
Section 1.4) could be adequately addressed witlmtiaave analysis. The last two
research questions require qualitative analysiprtivide new directions for further
guantitative inquiry. The multiple data sourceslude students’ scores on the Reading
Comprehension Test (RCT), students’ written feekpbamnd semi-structured oral

interviews.

3.2 Participants

A total of 81 third-year English major undergraduatudents at Guizhou
University, China, participated in this study. Tdtadents were from three intact classes.
They were randomly designated as two experimemtalgs and one control group. All
the students were high school graduates and werently pursuing a university degree.
The students were classified as advanced EFL lesardavo reasons may determine the
students’ advanced level placement. First, acogrdo the National Curriculum for
College English Majors of Higher Education in theople’s Republic of China (2000),

third-year undergraduate students are at the addalevel. Second, the participants in
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the present study had some basic knowledge of $ngihd could read and write in
English. According to Bamford, Julian, and Riché&804), advanced language learners
are those who “already have a basic knowledge md, ae literate in, the foreign

language.”

3.3 Variables

As reviewed earlier in Chapter Two, text types atutlents’ gender are two
factors which may influence reading comprehensiollore research is suggested
concerning these two variables (Alderson, 2000nBn@ier 2005; Grabe, 1988; Olson,
2003; Pae, 2003; Perfetti, 1997). Thus, the inddeet variables of this quasi-
experimental study were reading tasks (reading witmmary writing/reading with
journal writing/reading with oral discussion), tekpes (expository/narrative) and
students’ gender. The dependent variables werdestsi scores on the RCT, as

measured by multiple-choice and short-answer questi

3.4 Research Instruments

The instruments used in the study were the dembgraprvey, the RCT, the
students’ written feedback, and the semi-structuned interview. In order to address
the first five research questions, which concemn dffects of reading tasks on reading
comprehension, student achievement was assessbd ®CT. To address the last two
research questions, which concern the studentgidgs and perceptions of the reading

tasks, students’ written feedback and semi-stredtoral interviews were employed.
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3.4.1 Demographic Survey
This instrument was addressed to all the pagidip before the pedagogical
intervention in the form of closed-ended questiaraThe purpose of the survey was
to elicit data about the students’ personal andlifimglearning background (see

Appendix D for versions in English and Chinesehaf questionnaire).

3.4.2 Reading Comprehension Test

The RCT (See Appendix E) constructed by the rebeanwvas employed as a
pretest and posttest for all the three groups ofigig@ants. This part describes the
passages and test types utilized in the RCT.

Narrative and Expository Reading Texts

Six reading comprehension passages selected frer@hima Public English
Test System (PETS), level 5, made the Reading Ceimepision Text. The PETS is
conducted by the Chinese Ministry of Education. isltthe communication and co-
operation project of China and Britain for testisgcial English learners’ capacity of
reading, writing, listening, and speaking. Therefase levels in PETS, of which level 5
is the highest. The reason why the researchertedidipe reading passages from PETS5
is that it is similar to the level of English maowhen they finish their two-year
intensive learning at university (Zhang, 2003).

In choosing reading passages, the researcher madh estimates of length
and level of difficulty, based mainly on her exeeice as a teacher of EFL. Reading
passages used in the test were presented in tveoedhf styles of writing: narrative and
expository. The RCT consisted of three narratiesspges and three expository

passages. Each passage was accompanied by tloréa@rsdwer questions and three
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multiple-choice questions. In all, the RCT cormisof six sections and 36 question
items. The researcher put one expository textr aftee narrative text purposively,
concerned that the test results would be influerifcted subjects read the same text type
continuously. The suggested time on the taskhfersix passages was 60 minutes. Table

3.1 demonstrates the six passages by their tegf typrd number and the main idea.

Table 3.1 Overview of the Six Passages

1 Narrative 414 Slums inthe city of Birmingham

2 Expository 627 How shops increase sales

3 Narrative 650 The American presidential election in
2000

4 Expository 506 Dowsing

5 Narrative 721 European Gypsies

6 Expository 565 Painting the house

Despite the word-number difference among the passathe researcher
assumed that the number difference was not largaginto influence the test result.
Besides, the students were not scored by the timedpent reading each text, as long as
they finished all six texts within 60 minutes.

Multiple-choice and Short-answer Tests

Wiersma and Jurs (2005) claimed that in any rebesitedy directed toward
improvement in student achievement, student achiené should be measured. Also, it
is suggested that the method of assessing readingrehension influences how readers
perform on a test of reading comprehension (W@&83). In addition, Alderson (2000)
argued that there is no best method for testinglinga Some common reading
assessment measures includeltiple-choice, written and oral recall, cloze,nsonary,
sentence completion, short-answer, open-endediquestue/false, matching activity,

checklist, orderingandfill-in-the-blank tests Researchers assert that the outcome of
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each individual assessment task provides a limitegresentation of reading

comprehension (Alderson, 2000; Bernhardt, 1991;ntnaier, 2001). In order to

understand the complete picture and to be ablenerglize research findings, a variety
of assessment tasks are needed (Bernhardt, 19Sihilarly, Anderson, Bachman,

Perkins, and Cohen (1991, p. 61) argued that “rtfeae one source of data needs to be

used in determining the success of reading compsabre test items.” Furthermore,

because test performance may be affected by tebibcheBachman (1990) regarded it
as important to employ multiple task types to redswch effects.

The primary purpose of the RCT was to measure éhding comprehension
of the Chinese university EFL students who werepasticipants of the present study.
The theoretical foundations on which the RCT wasedavere those of Alderson (2000)
as well as those of other researchers. There there foundations which the researcher
used as a guide in test construction.

1. The test should include both easy and difficulim$e should be intrinsically and
successively motivating, and should be on an ap@tepcognitive level for the
subjects.

2. The test should contain the proper amount of itemalow students to demonstrate
their English proficiency within a limited time antdmust be reliable (Alderson,
2000).

3. Both reliability and validity should be taken intonsideration (Wiersma & Jurs,
2005). Furthermore, the level of difficulty andwsr of discrimination of the test
must be taken into consideration as the basissbfteam selection (Alderson, 2000).

In the present study, reader's performance acrass different reading

comprehension assessment tasks was used: muhipieecand short-answer questions.
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Ur (1996: 38) defined multiple-choice questions cassisting “... of a stem and a
number of options (usually four), from which thestee has to select the right one.”
Multiple-choice questions are a common means ofessasg learners’ reading
comprehension because the task is familiar to stdhjend is easy for researchers to
score (Wolf 1993). Alderson (2000, p. 211) stateat multiple-choice test items are so
popular because they provide testers with the méansontrol test-takers’ thought
processes when responding; they “allow testers dotral the range of possible
answers.” Even though it may be time-consumingrépare a multiple-choice test, it is
easy to mark, and to evaluate. Weir (1990) alsatimeed that multiple-choice
questions are fashionable since marking them alyatbjective.

Nevertheless, multiple-choice tests have some disddges. First, distracters
may trick the test-takers deliberately, which resin a false measure. Second, being a
good reader does not guarantee being successuiltiple-choice test since this type
of test requires a separate ability. Third, tagets may “not necessarily link the stem
and the answer in the same way” that the testensss (Cohen, 1998).

To choose the passages which were paired with ple#thoice questions, the
researcher followed the criteria proposed by previcesearchers: 1) that all items are
passage dependent (Berhnardt, 1991; Wolf , 1993ha some of the items require the
reader to make inferences (Wolf, 1993); 3) thatdatracters are plausible in order to
prevent participants from immediately disregardiagponses (Alderson, 2000); and 4)
that the test-takers are not able to determineecbmnesponses by looking at the other
questions on the page (Razi, 2005). In short, ghssages with multiple-choice
questions were chosen so that they could be andwereectly only if the participants

read and understood the relevant passages.
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The other test type of the RCT was short-answestgues. As Weir (1993)
pointed out, short-answer tests are extremely u$efuesting reading comprehension.
According to Alderson (2000, p. 227), short-anstests are seen as “a semi-objective
alternative to multiple choice.” Cohen (1998) aduhat open-ended questions allow
test-takers to copy the answer from the text, lbstly one needs to understand the text
to write the correct answer. Test-takers are ssggpdo answer a question briefly by
drawing conclusions from the text, not merely bgp@nding “yes” or “no.” The test-
takers may be required to infer meaning from tixé before answering the question.

Short-answer tests are not easy to construct sheceester needs to see all
possible answers. Scoring the responses depenti®m@ugh preparation of the answer
keys. The objectivity of scoring short-answer $ed¢pends upon the completeness of
the answer key and the possibility of students aedmg with answers or wordings
which are not expected. As Hughes (2003, p. ifdirated, “The best short-answer
questions are those with a unique correct respbndde also proposed that this
technique works well when the aim is testing thditgbto identify referents. The
researcher always kept Hughes’ suggestion in mihdewdesigning the short-answer
questions. Also, she discussed the keys with tlesgeerts who were teaching the
Advanced English Course at Guizhou University, @hin

Taking into account the assertions about readimgpcehension assessment,
the researcher decided to use two reading assessmeasures in the RCT - multiple-
choice and short-answer tests - to tap more vaeds of reading comprehension. The
choice was based on the advantages and disadvambgach test type and also on their
wide use in language learning in general. Alsoltipia-choice and short-answer tests

were selected because the students in the cuttetyt were familiar with them and this
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may reduce anxiety that could be introduced byiribkision of unfamiliar task types in
a test (Yo, 2006). In the RCT, short-answer qoestwere always put before multiple-
choice questions for all the passages. The purp@seto confirm that the students’
answers to short-answer questions would not beignfted by the multiple-choice
guestions.

As discussed above, there exist many techniquegsio students’ reading
comprehension. By considering both the advantagdsthe disadvantages of each test
type, the researcher decided to use the studerdsés on multiple-choice and short-
answer tests as the pretest and posttest scorde, b@aring in mind the preparation,

administration, and scoring of the test.

3.4.3 Students’ Written Feedback
Students’ written feedback was employed in ordeelicit information about
how they felt about the tasks and how their atétideveloped. Over the 18-week
quasi-experiment, all the participants were requie spend five minutes writing their
feedback on the reading tasks after each unit. pengcipants learned 11 units of the

textbookA New English Coursgi, 2004), thus each student wrote 11 feedbadtke=n

3.4.4 Semi-structured Interview
An interview is a conversation “initiated by thedrnviewer for the specific
purpose of obtaining research-relevant informatsond focused by him on content
specified by research objectives of systematic riggmn, prediction or explanation”
(Cannel and Kahn, cited in Robson, 1993, p. 22Bace-to-face interviews offer the

researcher the possibility of asking people diseatbout what is going on and thus a
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“shortcut” (Robson, 1993) in seeking answers t@aesh questions. An interview can
be classified into one of three categories randgnogn unstructured through semi-
structured to structured (Nunan, 1992). In a s&muietured interview, the interviewer
has worked out a set of questions in advance,sfree to modify their order, change
the way they are worded, give explanations, leavieparticular questions or include
additional ones. Semi-structured interviews mayhgemost popular among the three
categories because they are flexible and alsotbeénterviewee a degree of power and
control over the course of the interview. In thesearch, semi-structured interviews
(See Appendix H) were conducted with the studemtslicit more information about
their attitudes towards the tasks.

In sum, taking into account the advantages andddiésdages of various data
collection methods, the present study took a tu#atgpn method and employed
students’ scores on the RCT, students’ written ael, and face-to-face semi-
structured interviews, to assess the studentsimgasbmprehension, and to collect data

about their attitudes towards the three readinkstas

3.5 Data Collection Procedures

This research was conducted in a normal Englismileg setting, where three
intact groups of students enrolled in the AdvanEeglish Course participated in the
study in an 18-week period. Figure 3.1 is an diguiature of the data collection

procedures.
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Figure 3.1 Overview of the Data Collection Procedwgs

The focus of the study was to determine whetheedypf reading tasks had
significant effects on L2 reading comprehensiors déscussed earlier, three groups of
students enrolled in the Advanced English Courseewtiee participants of the quasi-
experiment during regular class time in an 18-wpekod. This study was conducted
from September 2007 to January 2008 - the fifthesten of the participants, which is
actually the first of two semesters of third-ye@ardents.

According to the National Curriculum for College giish Majors of Higher
Education in P. R. C. (2002), the Advanced Englisiurse aims to enhance the third-
year English majors’ reading skills in accuracyeficy and grammar, based on their
previous two-year intensive learning at university.is compulsory for all third-year
undergraduate English majors for the whole academac. The textbooks applied for
the Advanced English Course adeNew English CourséBooks 5 and 6, which are
particularly designed “for the use of third-yeandsnts majoring in English in tertiary

institutions with a four-year program” in China (L2004, p. vi). Five principles
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underlying the textbooks are as follows: 1) a rstieriapproach is adopted so that the
students may be able to work on their own init@tand develop active and logical
thinking; 2) the selection of texts is based oa principle of variety, so that the
students may broaden the scope of knowledge; ff@relt kinds of language activities
are devised so that the students may consolidateexmand their language knowledge
and further improve their language skills; 4) vas types of activities are designed so
that the students may acquire integrated langukitie & English; and 5) a large input
is given within a limited space so that the stusemiy be ensured of an adequate
language intake.

Each of the 11 units A New English CourséBook 5 consists of two texts.
Text | is the main article designed for intensivading. Pre-reading Questions,
Dictionary Work, Library Work, Comprehension Quesf, Organization and
Development, Analysis, Language work, Paraphrems] Language Workare the
activities of Text I. Text Il is designed for ertgve reading. It is similar to the first one
in theme, except that it's longeQuestions for Discussiaare the main activity for Text
I.

The specific procedures in this research were l&safo First, the three groups
of participants were pretested by the RCT to defitleere were significant differences
among them before the intervention. The partidiparere required to finish the RCT in
no more than 60 minutes.

Subsequently, the three intact groups of studeet® wandomly assigned to
one of the three groups: group of reading and sumr(RS), group of reading and
journal (RJ), and group of reading with oral distas (RO). The students who wrote

summaries after reading formed one experimentalgrdhe students who wrote
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journals after reading formed the other experimegtaup, and the students who orally
discussed the Comprehension Questions after re&afimgd the control group.

Next, the researcher applied the writing-basedrreats to the experimental
groups. The control group did not receive any ltd treatments given to the two
experimental groups. Instead, the treatment in dbetrol group consisted of the
instruction typically conducted in EFL classroonfpecifically, at the beginning of the
experiment, the participants in the RS group weté that they would be assigned to
write summaries after reading. Similarly, the sgbg in the RJ group were informed
about the journal writing they had to do. Howewkose students in the RO group were
not informed because they knew about the task tham textbooks.

After reading every Text | of the 11 units, thedgnts in the RS group spent
20 minutes doing summary writing and those in thé& ¢toup wrote journals.
Meanwhile, the RO group students orally discusdesl Comprehension Questions
required in the WorkbookA New English Courseyhich consisted of two types of
questions, namely, True or False Questions and Amsg/the Following Questions.

Students’ feedback was written regularly 11 timescorrespond with the
teaching schedule. For each unit, after the stsjead finished doing their tasks, the
researcher asked all the three groups of studenspénd five minutes writing their
feedback on the tasks they had completed. Theoparpf this instrument was to elicit
more information about students’ attitudes and gyations of the different reading tasks,
not to test students’ English proficiency. Therefdhe students were allowed to write
in their L1 Chinese if they did not feel comfortath English. The data obtained from
the students’ written feedback were translated Erglish and submitted for qualitative

analysis.
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At the end of the 18-week period, all of the thgreups of students were
retested using the same reading passages as ubedpretest. The students’ scores on
the posttest were again reported as a means ofawap. To determine the effects of
the three different reading tasks, the reading cehmmsion posttest mean scores of
students receiving the writing treatment were camegbdo the scores of another group of
students who did not receive the treatment. Initimehg to determine the students’
reading comprehension development, the pretespasitiest mean scores of the subjects
were compared.

The purpose of using the same RCT as both thespratel posttest was to
compare the subjects’ scores on the two tests arske their development after the
intervention. The danger that the subjects’ pestteay be influenced by their pretest
was small because the researcher took three measuagoid the possibility. First, the
researcher did not make the answers known to theas. Second, the pretest papers
were returned to the researcher immediately aftertést. In addition, the 18-week
intervention period was long enough for minimalaleof the passages in the pretest,
thus practice effect could be consequently avoid€de data obtained from the pretest
and posttest was submitted for quantitative anglysi

To ascertain whether any additional variables playe role in reading
comprehension, follow-up semi-structured intervievese conducted one week after the
RCT. The interview consisted of six guided quesiaiming at investigating the
students’ attitudes towards the reading tasks. a®® gender was one independent
variable considered, an equal number of male anthlfe students from each group
would be selected for the interview, if significagifects of gender difference were

identified. Otherwise, the interviewees wouldse¢ected depending on their answers in
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the written feedback. Chinese was also used fileenderstanding and convenience.
The interviews were tape-recorded, transcribed #mohslated into English for

qualitative data analysis.

3.6 Data Analysis

This part describes the methods of data analysgdoged in the present
study. Data obtained from the quasi-experimertiadyswere submitted for statistical
analysis by using the Statistical Package for tbeigb Science (SPSS) version 15.0
software, while data obtained from the studentsttem feedback and interviews were

submitted for qualitative analysis.

3.6.1 Descriptive Statistics
Descriptive statistics was employed for an ovepaditure of the students’

performance on the RCT and their attitudes towtreghree reading tasks.

3.6.2 ANOVA
Before the intervention, the students’ mean scorethe RCT were analyzed
to see if there were any significant differencesdaading proficiency among the three
groups of students. One-way univariate analysisvasfance (ANOVA) in General
Linear Model in Statistical Package in Social Scen(SPSS) was calculated in testing
the null hypothesis that the mean scores of theetlgroups were not significantly

different.
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3.6.3t Test
Paired-samplé tests were calculated to compare the subjects’ reeares on
the pretest and posttest, to see if there weréfisignt differences between the students’
pretest and posttest scores, thus to decide tluergii development in their reading

comprehension.

3.6.4 MANOVA

Multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was ajgul to analyze the
students’ scores on the posttest, as measured bylewehoice and short-answer tests.
The difference between MANOVA and ANOVA is that AN@ is used when there is
only one dependent variable, while MANOVA is povwrior studies of more than one
dependent variable (Bohrnstedt, 1988). The MANOpWcedure compares several
means simultaneously, shows the between-subject eféects and the within-subject
main effects. Results of MANOVA may point to thespible conjoint effects of
independent variables.

There were multiple potential purposes for MANOVAhe first purpose was
to compare groups formed by categorical independaridbles on group differences in
a set of interval dependent variables. The seemxlto use lack of difference for a set
of dependent variables as a criterion for redu@nget of independent variables to a
smaller, more easily modeled number of variablEmally, to identify the independent
variables which most differentiate a set of dependariables.

One main purpose of this research study was to ieeathe effects of three
reading tasks on two dependent variables: shom«anand multiple-choice questions.

Therefore, MANOVA was considered appropriate irs thiudy. Three-way MANOVA
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in General Linear Model of SPSS was calculated de & there were significant
differences among the three groups of studentssuned by short-answer and multiple-
choice questions; and if there were significangriattions among the three independent

variables - reading tasks, text types, and stutigatsier.

3.6.5 Qualitative Analysis
Data collected from students’ written feedback #mel oral semi-structured
interviews were analyzed qualitatively to seekeratt of the students’ attitudes towards
the three reading tasks. The specific procedusss @as follows. First, all answers from
the students were typed up in a list under eacharelh question. Then, students’
responses were grouped into categories of simiakvars. Third, the most salient

patterns of the students’ attitudes were identified

3.7 The Pilot Study

Prior to the main study, a pilot study was caroed to try out the instruments
which were then employed in this study, namely, R&T, students’ written feedback
and semi-structured interviews. The main purpoas t@ see if the instruments used in
this study could suit the research purposes or ndhe pilot study was carried out at
Guizhou University for three weeks in May, 2007hisT part discusses how the pilot

study was conducted and its implications for thénrséudy.

3.7.1 Participants
A similar sample of university students as thathe main study participated

in the pilot study. The participants were selectedthe basis of convenience and
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availability. Seventy-two third-year English majondergraduate students at Guizhou
University who were taking the Advanced English Geuas a compulsory class in the
second term of academic year 2006 and 2007 weredheipants of the pilot study.

There were 20 male and 52 female students. Tgeiranged from 20 to 24.

3.7.2 Data Collection Procedures

The 72 students from three intact groups were naabglassigned to one of the
following groups: group of reading with summary tmgy (RS) (N=24), group of
reading with journal writing (RJ) (N=23), and groofpreading with oral discussion (RO)
(N=25).

The pilot study started on May 8th, 2007, and thdte three weeks. The
researcher taught all of the three groups of stisdeS8he met the students in six 2-hour
class sessions for a total of twelve hours. Duthng pilot study period, the subjects
studied two units fronA New English CourseéBook 6: Unit Five:The Lady, or the
Tiger? and Unit Six:Dull Work These two units were chosen because Unit Five is
narrative and Unit Six is expository in nature.eThxt types are those considered in this
study.

After reading Text | of Unit Five, the studentsahl the three groups were
allowed 20 minutes to do their respective taskpec8ically, the students in the RS
group were required to write a summaryldie Lady, or the Tiger?The students in RJ
group were required to write a journal. And, tiedents in the control group orally
discussed the Comprehension Questions requirdukeitetbook. After finishing their

tasks, the students were given another five minategrite their feedback on the tasks.
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The same procedures were repeated when studedisdstunit Six. That means each
student was required to write two entries of feettba the pilot study.

On the next Monday, after the students had finistadying these two units,
the researcher carried out the pilot study for R€T. The pilot study had three
purposes as follows: 1) to see if the test hadgpjate validity and reliability; 2) to
check the level of difficulty and power of discrmation of the test; and 3) to identify
major problems or errors within the test, such ast tcontent, time allocations,
instructions, and the arrangement. This was \tdahelp make the main study as
problem-free as possible.

The students were very cooperative when the reseatold them they would
be required to take the RCT. Sixty three (RS=212, RN=22) out of the total 72
students participated in the Reading CompreherBast. Among them, 15 were males
and 48 were females. The students were allowerhi@Otes to read the six passages
and answer all of the 36 questions. While doirgyttst, the students were not allowed
to ask questions concerning the content, nor weg allowed to use the dictionary.

Right after the RCT, the 63 students answered thestgpnnaire concerning
the test difficulty and their familiarity with thtest types. The purpose was to check the
validity of the RCT. The students were also adkedomment on the test time and test
format.

The next week after all the three groups took tierRsome students were
selected for the interviews. Because gender wasobithe variables considered in the
present study, an equal number of two male andfenmale students were randomly
selected from each group. Therefore, there wareifderviewees from each group and

12 altogether from all the three groups. The factace semi-structured interviews took
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place in early June 2007. Chinese was used t@ efiore information about the

students’ attitudes. Each interview lasted frontd. 30 minutes.

3.7.3 Data Analysis
The data obtained from the students’ scores ofRDE, the students’ written
feedback, and interviews, were submitted for eitiigntitative or qualitative analysis.

What follows are how the data analyses were caoigd

3.7.3.1 Reading Comprehension Test

The students’ answers on the RCT were marked byréisearcher and
validated by three EFL teachers, who had been itegqct the university level for at
least six years. When marking the test items,ctireect answer was given one point
and no point was given to the incorrect or unanedi@em. This criterion worked well
with multiple-choice question items. However, magkthe short-answer questions was
more complicated because it was very difficult tcedict all responses to and
interpretations of short-answer questions (Alder&890). Therefore, Alderson in the
same year asserted “some form of pre-testing ofqgumestions is essential wherever
possible” (p. 227). He also noted that the only teaensure that the test constructor has
removed all the ambiguities in the question isryoitt out on students similar to those
who will be taking the test. In fact, two of therposes of the pilot study were to ensure
that 1) all the ambiguities had been removed, gnitb 2chieve good questions with a
unique correct answer.

In marking short-answer questions, whenever onsiplesresponse was found,

the researcher and the three teachers discusselderbeae point would be given or not,
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in order to confirm that the test marking was cotireThe researcher found that there
were some unanswered items. It may have beerthdést items were too difficult or
the time given was not enough. This would be ewdd in the item analysis, which
was performed thus to check the level of difficudtyd power of discrimination of the
test items. Furthermore, test validity and religbwere taken into consideration so that
the scores of the test takers were sufficientlyabd for the researcher to determine
their levels of proficiency. What follows is howet validity and reliability of the RCT
were determined.

Test Validity

Wiersma and Jurs (2005) described validity of eassest as the
appropriateness of the interpretation of the resafta test and its specificity to the
intended use. Four common types of validity areefaalidity, construct validity,
content validity, and predictive validity. Of tlegscontent validity may be the most
important and is widely viewed as the essencelahguage test. They also pointed out
that usually the first approach to establishing tagdity of a test or whether the test
appears to measure what it aims to measure isghrthe assessment of “experts,” in
this case, language teachers.

In order to validate the contents of the RCT, tlxgpassages were given to 12
EFL teachers and experts, all of whom are uniweEKL teachers. Among the 12 EFL
teachers and experts, nine are Chinese and theesative speakers of English who are
teaching EFL at Guizhou University, China. Alltbe nine Chinese EFL teachers had
been teaching for over four years, while the thieeign teachers had been EFL
teachers at university level for at least one ye@he six passages with 36 questions

were given to the 12 teachers before the pilotysindApril 2007. The data obtained
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from the teachers’ answers was used to determireth@h or not the texts used in the
test were appropriate for the Chinese university Biadents.

Besides the language teachers, to validate theatetbse-ended questionnaire
was conducted with the 63 testees of the pilotystutihe questionnaire asked whether
the test was difficult for them and whether theyaviamiliar with the test types. To
elicit what the students thought about the diffigudf the test, three answers ranging
from 1 (easy) to 3 (difficult) were supplied foretstudents to choose from. The second
question was designed to elicit the students’ fianiy with the test type. If the test
type was familiar to them, the students chose "y#siot, they chose “no.”

Test Reliability

Wiersma and Jurs (2005) defined test reliabilitytlas consistency of the
instrument in measuring whatever it measures. Agrtbe five procedures commonly
used to estimate reliability of a test, namelyafial forms, test-retest, split-half, Kuder-
Richardson procedure, and Cronbach alpha, the @obnalpha is the most commonly
used (Wiersma and Jurs, 2005). For the pilot sttiay Cronbach alpha coefficient was
employed to estimate the internal consistency eftést. The method was appropriate
because the test was administered to the studéntee gilot study only once. The
Cronbach alpha was found by using the SPSS progiEme. reliability of this test was
0.76, which was considered acceptable accorditigetariterion of 0.70 as suggested by
Fliess (1981, as cited in Robson, 1993).

Iltem Analysis

The students’ test scores obtained through thdimpgicstage were used for
item analysis in order to see the quality of edeimnj and whether it could be changed or

improved. All of the 36 items were analyzed byngsihe Item Analysis System (IAS)
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developed by Khaimook (2004). IAS is a progrant eadesigned for analyzing the
difficulty level and discrimination power of starrdezed tests. In IAS, the items can be
analyzed according to Classical Test Theory ant Response Theory. In this study,
item difficulty was decided by using the followirfgrmat of Classical Test Theory
(CTT):

p= (M +RA) /2 (Stanley & Hopkins, 1972, as cited in Khaimo2@04)
In the format, B refers to the proportion of correct response ghhability group and

PL refers to the proportion of correct response w &bility group. The difficulty index

of an item is the proportion of correct responseigh ability group and low ability
group divided by two. From the format, it could heticed that high difficulty index
stands for low difficulty level, and that the ddtilty level of an item decreases as the
difficulty value increases. In IAS, the difficulisalue of an item between 0.30 and 0.70
(0.30<p<0.70) is considered to be appropriate.

Item discrimination of the reading comprehensiast te again submitted for
CTT of IAS (Khaimook, 2004). In this system,

r=PH-R

r indicates the power of discrimination.HRPefers to the proportion of correct response
in high group and P refers to the proportion of correct response in gnoup. The
criterion of r> 0.20 is adopted in IAS, which means discriminatadrthe test items
must be over 0.20 in order to be appropriate.

It is noteworthy that the students’ responses trtsdnswer questions were
submitted for IAS because the researcher wantseddf these items are appropriate or
not for the students. As semi-objective alterretivo multiple-choice questions

(Alderson, 2000), short-answer questions could bk analyzed by using IAS program.
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In entering the data from short-answer questione, researcher changed it to be the
format of standardized tests. The procedures afellows: first, the keys were given
number “1”. Second, when one student answeredeatign correctly, “1” was used to
denote his/her answer. When a student was givenhiat means he/she did not get the

correct response.

3.7.3.2 Students’ Written Feedback

Among the 72 students, two students (one from thefup, the other from
the RO group) were absent when the written feeddackUnit Five was written.
Another three students (two from the RS group amel foom the RO group) did not
write their feedback for Unit Six due to absendss a result, a total of 139 entries of
written feedback were submitted for a qualitativealgsis to seek the patterns of the

students’ attitudes towards the reading tasks.

3.7.3.3 Semi-structured Interview
All 12 interviews were tape-recorded, transcribett dranslated by the
researcher into English. The students’ interviexgse submitted for qualitative analysis

aimed at seeking the categories of the studernigidgs.

3.7.4 Results
This part reports the results of the pilot studtystarts with the results of the
RCT, followed by the results of the qualitative lgsas of the students’ written feedback

and the interviews.
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3.7.4.1 Reading Comprehension Test

The results obtained from the 12 language teadmaisexperts demonstrated
that all of the six reading passages used in tee were suitable for the Chinese
university EFL students who were the participarite present study. Table 3.2 shows

the results.

Table 3.2 Text Appropriateness According to Teacher(N=12)

1 10/83% 2[17%
2 9/75% 3/25%
3 8/66% 4/34%
4 9/75% 3/25%
5 11/92% 1/8%

6 8/66% 4/34%

The results revealed that the majorities of theeetspregarded the six passages
appropriate. Of all the six reading passages, the most apptepmas Passage 5,
followed by Passages 1, 2 and 4. The results ieydhat the texts used for the test
items were similar enough to what Chinese uniweiSEL students have to read in their
academic reading. However, three experts weréafmat short-answer questions could
be difficult for their students owing to inadequaptactice.

The students felt that among all of the six passaBassage 4 was the most
difficult and Passage 1 the least difficult. Thiénew passages were reported to be
moderately difficult (See Table 3.3 below). Theulés also demonstrated that all the
students were familiar with multiple-choice testsl around two thirds (N=41) students

were familiar with short-answer tests.



79

Table 3.3 Text Difficulty According to Students (N$63)

_Reading Passage Easy (%) Moderate (%) Difficult (%)
1 64 25 11
2 29 54 17
3 17 60 23
4 6 26 68
5 25 59 16
6 21 57 22

Furthermore, the results from IAS showed that amalhthe 36 items, 25 items
were appropriate, 11 items were either too diffiooit too easy and needed to be
improved. The 25 items that fit the model of CTr& as follows with their respectiye

andr values:

Table 3.4 Items Fitting CTT Model

_ftemNo.  p 1
1 0.461 0.247
2 0.402 0.276
3 0.686 0.374
4 0.686 0.282
6 0.667 0.398
7 0.300 0.465
8 0.390 0.267
9 0.440 0.284
10 0.670 0.259
12 0.590 0.200
13 0.380 0.310
14 0.441 0.216
15 0.412 0.266
16 0.539 0.240
18 0.461 0.401
20 0.569 0.282
21 0.490 0.457
25 0.382 0.260
28 0.588 0.456
29 0.520 0.252
30 0.412 0.406
32 0.402 0.468
34 0.471 0.227
35 0.550 0.275

36 0.370 0.374
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From Table 3.4, it can be seen that among the @#sit 25 items fit CTT
model because they met the criteria of difficultglues between 0.3 and 0.7, and
discrimination values over 0.2. The KR20 valuetttdse appropriate items was 0.93,

which was high as expected.

Table 3.5 Too Difficult Items According to CTT

11 0.390 0.140
17 0.186 0.172
19 0.275 0.249
22 0.270 0.290
23 0.176 0.333
26 0.250 0.165
27 0.310 0.154

It can be seen from Table 3.5 that seven of th&te8fis were too difficult,
because either these items’ difficulty levelp) (were lower than 0.3 or their
discrimination values were below 0.2. These diftig¢ems (11, 17, 19, 22, 23, 26, and

27) were improved and made easier to be suitablénéosubjects in the main study.

Table 3.6 Too Easy Items According to CTT

5 0.833 0.155
24 0.775 0.401
31 0.890 0.211
33 0.720 0.162

Table 3.6 shows that 4 items were too easy fotdbees either because their
difficulty indexes were higher than 0.7 or theisatimination indexes were lower than
0.20. These four inappropriate items (No. 5, 24,&hd 33) were improved or rewritten
to be suitable for the subjects of the main study.

In conclusion, all of the six reading texts weregidered to be valid as the



81

instruments to determine students’ reading abibtythe present study since they had
been validated by the language teachers and tesstaMeanwhile, the results obtained
from the pilot study of the RCT provided the resbar with insights into how to

improve the test for the main study.

3.7.4.2 Students’ Written Feedback

The results of the students’ written feedback alunit Five showed that 71%
(17 out of 24) students from the RS group had pesdttitudes towards the tasks they
had done. For Unit Six, the number was quite Hmesin that 82% (18 out of 22, two
absent) students commented positively about tilask.t The students commented that
writing summaries helped them reorganize the téelythad read. Some students
complained that because they were not requiredite summaries regularly, they were
not sure how to write an appropriate summary. Tdleg mentioned that a short lecture
should be given about the format of a good summary.

Probably due to the students’ unfamiliarity witlujoal writing, only 65% (15
out of 22, one absent) students from the RJ groupneented for Unit Five that journal
writing helped them with the text structure, diffic words, sentences, and their
problems in reading. Also, 16 students commertiatithey were not sure what to write
because they had not done that before. The pagemf students who had positive
attitudes towards journal writing increased to 7d% out of full 23) for Unit Six.

Compared with the students from the two experimlantaups, those from the
control RO group demonstrated the lowest percentdgeositive attitudes. For both
units, 63% (15 out of 24, one absent) commented trally discussing the

Comprehension Questions helped them understaneexhdetter. The low percentage
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may be because the students had been too famittative task. As mentioned earlier in
Section 3.2, the students had already finisheditstefour books of the textbook New
English Coursébefore they started learning Books 5 and 6, wifioseats are basically

the same and the Comprehension Questions havesaheay required.

3.7.4.3 Semi-structured Interview

The results from the oral interviews conducted witle 12 interviewees
showed that more than half of them had positiveudits towards the tasks they had
done, no matter which group they were from. Twadshts’ comments arét have
never tried writing a journal before. It's like aimor in which | see myself."and “I
remember | wrote summaries in Chinese before. Ngriiummaries in English is quite
new to me, but | think it may help me understarel rtfain idea.” However, some
students commented negatively about the tasks. ekample,“l don’t know what to
write in a journal. What's it for? It's boring.” Additionally, some students (7 out of all

12) said that 20 minutes was too long for themadhe tasks.

3.7.5 Implications for the Main Study
The results from the pilot study provided the reslkeer with some
implications for the main study, which were maimlyout the RCT, the reading tasks
and the data collection methods. Four implicatiansut the RCT are as follows.
1. Questions in the RCT should follow the same format.
As suggested by the proposal defense committeagjubstions after the texts
should follow the same format, thus the studergsfggmance on the RCT would not be

the result of question format difference. In aiddif three short-answer and three
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multiple-choice questions may not be enough to cole passages designed for the
third-year English majors. Therefore, the RCT wiofdllow the same format of five
short-answer and five multiple-choice questionshie main study, which would make
60 questions altogether. The table below showsfdheat of the questions for each

passage.

Table 3.7 Summary of the Question Format for Each &sage

Short-answer 1 1 2 1
Multiple-choice 1 1 2 1

Taking into consideration the test takers’ possiakggue resulting from the
question addition (from 36 to 60) in the main stuthe researcher decided to employ
four out of the total six passages. The choice ased on the appropriateness of the
passages explained in Section 3.7.4.1 (See Tabje Bs shown in Table 3.8, Passages
3 and 6 were discarded while the other four passagge chosen for the main study.
Consequently, there were 40 questions in the m@idys- 20 short-answer and 20

multiple-choice questions.

Table 3.8 Overview of the Four Passages for the MaiStudy

1 Narrative Slums inthe city of Birmingham
2 Expository How shops increase sales

3 Narrative The Gypsies of Europe

4 Expository Dowsing
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2. Some items of the RCT needed to be improved.

Some itemgNo. 5, 11, 17, 19, 22, 23, 24, 26, 27, 31 and &&ye found not
appropriate. They were either improved or rewnitie suit the participants for the main
study.

3. More time was needed for each passage of the RCT.

About the time allotment of the test, some stud@its13) commented that 60
minutes was not enough for them. Therefore, niare (65 minutes) should be given
to the subjects for reading the six passages asdeaang the questions, which means
that the participants needed about 11 minutesdoh @assage together with answering
questions. However, since the passage numberdeddut to four for the main study,
instead of the original six passages, the timetliimi the main study was set at 50
minutes.

As discussed above, changes were made in the R@iTr@gard to passage
number and question format. The number of reagmgsages was reduced from six
passages in the pilot study to four in the mainlgtuhile the questions following each
passage was extended from six ones in the pildystuthe present ten ones. And, the
time allocated for the RCT was changed from 60 meisiun the pilot study to 50 in the
main study. Taking into account the changes midxeresearcher regarded it necessary
to test the reliability of the modified RCT agaiff.o avoid practice effect, 27 students
were tested by the modified RCT. These studerdssimailar demographic features with
those in the main study, except that they were feogroup which was not chosen for
the main study. The Cronbach alpha was found t6.68 in the SPSS program, 15.0.

Even though this value was lower than that of thetipg stage (alpha=0.76), it was
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considered acceptable according to the criteri@. 0 as suggested by Fliess (1981, as
cited in Robson, 1993). Implications 4, 5 and 6ulihe reading tasks are as follows.
4. The time for the three reading tasks should be shoer.

Many students involved in the pilot study felt tila¢ time recommended for
their reading tasks (20 minutes) was too long. yTimentioned that they could finish
their tasks within 15 minutes. Thus, the time @led to each group would be changed.
And, the time allocation would be explained to shedents before they took the tasks.

5. A brief review about how to write summaries was naged.

Some students in the group of reading with summaiting felt that they
were not clear about the format of a summary. Theygested that a brief introduction
should have been given, at the beginning of théysteoncerning how to write a
summary.

6. A suggested format of journals should be applied

Some students from the RJ group felt at a lossdéhdot know what to write
in their journals. To help the students have g&beinderstanding of what to write in a
journal, the researcher adopted Redmann’s (200®)db(See Appendix F) as a guide
for the participants in the main study. The stusldrom did not have to follow the
format, however, as long as they included cruciaformation such as their
understanding of the text, their reactions, comsjequestions and feelings, their
difficulties, if any, with the reading.

Finally, three implications emerged from the pilstudy about the data

collection methods as follows.
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7. Three entries of written feedback would be anaked.

The researcher proposed to ask each student te wmiee instead of the
originally designed 11 entries of feedback on #ek$, because there was a worry that
the students, especially those in the experimegalips of reading with summary
writing and journal writing, would be bored withaessive writing. The three entries of
feedback would be written at the beginning, thedi@dand the end of the experiment.
That is, in the first, ninth, and the eighteenthels® respectively. Therefore, the
researcher could keep track of the potential chamjehe students’ attitudes towards
the reading tasks.

8. Written questionnaires were needed before the intetews.

In order to collect more data about the studentistudes and to elicit the
guide questions of the semi-structured interviessf-report written questionnaires
needed to be administered. A written questionnairene of the most widely used
techniques for collecting either quantitative oalipative data. It is used to elicit learner
responses to a set of questions or statementst &ndlso used as a technique of data
collection in which each person is asked to responthe same set of questions in a
predetermined order (DeVaus, 2002). The questimwuently asked are concerned
with facts, opinions, attitudes or preferenceshef tespondents. In terms of the type of
questionnaire, Nunan (1992) indicated that dependin the research objectives,
guestionnaires can be close-ended or open-endedmp&ed with interviews and
observation, written questionnaires can be usedearoently when a large number of
respondents must be reached, requiring less tirddess expense (Dornyei, 2003). In
addition, written questionnaire data is more ambleldo quantification than data

through written feedback.
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The self-report questionnaire was regarded appatepfor this study because
it could draw the information directly from the dants to identify the patterns of their
attitudes. In the main study, five close-endedelilscale questions and five open-
ended questions would be conducted with all of@hestudents (See Appendix G for a
sample of the written questionnaire). Likert-saglestionnaires were used as the items
were close-ended questions requiring choices wbothd be clearly presented only if
guestionnaires were used. Also, open-ended questvere utilized to elicit more
information about the students’ attitudes. Beftihe main study, the researcher
conducted the questionnaire with the participaritshe pilot study and made some
adjustments in response. Even though it was diiee the pilot study was over, the
researcher regarded it necessary for the purposalidity.

9. Some interview guide questions needed to be imprale

The results of the pilot study indicated that soguede questions of the
interview needed to be improved for the main stuBirst, since a written questionnaire
was to be conducted before the interview, questiomber 2 about the task time should
be asked in the questionnaire instead. The reass that the questionnaire was
conducted with all the participants and a more deteppicture could be drawn about
the task time. Second, question number 3 askiogtabe students’ attitudes towards
the tasks seemed to be too broad, which may beexipdanation why not much
information about the students appeared in the pilaly. Therefore, the more concrete
question “Do you like the task you've done? Can yell me why (why not)?” was

employed instead.
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3.8 The Main Study

After the dissertation proposal had been approtredresearcher went back to
China to conduct the main study and collect dafdis part describes the research

methods employed in the main study.

3.8.1 Participants

A demographic survey was conducted with the 8ligpants before the
pretest. Because the questionnaire was conduateal mormal course which was
compulsory for all the third-year English majors, student was absent. Therefore, the
researcher could collect data about all the 8ligyants’ background. A detailed
description of the participants’ demographic chtmastics and English learning
background is as follows.

Data from the demographic survey were coded antyzeth quantitatively to
establish patterns describing the population urstiedy. Results from the first two
questions of the demographic questionnaire shohaithe age of the participants was
on a range between 19 and 23 years old, with aanefje of 21. As was anticipated,
most of the participants were females (68%), wBit& were males. The percentage of

the participants’ gender corresponding to eachmgreypresented in the table below.

Table 3.9 Background of the Participants (N=81)

1(27) 9(33%) 18(67%)
2(27) 9(33%) 18(67%)
3(27) 8(30%) 19(70%)
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With regard to question number 3 in the backgrosodvey, which was about the
students’ years of English learning, the totalitiy the participants reported having
learned English for at least eight years. In ChHaglish is compulsory for students
studying in secondary schools, which means thathalll-year undergraduate students
have learned English for at least eight years étlyears in secondary school, three years
in high school, and two years in university). Tloagest time of the participants’
English learning was 14 years. One interestinggthvas found about the participants in
group 3, where 14% of the participants had leaiwmglish for 11 years, while only 11%
had learned for 10 years. The reason could bentlaty Chinese parents believe that
the third grade in the primary school is the rigime to start learning a foreign language,
when their first language acquisition has been ld@ee to a certain degree. This trend
contributed to the fact that in group 3 more stiisldrad learned English for 11 years
rather than 10 years. Another noteworthy point Wed nearly half of the students
(47%) from the second group had started learningji§in before the secondary school,
while about 40% of their counterparts in the otheo groups had that experience.

Table 3.10 shows the percentage of the participgete's of English learning in each

group.

Table 3.10 English Background of the Participantsi Percentage (N=81)

8 59 53 58 57
9 16 16 15 15
10 13 14 11 11
11 5 8 14 9
12 5 5 5 5

Beyond 12 2 4 3 3
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Question number 4 in the background survey addiesbe students’
perceived reading ability. The participants wegquired to choose one of the three
levels - good, fair, and poor - to describe theading ability. The results indicated that
most of the students considered their readingtgbii English as “fair” (75%). Just
13% of the participants considered their readingitalas “poor” and 12% considered
their reading ability as “excellent”. Table 3.1Hosvs the percentage corresponding to

each group in regard to the students’ perceptiaeading ability.

Table 3.11 Participants’ Perception of their Readig Ability (N=81)

Good 15 15 7 12
Fair 70 74 81 75
Poor 15 11 12 13

3.8.2 Data Collection Procedures

The methodological design implemented for the mstimdy consisted of
pretest, treatment, and posttest. Before the pepea intervention, all the 81
participants were pretested by the RCT, thus tatifyepossible non-linguistic factors
that may affect reading comprehension, and tohsebaseline of comparison. After the
pretest, the researcher conducted the treatmehétself and taught the three groups of
students in the normal classroom environment ofAtleanced English Course. The
course involved two 2-hour class sessions per weela semester (18 weeks). To
obtain a valid and reliable picture of the effeztshe reading tasks, four different types
of instruments were used: 1) a reading compreherisist utilized for the pretest and

posttest, 2) students’ written feedback, 3) a studpiestionnaire, and 4) a student
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interview. Each instrument underwent extensiveotpiy, which was described
previously in Section 3.7.

Before the pedagogical intervention, the teachee ga20-minute introduction
to the RS group about summary writing. The stuslem@re taught to write summaries in
their own words while paying attention to connestdhe main points, and avoiding
redundancy and copying. Also, the students werengexamples of summaries. The
purpose was to clarify the students’ difficulties summary writing before the
intervention.

During the 18-week semester, the 81 participantslied in the Advanced
English Course read three narrative texts and agpository texts (see Appendix A)
which were required i\ New English Coursédgook 5. There were more expository
texts than narrative ones because this textbook desggned for third-year English
major students at university level. All of the texwere new to the participants, but they
had some related background knowledge.

The teaching procedures in the three groups wémaldposed of three steps:
pre-reading, while-reading, and post-reading, agpgsed by Yditer, Saricoban, and
Gurses (2005). Based on the elements suggestBdoloyn (1994), which include five
sections of teaching procedures - goals, objectivagerials and equipment, procedures,
and evaluation - the researcher created the lepkon for each class session (See
Appendix C for a sample). During the pedagogio&énvention of this study, the pre-
reading and during-reading stages were the samegithe three groups, except at the
post-reading stage when the experimental grouptevgammaries or journals, while the

control group did not write but orally discussecesfions. The teaching procedures of
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reading with summary writing, reading with journatiting, and reading with oral
discussion are as follows.

At the pre-reading stage, the teacher divided theéesits into small groups of
five or six members. The students were allowedhtwose their groups. After that, the
teacher introduced the text that students wereggtmread by showing them the title,
and had them predict what the text would be ab@sied on the text title and Pre-
reading Questions in the textbook. For examplégrbethe students read Text I, Unit
Six, Preparing for Collegethey discussed their experiences about the Nadtooldege
Entrance Examination, how they felt about that eéepee, how they thought students in
the western countries prepare for college, etc.terAfhat, the teacher and students
discussed Dictionary Work in the textbook, wherer¢hwere some of the new words
and expressions of the text. Then a few minute® w&ven to the students to look up
the words in the dictionaries in case they stitl jaestions. The teacher walked around
and helped the students with the vocabulariesdtiad.

At the while-reading stage, the students read ek for the first time. The
researcher told the students they must try thest toeread the text within the time limit.
She calculated the time limit based on the word lmemof the text and the standard set
by the National Curriculum for College English Meaf Higher Education in P. R. C
(2002, p. 13), which is “on the basis of understagdhe main idea of the text, the third-
year English major students read 140-180 Englisidsvper minute.” The purpose of
giving the students time limit was to avoid the gb#ity that the students’ reading
comprehension was affected by the time designateekbiding. The students then reread
the text. During this stage, the teacher explaitedreading strategies which may be

employed, and explained the text intensively.
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At the post-reading stage, the teacher gave thari®SRJ groups 15 minutes
each to write summaries or journals. It shouldhbeed that students in the RJ group
could choose to follow the suggested format of nails (see Appendix F) or write
without referring to it. The control group, on tather hand, orally discussed with their
group members the Comprehension Questions on the texts within the same time
limit.

In the control group, the teacher gave the corewers on the board
immediately after the students had finished thescuksion, concerned that they might
have forgotten their discussion if the answers weitbheld until the next meeting.
Within the same time, the students in the experialegroups shared summaries or
journals with their group members and then subuohitteeir writings to the teacher,
which means summaries from the RS group and josiinaim the RJ group. For the
experimental groups, the teacher’s feedback wangiv the students the next time.

One noteworthy thing is that teacher’s feedback,mi grades, were given
for the students’ tasks. In her feedback regarthegsummaries, the teacher commented
on how the students had understood the text, hay trad used the methods of
selection, abstraction, cohesion, and addition, gaxé suggestions on how to improve
the summary. In her feedback regarding the josiriale teacher dialogued with the
students in regards to their ideas. Suggestionse waso given if some
misunderstandings were identified. For the oratdésion group, the teacher checked
the answers to the Comprehension Questions withsthdents when their group
discussion was over. The reason why no grades gige: was that the researcher
always kept in mind the purpose of the presentystadhich was to improve students’

reading comprehension, and that the students’ ruootis learning was central to the
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study. The worry that some students might be disged by low grades made the
researcher decide to give only feedback.

Students’ written feedback was administered thieed during the 18-week
pedagogical intervention. The first written feedbavas conducted after the students
had finished reading Text | of Unit OneHit the Nail on the Headand had completed
their reading tasks. The second entry of writeeedback was written after Unit Five -
The Plug-in Drag: TV and the American Famignd the third entry of feedback was
conducted after Unit EleveQultivating a Hobby(see Appendix J for students’ sample
feedback entries).

The questionnaire was administered at the endeop#dagogical intervention,
when the participants had finished the postteste Students answered five Likert-scale
guestions and five open-ended questions concetheigattitudes towards the tasks.

One week after the pedagogical intervention, theni-structured oral
interviews were conducted with 18 students. Basedhe students’ responses to the
questionnaire and to the written feedback, two gdidquestions addressing the students’
suggestions and their perceptions of good readisgstwere added, namely, “If you
could change one thing about the task of readirty summary writing, what would it
be?” and “What do you think is the best way to ioyar reading ability?” That is, there
were seven guide questions in the interview (sgaeAdix H). The researcher asked the
18 respondents if they could be in the presentystud/hen they agreed to that, the
researcher made appointments with them to condectiriterviews. All the semi-
structured face-to-face interviews were conductedanuary, 2008. The interviews
were conducted individually in Chinese and eachhef interviewees knew what the

interviews would be like and that the interviews uleb be recorded. Prior to the
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recording, the researcher told each intervieweethinterview was for collecting data
for the researcher’s dissertation and that it was going to affect their grade. In
addition, they were informed that there were nbitrigr wrong answers, no scores, and
no student evaluations.

Although the open-ended questions were based oadetermined interview
schedule, questions were open-ended for the purpioskciting deep information (see
Appendix | for a sample interview script). Eackemview started with a short warming-
up question such as “How are you today?”, “How'ergthing going?” The purpose
was to make the respondents relax and feel corblertaSome other questions were
improvised, based on the nature of each conversatibhe interview time for each
respondent was varied, depending on how much irdtbam he/she was willing to share.

On average, each interview lasted about 15-20 ménut

3.9 Summary

This chapter described the research methodologyosegb for the present
study. This study was conducted with 81 studewt® fthree intact groups: RS, RJ, and
RO groups. The instruments used to elicit the datee the Reading Comprehension
Test, students’ written feedback, written questares, and semi-structured interviews.

The results of the data analyses will be presentéae next chapter.



CHAPTER 4

RESULTS

The main purpose of this chapter is to presenfitingngs of the current study
in response to the seven research questions pestutaChapter One. This chapter is
organized into two sections. The first sectionlsl@ath the quantitative analysis of the
participants’ performance on the pretest and psistig using statistical methods. The
second section reports the results of the datatezlichrough the questionnaire, the
students’ written feedback, and the semi-structimeztview from both quantitative and

qualitative perspectives.

4.1 Assessment of Reading Comprehension

The quasi-experimental design of this study magessible to find answers to
the first five research questions (see Section. 1. #his part describes the students’
performance on the pretest and posttest as asdegsbd RCT. It is necessary to note
that all the 81 students took part in the pretadt@osttest. The reason is that this quasi-
experiment was conducted in the regular class binthe Advanced English Course,

which was compulsory for all the third-year studenfttendance was required.

4.1.1 Pretest Results
As was mentioned before in Sectidrl.2 the RCT was employed to evaluate

the participants’ reading comprehension abilityopefthe pedagogical intervention. The
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findings of the pretest would be used to set theeli@e for comparison and to help
interpret the findings, particularly if any imprawent or difference occurred at the end
of the experiment.

The pretest was carried out during the first classsion of the regular
Advanced English Course of the first semester,attedemic year of 2007 and 2008.
Scoring of the RCT conformed to that of the pilatdy. To be specific, each question
was allocated one point, which means the maximwredor the RCT was forty.

Descriptive analysis of data was employed to getoaerview of the
participants’ performance on the pretest. Tableb&low shows that the average score
of the 81 participants on the pretest was 26.38 &it1 as the standard deviation. Of all

the participants, the highest score was 35 antbthest 20.

Table 4.1 Descriptive Statistics for the Participats’ Performance on the Pretest

(N=81)
1 26.48 2.694
2 25.89 3.042
3 26.63 3.596

To compare the average scores (Mean=26.48, 25@83R2from the three
groups, a one-way univariate analysis of variaddd@VA) in SPSS version 15.@as
employed. This method was found to be the mosicefe because three means were
compared and that the samples under comparisonimtergal and normally distributed.
The null hypothesis and alternative hypothesis waatas follows, and the level of

significance for testing these hypotheses wast<e04a.
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1) the mean scores of reading comprehension oé tteee groups of students were not
different: H. w3 = p =y where

Ho = the null hypothesis

pi = the mean of group 1

u2 = the mean of group 2, and

us = the mean of group 3
2) the mean scores of the experimental groups srgngficantly different from that of

the control group: I w1 #p # o, Where

H, = the alternative hypothesis
w1 = the mean of group 1
p2 = the mean of group 2, and
us = the mean of group 3.

Table 4.2 Comparison of the Participants’ Performaie on the Pretest (N=81)

Between Groups 8.296 2 4.148 423 .657
Within Groups 765.704 78 9.817
Total 774.000 80

Not significant at the 0.05 level (p>0.05)

Table 4.2 shows the results of the one-way ANOMAwas found that the
differences between the experimental groups anddh&ol group were not significant
(F2, 7670.42, P>0.05). The probability of accepting thdl hypothesis was that the
value must be greater than 0.05, the level of Baarice set before. In this case, the
value (0657 was higher than 0.05. Therefore, the null hypsih that the mean scores
of the experimental groups and that of the corgroup were equal was accepted. That
is, the three groups were not different in theirer@d reading ability before the
pedagogical intervention. Consequently, the threatment types - treatment 1. RS
(reading with summary writing), treatment 2: RJaftmg with journal writing), and

treatment 3: RO (reading with oral discussion) reveandomly assigned to the three
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groups of this research study. Treatments 1 aedrisisting of training of source-based
writing, were assigned to Groups 2 and 3, respelgtivTreatment 3 consisting of oral

discussion of the Comprehension Questions wasressigp group 1.

4.1.2 Posttest Results

The posttest served to measure the effects of édagwogical intervention on
the students’ reading ability. It was administendten the pedagogical intervention was
finished. The same RCT used for the pretest wed t the posttest. Scoring of the
assessments also conformed to the same criteriegeofor the pretest.

The null hypotheses to be verified were as followsirst, the multivariate
means of the three groups were not significantlffeddnt. The corresponding
alternative hypothesis was that those means wayeifisantly different. Second,
MANOVA results testing interactions among the thiegependent variables, namely,
reading tasks, text types, and gender, indicatedsigaificant interactions. The
alternative hypothesis in that case was that thas@bles significantly interacted with
each other. The level of significance was set.@b Gor all the hypotheses. These
statistical methods were also used for the glolmal mdividual comparisons of the

means between and among groups for the posttest.

4.1.2.1 Answer to Research Question 1:

Do reading-writing connections facilitate the readi comprehension
development of Chinese EFL students?

The participants’ performances on the pretest asltg@st were compared in

order to verify if there were any improvementshe students’ reading comprehension,
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thus to examine the effects of the pedagogicahetgion. Descriptive statistics was
used as a tool to get an overall picture of thdestts’ performance. As shown in Table
4.3 below, the average mean score (Mean=29.0&)e08B1 participants on the posttest
was 2.73 higher than that on the pretest (Mean326.8s for specific groups, all of the
three groups improved on the posttest. Among themRS group improved the most
from 26.48 to 30.41 by 3.93 points, followed by tR@ group which improved 2.60
points (from 25.89 to 28.49), followed by the RQuyp which improved 1.67 points

(from 26.63 to 28.30).

Table 4.3 Descriptive Statistics for the Results &m the Pretest and Posttest (N=81)

RS Pretest 26.48 2.694
Posttest 30.41 3.092
RJ Pretest 25.89 3.042
Posttest 28.49 3.732
RO Pretest 26.63 3.596
Posttest 28.30 3.156

With regard to the improvement of each group, phsamplet-tests were
used to perform the comparison of the pretest arsttgst, thus to verify the potential
effects of the pedagogical intervention on the Eddrners. This statistical analysis was
appropriate because they compared the means ofamables - the pretest and posttest -
for each group. The null hypothesis to be verifrgas that the means from the pretest
were equal to those from the posttest. The alteenaypothesis was that the means of

the posttest were higher than those of the pretest.
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Table 4.4 Comparison of Participants’ Performance o the Pretest and Posttest

RS -3.926 2.183 -9.347 26.001*
RJ -1.926 2.645 -3.784 26.001*
RO -1.333 1.687 -4.107 26.001*

*Significant at 0.05 level (p<0.05)

Results of paired-sampletests as shown in Table 4.4 indicated that all the
three groups improved on the posttest. For thegR®p, the difference of the two
means (-3.926) was from 26.48 to 30.41. For thgr@dp, the mean difference (-1.926)
was from 25.89 to 28.49, while the difference (3BBfor the RO group was from 26.63
to 28.30. Thet values (-9.347, -3.784, -4.107) were used in thests because the
assumption of homogeneity of variance were all mEtis means that the variances of
the samples were equal. Further, Table 4.4 shioatghep values were all less than the
significance level (0.05) set before. Therefohe, hull hypotheses were rejected. That
is, the means of the three groups’ pretest andigsigberformance were significantly
different, which suggests that the reading perforceaof the participants in all the

groups improved after the 18-week intervention.

4.1.2.2 Answer to Research Question 2:

Do students in the experimental groups show greaading comprehension
than those in the control group?

Table 4.5 below shows the results of the desceptanalysis of the
participants’ performance on the posttest, whiatiuide the mean scores and standard

deviations.
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Table 4.5 Descriptive Statistics for the Participats’ Performance on the Posttest

Short-answer Questions RS 15.37 1.786
RJ 14.49 2.202
RO 13.93 2.080

Average 14.59 2.104
Multiple-choice Questions RS 15.04 2.514
RJ 14.00 2.617
RO 14.37 2.239

Average 14.47 2.499

According to Table 4.5, the average score of thpd@ficipants was 29.06, and
the standard deviation was 3.51. The two experiahegroups had average scores of
30.41 (RS) and 28.49 (RJ), respectively, whiledbetrol group achieved 28.30 points
as its average scordResults also indicated that all the three groups, the group which
received treatment 1 — the RS groppfformed the best on short-answer (Mean=15.37)
and multiple-choice questions (Mean=15.04). Anpoti@eworthy finding was that the
students’ average score of short-answer questidiear(=14.59, SD=2.10) was higher
than that of multiple-choice questions (Mean=143D=2.50). In addition, the highest
score (38) was achieved by one student in the Bdpgmwhile the lowest (22) was given
to one student from the RO group.

Table 4.6 below shows the students’ average sdorderms of different
guestion types. It was found that students froeRIS group performed best in all four
categories of questions. Overall, the students fatl three groups achieved the highest
score on main idea questions (Mean=8.12), followgdnferential ones (Mean=7.52),

and they performed the worst in answering questalmsut vocabulary (Mean=6.51).
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Further exanimation revealed that the experimegtatips performed better than the

control group in all the question types exceptdétail questions.

Table 4.6 Participants’ Average Scores in Terms dQuestion Types (N=81)

Main Idea 8.84 8.02 7.52 8.12
Vocabulary 6.75 6.43 6.35 6.51

Detail 7.02 6.72 7.01 6.91
Inferential 7.56 754 7.50 7.52

MANOVA was used to verify whether the difference$ means were
significant. The null hypothesis to be verifiedsmhat the multivariate means of the
three groups at each level were not significantffeent. The alternative hypothesis
was that the multivariate means of the two expemalegroups were higher than that of
the control group.

The comparison of multivariate means correspondmghe participants’
performance is shown in Table 4.7 below, whicheatikd significant differences among
the three groups on the posttest. phealues for Wilks' Lambda multivariate test was
0.03, which was lower than the level of significarn(©.05) set before. Therefore, the
null hypothesis that the multivariate mean scoffeth® experimental groups and that of
the control group were equal was rejected. Thahes mean scores of the experimental
groups were higher than that of the control grodjme researcher then concluded that
different reading tasks had significantly differerfitects on the two dependent variables,
and that the reading comprehension ability of theed groups of students was
statistically different after the pedagogical intamtion. The best performance was

exhibited by the RS group (Mean=30.41).
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Table 4.7 MANOVA Results of the Participants’ Perfemance in Terms of Reading
Tasks (N=81)

Intercept  .012 3053.410 2 77 .000
Group .871 2.746 4 154 .030*

*Significant at 0.05 level (p<0.05)

Results so far support the alternative hypothesiat treading-writing
connections contribute to the development of Ehgtsading ability. Nonetheless, it
was necessary to analyze the three groups’ perfarenan each of the two dependent
variables, namely, short-answer and multiple-chagjgestions. Table 4.8 below shows
the results of univariate tests for the effectseafding tasks.

The participants’ scores on the short-answer testved significant difference
(Fe2, 7873.96,p=0.023). In contrast, there was no significanfedénce found on the
multiple-choice test scoreb§, 76=2.24,p=0.113). The findings suggested that different
reading tasks had statistically significant effeatsthe participants’ performance on the
short-answer test, while the tasks did not havestiee effects on their performance on

the multiple-choice test.

Table 4.8 Tests of Between-Subjects Effedts Terms of Reading Tasks

Groups Short-answer 32.667 2 16.333 3.962 .023*
Multiple-choice 27.136 2 13.568 2.239 113
Error Short-answer 321.556 78 4.123
Multiple-choice 472.593 78 6.059
Total Short-answer 17719 81
Multiple-choice 16568 81

*Significant at 0.05 level (p<0.05)

Scheffe in the Post Hoc multiple comparisons foserbed means was

calculated to identify where the significant diface occurred. As shown in Table 4.9
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below, the average score of the RS group on thet-ahewer test was significantly
higher than that of the RO group. It is noted that RJ group was classified both with
the higher group of RS and the lower group of RE&cause the mean difference (0.88)
between the RJ group (Mean=14.49) and the RS gidean=15.37) was greater than
that (0.56) between the RJ group (Mean=14.49) hadRO group (Mean=13.93), it was
decided that the RJ and RO groups did not havefisigmt difference in their reading

comprehension. That is, they performed signifilyaloiver than the RS group.

Table 4.9 Results of Post Hoc Scheffe Test in Terro$ Short-answer Questions

RO 27 13.93

RJ 27 1449  14.49
RS 27 15.37
Sig. 93 022

Results from the descriptive analysis and MANOVAorted the fact that
the students’ reading ability was significantlyfdient after the 18-week pedagogical
intervention. It is interesting to note that exkaugh all the three groups’ scores on the
posttest improved, the experimental RS group shawede marked improvement than
the control RO group, whereas the task of readiit ypurnal writing did not have
similar statistically greater effects. Therefotke researcher concluded the students
benefitted more by reading with summary writingrthay reading with journal writing

or reading with oral discussion.

4.1.2.3 Answer to Research Question 3:
Are there any significant effects of text types @mnese EFL students’

reading comprehension?



106

Table 4.10 Descriptive Statistics for ParticipantsPerformance in Terms of Text
Types (N=81)

Narrative Short-answer RS 7.222 1.396
Texts guestions RJ 6.444 1.948
RO 6.212 1.350
Average 6.864 1.595
Multiple-choice RS 7.519 1.341
guestions RJ 6.704 1.772
RO 6.703 1.919
Average 6.951 1.724
Total 13.820 2.499
Expository Short-answer RS 8.148 1.406
Texts guestions RJ 8.100 1.660
RO 7.905 1.087
Average 8.047 1.412
Multiple-choice RS 7.519 1.051
guestions RJ 7.185 .834
RO 6.889 1.013
Average 7.198 .993
Total 15.245 2.104

To answer research question 3, descriptive staigtas calculated as the first
step in order to get a general picture of the pigdints’ performance on different text
types. After that, a MANOVA test was utilized tenfy whether or not text types had
significantly different effects on the students’adeng comprehension. The null
hypothesis that the students’ scores in narratiad axpository texts were not
significantly different and the corresponding altdive hypothesis of significant
difference were set.

Table 4.10 above shows the students’ performamcearrative and expository
texts. It was found that the participants’ averageores of expository texts
(Mean=15.25) were higher than those of the naeatwes (Mean=13.82) by 1.43

points. In addition, the group who received theatment of reading with summary
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writing performed better in both narrative (Mean=¥) and expository texts

(Mean=15.67) than the other two groups.

Table 4.11 MANOVA Results of the Participants’ Perbrmance in Terms of Text
Types (N=81)

Intercept .009 3195.826 2 60 .000
Text type 531 2.483 2 45 .008*

*Significant at 0.05 level (p<0.05)

Table 4.11 shows the MANOVA results. It was fodhdt the students’ scores
in narrative and expository texts were statisticdlfferent (p=0.008) for Wilks' Lambda
multivariate test. Therefore, the null hypothettiat the students’ multivariate mean
scores in narrative and expository texts were egaal rejected. That is, the students’
mean scores of expository texts were statistidatipper than those of the narrative texts.
The researcher then concluded that different iged had significantly different effects
on the students’ reading comprehension, and thatstbhdents were more likely to
perform better in expository texts than in narratnes.

Results from tests of between-subjects effectshasis in Table 4.12 below
revealed that the differences lay in the short-amsguestionsK, 797=6.09, p=0.003)
where the students performed significantly higmeexpository texts (Mean=7.198) than
they did in narrative ones (Mean=6.951). Nevedbg| the results showed that the
students did not demonstrate significant differemse measured by multiple-choice

questions K, 7972.698,p=0.074).
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Table 4.12 Tests of Between-Subjects Effects in Tas of Text Types

Text types  Short-answer 45.852 1 22.926 6.089 .003*
Multiple-choice 21.802 1 10.901 2.698 .074

Error Short-answer 293.704 79 3.765
Multiple-choice 315.185 79 4.041
Short-answer 17719 81

Total
Multiple-choice 16568 81

*Significant at 0.05 level (p<0.05)

4.1.2.4 Answer to Research Question 4:

Are there any significant effects of gender on €snEFL students’ reading
comprehension?

This section addresses the fourth research qguestiich asks whether
gender difference affects reading comprehensiohe fEsearcher proposed to employ
descriptive statistics and MANOVA tests to answas tresearch question. By using
descriptive statistics, we could get an overalltypie of male and female students’
performance. By using MANOVA, the difference oétstudent’s performance could be

verified.

Table 4.13 Descriptive Statistics for ParticipantsPerformance in terms of Gender

(N=81)
Male(26) Short-answer questions 14.23 2.438
Multiple-choice questions 14.42 1.880
Total 29.01 3.334
Female(55) Short-answer questions 14.88 2.533
Multiple-choice questions 14.24 2.207

Total 29.12 3.616
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Table 4.13 is a description of male and female esttgl scores measured by
short-answer and multiple-choice questions. Thdesit number, the average score and
standard deviation are shown. It was found thaale students (Mean=29.12, SD=3.62)
performed better than their male counterparts (M2ar01, SD=3.33) by 0.11 points.
Closer investigation of the data revealed thatfémeale students’ mean score on the
short-answer test (Mean=14.88) was 0.65 points dnigthan that of the males
(Mean=14.23), while male students performed shglhtter on multiple-choice tests

(Mean=14.42) than females (Mean=14.24) by 0.18tpoin

Table 4.14 Male and Female Students’ Scores in Tesrof Passages and Question
Types (N=81)

Male I 6.94 Main idea 8.17
(26) Il 7.59 Vocabulary 6.09
11l 7.00 Detail 6.37

[\ 7.48 Inference 8.38

Female I 6.82 Main idea 7.89
(55) [l 7.65 Vocabulary 7.27
[l 7.09 Detail 7.01

[\ 7.56 Inference 6.95

Also, it was found from Table 4.14 that femalespeutormed on three of the
passages, which were Passage |l about the sup@&nis&an=7.65), Passage Il about
European Gypsies (Mean=7.09), and Passage IV abmwsing (Mean=7.56), while
males performed better only on one passage whick amut slum clearance in
Birmingham (Mean=6.94). Furthermore, female stislgrerformed better on the two
guestion types of vocabulary (M=7.27) and detaie@d=7.01), while males performed
better on the main idea questions (Mean=8.17) afeddntial questions (Mean=8.38).

MANOVA was conducted to verify the possible effedfsgender on EFL
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students’ reading comprehension. Table 4.15 doeshow any significant effects of

the gender variablé~(; 79==0.83,p=0.44).

Table 4.15 MANOVA Results of the Participants’ Perbrmance in Terms of Gender

(N=81)
Intercept .016 2368.957 2 78 .000
Gender .979 .825 2 78 442

Not significant at 0.05 level (p>0.05)

Table 4.16 Tests of Between-Subjects Effects in Tas of Gender (N=81)

Gender Short-answer 4,677 1 4,677 746 .390
Multiple-choice 2.894 1 2.894 651 .422

Error Short-answer 495.052 79 6.266
Multiple-choice 315.185 79 4.447

Total Sh(_)rt-answer 17719 81
Multiple-choice 16568 81

Not significant at 0.05 level (p>0.05)

Table 4.16 shows the results of univariate teststiie effects of gender
difference on the students’ reading comprehensiéthwas found that the students’
gender difference did not have significant effemtisthe result of the short-answer test
(F(, 79), p=0.39) or multiple-choice tesE(, 79, p=0.42). These findings help to support
the result of Table 4.13 that female students (Me&arl2) performed slightly better
than the male students (Mean=29.01), although ;mtité degree of significance. As a
result, the researcher concluded that studentsiegatifference did not have statistically

significant effects on the participants’ readingngoehension, as measured by short-

answer or multiple-choice questions.
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4.1.2.5 Answer to Research Question 5:

Are there any significant interactions among thee¢hindependent variables:
reading tasks, text types, and gender?

Descriptive statistics and MANOVA were employed answer the fifth
research question concerning the interactions antomgndependent variables. Table
4.17 below gives descriptive statistics for thetipgrants’ scores in terms of reading
tasks, text types, and gender. It was found thatfémale students who received the
treatment of reading with summary writing perforntee highest score (Mean=8.22).
Overall, the lowest score went to the female sttel@dean=6.58) from the RO group

on the multiple-choice test for narrative texts.

Table 4.17 Participants’ Performance in Terms of Taks, Text Types and Gender

(N=81)
Short-answer RS Male 7.222 8.000
test Female 7.214 8.222
RJ Male 6.778 7.444
Female 7.611 7.889
RO Male 6.875 7.875
Female 6.842 7.368
Multiple- RS Male 8.000 7.111
choice test Female 7.279 7.722
R Male 7.111 7.333
Female 6.722 7.056
RO Male 7.000 7.000
Female 6.579 6.842

Average 14.15 14.91
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Table 4.18 MANOVA Results for Interactions of Tasks Text types, and Gender

Tasks *Text types .832 2.417 3 36 .031*
Tasks *Gender .961 751 4 148 .562
Gender*Text types .870 1.800 3 36 165
Tasks*Text 993 0.242 1 36 626
types*Gender

*Significant at 0.05 level (p<0.05)

The MANOVA results shown in Table 4.18 yielded sfigant interactions
between independent variables reading tasks andyfges F=2.42,p=0.031) for Wilks’
Lambda multivariate test. This suggested that shelents from various groups
performed differently when reading texts of differdypes. However, no significant
interactions were found between reading tasks andey p=0.56), between gender and
text types p=0.17), or among reading tasks, text types andeyepd0.63).

Table 4.19 below shows results of univariatestdst the interactions of the
three independent variables on each of the depéemadeiables. The results indicated
significant interactions between reading tasks t@xt types as measured by the short-
answer testpg=0.032). Nonetheless, no significant interactiorese detected among

other variables.

Table 4.19 Tests of Between-Subjects Effects in Tas of the Three Variables

* Short-answer 1.458 2 182 1.199 .032*
Group™ Texttypes \ itiple-choice 12136 2 3214 406 .55
. Short-answer 17.199 2 8.600 1.432 .245
Group™ Gender 1 itiple-choice 681 2 340 080 .923
" Short-answer 16.216 1 8.108 1.347 .265
Gender* Texttypes , itinle-choice 4.736 1 2368 .495 .611
Group*Text types*  Short-answer .040 2 040 .242 .626
Gender Multiple-choice .566 2 .063 495 .611

*Significant at 0.05 level (p<0.05)
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A simple effects test is generally done after atidteally significant
interaction is detected. The computation involaaalyzing the effect of one factor on
each level of the other factor. In this study,ndigant interactions were identified
between reading tasks and text types. Thereforeyas necessary to answer this
qguestion: Does the effect of the reading task fadgépend on different levels of the text
type factor? There were three simple effects tpdyéormed for this question:

1. Does the text type factor have a significafgctfon the scores with the group
who received the treatment of reading with summarting?

2. Does the text type factor have a significané@fbn the scores with the group
who received the treatment of reading with joumaating?

3. Does the text type factor have a significané&fbn the scores with the group
who received the treatment of reading with oratdssion?

Unique Sums of Squares in Syntax of SPSS were wssadswer the above
three simple effects questions. Simple effectheffactor text type for each level of the
groups were calculated: Text type Within Task [Bxt type Within Task (2), and Text
type Within Task (3). It's noteworthy that the nloen specified after a “Within” factor
refers to the level of that factor.

Results from Unique Sums of Squares (Table 4.2@ealed that the
significant interactions occurred in the RJ gropp0(009). That means text types
significantly influenced reading comprehensionted participants in the journal writing
condition €, 75 4.920,p < 0.05). The RJ group achieved the average sifol@.93
in the narrative text, which was significantly lawthan their average score in the

expository texts (Mean=14.89). However, text typ#ig not influence reading
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comprehension of the participants in the summaitingrtreatment, £, 75y= 0.17,p =

0.285)) or those in the reading with oral discussiondition E(;, 75= 0.25, p = 0.559).

Table 4.20 Tests of Significance for Posttest ScaréJsing Unique Sums of Squares

Within Cells 1326.57 75 20.08
Text type within group (RS)  2.67 2.67 0.17 0.285

1
Text type within group (RJ) 137.438 1 137.438 4.920 0.009 *
Text type within group (RO)  3.085 1 3.085 0.25 0.559

*Significant at 0.05 level (p<0.05)

4.2 Students’ Attitudes towards the Reading Tasks

This section is incorporated into this researcbrder to answer the last two
research questions concerning the students’ attudwards the reading tasks, the
problems they encountered when doing the tasks, thed preference for specific
reading tasks. Data obtained from the written tioesaire, the students’ written
feedback, and the semi-structured interview, westanstted for either quantitative or
gualitative analysis. In this part, examples wqueted from the original answers
provided by the students. In order to preservdesttiauthenticity, all quotes have been
maintained in their original form in cases wheradshts responded in English. For
those who responded in Chinese, the researchetdtad their responses into English as
accurately as possible.

It is noteworthy to mention that participants’ reelmes were replaced with
codes in all the examples used to illustrate thitepes found in the data. Students’
coding followed the same format. First, the reslear gave a number to each student
randomly, and this number was always used for preeiic student in the data analysis

of the study. Second, the researcher coded eaclerdat according to his/her group



115

followed by the specific number. For example, sttchumber one from the RS group
was coded RS1, her counterparts from RJ and ROpgravere RJ1 and ROL1,

respectively.

4.2.1 Answer to Research Question 6:
What are Chinese EFL students’ attitudes towardgslhinee reading tasks?
This research question addresses the studentBidesi towards the three
reading tasks. Data elicited through the self-repoitten questionnaires, the students’
written feedback, and semi-structured interviewsensibmitted for qualitative analysis

to find out the categories of the students’ atetud

4.2.1.1 Data from the Written Questionnaire

The written questionnaire was conducted witlofathe 81 students when they
finished the posttest. The 81 questionnaires idiged were all returned. The
researcher checked carefully whenever each respbrsdémitted their questionnaire,
thus to make sure no blank sheet was submitteda Aesult, only two questionnaires
were discarded for the reason of uncompleted irdtion. The remaining 79
questionnaires were analyzed either quantitativelyualitatively.

As the first half of the questionnaire, 5-point &éikscale questions that ranged
from “strongly agree” to “strongly disagree” werdilimed in order to make the
distinction clear between those students who agwatidthe statement and those who
did not. The students’ responses to the questimmavere coded and keyed into the
SPSS program, 15.0 for statistical analysis. TV foint items were coded into a five-

point scale as follows:
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Strongly agree =5
Agree =4
Undecided = 3
Disagree = 2
Strongly disagree = 1
In scoring the students’ responses, one point Wasased to strongly disagree,
two for disagree, three for undecided, four foreggrand five for strongly agree. That is,
a higher number of points meant more positive uatéis the students had towards the
tasks. It is noteworthy that the students’ scaneshe questionnaire did not represent
their reading comprehension ability but only thegiitudes toward the tasks.
In Table 4.21 below, significant variations in fusmcy of students’ reported
attitudes are not taken into consideration. Inkté@quency and percentage of choice

are shown. These simple descriptive statisticatguiures were done to establish the

baseline information on each group.

Table 4.21 Students’ Responses on the Likert-scaléritten Questionnaire (N=79)

1. | like the task I've done. 3/3.8% 41/51.9% 15619 11/13.9% 9/11.4%

2. The task I've done will
improve my reading 16/20.3%  30/38%  28/35.4% 3/3.8% 2/2.5%
comprehension.

3. The task I've done

helps to improve my

reading comprehension of 2/2.5%  36/45.6%  9/11.4% 22/27.8% 10/12.7%
narrative texts more than

expository texts.

4. The task I've done

helps to improve my

reading comprehension of 4/5.1%  31/39.2% 20/25.3% 21/26.6%  3/3.8%
expository texts more than

narrative texts.

5. I will continue doing

1/1.3% 41/51.9% 25/31.6% 7/8.9% 5/6.3%
the task
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The quantitative analysis of the data elicited tigto the written questionnaire
revealed that more than half of the students watisfed with the reading tasks. The
number of the students shows that 44 (55.7%) ofdta 79 students reported liking the
reading tasks. Of the five question items, theg®t proportion of respondents agreed
with statement number 2 (58.3%) that the readisgstdnelped them with their reading
comprehension. Interestingly, it was also to thuestion item that the respondents had
the highest percentage of undecided attitudes. niiede, about half of the students felt
the reading tasks improved their understandingféérént text types. To be specific, 38
students (48.1%) thought their understanding ofatize texts were improved, and 35
(44.3%) felt they understood expository texts bettdlso, the participants showed a
tendency towards the positive with 42 (53%) agrgewth statement number 5 that they
would continue doing the reading tasks. Equallgonant, 25 respondents (32%) chose
“undecided” as their response to this question.item

Table 4.22 below presents the average scores dfttldents’ responses to the
written questionnaire. It was found that the shigehad the highest average score
(Mean=4.68, SD=.933) on item 2, which means thahyrstudents thought that the
reading tasks could improve their reading comprsioen Close examination of the data
revealed that the students in the RJ group haditjieest average score (Mean=3.98)
followed by the RO group (Mean=3.88), while thedemts in the RS group received the
lowest mean score (Mean=3.85). That means thagttltents liked the task of reading
with journal writing the most, followed by the taskreading with oral discussion. They

had the lowest preference for the task of readiillg summary writing.
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Table 4.22 Means of the Participants’ Attitudes inferms of Groups (N=79)

RS 437 474 311 2,67 437 3.85
RJ 470 452 313 3.07 451 3.98
RO 448 478 3.33 2.63 4.20 3.88

Table 4.23 Means of the Participants’ Attitudes inTerms of Reading Ability (N=79)

Poor 4.45 450 3.08 278 4.06 3.77
Fair 4.53 471 319 280 445 3.94
Good 4.62 486 3.30 2.82 455 4.03

Descriptive analysis was conducted to examine tiiteides of the students of
different reading abilities. Table 4.23 shows iean scores of the students’ attitudes in
terms of their perceived reading ability. The stud who perceived their reading ability
as good received the highest score of 4.03, folbwg those who perceived their
reading ability as fair (Mean=3.94). The lowesbrecwas given to the students who
perceived their reading ability as low (Mean=3.77Jhis means that the higher the
students perceived their reading ability, the npositive attitudes they tended to have.

A qualitative analysis of the open-ended questioBnavas used as
supplementary data to help interpret the resulteeftatistical analysis. Of all of the 79
respondents, 17 wrote in Chinese, which the reBeatcanslated into English, while the
others wrote in English.

The open-ended questionnaire data suggbdite information obtained from
the Likert-scale questionnaire that the studenttheén RJ group tended to have more
positive attitudes than those in the RS and RO pgou Participants’ responses to
question items number 6 (What do you like/dislikesmabout the tasks you've done?

Why/why not?), and number 7 (How do/don’t you ththle tasks you’ve done will help
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you improve your reading comprehension?) providadesimportant insights into why
the reading tasks had or had no effects on reachngprehension. As for the use of
summary writing on their reading ability, 14 stutsenecognized its importance. For
example:

RS13: “By writing summary, | think my reading abylhas been improved,

especially my ability to generalize the malea.”

RS15: “My general understanding of the text hasbewroved.”
The positive comments mentioned above showed stsidsgppreciation of the degree to
which summary writing facilitated their reading comahension. Nevertheless, 10
students reported not liking the task. As stud®®23 put it,'l just don'’t like it because
it’s more difficult compared with doing compreheamsexercises.”Student RS26 shared
the negative attitude and felt it was boring tote&vsummaries for every text. Instead, he
preferred to write when he felt like it.

Seventeen students in the RJ group were satisiibdie tasks. For example,
student RJ8 reported that journal writing improved understanding of the gist because
“that’s what journals needéd.Similarly, student RJ26 statetijvriting journals help(s)
me to express myself in ways | have never donechéfcan get my feeling out on paper
than before.” Six students in the RJ group had neutral attitudesrd the tasks. They
liked the freedom of journal writing, but did ndtd writing regularly. For example:

RJ10: “I like it because it may remind me to insistreading, but sometimes |
had to write when | didn’t want to at all, justftdfill the task.”

RJ11: “Through writing journals, | maypress my ideas freely and practice
writing, but | don’t like reading thexts assigned, it's too rigid”
(Translated).

Similar to the other two groups, the RO group destrated mixed patterns of

attitudes. Fifteen students from this group exgedssatisfaction with the task. For

example:
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ROG6: “I like answering the True or False Questibimey are easy to judge.”
RO25: “I like answering comprehension questionkelps me understand
the text, the details, and the main idea.”

Nonetheless, some students (N=6) realized thadaalission of the questions
might not improve their reading ability to a larggtent. As student RO20 put it:
“Answering the comprehension questions can’t impraw understanding of the main
idea.” Similarly, student RO26 reported answering the a@in@nsion questions did not
help her grasp the main idea, the author's wristyge, or the logic involved in the
source text.

The informants’ responses to question number 8| (ygiir understanding of
narrative or expository texts improve as the restilthe reading tasks you've done?
Why/why not?) were consistent to their responseguestions number 3 and 4 (see
Tables 4.21). It was found that students tendduht@ varied attitudes concerning their
understanding of different text types. Some sttgl&git their understanding of narrative
texts was improved.

RS3: “I think my understanding of narrative textd e improved because
they are familiar to me.”
RJ7: “Narrative is easy to understand and my staliseading narrative
texts get a remarkable improvement.”
RO14: “Narrative, because there are less new wartle narrative texts
and they are more interesting.”
On the contrary, a few respondents reported tleabfiposite was true with them. Cited
below are some representative examples.
RS19: “writing summaries helps to me know the theme the
supporting details, but it isn’t helpful for naiixeg texts because
there are big differences in the ways of expresbetween west
and China.”
RJ12: “Expository texts, because there are a lexpbsitory texts in the
textbook in the third-year.”

RO13: “Expository texts, whose logic is difficutt grasp. Through
reading questions, | may understand the writing@dares, and
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the importance of the text, so | think | can uistiend them better.
But what matter for narrative texts are the diffi@entences.”

Meanwhile, some informants stated that their undading to both narrative and
expository texts would improve as a result of thading tasks. Examples are:
RS18: “It depends. No matter what text type youlyéae more you read,
the more you will improve.”
RO7: “Both. For narrative, questions helped me wvstded the logic. For
expository, questions helped me master the thamght have
ignored otherwise.”
Nevertheless, a few students did not think theideustanding of either narrative or
expository texts would be improved, or did not haxeclear idea about their
improvement. Example (RS26) is representative to§ tpattern. “I found no
improvement, because I'm not interested in thestasiMeanwhile, RJ9 reported’'m
not sure. Maybe narrative will be improved.”
In summary, this part reports the results elicitddough the written
questionnaire. Such topics as the effects of miffe reading tasks on reading
comprehension in general, the effects of readisgstaon understanding narrative and

expository texts respectively were included. Thgtmpart will report the results elicited

through the students’ written feedback.

4.2.1.2 Data from the Written Feedback

The purpose of the students’ written feedback wasbtain information about
the potential changes of the students’ attitudes the pedagogical intervention. Due to
five absentees, 238 pieces of the students’ feédbmerged for qualitative analysis. It
should be noted that even though some studentsadidubmit one or two pieces of the
feedback, their answers were still included inda&a analysis as long as they submitted

their feedback entries for the other texts. Theletnts were allowed to write either in
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Chinese or English as long as they felt comfortable turned out that most of the
feedback entries (N=179) were written in Chineshkictv the researcher translated into
English. Table 4.24 shows the students attitudgsodhstrated in the three entries of

feedback.

Table 4.24 Frequency of the Students’ Attitudes ovehe Treatment (N=238)

RS Entry 1 16 7 3 26
Entry 2 14 7 5 26
Entry 3 14 6 7 27
RJ Entry 1 14 9 3 26
Entry 2 15 8 4 27
Entry 3 17 6 4 27
RO Entry 1 16 5 5 26
Entry 2 15 5 6 26
Entry 3 15 6 6 27

The First Feedback Entry

The first feedback entry was conducted when thelesttis had finished
studying Text | of Unit OneHit the Nail on the Head As shown in Table 4.24, 78
feedback entries (3 absentees) emerged for quaditahalysis. It was noticed that the
same number of students (N=16) from the RS and ROGpg had positive attitudes. The
RS students reported that summary writing helpedhtiinderstand the main idea. The
RO students seemed to like the task because iheataheir understanding of the text.
As one student (RO1) put itl think it is helpful for me to understand the tekecause
by doing the exercises, we may know whether we ¢aivehe true information, about
the person” (Translated). The RJ students felt quite new to the taskd the least
number of students (N=14) expressed positive d#gu For example, student RJ26
who stated;My reading skill is very poor so | hope writingymals can improve my

reading comprehension.”
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It was found that 11 students demonstrated negaititides. The same
number of students (N=3) from the experimental gsodisliked the tasks. Student RS9
stated that it was because she was not good angvsiummaries. Similarly, student RJ4
stated his doubts about journal writing and come@nt

“I'm sorry | have to say writing journal is absodly not useful for

reading comprehension. Generally speaking, writiignal refers to

integrated English, which needs patience and danedik, but

reading comprehension focus on speed.”

The most students (N=5) from the RO group did rnke the task because it was
redundant to them. Student RO22, for example, cented,
“I think it's useless for me, because from the perf preparing NTEM4
(National Test for English Majors, Band 4) to ndwse this way to
finish the reading comprehension. But there is rogress for me.”
Some students did not like answering questions Usecaf their reading speed. As
student ROG6 claimedThe time is not enough. When it was time to disd¢he questions
I had not finished reading.”

Equally important, the results showed that the nststlents (N=9) from the
RJ group had medium attitudes. These studenvieelijournal writing might be useful
but some doubts still existed. The typical comnvesis by student RJ20: think it may
be well worth. Who knows?”

The Second Feedback Entry

When half of the quasi-experiment had been condu@@ feedback entries (2
absentees) emerged for qualitative analysis. Hselts revealed that most of the
students expressed the same attitudes as thew tiael first entry. For example, student

RO1 expressed a positive attitude again, but froather angle,

“Oral discussion can improve our reading abilitheTheated
discussion today helped me to understand the &derny’
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In contrast, student RJ14 continued her negatitei@es throughout the experiment. In
the second piece of feedback, she claini&@enerally speaking, | don't like writing
journals. | feel I don’'t have anything to write ¢ say.” Similarly, student RS21
reported,"What summaries need is only the important inforimatand no descriptions
are allowed, which | don’t like.” Meanwhile, many students had more concrete ideas
compared with the first feedback. For exampledett RS26 said,

“Making (Writing) summary (is) good for us to géetmain idea,

because we must read back in order to get morddetéer that | think

we can know the book clearly and deeply. For soiffiewt parts, maybe

| should read slowly and clearly. | think interesvery important.

Writing summary helps me concentrate myself orighee because if |

want to write the summary well, | should learn #ntcle well.”
Students RJ25 commented that she liked reading téaeher's feedback and

communicating with the teacher through writing joais,

RJ25: “I like asking questions in the journals &madso like reading the
teacher’s answers.”

However, three students (RS12, RS16, RO19) chatigsd attitudes from
positive in the first entry to negative in the sedmne. Student RS12, for example,
stated,

“Although | have said | think summary is a good wayinderstand a
piece of article. Today, to such a specific arfitlaust say no. There are
too many details existing in this one and the ingoaee of, | think, must
be these details. Summary is helpful to catch thmndea of a piece of
article. Referring to the details, maybe takingasowill be more useful.”

One student (RJ11) changed her attitude from medaipositive in the second entry
and stated,

“I think this method helps us to understand thelerbetter. First, | can
make a clear mind of the passage through writijogimal. Second, | can
list the difficulties in it then solve them one bge. And | will not miss
them. Finally, it helps a lot in writing. And tha@tcoming is that writing
in class wastes a lot of time” (Translated).
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The Third Feedback Entry

Eighty one feedback entries were elicited for asialyvhen the students had
finished Unit | of Unit 11:Cultivating a Hobby. The results revealed that 2 students
from the RJ group changed their attitudes to peesiind the most students (N=17) liked
the task, followed by the RO group (N=15), while fewest students from the RS group
(N=14) expressed positive attitudes.

Furthermore, it was noticed that the students teértdeexpress their general
attitudes towards the tasks. The reason coultidtethie third entry was conducted when
the experiment was about to finish. For instarstedent RS7 claimed that summary
writing was beneficial to her and she wanted tatiome doing it in the future.

RS7: “In my opinion, writing summaries benefits mehe practice of
writing and generalizing. By writing suraries, | can know
whether | have understood the passagestoOn the other hand,
it practices my writing skill and the Htlyi of generalizing. | want
to keep doing it, though my skill of sulmzing is not good”
(Translated).

Some students, such as student RO14, reportedthbgt did not like the

questions about details or terms because they timeeeconsuming,

RO14:"l don't like too detailed questions, or questiavigh terms because
detailed questions do not improve my understandfrije general idea.
Sometimes, | spent much time finding the detailg,don’t understand
the text. It influenced my mood. Questions withriercause difficulty in

understanding the questions themselves, not toiomettite answers.
They are both time wasting.”

4.2.1.3 Data from the Interview
As reported previously in Section 4.1.2.4, no digant gender differences
were identified in this study. Therefore, depegdam their attitudes demonstrated in the

written questionnaire and the feedback, an equalbeu of students from each group
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were selected for the individual face-to-face sstnictured interviews. To be specific,
two students from each group who had positiveual$is, two who had medium attitudes,
and two who had negative attitudes were randomlgcss from each group, which
made six respondents from each group and 18 asla tbable 4.25 is an overview of

the 18 students who were selected for the interiew

Table 4.25 Overview of the Interviewees (N=18)

RS 10, 23 12, 25 12, 22
RJ 1,7 16, 21 8,21
RO 17,25 9,18 2,26

Based on the interview guided questions, the imgerwes shared their
attitudes towards the tasks assigned. The data tb&sed on the interviewees’ own
attitudes and own words regarding their perceptminte reading tasks. Each of the
interviewees’ responses was tape-recorded, tréoestend translated into English by the
researcher as accurately as possible for a quwditainalysis. The following are
descriptions of the recorded interview data.

Student RS23 believed that summary writing was faklp his English
learning,

“...because it practices our writing ability. And wan learn the structure

of the article, so we learn the writing skill. Feading, eh, I think it's

useful, but the use is not so obvious.”
Two students from the RJ group suggested writingnals before class while the
students were previewing the text. As studentdddimented,

“Writing journal before class gives us a clue arelaan get the gist of a

text more accurately and faster by following thesjions suggested in
the format.”
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It is not surprising that even though some studpregerred having a suggested journal
format, other students refused to follow it. SntdRJ21 maintained] don't like the
journal format because it limits my ideas. | ltkeexpress my ideas freely. ”

Two interviewees from the RO group commented paditi on the task
assigned to them.

RO17: “Through answering the questions, | couleathwhether my

understanding to the text was right or wrong.”

RO25: “Orally answering the questions helps megthe details soon.”
However, student RO26 claimed that orally answeguagstions did not help her grasp
the main idea because many comprehension questenesabout details.

“Most of the questions were about details, whidindihelp understand

the main idea. In addition, keeping these questiomind made me

focus only on the information related to the quasj but ignore the

other information.”

In short, the data derived from the questionnatfes students’ written
feedback, and the follow-up semi-structured in®mwiwere analyzed to construct the

categories of students’ attitudes towards the neptdisks. It was found that the students

had a positive tendency, while medium and negatitreides exist.

4.2.2 Answer to Research Question TVhich reading tasks are most effective?
To answer this research question, data obtained flee questionnaires, the
students’ written feedback, and interviews with theidents were submitted for

qualitative analysis.

4.2.2.1 Data from the Written Questionnaire
The guestionnaire data showed that, in spite optigtive tendency towards

the reading tasks, students felt some changesweeessary. The students’ response to
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questions number 9 (Do you have any problems wotir yeading task? If any, what are
they?) revealed that they had some problems wehr¢hding tasks. As for the task of
reading with summary writing, student number 12 owmnted that she always used the
fixed sentence structures while writing summaries @d not know how to do otherwise.
Student RS8 stated her problem aghén | was writing summary of a text which | didn’t
like, I couldn’t concentrate my mind on it.”

The problems of the students from the RJ group weeenly about the
contents of the journal. As student RJ10 put ijust wrote whatever | thought about,
so sometimes | may be far from the topi&Similarly, student RJ1 stated,didn’t like
to follow the teacher’s format, but sometimes hdi@now how to start.”

Some students from the RO group stated that thely dueh problems as
spending too much time on True/False Questions (RRI113), not knowing how to
match the answers to the text information (RO9, &0br forgetting the relevant
information while answering the questions (RO25).

In their responses to question number 10 (If yaulccghange one thing in the
task, what would it be and how?), students madeessuggestions about the reading
tasks. Examples are as follows:

RS10: “We should read texts of more varied typesl &ve should
connect reading and writing together not only tigtosummary
writing, but also imitate writing, etc.”

RJ15: “We should read much more texts which suitreading ability,
both with time limit and without.”

RO2: “reading materials should be more variedtaatithere should be
more critical texts thus to arouse the studenthitd.”

The above excerpts indicated that students recedriize importance of reading broadly

and preferred to read texts of more varied typ®anwhile, some students believed

that they should enlarge their vocabulary, and @éat of English language materials.
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One instance was student RJ7 who suggestetiiink my vocabulary knowledge is
limited that sometimes | don’t understand the texy well.”

Furthermore, students preferred combining thengths of different reading
tasks in order to improve reading comprehensiorcofding to student RJ16, reading
with journal writing and answering comprehensioregfions were good methods to
improve reading comprehension. Student RO9 suegdetitere should be some
summary or journal writing, and more after-clasadirg. Some students, such as
student RO18, suggested providing more open-endestigns for the students to share
their ideas, or analyze the logic of the text.

In short, the students’ primary suggestionsewas follows: there should be
more exercises to improve their vocabulary, theesypf reading materials should be
more varied, there should be more explanation emthting style of the source texts,

and the strengths of different reading tasks shbaldombined.

4.2.2.2 Data from the Written Feedback
In their written feedback, especially in thed feedback entry, some students
went further and suggested the type of tasks thefjeped. It was found that the
students liked a more flexible way of learning augjgested a combination of writing
and speaking tasks. For instance, student RJ2{esteyl,
RJ20: “Combining writing journals and oral discussis good for reading
comprehension. As for journals, we must read theley
understand it, thus to write journals, expressideas and
opinions. As for oral discussion, | think it's mad#ficult. It
practices our ability to express and oral expressio
(Translated).

Some students suggested doing oral, instead dewrsummaries, in order to save time.

The excerpt below is an example.
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RS10: “l think summary can reflect our readingfades and
understanding. But it will take much time in doitlgs in class.
So please allow me to suggest that my dear teaskeme to
give oral summary in class.”
Some students mentioned the tasks that specifidypgs were suitable for. According
to student RO14, narrative texts were more suitbdl@ral discussion because they had

things to say:

“I think oral discussion suits narvats better than expository texts,
especially the biography about great people.”

4.2.2.3 Data from the Interview

The interview data revealed that the interviewdesight that some changes of
the reading tasks were necessary. The interviéwwaggestions were mainly about text
type, text difficulty, and after-class reading gree. Student RS12 worried about the
contents of her summary and statédknow | should include only the important
information in a summary, but sometimes | just tatecide what information is
important.” Student RS10 suggested other ways of reading-@gritimnnections and
said,”... we should connect reading and writing togethet only through summary
writing, but also imitating writing, etc.” According to student RJ16, reading with
journal writing and answering comprehension questiwere good methods to improve
reading comprehension. In student RO2’s opinieading materials should be more
varied and that there should be more critical te@wtsarouse the students to think.
Student RO9 suggested there should be some sunwiing or journal writing, and
more after-class reading. Also, nearly half of sthiedents interviewed commented that

the amount of reading was important, and suggesated after-class reading.
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In short, this part describes what reading tasles dtudents felt are most
effective. The results revealed important inforioragibout Chinese students’ preference

for the reading tasks.

4.3 Summary

In summary, this chapter showed the results optesent study. The findings
of the statistical analyses revealed that all kineet groups of participants improved their
reading comprehension over the course of the stdthe experimental group involved
in the summary writing treatment was found to perfcsignificantly better than the
other experimental group of journal writing, ane ttontrol group of oral discussion.
Also, the findings indicated that the students &gubsitive tendency towards the reading

tasks. The next chapter will present a discussidhe research findings of this study.



CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION

This chapter discusses the findings reported inp@hnaour. The discussion
is organized based on the research questions peds@nChapter One. First, the results
of the Reading Comprehension Test, including theeractions among the three
independent variables - reading tasks, text typed, students’ gender - are discussed.
Second, the students’ attitudes towards the tasksemplored. Finally, a proposed

teaching model for reading-writing connectionseading instruction is discussed.

5.1 Effects of the Reading Tasks on Reading Comprehsion

This partdiscusses the findings reported in Section 4.1h&p@er Four, which
were related to the effects of the three readisgsta reading with summary writing,
reading with journal writing, and reading with odiscussion - on the students’ reading
comprehension. It starts with the effects of thee¢ reading tasks on the students’
reading comprehension development, followed by mparison of the three groups’
performance on the posttest. Furthermore, thetsfiaf text types and students’ gender
on reading comprehension and the interactions amioadhree independent variables

are discussed.
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5.1.1 Development of the Students’ Reading Comprehsion

Group:

—

Short-answer test Multiple-choice test

Significance——»
No significance------- >

Figure 5.1 Effects of the Reading Tasks on ReadinQomprehension Development
after the Treatment

The major issue addressed in this study was whetbhading-writing
connections promoted EFL students’ reading abil&g. shown in Figure 5.1, regardless
of the treatments, all the three groups showedifgignt improvement in their reading
comprehension (p<0.05) after the pedagogical ietgien. Therefore, both reading-
writing connections and reading without writing proted the learners’ reading
comprehension.

Two reasons may account for the students’ improvem@ reading
comprehension. First, it could be that no matteatweading tasks were assigned to the
students, they all learned eleven texts during XBenveek quasi-experiment. The
duration of this experiment may have been long ghda promote the students’ reading
comprehension, which was the aim of this studyco8d, another explanation might be
the utilization of schema. The schema may varynfsiudents’ understanding of the
language knowledge, content of the text, to theovidedge of the text (Carrell, 1983).
As Jiménez, Garcia, and Pearsonet (1996) suggdiséedbility to utilize schema greatly
influences students' ability to infer and hypothesabout the text. In this study, the
treatments may have improved, to some degreetuldersgs’ schema in the topics of the

RCT, resulting in their higher scores on the pasttdo put it in another way, students’
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activated schemata relevant to the text might hadeiced the difficulty in reading,
which, as a result, led to greater reading comprgibe.

Also, it was found that of the four question typ#® students performed the
greatest on main idea questions (Mean=8.12), amd the experimental groups
(Mean=8.84, 8.02) achieved higher than the congrolup (Mean=7.52). Reading-
writing connections might be one explanation fa #tudents’ high scores on the main
idea questions. As discussed earlier in SectiBnsummary writing represents macro-
level comprehension. Also, the task of journaltwg may have similar focus.
Consequently, the readers’ comprehension of the mdaas may have been improved.
Another explanation could be the advanced profeyeplacement of the third-year
English majors at university level, who were capabl grasping the main idea of the
authentic reading materials (Bamfatal, 2004).

Furthermore, of all the four categories of questypes, the students obtained
the second highest scores on inferential ques{idean=7.52). The explanation may be
that summary writing and journal writing require thriters to infer from the source text,
thus to make judgment and draw conclusions. Wyistammaries or journals deepened
the students’ ability to infer from the text, thiesl to their high scores on inferential
guestions. As Yamada (2002) noted, tasks whichire@ greater degree of inference
help writers generate information which is moregpendent of the source texts.

Since the reading comprehension of all the threeumgs improved
significantly, it could not be concluded that sumynariting, journal writing, or oral
discussion was a major cause of this improvemehe effects of different reading tasks

on the students’ reading comprehension will beusised in the next section.
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5.1.2 Different Effects of the Reading Tasks on Rdang Comprehension
The second research question set out to investighéther the tasks which
connected reading and writing and those which ditl gonnect them had different
effects on Chinese university EFL learners’ readiogmprehension. It was
hypothesized that the students who gained prastieeiting from source texts would
become more effective readers. Results presemteSection 4.1.2.2 confirmed the

existence of such differences.

Reading tasks

/ \\‘

Short-answer test Multiple-choice test

Significance ——
No significance ------ >

Figure 5.2 Effects of the Reading Tasks on Student8erformance on the Posttest

Effects of Summary Writing

As shown in Figure 5.2, results from the multivegitests suggested that the
three reading tasks had significantly different eef6 on students’ reading
comprehension. After the pedagogical interventiba,experimental group involved in
summary writing treatment received a significaiigher mean score than the other two
groups, as measured by short-answer @ps0.023) (see Table 4.8). These results
revealed that writing summaries helped studentsenafficiently than either writing
journals or orally answering questions, as meashydtie short-answer test.

Even though some studies (Kozminsky & Graetz, 198&&)ealed no
significant effects of summary writing, these catréindings are in accordance with

those of previous studies (Bensoussan & Kreindl8g0; Brownet al, 1981; Carson,
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1993; Cordero-Ponce, 2000; Folkesson & Swalanded/2Kern, 2000; Kim, 2001;
Pena, 2003; Redmann, 2005), which have providedkace that summary writing is an
effective tool for learning. The following expldians may be possible for the
beneficial effects of summary writing in this study

First, the information processing involved in sumiziag may have resulted
in reading comprehension improvement. Reading @®raplex process consisting of
two simultaneous activities: abstracting meaningmfrtexts, and deriving macro-
structures or meaning on the global level from oustructures on the local level
(Collins et al, 2005). The purpose of summary writing is to convey correfdrmation
in an efficient manner so that the main idea amnskmsal details can be conveyed
through a piece that is shorter than the originaso Writing summaries requires
macro-level comprehension ability and promotes ‘thbole-text, super-macro-level
skill” (Bensoussan & Kreindler, 1990, p. 45). Suarming entails such deep
information-processing ability as distinguishingtieeen main and subordinate ideas,
drawing inferences, and making judgments (Oded &t&k&s 2001).

In this study, summary writing may have helped stidg gain practice in
extracting the main points from the texts, helpkdnt better understand the macro-
structures of the texts. Therefore, the studanthe RS group became more efficient
readers, and performed the best as far as theigpestlated to the main ideas were
concerned (Mean=6.93) (see Table 4.6). Also, #epdnformation-processing ability
required in summary writing may not have been higiteéd in the other two types of
reading tasks, which possibly led to the bettedirgn ability of the summary writing
group. For example, when the students were redjuaaevrite a summary of text | of

Unit Two, A New English Course: Beware the Dirty Sahgy had to figure out that the
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main idea of the text was about the pollution ¢f Mediterranean Sea. At the same
time, they had to find the supporting details, dn@hated inferences, and then make
correct judgments. As Oded and Walters (2001) edguhe processing required in
selecting the main ideas and organizing them iruransary lead to greater reading
comprehension.

Second, extended writing tasks connect what stgdeatn to how they write
and read (Hirvela, 2005), and thus may promoteingacomprehension. Source-based
writing may lead students to identify and recordofmation that is necessary to
complete a specified task. In this study, writsignmaries might help students in a
focused, deliberate manner to find and arrangernmédtion to solve problems involved
in comprehending and writing about their readinigp addition, the targeted reading
involved in summary writing was organized, not ramd It required the students to
look for information in a purposeful fashion. Tefare, summary writing may have
motivated the students to read with purpose. Algonting summaries required the
students to have appropriate language proficiettugrefore, they might notice clues
given by cohesive markers and sentence structuresy needed to be sensitive enough
to notice the semantic, stylistic, and culturalfetiénces included in the texts. Thus,
connecting reading and writing assignments throtigh method of summary writing
improved students’ reading comprehension.

Third, explicit instruction in the rules of sumnmeation before the pedagogical
intervention may have been an effective tool fopriaving comprehension of foreign
language texts. Realizing that some studentsaipiiot study did not know the rules of
summary writing, the researcher gave the summaiyngrgroup a brief introduction

about how to write summaries appropriately and begpghem with examples. This
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may have helped the students learn how to distsmgbetween main and subordinate
ideas, which in turn may have helped their readmmprehension.

Fourth, teacher's feedback may have influenced shedents’ reading
comprehension. In her feedback to the studentensaries, the teacher commented on
whether they had correct understanding of the ¢extot, such as of the main idea,
important information, inferences, and judgmeniherefore, teacher’'s feedback may
have enhanced the students’ understanding of e te

Another possible explanation for the superior pennce of the summary
writing group was the self-regulated learning eowment required in summarizing
(Folkesson & Swalander, 2007). Nuckles, Hiubner Radk (2008) suggested that with
appropriate supportyriting can serve as a beneficial medium helpinglsnhts to self-
regulate their understanding of subject matter.a lsummary, only the main idea and
important information of the source text are reedirand the tight structure of
summarization may improve the students’ sense lbregulation (Nuttach, 1996). In
order to have a better understanding of the teatfalfill their task of summary writing,
the students had to regulate themselves and fheusdttention on the text being read.
Therefore, self-regulated learning required in samynwriting may have promoted the
students to read more efficiently.

Additionally, it was found that the RS grouddgan=15.37, SD=2.5)4eceived
higher scores on the multiple-choice test thanrtheunterparts from the RO group
(Mean=14.37, SD=2.239 although not to the degree of significance. Tihetter
performance of the summary writing group on the tiplg-choice test may have
resulted from the similar requirements of multipleice question items and

summarizing. Alderson (2000) stated that multigheice tests may control test-takers’
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thought processes when responding. In additionfipteichoice questions have the
constraints that the reader must match the questmrthe appropriate part of the text
both linguistically and ideationally, which coineiavith the tight nature of summarizing
mentioned above. As Olson (2003) suggested, grgirch tightly framed assignments
as summaries benefits the students in getting tfamiliar with working within the
constraints set by others. Therefore, the sumnvenijing treatment might have
familiarized the students with the tight requiremehthe task and thus may have helped
them to answer the multiple-choice questions, whighe constraints were set.

In short, the reasons discussed above demonstnatebetter effects of
summary writing on reading comprehension. What#vermpsycholinguistic differences
there may be among students’ summaries, journald arally answering the
comprehension questions, the group receiving summating treatment performed the
best among all the three groups. Summarizing apfgeabe an activity well suited to
sensitizing advanced EFL learners to the inner wgek of a text and weaning them
away from word-to-word decoding.

Effects of Journal Writing

Different from the RS group, the students from Bk group (Mean=28.49,
SD=3.73) did not perform significantly better thheir counterparts from the RO group.
This result parallels Simard, French, and Forti¢2807) study, which examined the
relationship between the reflections produced bgnéin-speaking students and their
actual learning of ESL. The results of their studyealed no specific relationship
between the students’ gains and their reportecafins. Nevertheless, this current
finding contrasts Adams-Boateng (2001), BertholdicMes, and Renkl (2007), and

Nuckles et al’s (2008) studies, which found significant diffeoes between the
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experimental group of journal writing and the cohtgroup. In this study, four
possibilities might have made reading with jourmalting yield no greater reading
performance.

First, purely metacognitive reactions may not inygrdearning outcomes
(Berthold et al, 2007). Writing journals helps students plan andnitor their
comprehension while reading. It may develop residerareness of how reading takes
place and emphasizes metacognition. In this stwtgt the students needed to write in
the journal were basically their metacognitive tears to the text. However, it is well
recognized that metacognitive knowledge may be isedjuuinconsciously (Ruiz-Funes,
2001) and may take a long time. Therefore, thectdfof journal writing on reading
comprehension could not be identified immediatdlgrahe intervention. The influence
may be subconscious and could be on the readets/ation or preference for reading,
which will be discussed later in the qualitativealission of the data.

Second, the students’ unfamiliarity with journalitiag may be another
explanation. As discussed later in Section 5.2escstudents reported in the first
feedback entry that they were not familiar with rjgal writing because it was not a
regular requirement in their classroom. Also, & fudents reported not being certain
about what to write in their journals, which maywéaaused their writing without deep
thinking and influenced the effects of journal \wrg.

Third, the free style of journal writing utilizechithis study may have
explained its insignificant effects. Because the&lents’ journal writing entries were
free in style, they covered various areas rangiogn ftheir attitudes towards the topic the
author discussed to their difficulties in undersiag the text (see Section 5.2.3 for

details). In response, the teacher’s feedbackbs@eder than the understanding of the
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text itself. Compared with her feedback to sumesrihe teacher’s feedback to journals
may have been less helpful to the students’ reachngprehension.

Finally, the number of journal writing entries cdube another explanation.
Journal writing requires students to have conshatk consistent practice in the target
language (Redmann, 2005). Consequently, eachrdturdhe journal writing group was
required to write 11 entries of journals over theatment. However, some students
complained they did not like writing journals fovezy single text included in the
textbook. Instead, they preferred to write freelgenever they wanted (see Section
5.2.3 for details). Regular journal writing for msiny as 11 times might have resulted in
some students’ fatigue and writing without deepkirig.

Even though no significant differences were fouhd noteworthy that the RJ
group had a greater mean gain than the controlpgrdthis finding lends support to the
prior study of Song (1997), which indicated thaem\though journal writing group did
not outperform the control group always to a deg@ine¢ was statistically significant, as a
part of integrated approach to language teachmgngal writing may be an effective
technique in EFL instruction in general and in irgdnstruction in particular.

In short, it is improper to devalue the importamégournal writing in EFL
reading comprehension, even though no significdfgces of journal writing were
identified in this study. Simarek al, (2007) suggested that there may be some pdtentia
connections between reflections in journal writargl specific learning contexts. These
current results should be considered together thighother two variables - text types
and gender - thus to better explain the effectsjoafrnal writing on reading

comprehension.



142

5.1.3 Effects of Text Types on Reading Comprehensio

As reviewed in Chapter Two (see Section 2.1.3) type of the text is one of
the major factors for reading comprehension (Rich@aldwell, Jennigns, & Lerne,
2002; Thomas, 1994; Yamada, 2002). Neverthelessearch of comprehension
differences between texts of different types inH&&s been slim (e.g. Alderson, 2000;
Brantmerer, 2005; Grabe, 1988; Olson, 2003; Perfe397). Another issue addressed
in this study was whether different text types midbad to different reading
comprehension. Two different text types were aber®d: narrative and expository

texts. As shown in Figure 5.3, experimental ddiaioed in the study confirmed such

differences.
Text types
/ \\"‘\*
Shor-answer te: Multiple-choice tes
Significance——*
No significance--------- >

Figure 5.3 Effects of Text Types on Students’ Perfmance on the Posttest

The results of the multivariate tests presenteiapter Four (see Section
4.1.2.3) indicated the significant effects of tetypes on the students’ reading
comprehension, as measured by the short-answerRgstq=6.09, p=0.003). The
students’ performance on short-answer questiongatest that they had a better
understanding of expository texts (Mean =8.05, SB%)] than of narrative texts
(Mean=6.86, SD=1.60). Interestingly, this curreasult contrasts with most studies

(e.g. Carrell & Connor, 1991; DuBraval, 2002; Sh&@04) that claimed narrative texts
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were easier to read and understand. Three reamagsexplain the finding of this
current study that the students performed bettexpository than narrative texts.

First, the result of the current study may be arpld by the genre differences
of narrative and expository texts. Readers use fuhema, memory and learning, to
comprehend text of any type (Uzuner, 2005). Tho(1&894) noted the characteristic
rhetorical and organizational features and linguisptions which distinguish different
genres. Expository texts are generally very syat@nin that they follow a “logical
argument with explanations, contrasts, cause/eftdct” (DuBravac, 2002) organized
with typical markers of cohesion. Besides, theeeleeavy demands on identifying and
using text structure to guide comprehension of eipry passages. Therefore, Kroll
(1990) pointed out that difficulties in the compeekion of expository texts often arise
from the reader’s inability to make sense of somgulistic features, such as specific
grammatical structures as well as expressions awhbwulary items. Furthermore,
expository texts are often decontextualized. Ttexyd to address topics that are far
removed from a person’s everyday experience andharmally written for a wider
audience who do not need to have shared experidocesiderstanding. Therefore,
expository texts generally call for an extensive wu$ the readers’ world knowledge.
Narrative texts, on the other hand, are more cjosglated to the reader’s everyday
experiences since they “involve people performimgjoas in pursuit of goals, the
occurrence of obstacles to goals, and emotionatiozs to events” (Graesser, Singer, &
Trabasso, 1994, p. 372). Also, cohesion of Engliatrative texts is described tagt-
based, specified, change-oriented, and non-additiehamed & Omer, 2000). In order
to understand a narrative text, readers need twatettheir schemata very similar to

those they use with elements that are containdtertext. Therefore, if the students’
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ability to structure text was lacking, their compeasion might well suffer, especially
because text structure is one way that readersifigemain and important information.
Second, the participants’ better understandindnefetxpository texts might be
explained by the fact that they were adult languageners. DuBraval (2002) claimed
that the structural composition of expository gernigeacquired in formal training, while
the structural composition of narrative genrescgured before school age. Unlike the
young language learners in the previous studid3ubiraval (2002) and Graess&tral.
(1994), whose understanding of a text relies muchactivating schemata similar to
those in the text, the adult participants of thigdg were old enough (Mean=20.7 years)
to understand the decontextualized information eygd in the expository texts. For
example, even though dowsing, the topic of PasBageas possibly new to most of the
participants of this study, they were old enouginter and understand the text based on
the text structure and the linguistic features,caint is expository in nature.
Nevertheless, lack of schemata about Gypsies maye leused the students’
misunderstanding or not understanding of Pass&geHich is narrative in nature.
Finally, another explanation may be the similarerehce requirement of
expository texts and short-answer tests. Shomr@nguestions require the students to
infer from the information given in the text, whiabverlaps the knowledge-based
inferences of expository texts. As third-year Estgimajor students, the participants of
this study had had much exposure to the expostexts, which may have improved
their skills in inferring information. Therefor&e similar requirement on information
inferences by the short-answer test and expositg might account for the students’

better understanding of expository texts when nrealshly short-answer questions.
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5.1.4 Effects of Gender on Reading Comprehension
As revealed in Figure 5.4 below, no significant dgn differences were
identified as measured by the short-answer or pilatihoice test, even though female
students (Mean=29.12, SD=3.62) outperformed theesngMean=29.01, SD=3.33)
slightly. It was found that female students perfed greater on the items about
vocabulary and details, while males performed beitethe main idea and inferential
guestions. In regard to the passages, femalegrdotmed on the three passages about
the supermarket, European Gypsies, and dowsinde wiales performed better on the

passage about slum clearance in Birmingham.

Short-answer test Multiple-choice test

Significance——»

Figure 5.4 Effects of Gender on Students’ Performace on the Posttest

This current finding is in line with the previoussearch of Pae (2003) and
Yazdanpahan (2007), which suggested that even ththegoverall performance of the
male and female students on the reading test wasigmwificantly different, males and
females performed differently on different item¥.azdanpahan (2007hdicated that
females scored higher on identifying the main idpsessing meaning from context, and
text coherence questions. Conversely, males dotpeed females in reading for
specific information, identifying referential infmation, and matching titles with
paragraph. The study by Brantmeier (2004) showed that male fenthle readers at

advanced levels of instruction indicated being #guamiliar with violence-oriented
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content of the target culture. Indeed, while Bnagier's study revealed no significant
gender differences in reported topic familiaritydés, females recalled more idea units
and scored higher on the multiple-choice questiblas the males did. Similarly, in
Pae’s (2003) study, Korean EFL female learnersopeéd better in items about mood,
impression, or tone, but males were better at &giderence.

Two possible explanations may account for the figdiof the present study.
The first is that the four passages were not olshogender-oriented ones. As Doolittle
and Welch (1989) noted, males and females may mperftifferently when reading
specific gender-oriented passages. Nevertheles$otir passages employed in the RCT
were not obviously gender-oriented. The first pgeswas about slum clearance in
Birmingham, the second was about sales of the sgr&et, the third and fourth
passages were about European Gypies and dowsspgctevely. Both male and female
students might have similar familiarity of the cemt of passages in the RCT.
Therefore, when examining comprehension acrossipteilpassages, males had no
advantage over females, and females had no adwaotey males, which may have led
to the similar performance of male and female sttglen the RCT as a whole.

The second explanation may be that both male amdléstudents have had
much access to texts of various contents. As Elmghajor students, the participants of
this study were trained, since they were enrolfethe university, to read wide range of
materials, which ranged from scientific texts tovels. This is supported by the wide
range of the topics of the text in the textboakNew English Coursgsee Appendix A).
Therefore, the students had similar experiencels watious contents of texts, whether

they were males or females.
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5.1.5 Interactions among Reading Tasks, Text Typeand Gender
In this study, it was hypothesized that there vgen@e interactions among the
three independent variables: reading tasks, tepésty and students’ gender. The
statistically significant interactions of journakiting treatment and text types (p<0.05)
as shown in Figure 5.5 indicated that writing jalsninfluenced the students’ reading

comprehension of narrative and expository texts.

Significancee———»
No significance<------- >

Figure 5.5 Interactions among the Three Independer¥ariables

Research of interactions among the factors that ma#fect reading
comprehension has been slim in the L2 realm. Bramr's (2003) study with
advanced-level students revealed significant ictemas between readers' gender and
passage content on the two assessment tasks oittenwiecall and multiple-choice
guestions. Another study in this regard was cotetudy Hite (2004), who found
significant interactions between gender and cogmitstyle. To be specific, Hite
suggested that males and field independent patitspperformed significantly better
than female or field dependent participants.

Three possibilities may explain these current adtgons between reading
tasks and text types. First, learners’ understandf a text may be influenced by the

specific genre of the text being read. As reviewe@hapter Two, EFL reading is such
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a complex process that learners must be able wid&arious types of texts and be able
to understand texts of different contents. Furtheading is a transaction between the
reader and the text, and readers are given thésrightheir own meaning (Goodman,
1989). The reading process is so dynamic andblarthat it may differ from reader to
reader on different texts at different times anthwiifferent purposes (Alderson, 2000).
Therefore, individuals tend to have a better utdaing of specific text types. In this
study, for example, the free style of journal vmgti may better match the
decontextualized characteristic of expository texign the text-based narrative ones.
Consequently, students involved in the journalimgitreatment may have had a lot of
practice in understanding the decontextualizedrinétion of expository texts and thus
obtained better scores on the expository-text thsis on those of narrative texts.
Second, motivation may be another reason for thgaeifsiant interactions
between journal writing and text types. In therent study, the free style of journals
provided the students with the opportunities toregp their ideas freely. As discussed
later in Section 5.2, many students preferred tdewjournals for expository texts
because they found it was interesting to expres# tideas freely about the topic
discussed by the author. Consequently, the stadwright have had high motivation to
read expository texts. Reading motivation has heewed as a multifaceted construct
with multiple constituents. According to a variaty investigators (Gottifried, 1990;
Guthrie, McRae, & Klauda, 2007; Hidi & Harackiewjc2000; Wigfield & Guthrie,
1997), reading motivation is a substantial coreelaft reading comprehension. Guthrie
et al’s (2007) study showestudents’reading motivation for narrative and information
texts were associated. According to Cox and Gait(zD01), the amount that students

read for enjoyment is a major contributor to studerading achievement. They also
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indicated that amount akading is multiply determined by cognitive and ivational
constructs, which is consistent with an engagermergpective oneading development.

Third, the results of research findings are higtoyntroversial due to students
being at different levels, with various backgroundsd from different cultures. The
interactions of text types and journal writing imst study may have been due to the
particular participants who had a particular baokgd. As previously mentioned in
Section 3.8.1, more students from the RJ grouprtepdaving learned English for 11
years rather than 10 years. That means many studérthis group had had years’
experiences with English learning and had much sx@to expository texts, which
may have caused the significant interactions dftiges and journal writing.

In short, these findings discussed above suggesitetl the students’
improvement on the posttest may be attributed tmrjporating writing to reading
instruction. It was found that writing summarieayrhave promoted students’ deeper
processing of the information, their macro-leveinpoehension ability, and their self-
regulation, thus enhanced reading comprehensianthérmore, it was found that the
students from the experimental RJ group outperfdrtheir counterparts in the control
RO group, but not to the degree of significant lev&herefore, the effects of reading
and writing connections need to be further considetogether with the students’

attitudes, which are discussed in the next section.

5.2 Students’ Attitudes towards the Reading Tasks
The previous section discussed the results of tlasieexperiment, showing
that reading-writing connections promoted Chinesd-L E students’ reading

comprehension. This section describes the studattitsdes towards the reading tasks.
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This study triangulated data collection methodsludiog students’ self-report
guestionnaires, students’ written feedback, andejpth semi-structured interviews. For
purposes of discussion, students’ responses angpemiointo categories of similar
answers. After the most salient patterns are ifiest examples illustrating each of

them are quoted from the data and explained.

5.2.1 Overall Attitudes

The findings of the quasi-experiment were illumethtby different data
sources, which were especially important in desagilsome of the results found in the
guasi-experiment. It was found that not all stusesnswered all of the questions,
because some students were not sure what to expressome were absent.

The quantitative analysis of data elicited throtigg Likert-scale questionnaire
(see Section 4.2.1) revealed to the researchethbastudents had a positive tendency
towards agreeing with the statements concerning¢hding tasks. Furthermore, the
students seemed to have a more positive responsieetddems about their general
attitudes. However, their responses to the itelpmatathe specific text types tended to
be more negative. Two explanations for these figslicould be that the students tended
to have clearer attitudes towards the general qunssthan the ones about details, and
that they did not have very clear ideas about #reative and expository texts.

Close examination of the questionnaire data rededlet only a few
respondents tended to choose either “strongly agreéstrongly disagree” as their
response. The reluctance on the part of mosteopénticipants to take a strong stand on

agreement and disagreement indicated that they tntighe had some ambiguous
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understanding of the tasks. Before any definitectision is drawn, these findings must
be considered in relation to the other sourceb®fiata.

Equally important, the questionnaire data demotesirahat the better the
students perceived their reading ability, the npsitive attitudes they seemed to have.
The high-ability students may have had more involest in the tasks, which may have
resulted in their positive attitudes towards theksaassigned. Interestingly, even though
more students felt their understanding of narratéxs improved than expository ones,
the students’ reading performance in narrativestékean=13.82, SE=2.50) was lower
than that in expository ones (Mean=15.25, SD=2.1@®s previously discussed in
Section 5.1.3, the students might have had muchsexp tonarrative texts since they
were little children (DuBraval, 2002), thus theysamed they understood narratives
better. However, as adult EFL learners, the stisderre old enough to understand the
expository texts. Moreover, after 2-year intensi@arning at university, where they
learned more expository texts than narratives,stbdents improved their cognition of
the linguistic features of expository texts andstheceived higher scores in this regard.

As shown in Table 5.1 below, the qualitative aniglys data confirmed the
Likert-scale questionnaire results that the stuslattitudes could be basically classified
into three categories: positive, medium, and negaititudes. A close examination of

the data shed more light on the patterns of thaesiis’ attitudes.
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Table 5.1 Categories of Students’ Attitudes from tB Questionnaires, Written

Feedback, and Interviews

Positive attitudes:

RS10: If | persist doing (the task) for a long timey reading ability will be improved.
RS15: Writing summaries improves my general undagihg of the text.

RJ17: After writing, | have deeper understandinth®texts. (Translated)

RJ26: It helps me understand how | have graspetk#igeto which degree | have
understood the text and helps me be clear abowwnyideas.

RO15: The inferential questions help me understhadext.

RO19: The questions are normally a generalizatidheoparts of the text, which help
me understand the important parts of the text.[pdidcussing the comprehensions
helps me to use skimming and scanning skill talgeinformation. It improves my
reading speed and my understanding.

Medium attitudes:

RS3: Writing summaries could broaden my knowle@géarge my vocabulary, improve
my understanding, but not improve the accuracynoieustanohg.

RS18: Writing summaries helps me understand the rdag, but not the new words.
RJ12: Journal writing may be helpful, but the effesre not obvious because
improvement occurs subconsciously. (Translated)

RJ15: Writing journals may enlarge my vocabularesimy reading speed, but it doesn’t
improve my understanding of difficult sentences.

RO2: Reading with oral discussion helps me in nayglireg speed and understanding of
text type. It improves my ability to handle infortizan. But through this task, | couldn’t
enjoy the writer’'s word choosing and good writirkgls.

RO10: Reading with oral discussion improves my iegdpeed and improves my
understanding of the main idea, but doesn’t impmowyewriting strategies or
understanding of the text structures.

Negative attitudes:

RS2: I don't like writing summaries because | likading without purpose or pressure.
RS21: I don't like it because | can’t get the giss difficult for me to write summaries.
RJ16: | don't like it because it’s a little time-gtang. | wrote not because | wanted, but
just for handling assignments.

RJ19: Writing journals lasts too long time, whictidn't like.

RO12: The comprehension questions are not helphdy only give the students
pressures.

RO20: Orally answering the questions can’t improweunderstanding of the main idea.

5.2.2 Attitudes towards Reading with Summary Writing
Interestingly, even though the participants frora BS group performed the
best on the posttest (Mean=30.41, SD=3.09), thegived the lowest average score in

the 5-point Likert-scale questionnaire (Mean=3.8D=0.58). Participants’ comments
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provided important insights into their attitude®n the one hand, they recognized the
use of summary writing. On the other hand, thélydisliked it because it was boring.
The tight structure of summarization was the maason for the students’ negative
attitudes. Data from the students’ written feedbsttowed that initially a few students
(N=3) resented having to do this extra work andewkeustrated by their inability to
distinguish macro-structure from micro-structurBxample (RS2) is representative of
these students.EVen though | tried to understand the text, sonmetilnvas not certain
about the main points that the author discusse8imilarly, student RS19 worried that
her summaries might be biased due to her poorngamimprehension. The number of
students who did not enjoy writing summaries inseghfrom three at the beginning of
the treatment to seven in the end. Student RS2septed this category and stated in
her third entry of feedback that she could leam tdxt more actively through writing
summaries, but she did not enjoying writing sumeskiecause it was dull for her.
These current results appeared to reinforce thdnfgnof Nuttach (1996) that
writing summaries has become unfashionable duésttight structure. Furthermore,
summary writing is viewed as a difficult task besadt is not part of the usual English

course curriculum (Twist, Gnald, Schagen, & Momisa004).

5.2.3 Attitudes towards Reading with Journal Writing
The results of the Likert-scale questionnaire shbtirat students from the RJ
group received the highest mean score (Mean=388he five-point Likert-scale
guestionnaire, although they received lower scoreshe RCT than their counterparts
from the RS group. The explanation may be thesbfit characteristics of summary

writing and journal writing. Writing summaries rgees the students to not only have
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correct understanding of the text, identify the malea, important sentence structure
and important information, but also express colyeict a shorter text than the source
text. That is, summarizing has quite a tight regmient on the readers (Nuttach, 1996).
On the contrary, journal writing is loose in stwet The students could express
themselves freely without just concentrating onrteen idea, which the students might
enjoy. Consequently, the students in the journéirng group demonstrated the highest
mean score in regard to their attitudes.

In this study, the students generally viewed jolunvating as a flexible
cognitive tool which helped them construct the nieguof the text. They enjoyed the
freedom that writing journals provided them. lctfavhen the experiment ended, many
students expressed nostalgia about journal writifige students not only reported it to
be worthwhile, but also believed that it helpeditha other aspects of English learning.

The analyses have shown that writing about learriag be a way of
demonstrating what has been learned. Through gb&rstudents can record concrete
experiences, reflect on and record their obsematabout the experiences, integrate the
observation into abstract concepts or theories,usedthe theories to make decisions or
solve problems. Journal writing can be the metaitivg reminders of the learning
process and it reveals thought processes and nteatis$. It aids memory and provides
a context for growth and provides tangible evideofcemental processes. Journals make
thoughts visible and concrete, giving a way to rateé with, elaborate on, and expand
ideas. In this way, the learners could have cteanelerstanding of their strong and
weak points. Thus, journal writing could be a neetmitive tool in understanding texts.

As suggested by Lin (2001), the writers of journadsne to know their own

writing proficiency, their difficulties, their exjpéations, and their emotional reactions to
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the source text. Therefore, journal writing migbiey an important role as an
appropriate tool in encouraging the students toktlaibout their own learning process
and consider ways of improving their reading ailit These current findings are
supported by other researchers who have suggéstepbtirnal writing engages students
in non-threatening exploration and developmentdefas (Reid, 1993), and stimulates
students’ reflections on their learning thus enivand¢heir EFL learning (Todet al,
2001).

In regard to teacher’s feedback, the students disineilar attitudes that they
enjoyed dialoguing with the teacher. Stlbre, they reported enjoying the realistic task
of having active dialogues, which indirectly leceth to practice and improve reading.
Interestingly, even though some students expresegdtive attitudes towards journal
writing in general, they still reported enjoyingesific aspects of this task. For example,
student RJ2 had negative attitudes in general. edew she reported liking
communicating with the teacher through journdlk:like reading the teacher’s
comments. Sometimes we share the same feelingxaedence.” Also, examination
and analysis of students' journals revealed taekearcher that the students all wished
to discussecurring problems. Appropriately used, teachfsésiback may help students
identify their own areas of strengths and weakressurnal writing.

These current findings accord with those by Rei9g8), Smalley, Ruetten and
Kozyrev (2001), in which they found that journalitmg offers students a casual
opportunity to express themselves, and accentdatesable learning conditions. In
addition, as suggested by Yang and Wilson (200, dialogic approach empowers
readers to position themselves as participantsakimg meaning together with the text

and its authors, rather than remaining as mutedartsto the reading process.
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Nevertheless, the students seemed to have diffedeas about the mistakes
they made in the journals. Some students, suchktuadent RJ2, reported that they
wanted the teacher to point out their mistakeshab they may notice and correct them.
However, some other students held a different idéxample (RJ15) is particularly
interesting because she marked the reason.

RJ15: “...l feel embarrassed and worried about myakes. As a result, |
can’t concentrate on expressing my ideas, buigagtattention to
the mistakes.”
It could be found that these students preferredrite freely without worrying about
mistakes.

Furthermore, the students reported having variooBlems. In the interviews,
students reported that journal writing was only thathile if it allowed for personal
reflections from time to time, not when they haddnd if they were certain the teacher
was reading their journal. According to the studethe main disadvantages of writing
journals were time-consuming, and that they couthkt of nothing to write.
Additionally, some students attributed their redute to write journals to their laziness.
Examples are students RJ10 and RJ15, who reptidéavhenever they finished reading,
they felt reluctant to read it again for the jousna

In short, the results revealed that the studengsrded journals as places
where they had self-communication and communicatioth others. Also, writing
journals could be a useful practice in identifyistydentsparticular areas of difficulty

and interest.



157

5.2.4 Attitudes towards Reading with Oral Discussio

Similar to the students from the experimental gspupore than half of the
students from the control group showed positivedéacy towards reading with oral
discussion. The instance is student RO7, whodstatthe questionnaire,

“it helped me understand the parts | ignored wihdading, made me

know whether I'd understood correctly or not, andde me know

whether my reading had improved or not.”
Student RO15 shared the similar attitude tivderential questions help me understand
the text.” These findings are supported by Bensoussan aeitider (1990) who have
indicated that questions may aid comprehensionubyirtg the students’ attention to
specific points in the text. Answering questionaymelieve students from the task of
having to locate important points by themselvesistmay be somewhat easier than
writing a summary. That may explain why a greateportion of students in the control
group liked their task than in the summary writiggobup. Another reason for the
students’ preference was that the questions imprdkeir awareness of both macro-
level ideas and micro-level vocabulary and expogssisince they would be matching
the expressions in the questions with the languadlee text and figuring out the main
idea in order to choose the correct answer. Tsamee is student RO8, who felt that by
answering questions he understood the main ideshandetails of the text.

Nevertheless, some students from the RO group bgdtive attitudes. For
example, respondent RO24 stated in the secondewritedback entry that answering
guestions limited her understanding. Further, sedpnt RO16 commented in the
guestionnaire that she understood the text, butlamat choose the correct answers. As
Cohen (1998) noted, being good readers is no gtemaof success in answering

guestions, since answering questions itself isilatblat needs practice. Some students,
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for example student RO14, expressed their dislikihn@ detailed questions. Also, they
commented that the terms involved in the text caaddbstacles of successful reading.
In short, an analysis of the students’ responsggesied that they had varied
attitudes towards the reading tasks. That more thaf of students were satisfied
indicated that the course had a positive effecleamers’ attitudes, which is in essence

the ultimate objective of this study.

5.2.5 Strategy Use Reported by the Students
Regardless of their groups, the students mentidnecemployment of some
reading strategies to varying degrees. Table Bl@wbis a summary of the strategies
reported by the students from each group, whicharianged in the order of reported

frequency.

Table 5.2Frequency of Reported Strategy Use by the Studeniis Each Group

(N=37)

Order Reported Strategy Use RS RJ RO Total
1 rereading 13 10 12 35
2 predicting 12 10 13 35
3 thinking about the prior knowledge 14 12 8 34
4 generalizing 13 7 6 26
5 self-questioning 7 6 9 22
6 paying attention to the task 11 3 7 21
7 rethinking 8 9 3 20
8 analyzing the sentence structures 5 6 6 17
9 bringing the questions into reading No uddo use 13 13
10  Reading selectively 4 3 3 10
11  guessing word meaning 4 No use 5 9
12 focusing on specific aspects of the text NouB® use 7 7
13 inferring 3 2 2 7
14  paraphrasing 1 1 Nouse 2

15  adjusting reading speed No use 2 Nouse 2
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From the students’ reports, some notable pointggadeabout the strategy use.
First, the students from the two experimental geodpmonstrated sensitivity to global
aspects of text by using the strategies of gerzénglifrequently. An example is student
RS11 who stated] try to generalize what | have read and expreksm in my own
words.” About half of the students (N=13) from the sumynariting group reported
using rereading to successfully understand thestex@imilarly, 10 students from the
journal writing group reported employing the stggteof rereading. For example,
student RJ9 stated, reread the part that | didn’t quite understandhd discussed it in
my journal.” Also, 10 students from the RO group reported ufiigy strategy. These
findings are supported by Brown (2002), who hassdahat athe university level,
rereading is one of the most effective study adsomprehension of texts.

These two experimental groups demonstrated a higlret of ability to get
the main idea (Mean=8.84, 8.02), indicating thednfee the control group (Mean=7.52)
to develop this strategy. The most salient styategployed in the oral discussion group
was bringing the Comprehension Questions into repdN=13). Example (RO19)
provides us with an extremely interesting obseoratn this strategy use‘Before |
start reading, | spend a few minutes reading then@@hension Questions. After that, |
read the whole text and keep the questions in myg.imi

Furthermore, although some students (N=35) repdradg able to predict,
they could not provide strong reasons for the valulat. As student RO8 commented
in the third entry of written feedbac¥, read and guess what will happen next, but I'm
not sure if this helps my understanding or not lbseal feel my reading speed slows

down” (Translated).
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However, of all the 81 students, a rather small lIoermof students (N=7)
reported using inferring to make the text more caghpnsible, despite their high scores
on inferential questions on the posttest (Mean37.52he lowest scores on the
inferential questions were from the RO group, witany of them reporting a focus on
text elements only. A general underutilizationtloé inferring strategies reflected the
lack of emphasis on inferential comprehension.Yamada (2002) noted, students’ lack
of inference ability may make them not be poisedniet the demands of expository
materials, where inferring strategies are necessarfiese findings revealed to the
researcher that the students may have achievest betiding comprehension if they had
used the inferring strategies more frequently, #trad more tasks in this regard were
needed.

Another notable point about the students’ strateagg was the difference
identified between successful and unsuccessfueatsd Compared with the successful
students, the unsuccessful students used feweegita to gather meaning, orienting
themselves to the perceptual and mechanical aspktite reading task. The successful
students appeared to have a developed EFL readihgms, which incorporated
declarative knowledge about the reading process jmatedural knowledge for
implementing strategies when reading in English,ilavithe unsuccessful readers
appeared to be more concerned with finishing tek iiself. Student RS13 was one of
the students who perceived their reading abilititigh. She mentioned in the interview,

“When | read the difficult text which | don’t quitenderstand, | try to
analyze the sentence structure and think about Wreate known about the
topic, for example, from the newspapers, magazetes, (Translated).

This shows that she knew how to use her prior kadgé connected with the text being

read. Unsuccessful students appeared to lacksttategy. Student RJ18 represented
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this type of student and stated in the written beedt, ‘What | concern the most is to
finish my reading on time, because I'm slow in iegd

Equally important, successful readers reported nfiesability by adjusting
their reading speed to match the difficulty of ttext and slowing down when
encountering more dense or difficult text. Theyydisnonitoring strategies include
paraphrasing, self-questioning, and paying clogenabn in their reading. Below are
the examples from the written feedback.

RJ1: “l change my reading speed or slow downyeneeread when | had
difficulty understanding.”

RS23: “| try to be selective to distinduisetween main points and supporting
details. | also try to paraphraseaadtof copying because | think it is very
important for English majors” (Translated)

Furthermore, the successful students discussedfispeading strategies they
used more than the unsuccessful ones, such asoqiegt rereading, and the use of
prior knowledge. Student RS13 reported in her sé@mntry of written feedback that

“Before reading, | predict what the text may bettaxcording to the title.

When I'm reading, | ask myself what the text meanne. If | have problems

understanding the text, | try to use the contextray prior knowledge to

clarify what text means to me.”
However, it was found that although the less-sufoésnes could monitor and identify
problem areas, they did not often resolve the cehmansion breaks. An example is
student RO8, who stated in his third entry of feedthat T become upset when |
notice that | don’t understand the texfTranslated).

One more salient point about the students’ strategg was that the
unsuccessful students reported reading selectivelyorder to find answers to
comprehension questions. For example, student RG#6d thatin order to answer

the questions correctly and to save time, | onlgdréhe information related to the

guestions asked.”In addition, they reported using approximately Hane strategies
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whether reading narrative or expository texts,irfgilto adjust their use of strategies.
Nevertheless, the successful readers used spstHiegies such as use of cognates and
paraphrasing when reading texts of different typgeaying attention to the task appeared
to be a strategy that the unsuccessful studenkedac Student RO24 was one of the
students who perceived her reading ability as I8ke reported having difficulty getting
involved in the reading:l can’'t focus my attention on the reading and thesk.
Sometimes | just looked at the text, but | dide&d or understand it.

In short, the findings about the students’ strategg suggested that reading-
writing connections appeared to affect not onlydetus’ reading comprehension but

also their use of reading strategies.

5.2.6 Writing Improvement Reported by the Students
As expected, students in the experimental groupsrted gaining writing
skills. Student RJ17 represented this kind of estichnd felt that writing journals kept
him writing regularly thus improved his writing #iby. Another instance is student
RJ27 who commented in the interview thAftér writing so many journals. | can write
fluently now: Interestingly, Compared with the RS group, mstedents from the RJ
group (N=15) reported gaining writing skills. Thisght be explained by the different
characteristics of summary and journal writing.alsummary, what the students needed
to write was always the main idea, and importafbrimation. In other words, the
students could not write freely, so they did natl febvious writing improvement. In
contrast, journal writing provided the studentdmdhances to express themselves freely,

which may have led to their writing ability devefopnt, and a feeling of improvement.
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This current finding can be explored in light oéthrgument of Anderson (1993),
Chanthalangsy and Moskalis (2002), Hirvela (2004&grefat(2002), Marsh (1998), and
Wu (2000) that extended writing improves the wagtiproficiency. Journal writing
might help students improve their writing skills they are encouraged to “experiment
with writing, to experience writing that may be hiig personal, relatively unstructured,
speculative, uninhibited, tentative, in procesdJur” (Anderson, 1993). It appears that
writing journals is effective in raising the writerconsciousness of their own writing
process (Eastman, 1997; Goh & Kwah, 1997). Fumbee, because journals are less
formal, less threatening (Sandra, 2002), journding provides the learners with a safe
place to practice writing regularly without the tretions of form, audience, and
evaluation. Therefore, it can be interpreted tjoatrnals may be recommended to

teachers anstudents to facilitate and improve teaching anthieg writing.

5.2.7 Suggestions Reported by the Students

In their responses to the questionnaires, feedlzuknterviews, the students
reported some suggestions concerning the readskg.taNVhat follows are the students’
suggestions, which were about vocabulary, task,typet type, reading strategy,
motivation, and writing content.

Vocabulary

Many students mentioned that they had problems thi¢hnew vocabulary.
For example,
RS21: “Sometimes | know nothing after reading bseahere are so many new words,

so it's difficult for me to summarize the text.”

RJ11: “My vocabulary size is too small. As a resudtan’t grasp the gist of the text”

(Translated).
RO8: “Too many new words slowed down my readingedge
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It was evident that vocabulary was regarded as prnmoblem that the
students had in their reading comprehension. 8&taderoblems with the new
vocabulary may have led to their misunderstandingod understanding of the text, and
therefore they could not fulfill their tasks sucsfedly. Consequently, more than half of
the students suggested there should be more mdihéetsn the new vocabulary.

The crucial role of vocabulary knowledge in readamgnprehensiohas been
well recognized in L2 settings, and the difficulty vocabulary for EFL learners has
been well recognized by linguists. As Zhang anauvel (2008) suggested, students'
vocabulary knowledges correlated to their reading comprehension. Bvamd Green’s
(2007) questionnaire survey with almost 5000 undehgate students at a university in
Hong Kong indicated that students’ receptive armbpctive vocabulary was generally
inadequate. Similarly, Gorsuch and Taguchi (2Gi8)gested that reading in a foreign
or second language is often a laborious processn afiused by underdeveloped word
recognition skills, and that one major componenteaiding fluency is fast and accurate
word recognition.

Task Type

Most of the students felt that the strengths ofedént task types should be
applied, thus to improve their reading comprehemsidlany students mentioned that
effective reading tasks should combine readinghwgitonnections, such as summary
writing, journal writing, and imitating source texwith oral discussion.

Text Type

About half of a total of 81 students reported hguiifficulties understanding
the content of the text. Examples (RS7, RJ8) tilus the students’ problems with

specific text type.
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RS7: “l don't like reading expository texts. Thane too boring for me to
have a general idea. | like reading narrative tbetsause they have
clear organization and are closely related to daelers.”

RJ8: “lI don't like texts about science becausg tire too far away from
me.”

This finding is in line with that of Brantmeier (@8), which found that
differences in existing knowledge about the contehttext materials may be an
important source of individual differences in reaglicomprehension. As Reid (2002)
suggested, different contextual and rhetorical s&ta may result in ineffective ESL
learning. Unlike native speakers of English, Larteers may experience unexpected
comprehensioproblems related to rhetorical difficulties.

Reading and understanding a text presents a vaigiyocessingroblems for
L2 learners. Reid (1996) indicated that ESL resdmave difficulty predicting the
sentence that immediately follows the topic sergenghich may cause ineffective
reading comprehension.

The complexity of the text content with regard hetorical organization may
lead to the students’ difficulty in understandingor example, Shi and Kubota (2007)
found that even though many texts have a threespartture consisting of introduction,
body, and conclusion, the introductions in sometsteare lengthy, with multiple
paragraphs. In addition, the opinion or main igeaot necessarily presented in the
introduction but rather in the middle or at the efidhe essay.

All these variations in text structure may have tedhe students’ difficulty

with reading, which highlights the problem of expliing constructed rhetorical

conventions in EFL teaching and the necessity ofenaxposures to texts of different

types.
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Reading Strategy

The data revealed that less than half of the stad@#=37) in this sample
exhibited a robust use of the strategy of self-tiaegg. About one third of the students
(N=29) reported a lack of appropriate reading sgigs, such as predicting and inferring.
One explanation for this may be that the succesttulents have automatized many of
their strategic reading processes to the poinadfihg awareness of the steps they took
to ensure comprehension. Another possibility & the less successful students did not
use strategies much. The last possibility is thatning strategy was not a variable
considered in this study and the students werasiatd about their strategy use.

Further, A few students (N=16) stated that they paxblems with time and
worried that they might not finished the tasks mnet It was found that the students’
problems with time may have resulted from theiklat appropriate reading strategies.
They may have spent too much time on the word-tcdwdecoding, or could not
concentrate on their task.

These findings demonstrated that explicit explamatf the related strategies
and more practice in that regard might contribudethie students’ better reading
comprehension. Cordero-Ponce’s (2000) study redoithe effects of metacognitive
strategy training on the ability of foreign langealgarners to comprehend expository
texts. He suggested that specific teaching metsbdsld be employed taise reader
awareness and improve their strategy use.

Motivation

Motivation has been commonly considered as onehef most important
factors affecting L2 learning. Hwang (2001) sugedshat strong motivation to learn

English could be the key contribution to increaseeciading skills. In this current study,
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nearly one-third of the students (N=24) expresseir tack of motivation in reading
or/and doing the reading tasks. For example, stuis16 stated;l don't like it
because it's a little time-wasting. | wrote not hase | wanted, but just for fulfilling
assignments.” Student RO21 not only expressed her lack of mtbw but also
supplied the reasorit don't like reading books. Whenever | see thekhbook, | don't
like. | prefer read on Internet.”

This study revealed that journals can be valuabtdstfor fostering adult
learning and experience. As Benson (1995) inditate students write journals to
accomplish a variety of real purposes, e.g. requgsinformation, asking factual
guestions, asking clarification, expressing opinialescribing a personal problem,
activating memory, describing personal events. tigrijournals supports the students in
attending to details, asking questions, and ansgetteir own questions. It helps
students feel a sense of ownership in their wrjtiagd allows them to choose an
intrapersonal and interpersonal manner as theyesgghemselves (Marlow, 2001). As
a result of this freedom and success in expresbemgselves, students may take pride in
their journals. Therefore, journal writing may id@wnership and intrinsic motivation.

As discussed above, EFL teaching needs to impraw#est motivation in
reading. Huang (2006) suggested that studentsast willing to read when teachers
are available to answer questions, key points aeliphted clearly in textbooks, and
reading skills are taught.

Writing Content

Yamada (2002) indicated that even though expertrieeglish academic
writers are capable of writing with multiple sourtexts, EFL/ESL writers have a

difficult time with it. A few students (N=15) frorthe experimental groups reported that



168

they had problems with what to write in their sumies or journals. Student RS12
commented that she always used the fixed senténgeses while writing summaries
and did not know how to be varied. Similarly, ntiRJ23 statedSometimes | don’t
know how to express myself. | understand thelastiut | just can’'t express myself.”
These findings suggest that students need to get training to write more efficiently
in the target language.

In short, outcomes from the quantitative and qatlie analyses indicated that
more than half of the students had positive atisudowards the tasks assigned.
Meanwhile, some students did not enjoy doing tlskgdecause of the problems either
with the reading itself or the reading tasks. tdion, the students reported their
suggestions concerning the reading tasks, whiclrebearcher took into consideration

when proposing a teaching model of reading-wriiagnections in reading classrooms.

5.3 Effective Types of Reading Tasks

This section proposes a model for reading-writimgnrections in reading
instruction. It covers a description of the suggéseaching model and the features of

the model.

5.3.1 A Proposed Model for Reading-WritingCconnections in Reading
Instruction
As previously discussed, writing from sources carah effective way for the
readers to interact with the text, and reading#agitconnections have the potential to

improve EFL learners’ reading ability. Also, it svéound that the students preferred a
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flexible method of combining the strengths of regewriting connections, such as
summary writing, journal writing, and imitating tlseurce texts, with oral discussion.
Based on the results of the current study and ticiples suggested by
Shanahan (1988) (see Section 2.2.2), the reseapcbposes a model for connecting
reading and writing in reading classrooms. Thennmirpose of this teaching model is
to use writing to reflect on, restructure, and erdeawhat the students know, and thus to
improve reading comprehension. The model follohs same three-phase approach
employed in the main study, which are the pre-megdivhile-reading, and post-reading
phases, except that the identified advantages ef réading tasks and students’
suggestions are applied (see Appendix C for a tegkm based on the suggested model).
The process of the proposed model illustrated gufé 5.6 indicates that the three
phases are chronologically conducted and jointiytrdoute to reading comprehension

improvement.
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The pre-reading phase aims to help students degiextion criteria for the

central theme of a story or the major argumentroessay. This stage is designed to

activate and build the students’ background knogéedactivate the schema, provide

language preparation that might be needed for gopith the knowledge, motivate the

students to want to read the text, and focus stadatiention on the task.

Before reading on a new topic starts, five stepprefreading activities are

suggested. First, a particular text is introduteedhe students. The teacher elicits or

provides appropriate background knowledge, andvaets necessary schemata, and
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students make predictions about the text. Secindents survey the text by looking at
the length of the text, looking for the meaningtwé title, and come up with an overview
of what the text is about. Third, students spewel fninutes on focused free writing for
a journal entry about the specific topic. Thereréhis a group discussion about the
topic. The purpose is to further gauge the extérgtudents’ prior knowledge of the
topic and encourage interaction between and ameaahér and students. This improves
students’ ability to communicate in English. As thst step of the pre-reading stage, the
teacher discusses the new words and expressiadnstwdents

Phase 2: While-reading

The while-reading stage aims to help students deveéading strategies,
improve their control of the target language, aedadle problematic passages. The
while-reading exercises are designed to set waystfments to interact with text, such
as help them understand the author’s purpose aadtion, help them clarify the text
structure and the logical organization of the texil help them clarify and comprehend
the text content. In addition, this stage aimbédip students infer and judge, survey the
general information, and look for specific infornoat

As the first step of the while-reading stage, shisie#ead the specific text in
groups and check whether their prediction is coroemot. Also, the teacher explains
metacognitive strategies. Then, students rereadexkt to develop fluency and build
vocabulary. In this step, the teacher explicitkplains the reading strategies that may
be employed, such as guessing word meanings by wsintext and word formation
clues, considering syntax and sentence structyr@®ting the grammatical functions of
unknown words, analyzing reference words, predictext content, reading for specific

pieces of information, and using a dictionary appiadely. After that, the teacher
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discusses with the class about the text intensiwvetych includes the background of the
text, the style and organization of the text, tdtent, difficult sentences, and so on.

Phase 3: Post-reading

As the last step of the reading instruction, thetyeading stage is a review of
the first two stages. It aims to extend the regqdirperience; lead students to a deeper
analysis of the text, answer the comprehensiontigussand the critical questions; lead
them to respond and make applications of the ideasinformation; and lead them to
seek additional information, and decide if theydachieved their goals. Post-reading
exercises first check the students’ comprehensiah then lead students to a deeper
analysis of the text and deeper ramifications ef txts. The follow-up post-reading
exercises take students beyond the particularmgdedkt by transferring reading skills to
other texts or by integrating reading skills wither language skills.

As the first step of this stage, students orallyscdss the Reading
Comprehension Questions in their groups, share timeierstanding of the text or check
understanding by paraphrasing the author’'s wortise reason for this task is that the
students from the oral discussion treatment regdottb@at they became aware of both
macro-level ideas and micro-level vocabulary angressions. Next, the small groups
reconvene for a class discussion. Then, duringnéxé 15 minutes of class, the students
do the second writing task of summarizing. Afteatf the students share summaries in
their groups and submit their summarization. Aes ldst exercise of the post-reading
stage, journal writing is suggested as the aft@sschctivity, where students freely write
about their understanding of the text, comment logirtproblems in reading, ask

guestions, or share their ideas.
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In regard to the teacher’'s evaluation of studestshmaries, it is suggested
that the teacher comments on whether students ¢@vect understanding or not, and
give suggestions and comments on their strengtdsvaeaknesses. As for teacher
feedback to students’ journals, it is suggestetttieateacher dialogues with the students
by commenting on opinions on the topic, difficultie understanding the text, students’

problems, and so on.

5.3.2 Features of the Model

This suggested teaching model of reading diffepsnfiothers in the pre- and
post-reading stages, where reading and writingcanmected. First, in the pre-reading
stage, students write journals about the speatfict As shown in this study, the
students preferred to write journals before readimgrder to help them approach the
text in a more meaningful and purposeful manned, tanhelp them be better prepared
for the follow-up group discussion. Second, sunymariting is required at the post-
reading stage. As previously discussed in thispigta summary writing improves
students’ reading comprehension because the stidert to figure out the main idea,
the important information, and the macro-structofe text. Third, journal writing is
suggested at the post-reading stage as homewdrdre Bre two reasons for this. First,
as shown in this study, the students preferred-aféess writing because it provides them
with more freedom in regard to their journals. fTisa students appreciate the freedom
of expressing themselves freely without worryingathtime. Second, the results of the
study revealed to the researcher that studentsfeshynore comfortable exploring and

developing their ideas after class.
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Also, it is suggested that the teacher keeps aguat first and shares his/her
journal with the students. The teacher should mtu# a good journal is in fact a
critical response to the text (Dyment & O’ConnelRQ03), thus to get the students at
ease about their own responses. As shown in tilily, smany students from the journal
writing group mentioned that teacher’s thorough dethiled feedback was an important
reason why they liked journals, where they hadvactiialogue with the teacher.
Therefore, it is also suggested that the teacladoglie with the students by giving them
feedback. This post-reading activity may resuktindents’ awareness of their strengths
and weaknesses in reading, which, in turn, may ribute to their reading
comprehension.

It is noted that journals are suggested at botlptbeand post-reading stages.
Journal writing at both stages is considered nacgdsecause they address different
information. The pre-reading journal is in plaoehelp the students get an overview of
what the topic is about, and get them ready forfoflew-up discussion. The students
primarily state their predictions and ask questiabsut the topic. Compared with
journal writing at the post-reading stage, jounvating at this stage takes less time. In
contrast, journal writing at the post-reading stageresses more detailed information,
such as students’ reactions, feelings, and probleithsthe text. It is a place for making
general comments and writing anything that comensital.

In short, the reading instructional model descrilzdmbve is developed by
connecting reading and writing in order to impraeading ability. In this teaching
model, reading is supported with writing, which,tumn, supports writing. In addition,
the strengths of speaking are taken into consideratnd the students communicate

orally with the teacher and their peers about thederstanding. Therefore, the students
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merge various skills of reading, writing, and spegkoy “writing about ideas found in

reading, and speaking about ideas found in writ{i@gbine, 1995).

5.4 Summary

In summary, this chapter discussed some of the ritapofindings which had
arisen from the present study, and referred toréisearch studies and theories which
were relevant to those findings. Chapter Six, fimal chapter, will discuss the
limitations of the study, establish the pedagogicaplications and suggests some

directions for further research.



CHAPTER 6

CONCLUSIONS

This chapter concludes the dissertation. It isapized into four sections.
Section one summarizes the major findings of tlesgmt study. Section two considers
the implications of the study for L2 reading argl possible applications to instruction.
Section three describes the strengths and limitatad the study. Finally, Section four

proposes recommendations for further research ireading.

6.1 Summary of the Study

The current study was conducted to examine thectsffef reading tasks on
Chinese EFL students’ reading comprehension andldpict their attitudes and
perceptions of the reading tasks. It employedithesd method design: the quantitative
framework to assess the students’ reading abitittha beginning and the end of the
pedagogical intervention, and the qualitative freuoik to explore the students’ attitudes
towards the reading tasks. The following reseajubstions were examined in this

study.

e Do reading tasks facilitate Chinese EFL studenesading comprehension
development?
e Do students in the groups of reading-writing cotiogs show greater reading

comprehension than those in a group of reading matlvriting?
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¢ Do text types have any significant effects on stislecomprehension?

e Does gender have any significant effects on stwdeshding comprehension?
e Are there any significant interactions among thre¢independent variables?
e What are the students’ attitudes and perceptiotiseofeading tasks?

¢ What are most effective types of reading tasks?

In order to examine these questions, a quasi-axpetal design consisted of
pretest-treatment-posttest was used. The duratiothe treatment was 72 hours
distributed through an 18-week semester. The pyleg intervention in this study
aimed to improve learners’ English reading abithyough source-based writing. The
tasks in the study involved summary writingaurnal writing, with a third condition of
orally discussing questions. The instruments takerthis study were a Reading
Comprehension Test, students’ written questionsaiseudents’ written feedback, and
face-to-face semi-structured interviews with thedsents. The 81 participants of this
study belonged to three intact classes, who werelled in the Advanced English
Course at Guizhou University, China, in the firstngster of the academic year 2007
and 2008.

The quasi-experimental design of this study magessible to find answers to
the first five research questions stated aboveutiirathe quantitative comparison of
participants’ performance before and after thetineat, and the comparison of the
performance on the posttest. The RCT was empltyembsess the students’ reading
performance. The participants’ answers to the R@Fe analyzed by using SPSS
program, 15.0. The means of the students’ sconeth® pretest were compared and

tested by a one-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA)he quantitative analysis of the
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pretest indicated no significant differences amthrggthree groups in their initial reading
competence.

At the end of the pedagogical intervention, the tipg@ants’ reading
comprehension was assessed again by the same R@Tnuhe pretest. In response to
the first research question, results from pairedpa t test were analyzed and
significant differences were identified between fretest and the posttest within each
group, which means both reading-writing connecti@msl reading without writing
improved reading comprehension.

In order to answer research questions two, three f@ur, the students’ scores
on the posttest were calculated and compared byrigége statistics, MANOVA and
Scheffe post hoc analyses. In response to thendaesearch question, the MANOVA
results indicated that the students from the R@mperformed better than the other two
groups of students.

The third research question intended to identifgtlbr there were differential
effects of text types. Results from the quanti&atiliscussion suggested text types had
significant effects on reading comprehension arad the students performed better in
expository than narrative texts.

The fourth research question aimed to determindhehetudents’ gender had
different effects on their reading comprehensiofhe results revealed no significant
gender differences either measured by short-ansmveultiple-choice test, even though
female students slightly outperformed the males.

The fifth research question sought to examine titeractions among the
independent variables: reading tasks, text typed, gender. The MANOVA results

yielded differential effects of the reading tasksoas text types in the group of reading



179

with journal writing, while no similar significanhteractions were found in the RS and
RO groups.

Responses to the sixth and seventh research questere provided by the
analyses of the data gathered through written tprestires with 79 participants, 238
entries of the participants’ students’ written feack, and semi-structured interviews
with 18 respondents.

A questionnaire written in the participants’ fitahguage was addressed to all
the participants. The participants’ responsesiédfive Likert-scale questionnaire items
about their attitudes towards the reading taskewenlyzed quantitatively. The results
revealed that more than half of the students haitipe attitudes. The qualitative data
elicitation of the study was designed for open-éndeitten questionnaire, students’
written feedback, and oral interview. Outcomesidatkd that the students had three
types of attitudes towards the tasks. The firpetwas positive where the respondents
commented preferably on the tasks. The second wgsemedium attitude where the
respondents regarded the reading tasks had soewtsedih their reading comprehension,
but there were some specific things they did rka &bout the tasks. The third type was
negative, where the respondents stated their dishk the tasks. Also, outcomes
indicated that students from the RJ group had tblkeelst mean score of their attitudes,
while the RS group had the lowest in this regafdirthermore, the higher the students
perceived their reading ability was, the more pesiattitudes they tended to have. Also,
students reported some use of strategies and terisental groups reported gaining
writing skills. It was found that the studentsggestions were about vocabulary, task

type, text type, reading strategy, motivation, amiing content.
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6.2 Pedagogical Implications

The research findings summarized earlier in resptmshe research questions
demonstrate that reading and writing are two maxfelenguage and are inextricably
related, and that reading-writing connections magndit students’ reading
comprehension. The findings of this study formeilapecific although not extensive
conclusions that will hopefully shed light on tharfocular issue of reading development
in a foreign language. Some significant implicasidor the teaching and learning of
English as a foreign language for Chinese univesditdents may be drawn as follows:

1. Teachers must be careful in employing summary writig in class.

As evidenced in this study, summary writing can are effective way to
improve learners’ reading ability. However, teash@eed to be careful in their
classroom employment. The reason is that studeaysdislike its tight format.

2. Journals could be employed to increase students’ maation for learning.

One pedagogical implication conaggn journal writing is that the
understanding about oneself as a learner may semetivation for writing, which in
turn affects reading. Motivation has been commauysidered as one of the most
important factors affecting L2 learning (e.g. Sh1898). Journal writing could be a
good way to arouse students’ motivation in learnifgs Marsh (1998) noted, journal
writing reveals issues that matter to studenthégrocess of learning. Also, Padgett
(2000) suggested that engaging students in jowntahg could be a way to increase the
students’ interest in the task. Such applicatipoisit out the crucial role that learners’

motivation have for the reading comprehension.
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3. Thorough and detailed feedback should be given onuglents’ journal.

Another finding of this study revealed that studgmteferred to write journals
if they were sure the teacher was reading theirnguand that feedback was given.
Teachers who want to capitalize on the potentigbofnal writing must be willing to
spend time and energy to offer students thoroughdatailed feedback on the substance
of their journal entries. Furthermore, focus o€ tfeedback should not be on the
mistakes made unless the same mistakes appeaamyagain. The purpose is to avoid
embarrassing the students, which may hinder tleaiding comprehension. In addition
to providing time for journal writing, teachers siw model good journal writing
behaviors for the learners to follow. Finally, #tadents’ privacy should be guarded. In
this regard, teachers should make confidentiality laoundary setting essential, provide
equitable feedback and guard privacy.

4. Reading strategies should be taught explicitly.

As suggested in the research findings of this ystiwmbme students had
problems with reading strategies. In this respeetchers should help students identify
effective reading strategies and that studentsbearncouraged to implement them in
their L2 reading. Those strategies should be eitiplitaught through simple exercises
developed to elicit information via targeted stgigs. Such specific teaching methods
as collaborative instruction, active learning, t&tgic modeling, and repeated,
increasingly independent practice by students B&03; Collinst al., 2005) should
be employed toaise student awareness of the reading strategies.

5. More attention should be paid to vocabulary in EFLteaching.
Similar to EFL learners in other culture, Chinesd_Eearners reported having

problems with vocabulary. The students’ scoregjoestions items about vocabulary
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were lower than those of other question typesthis case, EFL teaching may have to
provide more opportunities dealing with new vocalyiwords.

In short, as can be demonstrated from the abovagogital implications,
results from this study can be directly implementad important areas of L2 reading.
Among these are aspects of students’ motivatioacher feedback, and reading

strategies.

6.3 Strengths and Limitations of the Study

This study triangulated data collection techniquesuding pretest, posttest,
students’ written feedback, questionnaire, andviddial interview. Triangulation
through multiple measures enabled the researchevetidy the research findings.
Triangulating quantitative and qualitative data améthods contributes to a better
understanding of the effects of reading-writing mections on EFL students’ reading
comprehension. Therefore, triangulation of theadatllection procedures made the
strength of the study.

Although this study vyielded many insights and pecsppes about
implementing reading and writing connections inEfL reading class in a Chinese
university context, some limitations should be added. The limitations of the study
concern the research design, the RCT, and thecjpeantits.

The following limitations apply to this study. Bir the data collecting
procedure itself made some participants feel unodadble and they complained about
writing too much. This problem may have affecteel tesponses that the students gave.

Second, the RCT may also have limited the validitythe results. The

number of passages (four) used in the RCT wasdirifue to the time limitation. The
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students might have had some preference or releet@n specific texts. Therefore, the
students’ performance in the RCT presented thélityabf understanding specific texts.
In addition, short-answer and multiple-choice quest were employed in the RCT.
Students may have comprehended the text but n@rstodd the thrust of the question.
Talbot (1997 noted thata text of a particular level of difficulty does natitomatically
yield questions reflecting the level of the texthus, it cannot be decided whether the
exact point of misunderstanding lies in the textiorthe question. Alternative
approaches, including identifyimgmitted structural material, unscrambling textsd an
identifying and correcting illogical texts, should be employtd assess reading
comprehension.

Third, the participants were chosen based on coemeea and availability.
The inclusion was not randomized and learners par#cipants in the study based on
their classroom enroliment. Consequently, thereewmt equal numbers of male (26)
and female (55) students. Even though an equalbauns not required in studies
considering gender (e.g. Brantmeier, 2002, 2008428ugel & Buunk, 1996; Young
and Oxford, 1997), different numbers of male ancheke students still represented a
limitation.

Finally, the participants of this study were 8 dhyear undergraduate English
majors at Guizhou University, China, who were adeahlevel EFL learners. Other
majors and levels were not included in this studgecause of this limitation, the
findings of this study should be seen with caufimnmaking generalizations about the

reading comprehension of L2 learners.
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6.4 Suggestions for Further Research

The last limitation discussed above leads to thedn® conduct further
research that explores the effects of reading task®ading comprehension. Based on
the information from the study, the researcherrefBame recommendations for further
research in L2 reading.

First, this study was a preliminary attempt to ioy@ reading comprehension
through reading-writing connections. More reseancthis area is clearly needed. Since
this research study explored several aspects dimg@omprehension, namely, reading
tasks, text types, and students’ gender, the quesspinpointed in this research need
further explanation and verification.

Second, this study set to measure two types ofingritom-source tasks,
namely, reading with summary writing and readinghwournal writing. Due to the
limited research in tasks which connect reading\anting, the researcher suggests that
more empirical studies could be conducted in thgard. Further research could expand
this preliminary study, identifying specific facsorand their respective effects on
reading comprehension.

Third, since advanced-level students as these pbpas have been generally
ignored in research, more empirical research cbeldone at this level. This research
study was conducted with only a small group of adeal EFL students. As a result, the
interpretation and generalizability of the findingse limited. Future research may be
administered to a larger group of students or twlestts at other levels; therefore, the

effects of reading tasks on students’ reading cetmgarsion could be further interpreted.
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Fourth, another issue of concern is about the resaa strategies. To date,
there has been little research into learning greseutilized for readingnd writing.
There should be more empirical studies in thisnega

A final suggestion for future research is to widba variables considered in
this study. The present study considered two kg text types and students’ gender.
It is possible that other variables, not accouritedn the present study, may influence
students’ reading comprehension. Research expgldhe effects of other variables
could be conducted.

All'in all, the effect of reading tasks on EFL Ilears’ reading comprehension
is research well worth doing. It is the researshieope that this study has made a small

but significant contribution to the research in tieéd of EFL reading comprehension.
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APPENDIX A
Excerptsfrom the Syllabus for Advanced English Course |

Program Description
Advanced English | will cover the 11 units of tlextbook A New English Course.
This course meets twice a week, during 2 hourydfait a total of 72 hours.

Objectives

This course corresponds to the fifth of a seriedotdl six courses designed to
contribute to the development of reading skillsve#l as other basic and comprehensive
language skills.

Advanced English | is a compulsory course intentiedorovide students with
opportunities to gain expertise in the five languakills, especially reading skills in
accuracy, fluency, and grammar, based on the pusvibyear intensive learning at
university. Students are expected to develop ardlvaritten skills, expand vocabulary,
read and understand authentic English articleswiesdifficulty, write different types of

text, and expand their knowledge of the cultur&nglish speaking countries.

Contents

Unit 1 Hit the Nail on the Head

Unit 2 Beware the Dirty Seas

Unit 3 My Friend, Albert Einstein

Unit 4 The Invisible Poor

Unit 5 The Plug-in Drag: TV and the American Family
Unit 6 Preparing for College

Unit 7 Grouping the Gifted: Pro

Unit 8 Why Nothing Works

Unit 9 Where is the News Leading Us?
Unit 10 Things: The Throw-Away Society
Unit 11 Cultivating a Hobby
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M ethodology
The Advanced English Course proposes to develogests’ English language

proficiency through individual and group activitiesral and written reports, reading
tasks, participation in projects, listening to authped materials, answering questions
from different sources, reflecting on individualdagroup performance, consulting the

internet, encyclopedias, dictionaries, newspapeagjazines, novels, etc.
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Evaluation
Evaluation will take into account the accomplishinehthe goals outlined for the
course, and will encompass the assessment of tle linguage skills. Regular

attendance is required.



APPENDIX B
Sample Textsfrom A New English Course

Text I, Unit One: Hit the Nail on theHead
By Alan Warner

Have you ever watched a clumsy man hammering amtaila box? He hits it first
to one side, then to another, perhaps knockinget completely, so that in the end he
only gets half of it into the wood. A skilful canpier, on the other hand, will drive home
the nail with a few firm, deft blows, hitting it ela time squarely on the head. So with
language; the good craftsman will choose words dniae home his point firmly and
exactly. A word that is more or less right, a logggase, an ambiguous expression, a
vague adjective, will not satisfy a writer who aiatclean English. He will try always to
get the word that is completely right for this posp.

The French have an apt phrase for this. They sped& mot juste,” the word that
IS just right. Stories are told of scrupulous wstdike Flaubert, who spent days trying to
get one or two sentences exactly right. Words aeynand various; they are subtle and
delicate in their different shades of meaning, &g not easy to find the ones that
express precisely what we want to say. It is ndé¢ ammatter of having a good command
of language and a fairly wide vocabulary; it isoalsecessary to think hard and to
observe accurately. Choosing words is part of tieegss of realization, of defining our
thoughts and feelings for ourselves, as well astiose who hear or read our words.
Someone once remarked: “How can | know what | thilk see what | say?” This
sounds stupid, but there is a great deal of truth i

It is hard work choosing the right words, but wealshbe rewarded by the
satisfaction that finding them brings. The exaa o§ language gives us mastery over
the material we are dealing with. Perhaps you lmeaen asked “What sort of a man is
so-and-so?” You begin: “Oh, | think he’s quite @enchap but he’s rather...” and then

you hesitate trying to find a word or phrase toresp what it is about him that you don’t
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like, that constitutes his limitation. When youdihe right phrase you feel that your
conception of the man is clearer and sharper.

In certain primitive tribes it was thought dangesoto reveal your name to a
stranger. It might give him power over you. Evermndern civilized society you find
yourself at a slight social disadvantage if somedarm@vs your name but you don’t know
his. Command of words is ultimately command ovierdind experience.

Some English words have a common root but are useery different senses.
Considerhuman andhumane, for example. Their origin is the same and the®amings
are related, but their usage is distancéuman action is not the same thing abumane
action. We cannot speak of a Declaratiotdafmane Rights. — There is a weapon called
ahumane killer, but it is not a human Kkiller.

We don’t have to look far afield to find evidencebad carpentry in language. A
student, replying to an invitation to dinner, fimesl his letter: “I shall be delighted to
come and | am looking forward to the day wihxiety.” Anxiety carries with it
suggestions of worry and fear. What the writer nhegas possiblyeagerness. Anxiety
has some kinship with eagerness but it will noad@ substitute in this context.

The leader of a political party in Uganda wrotetidr to the Press which contained
this sentence.

Let us all fight this selfishness, opportunism, aeogice and ignorance now rife in

Uganda and put in their place truth, manlinesssistency andingularity of mind.

This stirring appeal is spoilt by a malapropism the last phrase, the word
singularity. What the writer meant, | think, wasgleness of mind, holding steadfastly
to the purpose in mind, without being drawn asigiddss worthy objectsSngularity
meansoddity or peculiarity, something that singles a man out from other men.

Without being a malapropism, a word may still fedl be the right word for the
writer's purpose, the “mot juste”. A journalist, iting a leader about Christmas,
introduced a quotation from Dickens by saying:

All that was ever thought or written about Chrissms imprisoned in this
sentence...

Imprisonment suggests force, coercion, as if the meaning wete &gainst its will. It
would be better to writeontained or summed up. Epitomized might do, though it is

rather a clumsy-sounding word. Searching a liighfer for the “mot juste” we might hit
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on the worddistilled. This has more force thasontained or summed up. Distillation
suggestsssence and we might further improve the sentence by aglthims word at the
beginning:

The essence of all that was ever thought or writleout Christmas in distilled in

this sentence.
English has a wide vocabulary and it is a very iliex language. There are many
different ways of making a statement. But wordg #Hra very similar in meaning have
the shades of difference, and a student needs #&iveeto these differences. By using
his dictionary, and above all by reading, a studemt increase his sensitivity to these
shades of difference and improve his ability toresp his own meanings exactly.

Professor Raleigh once stated: “There are no gynspand the same statement

can never be repeated in a changed form of wofldss' is perhaps too absolute, but is
not easy to disprove. Even a slight alterationhia wording of a statement can subtly
shift the meaning. Look at these two sentences:

(2) In my childhood I loved to watch trains go by.

(2) When | was a child I loved watching trains go by.
At first glance these two sentences are exactlys#me. But look more closely and you
will see that there are very tiny differencés.my childhood is a shade more abstract
thanWhen | was child. Watching perhaps emphasizes the looking at trains a httbee
thanto watch. This is a very subtle example, and it would besiide to argue about it,
but everyone would at once agree that there isreedalifference between the next two
statements:

(1) He died poor.

(2) He expired in indigent circumstances.
In one sensexpired is a synonym fodied and in indigent circumstances for poor, but
when the whole statement is considered, we canagttain that the two are the same.
The change in words is a change in style, andffeeteon the reader is quite different. It
is perhaps easier to be a good craftsman with vanddnails than a good craftsman with
words, but all of us can increase our skill andsgasity with a little effort and patience.
In this way we shall not only improve our writing,t also our reading.

(1169 words)



APPENDIX C

L esson Plan

Text |, Unit One: Hit the Nail on the Head
(A Sample Lesson Plan for the Main Study)

Time: Monday 18, Wednesday 1% September 2007

Goalt Students should be able to understand the exppgtmssage that they read

thoroughly

Objectives:

1. Students should be able to understand the rdasn the purpose and tone of the

text, organization and development of the text.

2. Students should know the meaning of all new woadd difficult sentences.

3. Students should be able to write a summaryti@summary writing group only)
Students should be able to write a journal tfferjournal writing group only).
Students should be able to orally answer the@ehension Questions on P. 23 of
the textbook (for the control group only).

Materials and equipment:

1. Student Book oA New English Course, Book 5

2. Work Book of A New English Course, Book 5

3. Advanced Oxford Dictionary

4. Blackboard

Teaching Procedures
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Pre-reading

1. Teacher divides students into 5 groups (5 or 6 negsach). Students choose
their groups.

2. Teacher tells students that they will rédidl the Nail on the Head today, and asks
them to predict what the text will be about.

3. Teacher explains the meanings of the new wordddtddary Work (P. 19) of
the Student’s Bookd New English Course.

4. Teacher tells students to refdd the Nail on the Head on pages 19-21 silently
and finish their reading within 7 minutes.

5. Teacher tells students in the summary writing griwgb they will be required to
write a summary after reading, the students ifjabenal writing group that they
will write a journal after reading.

While-reading
6. Each student read the text silently for the firsiet
7. Each student reread the text thoroughly.
8. Teacher helps students with vocabulary, grammauthaars.
9. Teacher discusses the reading strategies thatngsuldes to use and suggests
some more by telling them the strategies to coosthe meaning.
10. Teacher discusses the text with the students inegs

Post-reading
11. Students in the summary writing group write sumesrstudents in the journal
writing group write journals; students in the adacussion group discuss the
Comprehension Questions within their group in EsfgliTeacher walks around,
helps them if they need assistance.
12. Students share the summaries or journals with greip members (experiment

group only).
Teacher discusses the Comprehension Questiongheitudents (control grou

only).

D

Evaluation
e Teacher assesses the students’ writing (experiingraiaps only).
e Teacher discusses the Comprehension Questionsheitudents by having
them tell how they find the answers (control graumty).
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Text |, Unit One: Hit the Nail on the Head

(A Proposed L esson Plan)

Goal Students should be able to understand the exppsiEssage that they read

thoroughly
Objective:

1. Students should be able to understand the rdasn the purpose and tone of

the text, organization and development of the text.

2. Students sho

written materials

uld be able to identify, comprehamd, interpret details from

3. Students should know the meaning of all new woadd difficult sentences.

4. Students should be able to orally answer the Zehension Questions on P.

23 of the Studen

t Book, write a summary, and anjalr

Materials and equipment

1. Student Book oA New English Course, Book 5
2. Work Book ofA New English Course, Book 5
3. Advanced Oxford Dictionary

4. Blackboard

Teaching Procedures

Pre-reading

e Making Predictions
e Surveying the Text
¢ Getting Ready to Read

e Group

Discussion

¢ Introducing Vocabulary

Objective: To help
students make
predictions about the
text.

Making Predictions and Asking Questions

Discuss the pre-reading questions on page oneed@tidents’

> Book:

® Have you ever heard of the English proverb “Hit iad on
the head”? What does it mean?

® This is an essay on English style. What do youktkine
author advises the English student to do in hisAvégng?

Objective:
Students should hay
an overview of what
the text is about.

Surveying the Text

eStudents will read “Hit the nail on the head” orgea 1-4 from A
New English Course: Book By Alan Warner.
Surveying involves the following tasks to be donallg with the
class:

® Look at the length of the reading (13 paragraphs).
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® Look for the title “Hit the nail on the head”
(A New English Coursepages 1-4).
® Note the topic and main idea

Objective: Students
should be ready for
the follow-up group
discussion

Getting Ready to Read
® Students write a focused free journal entry abloatspecific
reading

Objective: To gauge
students’ prior
knowledge and
encourage
interaction

Group Discussion
Students discuss about the topic in groups

Objective: Students
should be able to
understand the key
vocabulary of the
text

Introducing Vocabulary

® Before students start reading the text, go ovebilbBonary
Work on Page one of the Student Book with the sitsde
Ask students to record the meanings of key worais fthe
context of their reading in a vocabulary log.

While-reading
® First Reading

® Rereading the Text
® Analyzing Stylistic Choices
® Considering the Structure of the Text

Objective: Students
should be able to
identify,
comprehend, and
interpret details from
the written text.

First Reading

Students read the text in groups of five or six

Teacher explains metacognitive strategies.

Ask students questions like the following:

Which of your predictions turned out to be true?
What surprised you?

Objective: Students
should be able to
-recognize word
meanings in context
-respond to tone ang
connotation.

-apply context clues
-correctly define and
spell vocabulary

!

Rereading

Students reread a text to develop fluency and build
vocabulary

Teacher explain reading strategies, such as gupssird
meanings by using context and word formation clues,
considering syntax and sentence structures, anglyzi
reference words, predicting text content; readorg f
specific pieces of information, and using dictignar
appropriately.

Objective: Students
should be able to

draw inferences and
conclusions, respon

)

to tone and

Analyzing Stylistic Choices

Ask the students this question: How did the auttsarthe
method of “analogy”?

Teacher explain “analogy” and students find outube of
analogy in the text
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connotation

Considering the Structure of the Text

In small groups, students discuss how the textgarozed
what the major parts of the text and their purp@ses
On the board, outline elements that are commortlzose
that are different from groups.

Post-reading

® Discussing understanding
® Summarizing
® \Writing journals

Objective: Students
should be able to
orally share their
understanding of the
text

Discussing understanding of the text

Students discuss the Comprehension Questions ith sm
groups

Discuss the Comprehension Questions in the whakscl
Draw students’ attention to the differences between
groups.

Paraphrasing sentences thus to check understanding

Objectives. Students
should be able to
summarize the text

Summarizing
Students write summaries
Students share their summaries in groups

Objectives. Students
should be able to
dialogue with
teacher in journals

Writing journals
After class, students write their reactions, comtsiequestions
and feelings about the text

Evaluating and Responding
Responding to Student Writing
Using Portfolios

Objective: To give
students appropriate
feedback to their
writing

Responding to students’ summaries
e Teacher comments on whether students have correct
understanding of the text or not, which may incltiake
important information, inferences, and judgments.
e Teacher comments on students’ strengths and wesds¢
Responding to students’ journals
e Teacher dialogues with the students by commenting o
opinions on the topic, difficulties in understarglthe
text, students’ problems, etc.

2S




APPENDIX D
Demographic Survey

(English Version)

Name: Group:

Directions: This questionnaire is designed to gather information on your background.
Please kindly spare a few minutes to fill out this questionnaire. Your personal
information and response to this questionnaire will be kept confidential.

Suggestions for answering the questionnaire
1 Please tick (\) one of the answers which best indicates your reality.

2. Please do all theitems. If any of the itemsis undone, the analysis of the data will
bein trouble.

Questions about students’ status or background infonation

1. Your gender: [IMale 1Femae
2. Your age (years-old):
119 120 21 (122 1123 [1Others; please specify:
3. How many years have you learned English?
18 19  [J10 011 12 1] Others; please specify:
4. How do you rate your reading ability in English?

"1Good or very good

CFair

1Poor or needs improvement
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Demographic Survey

(Chinese Version)
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APPENDIX E
Reading Comprehension Test

Reading Comprehension Test for the Pilot Study

Name: Group:

Directions: This is a test of how well you understand written English. There are 6
passages in this test. Each passage is accompanied by 3 short-answer questions and 3

multiple-choice questions. You are required to answer all.

Passage |

In the immediate post-war years, the city of Birghiam scheduled some 50,000
small wording class cottage as slums due for deimoli Today that process is nearly
complete. Yet it is clear that, quite apart frony @uestion of race, an environmental
problem remain. The expectation built into the plag policies of 1945 was that in the
foreseeable future the city would be a better ptadere in. But now that slum clearance
has run its course, there seems to be universakeagmt that the total environment
where the slums once stood is more depressingeiem

For the past ten years the slum clearance areaslbaked like bomb sites. The
buildings and places which survived on islands isea of rubble and ash. When the
slums were there they supported an organic commliféet and each building, each
activity, fitted in as part of the whole. But nohat they have been destroyed, nothing
meaningful appears to remain, or rather those iieswvhich do go on do not seem to
have any meaningful relation to the place. Theypkapthere because it is an empty
stage which no one is using any more.

Typical of the inner-city in this sense is the Bmgham City Football Ground.
Standing in unsplendid isolation on what is now tekd on the edge of Small Heath,

it brings into the area a stage army on twentyod®aturdays a year who come and cheer
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and then go away again with little concern any nforeghe place where they have done
their cheering. Even they, however, have revolteckmtly. “The ground”, says the

leader of the revolt, “is a slum”, thus putting firsger on the fact that the demolition of
houses creates rather than solves problems ofitiee-city.

A new element has now come upon the scene in tier-tity in the form of the
tower block. Somehow it doesn’t seem to be wha€bebusier and planners who wrote
those post-war Pelicans intended. The public spaitiesr haven’t yet been developed or
are more meanly conceived, and the corridors dtsddie places of horror. In fact these
places were always suspected. They had no legiinrache minds of the public as
suburban family housing had, and those who wereeplahere felt that they had been
cheated. Along with the decaying elements, theegfibrat which had been conceived as
part of the brave new world was part of the problem

(414 words)

Questions 1-3

Directions. Use NO MORE THAN THREE WORDS to answer each question.
01.What problem remains today when the slum demolgiomost finish?
02.What does the slum clearance areas look like?

03.How do the people who move to the tower block feel?

Questions 4-6
Directions. Choose ONE best answer to the following question.
04.According to the passage, now that the slum dwgdlimve gone,
A. no one does anything at all in those areas
B. urban theatrical life has gone, too
C. rebuilding can start almost immediately
D. the area is extremely unattractive
05.What did people think about tower blocks when tiveye first built?
A. Town planners thought they were badly conceived.
B. The public compared them with rural housing.
C. The man in the street mistrusted them.

D. People thought them an improvement on suburbanitgus
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06.From the style in which it's written, this passagas almost certainly taken from

an official local planning report

a novel set in Birmingham

a history of the Industrial Revolution

o0 w »

a sociology textbook

Passage | |

A trip to the supermarket may not seem &ikeexercise in psychological warfare—
but it is. Shopkeepers know that filling a storéghwihe aroma of freshly baked bread
makes people feel hungry and persuades them tonbug food than they had intended.
Stocking the most expensive products at eye lexales them sell faster than cheaper
but less visible competitors. Now researchersmarestigating how “swarm intelligence”
(that is, how ants, bees or any social animaluiiclg humans, behave in a crowd) can
be used to influence what people buy.

At a recent conference on the simulation of adaptehavior in Rome, Zeeshan-ul-
hassan Usmani, a computer scientist from the Fdndtitute of Technology, described
a new way to increase impulse buying using thisnpheenon. Supermarkets already
encourage shoppers to buy things they did notzedhey wanted: for instance, by
placing everyday items such as milk and eggs ab#o of the store, forcing shoppers
to walk past other tempting goods to reach them. W&mani and Ronaldo Menezes,
also of the Florida Institute of Technology, set tuenhance this tendency to buy more
by playing on the herd instinct. The idea is tifed, certain product is seen to be popular,
shoppers are likely to choose it too. The challeisge keep customers informed about
what others are buying.

Enter smart-cart technology. In Mr. Usmani's su@ek®et every product has a radio
frequency identification tag, a sort of barcodetthges radio waves to transmit
information, and every trolley has a scanner thatls this information and relays it to a
central computer. As a customer walks past a sliglbods, a screen on the shelf tells
him how many people currently in the shop have ehdbat particular product. If the

number is high, he is more likely to select it too.
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Mr. Usmani's “swarm-moves” model appeals to supeketa because it increases
sales without the need to give people discountsl ifgives shoppers the satisfaction of
knowing that they bought the “right” product—thsat the one everyone else bought. The
model has not yet been tested widely in the realdyonainly because radio frequency
identification technology is new and has only beestalled experimentally in some
supermarkets. But Mr. Usmani says that both WaltMeaAmerica and Tesco in Britain
are interested in his work, and testing will gedlenway in the spring.

Another recent study on the power of social infeeemndicates that sales could,
indeed, be boosted in this way. Matthew Salgani€afumbia University in New York
and his colleagues have described creating ancattiinusic market in which some
14,000 people downloaded previously unknown sohfs.researchers found that when
people could see the songs ranked by how many tinegshad been downloaded, they
followed the crowd. When the songs were not ordéredank, but the number of times
they had been downloaded was displayed, the effesbcial influence was still there
but was less pronounced. People thus follow thd Ymaen it is easy for them to do so.

In Japan a chain of convenience shops called RgnRanQueen has been ordering
its products according to sales data from departstenes and research companies. The
shops sell only the most popular items in each ymwbdategory, and the rankings are
updated weekly. Icosystem, a company in Cambriddassachusetts, also aims to
exploit knowledge of social networking to impro\ses.

And the psychology that works in physical storegust as potent on the internet.
Online retailers such as Amazon are adept at getlioppers which products are popular
with like-minded consumers. Even in the privacyotir home, you can still be part of
the swarm.

(627 words)

Questions 7-9
Directions. Use NO MORE THAN THREE WORDS to answer each question.

07.What do shopowners use to makes people feel huargiythus to increase sales
of food products?
08.According to “swarm intelligence,” if the numbeti$ea customer many people

in the shop have chosen one particular productt istee likely to do?
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09.What model did Mr. Usmani develop to increase satghout giving people

discounts?

Questions 10-12
Directions. Choose ONE best answer to the following question.

10.Which statement about “swarm intelligence” is true?
A. Itis a kind of intelligence
B. Itis how intelligence works
C. Itis how social animals behave in a crowd
D. Itis an organ
11. Supermarkets encourage shoppers to buy things by .
A. placing everyday items at the back of the store
B. forcing shoppers to walk past other tempting goods
C. informing customers about what others are buying
D. All of the above
12.How do online retailers increase sales?
A. They sell only the most popular items
B. They tell shoppers which products are popular
C. They broadcast music

D. Every product has a radio frequency identificat@ag

Passage |1

On the 36th day after they had voted, Americarallfiiearned Wednesday who
would be their next president: Governor George WWsIBof Texas.

Vice President Al Gore, his last realistic avenorelégal challenge closed by a U.
S. Supreme Court decision late Tuesday, plannedntb the contest formally in a
televised evening speech of perhaps 10 minutessexdvsaid. They said that Senator
Joseph Lieberman, his vice presidential runningemaobuld first make brief comments.
The men would speak from a ceremonial chambereoial Executive office Building,
to the west of the White House. The dozens of ipalitworkers and lawyers who had
helped lead Mr. Gore’s unprecedented fight to clwome-from-behind electoral

victory in the pivotal state of Florida were thadk&/ednesday and asked to stand down.
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“The vice president has directed the recount cotemito suspend activities,” William
Daley, the Gore campaign chairman, said in a wrig&atement. Mr. Gore authorized
that statement after meeting with his wife, Tippard with top advisers including Mr.
Daley. He was expected to telephone Mr. Bush dutiegiay.

The Bush campaign kept a low profile and moved gjilyg as if to leave space
for Mr. Gore to contemplate his next steps. Yetthatend of a trying and tumultuous
process that had focused world attention on slesplete counters across Florida, and
on courtrooms form Miami to Tallahassee to AtlamtdVashington the Texas governor
was set to become the 43d U. S. president. The néWs. Gore’s plans followed the
longest and most rancorous dispute over a U. Sidametial election in more than a
century, one certain to leave scars in a badlyddwicountry.

It was a bitter ending for Mr. Gore, who had oulpdlMr. Bush nationwide by
some 300000 votes, but, without Florida, fell shorthe Electoral College by 271votes
to 267-the narrowest Electoral College victory sitige turbulent election of 1876. Mr.
Gore was said to be distressed by what he and mManyocratic activists felt was a
partisan decision from the nation’s highest colitte 5-to-4 decision of the Supreme
Court held, in essence, that while a vote reconriléerida could be conducted in legal
and constitutional fashion, as Mr. Gore had souig,could not be done by the Dec. 12
deadline for states to select their presidentiatters. James Baker 3rd, the former
secretary of state who represented Mr. Bush inRlogida dispute, issued a short
statement after the U. S. high court ruling, saytimat the governor was “very pleased
and gratified.

Mr. Bush was planning a nationwide speech aimddyatg to begin to heal the
country’s deep, aching and varied divisions. Henthweas expected to meet with
congressional leaders, including Democrats. Dickr@y, Mr. Bush’s ruing mate, was
meeting with congressmen Wednesday in WashingtdmenAMr. Bush, who is 54, is
sworn into office on Jan.20, he will be only themsd son of a president to follow his
father to the White House, after John Adams anah Jphincy Adams in the early 19th
century. Mr. Gore, in his speech, was expectethaok his supporters, defend his hive-
week battle as an effort to ensure, as a matt@rio€iple, that every vote be counted,
and call for the nation to join behind the new mtest. He was described by an aide as

“resolved and resigned.” While some constitutiogrgberts had said they believed states
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could present electors as late as Dec. 18, the big8 court made clear that it saw no
such leeway.

The Bush team welcomed the news with an outwardvsab restraint and
aplomb. The governor's hopes had risen and fallemany times since Election night,
and the legal warriors of each side suffered thhosg many dramatic reversals, that
there was little energy left for celebration.

(650 words)

Questions 13-15
Directions. Use NO MORE THAN THREE WORDS to answer each question.

13.What were the political workers and lawyers who sagported Mr.
Gore asked to do?

14.What was the result of the 5-4 decision of the sop court?

15.Why Mr. Bush has little energy left for celebratfon

Questions 16-18
Directions. Choose ONE best answer to the following question.
16. The main idea of this passage is
A. Bush’s victory in presidential election boreadalitical taint.
B. The process of the American presidential ebecti
C. The Supreme court plays a very important parthe presidential
election.
D. Gore is distressed.
17. Why couldn’t Mr. Gore win the presidential ¢len after he outpolled Mr.
Bush in the popular vote?
A. Because the American president is decided leystipreme court’s
decision.
B. Because people can't directly elect their test.
C. Because the American president is elected biata sf presidential
electors.

D. Because the people of each state support MshBu
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18. What did the “turbulent election of 1876” ilyp
A. The process of presidential election of 2008 wWee same as that.
B. There were great similarities between the twesjential elections
(2000 and 1876).
C. It was compared to presidential election of@®00

D. It was given an example.

Passage |V

For a long time dowsing has been looked upon byynpaople with skepticism
and suspicion, or simply designated under the lalbehe supernatural which defies
logical explanation. Both these viewpoints do ditjustice to what is now becoming
appreciated as a skill, although a paranormal,dkiit one which is not beyond the man
in the street. Indeed the art of dowsing has uraier@ considerable revival of interest.
But can anyone really dowse? Well, it is said timbne can teach you, the most anyone
can do is help you to learn. It would appear tmeh@&areness and feel for the medium is
very important, but as any other skill, practicéhis governing factor.

What exactly is dowsing? Many of us will associate/ith the image of a man
holding a folk hazel twig in his hands, by forcitigg end of the stick downwards to the
ground. While this image is by no means inaccurats, nevertheless a popular myth
which has obliterated the true nature of dowsiniip s far wider implication. In simple
terms, dowsing is a method of using an implemerfind hidden material by a non-
physical means. The dowser concentrates his mintdesubject of his search while the
implement in his hands focuses the unconsciousemgas of the dowser’s perception of
that subject. Although searching for undergroundewaupplies is the most popular
application of dowsing, it is also widely used fliscovering mineral deposits such as
coal, iron and precious metals. It is also usefthtblost objects, or dead bodies in police
investigations, to determine the position of ardhagical remains, and to find missing
relatives. In fact there is no end to the practisas to which dowsing can be applied.

The forked hazel stick is another popular myth bseanot only will any forked
stick serve as a dowsing instrument but also bestainnods or wires, or even one long
rod with a right-angel bend to hold. There are mber of plausible explanations of how

it works and many dowsers have their own ideasoawlttat causes their particular



231

reaction and response to the presence of the @labeing searched for. Some say it is
unconscious neuro-muscular contractions which efflee stick or rod, while another
explanation claims the dowser actually “tunes imé tnaterial through his paranormal
awareness of its presence. Some dowsers claim #dineyeven able to see the
underground material of their search. Yet othessis# an instinct, the same as that
used by some animals who live in the desert toedisgvater under the sand. A recent
explanation is that all substances give off radiai which the dowser with his
paranormal perception picks up through the medit@imsostick or rod. And yet there is
no concrete or scientific explanations as to howsiog really works, but no doubt, in
time, scientists will be able to rationalize whetelly happens and enlighten us all.
(506 words)

Questions 19-21
Directions. Use NO MORE THAN THREE WORDS to answer each question.
19.How do many people react to dowsing?
20.What is the decisive factor of using dowsing?
21.According to a recent explanation, what do all samses give off thus the

dowser could pick them up?

Questions 22-24
Directions. Choose ONE best answer to the following question.

22.As well as indicating the source of undergroundewnatowsing is also used for

A. discovering antiques
B. uncovering buried corpses
C. locating ancient ruins
D. finding precious stones
23.Most people think that a dowsing tool is
A. shaped like the letter Y
B. bentinto a letter T
C. formed like the letter L

D. joined to fromaV
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24.0ne explanation given by the dowsers to explainr thewers is that they

A. have X-ray eyesight
B. are radioactive
C. have extrasensory perception

D. D. have well-developed muscles

Passage V

The striving of countries in Central Europe toesnthe European Union may
offer an unprecedented chance to the continentjssieg (or Roman) to be recognized
as a nation, albeit one without a defined territéxgd if they were to achieve that they
might even seek some kind of formal place-at laastal population outhnumbers that of
many of the Union’s present and future countriesn& experts put the figure at 4m-
plus; some proponents of gypsy rights go as higlbas. Unlike Jews, Gypsies have had
no known ancestral land to hark back to. Thougir theguage is related to Hindi, their
territorial origins are misty. Romanian peasantd bigem to be born on the moon. Other
Europeans (wrongly) thought them migrant Egyptidwesice the derivative Gypsy. Most
probably they were itinerant metal workers and eeaiteers who drifted west from India
in the 7th century.

However, since communism in Central Europe coddpa decade ago, the
notion of Romanestan as a landless nation founde@ypsy culture has gained ground.
The International Romany Union, which says it seafat 10m Gypsies in more than 30
countries, is fostering the idea of “self-rallyingt is trying to promote a standard and
written form of the language; it waves a Gypsy flggeen with a wheel) when it lobbies
in such places as the United Bations; and in duigld a congress in Prague, The Czech
capital. At the congress a Slovak-born lawyer, Edulika, was elected president of the
International Tomany Union. Later this month a graef elected Gypsy politicians,
including members of parliament, mayors and loaaincilors from all over Europe
(OSCE), to discuss how to persuade more Gypsigsttmvolved in politics.

The International Romany Union is probably the mastresentative of the
outfits that speak for Gypsies, but that is notirggya lot. Of the several hundred

delegates who gathered at its congress, few warectatically elected; oddly, none
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came from Hungary, whose Gypsies are perhaps thiel'sitvest organized, with some
450 Gypsy bodies advising local councils there. Tihn did, however, announce its
ambition to set up a parliament, but how it wouttlially be elected was left undecided.

So far, the European Commission is wary ofoeraging Gypsies to present
themselves as a nation. Besides, acknowledgingi€yps a nation might backfire, just
when several countries, particularly Hungary, Skiwaand the Czech Republic, are
beginning to treat them better, in order to quaidyEU membership. “The EU’s whole
premise is to overcome differences, not to highligiem,” says a nervous Eurocrat.

But the idea that the Gypsies should win sime of special recognition as
Europe’s largest continent wide minority, and onthwa terrible history of persecution,
is catching on. Gypsies have suffered many pogmres the centuries. In Romania, the
country that still has the largest number of themore than 1m), in the 19th century they
were actually enslaved. Hitler tried to wipe thenut,0along with the Jews.

“Gypsies deserve some space within Europearctstes,” says Jan Marinus
Wiersma, a Dutchman in the European Parliament suggests that one of the current
commissioners should be responsible for Gypsy raffome prominent Gypsies say
they should be more directly represented, perhajs & quota in the European
Parliament. That, they argue, might give them asbhobhere are moves afoot to help
them to get money for, among other things, a Gypsmiversity.
One big snag is that Europe’s Gypsies are, in fexttemely heterogeneous. They
belong to many different, and often antagonistieng and tribes, with no common
language or religion. Their self-proclaimed leadease often proved quarrelsome and
corrupt. Still, says, Dimitrina Petrova, head oé tBuropean Roma Rights Center in
Budapest, Gypsies’ shared experience of suffermtgles them to talk of one nation;
their potential unity, she says, stems from “beregarded as sub-human by most
majorities in Europe.” And they have begun to ®tamore pragmatic. In Slovakia and
Bulgaria, for instance, Gypsy political parties angng to form electoral blocks that
could win seats in parliament. That is far fromisgythat they have the people or the
cash to forge a nation. But, with the Gypsy questm the EU’s agenda in Central
Europe, they are making ground.

(721words)
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Questions 25-27

Directions: Use NO MORE THAN THREE WORDS to answer each answer.
25.Where are the most probable Gypsy territory origins
26.What idea is the International Romany Union culiivg?

27.Which country has the largest number of Gypsies?

Questions 28-30
Directions. Choose ONE best answer to the following question.
28. The best title of this passage is
A. Gypsies want to form a nation
B. Are they a nation
C. EU is afraid of their growth
D. They are a tribe
29. What does the International Romany lobby for?
A. It lobbies for a post in any international Rompdsnion.
B. It lobbies for the right as a nation.
C. It lobbies for the right as a nation.
D. It lobbies for a place in such internationalamgations as the EU or UN.
30. Why is the Europe Commission wary of encoumgg@®ypsies to present
themselves as a nation?
A. It may open a Pandora’s Box.
B. Encouragement may lead to some unexpected sesult
C. It fears that the Basgnes, Corsicans and ot@wns seeking separation may
raise the same demand.

D. Gyspsies’ demand may highlight the differencéhm EU.

Passage VI

Painting your house is like adding something tbuge communal picture in
which the rest of the painting is done either bureor by other people. The picture is
not static, it changes as we move about, withithe of day, with the seasons, with new
planting, new buildings and with alterations to olies. And an individual house is just

a fragment of this picture, nevertheless it has gbeer to make or mar the overall
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scene. In the past people used their creativettalarpainting their homes, with great
imagination and in varied but always subtly blegdoolors. The last vestiged this
great tradition can still be seen in the townshef ¢xtreme west of Ireland. It has never
been recognized as an art from, partly becaus@loygical difficulty of hanging a street
in a gallery and partly because it is always chaggas paint fades and is renewed. Also
it is a communal art which cannot be identifiedhaény one person, except in those
many cases there great artists of the past fowsmration in ordinary street scenes and
recorded them in paint.

Following the principles of decoration that were siccessful in the past, you
should first take a long look at the house andsitsoundings and consider possible
limitations. The first concerns the amount of colord intensity in the daylight in
Britain. Colors look too harsh in the grayer lighit the north. Since bright light is
uncomfortable for the eyes, colors must be strongrder to be seen clearly. Viewed in
a dimmer light they appear too bright. It is easysée this if you look at a brick house
while the sun is alternatively shining and thenngobehind a cloud. The brickwork
colors look much more intense when the sun is mdde

The second limitation is the colors of the surdings: the color that may be a
useful guide. The eastern countries of England|&ut particularly those with a local
tradition of rendering or plastering, use colorplegal solidly over the wall. Usually only
the window-frames and doors are picked out in arotilor, often white or pale grey.
Typical wall colors are the pink associated witiff&@k and pale buffs and yellows of
Fife. Much stronger colors such as deep earth oeahhge, blue and green are also
common. In the coastal villages of Essex, as welhtand in Hertfordshire, the house-
fronts of overlapping boards are traditionally pechblack — originally tarred like ships
— with windows and doors outlined in white. In Kehese weather boarded houses are
usually whit. In stone areas of Yorkshire and farthorth, color is rarer: the houses are
usually left in their natural color, though manye grainted white as they probably all
were once.

In the western counties of England, Wales and|&udt the strongest traditions
are black-and-white, especially in the upland aréasentral Wales, Cumbria, and on
the west coast of Scotland there are many cottagdsfarms painted white with the

corner-stones, windows and doors painted blackyThek very effective against a
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mountainous landscape. In Cheshire there is a mement tradition of black-and-white
half-timbered houses that has spread throughouwtdatetry. In lowland areas, the use of
color is much more adventurous, nowhere more soiththe far west of Ireland.

(565 words)

Questions 31-33

Directions: Use NO MORE THAN THREE WORDS to answer each answer.

31. What does the passage suggest to take intomtcathen putting paint on the outside
of your house?

32. What does the word “vestiges” probably means?

33. Where is color used the most adventurous?

Questions 34-36
Directions. Choose ONE best answer to the following question.

34 .The reason the painting of houses has not beerdbok as an art-form seems to be

the public’s inability to appreciate the range offacs involved

the failure of art galleries to convince the cstic

o w >

the impossibility of displaying it to the gallerwigg public
D. atendency to put communal art in a less seriotegoay

35. The writer assumes that to a great extent ghaice of color will be determined by

A. the characteristic local colors
B. a need to make your home look artistic
C. the limited number of colors available locally
D. your desire to make your house look different
36. According to the passage, what we may expestédn the western areas of Britain?
A. little black paint on houses, and most of themwathout paint
B. little white and even less black pant used on h®use
C. many buildings given black framework, and white tfog main parts

D. white corner-stones on houses, and black woodwork
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Passage |

01. an environmental problem

02. bomb sites

03. cheated

04.C 05. A 06.B
Passage ||

07. (freshly baked) bread

08. take it

09. “swarm-moves” model

10.C 11.D 12.B
Passage |1

13. to stand down

14. against vote recount

15. too tired

16. A 17.C 18.B
Passage IV

19. skeptical and suspicious

20. practice

21. radiations

22.C 23. A 24.C
Passage V

25. from India

26. “self-rallying”

27. Hungary

28. A 29.B 30. A
Passage VI

31. signs

32. area appearance

33 far west of Ireland

34.C 35.A 36.C
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Reading Comprehension Test for the Main Study

Name: Group:

Directions: This is a test of how well you understand written English. There are 4
passages in this test. Each passage is accompanied by 5 short-answer questions and 5
multiple-choice questions. You are required to answer all. Questions concerning the

test content will not be allowed, nor will the use of dictionaries.

Passage |

In the immediate post-war years, the city of Birghiam scheduled some 50,000
small working class cottage as slums due for deiooli Today that process is nearly
complete. Yet it is clear that, quite apart frony @juestion of race, an environmental
problem remains. The expectation built into thenplag policies of 1945 was that in the
foreseeable future the city would be a better ptadee in. But now that slum clearance
has run its course, there seems to be universakeagmt that the total environment
where the slums once stood is more depregbimg ever.

For the past ten years the slum clearance areaslbaked like bomb sites. The
buildings and places which survived on islands isea of rubble and ash. When the
slums were there they supported an organic commuifet and each building, each
activity fitted in as part of the whole. But nowaththey have been destroyed, nothing
meaningful appears to remain, or rather those iieBwvhich do go on do not seem to
have any meaningful relation to the place. Theypkapthere because it is an empty
stage which no one is using any more.

Typical of the inner-city in this sense is the Bimgham City Football Ground.
Standing in unsplendid isolation on what is now tekd on the edge of Small Heath,
it brings into the area a stage army on twentyod®aturdays a year who come and cheer
and then go away again with little concern any nforeghe place where they have done
their cheering. Even they, however, have revoltecently. “The ground”, says the
leader of the revolt, “is a slum”, thus putting firsger on the fact that the demolition of

houses creates rather than solves problems ofitiee-city.
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A new element has now come upon the scene in tier-tity in the form of the
tower block. Somehow it doesn’t seem to be wha€Cbebusier and planners who wrote
those post-war Pelicans intended. The public spaitiesr haven’t yet been developed or
are more meanly conceived, and the corridors dtsddie places of horror. In fact these
places were always suspected. They had no leginrache minds of the public as
suburban family housing had, and those who wereeplahere felt that they had been
cheated. Along with the decaying elements, theegfibrat which had been conceived as
part of the brave new world was part of the problem

(414 words)

Questions 1-5
Directions: Use NO MORE THAN THREE WORDS to answer each question.

01. What do you think this passage is about?

02. What does the word “depressing” probably mean?

03. What problem remains today when the slum deimolalmost finish?

04. What does the slum clearance areas look like?

05. Based on slum clearance in Birmingham in thet feav decades, how long do
you think it may take?

Questions 6-10

Directions. Choose ONE best answer to the following question.

06. The best title of this passage is

A. Birmingham City Football Ground

B. Slum Clearance in the City of Birmingham

C. Tower Block in the City of Birmingham

D. Change of Buildings in the City of Birmingham
07. What does the word “revolt” probably mean?

A. take actions supporting the authority

B. go around a central point
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C. have something as the subject
D. take actions against the authority
08. According to the passage, now that the slumlohge have gone,
A. no one does anything at all in thassas
B. urban theatrical life has gone, too
C. rebuilding can start almost immediately
D. the area is extremely unattractive
09. What did people think about tower blocks whezytwere first built?
A. Town planners thought they were badly coveei
B. The public compared them with rurabuking.
C. The man in the street mistrusted them
D. People thought them an improvemengudsurban housing.
10. From the style in which it's written, this page was almost certainly taken from

A. an official local planning report
B. a novel set in Birmingham
C. a history of the Industrial Revolution

D. a sociology textbook

Passage ||

A trip to the supermarket may not seem like an @serin psychological warfare—
but it is. Shopkeepers know that filling a storéghwihe aroma of freshly baked bread
makes people feel hungry and persuades them tonbug food than they had intended.
Stocking the most expensive products at eye lexales them sell faster than cheaper
but less visible competitors. Now researchersmarestigating how “swarm intelligence”
(that is, how ants, bees or any social animaluiticlg humans, behave in a crowd) can
be used to influence what people buy.

At a recent conference on the simulation of adaptehavior in Rome, Zeeshan-ul-
hassan Usmani, a computer scientist from the Fddndtitute of Technology, described
a new way to increase impuldelying using this phenomenon. Supermarkets already
encourage shoppers to buy things they did notzedhey wanted: for instance, by

placing everyday items such as milk and eggs ab#o of the store, forcing shoppers
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to walk past other tempting goods to reach themUBmani and Ronaldo Menezes, also
of the Florida Institute of Technology, set outetthance this tendency to buy more by
playing on the herd instinct. The idea is that ifertain product is seen to be popular,
shoppers are likely to choose it too. The challeisge keep customers informed about
what others are buying.

Enter smart-cart technology. In Mr Usmani's supeketaevery product has a radio
frequency identification tag, a sort of barcodetthaes radio waves to transmit
information, and every trolley has a scanner thatls this information and relays it to a
central computer. As a customer walks past a sliglbods, a screen on the shelf tells
him how many people currently in the shop have ehdbat particular product. If the
number is high, he is more likely to select it too.

Mr Usmani's “swarm-moves” model appeals to supeketarbecause it increases
sales without the need to give people discountsl ifgives shoppers the satisfaction of
knowing that they bought the “right” product—thsat the one everyone else bought. The
model has not yet been tested widely in the realdyonainly because radio frequency
identification technology is new and has only béestalled experimentally in some
supermarkets. But Mr Usmani says that both Wal-MaAmerica and Tesco in Britain
are interested in his work, and testing will getl@nway in the spring.

Another recent study on the power of social iafice indicates that sales could,
indeed, be boosted in this way. Matthew Salgani€aiumbia University in New York
and his colleagues have described creating ancattiimusic market in which some
14,000 people downloaded previously unknown sohls.researchers found that when
people could see the songs ranked by how many tinegshad been downloaded, they
followed the crowd. When the songs were not ordénedank, but the number of times
they had been downloaded was displayed, the effesbcial influence was still there
but was less pronounced. People thus follow thd Ymaen it is easy for them to do so.

In Japan a chain of convenience shops called RgnRanQueen has been ordering
its products according to sales data from departstenes and research companies. The
shops sell only the most popular items in each ymbdategory, and the rankings are
updated weekly. Icosystem, a company in Cambriddassachusetts, also aims to

exploit knowledge of social networking to impro\ses.
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And the psychology that works in physical stasegist as potent on the internet.
Online retailers such as Amazon are adept at geflioppers which products are popular
with like-minded consumers. Even in the privacyobir home, you can still be part of
the swarm.

(627 words)

Questions 11-15
Directions: Use NO MORE THAN THREE WORDS to answer each question

11. What do you think this passage is about?

12. What do shopowners use to make people feelriztargl thus to increase sales
of food products?

13. What does the word “impulse” probably mean?

14. What model did Mr. Usmani develop to increaakess without giving people
discounts?

15. What do the online retailers do to make conssina¢ home be part of the

swarm?
Questions 16-20
Directions. Choose ONE best answer for each question

16.The best title of this passage is .
A. How to Shop in a Supermarket
B. The Arrangement of a Supermarket
C. How Shops can Exploit People's Herd Mentality teréase Sales
D. What is “Swarm Move”
17.Which statement about “swarm intelligence” is true?
A. Itis a kind of intelligence
B. Itis how intelligence works
C. Itis how social animals behave in a crowd
D. Itis an organ

18. Supermarkets encourage shoppers to buy things by .
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A. placing everyday items at the back of the store
B. forcing shoppers to walk past other tempting goods
C. informing customers about what others are buying
D. All of the above
19.How do online retailers increase sales?
A. They sell only the most popular items
B. They tell shoppers which products are popular
C. They broadcast music
D. Every product has a radio frequency identificatiag

20.From the style in which it's written, this passaggs almost certainly taken from

an official local planning report
a newspaper
a psychology textbook

O o w2

a sociology textbook

Passage I 11

The striving of countries in Central Europe toesnthe European Union may
offer an unprecedented chance to the continentjssieg (or Roman) to be recognized
as a nation, albeit one without a defined territéxgd if they were to achieve that they
might even seek some kind of formal place -- astl@atotal population outnumbers that
of many of the Union’s present and future countri&sme experts put the figure at 4m-
plus; some proponents of gypsy rights go as higlbas. Unlike Jews, Gypsies have had
no known ancestral land to hark back to. Thougir theguage is related to Hindi, their
territorial origins are misty. Romanian peasantd blieem to be born on the moon. Other
Europeans (wrongly) thought them migrant Egyptidiesice the derivative Gypsy. Most
probably they were itinerant metal workers and eaitgers who drifted west from India
in the 7th century.

However, since communism in Central Europe coddps decade ago, the
notion of Romanestan as a landless nation foundeg@ypsy culture has gained ground.
The International Romany Union, which says it seafat 10m Gypsies in more than 30

countries, is fostering the idea of “self-rallyingt is trying to promote a standard and
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written form of the language; it waves a Gypsy flggeen with a wheel) when it lobbies
in such places as the United Bations; and in duteld a congress in Prague, The Czech
capital. At the congress a Slovak-born lawyer, Edailka, was elected president of the
International Tomany Union. Later this month a groef elected Gypsy politicians,
including members of parliament, mayors and loaalincilors from all over Europe
(OSCE), to discuss how to persuade more Gypsigsttmvolved in politics.

The International Romany Union is probably the mastresentative of the
outfits that speak for Gypsies, but that is notirggya lot. Of the several hundred
delegates who gathered at its congress, few waredatically elected; oddly, none
came from Hungary, whose Gypsies are perhaps thiel's/tvest organized, with some
450 Gypsy bodies advising local councils there. Tihen did, however, announce its
ambition to set up a parliament, but how it wouttlially be elected was left undecided.

So far, the European Commission is wary afoemaging Gypsies to present
themselves as a nation. Besides, acknowledgingi€yps a nation might backfire, just
when several countries, particularly Hungary, Skiwaand the Czech Republic, are
beginning to treat them better, in order to qudidyEU membership. “The EU’s whole
premise is to overcome differences, not to higltligfem,” says a nervous Eurocrat.

But the idea that the Gypsies should win sdne of special recognition as
Europe’s largest continent wide minority, and onithwa terrible history of persecution,
is catching on. Gypsies have suffered many pogmres the centuries. In Romania, the
country that still has the largest number of themore than 1m), in the 19th century they
were actually enslaved. Hitler tried to wipe thenut,oalong with the Jews.

“Gypsies deserve some space within Européauctsres,” says Jan Marinus
Wiersma, a Dutchman in the European Parliament suggests that one of the current
commissioners should be responsible for Gypsy raffdome prominent Gypsies say
they should be more directly represented, perhajps & quota in the European
Parliament. That, they argue, might give them ashobhere are moves afoot to help
them to get money for, among other things, a Gypsiversity. One big snag is that
Europe’s Gypsies are, in fact, extremely heterogeselhey belong to many different,
and often antagonistic, clans and tribes, with ammon language or religion. Their
self-proclaimed leaders have often proved quamadsand corrupt. Still, says, Dimitrina

Petrova, head of the European Roma Rights CentdBuidapest, Gypsies’ shared
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experience of suffering entitles them to talk o€ gration; their potential unity, she says,
stems from “being regarded as sub-human by mostoriieg in Europe.”
And they have begun to be a bit more pragmétiSlovakia and Bulgaria, for
instance, Gypsy political parties are trying tonfioelectoral blocks that could win seats
in parliament. That is far from saying that theywéahe people or the cash to forge a
nation. But, with the Gypsy question on the EU'&radp in Central Europe, they are
making ground.
(721words)

Questions 21-25
Directions; Use NO MORE THAN THREE WORDS to answer each answer.

21.  What do you think this passage is about?

22.  What does the word “collapse” probably mean?

23.  Where are the most probable Gypsy territory origins
24.  What idea is the International Romany Union culiiwg?

25.  Which country has the largest number of Gypsies?

Questions 26-30
Directions. Choose ONE best answer to the following question.
26. The best title of this passage is .
A. Europe’s Gypsies
B. Are Gypsies a nation
C. Gypsies: A Tribe
D. European Union’s Worry: Gypsies
27. What does the International Romany lobby for?
A. It lobbies for a post in any international Rompdsnion.
B. It lobbies for the right as a nation.
C. It lobbies for the right as a province.
D. It lobbies for a place in such internationalangations as the EU or UN.
28. Why is the Europe Commission wary of encourg@hypsies to present themselves

as a nation?
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A. It may open a Pandora’s Box.

W

Encouragement may lead to some unexpected results.
C. It fears that the Basgnes, Corsicans and otheorsaBeeking separation
may raise the same demand.
D. Gyspsies’ demand may highlight the difference mB.
29. What does the word “heterogeneous” probablynmea
A. giving freely
B. consisting of the same type of people or things
C. coming out of the same gene
D. consisting of different people or things
30. What may be the opinion of the author?
A. Gypsies have already formed a nation
B. Gypsies are ready for their own nation
C. Gypsies should not form a nation

D. Gypsies are now more united than they were before

Passage IV

For a long time dowsing has been looked upon byynmeople with_skepticism
and suspicion, or simply designated under the lalbeahe supernatural which defies
logical explanation. Both these viewpoints do ditjustice to what is now becoming
appreciated as a skill, although a paranormal,dkiit one which is not beyond the man
in the street. Indeed the art of dowsing has urater@ considerable revival of interest.
But can anyone really dowse? Well, it is said timbne can teach you, the most anyone
can do is help you to learn. It would appear tmaawareness and feel for the medium is
very important, but as any other skill, practicéhis governing factor.

What exactly is dowsing? Many of us will associate/ith the image of a man
holding a fork hazel twig in his hands, by forcithge end of the stick downwards to the
ground. While this image is by no means inaccurats, nevertheless a popular myth
which has obliterated the true nature of dowsinip s far wider implication. In simple
terms, dowsing is a method of using an implemenrfing hidden material by a non-
physical means. The dowser concentrates his mintdeosubject of his search while the

implement in his hands focuses the unconsciouseagas of the dowser’s perceptiain
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that subject. Although searching for undergroundewaupplies is the most popular
application of dowsing, it is also widely used ftiscovering mineral deposits such as
coal, iron and precious metals. It is also usefthtblost objects, or dead bodies in police
investigations, to determine the position of ardhagical remains, and to find missing
relatives. In fact there is no end to the practisas to which dowsing can be applied.
The forked hazel stick is another popular myth bseanot only will any forked
stick serve as a dowsing instrument but also bestainmods or wires, or even one long
rod with a right-angle bend to hold. There are mber of plausible explanations of how
it works and many dowsers have their own ideasoawltat causes their particular
reaction and response to the presence of the @mlabeing searched for. Some say it is
unconscious neuro-muscular contractions which efflee stick or rod, while another
explanation claims the dowser actually “tunes imé tnaterial through his paranormal
awareness of its presence. Some dowsers claim #dineyeven able to see the
underground material of their search. Yet othessis# an instinct, the same as that
used by some animals who live in the desert toedisgvater under the sand. A recent
explanation is that all substances give off radiai which the dowser with his
paranormal perception picks up through the medi@imsstick or rod. And yet there is
no concrete or scientific explanations as to howsiog really works, but no doubt, in
time, scientists will be able to rationalize whetually happens and enlighten us all.
(506 words)

Questions 31-35
Directions. Use NO MORE THAN THREE WORDS to answer each question.

31.What do you think this passage is about?
32.How do many people react to dowsing?

33.What is the decisive factor of using dowsing?
34.What does the word “perception” probably mean?

35.Why does the writer think it is possible for anydodecome a dowser?
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Questions 36-40
Directions. Choose ONE best answer to the following question.

36. A popular myth about dowsing is ,
A. not everyone can do it
B. it can only be done in fields
C. it only works for men, not women
D. only one type of implement can be used

37.What does the word “skepticism” probably mean?
A. an attitude of disappointment
B. an attitude of doubting
C. an attitude of disagreement
D. an attitude of despair

38.As well as indicating the source of undergroundewatowsing is also used
for
A. discovering antiques
B. uncovering buried corpses
C. locating ancient ruins
D. finding precious stones

39. Most people think that a dowsing tool is .
A. shaped like the letter Y
B. bentinto a letter T
C. formed like the letter L
D. joined to form a V

40.0ne explanation given by the dowsers to explaiir heevers is that they .
A. have X-ray eyesight
B. are radioactive
C. have extrasensory perception

D. have well-developed muscles



Passage |

Passage ||

Passage |1

Passage IV

Answersto the Reading Comprehension Test
(For the Main Study)

01. slums in Birmingham

02. making sad/missing of enthusiasm

03. an environmental problem

04. bomb sites

05. longer than expected

06.B 07.D 08.C 09. A

11. supermarkets increase sales/shops increase sale

12. (freshly baked) bread
13. sudden wish
14. “swarm-moves” model

15. telling popular items/products

16. C 17.C 18.D 19.B

21. Europe’s Gypsies

22. fall down/fall in suddenly

23. India

24. Self-rallying

25. Romania

26. A 27.B 28. A 29.D

31. dowsing

32. to stand down

33. practicing

34. skepticism and suspicion

35. no sensitivity required/ no sensitivity needed
36. A 37.B 38.C 39.A
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10.B

20.C

30.D

40.C



APPENDIX F
Suggested Format of the Reading Jour nal

Directions: You are asked to write your reactions to the teatiive read. Do take risks

and get voice on paper. | read for ideas only anal grades for that.

Name:
Date:
Title:

1. How long did you spend reading the text? Did you reread any part of it? Please
specify.

2. Did you enjoy reading this text? Why or why not? What did you find interesting
or meaningful ?

3. What words or phrases were important in this text? Were there any words,

phrases, or paragraphs that you could not figure out? If so, what were they? If

you had to look up any of these words/phrase, include the English equivalent(s).

Was there anything in the text that you want to remember or explore?

Did you have any problemsin reading the text? If so, what were they?

What suggestions do you have for the author?

N o g &

What questions do you have for the author?

Other Comments




APPENDIX G

Questionnaire of Students’ Attitudes towards the Rading
Tasks

(English Version)

Name: Group:

Directions: This questionnaire is designed to gather informatiamn how you think
about the reading tasks you have done. Please kirgp)are a few minutes to fill out
this questionnaire. Your personal information andgsponse to this questionnaire will

be kept confidential.

Suggestions for answering the questionnaire
A. This questionnaire is of two parts:

Part |: Please tick\) one of the answers which best indicates yourityealr
attitudes.

Part Il: Please answer questions about your aét#uowards the reading tasks
B. Please do all the items. If any of the itemanslone, the analysis of the data will be
in trouble.

1. Can you finish the reading task assigned to greading with summary
writing, reading with journal writing, or readingitv oral discussion) within 15
minutes?

1Yes

1 No If so, how many minutes do you need?
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Part |: Please tick () one of the answers which best indicates your régl or
opinion.

Instructions: Please read statements 1 through 5 carefully andbabe the answers
ranging from ‘strongly agree’ to ‘strongly disagréePlease also note that there are no

right or wrong answers for your response.

Strongly
Disagree

Strongly

ltem Content
Agree

Agree | Undecided| Disagree

1 | like the task I've
done.

2 The task I've done
will help to improve
my reading
comprehension.

3 The task I've done
helps to improve my
reading
comprehension of
narrative texts more
than expository
texts.

4 The task I've done
helps to improve my
reading
comprehension of
expository texts
more than narrative
texts.

5 | will continue doing
the task I've done.

Part Il: Please answer questions about your opiniagnon the reading tasks
Instructions: Please read questions 6 through 10 carefully andsaser the questions.

Please also note that there are no right or wrongsavers for your response.

6. What do you like/dislike the most about the sagbu’ve done? Why/why not?
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7. How do (don’t) you think the tasks you've dondl welp you improve your

reading comprehension?

8 Do you think your understanding of narrative gp@sitory texts will improve as
the result of the reading tasks? Why/why not?

9. Do you have any problems with your reading tdék®y, what are they?

10. If you could change one thing in the task, whadalld it be? How?

Thank you for your co-operation!
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Questionnaire of Students’ Attitudes towards the Rading
Tasks

(Chinese Version)
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APPENDIX H
The Interview Guide: The Pilot Study
(English Version)

What reading task you were assigned to do?
Can you finish the reading tasks within 20 minutes?
What are your attitudes toward the task yodleee (RS, RJ, or RO)?

WD P

How do you think writing summaries/journals/aesiwg questions can (can't)
improve your reading ability?
5. Do you have any problems doing your tasks?yf sat are they?

6. Do you have any comments or suggestions? Ihwahgt are they?

(ChineseVersion)
1. JEA 2 ORI A2 W8 — P B TS 55 2 B 15 I 55 R, D) s on 5 ) 15 H A
I () 2 o [ ] 255 ) R 2
ARBELERLE 1K) 20 438 A 58 PR () () B2 AT 551 2
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PRI R R B AT 55 RE I R i o i B S g 2 g A4 2
5. {EME AT 55 AT A F A RS 2 dn i, 2fhar
6. VRN Ky ) AT 55 FA IR — 777 THI e it BE 05035 2 QT o538
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The Interview Guide: The Main Study
(English Version)

1. What reading task you were assigned to do thiszerm

2. Do you like the task you’ve done? Can you tell nig/\fwhy not)?

3. How do you think writing summaries/journals/answgriquestions can (can't)
improve your reading ability?

4. Do you have any problems when you are writing sunesgournals/answering
questions? Can you tell me what it is? And why?

5. In the future, will you write summaries/journalssarering questions after reading?

6. If you could change one thing of the reading taghkat would it be?

7. What do you think is a good way to improve readibdity?

(Chinese Version)
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APPENDIX |
A Sample Interview Script

A SamplelInterview Script (The Translated Version)

Interviewer: Lin Zhou (LZ)

Interviewee: Student number 23 in the group of irgadith summary writing (RS23)
Date: January 6, 2008

Time: 15:00 PM

Place: Guizhou University, Guiyang, China

LZ: Good afternoon.

RS23: Good afternoon.

LZ: Take a seat please.

RS2: Thank you, teacher.

LZ: How are you doing?

RS2: I'm fine. Thank you. And you?

LZ: I'm fine too, thank you.

RS2: Teacher, what is this interview about? Wibetgraded?

LZ: No. Please do not worry about it. OK? This mtew is for collecting data of my
Ph.D. thesis. And | will record the interview inder to analyze it. Is that all right with
you?

RS2: Yes.

LZ: OK, let’s start now(Q1)What reading task you were assigned to do thisterm, |
mean, reading with summary writing, reading with journal writing, or reading and
orally discussing the compr ehension questions?

RS: Reading with summary writing.

LZ: (Q2) Doyou likeit?

RS: Yeah.

LZ: (Q3) Can you tell mewhy?

RS: Because it practices our writing ability. And wan learn the structure of the article,
so we learn the writing skill. For reading, elthink it's useful, but the use is not so

obvious.
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LZ: (Q4) How do you think writing summary can improve your reading ability?

RS23: Normally we just do extensive reading, lthink we also need intensive reading.
LZ: Can you give me an example.

RS23: For example, sometimes we want to expresselvass, but we are not capable
enough. Writing summary can make me read more wlreéind learn something from
the text.

LZ: Do you think reading with summary writing canprove your reading ability?

RS23: Yes.

-Why?

-Because | read with some purpose. | know | must rearefully in order to write the
summary. And | pay special attention to the maeajdbecause it's the most important
for writing a summary. | think the more we reack tetter our reading ability will be.

LZ: How do you think writing summaries improves yoaading ability?

RS23: | think summary writing can help me guessrtaes words, because | need to
guess the meaning of the new words before | whitkesummary. So | think it's useful
for my prediction of the new words.

LZ: Do you have any problems when you are writingnsaries?

RS: Yes

LZ: Can you tell mewhat isit? And why?

Time is a problem. My reading speed is slow. Somesi | spent too much time reading.
And when it's time to write summaries, | had noatished reading. So | didn't have
enough time to write the summaries. Vocabularylse a problem. There are so many
new words. And, sometimes | don’'t know how to esprenyself. | understand the
article, but | can’t say it out.

LZ: Anything else?

RS23: Yes. | think | missed many details becausely focused on the main idea and
the gist. They are the most important for summaiag | missed the details. | think
details are also important for understanding tie te

LZ: If possible,will you write summaries after reading in the future?

RS23: In fact, | have already had the habit of mgitsummaries now. | think it's good
for me. Sometimes, | copy some good sentenceseaitd them.

LZ: OK. (Q5) If you could change one thing of the task of reading with summary

writing, what would it be?
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RS23: | think after writing summaries, we can esgreur ideas about the topic the
author discussed.

LZ: Why do you think so?

RS: Because in summaries, we only generalize thi miga and summarized the
author’s idea. We do not express our ideas in summeaSo | think we should express
ourselves after summary. Anyway, we need to espoesselves after reading. Maybe
writing journals is good, because we can expressdeas freely. It's interesting.

LZ: (Q6) What do you think isthe best way to improve reading ability?

RS: Reading extensively is the best way. We neede&d all kinds of things, for
example, China Daily, magazines, literature, anasolf we read a lot, then quantity
change can cause quality change. In this way, eading ability will be improved. And
habit is also very important.

LZ: What do you mean by that?

RS23: | think we need to have a very good readmgithand insist on doing it every
day. Then our reading ability will be better.

LZ: Anything else?

RS23: No. That's it.

LZ: Well, thank you very much for your cooperatidrhat’s the end of our interview.
Thank you again and see you.

RS23: You are welcome. See you.

LZ: What do you think is the best way to improvadmg ability?

RS: Reading extensively is the best way. We neede&d all kinds of things, for
example, China Daily, magazines, literature, anasolf we read a lot, then quantity
change can cause quality change. In this way, eading ability will be improved. And
habit is also very important.

LZ: What do you mean by that?

RS23: | think we need to have a very good readmgjthand insist on doing it every
day. Then our reading ability will be better.

LZ: If possible, will you write summaries after géag in the future?

RS23: In fact, | have already had the habit of mgitsummaries now. | think it's good
for me. Sometimes, | copy some good sentenceseaitd them.

LZ: OK. If you could change one thing of the tagkreading with summary writing,
what would it be?
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RS23: | think after writing summaries, we can esgreur ideas about the topic the
author discussed.

LZ: Why do you think so?

RS: Because in summaries, we only generalize thi miga and summarized the
author’s idea. We do not express our ideas in sumemaSo | think we should express
ourselves after summary. Anyway, we need to espoesselves after reading. Maybe
writing journals is good, because we can expressdeas freely. It's interesting.

LZ: Anything else?

RS23: No. That’s it.

LZ: Well, thank you very much for your cooperatidrnat’s the end of our interview.
Thank you again and see you.

RS23: You are welcome. See you.



APPENDIX J
Samples of Students’ Written Feedback

Respondents: Student number 26 in the group ofrrgadth summary writing (RS26)
Student number 10 in the group of reading withrpaliwriting (RJ10)
Student number 18 in the group of negavith oral discussion (RO18)

Place: Guizhou University, Guiyang, China

RS26

Unit 1

| think do (doing) summarizing in this way can mesure the quality of our learning.
Maybe oral summarizing will be a better way. Saustjsuggest we don’'t always do
everything in writing, that will waste a lot of tenTry to replace in some good ways.
Unit 5

Summary is a kind of work which will impose the dtats or reader to read the text
carefully and understand it well. Only in this waygn them (they) finish their task
successfully. Summary can also improve one’s wyiskill. The reader will try his best
to express his or her thought about the passageépdumuch summary work may make
the students tired of it.

Unit 11

Summary is a good way of promoting one’s writingligb Summary should also pay
more attention to its quality rather than its qitaed. The training of summary writing

should also provide some better methods.

RJ10
Unit 1
| believe that this kind of learning has both pesitand negative effects. It can help us
make use of our brain and hand, thus to cultivateimteresting and encourage us to
think more. As a result, we do learn more. But thimy of reading contains many

potential problems. We always loose some importamk without guide. Hence we
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may get lost in the passage painful but no gailess gain than we are supposed to get.
As is known to us, one will loose if he has no &drg

Unit 5

It has a certain help for us to understand theatiarm passage better. As for me, | gain a
clear mind about the main idea after | write therp@l. Also | have a better appreciation
of the beauty of the text. However, when | finighedime reading | feel unwilling to
read it again. Maybe because | am lazy. | havaydlsat write a journal cost some time.
And | like to write down whatever I like but notelguestions on the paper.

Unit 11

| think oral debate is more helpful. We write baekorts every week and that’s enough
for our practicing writing skills. During oral defea we feel relax and thoughtful. What's
more important is that we can tough each otherisdsii not only the aggressive ideas

but also the opposite opinions. This enables dsité more.

RO18

Unit 1

Firstly, the question about the main idea is aeggdod one, through this question, | can
get an exact understanding of an article. It alo leelp me to control this article more

easily. Secondly, through the True or False questiacan quickly get the details about
this passage.

Unit 5

Firstly, as for narratives, they aim to state sdaws or describe people. While doing

comprehension exercises, we can clearly grasp #iae idea and people through the

main idea questions. Before reading the text, rgadjuestions can guide us, thus
making us understanding the text correctly and. fégie or False exercise makes us
understand the details better and understand thyeebetter.

Unit 11

Oral discussion helps understand the text a lifflest, in order to discuss, we must

understand the text beforehand, base on the texbrd, discussion based on the text
helps us to find details to support ourselves. H@ameoral discussion may lead to

ambiguity because different people have differet¢as, this may leads to our

misunderstanding.



APPENDIX K
Sample Writings by the Students

A Sample Summary Written by Students from the Group of Reading
with Summary Writing

Writer: Chen Ronghong (RS27)

Date: September 28, 2008

Time: 8:30 AM

Place: Guizhou University, Guiyang, China

Bewarethe Dirty Sea
It is true that the Mediterranean is really dittypugh it is the most popular of all

the holiday destinations. Factories pour the poistm Mediterranean and all the cities
on the coast also sluice the sewage into the seaay kinds of terrible diseases are
threatening the people who inhabit and visit it®rek. As two vital causes of the
pollution, sewage and industry pollution are tooaes to declean for the sea itself. For
the sake of that, the shape of Mediterranean iggtlitiose, it just has a small opening
side — the nine-mile-wide strait of Bigraltor. Bubwadays, the countries of the
Mediterranean have been coming together to saveste
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A Sample Journal Written by Students from the Group of Reading

with Journal Writing

Writer: Wei Haiying (RJ17)

Date: March 28, 2008

Time: 11:40 AM

Place: Guizhou University, Guiyang, China

Bewarethe Dirty Sea

What is your impression on the Mediterranean? ynmpression, it is beautiful,
romantic, multicultural, etc., (as) many people sidar. For the author Geoffrey Lean,
however, he is on the opposite side holding thaiMlediterranean is gravely ill.

But this article startled me a lot. From the autheyes, | saw a dirty sea, which
was polluted by us stupid people awfully. The autied a lot of numbers and facts to
tell us how dirty and dangerous the Mediterransamow. That’s true. We don’t seek to
the essence of the Mediterranean. From the maputier points out the surroundings
of it — many countries are around, which meansMeeliterranean should have to be
divided into several parts for providing the coledr

For countries, as they develop and undertake preductivity, a lot of sewage
will be flushed to (the) sea because they are abasies. So how terrible it is we can
imagine. Besides, it is a great scenic spot pragidi lot of tourists to have fun. How can
they bear the plankton, pesticides, oil, tar andynanany hazardous things.

The author is very worry (worried) about the ditia and elaborates people in
detail to remind them how terrible it is now (and®rates the problem in detail, thus to
remind people of the seriousness of the problevert though) there (There) is a piece
of comforted (good) news that the countries of khediterranean have been coming
together to work out how to save their common sedhe end of the article, the author
kept an optimistic attitude on the sea. Therefoee should have confidence that the
future of the Mediterranean will be better thandoef



CURRICULUM VITAE

Lin Zhou was born on April 10, 1973 in Bijie, Chiné&She graduated from
Beijing Language University in 1994 with a Bachelor Arts degree in English
Language and Literature. In 1997, she successtdiypleted the College English
Teacher Training Program jointly conducted by NagjiUniversity, China, and
Columbia University, the United States of Americln 2000, she earned a Master of
Arts in Teaching degree from Oakland University tnited States of America.

Upon graduation from Beijing Language Universityl®94, Lin Zhou started
her teaching career at Guizhou University of Tetbgya She transferred to Guizhou
University in 2001. She is currently an associgtefessor at the College of
International Studies, Guizhou University, Chirfshe is on the board of directors of the
Association of Foreign Languages Studies, GuizhowiRce, China.

Since 2005, she has been enrolled in the Ph.Dramogf English Language
Studies at the School of English, Institute of &btiechnology, Suranaree University of
Technology, Thailand. She got straight A's intladl classes she took while working for
her Ph.D. degree. Her research interests in #ld f©f applied linguistics include

language teaching, literacy acquisition, and lagguearning strategy.





