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Abstract

The application of reading strategies plays an important role in CSL reading.
This study examined the interaction among CSL learners' use of reading strategies,
L1 literacy background, overall CSL proficiency, and CSL reading performance.

75 CSL learners of three proficiency levels—— elementary, intermediate and
advanced—— were recruited for the study. The participants could also be
categorized further into two groups according to their L1 backgrounds: those within
the Chinese cultural sphere and those from the non-Chinese cultural sphere. The
data were collected by engaging the participants in reading tasks, a questionnaire
survey and a follow-up interview. In the reading tasks, the participants were
required to perform verbal reports during reading and free recall after reading. The
verbal reports were aimed at revealing the use of reading strategies during reading
and free recall was used to assess reading performance. Thereafter, participants
were asked to fill in a questionnaire adapted from the 4-pronged Comprehension
Strategy Framework (McNamara et al., 2007), which tapped into their use of reading

strategies in both L1 reading and CSL reading.

The results reveal that the application of CSL reading strategies is influenced by
CSL proficiency level and L1 background. As the overall CSL proficiency level
improved, there was progression in the use of CSL reading strategies. Regardless
of the CSL learners' Chinese proficiency levels, however, they still needed to use

decoding strategies frequently at the character or word level in CSL reading.



Additionally, the adoption of decoding strategies varied between the learners of
different L1 backgrounds. It was also found that, at the elementary level, the effect
of CSL proficiency was greater than that of reading strategy on CSL reading
performance, while at the intermediate and advanced levels, reading strategy tended
to be a stronger predictor in determining CSL reading performance. Through the
effective application of reading strategies, it was possible for CSL readers with lower
CSL proficiency to outperform those with higher CSL proficiency, suggesting that

reading strategy is an important predictor for CSL reading performance.

The findings of this study are congruent with Bernhardt's (2005, 2010)
Compensatory Model of L2 reading, which proposes that there is mutual
compensation among factors in L2 reading, including L1 literacy, L2 proficiency,
comprehension strategies and so forth. However, there is also inconsistency in that
the Compensatory Model views L1 literacy and L2 proficiency as two major factors
in L2 reading performance and treats reading strategy as a supplementary component,
whereas it was found in this study that the effective application of reading strategies
is valuable in leading to successful L2 reading. Therefore, it is suggested that the
Compensatory Model of L2 reading might need to attribute more attention to the role
of reading strategy. Also, practical implications can be drawn for CSL reading
instruction. It is necessary for teachers to provide systematic reading strategy
instruction for CSL adult learners in order to improve their reading proficiency and

enhance their learning throughout the CSL curriculum.
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Chapter 1 Introduction

1.1 Rationale

With the prosperity of China’ economy and her rising status on the international
arena, recent years have witnessed a dramatic increase in the number of learners of
Chinese as a second language (CSL) across the world. However, the unique
features of the Chinese language have been great obstacles for learners to become
proficient in Chinese. There are some learners who manage to command spoken
skills approximating native speakers of Chinese, but they have great difficulties in
reading. Reading is one of the most important aspects in CSL learning, but it is a

challenging task for CSL learners, especially Western learners.

One of the principal problems for Western learners in reading Chinese is the
morphographic script, with sound mapped onto the character at the morpheme level
(Dew, 2007). Considerable research has been conducted to investigate the process
of reading Chinese characters and potential strategies to improve the CSL learner’s
ability to subtract sounds and meanings from characters (e.g., Chen, 2004; Lan et al.,
2009; Shen, 2005). However, recognizing characters is more concerned with
decoding than reading. Reading involves complex cognitive processing at different
levels, ranging from characters, to words, to sentences, and to texts. To be
proficient in reading Chinese, it is essential for CSL learners to be fluent in reading
Chinese texts. Nevertheless, in the extant literature, studies of CSL reading at the
text or discourse level have received insufficient attention. Given the importance of

developing reading ability in CSL learning, it is worthwhile to examine the process



of CSL reading at the discourse level and possible factors that foster CSL reading

proficiency.

1.2 Research background

Reading is such a complex process that it has driven substantial research interest
in the past decades since Huey’s (1908) study. Recent progress in psycholinguistics
has shed light on depicting the nature of reading processing through the development
of reading models, and thus contributes to the understanding of reading in the first
language (L1). Reading ina second language (L2), however, is different, because it

involves two languages and it is more complicated (Koda, 2005).

There are debates about L2 reading regarding a question raised by Alderson
(1984, p.1), “Is second-language reading a reading problem or a language problem?”
The controversy focuses on two variables in L2 reading—— L1 literacy and L2
proficiency, specifically on which is a possible predictor for L2 reading ability.
Bernhardt (2005, 2010) holds that, since there is mutual compensation between L1
literacy and L2 proficiency in L2 reading processing, both are indispensable in L2
reading, and she further proposes the Compensatory Model of L2 reading. As the
only explanatory L2 reading model in the extant literature, the Compensatory Model
includes different variables in L2 reading with the emphasis on L1 literacy and L2
proficiency. Nonetheless, besides L1 literacy and L2 proficiency, as McNail (2012)

argues, reading strategy is a strong predictor of L2 reading ability.

The application of strategies is valuable in solving problems in reading and

cultivating comprehension. It is held that reading strategies used in L2 reading are



likely to be similar to those in L1 reading, and more proficient readers differ from
those who are less proficient in the use of reading strategy (Hudson, 2007). To the
interest of both researchers and classroom practitioners, reading strategies can be
taught directly and help to improve reading comprehension (Grabe, 2009; Paris,
Wasik & Turner, 1991). There are various classifications of reading strategies in
the bulk of L2 reading research, among which the 4-pronged Comprehension
Strategy Framework, proposed by McNamara et al. (2007), provides a
comprehensive explanation of the reading strategy categories. It is underlined in
the framework that monitoring both comprehension and the use of reading strategies

leads to successful reading.

By far, a substantial amount of research has been conducted on L2 reading
strategies, but most of it has targeted English and its cognate languages. Compared
with the mass of research on L2 English reading strategies, there are only a dozen
studies on reading strategies specific to CSL reading at the discourse level. Everson
& Ke (1997) started the investigation into CSL reading strategies by examining the
reading processes of advanced CSL learners who were native English speakers.

Most of the following studies were also conducted among subjects of relatively high
CSL proficiency levels, but did not pay much attention to those with elementary CSL
proficiency. There have been two main categories of subjects in previous research
on CSL reading strategies: one group was comprized of Korean and Japanese
learners whose L1 and cultural background were similar to Chinese; the other was
represented by English-speaking learners of CSL whose L1 and cultural background
were significantly different from Chinese. But there has been few study comparing

the use of CSL reading strategies among learners of different L1 backgrounds.



1.3 Purpose of the present study and potential significance

Focusing on CSL reading at the discourse level, the present study aimed to
investigate: (1) the application of CSL reading strategies by adult learners when
reading Chinese texts; (2) possible correlation between learners’ use of reading
strategies and overall CSL proficiency; (3) possible correlation between learners’ use
of reading strategies and L1 literacy background; and (4) potential effects of using

CSL reading strategies on CSL reading performance.

It is anticipated that this study will provide both theoretical and practical
implications in L2 reading theory development, CSL reading instruction and future
research. The purpose of the present study was to fill the gap of CSL reading
research by investigating CSL reading strategies applied by learners of various CSL
proficiency levels and L1 literacy backgrounds. It was also anticipated that findings
related to the relationship between reading strategies, overall CSL proficiency and
L1 literacy background in CSL reading would reveal the influence of different
variables in the process of reading Chinese at the discourse level. In addition, it
was intended that the potential relationship between reading strategies and CSL
reading performance would provide implications for CSL teachers and curriculum

developers to improve CSL reading instruction.

1.4 Organization of the remaining chapters

There are five more chapters in this thesis. Chapter 2 first introduces theories
of reading, especially L2 reading. The scope is then narrowed down to reading
strategies, reviewing previous research about CSL reading strategies. Chapter 3

presents the research questions of the present study and describes the research

4



methodology, including participants, instruments, research procedures as well as the
method of data analysis. Chapter 4 illustrates findings with some brief explanations.
Further discussion is presented in Chapter 5, examining the interrelationship of CSL
reading strategies, CSL proficiency level, L1 literacy background, and CSL reading
performance. Last, the conclusions and theoretical and pedagogical implications

are drawn in Chapter 6, along with a discussion of the limitations of this study.

1.5 Definition of terms
There are a few key terms in need of clarification in this thesis. Relevant

definitions are as follows:

L1 refers to the first language. It is not equal to mother tongue. Instead, L1
is the dominant language, both oral and written, used in the daily life of participants

in this research.

L2 is short for second language. A broad definition for L2 is any language that
readers learn other than their L1. In the present study, L2 refers to the language
learnt in a country where it is spoken, as opposed to a foreign language, which is not

used widely in the learners' immediate social context.

CSL means Chinese as a second language. This study examines CSL reading,

which is reading Chinese as a second language.

Adult learner is a term used to distinguish from the children learner. Adult
learners in this study are CSL learners who are physically and mentally mature, aged

between eighteen and thirteen-one.



Reading strategies are actions performed consciously by readers to achieve their

goals in reading.



Chapter 2 Literature Review

2.1 Overview

In order to illustrate the theoretical framework of CSL reading strategy in the
present study, a review of literature is presented in this chapter. It embarks in
Section 2.2, depicting the theoretical development of L1 reading, which views
reading as a cognitive process. Section 2.3 then distinguishes L2 reading from L1
reading and introduces issues and theories regarding L2 reading. Section 2.4
focuses on the definition and taxonomy of reading strategies in both L1 and L2
contexts.  Since the majority of previous research attends to reading English, a
review of studies on CSL reading, with elaboration of CSL reading strategies, is
provided in Section 2.5.  Section 2.6 then presents the theoretical framework of this
research. Section 2.7 provides the rationale for the research methodology adopted
in this study through descriptions of two research methods, verbal report and free

recall. Finally, the review of literature is summarized in Section 2.8.

2.2 Reading as a cognitive process

Reading is the process of extracting or constructing meaning from written or
printed language (Urquhart & Weir, 1998). Reading activities are cognitive
processes resembling problem-solving tasks, for example answering mathematics
questions (Bernhardt, 1991). Reading is characterized, however, by its demands on
language competence, and the interaction between the reader and the text, different

linguistic information as well as multiple subprocesses. Understanding the



processes of reading is a crucial step in probing the nature of reading (Alderson,
2000). As a synthesis of reading processes, a wide variety of reading models has

been constructed in the extant reading research.

2.2.1 Reading models

Model refers to a representation of the psychological processes involved in
reading comprehension (Goldman, Golden & van den Broek, 2007, p.34). Models
are useful for describing certain processes in that they can support theories of reading,
explain what reading involves and how reading works and, more importantly, they

can be tested by experimental studies (Everson & Ke, 1997).

Three models developed between the 1960s and 1970s have been depicted the
most widely in the literature, that is, bottom-up, top-down and interactive models.
But they have all been criticized as being too generalized and lacking empirical
support (Grabe, 2009). In the past two decades, with the development of theoretical
and empirical research in reading, a considerable number of models specific to
reading comprehension have been proposed, ranging from lower-level processing,
say vocabulary understanding (e.g., the Lexical Quality Model, Perfetti & Hart,
2002), to higher-level processing, say text/discourse comprehension (e.g., the
Construction-Integration Model, Kintch, 1998, and the Constructionist Model,
Graesser & colleagues, 1994, 1997, 2001, 2007, 2012 in press). It is beyond the
scope of the present study to provide a thorough review of all reading models.
Given that our purpose was to investigate reading strategies used in text
comprehension, the following will first introduce bottom-up, top-down and

interactive models from a general point of view, then elaborate on the
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Construction-Integration Model and the Constructionist Model, both of which are

targeting text comprehension while involving the use of reading strategies.

2.2.1.1 Bottom-up, top-down and interactive models

Bottom-up and top-down models have been deemed as a dichotomy in the
description of reading processes. Bottom-up models were first credited to Gough
(1972), while top-down models were recorded in the extant literature as having been

proposed by Goodman (1967) and Smith (1971).

Bottom-up models assume that readers process texts in a sequential order,
which is arranged according to the size of text units, from letters, words, phrases,
clauses to sentences. Readers will first recognize graphic stimuli, then relate to
pronunciation, recognize the word, extract meanings, and so on. Each subprocess is

built upon a prior one, and will not begin until the prior subprocess is over.

Top-down models, on the other hand, posit that the reader plays an important
role in text processing, and they do not need to read every word in the text.
Goodman (1967) considers reading as a "psychological guessing game", in which
readers are expected to bring hypotheses to bear on the text and use the text
information to confirm or deny their hypotheses. Although Goodman is often
associated as a top-down-model proponent, Smith (1971) is the more appropriate
representative of top-down models (as cite in Urquhart & Weir, 1998). Smith's
model has been influenced heavily by schema theories, which hold that readers
activate relevant knowledge during reading and map incoming information onto their

existing knowledge (Alderson, 2000).  Smith (1971) presented his understanding



of reading by emphasizing two major distinctions, learning to read versus fluent
reading, and word identification versus reading for comprehension. It is claimed
that, in the actual processes of fluent reading, word identification is not as important
as reading for meaning, and what really matter are the readers' language knowledge
and knowledge of text context. For example, rather than identifying a word in a
letter-by-letter manner, skilled readers can understand the word depending on the

words around it or on prior knowledge.

To summarize thus far, bottom-up models are text-driven whereas top-down
models are reader-driven. However, it is impossible to find a reader to be either an
exclusively bottom-up reader or a strictly top-down one (Grabe, 2009). Notably,
despite the fact that Goodman's model is often categorized as a top-down-model, he
himself said that, "Readers utilize not one, but three kinds of information [, graphic,
syntactic and semantic information,] simultaneously” (Goodman, 1982, p.38), which

resembles the characteristics of interactive models.

The establishment of interactive models can be attributed to Rumelhart (1977)
and Stanovich (1980). In Rumelhart's (1977) model, it is assumed that (1)
graphemic information was first saved in a "visual information store (VIS)"; (2) a
feature extraction device then operates on VIS and transits the information to a
"pattern synthesizer" that receives orthographic, lexical, syntactic, semantic and
pragmatic information; and (3) the "pattern synthesizer" uses all information to

interpret the graphemic input continuously and simultaneously. Rumelhart (1977)

viewed reading process as the product of a continuous and simultaneous application
of various knowledge sources. Stanovich (1980), from a different stand, proposed

the interactive-compensatory model. The idea is that the weakness in one
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knowledge source will be compensated by the strengths in others.  For instance,
when readers encounter difficulties in word recognition, they will utilize context

clues to facilitate comprehension.

Interactive models have been described in the literature as comparatively more
satisfactory in depicting reading processes than bottom-up and top-down models.
Nonetheless, interactive models are weak in predicting results in advance, in that too
many sorts of interaction can be predicted, including the interaction between the
reader and the text, among different reading skills, or between bottom-up processes

and top-down processes (Urquhart & Weir, 1998).

2.2.1.2 The Construction-Integration (C-1) Model

One of the most popular and comprehensive reading models in the past two
decades is the Construction-Integration (C-1) Model (Graesser, 2007; Graesser &
Whitten, 2000). Built upon van Dijk and Kintsch's (1983) postulations about
discourse comprehension, the C-1 Model was proposed first by Kintsch in 1988 and
furnished in 1998. The C-1 Model is aimed at investigating the processes of text
comprehension. There are two major phases depicted in this model, namely

construction and integration.

During the construction phase, readers are engaged in bottom-up processing of
text information, including recognizing words, parsing sentences, forming
propositions, and drawing inferences from prior text contexts. The term proposition
here refers to the basic relational meaning units in text; e.g., predicate-argument

structures (Kintsch, 1998, p.37). The introduction of proposition in the C-1 Model
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is related to the development of the reader's mental representation constructed during
text comprehension.  First, there is the surface level, at which it is assumed that
readers remember the exact words and the syntactic structure of a sentence. But the
readers’ memory is limited in its capacity as there is more incoming text information.
Then, there is the textbase level. Textbase is represented by propositions
constructed to preserve meanings instead of exact words in the text. When a reader

understands a passage, a propositional structure is stored in the memory.

The text-base representation, however, might not be very consistent with the
reader’s prior knowledge structure. For example, a word can be attached with
different meanings, but not all of them are associated with the previously built
propositional text-base or the reader’s prior knowledge. This problem is solved in
the integration phase. One word meaning that is related strongly to the
propositional text-base or other concepts is activated, whereas others that are weak in
associations with the reader's prior knowledge are purged out. In this fashion, a
coherent meaning representation of text comprehension is built, which is labeled as a
"situation model” or "mental model”. A situation model represents the content or
events that a text describes'.  The construction of a situation model is based on a

network combining the text input as well as the reader’s relevant knowledge.

The C-1 Model delineates the processes of text comprehension in two phases.
It is supported by empirical findings from research on different subjects (e.g., good
readers versus poor readers) reading different texts (e.g., stories versus expository
texts) by different research methods (e.qg., recall, question answering, summarization,

etc.) (Graesser & Whitten, 2000). The C-I model also provides an explanation of

' The meaning of model in "situation model" thus differs from that in “reading models".
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reading strategies that help in the construction of propositions, for instance readers
applying generalization strategies to delete micro-propositions and generate a single
macro-proposition (Pressley & Afflerbach, 1995). Nevertheless, the C-1 model
does not count for most other strategies that readers use. A strategy is simply a
piece of knowledge activated and recruited during the construction-integration
phases; in other words, reading strategies are not built explicitly into the C-1 Model

(Graesser, 2007).

2.2.1.3 Constructionist Model

While strategies have no special status in the C-1 Model, reading strategies play
a predominant role in the Constructionist Model. The Constructionist Model was
first proposed by Graesser, Singer & Trabasso (1994) to investigate narrative text
comprehension. Later it was expanded to studies on discourse comprehension in a
broader sense, investigating the processing of both spoken and written passages of
different genres (Graesser, 2007; Graesser, Millies & Zwaan, 1997). As in the case
of the CI model, the Constructionist Model has been tested and supported in terms of
reading times, inference generation, recall of text information, and summarization

(Grasser & Forsyth, 2012, in press).

The Constructionist Model is characterized by its principle of searching after
meaning. According to this principle, there are three assumptions, reader goal,

coherence, and explanation.

In the reader goal assumption, it is proposed that readers pay attention to the

text information that addresses their goals. Therefore, readers apply distinct
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approaches when reading different texts. It is pointed out that, driven by goals,
meaning representation is attained at a deep level (e.g., situational model) rather than
a shallow one (e.g., exact words and syntactic structures of sentences). The
coherence assumption states that the representation derived from the text is supposed
to be coherent at both local level (such as short clauses) and global level (such as
chunks built upon clauses). When good readers encounter disconnection, they will
make efforts to fill in the gap. According to the explanation assumption, readers are
expected to explain why actions, events, and states occur in the text.  Abiding by
the three principles, the use of reading strategies is indispensable in the

Constructionist Model.

As a text comprehension model, the Construction Model is the first of its kind
that has distributed considerable attention to the use of reading strategies as part of
readers’ comprehension abilities.  In this model, a reading strategy is viewed as "a
cognitive or behavioral action that is enacted under particular contextual conditions,
with the goal of improving some aspect of comprehension” (Grasser, 2007, p.6).
Grasser & Forsyth (2012, in press) posits that comprehension is not always fluent
and fast, therefore the employment of strategies is particularly important to achieve
comprehension. It is held that the use of coherence and explanation strategies are
considered as characteristics of good comprehension, and this is well supported by

research on Self-Explanation Reading Training (McNamara, 2004).

2.2.2 Summary of reading theories
Reading is a complex cognitive process. Reading models are constructed to

approximate the actual process of reading. Bottom-up, top-down and interactive
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models provide the generalization of reading processes. However, they are too
simple, lacking detail and empirical support. Two popular models specific to text
comprehension have been discussed, namely the C-1 Model and the Constructionist
model. The C-I Model states that reading comprehension is driven by two phases,
construction and integration. Multi-levels of representation in text comprehension
are included in the C-1 model, such as surface representation, textbase representation
and situation model. Reading strategies exist in the C-1 model, but detailed
explanation is not available. In contrast, the Constructionist model is
strategy-driven. Under the principle of searching after meaning, it is assumed that
readers try to construct a meaning representation that is relevant to their goals,
coherent at both local and global levels, and explains the content in the texts.

Notably, all reading models introduced are targeted toward L1 reading.

2.3 L2 reading

L2 reading is often misconceptualized as a duplicated version of L1 reading
(Bernhardt, 1991). L2 reading is undeniably influenced by L1 reading experience.
Nevertheless, the L2 reading process is different and more complex than that of L1
due to the influence of L1 literacy, L2 proficiency as well as other components on L2
reading performance. The following sections compare L2 reading with L1 reading,
discuss the controversy in L2 reading research, and introduce a model specific to L2

reading.

2.3.1 L2 reading VS L1 reading
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Distinct from the L1 reading process, which involves only one language system,
the L2 reading process deals with a dual-language system, i.e. readers' L1 and L2
(Koda, 2005). When readers are engaged in the L2 reading tasks, there are
continual interactions between their L1 and L2; they need to adjust their processes
continually to accommodate different demands imposed by each language.  Other
than L1-L2 interaction, there are other variables involved in L2 reading, for instance,
sociocultural reader variables and sociocultural text variables (Bernhardt, 2005).

L2 readers have to face a different culture that is viewed as commonplace by L1

readers.

A further comparison between L1 reading and L2 reading was made by
Bernhardt (2010) as a response to the report of the US National Reading Panel
(NICHD, 2000). Heavily L1-oriented, the report stated that all effective reading
instruction should include five components: phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency,
vocabulary, and comprehension.  Bernhardt (2010) found that, although the report
was not oriented to L2 reading, it did evoke reflections on issues in L2 reading.
First, since many competent readers maintain non-native accents, perfect or
native-like accuracy in phonemic and phonics is not a must in L2 reading. Second,
the acquisition of vocabulary differs between L1 and L2 readers. L1 readers just
need to link the words in written forms with those already in their oral/aural lexicon
and enhance their lexicon with new concepts. But for L2 readers, it is more
complicated. Some L2 readers need to connect a new oral/aural representation of a
concept that already exists in their L1. Many other L2 readers need to learn both
the concept and the new oral/aural word in both L2 and L1. The final difference

lies in comprehension.  There are more levels of processes in L2 reading than L1,
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and the interaction between L1 and L2 can sometimes be supportive, but sometimes

inhibitive for L2 comprehension.

To sum up, in contrast to the simple view of L2 reading as similar to L1 reading,

“L2 reading is cross-linguistic and, thus, inherently more complex than L1 reading”

(Koda, 2007, p.1).

2.3.2 The controversial issue in L2 reading

Multiple variables in L2 reading differentiate itself from L1 reading. InL2
reading research, there is an extensive debate on the effects of two variables—— L1
literacy and L2 proficiency—— on L2 reading ability. There is concern related to
the question raised by Alderson (1984, p.1), “Is second-language reading a reading
problem or a language problem?” There are three major hypotheses in the literature
addressing this issue, including the Developmental Interdependence Hypothesis
(Cummins, 1979, 1981, 1991), the Short-circuit Hypothesis or Language Threshold
Hypothesis (Clarke, 1980), and the Restructuring Hypothesis (McLaughlin, 1987,

1990).

Cummins (1979, 1981, 1991) proposed a common underlying proficiency for
bilingual language development, labeled as the Developmental Interdependence
Hypothesis (or Common Underlying Proficiency Hypothesis). This theory states
that academic literacy skills, once developed well in L1, will automatically be
available for L2 academic purposes. The Developmental Interdependence
Hypothesis has been criticized for the assumptions that everything supporting

reading development transfers and that L2 language proficiency is only of secondary
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importance (Grabe, 2009). However, L1 language knowledge do not always
transfer well, for example, L1 vocabulary knowledge generally does not transfer
(except for cognates), and syntactic knowledge usually does not transfer positively

(Verhoeven, 1999).

On the other hand, the Language Threshold Hypothesis (Clarke, 1980) asserts
that L2 readers must develop reasonable language proficiency in the L2 before L1
reading skills are likely to transfer to facilitate L2 reading. A number of studies
have provided persuasive evidence for the Language Threshold Hypothesis (e.g.,
Clarke, 1979; Carrell, 1991; Bernhardt &Kamil, 1995; Lee & Schallert, 1997;
Yamashita, 2002), but results may depend upon reader’s level of proficiency, and
upon what particular reading task (with respect to assessment methods and text
genres) is involved, and whether readers are in the foreign language context or L2
context (Hudson, 2007).  And there is short of description about the nature of the
language ability threshold in L2 reading and how it interacts with different tasks and

readers in the extant literature.

From a different point of view, McLaughlin (1987) proposed the Restructuring
Hypothesis, which claimed that L2 readers have to go through a process that involves
the reorganization and adoption of new strategies in the development of L2 reading.
Mclaughlin (1987) found that although advanced learners performed better than
beginners in cloze tests, they were not able to use the decoding skills in reading, and
they made as many meaningless errors as did beginners, which is against the
traditional postulation that skilled readers are superior to less skilled readers because
they have well-automated decoding skills and are more capable of using syntactic

and semantic information to achieve reading comprehension. It was thus predicted
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that L2 readers developed a different internal representational framework from L1
readers (McLaughlin, 1990). L2 readers’ performance may follow a U-shaped
curve, declining as more complex internal representations replace less complex ones,

and increasing again as reading skills become expertise.

The three hypotheses emphasize the effect of either L1 literacy or L2
proficiency on L2 reading ability.  After a critical review of the findings in L2
reading research, Bernhardt (2010) has come to a conclusion that both factors, that is
both L1 literacy and L2 proficiency, have key influences on L2 reading performance.
Yet, the question is how. And this is investigated throughout the process of

constructing the Compensatory Model of L2 reading.

2.3.3 The Compensatory Model of L2 reading

Compared with the array of models developed from L1 reading, there is only
one model that addresses L2 reading, i.e., the Compensatory Model of L2 reading
(henceforth, Compensatory Model), which has undergone extension and revision by

Bernhardt in 1986, 1991, 2000, 2005, and 2010.

Bernhardt (1986) first proposed a model (Figure 2.1) based on Coady's (1979)
view of L2 reading as an interactive process. Coady (1979) held that L2 reading
consisted of three interactive elements: conceptual abilities, background knowledge
and process strategies, but no elements related to language feature were included.
Considering findings from recall protocol analysis, Bernhardt (1986) expanded
Coady's model and included more elements: phonemic/graphemic features, prior

knowledge, metacognition, syntactic feature recognition, word recognition, and
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intratextual perceptions.  All variables interact with each other in the reading

process.

Figure 2.1. Bernhardt 's (1986) Model of L2 Reading Generated from Recall

Protocol Analysis

Recall Protocal Analyses (1986)

Phonemic/graphemic features

Metacognition

Prior
knowledge

Syntactic feature
recognition

Intratextua

Word perceptions

recognition

Figure 2.3. A model of second-language reading generated through recall protocol
analysis (1986). Adapted from Understanding advanced second-language reading,
by E.B. Bernhardt, 2010, p.30. Copyright 2010 by Routledge, Taylor & Francis.

Later in 1991, a more refined model (Figure 2.2.) was developed from an
extensive data base generated from recall protocols by designating readers of diverse
language backgrounds and learning time to reading texts of different genres
(expository and narrative). This model describes factors that contribute to the
development of L2 reading proficiency. It is composed of six factors; three are
language-based (word recognition, phonemic/graphemic features, and syntactic
feature recognition), two are knowledge-driven (background knowledge, and

intratexual perceptions), and the sixth metacognition (the extent to which the reader
20



is thinking about what and how well he is reading), a factor labeled as an individual

learner characteristic.

Figure 2.2. Theoretical Distribution of Reading Factors by Bernhardt (1991)

High
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Word Recogpnition
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(1 4
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Background Knowledge
- § Perceptions
ono-graphemic
Low Features
Low High
Proficiency

Figure 5.6. Theoretical Distribution of Factors in Second-language Reading.
Adapted from “Reading development in a second language: Theoretical, empirical,
and classroom perspectives,” by E.B. Bernhardt, 1991, p.169. Copyright 1991 by
Ablex Pub. Corp.

Berhardt (2000) stated that the 1991 model only portrays a snapshot of L2
reading at a particular time. Thus, an alternative conceptualization was proposed to
portrait the comprehension development related with language proficiency, time in
learning and time in instruction.  As shown in Figure 2.3, L1 literacy and L2
grammatical knowledge are two major components that explain L2 reading ability.
Based on similar findings from research by Bossers (1991), Lee and Schallert (1997),
Carrell (1991), Brisbois (1995), and Bernhardt and Kamil (1995), Bernhardt (2000)
reported that L1 literacy and L2 grammatical knowledge account for 50% of the
variance in L2 reading performance, but the rest of 50% potential variance was left

unexplained.
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Figure 2.3. Revised Statement of a Theoretical Distribution of Reading Factors

by Bernhardt (2000)
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Figure 41.2. Revised Statement of A Theoretical Distribution of Reading Factors.
Adapted from “Second-language reading as a case study of reading scholarship in the
20th century,” by E.B. Bernhardt, 2000. In M. L. Kamil, P. B. Mosenthal, P. D.

Pearson & R. Barr (Eds.), Handbook of reading research, Vol.3, p.803. Copyright
2000 by L. Erlbaum Assoc..

In 2005, Bernhardt presented a synthesized model (Figure 2.4) with three
dimensions: L1 literacy, L2 language knowledge, and other variances. Further
details were provided for these three dimensions. L1 literacy refers to L1 reading
ability to map letters to sound, to organize words and sentences, and so on. L2
language knowledge consists of vocabulary, grammar, cognates, distance between
L1 and L2, etc. This model anticipates that L2 readers have at least some L2
literacy foundation. The unexplained variables contain comprehension strategies

and individual reader variables such as engagement with reading, motivation, prior
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knowledge and interest. The 2005 Compensatory Model was an adaptation from
Stanovich's (1980) Interactive-compensatory Model, where knowledge sources at all
levels interact simultaneously and continuously, and where a lower-level deficit can
be supported by higher-level knowledge sources (Bernhardt, 2005). The
unexplained variables in the 2005 Compensatory Model interact during L2 reading

processing, and compensate for any break-down in L2 reading comprehension.

Figure 2.4. A Compensatory Model of L2 Reading (2005)

Unexplained
variance

Comprehension
A strategies,
Engagement, Content
and damain
knowledge, Interest,
b mativation, elc,
L2 language
knowledge
Crammatical form,
Vocabulary knowledge,
Cognates, L1/L2
linguistic
distance, etc.

L1 literacy
Alphabetics,
Vocabulary,
Text structure, befiers
about word and
sentence
configuration,
elc.

Comprehension

Emerging L1/L2 Readers acquiring Achieving
readers L2 literacy L2 proficiency

Developing Proficiency

Figure 2. A Compensatory Model of Second Language Reading. From “Progress and
procrastination of second-language reading,” by E.B. Bernhardt, 2005, Annual

Review of Applied Linguistics, 25, p.140. Copyright 2005 by Cambridge University
Press.

To enhance the explanatory power of the Compensatory Model, Bernhardt

(2010) revised the model by emphasizing the interaction between different sources in
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L2 reading. As in the 2005 version, the revised Compensatory Model consists of
sources at multiple layers. L2 readers reply on sources at multiple layers and use
whichever source whenever necessary. All layers are important, and there is no
priority in resorting to any layer. Any source in a certain layer can support another
source in a different layer. It is easier to get access to knowledge sources as L2

proficiency increases.

Figure 2.5. A Compensatory Model of L2 Reading (revised, 2010)
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Figure 2.7. A Compensatory Model of Second Language Reading (revised). Adapted
from Understanding advanced second-language reading, by E.B. Bernhardt, 2010,
p.38. Copyright 2010 by Routledge, Taylor & Francis.

2.3.4 Extending the Compensatory Model

Expanded from Stanovich's (1980) Interactive-compensatory Model, a L1

24



reading model, the Compensatory Model by Bernhardt (2010) is the only explanatory
model of L2 reading in the extant literature. This model explores the unique nature
of L2 reading that is not captured in L1-based models. Nonetheless, after
consulting large amounts of findings in the L2 reading literature, McNail (2012)
proposed that the Compensatory Model should be extended in two major facets.
One is about the role of L1 literacy and L2 language knowledge in L2 reading. In
Bernhardt's (2010) model, L1 literacy and L2 language knowledge are two major
predictors for L2 reading performance, explaining 20% and 30% of the variance in
L2 reading performance respectively. They support each other in L2 reading
processing, but L2 language proficiency is a stronger predictor of L2 reading
performance than L1 literacy. McNail (2012) holds a different view, based on an
extensive review of L2 reading research (e.g., Bossers, 1991; Carrell, 1991; Fecteau,
1999; Lee and Schallert, 1997; Pichette et al.,2003; Schoonen et al., 1998; van
Gelderen et al., 2007). Evidence seems to suggest that the correlation between L1
reading and L2 reading strengthens as L2 proficiency increases, but L1 literacy is a
stronger predictor than L2 Language knowledge for learners with high L2
proficiency.

McNail (2012) also proposed to expand the Compensatory Model with two
more predictors, strategic knowledge and background knowledge. In the
Compensatory Model, the unexplained 50% variance is contributed by components
such as comprehension strategies, motivation, interest, domain knowledge and so
forth. They are only viewed as compensatory factors in L2 reading, and no detailed
explanation was provided in the Compensatory Model. McNail (2012) argued that
theoretical and empirical exploration indicates that strategic knowledge and

background knowledge are two strong predictors of L2 reading performance. The
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former is critical to achieve coherent comprehension according to the Constructionist
Model, while the latter is important to construct text representation as depicted in the
C-1 Model. Empirical findings reveal that strategic knowledge explains between
11% and 72% of L2 reading performance, whereas background knowledge accounts
for up to 31%. But there is some overlap between the two predictors according to
McNail's (2012) definitions. Strategic knowledge refers to conscious cognitive and
metacognitive mental actions that readers enact in comprehension processes (p.5),
while background knowledge consists of the domain, topical, or cultural knowledge
readers bring to texts (p.7). As acknowledged by McNeil (2012), background
knowledge was found to be used strategically in L2 reading; when applied
consciously to construct meaning, it can be included in the strategic knowledge. In
this light, it is necessary to clarify what strategic knowledge encompasses in L2

reading.

2.4 Reading strategies

Strategies play an important role in fostering reading and thinking (Paris, Wasik
& Turner, 1991): The application of strategies is not limited to reading
comprehension, it can also enhance learning throughout the curriculum. Reading

strategies can be taught directly by teachers in the classroom.

Since studies in L2 reading research are influenced greatly by L1 research, we
first attempt to define reading strategies, and then introduce classifications of reading
strategies in both L1 and L2 contexts. Finally, a review is conducted about findings

pertinent to the use of reading strategies in L1 and L2 reading.
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2.4.1 Strategy VS skill

Strategy is often used interchangeably with skill in the literature. As stated by
Paris, Wasik & Turner (1991, p.611), “An emerging skill can become a strategy
when it is used intentionally. Likewise, a strategy can ‘go underground’... and
become a skill.  Indeed, strategies are more efficient and developmentally advanced
when they become generated and applied automatically as skills.”  In other words,
strategies and skills are connected in that the application of reading strategies can be

automated with practice, and become skills.

On the other hand, a strategy is different from a skill. Dole, Duffy, Roehlen &
Pearson (1991) identified the differences in three aspects: intentionality, cognitive
sophistication, and flexibility. First, strategies are initiated intentionally and
consciously by the reader, whereas skills are automatic routines. Second, the
application of reading strategies reflects the reader’s metacognition. Good readers
command specific knowledge about reading and how to accomplish reading tasks.
Skills, in contrast, only involve lower-levels of thinking and learning. Finally, good
readers who apply different strategies will keep monitoring the effectiveness of their

reading and adjusting their strategies in different reading tasks.

Different definitions of reading strategies have been mentioned in the literature.
Cohen (1986) referred to reading strategies as "mental processes that readers
consciously choose to use in accomplishing reading tasks" (p.133). Barnett (1988)
stated that reading strategies are the mental operations involved when readers
approach texts effectively and make sense of what they read. In the Constructionist
Model, reading strategies are viewed as cognitive actions that are performed in

accordance with reading contexts so as to achieve comprehension (Graesser, 2007).
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The common position is that reading strategies are actions performed consciously by
readers during reading processing to achieve a goal, whether it be getting the general

idea of a text or enhancing subject knowledge.

2.4.2 Classifications of reading strategies

There is a variety of reading strategies in a competent reader’s repertoire.
Research into reading strategies is derived partly from the study of learning
strategies (Alderson, 2000; Bernhardt, 2010).  This section first introduces the
taxonomy of learning strategies, and then specifies the classifications of reading

strategies in both L1 reading and L2 reading.

2.4.2.1 Learning strategies

The early research on reading strategies usually applied the framework of
learning strategies in a general manner (e.g., Rubin, 1987; Chamot & O'Malley, 1990;
Oxford, 1990). Rubin (1987) described four types of learning strategies: cognitive
learning strategies; metacognitive learning strategies; communication strategies; and
social strategies.  Chamot & O’Malley's (1990) classification resembles Rubin's
(1987), including three types: cognitive, metacognitive, social and affective
strategies.  Oxford (1990), on the other hand, divided learning strategies into two
types: direct (memory, cognitive, and compensation strategies) and indirect

(metacognitive, affective, and social strategies).

As shown in Table 2.1, metacognitive strategies and cognitive strategies are

shared among three positions. Metacognitive strategies are described as those that
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involve thinking, knowing, planning, monitoring and self-evaluating of the learning
process, whereas cognitive strategies refer to those that involve mental manipulation

or transformation of materials to enhance comprehension (Chamot & O’Malley

1990).

Table 2.1.

Classifications of Learning Strategies

Rubin (1987) Cognitive learning strategies
Metacognitive learning strategies
Communication strategies

Social strategies

Oxford (1990) Direct strategies :

Memory, cognitive, and compensation
strategies

Indirect strategies:

Metacognitive, affective, and social
strategies

Chamot and O’Malley(1990)  Cognitive strategies
Metacognitive strategies

Social and affective strategies

The dichotomy between metacognitive and cognitive strategies, however, is
open to criticism.  Monitoring comprehension or repairing miscomprehension are
not, themselves, specific strategies; instead, a number of specific strategies can be
used to monitor comprehension or repair miscomprehension, such as rethinking a
previous reference (Grabe, 2009). Bialystok (2001, 2002) drew a distinction

between metacognitive awareness and metacognitive control for understanding and
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using strategies, rather than proposing distinct types of metacognitive strategies.
Therefore, there are no distinct metacognitive, as opposed to cognitive strategies, but
there are different levels of metacognitive awareness that can direct strategy use

consciously in order to support the reader’s goals.

Another issue with applying the framework of learning strategies occurs in the
context of L2 learning; there should be a distinction between strategies that make
learning more effective and strategies that improve comprehension (Singhal, 2001).
In the past two decades, considerable lists/inventories of specific reading strategies
have been developed in both L1 and L2 contexts with different taxonomies (e.g.,
Anderson, 1991; Block, 1986; Carrell, 1989; Mokhtari & Sheorey, 2002; Paris,

Wasik, and Turner, 1991).

2.4.2.2 L1 reading strategies
Based on the development of L1 reading in children, Paris, Wasik & Turner
(1991) have described strategies that L1 readers might adopt before, during and after

reading.

Before reading, readers make preparation by skimming text, looking at pictures
and examining titles and subheadings. During reading, the main purpose is to
construct meaning, which is achieved by identifying the main idea, making
inferences and inspecting the text back and forth. When completing reading,
readers use strategies to review and reflect what is read, including checking one’s
plan, monitoring meaning, making inferences again, and summarizing text

information.
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Paris, Wasik & Turner's (1991) classification is limited to common reading
strategies that promote comprehension.  Although they noted that the strategy of
making inferences can be employed repeatedly during and after reading, they seem to
have ignored that other strategies also take place at multiple stages of the reading
processes, such as identifying the main idea and monitoring meaning (McNamara et

al., 2007).

2.4.2.3 L2 reading strategies
In the L2 context, diverse classifications of reading strategies have been adopted
for different research purposes (e.g., Anderson, 1991; Block, 1986; Carrell, 1989;

Mokhtari & Sheorey, 2002).

In order to investigate the comprehension strategies used by ESL (English as a
second language) students designated as non-proficient readers, Block (1986)
divided strategies into two categories: general strategies versus local strategies.
General strategies are those used to achieve and monitor comprehension, like
recognizing text structure and correct reading behavior. Local strategies refer to
those that are employed to process specific linguistic components such as re-reading

and paraphrasing.

Anderson (1991), from a different point of view, aimed at examining individual
differences in strategy use by adult L2 learners while engaged in two reading tasks,
taking a standardized reading comprehension test vis avis reading academic texts.
There are five categories of reading strategies: supervising, supporting, paraphrasing,

establishing text coherence and test taking.
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Additional studies have concentrated on the role of readers’ metacognition of
strategic reading (e.g., Carrell, 1989; Mokhtari & Sheorey, 2002). Carrell (1989)
developed a questionnaire to tap readers’ metacognitive conceptualization about
silent strategies in both L1 and L2 reading. Carrell’s (1989) structure is composed
of four aspects: confidence, repair, effectiveness, and difficulties. As a comparison,
Mokhtari & Sheorey (2002) introduced an instrument, the Survey of Reading
strategies (SORS), to measure adolescent and adult ESL students’ metacognitve
awareness and perceived use of reading strategies while reading academic materials.
Adapted from Mokhtari & Richard (2002)’s Metacognitive Awareness of Reading
Strategies Inventory (MARSI), the SORS consists of 30 items within three categories:

global reading strategies, problem solving strategies, and support reading strategies.

2.4.3 The use of reading strategy in L1 and L2 reading

A major goal of classifying reading strategies is to investigate whether there is a
difference in the use of reading strategies used by good and poor readers. Relevant
findings in the past two decades, in both L1 and L2 contexts, have been summarized
by Grabe (2009). It was found that, in fact, good readers and poor readers use the
same types of strategies, but there are differences too: good readers use strategies
more effectively than do poor readers; good readers have a repertoire of strategies in
combination whereas poor readers tend to overuse single strategies; and good readers
consciously adjust their use of reading strategies according to the difficulty levels of
designated texts. A significant finding is that reading strategies can be taught
effectively and reading-strategy instruction can help to improve a poor reader’s

comprehension.
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In particular, findings in the L2 context were reviewed extensively by Hudson
(2007) within three research foci: (1) the possible role of L1 reading experience in the
use of L2 reading strategy; (2) the relationship between the use of reading strategies
and L2 reading performance; and (3) the relationship between the type of strategies
used and L2 reading proficiency. Evidence appears to show that: (1) Readers use
similar strategies across languages. (2) There are no sets of strategies that are used
uniquely by successful readers and sets of strategies that are used uniquely by
unsuccessful readers. The same strategies are employed with differing levels of
success. (3) The types of strategies that a reader applies are often somewhat
idiosyncratic in that particular strategies used differ across individuals. However, in
general, the more proficient readers appear to use more strategies than do those who
are less proficient. Less proficient readers are not able to recognize the need to
employ reading strategies to resolve problems encountered in texts or to use them

appropriately in both L1 and L2 reading.

2.5 CSL reading strategies

It is worth noting that the majority of reading strategy research is derived from
studies of the English language, hence critical theories of reading are based on
cognate languages and are heavily western-oriented (Bernhardt, 2010; Grabe, 2009).
A different perspective can be drawn from the following research on CSL reading,
with an emphasis on the reading strategies applied by CSL learners of different L1

backgrounds.

2.5.1 An overview of reading Chinese
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Reading Chinese is an arduous process for CSL learners, especially Western
learners.  One of the principal problems is due to the unique writing system of
Chinese as opposed to Western languages like English.  While written English is an
alphabetic script that usually matches sounds to spelling, the Chinese script is
considered as morphographic, with sound mapped onto the character at the

morpheme level (Dew, 2007).

Unlike the alphabetic language, the basic units of written Chinese are characters,
not words.  Around 80% of modern Chinese characters are phonetic-logographic
compounds (or phonetic compounds in short), each of which consists of at least two
components: the phonetic radical (indicating the sound of the character), and the
semantic radical (bearing the meaning of the character) (Chen, 1996; Li, 1977).

Most radicals in the phonetic compounds are also characters in their own rights; the
sublexical processing of these radicals thus plays an important role in the recognition
of whole characters (Li, P., Li, H. T., Bates &Tzeng, 2006; Tsang & Chen, 2009;
Zhou, Ye, Cheung & Chen, 2009). However, these clues are also not always
consistent.  The reliability and accuracy of the corresponding rule between
pronunciation and phonetic radical has been examined by Yin (1991): of all the
phonetic components used in Chinese, 36% represent the characters’ sounds, 48%
partially represent the sounds, and 16% do not represent the sounds at all (as cited in
Chen, 1996). Previous studies have demonstrated that both regularity (i.e., whether
the whole character is pronounced the same as its phonetic radical) and consistency
(i.e., whether a set of characters having the same phonetic radical are pronounced the
same) influence phonological activation and the naming speed of phonetic

compounds (Fang, Horng & Tzeng, 1986; Zhou & Marslen-Wilson, 1999).
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Reading Chinese is complicated further by the opaque nature of the Chinese
word boundaries. In the Chinese language, a character is most likely to be a
morpheme and monosyllabic (Hoosain, 1991), but the majority of Chinese words are
formed by one or more characters, and around 80% of modern Chinese words are
bi-morphemic according to Li (1977). A Chinese text is invariably written or
printed with each individual character occupying a more or less uniform space,
providing no additional space for syntactic word boundaries. Therefore, word
segmentation can be a real challenge to CSL learners (Li, 1998): first, it is
challenging for beginning learners to recognize characters automatically; second,
they also lack the grammatical and linguistic knowledge that can help them to come
up with a syntactic frame; and finally, their cultural knowledge is not sufficient

enough to help them predict correctly.

Western learners also face difficulties in reading Chinese due to the linguistic
distance between their L1 and Chinese at grammatical and syntactical levels. At the
grammatical level, lacking inflectional morphology, Chinese does not have devices
that indicate differences in tense, number, gender, or case, that is, grammatical
functions and relations for sentence constituents are not linked by morphological
associations (Li et al., 2006). At the syntactic level, like other languages, it is
common to find subject-initial order in Chinese. But Chinese also involves a
relatively free word order and a high degree of ellipsis. A sentence in Chinese can

have null subjects or null objects against a given context.

Among the major problems faced by Western CSL learners, Chinese character
has been a focus in the bulk of reading research. While Western learners have great

difficulties induced by the Chinese writing system, learners such as Koreans and
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Japanese seem to be able to overcome the problem within a shorter period. One
reason might be the transfer of decoding strategies from L1 into CSL reading (L1,
2002). Yet, within the group of Western CSL learners, some are still capable of
overcoming the linguistic distance between their L1 and Chinese, and become fluent
readers of Chinese. It is of interest to investigate the reason behind this. As
suggested by Walker (1984), after the first 150-300 hours of classroom instruction
which establish a clear concept of the written language, reading Chinese is
predominantly characterized by reading strategies. The use of reading strategies is
necessary for proficient readers when reading challenging texts (Du, 2000; Koda,
2005). The following will explore the possible role of reading strategies in reading

Chinese by reviewing research in both L1 and L2 contexts.

2.5.2 L1 Chinese reading strategies

The research foci of L1 Chinese reading strategies fall in two areas. One is to
investigate the use of reading strategies among more and less proficient readers (e.g.,
Lau, 2002; Lau & Chan, 2003). The other is to draw comparisons about the reading
strategies applied by bilingual readers of L1 Chinese and L2 English (e.g., Feng,

1991; Yau, 1997).

Consistent with findings from English reading research, poor readers are less
capable of controlling and monitoring their use of reading strategies in L1 Chinese
reading compared with good readers (Lau, 2002; Lau & Chan 2003). Lau (2002)
investigated the effect of reading strategy instruction on reading performance.
Within the taxonomy of before-, during- and after- reading strategies, L1 Chinese

cognitive strategy instruction was provided to a group of academically low achievers
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in a Hong Kong secondary school. It was found that the experimental group who
received strategy instruction outperformed the controlled group with no instruction in
reading tests, indicating that reading strategy instruction is helpful in improving the

comprehension of less proficient Chinese readers.

Yau (1997) applied a different taxonomy to explore the reading strategy
development in L1 Chinese and L2 English of Cantonese-speaking Chinese students
in Chinese-medium primary and secondary schools in Hong Kong. Four categories
of reading strategies were identified: literal meaning strategies (e.g., translating),
elaborated meaning strategies (e.g., making inferences), personal response strategies
(e.g., commenting the text), and fix-up strategies, which refer to decisions that
readers make when they are faced with a break-down, such as correcting or giving up.
It was found that, in reading Chinese texts, a clear developmental progression was
from the use of literal meaning strategies to elaborated meaning strategies. The
developmental progression in L2 English was a bit slower than L1 Chinese, and the
number of literal meaning strategies remained relatively constant across grade levels.
But overall, similar patterns of using reading strategies were found in reading L2
English and L1 Chinese. There was also some similarity in the taxonomy of
reading strategies applied in L1 Chinese and L2 English, apart from translating and
paraphrasing which were specific strategies applied in L2 English.  Congruent with
Cummins's (1979) postulation, Yau (1997) proposed that there is a universal reading
competence, which leads to the transfer of L1 reading strategies into L2 reading in

order to achieve reading comprehension.

If there is indeed a universal reading competence, then it will work in the

reverse in CSL reading. In other words, the L1 reading strategies of CSL learners
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will be expected to be transferred to CSL reading. However, there is discrepancy in

research on CSL reading strategies.

2.5.3 CSL reading strategies

Previous studies of CSL reading strategies can be categorized into two groups
according to the target subjects’ L1 backgrounds. One group is represented by
Korean and Japanese learners whose L1 and cultural backgrounds are close to
Chinese (e.g., Li, 2002; Qian, 2006, 2007, 2010). The other group is represented by
English-speaking learners of CSL whose L1 and cultural background are relatively
distant from that of Chinese (e.g., Chang, 2010; Du, 2000; Everson & Ke, 1997; Lee,

1998, 2008; Li, 1998).

2.5.3.1 CSL reading strategies of Japanese and Korean learners
Through the use of a questionnaire survey, Li (2002) and Qian (2006, 2007,
2010) investigated the CSL reading strategies applied by Japanese and Korean

learners.

Li (2002) administered a questionnaire survey to 60 intermediate Japanese CSL
learners and compared the use of reading strategies between more successful and less
successful CSL learners. Subjects were divided into two groups according to their
HSK scores®. The questionnaire was based on the theoretical framework of
learning strategies proposed by Oxford (1990). 28 items, in three categories, were

included in the questionnaire: cognitive strategies, metacognitive strategies, and

% HSK is short of Hanyu Shuiping Kaoshi (Chinese Proficiency Test).
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social/affective strategies. The results showed that there was no distinction in the
use of cognitive strategies between the two groups, but they differed in applying
metacognitive strategies. Compared with less successful learners, the successful
learners were more proficient at planning, monitoring and evaluating their own
reading processes, and they kept using clues to make predictions about the text
content. Successful learners were better at employing social/affective strategies by
relating and reacting to the author’s attitude. Less successful learners seemed to be
passive when reading, with no special attention given to the cultural background and

author’s writing style of the reading materials.

Qian (2006, 2007) also launched an investigation by questionnaire survey, but
she attempted to develop a reading strategy inventory specific to CSL (see Appendix
1). The inventory contained three parts: perception of reading, self-management
strategies, and reading strategies. The third part included 21 specific strategies
involved in reading. The questionnaire survey was administered to 92 intermediate
and advanced Korean learners. The results revealed that the most frequently used
reading strategies were predicting and using context. Qian held that predicting and
using context are effective reading strategies for CSL learners, in that Chinese is a
context-bound language, hence CSL learners need to guess and comprehend the text
based on contexts. Adopting the same questionnaire, Qian (2010) conducted a
survey among 50 Chinese junior secondary school students, and attempted to
compare the application of reading strategies in L1 Chinese reading and CSL reading.
Similarities were found between L1 Chinese reading and CSL reading.  For instance,
both L1 Chinese readers and Korean readers of CSL showed a preference for using
the strategy of prediction. However, it was found that using the strategy of

prediction was a predictor of high reading scores for L1 Chinese readers, but it was
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not the same case for L2 Chinese readers. Qian (2010) posited that this was
because the L1 Chinese readers applied strategies in a more appropriate and more
effective manner. Although Korean readers also used the same strategy, the

efficiency was limited by their L2 proficiency.

Different implications can be drawn from Li's (2002) and Qian’s (2006, 2007,
2010) research. Consistent with English reading research, Li's (2002) study
revealed that less and more successful readers showed no differences in the use of
most strategies, except that the latter were stronger in planning, monitoring and
evaluating their own reading processes. Qian (2010) also found a similar pattern
between L1 Chinese readers and Korean CSL readers, but the efficiency of using
reading strategies was weakened by the deficits in the Korean learners’ CSL
proficiency. The former seems to suggest the Developmental Interdependence
Hypothesis (Cummins, 1979), whereas the latter supports the Language Threshold

Hypothesis (Clarke, 1980).

2.5.3.2 CSL reading strategies of L1 English learners

Most studies of CSL/CFL (Chinese as a foreign language) reading strategies
have focused on L1 English learners at the intermediate and advanced levels. One
of the most frequently cited studies is Everson and Ke’s (1997) inquiry into the
reading strategies of five intermediate and two advanced CFL learners. They
investigated the trend in strategy usage among intermediate and advanced learners by
recall and verbal reports. It was found that intermediate learners spent most of their
efforts at character or word level. They were able to apply useful information for

comprehension, such as the title or repeated information. Intermediate learners also
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reread text content. With stronger sophistication of character network and word
recognition ability, advanced learners did not waste much energy at character or
word level. Advanced learners were more confident and more effective in making
predictions and inferences. They also used their background knowledge in reading
comprehension.  One reading strategy was shared between intermediate and
advanced learners, that is, sounding out words. Everson and Ke asserted that the
extensive use of speech recoding among CFL learners will remain a necessity long
time into their reading experience, which is against the position of Bernhardt’s (1991)
L2 reading model, i.e., “problems in understanding related to sound and word-shape
features quickly diminish as proficiency increases” (Everson & Ke, 1997, p. 16).
Everson and Ke (1997) also suggested extending the Bernhardt’s (1991) model by
adding an orthographic layer of difficulty in the word recognition component for
CFL learners, because the verbal report data illustrate that, due to their more
profound knowledge of Chinese orthography, morphology, language and vocabulary,
advanced learners are more effective in lower-level processing such as isolating
meaningful word units in the text compared to intermediate learners, and it is
impossible to recognize a word if the learner has difficulty in isolating it in the first

place.

In another study by Du (2000), twelve CSL students from the International
Chinese Language Program at the National Taiwan University participated in an
experiment that investigated their reading processes. According to the entrance test
scores, the students were divided into two groups: intermediate and advanced, each
group consisting of six subjects. They were required to provide think-aloud reports
during reading. Derived from the think-aloud protocols, reading strategies were

classified into two types: global and local (adapted from Block, 1986). The results
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showed that there was no significantly different use of reading strategies between
intermediate and advanced students, and that all students employed local strategies,
such as word recognition and translation Chinese into English, more frequently than
they used global strategies. This is congruent with Everson and Ke’s (1997)
postulation that the use of local strategies related to decoding will be maintained in

CSL reading regardless of the learners’ CSL proficiency levels.

Studies by Everson & Ke (1997) and Du (2000) explored the possible
relationship between the application of reading strategies and CSL proficiency level.
Lee (1998), instead, examined the potential influence of text genres on the
application of reading strategies. Lee (1998) conducted a study with eight
American CFL learners, who were asked to process both narrative and argumentative
texts. Through observations, interviews, questionnaires, think-aloud procedures
and retelling, it was found that there was predominant use of unit identification
strategies as opposed to unit assemblage strategies. This underscores the reader’s
need for more specific and specialized strategies in the areas of vocabulary,
orthography and grammar when reading Chinese. The data also revealed a
similarity between more effective and less effective readers in their use of strategies,
except that the more effective readers approached areas of difficulty with more
confidence and better decision-making. In conclusion, Lee (1998) ascertained that,
between the two groups of readers, changing the genre of a text did not result in the
manifestation of any differences in strategy application. Later, in 2008, Lee
redefined reading strategies within two categories: bottom-up and top-down, with
results showing that the three most frequently used bottom-up strategies were

translating, marking the text, and writing pinyin and/or English equivalent, whereas
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among the top-down strategies, paraphrasing, hypothesizing, and monitoring

comprehension were the three most frequently used strategies.

In light of the fact that most studies on CSL/CFL reading strategies have been
limited to intermediate or advanced learners, Li (1998) decided to enquire about the
nature of reading acquisition of adult CFL beginning learners. Li observed six
students of Chinese over two semesters in a classroom-based qualitative research
study. Three cases studies were also constructed. It was concluded that: (1)
English speakers need to commit themselves to a long-term engagement for
developing basic skills and are relatively slower in the process compared to other L2
learners who need not learn a new orthography; (2) the distance between L1 English
(an alphabetic system) and L2 Chinese (a logographic system) and the features of L2
Chinese have strong impacts on English learners’ reading strategies and development;
(3) there is a close relationship between the L2 speaking ability and the reading
development. Li (1998) suggested that learners need to develop a fast, context-free
word recognition ability and competent speaking and listening abilities to facilitate

reading comprehension.

Targeting subjects at three proficiency levels, Chang (2010) examined the
discourse processing strategies of 75 college students after 1, 2, and 3 years of
Chinese language study, and the relationship of the strategies to comprehension
performance. Participants at each proficiency level read a test passage appropriate
for their current linguistic abilities, recalled what they had read by writing in English,
and filled out a questionnaire (adapted from Carrell's, 1989) designed to probe their
cognitive and metacognitive abilities when processing a Chinese text.  The results

showed that readers at higher proficiency levels engaged in more global-level
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processing activities than readers at lower proficiency levels, which was particularly
prominent in the intra-level comparisons of more- and less- proficient readers.
However, no clearly discernible pattern of development across proficiency levels was
found, which Chang attributed to a lack of common practice in terms of instruction in
reading strategies, either taught overtly in class or suggested in textbooks, leaving

students to their own devices to read effectively.

In summary, for CSL learners whose native language is English, reading might
remain a long and arduous process due to the linguistic distance between English and
Chinese, and the difficulties in learning a new orthography. They tend to use local

or bottom-up reading strategies even if they have attained high CSL proficiency.

2.5.4 Limitations of previous studies

Compared with the vast amount of research in reading English, there have been
fewer studies on reading Chinese, especially on CSL reading strategies. Although
previous studies of CSL reading strategies have fostered our understanding about

CSL reading, they are not without problems.

First, many of the studies have examined strategy use by different categories of
readers, such as successful versus less successful, more proficient versus less
proficient, good versus poor. Such broad dichotomies may overlook subtle and
important differences and similarities between learners and their strategy use
(Singhal, 2001). Those subjects in each category who are near the cut-off point

may not be very different from one another (Hudson, 2007).
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Second, the majority of early research was conducted among subjects at the
intermediate or advanced level, and scant attention has been paid to CSL learners at
the elementary level. But reading at the beginning level is the foundation for the
acquisition or reinforcement of lexical and syntactic structures, so more attention
should be devoted to this level (Li, 1998). Zhou, Wu & Wang (2007) advised that
full-time students can get to learn relevant knowledge and strategies in the second
semester of their first year. Therefore, when they enter this period, it is possible to

investigate the use of reading strategies of elementary CSL learners.

Third, there are more factors to be considered in research into reading strategies,
such as individual differences and the readers’ L1 as well as cultural background
(Koda, 2005). There is a lack of research comparing the use of reading strategies

among learners of different L1 backgrounds.

Fourth, there is concern with the classification of reading strategies. Some
studies refer to reading strategy lists based on ESL without any adaptation, as in the
example of Du’s (2000) study. Other studies adopted a binary division that is not
always clear-cut (e.g., global/top-down versus local/bottom-up by Lee (1998, 2008).
Lee (2008) acknowledged that certain strategies could be categorized as either

bottom-up/local or top-down/global strategies, such as “using context”.

2.6 Theoretical framework of the present study
As mentioned previously, the categorization of reading strategies in previous

literature can be problematic. In order to organize and synthesize different types of
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reading strategies better, McNamara et al. (2007) proposed the 4-pronged

Comprehension Strategy Framework.

The 4-pronged Comprehension Strategy Framework consists of monitoring
comprehension and reading strategies at its core and four categories of strategies that
comprize the prongs of the framework (see Figure 2.4): preparing to read;
interpreting words, sentences and ideas in the text; going beyond the text; organizing,
restructuring, and synthesizing information in the text. This framework posits that
monitoring both comprehension and the use of reading strategies is the key to skilled
and successful reading. First, the reader monitors comprehension by employing
strategies to assess understanding.  For instance, skilled readers take notes when
comprehension fails or use notes to aid comprehension. Second, the reader adjusts
reading strategies to improve comprehension. The fact that good readers not only
use more strategies than poor readers but also are more active in monitoring and
self-regulating the use of reading strategies suggests that the use of reading strategies
facilitates both comprehension and readers' monitoring of it (Grabe, 2009).  Finally,
after reading, readers use strategies to evaluate their comprehension, such as taking a

test, or recalling the text.

46



Figure 2.6 The 4-pronged Framework for Reading Comprehension Strategies

Strategies to
Prepare to Read

Monitoring
Comprehension
and Reading
Strategies

Strategies to

Go Beyond the Text

A

Strategies to Interpret
the Words, Sentences
and Ideas in the Text

Strategies to Organize,
Restructure, and
Synthesize the Text

Figure 19.1. The 4-pronged framework for reading comprehension strategies.
Adapted from “The 4-pronged comprehension strategy framework,” by McNamara
et al., 2007. In D.S. MaNamara (Ed.), Reading comprehension strategies: theories,
interventions and technologies, p.467. Copyright 2007 by Lawrence Erlbaum
Associates, Inc.

McNamara et al. (2007) stated that the proposed framework is supported both
empirically and theoretically. In the first place, the construction of the 4-pronged
Comprehension Strategy Framework is in accord with the US College Board reading
comprehension standards (Brinkley, 2006). The College Board's standard identifies
four aspects of successful reading comprehension: (a) coherent text comprehension
by components of texts such as words, sentences, and text structure; (b) connection
with the reader's prior knowledge and experiences; (c) analysis of author's purpose;
and, most important, (d) use and adjustment of reading strategies. The fourth
standard is emphasized in the 4-pronged Comprehension Strategy Framework. In
addition, there are two underlined reading theories in this framework, i.e. the C-I
model (Kintsch, 1998) and the Constructionist Model (Graesser & colleagues, 1994,

1997, 2001, 2007, 2012 in press).  Aligned with the C-1 model, it is postulated in
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the framework that a reader's comprehension of texts are represented at multiple
levels, and the principal levels are the textbase representation and the situation model.
The framework is also driven by the postulation that successful and skilled readers
will maintain a coherent representation of text comprehension at both local-level and

global-level processing, which is congruent with the Constructionist Model.

As noted by McNamara et al. (2007), each strategy is not limited within the
category assigned, and it can be used at multiple stages. For example, defining a
goal can not only set a standard for comprehension before reading but also facilitate
understanding by matching the reader's comprehension with his or her expectation.
McNamara et al. (2007) also pointed out that there are two main purposes for reading,
namely reading to comprehend and reading to decode. Since their focus was on the
former, their proposed framework included common reading strategies considered to

be effective for comprehension and consciously excluded decoding strategies.

In spite of its exclusion of decoding strategies, the 4-pronged comprehension
strategy framework has shed light on the importance of monitoring both
comprehension and the use of reading strategies in reading comprehension as well as
categorizing and synthesizing reading strategies. However, as the beginning step
towards comprehension, decoding is an indispensable step in reading (Pressley,
2002). The present study applied this framework and supplemented it with four
decoding strategies adapted from Chang’s (2010) study that are considered to be
applicable in CSL reading: CSL readers try to (1) understand the meaning of each
character, (2) understand the meaning of each word, (3) use radicals to guess the
meanings of unknown characters, and (4) parse the sentence into meaning units.

These decoding strategies are added to the second category of reading strategies:
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interpreting words, sentences and ideas in the text. Based on the 4-pronged
comprehension strategy framework, a reading-strategy inventory applied to both
research and instruction of CSL reading was designed. Further details are stated in

the next chapter with regard to the research methodology.

2.7 Verbal report and free recall

As indicated by McNamra et al. (2007), readers use post-reading strategies to
assess their understanding of the text and to monitor comprehension. In reading
research, verbal reports and free recall are used frequently to monitor and assess
reading comprehension.  This section introduces and discusses these two research

methods.

2.7.1 Verbal report

Verbal reports are a subject’s comments while s/he completes a task.  This
technique is gaining popularity in both reading research and reading instruction.
For researchers, verbal reports provide insights into a variety of issues that
production data alone cannot address, such as language learners’ cognitive
processing, thought processes, and strategies (Bowles, 2010).  For teachers, verbal
reports gathered from students are significant in revealing the problems students
encounter in reading compared with judgment based purely on teachers' intuitions

and guesses (Block, 1986).

In terms of L2 reading, verbal reports are comprized of (1) introspective or

retrospective responses based on self-observation (e.g., "What | just did was to skim
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the text and get the main idea", and (2) concurrent reports of thoughts or think-aloud
(e.g., Who does 'they' refer to here?) (Cohen, 1996). Opinions differ about which
kinds of reports better resembles reading processes (Block, 1986): It is possible to
acquire a complete picture of comprehension processes from retrospective reports,
yet, the description might be inaccurate because of time delay. Introspective and
think-aloud reports, on the other hand, shorten the time lag between the reader’s
mental activity and subsequent reports. Relatively, think-aloud reports are more
direct than introspection in revealing readers’ on-going mental activities. Pressley
& Afflerbach (1995) reviewed that L1 reading studies vary in the use of verbal
reports, and found it difficult to determine whether there is a qualitative difference
between introspection and think-aloud reports. The most comprehensive
think-aloud protocols were developed by Ericsson and Simon (1984/1993, as cited
inYang, 2003). Ericsson and Simon (1984/1993) insisted that subjects should
report exactly what is being thought rather than interpreting the responses. When
the reader completes a think-aloud task, it is the responsibility of the researcher to

infer processes from the reports.

As for L2 reading research, Cohen (1996) found that both introspection and
think-aloud have been used to describe strategies, and reflected further about the
issues with verbal reports, including immediacy, the respondent's role, prompts for
specific verbal reports, guidance in providing verbal reports, and avoidance of
reactive effects of verbal reports. In other words, the researcher must provide clear
instruction and familiarize subjects with the procedures of performing verbal reports.
It is important to maintain ongoing reports and to provide prompts to subjects when

there is silence. At the same time, the researcher should avoid leading subjects to
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over-explanation of their thoughts.  After all, verbal reports leave it to the

researcher to analyze what strategies have been used by the reader.

2.7.2 Free recall

Free recall (or immediate recall) is an assessment instrument used commonly in
L2 reading research. It is a measure of reading comprehension. Free recall
requires subjects to read a passage and then to write down everything they can
remember about it. There are also studies asking subjects to recall orally

(Hedgcock & Ferris, 2009).

Free recall is held as a valid measure of a reader’s comprehension, compared
with other traditional standardized assessment tests like multiple-choice question
tests and cloze tests (Bernhardt, 2010). Multiple-choice question tests and cloze
tests have both been criticized for providing misleading cues for readers (Grabe,
2009; Koda, 2005). Multiple-choice question tests tend to tap the readers' test
ability instead of reading ability because readers can play games about test rules, for
example, they can exclude wrong choices to get the right answer without
understanding the text content. Cloze tests are not valid either in testing overall
reading ability because they are most likely testing grammatical knowledge. Since
readers construct recall protocols themselves by resorting to their memory, free recall
does not provide cues for readers, and it is viewed as "a pure measure of
comprehension™ (Alderson, 2000, p.230). Nonetheless, there are controversial
issues with recall performance and assessment, including time of recall, language use

and recall scoring systems.
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There is variance in terms of time duration of recall in the extant L2 reading
research. Readers have been required to recall either at their own pace or within a
limited period. Chang (2011) examined the influence of time allowance on ESL
readers' recall performance among 180 Chinese college students. The results
indicated that readers who were allowed to read at their own pace outperformed
those in the constrained time condition. Therefore, in order to augment the quantity

of recall, it might be better to conduct free recall research without a time limit.

Another concern with free recall is whether readers should recall in their L1 (the
dominant language) or L2 (the target language). Bernhardt (1991, 2010)
emphasized using recall in L1 to gain insight into L2 reading comprehension.

There are doubts about recalling in that recall in L2 is more of a writing or oral task
than a reading task (Hedgcock & Ferris, 2009; Koda, 2005). Lee (1985) visited this
question by engaging 320 university students of L1 English in an L2 Spanish reading
task. Subjects were requested to recall and write their recollections in either their
L1 or L2 after reading a passage. It was found that subjects recalled more when
writing in their L1 than in L2. Lee (1985) predicted that, because of the subjects'
limited production abilities, studies requiring them to recall in the target language
might weaken reading performance, which is a concern for research conducted

among subjects with various language backgrounds.

The final issue with free recall is choosing the appropriate scoring system.
Different scoring systems have been constructed to evaluate recall reports, among
which Meyer's (1985) recall protocol scoring system was popular in L2 reading
research (e.g., Bernhardt, 1991; Chang, 2010; Everson & Ke, 1997). Meyer’s (1985)

system evaluates free recall protocols by weighing all possible propositions in a text

52



according to their importance —— how crucial each one is for conveying the main
points of the text on a scale. Recall reports are scored according to a pre-developed
template that consists of propositions within a text. Meyer's (1985) system merely
measures the reader's performance for the presence or absence of previously
determined and weighted propositions in the recalled text; no attention is paid to the
reader’s relevant elaborations aimed at assimilating and integrating text-based

information into his or her prior knowledge (Aweiss, 1993).

Another scoring system, the Constructive Activity Scale, was proposed by Chan,
Burtis, Scardamalia & Bereirter (1992), underlined by the position that reading
comprehension is an active process of construction rather than passive text
information retrieval. The Constructive Activity Scale indentifies five levels of
constructive activity: Level 1—prefactual confabulation: responses that depend on
isolated words or fragmented phrases and do not show an understanding of the text at
a prepositional level; Level 2— knowledge/detail retelling: responses that elicit
details in the text through verbatim or near verbatim paraphrases of the text (detail
retelling), and statements of personal knowledge that are cued by a text proposition
but do not show text comprehension (knowledge retelling); Level 3—assimilation:
responses that give explicit evidence of comprehension of the text; Level
4—problem solving: responses engaged in problem-solving activities to integrate the
text information into his or her existing knowledge structures; Level
5—extrapolation: responses that show an extension of knowledge beyond what was
given in the text and beyond what the reader already knows (Chan, Burtis,
Scardamalia & Bereirter, 1992, p.101-106). It is held that constructive activity is
linked intrinsically to mental representations of text, as depicted in the C-1 Model

(Kintsch, 1998): Levels 1 and 2 indicate the surface level; Level 3 is at the textbase
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level; and Levels 4 and 5 suggest the construction of situational model. The
Constructive Activity Scale was applied to measure children's text comprehension by
Chan, Burtis, Scardamalia & Bereirter (1992). 109 children, ranging from grade
one to grade six, listened to an informative statement and were asked to perform a
think-aloud report about each statement.  The results showed that low-level
constructive activity is characterized by the use of item-by-item processing, whereas
high-level constructive activity involves multiple connections. The Constructive
Activity Scale not only provides qualitative information about text processing, but
also serves an important pedagogical purpose (Aweiss, 1993). Rather than
revealing what unsuccessful learners cannot do, the Constructive Activity Scale
defines low-level constructive activity and draws implications about how instruction

can help them move to high-level constructive activity.

To sum up, recall in L1 in an unconstrained time condition is a plausible way of
measuring L2 reading comprehension.  Only targeting readers' perception of text
content, Meyer's (1985) propositional analysis system does not attend to the reader’s
integration and elaboration beyond the text. According to Meyer's (1985) system,
raters evaluate the readers' performance according to a pre-developed template.

The Constructive Activity Scale, in contrast, values the construction of mental
representation at different levels as a result of reading comprehension (Chan, Burtis,
Scardamalia & Bereirter, 1992). Five levels of constructive activity are identified
by the Constructive Activity Scale. Readers’ responses are assessed in

propositional units based on the five-level scale.

2.8 Summary
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L2 reading involves the interaction between two languages. It is thus more
demanding than L1 reading. When it comes to CSL reading, CSL learners are
faced with a challenging task due to the unique language properties of Chinese,
especially its writing system. Previous studies of adult CSL learners’ reading
strategies have shown that the proper use of reading strategies can improve readers’
comprehension. At the same time, the application of reading strategies is
influenced by L1 background and overall CSL proficiency level. However, there
are problems to be tackled, including that: ad hoc classifications of CSL readings
strategies were used in previous research; most studies only focused on intermediate
or advanced learners; and there is lack of studies comparing the application of
reading strategies by CSL learners of different L1 backgrounds. Underlying the C-I
model and the Constructionist Model, the 4-pronged Comprehension Strategy
Framework (McNamara et al., 2007) synthesizes reading strategies that can also be
applied to investigate CSL reading strategies, if with minor adjustment. A reading
strategy questionnaire survey was constructed based on this framework in the present
study (as depicted in the next chapter). Besides questionnaire survey, this study
also required participants to perform verbal reports and free recall in reading tasks.
To support the investigation of the present study, a rationale has been provided for

verbal reports and free recall, which are used extensively in reading research.
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Chapter 3 Research Methodology

3.1 Introduction

This study investigated the interaction among CSL learners' use of reading
strategies, L1 literacy background, overall CSL proficiency, and CSL reading
proficiency at the discourse level. Four research questions were examined. These
are described in Section 3.2.  Sections 3.3-3.6 describe the design of research
methodology, including the participants, instruments, research procedures and the
method of data analysis. In this study, data were collected by engaging 75
participants in reading tasks, a questionnaire survey and a follow-up interview. In
the reading tasks, the participants were required to perform verbal reports during
reading and free recall after reading.  After completing the reading tasks, they were
asked to fill in a questionnaire regarding their use of reading strategies in both L1
reading and CSL reading. Before the actual research, a pilot study was conducted
with 38 CSL university learners with a similar background as the target participants.
Last, a summary of the research methodology and the limitations of the present study

are stated in Section 3.7.

3.2 Research questions

This study aimed to examine the interrelationship between (a) the use of CSL
reading strategies, (b) CSL learners’ L1 literacy background, (c) their overall CSL
proficiency and (d) their CSL reading performance. Four research questions were

generated.
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Q1: What are the CSL reading strategies most and least frequently used by adult

learners?

Q2: Is there any difference in the application of CSL reading strategies at
elementary, intermediate and advanced levels? Is there a developmental pattern

across the three levels?

Q3: What is the possible role of L1 literacy in CSL reading?

(3a) Will L1 reading strategies be transferred to CSL reading? Or do learners

develop specific reading strategies to cater for CSL reading?

(3b) Do learners with different L1 backgrounds apply different CSL reading

strategies?

Q4: How do the use of reading strategies and CSL overall proficiency influence

CSL reading performance?

(4a) Do more proficient CSL readers apply different reading strategies from
those of less proficient CSL readers within the subgroups at elementary, intermediate

and advanced levels?

(4b) Will the use of reading strategies compensate for limited CSL overall

proficiency in CSL reading?

3.3 Participants
For the actual research, 75 participants were recruited from Chinese classes in

three major universities in mainland China, Sun Yat-sen University (SYSU),
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Shenzhen University (SZU), and South China University of Technology (SCUT),
which provide Chinese language courses for international students. Located in
South China, all three universities hold Chinese classes at elementary, intermediate
and advanced levels, each with four sublevels. The participants varied in their
overall Chinese proficiency levels, including elementary, intermediate and advanced
learners. Their proficiency levels were determined by the entrance examinations
held by the three universities, which were based on Chinese Proficiency Test (Hanyu
Shuiping Kaoshi/HSK). The participants were also divided into two major groups
according to their L1 backgrounds. One is within the Chinese cultural sphere
(CCS). Chinese cultural sphere is often used interchangeably with Hanzi wenhua

quan//E£5-C{ERE (literally meaning Chinese character culture circle) (Chia, 2004).

Chinese cultural sphere here refers to countries and regions in which people are
influenced by the writing system of Chinese as well as Chinese culture, including
Japan, Korea, and other regions occupied by large Chinese populations. Other than
participants from CCS, this study also recruited participants from the Non-Chinese
cultural sphere (NCCS) whose backgrounds are both linguistically and culturally
distant from China, such as CSL learners from English-speaking and European

countries.

All participants completed a reading task followed by a questionnaire survey.
The valid numbers of participants completing the reading tasks and questionnaire
survey were 68 (with 20 participants at the elementary level, 28 participants at the
intermediate level and 20 participants at the advanced level) and 74 (with 21
participants at the elementary level, 31 participants at the intermediate level and 22
participants at the advanced level) respectively. Details of the participants'

backgrounds are shown in Table 3.1. To ensure the homogeneity of the
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participants' educational backgrounds, one-way ANOVA was used to analyze data

gathered from the questionnaire survey. The results show an equal variance among

the three universities, which indicates that the performance of students from these

three universities is comparable.

Table 3.1.

Participants’ Background Information

Background information

Reading task

Questionnaire survey

Age range (years) 18-31 18-31
Time of learning | Elementary 1-12 1-12
Chinese in China | Intermediate 1-24 1-24
(months) Advanced 4-39 4-39
Number of Elementary | 20(CCS14,NCCS 6) | 21(CCS 15, NCCS 6)
participants
E‘i/r;zs three Intermediate | 28(CCS 14,NCCS 14) | 31(CCS 16, NCCS 15)
Advanced | 20 (CCS 16,NCCS 4) | 22(CCS 18, NCCS 4)
Number of CCS 44 49
participants of
different L1
backgrounds
NCCS 24 25
Number of SYSU 34 36
participants from SZU B 7
each University SCUT 11 15
Total number 68 74
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3.4 Instruments

The research instruments were comprized of reading materials and a
questionnaire named Survey of Reading Strategies (SRS). The reading materials
were two sets of Chinese texts used in the reading tasks, which were used to observe
the participants' reading activities. SRS, on the other hand, served to tap the
participants' perceptions of using reading strategy during reading, including both L1
reading and CSL reading. The content validity of the instruments was established
by two scholars who are experts in the field of reading research. Furthermore, the
reliability of the research instruments was tested by conducting a pilot study with 38

university CSL learners.

3.4.1 Reading materials

Two sets of texts were selected for the reading task: narrative and argumentative.
The narrative texts were adapted from Chinese Wide Angle — Gaoji Hanyu Fandu
Jiaocheng, Vol.1 (Zhu & He, 2007), while the argumentative texts were adapted
from Fazhan Hanyu: Gaoji Hanyu Yuedu, Vol.1 (Luo, 2005) (see Appendix 2). The
selection of different genres was for the purpose of maintaining the participants’
focus while presenting interesting content, making it effective to tap into their
reflections on their application of reading strategies (as cited in Yau, 1997).
Considering that CSL learners at the elementary level might not often encounter
argumentative texts because of curriculum design, a lower proportion of argument
was selected for the argumentative text used at the elementary level than for those at

the intermediate and advanced levels.
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Each set contained three versions of texts adapted from the same original text
and revised so as to cater for the needs of learners at elementary, intermediate and
advanced levels respectively. In order to ensure the materials were pertinent to the
three CSL proficiency levels, their difficulty levels were evaluated from three aspects,
the selection of Chinese characters, vocabulary and sentences. The objective was to
keep the text difficulty at the “instructional” level, as proposed by Kletzien (1991),
which means the text should be challenging enough for readers to apply reading
strategies consciously and to give verbal reports but not too difficult to cause

frustration during the reading process.

Two major syllabuses used in mainland China were used to evaluate the
selection of Chinese characters and vocabulary—— A Grading Syllabus for Chinese
Vocabulary and Chinese Characters (Hanyu Shuiping Cihui yu Hanzi Dengji
Dagang, 5 7K “F- &) s BV 7 25 4] K4, henceforth referred to as CVCC) (Chinese
Proficiency Test Center, 2001) and A Grading Syllabus for Chinese Proficiency and
the Grammar (Hanyu Shuiping Dengji Biaozhun yu Yufa Dengji Dagang, #zE/KF
A AR B R RS 4l K40, henceforth referred to as CPG) (Liu, 1996) . In CVCC,
Chinese vocabulary and characters are categorized into four levels with increasing
difficulty, namely Levels A, B, C&D (JiaYiBing Ding,HHZ A T). CVCC
is important for the design of CPG (Liu, 1996). According to CPG, texts used at
different proficiency levels cover different types of Chinese characters and
vocabulary. Generally, texts at the elementary level include Chinese characters and

vocabulary at Level A & Level B specified by CVCC; the intermediate level includes

Levels A, B and C; and the advanced level includes A, B, C & D.
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The difficulty of reading materials in Chinese is influenced not only by the

selection of Chinese characters and vocabulary, but by the amount and length of

sentences.

For instance, Yang (2008) and Zhang (2000) conducted quantitative

research among a wide range of CSL course-books to investigate the amount and

length of sentences contained in the texts.

amount and length of sentences across different levels.

It was found that there is variance in the

In this light, evaluation

indices were constructed by combining the standards stated in the two grading

syllabuses with results from Yang's (2008) and Zhang's (2000) studies (as

summarized in Table 3.2).

Quantitative analysis was conducted to investigate the

selection of Chinese characters, vocabulary and sentences in the reading materials

used in this study. The results are summarized in Table 3.3.  When compared with

Table 3.2, it is shown that the difficult levels are consistent with the evaluation

indices.

Table 3.2.

Indices for Evaluating Text Difficulty

Level Number Vocabulary | Number Length (number of
of Chinese | quantity of Chinese  characters
characters sentences/ | per sentence)

100
Chinese
characters

Elementary | Beyond Beyond this | 6-10 <10ish
this level level <20%
<10%

Intermediate | Beyond Beyond this | <6 10-20
this level<30%
level<15%

Advanced Beyond Beyond this | <6 20-40
this level<35%
level<20%
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Table 3.3.

Difficulty Levels of Chinese Characters, Vocabulary and Sentences in the Reading
Materials

Genre Narrative Argumentative
Level E | A E | A
Number of Chinese Level A 82 136 166 82 149 168
Characters

Level B 4 14 21 7 25 41

Level C 0 2 4 1 2 3

Level D 0 0 0 0 1 3

NS 0 0 1 0 0 3

Number of Words Level A 59 87 112 54 84 90

Level B 1 28 33 11 30 36

Level C 0 7 12 0 9 14

Level D 2 6 12 0 4 7

NS 0 1 6 1 6 18

Number of sentences/100 characters 6.06|5.23 |[4.81 |824 |528 |455

Length per sentence (number of 16.5|19.12 | 20.81 | 12.21 | 18.94 | 22
characters)

Note. E-elementary; I-intermediate; A-advanced; NS-Not found in the Syllabus.

A pilot test of the reading materials was conducted with six CSL university
learners at elementary, intermediate and advanced levels, with two learners at each
level. When completing reading tasks, subjects were able to recognize that the two
texts designated to them were of different genres.  Also, it was found that unknown

characters and words would not hinder their overall comprehension.  Sufficient

63



verbal-report data were collected. The total reading time ranged from ten to forty
minutes, increasing as the learners' proficiency level improved. The results of the

pilot test suggest that the design of the reading materials was appropriate.

3.4.2 Reading strategy questionnaire

Aimed at tapping the CSL learners' perception of applying strategies during
reading, a questionnaire, the Survey of Reading Strategies (SRS) (see Appendix 3)
was designed. It was revised based on a questionnaire pilot-tested among 38 CSL
university learners—— Survey of CSL Reading Strategies (SCRS) (shown in

Appendix 4).

The SCRS consists of two parts: (Part 1) personal information and (Part 1)
perception of CSL reading strategies. Part | includes questions about learners'
backgrounds, such as L1, Chinese learning experience and motivation to learn
Chinese. Part Il is based mainly on the 4-pronged Comprehension Strategy
Framework (McNamara et al., 2007). It comprizes four categories: Category 1,
Preparing to read; Category 2, Interpreting words, sentences and ideas in the text;
Category 3, Going beyond the text; Category 4, Organizing, restructuring, and
synthesizing information in the text. Because the emphasis of McNamara et al.'s
(2007) framework is on comprehension strategies, no decoding strategies were
included. In the pilot study, six decoding strategies unique to CSL reading were
adapted from Chang’s (2010) research: CSL readers try to (1) recognize each
Chinese character, (2) understand the meaning of each character, (3) recognize each
word, (4) understand the meaning of each word, (5) use radicals to guess the

meanings of unknown characters, and (6) parse the sentence into meaning units.
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These six strategies were added to Category 2 (Interpreting words, sentences and
ideas in the text). As aresult, Part Il include 33 items of four categories: Category

1 (Strategies 1-4), Preparing to read; Category 2 (Strategies 5-26), Interpreting words,
sentences and ideas in the text; Category 3 (Strategies 27-30), Going beyond the text;
Category 4 (Strategies 31-33), Organizing, restructuring, and synthesizing
information in the text (see Appendix 4). Each item was rated on a five-point

Likert scale, ranging from one to five, denoting the increasing frequency of applying

a certain reading strategy in CSL reading.

Internal consistency of all items and items within sub-categories in the SCRS
were evaluated based on the results of the pilot study. Cronbach's alpha coefficients
range from around 0.4 to 0.9, suggesting that the effect size of correlation is

acceptable (see Table 3.4).

Table 3.4.

Internal Consistency of SCRS

Reading strategies Items | Cronbach's Cronbach's Alpha Based on
Alpha Standardized Items

ﬁ

Interpreting  words, | 5-26 | .905 .904
sentences and ideas

ﬁ

Organizing, 31-33 | .459 463
restructuring, and
synthesizing

information in the text

[e2)
(8}



Given that the SCRS only requires participants to rate according to their use of
strategies in CSL reading, it is not possible to compare the use of reading strategies
between L1 reading and CSL reading. In the actual research, SRS, a revised
version of SCRS, was used instead. This asked participants to rate the same
strategy for both L1 reading and CSL reading. There was additional content added
to the SRS: (1) Part I includes extra questions asking participants to evaluate their
reading courses, report their perspective about the most difficult aspect in CSL
reading, and reveals more details of their language learning experience. (2) To
avoid overlapping meanings between S5 (I try to recognize each Chinese character)
and S7 (I try to understand the meaning of each character), between S6 (I try to
recognize each word) and S8 (I try to understand the meaning of each word) in the
SCRS, only S7 and S8 were maintained in the SRS.  The content validity of SRS

was again evaluated by two scholars in the field of reading research.

After revision, there are 31 items in the SRS: Category 1(Strategies 1-4),
Preparing to read; Category 2 (Strategies 5-24), Interpreting words, sentences and
ideas in the text; Category 3 (Strategies 25-28), Going beyond the text; Category 4
(Strategies 29-31), Organizing, restructuring, and synthesizing information in the text
(see Appendix 3). Because items 5 (I try to understand the meaning of each
character), 7 (I use radicals to guess the meanings of unknown characters),12 (I
translate Chinese into my native language) and 13 (I think in both Chinese and my
native language) might be unique to CSL reading, they could help avoid positive
response bias (Lau, 2002). There are three translated templates of SRS, written in
English, Japanese and Korean and supplemented with instruction in simplified

Chinese.
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Reliability statistics were calculated to evaluate the internal consistency of the
items in the SRS. Cronbach's alpha coefficients were between 0.8 and 0.9, showing

high-level correlation between items (as shown in Table 3.5).

Table 3.5.

Internal Consistency of SRS

Reading Items | Cronbach's Cronbach's Alpha Based on
strategies Alpha Standardized Items

L1 31 .896 .897

CSL 31 .824 .828

3.5 Research procedures

First, participants were told to perform verbal reports while attending the
reading tasks. They started by practicing in a warm-up task to get familiar with
verbal reports.  The reading materials for this practice were selected from Chinese
textbooks aimed at CSL learners (see Appendix 5). The participants were then
required to read a narrative text and an argumentative text designated for their
respective proficiency levels, and to talk aloud any of their thoughts when processing
each text. After completing the reading of each text, they were asked to recall
whatever they remembered about the text without referring to external sources such
as the original text or a dictionary. Given the languages shared between
participants and the researcher, the participants were allowed to talk aloud and retell
either in Chinese or English. They were informed that all reports would be

recorded for further analysis.  After the reading task, the participants were
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instructed to fill in the SRS. If there was any doubt about participants'
performances during the whole process, the researcher would ask them follow-up

questions.  The total research time ranged from 30 minutes to 90 minutes.

3.5.1 Rationale and research techniques

In this study, verbal reports and free recall were employed to tap into the
participants' use of reading strategies and to record their reading performances
respectively. Both methods have been used in the extant CSL reading research (e.g.,

Chang, 2010; Du, 2000; Everson & Ke, 1997; Li, 1998).

The verbal report is a means used extensively in L2 reading research as a
window into the learners’ minds, capturing their internal thought processes (Cohen,
1996). While verbal reporting was used to reveal the participants' reading processes,
free recall was used to assess their reading performances. Different from standard
tests such as multiple-choice questions, free recall does not conceal hints for
comprehension (Everson & Ke, 1997). And immediate recall is a valid measure of

reading comprehension (Bernhardt, 1991, 2010).

3.5.1.1 Procedures of verbal report and free recall

As discussed in Section 2.7.1, there are debates about which kind of verbal
report is better at capturing readers' cognitive activities. Despite the disputation,
our pilot research showed that both introspective and think-aloud reports provided
valuable information about CSL learners' mental activities during reading.
Therefore, in the present study, think-aloud instruction was provided for the
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participants, while the participants’ self-initiative introspections were also recorded
and subject to further analysis. Given the specific rules of conducting think-aloud
research, the present study provided explicit instruction to participants in the first
place (adapted from Ericsson and Simon, 1993): “We would like to ask you to
THINK ALOUD as you read NATURALLY through the texts, just as you usually
read by yourself. What we mean by ‘THINK ALOUD’ is that we want you to say
out loud everything that you would say to yourself silently while you think. Just act
as if you were alone in the room speaking to yourself. Don’t try to explain your
thoughts. You can use either English or Chinese, or both.” Next, the participants
were designated to a warm-up task. They were given one or two short passages to
practice familiarizing themselves with think-aloud reports. They were allowed to
ask questions and clarify any doubts they might have about the procedure. After the
warm-up task, they were told to proceed to the reading tasks while their verbal
reports would be recorded. In addition, when a participant lapsed into silence for
too long, verbal prompts were given by the researcher to remind him/her to continue
the verbal reporting.  All of the recorded verbal reports were transcribed and subject

to subsequent analysis.

After reading each text, the participants were asked to retell whatever they
remembered about it. Routinely, participants were supposed to write down their
thoughts in a free recall task. However, writing Chinese characters is
effort-consuming, hence the participants in this study were told to retell from their
memories in either Chinese or English while their reports were recorded. The
participants were not allowed to refer to the original text or to any other reference
tools such as a dictionary.  All recall protocols were transcribed for assessment.

This study applied the Constructive Activity Scale proposed by Chan, Burtis,
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Scardamalia & Bereirter (1992) as a measure of the CSL adult learners’ reading
performances. Recall reports were assessed by propositions at both micro-level and
macro-level. Micro/atomic propositions consist of a relational term, the predicate,
and one or more arguments (Kintsch, 1974). Macro/complex propositions are
compounds composed of several micro-propositions that are subordinated to a core

propositional meaning (van Dijk & Kintsch, 1983).

3.5.2 Inter-rater reliability

Two raters, a PhD student familiar with the rating procedure and the researcher,
collaborated to code the reading strategies observed in the verbal reports and score
free recall reports.  Instruction was provided for the independent rater (shown in
Appendix 6). First, raters were supposed to relate the transcription of verbal reports
to one or more than one reading strategies according to the SRS. If no
corresponding strategy could be found, the raters were required to write down their
own descriptions and comments. They would then continue scoring recall reports

based on the Constructive Activity Scale. Points were given for each proposition.

Rating consistency was determined by an inter-rater reliability analysis of 10%
of the data that were chosen randomly. For reading strategy coding, Kappa
statistics were used and the inter-rater reliability for the raters was found to be Kappa
=0.777 (p < 0.001), indicating substantial agreement. As for the scoring of free
recall reports, Cronbach's alpha was used as a measure of agreement. Cronbach's
alpha=0.792, which also suggests an acceptable level of agreement. The researcher

then continued to evaluate the rest of the verbal and free recall reports. The
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aggregation of scores for all responses from a participant is the final result of his or

her reading performance.

3.5.3 Verbal report and free recall excerpt

A translated example of verbal report and free recall is presented in Table 3.6.

Table 3.6.

Verbal Report and Free Recall Excerpt

Verbal
reports

Transcription

Codes

Researcher

Independent
rater

61A1

[VERE, AR AEIRE ST . 78 A i
M, BAEAE— P 5o 55— IREER A AR,
MRS TARMREE . A%, BATHISS
8] (2R 7 — BT, A= iiR & 1
SRJE BEAFR AR IR IE

24

3,31

61A2

“150 Bf. 7 [MR, XNREAFRRE? XA
FEIRIE B KN EE R FEES? ]

25,14

14,24

61A3

“Ja RIAEE, fFE PR UARK, FHEAA]
PAIAT, (B b5, B — e . [t
BRI ]

30,26

26

61A4

“Il f AT A BEXFE? AR R, RASBEARX
FEERE ERIR AN 2 " [FATB A 515 ]

30

30

61A5

“GfREAEREXIKR S B ERE . [T
TRERARIE, HREIEARL V. "EEY

Ho ]

24
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Free Transcription Codes

recall
reports

Researcher | Independent
rater
61AL | UM AILT/E 4 KA. ] 2 4
61A2 [PRJEE R BEH)— 15 DL ] 3 3
61A3 [PRJE P51 b, KoK T BLE b1 HBUE 3 3
7. ]

61A4 [R5 R AN ] 2 2
61A5 [ TEEREE T — BT HIIRG S ? ] 2 2
Note. Symbols used in this except denote different meanings: "..." means the original text context;

[...] includes Subject's verbal report. In mAn/mBn, m is subject number, A is the narrative text, B
is the argumentative text, n is the coding number. For example: 61A1 refers to the 1st code for
subject 61's report when reading the narrative text.

3.6 Data analysis

Data were gathered from the verbal reports, free recall and questionnaire survey.
Quantitative data were extracted from the questionnaire survey, while both
quantitative and qualitative data were gathered from the verbal reports and free

recall.

The quantitative data collected with the questionnaire survey consist of scores
rated by the participants, which imply the frequency of using a certain strategy in L1
reading and CSL reading.  Analyses were first carried out to investigate the
general trend of using CSL reading strategies. After this, the use of reading
strategies was compared among learners with regard to the influence of different

factors in CSL reading including their CSL proficiency levels and L1 backgrounds.
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While it was expected that the results of the questionnaire survey would reflect
the learners' self-perceptions about their applications of reading strategies in L1 and
CSL reading, verbal reports consist of quantitative and qualitative data that reveal the
actual use of CSL reading strategies. The quantitative data included reading
strategy quantity, number of reading strategy types, and categories of reading
strategies. The qualitative data were comprized of examples of verbal reports,
illustrating the CSL learners' cognitive activities during reading and providing
explanations for implicit differences in the use of CSL reading strategies between
learners of diverse overall CSL proficiency levels, L1 backgrounds and CSL reading
proficiency levels. The CSL reading proficiency level was determined by the
scores of recall reports, comprizing quantitative data illustrating the participants’ CSL

reading performances.

3.7 Summary and limitations

By different means, both quantitative and qualitative data were collected in this
research. SRS was employed to tap the participants' use of reading strategies in
both L1 and CSL reading. In order to observe the actual use of reading strategies
during CSL reading, verbal reports including both introspection and think-alouds
were recorded. Also recorded were the participants’ free recall reports, which

indicated their CSL reading performances.

Nevertheless, there were limitations in the present study. The primary concern
lies in the number of participants. Although there were 20ish participants at the
elementary and advanced levels, the numbers of CCS and NCCS participants were

not as balanced as those at the intermediate level. Therefore, attention should be
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paid to the potential effect of participant background on the results.  Another issue
is the language used in reading tasks. Given the diverse language backgrounds of
participants, it was not feasible for the researcher to allow all participants to report in
their L1. Instead, participants were asked to report in Chinese, the target language,
or English, which is supposed to be used commonly by the majority of international
students. The language used in the verbal reports and free recall thus might, to
some extent, influence the readers' performance outcomes. Lastly, given the
diverse backgrounds of participants in the present study, the subsequent conclusions

may not be generalized to all CSL learners.
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Chapter 4 Findings

4.1 Introduction

As described in Chapter 3, the findings for this study were obtained from
reading tasks and a questionnaire survey. The questionnaire survey was used to tap
into the participants' self-reflections, while the reading tasks were aimed at revealing
the actual reading activities. The findings are presented in the following three main
sections.  Section 4.2 first presents the quantitative results of questionnaire survey,
which shows the participants’ perceptions about their use of reading strategies in
both L1 reading and CSL reading. The purpose was to investigate the possible
correlation of CSL reading strategies with L1 literacy backgrounds, overall CSL
proficiency and CSL reading proficiency. Section 4.3 then illustrates the
quantitative and qualitative analyses of the verbal reports and free recall in the
reading tasks. The findings from the reading tasks were also used to examine the
possible relationship between CSL reading strategies and other variables in CSL
reading, including L1 background, overall CSL proficiency and CSL reading
proficiency. Therefore, comparisons have been made with the results of the
questionnaire survey. Finally, in Section 4.4, the findings derived from this study

are summarized.

4.2 Findings of questionnaire survey
75 participants were asked to reflect on their use of reading strategies in both L1
and CSL reading by filling in the SRS. Their CSL proficiency levels ranged from

elementary, to intermediate and advanced. They could also be categorized into two
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groups according to their L1 backgrounds, i.e. CCS learners and NCCS learners.

The valid number of returned questionnaires is 74.  The findings of the
questionnaire survey are shown in Sections 4.2.1-4.2.3.  Section 4.2.1 reveals the
adult learners’ general patterns of applying CSL reading strategies, including the
most and least frequently used strategies. Section 4.2.2 examines the possible
relationship between the use of CSL reading strategies and the participants' CSL
proficiency levels. Section 4.2.3 focuses on the influence of L1 literacy on CSL
reading strategies. Comparisons were made with participants as a whole group, and
within the two subgroups of CCS and NCCS learners. The findings from the

questionnaire survey are then summarized in Section 4.2.4.

4.2.1 Most and least used CSL reading strategies among adult learners
In total, there were thirty-one reading strategies listed in the questionnaire, i.e.
the SRS. Table 4.1 demonstrates the complete list of reading strategies in four

categories.
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Table 4.1.

List of Reading Strategies

Category 1 1. 1 have a goal when I read.
(S1-S4) 2. | examine titles and subheadings before reading.
3. I skim the text to get a general idea about the text.
4. | generate question(s) before reading.
Category 2 5. Itry to understand the meaning of each character.
(S5-S24) 6. | tryto understand the meaning of each word.
7. 1 use radicals to guess the meanings of unknown characters.
8. | try to parse the sentence into meaning units
9. I tryto use context clues to interpret words or phrases.
10. | reread sentences or paragraphs when the content is
difficult.
11. | paraphrase phrases or sentences.
12. | translate Chinese into my native language.
13. 1 think in both Chinese and my native language.
14. 1 make prediction(s) about the text content.
15. | mark the text or take notes when | read.
16. | try to distinguish what is important and what is not.
17. 1 refer to previous sentences and ideas.
18. 1 go back and forth in the text to find relations among ideas.
19. | check my understanding.
20. | correct my behavior (e.g., when losing concentration).
21. | change my reading rate when necessary.
22. | try to recognize the text structure.
23. 1 react to the author’s writing style.
24. 1 use prior knowledge.
Category 3 25. | formulate question(s) when | read.
(S25-S28) 26. | speak out or explain ideas to myself when | read.
27. | try to picture or visualize what | read.
28. | seek to external sources (e.g., dictionary, teacher, etc.)
Category 4 29. | use questions, notes or graphs to guide my reading.
(S29-S31) 30. I analyze and evaluate the information in the text.
31. I summarize what | read (e.g., write after reading).

Note. Category 1: Preparing to read; Category 2: Interpreting words, sentences and ideas in
the text; Category 3: Going beyond the text; Category 4: Organizing, restructuring, and
synthesizing information in the text. S refers to Strategy. Ss means Strategies in the

following.
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The results indicate that there were seven reading strategies most frequently
used by the CSL adult learners, namely S10, S9, S28, S2, S27, S21, and S24 (see
Figure 4.1). The mean scores range between 4 and 5, which denotes that
participants often or always applied these strategies. On the other hand, the average
scores of S4, S23 and S31 are all below 3, suggesting that the participants seldom
used these strategies in CSL reading. In terms of the application of different
categories of CSL reading strategies, the preferences were mainly distributed to
Category 2 and Category 3, whereas Category 1 and Category 4 was used only

occasionally .

Figure 4.1. Most and Least Frequently Used CSL Reading Strategies

m M ean

N=74

4.2.2 The application of reading strategies at elementary, intermediate and advanced
levels

In order to explore further if there were any differences in the application of
reading strategies across different CSL proficiency levels, a one-way ANOVA
analysis was conducted. The results suggest that there was no difference in the
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application of the four categories of CSL reading strategies across the three levels.
Nevertheless, when using individual strategy as the dependent variable, significant
differences were discovered with regard to S3 (I skim the text to get a general idea
about the text), S5 (I try to understand the meaning of each character), S6 (I try to

understand the meaning of each word), and S16 (I try to distinguish what is

important and what is not) (see Table 4.2 & Table 4.3).

Table 4.2.

One-way ANOVA Analysis of Using Reading Strategies across Elementary,

Intermediate and Advanced Levels

Sum of Squares | df | Mean Square | F | Sig.

‘
w

Within Groups 113.612 71 1.600

S5 | Between Groups 11.268 2 5.634 5.275 | .007

Total 87.095 73

‘
(o]

Within Groups 84.040 71 1.184

S16 | Between Groups 10.174 2 5.087 6.792 | .002

Total 63.351 73

*p=0.05
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Table 4.3.

Post-Hoc: Multiple Comparisons

Elementary | Intermediate

Advanced

Advanced | Elementary .855 .386 |.030| .09 1.62
Intermediate | .820" 353 |.023| .12 | 1.52
S5 Elementary | Intermediate 624" 292 |.036| .04 1.21
Advanced | 1.015 | .315 [.002| .39 | 1.64

Advanced | Elementary | -1.015 315 |.002| -1.64 | -.39
Intermediate -.391 288 |.178| -.97 .18

S6
Intermediate | Elementary
Advanced 462 303 |.132| -.14 | 1.07
S16 Elementary | Intermediate

E3

Advanced -.970 .264 |.000| -1.50 | -.44

Advanced | Elementary 970 264 |.000 .44
Intermediate 411 241 |.093| -.07 .89

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.
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A significant difference was found between the elementary learners and those
from the other two levels in using S5.  Also, the elementary learners did not use S16
as frequently as the intermediate and advanced learners. These differences can be
attributed to the low CSL proficiency of the elementary learners. In comparison,
with higher CSL proficiency, the advanced learners were able to read quickly, and
tended to apply S3, skimming the text to get a general idea more frequently than the
elementary and intermediate learners did. ~ As for the use of S6, the elementary
learners used decoding strategies more frequently at the word level. However, no
significant difference was found between elementary and intermediate learners, or

between intermediate and advanced learners.

Given that no significant difference was detected in the categories of reading
strategies across elementary, intermediate and advanced levels, there seems to be no
discernible progression in the use of reading strategies according to the
self-reflections of the CSL adult learners. Nevertheless, since the learners across
the three levels differed in their use of S3, S5, S6 and S16, the use of these reading
strategies might, to some extent, be influenced by their overall Chinese proficiency
levels. At the elementary level, the CSL learners' application of reading strategies
was restrained to bottom-up processing such as decoding Chinese characters and
words; the advanced CSL learners preferred a top-down approach, such as first
skimming to get a general idea of text content and then continuing reading; and the

intermediate learners were in between.

4.2.3 The application of CSL reading strategies by learners of different L1 literacy

backgrounds
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Besides overall CSL proficiency, it was anticipated that the use of CSL reading
strategies could also be influenced by L1 literacy. This section aims at exploring
whether the use of reading strategies in CSL reading is connected with that in L1
reading, and whether or not the application of CSL reading strategies is correlated
with the learners' L1 backgrounds. The participants were divided into two groups

according to their L1 backgrounds, CCS and NCCS.

4.2.3.1 L1 reading strategies and CSL reading strategies

Correlation analysis was used to investigate the relationship between strategies
used in L1 reading and those used in CSL reading. Correlation can be detected
among all strategies listed in the SRS, except S5 (I try to understand the meaning of
each character), S7 (I use radicals to guess the meanings of unknown characters),
S12 (I translate Chinese into my native language) and S13 (I think in both Chinese
and my native language), which are considered to be unique to CSL reading.
However, the effect sizes vary among the thirty-one strategies in the SRS. A good
level of correlation (Pearson's r>0.6) was found among the use of seven reading
strategies between L1 reading and CSL reading: S4, S8, S17, S25, S26, S27 and S29.
As shown in Figure 4.2, in both L1 and CSL reading, CSL learners often referred to
previous contexts during text comprehension (S17); they tried to imagine what they
had read (S27); they occasionally needed to parse sentences into units (S8),
generating questions during reading (S25) and take notes to guide their reading (S29);
but generally they were not active in monitoring their reading by generating

questions before reading (S4) or self-explaining during reading (S26).
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Figure 4.2. Correlated Reading Strategies in L1 Reading and CSL Reading
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Based on the findings above, it appears that, with adult learners, the use of CSL
reading strategies is influenced greatly by their L1 reading experiences. Most
strategies used in CSL reading are likely to be transferred from the learners' L1
reading. Nevertheless, there are characteristics specific to CSL reading. A major
reason might be the demands of Chinese characters. CSL learners need to apply
strategies that might not be found in their L1 reading knowledge, such as guessing
the meaning of a character by its radical. ~Another unique strategy in CSL reading is
translating Chinese into L1. While there is usually only one language in L1 reading,
there are two languages interacting during CSL reading, that is Chinese and the
learner’s L1. CSL learners might try to attach equivalent concepts in L1 during
CSL reading, but it is unlikely for them to translate texts into L2 when reading in

their L1.

4.2.3.2 The application of CSL reading strategies by learners of different L1

backgrounds
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With the mean scores of all CSL reading strategies as a whole group and
individual CSL reading strategy as dependent variables, an independent-samples
T-test was run to examine if there was any difference in the use of CSL reading
strategies between CCS and NCCS learners,. With the application of all CSL
reading strategies as a whole group, no significant difference was found between
CCS and NCCS learners. It was found, however (see Table 4.4), that the CCS and
NCCS learners differed statistically in the use of individual strategies, including S3,
S21 and S31.  As illustrated further in Figure 4.3, the CCS learners tended to use
S3 and S21 more frequently, that is they tended to skim the text first and change their
reading speed, whereas the NCCS had a higher tendency to use S31, summarizing

what they read.

Table 4.4.

Different Use of CSL Reading Strategies between CCS and NCCS Learners Found
by T-test

Strategy t-test for Equality of Means
T df Sig. Mean Std. 95% Confidence
(2-tailed) | Difference Error Interval of the
Difference Difference

Lower Upper
S3 2.388 | 46.302 .021* 754 316 119 1.390
S21 3.541 | 33.168 .001* .829 234 .353 1.306
S31 -2.031 | 47.448 .048* -.628 .309 -1.250 -.006

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.
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Figure 4.3. Mean Scores of S3, S21&S31
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This finding might have resulted from the composition of the participants in this
study. The number of CCS learners (49) was twice of that of NCCS learners (25).
In addition, the majority of participants at the advanced level was from the CCS
group.  Probably because of their higher Chinese proficiency level, the CCS
learners were capable of reading quickly by skimming and adjusting their reading
rates when necessary. Therefore, a correlation analysis was conducted between two
split groups to explore any difference in the way that L1 reading strategies influence
the use of CSL reading strategies. As shown in Table 4.5, it was likely for the CCS
learners to transfer Ss8, 20, 24 from L1 to CSL reading, while the NCCS learners

were inclined to use S9 and S10 in both L1 reading and CSL reading.
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Table 4.5.

Correlated Strategies in L1 reading and CSL reading

CCS S4 | generate question(s) before reading.

& S17 | refer to previous sentences and ideas.

NCCS S25 | formulate question(s) when | read.

S26 | speak out or explain ideas to myself when | read.

S27 | try to picture or visualize what | read.

Only S8 I try to parse the sentence into meaning units.
CCS S20 | correct my behavior (e.g., when losing concentration).
S24 | use prior knowledge.

Only S9 I try to use context clues to interpret words or phrases.
NCCS S10 I reread sentences or paragraphs when the content is difficult.

Note. A good level of correlation was detected (Pearson's r>0.6).

As indicated in Figure 4.4, S24 (1 use prior knowledge) was more likely to be
transferred from L1 reading to CSL reading by the CCS learners. The knowledge
of L1 would be applied more actively by the CCS learners than by the NCCS
learners. In addition, the CCS learners made more frequent use of S8, which, as
reported by some CCS participants, was a learning habit in the Chinese courses they
had studied back in their home countries. The NCCS learners, on the other hand,
showed a preference for rereading and using contextual clues to achieve

comprehension.
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Figure 4.4. Mean Scores of Reading Strategies Based on Split-group Correlation

Analysis
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In sum, both the CCS and NCCS learners used similar strategies in L1 and CSL
reading, but different patterns were found between the two groups in employing
strategies in CSL reading. Probably because of the similarity between L1 and
Chinese, the CCS learners frequently used their prior knowledge during CSL reading,
while the NCCS learners adopted different approaches to aid their comprehension,
including rereading and using context clues. It was also found that the CCS
learners often skimmed the text before reading and adjusted their reading speeds
during CSL reading, whereas the NCCS learners tended to summarize the general
idea after reading. It is unclear, however, whether this result is due to the relatively

larger number of CCS learners with higher CSL proficiency levels.
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4.2.4 Summary of questionnaire survey findings

The results of the questionnaire survey reveal the participants' self-reflection on
their predilection or dislike for reading strategies in both L1 reading and CSL reading.
It was shown that, overall, the CSL adult learners tended to use S10 (I reread
sentences or paragraphs when the content is difficult), S9 (I try to use context clues
to interpret words or phrases), S28 (I seek to external sources), S2 (I examine titles
and subheadings before reading), S27(I try to picture or visualize what | read.), S21(l
change my reading rate when necessary) and S24 (I use prior knowledge), but
seldom used S4 (I generate questions before reading), S23 (I react to the author’s

writing style) and S31 (I summarize what | read).

The use of reading strategies in CSL reading is correlated with that in L1
reading, except for a few strategies that are specific to CSL reading because of the
unique writing system of Chinese, such as S5 (I try to understand the meaning of
each character), S7 (I use radicals to guess the meanings of unknown characters),
S12 (I translate Chinese into my native language) and S13 (I think in both Chinese

and my native language).

The application of CSL reading strategies was also influenced by CSL
proficiency level. While the elementary learners used a bottom-up approach,
spending many of their efforts on decoding Chinese characters and words in the text,
the intermediate and advanced learners were capable of going beyond text content
and picturing what they read. Compared with the intermediate learners, the
advanced learners would skim the text more frequently to get the theme before
reading. However, there is no clear developmental pattern in the use of CSL

reading strategies across the three levels based on the participants' self-perceptions.
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Besides CSL proficiency, L1 background is another factor that impacts upon the
use of CSL reading strategies in that CCS learners and NCCS learners showed
different tendencies. Probably because of the connection with the Chinese language
and culture, CCS learners tended to apply their prior knowledge in CSL reading.
NCCS learners, on the other hand, resorted to other means to improve their reading

comprehension, including rereading and using contextual information.

In conclusion, the application of strategies in CSL reading is influenced by both

overall CSL proficiency level and L1 literacy background of CSL adult learners.

4.3 Findings of verbal reports and free recall

Both quantitative and qualitative approaches were adopted to analyze the data
gathered from the verbal reports and free recall. While the questionnaire survey
results were derived from the participants' self-perceptions, the verbal reports reflect
the actual application of CSL reading strategies. Free recall was scored by an
independent rater and the researcher in order to divide the participants at each level
into two subgroups, i.e. more proficient and less proficient CSL readers. The major
findings are presented in Sections 4.3.1 and 4.3.2.  Section 4.3.1 depicts the use of
CSL reading strategies observed from the verbal reports and investigates its possible
relationship with overall CSL proficiency level as well as L1 background.
Comparisons with the findings of the questionnaire survey are drawn as well.
Section 4.3.2 then examines the role of reading strategies in CSL reading

performance.
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4.3.1 The use of CSL reading strategies observed from the verbal reports

The verbal reports were transcribed and encoded as corresponding reading
strategies. Regarding the application of CSL reading strategies, comparisons were
made among learners of different CSL proficiency levels and L1 backgrounds, as

reported in Sections 4.3.1.1 and 4.3.1.2 respectively.

4.3.1.1 Comparisons of CSL reading strategies at elementary, intermediate and
advanced levels

This section compares the use of CSL reading strategies at elementary,
intermediate and advanced levels, including strategy quantity, number of strategy

types, most and least used strategies, and categories of reading strategies.

4.3.1.1.1 Strategy quantity and number of strategy types

As shown in Figure 4.5, the intermediate and advanced learners significantly
exceeded the elementary learners, not only in strategy quantity, but also in the
number of strategy types. Strategy quantity and the number of strategy types
observed from the verbal reports of the intermediate and advanced learners were
around twice those of the elementary learners. Compared with the elementary
learners, the intermediate and advanced learners were more aware of using reading
strategies in CSL reading. Overall, the intermediate learners used a bigger number
of CSL reading strategies than the advanced learners did, but the advanced learners

showed slightly more variance in terms of strategy types.
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Figure 4.5. Comparisons of Strategy Quantity and Strategy Types at Each Level
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Although the intemediate and advanced learners appeared to resemble each
other in terms of strategy quantity and the amount of strategy types, a close
inspection of their verbal reports revealed a difference between the two groups in the
methods of using CSL reading strategies. As shown in Table 4.6, the reading
strategies used by the advanced learners were more complex than those used by the
intermediate learners. The advanced learners’ verbal reports show a cluster of
reading strategies applied coherently. The responses of the intermediate learners,
on the other hand, tended to be simpler, with only one or two reading strategies

combined.
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Table 4.6.

Examples of Reading Strategies Used by Intermediate and Advanced Learners

Subject Verbal report example Correspondent reading

strategies
(narrative text)

61 e, XMREARRRE? X2 14,25
AR I & O B 2 1) R ) 2

(Intermediate
learner)

69 B AR AR E 8 14,17,30
2 AL AAL? A
(Advanced learnen) | sk, R A", B
IR B8,

4.3.1.1.2 Most and least used CSL reading strategies

The reading strategies used by more than 25% of the participants at each level
are presented in Figure 4.6. It is shown that S6 was used by more than half of the
participants across the three levels. Even if they had reached the advanced level in
terms of overall CSL proficiency, the CSL learners still needed to make an effort to
decode at the word level when reading Chinese texts. This finding is congruent
with that reported by Everson & Ke (1997) and Chang (2010) in their studies of
English-speaking CSL learners, which suggested that the difficulties in lower level
processing will remain for a long time for CSL readers. Decoding efforts were not
only limited to the word level.  Around one third of the elementary and intermediate
learners also tried to understand the meaning of each Chinese character, while the

advanced learners showed a lesser tendency to focus on Chinese characters.
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Figure 4.6. Most Used CSL Reading Strategies Derived from Verbal Reports
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There is another reading strategy shared among learners across the three levels,
that is, S10 (I reread sentences or paragraphs when the sentences are difficult). The
tendency to use S10 increased as the overall CSL proficiency level improved. But
this does not imply that the interemdiate and advanced learners were as occupied as

the elementary learners by low-level linguistic information in the text. Rather, there
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were different purposes and follow-up procedures for rereading across the three

levels.

As shown in Table 4.7, the elementary learners might have tried to reread

and link with their Chinese vocabulary. For example, Participant 4 seemed to be

confused with the meaning of "fth £ i ta lao shuo", and tended to reread and

interpret as“ft1 % ta lao (literally meaning he is old)”’by linking with the word lao

learned before.

In contrast, the intermediate and advanced learenrs were more

flexible in combining rereading with other strategies to overcome difficulties

encountered in CSL reading. The verbal reports of Parcipant 20 and Participant 48

indicate that the intermediate and advanced learners might use S17 to refer to

previous sentence(s) to interpret complex content.

S14, making predictions about text contents.

Table 4.7.

Examples of Using Rereading Strategies at Each Level

Also, they were not afraid to use

Participant
No.

CSL Proficiency
Level

Verbal report(s)

Correspondent CSL
Readind Strategies

4 Elementary

fh, thZzvi. .

(From narrative text)

10

20 Intermediate

| don't understand this
sentence. (reread the
previous sentences). He
doesn't have very good
cafe to drink. (from
argumentative text)

10,14,17

48 Advanced

"FRATTAS K19 5 8] (reread) o
XHEFIRAEES?  (from
narrative text)

10,14,23,30
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Compared with the elementary learners, the intermediate and advanced learners
were more critical about what they read. In Figure 4.6, it is shown that both
intermediate and advanced learners were inclined to use S30, S14, and S20. They
frequently analyzed and evaluted the text information, and did not show much
hesitation to make predictions. When there was misunderstanding, they also
actively corrected their reading behavior. But there is one characteristic that
distinguishes the advanced learners from the intermediate learners—— the frequent
use of summary (S31) and paraphrase (S11) (see Figure 4.6). One reason might be
that the advanced learners commanded a greater repertoire of CSL vocabulary than
the intermediate learners, and it was easier for them to organize and express their
comprehension of what they read.  Another reason might be the influence of
classroom instruction.  As reported by some advanced participants, teachers in
reading courses often required them to read texts within a limited time period and
then summarize the general idea. Therefore, the advanced learners might have been

prone to transfer their reading experience into the reading tasks of this study.

In this section, the reading strategies that were used, by far, by the most CSL
adult learners across three levels have been illustrated and discussed. Table 4.8, in
contrast, reveals the reading strategies that were not identified in the participants’

verbal reports.
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Table 4.8.

Least Used CSL Reading Strategies Derived from Verbal Reports

Proficiency level Strategy not found in the verbal
reports

Elementary Ss1,3,4, 16,21,27,28

Intermediate Ss1,4,28

Advanced Ss1,4,28

It is shown here that that elementary learners did not use S3 (I skim the text to
get a general idea about the text), S16 (I distinguish what is important and what is not)
and S21 (I change my reading rate when necessary). The elementary learners were
prone to read by a bottom-up approach, in which they read character-by-character or
word-by-word at a slow pace. The intermediate and advanced learners, instead, had
a higher tendency to skim the text as a preparatory step for further reading.

Probably due to their low CSL proficiency level, the elementary learners were not as
linguistically competent as the intermediate and advanced learners to distinguish

more important contents from less important ones.

According to Table 4.8, S27 was not identified among the verbal reports of the
elementary learners either. The lack of intent to imagine what they were reading
indicates that the elementary learners constructed different mental representation of
text comprehension from the intermediate and advanced learners. As shown in
Figure 4.6, there is an increasing trend from the elementary level to advanced level to
use S17, which suggests that the elementary learners did not embed text information
into their comprehension as much as the intermediate and advanced learrners did as

their reading processing unfolded. The comprehension of elementary learners
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might still stay at the surface or textbase level, whereas the intermediate and
advanced learners showed intention to build a situation model based on their

understanding.

It is possible that the research design might have hindered the use of the
remaining reading strategies, i.e. S1, S4 and S28. Since the participants were told
to read naturally as they do in daily reading, the reading goal was already set for
them before reading, hence it was unlikely to find them using S1. Additionally,
they were not allowed to refer to external sources for help during reading, therefore
they would not have used S28 either. It was expected that S4 (I generate questions
before reading) would be used after the subjects had examined the title, before they
read the main content. However, the participants did not show any tendency to use
it based on the findings of the reading task and the questionniare survey. This, in

turn, suggests that S4 might need to be deleted from the SRS.

This section has revealed the most and least used CSL reading strategies.
Regardless of CSL proficiency level, rereading and decoding strategies at the
character and word levels were used by most of the CSL learners. As the CSL
proficiency level increased, however, there was a decline in decoding Chinese
characters. Additionally, compared with the elementary learners, the intermediate
and advanced learners were more active in monitoring their reading by evaluating
and analyzing text information,making predictions and correcting misunderstandings.
On the other hand, possibly limited by their CSL proficiency when applying reading
strategies, the elementary learners showed a low tendency to use S3, S16, S21and
S27. Of the least-used reading strategies, three were not observed in the verbal

reports of the learners from any of the three levels. These were S1, S4 and S28.
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Because of the research design, S1 and S28 were not found to be used by learners
from any of the three levels; whereas S4 might indeed have been neglected by the

CSL learners in CSL reading.

4.3.1.1.3 Categories of CSL reading strategies

Four categories of CSL reading strategies are depicted in the theoretical
framework of the present study: Category 1(Strategies 1-4), Preparing to read;
Category 2 (Strategies 5-24), Interpreting words, sentences and ideas in the text;
Category 3 (Strategies 25-28), Going beyond the text; and Category 4 (Strategies
29-31), Organizing, restructuring, and synthesizing information in the text. Itis
implied in the results that there are both quantitative and qualitative differences

across the three levels in using the four categories of CSL reading strategies.

Regarding Category 1, all participants tended to prepare their reading by using
S2, examining the titles and subheadings before reading (see Figure 4.6). However,
the intermediate and advanced learners were inclined to skim the text as a

preparatory step before reading the main content.

As for Category 2, the number of strategy types increased as the participants’
CSL proficiency levels improved (see Table 4.9). As discussed previously, the
elementary learners tended to use strategies to decode the meanings of characters or
words, such as rereading. In spite of the higher CSL proficiency levels, the
intermediate and advanced learners also needed to put effort into decoding, but they
were more confident in making predictions of text content. The advanced learners,

on the other hand, had a command of more types of reading strategies to interpret the
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text, such as S9 (I try to use context clues to interpret words or phrases), S11 (I

paraphrase phrases or sentences) and S23 (I react to the author's writing style).

They would also use S19 to keep checking their understanding so as to maintain

intact comprehension.

Table 4.9.

Strategies of Category 2 Used by over 25% of Participants at Each Level

CSL Proficiency level

Strategies of over 25% users

Elementary

Ss5,6,10,17,24

Intermediate

Ss5,6,10,14,17,24

Advanced

Ss5,6,9,10,11,14,15,17,19,23

There is a higher tendency for the intermediate and advanced learners to use

reading strategies from Category 3 Ss 25-27, apart from S28 (see Figure 4.7). Both

groups did generate questions during reading, which suggest that they were not just

receiving information passively from their reading. In contrast, the elementary

learners were less inclined to use Category 3 reading strategies. As mentioned

previously, no use of S27, picturing or visualizing what they read, was observed

among the elementary learners.  Although S27 was identified among the

intermediate and advanced learners, the frequency was quite low—— only three

participants tried to imagine the situation described in the text.
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Figure 4.7. The Percentage of Participants Using Ss25-27 across Three Proficiency

Levels
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Finally, all strategies within Category 4 were found to be applied by participants
at all levels (see Figure 4.8), but a higher frequency of usage was found among those
with higher CSL proficiency levels. Both intermediate and advanced learners
showed a preference to analyze and evaluate text contents, but the advanced learners

had a much higher tendency to summarize what they had read.

Figure 4.8. The Percentage of Participants Using Ss29-31 across Three Proficiency

Levels
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4.3.1.1.4 Summary of the use of reading strategies across elementary, intermediate
and advanced levels

Based on the results above, there is a developmental pattern in the use of
reading strategies across the three levels. As the overall CSL proficiency level
improved, there was an increasing trend in strategy quantity, number of strategy
types, and categories of reading strategies in CSL reading. Despite this, a higher
frequency of reading strategy usage was demonstrated by the intermediate learners
than the advanced learners, and there was more variance in the strategy types

employed by the advanced learners.

When applying strategies to constructing mental comprehension representations,
the elementary learners tended to use strategies at the surface level, being passive
receivers of text information, whereas the intermediate and advanced learners had a
higher tendency to build up a situational model by monitoring their reading
cognitively. However, it was found that even when CSL adult learners had reached
the advanced level, they still needed to apply strategies to decode text information at
the character or word level, suggesting that the obstacles in lower-level text

processing will remain a long time for CSL readers.

4.3.1.2 The use of CSL reading strategies between CCS learners and NCCS learners
This section examines whether the use of CSL reading strategies is correlated

with CSL learners' L1 backgrounds. As shown in Figure 4.9, there is no obvious

difference with regard to strategy quantity and the variety of strategy types between

the two groups at any level.
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Figure 4.9. Comparisons of Strategy Quantity and Strategy Types between CCS

Learners and NCCS Learners
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However, there are both similarities and differences between CCS and NCCS
learners in the strategy types they used. Again, the reading strategies used by more
than 25% of the participants within each level were analyzed. As indicated in
Figure 4.10, at the elementary level, the top four choices for both CCS and NCCS
learners are S2,S5, S6 and S10, which means both group were inclined to use
bottom-up decoding strategies. Therefore, at the beginning stage, despite the
potential advantage over NCCS learners because of the relatively similar L1
background with Chinese, CCS learners also needed to apply effort to decode
Chinese characters and words. At the intermediate level, however, decoding
seemed to be less of a problem for the CCS learners. Instead, most of them were
more concerned with analyzing and evaluating text contents at the higher level (as
shown by the use of S30). The NCCS learners, in contrast, still gave most of their

attention to understanding the meaning of characters and words.
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Figure 4.10. Comparisons of CSL Reading Strategies between CCS

Learners and NCCS Learners
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There was another difference between the CCS and NCCS learners within the

intermediate group—— the CCS learners had more reliance on S24, using their prior

knowledge in CSL reading. The prior knowledge include L1 knowledge, cultural

experience, and existing CSL knowledge.

For example (see Table 4.10),

Parcitcipant 66, a female Japanese student, frequently consulted her L1 and cultural

experience, and utilized the similarities with Chinese when reading Chinese texts.

On the other hand, Parcicipant 61, who was also Japanese, comprehended the

sentence by relating to vocabulary learned previously.
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Table 4.10.

Examples of Using Prior Knowledge by CCS Intermediate Learners

Participant Verbal report(s) Correspondent
No. CSL Readind
(narrative text) Strategies
66 TR TY, AFIE, D& horse. % 6,24

LR ? JAA R AR A&,
NHA BRI RS

66 RSB R 5 ST R 27,24
#i. “(Participant pretended to shoot an
arrow.) &M F (5 F5), —FERI (asin
Japanese).

61 “PITRBER KD LS R, 6,24
il TR, HEBIEEAE T .
%E\‘IE‘E\H)%EIO

With the relatively broader linguistic and cultural distance from Chinese, the
intermediate NCCS learners appeared to resort to different means to achieve
comprehension.  As illustrated in Figure 4.10, a larger proportion of NCCS
intermediate learners used S20 and S25 in CSL reading. Instances described in
Table 4.11 suggest that the NCCS learners consciously evaluated text information
and generated questions when their comprehension was not coherent.  They would
try to connect text information and revise their false understandings. Reading in

this fashion might compensate for their incompetence in decoding.
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Table 4.11.

Examples of Using Strategies to Monitor Comprehension by NCCS Intermediate

Learners
Participant Verbal reports Correspondent
No. CSL Reading
Strategies
19 "If she wants to try cakes? Oh no. if she wants 19,20
to learn how to make cakes, she will still invite
people to teach. " (From the argumentative
text)
43 CRTTEEAE UL, JaokIUEL...... (reread 10,19,20
previous sentences). Mk, EfZ FHIEELE
i) . ”(From the narrative text)
68 ARV ? A B AR ? 25,19,20
k. M, ARARE. 2 H KRR
BIMIBEIXFE . (From the narrative text)

At the advanced level, the composition of the participant pool makes it difficult
to draw comparisons, with eighteen CCS learners versus two NCCS learners.
Strategies shared by the two NCCS learners did not differ much from those at the
intermediate level; they still used reading strategies to decode Chinese characters.
The CCS learners, on the contrary, no longer showed a high tendency to understand
Chinese characters. Rather, they preferred referring to previous content to support
their comprehension (as denoted by the use of S17). They also paid attention to
other information in the text such as the author's writing style, using S23. There
were common strategies used by the two groups though.  They still tried to
understand the meanings of novel words; yet, different from learners at the

elementary and intermediate levels, they showed a higher tendency to summarize
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text contents. They not only attended to local text information but also tried to
capture the general ideas. Moreover, as stated previously, the advanced learners
had a better command of CSL to convert their comprehension into verbal

expressions.

To summarize, although the overall strategy quantities and strategy types were
similar between the CCS and NCCS learners across the three levels, these two
groups showed different developmental patterns in using reading strategies in CSL
reading. At the elementary level, both groups were more likely to use bottom-up
strategies such as rereading and decoding at the character and word levels. When
reaching the intermediate level, the CCS learners put less effort into decoding;
instead, they utilized their prior knowledge in CSL reading, including the
relationship between their language and cultural background, as well as CSL
knowledge. The NCCS learners, on the other hand, still paid much attention to
decoding, but used reading strategies such as questioning and correcting to monitor
their understanding in the mean time so as to compensate for the distance between
their L1 backgrounds and Chinese. At the advanced level, while the NCCS learners
still attended to character decoding, the CCS learners did not have the same problem.
Apart from focusing on lower-level linguistic information such as Chinese characters
and novel words, both the CCS and NCCS learners often got a bigger picture and

summarized what they had read.

4.3.1.3 Summary of findings from the verbal reports
The verbal reports reveal the actual use of reading strategies during CSL

reading. Analysis was conducted with regard to strategy quantity, number of
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strategy types, and categories of reading strategies among learners at the three
different CSL proficiency levels, i.e. elementary, intermediate and advanced. It was
found that there is progression in the use of reading strategies across the three levels,
indicating that the application of CSL reading strategies is correlated with overall
CSL proficiency level.  Another finding is that there were different developmental
patterns in the use of CSL reading strategies between the CCS and NCCS learners,
despite the fact that the overall strategy quantities and strategy types were similar
between the two groups. At the elementary level, both groups were inclined to use
bottom-up strategies such as rereading and decoding at the character or word level.
As CSL proficiency level increased, the CCS learners showed less reliance on
decoding while decoding strategies were maintained among the NCCS learners.

The reason might be that the CCS learners had an advantage over the NCCS learners
because of the similarity of their linguistic and cultural backgrounds to Chinese. It
is indicated that, besides CSL proficiency, the application of CSL reading strategies

is influenced by L1 background.

4.3.1.4 Comparisons of results between verbal reports and questionnaire survey
Similar results were found in both research approaches, as the application of
reading strategies is influenced by both overall CSL proficiency level and L1

background.

However, findings from the questionnaire survey failed to illustrate the
developmental pattern that was, instead, detected by the analysis of reading tasks.
This might have resulted from the participants’ lack of understanding about reading

strategies. Based on feedback collected from 68 participants, only 47.1%, which is
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less than half of them, reported that they had received reading strategy instruction in
class. Among them, only 16.2% said they had received reading strategy instruction
often in Chinese class, with most of these being intermediate learners.  Another
reason might be due to the positive bias when the participants filled in the
questionnaire. According to the questionnaire survey, the participants would
frequently used S27 (I try to picture or visualize what | read). However, the verbal
reports revealed that they actually did not start using this strategy until they reached
the intermediate or advanced level, and only a few participants out of 68

demonstrated use of S27.

There is also a discrepancy observed in the use of S14 and S30 in the
questionnaire survey and the verbal reports. S14 (I make predictions about the text
content) and S30 (I analyze and evaluate the information in the text) were found to
be used by quite a number of intermediate and advanced learners, based on their
verbal reports, but these two strategies did not receive much preference when the
participants reflected on their use of strategies in CSL reading by filling in the SRS.
Making predictions and analyzing and evaluating require implicit knowledge about
cognitive activities during reading, which might not have been realized by the
participants in the questionnaire survey. In contrast, the verbal reports on reading
tasks might overtly reveal more information about CSL readers’ online processing,
making it possible for researchers to infer reading strategies from participants'
verbatim reports during reading. It is also possible that the requirement to perform
verbal reports propelled the participants to be more active than they usually were

when reading Chinese texts, and thus to think more critically.
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Therefore, the findings of the verbal reports provide more insights into the CSL
reading strategies used by the adult learners than were found from the questionnaire

survey.

4.3.2 Reading strategies and CSL reading performance

In the reading task, the participants were required to perform not only verbal
reports during reading, but also free recall after reading the designated text. They
were asked to read two Chinese texts catering for their proficiency levels. In other
words, there were three different sets of reading materials for the elementary,
intermediate, and advanced learners. The recall reports were recorded, transcribed,
and then scored at the propositional level, based on the five-level Constructive
Activity Scale (Chan, Burtis, Scardamalia & Bereirter, 1992). The total scores
represent the reading performances, according to which participants across the three
levels were divided into two groups within their own levels, i.e. more proficient (MP)
and less proficient (LP) CSL readers (see Table 4.12). Our purpose was to
investigate if there is any difference in the use of reading strategies between the two
groups and the role played by reading strategy in CSL reading performance. First,
in Section 4.3.2.1, comparisons are drawn with regard to the use of reading strategies

between MP CSL readers and LP CSL readers.
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Table 4.12.

Scores of MP CSL Readers versus LP CSL Readers

CSL Overall Elementary (N=20) | Intermediate(N=28) | Advanced (N=20)
Proficiency
Level

CSL reading MP LP MP LP MP LP
proficiency

Total reading 36.7 23.3 66.9 30.9 67.3 35.3
scores (M)

4.3.2.1 Comparison of reading strategies used by MP CSL readers and LP CSL
readers

The strategy quantities and numbers of strategy types are illustrated and
compared for the MP and LP CSL readers within each proficiency level (see Figure
4.11). ltis indicated that there were different trends from the elementary,
intermediate and advanced levels. At the intermediate and advanced levels, the MP
readers not only used more reading strategies than the LP readers did, but also
showed more variance in choosing reading strategies in CSL reading. However, at
the elementary level, the MP readers were surpassed by the LP readers in both
strategy quantity and number of strategy types. It is surprising to find that, for
elementary CSL learners, even more frequent use of reading strategies did not lead to
improvement in CSL reading performance. One reason might be that the reading
strategies were used improperly.  Another reason might be that there are other
factors that are more prominent than reading strategy in influencing CSL reading

performance, such as overall CSL proficiency.
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Figure 4.11. Comparing Strategy Quantity and Amounts of Strategy Types between

MP CSL Readers and LP CSL Readers
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Further analysis was conducted to examine which reading strategies were
employed by the MP and LP CSL readers respectively at each level. The numbers
of readers using a certain reading strategy are illustrated in Figures 4.12, 4.13 and
4.14 (p.115-116). Inthe elementary group, the LP readers excceeded the MP
readers in using the majority of reading strategies. The strategies used mostly by
the LP readers were S2, S5, S6, S10, S14 and S24. Besides decoding strategies like
S5, S6, S10, the LP readers at the elementary level also showed a tendency to

examine the title to prepare reading, to make predictions and to use prior knowledge

111



during reading (as illustrated by the use of S2,S14 and S24). Nonetheless, these
conscious actions did not lead to improvement in CSL reading proficiency.
According to the information provided in the questionnaire survey, the average CSL
learning time for the LP readers was 12.7 months, while the average learning time
for the MP readers was 13.5. This variance in learning time might be attributed to
the different CSL proficiency levels. Therefore, at the elementary level, CSL
reading performance might be dominated by overall CSL proficiency. Despite the
efforts to use reading strategies, the CSL learners might not have been able to

overcome their linguistic deficits in CSL.

In contrast, the MP readers within the intermediate and advanced groups
showed a slightly higher tendency to use various reading strategies than the LP
readers did, and there were relatively greater discrepancies in the use of S14, S18,
S20, S23, S24, S25, and S30. S14, S20, S23, S24 and S25 were used more
frequently by the MP readers, whereas S18 and S30 were preferred by the LP readers.
The application of S18 and S30 indicates that the LP readers would go back and forth
to connect the text information, and they also paid attention to analyzing and
evaluating it. Nevertheless, merely focusing on the text did not necessarily induce
intact comprehension.  As posited by McNamara et al. (2007), proficient L2 readers
should be metacognitively aware of the application of reading strategies and keep
monitoring their cognitive processing. By more frequent use of S14 (I made
predictions about the text content), S20 (I correct my behavior), S23 (I react to
author's writing style), S24 (I use prior knowledge) and S25 (I formulate questions
when | read), the MP readers were capable of monitoring their comprehension and
revising misconceptions, which might possibly have resulted in better reading

comprehension. In order to verify this prediction, a further investigation was
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carried out with nine cases of MP Readers and LP Readers at the intermediate and

advanced levels.
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Figure 4.12. CSL Strategies Used by MP Readers and LP Readers at Elementary Level
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Figure 4.14. CSL Strategies Used by MP Readers and LP Readers at Advanced Level
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4.3.2.2 Multiple-case study of MP Readers and LP Readers at the intermediate and
advanced levels

A multiple-case study was conducted with nine participants from the
intermediate and advanced levels, four being from the intermediate level and five
from the advanced level. In order to maintain the homogeneity of participants
within each group and to avoid any disturbance of other factors, the selection of
cases attended to the educational environment of participants and references for their
CSL proficiency. All nine participants were from SYSU, and had recently taken
HSK with valid scores.  Their background information is specified in Table 4.13.
Our purpose was to investigate whether metacognitive use of reading strategies
influences CSL reading proficiency or not. Respective attention was paid to the
intermediate level in Section 4.3.2.2.1 and the advanced level in Section 4.3.2.2.2.
As discussed previously, overall CSL proficiency also has potential effects on CSL
reading performance. Therefore, the interaction of reading strategies and overall

CSL proficiency in CSL reading has been examined as well.
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Table 4.13.

Background Information of Participants in the Multiple-case Study

Participant | Overall CSL | HSK | L1 Total Learnin | Total Amount of Strategy Reading | Reading | Ranking
ID Proficiency | Level Learnin | g time of | Strategy | Types score scale Based on
Level g Time | Chinese | Quantit (M) CSL reading
of in China |y performance
Chinese | (Month) in
(Month) Corresponde
nt Group
61 Intermediate 6 Japanese 26 12 28 6(S2,514,524,S25,S26, 1 out of 28
e 109 3.03
38 Intermediate 3 Spanish 39 3 9 7(S6,57,510,514,S17,S 61 2.54 9 out of 28
20,523)
24 Intermediate 4 Korean 8 2 24 5(S8,510,511,S12, S15) 42 2.47 12 out of 28
62 Intermediate 5 Japanese 6 3 8 4(S6,59,514,S30) 29 2.42 23 out of 28
69 Advanced 5 English 15 15 57 17(S2,S5,S6,S7, 87 3 1 out of 20
S10,S11,S12,S13,S14,S
17,519,S20,523,524,S2
5,530,S31)
71 Advanced 8 Korean 39 39 15 9(S6,510,S11,S14, 78 2.79 3 out of 20
S17,519,523,525,S30)
8 Advanced 6 Korean 48 24 5 2(S10,S15) 73 2.61 4 out of 20
15 Advanced 5 Korean 6 6 24 13(S2,58,59,510,S11,S 60 2.5 7 out of 20
12,514,515,523,525,S2
9,530,S31)
40 Advanced 6 Korean 36 36 7 4(S6,S11,S17, S30) 20 2.5 20 out of 20
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4.3.2.2.1 Multiple-case study of MP Readers and LP Readers at the intermediate
level

The characteristics of the four participants at the intermediate level are
discussed first in this section. Their verbal reports are presented selectively and

analyzed regarding their use of reading strategies in CSL reading.

Participant 61:

(Narrative Text)

(1) “WN, ARAERFERFEE. ErT e, REEFfEdE. B

RHERIINH%, ANATHASTARAMRERER) . A%, AT B ERE 7 — B

B, AT T SRR IR 7

e
5

(@) “HR, XAREAFIRIE? KA IRIEE HOR 5 H R R 2 7

(3) “M, RIXFEMIFEE. RO EAN, ERFRAEEERY, LT M
ZAREIH R, A NERE . BASIE BRI IR, (HE B,
W HERE RN T E. 7

(Argumentative Text)

(4) “fBMFERATANE? BA. 7
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(5) “Mk, &R, AR ANMEERZIMFEN. HAANBEEAGRXFENEL.
HARBARXFENEE, DRTAREN AR, Pro iz ERoRx e, 5

fergins, XM, 7

This participant passed HSK Level 6 and commanded the highest CSL
proficiency in the intermediate group. She also demonstrated the strongest ability
to use CSL reading strategies in terms of both strategy quantity and number of
strategy types. She was a CCS learner from Japan. There are two characteristics
displayed by this participant when she read Chinese texts. One is that she
constantly related text content to her prior knowledge, including her personal life
experience and her cultural background. She often evaluated text content and
compared Chinese culture with Japanese. The other characteristic is that she
thought critically about what she read. She generated questions during reading and

tried to find answers to her questions when reading subsequent contents.

Participant 62:
(Narrative Text)

(1) “MW7, FECA=ANA—REKKR, FrUAR MR, XiE. 7
(2) (Reading “ A5y R” ) “EXANAME, FIeRmis. ”
(3) (Reading “ixik =5 4 LEF” ) “FIRER UM% 7 T H 25, ARE

KT . UM A OLE .
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(Argumentative Text)

(4) (Reading “Pififfizl” Y XA m B2k g g ? >

(5) (Reading “Uf¥.” ) “FIRe 2R, A MULESRE.

This participant passed HSK Level 5. He did not have much to report despite
the researcher's prompts during reading. In contrast to Participant 61, he did not
relate to his own experience, but merely focused on the text information, especially
the meanings of novel words.  As a result, there was a lack of variety in his use of

reading strategies and his reading performance was the poorest of the four.

Participant 24:

(Narrative Text)

(1) (The participant underlined “p\” because she did not understand the

meaning.)

(2) (The participant translated “f{#4” into Korean, her L1, and wrote it down

beneath the word.)

(Argumentative Text)
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(3) (The participant underlined the clause*>% 8 7E Tk G %A ¥ &, and
P Y

divided it into two meaningful units by adding a slash behind*“<47E T-.)

Similar to Participant 62, Participant 24 devoted the most effort to
understanding the meanings of novel words or clauses. However, this participant
used a variety of strategies for decoding words, such as making notes, translating into
her native language, and dividing clauses into meaning units. These cognitive
activities might have helped to improve her comprehension.  Participant 24 had
only reached HSK Level 4, but more frequent and diverse use of reading strategies
might help to improve her comprehension of Chinese texts, and her performance was
better than that of Participant 62 in spite of her relatively lower CSL proficiency

level (refer to Table 4.13, p.118).

Participant 38:

(Narrative Text)

(1) (The participant pointed to “ji#4”) "This is maturity. "
(2) "He asked the doctor why. He is given the reason why he has to do this. "

(3) "Now, he has to buy the clothes. Like an irony or something. "

(Argumentative Text)

(4) "Can be a boy or a girl."

(5) "Oh, it is a man."
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(6) "It is a she."

This participant not only paid attention to retrieving word meanings, but also
kept evaluating the text information. She would make predictions and confirm or
revise her understanding when she continued reading. She did not use as many
strategies as Participant 24, yet the recall report quantity observed was similar to that
of Participant 62.  Her HSK Level was 3, but she got higher recall scores than both
Participant 24 and Participant 62. Compared with the other two, there might be no
less unfamiliar words in the texts for Participant 38, but the actions of consciously

monitoring her reading comprehension might contribute to her reading performance.

To sum up, at the intermediate level, Participant 61 commanded the highest
CSL proficiency and more strategies than the other three participants, which led to
the most successful performance. However, for CSL learners with lower CSL
proficiency, conscious application of reading strategies could also improve their
reading comprehension.  As shown in the case of Participant 38, despite the fact
that her HSK score was not as strong as those of Participant 62 and Participant 24,
the more frequent use of strategies to monitor comprehension and her use of reading

strategies helped her to outperform the other two in CSL reading.

4.3.2.2.2 Multiple-case study of MP Readers and LP Readers at the advanced level
This section discusses and compares the use of reading strategies used by MP

readers and LP Readers within the advanced group.

122



Participant 69:

(Narrative Text)

(1) B, T . VI HETR NS M T—iest, B2 R,

A2, AP, RRRmMKLT . ”

(2) “BEAEV RS AT AN . (HARA R DEAT 150 JE 0 EEIR ST,

()« ‘BB WERAFE.

(4) “EACEBITI AL EE? E il BRIk ? AR

RONAB B RN, PRS2 B 0. ~

(Argumentative Text)

(5) VR, UK.

(6) « ‘MAL AL TFHRIN, A EMREELFNITIE, X2 AR

AN, ZFHEZWMRLCE. AL, Byt amn . »

Ranked the first out of all twenty participants regarding reading performances,
Participant 69 applied the most strategies in terms of both quantity and types. A
great repertoire of reading strategies was observed during her reading processes.

She paraphrased words in the text and used contextual clues to connect text contents.

She also monitored her reading process by evaluating what she read, generated
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questions during reading and corrected herself when there was any misunderstanding.
With HSK Level 5, this participant did not command the highest CSL proficiency
within the advanced group. However, her frequent application of reading strategies

might have helped her to improve her reading comprehension of Chinese texts.

Participant 15:

(Narrative Text)

(D) “bmZyRmEo; PREEEMEZTRIEL: NERREE. 7

(Argumentative Text)

(2) “EAMEF AT LUG A 45, ™

Participant 15 also passed HSK Level 5, but, compared with Participant 69, was
found to have used fewer strategies during reading. This participant was found to
be lower in the ranking as well, scoring seven out of twenty at the advanced level.
Although not shown in the examples listed above, the strategy used the most by this
participant was to divide the sentences into meaningful units, usually
subject-predicate. She also made different notes in the texts to aid comprehension.
She marked unknown words and underlined text information that she considered to
be important.  On the other hand, this strategy might limit comprehension to the

lower level, slowing down reading processing, and thus hinder fluent comprehension.
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Participant 40:

(Narrative Text)

(1) BT IR A 4 K R

(2) XA |BIT AR

(Argumentative Text)

(3) “Uth FIZS B L /ANK R AR o >

(4) (Reading“= A\AT, AN “LAFT 1.

(5) “BAHAFKBAL UL, TR AEI, ARG RS RRIREE .

There were even less reading strategies used by Participant 40. With HSK
Level 6, this participant did not perform any better than Participants 68 and 15;
instead, her recall score was the lowest at the advanced level. Consistent with the
findings when comparing MP and LP readers at the intermediate level, a higher
overall CSL proficiency level did not always lead to better CSL reading performance.
Without the active application of reading strategies, CSL learners with higher overall

CSL proficiency could be less proficient in CSL reading.

Participant 71:
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(Narrative Text)

(1) “h o pn ? ARAERIR B ?
Q)N TUHE, R2NIXHE.

(3) “%ﬁjﬁ . kD)

(Argumentative Text)

(4) “PINA—FE? ZXEPE ok X8 7 Tl

Participant 71 commanded the highest CSL proficiency at the advanced level,
since she had passed HSK Level 8.  She did not rely solely on her Chinese language
knowledge, but also demonstrated frequent use of reading strategies when reading
Chinese texts. The number of reading strategies used by Participant 71 was less
than those of Participants 69 and 15. As predicted, the more frequent use of reading
strategies might have helped to improve reading performance, and thus Participant
71 ranked second to Participant 69. Nevertheless, Participant 71 ranked higher than
Participant 15 despite the latter having surpassed the former in both strategy quantity

and strategy types.

This result suggests that it is likely to improve comprehension in CSL reading
by frequent use of reading strategies, but that this might not always be the case.
Besides reading strategies, CSL proficiency has an important influence on CSL

reading performance.
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Participant 8:

(Argumentative Text)

(1) (Reread “74 £i.)

Few reading strategies were observed from the verbal reports of Participant 8,
except for rereading, but he still managed to present a good performance in the free
recall. This might be attributed to his overall CSL proficiency. With HSK Level 6,
his reading score was higher than that of Participant 15, despite lacking the use of
any reading strategies—— which might also have resulted from the scant verbal
reports. There were only five responses in total.  This participant might actually

have used more reading strategies but failed to present them orally.

In summary, the findings at the advanced level are similar to those at the
intermediate level. With frequent and conscious application of reading strategies,
the reading performances of learners with relatively lower CSL proficiency levels
could be better than those of more proficient learners, for example Participant 69
outperformed Participant 71, and both Participant 69 and Participant 15
outperformed Participant 40. However, there was also exception in this study, as
Participant 8's reading score was higher than that of Participant 40 despite the fact
that they were at the same HSK level and Participant 8 was less active in using
reading strategies. This might be due to the idiosyncrasy of CSL learners or failure

to capture Participant 8’s holistic reading process by verbal reporting.

4.3.2.3 The effects of reading strategies on CSL reading performance
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The effects of using reading strategies on CSL reading performance vary among
learners at different CSL proficiency levels. At the elementary level, CSL reading
proficiency is determined mainly by the learners’ overall CSL proficiency. The
application of reading strategies does not guarantee successful reading
comprehension. However, when CSL learners reach the intermediate or advanced
levels, frequent use of reading strategies and conscious monitoring of reading
process will help to improve reading comprehension.  Within the subgroups at the
intermediate and advanced levels, by more frequent use and cognitive control of
reading strategies, it is possible for CSL learners of lower CSL proficiency to cross
the language threshold imposed by CSL proficiency, and to outperform those of

higher CSL proficiency when reading Chinese texts.

4.4 Summary

The findings of the questionnaire survey and reading tasks have been described
and discussed in this chapter. It has revealed a developmental pattern in the use of
reading strategies from elementary to intermediate to advanced level. Strategy
quantity and the number of strategy types increased as the CSL learners’ overall CSL
proficiency improved. It was also found that the use of CSL reading strategy was
influenced by the CSL learners’ L1 literacy. They would transfer reading strategies
from L1 reading to CSL reading. Learners with language and cultural backgrounds
similar to Chinese, such as the CCS learners, would use their prior knowledge to aid
their comprehension in CSL reading. In contrast, the NCCS learners would apply

other strategies to compensate for their comprehension.
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The effects of reading strategy on CSL reading performance have also been
discussed in this chapter. More proficient readers tended to apply more strategies
during reading or used reading strategies constantly to monitor their reading
processes, such as generating questions during reading, making predictions, and
correcting misunderstandings. It is thus predicted that the use of reading strategies
could help CSL readers to cross the language threshold and achieve successful
comprehension.  The nature of the language threshold is discussed further against

the background of CSL reading in Chapter 5.

It is worth noting that there might be limitations in the interpretations of results,
because the numbers of CCS learners and NCCS learners were not completely even
at each level, especially within the advanced group. It was difficult to maintain a
well-distributed sample in this research given that the general trend in mainland

Chinese universities is that CCS learners substantially outnumber NCCS learners.
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Chapter 5 Discussion

5.1 Introduction

The present study was concerned with the application of CSL reading strategies
by CSL adult learners and its role in CSL reading. The participants in this research
were of diverse CSL proficiency levels and L1 backgrounds. This chapter first
analyzes the influences of these two factors on the application of reading strategies in
CSL reading. Attention is then given to which reading strategies can, and how they
can, improve CSL reading performance. Since the use of reading strategies is also
anticipated to be influenced by CSL proficiency, the interaction between them in

CSL reading will also be discussed.

5.2 The use of CSL readings strategies by adult learners

According to the results retrieved from the verbal reports and questionnaire
survey described in Chapter 4, there were two reading strategies used by the majority
of CSL adult learners, namely rereading and decoding at the character or word level.
Regardless of their Chinese proficiency levels, the CSL adult learners frequently
applied these two strategies when reading Chinese texts. On the other hand, they
were less frequent in applying strategies to react to the author's writing styles and
summarize what they had read. While many CSL learners enacted cognitive
activities in low-level processing, such as understanding word meanings, they were
less devoted to high-level processing such as capturing the main idea of the text. A
similar result was reported in Du's (2000) investigation into the CSL reading

strategies with eight L1 English learners at the intermediate and advanced levels——
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intermediate and advanced learners did not differ from each other in terms of using
reading strategies, and they tended to apply local strategies for word recognition
more frequently than global strategies. Therefore, there seems to be a general trend
in using CSL reading strategies by adult learners—— CSL readers need to devote
more of their energy to applying reading strategies to lower-level processing than to

higher-level processing.

Despite this commonality among CSL learners, it was found that there were also
differences in using CSL reading strategies, possibly influenced by the CSL learners'
Chinese proficiency levels and L1 literacy backgrounds. Further discussion
regarding the relationship between CSL reading strategies and CSL proficiency level,
and between CSL reading strategies and L1 literacy, is elaborated in Sections 5.2.1

and 5.2.2 respectively.

5.2.1 Relationship between the use of CSL reading strategies and CSL proficiency
level

It was indicated in the findings of both the questionnaire survey and the verbal
reports that the elementary learners were more likely to read by a bottom-up
approach, in which they read character-by-character or word-by-word at a slow
speed, while the intermediate and advanced learners had a higher tendency to use a
top-down appoach, such as skiming the text, as a prepatory step for subsequent
reading. This result is consistent with Chang's (2010) study about English-speaking
learners of different CSL proficiency levels. Chang (2010) required participants to

read a Chinese text, recall what they had read by writing in English and fill out a
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questionnaire (adapted from Carrell's, 1989) so as to measure their cognitive and
metacognitive abilities. The results showed that readers at the higher proficiency
level were engaged in more global-level processing activities than those who were at
the lower proficiency level (Chang, 2010). Nevertheless, no developmental
progression in the use of reading strategies was found in Chang's (2010) study.
Chang argued that the idiosyncrasy is due to a lack of reading-strategy instruction,
which led to the CSL learners having to depend on their own strategies in CSL
reading. In the present study, the developmental pattern was not detected in the
questionnaire survey analysis either.  As discussed in Section 4.3.1.3, since the CSL
learners did not receive sufficient instruction about applying reading strategy to
reading Chinese texts, it might be possible that they did not fully understanding the
items listed in the questionnaire and tended to respond positively. Yet, with more
detailes of CSL reading processing, the analysis of verbal reports in this study has
revealed a developmental pattern of using reading strategies from the elementary

level to the intermediate level, and to the advanced level.

First, as the learners' overall CSL proficiency levels improved, the strategy
quantity and the number of strategy types increased significantly. The numbers of
CSL reading strategies applied by the intermediate and advanced learners were about
twice those observed among the elementary learners.  Although the intermediate
and advanced learners applied similar numbers of reading strategies, the advanced
learners employed a greater variety of strategy types. In addition, the advanced
learners were inclined to use a cluster of reading strategies at the same time, which
was rarely found among the intermediate learners. Second, there was also a
progression in terms of the categories of reading strategies across the three levels.

It was more likely for the elementary learners to apply Category 1 (Preparing to read)
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and Category 2 (Interpreting words, sentences and ideas in the text), whereas the
application of Category 3 (Going beyond the text) and Category 4 (Organizing,
restructuring, and synthesizing information in the text) were used more frequently by
the intermediate and advanced learners. Moreover, there were differences in using
reading strategies within Category 2 across the three levels. The elementary
learners tended to use strategies to retrieve the meanings of characters or words; the
intermediate and advanced learners, on the other hand, had a higher tendency to
make predictions during CSL reading. Overall, the advanced learners commanded
more Category 2 reading strategies than the elementary and intermediate learners

did.

The developmental pattern found in this research resembles that in Yau's (1997)
study of L1 Chinese reading and L2 English reading, in which Cantonese-speaking
participants showed progress from the use of literal meaning strategies to elaborated
meaning strategies in both L1 and L2 reading, though the development in L2 English
was a bit slower than that in L1 Chinese. Because similar patterns of reading
strategy use were found in reading L1 Chinese and L2 English, Yau (1997) claimed
that readers tend to transfer their L1 reading ability into L2 reading, and hence there
is a universal underlying reading competence, as proposed by Cummins (1979). In
the present study, without having observed the learners' L1 reading processes, it is
not certain whether or not the CSL learners transferred L1 reading strategies directly
to CSL reading. As self-reflections on the participants’ mental processes, the verbal
reports provided more insights about the use of CSL reading strategies not available
from the questionnaire survey. These reports indicated that the CSL learners felt

more at ease with resorting to strategic knowledge when reading Chinese texts if
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their overall CSL proficiency was reinforced. These adult learners might have
commanded reading strategies to different extents based on their L1 reading
experience. With increasing overall CSL proficiency levels, the CSL learners

applied a greater variety of reading strategies to achieve comprehension.

Among the repertoire of reading strategies commanded by the L2 readers, as
suggested by Yau (1997), even though the majority might be transferred from L1
reading, there are strategies unique to L2 reading, including translation and
paraphrase, which were also found in this research against the context of CSL
reading. However, apart from translating and paraphrasing, the frequent use of
strategies to decode at the character level is probably unique to CSL reading. The
verbal reports showed that even when the CSL adult learners had reached the
advanced level, they still needed to apply decoding strategie at the character level,
such as using radicals to guess Chinese characters’ meanings. This is consistent
with the feedback collected from the questionniare survey in which the participants
were asked about the most difficult part for them when reading Chinese texts,

including Chinese character, vocabulary, grammar, genre and cultural differences.

As shown in Figure 5.1, around 40% of the elementary and advanced learners
thought the Chinese characters make reading Chinese texts difficult, and vocabulary
came second for these two groups. Interestingly, most intermediate learners chose
grammar and vocabulary came second, while Chinese character was the third.

This might indicate a recursing pattern of the difficulties in CSL reading. At the
elementary level, possibly because of the relatively simple construction of reading
text and the unsophisticated CSL proficiency, the learners' attention would be drawn

to low-level linguisitc information such as characters and words.  As their CSL
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proficiency level increased, say, reaching the intermediate level, the structure of
sentences in the designated texts became more complicated. In the meantime, the
CSL learners were more aware of L1-L2 distance and thus might have been inclined
to be preoccupied by the grammatical information. In contrast, the advanced
learners usually had a better command of grammatical knowledge. Since they
would be faced with reading materials covering extensive topics, expanding
vocabulary knowledge was more important for fluent reading. Therefore, when
the advanced CSL learners had difficulty in retrieving the meanings of key words in

reading, they would put more effort into decoding.

Figure 5.1. The Most Difficult Aspect in CSL Reading

43.5
50 1 40 435 391 41.9
40
30
20
10 0 0o 32 o 0 0 4.3
0 — I
Chinese vocabulary aranunar cultural Genre Other
character difference

m Percentage of elementary learners (out of 100%)
B Percentage of intermediate learners (out of 100%)

H Percentage of advanced learners {out of 100%)

Overall, Chinese character and vocabulary were deemed as the biggest obstacles
in CSL reading by the majority of participants. As discussed in Section 4.3.1.1.2,
however, there was a slight difference in the use of strategies at the character and
word levels. More than half of the participants across the three levels used S6 (I try
to understand the meaning of each word). Even the advanced CSL learners still put
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much of their effort into understanding novel words. Pariticipants at different levels
also frequently adopted a bottom-up approach to decode character-by-character,

but the frequency decreased as the participants’ overall CSL proficiency levels
improved. Although the CSL learners seemed to be aware of the neccessity to
move from low-level to high-level processing, they were held up at the word level.

It was also found in Everson & Ke's (1997) study on L1 English participants that
both intermediate and advanced CSL learners extensively sounded out words to
recode characters or words during reading. Everson & Ke argued that this is mainly
due to the L1-L2 distance. Since they are learning a new orthography, L1 English
learners are faced with greater difficulties when reading L2 Chinese compared with
reading other cognate languages, such as German or Spanish, as a second language at
comparable proficiency levels. The latter might experience little difficulty with
decoding as their L2 proficiency increases. Everson & Ke (1997) thus predicted
that it takes longer for CSL learners to develop a fast, context-free word recognition

ability so as to apply it to CSL discourse reading.

There is no empirical evidence supporting that word recognition ability
improves as the L2 reader's overall language proficiency level increases; instead, L2
word recognition ability is shaped by different factors including L1-L2 distance, L1
reading experience and L2 linguistic knowledge (Koda, 2005). Li (1998) suggested
that CSL reading ability development is related closely to speaking ability. In this
study, the difficulties with word recognition were not only experienced by NCCS
learners, like English speakers, but also by CCS learners, such as Korean and
Japanese learners, in spite of different L1-L2 distances between the two groups.
Although no specific attention has been paid to the participants' L1 reading processes

and CSL speaking proficiency, it was noticed that there was a disproportion between
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the speaking and reading abilities of both the intermediate and advanced CSL
learners. For instance, they were capable of presenting fluently in Chinese when
recalling what they had read, but stumbled to different extents throughout the reading
tasks. As shown in the multiple-case study in Section 4.3.2.2, there were few
differences between the HSK scores of the intermediate and advanced CSL learners
(and reading is the most important part in HSK).  The relative slower development
in reading ability, compared with speaking ability, might be attributed to the learning
environment. The participants were learning Chinese in mainland China, where
they had easy access to the target language and substantial opportunities to improve
their speaking proficiency. In addition, compared with reading, it is easier to get
immediate rewards by practicing speaking. CSL learners will gain more
satisfaction by being able to engage in oral communication with native Chinese.
Therefore, CSL learners tended to devote more time to practicing their speaking

skills than their reading skills

Moreover, the majority of CSL learners spent less time on reading courses than
speaking courses. Usually, reading courses were not introduced until the advanced
level, irrespective of reading strategy instruction. Some participants reported that
they understood the importance of improving reading ability in CSL learning, but
reading courses still need improvement.  Four reasons were summarized from their
reports.  First is the inappropriate difficulty level of the reading materials.
Compared to other courses, such as integrated Chinese and speaking Chinese,
teachers in reading classes spent less time with students and might be less familiar
with the students' reading proficiency. Those who attended the reading classes

reported the reading materials to be either too easy or too difficult for them. Second,
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there is a lack of attention to the different needs of CCS and NCCS learners. In
mainland China, they are usually mixed in the same class. Generally, the CCS
learners in this study regarded the reading materials to be less challenging for them
when compared with NCCS learners at the same level. Some CCS learners even
demanded more reading exercises to be assigned after class. The third reason is the
routine pedagogy in reading courses. As implied by most participants who attended
reading classes, the whole process seemed to be test-oriented, or HSK oriented: the
teachers would first teach the students a few novel words before reading, then ask
them to read and answer questions, similar to those in HSK, within a limited time
period, most of which were closed questions like multiple-choice. Thereafter, the
teachers would ask the students about their answers and explain whether they were
right or wrong.  For those who did not aim to sit in HSK, most complained that
learning in this way was boring, which depressed their interest in the reading courses.
Based on the backgrounds of the participants in the present study, there was only a
small proportion who were motivated by taking HSK. The last reason is the lack of
reading strategy instruction. Probably because of the influence of test-oriented
teaching, participants at the intermediate and advanced levels were accustomed to
finding clues from questions before reading and looking for information related to
previous questions to achieve text comprehension.  As a result, when required to
read a text naturally and then recall after reading, some participants were confused at
first and asked the researcher if there was any question to answer. It seemed that
being guided by questions provided before reading has become a strategy used
frequently. Nonetheless, there is a lack of systemic reading strategy instruction

catering for CSL learners of different proficiency levels and L1 backgrounds.
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In summary, there is a developmental pattern of CSL reading strategy use across
the elementary, intermediate and advanced levels. As the overall CSL proficiency
level increases, there is progression in strategy quantity, number of strategy types,
and categories of strategies. With enhanced Chinese proficiency, it is likely for
CSL learners to apply more reading strategies in a more flexible fashion.
Nonetheless, regardless of Chinese proficiency level, CSL adult learners are inclined
to use decoding strategies at the character or word level, which might be attributed
substantially to the unique Chinese writing system and insufficient reading practice

through self- and in-class learning.

It is unclear as to whether reading strategies used in CSL reading were
transferred directly from L1 reading, but the lack of reading strategy instruction in
the CSL context might, in turn, indicate that the source of CSL reading strategy
knowledge is likely to be the CSL adult learners' L1 reading experiences. As to the
long-remaining use of decoding strategies, apart from insufficient reading practice, it
might also be due to the linguistic distance between the CSL learners' L1 and L2
Chinese. Inthis light, in addition to the overall CSL proficiency level, L1 literacy
is an important factor in the use of reading strategies in CSL reading. The possible

relationship between the two is discussed in the following section.

5.2.2 Relationship between the use of CSL reading strategies and L1 literacy
The relationship between the use of CSL reading strategies and L1 literacy is

discussed in this section. L1 literacy here refers to the CSL learner’s L1 reading
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ability, including the command of reading strategies, and the L1 background, which

consists of both linguistic and cultural knowledge.

5.2.2.1 Relationship between L1 reading strategies and CSL reading strategies

In the questionnaire survey, the participants were asked to rate 31 reading
strategies on a five-point Likert scale to indicate their use of these strategies in both
L1 and CSL reading. It was found that, based on the participants' self-perceptions,
the use of most CSL reading strategies was connected to those in L1 reading. In
both L1 and CSL reading, CSL learners would frequently refer to previous context,
and they also tended to imagine what they read; with a lower tendency, they
sometimes parsed sentences into units, asked others for help or checked the
dictionary, and took notes to guide their reading; but they were not active in using
strategies to monitor their reading, including generating questions before reading as

well as self-explaining during reading.

Although it appeared that the CSL learners were inclined to transfer their L1
reading strategies into CSL reading, the actual frequency of transferring L1 reading
strategies into CSL reading might have differed from their self-reflections. For
instance, the CSL learners reported that they often used S27 (I try to picture or
visualize what | read), yet the use of S27 was only observed in the verbal reports of a
few intermediate and advanced learners. As suggested by Qian (2010), even though
they were using the same strategy, it was less effective for the CSL readers. By
comparing the application of Chinese reading strategies between native Chinese
readers and Korean readers, Qian (2010) found that both groups preferred making

predictions when reading Chinese texts, yet the application of prediction strategy was
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a predictor for successful reading for the native Chinese readers while it did not lead
to successful reading for the Korean CSL readers. This result is echoed in Yau's
(1997) study on L1 Chinese and L2 English reading strategy development, in which
it was found that, although similar reading strategies are used in L1 reading and L2

reading, L2 reading is underlined by a slower development process.

Apart from the similarity in using the majority of reading strategies in L1
reading and CSL reading, there were a few specific reading strategies applied to CSL
reading. One specific strategy is translating Chinese into L1 or English, partly
because the participants in this study were required to give verbal reports in either
Chinese or English. Nevertheless, it seemed that the CSL learners tried to avoid
translating. Some participants reported that they worked hard to force themselves
to think in the target language. Given that they were immersed in the Chinese
context, the translation strategy was used less frequently compared with others, for
example the decoding strategy, at the character or word level. ~ The latter is
considered to be unique to CSL reading, which is induced by the demands of Chinese
orthography. Since it takes a lot of effort for CSL learners to develop rapid word

recognition competence, the use of decoding strategies will remain for a long time.

In this regard, it is highly possible that most CSL reading strategies are
transferred from L1 reading knowledge. Given that the advanced CSL learners
demonstrated much more flexibility in the application of CSL reading strategies than
the elementary and intermediate learners, the CSL readers showed a higher tendency
to apply L1 reading experience to CSL reading with increasing CSL proficiency.
However, it is unlikely for the CSL learners to achieve the same linguistic
sophistication as native Chinese speakers, especially word recognition ability. In
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other words, the transfer of L1 reading strategies into CSL reading is limited by CSL
proficiency level. Additionally, CSL learners need to develop strategies unique to
the CSL reading context, such as decoding Chinese characters. As revealed in
Section 4.3.1.2, the use of decoding strategies is maintained regardless of CSL
proficiency level, but it is related to the learners' L1 backgrounds and it underwent

different developmental processes between the CCS and NCCS learners.

5.2.2.2 Relationship between the use of CSL reading strategies and learners' L1
background

The participants in this study were categorized into two groups according to
their L1 backgrounds, CCS and NCCS learners. It was found that the CCS and
NCCS learners resembled each other in terms of overall strategy quantities and the
numbers of strategy types within each proficiency level, but demonstrated different
developmental patterns of CSL reading strategy use. At the elementary level, both
CCS and NCCS learners frequently used bottom-up strategies like rereading and
decoding at the character or word level. At the intermediate level, there were
different processes used by the two groups. The CCS learners took advantage of
the relationship between their language and cultural backgrounds and Chinese and
consulted their prior knowledge in CSL reading. The CCS learners also showed a
lower tendency to use decoding strategies, while the NCCS learners still needed to
rely on these. Probably due to L1-L2 distance, the NCCS learners did not use prior
knowledge as frequently as the CCS learners did; instead, they compensated by
consciously monitoring the reading process, using reading strategies such as

generating questions during reading and correcting misunderstanding. When
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reaching the advanced level, both the CCS and NCCS learners would switch from
the bottom-up approach to the interactive approach, combining bottom-up and
top-down processing. For example, both groups would skim the text to get a
general idea and continue reading the main content, but neither could get rid of the
frequent use of decoding strategies at the word level. However, the use of decoding
strategies at the character level decreased for CCS learners, while it was maintained

for the NCCS learners.

Comparisons of the use of CSL reading strategies between CCS and NCCS
learners suggest that, thanks to their cultural and linguistic background knowledge,
the CCS learners seemed to have an advantage over the NCCS learners in CSL
reading strategy development. The NCCS learners, on the other hand, seemed more
likely to be faced with greater obstacles, due to cultural and linguistic distance when
reading Chinese texts.  Figure 4.2 shows, however, that cultural difference is less
of a concern for NCCS learners than linguistic distance imposed by Chinese

characters, vocabulary and grammar.

Figure 5.2. Percentage of NCCS Learners Considering the Most Difficult Aspect in

CSL Reading
mElementary level  MIntermediate level Advanced level
50.0
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40.0 4__940 0
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- 20
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0 0 0 . 0 0 0 0
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Given that both NCCS and CCS learners were learning in the immediate context
of the target language, they might be similar in terms of familiarity with Chinese
culture, but the discrepancy regarding word recognition ability still persisted. ~ As
discussed previously, studies about the CSL reading strategies of native English
speakers have indicated consistently that NCCS learners commit themselves,
long-term, to lower-level reading processing at the character or word level, which
might not be experienced by learners who do not need to learn Chinese as a new
orthography. Therefore, it can be concluded that, for CSL learners in the immediate
context of Chinese, the use of CSL reading strategies will be influenced by the
learners' L1 backgrounds, including cultural background and L1 linguistic
knowledge. The latter is predominant in leading to different CSL reading strategy
developments for CCS readers and NCCS readers. The NCCS learners lagged
behind when decoding characters during CSL reading. Nonetheless, at the
intermediate and advanced levels, they consciously compensated by metacognitive
monitoring of reading comprehension, which was regarded as crucial in L2 reading

by McNamara et al. (2007).

Thus far, the discussion has been centered on what reading strategies are applied
by CSL adult learners. The following will focus on how reading strategies can

possibly influence CSL reading performance.

5.3 The role of applying reading strategies in CSL reading
The use of reading strategies plays a significant role in CSL reading. As

revealed in Chapter 4, reading strategies applied with different levels of efficiency
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can lead to diverse results. This section discusses the possible effects of reading

strategies on CSL reading performance.

5.3.1 Relationship between the use of reading strategies and CSL reading
performance

Based on the scores of free recall, the participants were divided into more
proficient (MP) and less proficient (LP) CSL readers within their own levels.
Comparisons of reading strategies used by MP and LP CSL readers have been drawn

in Section 4.3.2.1. Different trends were found across three levels.

Within the subgroups of the intermediate and advanced levels, the MP CSL
readers surpassed the LP CSL readers not only in reading strategy quantity but also
the number of reading strategy types.  This result appears to be congruent with the
findings derived from L2 reading research based on cognate alphabetic languages
with English (e.g., Grabe, 2009; Hudson, 2007), which posits that, generally, more
successful L2 readers use more reading strategies than less successful L2 readers; in
addition, more successful L2 readers are more effective in the application of reading
strategies. In this study, it was also found that MP CSL readers used strategies
more frequently to monitor their reading processing, such as making predictions
about the text content, correcting misunderstandings, and formulating questions
when reading Chinese texts.  LP CSL readers, in contrast, showed lower-level
metacognition and they tended to focus on text information more than their ongoing
reading activities. A similar finding was identified by Li (2002), when

investigating the application CSL reading strategies of Japanese learners at the
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intermediate and advanced levels.  Li (2002) compared the CSL reading strategies
used by more successful and less successful learners, and found that the successful
learners were more active in planning, monitoring and evaluating their reading

processes, while the less successful learners were passive readers of text materials.

For the intermediate and advanced CSL learners, the more frequent application
of reading strategies and consistent monitoring of reading comprehension might help
to improve CSL reading proficiency. However, a different result was revealed at

the elementary level.

At the elementary level, the LP CSL readers used more reading strategies than
the MP CSL readers, but this did not guarantee successful CSL reading performance.
A variety of reading strategies was applied by the LP CSL readers at the elementary
level, ranging from decoding characters and rereading, to making predictions when
reading. The failure to improve CSL reading proficiency might be due to two
reasons.  One is that the use of CSL reading strategies by the LP readers was
actually inappropriate and thus ineffective. As discussed before, Qian (2010) and
Yau (1997) posited that same reading strategies could be used with different levels of
success. The other reason might be attributed to the effect of different overall CSL
proficiency levels of the MP and LP readers. The average Chinese-learning time
for the LP readers at the elementary level was shorter than that of the MP readers,
which might indicate that the former generally commanded lower level CSL
proficiency than the latter. Being linguistically unsophisticated, even if the LP
readers tried to use more strategies, for example making predictions during CSL

reading, the action might lead to misunderstanding.
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To summarize, CSL reading performance is likely to improve as CSL learners
apply more reading strategies and constantly monitor their reading comprehension,
which is feasible for intermediate and advanced CSL learners, but not for elementary
learners. In the present study, there is a lack of standard proficiency test scores (e.g.,
HSK) to support that MP readers exceeded LP readers in terms of overall CSL
proficiency within the elementary group. Therefore, it is not certain whether the
fact that more frequent use of reading strategies did not improve CSL reading
performance was due to the limitation of overall CSL proficiency or the ineffective
application of reading strategies. However, different results derived from
intra-level comparisons among CSL learners across the three proficiency levels
suggest that there is a close interrelation between the use of reading strategies and

overall CSL proficiency in CSL reading.

5.3.2 Interaction between the use of reading strategies and CSL proficiency in CSL
reading

In Bernhardt's (2010) L2 reading model, there is mutual compensation between
different factors in L2 reading, among which reading strategies and L2 proficiency
play important roles.  This position can also be applied to CSL reading. In the first
place, the use of CSL reading strategies is influenced by overall CSL proficiency.
The use of reading strategies increases as overall CSL proficiency level improves,
and the frequent use of reading strategies could possibly lead to improvement in CSL
reading comprehension. Because the use of CSL reading strategies is influenced by
overall CSL proficiency, the effects of reading strategies on CSL reading

performance will fluctuate for learners with various overall CSL proficiency levels.
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At the elementary level, even more frequent application of reading strategies did
not guarantee successful CSL reading performance, indicating that the linguistic
threshold in CSL reading could not be crossed by strategic knowledge. It is thus
likely for readers with higher CSL proficiency to gain a better CSL reading
performance. Therefore, CSL proficiency is a stronger predictor for CSL reading

performance than reading strategies at the elementary level.

However, the effects of reading strategies and CSL proficiency changed at the
intermediate and advanced levels. Intra-level comparisons showed that higher
overall CSL proficiency did not necessarily equate with higher CSL reading
proficiency. In contrast, more effective use of reading strategies by CSL learners
with lower CSL proficiency could help to achieve better reading comprehension.
The multiple-case investigation among the intermediate and advanced learners
suggests that the combination of S14 (I made predictions about the text content), S20
(I correct my behavior) and S25 (I formulate questions when | read) was useful for
monitoring reading comprehension, and thus resulted in better CSL reading

performance, regardless of the language threshold.

In the extant research, there is a lack of absolute identification of the language
threshold in L2 reading (YYamashita, 2002). Studies of CSL reading tend to imply
that the language threshold might remain for a long-term period because of the
unique nature of reading Chinese and the L1-L2 distance induced. = Considering
the idiosyncratic background of the participants in this study, it is difficult to define
the nature of the language threshold in CSL reading. However, the backgrounds of
the participants in the multiple-case study at the intermediate level might provide a

general idea. It was found that, with more frequent use of reading strategies and
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more active monitoring of their reading processes, the participants with HSK Levels
3 and 4 could outperform those with higher HSK scores in CSL reading. HSK
score is an important reference for overcall CSL proficiency. Since HSK Level 3 is
the highest level for elementary learners, while HSK Level 4 is the lowest level for
intermediate learners, the transition CSL proficiency level ranging from elementary

level to intermediate level might be the language threshold level for CSL readers.

Overall, L2 proficiency is not always a stronger predictor for CSL reading
performance. The application of reading strategies is influenced by CSL
proficiency on one hand; on the other hand, it can help CSL learners cross language
threshold and improve CSL reading performance. When the CSL readers reached
the language threshold level, reading strategy was a stronger factor than overall L2

proficiency in determining L2 reading proficiency.

5.4 Summary

The use of reading strategies is correlated with different factors, including
overall CSL proficiency level and L1 literacy; the latter is comprized of L1 reading
strategy knowledge and L1 linguistic, as well as cultural background. As the
overall CSL proficiency level increases, there is a progression in strategy quantity,
number of strategy types and categories of strategies. It is easier for CSL learners
to transfer reading strategies from L1 to CSL reading when their CSL proficiency is

reinforced.

More important, it was found that the effective application of reading strategies,

especially strategies combined to monitor reading comprehension, can improve CSL
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reading performance. Although the use of reading strategies was influenced by
CSL proficiency, it was found that overall L2 proficiency was not always a stronger
predictor for CSL reading performance. This suggests that when CSL readers reach
the language threshold level, effective application of reading strategies will be a

stronger factor than overall L2 proficiency in determining L2 reading proficiency.
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Chapter 6 Conclusions

6.1 Introduction

Conclusions are drawn in this chapter by first summarizing the major findings
relating to the research questions of the present study, in Section 6.2.  Since this
study aimed at providing insights for L2 reading theory development, pertinent
implications are stated in Section 6.3. Nevertheless, this study is not without
limitations, which are reported in Section 6.4 with the emphasis on methodological
issues. Besides theoretical issues, this study was also concerned with classroom
practice. Therefore, implications for reading instruction specific to the CSL context
are discussed in Section 6.5.  Finally, in Section 6.6, suggestions are offered for

future research on CSL reading.

6.2 Summary of the findings in this study

This study investigated the use of adult learners’ CSL reading strategies. 75
University students of various CSL proficiency levels and L1 backgrounds
participated in the research. They were required to give verbal reports while
reading Chinese texts and to recall when they had completed the reading.
Thereafter, the participants completed a questionnaire survey to reflect on their use
of reading strategies in L1 and CSL reading. The findings reveal (A) their
predilection or dislike for CSL reading strategies (Q1), (B) its relationship with CSL

proficiency levels (Q2), (C) its relationship with L1 literacy backgrounds (Q3), and
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(D) how the use of reading strategies can possibly improve CSL reading performance

(Q4).

A.

It has been shown that, overall, the most frequently used reading strategies in
CSL reading included decoding at the character and word levels, rereading, using
contextual clues, and seeking external help such as a dictionary, whereas the least
frequently used CSL reading strategies were generating questions before reading the
main content, paying attention to the author's writing style, and summarizing.
Despite the general trend shared among all the participants, the use of CSL reading

strategies varied due to the influence of CSL proficiency level and L1 literacy.

There were differences in the application of CSL reading strategies at the
elementary, intermediate and advanced levels. When applying reading strategies to
construct mental comprehension representations, the elementary CSL learners were
inclined to use bottom-up strategies like decoding characters and rereading unknown
words. The intermediate and advanced leanrners, on the other hand, showed a
higher tendency to use an interactive approach combining both bottom-up and
top-down strategies such as skimming to get a general idea of the text. They also
tended to build up situational models by monitoring their reading processes
cognitively. A developmental pattern was identified across the three levels. As
the overall CSL proficiency level improved, there was progression in terms of
strategy quantity, numbers of strategy types and categories of CSL reading strategies.
The numbers of reading strategies were similar between the intermediate and

advanced learners, but the latter employed a greater variety of reading strategies.
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Besides overall CSL proficiency, the application of CSL reading strategies was
also influenced by the CSL learners' L1 literacy, which included L1 reading strategy
knowledge and the linguistic as well as cultural background in the L1 context.
According to the self-reflections of participants in the questionnaire survey, the use
of reading strategies in CSL reading is related closely with those in L1 reading. In
other words, the majority of CSL reading strategies might be transferred from L1
reading. However, there are strategies specific to CSL reading, such as translating,
paraphrasing, and decoding at the character or word level. Regardless of the CSL
learners’ Chinese proficiency levels, they still needed to use decoding strategies
frequently. It is postulated that decoding strategies at the character or word level
might be unique to CSL reading because of the demands imposed by the Chinese

orthography.

The adoption of decoding strategies varied between learners of different L1
backgrounds, i.e. CCS and NCCS learners. As CSL proficiency level increased, the
CCS learners showed a lesser tendency to decode at the character or word level;
instead, they frequently applied their prior knowledge linguistically or culturally
related to Chinese when reading Chinese texts. In contrast, the NCCS learners
consistently relied on decoding strategies even if they had reached the advanced level.
Because of the L1-L2 distance, they seemed to compensate their reading

comprehension by using strategies consciously to monitor their reading processes.

D.
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When it came to the influence of using reading strategies on CSL reading
proficiency, the effects varied among learners at different CSL proficiency levels.
At the elementary level, CSL reading proficiency was determined mainly by the
learners’ overall CSL proficiency. The application of reading strategies did not
guarantee successful reading comprehension. However, when the CSL learners
reached the intermediate or advanced levels, more frequent use of reading strategies
and conscious monitoring of reading processes helped to improve reading
comprehension.  Within the subgroups at the intermediate and advanced levels, the
more proficient CSL readers surpassed the less proficient readers not only in strategy
quantity but also in numbers of strategy types. The more proficient readers were
also more conscious of using reading strategies to monitor reading comprehension,
including making predictions, correcting misunderstandings, and formulating
questions during reading. More important, through frequent use and cognitive
control of reading strategies, it was possible for CSL learners of lower CSL
proficiency to cross the language threshold imposed by CSL proficiency, and
outperform those of higher CSL proficiency when reading Chinese texts. It appears
that the language threshold for CSL readers is within the transitional period from the
elementary level to the intermediate level, which is equivalent with HSK Levels 3 or

4.

6.3 Theoretical implications
Based on the 4-pronged Comprehension Strategy Framework proposed by
McNamara et al. (2007), this study investigated the reading strategies applied in CSL

reading at the discourse level, which is a different perspective from the bulk of L2
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reading research on the language of English and its cognate languages. The
findings of the present study provide empirical support for the 4-pronged
Comprehension Strategy Framework and implications regarding the debates on L2

reading.

In the 4-pronged Comprehension Strategy Framework, McNamara et al. (2007)
postulated that monitoring both comprehension and reading strategies is the core of
successful reading, a view which is upheld in this study. Intra-level comparisons
among the intermediate and advanced learners have demonstrated that the more
proficient CSL readers not only used more reading strategies than the less proficient
readers, but were also more aware of using strategies to monitor their reading
processes. While the less proficient readers received text information passively, the
more proficient CSL readers were critical about the reading materials. They reacted
to the authors’ writing styles and generated questions during reading. They made
predictions more frequently. If their comprehension was wrong or disconnected,
they tried to fix it. Therefore, a mere increase in the use of reading strategies is not
enough. Successful and skillful reading also necessitates the cognitive monitoring

of reading processes.

Besides emphasizing the significant role of reading strategies, the 4-pronged
Comprehension Strategy Framework depicts four categories of common strategies
that are likely to be used for reading comprehension at the discourse level.  Since
strategies in the framework are identified in a general manner, they can be applied to
reading across languages, including CSL reading. In this study, the majority of
reading strategies identified in the participants’ verbal reports have been covered by
the framework. Nevertheless, no decoding strategies have been included in the
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framework. As shown in the present study, the use of decoding strategies will be
maintained for a long period for CSL readers. In order to achieve fluent reading at
the discourse level, decoding ability is indispensable for CSL readers. Therefore, it
is necessary to adapt the 4-pronged Comprehension Strategy Framework by adding
decoding strategies. In this study, four decoding strategies specific to CSL reading
were adapted from Chang's (2010) study of CSL readers, including trying to (1)
understand the meaning of each character, (2) understand the meaning of each word,
(3) use radicals to guess the meanings of unknown characters and (4) parse the
sentence into meaning units. These decoding strategies were introduced into
Category 2 in the framework, that is Interpreting words, sentences and ideas in the

text.

The need for decoding strategies might be attributed to the unique demands of
CSL reading, in which the application of reading strategies is influenced by different
factors such as overall L2 proficiency and L1 literacy. In the extant L2 reading
research, L2 proficiency and L1 literacy are regarded as two important components
shaping L2 reading proficiency. In this study, it was also found that most reading
strategies used in CSL reading might be transferred from L1 reading.  As CSL
reading proficiency level increased, more reading strategies were transferred from L1
reading into CSL reading.  Nonetheless, there were reading strategies specific to
CSL context, including translating, paraphrasing and decoding at the character or
word levels. In this regard, L2 reading is such a complex process that it cannot be
explained by a single hypothesis, be it the Developmental Interdependence
Hypothesis (Cummins, 1979, 1981, 1991), the Language Threshold Hypothesis

(Clarke, 1980), or the Restructuring Hypothesis (McLaughlin, 1987, 1990). On the
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contrary, the Compensatory Model proposed by Bernhardt (2005, 2010) seems to be

more convincing in describing L2 reading.

Bernhardt (2005, 2010) posits that there are three layers in L2 reading: L1
literacy, L2 language knowledge, and other variances such as comprehension
strategies as well as content and domain knowledge.  All layers are important and
compensate for each other in L2 reading.  As explained in the Compensatory
Model, L2 proficiency is considered as a stronger predictor for L2 reading
performance than is L1 literacy. In the present study, the results tend to indicate
that L2 proficiency plays a predominant role in L2 reading, but it is not always the
stronger predictor for L2 reading performance. At the elementary level, the effect
of L2 proficiency is greater than that of reading strategy on L2 reading performance,
but at the intermediate and advanced levels, reading strategy tends to be a stronger
predictor in determining L2 reading performance. Furthermore, through the
effective application of reading strategies, it is possible for L2 readers with lower L2
proficiency to outperform those with higher L2 proficiency, which is consistent with
McNail's (2012) proposition that reading strategy is an important predictor for L2

reading performance, other than L1 reading ability and L2 language knowledge.

However, it was also found that the use of CSL reading strategies is influenced
by L2 language knowledge, L1 reading ability, L1 linguistic and cultural background,
and it is highly possible that reading strategies used in L2 reading are transferred
from L1 literacy. Notably, L1 literacy in Bernhardt's (2010) model excludes
strategic knowledge and background knowledge, which are placed in a separate layer.
In contrast, there is a broader definition for L1 literacy in the present study,
encompassing L1 reading strategy knowledge, as well as L1 linguistic and cultural
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background. But both definitions acknowledge the tangling interrelationship
between different factors in L2 reading. As Bernhardt (2010) stated, various

sources support each other whenever it is necessary in L2 reading.

To sum up, the Compensatory Model proposed by Bernhardt (2010) manages to
explain the three layers shaping L2 reading development, among which L1 literacy
and L2 language knowledge have received substantial attention, yet many variances
are left unexplained within a layer, including reading strategies. With a focus on
the reading strategies applied in CSL reading, this study resonates with McNail's
(2012) position, holding that reading strategy is an important component in L2
reading and a strong predictor for L2 reading performance. Therefore, we suggest
that reading strategies should be added as a separate layer of the Compensatory
Model, which is of comparable importance as L2 language knowledge and L1
literacy. Since the effective use of reading strategies requires a certain level of
metacognitive awareness, as identified among the more proficient readers at the
intermediate and advanced level, the layer of reading strategies consists of strategic
knowledge as well as metacognition; it shares mutual compensation with other layers

in the process of L2 reading.

6.4 Limitations of the present study and methodological implications

Different means were used to investigate CSL reading strategies used by adult
learners, including verbal reports during reading, free recall after reading and a
follow-up questionnaire survey. The purpose of the present study was to explore
CSL reading with the focus on reading strategies applied by adult learners of diverse

CSL proficiency levels and L1 backgrounds. While aimed at assessing the effects
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of these variances on the use of reading strategies and CSL reading, there were

problems induced in the process of data collection.

The primary concern lies in the subject sampling. Despite the fact that the
number of participants is comparable with those studied in previous research on CSL
reading undergoing both quantitative and qualitative analysis, a larger body of
participants might be needed to improve the reliability and validity of the
questionnaire survey. There are additional issues with the composition of the
sample in this study. Given that the participants were recruited from university
students in mainland China, where CCS learners substantially outnumber NCCS
learners, the number of NCCS learners is not comparable with that of CCS learners,
which might interfere with the examination of the relationship between reading
strategies and L1 background. Since this study also investigated the relationship
between reading strategies and CSL proficiency, it was necessary to identify the
participants’ proficiency levels in the first place. In this study, this was achieved by
referring to the results of entrance exams designated by local universities along with
HSK scores. HSK might be a more convincing reference because it is a standard
Chinese proficiency test, widely acknowledged. Nevertheless, only a small portion
of the participants had recent test results of HSK. Without a widely-acknowledged
benchmark for CSL proficiency, it is thus difficult for this study to contribute a
detailed explanation of the nature of the language threshold level in CSL reading
when comparing more proficient and less proficient readers within the subgroups of

three proficiency levels.

Another concern is attributed mainly to the data gathering methods. In order
to observe the actual use of CSL reading strategies, participants were asked to talk
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aloud in either English or Chinese when they were reading Chinese texts. They
were also required to retell whatever they remembered about the text in either
English or Chinese. The recall reports were analyzed so as to assess their reading
performances. Although verbal reports are useful in revealing the actual use of
reading strategies and online processing that cannot be observed by a questionnaire
survey, there is a problem with it—— for participants who were fluent neither in
spoken English nor in Spoken Chinese, it might have been difficult to present their
ideas. Therefore, the data gathered from these participants might not be able to
reveal the holistic picture about their use of reading strategies in CSL reading and
reading performance. Similar issues, due to the use of spoken language, might also

have occurred in collecting the recall reports.

Besides verbal reports and free recall, the participants were told to reflect on
their use of reading strategies in both L1 reading and CSL reading in the
questionnaire survey. As mentioned previously, the reliability and validity of the
questionnaire, the SRS, needed to be tested among a larger body of participants.
The list of reading strategies in the SRS seems to represent common comprehension
strategies used by the CSL readers, but the results of both the questionnaire survey
and verbal reports indicate that S4 (I generate questions before reading) was not
included in the repertoire of CSL reading strategies. On one hand, this may have
resulted from the unclear statement; on the other hand, when the researcher explained
to the participants that S4 refers to the situation in which the reader might have
questions about the text after s/he reads the titles or subheadings, but before s/he
reads the main content, most participants still had no intention of using this strategy.

This suggests that S4 might be an outlier of the CSL reading strategy list.
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Considering the limitations reported above, some implications can be drawn to
improve the research methodology of the present study. First and foremost, there is
a need to increase the number of participants, especially NCCS participants.

Second, it would be better to change the language used in the verbal reports and free
recall. The best option would be to ask participants to report in their native or most
familiar language. Finally, S4 might need to be deleted from the questionnaire
given that it was seldom used in CSL reading, leaving 30 items in the SRS. In this
way, the reliability and validity of the CSL reading strategy questionnaire designed

in this study could be evaluated further in a larger participant group.

6.5 Pedagogical implications

In the present study, the use of reading strategies has been shown to be of great
importance in CSL reading. The effective application of reading strategies can lead
to successful performance in CSL reading, but theories should be put into classroom
practice to verify the effects of reading strategy (Han & Anderson, 2009, p.132-139).
Several books published in recent years have shed significant light on systematic
CSL reading pedagogy (e.g., Chen, 2008; Li, 2006; Meng & Chen, 2006; Peng & LU
2007; Zhou, Wu & Wang, 2007; Zhou, Zhang & Gan, 2008). However, there
has been a lack of detailed design of reading strategy pedagogy, apart from the work
of Zhou, Zhang & Gan (2008). According to the feedback collected from this study,
the participants had received scant reading strategy instruction in the CSL classroom.
It seems that reading strategy instruction has not gained enough attention from CSL
curriculum developers and teachers.  This study has provided some useful

implications for the practice of reading strategy instruction in CSL reading courses,
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including when CSL reading strategy instruction should begin, what reading
strategies are worth teaching, and how teachers can enhance adult learners'

understanding of the effective use of CSL reading strategies.

As suggested by Walker (1984), after helping students establish a clear concept
of the written language through 150-300 hours of teaching, reading strategy becomes
one of the foci in the CSL reading classroom (p.73). Opinions differ, however,
about the most suitable time to start teaching readings strategies. Generally,
reading courses (in the context of mainland China) are not started until the CSL
learners are approaching or have already reached the intermediate level, which calls
for at least 800 hours of learning time, equivalent with HSK Level 3 (Zhou, Wu &
Wang, 2007). This is congruent with the findings of this study, which indicate that
the language threshold in CSL reading probably occurs in the period when overall
CSL proficiency is transiting from the elementary to the intermediate level; and
effective use of reading strategies can help CSL readers cross the language threshold.
However, adult learners should have commanded reading strategy knowledge in their
L1 reading experiences to different extents. As shown in this study, at the
elementary level, CSL learners already demonstrated a variety of reading strategies.
It may be a bit late at the intermediate level to raise their awareness about reading
strategies. In order to get students to foster relevant knowledge in advance, Zhou,
Wu & Wang (2007) recommended that, after 400 hours of learning time when CSL
learners have commanded the most common vocabulary and characters of the
elementary level, usually in the second semester of the first academic year for
full-time students, it is acceptable to start teaching relevant knowledge about CSL

reading.
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Therefore, it is plausible for CSL reading strategy instruction to commence
from the elementary level. As to which reading strategies should be taught, the 30
strategies in SRS (excluding S4) seem to suffice the need to generate a general
scheme for reading strategy instruction. The SRS was adapted from the 4-pronged
Comprehension Strategy Framework (McNamara et al., 2007) and supplemented
with another four decoding strategies considered unique to CSL reading. The
strategies can be divided into four categories: Preparing to read; Interpreting words,
sentences and ideas in the text; Going beyond the text; and Organizing, restructuring,
and synthesizing information in the text. ~Teachers are supposed to decide which
strategies are suitable for target students according to their CSL proficiency levels.
Given that the elementary CSL learners tend to use less reading strategies and pay
less attention to monitoring their own reading behaviors, CSL teachers should foster
students' awareness of actively applying reading strategies from the elementary level.
Furthermore, teachers also need to consider that CSL learners of different L1
backgrounds might have different characteristics in CSL reading. Since NCCS
learners usually lag behind CCS learners in terms of word recognition ability,
teachers should probably assign different tasks to the two groups. NCCS learners
might need to do more exercise to improve their word recognition speed, while CCS
learners could do more extensive reading to be fluent readers of Chinese at the

discourse level.

There is a drawback of using the SRS though—— it only draws a broad-brush
picture for reading strategies that can possibly be used in CSL reading. More
sub-strategies can be developed for each strategy in the SCRS. For example, S24 (I

use prior knowledge) can be elaborated as using words learned previously, using
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linguistic knowledge available in L1 and using word knowledge. But it is beyond
the scope of this thesis to discuss this in detail. There are series of reading
textbooks organized by reading skills, however, which include different categories of
reading strategies along with detailed explanations (e.g., Zhang, 2009, 2011; Zhang

& Liu, 1999; Zhou & Zhang, 2001).

Compared to what reading strategies should be taught, how they should be
taught is of more concern to CSL teachers (Han & Anderson, 2009).  There is no
doubt that the ultimate goal of teaching the effective use of reading strategies is to
improve students' reading proficiency. In the present study, it was found that the
use of reading strategies to monitor reading processing will lead to successful
reading, which requires a certain level of metacognitive awareness. Hence, teachers
should not only tell students which reading strategies are out there, they need to
direct them to become able to apply them, and to monitor the application process, as
well as its possible outcome—— comprehension. But it then becomes a question of
how teachers can evaluate whether or not students’ monitoring processes are effective.
Verbal, or think-aloud, reporting, in this regard, is a helpful method. By talking
aloud to describe ongoing activities in their minds, students are able to present their
application of reading strategies; in the meantime, teachers can judge if their actions
are effective or not.  This is also good for creating an interactive atmosphere in the

classroom.

According to the participants’ feedback, reading courses are often test-oriented.
CSL teachers tend to distribute questions to the students and then the rest of the class
is about explaining answers to the questions, which lacks classroom interaction.

Pressley (2002) criticized that teachers simply assume that by continuous reading and
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testing, students can become regulated readers to use reading strategies. Adult CSL
learners might have been equipped with knowledge of reading strategies in their L1
reading experiences, however, it is still necessary for teachers to raise students'
awareness about applying reading strategies in CSL reading.  After all, reading
strategies need to be practiced consistently so that they can become reading skills and

be integrated into the CSL learners' reading ability.

6.6 Suggestions for further research

This study has focused on the impacts of CSL reading strategies on CSL reading
performance and has discussed its interrelationship with CSL proficiency as well as
L1 literacy in CSL reading.  Against the CSL context, a different perspective is
provided, distinguishing itself from most research based on English and its cognate
languages. However, considering the small number of studies pertinent to CSL

reading strategies, there is a necessity to conduct further research.

Theoretically, more quantitative research about CSL reading strategies is
needed. Previous quantitative studies on CSL reading strategies have mainly
utilized questionnaire surveys as the primary research method, but data from
questionnaires might not able to reveal the actual use of strategies during reading
processing.  This study has managed to observe this process through verbal
reporting, yet the analysis is more qualitative. One important qualitative finding is
that reading strategy could be a stronger predictor for CSL reading performance
compared with overall CSL proficiency, which is considered as the predominant

factor in most previous L2 reading research. Because of the lack of standard
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reference for participants’ overall CSL proficiency, it was not feasible to collect
quantitative data and conduct any statistical analysis such as regression in this study.
Therefore, future research might need to screen the participants and recruit those
with valid CSL proficiency test scores such as HSK.  With quantitative data about
CSL proficiency level, it is possible to use regression analysis to evaluate whether
reading strategy is a stronger predictor than CSL proficiency in CSL reading

performance.

Also, it is better for future research to observe L1 reading process and its
outcomes on top of CSL reading, since L1 literacy is another important factor in CSL
reading. The results of the questionnaire survey suggest that CSL reading strategy
is related closely to L1 reading strategies, but it is unclear how they are connected
and whether reading strategies are used with the same level of success in L1 reading

and CSL reading.

Another possible direction for future research is to conduct longitudinal studies
of CSL reading strategy development. This study is cross-sectional, which only
provides a snapshot of CSL reading strategies used by adult learners, and the
findings are, to some extent, complicated by the idiosyncrasy of the participants. A
longitudinal study would help to provide more insights into the developmental

pattern of CSL reading strategies among adult learners.

As noted in the previous section, there is lack of systematic reading strategy
instruction in the CSL classroom, irrespective of practical research on the effects of
CSL reading strategy instruction. Hence, it is of great value for researchers to
combine practice with theory and carry out action research in the classroom with

different purposes—— to construct the appropriate CSL reading strategy teaching
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scheme, set the apposite time to introduce reading strategy into reading courses, and
explore the effects of reading strategy instruction on reading proficiency

development.
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Appendices

Appendix 1 BRESRES AR, BHIRSE
Note. Adapted from % % 3% (Qian, Y.L.) (2007)o ik [ £2 A5 8 25 22 8 S Mg T 5 )

(pp.185-186). b5t i FtE & A A 7

HERE | BT gE

IRIET SR B SRS . A BRSO

SRR
AR

B A
A BB
BB A
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AR k0 A A 41
HREE SR
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Appendix 2 Reading materials

Narrative texts:

Elementary level

KA MR

ESR (T #RAE — R TR K. SV AT, BB LFie L
W7 —ilEhr. TIFE, NIEW =, MmefKBRE T MM RA—INE,
FATHI G5 (AR o B, MZUE OB AE AT AT EF IR
M A3 RIR B AR AR B . LART AR RS R BATE - WIAE KR, flEC
P EROH , JLTeA 7 k. WEMEEGE LT XL TR,

JLF— ek T !

Intermediate level

FAT /MR

Hskz, BFENZ TR RN eREE LA, E—1
JLFREA) LS %1 — Ry FBr.  AIEE, WL By, K@M, ho
KBAELKRT . ATAKREFE, =ZARANHFAE L, BNwSRet. i
— BRI E], U E OB ANE R, BIIRGEE 5, 5, AEARE, Af 150
E. BEAY, REATECATANEL. JEREAEE, MhE ] A, BB A
W (H B2 GERGE € RN O 24 Z0ZRET fl R, ARAN AR IR

B ERIR AN 2 DART BRI AR A VE T 7, A RESRAT A 2K, AT
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BUAESRACHR, S Hhifhpk. Pk, iR A, RMwMEy, &1k
AERZ K 5 R ERIET . DHERILT EAERRK M 1, e o
M7 e FREMSCEIX A, AROR , LR T ik, TEGDO R,
JLT XL 1 k. EAEERE, LT — Pk

Advanced

A MRHIK

Hsiz, BEMZTHRA R, e/l LA, Eg—1
JUFIEA)\ I I — R YE Ede. wTBLE, NI BRI =, —&Es, e
KEBANRGRT . AR G5E, =A< RN HHE R, SR AE.
E—BUNTE], ARZ i E OB AE R, BIREE 1, i, AdAE, R
A 150 JE. BRAEUG, MREEATHCAIANE. AR IR I B, IR FNERIR B A
FreL 7 5l8k. wIHTARLAURE AL, bt e ZacEE, KER, HE R
PAEIR . MAABELE R T BRIKAR, R fh 500 JRokRBOWEE, thE ] LA,
AT DA, (H S GERGE e BN, AT EIXAE? i, IR
ANREAFIXFEIRAE FEARIR S 2 DUAT A RS R JAVE KM E o, A RESRAT

AR PARRGETT, BATW 75 IO SRR, SHliflk. ok, fl

¥

IR Z AR, WARBARTE, diREIHFGAmR. HRBRESE T

\5

H, bt . R, RELACKTEN AL, 212X S EA
LME . BUEMRKDLT CABRR &8 1, e o 1. HEEHR
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BRI, ARGLE , LRl T E, rEDELE LT XA 1
Ko EAEER, LT FTHKKT!

Argumentative texts:

Elementary level

Bt 2R 47

NXTREXRUNEE, AT — KRR . A SR, fh ks, A —k,
fin 2y . FRERAD 2 T —KImHELE . AT, A EMIESKIE. KA B
AR, EFERUMHEEAEEIE ? Al B AT AL RUS BB 25 AN R BT
Wy I SR R e (EABAR L. Bt A P BIEHE TR, M. HhRER
FEMRAT X, W HAGAEA . Wik R R e . ” mRE

MEE RS NE], — €] DU BHMES S S 2R .

Intermediate level

Bt 2R 47

AN ZFIE, A RETT— KM . A S e, Ab B b, A
R, AL PP, E A O, BRERAR DS 7 —EmEE T . AR, Ao R
FIMHEE LT B AT 207 Wt “Eatt, X5 RIHEOTRAEE? >

bR IR L s BT LG F i il 62 SR BR A BR AN R R LR, AN
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PR IR (BT BT 25 AHErs , APl iett A7 X bR —
BEXTEAEA MBI AN TR AEME R, S S UEM A HORE, AR A S T
TCo BRI RN A, bR TR M <HseE R
—EH A, KREETHRARAEE. 7

HIANTE SRS AR, RE S8 EE sy, HAERE
NEBAAFR . TR f LW AIRKAN, ZERERPRITE, SER
MRS L . WRBAVEERBRIIMNZES], PEkR2 M, HibZE 2.

ORISR IUMER S ST 2R 1 .

Advanced level

Bt 2R 47

NI REWMMEE R S, SRR ETF—SIMErE o PRIBEIS[A], A 3] Ab P
WIHE. Ak, ARZFMEINEE. A RO, BERME T T, A
TABRE A WMHETE LA A ke Firi . “E2arE, XS5 AR kA
TR ? PR “BAT AL LR B il 2 22 R AT BITEAN R RO WIEETE 22

LA RN o R BT RO IMNELE ,  fl A A B4, T Ho
RIS RIE R XA — 00 7 m SRR MO I AN TR AENR
B, SR VE SRR, MR N E I T BT T o a0 SRS AR
JiELEYy, Wk 1A T L BT . e SRR
WA a, REETIRESHEE. 7
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HEATHE S LR IFFEAE AR, Gh= 0 PRI S5 T, IRE S
ARy, HERDOVEBAT Q%M AE—Bl. Ao s e
TAVENRIN, ABERELARRE, SERMTERAEZ . RO VEETBCR
Ry, BRGIAREKTT, B HBANRII R, BERRZ K, HSsR
B ALy prid: “= A7, ARG, "RERFANE, bk

BUEA 5 2B 2R 78
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Appendix 3 Survey of Reading Strategies/ SRS (three versions)
English and simplified Chinese:

Survey of Chinese Reading Strategies
DUEAE NS 15 5 P R g 1 &

Thank you for participating in our survey. This survey is to investigate the methods or techniques
that you use when you read different texts in Chinese silently. You can choose to answer in either
English or Chinese. ¥ Z AN . AT 1) B B2 EEUREREAN [ A 1) 77284
F 15, ARAr DLk B SR BRI S .

Part | 25—
Please fill in the personal information (Please \ as appropriate).
EHAAN AL, B AT P,

1. Gender P£Jl: Female & O Male ¥ O
Age ik
3. What is your first language/the most commonly used language in your daily life?
PR AR BFTE /AL 3 Hh f s R TR e 5 2
Please specify & 15 H:
4. s Chinese your 2"0/3"0/4"0 language? VWiE AR5 20/30/401E = .
Other situation, please specify LA, & B
How long have you learned Chinese? k2% 7 2 AN iE?
Have you taken any Chinese proficiency test? YesOd NoO

A BA ZINEAEFTIGEKFERL? A0 ®AO
If yes, please specify the name of the test and the result.
WA, B U B IR A PR S

7. Indicate how good you consider yourself in speaking, listening comprehension, reading,
and writing in each language, using a scale of 1-5 (1 = very poor; 3 = average; 5 = very
good).
T B S DA T PP AR DL RS 5 R (IR 2, 3-15%; 5 ARWIF).

n

Language i& % | Listening T /7 | Speaking 1% | Reading [/ | Writing S51F

First language
BHE

Chinese 31E

English J&i%

8.  Why do you want to learn Chinese? 1/ AftA4 A8 2% S5 2
('You can choose more than one option. /R ] LA 22 Tk, )

[ passing an exam i1 %13 O sharpening language skills #4555 & £ A

175



O looking for a job #& T.4F O being interested in Chinese X V3 15 8 2k

O cultural enrichment =£& SCALA13R O other(s), please specify HABfE M, HiiH:

9. Have you received any instruction about reading strategies when learning Chinese?

S SJPUBRY, BN B BUR BRIEDE 1 SR 2
O No %4 (please move onto 11 i&Bk3] 11)
O Yes & Please specify i H:

occasionally 1E/>01 sometimes 5 i %O often &0
10. Please briefly evaluate the reading course in your university (content, teaching method,

assignment):

11. Which aspect do you consider as the most difficult part when reading Chinese texts?
PRI B B fo M R UK 77 T 2
[0 Chinese character {5 O vocabulary a5

Cgrammar i57% O genre /&% O cultural differences S {2 5

O other(s),please specify FAtEH, & ¥6H:

12. Is there any other information that you consider as important for this survey but has not been
included? 52 75 I\ A Hofth 3 22 145 B /R R 2

If yes, please specify WA, 1&UiH:
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Part Il 25 —3F45

R IR AL, EaEE 8y bm <o,

Please read the following statements, and circle the number that fits in your own experience.

1 2 3 4 5

Never Occasionally Sometimes Usually Always
MR fii {5 K B

What will you do when you read? Reading in your Reading

native language Chinese
R BRI
HE YR

1. lhave a goal when I read. 7% H 1Rz, 11234 1123

2.l examine titles and subheadings before reading. 1123 |4 1123
BB R, W H ME bR

3. I skim the text to get a general idea about the text. 1123 |4 11213
AR P 0, $RH TR KR

4. | generate question(s) before reading. 112 (3|4 11213
B BE AT, PSR E A S .

5. ltry to understand the meaning of each character. 112 (3|4 11213
B N E NN T E-.

6. |try to understand the meaning of each word. 112 (3|4 11213
B H A EENE .

7. luse radicals to guess the meanings of unknown 112 (3|4 11213
characters. FA I 55 55 AT i 7 AR A8 .

8. I try to parse the sentence into meaning units 112 (3|4 11213
W5 T EA) T U173 A BRI A

9. ltry to use context clues to interpret words or phrases. 112 (3|4 11213
AN G B e R Pl i alin A S8

10. Ireread sentences or paragraphs when the content is 112 (3|4 11213
difficult. JBFIXERI AR, P HE LA T EBUK .

11. | paraphrase phrases or sentences. 112 (3|4 11213
W H SRR AR R 4 A) 1.

12. I translate Chinese into my native language. 112 (3|4 11213
AATDGE B BRI BT .

13. Ithink in both Chinese and my native language. 112 (3|4 11213
T (A TG AL B L

14. | make prediction(s) about the text content. 112 (3|4 11213
HEHEM L E RN E.

15. | mark the text or take notes when | read. 1123 |4 11213
FR BRI L ) IS e 2 A8 S P b e B T -
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16.

I try to distinguish what is important and what is not.
WL EENE .

17.

I refer to previous sentences and ideas.

I AR AT T L A AT 2

18.

I go back and forth in the text to find relations among
ideas. X2 [ S 52, #H B R SCHK AR

19.

I check my understanding.
ReE A gL IR,

20.

I correct my behavior (e.g., when losing concentration).

KoM IEA CHBIEAT Y (e FERASE P R R

21.

I change my reading rate when necessary.
WG LR 2 B R T .

22,

I recognize the text structure.

BT IHFNCE IS -

23.

I react to the author’s writing style.

Wz B EAEH IS

24,

I use prior knowledge.

A CA B SRR,

25.

| formulate question(s) when I read.
i A 0] el B 12 o

26.

I speak out or explain ideas to myself when | read.

BB, S0 EH O R A .

27.

I try to picture or visualize what | read.
KR ERPNE

28.

I seek to external sources (e.g., dictionary, teacher, etc.)

W T, . AR TR

29.

I use questions, notes or graphs to guide my reading.

ez HE, EidsiE BRI E SR

30.

I analyze and evaluate the information in the text.

PRI SRR A2

31.

I summarize what I read (e.g., write after reading).
W RE R T, W mEEERE.
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Japanese with simplified Chinese:

CSL D@t & Ik D s

PUEAE 95 15 5 D SRg I 7

FIEOHBECSMEDLVBE D, COPFBE VAW LTEEOLE+RFET 2O
HERHAKT2ETH D, HAGESCHEGETROAL TEIRL £ 7.

W ZINAR A . A H 2R BRSO A 787 . AR AT DA%

H &

SRS

Part |

MNBRAEZANL TL S0, BB Tl TL 2 &8 0,

A ABR. BAIHT V.

1.
2.
3.

Pl ko HEo Wl «co 50
Fhe Tl

B % 1 O BERIE BT I — B4 5 HREE AT Ao
AR IR s B P A 25 2
BHAL T En GEUID

HEFEE & % - DB ot =0 odbEE T .
DUBRARKIEE 20/30/401E 5

O £HBL T2 an GUhER, EUED

EDC B LHEGEEZMBEL 2. R T 2 ADEE?

MEZEDEES 7 A N ESML 720, ZhnL -0 ZhL 2 wo
VRAE A S I AT AT S 7K i ? HO wHO

ZIMLizasid. 7 AMODKETEAERZHAL T2 S 0

WRAT, RS AR S

SaAe/I0 4 DOMHEZFHEL T2 & HTF; 37N —Y; 5ER).
MBS DA TP 100 DL 5 IR (L- AR % 25 3-P 4% 5 ARHUT).

EShiS HEfR mFi [ e HERAA
WwE Wr /1 ) I3 132 1

HARE Hif

HEEE DA

8. £ L CHEHFEAMIRL foh o N AAEEZDUE?
O7 A b WldHl  OF¥EfEemibd 2 MRl S e
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OfEFEH L KITE OPEEECHERSH 2 XDPUEEOGEH
O ES2cd 3 FEIHHIR

OB AL T2 s GUbiFNR, HHHD :

9. WHEFEZMIET 2K St HIEC DO TOHEHIN DD £ 7 ho
SESVPGERS, ZIHA B BRI DE ) 3R ?
Obn £tA (LILEELTLEIL) KAGED 11)

obvid A Hauslr. ML TS (WRE, EEH)

o i B Ok &&& HEHE O& < W

10. REOZGHEI—RAZ5MEL T 280 (AEC. BEHERHEES )
TE MR PN URITAE R AR B SRR (RN, BOR T B ELss) -

1. FEETCEDE5C D CHEVHL LW E B F 322
AR ) B g X P s 8 7 1D 2

OVEY W ORfse 1A
O ik Ov vy B ofbo#Ee ThER

O L L T2 S bR, EUED

12. RIS R T A2V EN D 2O EELIERA D 2 & B F 4772
PRIE TN NE Hotth 55 21045 B 7R B R IRAT 2
SHL TP Ean (WA, FHiRED)
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Part I

DL %Gt DI —FE I
R T I MRIERN NRAELK, (e

ot A OVA

Nk

VY,

Iy L <o,

1 2 3 4 5
HFAEA = L lx &< AR
MA 1R A e W S

ED & D WHAR B ? HAGE %250 HERE # Bt

YREEFE B ? REVE [ 132 DUVE: [ 132

1. FUTHORHFELRH 5, 11213415 112134
& H .

2. FAEFROCEIIC XA MV ERIEEEET 3. 1121345 112134
BRERET, Ty E i H AR bR,

3. MR LEOKRBITEL D720, o Liite, 1123415 112]314
AR PRI Y, LR RKE .

4, FEsmonnclEEE 25, 1/2[3]4|5 112134
PRl SERT, X SR AR,

5, FAE TR TCOEFOEM, &P L CTA 3, 1123|415 1/2[3]4
TR NN TR E R,

6. A ITXTOHEOEWZ ML TH 3, 1123|415 1/2[3]4
TE IR AEE R E R,

7. FAMEEN S 7N O R — b BV, A HERT S 1123|415 112]34
A FH At 55 45 AT 1 7 8

8. ML EFREALC MWL TA 3, 1/2[3]4]|5 112134
WE AT U150 A = AL,

9. MIEARDOE > k&, HEEOERZEHMEL TAH B, 112(3]4|5 11234
TR AR LR RE SO A E R

10. FALXFEL WL E B A D ) —Eite, 112|3[4|5 112|134
BRERINE, RS E AR .

11, AT HEE X2 EIRNT 5, 1123|415 11234
TR A A7 H B AT R

12, R REEE I HPEGE 2 B9 3, 112|13]4/|5 112|134
T POE R IR 1 BHE

13. R REE LR EGEN T TH Z 3, 1/2[3]4]|5 1/2[3]4
PRI B GE RS 2
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14

FAE SCEONFIC DN T THT 3,
PN T ERINE .

15.

o= L3 L2202 /—FEHL 3,
PRI ) IS A & 78 SC R bR e B D

16.

G EELNEZ XFITE D,
WL A EE AR

17.

FNEFTD L EBHET 5,
KA R AT FA) RN 2

18.

G SCEAMTE G IR L, NAFTEOBIREZTET,
WA B, it LXK R,

19.

Wi B OBRZ AT D,
LA H SRR 5 LT

20.

& BT A% IET (To& XM E BT TER0E).
RPN el B R, REMIEE SRR AT .

21.

AL LB B E 2 LD D,
oI EE A R R B

22,

A SCEOREE N 303D,
BEE SIPEA IR

23.

L EZHDR XA WITET D,
R BEAEE S R,

24,

NGRS R U
A CA B SRR,

25.

FhE FetelE, CEICHOWTCRIEEE 25,
AT 1) 15

26.

i ey, MY 527 5,
BB, 2o H O ECE R A R

217.

EFe b0 HENH L TAH B,
REBGERRIFINE.

28.

R AN Y — A (= & 218 FEE L HE) 2B 2k o 3,
WEIFLAY), . & alzs w2 .

29.

FADFE A ZEL T2, BRlE / — e T T 7%,
REH R, EiduEEEH A M.

30.

FE SCEONEZ4TL . dHli 3 %,
EEDHT AN TR N .

31.

REmE D& e TTD (LE2E. mteigEL).
Wb R, W SRS
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Korean with simplified Chinese:

CsL ¢]7] d=fel gk A}

PUEAE 95 15 5 D SRg I 7

W ZINAR A . AR H A2 AR5 S BRR AN F SO 7588 o AR T A %
FhE BRI S

Part |

M BRE 28] FAAL. Rigte] V 2 digstyAl L.

1. A¥E: 9o Yo Hal: £ o %5 0O
2. o] Hi:

3. AL AlLdol D ABelA A1 AHEHE Qlolr} T
R 2 5 3 0 R 8 5 2
AABAA L. GEREID :
4. FTolE Fale Al206B040 o U7k
DUBRRINER 20/30/4015 5
e ol slvhe, ARSI L G, WD

5. QAL FIZ e A Avht HHU N
K2 T 2 AN

6. WS Fo] eld] Ba Ade A & Ao Aduy
980 9eD

A EAZINAEMGEARTEIRG? - A0 #A0
ATk, Al o] o]F3 AaE AAMFA7] Hsy T

WRAT, RS AR S

7. FAlel dig g 9ol wEe WUEFAA L. 16 FAE AR FAA 2. (1=F
EPU =R syt 5=F )
1§ AW UL 5 DU 7 T PR R0 AR 3 3 B R R R (LR 2 3-75%: 5 EHUT).

Aol EF =i W] HiE | A7) bR A7) Bk

F o] Pk
8. T=ol& Wl olft FAYYUZ? RN AREEESGE?
oAlg 35 EdER oAl T#HE FA717] YA sEamiE S H AR




04 TR OFFolo] #Alol Ae IR
ORSHE FReA & FE AR

U= o7k svbd, A AL (LAbfEL, U

9 18 o] 2 wj e o 97] Ao g s e Ho] AHFY7N?
FOIPUER, BN B HUR lﬂwx ) SR ?

ngle oO$lS WA (11 7FA AL EREE 1)

ATHH XA AA Q. (WA, HPD

o  Ad R’ o7bE AR e

10. etar 97] Ao tgt Frrs) FAA L. (NEwFE, S £3) 15 S
Mg FAA S (1= B3, 3= 25T =25 U o,

TEHHEHPPO R ITAE KA B R (RIENR, BeEEdnEmiekas) (R ZE; 3-
&5 5 ARELT):

11 302 92 @ Ao AU ofHrka Az
kA B B A e SO0 77 6 2
094 WE  OwolidiE 0By
DM ORS Aol %R

o2 4%, o714 diaisAa e LA, muu):

12. = dEFa A4S Aol AFUZP? ARE BRI NA HALE Z I E B FHE S JrEA1?
Jow, o7|M ArsFA AL (WHRA, HB):
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Part I

02 yeS ¢a grle] Ade 4 AS 12442,
HRBEARANANRLL, MBSy L <o,
1 2 3 4 5

adl AR Aol R 7Va AEHE A EE| Y AR
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Appendix 4 Survey of CSL Reading Strategies/SCRS

Survey of CSL Reading Strategies
DUBAE R EE 155 DR sRm i 2

Thank you for participating in our survey. This survey is to investigate the methods or techniques
that you use when you read different texts in Chinese silently. You can choose to answer in either
English or Chinese. HIZIMA Y . A H (12 VR SERA R SCACR H I 77 8L
5. PRA] LG £ 3B BB S

Part | 25—%847

Please fill in the personal information (Please V as appropriate).

I AR, T .

1.

Gender : Female O  Male O
HHl. 4o B 0o

What is your first language/the most commonly used language in your daily life?
PR BRI 5

please specify 1% i B:

Is Chinese your 2"°00/3"0/4™0 language?
PUERRINE 20/30/401E 5

Other situation, please specify AR, & B

How long have you learned Chinese? 2% 1 2 AiE?
Have you taken any Chinese proficiency test? YesO NoO
A BAEZMEERPGEK R ? - FO0 &A0

If yes, Please specify the name of the test and the result.

WRA, RIS R AR S

Have you taken any English proficiency test? YesOO NoO
A EA S IR KR A0 Ao

If yes, Please specify the name of the test and the result. #1545, & W 210 4 FR AR S

Why do you want to learn Chinese? 1 Jyft4 282 >1 75 ?
passing an exam JiEid %30 sharpening language skills 138 iE = Ae0
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looking for a job #% T{F 0

cultural enrichment =8 XAk 41RO

being interested in Chinese % i & M RO

Other(s), please specify HAtEn, %510

8. Have you received any instruction about reading strategies when learning Chinese?

SESJDORIY, BN A BRI LD R SRS ?

Yeso NoO AO ®AHO

If yes, Please specify W54, & UiH:
sometimes AREDO  often DO

occasionally 1R/>01

9.  When did you start learning Chinese characters?
PRA AT R S 72

(1) O Atthe same time when | started learning spoken Chinese.
53057 21 P0E LB RN

(2) O After | started learning spoken Chinese. How long after that?

FERAAPOETNEL 5. ZALG?

Part Il 5 34y

Please read the following statements, and circle the number that fits in your own experience.

R IRA ALK, fEEar8y bm <o,

1 2 3 4 5
Never Occasionally Sometimes Usually Always
A 1R/ A I iz it B A
1. Ihaveagoal when | read. &7 H R 1 2 3
2. | examine titles and subheadings before reading. [%ifT, TSR EH 1 2 3
HIE 7 e o
3. Iskim the text to get a general idea about the text. KRB, K 1 2 3
NERKE.
4. | generate question(s) before reading. &l 52 HT, X B A SR 1 2 3
5. ltry to recognize each Chinese character. 345 JJHHARENIN T o 1 2 3
6. |trytorecognize each word. %% HHFHAREANAE 1 2 3
7. | try to understand the meaning of each character. &% /jHfa My 1 2 3

EAE

188




8. I try to understand the meaning of each word. & %% /) 3l fgsE NG ) &
i

9. I use radicals to guess the meanings of unknown characters. 7 Ff {55
REAE .

10. | try to parse the sentence into meaning units %% /7304 711 70 )l &
S HAL

11. | try to use context clues to interpret words or phrases. .4 F) 151545
R B 2L =

12. | reread sentences or paragraphs when the content is difficult. 21 i)
WZ, ReSERA) TR

13. | paraphrase phrases or sentences. 3 2417 2H 8 A1) 1 FH B 1 h idfe

14. | translate Chinese into my native language. 23S P R 1) BF
o

15. 1 think in both Chinese and my native language. &[] FHGE A BHHE
*,

16. | make prediction(s) about the text content. &£kl < & [ P 45 .

17. 1 mark the text or take notes when | read. F 535 i i 5 2> 78 SC P b
e R E AT

18. | can distinguish what is important and what is not. & g% #% 7 5 2 1)
V\];’?"o

19. 1 refer to previous sentences and ideas. %4316 £ Fi i 1 A) AT
//'_éi’o

20. 1 go back and forth in the text to find relations among ideas. .2 &[5
B, i ETFHRCR.

21. | check my understanding. F&A6 7 FH O ER A2 75 IE0

22. | correct my behavior (e.g., when losing concentration). & A& ol #
HELE R, FRSAIE A CREERAT .

23. | change my reading rate when necessary. & £xi& 243 iff & B Ui ) 3L
I

24. | recognize the text structure. IXF& 3 B 451 .

25. Ireact to the author’s writing style. 2B B A& ) B 1E XK .
26. 1 use background knowledge. & 2:FH & 1IE S0,
27. | formulate question(s) when | read. 525 7] 5 ) 352

28. | speak out or explain ideas to myself when I read. K[ Ry, SXECE
Ui B AR E D AENE .
29. | try to picture or visualize what | read. 2R LRI 1IN 2

30. | seek to external sources (e.g., dictionary, teacher, etc.) &> 5k #58,
LU P R o e g LT T T8

31. | use questions, notes or graphs to guide my reading. F2xH i, 2&id
B BRI A R

32. 1 analyze and evaluate the information in the text. 27 FIPFA L&
A2

33. | summarize what | read (e.g., write after reading). £ 455t ity 3¢
ﬁ’ ﬁl] 'Lp%}: 'ﬁ'ﬂzuzﬂo
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Appendix 5 Reading materials of the warm-up task

Elementary level®

(1) wmPRRI—RK

AN IRSINEEAL, WA R <HriRde it A AR ? 7
GO AE TR A R, AU B TRRIRHIENT, SRZBMERRIRE— K. 7

NZZIVET —2)L, S <IN AFTRE S R ? >

2) HkK

R ANEIGERIGI B, AREIANEE T2 LBk k. B
SR, O WIS, AR AR SRR i [ 2 REIREE, R
PR T A, BRI, FE RS NIRRT 2L,

SRS <, RANER) SR B AR ARIYE? 7

Intermediate level*

AR

® Adapted from 5E[E (Zhang, Y.) (2005).  (HiREeEEERTAE) (pp.86). .dbmt:  dbHUK
R A

‘Adapted from 7. MK (Zhu, Z.Y. & Zheng, R.) (2008). (B SC (3 —11))
(Pp.33-34). dbat: EEHEE HRAL.
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AN HCWEL . XD MNREF, BN, 5, 75— A
UFbr. FEAIR R AR “PEF T o WEIFH UL A O B A K

%I

EAREANLEL, B o i, RE R AR iy i
N7 o MR AEL, MREHIEXNOE, WELE AR o BN EASK
A4, FEEN, BRERKEEREY. KEAIRPEROIER, HZRAN
HREM . HABSVERREEEWR A B K BB E e B,

@

TR EHSHEZ] T ol BE B T e, EH TR, ST BB

T,

M APRONEXREM W 14, ER BN T, AKX A8, ik
RIS BRI EER, M. REKREMAK T, NG
i 7R BRI A IBIE AT, TMERARA T, EREE. FORMAE
I FFARERIE, WRREEE T B mfEs ErEde.

A NATERS “M e XA R, IR R R T b AR Bk = W

ANIRP FREDL, SEhs EIF AN E XK

Advanced level®

IEE S NIPN
*Adapted from ZEFFA (2005) - FEHEA LT (1) (pp.73-78) JL5 ¢ JLsesh

HAREARAL -
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FEANRAENFER, SEFEE TR, JLTRESE, MARREHE
R HR, JLTRUERY. HLRISORRYIIEL T, LT IHG A thA
B, JEREANECE—HIBR, AHFFmkrii. <Ff#E 8174 R
AEREA ... 7SORTIER T, PO B RA 2RI,

B TILRILT ¥ “aa3RPct. WEITHATTKR, EMZAEITS. "R
RAEFRILTEENIRM, S B 7 ontk. JLT R oREisiskpi b m o <3
BT, BT EREIEN, BRMEAEBEAE T .. A TER,
LT E ARG R E AT — EARAE

SORIAAT, TILFBIRAT: IREEAM B AT FREERTRE? »)LT
W R E B SO I EAT FE SR T KM o FMRIBIITAIR I LAE KT AR

WA, DUONEAELLREE B DA BRI N,

XN TRAAZELOLHER. BERXZWE. Ml FLERE: ik

[

BTt REEAR TN, Bttt — € BERCON — NI

=k
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Appendix 6 Instruction for the independe

Part |

nt rater

Reading Strategy Coding Scheme

Please identify the reading strategy used by the subject according to the transcribed protocol.
Each protocol is correspondent to one or more than one strategy. Please write down the
number of the strategy or strategies on the right column. For response that is correspondent

to more than one strategy, the order should be ar
correspondent strategy can be found from the co
description. Thank you.

ranged according to the priority. If no
ding scheme, please write down your

1. I have a goal when I read.

2. | examine titles and subheadings before reading.

3. | skim the text to get a general idea about the
text.

4. | generate question(s) before reading.

5. I try to understand the meaning of each
character.

6. | try to understand the meaning of each word.

7. 1 use radicals to guess the meanings of
unknown characters.

8. | try to parse the sentence into meaning units

9. I try to use context clues to interpret words or
phrases.

10. I reread sentences or paragraphs when the content is
difficult.

11. | paraphrase phrases or sentences.

12. | translate Chinese into my native language.

13. I think in both Chinese and my native
language.

14. 1 make prediction(s) about the text content.

15. | mark the text or take notes when | read.

16. | try to distinguish what is important and what is
not.

17. 1 refer to previous sentences and ideas.

18. 1 go back and forth in the text to find relations
among ideas.

19. I check my understanding.

20. | correct my behavior (e.g., when losing
concentration).

21. | change my reading rate when necessary.

22. | try to recognize the text structure.

23. I react to the author’s writing style.

24. 1 use prior knowledge.

25. | formulate question(s) when | read.

26. | speak out or explain ideas to myself when | read.

27. | try to picture or visualize what | read.

28. | seek to external sources (e.g., dictionary, teacher,
etc.)

29. | use questions, notes or graphs to guide my
reading.

30. I analyze and evaluate the information in the text.

31. I summarize what I read (e.g., write after
reading).
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Part 1l Recall Scoring Scale

Please rate the recall reports according to the scoring scale provided below. The basic unit
for scoring is proposition (propositions are the most basic relational meaning units in text;
e.g., noun-action-noun structures). Ratings for the responses of a subject will aggregate an
overall score for reading comprehension for that subject.

Rating (level) Description

1 Prefactual confabulation: a rating of Level 1 is assigned to
responses that depend on isolated words or fragmented
phrases and do not show an understanding of the text at a
propositional level.
2 Knowledge/detail reading: verbatim or near-verbatim
paraphrases of the text (detail retelling), and statements of
personal knowledge that are cued by a text proposition
(knowledge retelling) but do not show text comprehension.
3 Assimilation: responses that gave explicit evidence of
comprehension of the text were scored as Level 3. Note: while
level 1 and level 2 comments involve responding to the
surface features to the text, level 3 responses provide evidence
of a meaning-based representation, such as paraphrases and
adding simple elaborations.
4 Problem solving: responses are scored as Level 4 if the subject
engaged in problem-solving activities to integrate the text
information into his or her existing knowledge structures.
5 Extrapolation: responses are rated as Level 5 if they showed
an extension of knowledge beyond what was given in the text
and beyond what the subject already knows. Note: While
both level 4 and level 5 responses entail problem solving, the
source of the problem that is addressed is different: at level 4
the problem is text-based, whereas at level 5 it is situation
based.

Note. Symbols used in transcription:

"...": The original text context.

[...]: Subject's verbal report(s).

(...): Researchers' observation, including subjects' nonverbal action.

<...>: Characters or words that subject misread.

??: Subject's pronunciation is not clear.
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