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ABSTRACT 

Prior research in L2 reading has shown that adult ESL 

readers tend to lack in the use of reading strategies, 

failing to utilize contextual clues or their background 

knowledge base. In addition, studies demonstrated that when 

the adult readers who are highly competent in L1 reading 

read in L2, they become inefficient, "text-bound" readers, 

failing to utilize their effective reading strategies in L1. 

The present study investigated adult L2 readers' 

processes of reading in relation to their perceived view of 

L2 reading, in an attempt to explore the underlying factors 

related to "text-bound" processing in L2 reading. Two 

specific research questions were raised for investigation: 

1) what is the relationship between an L2 reader's 

perceptions about L2 reading and his or her reading 

processes in L2?; 2) what is the relationship between an L2 

reader's perceptions about reading (both in L1 and L2) and 

his or her transfer of reading strategie:s from L1 to L2 

reading? A significant correlation between the perception 

and actual processing pattern was hypothesized for both 

questions within the three theories of reading: the 

metacognitive, the psycholinguistic, and the 

schema/interactive theory. These three theories of reading 

provided the theoretical bases for the study. 
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The study consisted of two phases. In the first phase, 

a survey was conducted with 139 adult ESL readers who 

responded to a questionnaire developed to tap L2 readers' 

perceptions about reading and their actual processes while 

reading magazines in English. Their responses were 

statistically analyzed to test the research hypotheses. 

In the second phase, a case study method was utilized for 

further exploration with six readers chosen from the 

survey's respondents. Two meetings with the researcher were 

held with each of the six subjects to further probe their 

perceptions about L2 reading, and their actual reading 

processes while· they read an article from a chosen magazine. 

The results indicated that the more linguistic 

perceptions an adult L2 reader has, the more text-based 

processing he or she employs. It was also found that the 

greater the difference perceived by the reader between L2 

and L1 reading, the greater the difference between his or 

her interaction and transaction with L2 text compared to Ll 

text. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Reading, even when it is in the reader's first language 

(L1), is considered a highly complex process. In the 

process of reading in a second language (L2), the degree of 

complexity may increase due to additional variables that are 

involved in the process, such as language proficiency in L2 

and reading experiences in L1. 

Influenced by psycholinguistic and schema/interactive 

models of reading in L1 (Goodman, 1967; Rumelhart, 1982), 

the past two decades have seen a fast growing interest in 

the area of reading in L2 (Carrell, 1987). The results of 

the studies have brought new insights into this highly 

complex process. Most importantly, the findings have 

changed our perspective of reading in L2. In contrast to 

the old view of L2 reading as a passive process, a skill 

more or less automatically acquired following oral language 

proficiency, L2 reading is currently viewed as an active and 

transactive process between an L2 reader and the text 

(Carrell, 1987; Rigg, 1986). Accordingly, constructing 

meaning from the text has been viewed as the goal of reading 

rather than decoding or translating each word with accuracy 

(Carrell, 1987; Schulz, 1983). 
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In line with this new perspective, the reader 

variables, that is, what an L2 reader brings with him or her 

to the interactive and transactive process of reconstructing 

meaning, have received increased attention. Both linguistic 

and nonlinguistic variables are included as reader 

variables. Linguistic variables refer to the reader's level 

of language proficiency in L2, such as vocabulary and 

knowledge of grammar. Nonlinguistic variables refer to 

other variables that are assumed to interactively affect the 

L2 reading process, such as background knowledge, processing 

strategies, purpose for reading, view of reading, reading 

ability in Ll, etc. (Coady, 1979; Hague, 1988). 

The mounting evidence from empirical research on L2 

reading seems to indicate that there is a significant effect 

of these nonlinguistic variables on L2 reading comprehension 

(Hudson, 1982; Johnson, 1982; Levine & Haus, 1988; Swaffar, 

1988). Findings from the studies have indicated that L2 

reader!s background knowledge plays a significant role in 

comprehending L2 text (Johnson, 1982; Levine & Haus, 1988). 

In addition, the processing strategies of using the 

contextual clues in the text (Hosenfeld, 1977, 1979, 1984; 

Van Parreren & Parreren, 1981) and activating background 

knowledge have been shown to affect L2 reading comprehension 

significantly (Adams, 1982; Barnett, 1988; Carrell, 1983b: 

Hudson, 1982; Johnson, 1982; Swaffar, 1988). 
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1.1 STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 

Among the variables of L2 reading, the linguistic 

variable has been the most extensively studied (Clarke, 

1979; Cziko, 1978, 1980; Yorio, 1969). Recently, the schema 

variable has received fast-growing attention in research as 

one of the nonlinguistic reader variables in L2 (Adams, 

1982; Barnett, 1988; Carrell, 1983a, 1983b, 1984, 1985; 

Hudson, 1982; Johnson, 1981, 1982; Levin & Haus, 1988). 

However, research on the effect of other nonlinguistic 

reader variables on the reading process in L2, such as 

readers' perceptions about L2 reading or their reading 

experiences in Ll, is scarce. As Casanave (1988) observes, 

in L2 reading research other factors have "tended to be 

neglected in favor of a schema-theoretical view of reading" 

(p. 283). 

In addition, most L2 reading research, grounded on 

schema/interactive theory, has focused on the product of 

reading, i.e., the amount of recall or the score on 

comprehension tests, using contrived reading texts. Those 

studies have rarely delved into the actual reading processes 

in L2. Consequently, our understanding of the complex 

process of L2 reading, based on the findings of recent 

empirical studies, has been dramatically heightened and yet 

quite limited. As a result, we may know certain 

characteristics of L2 readers, but we do not have indepth 
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knowledge of the underlying processes of reading in L2. 

One of the important variables that has hardly been 

studied in L2 reading research is the reader's perceptions 

about L2 reading. Several researchers have speculated on 

the possible effect of L2 readers' perceptions about L2 

reading on their processes of L2 reading (Carrell, 1987; 

Devine, 1987; Rigg, 1986). They suggest that, depending on 

their perceptions about L2 reading, e.g., reading as a 

meaning-making or decoding process, L2 readers may employ a 

different pattern of processing strategies, e.g., dominant 

bottom-up, dominant top-down, or interactive processing. 

For example, if L2 readers perceive L2 reading as a meaning

making process in which the meaning is constructed through 

interaction between them and the text, they will take a more 

active role in the process. Hence, they will try to apply 

any available resources and strategies (both language and 

non-language) to make some sense out of reading, such as 

utilizing the context and what they already know about the 

topic, as well as decoding the L2 in the text with their 

language resources. 

On the other hand, if L2 readers perceive L2 reading as 

a decoding process in which they extract meaning that is in 

the text by decoding foreign words and syntax, they may rely 

mainly on their language resources in L2 to decode the 

foreign language, without trying to utilize other resources. 
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This kind of misconception about L2 reading might be 

the underlying reason why L2 "text-bound" readers do not use 

interactive processing strategies, a problem which has been 

well recognized in the literature (Carrell, 1988; Devine; 

1987; Schulz, 1983). These text-bound readers are reported 

to: 1) lack various strategies other than word-by-word 

decoding strategies; 2) fail to focus on contextual clues or 

an overview picture; 3) get easily frustrated upon 

encountering an unknown word; and 4) are unable to utilize 

their own background knowledge effectively (Carrell 1983a; 

Carrell & Wallace, 1983; Schulz, 1983). 

Based on the schema/interactive theoretical 

perspective, such readers are referred to as "bottom-up" or 

"text-bound" readers who are lacking in the use of top-down 

strategies (e.g., use of context, use of schema) (Carrell, 

1988). However, to date, few researchers have explored the 

underlying causes for this dominantly text-based processing 

of L2 readers, and more empirical research is needed in this 

area. Therefore, one of the major objectives of this study 

was to investigate the possible linkage between L2 readers' 

perceptions about L2 reading and their pattern of processing 

strategies in L2 reading. 

Another aspect of L2 reading, still within the 

parameters of the use of processing strategies, is the 

transfer of reading strategies from L1 reading to L2 
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reading. According to Goodman (1970, 1982), reading in any 

language is much the same process of meaning construction. 

He also posits that learning to read in another language 

should be easier for those who have already developed high 

literacy skills in one language. From this perspective, 

studies of adult L2 readers who have acquired fairly high 

reading proficiency in their native language should explore 

the possible transfer effect of an already acquired readin9 

ability in one language to the other. without exploring 

this possible effect, a study of this population would not 

be complete. still, very few, recent studies under the new 

theoretical paradigm have considered the transfer aspects of 

L2 reading. Rather, recent research in L2 reading tends to 

emulate or pattern itself after the design and the construct 

of Ll reading research (Hague, 1988; Jurasek, 1988). 

studies which investigated both Ll and L2 reading 

processes within the same individuals have shown that many 

adult L2 readers are lacking in the use of effective 

strategies in L2 reading even though they use effective 

strategies in their Ll reading (Clarke, 1979; cziko, 1978, 

1980; McLaughlin, 1987). The adult readers in those studies 

who demonstrated use of interactive process of reading in 

Ll, became word-by-word, text-bound readers in L2. 

The inability to transfer effective reading strategies 

from Ll to L2 has been approached from an L2 proficiency 
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point of view by several L2 reading researchers (Clarke, 

1979; Cziko, 1978, 1980). However, their argument that low 

L2 language proficiency "shortcircuits" the transfer of 

effective strategies has been challenged by contradictory 

results from other studies (Macleod & McLaughlin, 1987). In 

addition, their studies did not examine any nonlinguistic 

factors, such as subjects' perceptions about L2 reading. 

L2 readers' perceptions of L2 reading appear to be 

particularly important for the transfer of reading 

strategies from L1 to L2 reading to happen. If L2 readers 

perceive L2 reading as much the same process as L1 reading 

(e.g., both meaning-making process), it is more likely that 

they will apply similar strategies in L2 reading as in L1 

reading, resulting in the transfer of the already developed 

strategies in their L1 reading. However, if L2 readers 

perceive L2 reading as a different process from L1 reading 

(e.g., L1 reading as a meaning-making process and L2 reading 

as a decoding process), it is not likely that they will 

apply similar strategies in two different tasks. Hence, for 

these readers, transfer of reading strategies is not likely 

to occur. Again, to date, no research has attempted to 

investigate this hypothesis, and it should be tested 

empirically. 

The second major objective of the study is to explore 

the possible linkage between L2 reader's perceptions about 



reading (both in L1 and L2) and the possible transfer of 

reading strategies from L1 to L2 reading. 

1.2 RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

Two research questions were raised for the 

investigation: 

1) what is the relationship between an L2 reader's 

perceptions about L2 reading and his or her reading 

processes in L2?; 

2) what is the relationship between an L2 reader's 

perceptions about reading (both in L1 and L2) and his 

or her transfe~ of reading strategies from L1 to L2 

reading? 

20 

Research question 1 deals with the relationship between L2 

readers' perceptions about L2 reading and their L2 reading 

processes. Question 2 raises a rather specific question of 

the role of L2 reader's perceptions of L1 and L2 reading in 

the transfer process of their already acquired reading 

strategies in L1 to L2. 

Theoretically, readers' perceptions about reading, as a 

variable, is in the domain of metacognition. Metacognition 

refers to 'cognition about cognition,' which was initiated 

by several developmental psychologists during the mid-70's 

(Flavell, 1978; Kreutzer, Leonard~ & Flavell, 1975). John 

Flavell triggered the current interest in metacognition, and 
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defines it as "one's knowledge concerninq one's own 

cognitive processes and products or anything related to 

them" (1976, p. 232). In the present study, the effect of 

three specific variables of readers' metacognitive awareness 

of reading are examined, in accordance with his framework: 

1) the reader's metacognitive awareness of himself or 

herself as a reader; 2) the reader's perceptions about the 

task or the purpose for reading; and 3) the reader's 

metacognitive awareness of the utility of reading 

strategies. 

1.3 SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY 

This study makes a significant contribution to theory, 

research, and practice in L2 reading. It is significant in 

that it empirically explores the relationship between L2 

readers' metacognitive awareness of L2 reading and the L2 

reading process, a relationship which has remained largely 

speculative until now in the area of L2 reading. The 

findings of the study contribute to building a more 

comprehensive and integrative theory of reading in L2. In 

addition, the study expands our understanding of the 

metacognition theory by examining its role in a rather new 

context which has rarely been examined. 

The present research emerged from an extensive amount 

of L1 research on the relationship between metacognition and 

reading. However, the construct of this study goes beyond 



extrapolating from the LI reading model. The study 

incorporates an L2 reading population into the design, 

encompassing both LI and L2 reading contexts for the same 

population. Additionally, this research is unique in that 

no similar study of L2 reading literature explores the 

relationship between metacognition and the transfer of 

reading strategies across languages. 
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The study also bears a significant implication for L2 

reading pedagogy. The results of the study provide a 

powerful tool for the L2 reader population, especially for 

those who suffer from inefficient strategies due to their 

misconceptions about L2 reading as a decoding process. 

Raising to a conscious level their own reading strategies in 

LI, they can analyze and understand their own reading 

processes in a more direct and organized manner for their 

own benefit. Those who have already acquired certain 

reading proficiency in their own language are empowered in 

learning to read in L2 by being encouraged to transfer their 

reading strategies in LI to L2 reading. 

1.4 OVERVIEW OF THE DISSERTATION 

The present chapter introduces the context of the study 

and its particular focus. The chapter discusses the problem 

which gave rise to the study, specific research questions 

that should be investigated, and the significance of 

exploring the problem in the field. 



Chapter two reviews relevant literature and generates 

the research hypotheses. The chapter summarizes three 

theories of reading in Ll which provide the theoretical 

framework for the study: the psycholinguistic/transactive, 

the schema/interactive, and the metacognitive theory of 

reading. Subsequently, the chapter reviews relevant 

literature in the area of L2 reading. Next, the research 

hypotheses are generated. Finally, the chapter discusses 

the use of verbal reports as a research tool for data 

collection. 
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Chapter three describes the procedures and methodology 

of the study. The appropriateness of the methods and 

procedures utilized in data collection and data analysis are 

described. 

Chapter four presents and interprets the statistic 

results of the survey study, the individual case narratives, 

and the multi-case analysis. The quantitative results from 

the survey and the qualitative results from the case studies 

are interpreted and integrated into the discussion in a 

cohesive and synthesized manner. 

Chapter five summarizes the objectives, procedures, and 

findings of the study which lead to the conclusions derived. 

Based on the findings of the study, the chapter discusses 

the pedagogical implications for L2 reading and suggests 

areas for future research. 
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

2.1 CHAPTER OVERVIEW 

In this chapter, reading theories and research are 

reviewed in both areas of Ll and L2 reading. Since the 

majority of L2 reading research has been conceptually based 

on reading theories in the area of L1 reading, the chapter 

begins with a summary of the three reading theories in L1 

reading that provide a conceptual framework for the present 

study: 1) Goodman's psycholinguistic theory and his 

psycholinguistic universal hypothesis; 2) the 

schema/interactive theory which has provided a theoretical 

framework for the pattern of processing strategies; and 3) 

the metacognitive theory which suggests a way of 

understanding the underlying causes for different patterns 

of processing strategies in L2 reading. 

The second part of this chapter reviews the literature 

regarding processing strategies in L2 reading. Next, the 

research hypotheses about the relationship between L2 

readers' perceptions and their L2 reading processes are 

generated, based on the conceptual framework of the three 

theories of reading. The last section discusses 

introspection and retrospection as a research tool for data 

collection. 



2.2 THEORIES OF READING IN L1 

2.2.1 The Psycholinquistic Model 
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Psycholinguistics, a discipline that studies the 

interaction between language and thought, has brought new 

insights to the understanding of reading processes 

(Gollasch, 1982; Samuel & Kamil, 1983). Goodman describes 

reading as a "psycholinguistic guessing game" (1967) in 

which the "reader reconstructs as best as he can, a message 

which has been encoded by a writer as a graphic display." 

In keeping with the psycholinguistic view of reading, Rigg 

(1986) states: 

[R]eading is not a process of turning letters into 

sounds or of recognizing and attacking words, but a 

process of communication between a writer and a reader 

and, like all communication, is a meaning-making 

activity. (p. 57) 

Goodman (1984) incorporates Rosenblatt's (1981) 

transactional theory in the area of literary criticism in L1 

and posits that meaning is constructed through a transaction 

between a reader and a text, through which both the reader's 

schemata and the published text are changed. He holds that 

meaning is not in the text. Rather, meaning is in the 

author and the reader, and the text has the "potential to 

evoke meaning." since meaning is constructed through the 

transaction between the reader and the tex~, not residing in 



the text itself, the resultant meaning depends on 

characteristics of the reader and of the text. 
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Goodman (1984) asserts that readers, in the process of 

transacting with the text and with the writer through the 

text, activate cue systems and employ strategies. Three cue 

systems are available to them: graphophonic, syntactic, and 

semantic systems. Graphophonic systems are the writing 

systems of language and the relationship between the writing 

system and the sound system. The syntactic system is the 

grammar of the language. The semantic system refers to the 

meaning of language which encompasses the pragmatic system 

of language. 

Cognitive strategies play an important role in the 

construction of meaning in Goodman's model. According to 

Goodman (1984), since reading is a psycholinguistic guessing 

game, efficient readers do not pay attention to every single 

letter and word in a text. Instead, they efficiently gather 

samples from the text and predict with the least amount of 

available information. They also constantly confirm their 

predictions. If the prediction or hypothesis is not 

confirmed, they correct the prediction. Also, efficient 

readers fill the hole of information that is not present in 

the text through inference. From the moment of initiation 

of reading until the termination of reading, these 

strategies - sampling/selection, prediction, 



confirming/disconfirming, correction, and inference - are 

constantly employed. 

The Reading Universal Hypothesis 
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Goodman (1982) posits that the reading process in any 

language is much the same in that readers use graphophonic, 

syntactic, and semantic systems, employing 

processing strategies of predicting, testing, 

confirming/correcting hypotheses to create meaning. Goodman 

(1982) suggests that transfer of reading strategies occurs 

across languages. He argues that learning to read in L2 

should be easier for those who have already acquired reading 

proficiency in Ll, regardless of the degree of similarity or 

difference between the languages. Although he acknowledges 

that reading in L2 will be difficult for those who do not 

have some degree of control over the linguistic system of 

the second language, he suggests that in the comprehension 

process, strong non-linguistic factors (e.g., strong 

semantic input such as background knowledge) can compensate 

for a weak control over the linguistic systems of the 

language. Especially, he suggests, the development of 

reading proficiency does not necessarily follow oral 

language proficiency for adult L2 readers who are highly 

literate in L1 (Goodman, 1970). 
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2.2.2 The Schema/Interactive Theory of Reading 

Schema theorists attempt to find the relationship 

between the existing knowledge structure and new knowledge. 

They view learning as mapping the new information onto the 

existing knowledge structure which is hierarchically 

organized (Ausubel, 1963). According to these theorists, 

general information is placed at the top of the hierarchy 

and more specific information is placed at the bottom of the 

structure. The already existing knowledge in the structure 

influences the interpretation of incoming information. 

Consequently, learning can be facilitated when the learner 

has existing relevant schema and activates it so that a new 

piece of information can be linked to the learner's 

preexisting schema or structure. similarly, in reading, 

comprehension is affected by the type and degree of schemata 

that the reader brings to the text (Anderson, 1984~ 

Bransford, 1984). Thus, comprehension can occur efficiently 

if the relevant schemata are available and appropriately 

activated (Anderson, 1984; Bransford, 1984). 

Rumelhart (1977) developed a model based on the 

assumption that all ~he knowledge sources can act on a text 

in a simultaneous and reciprocal interactive fashion. Also, 

Rumelhart (1977) and others (Anderson, 1977, 1984; Schank 

and Abelson, 1977; spiro, 1980) emphasize the process of 

interaction between utilizing the reader's knowledge sources 
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and the text to reach a meaningful construction. 

Two basic modes of processing are discussed in the 

interaction between the reader and the text: "top-down" and 

"bottom-up." Use of the reader's knowledge as a source is 

referred to as "top-down" processing (Anderson, 1984). 

Through this process, a reader makes hypotheses, searches 

for information to fit into the hypotheses, and makes a 

decision regarding them based on his or her schema. In this 

sense, top-down processing is "conceptually driven" or 

"hypothesis driven." The second type of processing, 

"bottom-up," is text-based. In this type, the flow is in 

the opposite direction: information is gathered from the 

text. In this sense, bottom-up processing is "data driven." 

The process involves decoding the individual word and the 

syntactic structure. 

Adams (1980) summarizes the relationship between the 

two basic modes of processing as follows: 

The top-down processes ensure that lower order 

information that is consistent with the reader's 

expectations will be easily assimilated, as it will 

already have been partially processed. Meanwhile, the 

bottom-up processes ensure that the reader will be 

~lerted to any information that is novel or that does 

not fit her or his ongoing hypotheses about the content 

of the text. (p. 12) 
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From this perspective, over-reliance on either process 

limits efficient comprehension and may result in 

comprehension problems (Carrell, 1988; Jurasek, 1988). On 

the one hand, over-relying on bottom-up processing may lead 

to linear text decoding which can limit textual processing 

(Jurasek, 1988). On the other hand, over-reliance on top

down processing may lead to miscomprehension based on 

unconfirmed, uncorrected predictions. 

2.2.3 Metacognition and Reading 

Since the term "metacognition" began to be used during 

the mid-70's by several researchers in developmental 

cognitive psychology, there has been a resurgent interest in 

exploring the relationship between metacognition and reading 

in L1 (Baker & Brown, 1984; Paris, Wasik, & Westhuizen, 

198?). The Greek prefix 'meta' was used to give the term 

"cognition" a transcendent character. (McNeil, 1987). In 

this sense, metacognition can be interpreted as cognition of 

cognition (Casanave, 1988). 

In the early 70's, John Flavell, a developmental 

psychologist, and his colleagues became interested in 

looking at children's self-knowledge of their learning 

processes in general, and memory processes and strategy use 

in particular. They developed the notion of self-awareness 

and self-control of one's own cognitive processes and 

referred to them as metacognition, cognition about cognition 
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(Kreutzer, Leonard, & Flavell, 1975). 

In the literature, the domain of metacognition has been 

frequently divided into two clusters. The division in the 

area of metacognition was suggested during the 70's in two 

review papers of empirical studies, one by Flavell (1978) 

and the other by Brown (1978), two leaders in the area of 

metacognition (Paris et al., 1987). Baker and Brown (1984) 

explain the distinction between the two clusters, 

associating Flavell's notion of knowledge about cognition 

with the first cluster, and Brown's notion of regulation of 

cognition with the second cluster. 

Flavell's (1981) notion of knowledge about cognition 

has been referred to by various terms: "metacognitive 

knowledge," "self-appraisal," "self-knowledge," and "task

knowledge." Regardless of the term used, they all refer to 

similar aspects of the first cluster of metacognition, 

identified by Flavell and Wellman (1977). Flavell (1976, 

1981) summarizes the variables as follows: 

Person - This variable refers to the individual's 

awareness of his or her own cognitive 

resources, abilities, and limitations. This 

variable also includes perceptions about the 

individual's personal resources in relation to 

others' personal resources. 

Task - This variable refers to the individual's 



awareness of the purpose/goal, scope, and 

requirements/demands of the task. 

strategy - This variable refers to the individual's 

awareness of the utility, importance, and 

effectiveness of strategies. 
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Brown (1981) points out the importance of this cluster 

of metacognition. She posits that in learning, being aware 

of one's limitations as a learner and the complexity of the 

task at hand, can help overcome the difficulty one faces in 

learning. In the context of reading, metacognitive 

awareness of one's personal advantages and disadvantages as 

a reader, purpose for reading, and what strategies are 

useful in what cont8xt of reading would help one become a 

more strategic reader. Brown (1981) also describes this 

cluster of metacognition as "stable," or "statable" in terms 

of knowing and telling what one knows, what one does, and 

why one does. 

Although each of the two clusters refers to different 

aspects of metacognition, they are not unrelated or mutually 

exclusive. Rather, the two clusters are closely 

interrelated. The present study mainly focuses on the 

effect of the first cluster of metacognition on reading; the 

effect of the second cluster, or the relationship between 

the two clusters, is beyond the parameters of the present 

study. 



2.3 REVIEW OF L2 READING LITERATURE REGARDING PROCESSING 

STRATEGIES 
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Since several English as a Second Language (ESL) 

reading specialists began to apply the psycholinguistic 

model of reading (Goodman, 1967) to reading in ESL in the 

early 70's, an increasing focus has been directed to the 

role of nonlinguistic factors (e.g., reader's background 

knowledge and processing strategies) in L2 reading theory 

and research (Buck, 1973; Coady, 1979; Johnson, 1982; 

Hudson,1982). Recently, there has been an emerging 

interest in exploring the role of the L2 reader's processing 

strategies in the comprehension process (Barnett, 1988; 

Block, 1985; Buck, 1973; Coady, 1979). However, until now 

only a handful of research has directly focused on the 

strategy variable, compared to rather extensive research on 

the effect of the schema factor in L2 reading (Barnett, 

1988; Casanave, 1988). 

Emphasis on the processing strategies was begun during 

the 1970's by several L2 reading theorists who were 

influenced by the psycholinguistic model of reading. 

Elaborating the psycholinguistic model of reading in Ll 

(Goodman, 1967), Coady developed a psycholinguistic model of 

L2 reading. In his model, Coady (1979) posits that 

comprehension is the result of an interaction among three 

components, namely, the reader's conceptual ability (general 
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intellectual capacity), background knowledge, and processing 

strategies. He emphasizes the importance of processing 

strategies as "paths to comprehension which readers must 

travel" (Coady, 1979, p. 8). Grounded on Goodman's 

psycholinguistic theoretical framework, Buck (1973) suggests 

that process strategies may affect comprehension of L2 text, 

along with other factors, such as experiences within the 

culture. Unfortunately, neither Coady's model nor Buck's 

suggestion has been extensively tested by empirical studies. 

More recently, the schema/interactive model of reading 

also provides a theoretical basis for the importance of 

processing strategies in text comprehension. In this 

schema/interactive model, interaction between top-down 

processing (which is schema-based) and bottom-up processing 

(which is text-based) is emphasized as an essential to 

efficient comprehension of texts (Rumelhart, 1977, 1980). 

Accordingly, a lack of proper interaction between the two 

processes and an over-reliance on one process is viewed as a 

source of miscomprehension or inefficient comprehension. 

Over-reliance on bottom-up processing is referred to as 

"text-biased" processing or "text-bound" processing, whereas 

over-reliance on top-down processing is referred to as 

"schema-biased" or "schema-bound" processing (Carrell, 

1988). 
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The schema/interactive perspective of reading in L1 has 

significantly influenced our perspective of L2 reading. L2 

reading problems are no longer viewed as problems of merely 

low proficiency in that language; rather, reading problems 

in L2 are understood as the result of a lack of proper 

interaction between the reader and the text or over-reliance 

on one type of processing namely, text-bound or schema-bound 

processing. 

While the schema/interactive theory of reading adds new 

insights to different patterns of processing strategies in 

reading, a more specific mechanism of reading strategy use 

among L2 readers can be found in other descriptive studies 

which directly examined L2 readers' strategy use (Block, 

1985; Hosenfeld, 1977, 1984; Jurasek, 198; Rigg, 1986; 

Schulz, 1983). Tnese studies have identified effective top

down reading strategies for L2 reading used by successful L2 

readers, such as contextual guessing, using the meaning of a 

passage to predict meaning, guessing unfamiliar words, and 

assessing the logic of the guess (Hosenfeld, 1977, 1984; Van 

Parreren & Schouten-Van Parreren, 1981). 

However, despite an emphasis on effective top-down 

strategy use and tolerance of uncertainty and nonexactness, 

the problem of text-bound reading (e.g., word-for-word 

decoding or excessive concern with exactness) among 

unsuccessful L2 readers has been consistently reported by 
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researchers (Hosenfeld, 1977, 1984; McLeod & McLaughlin, 

1986; Rigg, 1986; Schulz, 1983). Through case studies, 

Hosenfeld (1977, 1984) found that poor L2 readers were 

lacking in the use of top-down strategies and simply decoded 

word after word. Drawing an analogy with a mathematical 

task, Hosenfeld (1977) observes, "[the poor L2 readers] 

demonstrated ability to name each number separately but 

could not integrate them to obtain their sum" (p. 60). 

Schulz (1983) argues that as a result of decoding-oriented 

word-by-word reading practice, L2 readers: 1) are lacking in 

various strategies other than word-by-word decoding 

strategies; 2) fail to focus on contextual clues or an 

overview picture; and 3) get easily frustrated upon 

encountering an unknown word. Also, Rigg (1986) found that 

L2 readers were overly concerned with exactness and accuracy 

of decoding individual words, relying excessively on the 

graphophonic system. In accordance with the 

schema/interactive theory of reading, these adult L2 readers 

can be categorized as "text-bound" readers. However, the 

possible underlying causes for the lack of "top-down" 

processing for the "text-bound" readers have not been fully 

investigated. 

One stream of L2 reading researchers attributed the 

lack of top-down processing to low L2 proficiency (Clarke, 

1979; Cziko, 1978, 1980), whereas another stream of L2 
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reading researchers attributed it to the lack of proper 

schema (Johnson, 1982; Levin & Haus, 1988). However, 

contradicting results from other studies that found lack of 

top-down strategy use among L2 readers with advanced L2 

proficiency (McLeod & McLaughlin, 1987) suggest that ESL 

readers who are equipped with proper language proficiency 

are not approaching the reading task strategically by using 

top-down processing, that is, by using contextual clues. In 

addition, studies which have demonstrated that ESL readers 

with proper schema failed to utilize their schema 

effectively (Carrell, 1983; Carrell & Wallace, 1983) 

indicate that there must be some other factors that are 

involved in this lack of top-down strategy use. 

Furthermore, due to the complex nature of the L2 reading 

process, far more variables besides language proficiency and 

schema are expected to interact in the process (Swaffar, 

1988). What is missing from the previous research is a 

direct investigation of L2 readers' perceptions about 

reading in L2. i.e., their metacognitive awareness. 

Extensive research on the effect of metacognitive awareness 

in the area of L1 reading and the emerging research on 

metacognition in L2 reading seem to suggest the possible 

linkage betwefan L2 readers' metacognitive awareness and 

their actual processes in L2 reading. 



38 

2.4 METACOGNITION AND PROCESSING STRATEGIES IN L2 READING: 

RESEARCH HYPOTHESES 

2.4.1 L2 Readers' Metacognitive Awareness of L2 Reading and 

Their Use of processing strategies. 

Although the relationship has rarely been investigated 

empirically, several researchers have suggested the possible 

effect of L2 readers' perceptions about L2 reading on their 

L2 reading process (Carrell, 1988; Devine, 1984, 1988; Rigg, 

1986; O'Malley & Chamot, 1990). In addition, although the 

term "metacognition" was not used, several L2 researchers 

and educators developed L2 reading curricula designed to 

raise L2 readers' awareness of their reading process in L2 

and the utility of strategies in L2 reading (Hosenfeld, 

Arnold, Kirchofer, Laciura, & Wilson, 1981; O'Malley & 

Chamot, 1990). Hosenfeld, Arnold, Kirchofer, Laciura, and 

Wilson (1981) developed a curricula, encompassing a sequence 

of activities designed to promote effective reading 

strategies. Although they do not use the term 

"metacognition," the curriculum they suggested is primarily 

based on a metacognitive notion, specifically, raising L2 

readers' reading processes to a conscious level: 

- Help students to understand the concept of "strategy" 

and to recognize that some strategies are successful, 

some unsuccessful, and some are only "seemingly" 

successful [step 2], 
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- Help students to identify strategies that they can use 

to decode native language texts containing unknown 

words [step 3], and 

- Help students to identify strategies that they can use 

to decode foreign language texts containing unknown 

words [step 5]. (Hosenfeld et al., 1981, p. 415) 

The authors' suggestions are limited in that the 

instructional goal is to promote strategies mainly for 

"local" word decoding rather than for "global" meaning 

construction. However, their idea of helping students to 

become aware of their reading processes in both Ll and L2 

reading can shed some light on the possibility of 

transferring effective reading strategies from L1 to L2 

reading (the issue of the relationship between metacognition 

and transfer of reading strategies will be further discussed 

in the next section). It would have been interesting if the 

authors had reported on the effect of their metacognitive 

instruction suggested in their curriculum. Regretfully, 

there has not been a follow-up report or any empirical 

research on the effectiveness of this kind of curricula. 

Devine (1988) suggests that L2 readers' perceptions of 

L2 reading may affect the way they interact with the text. 

Similarly, Carrell (1988) speculates that misconceptions 

about L2 reading may be one of the possible underlying 

causes for text-bound processing in L2 reading. She 
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discusses that these text-bound readers may fail to utilize 

top-down processing due to their misconceptions that all 

meaning is in the text. If this is the case, even when the 

readers possess relevant schema, they may not activate or 

utilize their schema because they would not be aware of 

their own active role in the meaning-making process or the 

utility of using their schemata for filling linguistic and 

semantic gaps. However, only a handful of empirical studies 

have tested this assumption (Carrell, 1989; Davine, 1984), 

and the relationship has, until recently, remained largely 

speculative. 

One of the early studies on the effect of L2 readers' 

metacognitive awareness on their L2 reading is Devine's 

(1984) study of L2 readers' conceptualization about L2 

reading. Devine interviewed low-intermediate ESL readers 

about their perceptions of reading in L2. Based on their 

responses in the interview, each reader was categorized as a 

sound-, word-, or meaning-centered reader. 

Sound-centered readers are those who have the 

traditional linear view of reading, i.e., meaning is built 

from getting sound, word, and sentence, in order. Word

centered readers are those who view reading as the mastery 

of discrete skills, such as word recognition, vocabulary, 

and grammar, therefore identifying those discrete skills as 

the primary strategy used in reading. Meaning-centered 
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readers are those who perceive reading as meaning-oriented. 

Devine's categorization is based on the notion of 

readers' models of the reading process suggested by Harste 

and Burke (1977) in L1 reading. According to them, each 

reader holds his or her own view of reading, which affects 

his or her reading ability. Devine found a correspondence 

between the view of L2 reading that readers hold and their 

pattern of using the three cuing systems suggested by 

Goodman (1967). For example, the sound-centered readers 

heavily focused on graphic cues and produced nonword 

sUbstitutions which resembled the text words. Devine also 

found that these sound-centered readers performed poorly on 

a retelling task, whereas meaning-centered readers 

demonstrated good to excellent comprehension and recall in 

their retelling. 

The results of Devine's study are consistent with the 

findings of miscue analysis studies in L1 research. Those 

studies report that subjects' responses when inte~~iewed 

about their metacognitive awareness of reading often reflect 

their models of reading (Goodman, Watson, & Burke, 1987). 

In addition, the results are reminiscent of findings from 

metacognition studies that reported that less proficient 

readers tend to perceive reading as a decoding process 

rather than a meaning-making process (Gambrell & 

Heathington, 1981; Myers & Paris, 1978; Paris & Myers, 
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1981). In line with the current literature in metacognition 

and reading, it was hypothesized that individual readers' 

perceptions about reading would significantly affect their 

decisions about what processing strategies to employ in 

reading. Therefore, Hypothesis 1 predicted that: 

Hypothesis 1: The more linguistic perceptions about L2 

reading an L2 reader has, the more text-based processing 

will he or she employ while reading. 

In the present research, the effect of three specific 

variables of metacognitive perceptions about L2 reading are 

studied, in accordance with Flavell and Wellman's (1977) 

framework of metacognitive awareness: 1) the person 

variable, 2) the task/purpose variable, and 3) the strategy 

variable. 

2.4.1.1 The Person Variable 

The person variable refers to readers' perceptions 

about their personal resources as readers (Flavell & 

Wellman, 1977). Flavell (1981) explains that this variable 

includes intuitions or acquired beliefs about intra

individual as well as inter-individual differences in their 

ability. He posits that those intuitions affect concepts of 

ourselves and others as cognitive processors. In the 

present context, the person variable includes L2 readers' 

perceptions about their comprehending ability as well as 

their linguistic ability in L2. 
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Prior research suggests that L2 readers' perceived 

ability of their reading comprehension in L2 is correlated 

with their actual reading ability in L2 (Carrell, 1989). 

studying reading of college L2 readers, Carrell (1989) found 

that L2 readers who were confident about their L2 reading 

ability actually performed better in comprehension tests 

than those who were not confident. 

We may interpret the results of Carrell's (1989) study 

as follows: readers' perceived ability of reading in L2 may 

affect their reading performance by influencing their use of 

processing strategies. For example, if non-confident L2 

readers perceive their reading ability as poor, they may 

overly depend on careful and bottom-up processing strategies 

which could limit their performance. Conversely, if they 

perceive themselves as good readers and are more confident 

about their reading ability, they may be more willing to 

take risks in trying various strategies, such as guessing or 

skipping some unknown words, and capitalize on their own 

resources, such as their background knowledge (Marek, 1987). 

Based on the discussion above, Hypothesis 1a was 

generated as follows: 

Hypothesis la: The lower an L2 reader perceives his or her 

personal resources as an L2 reader, the more text-based 

processing strategies will he or she employ while reading. 
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2.4.1.2 The Task Variable 

The task variable refers to readers' perceptions about 

the goals, purpose, or the task demands of reading in L2. 

Like L1 readers, L2 readers may read for different purposes. 

For example, Casanave (1988) suggests three major purposes 

for reading in L2: 1) information, 2) pleasure, and/or 3) L2 

lew~r.ir.g (e.g., expanding one's own lexicon, improving his 

or her grammatical knowledge). It should be noted that the 

perceptions may be different from person to person even when 

they are in the same reading context. For example, two L2 

readers reading the same magazine article may have a 

different purpose for reading. In addition, in an L2 

reading class, students' perceived purpose for reading may 

not necessarily be the same as the purpose of the class 

since each student brings his or her own purpose for reading 

to the class. Or some students who are in the same L2 

reading class may perceive the purpose differently: one may 

perceive reading as an information-gathering exercise while 

the other may perceive it as a language-learning (e.g., 

vocabulary building) tool. Moreover, the same reader may 

have different purposes in mind, weighing each purpose 

differently (or the same). For example, an L2 reader may 

read a text primarily for getting information and 

secondarily to expand b18 or her vocabulary. In this case, 

language learning becomes a minor purpose for reading in L2. 
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Additional studies have assumed that L2 readers' 

perceived purpose for reading influences their reading 

behavior in L2 are represented by Rigg (1986), Block (1986), 

Jurasek (1988), and Krashen and Terrell (1983). Rigg (1986) 

states that if the readers "think that a reading assignment 

is primarily an oral performance for the purpose of teacher 

evaluation, they will read very carefully, with a tendency 

to overcorrect" (p. 74). Jurasek (1988) found that the 

adult L2 readers have different purposes for reading in L2 

(e.g., language learning, learning the target culture), 

which influence their interaction pattern with the text. 

For example, she observed that the reader whose primary 

purpose for L2 reading was to learn the language employed 

dominant bottom-up processing strategies and showed far more 

interest in learning vocabulary and syntax. Additionally, 

based on the analysis of her case studies, Block (1986) 

suggests that there is a similar relationship between L2 

readers' perceived purpose for L2 reading and their reading 

behavior. She found that L2 readers who perceived their 

reading purpose as a live-through experience with the text 

depended more on top-down processing. Results from both 

studies were based on observation of a small number of 

subjects and need to be tested with larger groups. 

Consistent with the findings from prior research, it 

was hypothesized that readers' perceptions about the major 
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purpose for L2 reading as language learning would lead to 

more dominant bottom-up processing which is characterized by 

focusing more on the linguistic elements in the text. For 

example, if L2 readers perceive improving vocabulary or 

practicing grammatical structures as the major purpose for 

L2 reading, they are more likely to read carefully from 

beginning to end, paying attention to single words and 

sentences in the text. In addition, they may try word-for

word translation of the text into LI. Similarly, when these 

readers encounter difficulties during reading, they are 

likely to seek bottom-up strategies to solve the problem. 

For example, when encountering unfamiliar words, they will 

most likely look up the word in the dictionary. 

Additionally, they may create their own glossary for 

studying the new words they encounter. 

On the other hand, if L2 readers have other purposes 

for reading, such as information-gathering or pleasure

seeking, they might employ more varied strategies to make 

some sense out of reading, involving both top-down and 

bottom-up processings. For example, they may predict, 

infer, and confirm their predictions, utilizing contextual 

clues (title, picture, the relationship between parts), and 

their schemata. When they experience difficulties in 

processing the meaning, they are expected to simultaneously 

employ top-down as well as bottom-up strategies. First of 
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all, they would have some meaning-based criteria for 

deciding whether or not to employ some fix-up strategies for 

the words or the parts they have trouble understanding. 

Only when they decide that knowing the word or the parts is 

necessary for meaning construction, will they utilize 

appropriate strategies. When encountering unfamiliar words, 

these readers will try to fill the linguistic hiatus by 

employing similar top-down strategies, such as guessing the 

meaning of a word by its contextual clues or by using their 

own schemata. For these readers, looking up the words in 

the dictionary will be used only as the last resort. 

Based on the discussion above, the following hypothesis 

was generated concerning the relationship between L2 

readers' perceived purpose for L2 reading and the use of 

their processing strategies paradigm in L2 reading: 

Hypothesis 1b - The more an L2 reader perceives language 

learning as the major purpose for L2 reading, the more 

dominant text-based processing strategies will he or sh~ 

employ while reading. 

2.4.1.3 The strategy variable 

The strategy variable refers to readers' awareness of 

the utility of L2 reading strategies. This variable 

concerns readers' perceptions about what strategies are 

important, effective, or productive in reading. The 

existing literature reports that readers' perceptions about 
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the utility of strategies affect the choice and use of 

strategies (Barnett, 1988; Carrell, 1989). In a recent 

study of college students who were learning French as a 

foreign language, Barnett (1988) found that the subjects' 

perceived usefulness of strategies significantly correlated 

with their actual use of strategies and with reading 

comprehension. Those students who demonstrated better 

metacognitive knowledge of the utility of effective 

strategies used context for prediction more effectively and 

comprehended the text better than those who did not. 

More recently, Carrell (1989) found a significant 

relationship between the metacognitive perceptions about L2 

reading strategies and reading comprehension of college L2 

readers. Consistent with Barnett's (1988) study, the 

results of Carrell's (1989) research suggest a positive 

relationship between perceptions about the utility of 

strategies and reading comprehension in L2. In her (1989) 

study, the ESL readers who were more aware of the utility of 

"global" strategies (Le., concerning background knowledge, 

text gist, and textual organization) demonstrated better 

comprehensioit of the text than those who were more aware of 

the utility of "local" strategies (i.e., concerning sound

letter, word-meaning, and text details) • 

In the present research it is hypothesized that L2 

readers' perceptions about the utility of L2 reading 
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strategies will affect their decisions about which 

strategies to use during reading in L2. Specifically, it is 

predicted that L2 readers who perceive cognitive, non

language-based resources and strategies (e.g., background 

knowledge of the topic, prediction, inference) as effective 

strategies will employ reader-based, top-down strategies 

more frequently during L2 reading. For example, if L2 

readers perceive the use of their schema or the context as 

useful strategies in L2 reading, they are more like to apply 

those strategies in their usual reading situations as well 

as in some problem-solving situations (e.g., unfamiliar 

words). Conversely, if L2 readers perceive the use of 

language-based resources and strategies (e.g., knowing the 

language, correct decoding) as major tools for reading, they 

will be more dependent on language-based bottom-up 

strategies. These readers will perceive that knowing words 

and grammar rules of L2 is a more important factor in L2 

reading than other factors, such as having background 

knowledge about the topic to be read. It is assumed that 

these readers are likely to employ more dominant bottom-up 

processing strategies during reading. 

Based on the discussion above, the following hypothesis 

was generated about the relationship between L2 readers' 

perceptions about the utility of L2 reading strategies and 

their actual strategy use in L2 reading~ 



Hypothesis 1c: The more an L2 reader perceives lanquage

based resources and strategies as important in L2 reading, 

the more text-based processing will he or she employ while 

reading. 
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2.4.2 Metacognition and the Transfer of Reading strategies 

from L1 to L2 Reading. 

From the perspective of psycholinguistic universals of 

reading, L2 readers who already have acquired literacy in L1 

are expected to have certain advantages when learning to 

read in L2 (Goodman, 1970, 1982). For this population, 

learning to read is not something totally new. Rather, they 

are expected to have the advantages of being able to 

transfer effective reading strategies they use in their L1 

reading. For example, when an adult reader encounters an 

unfamiliar word in L1 reading, he or she will rarely consult 

a dictionary. Instead, the reader is likely to fill the 

linguistic hiatus through top-down processing, utilizing 

contextual clues or background knowledge about the topic he 

or she is reading. From a transfer perspective, in a 

similar situation in L2 reading, the same reader is expected 

to use similar strategies to solve the problem. However, 

while supported by some studies (Barik & Swain, 1975; Jolly, 

cited in Alderson, 1984; Levine & Reves, 1985), the 

hypothesis that proficient L1 readers transfer their reading 

strategies to L2 reading has been challenged by the findings 
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of other studies (Clarke, 1979; Cziko, 1978, 1980; 

Hosenfeld, 1977; McLaughlin, 1987; O'Mally & Chamot, 1990). 

Results from these studies suggest that the transfer does 

not readily occur (Clarke, 1979; Cziko, 1978, 1980; 

Hosenfeld, 1977), even possibly with individuals who 

appeared to be "balanced bilinguals," which refers to 

equivalent proficiency in two languages (McLaughlin, 1987; 

QiMally & Chamot, 1990). 

Grounded on a metacognitive perspective, this study 

assumes that the transfer will "hinge" on readers' 

perceptions about L1 and L2 reading. It is hypothesized 

that readers who do not employ similar reading strategies 

may not metacognitively perceive L2 reading as the same 

process as L1 reading. Few studies have empirically 

investigated the relationship between readers' perceptions 

about L1 and L2 reading and the use of strategy transfer 

from L1 to L2 reading. Therefore, investigation of the 

relationship between metacognitive awareness of L1 and L2 

reading and the processing strategies used in L1 and L2 

reading has been conducted to explore the possible effect of 

metacognitive perceptions about reading on strategy transfer 

from L1 to L2. 

Although it has been argued that reading in both L1 and 

L2 is much the same meaning-making process (Goodman, 1970, 

1982), studies have rarely examined whether L2 readers 
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themselves perceive it as the same process. If L2 readers 

perceive it as much the same cognitive and language process, 

they are likely to transfer their developed cognitive as 

wall as language strategies from Ll reading to a similar 

task when involved in L2 reading. However, if L2 readers 

perceive L2 reading as a decoding process in contrast to Ll 

reading as a meaning-making process, the different 

perceptions about L2 reading may lead readers to employ 

different strategies in L2 reading than those used in Ll 

reading. These readers will not transfer their Ll reading 

strategies to L2 reading because their perceptions about L2 

reading place a ceiling effect on their al:ility to transfer. 

Therefore, Hypothesis 2 predicted that transfer would be 

hinged on L2 readers' perceptions about L2 reading in 

relation to Ll reading. 

Hypothesis 2: The closer perceptions a reader has about L1 

and L2 reading, the more similar processing strategies will 

he or she employ while L1 and L2 reading. 

As in the case of Hypothesis 1, Hypothesis 2 consisted 

of three specific hypotheses according to the three 

variables of metacognitive awareness, identified by Flavell 

and Wellman (1977). 

2.4.2.1 The Person variable 

For this variable. readers' perceptions about their 

personal resources in L2 reading, compared to their personal 
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resources in Ll reading is a critical issue. If L2 readers 

perceive that their reading ability in L2 is significantly 

different from their ability to read in their own language, 

the transfer of reading strategies is less likely to occur. 

Conversely, if their perceived ability to process 

information in L2 reading is similar to their reading 

ability in Ll, their reading processing in Ll and L2 will 

show a similar pattern in terms of their interaction with 

the text, utilizing top-down and bottom-up processing 

strategies. Thus, Hypothesis 2a predicted that: 

Hypothesis 2a: The closer perceptions a reader has about his 

or her reading ability in Ll and L2 reading, the more 

similar processing strategies will he or she employ while Ll 

and L2 reading. 

2.4.2.2 The Task variable 

Prior research has identified various purposes for 

reading in L2. Block (1986) and Jurasek (1988) state that 

some purposes for L2 reading are the same as purposes for Ll 

reading and add that there are, however, certain unique 

purposes for L2 reading (See Smith, 1982 for a discussion of 

the conceptual framework of purposes for Ll reading). For 

example, Block (1986) identified the examples of purposes 

for L2 reading as reading for information, pleasure, and 

language learning. For an adult reader, the first two are 

the same as Ll readers, whereas language learning is hardly 
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the purpose for Ll reading. 

We might assume that if L2 readers perceive their 

purpose for L2 reading the same as the purpose for Ll 

reading (e.g., meaning-gathering or pleasure-seeking), they 

are more likely to seek meaning-oriented strategies which 

are similar to strategies in Ll reading; hence transfer of 

the Ll reading strategies is more likely to occur with these 

readers. However, if L2 readers' perceptions about major 

purposes for L2 reading are language learning through 

reading, which is different from their purposes for Ll 

reading, then they will employ certain language-learning

oriented strategies which they rarely use in their Ll 

reading. For these readers transfer of Ll reading 

strategies is not likely to occur. 

It was hypothesized that an L2 reader who perceives the 

purpose for L2 reading to be the same as Ll reading (e.g., 

information-gathering) will transfer his or her reading 

strategies from Ll to L2 reading; conversely, an L2 reader 

who perceives different purpose for L2 reading than for Ll 

reading (e.g., language-learning) will be less likely to 

transfer his or her Ll reading strategies to L2. 

Hypothesis 2b: The closer purpose for reading a reader has 

in Ll and L2 reading, the more similar processing strategies 

will he or she employ while Ll and L2 reading. 



55 

2.4.2.3 The strategy Variable 

As in the discussion of Hypothesis lc, it is assumed 

that readers' perceptions about the utility of strategies 

affect their decisions about which strategy to use during 

reading. with the same logic, if L2 readers perceive that 

certain strategies they use in Ll reading are as effective 

in L2 reading, they are more likely to transfer them to L2 

reading. However, if they perceive that certain strategies 

they use effectively in LI reading are not as effective in 

L2 reading, they are not likely to use the same strategies 

in L2 reading. In other words, transfer of strategies is 

not likely to occur to this population. 

Specifically, it was hypothesized that an L2 reader who 

is aware of the utility of non-language-based resources and 

strategies for L2 and LI reading will be more likely to 

transfer top-down strategies, such as prediction and 

inferencing, from Ll to L2 reading; conversely, the transfer 

would not occur for an L2 reader who does not have similar 

perceptions about the utility of these strategies for L2 and 

LI reading. Hence, 

Hypothesis 20: The closer perceptions a reader has a~out the 

utility of reading strategies for L2 and Ll reading, the 

more similar processing strategies will he or she employ 

during L2 reading and Ll reading. 
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STRATEGIES IN READING 
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Three categories of verbal reports were used as major 

data collection methods for the study. This section reviews 

the use of verbal reports as data in research relevant to 

the present topic. 

As researchers have become interested in the processes 

of reading, diverse methods used for data collection have 

increased. Especially, in the studies of processing 

strategies, we find an increased number of readers' verbal 

reports of their own insights about strategy use in the 

comprehending process (Cohen, 1987). 

Generally, three categories of verbal report data have 

been identified in the literature: 1) "self-report," 2) 

"self-observation," and 3) "self-revelation" or "think

aloud" (Cavalcanti, 1987; Cohen, 1987). Cohen (1987) 

summarizes the three categories of verbal reports as 

follows. 

1) "Self-report" refers to readers' description about 

their general reading behavior (e.g., response to 

questions in an interview or a questionnaire, such as 

how they think and what they do in reading). 

2) "Self-observation" refers to self-inspection of 

specific reading behavior, such as reporting what kinds 

of strategies are used for a particular problematic 



part in the text. Self-observation can be reported 

either during, i.e., introspectively, or after, i.e., 

retrospectively, the event. 
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3) "Self-revelation" refers to a reader's 

verbalization of his or her reading processes in a 

"think-aloud" manner during reading. This category is 

different from the other two categories in that it 

provides unedited and unanalyzed specific information, 

whereas self-report concerns general information and 

self-observation, analyzing specific processes. 

All three categories have been utilized in reading research 

for gaining insights into the thought processes of readers. 

Below, reading research in each category is reported. 

Self-report. As early as 1975, Kreutzer et al. used 

children's verbal reports of their own thinking for their 

research. Since then, self-report has been used in studies 

of metacognition and reading to tap readers' metacognitive 

awareness of their reading processes (Barnett, 1988; Burke, 

1978; Carrell, 1989; Devine, 1984 ; Myers & Paris, 1978). 

While L1 research on metacognition employed the interview 

method with open-ended questions rather than the 

questionnaire method (Burke, 1978; Gambrell & Heathington, 

1981; Myers & Paris, 1978), L2 studies of metacognition have 

used both methods (Barnett, 1988; Carrell, 1989; Devine, 

1984). Barnett (1988) and Carrell (1989) used a 



questionnaire to tap college students' metacognitive 

awareness of their reading processes in L2. Devine (1984) 

employed an interview method to examine adult readers' 

perceptions about their reading processes in L2. 
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Whether readers' self-reports can be taken at their 

face value has been questioned by several researchers 

(Brown, 1978; Garner 1987). It has been suggested that the 

gap between what the readers say regarding what they do 

while they read and what they actually do in reading may be 

reduced as readers reach adulthood (Hare & Pulliam, 1980). 

Self-observation. Self-observation has often been used 

combined with introspection and retrospection (Marek, 1988). 

Readers have been asked to reflect upon their operations 

while they process a reading task or after they finish it. 

In the area of L2 reading, a few studies attempted the 

retrospective approach, along with the think-aloud technique 

(Hosenfeld, 1984). 

It has been suggested that the nature of this type of 

self-report -- reflecting upon and analyzing one's own 

processes of reading -- may lead to greater understanding of 

the processes involved in reading. Some researchers have 

suggested the possibility of using it not only as a research 

tool for data collection but also as an instructional tool 

for improving reading strategies (Coles, 1981; Marek, 1988; 

Raisner, 1977). 
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Think-aloud. Pioneered by Swain (1953) in an effort to 

explore the thought processes involved in interpreting text 

that has been read, the think-aloud -- the verbalizations of 

thought process -- has been increasingly appealing to 

research in the area of metacognition (Bereiter & Bird, 

1985) and studies of reading strategies (Block, 1986; 

Jurasek, 1988; Hosenfe1d, 1977, 1979, 1984; Mitchell & 

Irwin, 1988; Walker, 1983). 

In L2 reading research, think-aloud protocols have been 

increasingly employed in recent studies and are best 

represented by Hosenfe1d (1977, 1979, 1984), Cohen (1987), 

Cohen and Hosenfe1d (1981), and Block (1986). Hosenfe1d 

(1977, 1979, 1984) used the think-aloud technique to 

discover what reading strategies L2 readers use to 

comprehend a text. Similarly, Block (1986) asked college L1 

and L2 readers to verbalize their thought processes during 

readings, to examine the processing strategy paradigm they 

use in L2 reading. 

Despite concerns regarding data using verbal reports 

(see Cohen, 1987; Garner, 1987), verbal reports are 

currently viewed as a valid research tool for the 

identification and description of covert mental processes 

which cannot be approached by other methods, such as 

observation (Cohen, 1987; Ericsson & Simon, 1980; Jurasek, 

1988; Newell & Simon, 1972). Considering that reading is a 



mental process that can never be directly observed, verbal 

reports seem to be a powerful research tool which provides 

access to understanding these mental operations. 
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CHAPTER 3 

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 

3.1 CHAPTER OVERVIEW 

The present study comprised two phases, employing 

diverse research methodologies: survey-based research in 

phase 1 and case study research in phase 2. This chapter 

describes the procedures and methods utilized in the two 

phases of the study. Specifically, the chapter describes 

and discusses the appropriateness of the methods and 

procedures utilized in data collection and the data 

analysis. 

3.2 PHASE 1: THE SURVEY 
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The purpose of the first phase was to empirically 

investigate the relationship between L2 readers' perceptions 

and their processes of reading, examining the correlation 

between the two variables. This phase investigated the two 

research questions raised at the outset of the study. It 

focused on the relationship between L2 readers' 

metacognitive awareness of L2 reading and their use of 

processing strategies during L2 reading (Question 1), and 

the relationship between metacognitive awareness of reading 

(in L1 and L2) and the transfer of reading strategies from 

L1 tc L2 reading (Question 2). 
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3.2.1 population 

One hundred thirty-nine (139) adult ESL readers 

participated in the first phase of the study as respondents 

to the questionnaire. They were a heterogeneous group in 

terms of their L1 background. Their native language 

backgrounds and nationalities represented 23 different 

languages and 38 different countries. The major L1 language 

groups were: Japanese speakers (24%), Spanish speakers 

(20%), and Arabic language speakers (12%). The subjects 

were categorized into three groups: language-learning, 

school-bound, and nonschool-bound L2 readers (Casanave, 

1988). The first group, the language-learning L2 readers, 

consisted of 69 readers who were enrolled in reading classes 

at the intermediate and advanced levels at the Center for 

English as a Second Language (CESL) at the University of 

Arizona. The second group, the school-bound L2 readers, 

consisted of 36 international college students who were 

already admitted into the university and were taking English 

composition courses required for international students. 

The third group, the nonschool-bound L2 readers, consisted 

of 34 wives of university international students who were 

not enrolled in either language-learning classes or regular 

classes. 

Table 1 shows the characteristics of the respondents of 

the survey. Sixty-three (63) percent of the respondents 
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were female and their mean age was 22.69 years old. The 

mean duration of their stay in the United states was 20.72 

months. Thus, they have been exposed to an English-speaking 

environment for a relatively long period of time. In 

addition, they were planning to stay longer in the United 

states (113 months in average) . 

Table 1 

The Sample's Characteristics (n= 139) 

a. Sex 
b. Age (mean) 
c. Mean period of time 

residing in u.s. 

d. Frequency of reading 
magazines in English 

e. Amount of reading 
(mean number of pages 
per week) 

f. Magazine subscription rate 

37% male, 63% female 
22.69 (6.54) years 

20.72 months 

84% of the respon
dents, at least a 
few times a month 

73% of the respon
dents, no more than 
10 pages 

34% of the respon
dents, at least 
one magazine 

Note: Number in parenthesis represents standard deviation. 

Table 1 shows that 84 percent of the respondents read 

magazines in English at least a few times a month, and 73 

percent of them read no more than ten pages per week. 

Thirty-four (34) percent of the respondents subscribed to 

one or more magazines. Time was the most popularly read 
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magazine (32%), and Newsweek and Reader's Digest were the 

second and the third most popular magazines (6% and 4%, 

respectively). Table 2 describes the respondents' rankings 

of favorite topics generally found in popular magazines in 

English. The mean interest ranking of each topic did not 

show any significant range which suggests that the 

respondents have reading interests in widely varied topics. 

Table 2 

Subjects' Mean Ranking of Interest Levels of Topics Found in 
Magazines in English 

Topics 

Economy and Business 
Editorial and Essays 
Education 
Entertainment and TV/Movies 
Environment and Nature 
Clothing and Fashion 
Health and Fitness 
Living and Life Style 
Food and Cooking 
Politics and International Affairs 
Science and Technology 
Sports 
Short Novels and stories 
Advertising 

mean 

7.56 
8.85 
7.18 
6.22 
6.69 
6.74 
6.30 
6.62 
8.15 
6.48 
6.93 
7.23 
7.57 
9.04 

S.D. 

(4.30) 
(3.72) 
(4.07) 
(4.02 ) 
(3.95) 
(4.58) 
(3.77) 
(3.85) 
(4.54) 
(4.35) 
(4.67) 
(4.73) 
(4.05 ) 
(4.31) 

Note: Smaller mean represents higher ranking, which suggests 
higher interest level. 
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3.2.2 Instrumentation 

A questionnaire was developed by the researcher to tap 

L2 readers' metacognitive perceptions about reading and 

their actual use of processing strategies in reading. The 

questionnaire also included questions regarding relevant 

demographic information of the respondents. The instrument 

comprised both scaled items and open-ended questions. 

Excluding the demographic question, all items specifically 

addressed the context of reading magazines in English and in 

the respondent's native language. 

Magazine reading was selected as a sample of a reading 

context for the following reasons: (1) Magazines are 

authentic reading material which represent reading materials 

found in the real world without artificially controlled 

vocabulary or syntax; (2) People choose to read magazines 

for their personal purpose, so questions about magazine 

reading are considered to elicit the readers' true 

perceptions about their own purposes for reading without 

being confounded with a pre-conceived situational task of 

reading (e.g., a given task in a reading class). In 

addition, magazine readers are free to choose different 

processing strategies without being constrained by the task 

imposed upon them. Hence, the responses to the questions 

about their actual strategy use in magazine reading will 

reflect their naturally occurring use of reading strategies: 



66 

(3) by the nature of their characteristics, magazine 

articles represent a text which can be read in any way along 

the continuum between the two types of reading suggested by 

Rosenblatt (1982): strictly information-gathering efferent 

reading (e.g., reading textbooks or instructions on a 

medicine bottle) at one end and the live-through experience 

of aesthetic reading (e.g., reading poetry) at the other 

end. In this sense, unlike the textbooks or literary texts, 

which lead readers to one dominant type of reading, a 

magazine is considered to represent a neutral reading stance 

which does not stipulate any particular type of 

transactional mode; and (4) magazine articles, in general, 

deal with current events and controversies. Therefore, both 

top-down processing (e.g., use of background knowledge) and 

bottom-up processing (e.g., gathering new pieces of 

information in the text) are expected to be utilized in 

order to construct meaning effectively and efficiently. 

Questionnaire items about the respondents' 

metacognitive perceptions about L2 reading were organized 

around the three variables of metacognitive awareness 

identified by Flavell and Wellman (1977) (person, task, 

strategy). Items regarding actual strategy use comprised 

two types of reading situations: normal and problematic 

situations. Both perception and strategy use were measured 

in L1 and L2 reading contexts. The structure of the 



Table 3 

structure of the Questionnaire 
L2 readinq 

A. Metacognitive variable: respondents' perceptions about: 

1) Perceived Personal Resources: self-rating of reading 
ability (l=poor, 2=limited, 3=average, 
4=good, 5=excellent) 

2) Perceived Purpose: allocation of purpose for L2 
reading: pleasure-seeking, information
gathering, & language-learning. 
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3) Perceived utility of strategy: a) importance rating of 
10 reading resources/strategies for L2 
reading: 5 language-based resources/ 
strategies (knowing all the words, knowing 
the grammar structure, correct pronunciation, 
accent, and translation into one's native 
language) and 5 non-Ianguage-based 
resources/strategies (having background 
knowledge, knowing American culture, 
guessing, skipping some words and still 
understanding, sharing with other people). 

b) open-~nded questions about recommendations 
for better reading 

B. Actual processes of L2 reading: self-report of the 
frequency of the use of 16 general reading 
strategies (9 top-down and 7 bottom-up 
strategies) and 10 fix-up strategies (7 top
down and 3 bottom-up strategies). 

Ll readinq 

A. Metacognitive variable: respondents' perceptions about: 

1) Perceived Personal Resources: identical as L2 reading 
2) Perceived Purpose: identical as L2 reading 
3) Perceived utility of strategy: open-ended questions 

about recommendations for better reading 

B. Actual processes of L1 reading: with an exception of the 
item for translation, strategy items for Ll 
reading are identical as strategy items for 
L2 reading. 
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questionnaire is shown in Table 3. 

Items in the strategy use category were based on 

reading strategies identified in the L1 and L2 reading 

literature (Block, 1986; Carrell, 1989; Gambrell & 

Heathington, 1981; Goodman, 1967, 1984; Hosenfeld, 1977, 

1979, 1984; Mitchell & Irwin, 1986; Myers & Paris, 1978; 

Paris & Myers, 1981; O'Malley et ale 1986; O'Malley & 

Chamot, 1990). In addition, questions in existing 

questionnaires or interviews in the literature (e.g., 

Reading Interview developed by Burke) also served as a basis 

for developing items of the questionnaire. 

Perceived Personal Resources - Items included questions 

about L2 readers' perc~ptions about their general language 

proficiency and reading proficiency. The perceived language 

proficiency was measured by a scale, ranging from "poor" (1) 

to "excellent" (5). Similarly, the reading proficiency was 

measured by a perceived reading ability rating, which ranged 

from "poor" (1) to "excellent" (5). In addition, 

respondents were asked to compare their relative reading 

ability in L2 to the respondent's other language skills, 

such as speaking, listening, and writing skill; the reading 

ability of American college students; and the respondents' 

reading ability in L1. 

Perceived Task/Purpose - Respondents were asked to allocate 

score points on a scale from 0 to 100 to each of the four 
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major purposes identified for L2 reading in the literature 

(Casanave, 1988): (1) entertainment, (2) gathering general 

information, (3) gathering specific knowledge, and (4) 

improving English (the total points on. these four purposes 

should add up to 100). These scales were designed to 

capture the relative weight respondents gave between 

language- and meaning- purpose for L2 reading. In addition, 

the perceptions about relative language improvement through 

magazine reading, comparing vocabulary, grammar, and reading 

comprehension, was measured with the same 100-point scale. 

Perceived utility of strategies in L2 Reading - Ten 7-point 

scale items were used to measure the perceived utility of 

strategies. The items consisted of five language-based 

resources/strategies and five non-language-based 

resources/strategies. Respondents were asked to provide the 

perceived importance of each resource/strategy in both 

categories. The items included syntax, vocabulary, 

pronunciation, and translation as language-based items and 

use of context, schema, guessing, and prediction as non

language-based items. These items were measured on 7-point 

scales, ranging from "not important" (1) to Itvery important" 

(7). In addition, an open-ended question was included to 

obtain respondents' perceived utility of strategies by 

asking them what kinds of recommendations they would like to 

give to other L2 readers for better reading. 
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Actual strategy Use - Questions about the use of strategies 

while magazine reading were designed to capture the actual 

processes of reading L2. A list of strategy use items (16 

general strategies and 10 fix-up strategies) were included 

in the questionnaire and asked respondents how frequently 

they use each item when reading magazines in L2. Similar to 

the perceived utility, 7-point scale items were uced to 

measure the frequency of strategy use, ranging from 1 

(never) to 7 (always). The items were comprised of bottom

up and top-down strategies. Bottom-up processing items 

included vocabulary, syntax, glossary, and translation, 

whereas top-down processing items consisted of schema 

utilization, prediction, use of contextual clues, 

skimming/scanning, adjustment, monitoring, and summary. 

To establish the validity of the measure, specific 

questions on dictionary dependence? guessing behavior, and 

context use were asked on a 7-point scale. 

Transfer - Similar measures were developed for Ll reading in 

the same construct of the readers' perceptions about 

personal resources, purpose/task, utility of strategies and 

actual strategy use. The identical question items which 

were used to measure the respondents' perceived personal 

resources and perceived purpose/task for L2 reading were 

repeated to measure their perceived personal resources and 

perceived purpose/task for Ll reading. Perceived utility of 



71 

reading strategies for Ll reading was measured by the same 

open-question which asked the respondents to provide 

recommendations for better reading in L2. In the Ll reading 

context, the respondents were asked to provide 

recommendations for improving reading in Ll. similarly, to 

measure res~ondents' use of strategies while Ll reading, 

identical question items were used to measure their strategy 

use for L2 reading. However, the translation item was 

excluded in Ll reading context. 

The questionnaire was reviewed for its internal 

consistency by two graduate students with a reading major 

who have expertise in ~2 reading as well as Ll reading. The 

reviewers agreed on the appropriateness of the 

categorization of each item under different variables of 

metacognition and reading strategy use. 

3.2.3 Procedures 

3.2.3.1 pilot study 

The questionnaire was pilot-tested with five adult L2 

readers from the three different reading contexts (two 

readers who took CESL courses recently, two international 

students at the university of Arizona, and one international 

student's wife). The purpose of the pilot study was to 

refine and clarify the question items and wordings to 

maximize respondents' comprehension of the question items. 

The questionnaire was revised based on the five respondents' 
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questions, comments, and suggestions. 

Before the main study was initiated, the questionnaire 

was reviewed by one of the reading teachers at CESL to 

insure that the language level used in the questionnaire was 

suitable for the population in the lower range of English 

language proficiency. Based on suggestions of the reviewer, 

several lexical items were revised. For example, the word 

'monitoring' was substituted by 'checking' and 

'illustrations' was changed to 'pictures'. 

3.2.3.2 Procedure for Data Collection 

The final version of the questionnaire was distributed 

to 139 adult ESL readers. For the CESL student group and 

the international college student group, the researcher 

visited the classes and conducted the survey. Students in 

each class were told that the survey was a part of a study 

of the processes of reading in a second language. They were 

instructed to raise their hands in case they had a question 

or needed help to understand certain words. Then, they were 

instructed to answer all the questions in the questionnaire. 

The instructor of the class and the researcher stayed in the 

classroom until all of the students finished the 

questionnaire, answering the participants' individual 

questions, whenever raised. 

For the international students' wives group, 73 women 

who resided at the University's family housing complex were 
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contacted by phone. As with the language-learning and 

student populations, the international wives were told that 

the survey was a part of a study of the reading processes 

used while reading in a second language. They were also 

told that the approximate time needed to finish the 

questionnaire was 30-45 minutes, depending on how quickly 

they answered the questions. Thirty-nine (39) people agreed 

to participate in the study. The questionnaire was 

delivered to their apartments and picked up the following 

week. Thirty-four (34) people finished and returned the 

questionnaire. 

3.2.3.3 Procedures for Data Analyses 

To analyze the data, "perception scores" and "strategy 

use scores" were obtained. Perception scores were 

sub grouped as "perceived ability scores," "perceived purpose 

scores," and "perceived utility scores." 

Perceived Ability Scores - "Perceived ability scores" refer 

to respondents' self-rating of their reading ability 

(possible range 1-5). While other similar measures were 

used in the questionnaire, the respondents' self rating of 

their ability in reading was primarily used in the analysis 

because of its direct relevancy with the dependent variable, 

the actual use of reading strategies. The "perceived 

abil"y scores" were used as the independent variable for 

Hypothesis la. 
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Perceived Purpose Scores - The respondents' allocated points 

to language-improving purpose for reading (possible range 0-

100) were used as the independent variable for Hypothesis 

lb. 

Perceived utility Scores - The "perceived utility scores" 

refer to individual respondents' ratings of the importance 

of the ten reading resources/strategies listed in the 

questionnaire (possible range of each item l-7). To obtain 

an individual respondent's aggregate "perceived utility 

score," his or her ratings on the ten items were added. 

Note that the ratings on the five language-based 

resources/strategies were reversed in calculating the 

aggregate "perceived utility score" (the higher rating given 

to a language-based item, the low~r the perceived utility 

score). Subsequently, the individual respondent's average 

"perceived utility score" was obtained by dividing his or 

her aggregate score by ten (the number of resources/strategy 

items). This single score was used as an independent 

variable in the analysis of Hypothesis lc. 

Strategy Use Scores - In the questionnaire, the respondents 

were asked to self-report the frequency of their use on each 

of the 26 reading strategy items (16 general and 10 fix-up 

strategies) for reading magazines. "Strategy use score" 

refers to an individual respondent's score of strategy use, 

obtained by adding the individual's self-reported frequency 
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of strategy use on 26 items (possible range of each strategy 

use 1-7). As was the case for the "perceived utility 

scores," the scores of the 11 bottom-up strategies were 

reversed. Subsequently, an average "strategy use score" for 

each respondent was calculated by dividing his or her 

aggregate "strategy use score" by 26 (the number of strategy 

items). Since the score of general strategy use and the 

score of fix-up strategy use were significantly correlated, 

a single score (average of 26 items) wa3 used as the 

dependent variable for Hypotheses la, 1b, and 1c. 

The validity of this single score of strategy use was 

checked by correlating other crosscheck measures: dictionary 

use, guessing the meaning, utilization of title/subtitle: 

and utilization of graphics. These measures were found to 

be significantly correlated with the single measure of 

strategy use. 

Difference in Perceived Reading Ability between Ll and L2 

Reading - As expected, respondents assessed their reading 

ability in Ll as higher than in L2 (average score for Ll = 

4.06 vs. average score for L2 = 3.05). It was hypothesized 

that the smaller the difference in perceived reading ability 

between Ll and Li was, the more similar processing 

strategies would be employed in Ll and L2 reading, thus the 

greater the transfer of Ll reading strategies to L2 reading 

would occur. For example, a respondent who perceives his or 
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her reading ability as high in Ll and L2 reading is more 

likely to employ more top-down processing strategies during 

both readings. Conversely, the lower the difference in the 

scores of perceived reading ability between Ll and L2 is, 

the lower the difference in the scores of actual strategy 

use between Ll and L2 reading will be. As a result, the 

transfer of strategy use is considered to occur from Ll 

reading to L2 reading. In order to test this hypothesis 

(H2a) , a "difference score of perceived ability" for each 

respondent was obtained by subtracting his or her "perceived 

ability score" in L2 from his or her "perceived ability 

score" in Ll. 

Diffe~ence in Purpose for Reading Between Ll and L2 Reading -

Similar to the "difference score of perceived ability," 

individual respondent's "difference score of purpose" 

between Ll and L2 reading was calculated by subtracting his 

or her "perceived purpose score" in L2 reading from his or 

her "perceived purpose score" in Ll reading in the context 

of reading magazines. 

Difference in Perceived utility of Reading strategies -

In order to obtain a "difference score of perceived 

utility," each respondent's responses to two open-ended 

questions (one question concerning Ll reading and the other, 

L2 reading) about their recommendations for reading 

improvement were compared. The respondents' recommendations 
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were considered to reflect their perceptions about the 

utility of reading resources and strategies. Thus, each 

respondent's recommendation was identified as "language

based" or "non-language-based." For example, the 

recommendation to "Keep your dictionary close, and look up 

the words you don't know" was identified as "language

based," and "Don't worry about the words you don't know. 

Just keep reading and try to understand what the main idea 

is" was identified as "non-language-based." To obtain each 

respondent's aggregate "perceived utility score" measured by 

their recommendations, each of his or her "non-language

based" recommendations received 1 point, where as each of 

"language-based" recommendation received -1 point. For 

example, some respondents provided both language-based and 

non-language-based recommendations, such as "Try to guess 

the meaning of the words that you don't know. Also, try to 

read a lot and talk with people who speak the language." 

In this case, the aggregate score was 1 since the 

recommendations of "try to guess the meaning of the words 

that you don't know" and "try to read a lot" reflect an 

awareness of non-language-based strategies and receive 1 

point each. The recommendation of "[try to] talk with 

people who speak the language" reveals an awareness of the 

utility of language-based resources in reading and receives 

-1 point. 



The "differ~nce score of perceived utility" in L1 and 

L2 was obtained by subtracting the individual respondent's 

"perceived utility score" in L2 reading from his or her 

"perceived utility score" in L1 reading. 
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Transfer of strategy Use from L1 Reading to L2 Reading -

This dependent variable measure was calculated by 

subtracting an individual respondent's L2 "strategy use 

score" from his or her L1 "strategy use score" (average 

"strategy use score" in L1 - average "strategy use score" 

in L2). This "difference score of strategy use" was based 

on the notion that the lower the "difference score of 

strategy use," the higher the transfer of strategy use from 

L1 reading to L2 reading (less the difference between L1 and 

L2 reading). Respondents, in general, employed more top

down processing strategies for L1 reading than L2 reading 

(average score for L1 reading = 4.80 vs. average score for 

L2 reading = 4.28). Similar patterns were observed for 

general strategy use (4.70 vs. 4.16) and fix-up strategies 

( 4 • 81 vs. 4. 46) . 

Data analyses consisted of separate simple regressions 

which were run to examine the three different categories of 

metacognition (person, purpose, strategy) and the 

respondents' reported use of strategies during reading. 

These simple regressions were run, utilizing SPSS. An alpha 

level of .05 was chosen as the significance level. 
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3.3 PHASE 2: THE CASE STUDIES 

In the second phase of the study, the case studies of 

six adult L2 readers were conducted to collect more indepth 

and qualitative data on individual L2 readers' perceptions 

about L2 reading and their actual reading processes during 

reading in L2. The major purpose of this phase was to 

pursue the first phase of the study, focusing on research 

question 1: a further investigation of the relationship 

between the L2 readers' metacognitive awareness of L2 

reading and their processes of reading in 1,2 at the 

individual level. 

In addition, this phase was designed to scrutinize the 

L2 readers' verbal reports provided in the questionnaire in 

the first phase. Their responses to the questions regarding 

their metacognitive awareness and their use of processing 

strategies during L2 reading were cross-checked with the 

data obtained from the case studies. The findings from this 

phase were expected to shed some light on the frequently 

addressed concerns about the gap between what the subjects 

self-report they do and what they actually do while reading. 

At the same time, this phase also attempted to further 

understand the phenomenon of reading in a second language in 

a natural context. In the process of exploring what 

actually happens when an L2 reader interacts and transacts 

with text, the study was expected to yield findings about 
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whether or not there were some additional variables which 

may interact in the process. It was expected that the 

findings would lead us to build a more comprehensive theory 

of reading in L2, encompassing far more comprehensive 

variables than the current theory has recognized. In this 

sense, this phase of the study is an extension of phase 1. 

The case study method was chosen for phase 2 of the 

present study for the following two reasons: 1) its 

methodological advantages for studying a phenomenon which is 

highly complex and 2) its important role as groundwork for 

expanding a knowled~e base (Merriam, 1989). First, the case 

study method, through its detailed documentation, provides 

an advantage for investigating the highly complex process of 

L2 reading and makes it possible to explore and understand 

the process and its multiple variables of potential 

importance (Merriam, 1989). 

Secondly, as noted previously, reading in a second 

language is a fast growing field which needs a more solid 

theoretical basis. Based on the insights and understanding 

of the phenomenon which result from the case studies we can 

build tentative hypotheses that help structure future theory 

and research in this field. 

The present study employed a multiple-case design 

because of its methodological advantages over a single case 

design in terms of yielding more compelling e-: idence and 
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individual case was conducted as a whole study. 

3.3.1 The pilot study 
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six weeks prior to the main case study, a pilot case 

study was conducted to refine the research design and to 

test the appropriateness of the elicitation formats that 

were to be employed in the main study. The pilot study was 

carried out with an adult L2 reader who shared similar 

characteristics with the prospective six subjects (See 3.3.2 

Selection of the Subjects, p. 82). 

As a result of the pilot study, there were a few minor 

changes made in the procedure of data collection, although 

the basic design remained unchanged for the main case study. 

Through the pilot study, it became clear that while the 

think-aloud method can add an important dimension to tapping 

into L2 readers' actual processes of reading, it was also 

suggested that L2 readers' verbalizations in the think-aloud 

protocol alone would not overtly depict the whole processes 

of L2 reading. For example, the reader in the pilot study 

verbalized her use of rereading only three times (e.g., "I 

have to read this again"), while she actually utilized the 

strategy to a greater extent all through her reading. 

The retrospective analysis session was utilized to 

complement this possible drawback of under-verbalization of 

readers' (;tual pr:-,eesses during think-aloud reading. On 
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several occasions during the retrospective analysis session, 

readers were asked to confirm/disconfirm certain assumed or 

observed occurrences of reading strategies from the 

transcript of their think-aloud protocols in addition to 

analyzing their processes retrospectively which was 

originally intended for the retrospective analysis session. 

The pilot study also led the researcher to take scrupulous 

steps for selecting the reading material. 

3.3.2 Selection of the Subjects for the Main Case Study. 

six readers were selected from those who had served as 

respondents of the questionnaire in Phase 1 of the study 0 

As in Phase 1, two subjects were selected from each of the 

three different reading contexts at the time of the study: 

language-learning, school-bound, and nonschool-bound. To 

attract enough volunteers for the study, a small payment was 

offered when giving directions prior to the administration 

of the questionnaire. The selection of the subjects was 

made from those who volunteered to participate in the study. 

Six readers were selected among the 48 volunteers on 

the basis of their distinctive characteristics as L2 

readers, judging by their responses in the questionnaire in 

Phase 1. Each reader supposedly represented a different 

type of L2 reader in terms of: 1) his or her perceptions 

about reading in L2 and 2) his or her pattern of processing 

strategies in the three different contexts. 
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The following responses in the questionnaire were used 

to judge the subject's perceptions about reading in L2: 

Perception about personal resources: self-

rating of reading proficiency in L2, the ranking 

of reading proficiency in L2 compared to other 

skills in L2; 

Perception about the purpo3e for reading in L2: 

the proportion of purpose for reading as meaning 

gathering vs. improving in English; 

Perception about the utility of reading strategies in 

L2 reading: rating of the importance of reading 

strategies for reading in L2, and recommendations 

for better reading in L2. 

To judge their personal paradigm of reading processes, 

the subjects' responses to the following question items were 

examined: "what do you usually do when you are reading 

magazines in English?" and "What do you usually do when you 

have trouble understanding?" 

Another standard for the selection of the subjects was 

their level of English proficiency: all subjects should have 

acquired a certain amount of English proficiency, i.e., 

between high-intermediate and low-advanced. Placement in a 

language institute or a TOEFL (Test of English as a Foreign 

Language) score were used to measure their level of English 

proficiency. Table 4 shown below provides the profiles of 



the six readers who were chosen for the present study. 

Table 4 

The Six Readers' Profile 

Reader Age Gender Reading L1 Residing 
Context in u.s. 

(month) 

Nuraeni 31 F Non-school Indonesia 15 
Non-language 

Jose 32 M Language- Spanish 3 
learning 

Vlassis 22 M School- Greek 3 
bound 

Ricky 37 F Non-school Hebrew 48 
Non-language 

Pancho 24 M Language- spanish 3 
learning 

Nandaku- 21 M School- Malay 3 
mar bound 

Note: A.P. = Assumed perceptions about L2 reading 
A.P.R.= Assumed processes of reading 
L = Linguistic perceptions about L2 reading 

A.P. 

L 

L 

L 

P 

P 

P 

P = Psycholinguistic perceptions about L2 reading 
T-B = Text-base processing 
liT = InteractivelTransactive processing 

3.3.3 The Reading Text 

84 

A.P.R 

T-B 

T-B 

T-B 

liT 

liT 

liT 

An article from a magazine in English was selected as 

the reading text for the case studies. Several 

considerations were taken in selecting the article used: 



1) the article should deal with a common topic, not 

too technical, about which the six readers have a 

certain background knowledge, and possibly some 

interest in reading; 

2) the article should deal with a current topic or 

issue; 
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3) the topic should contain certain situations 

relevant to the readers so that they can relate the 

articlp. to their life or experiences in the real world. 

4) the linguistic elements used in the article (i.e., 

grammatical structure and lexical level) should be 

somewhat above the subjects' current linguistic 

proficiency level and yet within their comprehension 

level. The goal was to avoid too smooth a process of 

comprehension and let the linguistic elements create 

some comprehension difficulties that would require 

certain fix-up strategies so that the use of strategies 

could be reported or observed; 

5) the length of the article should be manageable by 

the readers within the time constraint of the study; 

6) the article should be a whole, with a beginning, a 

middle, and an ending. One page or one-and-a-half 

pages seemed to be appropriate; and 

7) the article should not have been previously seen 

or read by any of the six readers. 
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with these criteria in mind, a one-page long article was 

selected as the reading text from a two-year-old issue of 

Time magazine (See Appendix C). The article met the above 

criteria in that its topic -- the controversy concerning the 

English-only movement -- has relevancy to ESL readers, and 

deals with a currently relevant issue. In addition, as ESL 

speakers in the united States, the six readers were expected 

to have some background knowledge, personal experience, 

and/or interest in the content of the article. Furthermore, 

although the article dealt with an on-going controversial 

topic, it was published in 1989 (two years before the case 

study was conducted). Hence, it was not likely that the 

article had been read by the subjects since most of them 

came to the united States after 1990 as shown in Table 2 

above. 

It was assumed that the Time magazine article would 

create enough linguistic, especially vocabulary, hiatus for 

the readers based on the results of the questionnaire data: 

Of the 44 respondents who regularly read Time magazine, 35 

(80%) of them self-reported vocabulary as the major cause of 

their reading difficulties. 

3.3.4 Procedures 

3.3.4.1 Procedures for Data Collection 

Methodological triangulation was attempted so that each 

method could compensate for the drawbacks of other methods. 
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The specific methods employed for data collection were: the 

initial interview, the think-aloud protocol, the 

observation, the retelling and the retrospective reading 

analysis. 

Each reader met with the researcher twice within a 

period of a week. The initial interview, the think-aloud, 

and the retelling were carried out during the first meeting, 

and the retrospective reading analysis was conducted at the 

second meeting. 

A. The First Meeting: The Initial Interview, the Think-aloud 

session, and the Retelling 

1) The Initial Interview 

The interview technique was used to obtain additional 

access to each subject's perceptions about L2 reading. In 

addition, it was used to collect crosschecking data from the 

subjects' responses in the questionnaire on what they do to 

solve problems during reading. The Burke Reading Interview 

Modified for Older Readers (BIMOR, See Appendix B) was used 

at the initial interview to elicit the readers' responses. 

The whole interview session was tape-recorded and 

transcribed (See Appendix E for a sample transcription). 

2) The Think-aloud Session 

The think-aloud session immediately followed the BIMOR 

session. During this part of the session, each reader read 

the magazine article "Only English Spoken Here" (See 
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Appendix C) chosen by the researcher. Using the think-aloud 

method, each reader was asked to verbally report whatever 

went through his or her mind while reading. The reason for 

adopting this method was to gather first-hand data on what 

L2 readers actually do in a real reading situation. 

In the beginning, it was explained to each subject that 

the purpose for the session was to collect a sample of his 

or her actual processes of reading. The subject was told 

that it was of the utmost importance that, except for the 

"thinking-aloud" part, he or she should read the article in 

whatever way he or she normally reads. 

Subsequently, the researcher described and demonstrated 

to the subject the think-aloud technique. The technique was 

described as "verbalizing whatever goes through your mind," 

and the researcher demonstrated thinking-aloud, using 

another article from the same magazine. Following the 

demonstration, each reader was directed to practice the 

think-aloud technique, using the other article. 

When the reader was judged to be ready by the 

researcher, he or she was asked to proceed with the actual 

reading material. The subject was again reminded the 

importance of reading the article in the same way he or she 

normally reads magazine articles in English except for the 

verbalization. In addition, the readers were told that they 

would be asked to retell the article upon finishing the 



reading. 

All the verbalizations were tape-recorded and 

transcribed prior to the next meeting with the subject. 

(For a sample transcription, see Appendix E). 

3) observation of the Subjects 

The researcher observed and took notes of any unusual 

event or physical and emotional changes that occurred 

throughout the data collecting sessions. 

4) Retellinqs 

89 

Upon finishing the article each reader was asked to 

retell what they had read. When the reader had finished 

retelling, he or she was asked, "Is there anything else you 

would like to add?" 

The unaided retelling session was followed by an aided 

recall session. Here, open-ended questions were asked to 

probe further into the subjects' process of gathering 

meaning as well as the constructed meaning. The dialogue in 

the retelling session was tape-recorded and transcribed 

before the second meeting (For a sample transcription, see 

Appendix E) . 

B. The Second Meeting: The Retrospective Analysis 

1) The Retrospective Analysis 

In preparation for the second meeting, the researcher 

analyzed the think-aloud transcripts and the retelling 

transcripts from the previous reading to identify: parts of 



the text that seemed to have been problematic for the 

reader, and the seemingly employed but not clearly 

verbalized strategy use while reading. The researcher 

marked and numbered the parts of the text in question. 
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At the second meeting which took place within a week of 

the first meeting, the subject was asked to clarify certain 

think-aloud statements he or she made in the previous 

session and was encouraged to analyze and evaluate his or 

her reading in the previous session which had been tape

recorded. When necessary, the appropriate portions of the 

tape-recorded think-aloud reading were played so that the 

subject could view the text and listen to his or her actual 

reading and think-aloud statements. 

The session began by asking the subjects to identify 

the troublesome parts when he or she read during the 

previous meeting. If the subjects did not make any comment 

on those problematic parts on their own, the researcher 

initiated discussion, following the previously marked 

portions of the text. Some of the frequently repeated 

questions were: 

1. What do you think happened here? 

2. Why do you think this part was hard to understand? 

3. What kind of strategies did you use to try to solve 

the problem? 

4. Do you usually use the same strategy for similar 
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5. (for rereading) When you read the part for the 

second (or third) time, did you read it in 

different ways than the first time? 

(If the reader says "yes") How? 
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Following the retrospective analysis session, the 

subjects were asked a few questions to collect feedback on 

the e~fect of their experience in the two sessions on their 

perceptions or attitudes about reading in English. 

3.3.4.2 Procedures for Data Analyses 

The data were analyzed within the framework of the 

three major theories of reading on which the present study 

is based: the metacognitive, the psycholinguistic r and the 

schema/interactive. Due to the nature of the design, a 

large portion of the data, especially the one collected at 

the first meeting, was analyzed during the data collection 

period. 

The first step was to analyze each individual's 

perceptions about reading in L2 and their reading processes 

to search for repetitive themes at the individual level. 

Subsequently, individuals' patterns were cross-analyzed to 

identify a more comprehensive pattern of the reading 

processes of L2 readers. 
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A. Data Analysis at the individual level~ 

1) The Initial Interview. Each subject's responses to the 

interview questions were analyzed to identify his or her 

perceived view of L2 reading and additional self-reports on 

personal paradigms of the reading process. The interview 

data was analyzed using the following procedure: first, from 

the interview's transcript, the responses reflecting the 

subject's perceptions about reading were identified as 

IIperceptions. 1I Similarly, the responses which describe or 

reflect the individual's actual process of reading were 

identified as IIstrategies. 1I 

Next, the responses identified as IIperceptionsll were 

reorganized around three groupings in accordance with the 

metacognitive theoretical framework: person, task/purpose, 

and strategy variables. Subsequently, the subject's 

perceptions about each variable were identified as either 

IIlinguistic perception/language-learning purpose ll or as 

IIpsycholinguistic perception/meaning-purpose. II The ~nalysis 

of the interview data regarding the subject's perceptions 

about L2 reading was crosschecked with the other perception 

data obtained from the questionnaire and the retrospective 

session. 

The responses which reflect the subject's actual use of 

strategies during reading were identified either as non

language-based IItop-downll or language-based IIbottom-upll 
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processing strategies, within the schema/interactive theory 

of reading. The analysis of this part of the interview data 

was crosschecked with the analysis of other information 

regarding the subject's strategy use obtained from the 

questionnaire, the think-aloud, and the retrospective 

analysis data. 

2) The Think-aloud Protocols. After each reader's think

aloud protocol was transcribed, the first task was to 

identify the processing strategies that the subjects were 

employing during reading. All of the statements that each 

individual subject made during the think-aloud session were 

categorized and identified as strategies. A majority of the 

think-aloud statements fell under certain strategy category 

items that have been identified in the literature: However, 

certain statements or strategies did not easily fit into any 

existing strategy category. In these cases, new items were 

created and added to the categorization of reading 

strategies in order to code the subject's specific 

statements or strategy use. After all reading strategies 

employed by each subject were identified and categorized, 

all strategy items derived from the six subjects' think

aloud statements were compiled. 

The next step was to develop a classification system 

according to the theoretical frameworks in order to analyze 

the data obtained from the think-aloud session. within the 
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framework of the psycholinguistic theory and the 

schema/interactive theory of reading, the strategy items 

were organized in two groups: "reader-based top-down" 

processing strategies and "text-based bottom-up" processing 

strategies. Next, each strategy item was arranged in a 

chart form. 

Table 5 shows the classification system developed to 

analyze the think-aloud data in terms of an approach to 

reading an L2 text. As can be noted in Table 5, the items 

were arranged in the order of most "reader-based" to most 

"text-based." Therefore, the items on the top of the chart 

represent more reader-based interaction and transaction with 

the text, ~uch as personally reacting and being responsive 

to the content of the text, and bring the reader-based 

background knowledge or the reader's real world to the world 

of text, whereas the ones on the bottom of the chart depict 

more text-based, local meaning-focused processing 

strategies. 



Code 

RR 

RRemo 
RRemp 

RRpo 

RRagr 

RS 

RSadj 

RSex 

RSlack 

RSprag 

RW 

RWexp 

RWq 
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Table 5 

category System for the Think-aloud Statements 
(In order from reader-based to text-based) 

Category 

REACTIVE/RESPONSIVE 

Emotional reaction 
Empathy 

Personal opinions/ 
beliefs 

Agreement/disagreement 

RELATING TO SCHEMA 

Adjusting previous schema 

Identifying existing schema 

Identifying lack of schema 

Using pragmatic background 
knowledge 

Example 

"It's funny." 
"I put myself in 
the position where 
I'm not allowed to 
speak Greek ... " 

"I think what the 
nurse did was 
unfair." 

"I agree with what 
this guy is saying" 

"I thought they've 
already required 
that." 

"I knew about 
that." 

"I didn't know 
about this." 

"His name sounds to 
me not English, 
not American." 

RELATING TO PERSONAL EXPERIENCES IN THE REAL WORLD 

Relating to personal 
experiences 

Asking a question concerning 
real world 

- continued -

"I've seen more 
road signs in 
Spanish." 

"What was the de
cision in Arizona?" 



Code 

RG 

RGt 
RGg 
RGint 
RGun 
RGmi 
RGrrk 
RGmc 
RGmic 
RGsus 
RGro 
RGrrext 

TS 

TSsamp 

TSpara 
TSmc 
TSmic 
TSrr 
TSgr 

TW 

TWgues 
TWmi 
TWcog 
TWprop 
TWun 
TWdic 
TWrr 
TWdec 

Table 5 (Continued) 

Category Example 

GLOBAL MEANING-ORIENTED (INTERSENTENTIAL LEVEL) 

Using the title "Ah, new subject" 
Using graphics 
Personal interpretation 

. Underlining important parts 
Identifying main idea/summarizing 
Rereading key phrases 
Monitoring comprehending 
Monitoring not comprehending 

*Suspending judgments 
*Ignoring and reading-on 
*Rereading more than a current sentence 

LOCAL MEANING-ORIENTED (INTRASENTENTIAL LEVEL) 
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Selecting/sampling 
information 

" ... and other names 
[not finishing 
reading a list of 
names in the 
article]." 

Paraphrasing 
Monitoring comprehending 
Monitoring not comprehending 

*Rereading 
*Identifying grammatical features 

CONCENTRATING ON WORDS (VOCABULARY, IDIOM LEVEL) 

*Guessing meaning, using immediate context 
Monitoring unfamiliarity 
Identifying a cognate 
Commenting on terms/proper nouns 
Underlining unfamiliar words 

*Using the dictionary 
*Rereading 

Decoding/Sounding out correctly 

Note: The categories were derived from the think-aloud data 
of all six readers. 
*: Used as a fix-up strategy for comprehension failure 
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The classification which was derived and developed from 

the six subjects' actual think-aloud statements served as a 

consistent base for analyzing their actual reading processes 

during reading. Based on this chart, each subject's think-

aloud transcript was re-analyzed (See Appendix 

sample analysis of the think-aloud transcript). 

E for a 

At this 

time the think-aloud statements were coded and the frequency 

of coded statements in each item on the chart shown in Table 

5 was recorded. Table 6 illustrates individual subject's 

categorization of think-aloud statements. 

Think-aloud statements were chunked when they 

represented the same strategy. For example, one reader's 

rather lengthy verbalization was: "This reminds me that I 

was reading this morning an article about in the Time 

magazine about what would happen in when other, when other 

ethnic, ethnic groups will be bigger than the white American 

groups. They, they are saying, I remember the article say 

that the society of united States is going to change." This 

verbalization was coded as one occurrence of RSex 

(identifying existing background knowledge), whereas another 

statement by the same reader which was shorter than the 

other one, "I don't, I don't understand these sentences, but 

maybe I will read the article," was coded as two 

occurrences: RGmic (monitoring incomprehension at the global 

level) and RGsus (Suspending judgment at the global level). 



Table 6 

A Sample of the categorization of Individual Reader's 
Think-aloud statements 

category 

READER-BASED (TOP-DOWN) 

REACTING/RESPONSIVE 

Personal opinions/beliefs 
Agreement/disagreement 

SCHEMA-RELATED 

Number of Occurrences 

6 
3 

Identifying existing schema 1 
Using pragmatic background knowledge 2 

RELATING TO PERSONAL EXPERIENCES IN REAL WORLD 

Relating to personal experiences 1 

GLOBAL MEANING-ORIENTED (INTERSENTENTIAL LEVEL) 

Using graphics 
Identifying main idea/summarizing 

*Suspending judgments 
Monitoring not comprehending 

TEXT-BASED (BOTTOM-UP) 

1 
3 
1 
1 

LOCAL MEANING-ORIENTED (INTRASENTENTIAL LEVEL) 

Selecting/sampling information 
Paraphrasing 
Monitoring not comprehending 

*Rereading 

1 
1 
1 
o (1)** 

CONCENTRATING ON WORDS (VOCABULARY, IDIOM LEVEL) 

*Guessing the meaning, using immediate 
context 1 

* : Used as a fix-up strategies 
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**: Numbers in parenthesis to the right represent observed, 
not verbalized occurrences of strategy use. 
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Based on the number of occurrences under each category of 

the think-aloud statements, each reader's processes of 

reading were characterized as "transactive" or "text-based." 

3) Retelling. The six subjects' oral retellings were 

transcribed and analyzed to gather additional crosschecking 

data on the extent of the subjects' personal paradigm of 

transactions with the text. Accordingly, retellings were 

analyzed in terms of the degree of interaction/transaction 

the subject made with the text in the process of meaning 

construction that was reflected in the retelling rather than 

what or how much was comprehended or remembered. For this 

reason, in the actual analysis of the retelling, only the 

unaided portion was used in order to observe the subjects' 

degree of interaction/transaction without leading him or her 

through the prompts in aided retelling. 

Retelling analyses were carried out based on the 

retelling profile developed by Mitchell and Irwin (1990) 

(See Appendix D). It provided a useful tool for a holistic 

way of measuring the extent of the reader's interaction and 

transaction with the text. The profile consists of three 

domains which are based on a theoretical view of reading as 

an interactive and transactive process between the reader 

and the text: Text-based Comprehension, Reader's Response 

and Reaction to text, and Reader's Language Fluency. Each 

domain contains four items. To yield the retelling profile 
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for each reader, the retelling is evaluated on all 12 items 

according to the degree of evidence the retelling provides 

on each item. In this study, only the items under the first 

two domains, Text-based Comprehension and Reader's Response 

and Reaction, are utilized. The items under the Reader's 

Language Fluency measure were utilized as crosschecking 

information for the readers' language proficiency in English 

as a second language. 

To obtain a reader's profile, a rater enters a 

checkrnark in the appropriate box (no, a low, a moderate, or 

a high) for each item. Or, as Mitchell and Irwin (1990) 

suggest, a point system can be utilized as an alternative to 

the checkrnarks. For the point system, the respective boxes 

can be quantified as Q, ~, ~, and d, for no, a low, a 

moderate, and a high, respectively (See Appendix E for a 

sample of scoring of retellings). The present study adopted 

the point system to compare the summed scores in each domain 

of Text-based Comprehension and Reader's Response and 

Reaction. The points were summed only for the four items 

within the same domain because, as the authors caution: "~ 

sum of the points for all twelve items would be meaningless 

and would ignore the integrity of the domains [emphasis in 

the original]" (Mitchell & Irwin, 1990, p. 12). 

Interrater Reliability After retellings were 

transcribed, a reading professor who has Ph.D in reading and 
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is familiar with the procedure of the retelling profile was 

asked to participate in evaluating the retellings. To 

establish interrater reliability between the reading 

professor and the researcher of the present study, the 

aggregate scores were compared. According to a correlation 

of aggregate scores, interrater reliability was .75 (.89 for 

Text-based Comprehension, .80 for Response and Reaction, and 

.55 for Reader's Language Fluency). 

4) The Retrospective Analysis session. The transcript from 

the retrospective analysis was analyzed for crosschecking 

information on the subjects' perceptions and their processes 

of reading in L2. 

The data obtained from the Retrospective Analysis 

session was analyzed using the same procedure which was used 

for the interview data. The subjects' comments and 

responses which revealed their perceptions about reading in 

L2, e.g., their evaluations and reflection on their reading 

processes, were analyzed as either meaning

purpose/psycholinguistic perception or language

purpose/linguistic perception. This data was crosschecked 

with other information concerning the subjects' perception 

obtained from the questionnaire and the interview, which led 

to emerging themes about the subjects' perceptions about L2 

reading. 
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Likewise, the subjects' statements about their 

processing strategies, e.g., confirrnation/disconfirrnation of 

the observed strategy use during the think-aloud, were 

analyzed as text-based or transactive/interactive 

processing. This data was crosschecked with other strategy 

use data obtained from the questionnaire, Think-aloud 

protocol, and Retelling, which resulted in emerging themes 

about the subjects' reading processes in L2. 

B. Data Analyses Across the six Readers 

Once each individual case study was analyzed as a whole 

study, each case's conclusions were compared with each other 

to find a broader pattern. Data from the individual cases 

were cross-analyzed and synthesized in order to find 

emerging themes and patterns across the six individual 

cases. Specifically, the analyses were conducted to 

identify the emerging patterns between the subjects' 

perceptions and their L2 reading processes across the six 

readers. The relationship between the perception variable 

and other variables that interactively affect the reading 

processes were also examined. 



103 

CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

4.1 CHAPTER OVERVIEW 

This chapter presents the findings of the study, 

discusses the results, and answers the research questions 

raised for the investigation. The results from the survey 

study will be presented, addressing whether or not the 

corresponding hypotheses were supported by the results. 

Then, the chapter discusses the findings from the case 

studies, focusing on the emerging patterns, themes, and 

interpretation of the findings. The narrative of the 

individual cases is presented first, reporting the findings 

of an emerging pattern of the relationship between 

perceptions and actual reading processes in L2 at the 

individual level. Individual case narratives are followed 

by a discussion of the results of the multi-case analyses, 

in terms of the emerging patterns across the six cases, 

which provide coherent insights into the relationships. In 

the discussion section, the findings from both the survey 

and the case studies are synthesized to answer the research 

questions raised for the investigation of the study. 
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4.2 RESULTS OF THE SURVEY 

4.2.1 The Effect of Perceived Personal Resources on 

Strateqy Use 

Hypothesis 1a (H1a) predicted that the less confident 

an L2 reader is about his or her reading ability, the more 

text-based processing strategies will he or she employ while 

reading. The data showed that the correlation between the 

"perceived ability score" and the "strategy use score" was 

.26 (p < .01) (See Table 7). 

Table 7 

Pearson's Correlation Coefficients for Perceived Reading 
Ability, Perceived Purpose for Reading, Perceived Utility of 
strategy, and Strateqy Use Scores in L2 (N=139) 

Perceived Perceived Perceived Strategy 
ability purpose utility use 

Perceived 1.00 -.17 -.09 .26 
ability p = 0 P =.05 P =.3 P =.002 

Perceived -.17 1. 00 .02 -.29 
purpose p =.05 P = 0 P =.85 P =.0007 

Perceived -.09 .02 1.00 .32 
utility P =.3 P =.85 P = 0 P =.0002 

Strategy .26 -.29 .32 1. 00 
use p =.002 p=.0007 P =.0002 P = 0 

An analysis of variance was conducted by classifying 

the respondents into Low (lower than average on a 5-point 

scale), Medium (average), and High (higher than average) 
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group. Similar to the correlation analysis, the results of 

ANOVA showed that the lower the perceived reading ability 

was, the more bottom-up processing strategies were employed 

(df=2,131i F=4.15i p=.018) (See Table 8). Therefore, 

Hypothesis 1a was supported by the data. 

Table 8 

ANOVA: The Effect of Perceived Personal Resources on 
strategy Use (Hla) 

Average 
Score of 
strategy 
Use (S.D.l 

ANOVA: 
Strategy 
Use 

Low 
(n=32) 

4.14 
( .43) 

Sum of 
square 

1.32 
20.80 

Perceived Reading Ability 

df 

2 
131 

Medium 
(n=59) 

4.26 
( .40) 

Mean 
square 

.66 

.16 

F 

4.15 

High 
(n=43) 

4.41 
(.37) 

Significance 
of F 

.018 

4.2.2 The Effect of Perceived Purpose for L2 Reading on 

strategy Use 

Hypothesis 1b (H1b) predicated that the more dominant 

language-learning purpose a reader has for L2 reading, the 

more text-based processing strategies will he or she employ. 

The data show that the correlation between the "language 
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purpose score" and the "strategy use score" is -.29 (p <.01) 

(See Table 7). That is, respondents who perceive language 

improvement as the major purpose for reading magazines are 

more likely to use bottom-up processing strategies (Note 

that the higher the score of strategy use, the more top-down 

processing is used; in this case the sign of the correlation 

was minus). An analysis of variance was conducted by 

classifying the respondents into three groups, similar to 

the test of H1a. The results of ANOVA showed that language-

oriented respondents were more likely to employ bottom-up 

processing strategies than non-language-oriented respondents 

(df:2,130; F = 5.19; p = .007) (See Table 9). Therefore, 

H1b was supported by the data. 

Table 9 

ANOVA: The Effect of Language-learning purpose on strategy 
Use (Hlb) 

Average 
Score of 
strategy 
Use (S.D.) 

ANOVA: 
Strategy 
Use 

Language-learning Purpose for L2 Reading 

Low Medium High 
(n=56) (n=33) (n=44) 

4.41 4.22 4.16 
( . 40) (.34) ( .43) 

Sum of df Mean F Significance 
square square of F 

1. 63 2 .82 5.19 .007 
20.47 130 .16 
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other purposes for reading L2 magazines (e.g., 

entertainment, getting general in-formation, getting specific 

information) were not significantly related to the actual 

strategy use. 

4.2.3 The Effect of Perceived utility of strategy on 

strategy Use 

Hypothesis lc (Hlc) predicted that the stronger 

perception an L2 reader has about the utility of language

based resources and strategies, the more text-based 

processing strategies will he or she employ. The 

correlation between "perceived utility score" and "strategy 

use score" was .32 (p < .01) (See Table 5). The results of 

ANOVA showed that perceived utility was significantly 

related with strategy use (df=2,l29; F=8.l6; p=.OOl) (See 

Table 10). That is, respondents who are aware of the non

language-based resources and strategies are more likely to 

use top-down processing strategies, and those who are aware 

of the languagc-"'!::::<:lsed resources and strategies are more 

likely to use bottom-up strategies. Therefore, Hlc was 

supported by the data. 

The effects of the three metacognitive variables on the 

strategy use variable were examined separately (main effect 

only). However, these three variable could interactively 

affect the strategy use. Thus, interaction effects were 

checked by a 2-way analysis of variance. As shown in Table 
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11, no interaction effect was found, but a significant main 

effect of three independent variables on strategy use was 

found. The results illustrate that the three factors 

influenced the strategy use independently, rather than 

interactively. In addition, the magnitude of the three 

factors was similar in terms of the effects on strategy use. 

Table 10 

ANOVA: The Effect of Perceived utility on strategy 
Use (H1c) 

Perceived utility 
Low Medium High 

(n=38) (n=49) (n=45) 

Average 
Score of 4.07 4.34 4.40 
Strategy ( . 39) ( . 34) ( .43) 
use (S. D. ) 

Sum of df Mean F Significance 
square square of F 

ANOVA: 2.45 2 1.23 8.16 .001 
Strategy 19.40 129 .15 
Use 
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Table 11 

Two-way ANOVA: The Interaction Effect of Perceived 
Reading Ability, Perceived Purpose for Reading, and 

Perceived utility on strategy Use 

Sum of df Mean F Significance 
square square of F 

Perceived 1.69 2 .85 5.91 .004 
Ability 

Perceived 2.85 2 1.42 9.95 .000 
utility 

2-way .12 4 .03 .21 .935 
Interaction 

Residual 17.59 123 .14 
Total 21.85 131 .17 

Perceived 1.66 2 .83 6.03 .003 
Ability 

Perceived 2.52 2 1.26 9.19 .000 
utility 

2-way .984 4 .25 1. 79 .135 
Interaction 

Residual 16.76 122 .14 
Total 21. 83 130 .17 

Perceived 1.43 2 .71 4.75 .010 
Ability 

Perceived 1. 09 2 .54 3.63 .030 
utility 

2-way .78 4 .20 1.30 .274 
Interaction 

Residual 18.60 124 .15 
Total 22.10 133 .17 



4.2.4 Transfer of Ll Reading strategies with Respect to 

Perceived Reading Ability in Ll and L2 Readings 
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Hypothesis 2a (H2a) predicted that the closer 

perception a reader has about his or her reading ability in 

L1 and L2 reading, the more similar processing strategies 

will he or she employ while L1 and L2 reading. Respondents 

who perceive little difference in their reading ability 

between Ll and L2 reading were hypothesized to have little 

difference in their use of processing strategies during L1 

and L2 reading. On the other hand, respondents who perceive 

a large difference in their ability as a reader in L1 and L2 

reading were hypothesized to have a large difference in 

their use of processing strategies during Ll and L2 reading. 

Thus, it was expected that there would be a positive 

correlation between the "difference score of perceived 

reading ability" and the "difference score of strategy use." 

As hypothesized, the data showed a positive correlation 

(r=22; p <.05) (See Table 12). Therefore, H2a was supported 

by the data. 
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Table 12 

Pearson's Correlation Coefficients for Difference Score of 
Perceived Reading Ability, Difference Score of Perceived 

Purpose, Difference Score of Perceived utility, and 
Difference Score of strategy Use Between L1 and L2 Reading 

Difference Difference Difference Difference 
perceived perceived perceived strategy 
ability purpose utility use 

Difference 
perceived 1.00 .14 -.01 .22 
ability p = 0 P =.11 P =.86 P =. 02 

Difference 
perceived .14 1.00 .00 .25 
purpose p =.11 P = 0 P =.96 P =.008 

Difference 
perceived -.01 .00 1.00 .15 
utility P =.86 P =.96 P = 0 P =.12 

Difference 
strategy .22 .25 .15 1. 00 
use p =.02 P =.008 P =.12 P = 0 

4.2.5 Transfer of L1 Reading strategies with Respect to 

Perceived Purpose for Reading Magazines 

Hypothesis 2b (H2b) predicted that the closer purpose a 

reader has for Ll and L2 reading, the more similar 

processing strategies will he or she employ while Ll and L2 

reading. Similar to H2a, respondents who perceive little 

difference in purpose for reading between Ll and L2 were 

hypothesized to have little difference in reading strategy 



112 

use in L1 and L2 reading. In other words, respondents who 

have a higher score or language purpose for reading an L2 

magazines, but a lower score of language purpose for reading 

an L1 magazines were expected to show little transfer of 

reading strategies from Ll to L2. As a result, a negative 

correlation was expected between the "difference score of 

perceived purpose" for reading and the "difference score of 

strategy use" during L1 and L2 reading. As hypothesized, 

the data showed a significant negative correlation (r=-23; p 

< .05), supporting H2b (See Table 12). 

4.2.6 Transfer of Ll Reading strategies with Respect to 

Perceived utility 

Hypothesis 2c (H2c) predicted that the closer 

perception a reader has about the utility of reading 

strategies for L1 and L2 reading, the more similar 

processing strategies will he or she employ during- L1 and L2 

reading. 

While the measure of perceived utility of reading 

strategies was collected in an L2 setting, the relevant 

measure of perceived utility of reading strategies in an L1 

setting was not included in the questionnaire. Thus, a 

direct correlation between the "difference score of 

perceived utility" and the "difference score of strategy 

use" (as in the text of H2a and H2b) could not be obtained. 
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However, an open-ended question, regarding the 

perceived utility of strategies, was included in the 

questionnaire. Respondents were asked to provide 

recommendations for improving L1 and L2 reading. Their 

responses to these open-ended questions were coded into 

three categories in five items. Language-based items were 

coded as -1; no response was coded as 0; and non-Ianguage

based items were coded as +1. Thus, the "difference score 

of perceived utility" of reading magazines was calculated by 

subtracting the L2 aggregated score (five items) from the L1 

aggregated score (five items). This single score was 

correlated with the "difference score of strategy use" 

between Ll and L2 reading. The data showed a positive 

correlation (r=.15), but not at a significant level (p 

=.12). Therefore, H2c was not supported by the data 

although a correct sign was found. It is speculated that 

this could be due to the considerable number of missing 

values since 30 percent of the participants did not respond 

to the two open-ended questions about the recommendations 

for Ll and L2 reading. 



4.3 RESULTS OF THE CASE STUDIES 

4.3.1 six Readers' Readinq 

4.3.1.1 Nuraeni 

A. Reader Profile 

1) Personal Data 
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Nuraeni is a female adult reader of English as a second 

language. She is from Indonesia, and her native language is 

Indonesian. She is a 31-year-old housewife, living with her 

husband and two children, a 5-year-old boy and a 4-year-old 

girl. Her husband is working on his Doctoral degree at the 

University of Arizona, and the family is living in the 

University family housing complex. The family has lived in 

the United states for a little over one year, and they 

expect to stay in the United States for two more years. 

Nuraeni chose the researcher's apartment as the 

research site for both meetings. The first meeting lasted 

two hours and the second meeting one hour and a half. 

Throughout both sessions of the case study, Nuraeni was 

open, cooperative, and relaxed. She was keenly interested 

in discovering the processes of L2 reading. She expressed 

that she would like to volunteer for further study, if there 

would be any. 

2) Readinq Backqround 

Nuraeni learned to read in English at school in 

Indonesia when she was in the 7th grade and continued 
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English instruction through the 12th grade. During the 

interview she remembered that grammar exercises in the 

English textbooks were the most emphasized activity in the 

English program in her school. 

After graduating from college where she majored in 

finance, she took English lessons in a private language 

school for two years. According to her self-report in the 

questionnaire, the language school's instructions emphasized 

vocabulary, extra reading assignments, grammar exercises, 

translation, use of reading strategies, discussions of the 

reading topic, and pronunciation exercises, in that order of 

emphasis. When asked what kinds of reading strategies she 

learned at the language school, Nuraeni said "I mean, we 

have to know which one is the subject, verb, or object, or 

others." 

Soon after her family moved to the united States, 

Nuraeni took a reading class at a community learning center 

in Tucson for two months where she said she practiced "just 

reading, because so many Mexican people had a problem with 

pronunciation. I' She also attended evening English classes 

at CESL for six months. She was placed in a reading/writing 

class at the intermediate level where she said "only 

speaking and a little bit grammar and writing" were taught. 

In her free time, Nuraeni reads Parents and Vogue 

magazines. In the questionnaire, she reported that she 
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reads approximately 2-5 pages of magazines a week. 

Generally, topics that interest her are: fad/fashions, 

living/lifestyles, and entertainment/TV/movies. During the 

BIMOR interview, Nuraeni said that she particularly likes to 

read articles about movie stars and other celebrities. 

Topics that do not interest her are: short novels/stories 

and sports. 

B. perceptions about Reading in English as a Second Language 

1) Nuraeni's perceptions about herself as an L2 reader in 

English: Nuraeni's responses in the questionnaire show that 

she is not confident about her reading ability in English. 

She rated her reading proficiency in English as "average," 

which is the middle on a 5-point scale (poor-limited

average-good-excellent). In addition, when asked to rank 

her speaking, listening, reading, and writing proficiency in 

English, she ranked reading as 4, as the least proficient 

skill in English, following speaking as 1st, writing 2nd, 

and listening 3rd. When she was asked to describe herself 

as a reader during the interview session, she answered "Not 

so good reader." 

2) Nuraeni's Perceptions about the purpose for Reading in 

English: Nuraeni's responses concerning her purposes for 

reading magazines suggest that she reads magazines in 

English primarily to improve her language proficiency. In 

evaluating her purpose for reading IDagazines in English, she 



allocated 50 percent for the improvement of English, 35 

percent for information gathering, and 15 percent for 

pleasure seeking. This suggests that she may have a 

language-oriented perception which overrides a meaning

oriented perception about the L2 reading process. 
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In addition, she perceives that reading is an equally 

important means for improving language skills, such as 

vocabulary, grammar and structure, speaking, and writing, as 

well as for improving reading comprehension. 

3) Nuraeni's Perceptions about strategy variable in L2 

Readinq: Nuraeni's response to the question that asks the 

respondents to rate the importance of utilizing different 

strategies for L2 reading shows that she is aware of the 

importance and the utility of both non-Ianguage-based and 

language-based strategies. Table 13 illustrates her rating 

of the utility of reading strategies. 

According to her rating, Nuraeni appears to perceive L2 

reading as both a thought and a language process. On the 

one hand, she perceives "having background knowledge of the 

topic" such as "knowing American culture" as very important 

factors in reading. In addition, she is aware that 

"guessing what's going on" is an important strategy for L2 

reading. This shows that Nuraeni has certain awareness of 

the importance of using non-Ianguage-based strategies. 
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Table 13 

Nuraeni's Rating of the Importance of Reading strategies 

Non-language-based resources/strategies 

Having background knowledge of the topic 

Knowing the American culture. 

Guessing what's going on. 

Skipping some unfamiliar words 
and still understanding. 

Sharing ideas with others. 

Language-based resources/strategies 

Knowing grammar rules. 

Knowing all the words. 

Pronouncing sounds correctly. 

Knowing the correct accents/spelling. 

Translating into your own language. 

Rating* 

7 

6 

7 

4 

2 

6 

6 

1 

2 

7 

Note: Rating is on a 7-point scale, 1 being not important, 4 
being somewhat important, and 7 being very important. 

On the other hand, as can be noted in the Table 13, she 

also views language-based resources and strategies as highly 

important, such as "knowing the grammar rules," "knowing all 

the words," and "translation." 
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One can speculate that perhaps because of her strong 

perceptions about the importance of "knowing all the words," 

she does not perceive that "skipping some unfamiliar words 

and still understanding" is not as important a strategy for 

reading in L2, even though she thinks "guessing what's going 

on" in general is important. 

Nuraeni's perception about the importance of getting 

the meaning of individual words for reading in L2 was 

consistently suggested in the recommendations she provided 

in the questionnaire. "Keep the dictionary always" was her 

advice to other L2 readers in English, which may reflect her 

stronger linguistic view on the L2 reading process. 

Other responses that Nuraeni provided during the BIMOR 

interview suggest that she may have stronger linguistic 

perceptions about the L2 reading process rather than a 

balanced psycholinguistic view. For example, on one 

occasion, she stated that any American should be a good 

reader because he or she knows the language. She also said, 

"I want to know about reading. It's very difficult to read 

magazine or newspaper because so many vocabulary and 

particularly in newspaper, very hard to read •.•. I want to 

change [increase] my vocabulary, because it's very important 

in reading." 

Other responses provided by Nuraeni during the 

interview revealed that she has certain misconceptions about 
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L2 reading. For example, she considers correct decoding as 

important. The following portion of the interview 

transcript vividly depicts Nuraeni's misconceptions about 

reading in L2: 

Researcher: What makes Sheri (the person who Nuraeni 

thinks is a good reader in English) a good reader? 

Nuraeni: Because her pronunciation is good, the 

intonation, that's good. 

Researcher: Do you think that Sheri ever comes to 

something that gives her trouble while she is 

reading? 

Nuraeni: No. I think, it doesn't happen. 

Researcher: If you knew that someone was having 

difficulty reading, how would you help that 

person? 

Nuraeni: I want to teach them. Like when I studied in 

CESL, my friends from Mexican, Mexico, they have 

trouble in reading. 

Researcher: What kind of trouble did they have? 

Nuraeni: They can't, they can't reading English. If 

Sheri [the instructor of the class] ask them to 

read, they always read wrong, terrible, terrible 

reading. So I always corrected reading. 

Researcher: You mean, they were terrible at getting 

meaning or at reading aloud? 
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Nuraeni: I mean, reading aloud. 

Emerging themes about Nuraeni's perceptions about reading in 

L2: An analysis of her questionnaire responses and 

information provided during the interview suggests that 

Nuraeni has some awareness of the importance and utility of 

non-language-based, top-down processing strategies, such as 

guessing and utilizing background knowledge. However, there 

are several indications that she may also have some 

misconceptions about reading in L2 in that she perceives 

that L2 reading is primarily a language process rather than 

an interplay between thought and language, namely a 

psycholinguistic process. In addition, she displays a very 

strong linguistic-oriented purpose for L2 reading, rather 

than a meaning-oriented purpose. Nuraeni's lack of 

confidence about her reading ability due to her lexical 

weakness also reflects her linguistic perception about the 

L2 reading process. 

c. Nuraeni's Processes of Reading in English 

1) Questionnaire and Interview Data 

Table 14 illustrates Nuraeni's self-reported frequency 

of reading strategies that she utilizes during reading. 



Table 14 

Nuraeni's Self-reported Use of Reading Strategies 
for Reading Magazines in English 

Non-language-based strategies 

Using title/subtitles 
skimming and scanning 
Using illustrations/graphics 
Adjusting reading strategies to 

reading purpose 
Relating to background knowledge 
or personal experiences 

Predicting 
Monitoring comprehension 

Language-based strategies 

Frequency 

5 
5 
7 

6 

5 
5 
5 

Paying attention to individual words 7 
Paying attention to grammatical structures 7 
Getting the exact meaning of the text 7 
Feeling uncomfortable by not knowing 
what some of the words mean. 7 

Using the dictionary 6 
creating a personal glossary 2 
Translating into the native language 6 

Non-language-based fix-up strategies 

Guessing the meaning based on the context 6 
Guessing the meaning based on one's 

background knowledge 5 
Using illustrations/graphics 4 
Ignoring and reading on 5 
Reading on and returning 3 
Rereading 6 
seeking help from an expert 1 

Language-based fix-up strategies 

consulting a dictionary 
Focusing on the grammatical structure 

6 
7 

Note: Frequency is on a 7-point scale, 1 being never, 4 
being sometimes, and 7 being always. 
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Table 14 indicates that Nuraeni uses top-down 

strategies to a lesser degree than bottom-up strategies 

although she utilizes both. For example, while she often 

"tries to relate her reading to her personal experience or 

schema," "guess what the following part will say," and 

"check understanding while reading," she always "pays most 

attention to what individual words mean," "pays most 

attention to grammatical structures," "tries to know exactly 

what the article says," and "feels uncomfortable if I don't 

know what some of the words mean." 

In addition, she uses other bottom-up strategies 

frequently, such as "looking up the unfamiliar words in the 

dictionary" and "trying to translate into my own language." 

The fact that she reported highly frequent use of bottom-up 

strategies seems to suggest that she may rely excessively on 

text-based processing. 

When she has trouble understanding the text, she seems 

to rely on language-based strategies, such as grammatical 

competence in English and dictionary help. Guessing and 

rereading are two non-language-based fix-up strategies that 

she employs as frequently as those language-based 

strategies. 

Her response during the interview also shows her 

reliance on language-based strategies for solving 

comprehension failure: 
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Researcher: "When you are reading and you come to 

something that gives you trouble, what do you do?" 

Nuraeni: "When I read magazine and newspaper, I read 

the whole sentence [again] and get the meaning. 

When stuck on a word, [I] look it up in the 

dictionary." 

2) Think-aloud Protocol 

Nuraeni made 43 think-aloud statements during her first 

reading which are categorized in Table 15. Her reading, 

characterized by extensive rereading can be described as 

laborious. 

One of Nuraeni's most salient reading strategies is 

rereading. Before reading the article, she informed the 

researcher that she usually reads the whole article twice if 

she really wants to know the meaning. This behavior seemed 

to be the case for this reading (she had been told that she 

would be asked to retell the article). Since the purpose of 

the think-aloud session was to collect a representative 

sample of her actual reading paradigm, she WaS allowed to 

read the whole article twice. 
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Table 15 

categorization of Nuraeni's Think-aloud statements 

category Number of Occurrences 
First reading Second reading 

READER-BASED (TOP-DOWN) 

GLOBAL MEANING-ORIENTED (INTERSENTENTIAL LEVEL) 

Identifying main ideal 
Summarizing 

*Ignoring and reading-on 
Monitoring not comprehending 

*Rereading more than a current 
sentence 

TEXT-BASED (BOTTOM-UP) 

1 
1 
2 

o (3) 

LOCAL MEANING-ORIENTED (INTRASENTENTIAL LEVEL) 

Paraphrasing 
Monitoring comprehending 

*Rereading 
*Syntactic analysis, identifying 

grammatical features 

11 
19 
o (46) 

o (4) 

CONCENTRATING ON WORDS (VOCABULARY, IDIOM LEVEL) 

*Guessing the meaning, using the 
immediate context 

Monitoring unfamiliarity 
Monitoring resolving the meaning of 
unfamiliar word 

*Rereading 

* Used as a fix-up strategy 

2 
7 

2 
o (7) 

o 
o 
o 

o 

3 
4 
0(11) 

o 
o 

o 
o (2) 

** Numbers in parenthesis to the right represent observed, 
not verbalized occurrences of strategy use. 
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During the session, although she did not make any 

specific verbalization of the process, she employed the 

rereading strategy extensively. The transcript of her 

think-aloud reading clearly demonstrates that she relies on 

the strategy all through her reading. She reread various 

segments of the text a total of 63 times for the first 

reading, and 14 times for the second reading. Of the 63 

rereadings in the first reading she reread part of a 

sentence 34 times, a whole sentence 12 times, a full 

sentence leaving out modifiers four times (this is further 

discussed below), single words seven times and two sentences 

together three times. Of the 14 rereadings in the second 

reading, Nuraeni reread part of a sentence eight times, the 

whole sentence three times, a single word two times, and a 

sentence leaving out modifiers once. 

A strategy that Nuraeni employed during her rereading 

was to focus on the grammatical structure of the sentence. 

This is particularly suggested on three occasions when she 

deliberately omitted some modifying words in the rereading. 

For instance, when Nuraeni reread the following sentence 

"until recently language, which has sparked wars and altered 

national boundaries abroad, was not a political issue in 

this country," she reread "until recently language was not a 

political issue in this country," leaving out the modifying 

relative pronoun clause, "which has sparked wars and altered 
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national boundaries abroad." 

Of the 43 think-aloud statements that she made, 21 

statements fall under the category of monitoring 

understanding at the sentence and lexical levels. Actually, 

those monitoring statements were short comments such as "I 

know" or "O.K., I know," and they usually occurred after 

Nuraeni reread a certain portion of or a whole sentence. 

Seven of her think-aloud statements concerned her 

unfamiliarity with specific words (e.g., "I don't know 

'spawns' here"). (It should be pointed out that Nuraeni did 

not bring her English/Indonesian dictionary to the first 

meeting and she decided to read the article without using 

the dictionary.) Of the seven unfamiliar words, she seemed 

to resolve the meaning of two words, one by rereading the 

sentence where the word occurred, the other by finishing the 

rest of the sentence that followed the word. 

Another strategy that Nuraeni employed extensively 

while reading was paraphrasing a part of or a whole sentence 

she was reading. Eleven of her think-aloud statements 

paraphrased the sentence she had just read. It is also 

noticeable that in most cases the paraphrasing is very close 

to the original text as the following illustrates. 

Original text: Emmy Shafer started the English-only 

movement when she could not find a clerk in the 

Dade County municipal offices who could speak 
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English to her. 

Nuraeni's think-aloud remark: O.K., I know, I know. So 

Emmy Shafer, Emmy Shafter started the English 

because she could not find a clerk in the Dade 

County municipal offices who could speak English 

to her. 

The remaining four statements fall under the category 

of global meaning-oriented strategies: "identifying main 

idea" (1 statement), "ignoring and reading-on" (1), and 

"monitoring not comprehending" (2). 

During the second reading, she read faster than at the 

first reading, making fewer think-aloud statements (7 

statements) and doing less rereading. Of the seven 

statements at the second reading, three statements are 

categorized as paraphrasing at the sentence level, and four 

are monitoring remarks such as "O.K., I know." also at the 

sentence level. 

As can be noted in Table 15, Nuraeni did not make any 

statements, in either the first or the second reading, which 

concern her reaction or response to the content of the text, 

relating to her schema or to the real world. 

In summary, Nuraeni's think-aloud protocol reveals 

text-based, rather than text-bound, processing. Her major 

processing strategies seem to be extensive rereading and 

focusing on the grammatical structure of sentences. In 
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addition, it is clearly indicated that she is focusing at 

the sentence or the lexical level of meaning. Hence, her 

reading is lacking in meaningful transactions between her as 

the reader and the L2 text. The think-aloud protocol 

corroborates what she self-reported in the questionnaire and 

during the interview on her processes of L2 reading, in 

terms of her frequent use of rereading, focusing on 

grammatical structure, and guessing at the meaning of 

unknown vocabulary based on the immediate context. 

3) Retelling 

The first part of Nuraeni's retelling shows a strictly 

text-based comprehension and reflects her attention to the 

details of the text. For example, she began by retelling 

what was happening in three states, California, Florida, and 

Arizona, which were described in the article. She continued 

by saying that the English-movement was carried out by "some 

of persons in government" although it did not have any 

effect on the people in the United States. This was not 

stated in the text, nor very consistent to the topic of the 

article. 

When asked "Is there anything else that you would like 

to add?," her retelling shifted towards a more reader-based 

response, which related more to the content of the article. 

She connected her reading with her personal life experiences 

when she expressed that she had seen many people survive in 



the united states without being able to speak English. 

Based on that she stated her own opinion about the issue: 

"So I think ... people have to speaking English ..• is not 

important." 
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The total score on Text-based Comprehension, averaged 

between the scores by the two interraters, was 6, and the 

score on Reader's Response and Reaction to Text was 5.5. 

4) The Retrospective Analysis session 

Valuable information was collected at the retrospective 

analysis session concerning Nuraeni's mental processes which 

were not reported during the think-aloud session. 

Reflecting on her own processes of reading after she 

finished a whole piece of text allowed her to be more aware 

of her own processes without interrupting the flow of 

thinking during the reading portion of the session. 

Nuraeni's additional processes of reading which were 

not clearly revealed through Nuraeni's think-aloud protocol 

but surfaced during the retrospective analysis session were: 

the use of translation, the nature of her self-monitoring, 

and her criteria of decision-making for rereading or 

ignoring a part she does not understand. 

Translation. The use of translation was brought up 

while she retrospectively described the process of her 

understanding the title: 

Nuraeni: About the title, "Only English Spoken Here," I 
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stucked on the word "Spoken" then I translated it 

into my language. Then, I got the meaning. 

The following dialogue between Nuraeni and the researcher 

explains the way that Nuraeni uses translation as a fix-up 

strategy: 

Researcher: When do you usually translate what you read 

into your native language? 

Nuraeni: When I read a long sentence and when 1 read 

difficult words and stucked there, I translate and 

guess the meaning of whole sentence. 

Researcher: You mean when you don't know the meaning of 

a word, you translate the rest of the sentence 

into your native language, and guess the meaning 

of -the word that you don't know? 

Nuraeni: Yes. 

Researcher: Have you tried to guess the unfamiliar word 

without translating the rest of the part? 

Nuraeni: No, no, because it's easier to translate to my 

language and then guess the word. 

Monitoring. As discussed in Nuraeni's think-aloud 

protocol, almost half of her statements during the think

aloud session concerned her understanding of the reading (21 

out of 43). In the retrospective analysis session, Nuraeni 

was asked to clarify her monitoring remarks such as "O.K.," 

or "I know," looking at the transcript of her think-aloud 
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where her monitoring remarks were highlighted. 

specifically, the following questions were asked for those 

monitoring remarks: "Here, what did you mean by O.K.?" 

Nuraeni declared that her monitoring remarks mostly 

concerned her understanding of the meaning of a part or of 

the whole sentence she was reading or the one immediately 

preceding the monitoring remarks. Analysis of her responses 

clearly indicates that Nuraeni checks her understanding 

during reading primarily at the sentence level. 

criteria for decision-making for choosing fix-up 

strategies 

Since Nuraeni reread certain parts more than twice, 

even after she said "O.K., I know," she was asked "when do 

you reread a certain part more than twice?" She said, "If I 

almost get the meaning, whole meaning, I read again to 

clarify whole sentence. I ignore it if I try to get the 

meaning but I can't, then I ignore it." Her comment seems 

to indicate that, in reading in English, she may operate at 

the language level rather than at the meaning level. Her 

strategy seems to be to keep on rereading a certain part 

over and over again, not necessarily because the part 

delivers important meaning but because she thinks that if 

she almost understands the meaning of it, rereading will 

provide the exact meaning. By the same token, when she 

skips a certain part, it is not necessarily because the part 



is not important for understanding the text, but, because 

the language in that particular part is too difficult for 

her, she just ignores it. 
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Emerging themes about Nuraeni's processes of reading in L2: 

Several interesting themes emerge from the analyses of 

Nuraeni's self-reported processes of L2 reading, think-aloud 

protocol, her reflection on her own reading, and her 

retelling of the article. First, the data consistently 

indicate that she employs primarily text-based processing 

rather than interactive or transactive processing. The data 

does not clearly demonstrate reader-based processing or 

reveal her interaction and transaction with the text. She 

rarely relates her schema or personal experiences in the 

real word with the content of the text. As she reports on 

the questionnaire, she mainly tries to get the exact meaning 

of the text, focusing on the grammatical structure. 

Rereading is her primary fix-up strategy when her 

comprehension falters. 

Second, as her think-aloud protocol and retelling 

suggest and her retrospective analysis confirms, her level 

of focus seems to be at the sentence or lexical level. 

While reading, she constantly monitors her understanding of 

words or sentences. When she encounters unfamiliar words, 

she either consults the dictionary or guesses the meaning 

based on the immediate context. After each sentence, she 
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checks whether she understands the meaning of the sentence, 

and frequently paraphrases the sentence. When she realizes 

that she does not understand the meaning of the sentence, 

she rereads the sentence again, sometimes focusing on the 

grammatical structure of the sentence. However, there were 

not many indications that she monitors her understanding at 

the global level or attempts to solve the problem using a 

broader context than the current sentence boundary. She 

rarely stops at certain points of the article to summarize 

the meaning up to that point or make certain predictions 

about the next part. Nor does she summarize the meaning of 

a paragraph or a portion of text joined by intersentential 

meaning. 

D. Emerging Themes and Patterns 

Analyses of Nuraeni's perceptions about reading in 

English and her processes of reading reveal a certain 

pattern. Regarding her perceptions about reading in L2, she 

is aware of the utility of certain top-down reading 

strategies, such as guessing based on the context, to a 

certain degree. In relation to this perception, she 

actually uses the guessing strategy for unfamiliar words 

based on the remaining part of the sentence that she 

understands, although sometimes she has to do it through 

translating the sentence into her native language. 
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However, she also has strong perceptions about the 

utility of language-based bottom-up strategies. These 

strong perceptions about reading in L2 as a primarily 

linguistic process, coupled with her lack of confidence 

about her ability in reading and the purpose to improve her 

English through reading, seem to lead her to hold on to the 

bottom-up processes while reading. This was demonstrated by 

her extensive focus on the language features of the text 

(i.e., grammar and vocabulary) and comprehending the local 

meaning of words and sentences rather than on the global and 

coherent meaning thread. Similarly, her retelling shows 

attention to the supporting details or examples rather than 

focusing on the main ideas. 

Likewise, when she experiences certain comprehension 

difficulties and tries to employ fix-up strategies, she 

relies mostly on her grammatical competence in the English 

language at the intrasentential level, lacking in the use of 

other top-down strategies, such as utilizing the context or 

her background knowledge about the topic. Even though she 

reported that she was familiar with the topic of the article 

she read (she rated her background knowledge of it as 6 on a 

7-point scale, 1, being knowing nothing about the issue, 7 

being knowing a lot), she did not demonstrate any 

interaction or transaction between her background knowledge 

and what she was reading. 
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Moreover, when deciding whether to employ fix-up 

strategies, she seems to operate on language-based criteria 

rather than meaning-based criteria. For example, as she 

stated during the retrospective analysis session, she 

attempts to reread the part that she does not understand 

only when she "almost understand the part." Furthermore, 

she ignores parts that contain too many words unknown to 

her, regardless of the importance of meaning represented in 

those parts. 

In summary, at this point, Nuraeni's process of reading 

is rather text-based and limited to a local level, possibly 

because of her perceptions about L2 reading as a linguistic 

process, coupled with her low confidence about her reading 

ability in L2 and the strong purpose to improve her English 

through reading. Even though she uses some effective 

strategies at the sentence level, where she utilizes 

immediate context and grammatical structure of the sentence, 

she does not show a meaningful transaction with the text or 

the same kind of effectiveness beyond the sentence level. 



4.3.1.2 Jose 

A. Reader Profile 

1) Personal Data 
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Jose is a 32-year-old male reader of English as a 

second language. He is from Mexico, and his native language 

is Spanish. He is single, and he has been living in the 

united states for a little over three months. He is an 

accountant, working for an accounting firm in Mexico. When 

the case study was carried out, he was on leave from his 

work to attend, as a full-time student for 16 weeks, the 

center for English as a Second Language (CESL) at the 

university of Arizona. 

Jose chose his apartment as the research site for both 

sessions. Each session lasted approximately two hours. 

Jose was relaxed, open, and cooperative on both occasions. 

2) Reading Background 

Jose learned to read in English at school in Mexico 

when he was in the 7th grade and continued the study of 

English through the 12th grade. According to his self

report in the questionnaire, the emphases of English classes 

in his high school were on discussion of the topic, grammar 

exercise, pronunciation, vocabulary, reading strategies, 

extra reading assignment, and translation in order. During 

the interview, when asked what kinds of reading strategies 

he learned at school, Jose recalled the strategy of reading 
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through the whole of a given article at least once or twice 

before looking up unfamiliar words. He also added that the 

students in the class were asked to write a short summary in 

their own words of whatever article they were reading. The 

teachers also encouraged students to think in English and 

discouraged them from translating into Spanish. 

At the college level in Mexico, Jose took English 

classes as a foreign language requirement. After he 

graduated from college, he started working for an accounting 

company. Before he carne to the united States, he took 

English lessons in Mexico city for 5 hours every Saturday at 

a language institute, similar to CESL. He continued to 

receive English instruction for 2 years, commuting from the 

city in which he was living. Upon completion of the courses 

at the language institute, he felt that "the next step is 

corning here (America)" because "if you want to dominate the 

language, you have to corne to the country." When asked why 

he was so determined to learn English, he said, "I always 

tried to do what I feel I really find interesting in life. 

And learning English was one of all-of-time interest". 

At the time when this case study was being conducted, 

he had been in CESL for three months as a full time student. 

Based on his performance in the placement test, he was 

placed in level 70, the most advanced level in CESL. He did 

not seem to be satisfied with certain aspects of the CESL 



program. For example, he complained about teachers not 

being strict enough in correcting the students' incorrect 

pronunciation or accent as often as they should. 
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Until he came to the united states, he did not read 

English publications, such as magazines or books because he 

was not sufficiently confident of his reading ability. 

While enrolled in a reading course in CESL he read 

approximately 3-5 pages of Time magazine, along with 

textbooks for CESL classes. Generally, he reported an 

interest in the following topics: editorial/essays, 

living/life style, and entertainment/TV/movies. However, 

he hardly reads advertisements, sports articles, or the 

food/cooking section. 

B. Perceptions about Reading in English as a Second Language 

1) Jose's perceptions about himself as an L2 reader in 

English: 

Jose's responses in the questionnaire and during the 

interview show that he is not very confident or satisfied 

with his reading ability in English. He rated his reading 

proficiency in English as "average" on a 5-point scale 

(poor-limited-average-good-excellent). By the time the 

interview was conducted (two months after the 

questionnaire), he reported feeling a little more confident: 

liMy confidence is increased to 3.5." still, he said "I 

don't think I am, I am good (at reading) ..•. maybe regular, I 
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am average". He also described himself as "a lazy reader" 

who does not "practice" often. 

In the questionnaire he ranked his reading skill as the 

third strongest skill in English, following writing as the 

first and listening as the second. During the interview he 

said that, except for writing in English, he is not good at 

reading, listening, or speaking. 

The confidence in his reading ability was also 

reflected in his comments and responses to other questions 

during the BIMOR interview. For example, to the question 

"ls there anything that you would like to change about your 

reading?," he responded, lilt's not matter of change, it's 

matter of improve. 1I Also, while he was in Mexico, he did 

not read any magazines or other books in English because he 

did not feel confident reading in English. 

2) Jose's Perceptions about the purpose for Reading in 

English: 

As suggested in the reading background section, 

learning English is one of his life-time interests and 

goals. Jose's responses to the questionnaire item which 

asks for his purpose for reading magazines also suggests 

that his predominant goal is learning the language through 

reading: in evaluating his purpose for reading magazines, he 

allocated 50 percent for the improvement of English. The 

secondary purpose for reading is for pleasure (40 percent), 
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and gathering information seems to be a minor purpose for 

reading (he allocated 20 percent for gathering information). 

This shows that Jose may personally have stronger language

oriented, rather than meaning-oriented perceptions about 

reading in L2, viewing L2 reading as a tool for learning the 

language. 

However: Jose is aware that reading improves reading 

comprehension most, and vocabulary and grammar structure 

second. He perceives that speaking and writing skills can 

be somewhat improved through reading. His perception that 

reading ability is improved through reading is also 

corroborated by his responses during the interview: "reading 

in English, as any other matter, I think dominating is a 

matter of practicing." 

3) Jose's perceptions about strategy variable in L2 Reading: 

Jose's response to the question that probes his 

perception about the importance of different strategies in 

L2 reading shows that he is aware of the importance of both 

language and thought processes in L2 reading. Table 16 

summarizes his rating on the importance of reading 

strategies for L2 reading. 
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Table 16 

Jose's Rating of the Importance of Reading strategies 

Non-language related factors/strategies Rating* 

Having background knowledge of the topic 

Knowing the American culture. 

Guessing what's going on. 

Skipping some unfamiliar words 
and still understanding. 

Sharing ideas with others. 

Language related factors/strategies 

Knowing grammar rules. 

Knowing all the words. 

Pronouncing sounds correctly. 

Knowing the correct accents/spelling. 

Translating into your own language. 

6 

7 

6 

4 

7 

6 

7 

2 

4 

6 

Note: Rating is on a 7-point scale, 1 being not important, 4 
being somewhat important, and 7 being very important. 

Jose rated three non-Ianguage-based top-down 

resource/strategy items "knowing American culture," "having 

background knowledge of the topic," and "guessing what's 

going on" as all very important, which suggests his 

awareness of the importance of thought process in L2 

reading. 
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At the same time, he perceives that "knowing all the 

words" and "knowing the grammar rules" are also very 

important. In addition, although he has been discouraged 

from translating in his English educational background, he 

still considers "translating into your own language" as very 

important in reading. This indicates he perceives L2 

reading as a language process as much as a thought process. 

The following responses that Jose provided during the 

interview corroborate his perception that reading in L2 is a 

language process but also involves a certain thought 

process: when asked, "Who do you think is a good reader?," 

his first response was "I think any native speaker or 

anybody who was born in the United states is able to read at 

least rapidly." Then, he added, "Maybe they don't 

understand the meaning exactly because especially, in Time 

magazine, I don't know other magazines, but in Time 

magazine, it's not matter of speed you read. But the 

understanding of what you read." 

In addition, he is aware of the importance of having 

background knowledge and stated: "If you don't have some 

background or education in that, in that subject, the 

particular subject, maybe you couldn't understand what they 

are exactly trying to say even if you are a native speaker." 

However, he does not seem to be aware of how to utilize 

background knowledge, especially as a way of compensating 
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for linguistic weakness as an L2 reader. For example, he 

advises other L2 readers that: "If you are reading by 

yourself, the only, the only advice that I could give is 

that, that read several times the article and going to the 

dictionary every time that you have problems." 

Emerging themes about Jose's perceptions about reading in 

L2: Based on the analyses of Jose's responses in the 

questionnaire and the interview questions added to his 

comment during the retrospective analysis session, it is 

concluded that he has a balanced psycholinguistic perception 

about reading in English. However, he seems to have a 

strong linguistic purpose for L2 reading, and perceives 

reading in English as a tool for improving his knowledge of 

the English language. In addition, his lack of confidence 

about his reading ability in English seems to be related to 

the linguistic side of his perceptions about the L2 reading 

process. 

c. Jose's Processes of Reading in English 

1) Questionnaire and Interview Data 

Jose's self-reported use of reading strategies while 

reading magazines in English, which is illustrated in Table 

17, indicates that generally, he uses both top-down and 

bottom-up processing strategies to an almost equally 

extensive degree. 



Table 17 

Jose's Self-reported Use of Readinq Strategy for 
Readinq Maqazines in Enqlish 
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Non-language-based strategies Frequency * 
using title/subtitles 
skimming and scanning 
Using illustrations/graphics 
Adjusting reading strategies to 

reading purpose 
Relating to background knowledge 
or personal experiences 

Predicting 
Monitoring comprehension 

Language-based strategies 

7 
4 
6 

6 

6 
6 
6 

Paying attention to individual words 7 
paying attention to grammatical structures 5 
Getting the exact meaning of the text 7 
Feeling uncomfortable by not knowing 
what some of the words mean. 6 

Using the dictionary 6 
creating personal glossary 3 
Translating into native language 6 

Non-language-based fix-up strategies 

Guessing the meaning based on the context 6 
Guessing the meaning based on one's 

background knowledge 4 
Using illustrations/graphics 4 
Ignoring and reading on 4 
Reading on and returning 5 
Rereading 6 
seeking help from an expert 4 

Language-based fix-up strategies 

Consulting a dictionary 
Focusing the grammatical structure 

7 
6 

Note: Frequency is on a 7-point scale, 1 being never, 4 
being sometimes and 7 being always. 
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According to his self-report, Jose always pays attention to 

"individual words" and often to "grammatical structures." 

He "feels uncomfortable if he doesn't know what some of the 

words mean." So, he relies on the dictionary to a great 

extent. In addition, he frequently relies on translation 

which was also cross-checked by his comment during the 

interview: "If I have really problems, I try to translate to 

understand better." 

However, he also utilizes top-down strategies to the 

same degree, such as "to try to relate the current reading 

to his personal experience or background knowledge about the 

topic" and "to guess what the following part will say.1I 

Interestingly, it is when he has trouble understanding, 

that he appears to rely more on language-based bottom-up 

strategies. He always "consults a dictionary." Also, he 

"focuses on the grammatical structure" perhaps while 

"rereading" the part. Except for "guessing at the meaning 

based on context" and "rereading," he does not employ the 

non-language-based strategies as much as those language

based strategies. 

It becomes more apparent that Jose might over-rely on 

some bottom-up strategies, especially, on dictionary use, 

lacking in the use of other fix-up strategies when we 

examine his comments during the BIMOR interview. In 

addition, he seems to be aware of this problem as reflected 
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in his following comment about his reading: "When I find a 

word or sentence that I don't understand, if I don't find 

them in dictionary the meaning that I'm looking for, the 

meaning that satisfies me, maybe I could get stuck, and I 

close my mind to understand, and I don't advance. I think 

that's particular problem with me." 

In addition to his over-reliance on the dictionary, he 

seems to apply inefficient reading strategies such as 

reading the whole text twice as illustrated by the following 

dialogue during the BIMOR session: 

Researcher: When you corne to something you don't 

understand what do you do? 

Jose: Usually, well what I do for the first time is to 

read the whole article even if I understand or not 

some, some idioms or some slang or some, some new 

words for me. But after, I go for the dictionary 

and try to find (the meaning of those words). 

Researcher: You mean, after you finish the whole 

article? 

Jose: Yes. At the second time that I read the article, 

I go to the dictionary. 

Researcher: Do you usually read an article twice? 

Jose: Yes. 

Researcher: Even when you read for yourself? 

Jose: Yes. 
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2) Think-aloud Protocol 

Jose's think-aloud protocol demonstrates his careful 

approach to reading to get "exactly what the author says." 

As in the case for Nuraeni, he was allowed to read the whole 

article twice because he reported that it was his usual way 

of reading magazine articles. Table 18 shows the 

categorization of Jose's think-aloud statements in both 

readings. 

His first reading is characterized as being more 

continuous, compared to his second reading. In his first 

reading the flow of reading does not seem to be interrupted 

by looking up words in the dictionary although he reread 

many segments of the text. During the second reading, he 

stopped at words 11 times to look them up in the dictionary. 

Jose's first reading. Jose made 27 think-aloud statements 

in the first reading. Of the 27 statements six statements 

fall under the category of his personal reactions and 

responses toward the content of the article. He made four 

statements about his personal opinions and beliefs (e.g., 

"It's fair") and two other statements that reflect his 

emotional reaction to the content of the article ("It's 

funny."). 

Jose's four think-aloud statements are under the 

category of relating to background knowledge. In those, he 

was relating the reading to his background 
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Table 18 

categorization of Jose's Think-aloud statements 

category Number of Occurrences 
First reading Second reading 

READER-BASED (TOP-DOWN) 

REACTING/RESPONSIVE 
Emotional reaction 2 
Personal opinions/beliefs 4 

SCHEMA-RELATED 
Adjusting previous schema 3 
Identifying existing schema 0 
Identifying lack of schema 0 
Using pragmatic background knowledge 1 

RELATING TO PERSONAL EXPERIENCES IN THE REAL WORLD 
Asking a question concerning 

2 
6 

2 
1 
1 
o 

real world 2 2 

GLOBAL MEANING-ORIENTED (INTERSENTENTIAL LEVEL) 
Using title 1 0 
Monitoring comprehending 0 1 
Monitoring not comprehending 2 2 
Repeating the key phrase 1 0 

TEXT-BASED (BOTTOM-UP) 

LOCAL MEANING-ORIENTED (INTRASENTENTIAL LEVEL) 
Paraphrasing 1 
Monitoring comprehending 

*Rereading 

CONCENTRATING ON WORDS (VOCABULARY, 
Monitoring unfamiliarity 

*Rereading 
Commenting on terms/proper nouns 
Decoding/Sounding out correctly 

*Using the dictionary 

* : Used as a fix-up strategy 

o 
o (15) 

IDIOM LEVEL) 
5 
o (7) 
2 
3 
o 

o 
1 
o (1) 

o 
o 
2 
3 

10 

**: Numbers in parenthesis to the right represent observed, 
not verbalized, occurrences of strategy use. 



knowledge of the topic (e.g., "I knew about that, Arizona 

initiatives"). In two statements he related what he was 

reading to his experiences in real life (1 statement, 

"Except for the job, I think it's the same in Mexico"). 
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While 16 statements indicate a reader-based transaction 

under which Jose was operating, the remaining 11 statements 

show that he was also focusing on getting text-based 

meaning. In particular, it is noticeable that of the 11 

text-based statements, ten statements concern the meaning of 

the lexical items. Although he did not look up the words in 

the dictionary during his first reading, it is obvious that 

he still paid a great deal of attention to getting the 

meaning of single words. 

His statements about vocabulary include: five 

statements about unfamiliarity with meaning of specific 

words (e.g., "I wonder what 'voter' means."), and two 

comments about proper nouns ("[for the name of 'Working'], 

That's funny name"). On several occasions, he repeated 

unfamiliar words in the middle of the sentence in which they 

occurred. On three occasions, he repeated a single 

vocabulary item more than four times (e.g., "executive, 

executive, executive, executive director .... " " .. cohesives, 

cohesivesness, cohesiveness, siveness, .... "), seemingly 

trying to get the correct pronunciation. 
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It seems that rereading is Jose's major strategy for 

solving the comprehension difficulties. Even though he did 

not verbalize his rereading of portions of the text, it was 

observed that he reread 15 different segments of the text, 

within a sentence boundary. 

The remaining statements made by Jose fall under the 

category of "Using title" (1 statement), "Monitoring not 

comprehending" (2), and "repeating the key phrase" (1) at 

the global level~ and "paraphrasing" (1) at the sentence 

level. 

Jose's second reading. Table 18 shows that Jose made more 

think-aloud statements (37 statements) during the second 

reading than the first reading. Of the ten, he made five 

more reader-based statements and five more text-based 

statements all of which concern the meaning of lexical 

items. Therefore, the pattern of his use of reader-base and 

text-based processing remains almost the same as in the 

first reading. 

A noticeable difference between the first and second 

reading is his use of rereading. Compared to his frequent 

use of rereading as a fix-up strategy in the first reading, 

he did not reread to solve the comprehension failure in the 

second. Instead, he reread the sentences where the words he 

looked up occur, after he found the meaning of the words in 

the dictionary. 



152 

In summary, an analysis of Jose's think-aloud 

statements indicates that he sufficiently interacts and 

transacts with English text. He brings his personal 

opinions and background knowledge to the process of meaning 

making. At the same time, there are clear indications he 

uses inefficient, time-consuming processing strategies, such 

as reading the whole article twice. In addition to his keen 

interest in linguistic elements of the text, he pays 

excessive attention to linguistic elements while reading in 

an attempt to pick up new vocabulary and unfamiliar English 

expressions. Especially, in the second reading, his reading 

is disrupted by looking up words in the dictionary. 

3) Retelling 

The transcript of Jose's retelling runs two and a half 

pages (single-spaced) which is approximately four times 

longer than the average of other subjects' retelling 

transcripts. He provided the most complete retelling of 

text-based comprehension, encompassing both main ideas and 

details. In addition, he also included a significant number 

of responses and reactions to the article. 

His retelling shows an orderly organization of 

presenting his version of the article from the main idea to 

supporting details. First, he began by retelling the main 

idea of the article: "I think the main point of the article 

is focused in uh .. in a new line of new political way ... in 
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which several states are approved new laws forbid the use of 

all other language that different from English." Next, he 

retold that "Obviously, there are people involved again or 

favor or of the matter." Then, he retold the details as 

follows: "Obviously, there are in the beginning of the 

article there are exposing or they are presenting three 

drastical examples of what the, the new laws are causing." 

While the first half of his retelling is focused more 

on the text-based comprehension of the article, although he 

expressed his response and reaction here and there (e.g., 

"the example of the hospital, I think, is stupid."), the 

second half of his retelling demonstrates his strong 

response and reaction to the article. In this part, he also 

brings his background knowledge about the topic: "It's not 

the first time that I read about it." In addition, he 

expresses his personal opinion about the whole issue of the 

English-only movement as follows: "I don't think it's so, so 

important [issue] .... I think they should spend more time 

discussing environmental problems or racism, another kind of 

. " racJ.sm •.. 

When asked "Is there anything else that you would like 

to add?" he added that he still did not fully understand 

what 'making a language official' meant, and he would like 

to learn more about the subject. The total score on Text-

based comprehension, averaged between the scores by the two 



interraters, was 12, and the one on Reader's Response and 

Reaction to Text was 11. 

4) Retrospective Analysis Session 
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The session began by questioning him: "Do you remember 

any particular part that you had trouble with when you read 

the article the last time?" In response to this question, 

Jose pointed out that he had trouble understanding what 

making English the official language meant. He also 

mentioned that he had asked someone in CESL the question and 

finally received an answer. 

Jose was encouraged to reflect on his own processes of 

reading in general. It seems that he was aware of the 

inefficiency of his approach to reading in English. At the 

same time he strongly believes the way he is currently 

practicing best suits his individual style: he feels that 

only by thoroughly reading the whole text twice can he 

satisfy himself in that at least he has tried his best. 

Some of the reflections on his own reading processes are as 

follow: 

About his strategy for reading the whole article twice 

he stated: 

"In the first time I'm just trying to imagine, 

just to make a rough idea, I mean, not a specific 

one: what is the subject, what is talking about, 

what is evidence, what is the tone, what in a 
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whole way, in a broad way, what is trying to 

transmit about the article. But in the second 

time what I do is to stop in every word that I 

don't know and go to the dictionary or figure out 

what exactly the meaning of the words, paragraph 

or sentence." 

In response to "what happens if you read only once?," 

he commented: 

"I could understand the right meaning, I mean, the 

main meaning of an article even if I read just 

once. That's what's happened in the class. I got 

100% in exam. But I'm not satisfied even with my 

A+." 

Regarding the reason why he consults the dictionary in 

the second reading for every word he does not know, he 

remarked: 

"The first reason is to make an effort to 

understand exactly what they wanted to say. And 

second one obviously, it's benefit for me because 

I'm learning about new words." 

When asked "what happens if you don't look up the words 

in the dictionary and make guesses about the word and move 

on?": 

"Well if I'm in kind of hurry or for example an 

exam, obviously, I have to do this, because I 
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don't have time for dictionary. But if I have a 

time, I'm never be satisfied if I'm not 

sure .•. I'll be a little satisfied just to imagine 

what's the meaning" 

He continued: 

"I can figure out what they are trying to say, but 

I'm not, I'm not sure if I am right or not in the, 

in the interpretation that I'm doing." 

Emerging themes about Jose's processes of reading in 

English: Several consistent emerging themes about Jose's 

paradigm of L2 reading are, first, Jose is, generally, an 

interactive and transactive reader, who brings his personal 

resources to the meaning-making process. Both his self

report in the questionnaire and think-aloud protocol 

indicate his use of non-language-based and language-based 

strategies while reading. However, it should be noted that 

he rarely uses his non-language-based strategies as fix-up 

strategies for a linguistic hiatus. Instead, when he 

experiences incomprehension, he relies more on language

based strategies, such as using the dictionary. 

The second theme is that Jose is an effective reader in 

terms of getting the meaning of the text, this was clearly 

demonstrated by his comprehensive retelling. The third 

theme is that he is not an efficient reader in many ways. 

As his responses during the interview, the think-aloud 
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protocol, and his retrospection on his reading consistently 

suggest, he uses an overly careful approach to reading, 

which results in a time-consuming inefficient process. He 

usually reads the whole text twice, looks up most unfamiliar 

words in the dictionary, and tries to understand every 

detail of the text. 

D. Emerging Themes and Patterns 

Analyses of Jose's perceptions about reading in English 

and his personal paradigm of reading result in the emergence 

of an interesting pattern that indicates a relationship 

between the two variables. In addition, the analysis 

suggests individual differences in reading style. 

In terms of his perceptions about the utility of the 

reading strategies in L2, he seems to have balanced 

psycholinguistic views. He shows his perceptions about the 

importance of the thought process in reading L2. In keeping 

with his perception about the importance of a non-language

based thought process, he interacts and transacts with the 

text, bringing his personal opinions, thoughts, and 

background knowledge and experiences. 

However, he does not seem to be aware of the 

possibility that a strong top-down, semantic input can 

compensate for linguistic weakness, as indicated by his lack 

of confidence about his ability in English. In addition, 

currently, his primary purpose for reading in English is 
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clearly to learn the language, especially vocabulary. 

Related to this, his focus during reading is directed to the 

meaning of individual words or sentences to the same extent 

as his attention to global meaning. In addition, whenever 

he encounters comprehension or lexical difficulties, he 

seeks a most solid source, either an expert on the topic or 

a dictionary. 

Several speculations are made for his overly careful 

approach to reading and lack of taking risks when he 

experiences comprehension difficulty, such as over-reliance 

on the dictionary even when he can guess the meaning of the 

words. First of all, this may be related to his unawareness 

of utilizing non-Ianguage-based resources, such as strong 

background knowledge, to compensate for his weakness in 

linguistic competence. Secondly, it may be due to his 

language purpose for reading. In order to expand his 

vocabulary through reading, as he put it, "[Reading] benefit 

for me because I'm learning about new words," he wants to 

know the exact meaning of the word instead of a guessed 

meaning for the sake of language-learning rather than 

meaning-gathering. And/or it may be a matter of individual 

differences in tolerance of not being exact, something 

related to his perfectionist personality. As he said during 

the think-aloud session, he is never satisfied when he is 

not absolutely sure about things. Likewise, in reading, he 
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is not satisfied unless he thinks he understands everything 

in the text, even when he gets 100 percent in a test or A+ 

for his reading grade. 

In conclusion, Jose has some awareness of the 

psycholinguistic aspect of reading in L2, such as having 

background knowledge that facilitates understanding of the 

text. However, his unawareness of the possibility of 

utilizing top-down resources to fill the linguistic slot and 

his strong language purpose for reading, possibly coupled 

with his perfectionist character and lack of confidence in 

his ability to read in English, seem to lead him to employ a 

rather inefficient and too exact approach to reading in 

English. In spite of the fact that he is an effective 

reader in English in that he can get meaning from the text, 

he is in some kind of a vicious cycle: his current approach 

to reading in English takes much time because he forces 

himself to read the whole article twice, looking up "every 

word" which is new to him. "If the topic is interesting, 

it's sure I spend all the night to reading it and try to 

understand it," he stated --> Because he can not afford that 

much time to reading magazines in his fully loaded schedule, 

he does not read often unless he "has to" --> Because he 

does not read as much as he thinks he is not adequately 

"practicing" and therefore he does not have confidence in 

his reading. He disclosed: "[I'm not confident] because of 
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my lack of practice. I think if I have a time and if I could 

read at least one article by day, I think it will be better 

for me." --> Jose's lack of confidence in his reading, 

including his guessing ability, prevents him from taking 

risks which results in the use of an overly careful and 

exact approach to reading which takes a great deal of time 

and effort. He admitted: "I can figure out what they are 

trying to say, but I'm not, I'm not sure If I am right or 

not in the, in the interpretation that I'm doing." 

Potentially, Jose could be an efficient reader if he tried 

to take more risks and attempted to be more tolerant with 

the not-so-exact meaning of every single word, phrase, or 

sentence. 



4.3.1.3 Vlassis 

A. Reader Profile 

1) Personal Data 
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Vlassis is a 22-year-old male reader of English as a 

second language. He is from Cyprus, and his native language 

is Greek. He has lived in the United states for a little 

over three months and plans to stay in the united states for 

five more years until he finishes a Master's degree in 

Industrial Engineering. At the time of the study, Vlassis 

was living in a dormitory with a roommate who is also from 

Cyprus. 

Vlassis chose a group study room in the library on the 

University campus as a research site for both meetings. 

Each meeting lasted approximately one hour and a half. 

Vlassis was cooperative and self-reported with ease at the 

first meeting. However, he appeared to be overly conscious 

of the fact that his reading was being assessed which 

resulted in his attempt to gear his reading to what he 

thought to be the purpose of this study. After experiencing 

a memory black-out during the retelling session at the first 

meeting, he tried to make his reading look more effective 

and meaning-oriented at the subsequent meeting when he 

retrospectively analyzed his reading of the article. 
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2) Reading Background 

Vlassis began learning to read in English in high 

school in Cyprus while in the 10th grade and continued 

reading instruction in English through the 12th grade. 

During the BIMOR interview Vlassis recalled that iii high 

school, English lessons centered on vocabulary and grammar 

learning, and as the students' English proficiency 

progressed, the use of translation was incorporated. He 

took extra English classes after school to prepare for a 

preliminary examination which is required for those who want 

to enter a college in Cyprus where English is used as the 

medium of instruction. Vlassis enrolled in an English 

technical college for three years before he transferred to 

the University of Arizona. 

In the questionnaire, he reported that currently he 

reads approximately 6-10 pages a week of National Geographic 

magazine, along with the textbooks for his class work. 

Generally, he is interested in the following topics: 

science/technology, environment/nature f and sports. 

However, he is not interested in some topics or genres, such 

as short novels/stories, editorial/essays, and food/cooking. 

During the interview he pointed out that he does not enjoy 

literature. 
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B. Perceptions about Reading in English as a Second Language 

1) Vlassis's perceptions about himself as an L2 reader in 

English: 

Vlassis's responses in the questionnaire and during the 

interview show that he is not very confident about his 

reading ability in English. He rated his reading 

proficiency in English as 'average' on a 5-point scale 

(poor-limited-average-good-excellent). Nevertheless, he 

reported reading as his second strongest skill in English, 

following his listening ability. 

2) Vlassis's Perceptions about the Purpose for Reading in 

English: 

Vlassis's responses to the questionnaire item which 

asks his purpose for reading magazines in English suggests 

that he reads them primarily to improve his English language 

skills. In evaluating his purpose for reading in English, 

he allocated 60 percent for the improvement of English, and 

30 percent for pleasure seeking. Interestingly, finding 

information constitutes only 10 percent of his purpose for 

reading magazines (8 percent for general information and 2 

percent for specific information). 

Not surprisingly, he perceives that reading is most 

conducive to increasing vocabulary. He is aware that 

reading comprehension is somewhat improved through reading 

but not nearly as much as vocabulary. In his view, reading, 
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to a limited degree, improves other skills, such as grammar 

knowledge, speaking, and writing. 

His perception that reading is a means of improving the 

English language, especially by increasing vocabulary, is 

consistently demonstrated in his comments during the 

retrospective analysis session. He stated: 

When I read in English, I want to get the meaning of 

that, I also I'm reading because I can improve English. 

I want to read more so I can improve English ... By 

reading you can get used to the grammar structure, 

vocabulary, you can improve vocabulary. So you can 

improve your second language. 

Vlassis's different perceptions about the purpose for 

reading in the native language and in a second language is 

implied in the following comments about his purpose for 

reading in Greek in comparison to his purpose for reading in 

Engl ish stated above: II In Greek, when I'm reading,... I read 

just to get the meaning." 

other comments and reflections Vlassis made during the 

retrospective analysis session about his reading in English 

consistently indicate his view of reading in English as a 

means of improving English language proficiency. On one 

occasion, he reflected: "I think if I read more in my free 

time I can improve reading." When asked what kind of text 

he wants to read, he responded: "Magazine, either National 
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Geographic or any magazine, it doesn't matter. So I think 

if I'm improving vocabulary [through reading], you can 

understand more easily what's going on without you have to 

go to dictionary." 

3) Vlassis's Perceptions about strategy Variable in L2 

Reading: 

Table 19 illustrates Vlassis's self-report regarding 

his perceptions about the importance of various strategies 

for L2 reading. Compared to some of the bottom-up items 

which he rated as highly important, Vlassis rated most of 

the top-down strategy items, such "having background 

knowledge of the topic," "knowing American culture," and 

"guessing what's going on" as only somewhat important. This 

can be indicative that he may not be well aware of the 

importance and the utility of non-language-oriented 

strategies. The only top-down strategy that he rated as 

highly important was "skipping some unfamiliar word and 

still understanding." 

Table 19 suggests that Vlassis may have bottom-up 

oriented perceptions about reading in English as a second 

language: although he perceives that "knowing all the words" 

and "knowing the grammar rules" are not that important, he 

rated all other decoding items as very important, such as 

"pronunciation," "correct accents/spelling," and 

"translation" 
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Table 19 

Vlassis's Rating of the Importance of Reading strategies 

Non-language-based resources/strategies Rating. 

Having background knowledge of the topic 

Knowing the American culture. 

Guessing what's going on. 

Skipping some unfamiliar words 
and still understanding. 

Sharing ideas with others. 

Language-based resources/strategies 

Knowing grammar rules. 

Knowing all the words. 

Pronouncing sounds correctly. 

Knowing the correct accents/spelling. 

Translating into your native language. 

4 

4 

4 

6 

3 

3 

3 

6 

6 

6 

Note: Rating is on a 7-point scale, 1 being not important 
and 7 being very important 

Interestingly, Vlassis's responses during the interview 

show that he is aware that being equipped with English 

proficiency does not equate to being a good reader in 

English. He senses that there is more to it, which is 

suggested by his response to the question, "Why do you think 

Escostes (the person who Vlassis thinks is a good reader) is 
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a good reader?," Vlassis responded: 

"The point is that we are foreigners. So it's not our 

native language, English. And he's having even more 

harder time than me. I can speak more fluently. And 

it seems that sometimes when we read an article or 

something, I know he might just get the point more 

easily than me. I don't know what's, what's behind his 

back." 

However, his metacognitive awareness of reading in ESL 

is not sufficiently sophisticated to pinpoint exactly 

"what's behind" the point of being able to read more easily 

with less language proficiency than he has. When 

subsequently asked, "Do you think Escostes would corne to 

something that he doesn't understand?," Vlassis replied: 

"Ya, dictionary is the second partner." His response 

reveals that his metacognitive awareness of the utility of 

reading strategies is limited in that he perceives that 

using the dictionary is one of the most effective strategies 

for reading in English. 

Emerging themes of Vlassis's perceptions about reading in 

English: Analyses of Vlassis's responses in the 

questionnaire and those made during the interview added to 

his comments during the retrospective analysis session 

indicate that Vlassis has a linguistic rather than a 

psycholinguistic view of reading in English. He has 
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misconceptions about reading in L2 as a decoding process, 

and he is not well aware of the important role that the 

thought process is playing in L2 reading. In addition, he 

indicated a dominant language-oriunted purpose for reading 

in English and demonstrated a keen interest in improving his 

English language skills in general, and in increasing his 

vocabulary, particularly through reading. Accordingly, he 

does not view his reading ability in English as proficient 

due to linguistic disadvantages. 

c. Vlassis's Processes of Reading in English 

1) Questionnaire and Interview Data 

Vlassis's self-reported use of reading strategies in 

the questionnaire (Table 20) indicates that he relies more 

on bottom-up processing strategies than the top-down 

processing strategies. For example, Vlassis's excessive 

concentration on words is suggested by his report that he 

often pays attention to "individual words," "relies on the 

dictionary" to a great extent, and "makes a list of 

unfamiliar words to study later." Additionally, he reported 

that he frequently uses translation as an aid to 

understanding the text. 

In comparison to his frequent use of language-related 

bottom-up processing strategies, he does not seem to 

exercise top-down processing strategies very often. Except 

for utilization of "title and subtitles" and "illustrations" 



Table 20 

Vlassis's Self-reported Use of Reading strategies 
for Reading Magazines in English 
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Non-language-based/Top-down strategies 
Self-reported 

Frequency 

Using title/subtitles 
Skimming and scanning 
Using illustrations/graphics 
Adjusting reading strategies to 

reading purpose 
Relating to background knowledge 
or personal experiences 

Predicting 
Monitoring comprehension 

Language-based/Bottom-up strategies 

7 
5 
7 

2 

1 
2 
4 

Paying attention to individual words 5 
Paying attention to grammatical structures 3 
Getting the exact meaning of the text 3 
Feeling uncomfortable by not knowing 

what some of the words mean. 4 
Using the dictionary 7 
Creating a personal glossary 4 
Translating into the native language 6 

Non-language-based/Top-down fix-up strategies 

Guessing the meaning based on the context 2 
Guessing the meaning based on one's 

background knowledge 2 
Using illustrations/graphics 2 
Ignoring and reading on 2 
Reading on and returning 1 
Rereading 5 
Seeking help from an expert 4 

• Language-based/Bottom-up fix-up strategies 

consulting a dictionary 
Focusing on the grammatical structure 

7 
5 

Note: Frequency is measured on a 7-point scale, 1 being 
never, 4 being sometimes, and 7 being always. 



his use of top-down strategies seems to be limited, 

especially, the use of prediction and schema. 
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According to Vlassis's self-report in the 

questionnaire, his tendency to rely more on language-related 

strategies seems to escalate when he has trouble 

understanding: he employs language-based strategies, such as 

"consulting a dictionary" and "slowing down the reading 

speed and focusing on the grammatical structure of the part" 

far more often than non-language-related strategies, such as 

"guessing at the meaning, using the context" or utilizing 

"what he knows about the topic." 

It should be noted that Vlassis's responses during the 

interview suggest that he may possibly employ top-down 

processing strategies as fix-up strategies to a more 

extensive degree than suggested by his responses in the 

questionnaire: 

Researcher: "When you corne to something you don't 

understand, what do you do?" 

Vlassis: "It depends on if I'm interested in that 

article. If I'm not interested, just went through 

the magazine, and just skip. But if something 

important that I have to understand, either I 

guess the meaning, and if it doesn't fit, I look 

it up in the dictionary." 

Interestingly, however, in his response Vlassis considers 
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comprehension failure as a deficiency of lexical knowledge 

which implies that his attention is at the linguistic and 

lexical level rather than at the comprehension level. 

2) The Think-aloud Protocol 

A total of 52 statements were recorded on Vlassis's 

Think-aloud Protocol. Table 21 illustrates the 

categorization of his statements. Of the total 52 

statements, 18 statements fall under the Reader-based/top

down category, and 34 statements under the Text

based/bottom-up category. Even though the number of the 

statements should be interpreted with caution, 

categorization of his statements suggests that he was, in 

general, operating more on text-based processing and 

focusing on the word and the sentence level of meaning. 

On several occasions, Vlassis made a transaction 

between himself and what he was reading from the text. Of 

the 18 top-down processing statements that Vlassis made 

during the think-aloud session, five statements reveal that 

he was reacting to the content of the text: one statement 

concerned his personal opinions (e.g., "I think that's 

fair ... [the] decision of this manager"). In another 

statement he noted his disagreement with what he was reading 

from the article ("I cannot see any ... any problems rising 

from international citizens speaking their own language."). 

In two statements he puts himself in the situation that the 
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article describes ("I put myself in the position that I'm 

not allowed to speak Greek ... ") and empathizes with a 

situation described in the article ("I think I can 

understand the problem she faced: being in your own country 

and cannot find someone who can speak English. '~) 

It was observed that one of Vlassis's strategies for 

reading is underlining. In fact, Vlassis was the only 

subject who demonstrated the use of underlining as a reading 

strategy. It was also observed that he used the strategy 

for both global meaning and language learning: on the one 

hand, he underlined what he thought to be the main idea or 

key terms; on the other hand, he underlined single words 

with which he expressed unfamiliarity. 

Three statements indicate that Vlassis was relating 

what he was reading to the outside world. He was relating 

his reading to: his pragmatic knowledge ("I think of KKK 

because the letter 'A' looks like them"); and what he 

experienced in real life (two remarks, such as "When I am 

with my friends, I usually speak in Greek, and sometimes 

some Americans are upset about that."). 
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Table 21 

categorization of Vlassis's Think-aloud statements 

category Number of Occurrences 

READER-BASED (TOP-DOWN) 

REACTING/RESPONSIVE 
Emotional reaction 
Empathy 
Personal opinions/beliefs 
Agreement/disagreement 

SCHEMA-RELATED 
Use of pragmatic background knowledge 

RELATING TO PERSONAL EXPERIENCES IN THE REAL WORLD 

1 
2 
1 
1 

1 

Relating to personal experiences 2 

GLOBAL MEANING-ORIENTED (INTERSENTENTIAL LEVEL) 
Use of graphics 3 
Underlining important parts 2(6) 
Monitoring comprehending 1 

*Ignore and read-on 4 

TEXT-BASED (BOTTOM-UP) 

LOCAL MEANING-ORIENTED (INTRASENTENTIAL LEVEL) 
Paraphrasing 1 
Monitoring comprehending 2 
Monitoring not comprehending 3 

*Rereading 3(9) 

CONCENTRATING ON WORDS (VOCABULARY, IDIOM LEVEL) 
*Guessing the meaning, using the 

immediate context 5 
Monitoring unfamiliarity 8 

*Suspending judgments 1 
commenting on terms/proper nouns 3 
Identifying cognates 1 
Underlining unfamiliar words 0(5) 

*Use of the dictionary 7 

Note: Numbers in parenthesis to the right represent number 
of occurrences observed by the researcher, not verbalized by 
the reader. 
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While some of Vlassis's think-aloud statements suggest 

that he was transacting with the meaning of the text, a 

larger proportion of his statements indicate that he was 

also keenly attentive to the linguistic elements of the 

text. Almost half of his total think-aloud statements (25 

statements) concern single words which appear in the 

article. Of the 25 statements: a) eight statements concern 

his unfamiliarity with certain words ("I don't know this 

word"); b) seven relate to dictionary use ("Well, I have to 

look up this word); c) five statements were about guessing 

the meaning of the word using the immediate context, i.e., 

the current sentence ("Oh, God! 'weaning'them ... I'm 

thinking if I can, if I think, get the meaning from 

this."[He reread the current sentence]); d) three statements 

were a) about proper nouns ("What's the name, I cannot 

pronounce that." "Funny names, that's what I'm thinking of 

in English" "Jesus! that name." "A lot of names here"); e) 

identifying a cognate in his native language ("That's a in 

Greek origin word, 'xenophobic'"); and f) keeping the 

unknown word in mind and reading-on ("I don't know this 

word. I continue; maybe I'll understand what it' talking 

about"). In addition, of the 11 segments of the text that 

he underlined while he was reading the text, five underlined 

segments were single words that were unknown to him. 
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Regarding Vlassis's use of rereading as a fix-up 

strategy, he did not use the strategy extensively. While he 

verbalized his use of rereading on only three occasions, he 

actually reread nine different segments of the text, not 

exceeding the sentence boundary. 

3) Retelling 

Vlassis experienced a memory blackout while he was 

retelling the article. His retelling up to that point shows 

his text-based comprehension. His retelling shows his 

attempt to summarize the topic of the article or reorganize 

the information, which he did not carry out quite 

successfully. He began with "The topic I read, Um .. There 

are a few points that I can remember that first one is 

that .. there are some people that fear that English language 

is, is .. um ..•.. it is being set aside by some other 

languages, international languages." Then, he continued his 

retelling by talking about what happened in Miami and 

California in detail. After that there was a long period of 

silence. Vlassis said "Blackout" and reported to the 

researcher that he could not remember anything else. 

When asked "Is there anything else that you would like 

to add?," Vlassis elaborated on his response and reaction to 

the topic of the text: "Well, I don't, I cannot see that 

such problem exists because I don't think that there are so 

many international citizens that, that can create such a 
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problem." 

The total score on Text-based Comprehension, averaged 

between the scores by the two interraters, was 5; the 

Reader's Response and Reaction to Text score was 5. 

4) The Retrospective Analysis Session 

During the retrospective analysis session in the second 

meeting, Vlassis was asked to clarify some of the comments 

that he made during the think-aloud session. Also, he was 

encouraged to reflect on his own processes of reading in 

general. 

It should be noted that the incident in which he 

experienced a memory blackout during the retelling at the 

previous meeting seemed to make him less relaxed at the 

retrospective analysis session. He seemed to be a little 

defensive about his reading process, trying to make it look 

better or more meaning-oriented and effective. still, with 

careful probing, most of Vlassis's comments and reflections 

about his reading in this session corroborate the findings 

from other data, namely that his language-oriented 

perceptions about reading in English as well as his 

processes of reading are more text-based. 

By reflecting on his reading, Vlassis demonstrated some 

degree of awareness of his own processes in reading. For 

example, in terms of the use of underlining as a strategy, 

he reflected that: "I underline when I really got to know 



the meaning of something. If it's just for pleasure, I 

don't underline." When probed whether or not he also 

underlines certain new words, he said: 
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"Just if I'm holding a pencil when I'm reading, for 

finding the word that's unknown, I underline it so that 

I can see in the dictionary. That's unknown. When I 

use a paper to write known and unknown words, and the 

explanation, O.K., that's unknown. It's two different. 

Here (pointing to one of the underlined segments with 

his finger), I underline here just to remind me of the 

main point of the paragraph, and here (pointing to the 

underlined word "wean"), to just write it on the 

unknown word sheet that I have." 

When asked how he uses translating as a strategy, he 

described its use as a fix-up strategy for a linguistic 

hiatus: "Sometimes with words, maybe I think the meaning in 

Greek, and speaking Greek, and just it makes sense. With a 

trouble understanding or the meaning of the words or 

phrase." 

There were also certain aspects of his reading 

processes of which Vlassis was not well aware. On one 

occasion, he was asked to reflect on what happened when he 

was reading a part where he seemed to have trouble because 

he had syntactically miscued. The text reads: So widespread 

had Spanish become in Miami that in 1978 Emmy Shafter 
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started the English-only movement when she could not find a 

clerk in the Dade County municipal offices who could speak 

English to her. Vlassis's think-aloud transcript of that 

part shows he started the sentence as, "So, widespread had 

spanish become in Miami, ... " and then he tried to fix-up his 

failure to understand the part by rereading and ended up 

restarting the sentence in the same way as the first time: 

"So, widespread had Spanish .... ~ After he tried to correct 

his reading by rereading the sentence twice he seemed to 

decide to ignore the part and move on. That portion of the 

think-aloud tape was replayed so that he could listen to how 

he read the part. 

Vlassis's retrospection of the reading processes he 

utilized on that occasion seemed to be inaccurate and 

misleading. He reflected: "It's because after the reading, 

I got the wrong pronunciation of the word 'widespread' and 

then I continue to read but, I had it in mind that was 

incorrect pronunciation, so I was lost. So I had to start 

again." This reflection indicates that Vlassis is not fully 

aware of the reading processes he employs in English. 

Later, when asked why pronouncing a word incorrectly 

bothers him even when he understands what the word means, he 

replied, "because I know the meaning of the word, so even 

though I know the meaning, if I am trying to use that, you 

know, other guy wouldn't understand because it would be 
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wrong pronunciation." His response shows that again, a part 

of his attention during reading is on correct decoding of 

the words so that he can improve the language through 

reading. 

Emerging themes of Vlassis's Processes of reading in 

English: It seems that at the word and sentence levels, 

Vlassis actively uses strategies to get the meaning of the 

words or the sentences. Along with dictionary use which he 

consistently self-reported in the questionnaire and during 

the interview and demonstrated during the think-aloud 

session, he uses a guessing strategy, utilizing immediate 

context. In addition, he occasionally confirms his guesses: 

"I found the meaning, and then I went back to read again, 

with the, I had in mind the meaning that I guessed to see if 

it makes a sense." 

Nevertheless, at the global level, Vlassis is 

currently, exercising text-based/bottom-up processing 

strategies far more than reader-based/top-down processing 

counterparts. Although on several occasions Vlassis 

demonstrates his transaction with the text, in general, his 

transactions are restricted to the local meaning at the word 

and sentence level. 

HiR retelling shows that he understood bits and pieces 

of details that the article presented; in his retelling he 

addressed the incidents that happened in California and 
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Miami in detail but not the main points of the incidents 

that the details are supporting. This corroborates that he 

focuses on the sentence level of meaning rather than at the 

intersentencial or global level of meaning. 

D. Emerging Themes and Patterns 

An analysis of Vlassis's perceptions about reading in 

English and the processes of reading that he utilizes 

reveals a consistent pattern that suggests a possible 

relationship between the two variables. As for his 

perceptions about reading in L2, he is aware of the 

importance of certain thought processes in L2 reading, such 

as guessing the meaning of the words. In keeping with his 

perception, at word and sentence levels, he uses effective 

strategies such as guessing unfamiliar words based on the 

remaining part of the sentence that he does understand. 

Even though he is aware of the importance of getting 

meaning from reading, he also shows some misconceptions 

about L2 reading, such as viewing correct decoding as 

important, i.e., correct pronunciation. This was 

consistently evidenced by his self-report in the 

questionnaire and his comments during the retrospective 

analysis session. These perceptions about reading in L2 as 

a linguistic process, coupled with his dominant language

oriented purpose for reading, seems to lead him to hold on 

to the bottom-up processes. As he stated, when he reads in 
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English, a large portion of his attention goes to linguistic 

elements of the text because he wants to improve his English 

through reading, namely exercising grammatical structure and 

expanding his vocabulary. 

It seems that the predominant purpose for reading as 

"learning the vocabulary, and practice grammar structure" 

becomes his center of attention while reading. His focus is 

directed at getting the meaning of individual words or 

sentences rather than a global coherent meaning through a 

transaction between himself as a reader and the text. This 

was consistently demonstrated in his think-aloud statements 

and retelling, both of which suggest that he was focusing on 

getting the meaning of words or sentences. 

Likewise, when he experiences certain comprehension 

difficulties and tries to employ fix-up strategies, he 

mostly relies on using the dictionary, rereading, or 

guessing the meaning at the intrasentential level. He does 

not use other top-down strategies, such as utilizing the 

broad context or his background knowledge about the topic. 

In conclusion, Vlassis's process of reading is rather 

inefficient and limited at the local level of meaning which 

possibly stems from his perceptions about L2 reading as a 

dominantly linguistic process, coupled with his strong 

purpose to improve his English through reading. Even though 

he uses some effective strategies at the word and the 



sentence level, utilizing immediate context, he does not 

show the same kind of effectiveness beyond the sentence 

level. 
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It is possible that the reason why he was so distracted 

when reading orally, which resulted in an unexpectedly poor 

retelling, was that he was concentrating on decoding rather 

than on gathering the meaning of the text. His retelling 

shows that he remembers certain details, facts, and 

incidents. However, he could not remember the major points 

of the article. 



4.3.1.4 Ricky 

A. Reader Profile 

1) Personal Data 
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Ricky is a female, adult reader of English as a second 

language. She is from Israel, and her native language is 

Hebrew. She is a 37-year-old and the wife of an 

international student, living with her husband and two 

children, a 14-year-old boy and an ll-year-old girl. Her 

husband is working on his doctoral degree at the University 

of Arizona, and the family is living at the University 

family housing complex. The family has lived in the United 

states for a little over four years, and they expect to stay 

in the united states for one more year. Two weeks before 

the case study was conducted, Ricky started teaching Hebrew 

to children at a local Hebrew school. 

Ricky chose her apartment as the research site for both 

meetings. Each meeting lasted a little over an hour. Ricky 

was open and cooperative throughout both sessions. However, 

she seemed to be more relaxed during the second meeting. 

Actually, during the retrospective analysis session she 

stated that she was a little bit nervous while she was 

reading the article at the first meeting. 

2) Reading Background 

Ricky learned to read English in Israel in the 4th 

grade and continued English reading instruction through the 
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12th grade. She also enrolled in English classes in college 

to fulfill the foreign language requirement. During the 

interview she recalled that in high school English, lessons 

consisted almost exclusively of grammar exercises and 

conversation practice, whereas in college, reading was 

emphasized. According to her self-report in the 

questionnaire, the emphases of English classes up to high 

school were on grammar exercise, discussion of the topic, 

vocabulary, reading strategies, translation, pronunciation, 

and the extra reading assignment, in that order. In college 

she majored in Sociology, and all her textbooks were in 

English. However, lectures, class discussions, and note

taking were all carried out in Hebrew. 

Since her family moved to the United States, she reads 

books and magazines in English extensively because she 

"didn't have a chance to read anything else, just English." 

During the BIMOR interview session she attributed her 

improvement in reading in English during the last few years 

to the great amount of reading (mostly magazines) she had 

been doing in the United States during that period. 

In the questionnaire, she reported that she reads 

approximately 6-10 pages weekly from Time magazine. 

Generally, she is interested in the following topics: 

politics/international affairs, education, and 

environment/nature. During the interview she reported that 
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she also likes to read books about philosophy. Topics that 

do not interest her are: sports, food/cooking, and 

health/fitness. 

B. perceptions about Reading in English as a Second Language 

1) Ricky's perceptions about herself as an L2 reader in 

English: Ricky's responses in the questionnaire show that 

she is confident of her reading ability in English. She 

rated her reading proficiency in English as "good" on a 5-

point scale (poor-limited-average-good-excellent). In 

addition, she reported that her speaking, listening, 

reading, and writing abilities in English are equally good. 

Her interview data shows that she is aware that her reading 

ability in English has improved considerably through the 

amount of reading she has done in the united states. 

However, she was not quite satisfied with her reading 

ability in English, especially compared to her reading 

ability in her native language, Hebrew. During the 

interview she said, "Anyway, until now to enjoy a book, I 

have to read in my language ..•. even though it's not hard 

now to read (in English), to really enjoy the language ... " 

When asked to describe herself as a reader during the 

interview session, she graded her reading as "good minus." 



2) Ricky's perceptions about the Purpose for Reading in 

English: 
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Ricky's responses to the questionnaire item asking her 

for what purpose she reads English magazines suggests that 

she reads magazines in English mainly for information. In 

evaluating her purpose for reading magazines in English, she 

allocated 70 percent for information gathering, 20 percent 

for pleasure seeking, and 10 percent for the improvement of 

English. 

According to her response to another question in the 

questionnaire, she perceives that reading can help increase 

vocabulary, along with reading comprehension and writing 

ability. She does not perceive that grammar and speaking 

ability can be improved much through reading. 

3) Ricky's Perceptions about strategy Variable in L2 

Reading: Ricky's response to the question that asks the 

importance of different strategies in L2 reading suggests 

that she may perceive that L2 reading is more a thought 

process than a language process. Her rating of the 

importance of reading strategies is shown in Table 22. 

Ricky views "having background knowledge of the topic" as 

the most important factor in reading in L2. In addition, 

she is aware of the importance of other non-Ianguage-based 

top-down strategies, such as "skip some unfamiliar words and 

still understand" and "guess what's going on." 
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Table 22 

Ricky's Rating of the Importance of Reading strategies 

Non-language related factors/strategies Rating. 

Having background knowledge of the topic 

Knowing the American culture. 

Guessing what's going on. 

Skipping some unfamiliar words 
and still understanding. 

Sharing ideas with others. 

Language related factors/strategies 

Knowing grammar rules. 

Knowing all the words. 

Pronouncing sounds correctly. 

Knowing the correct accents/spelling. 

Translating into your own language. 

7 

1 

5 

6 

2 

4 

6 

2 

2 

1 

Note: Rating is on a 7-point scale, 1 being not important, 4 
being somewhat important, and 7 being very important. 

Regarding the language-based items, she perceives that 

"knowing all the words" is important but "knowing the 

grammar rules" is not that important. She regards all other 

language related items, such as "translation," 

"pronunciation," and "correct accents/spelling" as not 

important in reading. 
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Ricky's awareness of the ineffectiveness of focusing on 

the lexical meaning of the text is cross-checked by her 

comments during the retrospective analysis session. She 

commented insightfully: "From my experience I know that when 

you try to know what the words mean too much, you can't 

understand the whole thing." Looking back to the time when 

she used magazine articles in English just to study 

vocabulary, she said that "[that time] I didn't focus on 

meaning. I just picked up 20 new words from an article to 

study." 

Ricky's responses to the same interview question that 

was asked of Nuraeni show that she has far different 

perceptions about reading in L2 than Nuraeni: 

Researcher: What makes your husband (the person who 

Ricky thinks is a good reader in English) a good 

reader? 

Ricky: He understands a lot. 

Researcher: Do you think he ever comes to some part 

that he does not understand? 

Ricky: Maybe. 

Emerging themes about Ricky's perceptions about reading in 

L2: Based on the data analysis of her responses in the 

questionnaire and the interview questions and her comments 

during the retrospective analysis session, it can be 

concluded that Ricky has a meaning-oriented perception about 
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reading in L2. She is well aware of the utility of non

language-based reading strategies. Her perception for 

reading in L2 is well balanced between meaning-gathering and 

language-learning: a dominant meaning-gathering purpose and 

a minor language-learning purpose. 

c. Ricky's Processes of Reading in English 

1) Questionnaire and Interview Data 

Ricky's responses in the questionnaire which is 

depicted in Table 23 indicate that she utilizes top-down 

strategies to a greater degree than she uses bottom-up 

processing strategies. Ricky sometimes "pay[s] attention to 

individual words", but she does not "feel uncomfortable if 

she doesn't know what some of the words mean" or "pays most 

attention to grammatical structures." In addition, she does 

not rely on the dictionary to a great extent. She always 

utilizes "title and subtitles" and frequently relates 

reading to her "background knowledge or personal 

experiences" and "predicts what the following part will 

say. " 

In a situation where she has trouble understanding, she 

appears to utilize top-down more than bottom-up processing 

strategies: she guesses at the meaning, "using the context" 

and "what she knows about the topic"; she uses pictures and 

illustrations. She is likely to "consult a dictionary" less 

often. 



Table 23 

Ricky's Self-reported Use of Reading strategies 
for Reading Magazines in English 

Non-language-based strategies 

Using title/subtitles 
Skimming and scanning 
Using illustrations/graphics 
Adjusting reading strategies to 

reading purpose 
Relating to background knowledge 

or personal experiences 
Predicting 
Monitoring comprehension 

Language-based strategies 

.Frequency * 
7 
5 
5 

6 

6 
5 
2 

paying attention to individual words 5 
Paying attention to grammatical structures 2 
Getting the exact meaning of the text 6 
Feeling uncomfortable by not knowing 

what some of the words mean. 3 
Using the dictionary 3 
creating a personal glossary 1 
Translating into the native language 1 

Non-language-based fix-up strategies 

Guessing the meaning based on the context 5 
Guessing the meaning based on one's 

background knowledge 5 
Using illustrations/graphics 5 
Ignoring and reading on 4 
Reading on and returning 1 
Rereading 4 
Seeking help from an expert 3 

Language-based fix-up strategies 

consulting a dictionary 
Focusing on the grammatical structure 

4 
1 

Note: Frequency is on a 7-point scale, 1 being never, 4 
being sometimes, and 7 being always. 

190 
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The following dialogue during the BIMOR session 

indicates that Ricky has meaning-based standards for 

deciding whether or not to attempt "fix-up" strategies when 

she is aware that there is a comprehension barrier. 

Researcher: When you come to something you don't 

understand what do you do? 

Ricky: What do you mean I don't understand? Word? or 

sentence? 

Researcher: First, about a word, what do you do? 

Ricky: Just skip the word. 

Researcher: And what do you do when you don't 

understand a sentence? 

Ricky: Also, it depends. If it is really important, 

maybe I'll try to read again or come back to it. 

If not, .•. Usually, when I read a newspaper, I 

don't look in the dictionary or go back. 

2) Think-aloud Protocol 

Ricky's think-aloud statements which are categorized in 

Table 24 demonstrate her transactive approach to reading. 

Of the total 39 statements she made during the think-aloud 

session, nine statements are under the category of reacting 

and responding to the content of the text. Four statements 

are about her personal opinions (e.g., !lAb, there is Tanton. 

He looks like a racist," "This is really the Americans"); 

three statements show her agreement or disagreement ("Yes, 
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Table 24 

categorization of Ricky's Think-aloud statements 

----~ ----------------------------------------------------------category Number of Occurrences 

READER-BASED (TOP-DOWN) 

REACTING/RESPONSIVE 
Emotional reaction 
Personal opinions/beliefs 
Agreement/disagreement 

SCHEMA-RELATED 
Adjusting previous schema 
Using pragmatic background knowledge 

RELATING TO PERSONAL EXPERIENCES IN THE REAL WORLD 

2 
4 
3 

2 
2 

Relating to personal experiences 1 
Asking a question concerning real world 3 

GLOBAL MEANING-ORIENTED (INTERSENTENTIAL LEVEL) 
*Suspending judgments 1 
Monitoring not comprehending 1 
Using graphics 3 

TEXT-BASED (BOTTOM-UP) 

LOCAL MEANING-ORIENTED (INTRASENTENTIAL LEVEL) 
Paraphrasing 
Monitoring comprehending 
Monitoring not comprehending 

*Identifying grammatical features 
*Rereading 

CONCENTRATING ON WORDS (VOCABULARY, IDIOM LEVEL) 
Monitoring unfamiliarity 
Reading in one's native language 

* : Used as a fix-up strategy. 

1 
1 
4 
1 
3 (8) 

4 
2 

**: Numbers in parenthesis to the right represent observed, 
not verbalized occurrences of strategy use. 



indeed, in any society"); and two statements show her 

emotional reaction to the article. 
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There are clear indications that Ricky was relating 

what she was reading to her background knowledge of the 

topic (4 remarks). Her think-aloud statements suggest that 

she was using her pragmatic knowledge while she was reading. 

For example, when she read the name 'Hayakawa' who, in the 

article, was said to guide the u.s. English organization, 

she said, "But his name sounds to me not English, not 

American." Her comment indicates her process of interaction 

with the text: based on her experiences here or some 

pragmatic knowledge, she seemed to predict or expect that 

people who were involved with the u.s. English movement 

would be Americans. Then, whenever she came across people 

with foreign last names such as 'Hayakawa' or 'Chavez,' 

(again she was using her pragmatic knowledge about American 

and non-American last names), it came as a surprise to her: 

later, during the think-aloud, she also made a similar 

comment (e.g., "She is Hispanic") when she came across other 

foreign last names of the people who were involved in the 

English-Only movement. 

When she came across the name 'Saul Bellow' about whom 

she knew, she immediately connected what she was reading 

with what she knew about him. Actually, she was reading 

what she knew regarding Saul Bellow into what was said in 
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the article, which resulted in miscomprehension: According 

to the article, Saul Bellow is one of the supporters of the 

English-Only movement, but in her retelling, Ricky retold 

that he was one of the opponents of the movement based on 

her belief in his integrity. However, this incident 

demonstrates that Ricky, when she reads in English, brings a 

great deal of herself as a reader into the text she is 

reading. 

Four other statements demonstrate that Ricky relates 

her reading to what she has experienced in real life. From 

early on during reading she posed several questions about 

the topic which were related to her personal life. For 

example, upon reading the title and part of the description 

of the picture, she wanted to know "what was the decision in 

Arizona?," the state where she currently resides. 

Ricky did not reread to a great extent. She only 

employed a rereading strategy eight times. However, it 

seems that rereading is her major fix-up strategy. Three 

statements specifically verbalize the process, such "I have 

to read this again." The remaining five segments Ricky 

reread as a fix-up strategy were preceded by certain 

monitoring comments, such as, "Just a minute," or "What?" 

She reread parts of a sentence five times, a whole sentence 

three times. 



195 

There were several instances in which Ricky 

demonstrated that she was monitoring her understanding of 

the text. Of 37 think-aloud statements she made, ten of 

them concerned her understanding or not understanding of the 

text (e.g., "O.K.", "wait a minute", or "What? I don't 

understand what she meant by that"). Of the ten monitoring 

statements, five concerned not understanding the text, and 

four were about her unfamiliarity with words. With one 

exception, Ricky attempted to solve her comprehension 

failures immediately, and seemed to resolve them by 

rereading the part. In only one instance did she simply 

continue to read the next sentence without making any 

attempt to solve the problem. 

Four of her think-aloud statements concerned 

unfamiliarity with two words, 'ballot' and 'xenophobic', 

when they appeared in the article for the first time, and 

whey they reappeared at the end of the article. When she 

came across the two words for the second time, she seemed to 

recognize them even though she still did not get their 

meaning. Interestingly, for 'xenophobic' she did not even 

bother to pronounce it, and simply skipped it saying, "I 

don't know how to read this word." 

The rest of the statements made by Ricky fall under the 

category of "using graphics" (1 statement) and "suspend 

judgments" (1) at the global meaning level; "paraphrasing" 



196 

(1) and "identifying grammatical features" (1) at the 

sentence level; and "reading in the numbers in native 

language" (2) (This strategy use is further explained in the 

next section). 

In summary, Ricky's think-aloud reading demonstrates a 

meaningful transaction with the L2 text. She brings her 

personal opinions and thoughts into the process of 

constructing meaning. In addition, she relates what she 

reads to her background knowledge and the real world. At 

the same time she employs bottom-up processing to get text

based meaning. However, she is not particularly bound to 

the sentence level of meaning or lexical meaning. 

3) Retelling 

Ricky's retelling focuses mainly on text-based 

comprehension, until she was asked "Is there anything else 

that you would like to add?" Her retelling is characterized 

by orderly organization from the main idea to the supporting 

details that the article contained. She begins her 

retelling by summarizing the article as "English is going to 

be the only one language in the United States. And there is 

a group who is fighting for English as the only language." 

Then, she added, "it started in California recently" and 

spread to other states. And then, she referred to the 

incidents in Miami, "They gave an example, in Miami ... " 
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Ricky's retelling also demonstrated an interesting 

miscomprehension, possibly due to the interference from her 

background knowledge about "Saul Bellow," one of the 

people's named in the article as a supporter of the English

Only movement. However, her retelling shows that she 

understood that Saul Bellow is one of the opponents of the 

movement. In her retelling she said: "Saul Bellow mentioned 

that ... in a society that it was built by immigrants, it is a 

shame to ask people just to speak one language in order to 

keep their own language." 

When asked "Is there anything else that you would like 

to add?", her retelling shifted more to her reaction to the 

article. She stated that "I wouldn't read it until the end 

if I have to read it just by myself" because she got bored 

by the way the article was written, especially with all the 

detailed information. 

The total score on Text-based Comprehension, averaged 

between the scores by the two interraters, was 10, and the 

score on Reader's Response and Reaction to Text was 9.5. 

4) The Retrospective Analysis Session 

During the retrospective analysis session at the second 

meeting, Ricky was asked to clarify some of the comments 

that she made during the think-aloud session. In addition, 

she was encouraged to reflect on her personal processes of 

reading in general. At the second meeting she seemed to be 
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more relaxed, and was able to utilize contextual clues that 

she failed to use when she read the article during her 

think-aloud session. 

The researcher observed during the think-aloud session 

that Ricky appeared to be using additional strategies while 

reading aloud, i.e., reading numbers in her native language 

and using grammatical knowledge. During the retrospective 

analysis session Ricky confirmed the use of the 

aforementioned strategies by reflecting on the manner in 

which she uses them. The use of translation and punctuation 

as a cue for clarifying meaning also surfaced during this 

session. 

Use of translation 

The retrospective analysis session began with asking 

Ricky, "Do you remember any particular part in which you had 

trouble when you read the article at our last meeting?" In 

response, she immediately pointed out the following portion 

in the text she had read aloud: 

... "Perhaps this is the first instance in which those 

with their pants up are going to get caught by those 

with their pants down." 

On this occasion, her think-aloud protocol reveals that she 

was aware that she did not understand what she was reading. 

"I don't understand" was recorded at this point and it was 

observed that she moved on to the next part without 
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attempting to do anything about it. This was the only time 

in which Ricky did not attempt to use any fix-up strategy or 

any other strategy to clarify the meaning. When asked "why 

did you decide to simply move on to the next part" during 

the retrospective analysis session she said, 

"Because it was just picturizing the problem, I didn't 

take it so seriously .... But it's really stuck in to my 

mind." 

However, when she read the part again during the 

retrospective session, she seemed to understand the sentence 

by translating it into her native language: "Now, when I go 

back to it, I like to translate it to myself ... Now I came to 

an expression that is really close also in my language to 

this ['catch somebody with his pants down']" 

In this instance, she verbally analyzed her use of 

translation as a fix-up strategy as follows: "For me, in the 

beginning [here she meant when she began to learn English], 

when I read or even when I heard English I really translated 

it to my own language. And later on I didn't need to do it 

but still when it came to a part that is harder, I need to 

translated it again." 

Reading numbers in her native language 

Ricky's think-aloud protocol revealed that whenever she 

comes to a number (e.g., number of people, year) she reads 

it in Hebrew. When asked "What else do you read in your 



native language?", she replied, 

"Just numbers, I'll read just if they are short 

numbers, the small ones, then, it will be in 
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English •••. But if it's for long numbers, it will be in 

Hebrew ..•• Number and calculation, you always do in you 

language." 

When asked why she reads numbers in Hebrew, she said, "It's 

faster." It seems that her purpose is to get meaning in 

whatever is the most efficient way: as long as she gets the 

meaning, she does not bother to sound out the numbers in 

English. 

Use of grammatical cues 

The process of retrospectively analyzing her own 

reading paradigms apparently made her realize that she does 

utilize her grammatical competence in English during 

reading. The following quote vividly corroborates the 

awareness of her reading paradigms. She stated that: 

... now I, I see it, .•. , maybe because it's not my 

language I need the grammar. And if I don't find the 

grammar, it's harder for me to understand. 

She further reported: 

Maybe this is also ... it reflects the way we 

learned English. We learned a lot of grammar. And I 

think that I am good in grammar. So now I, I, I, 

according to what I see, that I follow the grammar. 



Furthermore, she described: 

If I can't find myself in the structure, it's 

harder for me to figure out what it is. It's harder 

than when I don't know the word. 
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Emerging themes about Ricky's Processes of reading in 

English: One of the consistent themes about Ricky's 

processes of reading in English is that she is a transactive 

reader, utilizing both reader-based and text-based 

processing. She transacts with the text to a great extent, 

bringing her reader-based opinions, reactions, and responses 

to the meaning-constructing process. She also brings her 

background, pragmatic knowledge of the topic, and her 

experiences in the real world to her transaction with the 

text. 

Another theme is that Ricky is a rather effective and 

efficient reader. As demonstrated in her think-aloud 

protocol and her reflection on her reading process, she does 

not interrupt the flow of her reading by brooding too much 

about the exact meaning or pronunciation of unfamiliar words 

or phrases. As long as she gets the general meaning from 

reading or believes she is in the so-called right 'semantic 

field', not knowing the exact meaning of the pronunciation 

of certain words does not hinder her process of meaning

making. 
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D. Emerging Themes and Patterns 

Analyses of Ricky's perceptions about reading in 

English and her actual use of reading strategies in English 

reveals a certain pattern. She perceives reading in L2 as a 

psycholinguistic process, and her primary purpose for 

reading is meaning-oriented. She is aware of the importance 

of thought processes in reading English, such as the use of 

background knowledge and guessing. consistent with her 

psycholinguistic perceptions, especially her awareness of 

the importance of thought processes, she is confident about 

her reading ability in English. 

In keeping with her meaning-based perception about 

reading in English, her focus during reading is not directed 

to the meaning of individual words or sentences, or to 

expanding her vocabulary or practicing grammar structure. 

Rather, she focuses on her transaction with the text, 

responding to the content of what she reads. She interacts 

with the text to a great extent, utilizing her background 

and pragmatic knowledge of the topic about which she is 

reading, personal experiences, and beliefs, along with her 

English language resources. 

Ricky does not interrupt the flow of her reading by 

brooding too much about the exact meaning or pronunciation 

of unfamiliar words or phrases. When she experiences 

certain comprehension difficulties, and tries to employ fix-
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up strategies, however, she relies more on her grammatical 

competence in the English language along with other top-down 

strategies, such as utilizing the context or her background 

knowledge about the topic. 

In summary, Ricky has psycholinguistic perceptions and 

a meaning-oriented purpose for reading in a second language. 

Her actual processes of reading in English show a 

transaction with the text, resulting in construction of 

meaning. Her comment about the efficiency of the specific 

strategies she employs, such as reading numbers in her 

native language, reflects both her perceptions and her 

personal process of reading in L2. She perceives that the 

purpose for reading in English is for meaning and, in the 

actual process of reading, she employs strategies that help 

her get the meaning in the most efficient way, without 

worrying about the correct sounds of English. 



4.3.1.5 Pancho 

A. Reader Profile 

1) Personal Data 
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Pancho is a 24-year-old male reader of English as a 

second language. He is from Mexico, and his native language 

is spanish. He has lived in the united states for a little 

over three months, and he plans to stay in America for three 

more years until he finishes a Master's degree in 

Agriculture. At the time of the study, Pancho was living 

with his uncle's family to attend the Center for English as 

a Second Language (CESL) as a full-time student. He was 

also preparing for the Test of English as a Foreign Language 

(TOEFL), so that he could pass the minimum score level 

required by the university he wanted to attend. 

Pancho chose the main library on the university campus 

as the research site for both meetings. Each meeting lasted 

approximately one hour and a half. At both meetings Pancho 

was relaxed and self-reported with ease. In addition, he 

showed personal interest and involvement in all stages of 

the case study. 

2) Reading Background 

Pancho learned to read English at school in Mexico when 

he was in the 7th grade and continued formal English 

education through the 12th grade. According to his self

report in the questionnaire, the emphases of English classes 
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in junior high and high school were on grammar exercise, 

vocabulary, pronunciation, translation, reading strategies, 

discussion of the topic, and extra reading assignments, in 

that order. 

In addition to his regular English lessons at school in 

Mexico, Pancho attended summer school in the united states 

every summer from the 6th grade through 9th grade. During 

the interview he remembered that at summer school in the 

united states, lessons centered on speaking and grammar. 

At college in Mexico, Pancho took English classes to 

fulfill the foreign language requirement. However, during 

the interview he stated that neither he nor his university 

made any serious commitment to English education. Instead, 

he attributed his current reading ability in English to an 

extensive reading of English books and journals for his 

course assignment in agriculture. Pancho recalled that a 

large portion of his class requirement was writing reports 

on agriculture. Since the most updated information was 

found in English books, and especially in academic journals 

in English, he had to read an extensive volume of books and 

journal articles about agriculture in English. 

After graduating from college, he worked for an 

exterminating company for vegetables to be exported to the 

united states. During that time he had to read regulation 

manuals in English published by the Environmental Protection 
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Agency so that he could understand American regulations on 

pest control for vegetables. 

Prior to attending CESL programs, Pancho enrolled in a 

language school in California for two months. At the time 

the case study was conducted, he had been in CESL for three 

months as a full time student. Based on his performance in 

the placement test, he was placed in level 70, the most 

advanced level in CESL. 

In the questionnaire, he reported that every week he 

reads approximately 11-20 pages of Newsweek and Vegetable 

Grower magazines, along with textbooks for CESL classes. 

Generally, he is interested in the following topics: 

environment/nature, science/technology, and 

entertainment/Tv/movies. Topics that do not interest him 

are: clothing/fashion, editorial/essays, and 

living/lifestyles. 

B. Perceptions about Readinq in Enqlish as a Second Lanquaqe 

1) Pancho's perceptions about himself as an L2 reader in 

Enqlish: 

Pancho's responses in the questionnaire and during the 

interview show that he is confident and content with his 

reading ability in English. He self-rated his reading 

proficiency in English as "good" on a 5-point scale (poor

limited-average-good-excellent). In addition, he reported 

that reading is his strongest skill in English, followed by 



speaking, listening, and writing, in order. During the 

interview he said "I feel good" about his reading ability 

even though he was aware that he needs to "increase my 

vocabulary." 

2) Pancho's Perceptions about the Purpose for Reading in 

English: 
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Pancho's responses to the questionnaire item which 

asked his purposes for reading English magazines suggests 

that he reads English magazines mainly for getting general 

or specific information and pleasure. In evaluating his 

purpose for reading in English, he allocated 40 percent for 

getting information, 40 percent for pleasure-seeking, and 20 

percent for improvement of English. 

According to the response Pancho provided in the 

questionnaire, he appears to view reading primarily as an 

important means toward improving reading comprehension. He 

perceives that vocabulary, grammar structure, and writing 

ability can be somewhat improved through reading, although 

to a far less degree than reading comprehension. However, 

Pancho views reading as entirely unrelated to improving 

speaking ability. 

His perceptions that reading ability is improved 

through reading is also demonstrated by his responses during 

the interview: 

Researcher: What makes your uncle (the person who 



Pancho thinks is a good reader in English) a good 

reader? 

Pancho: Because he's always reading books. 

3) Pancho's Perceptions about strategy Variable in L2 

Reading-
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Pancho's responses to the question item in the 

questionnaire that probes his perceptions about the 

importance of different strategies in L2 reading is shown in 

Table 25. From his responses one can speculate that he is 

well aware of the importance and the utility of non

language-based and top-down strategies. He rated most of 

top-down strategy items, such as "having background 

knowledge of the topic," "knowing American culture," "skip 

some unfamiliar words and still understand" and "guess 

what's going on" as highly important factors in reading 

English. 

In contrast to his high rating of top-down strategies, 

he rated bottom-up strategies as less important or not 

important at all. He perceives that "knowing all the words" 

and "knowing the grammar rules" are somewhat important. 

However, he views all decoding items as not important, such 

as "pronunciation," "correct accents/spelling," and 

"translation." 
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Table 2S 

Pancho's Rating of the Importance of Reading strategies 

Non-language-based factors/strategies 

Having background knowledge of the topic 

Knowing the American culture. 

Guessing what's going on. 

Skipping some unfamiliar words 
and still understanding. 

Sharing ideas with others. 

Language-based factors/strategies 

Knowing grammar rules. 

Knowing all the words. 

Pronouncing sounds correctly. 

Knowing the correct accents/spelling. 

Translating into your own language. 

Rating. 

6 

6 

5 

6 

3 

3 

4 

1 

1 

Note: Rating is on a 7-point scale, 1 being not important, 4 
being somewhat important, and 7 being very important. 
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Particularly, his perceptions about the negative effect 

of translation for L2 reading was corroborated by his 

comments during the BIMOR session. When asked "how would 

you help the person who has difficulty?," he shared a recent 

experience in his reading class. A Japanese girl sought 

advice from him and his advice was: "try to think in 

English, not to, to read and translate and think in 

Japanese." 

Additionally, it was noticed during the retrospective 

analysis session that somehow Pancho has developed some 

sense of the importance of efficiency and fluency over a too 

careful and exact approach to the English text. His 

insightful comment follows: "I found out that ya, you have 

to keep reading fast and understand 90 percent, 95 percent, 

it's, it's O.K. [that you don't understand 100 percent of 

what you read]." 

Emerging themes of Pancho's perceptions about reading in 

English: From the questionnaire, interview, and 

retrospective analysis session, a consistent theme of 

Pancho's perceptions about reading in English is that he 

clearly has a psycholinguistic perception about reading in 

English. He is aware of the dominant role that the thought 

process plays in L2 reading along with the importance of 

having a certain amount of linguistic proficiency in that 

language. His perception for reading in L2 is well balanced 
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between meaning-gathering and language-learning: a dominant 

meaning-gathering purpose and a minor language-learning 

purpose. In addition, he is confident of his reading 

ability in English in spite of his awareness regarding his 

lack of lexical knowledge in English. 

c. Pancho's Processes of Reading in English 

3.1 Questionnaire and Interview Data 

Table 26 shows Pancho's self-report on his use of 

reading strategies during reading English magazines. As can 

be noted in Table 26, Pancho'S self-report indicates that he 

uses both non-language-based, top-down strategies and 

language-based bottom-up processing strategies. Based on 

the frequency of each strategy use, one can even speculate 

that he may utilize non-language-based top-down strategies 

more frequently than language-based bottom-up strategies. 

For example, he only sometimes pays attention to "individual 

words," "grammatical structures," and "uses the dictionary." 

In addition, he does not "feel uncomfortable if he doesn't 

know what some of the words mean." 

In regard to the use of non-language-based top-down 

strategies, however, he always utilizes "title and 

subtitles" and "illustrations," and tries "to relate the 

current reading to his personal experience or background 

knowledge about the topic." 



Table 26 

Pancho's Self-reported Use of Reading Strategy for 
Reading Magazines in English 
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Non-language-based strategies Frequency * 

using title/subtitles 
Skimming and scanning 
Using illustrations/graphics 
Adjusting reading strategies to 

reading purpose 
Relating to background knowledge 
or personal experiences 

Predicting 
Monitoring compr.ehension 

Language-based strategies 

7 
7 
7 

6 

6 
2 
4 

Paying attention to individual words 3 
Paying attention to grammatical structures 3 
Getting the exact meaning of the text 5 
Feeling uncomfortable by not knowing 
what some of the words mean. 1 

using the dictionary 4 
Creating a personal glossary 1 
Translating into the native language 3 

Non-language-based fix-up strategies 

Guessing at the meaning based on context 
Guessing at the meaning based on one's 

background knowledge 
using illustrations/graphics 
Ignoring and reading on 
Reading on and coming back 
Rereading 
seeking help from an expert 

Language-based fix-up strategies 

Consulting a dictionary 
Focusing on the grammatical structure 

5 

5 
6 
5 
5 
6 
2 

3 
3 

Note: Frequency is on a 7-point scale, 1 being never, 4 
being sometimes, and 7 being always. 



213 

In a situation where he has trouble understanding, he 

reports the same pattern of processing strategy use between 

top-down and bottom-up fix-up strategies. He utilizes top

down fix-up strategies, such as "use of illustration/ 

graphics" and guessing at the meaning, "using the context" 

and "what he knows about the topic" more often that 

"consulting a dictionary" or "focusing on the grammatical 

structure." 

The following dialogue during the BIMOR interview 

session corroborates what he reported in the questionnaire 

on the use of fix-up strategies: 

Researcher: When you come to something you don't 

understand what do you do? 

Pancho: sometime, I look for the words if I have enough 

time. 

Researcher: If you do not have enough time, then what 

do you do? 

Pancho: Just keep reading and try to guess the meaning 

of the part. 

Researcher: Which do you try more often, looking up the 

word in the dictionary, or trying to guess? 

Pancho: Trying to guess. 
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2) The Think-aloud Protocol 

Pancho made 23 statements during the think-aloud 

session, and the categorization of the statements is 

illustrated in Table 27. Pancho's think-aloud protocol 

clearly demonstrates his transactive approach to reading an 

L2 text. 

Of the total 23 statements he made during the think

aloud session, nine statements fall under the category of 

reader-based reacting and response to the content of 

reading. His statements during the think-aloud session show 

his transaction with the text, inserting his personal 

opinions and beliefs (e.g., "I think this nurse, nurse are 

wrong, or this hospital are, is wrong II "I don't, don't 

believe that") and agreement or disagreement with what he 

was reading in the article ("I'm agree, I'm agree with this 

person"). 

Pancho also related what he was reading to his 

background knowledge of the topic (2 statements, such as 

"This reminds me that I was reading this morning an article 

about in the Time magazine about what would happen in when 

other when other ethnic ethnics groups will be bigger than 

the white American groups") and what he experienced in real 

life (1 lengthy remark, "I remember now that I can see more 

spanish road signs and other kind of signs in Spanish .... "). 



Table 27 

categorization of Pancho's Think-aloud statements 

category 

READER-BASED (TOP-DOWN) 

REACTING/RESPONSIVE 

Personal opinions/beliefs 
Agreement/disagreement 

SCHEMA-RELATED 

Number of Occurrences 

6 
3 

Identifying existing schema 1 
Using pragmatic background knowledge 2 

RELATING TO PERSONAL EXPERIENCES IN THE REAL WORLD 

Relating to personal experiences 

GLOBAL MEANING-Based (INTERSENTENTIAL LEVEL) 

Using graphics 
Identifying main idea/Summarizing 

*Suspending judgments 
Monitoring not comprehending 

TEXT-BASED (BOTTOM-UP) 

1 

1 
3 
1 
1 

LOCAL MEANING-ORIENTED (INTRASENTENTIAL LEVEL) 

Selecting/sampling information 
Paraphrasing 
Monitoring not comprehending 

*Rereading 

1 
1 
1 
o (1) ** 

CONCENTRATING ON WORDS (VOCABULARY, IDIOM LEVEL) 

*Guessing meaning, using immediate context 1 

*: Used as a fix-up strategy 
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**: Numbers in the parenthesis to the right represent the 
number of observed, not verbalized, occurrences of strategy 
use. 
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One of the specific strategies that Pancho employs 

which none of the other readers demonstrated was chunking 

information and making a summary statement in his own words. 

Three of his think-aloud statements reflect that he was 

summarizing a paragraph or chunk of information in his own 

words. (e.g., "So, there are some, some part that they are 

trying to obligate people to speak only English"). These 

statements occurred at the end of a paragraph and one 

occurred when he finished the whole article. 

Pancho's reading of the article can be also 

characterized by quickness without much repetition. Even 

though Pancho repeated single words occasionally, he hardly 

reread any part of the article. 

Other statements that Pancho made during the think

aloud session fall under the category of: "use of graphics" 

(1 statement) "monitoring incomprehension" (1), "suspending 

judgments" (1) at the global meaning level~ "paraphrase"(1), 

"selecting/sampling information" (1), and "monitoring not 

comprehending" (1) at the sentence-meaning level~ and 

"guessing based on the context" (1) at the vocabulary level. 

It should be noted that a majority of Pancho'S think

aloud statements fall under reader-based and global meaning

oriented categories (19). only four statements are 

identified as strategies for text-based local meaning or 

individual vocabulary. 
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3) Retelling 

Pancho's retelling is short and yet to the point, 

focusing on the gist of the article. The organization of 

his retelling parallels that of the article. He started 

with the incidents in California stated at the beginning of 

the article. He continued his retelling by saying, " .. some 

people who are favor and other people who are against the 

change. II Then, he moved on to the incident in Miami, 

following the order of information presented in the article. 

At the end of his retelling, he summarized the ending part 

of the article and expressed his opinion about the 

conclusion: "And at the end, they say the people who are 

involved with the organization against English, no, other 

languages and favor to protect, to protect the English, the 

English language are people who think that English is the 

thing that keep unified America. Kind of poli-, political 

conclusion. II 

Pancho's retelling reflects the way he interacts and 

transacts with the text which was demonstrated during the 

think-aloud. As discussed in the analysis of his think

aloud statements, one of the distinctive characteristics of 

his reading is to identify the main idea and to make a 

summary statement of each segment of the article. Likewise, 

his retelling reflected the same process. For example, in 

the beginning of his retelling, he made a summary statement 
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about the incidents in California instead of retelling the 

actual examples: "They started with, with, this little 

incidents, and they gave some examples about some cases that 

people force other people to speak only English." (He proved 

that he could remember the details about the examples when 

he was further probed in aided retelling). 

In addition, his retelling consists of both text-based 

comprehension and his response and personal opinions. For 

example, when he retold the California incidents, he said, 

"I think the people who force others, they are Americans. 

And maybe they are trying to bother other people, ... their 

workers. Well, it's my opinion." In addition, his 

retelling suggests that he made inferences about what making 

English official means: "[making English official] means 

that we are not going to find any, any, any signs or 

advertisement in Spanish, maybe Spanish TV channel, will be 

forbided or Chinese or other language TV programs," which 

was not directly stated in the article. 

When asked "Is there anything else that you would like 

to add?," Pancho's retelling was exclusively geared toward a 

personal response and reaction to the article: " ... I feel 

that, you know, sometimes, Americans are very proud of their 

country, their citizenship. But sometimes it's ill 

[sick] ..... " In addition, he relates his own real world to 

the content of the text: "For me, it's not the problem if, 
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if they wanna protect English as a official language ..... I 

think that I can survive here in the United states with my, 

my little English." 

The total score on Text-based comprehension, averaged 

between the scores by the two interraters, was 11.5, and the 

score on Reader's Response and Reaction to Text was 10.5. 

4) The Retrospective Analysis Session 

During the second meeting, Pancho was asked to clarify 

some of the comments that he made during his think-aloud 

session. In addition, he was encouraged to reflect on his 

own processes of reading. 

Most of Pancho's retrospection on his reading process 

reveals that he is metacognitively aware of his own reading 

processes in English. For example, concerning the use of 

chunking information, he reflected that: 

"(I was taught that) you have to take main idea of each 

paragraph. But it's kind of slow to analyze each 

paragraph. So, I wait for three or four paragraph. It 

depends of how interesting the article is." 

In addition, he was conscious of when to apply certain 

reading strategies in the context of what he is reading. 

Regarding the use of sampling strategies that he used in the 

think-aloud protocol, he reflected that whenever he reads a 

list of people's names he does not need to know or a list of 

other examples that he already knows, he reads only the 



first couple of examples, but not all of them. It seems 

that on those occasions, he was sampling the texts only 

enough to know what they were about. 

It was noted that Pancho has developed some sense of 

the importance of extensive over intensive reading in L2 

through his experiences of reading in English. His 

insightful comment follows: 
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"When you try to be perfect, try hard, hard, hard, I 

want to be perfect. But, I don't know, after a time, 

losing a lot of time, you find out that nothing can be 

perfect. So you can read a article, but if you want to 

understand all 100 percent, you have to, you need a lot 

of time. And I found out that you have to keep reading 

fast and understand 90 percent and 95 percent, its 

O.K." 

Emerging themes of Pancho's processes of reading in English: 

Based on his responses in the questionnaire, the interview, 

and the retrospective analysis session, the think-aloud 

protocol, and his retelling, Pancho's reading in English can 

best be characterized as an interactive and transactive 

process between him and the text. He brings his background 

knowledge about the topic and the world, and his experiences 

in the real world into the process of meaning construction. 

In addition, he makes a connection between the real world 

and the world of the text during and after the reading. 



Furthermore, he focuses on understanding the main ideas 

effectively and efficiently. 

D. Emerging Themes and Patterns 
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Analyses of Pancho's perceptions about reading in 

English and his personal paradigm of L2 reading process 

clearly suggest a consistent match between the two 

variables. As for his perceptions about reading in English 

as a second language, he has psycholinguistic perceptions. 

Even though he is aware that his lack of vocabulary is a 

disadvantage for reading in L2, he still perceives his 

reading ability as good and satisfactory. This is 

indicative of his perception that L2 reading involves 

something other than just linguistic proficiency in that 

language, which possibly can make up for the lexical 

deficiency. 

His psycholinguistic perceptions about L2 reading 

become clearer through his response in the questionnaire: he 

shows his awareness of the importance of non-Ianguage-based 

top-down reading strategies, such as use of background 

knowledge and guessing even to a greater extent than just 

having linguistic proficiency in that language. Moreover, 

his primary purpose for reading is meaning-gathering or 

pleasure-seeking, not language-learning. 

In keeping with his psycholinguistic perceptions about 

reading in English as a second language, he has demonstrated 
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a transactive approach to reading an English text. His 

transaction with the text is evidenced by processing the 

text-based meaning through comprehending and summarizing 

what the writer tries to say, bringing his meaning to the 

process, utilizing his background and pragmatic knowledge of 

the topic, personal experiences, opinions, and beliefs. 

Additionally, he demonstrated the use of other 

strategies during think-aloud session, such as categorizing 

a list of examples, which are consistent with his perception 

about reading in English as meaning-gathering process. He 

is confident about his reading and displays ownership of his 

approach to reading. 

In conclusion, Pancho has strong psycholinguistic 

perceptions about reading in English as a second language. 

His process of reading in English shows an interactive and 

transactive approach to the text which is consistent with 

his perceptions about reading in L2. Especially, his 

perception about the greater importance of non-language

based thought process is consistent with his frequent use of 

reader-based top-down processing rather than text-based 

bottom-up processing. 



4.3.1.6 Nandakumar 

A. Reader Profile 

1) Personal Data 
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Nandakumar is a 21-year-old male reader of English as a 

second language. Nandakumar is from Malaysia, and his 

native language is Malay. He has lived in the united states 

for a little over three months, and he plans to stay in 

America for three more years until he finishes a Bachelor's 

degree in Computer Engineering. At the time of the study, 

Nandakumar was living in a rented house near campus with a 

housemate who was also from Indonesia. 

Nandakumar chose the main library on the university 

campus as the research site for both meetings. Each meeting 

lasted approximately one hour and a half. Nandakumar seemed 

to have a quiet and introverted personality. However, he 

was cooperative. In addition, during the retrospective 

analysis session, he seemed to enjoy analyzing his own 

process of reading. 

2) Reading Background 

Nandakumar started to read in English at school in 

Malaysia when he was in the 1st grade and continued formal 

English education until he was in the 12th grade. According 

to his self-report during the interview, the emphasis of his 

English classes during those years was on grammar. 
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Nandakumar attended a college in Malaysia for three 

years, majoring in computer Engineering. During those years 

he read textbooks in English, and the lecture was delivered 

mostly in English. However, class discussion or note-taking 

was done in his native language. While enrolled in courses 

in computer Engineering, he took an intensive English course 

for a semester. Now, Nandakumar considers that his current 

reading of texts in English has been largely influenced by 

the lessons he received in that intensive English course. 

specifically, he was exposed to reading magazines in English 

through the class, and also learned reading strategies, such 

as underlining. 

In the questionnaire, he reported that currently he 

reads approximately 6-10 pages a week of Popular Science 

magazines, along with the textbooks he consults for class 

work. Generally, he is interested in the following topics: 

environment/nature, science/technology, and 

politics/international affairs. However, he is not 

interested in reading short novels or stories, 

editorial/essays, and articles about clothing/fashion. 

Nandakumar perceives literature as the hardest thing to 

read. 
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B. perceptions about Reading in English as a Second Language 

1) Nandakumar's perceptions about himself as an L2 reader in 

English: 

Nandakumar's responses in the questionnaire and during 

the interview show that he has some confidence about his 

reading ability in English. While he rated his reading 

proficiency in English as "average" on a 5-point scale 

(poor-limited-average-good-excellent) , he perceives reading 

as one of his stronger skills in English, along with 

writing. 

2) Nandakumar's Perceptions about the purpose for Reading 

in English: 

Nandakumar's responses to the questionnaire item which 

asks his purposes for reading magazines in English suggests 

that he has a meaning-oriented purpose for reading them. In 

evaluating his purpose for reading magazines in English, he 

allocated 60 percent for information gathering, 20 percent 

for pleasure seeking, and 20 percent for the improvement of 

English. 

Nandakumar's perception about the dominant purpose of 

meaning-gathering and peripheral purpose of language 

learning through reading in L2 was consistently demonstrated 

by his comments during the interview. He stated that: 

"Reading is interesting, help you a lot, give you new 

words, give you lot of information, mostly science 
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information. Every day you find a new thing if you 

read a lot •... I read (textbooks and magazines) 

differently, because with textbooks, I read everything 

to get understanding. But in Popular Science, to enjoy 

which is interesting." 

He perceives that reading is an equally important means 

for improving reading comprehension and vocabulary. He 

perceives that grammar knowledge and writing ability can be 

somewhat improved through reading. However, he does not 

perceive that reading significantly improves speaking 

ability. 

3) Nandakumar's Perceptions about strategy Variable in L2 

Reading: 

Nandakumar's response to the question that probes his 

perceptions about the importance of different strategies in 

L2 is shown in Table 28. Table 28 inc'l.icates that Nandakumar 

has somewhat mixed perceptions about reading in L2, 

particularly as to the importance of non-Ianguage-based 

thought process of L2 reading. While he is aware of the 

importance of non-Ianguage-based resources, such as "having 

background knowledge of the topic" and "knowing American 

culture," he is not well aware of the utility of the top

down strategies based on those non-language resources, such 

as "guessing what's going on" or "skipping some unfamiliar 

words and still understanding." This may be indicative that 
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he is not fully aware of the psycholinguistic aspect of 

reading in L2, i.e., strong semantic input that can 

compensate for linguistic weakness. 

Table 28 

Nandakumar's Rating of the Importance of Reading strategies 

Non-language-based factors/strategies 

Having background knowledge of the topic 

Knowing the American culture. 

Guessing what's going on. 

Skipping some unfamiliar words 
and still understanding. 

Sharing ideas with others. 

Language-based factors/strategies 

Knowing grammar rules. 

Knowing all the words. 

Pronouncing sounds correctly. 

Knowing the correct accents/spelling. 

Translating into your own language. 

Rating. 

7 

6 

2 

4 

5 

2 

5 

1 

3 

3 

Note: Rating is on a 7-point scale, 1 being not important, 4 
being somewhat important, and 7 being very important. 
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As to Nandakumar's perception about the importance of 

language in L2 reading, he perceives that "knowing all the 

words" plays an important role. However, he rated all other 

language-related items, such as "knowing the grammar rules," 

"translation," "pronunciation," and "correct 

accents/spelling" as somewhat or not important. This shows 

that he does not have a dominant linguistic view of L2 

reading. 

Emerging themes about Nandakumar's perceptions of reading in 

L2: From the responses that Nandakumar provided in the 

questionnaire and during the interview, and his comments 

during the retrospective analysis session, it appears that 

he has moderately psycholinguistic perceptions about reading 

in English as a second language. He is aware of the utility 

of some non-Ianguage-based resources, and has a meaning

oriented perception about the purpose for L2 reading. In 

addition, he is more or less confident about his reading 

ability in English. However, it should be noted that his 

psycholinguistic perceptions about L2 reading may not be 

sophisticated enough to allow him to grasp the full extent 

of the utility of top-down strategies, such as guessing. 

c. Nandakumar's Processes of Reading in English 

1) Questionnaire and Interview Data 

Nandakumar's responses in the questionnaire, which is 

shown in Table 29, indicate that he uses both top-down and 
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bottom-up processing strategies to a similar extent. 

According to his self-report, he always utilizes "title and 

subtitles" and "illustrations" and tries "to relate the 

current reading to his personal experience or background 

knowledge about the topic." 

Regarding bottom-up strategy use, he self-reported that 

he often pays attention to "individual words" and less often 

pays attention to "grammatical structures" and "uses the 

dictionary." In addition, there are several indications 

that he tries to extract meaning from the text. For 

example, he self-reported that he always tries to "get exact 

meaning of the article." He also stated during the 

interview that: "I try to think what the sentence was trying 

to tell to the readers" or "try to find what the writer try 

to write." 

When he has trouble understanding, he employs a variety 

of strategies encompassing both top-down and bottom-up 

processing strategies: he frequently guesses at the meaning 

based on "the context" and "what he knows about the topic" 

in addition to "using picture" always. At the same time, 

his reliance on "consulting a dictionary" seems to be 

elevated. 



Table 29 

Nandakumar's Self-reported Use of 
strategies for Reading Magazines in English 

Non-language-based strategies Frequency 

using title/subtitles 
skimming and scanning 
using illustrations/graphics 
Adjusting reading strategies to 

reading purpose 
Relating to background knowledge 

or personal experiences 
Predicting 
Monitoring comprehension 

Language-based strategies 

7 
5 
7 

5 

6 
4 
6 

Paying attention to individual words 5 
Paying attention to grammatical structures 3 
Getting the exact meaning of the text 7 
Feeling uncomfortable by not knowing 

what some of the words mean 6 
Using the dictionary 4 
creating a personal glossary 3 
Translating into the native language 4 

Non-language-based fix-up strategies 

Guessing the meaning based on the context 6 
Guessing the meaning based on one's 
background knowledge 4 
using illustrations/graphics 7 
Ignoring and reading on 4 
Reading on and returning 3 
Rereading 6 
Seeking help from an expert 4 

Language-based fix-up strategies 

Consulting a dictionary 
Focusing on the grammatical structure 

6 
3 

Note: Frequency is on a 7-point scale, 1 being never, 4 
being sometimes, and 7 being always. 
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However, the following response that Nandakumar 

provided during the BIMOR session suggests that he relies on 

the dictionary as the last resort for coping with 

comprehension difficulties: 

Researcher: When you come to something you don't 

understand what do you do? 

Nandakumar: sometimes, I read through. If I find more 

difficulty, then I find dictionary. 

In addition, data obtained from the interview shows 

that Nandakumar is metacognitively aware of the negative 

effect of over-relying on the dictionary for reading and 

avoids extensive use of it. He stated during the BIMOR 

interview that: "I don't like to find the new words in the 

dictionary, because it takes a lot of time to do that." He 

continued: "You cannot read because you stop and look up the 

word and stop and look up the word." In fact, for the same 

reason, he refused to use the dictionary during the think

aloud reading session. 

2) Think-aloud Protocol 

Nandakumar made the least number of statements among 

the six subjects during his think-aloud reading session. He 

made only 16 statements, which are categorized in Table 30. 



Table 30 

categorization of Nandakumar's Think-aloud statements 

category Number of Occurrences 

READER-BASED (TOP-DOWN) 

GLOBAL MEANING-ORIENTED (INTERSENTENTIAL LEVEL) 

Identifying main idea/Summarizing 
Rereading key phrases 

*Rereading more than a current sentence 
*Ignore and Read-on 

TEXT-BASED (BOTTOM-UP) 

LOCAL MEANING-ORIENTED (INTRASENTENTIAL LEVEL) 

Paraphrasing 
Monitoring comprehension 
Monitoring incomprehension 

*Rereading 

3 
o (3) ** 
1 (5) 
1 

4 
1 
1 
1 (8) 

CONCENTRATING ON WORDS (VOCABULARY, IDIOM LEVEL) 

Guessing the meaning, using 
the immediate context 

Monitoring unfamiliarity 
Recognizing newly-learned word 

*Rereading 

*: Used as a fix-up strategy. 

2 
1 
1 
o (2) 
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**: Numbers in parenthesis to the right represent the number 
of observed, not verbalized, occurrences of strategy 
use. 
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Nandakumar's reading can be best characterized as 

focusing on identifying the main points of the text. 'l'ublo 

30 shows that of the 16 statements, three statements fall 

under the category of identifying the main point, whero ho 

was trying to get the main idea of the paragraph in his own 

words. Four other statements fall under the paraphrasing 

category, where he tried to get the main point of long 

sentences by paraphrasing them. In addition, it was 

observed from his think-aloud transcript that on three 

occasions he reread the key phrases upon finishing long 

sentences. Taken together, one can speculate that 

Nandakumar searches for main idea or key phrases during 

reading. 

It was observed that Nandakumar's other major strate9Y 

for reading is rereading. Even though he verbalized hlu 

rereading process only twice, it was clear that he was md Ilq 

the strategies all along while he read the article. 'rho 

transcript of his think-aloud shows that he reread 18 

different segments of the text. Of those 18 segments ho 

reread, five exceeded the sentence length, five were a fuJl

sentence length, three were phrases, and two were single 

words. The remaining three segments were repeated at tho 

end of the whole sentence which was read as a key phrase. 

His extensive use of rereading is consistent with his oolf

report on the use of the strategy in the questionnaire and 



in the retrospective analysis session. 

The other statements that Nandakumar made during the 

think-aloud session fall under the categories of: "Ignore 

and read-on" (1 statement) at the global meaning level; 

"monitoring comprehension" (1) and "monitoring 

incomprehension" (1) at the sentence level; and "guessing 

meaning, using immediate context" (2), and "monitoring 

unfamiliarity of the word, and recognizing newly-learned 

word" (1) at the lexical level. 
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As noted in the Table 30, Nandakumar did not make any 

statements which can be categorized as reader-based reaction 

and responses, relating to background. knowledge! or relating 

to experiences in the real world. 

3) Retelling 

Nandakumar did not organize his unaided portion of the 

retelling in any particular order. Nor did he make his 

statements very clear. For example, in the beginning of his 

retelling, he said, "This article try to .•. say that when 

English is not spoken by everybody, and kind of difficult 

for you to go to the government, for example, there was a 

lady who went to the government and try to find a clerk, 

there anybody who speak English, and nobody speak English, 

kind of surprising for her. That's for example," which is 

not clear or coherent. 



235 

Nandakumar's retelling shows some degree of elaboration 

and inferences of information which are relevant but not 

directly discussed in the article. He understood the 

purpose for the English-only movement as "because they want 

to unify the immigrant here .•. I think to try to make them 

understand to each other." Then, he elaborated on that 

comment based on his reasoning, as follows: "For example, if 

they don't talk the common language, means one language, if 

everybody their own language, mostly they will not 

understand cultural behavior." 

When asked "Is there anything else that you would like 

to add?," he replied, "No." The total score on Text-based 

Comprehension, averaged between the scores by the two 

interraters, was 4 and the score on Reader's Response and 

Reaction to Text was 5.5. 

3.4 Retrospective Analysis Session 

From Nandakumar's retrospection at the second meeting, 

it became clear that rereading is his major strategy for 

reading. In addition, it is apparent that he uses the 

strategy in a number of different ways, not just as a 

recourse for solving comprehension failures. 

First, it was obvious that Nandakumar employs rereading 

as a fix-up strategy as he noted: "If I don't understand, I 

read again. I read more slowly, trying to figure every 

single word". Secondly, he rereads a segment of a text that 
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he thinks to be a key phrase as indicated in his following 

retrospection: "This [he was pointing the phrase 'the head 

nurse forbade nurses'] is reason what the sentence was write 

to show to the readers ... so I tried to repeat again." 

Third, he rereads to confirm the meaning he guesses: "I kind 

of guessed the meaning, but I was not sure, so I read it 

again." 

Related to his use of rereading, it was learned that 

when Nandakumar can not resolve the problem by rereading the 

part, most of the time he ignores the part and reads on: 

"And then, if I still don't understand [after rereading it], 

I keep reading." In some cases, he expects that he will 

find the explanation later in the text as he said: "This 

word is in the beginning of the article, and maybe there 

will be an explanation so ... (I read-on)" 

Emerging themes about Nandakumar's processes of Reading in 

English: One of the consistent themes of Nandakumar's 

personal paradigm of reading processes is that he uses 

strategies to get information. According to his think-aloud 

protocol, he did not show a personal transaction with the 

text. When he guessed, he utilized the context but not what 

he knows about the topic. In summary, he seems to be a 

strategic reader in terms of getting the meaning from the 

text. However, his process seems to be that of extracting 

meaning from the text rather than constructing meaning based 



on a transaction between himself and the text. 

D. Emerging Themes and Patterns 
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Nandakumar's case presents an interesting and thought

provoking case. As for Nandakumar's perceptions about 

reading in L2, he has a moderate degree of psycholinguistic 

perceptions about reading in English, and his primary 

purpose for reading is meaning-gathering. He is aware of 

the importance of non-Ianguage-based resources in reading, 

and the negative effect of excessive attention to linguistic 

elements in the text. In keeping with his perceptions about 

the importance of meaning-gathering in reading, he focuses 

on getting the main idea or key phrases at the global and at 

the local levels. 

It is puzzling that he did not show a personal 

interaction or transaction with the text during the think

aloud reading session. A number of speculations are made 

about his lack of interaction and transaction in this 

particular reading context. First of all, his not having 

relevant background knowledge or much interest in this 

particular reading situation could be one reason for his 

lack of interaction or transaction. He reported that prior 

to his reading he did not know about any of the issues 

presented in the article he read. In addition, it should 

be pointed out that in his regular reading (Popular Science) 

he usually has a sufficient amount of background knowledge 
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and interest. Then, the lack of background knowledge in the 

article could lead him to employ more text-based processing 

than usual, in trying to understand by relying on his 

language proficiency. However, he did not have sufficient 

language proficiency for reading the article, as he reported 

that the vocabulary in the text was difficult for him. 

Again, in his normal reading situation, he is familiar with 

the linguistic elements in the text, such as the technical 

terminology. 

In this sense, it is possible that we could have 

observed different processes of reading, such as a greater 

degree of interaction and transaction between him and the 

text, if he had been asked to read a text which is similar 

to what he is used to reading, as can be implied from his 

reflection regarding his reading: "It depends on the 

article. If I found a article interesting, I will read more 

efficiently through try to understand, try to figure 

important words, [I mean] the main point. If the article is 

kind of general one, I'm not very interested in, the reading 

is more faster ..• " 

Or, his lack of personal transaction may be related to 

his perception. As discussed before, there are several 

indications that he may perceive that meaning resides in the 

text and that the reader's input is not important in the 

process of getting meaning. For example, in the 
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questionnaire, he self-reported that he always tries to know 

exactly what the article says. He also stated during the 

interview that: "I try to think what the sentence was trying 

to tell to the readers" or "try to find what the writer try 

to write." 

One can also speculate that his perception may be due 

to the type of magazines he reads. As described in the 

personal data section, he usually reads technical articles, 

such as the ones in the Popular Science, which, by the 

nature of the text, lead readers to dominant efferent types 

of reading and do not leave room for readers' responses or 

reactions. Therefore, he is not accustomed to personally 

reacting or responding to what he reads. Rather, he is used 

to gathering the information that the text delivers. 

In conclusion, Nandakumar has a meaning-oriented 

purpose for reading and has a moderate degree of 

psycholinguistic perceptions about reading in a second 

language. When he reads text in English he focuses on 

getting the meaning on both the global and the local level. 

According to his self-report, he interacts with the text 

during reading. However, in this particular reading 

context, interaction or transaction was not observed, 

possibly due to the different type of text he was asked to 

read. His case raises an interesting point in that it 

suggests an interaction effect between the perception 
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variable and other variables, specifically, background 

knowledge and linguistic proficiency, on the process and 

product of L2 reading. This possible interaction effect is 

further discussed in the next section, where the six 

readers' cases are examined simultaneously. 
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4.3.2 Results of the Multi-case Analyses 

The previous section reported the analysis of the data 

on each case internally. In this section, the results from 

the multi-case analyses are presented in terms of a cross

analysis and synthesis of the themes and patterns of the six 

individual cases, searching for a coherent picture. First, 

the emerging themes and patterns of the relationship between 

readers' perceptions of L2 reading and their processes of 

reading are presented, looking at the six readers' 

perceptions and processes simultaneously. Next, the role of 

the other variables is examined, exploring the nature of 

their interacting relationship with the perception variable 

and their effect on the process and product of L2 reading. 

4.3.2.1 The Six Readers' Perceptions about L2 Reading and 

Their Reading Processes: Analyses of the six reader's 

perceptions about L2 reading indicate that each reader 

brings different perceptions about his or her reading 

ability, purpose, and the utility of strategies. The six 

readers' perceptions about themselves as L2 readers, purpose 

for reading, and the utility of reading strategies are 

compiled and summarized in Table 31, 33, and 34, 

respectively. 
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A. The Six Readers' Perceived Reading Ability and Their 

Reading Processes 

Table 31 shows that although the six readers' perceived 

reading ability does not vary widely, some readers like 

Ricky and Pancho are more confident about their reading 

ability than the others. They both perceive their reading 

ability as "good" and as their strongest skill in English, 

stronger than their other skills, namely speaking, 

listening, and writing. 

Table 31 

The six Readers' perceptions about Their Reading Ability 

Nuraeni 
Jose 
Vlassis 
Ricky 
Pancho 
Nandakumar 

Self-rating of 
Reading Ability in L2 

Average 
Average 
Average 
Good 
Good 
Average 

Ranking of 
Reading Ability 

(Speaking, Listening, 
writing, & Reading) 

4th 
3rd 
2nd 
1st 
1st 
1st 

When we look at the six readers' self-confidence about 

their reading ability in L2 and their actual reading 

processes together, an interesting theme emerges. Table 32 

summarizes the occurrences of strategy use the individual 

readers employed in each category. Table 3? shows that 
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Nuraeni, Jose, Vlassis, and Nandakumar, who are less 

confident about their reading ability, demonstrated the use 

of more text-based processings during the think-aloud 

reading session that Ricky and Pancho. Combining the number 

of vocabulary and sentential meaning strategies they used, 

Table 32 

Summary of the six Readers' Think-aloud statements 

cateqory Number of Occurrences 
*Reader ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

READER-BASED (TOP-DOWN) 

REACTING/RESPONSIVE 

RELATING TO SCHEMA 

RELATING TO PERSONAL 
EXPERIENCES IN THE REAL WORLD 

GLOBAL MEANING-ORIENTED 
(INTERSENTENTIAL LEVEL) 

TEXT-BASED (BOTTOM-UP) 

LOCAL MEANING-ORIENTED 
(INTRASENTENTIAL LEVEL) 

CONCENTRATING ON WORDS 
(VOCABULARY, IDIOM LEVEL) 

6 5 9 9 
(12%) (7%) (21%) (37%) 
414 3 

(8%) (2%) (9%) (13%) 

2 2 4 1 
(4%) (3%) (9%) (4%) 

7 4 14 5 6 12 
(7%) (8%) (21%) (12%) (25%) (37%) 

80 16 15 15 4 14 
(76%) (33%) (22%) (35%) (17%) (44%) 

18 17 30 6 1 6 
(17%) (35%) (45%) (14%) (4%) (19%) 

Note: The number of occurrence includes verbalized and 
observed strategy use. 

The number in parenthesis represents the occurrence 
percentage. 

*: Reader ~ Nuraeni, Reader ~ = Jose, Reader ~ = Vlassis 
Reader ~ = Ricky, Reader 2 = Pancho, Reader § = Nandakumar. 
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the text-based processing strategies constitute a dominant 

processing mode: a) 93 percent for Nuraeni: b) 68 percent 

for Jose: c) 67 percent for Vlassis; and d) 63 percent for 

Nandakumar. In contrast, for the other two readers, Ricky 

and Pancho, reader-based and global meaning'constitute their 

major processing strategies: a) fifty-one percent for Ricky 

and b) 79 percent for Pancho. These results corroborate the 

survey findings that the more confident L2 readers are, the 

freer they are from using bottom-up processing. These 

readers approach reading in L2 as an interactive and 

transactive process. 

B. The six Readers' Purpose for Reading and Their Reading 

Processes in L2 

The six readers' purpose for reading is summarized in 

Table 33. An important theme is that some readers such as 

Nuraeni, Jose, and Vlassis bring a dominant language

learning purpose to reading. They allocated more than 50 

percent of their purpose for L2 reading as improving their 

English language proficiency. In other words, they perceive 

reading mainly as a tool for learning the language. In 

contrast, other readers show a more meaning-ori.ented purpose 

for reading, and the language purpose constitutes only a 

peripheral goal. 
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Table 33 

The six Readers' Perceptions about Their Purpose for Reading 
Magazines in English 

Gathering Improving Seeking 
Information English Pleasure Total 

Nuraeni 35% 50% 15% 100% 

Jose 20% 50% 30% 100% 

Vlassis 10% 60% 30% 100% 

Ricky 70% 10% 20% 100% 

Pancho 40% 20% 40% 100% 

Nandakumar 60% 20% 20% 100% 

When we look at the six readers' purpose for reading 

shown in Table 33 and compare their actual reading processes 

as shown in Table 32 together, again, an interesting pattern 

emerges. The three readers, Nuraeni, Jose, and Vlassis, who 

have a dominant language-learning purpose for reading 

favored dominant text-based processing, whereas Ricky and 

Pancho, who have a less language-learning purpose show less 

use of text-based processing strategies. As shown in Table 

32, Nandakumar shows a higher proportion of text-based 

processing; however, the actual number of his text-based 

strategy use, especially the strategy for lexical meaning, 

is lower than the readers who have a dominant language-

learning purpose. The three readers who show a dominant 
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language-learning purpose produced comparatively a higher 

number of statements and rereadings concerning the meaning 

of vocabulary items (18, 17, and 30 statements and 

rereadings) than the other three readers with a non-language 

purpose (6, 1, and 6 statements and rereadings). This 

result suggests that readers who have a dominant language

learning purpose for L2 reading hold on to more text-based 

processing, focusing on the local meaning of words and 

sentences. 

c. The six Readers' Perceived utility of Reading 

Resources/strategies and Their Actual Processes of L2 

Reading 

Table 34 illustrates the six readers' self-reported 

perceptionG about the utility of language-based and non

language-based resources and strategies. In an analysis of 

the individual cases, each reader's perceptions were 

compared with their actual reading processes. In the 

analysis of the multi-case, it is noted that some readers 

share more similar perceptions about the utility of 

strategies than others although they do not agree on the 

importance of use of the specific strategies. Therefore, 

whether the readers who share similar perceptions about the 

utility of particular reading strategies approach reading in 

L2 in a similar manner was investigated. 
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Table 34 shows that Nuraeni and Jose have similar 

perceptions about the importance of strategies. They both 

give a high rating to several non-Ianguage-based and 

language-based strategies. Namely, both readers perceive 

that "having background knowledge," "knowing the American 

culture," and "guessing" are important. At the same time, 

they perceive that "skipping some unfamiliar words and still 

understanding" is not that important. Instead, "knowing the 

grammar rules," "knowing all the words," and "translation" 

are viewed as being very important by both Nuraeni and Jose. 

When we examine their actual reading processes shown in 

Table 32, we find a similarity in their approaches to an L2 

text. Both readers show dominant text-based processing, 

which is characterized by a laborious and careful approach 

to the text. During the think-aloud reading, they made a 

proportionately higher number of statements concerning text

based, local meaning-oriented processing than the ones 

concerning reader-based or global meaning-oriented 

processing. This shows that their focus during reading is 

on decoding the unfamiliar lexical items or understanding 

the meaning of the sentences. In Jose's case, although he 

demonstrates some transaction with the L2 text, it seems 

that he still pays more attention to the meaning of 

individual words and sentences. In addition, they reported 

and demonstrated that reading the whole text twice, which is 



Table 34 

The Six Readers' Rating of the Importance of Reading 
Resources/strategies 

Reader* ~ 

Non-Ianguage-based resources/ 
strategies 

Having background knowledge 
of the topic 

Knowing the American culture 

Guessing what's going on 

Skipping some unfamiliar words 
and still understanding 

Sharing ideas with others 

Language-based resources/strategies 

Knowing the grammar rules 

Knowing all the words 

Pronouncing sounds correctly 

Knowing the correct 
accents/spelling 

Translating into your 
own language 

7 

6 

7 

4 

2 

6 

6 

1 

2 

7 

6 

7 

6 

4 

7 

6 

7 

2 

4 

6 

4 7 6 

4 1 6 

4 5 5 

6 6 6 

3 2 3 

3 4 3 

3 6 4 

6 2 1 

6 2 1 

6 1 3 
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7 

6 

2 

4 

5 

2 

5 

1 

3 

3 

Note: Rating is on a 7-point scale, 1 being not important, 4 
being somewhat important, and 7 being very important 

*: Reader ~ = Nuraeni, Reader £ = Jose, Reader ~ Vlassis 
Reader! = Ricky, Reader 2 Pancho, Reader Q = 
Nandakumar. 
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time-consuming, is one of their frequently utilized 

strategies for reading an L2 text. It seems that although 

they are aware of the importance of certain non-Ianguage

based resources/strategies, their strong perceptions about 

the importance of language-based resources/strategies lead 

them to hold on to bottom-up processing. 

Ricky, Pancho, and Nandakumar can be grouped together; 

they have similar perceptions about the utility of reading 

strategies in terms of their high rating on some of the non

language-based strategies and comparatively low rating on 

most of the language-based strategies. Especially, these 

three readers and the other three readers are contrasted in 

their perception of the "translation" strategy. While all 

the former perceive it as not or only somewhat important, 

the latter view it as a very important strategy. 

Looking at their actual reading processes, in contrast 

to a rather consistent theme of text-based processing seen 

in Nuraeni, Jose, and Vlassis, the other three readers show 

rather diverse processes of reading. Both Pancho and Ricky 

demonstrate active interaction and transaction with the 

text. still, they show a different approach for making 

meaning of the text. Ricky shows an almost equally weighted 

transaction between reader-based and text-based processing; 

51 percent of her remarks during the think-aloud concern her 

reaction/response and global meaning, and the remaining 49 
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percent concern the meaning of words and sentences. Pancho, 

on the other hand, shows a far more reader-based transaction 

which is global-meaning oriented (89% for reader based and 

11% for text-based) . 

A close look at their perception shown in Table 34 

seems to suggest an explanation for the difference in their 

approach. Although Ricky and Pancho can be grouped together 

for generally giving a high rating to the non-Ianguage-based 

resources/strategies and a low rating to the language-based 

resources/strategies, Table 34 reveals that between the two 

readers, Ricky shows a higher rating of all the language

based resources/strategies than Pancho except "translation." 

Ricky, especially views "knowing all the words" as close to 

very important while Pancho perceives it as only somewhat 

important. It seems that Ricky's more weighted view of the 

linguistic aspect of L2 reading leads her to pay more 

attention to the meaning of words and sentences. 

It is puzzling that Nandakumar did not make any 

statements that reflect his reader-based transaction. In 

addition, it seems that his focus during reading is on text

based processing, especially at the intrasentential level of 

meaning (44% of his statements and strategies). 

Nandakumar's case is further discussed later in this section 

when other variables are examined, together with the 

perception variable. 
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Vlassis shows unique perceptions about reading in that 

he is the only subject who demonstrates a strong decoding 

view of L2 reading. It is not surprising that 67 percent of 

his think-aloud processing concern text-based processing, 

and of the 67 percent, 45 percent of his statements concern 

the meaning of lexical items. In relation to the decoding 

view of L2 reading, it should be mentioned that Nuraeni's 

response during the interview reflects a strong decoding 

view (See Nuraeni's case report in this chapter). However, 

she does not show that kind of misconception in her 

responses to the questionnaire. 

4.3.2.2 Other Factors in L2 Readinq Processes 

In order to have a more comprehensive view of the six 

readers' processes of reading, other factors were examined 

to see whether or not they affected the readers' processes 

of reading. The following factors were cross-analyzed among 

the six readers: a) how much each reader was interested in 

the topic of the article during reading (interest level); b) 

how much each reader knew about the topic of the article 

prior to the reading (amount of background knowledge); c) 

how difficult the linguistic elements (i.e., vocabulary and 

sentence structure) in the text were (linguistic difficulty 

of the text); d) how close the reading text used in the case 

study was to the type of article that they usually read in 

their free time (regularly reading magazines); and e) the 
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amount of their reading. Table 35 shows the summary of the 

other factors that were examined. 

Table 35 shows that the six readers do not vary on the 

other factors with two exceptions: the background knowledge 

they bring with them and the type of magazines they read 

regularly. All six readers were interested in the topic of 

the article, and they all experienced difficulty with the 

vocabulary used, but not with the sentence structure. 

The subjects differed in the amount of background 

knowledge that they brought to the topic: of the six 

readers, three, Nuraeni, Jose, and Ricky, reported being 

familiar with the topic of the article; Pancho was familiar 

with the issue, and two readers, Vlassis and Nandakumar, 

reported that they had no knowledge of the topic. 

It seems that the amount of the readers' background 

knowledge of the topic affected his or her processes, 

interactively with their perceptions about reading. It is 

interesting to note that although the four readers, Nuraeni, 

Jose, Ricky, and Pancho, reported being familiar with the 

topic prior to the reading, the way they utilized their 

background knowledge resource varied. Table 32 suggests 

that Nuraeni did not show any signs of making a connection 

between the text and her background knowledge of the topic 

or the real world while reading. Only in her retelling, 

when asked, "Is there anything else you want to add?," did 
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she connect her reading with what she has experienced in the 

real world. It seems that, in spite of her apparently 

sufficient background knowledge, she did not leave room 

during the reading for making an interaction and transaction 

Table 35 

Other Factors Examined in the Analyses of the Multi-case 
Data 

Nuraeni Jose Vlassis Ricky Pancho Nandakumar 

Interest high high high high somewhat somewhat 
level high high 
of the 
article 

Background a lot a lot none a lot some none 
knowledge 
of the topic 

Perceived dif- dif- dif- dif- dif- dif-
level of ficult ficult ficult ficult ficult ficult 
vocabulary 
in the article 

Perceived not not easy not not not 
level of dif- dif- dif- dif- dif-
sentence ficult ficult ficult ficult ficult 
structure 

Regularly Parents Time National Time News- POl2ular 
reading Geogra- week Science 
magazine I2hic 

Amount of 2-5 2-5 6-10 6-10 11-20 6-10 
reading pages 

(a week) 
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between her background knowledge and the information printed 

in the text. This, undoubtedly, was caused by her excessive 

attention to linguistic elements of the text. 

The other three readers, Jose, Ricky, and Pancho, 

produced a similar number of think-aloud comments which 

reflected their reader-based background knowledge about the 

topic and their real world experiences transacting with the 

text-based information they were gathering from the text. 

However, in Jose's reading, this kind of transaction between 

his background knowledge resources and the text occurred 

proportionately less frequently than the other two readers, 

probably due to his frequent and intensive focus on the 

linguistic elements of the text. 

Regarding the other two readers who reported tha~ they 

did not know about the topic, Vlassis and Nandakumar, it is 

rather surprising that it was Vlassis who made some attempt 

to make a connection between his background knowledge and 

real world knowledge with the text's meaning, although the 

occurrence was to an insignificant degree (5% of the total 

occurrences). As reported in his individual case report, 

Nandakumar did not make any attempt to connect his reading 

to the real world. One can speculate that his lack of 

background knowledge in this particular topic may have lead 

him to switch his processing toward a more bottom-up mode, 

banking on his linguistic resources. Even then, his weak 
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retelling reveals that depending more on bottom-up 

processing in this particular reading context did not work 

effectively, possibly because of the lack of linguistic 

resources. As seen in Table 35, Nandakumar who is majoring 

in computer science is accustomed to reading technological 

texts, e.g., Popular science. It could be summarized that 

Nandakumar was not equipped with the appropriate schema or 

necessary linguistic resources. 

When we look at the text-based comprehension reflected 

in the subjects' retellings, the different effectiveness of 

individual reader's approaches to L2 text is observed. Both 

Nuraeni's and Vlassis' retellings suggest that they 

understood some details of the text, but not the global 

meaning or the gist. This is consistent with their 

proportionately higher attention to the linguistic elements 

of the text. However, Jose, who demonstrated a similar 

approach to them, showed a quite different level of 

understanding of the text. His retelling clearly indicated 

that he understood both main ideas and details of the 

article. In this sense, Jose can be described as an 

effective but not as an efficient reader. It would be 

interesting to see what happens if he would have been 

allowed to read the article only once. 

Among the other three readers, Ricky, Pancho, and 

Nandakumar, both Ricky and Pancho demonstrated their grasp 
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of the gist of the article in their retellings. In this 

respect, they are described as effective and efficient 

readers. However, Nandakumar's seemingly efficient reading, 

which usually works for reading Popular science, did not 

result in effective and efficient reading when he was asked 

to read this particular article. His retelling did not show 

a clear understanding of the text. Again, his 

incomprehension could be attributed to several factors. For 

one thing, as discussed above, he did not have the 

appropriate schema for the topic. Although he paid 

attention to more text-based processing, his lack of 

language resources did not seem to help him. 

4.4 DISCUSSION 

The results of the present research bring useful 

insights to our understanding of the text-bound phenomenon 

which has been reported in L2 reading literature. Based on 

the significant correlation found in the survey between the 

perception variable and the strategy variable, three 

perception-wise characteristics are associated with the 

text-bound readers. First, the text-bound readers are 

characterized by a lack of confidence in their reading 

ability, which often stems from their lack of confidence in 

their linguistic ability. with lack of confidence, they 

seem to take a careful approach to reading, holding on to 

text-based processing. This results in putting themselves 
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in an even more disadvantageous position because while they 

focus on careful decoding of the text, they over-rely on 

their limited resources (i.e., language resources) and do 

not utilize other resources which may be available to them 

(i.e., non-language resources). 

This was consistently found at the individual reader 

level in the case studies. Three readers who were not 

confident about their reading ability showed more text-based 

approaches to reading, whereas the two readers who were 

confident in their reading demonstrated having more 

interactive and transactive processes of reading, as 

evidenced by their reader-based reactions, responsive 

approaches to the content of the text, and connecting the 

world of the text to their schema and the real world. 

Regarding the text-bound readers' lacking in the 

transfer of effective strategies that they utilize for their 

Ll reading, the results of the survey suggest that the use 

of top-down processing strategies for Ll reading is not 

readily transferred to the context of L2 reading for the 

readers who bring far different perceptions about Ll reading 

and L2 reading. 

The positive correlation between the respondents' 

difference in their perceived ability to read in Ll and L2 

and their difference in the use of processing strategies for 

each reading context indicates that L2 readers who have 
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perceptions about their L2 reading ability as similar to 

their Ll reading ability are more likely to interact with Ll 

and L2 texts in a similar pattern. By the same token, the 

results suggest that readers who perceive their reading 

ability in L2 as far different (i.e., far lower) from their 

reading ability in Ll do not apply the same kind of 

processing strategies to reading of L2 texts as they do in 

Ll reading. Therefore, although they may be actively 

interactive and transactive readers in LI, tho~e who 

perceive their reading ability in L2 as far lower than their 

ability to read in Ll seem to hold on to bottom-up 

processing in L2 reading. 

Second, text-bound readers are characterized by their 

dominant language-learning purpose for reading in L2. The 

results of the survey indicate that the stronger L2 readers 

perceive language learning as the major purpose for reading, 

the more text-based process they will employ. It seems that 

since they perceive reading as an important means for 

learning the language, they primarily use reading as a tool 

for improving their linguistic competence, i.e., increasing 

their vocabulary and exercising grammar structure. 

Therefore, their focus during reading is on the linguistic 

elements in the text, and often, in the process, with the 

meaning thread not established. Since their focus is on 

decoding the linguistic elements rather than constructing 



the global meaning, they rarely exercise top-down 

processing, which results in text-bound processing. 
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The study found that, generally in the case of L2 

readers, improving linguistic knowledge through reading the 

L2 text constitutes a part of their purpose for L2 reading. 

In the survey, of the 139 respondents, 132 of them allocated 

some portion of their purpose for reading to language 

learning. The mean of the allocated percentage to language 

learning as the purpose for reading was 30 percent. 

However, consistent differences among these L2 readers 

seemed to be that some readers, like Nuraeni, Jose, and 

Vlassis, perceive the language-learning purpose as the major 

purpose for reading, even overriding the purpose of meaning 

gathering, whereas others perceive the language purpose as a 

minor one, perhaps as a side benefit of reading the L2 text 

for meaning. For example, the survey showed that of 132 

respondents who included language-learning as part of their 

purpose for L2 reading, 28 of them allocated more than 50 

percent of their purpose for reading to language-learning, 

whereas 57 respondents allocated under 20 percent. The 

findings from both the survey and the case studies indicate 

that those readers who have a dominant language-learning 

purpose tend to employ dominant text-based processing, 

focusing on the meaning of words or sentences. The result 

is consistent with the findings by Jurasek (1988) who posits 



that the nature of the transaction that adult L2 readers 

make with a literary text corresponds with the readers' 

purpose for reading the story. 
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Examining the possibility of transfer of reading 

strategies from Ll to L2 reading in relation to the purpose 

variable, the positive correlation between the difference in 

the respondents' perceived purpose for reading in Ll and L2 

and their difference in the use of processing strategies for 

each reading context indicates that L2 readers who have 

similar perceptions about their purpose for reading in Ll 

and L2 interact with Ll and L2 texts in a similar pattern. 

That is, those who bring a far different purpose for L2 

reading than for Ll reading -- in the respondents' case, far 

more dominant language-learning purpose for L2 reading than 

for Ll reading -- do not approach L2 texts as they do Ll 

texts. Rather, those readers who bring a dominant language

learning purpose for L2 reading hold on to bottom-up 

processing in L2 reading even when they use top-down or 

interactive processing in Ll reading. 

Third, the results indicate that text-bound readers 

have more dominant perceptions about L2 reading as a 

linguistic or decoding process than a psycholinguistic 

process. The correlation found in the survey between L2 

readers' perceptions about the utility of strategies and 

their actual processing strategy use suggests that text-
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bound readers have stronger perceptions about the utility of 

language-based resources/strategies than about the utility 

of non-language-based resources/strategies. In other words, 

they perceive L2 reading mainly as a linguistic or decoding 

process where knowing the language counts the most. Their 

strong perception which equates decoding the language in the 

text to reading itself seem to lead them to hold on to 

dominant text-based processing, namely decoding the foreign 

word and sentences in the text. To do that, they rely 

primarily on their linguistic resources even when other 

resources are available to them, and result in text-bound 

processing almost exclusively. 

The survey data did not support the hypothesis on the 

relationship between readers' perceptions about the utility 

of reading strategies for L1 and L2 reading and the transfer 

of reading strategies from L1 to L2 reading. However, the 

positive sign of the correlation indicates the possible 

relationship between the difference in the readers' 

perceptions about the utility of reading strategies for L1 

and L2 reading and the difference in their actual use of the 

reading strategies for each reading context. As discussed 

in the results section, it is possible that the correlation 

did not reach the significant level due to the high rate of 

missing values for the variable since only 70 percent of the 

respondents answered the open-ended questions. 
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In the case studies, the three readers who have a 

stronger linguistic view of reading, Nuraeni, Jose, and 

Vlassis, demonstrated laborious text-based processing during 

reading, revealing their excessive attention to getting the 

meaning of words and sentences during reading. They 

demonstrated the same kind of processing strategies as have 

been identified with the characteristics of text-bound 

reading in previous L2 reading research (Carrell 1983a; 

Carrell & Wallace, 1983; Hosenfeld, 1977; Rigg, 1985; 

Schulz, 1983): excessive concern for exactness, word-for

word decoding, focusing on details at the cost of losing the 

overview picture; limited use of context to immediate 

(intrasentential) context but rarely broader context; and 

limited use of background knowledge. 

A closer look at the six readers' perceptions about the 

utility of reading resources and strategies suggests an 

interesting insight into adult L2 readers' perceptions about 

the strategy variable. In Table 34 it is noted that all six 

readers have some awareness of the importance of the non

language-based resources and strategies. Specifically, the 

six readers show some consensus in their perceptions about 

the utility of "having background knowledge of the topic" as 

very important and "skipping some unfamiliar words and still 

understand" as somewhat to very important. According to the 

present survey, the mean of the importance rating of "having 
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background knowledge of the topic" was the highest (mean was 

4.79, possible mean range from 1, being not important to 7, 

being very important) among all the strategies listed in the 

questionnaire. Of the 139 respondents, only nine of them 

rated it as not important, whereas 56 respondents rated it 

as very important. This shows that adult L2 readers, in 

general, have some awareness of the importance of non

language-based resources. 

However, a more enlightening finding is that for those 

who bring stronger perceptions about the importance of 

language resources in L2 reading, even when they have some 

awareness about the importance of non-Ianguage-based 

resources, their awareness is not manifested as a strategy 

while reading. For example, readers like Nuraeni, Pancho, 

and Vlassis, who perceive that knowing the grammar, knowing 

all the words in the text, or correct decoding of the words 

are very important in L2 reading, bring very strong 

linguistic perceptions about L2 reading. Note the absolute 

linguistic knowledge they perceive to be necessary for 

processing the L2 text, which is implied by "knowing all the 

words." In the survey, "knowing the grammar rules" was 

perceived as very important by 28 respondents, "knowing all 

the words" by 41, "correct pronunciation" by 27, "correct 

accent" by 28 respondents. For these readers, even if they 

have some awareness of the importance of non-Ianguage-based 
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their dominant perceptions about the importance of the 

language role in reading. 
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In addition, based on the case studies it is speculated 

that although L2 readers have some awareness of the 

importance of background knowledge in understanding the 

text, they may not be aware of the extent to which 

background knowledge can be used for reading, e.g., as a 

fix-up strategy. Especially, the readers' metacognitive 

awareness of the utility of non-language-based strategies 

does not seem to be sophisticated enough for them to be 

aware of the compensating effects of a strong background 

knowledge for the linguistic weakness. This was suggested 

by examining the three readers who showed psycholinguistic 

perceptions. Comparing Ricky, Pancho, and Nandakumar, 

Nandakumar was not clearly aware of the full extent of the 

utility of some non-language-based resources/strategies such 

as "guessing." Rather, he seems to have developed some 

awareness of the negative effect of over-reliance on the 

language-based resources/strategies, such as trying to 

understand every word and sentence in the text or that 

directing his attention to decoding the text, which 

interrupts the flow of comprehension and distracts him from 

focusing on the meaning of the text. 
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One can speculate that the reason that L2 readers' have 

a relatively unsophisticated metacognitive awareness of the 

utility of the top-down processing may be due to their 

educational background. As the case studies show, most of 

the adult L2 readers at the current time have received 

traditional second language education which emphasizes 

vocabulary building and grammar exercises. The emphasis on 

language lessons and drills seems to have delivered a wrong 

message to the learners that L2 reading is basically a 

decoding process. Some read3rs seem to grow out of this 

misconception in one way or another. For example, some 

readers who have had a chance to receive subsequent reading 

instruction emphasizing the process of meaning construction 

or strategic approaches for constructing meaning from the 

text may change the misconception. Or, as was the case for 

Ricky, Pancho, and Nandakumar, they happened to have been in 

a situation where they were exposed to extensive reading. 

As was argued in L1 reading (Marek, 1987), these readers 

seem to have improved their reading by reading. At the same 

time, through extensive reading with a meaning-gathering 

purpose, they have built a stronger self-confidence about 

their abilities as L2 readers and developed some sense or 

awareness about L2 reading and concluded that decoding the 

text is not the most important thing to do in L2 reading and 

that an excessive focus on decoding interferes with their 
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global understanding of the text. Therefore, their 

perceived importance of language resources and strategies 

seems to ba reduced, and perceived importance of non

language-based resources and strategies seems to be 

increased. still, the degree of sophistication of their 

awareness of non-Ianguage-based resources and strategies 

varies widely across the readers depending on their reading 

and personal background. 

One of the readers' processes in this particular 

reading context brings up an interesting case. The subject 

who showed fairly balanced psycholinguistic perceptions, in 

terms of his purpose for reading and his awareness of the 

utility of L2 reading resources and strategies, and self

reported active interaction with the text in the meaning 

making process for his normal reading context, did not 

demonstrate a meaningful interaction or transaction with the 

reading text during the think-aloud session. In fact, he 

showed rather dominant text-based processing. His reading 

seems to be a puzzling case until other factors are more 

closely examined. This reportedly interactive and 

transactive reader did not happen to have the appropriate 

background knowledge of the article's topic that he was 

asked to read. In addition, the particular article that he 

was asked to read during the case study dealt with a far 

different issue than the articles that he is accustomed to 
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read in the science magazines he regularly reads. To deal 

with this situation, he seemed to gear to a more text-based 

processes than in his normal reading, relying more on his 

language-based resources and strategies. However, he was 

not equipped with the lexical knowledge for this reading 

which resulted in neither effective nor efficient 

comprehension of the text. His case suggests that the role 

of other variables, such as background knowledge and 

language-proficiency can also affect the processes of 

reading, of themselves and interactively with the readers 

perception variables. 

Particularly, the amount of background knowledge about 

the topic that adult L2 readers bring to each reading 

context seems to be one of the interacting factors with the 

perception variable that interactively affect the reader's 

processes of reading. It is interesting to note that 

although four of the six readers in the case study reported 

their familiarity with the topic prior to reading the 

article, the way they utilized their background knowledge 

resource varied. Two of the four readers who knew about the 

topic have psycholinguistic perceptions, whereas the other 

two have a more dominant linguistic view. The two readers 

with a psycholinguistic view of reading demonstrated more 

transaction between their background knowledge and the 

content of the text, which resulted in more effective and 
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efficient processes of reading. On the other hand, the two 

readers who had a more linguistic-oriented perception showed 

a lesser degree of transaction between their background 

knowledge and the text. These results may shed insights to 

the previous findings in L2 research that have reported that 

L2 readers do not fully utilize their available background 

knowledge (Carrell, 1983a; Carrell & Wallace, 1983). It 

seems that even when appropriate background knowledge is 

available to the reader, if he or she brings dominant 

linguistic perceptions about L2 reading, the available 

resources are not utilized while reading. 

Language proficiency seems to affect both the process 

and the product of reading. For example, for the readers 

who have dominant linguistic perceptions about L2 reading, 

even when they had appropriate background knowledge, their 

available resources were not fully utilized while reading. 

For these readers their comprehension of the text greatly 

depended on the level of language proficiency. On the other 

hand, the reader who had moderate psycholinguistic 

perceptions about L2 reading employed far more text-based 

processing than usual when he did not have any background 

knowledge. On this occasion, his comprehension seemed to 

depend more directly on his linguistic proficiency. 

Therefore, rather than asserting that low L2 proficiency 

itself "shortcircuits" the process of L2 reading (Clarke, 



1979), other variables, such as perception and background 

knowledge, must be considered to d~termine the effect of 

language proficiency on the process and the product of L2 

reading. 
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CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS 

5.1 CHAPTER OVERVIEW 

This chapter summarizes the objectives, the design, and 

the procedures of the present study. Next, the summary of 

the findings is presented, followed by the conclusions of 

the study. Finally, the chapter draws pedagogical 

implications for teaching reading to adult L2 populations 

and discusses research implications for future studies. 

5.2 SUMMARY OF THE OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY 

The purpose of the current study was to explore the 

relationship between adnJt L2 readers' perceived view of 

reading and their actual reading processes. Two specific 

research questions were raised for the investigation: 

1. What is the relationship between an L2 reader's 

perceptions about L2 reading and his or her reading 

processes in L2? and 

2. What is the relationship between an L2 reader's 

perceptions about reading (both in Ll and L2) and his 

or her transfer of reading strategies from L1 to L2 

reading? 

The present study is based on three theoretical 

frameworks of reading: the metacognitive, the 

psycholinguistic, and the schema/interactive theory of 
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reading. Within the three theoretical frameworks of 

reading, two major hypotheses were generated at the outset 

of the study: 

Hypothesis 1 - The more linguistic perceptions a reader 

has about L2 reading, the more dominant text-based 

processing will he or she employ; and 

Hypothesis 2 - The closer perceptions a reader has 

about L1 and L2 reading, the more similar processing 

strategies will he or she employ during L1 and L2 reading. 

The significance of the study lies in its contribution 

to the expansion of the knowledge base in the field of 

reading in a second language. By empirically exploring the 

role of L2 readers' metacognition of reading, which to date 

has remained largely as a speculation, the study adds an 

important research base to the field. The results of the 

study serve as groundwork for establishing a more 

comprehensive and solid theory of second language reading. 

In addition, the study suggests significant pedagogical 

implications for better understanding and facilitating 

learners' processes of L2 reading. 

5.3 SUMMARY OF THE DESIGN AND PROCEDURES OF THE STUDY 

The present study utilized both quantitative and 

qualitative approaches to the investigation of the problem. 

The first phase of the study was designed to answer the two 

research questions, testing the specific hypotheses 
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generated at the outset of the study. The purpose of the 

second phase was to follow up the first phase through six 

case studies that examined individual reader's actual 

reading processes in a natural context, providing enriched 

qualitative data at the individual reader's level. 

5.3.1 Design and Procedures in Phase 1 

In the first phase of the study, a questionnaire was 

developed for surveying the population to be studied. The 

questionnaire (See Appendix A) was designed to contain two 

major categories of question items. The first category was 

intended to investigate how each respondent perceived: 1) 

himself or herself as an L2 reader, 2) the purpose for 1·2 

reading, and 3) the importance of language-based and non

language-based resources/strategies in L2 reading. The 

items in the second category were designed to tap into the 

subjects' personal paradigm of L2 reading processes by 

asking them to self-report the frequency in which they used 

various strategies (both top-down/non-language-based and 

bottom-up/language-based) for reading magazines in English. 

In order to answer the second research question, the 

questionnaire was designed to contain almost identical items 

under the two categories in the context of reading magazines 

in the respondent's native language. 

One hundred and thirty-nine (139) adult ESL readers in 

three different contexts participated in the survey, serving 
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as respondents to the questionnaire. Of the 139 

respondents, 69 subjects were in the language-learning 

context and 70 were in the non-Ianguage-Iearning context (36 

undergraduate students and 34 international wives). 

The survey data was analyzed quantitatively, seeking a 

correlation between the two variables, the perception 

variable and the strategy use variable. 

5.3.2 Design and Procedures in Phase 2 

The second phase of the study was designed to follow-up 

the first phase of the study through six case studies of 

individual readers, zeroing on the first research question. 

This phase approached the problem qualitatively in a broader 

context, looking into the relationship between the 

perception variable and the processing strategy use variable 

in a natural reading context where all the other variables, 

such as interest, background knowledge, individual 

differences, are also interacting. 

A multi-case study method was utilized to explore the 

pattern between the two variables at the across-the

individual level as well as at the individual level. six 

adult ESL readers from those who served as respondents in 

the survey were selected as case study participants. The 

selection was based on subjects who were identified as 

having: either a highly linguistic or a psycholinguistic 

view of the L2 reading process as reflected by their 



responses in the questionnaire; and either a highly text

based or a transactive processing mode which was revealed 

through their self-reports in the questionnaire. 
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In the selection of the subjects, two subjects were 

chosen in the three reading contexts: transactive readers 

with a psycholinguistic view of the L2 reading process; 

text-bound readers with a linguistic view of the L2 reading 

process. Hence, the six readers were chosen to represent 

different types of readers in three different contexts. 

As the procedure for data collection, a methodology 

triangulation was attempted so that the findings from the 

diverse methods of data collection could be crosschecked 

with each other. The specific data collection methods 

utilized in the case studies, in addition to the 

questionnaire, were the: initial interview, think-aloud 

protocol, retelling, retrospective analysis, and 

observation. All the data was collected at two individual 

meetings held with each reader a week apart. 

Analyses of the data obtained from the case studies 

were based on the theoretical framework directed by the 

three existing theories in reading: the schema/interactive, 

the metacognitive, and the psycholinguistic/transactional 

theory of reading. The data obtained from the 

questionnaire, the initial interview, the retrospective 

analysis, and through observation were analyzed and 
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crosschecked with one another to yield emerging themes about 

the individuals' perceptions about reading in L2. 

Similarly, the questionnaire, interview, think-aloud, 

retelling, and observation data were analyzed and 

crosschecked for the readers' reading processes in L2. 

The emerging themes about each reader's perceptions and 

personal paradigm of L2 reading were checked with each other 

so that a pattern could be found between the two variables 

at the individual level. Once each individual case study 

was analyzed as a whole study, each case's conclusions were 

checked against each other so that a broader pattern could 

be found. 

5.4 SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

Two major findings corresponding to the research 

questions are as follows: 

1. The more a reader perceives L2 reading as a 

linguistic process, the more text-based processing he or she 

depends on in L2 reading. Specifically, the study found 

that text-based processing in L2 is associated with: a) lack 

of self-confidence in L2 reading, b) a dominant language

purpose, and c) a dominant linguistic view of L2 reading. 

2. The more a reader views L2 reading as a similar 

process to Ll reading, the more similar processing he or she 

employs for L2 reading as in Ll reading. Specifically, the 

results indicate that transfer of reading strategies from Ll 
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to L2 reading does not readily occur for L2 readers who have 

far different perceptions about their reading ability and 

purpose for reading in L1 and L2. 

Additional findings from the case studies which add 

insight into the major findings are summarized as follows: 

1. Adult L2 readers who are highly literate in L1 

reading, in general, have some awareness of the importance 

of non-language-based resources for L2 reading, such as 

having background knowledge of the topic. More salient 

individual differences are found in their metacognitive 

awareness of the utility of language-based resources and 

strategies. Therefore, a weak awareness of the utility of 

non-language-based resources and strategies seems to be 

overpowered by the far greater awareness of the utility of 

language-based resources and strategies. For these readers, 

non-language-based resources are not utilized as a strategy 

while reading even when they have some awareness about the 

importance of them. 

2. When brought to their conscious level, i.e., being 

asked about their reading processes through specific 

questions as in the questionnaire or during the interview, 

adult L2 readers, in general, are able to analyze and 

describe their processes fairly accurately. However, on 

their own, they are hardly conscious or evaluative of what 

they do while reading in L2. 
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3. While there is a remarkable consistency between how 

an L2 reader views L2 reading and how the reader approaches 

an L2 text, the perceived view that each reader brings with 

him or her can vary widely across individual readers. There 

is a wide spectrum of differences between the individuals' 

perceptions about their reading ability, the intensity of 

their purposes for reading, and the sophistication of their 

metacognitive awareness of the utility of reading 

strategies. 

4. Adult L2 readers' perceptions about L2 reading often 

seem to be shaped by their reading experiences in L2. All 

six readers reported that they received a similar type of 

traditional, formal L2 education which emphasizes vocabulary 

building and grammar exercises. However, two of the readers 

who have read extensively in L2 seem to have strengthened 

their perception about their ability in L2 reading and have 

changed their view of L2 reading from a more linguistic

oriented to a more psycholinguistic-oriented view. These 

two readers demonstrated more effective and efficient 

approaches to L2 reading. This finding is reminiscent of L1 

reading research in Retrospective Miscue Analysis (Marek, 

1987) which shows a cycle of enhancement between perception 

and process: strengthening of the poor adult LI readers' 

perceptions about their reading ability brought about 

changes in their reading to include more risk-taking and 



more reading, which in turn reinforced their perception 

about their own ability as readers. 
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5. Those who have not had an opportunity to be exposed 

to extensive reading experiences seem to be caught in some 

kind of a vicious cycle, which is opposite to the 

enhancement cycle suggested by Marek (1987). This was 

particularly apparent in the case of Nuraeni and Jose. 

since both of the readers are not confident about their 

reading, they overly depend on text-based processing. Due 

to the over-reliance on text-based processing and lack of 

reader-based input, their L2 reading is an inefficient, 

laborious, and time-consuming process. In addition, they 

don't feel comfortable about reading, unless they read the 

whole text twice. Due to the vast amount of time needed for 

each reading, they do not read much. Because of their lack 

of practice of reading, they do not feel confident about 

their reading. without much confidence in their reading, 

they depend on careful text-based processing. 

6. The same kind of cycle is speculated when an L2 

reader uses reading mainly as a tool for language 

improvement: Because the reader's purpose for reading is to 

improve language skills, he or she focuses on the meaning of 

individual words and sentences. Because of direct attention 

on the linguistic elements of the text, the process becomes 

basically text-based which is slow, inefficient, and time-
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consuming. As for the two readers who frequently looked up 

the words, their flow of reading was disrupted often in 

order to look up the words. For these readers, a reading 

text is a collection of words and sentences which are 

isolated rather than a coherent chunk of meaning. Hence, 

reading becomes a tedious task rather than a pleasure, which 

results in less reading. Ironically, in spite of their 

expressed purpose for improving their language skills 

through L2 reading, these readers pass up an invaluable 

opportunity to improve their language proficiency through 

extensive reading as suggested by ESL researchers (Elley, 

1984; Krashen & Terrell, 1983). 

7. The case studies suggest that there is an 

interaction effect between perception and other variables, 

specifically, background knowledge and L2 proficiency on the 

process and product of reading. For example, for those who 

have dominant linguistic perceptions about L2 reading, even 

when they have the appropriate background knowledge, their 

available resources are not fully utilized during reading. 

For these readers their comprehension of the text greatly 

depends on the level of language proficiency. On the other 

hand, the reader who has moderately good psycholinguistic 

perceptions about L2 reading employed far more text-based 

processing than usual, when he did not have any background 

knowledge. On this occasion, his comprehension seemed to 



depend more directly on his linguistic proficiency than 

usual. 

5.5 CONCLUSIONS 
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The purpose of the present study was to empirically 

investigate the relationship between how adult L2 readers 

perceive reading in L2 and what they actually do during 

their reading of an L2 text. The investigation was 

conducted to understand the "text-bound" reader phenomenon 

that has been frequently observed in L2 reading classrooms 

and reported in the literature. The study empirically 

tested the existing speculation which only recently gained 

more interest among L2 researchers that L2 readers' 

inefficient processing of the text may be related to the 

misconceptions that they bring with them about L2 reading. 

The results of the study clearly suggest that there is 

a significant relationship between how adult L2 readers view 

L2 reading and what kind of an approach they make to reading 

an L2 text. The results of the survey indicate that the 

more a reader perceives L2 reading as a language process, 

the more text-based processing the reader depends on in L2 

reading. Specifically, the study found that text-based 

processing in L2 is associated with: a) a lack of self

confidence in L2 reading, b) a dominant language-purpose, 

and c) a dominant linguistic view of L2 reading. 
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The results from the case studies corroborate the above 

findings at the individual reader's level. The emerging 

themes of the case studies clearly suggest that the 

individual readers' actual reading processes of an L2 text 

corresponded to their perceptions about person, purpose, and 

strategy variables of L2 reading. Three of the readers, 

Nuraeni, Jose, and Vlassis, who are less confident about 

their reading ability, who bring with them a dominant 

language-learning purpose for reading, and who have more 

dominant linguistic perceptions about L2 reading, actually 

employ text-based processing during reading. Their reading 

reflects excessive dependence on language-based strategies, 

such as paying close attention to individual words and 

grammatical structure. They self-reported and demonstrated 

that they pay more attention to the local meaning of words 

and sentences. 

In contrast to these text-based readers, two other 

readers who have more psycholinguistic perceptions, Ricky 

and Pancho, demonstrated a greater degree of uses of reader

based top-down processing in their meaning-making processes. 

Their interaction and transaction between reader-based and 

text-based processing are meaning-oriented and well 

balanced; they do not show excessive attention to decoding 

the meaning of individual words or sentences. 
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The perception variable seems to interact with other 

variables, which in turn affect the subjects' processes of 

reading in a particular reading context. This study found 

that the content schema affects both process and product of 

L2 reading, which is reminiscent of the findings from prior 

research on the effect of background knowledge (Adams, 1982; 

Barnett, 1988; Carrell, 1983a, 1983b, 1984, 1985; Hudson, 

1982; Johnson, 1981, 1982; Levin & Haus, 1988). 

In answering the question regarding the role of 

perception in connecti~g L1 ond L2 reading, the survey 

results suggest that the closer perceptions a reader has 

about L1 and L2 reading, the more similar processing 

strategies he or she employs during L1 and L2 reading. 

Specifically, the results indicate that transfer does not 

readily occur for L2 readers who have far different 

perceptions about their reading ability and purpose for 

reading in L1 and L2. 

In conclusion, this study highlights the fact that the 

way adult L2 readers perceive reading is closely related to 

how they approach reading an L2 text. The outcome of the 

present study serves as additional research evidence for 

expanding our knowledge base of the readers' perception 

variable, and should result in establishing a more 

comprehensive theory of reading in L2. 
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5.6 PEDAGOGICAL IMPLICATIONS 

The present study found a significant correlation 

between the reader's perception variable and the 

individual's processes of reading. This finding suggests 

that how the reader views himself or herself as an L2 

reader, the purpose, and the process of L2 reading is 

closely related to how he or she approaches the L2 text. 

Several implications for reading instruction for adult 

second language speakers are drawn. First of all, in order 

to understand and facilitate students' L2 reading process, 

it is critical for educators of L2 reading to be aware of 

the importance of the L2 readers' perception variable in 

terms of its corresponding relationship with the processing 

mode of the text. Given the fact that L2 readers' 

perception variable is rather new to the field of reading in 

a second language, teachers of L2 reading may not be fully 

aware of its importance. 

For example, during the period of data collection in 

the first phase of the study, the researcher had the 

opportunity to make individual contact with several 

administrators and reading instructors who engaged in 

teaching reading to adult ESL learners. 

Judging from their responses to the research questions 

addressed in the study, several reading instructors appeared 

to be well aware of the significance of both L2 readers' 
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perceived views and their processes of L2 reading. In fact, 

those teachers were interested in further understanding of 

the nature of the relationship between the two. However, 

some teachers and most administrators did not seem to be 

well aware of the significance of what kind of views of 

reading the L2 readers are bringing to the reading class. 

It is necessary for instructors of ESL students to be 

aware of the importance of how their students perceive L2 

reading in order to understand how their students views of 

reading interact with the way they process the text. That 

kind of understanding would enable them to utilize their 

students' metacognitive awareness as a diagnostic and as an 

instructional tool. 

5.6.1 Students' Metacognitive Awareness of Their Reading 

Processes as a Diagnostic Tool 

The present study found, from both the survey and the 

case studies, that each L2 reader brings his or her own view 

of reading to the class. The view that each adult L2 reader 

brings varies: some readers have a decoding view, some have 

a linguistic view, and others have a psycholinguistic view 

of the L2 reading process. 

As is true in any pedagogical context, it is of utmost 

importance for the instructor to know his or her students. 

He or she needs to know what kind of perceived views of 

reading the students bring to the reading class. 



Specifically, he or she should know: 

a) What do the students think about their reading 

ability?; 
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b) What do they want to accomplish from this reading 

class? -- do they want to learn how to retrieve 

meaning from the text in an efficient way; or do 

they want to improve their English language skills 

through the practice of reading?; Or, a little bit 

of both?; 

c) What do they perceive as important in L2 reading? 

extracting meaning from the text?, getting 

general information?, specific information?, the 

experience of transacting with the L2 text?, 

reading speed?, practicing correct pronunciation?, 

or something else?; and 

d) How do they perceive reading in L2, in general? 

do they perceive it as a decoding process, 

a linguistic process, or a psycholinguistic 

process? 

do they perceive L2 reading as being much the 

same as the Ll reading process? 

Ideally, the same kind of questions should be asked about 

their Ll reading in order to have a comprehensive view of 

the students' perception about reading. 

For group diagnosis the instructor can administer a 
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simple assessment at the outset of the class. This 

assessment, similar to the ones listed in the questionnaire, 

can be easily performed by asking the students to self-rate 

their: a) reading proficiency, b) purpose for reading, and 

c) perception of the utility of reading strategies. 

If the instructor observes that some students seem to 

have certain strong misconceptions about L2 reading, he or 

she can conduct a more indepth diagnosis by adopting several 

relevant interview items from the Burke interview which was 

utilized in the present study. 

5.6.2 Students' Metacognitive Awareness as an Instructional 

Tool 

Once the instructor has surveyed and assessed the 

general perceptions about L2 reading of the students, he or 

she can incorporate the metacognitive discussion into his or 

her regular curriculum. In the area of Ll reading, several 

researchers have already suggested the benefits of 

metacognitive discussions in the reading class (Brown, 

Campione, & Day, 1980; Coles, 1981; Goodman, Watson, & 

Burke, 1987; Marek, 1987; Raisner, 1977). They argue that 

allowing readers to be aware of and analyze their own 

reading process in a more directed and organized manner 

would benefit the readers by helping them better understand 

their reading process to have a better control over their 

reading. In addition, in Ll reading research, several 
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metacognitive training studies have shown the positive 

effect of explicitly explaining the utility of using 

strategies for reading on the more active use of reading 

strategies (Bereiter & Bird, 1985: Day, 1986: Duffy, 

Roehler, Sivan, Rackliffe, Book, Meloth, Vavrus, Wesselman, 

Putnam, & Bassiri, 1987; Palincsar & Brown, 1984). 

Due to the correlative nature of the present study 

and the lack of research on metacognition in L2 reading, we 

should be cautious when drawing implications for using 

metacognition as an instructional tool in L2 reading. 

However, the quality data of the current study do indicate 

the use of metacognition discussion as a potential tool for 

reading instruction in a more general sense. consistent 

with the arguments of L1 researchers, all six readers who 

participated in the case study responded favorably to the 

experience of self-analyzing and talking about their own 

reading process. In addition, as one reader said when asked 

to provide feedback for the study, "[the case study] made me 

think about reading in English in a way I've never looked 

at ... 

with caution, the following are recommended for the use 

of metacognitive discussions in the reading class: 

1. Let the students be aware that L2 reading is a 

thought process as well as a language process. with this 

kind of awareness, empower them and let them realize how 
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many personal resources they already have in reading L2 

text, such as their rich Ll reading experiences, background 

knowledge about the topic, and knowledge about the world, in 

addition to whatever linguistic resources they have acquired 

up to that point. 

2. Let them be aware of the utility of a variety of 

reading strategies, especially the non-language-based and 

language-based ones. 

3. Let them be aware that, as in the case of Ll 

reading, the mode of interaction and transaction with the T.2 

text varies depending on the type of text and the context of 

reading. 

4. with the three aspects of L2 reading that are 

discussed above, give them an opportunity to talk about, 

reflect, and self-evaluate their own processes of reading in 

L2. 

The frequency or the depth of the discussion would be 

entirely subject to the particular situation of the 

individual class. For example, if the misconception is 

shared by the majority of the class, a class discussion is 

recommended. If only a few students have misconceptions, 

then the discussion can be arranged specifically for those 

readers as a group or on a one-on-one basis with the 

instructor. 
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5.6.3 strategy Lesson for L2 Reading 

In the real world, L2 readers encounter various reading 

texts in a wide range of contexts. In most cases, the 

authentic texts they encounter outside the classroom can be 

syntactically and lexically more complex than those the 

students are exposed to in the reading classroom, especially 

if the reading text used for the class is linguistically 

controlled or simplified. 

To deal with these authentic reading materials in 

diverse reading contexts in the outside world, the students 

should be prepared and equipped with a variety of 

strategies, utilizing linguistic and nonlinguistic 

resources. Especially, students should be taught how to 

strategically utilize their own resources, so that they can 

learn how to maximize the available resources and compensate 

for unavailable resources in various reading contexts. For 

example, when reading a text with which they are familiar, 

students should be encouraged to employ more top-down or 

reader-based processing and utilize their background 

knowledge resources to fill the gaps caused by the lack of 

linguistic resources. On the other hand, when they do not 

know much about the topic, they should learn how to employ 

more bottom-up processing, utilizing their linguistic 

strength or outside resources, such as asking an expert. In 

addition, use of the context should be practiced in all 
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reading situations. 

Often, in the literature, strategies are suggested as a 

means for getting the meaning of unknown lexical items 

(Hosenfeld, et al., 1981). However, using strategies only 

for getting the local meaning, such as a vocabulary item or 

a sentence, is a limited application. The present study has 

found that one of the characteristics of the text-based 

readers is their focus on local meaning. These readers did 

demonstrate using strategies, such as guessing the meaning 

of unknown words based on the immediate context. The 

limitations of these L2 readers, however, were found to be 

that they lacked the use of the strategies at a global 

level. This suggests that it is important to teach L2 

readers how to use strategies both at the global level as 

well as at the lexical or sentential level. 

In relation to the suggestion above, it is recommended 

that authentic reading material be used in class because 

"pragmatic use of authentic texts seldom requires 

understanding of all details. Rather, they require global 

comprehension of specific information." (Neuner, Kruger, & 

Grewer, 1981, cited in Schulz, 1983). Even though the class 

has already been assigned inauthentic reading material, the 

teacher can still expose the students to authentic materials 

by assigning them as extra-reading for homework. Newspapers 

and magazine articles can also be used as supplementary 
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material for the class. 

Students should be encouraged to transfer certain 

strategies from L1 reading to L2 reading, especially if they 

are well-read in L1. They should be led to realize how they 

interact and transact with an L1 text, using the non

language resources along with language resources to aid the 

interaction and transaction. 

Finally, as suggested by several researchers in L1 

reading (Garner, 1987: Paris, Wixson, & Palincsar, 1986), 

caution should be exercised in incorporating metacognition 

and strategy discussion into a reading class. As with any 

other activities in the reading class, the purpose of 

metacognitive instruction should be improvement of reading, 

not just to master the skill itself. Both metacognitive 

discussion and strategy lessons should be incorporated into 

regular reading instruction as part of ongoing activities 

rather than as a separate lesson or unit. Unless it is 

carried out in conjunction with actual reading in a real 

reading situation, there always remains a risk that the 

explicit metacognitive instruction could turn out to be 

another discrete skill-oriented activity. 

5.7 IMPLICATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH 

This section addresses implications for future research 

from two aspects: 1) suggestions for related research issues 

that should be investigated in future studies and 2) 
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implications for research methodology in future studies in 

the field of reading in L2. 

5.7.1 Implications for Future Research on Readers' 

Metacognitive Awareness in L2 Reading 

The present study investigated and found a relationship 

between how L2 readers' perceptions affect what they do 

while reading the L2 text. The study contributes to the 

expansion of our knowledge base in the field of L2 reading 

by identifying L2 readers' metacognition about reading as an 

important factor in the processes of L2 reading. 

Yet, the present study has only opened a door to the 

issue, and there are many remaining issues about this rarely 

researched topic that should be explored in future research. 

Therefore, it is suggested that the nature of the 

relationship between L2 readers' perceptions and their 

processing patterns be further investigated. Some of the 

questions that should be explored in the future are: 

Does one precede the other? - Do L2 readers' 

established perceptions guide the way they process 

an L2 text or vice versa? 

will change in one bring about change in the other? -

If an L2 reader changes his or her perceptions 

about L2 reading, will that change in his or her 

perceptions incur changes in the way he or she 

processes the text? 
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The answer to these questions will bring useful 

insights into the role of metacognition in L2 reading. In 

addition, the answer to these questions will bear powerful 

pedagogical implications. For example, research in L1 

reading recommends metacognitive discussion as an 

instructional tool based on research findings. (Brown, 

campione, & Day, 1980; Coles, 1981; Marek, 1987; Raisner, 

1977). However, there is no research base in L2 reading on 

the effects of metacognitive discussion on the improvement 

of comprehension. Hence, until we have more research 

findings on the issue, we can not make vital implications 

for using metacognitive discussion as an instructional tool 

in L2 reading instruction. We can only speculate about the 

potential of metacognitive awareness as a tool for learning 

and teaching reading in L2. 

The findings of the current research can be generalized 

to a limited population among the whole L2 reader 

population, that is, adult L2 readers who are highly 

literate in L1 and who have acquired a certain, as yet not 

fully advanced, level of language proficiency in L2. For 

the findings to be generalizable to a wider segment of 

population, the same research questions investigated in the 

present study should be asked to various groups of L2 

readers: 

a) How does the wayan L2 reader perceive reading in L2 
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affect the way the reader processes the text when he or 

she is not highly literate in his or her native 

language?; 

b) What kind of role does the perception variable play 

for younger readers, e.g., school children?; and 

c) How would the two variables be related when the L2 

readers are highly proficient or fairly limited in L2 

language? 

In addition, the current study explores the relationship in 

an unforced self-chosen reading context, that is reading 

magazines on their own time for their own purposes. Would 

the relationship change in a forced reading context, e.g., 

reading a chapter of a textbook to prepare for a test?, and 

how? 

Finally, the relationship between the perception 

variable and other variables should be further explored. 

The case studies suggest that perception and other variables 

may interactively affect the process and the product of 

reading. For example, for those readers who have dominant 

linguistic perceptions about L2 reading, even when they have 

appropriate background knowledge, their available resources 

were not fully utilized during reading. For these readers 

their comprehension of the text almost exclusively depends 

on the level of their language proficiency. On the other 

hand, the reader who had moderately psycholinguistic 
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perceptions about L2 reading employed far more text-based 

processing than usual, when he did not have any background 

knowledge. On this occasion, his comprehension seemed to 

depend more directly on his linguistic proficiency than 

usual. To generalize this particular finding, it should be 

tested on a larger population. 

5.7.2 Implication for Methodology of Future Research in the 

Field of Reading in a Second Language 

On the use of verbal reports as a data collection method. 

The present study has found that self-reporting is a 

useful and reliable tool for tapping into L2 readers' 

perceptions and their processes of reading. When the data 

obtained were crosschecked, there were no significant 

discrepancies in the subjects' verbal reports regarding 

their reading processes. Specifically, the present study 

did not find a gap between what the reader says he or she 

does in reading and what he or she really does while 

reading. What subjects of the case studies self-reported in 

the questionnaire about their processes of reading did not 

differ from the processes of reading that they demonstrated 

during the think-aloud sessions. 

It should be noted that the current study found that 

the effectiveness of using verbal reports as a data 

collection method is maximized by the methodology 

triangUlation. Verbal reports collected by only one 
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particular method may fail to describe the depth of a 

complex process or phenomenon, such as reading. There is a 

possibility of unlisted items when using a structured 

instrument or of under-verbalizations in the case of an 

open-ended instrument. For example, although the 

questionnaire used in the present study asked the 

respondents to specify any strategies they use other than 

the ones that are already listed in the questionnaire, few 

respondents responded to that request. Most respondents 

limited their responses to the frequency of use on the 

listed strategies in the questionnaire. 

Only when the individuals' actual reading was verbally 

reported during the think-aloud session, did several 

additional strategies, not included in the questionnaire, 

surface (e.g., reading the whole text more than once, 

reading certain items, such as numbers, in one's native 

language). Another case in point was the subjects' under

verbalizations during the think-aloud session, such as their 

process of rereading. The retrospective analysis session 

proved to be useful to clarify those observed but not 

verbalized processes. Therefore, the readers' verbal 

reports, which were collectively obtained from two or more 

sources, seem to be a useful tool for studying the process 

of reading. 
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On the need of more descriptive studies in L2 reading~ 

Several researchers have expressed the need for more 

descriptive studies in L2 reading research (Hosenfeld, 1979; 

Jurasek, 1989, Block, 1985). Hosenfeld (1979) notes that 

the typical L2 reading research methodology has been 

experimental where the individual differences of the readers 

has been "washed out." The trend continued during the 80's 

when an extensive body of research was devoted to 

investigating the effect of schema on the reading product. 

The present study found the need of more descriptive 

studies, such as case studies to serve as groundwork for a 

full-scale research as well as for sound theory development. 

Given the fact that L2 reading research, let alone the 

process-oriented L2 reading research, is a field which is 

relatively fast and newly growing, more descriptive studies 

are called for in this area. 

Currently, the field needs to establish additional 

research instruments relevant to the L2 reader population. 

Some researchers in L2 reading have already pointed out the 

need to go beyond just extrapolating from the models of L1 

reading because there are other components that are unique 

to the L2 reading process (Buck, 1979; Jurasek, 1988). 

Through case studies, the present study found some of the 

reading strategies which are uniquely used by L2 readers. 

For example, whenever it comes to reading numbers, Ricky 
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reads them and processes the concept in her native language. 

Jose also uses a similar process: even though he reads 

numbers in English, he processes the mathematical concept in 

his native language regardless how he reads it. Another 

example is that out of the six readers in the case study, 

four of them use translation as a fix-up strategy when they 

encounter unfamiliar words or phrases. To find these kind 

of strategies which are utilized uniquely by L2 readers, 

more descriptive studies in this field are necessary. 
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APPENDIX A 

QUESTIONNAIRE 



300 

This survey is part of a study that deals with the 
reading of magazines conducted by the department of 
Language, Reading, and Culture, of the University of 
Arizona. The purpose of this survey is to learn more about 
how you read magazines in English, such as TIME, READERS' 
DIGEST, NEWS WEEK, PEOPLE, BETTER HOMES, REDBOOK, VOGUE, 
PARENTING, etc. 

Please be assured that your responses to the survey 
will be kept confidential and will be used for research 
purposes only. 

Thank you for your time and effort in finishing this 
questionnaire and for your contribution to this study. 

Department of Language, Reading, and Culture 
University of Arizona 

Phone: 621 - 1311 



1. How often do you read weekly or monthly magazines? 
(Circle the answer which best represents what you do. 
Choose only one answer that best describes your reading 
habits. ) 

a. everyday 
c. once a week 
e. once a month 
g. once a year. 

b. a few times a week 
d. a few times a month 
f. a few times a year 
h. almost never 
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2. On the average, how many pages of magazine(s) do you read 
a week? 

a. 0 - 1 page 
c. 6 - 10 pages 
e. 20 - 40 pages 

b. 2 - 5 pages 
d. 11 - 20 pages 
f. more than 40 pages 

3. Which English magazine(s) do you regularly read? (If 
there is more than one, list the one that you read most 
frequently. ) 

4. Do you order any English magazines that come through the 
mail? 

a. Yes b. No 

If yes, to which magazines do you subscribe? 

5. Who reads the magazine(s) most often in your family? 

a. yourself b. your spouse c. your children 
d. others (Please specify) 
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1. Below is a list of topics found in various magazines. 
Please rank the topics in relation to your reading 
interests. Number 1 represents the topic which interests 
you the most; number 2 represents the topic that interests 
you but not as much as topic number 2; number 14 represents 
the topic that interests you the least. Please rank all 
fourteen topics. 

- Economy & Business 

- Editorial & Essays 

- Education 

- Entertainment & TV/Movies 

- Environment & Nature 

- Clothing & Fashion 

- Health & Fitness 

- Living & Lifestyles 

- Food & Cooking/Recipes 

- Politics & International 
Affairs 

- science & Technology 

- Sports 

- Short novels or stories 

- Advertisements 

- Other (Please specify) 
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2. Below is a list of various purposes for reading 
magazines. Please provide (allocate) the points that 
reflect their importance to you. The total number of points 
should add up to 100. 

Example: 
purpose for reading: 

Entertainment & pleasure 
Finding general information 
Finding specific information 
Improving English 

Total 

Please answer: 

I read for: 

a. Entertainment & pleasure 
b. Finding general information 

(e.g., current international affairs, 
general economic situation) 

30 points 
40 points 

o point 
30 points 

_=1.=.0.=.0_ points 

Points 

c. Finding specific information related with 
my particular interest or major field of study 

d. Improving English language ability 

Total: 

3. If you think that reading magazines helps language 
learning, which skill do you think can be improved? 

Skills 

a. vocabulary 

b. grammar and structure 

c. reading comprehension 

d. speaking ability 

e. writing ability 

100 

Total: 100 points 
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4. Please think about what you do when you read an article 
or a topic in a magazine. Please circle the number for each 
statement which best describes what you usually do when you 
read a magazine. 

Never sometimes 
a. I pay most attention to 

what individual words mean. 1 

b. I pay most attention to 
grammatical structures. 1 

c. I try to know exactly what 
the article says. 1 

d. I read the title and subtitles 
first and then read the 
article. 1 

e. I skim and scan the text to 
get general ideas. 1 

f. I look at pictures and 
read the descriptions under 
the pictures. 1 

g. I read articles differently 
depending on my purpose or 
interest. 1 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

h. I feel uncomfortable if I don't know 
what some of the words mean. 1 2 3 

i. I take notes or write a summary 
of the important ideas. 1 2 

j. I look up the unfamiliar 
words in the dictionary. 1 

k. I underline interesting 
or important ideas. 1 

1. I make a list of unfamiliar 
words to study later. 1 

m. I try to relate the current 
reading to my personal experience 
or what I already know 

2 

2 

2 

about the topic. 1 2 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

4 5 

4 5 

4 5 

4 5 

4 5 

4 5 

4 5 

4 5 

4 5 

4 5 

4 5 

4 5 

4 5 

Always 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 
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Never Sometimes Always 
n. I guess what the following 

part will say. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

o. I check whether I understand 
what I am reading 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

p. I try to translate into my 
own language. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5. When you are reading a magazine and come to something 
that gives you trouble understanding, what do you do? 

Never sometimes Always 
a. I keep on reading, and 

ignore the problem part. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

b. I consult a dictionary 
to solve the problem. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

c. I reread the part. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

d. I slow down the reading speed 
and focus en the grammatical 
structure of the part. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

e. I guess at the meaning, using 
the context. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

f. I guess at the meaning, based 
on what I know about the 
topic. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

g. If there are pictures, 
I look at them to see 
if they can be used to solve 
the problem. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

h. I seek help from other 
people who are available. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

i. I keep on reading to a 
certain point and come 
back to the part. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

k. I feel frustrated and stop 
reading. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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6. In general, how much do you depend on dictionary when you 
read a magazine? 

None to very little 

1 2 3 

Moderate 

. 
~ 

A lot 

5 6 7 

7. When you guess the meaning of words or the meaning of a 
sentence or passage in reading a magazine, I: 

Never 
a. go back to the text to 

see if it makes sense. 1 

b. see whether it make sense 
while I continue reading. 1 

c. simply continue reading. 1 

2 

2 

2 

sometimes Always 

3 4 5 6 7 

3 4 5 6 7 

3 4 5 6 7 

8. When you read a title or subtitles of an article, I: 

Never 
a. read the title but don't 

think much about it. 1 

b. imagine what the article 
might be about. 1 

c. think about how the article 
might be related to what I 
already know about the 
subject. 1 

2 

2 

2 

sometimes 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

9. When you look at the pictures of an article, I: 

Never sometimes 
a. try to use them to help me 

understand the article. 1 2 3 4 5 

b. look at them and don't 
think much about them. 1 2 3 4 5 

c. guess what the article is 
about. 1 2 3 4 5 

Always 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

Always 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 
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10. When you finish reading magazine(s) in English, I: 

Never 
a. can remember most of 

what I have read. 1 

b. am often confused by what 
I have read. 1 

c. do not remember much even 
though I thought I understood 

2 

2 

while I was reading. 1 2 

sometimes Always 

3 4 5 6 7 

3 4 5 6 7 

3 4 5 6 7 

11. How important do you think the following items are to 
you when you read magazine(s) in English. Please circle a 
number for each item. 

Not 
Important 

a. Knowing the grammar rules. 1 

b. Knowing all the words. 1 

c. Skipping some unfamiliar 
words and still 
understanding. 1 

d. Knowing American culture. 1 

e. Pronouncing sounds 
correctly. 1 

f. Knowing correct 
accents/spelling. 1 

g. Sharing ideas with others. 1 

h. Having background knowledge 
of the topic. 1 

i. Guessing what's going on. 1 

j. Translating into your own 
language. 1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

Somewhat 
Important 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

very 
Important 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 
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This section of the questionnaire asks about your reading 
interests and activities when you read magazine(s) in your 
native language. Please answer the following questions. 

1. When you read weekly or monthly magazines in your native 
language in the past or at present, what are the purposes 
for reading? (The total points should be 100.) 

I read for: 

a. Entertainment & pleasure 
b. Finding general information 

(e.g., current international affairs, 
general economic situation) 

c. Finding specific information related with 
my particular interest or major field of study 

d., Improving my language 

Total: 

Points 

100 

2. Please think about what you do when you read an article 
or a topic in a magazine in your native language. Please 
circle the number for each statement which best describes 
what you usually do. 

Never sometimes Always 

a. I pay most attention to 
what individual words mean. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

b. I pay most attention to 
grammatical structures. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

c. I try to know exactly what 
the article says. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

d. I read the title and subtitles 
first and then read the 
article. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

e. I skim and scan the text to 
get general ideas. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

f. I look at pictures and 
read the descriptions under 
the pictures. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Never sometimes Always 

g. I read articles differently 
depending on my purpose or 
interest. 1 2 3 4 5 5 7 

h. I feel uncomfortable if I don't know 
what some of the words mean. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

i. I take notes or write a summary 
of the important ideas. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

j. I look up the unfamiliar 
words in the dictionary. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

k. I underline interesting 
or important ideas. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1. I make a list of unfamiliar 
words to study later. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

m. I try to relate the current 
reading to my personal experience 
or what I already know 
about the topic. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

n. I guess what the following 
segment will say. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

o. I check whether I understand 
what I am reading. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3. When you are reading a magazine in your native language 
and come to something that gives you trouble understanding, 
what do you do? 

Never sometimes Always 
a. I keep on reading, and 

ignore the problem part. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

b. I consult a dictionary 
to solve the problem. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

c. I reread the 1?art. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

d. I slow down the reading speed 
and focus on the grammatical 
structure of the part. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 



310 

Uever Sometimes Always 

e. I guess at the meaning, using 
the context. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

f. I guess at the meaning, based 
on what I know about the 
topic. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

g. If there are pictures, 
I look at them to see if they 
can be used to solve the 
problem. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

h. I seek help from other 
people who are available. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

i. I keep on reading to a 
certain point and come 
back to the part. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

j. I feel frustrated and stop 
reading. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4. How did you learn to read in your native language? 

5. What would you recommend to someone from your country who 
tries to improve reading skills (in your native language)? 

6. How would you rate your reading skill in your native 
language? 

Poor Limited Average Good Excellent 

1 2 3 4 5 



In this section we would like to get your profile as a 
reader. Please provide the following information. 

1. How long have you lived in the united states? 

____ years ____ months 
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2. How much longer do you plan to stay in the united states? 

years ____ months 

3. Your native language is: 

4. What other foreign language(s) (other than English) do 
you speak? 

5. In what other foreign language(s) do you read? 

6. 

7. 

Circle the number that best describes your ability to 
read in the other language(s), compared to your reading 
ability in English. 

Language Poor Limited Average Good Excellent 

a) 1 2 3 4 5 

b) 1 2 3 4 5 

From what country are you? 

You a!"e: a. Male b. Female 
You age: 

8. Are you currently, or planning to be, enrolled in any 
schools, such as a university or a junior college? 

a. Yes b. No 

If yes, 1) For how long? years months 

2) What is (or will be) your major? 

3) In which program are you (or will you be) 
enrolled? 

a. undergraduate b. graduate c. other 



9. Did you take an English course in reading in your 
country? 

a. Yes b. ·No 

If yes, 

1) 

2) 
3) 

Where did you take the course? 
a. At school b. outside the school 

For how long? years months 
Please rank from 1, most emphasized, to 7, least 
emphasized, the major emphasis of the program 
(If you have been in more than one program, choose 
the program in which you were the longest.) 

a. vocabulary 
b. grammar exercise 
c. extra reading assignment 
d. reading strategies 
e. pronunciation 
f. discussion of the topic 
g. translation 
h. other (please specify) 
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10. Have you, or are you currently, enrolled in an English 
reading program in the united states? 

a. Yes b. No 

If yes, 

1) For how long: years months 
2) Please rank the major emphasis of the program 

a. vocabulary 
b. grammar exercises 
c. extra reading assignment 
d. reading strategies 
e. pronunciation 
f. discussion of the topic 
g. other (please specify) 



II. How would you rate your language ability in English? 

Poor Limited Average Good Excellent 

1 2 3 4 5 

12. How would you rate your reading ability in English? 

Poor Limited Average Good Excellent 

1 2 3 4 5 

13. Compared to American college students, how would you 
rate your reading ability in English? 

Poor Limited Average Good Excellent 

123 4 5 

14. Compared to your reading ability in your native 
language, how would you rate your reading ability in 
English? 

Poor Limited Average Good Excellent 

1 2 3 4 5 
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15. How would rank your speaking, listening, reading, and 
writing ability in English? Please rank each skill in the 
order of ability level, 1 being the best, 2 being the second 
best, 3 being the 3rd, 4 being the least. 

a. Speaking 
b. Listening 
c. Reading 
d. writing 



16. Have you ever taken the TOEFL (Test of English as a 
Foreign Language)? 

a. Yes b. No 

314 

If yes, 1) When did you take it? month 
2) What was your total score? 

year __ _ 

3) 

a. 400 - 450 
c. 476 - 500 
e. 526 - 550 
g. 576 - 600 

What was your 

a. 40 - 45 
c. 51 - 55 
e. 61 - 65 

reading 

b. 451 - 475 
d. 501 - 525 
f. 551 - 575 
h. above 600 

score? 

b. 46 - 50 
d. 56 - 60 
f. 65 - 70 

17. In your case, what do you think causes most of the 
problems when you read in English? 

18. What kinds of advice would you like to give to other 
people who read English as a second language? 
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There will be a follow-up study during the month of 
November, 1991. Six students will be selected for the 
follow-up study which will involve reading a magazine 
article and reporting on how they read. I expect to uncover 
important information about second language readers which 
could help you and others become better readers in English. 
Students who volunteer for the follow-up study will need to 
meet with me, the researcher, for 2 sessions of 2 hours each 
at your convenience. I will then share the results with the 
volunteers. If you are interested in participating in the 
follow-up study, please write your name and phone number. 

Name: 

Phone: 

Thank you for your time and effort. 
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BURKE INTERVIEW MODIFIED FOR OLDER READERS 
(BIMOR) 
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BURKE INTERVIEW MODIFIED FOR OLDER READERS (BIMOR) 
(Original by C. Burke, adaptations by D. watson) 
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1. When you are reading and you come to something that 
gives you trouble, what do you do? Do you ever do anything 
else? 

2. Who is a good reader in English that you know? 

3 . What makes a good reader? 

4. Do you think that ever comes to 
something that gives him trouble when he is reading? 

5. When does come to something that 
gives him/her trouble, what do you think he/she does about 
it? 

6. If you knew that someone was having difficulty reading 
in English, how would you help that person? 

7. What would a teacher do to help that person? 

8. How did you learn to read? 

9. Is there anything you would like to change about your 
reading? 

10. Describe yourself as a reader. What kind of reader are 
you? 

11. What do you read routinely, like everyday or every week? 

12. What do you like most of all to read? 

13. Can you remember any special book or the most memorable 
thing you have ever read? 

14. What is the most difficult thing you have to read? 
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APPENDIX C 

READING TEXT: "ONLY ENGLISH SPOKEN HERE" 
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Nation 
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In Enstllh. They pi .. to 

... ehll'-e muttllinlull 
provisions of the 
federal VotinC RlIfrta 
Act. 

Even clln>ervatives like Anzona S<:nalllr 
Jllhn \kCain ,'ppose initiatIVes like the 
,me Just passed In his state. Says McC.lIn 
"Our nation anll the English I.,"gu,,~e 

have done qUite \Ceil with Chinese spoken 
In Cahillrnla. German In Pennsvlvanla. 
Iialian In ~ew Y,'rk. SwedISh In Mlnne· 
,ilia and Spanish In the Southwest. I iail til 
see the cause lilr alarm now."' 
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0r fleW
R&C\SJ'I\ 

• Lmltll1II blllnllUll 
ecb:atlon to 
"tnnsitional" sbtuL 
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lut fOtr to six ye .... 
bef .... tudent._ 
ready f ... reaula' 
ell ..... 

• TIcIrtftInc.... thatlll8.l .... 
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I Only English Spoken Here 
Language as politics spawns a backlash against immigrants 

But others dll. The sheer numbers Ili 
HispaniC Imrrugrants. theIr coheSiveness 
and theIr growIng political power setlhese 
ImmIgrants apan irom earher groups '" ho 
had to aSSImllale or fat!. In Ihe \l,aml 
area. ior example. Spanlsh·language ver· 
Slons of everythmg from lottery ticketS la 
lelevlsed game shows. as well as bilingual 

, shops and restaurants and even Jabs where 
, only Spaolsh IS :,,·:e"lable. makett posSi' 

ble 10 lIve a full life without ever learning 
English, So WIdespread had Spa rush be· 
come in MiamI that in 1978 Emmy Shafer 
staned the English·ortly movement when 
she could not rind a clerk in the Dade 
County mUnicipal offices who could speak 
English to her. 

Those who believe that the movement 
inflames nativist resentments gOt some 
ammunition this fall. The ethnocenlnc 
vIews of U.S. English's .Il·founder and 
fanner chaIrman John Tanton came 10 

light when initiative opponents uncov· 
ered a 1986 memo 10 which he expressed 
worry Ihat h,W white binhrntes and high 
HispanIC bIrthrates would endanger 

At a los Angeles hospItal. Ihe head the group's director of government affairs: Amencan soclely. Wrote Tanton: "Per· 
nurse forbade workers to speak any· "language is one of Ihe very few Ihings haps this IS the first instance U' wh,ch 

Ihing but English and urged employees to we ha\e In cllmmun In the U.S." U.S, those wtth theIr pants up are gomg '" get 
repon anyone overheard usmg another linglish urges a wriLLen English-proficien- caught by those WIth theU' pants down.' 
language. The ctty council in Monterey cy test for naturalizauon: It also advocates Board member linda Chavez. former 
Park. a suburb of l.A" ousted the trustees an end to bilingual baUotS ano ariJiiTu''''' staff director of the Civil Rights Commts· 
(If the Itbrary for buymg foreign·language in funds for bilingual education. though sian and later candidate for the U.S. Sen· 
(looks and magazmes. The manager of an only for shon-tenn. transitional pro- ate from Maryland, qUII in disgust. as did 
msurance company 10 l()S Angeles or- grams. Current bilingual courses. Ihe Walter Cronktte. and Tanton was forced 
dered Chinese·Amencan staffers to speak group cla11lls. fail students to leave Ihe organuauon: 
amy English urness they were dealing by weaning them from their Tanton asIde. the Eng· 
·...,ith a Chinese·speaking customer. mother tongues too slowly. lish-Ianguage movement IS 

These inCIdents and 01 hers like them "It is cultural maintenance. sometlung of a political hy· 
OCCUlTed in the wake ofCalifomia's adop- not language acquisition:' brid. resisting categoriza· 
tion two years ago of an millatlve declar· says Workings. tion. Former and current 
109 English the official language. Until reo Opponents of the offi- . members of the board of di· 
cenlly language. wluch has sparked wars dal·English movement con- rectors of U,S. English like 
and altered nauonal boundaries abroad. sider It to be no mare than a Chavez and Cronklle. Bruno 
was not a political i.s5!!~ l!! t~.i! cou-'!try socially acceptable way of BeUelheim. Saul Bellow and 
~ow a growIng number of Amencans tapping 11110 \enophobic Alistatr Cooke are hardly 
seem 10 feel their mother tonme needs fears: fear of being OUlnum- ~enophobes. They believe 
protecticn. Voters in Flonda. Aruona and bered by imrrugrants. fear that. 10 a land that "'as 
C"lorado have approved slnuJar mllia- that Jabs are In jeopardy FounderJomTlIIIton founded by immIgrants. 
tives. bnngmg to 17 the number of SUllCS from cheap labor. just plain English is the essential uni· 
WIth such laws. fear of anyone different. Stewan Kwoh, fVln~ force The proposlllons they sup pan 

These vlctones have made U.S. Eng- e.,ecutive director of the Asian Pacitic r ';""y be lillie more than useless cluner. 
lish. the group that sponsored the milla- Amencan legal Center of Southern Cali- a reassurance that the U.S. is not volnera· 
liVes. a formIdable poltllcal force, Found- forrua. charges the irutiatives are panly ble to a Quebec·style bIlingualism WIth all 
ed with the gwdance of lingwst S.1. responsible for unleashing a backlash ItS auendant b,uerness. IronicaUy, It is 
Hayakawa, a lonner U.S. Senator from i agamst foreIgn-language mlOorillcs, Col· the debate over the 'baUot initiatives 
Californla.lhe 350.000·memberorgaru.z.a- I leen O'Connor. spokeswoman of the I themselves Ihat has created so much 
lion IS seeking a .:onslllu!lonal amend- i Amencan Civillibentes Union. says the' rancor -8y~tc.tM1lL 
ment making English the official lan- iruliatives shout. "You're here but we ' R.port.d by C.r.th Cllln,aonIMI.ml .nd 
guage of the U.s, Says SIeve Worklllgs. would like to make It difficult for you." Crlatltuc;.cu,ILo.AnpIH -----
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APPENDIX D 

RETELLING PROFILE 



Retelling Profile· 
Directioos: Indicate with a check ( .... ) the degree to which the reader's 

retelling reflects the reader's comprehension in terms of the following criteria: 

I, Retelling includes information d .tectly st;. ted 
in text, 

None 
Low 

Degree 
Moderate 

Degree 
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High 
Degree 

----
2, Retelling includes information inferred directly 

or indirectly from text. 

3, Retelling includes what is important to remember 
from the text. 

4, Retelling provides relevant content, concepts, 
and context, 

5, Retelling indicates reader's attempts to connect 
background knowledge with text information. 

6, Retelling indicates reader's attempts to make 
summary statements or generalizations based 
on the text and apply them to the reai world. 

7, Retelling indicates reader's highly individual
istic and creative impressions of or reactions 
to the text. 

8. Retelling indicates reader's affective involve
ment with the text. 

9. Retelling demonstrates reader's language fluency 
(use of vocabulary, sentence structure, language 
conventions, etc.). 

10. Retelling indicates reader's organization or com
position abilities. 

I I. Retelling demonstrates reader's sense of audience 
or purpose. 

12. Retelling indicate~ reader's control of the me
chanics of speaking or writing. 

loterpretatioo: Items 1-4 indicate reader's text-based comprehension information; 
Items 5-8 indicate reader's response and reactions to text; 
Items 9-12 indicate reader's language use. 

*from Mitchell, J.N.,& Irwin, P.A.(1991l. The reader re-

tellings to make instructional decisions. Sumitted for 

publication. 
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APPENDIX E 

SAMPLE TRANSCRIPTS AND PROTOCOLS 



A SAMPLE TRANSCRIPT OF THE BURKE INTERVIEW MODIFIED FOR 
OLDER READERS 

323 

Researcher: When you are reading and you come to something 
that gives you trouble, what do you do? 

Pancho: Well. Sometimes, I look for the words that I don't 
understand, if I have time. 

Researcher: If you don't have enough time, then, what do you 
do? 

Pancho: Just keep reading, and try to guess the meaning of 
the part. 

Researcher: Do you ever do anything else? 

Pancho: No. 

Researcher: Which one do you do more often? Looking up the 
words, or trying to guess? 

Pancho: Try to guess. 

Researcher: Who is a good reader in English that you know? 

Pancho: In my class? 

Researcher: Not necessary. Anyone that you know who you 
think is a good reader. 

Pancho: Good reader? 

Researcher: Yes. 

Pancho: My uncle. 

Researcher: What makes your uncle a good reader? 

Pancho: Because he is always reading. He always has a book 
in his hand. The other day his other tire in the car blow 
out, so he opened the car's trunk, and I saw the trunk, you 
know, it was full of books, you know. Kind of incredible. 

Researcher: Do you think that your uncle ever comes to 
something that gives him trouble when he is reading? 



Pancho: I don't think so. Everything you wanna know, you 
can ask him. His life is reading. 
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Researcher: So you think he would not come to anything that 
he does not understand? 

Pancho: I think when he does not understand something, he 
goes to the library. 

Researcher: Oh, I see. I was going to ask you what do you 
think he would do when he does come to something that gives 
him trouble. 

Pancho: Or maybe he will ask, you know, to the person who 
relate to the thing that he is reading about. 

Researcher: O.K. If you knew that someone was having 
difficulty reading in English, how would you help that 
person? 

Pancho: The other day I was talking with a Japanese friend. 
She was very disappointed. And she came to me and said, "I 
am disappointed because I read the article that the teacher 
told us to read outside. I don't understand, I have to, I 
need a lot of time to, to keep reading and understand 
everything." And I told her that her problem is that she 
only has only Japanese-English dictionary. She uses it all 
the time. And I told her th~t, to take away that 
dictionary. Buy an American-American, English-English 
dictionary. And look for the word in English, just in 
English. And also try to think in English. Not to read and 
convert, to translate, and then think in Japanese. 

Researcher: What did she say? 

Pancho: Well she say that she feels that it would be 
difficulty, but she would try. And she is trying now. And 
I told her only in an exceptional case when she doesn't 
understand some words, then she can look for the meaning in 
the dictionary. 

Researcher: What would a teacher do to help that person, the 
Japanese girl? 

Pancho: Maybe they try to tell her, I don't know, try to 
explain the words she doesn't understand. 

Researcher: How did you learn to read in English? 
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Pancho: Urn .. I think when I was in University. But I 
started reading in English 19 ..••• twelve years ago. When 
I was in my 6th grade, in the primary school, I came to 
here, Tucson just for summer. So I came for four straight 
summers to united states. One to Tucson, one to California, 
the other two to Kansas city. And the last summer I went to 
California, and not to the English as Second Language 
[CESL]. 

Researcher: [Showing his questionnaire] Here in the 
questionnaire, you referred to two years of reading 
instruction in school. Which year were you referring to? 

Pancho: One year in Junior High and one year in high school. 

Researcher: According to you response, the emphasis of the 
class was on vocabulary, grammar exercise, pronunciation, 
translation, strategy, in order. What kinds of strategies 
did you learn? 

Pancho: 

Researcher: What kind of things did they teach you to do 
while reading? 

Pancho: Well, I don't remember, exactly. 

Researcher: Is there anything you would like to change about 
your reading? 

Pancho: Maybe I would like to increase my vocabulary. 

Researcher: Describe yourself as a reader. What kind of 
reader are you? 

Pancho: I feel good. Last summer, I had, I had a reading 
class. And every day we had to read a small, small article. 
The teacher was tracking of our time. And she told us 
that .. I forgot but what number of word per minute we have 
to read. And she said, "You can survive in the 
university," and I reach that level. 

Researcher: What do you read routinely, like everyday or 
every week? 

Pancho: Last three months, we read a book about China. We 
are reading the doctor book. I was, I started to read a 
plant, biology book, but you know, like a hour per week. 
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Researcher: And maybe textbooks for CESL? 

Pancho: Well, every day I read articles from the magazines. 
Researcher: Which magazine? 

Pancho: Dis-, Discoveries, and Time magazines. And Time 
magazine, I read by myself. 

Researcher: What do you like most of all to read? 

Pancho: About science, things related to agriculture, 
biology. 

Researcher: Can you remember any special book or the most 
memorable thing you have ever read? 

Pancho: Yes, yes. Well recently I was reading about 
Columbus. How there some people are against was 
interesting. 

Researcher: What is the most difficult thing you have to 
read? 

Pancho: sometimes, I think politics?, politics. Some 
business. Business and politics. 
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SAMPLE THINK-ALOUD PROTOCOL 

Text 

Official English 
Is Official Racism 

Seventeen states 
have reaffirmed 
English as their 
official language. 

Advocacy groups 
urge: Printing 
ballots only in 
English. 

They plan to chal
lenge multilingual 
provisions of the 
federal Voting 
Rights Act. 

Limiting bilingual 
education to 
"transitional" 
status. 

Current programs 
can last four to 
six years before 
students are ready 
for regular 
classes. 

Tightening 
standards that 
measure English
language 
proficiency for 
would-be citizens. 

Response Code 

(First, first I always look through RGg 
the pictures, and try to, to look 
what's, what'~ there. Sometime, 
pictures are important for me. If 
it doesn't catch my attention, 
maybe I'll left the article.) 

Official English is official 
racis-, racism. 

Seventeen states have reaffirmed 
English as their official 
language. 

Advocacy groups urge: Printing 
ballots only in English. 

They plan to challenge 
multilingual provisions of the 
federal, federal Voting, voting 
Rights Act. 

Li-, limiting bilingual education 
to "transitional" status. 

Current programs can las-, last 
four to six years before students 
are ready for regular classes. 

Tightening standards that measure 
English-language proficiency for 
would-be citizens. (Um ..• well, I 
don't, I don't understand these RGmic 
sentences, but maybe I will read 
the article.) RGsus 



Text 

Only English 
Spoken Here. 

Language as 
politics spawns a 
backlash against 
immigrants. 

At a Los Angeles 
hospital, the head 
nurse forbade 
workers to speak 
anything but 
English and urged 
employees to re
port anyone over
heard using ano
ther language. 

The city council 
in Monterey Park, 
a suburb of L.A., 
ousted the 
trustees of the 
library for buying 
foreign-language 
books and maga
zines. 

The manager of an 
insurance company 
in Los Angeles 
ordered Chinese
American staffers 
to speak only 
English unless 
they were dealing 
with a Chinese
speaking customer. 

Response 

Only English spoken Here. 

Language as politics spawns a 
backlash against immigrants. 
(Maybe um ••• lanquage, language 
is, is making uh •• politics fight 
in united states.) 

At a Los Angeles hospital, the 
head nurse forbade workers to 
speak anything but English and 
urged employees to report anyone 
overheard using another language. 
(Wall, that's, that', I don't 
think that;s good. And in Los 
Angeles you cannot avoid speaking 
other language. I think this 
nurse, nurse are wrong, or this 
hospital are, is wrong.) 

The city council in Mont
Monterey Park, a subu- suburb of 
L.A., ousted the trustees of the 
library for buying foreign
language books and magazines. 

The manager of an insurance 
company in Los Angeles ordered 
Chinese-American staffers to 
speak only English unless they 
were dealing with a Chinese
speaking customer. (So there are 
some, some parts that they are 
trying to obligate people to 
speak only English.) 
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Code 

Tsques 

RRpo 

RSprag 
RRpo 

RGmi 



Text 

These incidents 
and others like 
them occurred in 
the wake of Cali
fornia's adoption 
two years ago of 
an initiative 
declaring English 
the official 
language. 

Until recently 
language, which 
has sparked wars 
and altered 
national 
boundaries abroad, 
was not a 
political issue in 
this country. 

Now a growing 
number of Ameri
cans seem to feel 
their mother 
tongue needs 
protection. 

voters in Florida, 
Arizona and Colo
rado have approved 
similar initia
tives, bringing to 
17 the number of 
states with such 
laws. 

Response 

These incident, incidents and 
others like them occurred in the 
wake of California's adoption two 
years ago of an initia-, initia-, 
initiative declaring English the 
official language. 

until recently language, which 
has sparkle-, sparked wars and 
altered national boundaries 
abroad, was not a political issue 
in this country. 

Now a growing, a growing number 
of Americans seems, seems to feel 
their mother tongue needs 
protection. 

Voters, voters in Florida, 
Arizona and Colorado have 
approved similar initia-, initia
initiatives, bringing to 17 the 
number of states with such laws. 
(So, they are trying to protect 
the English language and because 
a lot of immigrants are coming 
into the united states and speak 
in their own language. But I 
think it is little bit difficult 
to stop that.) 
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RGmi 

RRpo 



T.ext 

These victories 
have made u.s. 
English, the group 
that sponsored the 
initiatives, a 
formidable poli
tical force. 

Founded with the 
guidance of 
linguist S.l. 
Hayakawa, 
a former u.s. 
Senator from 
California, the 
350,OOO-member 
organization is 
seeking a cons
titutional 
amendment making 
English the 
official language 
of the u.s. 

Says Steve 
Workings, the 
group's director 
of government 
affairs: "Language 
is one of the very 
few things we have 
in common in the 
U.S." 

u.S. English urges 
a written English
proficiency test 
for naturali
zation. 

Response 

These victories have these 
victories have have made u.S. 
English, the group that sponsored 
the initia-, initiatives, a 
formidable political force. 

Founded with, with the guidance 
of linguist S.l. Hayakawa, a 
former u.S. Senate, Senator 
from California, the 350,000-
member organization is, is 
seeking a constitutional 
amendment making English the 
official, official language of 
the u.S. 

Says Steve Workings, the group's 
director of government affairs. 
"Language is one of, of the very 
few things we have in common in 
the U.S.[AJ" 

u.S. English urges a written 
English-proficiency test for 
naturalization. 

330 

Code 



Text 

It also advocates 
an end to 
bilingual ballots 
and an increase in 
funds for bi
lingual education, 
though only for 
short-term, 
transitional 
programs. 

Current bilingual 
courses, the group 
claims, fail stu
dents by weaning 
them from their 
mother tongues too 
slowly. 

"It is cultural 
maintenance, not 
language acqui
sition," says 
Workings. 

Opponents of the 
official-English 
movement consider 
it to be no more 
than a socially 
acceptable way of 
tapping into 
xenophobic fears: 

Response 

It also advo-, advocates an end 
to bilingual ballots and an 
increase in funds for bilingual, 
bilingual education, though only 
for short-term, transitional 
programs. 

Current bilingual courses, 
current bilingual courses the 
group claims, fail students by 
weaning them from th~ir mother 
tongues too slowly. 

"It is cultural mainten-, 
maintenance, not language 
acquisition," says Workings. 
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(Well, UM •• o I think they are Rapo 
spending money and time, trying 
to avoid to other people speak 
their language in the U.S.A. I 
think there, there are other 
things that are more important to 
worry about than to protect their 
language. English, everybody in PSprag 
the world knows that English is 
universal language. So if you 
know English, you can travel all 
over the world and without having 
any problems.) 

Opponents to [of] the official
Englisn move-, movement consider 
it to be no more than a socially 
acceptable way of tapping into 
xenophobic fears: 



Text 

fear of being 
outnumbered by 
immigrants, fear 
that jobs are in 
jeopardy from 
cheap labor, just 
plain fear of 
anyone different. 

stewart I<woh, 
executive director 
of the Asian 
Pacific American 
Legal Center of 
Southern Cali
fornia, charges 
the initiatives 
are partly res
ponsible for 
unleashing a back
lash against 
foreign-language 
minorities. 

Colleen O'Connor, 
spokeswoman of the 
American Civil 
Liberties Union, 
says the ini
tiatives shout, 
"You're here but 
we would like to 
make it difficult 
for you." 

Even conservatives 
like Arizona 
Senator John 
McCain oppose 
initiatives like 
the one just 
passed in his 
state. 

Response 

fear of being outnumbered by 
immigrants, fear that jobs are in 
jeopardy from cheap labor, just 
plain fear of anyone different. 

Stewart Kwoh, exe-, executive 
director of the Asian Pacific 
American Legal Center of Southern 
California, charges the initia
the initiatives are partly 
responsible for unleashing a 
back-, backlash against foreign
language minorities. 

Colleen O'Connor, spokeswoman of 
the American Civil Liberties 
Union, says the initiatives 
shout, "You're here but we would 
like to make it difficult for 
you." (Ya, she'S •• the thing 
that she is telling is true. 
They are trying to make things 
~ifficult, difficult to 
immigrants, to non-, non-, 
speaking, speaking, non-English
speaking person$e) 

Even conservatives like Arizona 
Senator John McCain oppose 
initiatives like the one just 
pass-, pass-, passed in his 
state. 
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Text 

Says McCain: "Our 
nation and the 
English language 
have done quite 
well with Chinese 
spoken in Cali
fornia, German in 
Pennsylvania, Ital 
ian in New York, 
Swedish in 
Minnesota and 
spanish in the 
Southwest. 

I fail to see the 
cause for alarm 
now. " 

But others do. 

The sheer numbers 
of Hispanic 
immigrants, their 
cohesiveness and 
their growing poli 
tical power set 
these immigrants 
apart from earlier 
groups who had to 
assimilate or 
fail. 

Response 

Says McCain: "Our nation and the 
English language have done quite 
well with Chinese spoken in 
California, German in Pennsy-, in 
Pennsylvania, Italian in New 
York, Swedish in Minnesota and 
Spanish in the Southwest. 

I fail to see the cause I fail to 
see that cause for alarm now." 
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(I'm agree, I'm agree with this RRaqr 
person. ) 

But others, but others do. 

The sheer numbers of Hispanic 
immigrants, their cohesiveness 
and their growing political power 
set these immigrants apart from 
earlier groups who had to 
assimilate or fail. 

(TSpr) 



Text 

In the Miami area, 
for example, 
Spanish-language 
versions of every
thing from lottery 
tickets to tele
vised game shows, 
as well as 
bilingual shops 
and restaurants 
and even jobs 
where only spanish 
is acceptable, 
make it possible 
to live a full 
life without ever 
learning English. 

So widespread had 
spanish become in 
Miami that in 1978 
Emmy Shafer 
started the 
English-only 
movement 
when she could not 
find a clerk in 
the Dade County 
municipal offices 
who could speak 
English to her. 

Those who be
lieve that the 
movement inflames 
nativist resent
ments got some 
ammunition this 
fall. 

Response 

In the Miami area, for example, 
Spanish-language versions of 
everything from lottery tickets 
to televi-, televised game shows, 
as well as bilingual shops and 
restaurants and even jobs where 
only Spanish is acceptable, make 
it possible to live a full life 
without, without ever learning 
English. (Um. Ya. That's right. 
From, from, last, last two yeara 
I feel that here in united states 
you can find you can find more 
spanish speakers here in the 
South of united states and 
Arizona. I remember, now I 
remember now that I can see more 
spanish road signs and other kind 
of signs in spanish, lights, 
streets. Also you can find a lot 
of people, find a lot of people 
who speak Spanish. Or at some 
stores they say if you're 
spanish-speaking, they help you 
sometimes.) 

So widespread had Spanish become 
in Miami that in 1978 Emmy Shafer 
started the English-only movement 
when she could not find a clerk 
in the Dade County municipal offi 
ces who could speak English to 
her. (Uhm) 

Those who believe that the 
movement inflames nativist 
resentments got some ammu-, 
ammunition this fall. 
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Text 

The ethnocentric 
views of U.S. 
English's co
founder and former 
chairman John 
Tanton came to 
light when ini
tiative opponents 
uncovered a 1986 
memo in which he 
expressed worry 
that low white 
birthrates and 
high Hispanic 
birthrates would 
endanger American 
society. 

Wrote Tanton: 
"Perhaps this is 
the first instance 
in which those 
with their pants 
up are going to 
get caught by 
those with their 
pants down." 

Board member Linda 
Chavez, former 
staff director of 
the civil Rights 
Commission and 
later candidate 
for the U.S. 
senate from Mary~ 
land, quit in 
disgust, as did 
Walter Cronkite, 
and Tanton was 
forced to leave 
the organization. 

Response 

The ethnocentric views of U.s. 
English's co-founder and former 
chairman John Tanton came to 
light when initiative opponents 
uncovered a 1986 memo in which he 
expressed worry that low white 
birthrates and high Hispanic 
birthrates would endanger 
American society. (This reminds 
me that I was reading this 
morning an article about in the 
TIME magazine about what would 
happen in when other, when other 
ethnic, ethnic groups will be 
bigger than the white American 
groups. They are saying, I 
remember the article say that the 
society of united states is going 
to change. I don't, I don't 
believe that.) 

Wrote Tanton: "Perhaps this is 
the first instance in which those 
with their pants up are going to 
get caught by those with their 
pants down." (This looks like 
American joke.) 

Bo- Boar- Board member Linda 
Chavez, former staff director of 
the civil Rights Commission and 
later candidate for the U.S.[A.] 
Sena-, Senate from Maryland, quit 
in disgust, as did Walter 
Cronkite, and Tanton was forced 
to leave the organization. 
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Text 

Tanton aside, 
the English
language movement 
is something of a 
political hybrid, 
resisting 
categorization. 

Former and current 
members of the 
board of directors 
of u.s. English 
like Chavez and 
Cronkite, Bruno 
Bettelheim, Saul 
Bellow and 
Alistair Cooke are 
hardly xenophobes. 

They believe that, 
in a land that was 
founded by immi
grants, English is 
the essential 
unifying force. 

The propositions 
they support may 
be little more 
than useless 
clutter, a 
reassurance that 
the u.s. is not 
vulnerable to a 
Quebec-style 
bilingualism with 
all its attendant 
bitterness. 

Response 

Tanton aside, the English-Lang
language movement is something of 
a political hybrid, resis-, 
resisting categorization. 

Former and current members of the 
board of directors of u.s. 
English like Chavez and Cronkite, 
Bruno Bettelheim, Saul Bellow 
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([skippinq another name] and TSsamp 
other names) are hardly 
xenophobes. 

They believe that, in the land, 
in a land tha~ was founded by 
immigrants, English is, is the 
essential uni-unifying force. 

The propositions they support 
may be little more than useless 
clutter, a reassurance that the 
U.S.[A.] is not vulnerable to a 
Quebec, Quebec-style bilingualism 
with all its attendant 
bitterness. 



Text 

Ironically, it is 
the debate over 
the ballot 
initiatives 
themselves that 
has created so 
much rancor. 

Response 

Ironically, it is the de- debate 
over the ballot initiatives 
themselves that has created so 
much rancor. 
(Well, they are doing all those 
politics, and I don't think that 
American should be afraid of the 
other languages and all that. I 
believe that the thing that keeps 
this, this country unified is the 
democracy in the organization.) 
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SAMPLE TRANSCRIPT AND SCORING OF RETELLING 

unaided Retelling 

Researcher: Tell me about the article you read. 

Pancho: Well, about the article, they, they started with, 
with, these little incidents, and they gave some examples 
about some cases that people force other people to speak 
only English. I think the people who force others, they are 
Americans. And maybe they are trying to bother other 
people, I don't know, to bother their, their workers. Well, 
it's my opinion. And the article also say that some state, 
states are trying to adopt English as a only language, so 
that's, that's means that we are not going to find any, any, 
any signs or advertisement in Spanish, maybe spanish TV 
channel, will be forbided or Chinese or other language TV 
programs. And, and also they say that some people who are 
favor and other people who are against the change. They 
gave a example that a lady that who went to a store and she 
never find a English speaker clerk, a English speaker clerk. 
And the end they say they people who are involved with the 
organization against English .. Aha. other languages and favor 
to protect, to protect the English, the English language. 
And people who think that English is the thing that keep 
unified America. Kind of poli-, political conclusions. 

Researcher: Is there anything else that you would like to 
add? 

Pancbo: Well, I don't know about ... I feel, I feel that you 
know sometimes, American are very proud, proud of their 
country, their citizenship. But sometimes it's ill 
[sick] .. sometimes they, they go too far. For me, it's not 
the problem if, if they wanna protect English as a official 
language or Spanish or other language. I think that I can 
survive here in the united states with my, my little 
English. But there are other immigrants. They don't speak 
English. So, sometimes they need the actions ... and also 
there are some companies that take other language speakers 
as they are customers. You know, company has to give a 
service to their customers. I think that's more politica-, 
political than, than something that is going to help United 
states. I like the introduction, because they talk about 
some cases. 
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Aided Retelling 

Researcher: What kinds of specific cases do you remember? 

Pancho: When there was a nurse say other nurse in a hospital 
not to speak their language, and in some other place, I 
think in a insurance company, that they say that you have to 
speak English in the company unless you're speaking to the 
customers who do not speak English .... and there were one or 
two more examples. 

Researcher: Which position is the state of Arizona taking 
about the English-language movement? 

Pancho: They approved, approved the movement. I remember 
seeing Florida, Arizona, and Colorado. Ya, they try to 
adopt, adopt it, to make it official English. 
They mentioned lot of names, organizations. 

Researcher: Well, is there anything else that you would like 
to talk about the article? 

Pancho: Well, maybe I need to read another article to see 
what happens next. 

Researcher: Before you read the article, how much did you 
know about what is discussed in the article? On a scale 
from 1 to 7, 1 being you did not know about the topic of the 
article at all and 7 being you knew much about it. 

Pancho: 4 

Researcher: How interesting was the article to you? Again, 
on a scale from 1 to 7, 1 being not interesting at all and 7 
being very interesting. 

Pancho: 5 

Researcher: How difficult were the language elements in the 
article? First, how was the vocabulary in the article? 

Pancho: Difficult. I did not know many words there. 

Researcher: And sentence structure? 

Pancho: Well, not difficult. 
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scorinq of Retellinq by Two Raters 

Items of Retelling Profile Scores 

Rater 1 Rater 2 

I. Explicit information 2 3 

2. Implicit information 3 3 

3. Gist 3 3 

4. Relevancy 3 3 

5. Background Kn 0'>'1 1 edge 2 2 

6. Summary Statements 3 3 

7. Individualistic/ 
creative 3 2 

8. Affect 3 3 

9. Fluency 2 2 

10. composition 2 3 

II. Purpose 2 2 

12. Mechanics 2 2 
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