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ABSTRACT

The Effects of Extensive Reading and Reading Strategies on Readirigffiealty
Lance Burrows
Doctor of Education
Temple University, May, 2012

Doctoral Advisory Committee Chair: Dr. David Beglar

This study is a quasi-experimental, longitudinal investigation into the role that
extensive reading and reading strategies play in the cultivation of readtedfisaly.
Conducted over the course of one academic year, how changes in readingcaely-eff
translate into changes in reading comprehension was examined. In addition, the
participants’ perceptions of the utility of extensive reading and reatliatpgies, and

how th@e perceptions related to reading self-efficacy were investigatiaalAyoal

was to ascertain how retrospective ratings of reading self-efficdogmaie current
levels of the construct.

The participantsN = 322) were first and second-year, non-English majors at a
four-year, co-educational university in Osaka, Japan. The participants weleddivio
four groups: an intensive reading group (control group), an extensive reaoly gr
reading strategies group, and an extensive reading/reading strgtegiesData for the
study were obtained from six major sources: a reading comprehension teding re
strategy test, a reading self-efficacy questionnaire, a perceiViggaftextensive
reading questionnaire, a perceived utility of reading strategies questerara a
sources of reading self-efficacy questionnaire. The questionnaires enwdes

administered three times over the course of the academic yeare Befaucting the



guantitative analyses on the data gathered with the above instruments, the dichotomous
test and questionnaire data were analyzed using the Rasch rating-saalléonsodfirm
the validity and reliability of the instruments and to transform the raw saa@equal
interval measures. By employing MANOVAs, ANOVAs, Latent Growth Curve
Modeling, and Pearson correlation coefficients, the data were then analya=ss@ttain
differences between groups and within groups for all tests and construsisreaea

The results showed that the participants in the reading strategies and extensive
reading/reading strategies groups gained significantly more in reselirgfficacy over
the academic year than those in the extensive reading and intensive readps bn
addition, all three experimental groups outperformed the intensive reading group in
reading comprehension. Furthermore, results from the latent growth curve mode
showed that gains in reading self-efficacy were related positivgjgits in reading
comprehension. In a similar vein, the results showed that gains in readingystkalteg
led to changes in reading self-efficacy, while reading amount was not sagtlific
related to changes in reading self-efficacy. The results also seddleat those who
more highly regard extensive reading as useful to improving reading compoghensi
exhibited higher levels of reading self-efficacy over the course of the. Sundhe
contrary, there was no significant difference in levels of reading setaeyf between
those who highly rated reading strategies as useful and those who did not rate them as
highly. Finally, Pearson correlation coefficients showed moderately striatigpmships
between junior high and high school (retrospective) levels of reading seHesffand

university (current) levels.



These results underscore the importance of self-efficacy in the learomespr
and how the cultivation of self-efficacy should be a goal of any educator or
administrator in an EFL context. The findings also highlight the detrimerfiéatenf
teaching methodologies, such as grammar-translation, that deprive deafrties
opportunity to develop their own cognitive abilities. With the introduction of reading
strategy intervention and/or extensive reading practice, the participahts i
experimental groups of this study were able to develop the skills needed to overcome
comprehension breakdowns in the reading process, and this help them become more

autonomous, empowered readers.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Beliefs of personal efficacy are often a better predictor of sa¢has actual abilities,
skills, or knowledge. (Schunk, 1991)
The Background of the Issue

As a teacher of English as a Foreign Language (EFL) in Japan, | witiss d
what a struggle it can be for students to attain quality input to further theiralgag
development. Without sufficient exposure to English, the learning process can be a
series of daunting tasks. Consequently, many students turn to reading Enghgh as
way of gaining access to the language. Through books, magazines, newsptges, |
material, and other sources of written input, students are given an open door to the
English language. However, not all students capitalize on this opportunity. Regardles
of the amount of written input available, it is all for naught if students are notatexi
to read or feel incapable of reading.

As research into reading in a foreign language continues to grow, the multi-
faceted nature of motivation to read in a foreign language has become increasingly
clear. Self-belief and its influence on reading development is one dimensios of thi
multi-layered construct. The role that self-belief plays in Englishfageggn language
(EFL) and English as a second language (ESL) reading motivation has been
investigated (Mori, 2002; Tremblay & Gardner, 1995) and empirical results tedica
that there is a strong relationship between reading motivation and redéieijiczcy

beliefs. Stemming from informal observations of my students and their varygngede



of reading motivation, | was left to wonder, are there ways to help my students
strengthen their self-efficacy about reading, and with its strong relaimottsreading
motivation, will this, therefore, ultimately lead to improvements in reading
comprehension?

These self-beliefs are an important part of a two-part learnindiegqu&tudents
learn when they have the desire to learn and they believe they can leaher wads,
they must not only be motivated to participate in the learning process, but they must
also have the confidence to perform the necessary tasks that lead to language
development.

This confidence was the subject of years of research conducted by Albert
Bandura, the social cognitivist who in his seminal 1977 article entitled EStacy:
Toward a Unifying Theory of Behavioral Change,” altered the way manymmode
psychologists view human functioning. Self-efficacy was one of the basis @net
Bandura’s social cognitive theory, in which he defined self-efficacy adrdregth of
expectations individuals maintain about their ability to perform a given task oribeha
successfully. Individuals’ level of self-efficacy influences “whethetaie (coping)
behaviors will be initiated, how much effort will be expended, and how long it will be

sustained in the face of obstacles and aversive experiences” (Bandura, 1977, p. 191).



Theoretical Perspective

The Evolution of the Social Cognitive Theory and Self-Efficacy in the Eid of
Psychology

The creation of Bandura'’s social cognitive theory, of which his theory of self-
efficacy is an integral component, was arrived at after decadesabihgreesearch by a
multitude of scholars in several fields. The work of his predecessors led Bamtlisa t
innovative way of thinking in the late 1970s.

Since its inception, the field of second language acquisition (SLA) has teenefi
from theoretical inspiration from other fields. Theories of SLA evolved sigmifig in
the second half of the twentieth century. Before Bandura’'s seminal work,ofear
research in the humanities and social sciences were dominated by the prevailing
paradigm of the mid-1900s, behaviorism. Led largely by Skinner, the behaviorist
movement described language as habit-formation, the process of making a connection
between stimuli and responses. This link, considered the fundamental component of
learning, had to be reinforced, observed, corrected, and practiced. In thisriraldé
focus was on the learner’s external environment. The fundamentals of the theory we
based on analyzing observable linguistic performance, with virtually no attempt at
trying to explain the internal structure and properties of the mind. Mental pescess
were largely disregarded because they were not accessible to exteenahidns.

In the 1960s and 1970s, there was a growing opposition to behavioral approaches
to learning. It had become clear that not all human behavior could be explained through
imitation. First language research produced examples of children whonakneg

utterances that showed evidence of processes beyond imitation and analogy. Instead,



children and foreign language learners, alike, were seen to bring to the tasuaiga
acquisition an innate facility that guided their learning and that was urtétetiee
kinds of conditioning that were the basis of behaviorism.

This era of change was marked by Noam Chomsky’s (1959) influentiaiwetie
Skinner’s (1957)Verbal BehaviorIn this review, Chomsky challenged the behaviorist
approach to studies of behavior at the time and contributed to the so-called cognitive
revolution in psychology. Chomsky hypothesized that language performance is
mentally constituted and that the basic tenets of the behaviorist theeries ar
inappropriate to the study of human language. He further explained the importance of
linguistic competence, defined as one’s underlying knowledge of the system of
language, over linguistic performance, one’s production and comprehension of
language. Creating this distinction, Chomsky highlighted the importance and gowe
the mind in language acquisition and linguistic performance, thereby re-chartheling
course of linguistic and SLA research.

The 1980s saw an extension of this shift to a focus on cognitive processes as
psychologists became more interested in motivation, anxiety, and attitudeguada
development. The role that these cognitive processes play in human behavior was
highlighted by the work of Albert Bandura and his social cognitive theory. In this
theory, human behavior is considered an interaction between personal factors, behavior
and the environment (Bandura, 1977, 1986). Bandura strongly emphasized mental
processes, underscoring the notion that the mind is an active force that raltes

encodes information, conducts behavior on the basis of values and expectations, and



applies structure to its own actions. By way of feedback and reciprocity, one’s own

reality is formed by the interaction of the environment and one's mental @ecess

The Evolution of Social Cognitive Theory and Self-Efficacy in the Field asecond
Language Acquisition

Although the social cognitive approach advocated by Bandura became a guiding
theory in mainstream psychology in the late 1970s, it did not receive attention by
researchers in the field of SLA until the late 1990s. In the later half of timdidtve
century, most motivation research in the field of SLA had been conducted within the
Socio-Educational Model of Language Learnfrgmework (Gardner & Lambert, 1959;
Gardner, 1985, 1988, 2000, 2001; Gardner & Macintyre, 1991, 1993; Gardner &
Smythe, 1975). In this model, Gardner posited that studeitggjrative motivation
defined as attitudes toward the foreign culture, interest in foreign largyuagkan
integrative orientation, influence their language success or faBaeler, 1985).
Although this model seemed to account for much of the motivation that was exhibited
by students of ESL, it was found, in many studies, to be insufficient in explaining the
motivation of students in an EFL context (Crookes & Schmidt, 1991; Dornyei, 1990;
Ely, 1986; Lukmani, 1972; Oller, 1981). Because the model failed to more accurately
and more fully explain the various facets of SLA motivation, especially in EFL
contexts, a collective call from a number of prominent researchers wasanade t
incorporate other theories of motivation from fields outside of SLA (Crookes &
Schmidt, 1991; Doérnyei, 1994; Oxford & Shearin, 1994). During this time, SLA

researchers began to address the neglect of theories of motivation fromoedlicati



psychology. Highlighting this disregard in SLA motivation research, Dornyteidsthat
“the last fifteen years have brought along a major shift in mainstregrhgdegical and
educational psychological theories of motivation, which could and should be reflected
in second language motivation theories as well” (1994, p. 516). SLA motivational
psychologists began to incorporate more theories from educational psychology into
their research. In fact, in response to the calls from researchers invegtgativation

to incorporate more theories from outside SLA, even Tremblay and Gardner began to
entertain ideas about broadening the motivation framework. Including sedesff

among other constructs in an updated study on ESL students in Ontario, Canada, they
agreed that there were constructs (Figure 1), besides those foundagcitire

educational modekhat could help better explain the multi-faceted nature of motivation
in SLA. As a greater emphasis was placed on learners’ perceptions offteilities,
potential, and past performances as important aspects of motivation, the cafistruct

self-efficacy started to attract the attention of researchers frettief SLA.

Theoretical Framework
Born from the historical background described above were Bandioaial
Cognitive Theory1986) and AndersonB8ognitive Theory of Learnin@2000a). These
two theories provide a prototype for formulating a theoretical perspective upon tehi

base this study.
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Figure 1.Motivational Model (Tremblay & Gardner, 1995, p. 510)

Bandura’s Social Cognitive Theory

Bandura’s social cognitive theory describes human functioning as the product of a
dynamic triad of personal, behavioral, and environmental influences. As with
Anderson’s theory of learning and the interplay that is purported to exist betveeen t
environment and the mind, it is evident that Bandura is advocating a similar ipterpla

between the environment, the mind, and in addition, the way that the resulting



interpretation makes people behave. In other words, Bandura’s theory can beaeen as
extension of Anderson’s in that the action that people make in response to the interplay
between their minds and their environment (learning, according to Anderson)stgnife
itself in the form of altered behavior.

Self-efficacy, the main component of Bandura’s social cognitive theory and the
basis for this study, represents the perceived competence that one feelsds t@q
specific task within a specific domain. This perceived efficacy is thectioke
interpretation of four principal sources of information: mastery expegerg=rious
experiences, verbal persuasion, and physiological and affective indices (Bandura
1997). These four sources are interpretations resulting from the interplagbdhge
environment, one’s behavior, and one’s mental processes. In turn, these interpretations

lead to newly initiated behavior that again changes all three factors.

Anderson’s Cognitive Theory of Learning

At the heart of Anderson’s theory of cognitive learning lies the notion that human
behavior is directed by individuals’ perceptions and interpretations of their own
experiences. Individuals are said to “process” information through the interpla
between the environment and the mind. Anderson (2000a) detailed the processes
involved in attending to new information, decoding it, and elaborating (utilization) on
existing declarative knowledge in long term memory. In reference toddenge

domain that is the focus of this study, the interplay between information thegrear



already know and information that is completely new is a key issue, as thigantis
considered the basic determinant of reading comprehension.

Anderson’s cognitive learning theory, ACT-R (Adaptive Control of Thought-
Rational) is the proposal that all learning follows a general, three-ptf: the
cognitive, associative, and autonomous stages. The first stage of the pathsinclude
cognitive (or declarative) learning, which includes attending to new information i
one’s environment. The second stage, associative (or procedural) learniilg), enta
building strong associations, practicing, and gaining automaticity. The thirdrahd fi
stage, autonomous learning, includes developing further fluency by retrieving and

utilizing knowledge resources and stored information (Anderson, 2000a).

The Application of the Theories in This Study

In the context of this study, how do the treatments, reading strategies and
extensive reading (ER), fit into a unified theoretical model? First, reattatgges and
extensive reading are viewed as general cognitive processes, jastylibéher skill that
needs to be automatized to be used effectively. Both of these treatments provide
learners a way in which the cognitive processes that make up learning cdrabeesl.
Ideally, if learners have achieved greater ability in reading compsairestemming
from these enhancements (strategies and/or extensive readingglfieificacy will
increase and in turn lead to greater motivation to read. Subsequently, if thesleaener
inspired to read more, then there should be gains in reading comprehension, which will

in turn result in heightened self-efficacy again, and the positive cycle shouldumnti



Statement of the Problem

As intimated above, the interest that self-efficacy started receaivitng late
1990s, seen by many as yet severely lacking and long overdue, is warranted when we
consider the effects that self-efficacy has been shown to have on performance.
According to several researchers, self-efficacy beliefs argex liedicator of success
than one’s actual abilities, skills, or knowledge because of the influentiakitble s
efficacy plays in facilitating behaviors (Bandura, 1977a, 1982, 1993, 1995, 1997;
Multon, Brown, & Lent, 1991; Pajares, 1997; Schunk, 1989b, 1991; Zimmerman,
1995). Self-efficacy beliefs have been shown to impact performance through
influencing the amount of effort expended on tasks (Saloman, 1984), affecting a
person’s selection of activities (Bandura, 1986), and determining the degree of
persistence the individual exhibits in performing tasks in the face of adv@aitgura,
1977b, 1982; Schunk 1989a). As learners feel more self-efficacious (i.e., more capable
of dealing with particular challenges), they are more apt to willinglgieanvolved
in and execute tasks. Learners with high self-efficacy are more tikelyert an effort
to accomplish the task, and they are able to maintain a sense of resiliendade thie
adversity, quickly recovering their weakened sense of efficacy after érdogrfailure
or obstacles. Conversely, learners who exhibit low self-efficacy are rkehetb exert
minimum effort or avoid performing categorically, tasks they feel indapaf
completing. They tend to regard these seemingly overwhelming tasksaterirg
(Yang, 1999). Learners plagued with low self-efficacy seldom seek aviEmdagher

learning or ways to overcome obstacles inltfaening process. Bandura (1997)
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proposed that people’s beliefs of efficacy “affect almost everythingdbglow they
think, motivate themselves, feel, and behave” (p. 19).

Despite the clearly detailed role that self-efficacy appears toplagpiner
motivation and achievement, there is a body of research to suggest that students in
Asian cultures have weaker academic self-efficacy than theiemesbunterparts
(Eaton & Dembo, 1997; Oettingen, 1995; Oettingen & Zosuls, 2006; Salili, Chiu, &
Lai, 2001). A number of reasons have been offered to explain this finding. As in any
culture, schools tend to be shaped by the values and standards set by thatrctitiere. |
Asian educational context, teachers are more inclined to provide perforreadbadk
that highlights weaknesses instead of strengths. Emphasis is often placexh e
value of hard work and effort instead of a reliance on ability, and standards are
sometimes set unrealistically high in regards to success. All of thesesfatfect the
way in which Asian students’ self-efficacy beliefs are formed.

The first problem addressed in this study concerns this presumed lack of self-
efficacy and whether it is possible to cultivate greater reading $elk®f in Japanese
university students. Despite the numerous studies of affective factors gnforei
language achievement (e.g., Gardner & Maclintyre, 1993; Maclintyre, 1995p&hilli
1992; Saito & Samimy, 1996; Scott, 1986), there still remains a relatively limited
amount of research investigating the self-efficacy of foreign lagey(fel) students.

A contributing factor to this first problem of whether it is possible to foster
improved levels of self-efficacy in foreign language learners and howntgls be
achieved is the serious dearth of extant longitudinal studies dealing with the issue.

Many of the studies that are detailed more fully in Chapter 2 are crasmaéc
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(Gahungu, 2007; Hseih & Schallert, 2008; Mills, Pajares, & Herron, 2006, 2007, Mori,
2002; Tremblay & Gardner, 1995; Yang, 1999). Certainly, these types of studies offer
insight into the basics of the constructs surrounding self-efficacy antatismship to
motivation and overall performance, but they do not provide much practical advice
regarding how knowledge can be used to improve pedagogy in foreign language
teaching. To this end, longitudinal studies that chart changes over time @lte¢edps
necessary.

A second problem dealt with in this study is a focus on low proficiency learners
instead of intermediate or high proficiency learners. Due to the lack onhgeseif-
efficacy studies in the field of SLA, a review of literature in first lzaxge (L1) reading
studies is also presented in Chapter 2. Paralleling the limited extaatulieem SLA
dealing with self-efficacy, L1 self-efficacy reading studies hase bheen largely cross-
sectional; however, in those few studies involving longitudinal analyses, most of the
participants had low reading proficiency or were remedial learnersqiNél Manset-
Williamson, 2006; Schunk & Rice, 1987, 1989, 1991). Apparently, these are the
learners that seem to gain most from improvements in self-efficacgfdhe, few
researchers have focused on intermediate or high proficiency learners.

A third problem underlying limitations in previous foreign language studies of
self-efficacy is the small sample sizes in relation to the number obiesibeing
investigated. Regardless of what software is used to analyze the data isttiuiss,
when the questionnaire has more items than there are participants in the study, the

results are questionable (Gahungu, 2007; Rossiter, 2001).
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The fourth problem addressed in this study concerns the still unclear relggionshi
between reading self-efficacy and reading comprehension in EFL contextdaed of
the relevant literature reveals that a strong relationship betweesffeedy and
language learning motivation exists (e.g., Mori, 2002; Tremblay & Gardner,.I85)
link between self-efficacy and motivation has also been translated into gains in
achievement; however, a direct relationship between self-efficacy hrevament
(reading comprehension in this study) remains unsubstantiated.

The fifth problem addressed in this study concerns the notion that research into
the self-efficacy of EFL students often suffers from conceptual and/or methmablog
problems (Chamot, Barnhardt, El-Dinary, & Robbins, 1996; Cheng, 2002; Mori, 2002;
Tremblay & Gardner, 1995). One of the difficulties involved in designing sktiaely
studies is the challenge of operationalizing the construct. Becausefisalfyefs
usually measured through self-report questionnaires, the semantics andgrartic
vocabulary used to develop the scales are of crucial importance. In response to the
apparently rampant misunderstanding of the factors leading to the valid nmeastoe
self-efficacy, Bandura (2006) offered a set of guidelines to be followed when
constructing scales for measuring self-efficacy. In his paper, he autlieemportance
of content validity, domain- and task-specificity, and the inclusion of itemsathgein
levels of endorseability in order to create instruments that more accuregadure self-
efficacy.

A sixth problem addressed in this study is the lack of understanding that exists
over the role that past levels of reading self-efficacy play on cueesis|of one’s

reading self-efficacy. Understanding just how influential early egpees in EFL
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reading are for learners is crucial to creating curriculum that axanarately reflect

student needs.

Purposes of the Study

To address the first, second, third, and fourth problems listed above, the primary
purpose of this study is to investigate the longitudinal effects in EFL reaelfig
efficacy that result from explicit instruction in reading strategie@ participation in
an extensive reading program for intermediate/high-intermediate uhjeesners
over the course of one academic year in an EFL context in western Japan. One of the
objectives of this study is to investigate whether reading self-efficacye cultivated
in an EFL setting. The study was conducted with the cooperation of 322 participants, so
the traditional problem of smal-sizes is addressed.

As a second purpose, | strove to consider as many facets of the involved
constructs in the study as possible. When considering the relationship between readin
self-efficacy and explicit instruction in reading strategies, anotheahlariperceived
value of reading strategies, can act as an intervening variable from whictht f
explore the relationship. Likewise, the perceived value of extensive reading, is
hypothesized to act as a mediating variable between reading sedtgféind the
extensive reading treatment. Although little research exists that htlg jaken these
two constructs into consideration, it is believed that the value learners place og readi
strategies and/or extensive reading influences the degree totivdychelieve that
these treatments are effective in improving their reading comprehensi@mnyther

influencing their reading self-efficacy.
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The impetus for investigating these two variables stems from a study aeehduct
by Schunk and Rice (1987). In this study, an experimental group was given strategy
value information along with training in the use of a cognitive reading gydiading
the main idea. The control group was instructed in the same way, but was not given the
strategy value information. The strategy value information entailed rgferiaise to
students who successfully executed strategy use, and statements to the student
explaining how reading strategies could help them to comprehend better and how
students in the past have been successful at learning to read by using thege readi
strategies. The results indicated that by simply offering the expeahgroup this
seemingly minute strategy value information (i.e., helping the students migre ful
understand the utility of such reading strategies in improving their reading
comprehension) resulted in statistically significant gains in both readmgrehension
and reading self-efficacy over the control group. Therefore, it was/bdlibat the
participants’ level of perceived utility of reading strategies anenskte reading could
also play a role in their level of reading self-efficacy, just as it had indhen® and
Rice (1987) study.

Even if learners are explicitly taught reading strategies gdmaérs will
probably not make a concerted effort to develop those reading strateégesdb not
recognize their utility in enhancing reading performance. The same cardlferghe
extensive reading treatment. If learners do not recognize how extensivegrisadi
helping them to read more fluently, for example, their reading self-effisaaylikely

to change appreciably due to the treatment.
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The third purpose of this study is to determine the degree to which reading self-
efficacy influences overall English reading proficiency. As mentioned aleowgirical
research (e.g., Mori, 2002; Tremblay & Gardner, 1995) supports the existence of a
strong relationship between self-efficacy and motivation, but evidence of a ktlong
between self-efficacy and performance is again, limited.

The fourth purpose of this study concerns problematic instrumentation that has
been used in the past. In order to combat the above problem of possibly invalid
instrumentation, the rationale for the instruments used in this study aeatecand
the instruments were validated. Part of the validation process involved piloting the
instruments one or more times. For the self-efficacy questionnaire, inupartgreat
lengths were taken to follow the clear guidelines set by Bandura (2006atmgra
valid instrument.

The fifth purpose of this study concerns the role that the four sources of
information of self-efficacy—performance accomplishments, vicariousrexes,
verbal persuasions, and physiological states—play in any effects thafrocouhe
two treatments, explicit instruction in reading strategies and pati@ipin an
extensive reading program. In other words, this purpose concerns how the learners’
various histories in relation to these sources of self-efficacy set teefstatheir
participation in this study and how strongly their past experiences dféacabilities to
cultivate reading self-efficacy by participating in the treatrfgnT his purpose stems
from the problem of historically low levels of self-efficacy in Asian hess. lhope to

uncover more data to investigate if Japanese university students also exhibifdiow s
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efficacy and how it is related to their current levels of reading setfaeff and reading

proficiency.

Significance of the Study

While the subject of self-efficacy has become increasingly prevaleme ifiretds
of psychology and educational psychology over the past three decades, the wiajority
the research continues to be conducted outside of the realm of SLA. The paucity of sel
efficacy studies pertaining to foreign language learning persists.

First, this study extends the existing body of knowledge regarding seHaffic
in EFL contexts. Due to its longitudinal nature and the relatively large number of
intermediate/high intermediate proficiency participants, this study preeigeactical
view into how the use of strategy instruction and extensive reading influenamnforei
language learners’ reading self-efficacy over the course of onenaicagkzar.

The evaluation of self-efficacy for reading was chosen for two main reasons
First, in an EFL context such as Japan, learners’ opportunities to intetatheviarget
language community are lacking. In order to gain further access to the language
learners are forced to rely on written texts as sources of input. Therefone)degzow
teachers can maximize the potential of reading to further aid learnerglhs a
accessible source of input is important.

However, as mentioned above, this written input is meaningless if motivation to
read is not present. Research has shown support for a relationship betweercaelf-effi
and motivation to learn a foreign language (Mori, 2002, 2004; Tremblay & Gardner,

1995). As such, if the cultivation of reading self-efficacy can be achieved thtibeg
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use of reading strategies and/or extensive reading, support for the use ofetiessm
in EFL classes will be provided.

A second contribution that this study will make to the field of SLA is further
evidence of the relationship between reading self-efficacy and readifnggacy. The
importance of self-efficacy in relation to performance has been clearlgpsegpn
many fields outside of SLA, however, evidence in the field of SLA is still tecki his
study constitutes an attempt to shed more light on this relationship in an EFL context

Third, as a product of this study, future researchers will have access to a valid
measure of reading self-efficacy. Great efforts were taken to folloguidelines listed
by Bandura (2006) to create a reliable and valid instrument. In addition, theriastr
was validated using modern psychometric approaches. The reading comporekestsi
also provides future researchers with a reliable and valid alternativeristraam
comprehension tests.

Finally, this study will also shed light on the role of self-efficacy in Japan.
Culture plays a leading role in education and the setting of educational stamghrds a
practices. These results will inform educational leaders and admimistdditthe
consequences that such cultural values have on foreign language learning. A
preoccupation with student weaknesses, unrealistic standards of success, amgl focus
more heavily on effort than ability are all factors that characterizendapaducational
standards. The results of this study might warrant revisiting theseasfarfdr possible

improvement for future generations.
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The Audience for the Study

The primary audience for this study is EFL instructors in Japan teaching in
elementary schools, junior and senior high schools, as well as university or continuing
education programs. One of the main goals of this study is to reach out to these
instructors by providing them with more practical knowledge regarding the re&dfof
efficacy in EFL reading motivation and performance. In addition, | hope to add to the
current body of research in reading strategies and extensive raadags that lead to
the development of more effective EFL curricula.

A second audience is curriculum developers and school administrators. The
results might show that even with intervention, self-efficacy beliefsedrat & certain
level or by a particular age. In this regard, the results will be parfigid@portant to
curriculum developers and school administrators. They will send a messagetat gr
care should be taken to develop self-efficacy earlier. Bandura (1997) &tatted t
“Successes build a robust belief in one’s personal efficacy. Failures undetm
especially if failures occur before a sense of efficacy is firntigtdished (p. 80).”

A final group that will benefit from this study is fellow researchers. Due to
previous problems with instrumentation and the overall lack of research in the SLA
field based on self-efficacy, this study will inform many researchbmsare interested
in the topic. As products of this study, a set of valid instruments that can be utilized or
adapted to various populations in the EFL realm will become available. Researchers
who might have the desire to investigate self-efficacy and the roley# planotivation

and overall performance will be provided with additional literature from which ® bas
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future research. Also, a list of future research suggestions is offered attoktkis

study to support further investigation into reading self-efficacy.

Delimitations
A major delimitation of this study is the nature of the participants involved and
the location in which it was conducted. All of the participants are young Japarase
and women between 18 and 20 years of age, all products of the same culture, and
speaking the same native language, Japanese. All are enrolled in tharganerivate
university, as well. Caution should be taken when attempting to generalizeute oés

this study to any group or location different from the ones described above.

Definition of Terms

Definitions of the terms used in this study are provided in this section. These
terms are defined in more detail in Chapter 2.

Self-efficacyefers to “beliefs in one’s capabilities to organize and execute the
courses of action required to produce given attainments” (Bandura, 1997, p. 3). Schunk
(1991) postulated that beliefs of personal efficacy are often a better predistmcess
than actual abilities, skills, or knowledge.

English reading self-efficaagfers to one’s perception of his ability to perform
various reading tasks in English. In this study, ACTFL’s (1986) (See Appendix V f
ACTFL reading guidelines) High Novice, Intermediate and Advanced reading
proficiency levels were used as guidelines in constructing a questionnaieasoire

English reading self-efficacy. An example of an item that is easy to endpfs®w
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sure are you that you can read and understand the items on a menu written in English at
a fast-food restaurant.” An item that is difficult to endorse is, “How swega@u that
you can read and understand the specific details of a business letter in English.”

For the purposes of this studgading strategys defined according to Macaro’s
(2006) re-defining. He claims that researchers should describe strateigiess of a
goal, a situation, and a mental action. Strategies are the raw mateaakoiotis
cognitive processing, and their effectiveness or non-effectivenasesirom the way
they are used and combined in tasks and processes. Strategies need to belukstinguis
from subconscious activity, language learning processes, learning plansarantle
styles (Macaro, 2006, p. 325). As will be explain more fully in chapter 2, Macare chos
to simply describe the construct of reading strategies rather than to bodeigee it.

The inclusion of the reading strategies highlighted in this study was decided
upon, after close review of literature describing reading as an inveracbcess. A
model of reading as the interaction between top-down and bottom-up reading processes
was developed in the late 1970s/mid-1980s (Stanovich, 1980, Barnett, 1989). Originally
considered to have a dichotomous relationship, top-down and bottom-up reading
processes are largely conceptualized, currently, as forming a continuurnabtakes
into account different combinations of strategies depending on the different leadne
context variables. Recent research has shown that the interactive naga@irad
processes can include other factors, such as: the interaction betweentiegt,reater
background, reading strategies, the first language (L1) and second larigaagand
reader decision making. However, these additional factors are beyond the scope of this

paper.
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The reading strategies highlighted in this study are:
bottom-up 1. guessing an unknown word’s meaning from the surrounding context
| 2. guessing the meaning of an unknown word by breaking the word into its
component parts
3. finding the topic of a paragraph
4. finding the main idea of a paragraph
5. finding the topic of an entire reading passage
6. finding the main idea of an entire reading passage
7. predicting the ending of a reading passage

A\ 4

top-down 8- inferring the author’s feelings or underlying information from reading the

text
Due to the confusion that has existed for years over the problematic definition of
reading strategies and reading skills and their connection to reading congiwaha
clear explanation of these concepts is warranted. As defined above, reeateqged
are a general plan of action used to achieve a goal. In my interpretationgrelats
refer to the applied way(s) in which a strategy is deployed; the various ggedhat
must take place in order to effectively execute a strategy. An examptewéken the
scope of this study might be finding the main idea of a paragraph. Finding the main idea
of a paragraph would be the strategy, but all the different steps that might lead t
finding the main idea would be the reading skills, that is, looking for a repetition of
ideas within the paragraph, creating a summary of the paragraph in one sentence, and
re-evaluating that summary to confirm that every sentence in that garagtates to it

in some way.
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These reading skills are the building blocks of reading strategies thheare t
building blocks of reading comprehension. The theoretical framework of reading
comprehension for this study that was explained earlier, Anderson’s themgrofive
learning (2000a), states that these reading skills are just like any otfsethsitimust
be automatized to become useful in achieving a particular goal, such asloemdporg
a written text. For many learners, these skills and strategies ad gegir normal
repertoire used when trying to comprehend reading texts; however, some learners
require reading strategy intervention to help them acquire and automatizekitisse

It is also thought that the perceived utility of reading strategies questi®nna
(see Appendix O for the Japanese version and Appendix P for the English weriion)
provide a washback effect to the participants. That is, by completing theogueste,
participants’ metacognitive awareness surrounding the utility of tegmeading
strategies and their role in facilitating reading comprehension will igateaed.

Extensive readingefers to reading in quantity to develop good reading habits,
to build up knowledge of vocabulary and structure, and to encourage a liking for
reading.

Perceived value of reading strategiesers to one’s perception of the
importance of gaining an understanding and practical, working knowledge of reading
strategies, as an effective way of improving reading comprehension ability.

An example of an item measuring perceived value of reading stratediek i
were skillful at guessing the meaning of an unknown vocabulary word from its

surrounding context, it would improve my overall reading comprehension ability.”
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Perceived value of extensive readiagperationalized as one’s perception of
the importance of reading extensively as an effective way of improvaung
comprehension ability and fluency. The guidelines for the extensive readimgeneat
for this study are set by Day and Bamford (2002) (see Appendix | for a Japanes
version and Appendix J for an English version). Based on these principles, one item
used to measure this construct is “My English reading comprehension adllity wi
improve if | practice reading without a dictionary.”

Sources of self-efficacy informatiogfer to the four main components that
influence one’s perceived efficacy: mastery experience, vicarious erperisocial
persuasion, and physiological and emotional states. One’s self-efficacypdnticular
task within a particular domain is the aggregate of these four factorsgiacctor

Bandura (1995).

The Organization of This Study

In this chapter, an overview of the theoretical background, the problems,
purposes, and proposed significance of the study was provided. In addition, a
clarification of terms, audiences, and delimitations was offered. Chgptez Review
of the Literature, is divided into major sections: an overview of Bandura’'sfieHey
theory, self-efficacy in EFL contexts, an explanation of Anderson’s cogri@a\t of
learning, reading strategies, reading strategies in an EFL cadsxgnd Bamford’s
principles of extensive reading, and extensive reading in EFL contexts. Ire€CBapt
Methods, | describe the participants and setting, instruments, procedurds and t

analyses used in the study. Chapter 4, Preliminary Analysis, detailemaiis
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breakdown of the six instruments used in the study. The results from each instrument
are scrutinized and analyzed using current psychometric approaches.tioablof

both the items and the rating scales were made to solve problems that occurred with the
instruments. In Chapter 5, Results, the quantitative results pertainingréséaech

guestions in this study are featured. MANOVAs, ANOVAs, latent growtkiec

modeling, and Pearson correlation coefficients were used as methods okavfalysi

data. After the Results section, Chapter 6, the Discussion chapter highligkey the

findings and cites past literature to support arguments to explain the riesatidition,
theoretical and pedagogical implications were detailed. Finally, in €h@pa brief

summary of the study will be offered, along with the limitations of the study,

suggestions for future research, and a conclusion.

25



CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

In this chapter | review the literature on (a) self-efficacy theryreading
strategies in SLA, and (c) extensive reading. In the first sectrenjdw the basic
tenets of the theory of self-efficacy and discuss how it ties in with AnderSogsitive
Theory of Learning. | also discuss the role that culture plays in setkeffiand its
development. In the second section, | detail the relevant research in reaatemjesrin
the L1 and the L2, and reading strategy intervention, including a theoregice\fork
for both reading strategies and reading strategy instruction. The fouitingsct
devoted to synthesizing the pertinent information concerning the study and pinpointing
the limitations of past research. This section creates a clear path tegaehe

guestions that are provided at the end of the chapter.

Self-Efficacy Theory

Since the publication of the social cognitivist Albert Bandura’s (1977) seminal
article entitled “Self-Efficacy: Toward a Unifying Theory of Behaal Change,”
researchers from many fields (i.e., educational psychology, health, meditiletics,
business, international affairs, psychopathology, and social and political change)
(Pajares, 1996, 2004) have employed self-efficacy to predict and describe avgee r
of human functioning. There is evidence to suggest that self-efficacy ot z@ch
varied achievements as academic achievements, social skills, smokaigpoegain

tolerance, athletic performances, career choices, assertiveness, ctipiegred
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events, recovery from ilinesses, and sales performance (Bandura, 1986). Embedded

within his social cognitive theory, self-efficacy has received incrgasiention in the

area of academic motivation and achievement (Bandura, 1986; Pintrich & Schunk,

2002; Schunk, 2004). In his most recent book dealing with self-efficacy, Bandura

(1997) details the importance of this construct and its influence on human behavior:
People make causal contributions to their own psychosocial functioning through
mechanisms of personal agency. Among the mechanisms of agency, none is
more central or pervasive than beliefs of personal efficacy. Unless people
believe they can produce desired effects by their actions, they have little
incentive to act. Efficacy belief, therefore, is a major basis of action. People
guide their lives by their beliefs of personal efficacy (p. 2).

The theoretical basis of Bandura’s self-efficacy theory and all itsrdumglications,

derives from Bandura’s (1977) article. In this article, Bandura define@8elacy as

the strength of expectations individuals maintain about their ability to perform

successfully a behavior that will lead to a particular outcome. Individustd’ ¢é self-

efficacy influences “whether certain (coping) behaviors will be initiated, tnoah

effort will be expended, and how long it will be sustained in the face of obstacles and

aversive experiences” (Bandura, 1977, p. 191). Within the framework of this theory,

judgments of self-efficacy are task and domain specific. Those who hold arlsevafe

self-efficacy for accomplishing a particular task within a particularalormight avoid

it, while those who have a higher sense of self-efficacy might be more apti¢gppte

readily in the completion of the task.
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According to Bandura (1986, 1997), there are four principle sources of
information that help one create a sense of self-efficacy pertaining toitcsjas& and
a specific domainperformance accomplishmerftsarners’ past performances)
vicarious experience®xperiences with others’ performangesrbal persuasion
(persuasion-positive or negative-from significant othensdiphysiological states
(physiological and emotional changes that alert the learner to pdssibfe or
success). In other words, people base the level of confidence they have in relation to a
particular behavior, on an aggregate reading of these four elements.

Judged to be the most influential gauge of self-efficacy, performance
accomplishments are especially important because they are based oalpeestary
experiences. Successes tend to increase one’s sense of self-effidadgnilures lower
it.

Although exerting a weaker influence on the formation of self-efficacy than
performance accomplishments, vicarious experiences are also an impoutiaat of
self-efficacy information. People do not rely solely on their own masteryierpes to
develop their self-efficacy. They are also influenced by seeing gibeiam particular
activities. Certain conditions enhance the value of a vicarious experieacapte
similar the observer feels he is to the model, the more influence the vicarious
experience will have on the observer’s self-efficacy. Model behavior thdiiextiear
outcomes conveys more efficacy information than if the effects of the modélmusac
remained unclear. Furthermore, diversified modeling, in which the perfornsarse i
enacted several times by a variety of models, is superior to exposure tmée sa

performance by a single model.
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Also influencing self-efficacy is verbal persuasion, in which people are guided,
through suggestion, into believing they are capable or incapable of performing a
particular task. The impact that verbal persuasion has on self-efficédalyso be
weaker than that arising from one’s own accomplishments because verbal parsuasi
not derived from an authentic experience.

The last element of self-efficacy information is physiological std@eople
sometimes rely on their physiological reactions to particular Sstusto lead them and
their level of self-efficacy. As one experiences a fear reaction, suhiasreased
heart rate, induced sweating, or hyperventilation, one would likely expecefailre
than success in that particular situation. “Because high arousal usuall{atkeili
performance, individuals are more likely to expect success when they arseidbpe

aversive arousal than if they are tense and viscerally agitated” (Bad®ii7, p. 198).

Self-Efficacy in Social Cognitive Theory

This theory of self-efficacy underwent severe scrutiny by researcha
multitude of fields and remained robust even in the face of such scrutiny. It was not
until 1986 that Bandura introduced a more comprehensive look at human behavior, his
social cognitive theorywithin which was embedded the theory of self-efficacy. In the
social cognitive theory, people are seen as self-organizing, proactivesfkaifing,
and self-regulating rather than as reactive beings molded and guided loyererital
forces or compelled by hidden inner impulses. It is by this very definition tmaiuiBa

rejects claims that he is a “behaviorist” and demands that he be refersea ‘teozial

29



cognitivist.” From this theoretical perspective, human functioning is considezed t
product of a dynamic triad of personal, behavioral, and environmental influences
(Figure 2).

Of all the beliefs that influence human functioning, and standing at the very core
of the social cognitive theory, are self-efficacy beliefs, “people’smetgs of their
capabilities to organize and execute courses of action required to attain westgpas

of performances” (Bandura, 1986, p. 391).

BEHAVIOR

PERSONAL ENVIRONMENTAL

FACTORS FACTORS
(cognitive, affective, and -

biological events)

Figure 2.Model of the relations between the three classes of determinants of human
functioning in Bandura’s conception of triadic reciprocality (1986).

As the evolution of self-efficacy theory and its role within the social cognitive
theory continued, Bandura explained the refinement of his theories in his 1997 book,
Self-Efficacy: The Exercise of Contrint regards to the role of self-efficacy, he stated,
“Perceived self-efficacy refers to beliefs in one’s capabilitesrtjanize and execute

the course of action required to produce given attainments.” Adding parts to this
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definition that were not found in his prior writings, Bandura extended the influence of
one’s beliefs in self-efficacy to
...the courses of action people choose to pursue, how much effort they put forth
in given endeavors, how long they will persevere in the face of obstacles and
failures, their resilience to adversity, whether their thought patternglére s
hindering or self-aiding, how much stress and depression they experience in
coping with taxing environmental demands, and the level of accomplishments
they realize (p. 3).
Bandura continued by explaining another of his major contentions as regards the role of
self-efficacy in human functioning, “people’s level of motivation, affecttates, and
actions are based more on what they believe than on what is objectively tandu(B,
1997, p. 2). Therefore, it is not necessarily the number of skills one possesses, but what
one believes one can do with those skills in a particular circumstance trettisatfy
theory is really concerned with. Collins (1982) studied the level of problem-solying b
children at three levels of mathematical ability. Mathematical alpldyed a part in the
problem-solving performance, but those children who maintained a high sense of self-
efficacy were more successful than those with a low sense of self-gffregardless of
the ability level. Pervasive self-doubt can over-rule skills, so that even higldgs
individuals might not perform to their true ability under circumstances that uimgerm
their beliefs in themselves (Bandura & Jourden, 1991). As these studies demonstrate,
perceived self-efficacy is highly influential to performance accornplents, whatever

underlying skills one might possess.
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Self-Efficacy in Academic Achievement and Motivation

Beliefs about self-efficacy are key elements in mediating behkadmg to
human competence (Pintrich, 1999; Pintrich & De Groot, 1990). Bandura (1977, 1986,
1997) purports that one’s level of self-efficacy relates strongly to one’sicleto
initiate activities that support learning, the level of effort expended omgdisthing
those activities, and how perseverant that person can be in the face of adversity.
Consequently, it has been suggested that self-efficacy beliefs influadeatst
motivation and achievement. It is important to remember, however, that sedegfis
task and domain-specific. Unlike its distant cousin, self-confidence, whiomssdered
a more global reading of one’s competence, self-efficacy remainsmitispecific
(Pajares & Miller, 1994).

The value of self-efficacy in academic settings is the role it fillmediating
motivation and achievement (Bandura, 1997; Pajares, 1996; Schunk, 1995). Research
results reflect a positive relationship between self-efficacy and ssfat@cademic
performance (Bong, 2001; Lane et al., 2004; Ofori & Charlton, 2002; Yang, 2004), self-
regulated learning (Pintrich & De Groot, 1990; Schunk & Zimmerman, 1997), academic
motivation (Bong & Clark, 1999), and reading/writing performance (McCarthy,nVeie
& Rinderer, 1985; Meier, McCarthy, and Schmeck, 1984; Pajares & Johnson, 1994,
1996; Pajares & Valiante, 1997; Shell, Colvin, & Bruning, 1995; Shell, Murphy, &
Bruning, 1989).

In addition to the positive correlation between self-efficacy and academic
achievement as indicated by the above studies, many researchers haweresadtse

that demonstrate the close correlation between self-efficacy belfscademic
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motivation. Self-efficacy beliefs are suggested to have “convergent vafhidity
influencing choice of activities (Schunk, 1981; Zimmerman & Kitsantas, 1997, 1999;
Hackett & Betz, 1989), levels of effort (Schunk & Hanson, 1985; Schunk, Hanson, &
Cox, 1987; Salomon, 1984), persistence (Schunk, 1981), and emotional reactions
(Pajares & Kanzler, 1995; Siegel, Galassi, & Ware, 1985)” (Zimmerman, 2001, p. 86).
Multon, Brown, and Lent (1991) reported their findings of meta-analyses of the
relations of self-efficacy and academic motivation, operationalized astpace (e.g.,
number of tasks undertaken, time on task, or number of academic semesters
successfully completed). The authors analyzed 18 studies of persistdmegean
measures of motivation. The results, an overall effect size of .38, illustrateefha
efficacy beliefs made up 14% of the variance in academic persistence awarsety of

student samples, experimental designs, and criterion measures.

Self-Efficacy in Reading Achievement and Reading Motivation

In addition to one’s ability to facilitate the basic cognitive elementstihted
above in Anderson’s Cognitive Theory of Learning, motivational factors also come into
play when trying to explain reading behavior. Poor readers and proficientsyeaeer
seen as differing not only in their cognitive competence but also in their leegdihg
motivation. Proficient readers tend to have higher self-competence lj€lefsman &
Tunmer, 2002; Shell, Colvin & Bruning, 1995).

In an often-cited study about reading achievement and self-efficacy eshakl
(1989), working upon previous studies that had shown how self-perceptions of reading

ability were significantly related to reading grades and achievefNettolls, 1979;
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Paris & Oka, 1986), created a self-efficacy reading instrument that included tw
subscales: the reading task and the reading skill subscales. The reddngstas
designed to examine undergraduate students’ confidence in relation to thiirtabili
perform 18 reading tasks (e.g., to read a letter from a friend). The geskilin
subscales were developed to examine participants' confidence in relation atithg
to perform nine reading skills (e.g., recognize letters). Results fromuiihe st
demonstrated that self-efficacy was a stronger predictor than outcomeagxyect
beliefs in explaining the variance in reading achievement.

Schunk and Rice (1987) also showed through studies with L1 remedial learners
that explicit instruction to students on the use and utility of reading compiehens
strategies helped them not only comprehend better, it also helped to improve their
reading self-efficacy.

Recognizing the importance of motivation in influencing students’ reading
development, Wigfield and Guthrie (1995) created a model of reading comprehension
development (the MRQ, the Motivations for Reading Questionnaire) that incorporates
both cognitive and motivational aspects of reading. Along with intrinsic motivation,
extrinsic motivation, and social motivation, one of the main components of the
motivational aspects was reading self-efficacy. Results from sestadis support the
positive relation between these reading motivational constructs, includoiggese|f-
efficacy, and reading comprehension (Guthrie & Alao, 1997; Guthrie, Van Meter
McCann & Wigfield, 1996; Guthrie & Wigfield, 2000).

Schunk et al. (1991) demonstrated that children's sense of efficacy is closely

connected to their academic performance, and that instructing students both on how to
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be more efficacious and to believe they are more efficacious improves children's
achievement in subjects, such as math and reading (Schunk, 1991; Schunk &
Zimmerman, 1997). The results from these studies indicate that when childese bel
they are competent and efficacious at reading they are more likelgagesm reading.

Using the MRQ described above in a later study, Wigfield and Guthrie (1997),
found results to support the connection between reading self-efficacy and reading
motivation and achievement. The results of the study confirmed their hypothésis tha
reading motivation is a multifaceted construct. The findings supported the prgviousl
hypothesized connection between self-efficacy and competence beliefs (Bd®diTra
Schunk, 1991; Wigfield & Eccles, 1992). In this study, the researchers concurred with
other major researchers of the time, “Bandura and Schunk both have argued that
perceived efficacy is one of the strongest predictors of achievement, dmtiwe
support for these claims in our results” (Wigfield & Guthrie, 1997, p. 428).

As covered in the previous four sections, self-efficacy is currently coedider
strong indicator of achievement and an important mediating construct iomeiati
other motivational variables. Unlike other similar constructs, such aswsditience,
self-concept, or self-competence, self-efficacy is a task- and domaifisspenstruct
that represents one’s perceived competence in accomplishing a particulah&sk. T
ever-changing, organic essence of self-efficacy exerts a strongrdloa learner
motivation and academic performance. Highly efficacious learnersraregtenergy,
persevere longer and remain resilient in the face of adversity throughoutrthiedea
process. This has implications for not only L1 learners but also learners ghfarel

second language. This issue is addressed in the following sections.
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The Role of Culture in Self-Efficacy

Bandura (2006) claimed that there was abundant research to support the
hypothesis that self-efficacy maintains a cross-cultural generdiligabHowever, the
role that culture in the Asian context plays in self-efficacy and its pregligtialities
remain largely under question. The following three studies demonstrate thatdearne
from different cultures might not be motivated to learn in the same way, notably in the
way that self-efficacy is supposed to predict human behavior.

Oettingen (1995) provided an in-depth review of the differences in the ways
culture affects the various sources of self-efficacy belief syst8ime created a
dichotomy between individualistic and collectivistic societies. In her vieal|ectivist
cultures promote the view that people belong to in-groups that demand lasting loyalty...
and in return, people receive protection from the in-group” (p. 151). Individualist
societies, conversely, espouse values of protecting one’s own welfare and their
immediate family’s interests. Individual goals are more highlyndsghthan those of
the group.

She also highlighted the difference in cultural values set by variatiomsver p
distance. For people living in cultures with a large disparity in power, ingguml
power is acceptable and viewed as normal. For people who live in countries that
maintain a smaller disparity in power distance, power is more fairly amdiyeve
distributed among them.

These distinctions led to variations in her research results on self-gffiiae
postulated that learners living in collectivist societies quite often formadlei sense

of self-efficacy based on the verbal persuasion of the in-group. It is the group who
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acknowledges the value of a task completed, not so much the individual (Oettingen &
Zosuls, 2006). Oftentimes, learners pursue performance goals and are rewarded fo
demonstrating required competencies more than adopting learning goalslualisti

societies, on the other hand, emphasize an importance on teaching learners how to learn.
From this, self-efficacy beliefs would be generated more by individulahdeef

success and accomplishment than as an external reward or recognitionefiom t

group.

In addition, variations in power distance have also been shown to affect self-
efficacy. In settings where there is a large power differentia) Jig@an and other Asian
countries), teachers are highly respected and obeyed and expected by studeitsito ¢
the course of educational activities. In this sense, the generation of a serise of se
efficacy largely comes from teacher evaluation and verbal persuasion.uresuwitith a
small power disparity, learners rely on their own evaluations of their peafm@mon
projects to form their sense of self-efficacy.

A few researchers have utilized the dichotomies above to compare sEitffi
beliefs among various cultures. Eaton and Dembo (1997), explored the differences in
motivational beliefs between Asian Americans (154 students) and non-AsiaicAnser
(372 students). Among the Asian-American group, a relatively small number, only 18,
of them were Japanese. The learners completed questionnaires indicatiagathemic
beliefs. The results showed that Asian American students rated themseleeslow
self-efficacy, but outperformed their non-Asian counterparts on a novel tasle$s ass
their achievement behavior. The implication was that self-efficacy mattave the

predictive power, when analyzed in Asian settings, that it has in Western sulture
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In a later study, Salili, Chiu, and Lai (2001), investigated the self-efficacy
beliefs of students in eastern and western cultures. The participants, 571 stgents a
17 to 19, were comprised of high school students in Hong Kdrg217), East Asian
Canadian studentdl(= 66, mostly Chinese, referred to as Chinese Canadians) and
European Canadian students< 288, mostly of French or English origins). There were
no Japanese students or students from other Asian countries, other than China,
represented in the study.

Data collection for the study was organized by requiring all participants to
complete a two-part survey. The first part of the survey highlighted demographic
background and measures of academic performance, while the second part focused on
goal orientations and academic self-efficacy, among others. In refecesel-¢fficacy,
the results demonstrated, again, that students in Asian cultures gerasgeaiheir self-

efficacy lower than students in non-Asian cultures do.

Summary

The above studies highlighted the tendency for Asian learners to rate themselves
much lower on self-efficacy scales than their non-Asian counterparts. akisat
always reflected however, in major differences in performance. Althougiutiees
were supposedly based on the differences in self-efficacy between Asian and non
Asians, they rarely included Japanese participants in their sample.Udys st
investigates, more fully, the degree to which self-efficacy plays a rdhe ireading

achievement of Japanese university students.
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Self-Efficacy in Second Language Research

Although researchers from many fields (i.e., educational psychology, health,
medicine, athletics, business, international affairs, psychopathology, aabissati
political change) (Pajares, 1996, 2004) have employed self-efficacy to predict and
describe a wide range of human functioning, research in the field of foagigndges
remains relatively limited. In the early 1990s a collective criticiese from the field of
SLA referring primarily to Gardner’s (1985) socio-educational modeldkas &
Schmidt, 1991; Oxford & Shearin, 1994; Dérnyei, 1994). There was a general
consensus among several researchers in the field that research in L2jleadioeen
restricted by a narrow perspective on motivation. Recommendations thathesgar
begin to consider non-L2 approaches to motivation were voiced.

In response to these calls, Tremblay and Gardner (1995) investigated the
implication of self-efficacy, along with other motivational constructs, antble in L2
motivation. A sample of 75 French language students in a Francophone secondary
school completed questionnaires designed to measure various motivational and
attitudinal factors. In addition to these measures, they completed anrefsagah.

The researchers hypothesized that self-efficacy is directly mfkeeby students’
attributions of their successes and failures in language learning situationsl3de
hypothesized that self-efficacy would directly influence motivational behawvid that
motivational behavior would have a direct affect on achievement. Final grades for the
French class were used as a measure of achievement. The results supported the
hypothesis that self-efficacy has a direct effect on motivational behakioh

subsequently has a direct relation to achievement (see Figure 1).
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Although the study served as a welcome answer to the calls for furthechesed.2
motivation, there seemed to be some inherent problems with the design. Firgyweofetie
guestionnaire items revealed inconsistencies between the items and thectieatire of the
construct. Instead of questioning learners’ perceived efficacy to peafgpacific language
task, the items were constructed to test one’s perceived “likelihood” of pemfpoartain
language functions in French. The researchers also claimed that thiésstfreonstruct in
their study contained an anxiety component. Bandura (1977, 1986, 1997) has never included
anxiety in his explanations of the theory. This is one of the elements that diiezenti
Clément’s (1980) concept of self-confidence, the balance between perseifredmpetence
and anxiety, and Bandura’s self-efficacy construct.

A second concern about the study was the relatively small size of the sah®ple. T
analysis was conducted on a sample of only 75 subjects. The researchers, tsenmsebaa
concern over the topic, but explained that other researchers had repligdiesl sbnducted on
their earlier model, which was also a part of the model of that study and thetleéyrevere
confident that the basic relationships reported in the study were relataely.s

Further investigation into the connection between self-efficacy and motiwaas also
conducted by Mori (2002), in a study redefining motivation to read in a foreign language. At
the time of her study, there were, essentially, no models of foreign langadgegrmotivation
available, so she turned to the MRQ, proposed by Wigfield and Gutherie (1995) for uk# with
readers. In her study, 447 EFL students at a women'’s university in Japan completed the
guestionnaire based on their motivation for reading in a foreign languagestE&itilar to

the research conducted by Wigfield and Guthrie (1995, 1997), the results supported the idea
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that reading motivation is a multifaceted construct. Furthermore, the rdsalshawed a clear
connection between reading motivation and reading self-efficacy.

Like the common problems with the study by Tremblay and Gardner (1995), one of the
major critiques of Mori’s (2002) study, has also been an inconsistency betweamtheit the
guestionnaire and the fundamentals laid out in the theory of self-efficacymitakenly
combined measures of other constructs within her foreign language readingyeatéoss. For
example, the item, “I liked reading classes at junior and senior high schoolsbgaestre
the students’ enjoyment in reading in a foreign language than readindfisalfye Another
example, “My grades for English reading classes at junior and seniordhigbls were not
very good” asks students to report information about previous grades instead of their sel
perception of reading self-efficacy. Although the above item might alludetiearner’s
impression of her own self-efficacy based on her evaluation of her grades, théstdindoes
not evaluate students’ sense of efficacy for foreign language reading.

In a similar vein, inconsistencies become apparent in a study conducted by Cheng
(2002). The researcher aimed to investigate the relationship between foreigagamgiting
anxiety and foreign language writing self-efficacy. The participaet® 165 Englisimajors at
one university in northern Taiwan. Amongst the multitude of questions from five suhagys
the participants completed, there was only one question included to measure forgiggéan
writing self-efficacy and, moreover, it was conceptually flawed. Ch20g2) asked the
learners to “rate their English writing ability” on a Likert-se&iom 1 (Not proficient at alj to
5 (Very proficien). The wording of the question does not reflect the task-specific, domain-
specific nature of the self-efficacy theory. The results showed that tihepzants’ self-

perceptions of confidence in English writing largely explained the varianesamd language

41



writing anxiety (34%), however, as intimated above, the reliability andityabf these results
remain under debate.

Finally, a similar problem plagued the study of Chamot, Barnhardt, ERpiaad
Robbins (1996). Unlike all of the above cross-sectional studies conducted on selféffiaac
foreign language, this study was longitudinal. The study offered the firstfigesearchers
using reading strategies and reading strategies instruction to auteléefficacy in foreign
language reading education.

The study took place in a mid-Atlantic metropolitan area with high school Japanese,
Russian, and Spanish teachers and their students, and with college Japanesesrastdictor
their students. It was conducted over a three-year period. The researchsigatectthe
strategies that would be implemented most appropriately in high school dagsekat
effects strategy instruction had on students. Materials were designdttafhgdor teaching
learning strategies for the Japanese, Russian, and Spanish classroomatpagtio the study.
Strategy instruction was used for learning vocabulary, listening comiehereading
comprehension, speaking, and self-regulated learning. The participants were gpveh a
guestionnaires, including a self-efficacy questionnaire and a set of crtefesanced
language tests as a pretest and a posttest. There was no attempt tatevestigvell the
participants had been able to develop their skill in using the learning strategiegehowe

The results reflected an increase in student strategy use aftectiostand indicated a
familiarity with the strategies and their use. The only group that shoared i self-efficacy
over the duration of the study was the group of Japanese language students. Hogvever, t
researchers did not explain if the self-efficacy gains were cordiforelapanese reading,

writing, speaking, or listening.
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This misinterpretation on the part of the researchers was also evidencedemthen
the self-efficacy questionnaire, which was divided in to skills groups (reaaling,
speaking, listening). At the top of the questionnaire was a brief prelude to the, S¥iuey
may often read texts such as dialogs, stories, and advertisements in Jappadss as
classwork or on your own.” Following these instructions were five items delsigmaeasure
the participants’ self-efficacy for each skill on a 100-point Likertesd@he example item was,
“How sure are you that you can figure out the main topic or gist?” It quickly kescolaar that
the participants would be unable to decipher what it was that the researcleersfering to
when they wrote “main topic or gist.” It is unclear as to which genre, “diattgses, or
advertisements,” the researchers were referring to in these s@wey the ambiguity in the
guestions suggests that there was a strong possibility of misinteqoretatthe part of the
respondents. The wording of the questionnaire items also shows a general misndiey sif
the task-specific, domain-specific nature of self-efficacy thatdBea (1977) purported.

Building upon the above study showing the relatively weak correlation between the
effect of strategy instruction and self-efficacy, later studies dema@dtmore clearly that a
correlation exists (National Capital Language Resource Center, 2000a, 2000b1529).
Those learners who rated themselves as highly efficacious reported wsantypes of
learning strategies, particularly functional strategies (Yang,)1#@@thermore, those students
who reported more frequent strategy use considered themselves more cosfiders|
(National Capital Language Resource Center, 2000a, 2000Db).

In a study conducted in Canada with ESL learners, Rossiter (2001) showed ttwat expli
strategy instruction not only helped to increase students’ strategy use inakihgdaut also

showed a trend to improve the students’ speaking self-efficacy (signififéerences were not
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achieved). The author mentioned a number of limitations to the study of which the mos notabl
was the small number of participants, 30 adult students registered inim&ihktermediate

ESL program in Canada. The study lasted 15 weeks, one academic sentesigaipelr details

the strategy instruction and the speaking tasks the students engaged in. The authohdivided t
strategies that were explicitly taught into two groups, communicatioegieatand affective
strategies.

In another study that suffered from an extremely small sample size, Gahungu,
(2007), also investigated the relationship between strategy use and satheffine
study was conducted with 37 students enrolled in Intermediate French Iscasse
Chicago State University. In addition, the author collected data utilizindagptex
version of Oxford’s (1990) Strategy Inventory for Language Learnitd JSa Likert-
scale survey designed to measure the participants’ self-efficacy,Fardah cloze test
for the language ability variable. The author hypothesized a positive relagonshi
between all three variables, language learning strategy use,fee&gfind language
ability and significant results confirmed that hypothesis.

To further examine the relationship between self-efficacy and proficidfits,
Pajares, and Herron (2006) showed that an evaluation of 95 college students of French
as a Foreign Language revealed a significant relationship betweere&dihg self-
efficacy and proficiency.

In a later study, Mills, Pajares, & Herron (2007), showed that self-efficacy
self-regulation was a stronger predictor of intermediate French laaguagevement
than were self-efficacy to obtain grades in French, French anxiety imgesmuat

listening, and French learning self-concept. They also reported a differereredier gn
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the self-efficacy of self-regulation, as the female participants lgadisantly greater
self-efficacy for self-regulation; however, both men and women had similds lefve
achievement.

Hseih and Schallert (2008) investigated self-efficacy and attribution in the
domain of foreign language learning with 500 students in Spanish, German, and French
courses at the University of Texas at Austin in the United States. Thegaantscwere
first given class test scores and asked if the scores represented a sutaiése on
the part of the student. Thereafter, the students were asked to rate théficeely-and
attribution based on the scores. The study supported the hypothesis that seilf-efficac
was the most powerful predictor of achievement. Ability attributions wamsidered
significant but not as strong as self-efficacy. It was also found that stwdemts
attributed failure to a lack of effort had a higher sense of self-effiterythose who
attributed failure to other factors such as ability, task difficulty, and lu¢cko&gh a
direct link from self-efficacy to achievement was not realized in the stodgucted by
Tremblay and Gardner (1995), this study showed a relationship.

These attributions to success and failure were also evident in a study bgpnGraha
(2006). In this qualitative study, conducted through questionnaires and interviews,
Graham observed that most students with high self-efficacy credited both sscmeds
failures to either an ample expenditure of effort or a lack of it, respectiMebge who
considered themselves to be less efficacious tended to blame their faitweeen
external forces such as task difficulty, luck, and ability.

In another study, Graham (2004) showed that students who attributed success to

effort, high ability, and effective learning strategies had higher l@felshievement.
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She detailed the relationship between one’s ability to manipulate learnitegssaas a
source of higher self-efficacy. On the contrary, low ability and task diffievere

blamed for a lack of achievement in French by most students who exhibited low self
efficacy. Graham maintained that if learners could be educated about the use of
language strategies and their link to academic performance, they might staange

the attributions they hold for successes and failures, thereby changimggethiei

efficacy.

Summary

Although this section is not an entirely exhaustive list of all literaturerdgali
with self-efficacy and second language research, | believe thagWsvrhighlights the
most relevant studies to date on this topic. A review of this section reveals ttosiga st
relationship between self-efficacy and language learning motivation disesTdns
link between self-efficacy and motivation has also been translated into gains in
achievement, however, a direct relationship between self-efficacy anderokiet is
still under investigation.

Extant literature on self-efficacy and second language learning oftenvdéal
strategy instruction and use, as well. There seems to be a strong positilaicorre
between strategy use, self-efficacy, and language proficiency.sl hiagimore
proficient learners have been shown to more frequently and more successfully us
learning strategies. Research on explicit strategy instructiondigfolanguage

learning seems to yield results that show a positive correlation to iesneas
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achievement but relatively weak improvement in self-efficacy, as & odshkt
instruction.

In addition, ratings of attribution correlate strongly with self-efficheliefs.
Students who attributed failure to lack of effort tend to hold a higher sense of self-
efficacy than those who attribute failure to other factors such as abilkyditésulty,
and luck.

Limitations of the reviewed studies include extremely small sample sizes
leading to results that might not be generalizable to a greater population; steocisis
in self-efficacy questionnaire items that do not accurately refle¢etiets of Bandura’s

(1986) social cognitive theory; and a serious dearth of longitudinal studies.

Reading Comprehension Based on Anderson’s Cognitive Theory of Learning
In order to begin to understand how reading strategies and/or extensive reading

play(s) a role in learners’ comprehension of written material, an overviesading as
a cognitive process must first be provided. Two fundamental principles lying ebte
of this cognitive view of human thought and action are: (a) human behavior i®direct
by individuals’ perceptions and interpretations of their own experiences, and (b) the
manner in which individuals think and reason often resembles the way in which
computers process information (Shuell, 1986). Individuals are said to “process”
information through the interplay between the environment and the mind. The thoughts
involved in this cognitive activity are referred to as “mental processedhiiWitis
framework, reading comprehension strategies are simply tools used tosproces

information that enhance understanding of written input.
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Reading comprehension is viewed as comprising active and complex processes
in which individuals formulate meaning from written information (Anderson, 1985;
Howard, 1985; Pearson, 1985). Anderson has separated the comprehension process into
three distinct stages: perceptual processing, parsing, and utilization. Althowgbrthe
“stage” can infer a linear relationship between these comprehension psytbsy can
be described as recursive in that movements from one process to the next and then back
to the previous one can occur.

In reading comprehension, perceptual processing entails attention beisgdoc
on written text, with parts of the written input being retained in short-term meiDoey
to the limitations on short-term memory, incoming information undergoes some
preliminary analyses after which the majority of the information is eagb@hd
replaced by incoming new information. However, encoding processes can convert som
of the text to meaningful representations even at this stage.

In parsing, words and phrases from the text are used to make meaningful mental
representations of the material being read. This includes decoding, which hagans t
readers match the visual pattern of a word with a representation in declarative
knowledge stored in long-term memory. It does not include comparing the meaning of
the new mental representation with that which has been accessed in long-terng.memor
That comes later.

The third process, utilization, also referred to by some researcheabasaébn
(Gagne, 1985), entails relating a mental representation of the text meaning to
declarative knowledge in long-term memory. This process takes the mental

representation that has been matched with those in declarative knowledge from the
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parsing process and discovers the meaning related to that representatiortenntong-
memory. This interplay between information that readers already know @anch&tion

that is completely new is the basic determinant of reading comprehension.

Reading Strategies as Cognitive Skills

Anderson, in his cognitive theory, makes no distinction between general
cognitive processes and reading strategies. His theory details howatitorns stored
and retrieved, but does not take into account the subject of how learning can be
enhanced. To him, strategies can be represented the same way as any othgr comple
skill, and described as a set of productions that are compiled and fine-tuned until they
become procedural knowledge.

This cognitive theory of learning also distinguishes between declarative
knowledge and procedural knowledge. Anderson claims that declarative knowledge is
what we know about, such as the definition of words, facts, or rules. He also refers to
declarative knowledge as “static” information in memory that can usbalbxpressed
verbally. Procedural knowledge, on the other hand, is defined as what we know how to
do, such as comprehending or producing language, or applying our knowledge of rules
to solve a problem. Often described as “dynamic” information in memory, this
knowledge is a result of repeated use of knowledge in a procedure. As this repetition
continues, readers often lose consciousness of the rules that enabled that procedure t
begin with, thereby losing an ability to verbalize those rules.

For complex skills such as strategy usage, Anderson also describes the three

stages of skill acquisition: the cognitive, associative, and autonomous stethes. |
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cognitive stage, readers are instructed in how to use the strategy, possibly through

modeling or deductive reasoning on their own. The reader is conscious of the rules

pertaining to the strategy, at this point, and can often verbalize the knowledged@cqui
in this stage.

In the second, associative stage, two main changes happen. First, incorrect
representations in the original declarative knowledge are recognized amctexbrr
Second, the connections among the various steps or component parts of the reading
strategy are strengthened. It is at this stage that declarativeddgmihas become
procedural; however, some parts of the procedural knowledge can still be verbalized.

In the final, autonomous stage, also referred to as automatic processing in
second language acquisition, the execution of the reading strategy becouoadly virt
automatic, demanding less effort on working memory, thereby freeing up working
memory to take on new reading challenges. The reader performs the recdeyy st
with a high degree of automaticity and reads without much effort, enabling the teade

process new information effectively and efficiently. This is calledlighq@ocessing.

Overview of Learner Strategies
Since Joan Rubin published her seminal article in 197t the “Good
Language Learner” Can Teach Uthere has been significant growth in research
activity in learner strategies. The research conducted over the past tradesdeas
been based largely on the theoretical underpinnings of three influential books (Naiman,
Frohlich, Stern, & Todesco, 1978, 1996; O’'Malley & Chamot, 1990; Oxford, 1990), in

addition to Rubin’s seminal work.
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Acting as the trailblazer in learner strategy research, Rubin (1975 edairat
successful learners were fundamentally different from less succlessfugrs in their
use of techniques and approaches that allowed them to comprehend and manipulate
language more skillfully. She postulated that there were two basic sethoidques,
those directly related to learning (i.e., monitoring, memorization, and deductive
reasoning), and those indirectly related to learning (i.e., creating opp@sunoiti
practice, and participating in production tasks related to communication).|&zarher
strategy research (Rubin, 1975; Stern, 1975) largely focused on identifying what
strategies good language learners deployed and how they differed from thibbg use
less successful learners.

Based on the systematized lists that Rubin (1975) and Stern (1975) had
developed, Naiman, Frohlich, Stern, and Todesco (1978/ 1996) questioned if it were
possible to help less successful learners by teaching them some ohthieues used
by good learners. By conducting interviews with adult learners of Frencleasrads
language, they proposed that the use of certain strategies partly explhated w
constituted a good language learner. Based on their research, they proposed that good
language learners:

1. maintained an active approach to learning,

2. were able to make guesses and inferences about language based on their own
experiences with their L1,

3. concentrated more on fluency than accuracy and searched for communicative

opportunities,

51



4. were aware of affective responses that might occur while learnarggadge and
were able to manage those responses,

5. monitored their own L2 performance and made adjustments accordingly.

In the end, Naiman et al. (1978,1996) called for further research “to studgltyrithe

different inventories of learning strategies and techniques and to develop astieha

list, clearly related to a learning model” (p. 20).

In response to this call, O’'Malley and Chamot (1990), categorized learner
strategies into three main groups: cognitive, metacognitive, and soeictitegf They
conceptualized cognitive strategies as those involving manipulation or traaifor of
the material being learned. Metacognitive strategies entailed thoseimgvah
understanding of the learning process and the ability to control that process through
planning, monitoring and evaluation. Finally, social/affective strategodsded those
pertaining to communicative interaction with others (i.e., peers, teachers)éathiag
process.

Working in a similar vein, Oxford (1990) went on to create her own set of
categories for learner strategies, which was considered to be a momgpassing and
comprehensive classification model than the lists of her predecessors. $dehayot
understanding of learner strategies in communicative competence and divitkgylestra
into two distinct classes: direct and indirect.

Direct strategies referred to those involving the direct use of langlihgse
direct strategies were further subdivided into three categories: mecognitive, and
compensation strategies. In her conceptualization, memory stratdgresd¢o

building mental connections which could assist in encoding information into long-term
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memory and/or retrieving it. Cognitive strategies were describ#tbas that require
“manipulation or transformation of the target language by the learner” (Oxford, 1990, p.
43). Such strategies include, analyzing, reasoning deductively, or tragslaéotly to

the L1. Compensation strategies allow learners to utilize new languagesdespit
limitations in their linguistic ability. These strategies might includ&rring unknown

word meanings from surrounding context or switching to the mother tongue in order to
overcome gaps in knowledge of the language and/or an inability to manipulate that
knowledge.

Oxford (1990) divided indirect strategies into three groups: social, affective, and
metacognitive strategies. Social strategies, such as askingogsestd initiating
conversation, facilitated learners’ interaction with others. Affectivaesgies assisted
learners in controlling and manipulating their feelings, attitudes, and motivat
pertaining to language learning. Finally, metacognitive strategles &arners in
controlling their language learning process through planning, monitoring, and
evaluation.

In general, these early books and the research that evolved from them showed
the ever-expanding nature of strategy classification. The initialtgaakate an
exhaustive list of strategies that good language learners deployeditatélgarning
and use of language was, in many respects, impossible. In addition to the confusion
caused by this evolution, there were also distinct problems in developing a
comprehensive definition of learner strategies. Skehan claimed that Istategy
research was at an “embryonic stage” and that researchers wdneg‘deth a clear

example of a research-then-theory perspective” (Skehan, 1989, p. 98).

53



A Theoretical Framework for Learner Strategies in this Study

As intimated above, one thing that the extensive research conducted on learner
strategies has neglected to accomplish is the formulation of a robust théoretica
framework (definition) from which future research can reliably be conductece S
Rubin’s (1975) seminal article, the concept of learner strategy has been notoriously
difficult to define. Initially, Rubin (1975, p. 43) loosely defined learner strategs
“the techniques or devices which a learner may use to acquire knowledge” ameticlai
that there were strategies that directly affect learning (i.e.,anzmg, deductive
inferences) and indirectly affect learning (creating opportunitiepractice and
production skills). O’Malley et al. (1985, p. 23) provided a more detailed, yet still broad
definition of the concept when they stated that strategies are “anycgetrations or
steps used by a learner that will facilitate the acquisition, storageyeag, or use of
information.” Finally, Oxford (1990) chimed in with her definition of learner stiateg
as “specific actions taken by the learner to make learning easier, faste enjoyable,
more self-directed, more effective, and more transferable to new situgfori@y’”

Macaro (2006) attempted to quell the confusion surrounding the definition of
learner strategies by proposing a theoretical framework based inicegrsychology
and information processing. Unlike his predecessors, Macaro described learner
strategies as having a set of integral features, rather than wystrictly define or
categorize the strategies. He proposed that there are three underlyirgjtjgnog o

these learner strategy features:
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1. Researchers should describe strategies in terms of a gailaton, and a mental
action.

2. Strategies are the raw material of conscious cognitive @imggsand their
effectiveness or non-effectiveness derives from the way theysaand combined
in tasks and processes.

3. Strategies need to be distinguished from subconscious activityudge learning
processes, learning plans, and learning styles. (Macaro, 2006, p. 325)

Falling in line with Anderson’s cognitive theory of learning, Macarcesrfework

details strategies as essential components of processing theoryhathshartcuts to

faster processing. “In that sense, strategies do not make learning fitoeatethey are

the raw material without which L2 learning cannot take place” (Macaro, 2006, p. 332)

Reading Strategies in Second Language Literature

Types of Reading Strategies

Bridging from Rubin’s work (1975) on learner strategies, Hosenfeld (1976)
narrowed her sights to reading strategies. Using an unstructured intervieat for
elicit think-aloud self-reports, Hosenfeld hoped to gain insight into the types of
strategies that learners were using and to discover how these stratigpesed
learner interaction with the text. The results from her study conducted witai-bl
learners of French supported her hypothesis that reading strategies weerenlia®
levels, one for ‘main idea’ and the other focusing at ‘word level'.

Hosenfeld continued her research in a later study (1977), in which she set out to

discover the different types of reading strategy use between successinksandessful
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L2 students of French, Spanish, and German. Utilizing a coding system she developed
to analyze self-reports, Hosenfeld discovered that successful learnergedépiain
meaning’ strategies (e.g., keeping meaning and context in mind, skipping unknown
words), while unsuccessful learners seemed less capable of concentrahiegr@ain
meaning of the text. These unsuccessful learners often seemed unabletonbsds

that were more important to the overall meaning of the text and would often skip
unknown words indiscriminately. Even the meaning of words that these learners seem
to have successfully been able to infer from surrounding context, was not wetdeta
and seemed to be lost rapidly.

From Hosenfeld’s seminal work (1976) on reading strategies, research topics
evolved from simply differentiating the reading strategies used bgtieteor less
effective language learners to include such topics as the number and rangie giest
that were used by the two groups. Block (1986), studying non-native and nativdnEnglis
speaking college freshmen who were enrolled in remedial reading classes i
American university, discovered that more proficient readers of English ofied
more ‘general’ strategies to comprehend. These ‘general’ typesitgéas were
highlighted by the reader’s ability to integrate background knowledge anciagms,
as well as, recognize aspects of text structure.

Carrell (1984a) had reported in an earlier study that ESL reading compoghensi
hinged not only on the understanding of the local effects (sentences and paragraphs)
but also on the organization of a text. She claimed that knowledge of these conventional
structures, formal schema (e.g., in stories, expository texts, scieeifsy, twould assist

readers in comprehension. Furthermore, Hinds (1983a, 1983b) compared Japanese and
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English speakers in their reading, in their respective native languagestsovith a
typical Japanese rhetorical structldiesho-ten-ketsuHis results showed that the native
English speakers had significant difficulty in text comprehension and ceealb the
absence of this type of text structure in English expository prose.

Based on these two studies, Carrell (1985) conducted a study with 25 high-
intermediate ESL learners in an American university. Similar to Blb8Bq), there
was evidence in her results that less proficient learners utilized moisated
strategies, focusing very closely on the text, instead of the overall convestiacélire
and recurrent themes. Sarig (1987), found that less proficient students tended to use
bottom-up, ‘local’ strategies more frequently than more proficient reaSleesalso
found evidence to support the hypothesis that strategies were transferable ftdm the
to the L2. One of her most important contributions was her “suggestion that thiere we
many possible, co-occurring variables during an L2 reading event which wet@ due
individual differences and which influenced the choice and combinations of stsategie
(Erler & Finkbeiner, 2011, p. 189).

By the late 1980s, reading strategy research had expanded on the early studies
and showed a much more complex understanding of strategy use and choice. Parry
(1993) claimed that culture and L1 backgrounds drove strategy use and prefetemce. A
expanding upon earlier research showing strong associations with ‘top-down’ or
‘bottom-up’ strategies, Abraham and Vann (1987) realized that personalitgdyfze
be a strong predictor of a learner’s preference and use of these typesgiestrat

Informed by the research conducted on reading as a cognitive process, Anderson

(1991), conducted research with 28 Spanish-speaking ESL students in a university level
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intensive ESL program in the Southwestern United States. First, he identified 47 unique
strategies that the learners exhibited while doing test-taking anceteditrg tasks. In
addition to identifying these strategies, he recognized from his findingi Wes not

that the more proficient readers were using different strategies, beditergnumber of
strategies than their less proficient classmates to assist thenteinrbatling

comprehension. Furthermore, the better readers were more skillful itonmonihe

failure and success of particular strategy deployment.

The debate turned from one over ‘top-down’ versus ‘bottom-up’ strategies to
one including the use of metacognitive strategies. Metacognitivegsésiacluded
those assisting learners in the planning, monitoring and evaluation of the reading
process. In a study conducted with a very culturally-diverse sample §ehirapanese,
Arabic, among others), Carrell (1992) not only tested for recall, as she had imfmnany
her previous studies, she also tested for learners’ awareness of pasdsactures.
Analyzing the learners’ written recall, she discovered that those whoipegaheir
recall in the same structure as that of the original text, were beltetoaremember
main ideas and recurrent themes from the passage. She claimed that ntetacogni
strategy instruction would improve learner reading comprehension.

In sum, early research on second language reading strategies focused on
identifying the different strategies used by more and less proficiedgnedtudies
started dealing more with not only the individual strategies, but how they were
interacting with other variables, such as: culture, the L1, and personality Npe
longer was the dichotomy between top-down and bottom-up strategies highlighted. The

final phase came when metacognitive strategies, the ability to plan, mamator
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evaluate the reading process came to the forefront. It was at thih@itmegearchers
began to investigate other features (the role of the L1 in L2 strategy usé) better

explain strategy preference and use.

The Role of the L1 in L2 Reading Strategies

Starting in the late 1980s, second language strategy researchers began
investigating alternate possibilities to explain efficient sgyatese and its role in
successful reading comprehension. One of the issues rose over the possibteofransfe
L1 reading strategies to assist in L2 reading. Leading researchers topthihave still
not come to a consensus about the probability of this transfer reliably takingAolace
major point of contention is whether an L2 proficiency threshold exists beyond which
L1 reading strategies can be transferred to the L2. Clarke (1980) purfhated
threshold exists, but Hudson (1982) felt that there were other factors beyond tlee simpl
topic of threshold that might be confounding the issue of the transferability of L1
strategies. Kern (1989) believed that there were other individual learneexddés that
would also play a role in the possibility of transfer. Alderson (2000) concludethéa
difficulty of a reading task would determine the height of the threshold. That ig,to sa
that the more difficult the task, the more proficient the reader would have to berin orde
to be able to transfer L1 strategies to assist in L2 comprehension.

Closely related to the issues of the current study, some researchensrhase t
their sites to the role that orthography plays in L2 reading strateginusstudy
conducted by Koda (1990), non-native learners of English, including Arabic, Spanish

and Japanese students, were given an English text that included Sanskrit gfymbols
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place of selected words. Arabic and Spanish readers were impeded byrtbeeimte

caused by their nature to read by decoding from grapheme to phoneme, whereas the
Japanese students who are not accustomed to decoding in that manner, achieved faster
reading rates and greater comprehension. In another study based on reasljpiat

and Dodd (1996) compared the reading rates of 40 university students from China,
Hong Kong, Vietnam and Australia. Because the tasks were based on processes
requiring phonological strategies, students from Hong Kong, who do not generally need
L1 phonological strategies, performed significantly slower on the testshtaanher

groups.

L2 Reading Strategy Instruction

Research has been conducted to identify and categorize strategies, @etermin
what factors might impede and facilitate strategy use, what fagtesmine strategy
choice and/or use, and how strategies are ineffectively/effectivelgysepby readers.
In addition to this list, a number of studies have been conducted to measure how
effective reading strategy instruction has been on L2 reading comprehension.

According to Carrell’s (1985) and my knowledge, she was one of the first
researchers to attempt a study evaluating the effectiveness of LRy stditegy
instruction. Before her study, there had been several studies conducted in L% setting
that had shown that reading comprehension can be facilitated by teaching laboogrs
text structure and various strategies (Bartlett, 1978; Geva, 1983; Mosenthal, 1984;
Reutzel, 1985), but none in an L2 setting. In Carrell's study (1985), 25 high-

intermediate university ESL students were given explicit strategiyuiction for one
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week, in five consecutive, one-hour sessions. The learners were first instrudted on t
organization of typical expository English texts. Through this training, {Caoeed

the instruction would “teach them (the students) how to use this knowledge to improve
their comprehension of what they read, as well as to teach them a strategydgahiss
knowledge to improve their recall of what they read” (p. 735). The results revedled tha
the instruction on formal schema of expository texts was effective in inmgy tive

amount of information that the learners could recall after reading.

Acknowledging the importance of metacognitive awareness and its role in
reading comprehension, Carrell, Pharis, and Liberto (1989) offered stratedy base
instruction using semantic mapping and Experience Text Relationship (ETRjttofa s
learners over a four-day period. The participants were 26 learners eémncdle
intensive ESL program at an American university. The semantic mapysingation
was offered to nine participants and allowed them to practice creatingtsemaps,
categorizations and organization, of relevant information before reading algdsc
text, then comparing, adding and subtracting parts from the map after readiext.the
In the second treatment group, ETR, a method of activating personal knowledge in
order to improve comprehension of the text, was taught to nine other participants. Eight
other students made up the control group, which did not engage in any of the strategy
training.

In the end, the results showed that there were no significant differences on the
multiple-choice reading questions, but that the ETR group outscored the semantic
mapping group on a ‘partial semantic map’ and on a set of open-ended questions. Both

experimental groups significantly outperformed the control group on both of these
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assessments, leading the authors to postulate that instruction in métaeog
awareness facilitates reading comprehension.

Another study using the instruction of semantic mapping was conducted on 60
randomly selected, Egyptian EFL learners who were French language mhagrs. T
participants were divided into three groups and instructed on the preparation and use of
semantic maps. The groups were differentiated based on how those maps were
developed, (a) teacher-initiated semantic mapping, (b) student-mediatattisema
mapping, and (c) teacher-student interactive semantic mapping. Althoudh ottaée
actual instruction are severely lacking in the article, the results $tadhe teacher-
student interactive semantic mapping group significantly outperformedheegybups
on a reading comprehension measure.

In another study (Chamot, Barnhardt, El-Dinary, & Robbins, 1996) , which has already
been reviewed above, American high school Japanese, Russian, and Spanish teachers and the
students, and American college Japanese instructors and their studenf{sapedtiai a training
program based on a number of cognitive and metacognitive strategies to enharicevera
learning (i.e., in speaking, listening, reading, and writing). Strategy atistnuvas used for
learning vocabulary, listening comprehension, reading comprehension, speaking, and self-
regulated learning. The participants were given a set of questionnairadjngch self-efficacy
guestionnaire and a set of criterion-referenced language tests asagéta posttest. There
was no attempt to investigate how well the participants had been able to develskilthrir
using the learning strategies before requiring them to complete the posttest

The results reflected an increase in student strategy use aftectiostand indicated a

familiarity with the strategies and their use. The only group that shoared i self-efficacy
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over the academic year was the group of Japanese language students. Howegsaitbtieers
did not explain if the self-efficacy gains were confirmed for Japanesenggaditing,
speaking, or listening.

Similar to the strategies highlighted in the current study, Kusiak (2064.) al
investigated the effects of strategy instruction on the following giesteamong others:
finding the main idea of a paragraph, recognizing topic sentences, concentratiygraorde
and guessing meaning from context. The participants were 78 randomly-chos&mn, Poli
secondary learners of English. The instruction took place over eight, 45-mirsitsmse$he
results revealed an improvement in reading comprehension and metacognitimecss ®f
strategy use. It supported evidence that strategy training can béveffecintermediate and
lower level learners.

In a more recent study, Macaro and Erler (2008) investigated the effsttategy
training with six intact classes (62 students) of Year 7 and 8 (age 11-13) Freriébraga
Language (FFL) learners in England over a 15-week period. Based on gystrateiction
cycle which he had developed earlier (Macaro, 2001), he employed “awaresegsaad
modeling of strategies, followed by scaffolding practice, by removal dficddiailg, and then by
evaluation of attitudes toward reading” (Macaro & Erler, 2008, p. 104) to conduct teg\trat
intervention portion of the study.

French reading comprehension was assessed based on two comprehension tests. Alonc
with these tests, the researchers asked the participants to completeoamaiesteliciting
learners’ strategies and general approaches to reading in French, ahdjagstiennaire
eliciting learners’ attitudes to reading in French (Macaro & Erler, 200))p.The results of

these tests showed first, that reading comprehension was facilitateadoyy strategy
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instruction. Based on the results from the learner strategy and general hgpresttonnaire,
the researchers found that the experimental group did not increase their nunia¢e gies
used significantly, it was the way that the participants in the experingFotgh clustered
strategies for more effective use that set them apart from their cortupl gounterparts.
Finally, despite the fact that most Year 7 students were traditionaliyggias losing
motivation and interest in French reading, the results of the learner attbugesling French
guestionnaire supported the hypothesis that reading strategy interventiorodagiat®
improve learner attitude.

The last two articles to be reviewed in this section have been positioned here xt the te
(between the reading strategies and extensive reading sectiohgy dedl with reading
strategy instruction and the topic to be covered in the next section, extensing.réabioth of
these studies, comparisons have been made to show how effective one particularamethod i
reference to the other. It is one of the hypotheses of this study, that by teamirsdaeqgy s
intervention and extensive reading for one group of learners, instead of ceediaigptomous
relationship between the two, reading comprehension will be facilitated.

In the first study, Robb and Susser (1989) investigated the improvements made by
Japanese college freshmen in EFL reading comprehension after engagyingaitment of
either skill-building (strategy intervention) or extensive reading. Faaci groups of freshman
English majorsN = 125) at a private university in Kyoto, Japan, were divided into two main
groups, skills-based intervention and extensive reading. After explicit instrudtreading
strategies to the skills group and extensive reading (ER) performed &ytémsive reading
group, tests show that the ER group performed significantly better on effectitegygtuse,

overall reading comprehension, and rated themselves higher on attitude towarg ireadi
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English. It is important to note, that among the various strategies thatssessed, two of the
categories, “making inferences” and “getting the main idea” showed noicagmitlifference
between the two groups on the posttest.

Twenty years after the research conducted by Robb and Susser (1989), Macaro and
Mutton (2009) conducted another comparative study. In this study, Year 6 (age 10-11) FFL
learners il = 79) were broken into three groups: the inferencing group25), the graded
readers groupn(= 25), and a control group € 29).

In the strategy intervention phase of the study spanning the course of 3 months, the
inferencing group was given four rounds of inferencing instruction, each of about 30 minutes i
duration. In total, the inferencing students received two hours of explicit instruBecause
the participants were of a fairly young age, the researchers useérasting way to elicit
inferencing strategy use. They used a part of an English novel about a boy who Rramnice
with his family, but through a series of events, got left behind. It was, of ¢aliffsmult for
him to find his way home, because he didn't know enough French.

In this particular passage, the researchers had inserted French words texo tine
replace some of the English words. Those words that were replaced were clategically
to elicit inferencing of vocabulary based on meaning-rich, surrounding contextif2ats
were led through a prescribed teaching protocol (Macaro & Mutton, 2009, Appendix 1, p. 180)
which included cues to elicit learner awareness of inferencinggirate

For the graded readers group, the teacher explicitly covered theghaktnes of
extensive reading, following a different teaching protocol from the cgscpbed for the
inferencing group (Macaro & Mutton, 2009, Appendix 1, p. 180). Students were given the

same amount of time as the inferencing group to engage in extensive readingterhlrthat
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was age- and level-appropriate, as deemed by the researchers. In additearntre were
asked to complete some comprehension questions in English that were later reyidveed b
instructor to ensure concentrated reading of the text.

The results of this study show that both the inferencing group and the extensere read
group improved in overall reading comprehension as compared to the control group. But, in
addition to this, the inferencing group outperformed the graded readers groupdndinfg

ability and in the learning of function words.

Summary

A relatively small amount of research has been dedicated to illumirtagngle that
reading strategies play in L2 reading comprehension. Of the majority stutthes reviewed in
this section, evidence has mounted to support the notion that reading strateggtioterve
improves learner reading comprehension. Through the evolution of this research, it was
realized by the strategy researchers’ community that metac@gaiiareness was an integral
part of any reading strategy intervention. It also became apparentwiaat mot necessarily the
number of strategies that were used by learners that differentiated ticeeptdfom the less
proficient, but the way in which proficient learners clustered stratdgasrtade them more
efficient readers.

Several criticisms have been leveled against these studies, howevgeth&isample
sizes are small. No studies had more than 79 students, and the majority of themthad [88s
learners participating in the study. In addition, the duration of time over whiahstrasegy
interventions took place was rather short. Although there is no research detgileuifia s

length of time that should be followed when conducting strategy instruction, iticulditd
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believe that interventions that last four days, at most, foster a longglasiiierstanding and
effective use of reading strategies on the part of the learner. Addiioiea¥l researchers have
explicitly explained, in detail, the nature and extent of the strategy inetriag a section of
regular teaching. Finally, but equally alarming, is the notion that in matiesé studies,
researchers made no attempt to measure the degree to which strateglyiogedweed in the
learners, thereby resulting in improved reading comprehension. Insteadyésesehuge “leap
of faith” on the part of the researchers that the changes seen between #mal pesttest

scores could be attributed solely to the reading strategy intervention.

Theoretical Framework for Strategy Intervention
For the strategy intervention treatment of the current study, Chamot’s (200%jiog

Academic Language Learning Approach (CALLA) (see Figure 3 for aahagescription)
was implemented. Although several models for teaching learning stsateaye been proposed
in both first and second language contexts (Chamot et al., 1999; Cohen, 1998; Graham &
Harris, 2003; Grenfell & Harris, 2003; Harris, 2003; O’'Malley & Chamot, 1990; @xfor
1990), the CALLA model was determined the most widely used and most practicaéfor
the L2 EFL setting of the current study. The stages and stage descriptions ot th® i@édel
are listed below.
1. Preparation Teacher identifies students’ current learning strategies for gamili

tasks.
2. PresentationTeacher models, names, explains new strategy; asks students if and

how they have used it.
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3. Practice Students practice new strategy; in subsequent strategy practicer teache
fades reminders to encourage independent strategy use.

4. Self-evaluationStudents evaluate their own strategy use immediately after gractic

5. Expansion Students transfer strategies to new tasks, combine strategies intscluste
develop repertoire of preferred strategies.

6. Assessment eacher assesses students’ use of strategies and impact on performance.

(Chamot, 2005)

Many components of the various models for teaching learning strategiesrgrsimilar. All of

the models include an emphasis on student metacognitive awareness of the $dataigigs

being taught. It is believed that without the metacognitive element, |samgint often neglect

to recognize the utility of the strategies in facilitating comprehensiorglih@ot using them

after the actual intervention has been completed. Furthermore, all of this mwgdasize the

importance of offering learners multiple opportunities for practice witlstita¢egies. All agree

that learners must be given a chance to reflect and evaluate the utitigystfategies in order

to make the training useful.

Although the theoretical objectives of many of the models (listed above) atieaki
similar, the procedures followed to accomplish these objectives are someudwd. One of
the main differences is that the CALLA model is recursive, whereas afdhg other models
are linear in nature. That is, the CALLA model always allows teadst learners to revisit
prior instructional phases as needed, before continuing onto later stages. Othsuswoally
require students to work through all of the steps and then return to the beginning toestart a

cycle (Grenfell & Harris, 1999).
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Teacher Responsibility

Teacher'srolein . ..

Preparation
Activate Background Knowledge

Presentation

Explain

STUDENTS...

Model

Attend

Practice

Participate

Prompt use of strategies

Give Feedback

Apply strategies with
guidance

Self- Evaluation

Assess strategies

Expansion

Support transfer

Self-assess strategies

Apply

Use strategies independently

<</\>

+

Transfer strategies to new
tasks

Student Responsibility

Figure 3.Diagram of teacher and student responsibilities in the CALLA model
(Chamot, 2005).

Another difference among the models lies in the role that the teacherrptags
implementation of the strategy intervention. For example, the Grenfell and kiadel (1999)
states that the teacher should provide initial familiarization with a ravegy, but after that,
students are expected to create personal action plans to improve their owiglétoniaver,

the CALLA model calls for much more self-evaluation by the students, in ordreior to
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reflect on the utility and application of the strategies practiced befong to transfer them to
unique reading passages.

In my opinion, the CALLA model is superior to the other models because while
offering sufficient structure to guide learners in their attempt to urashelstnd automatize
reading strategies, the CALLA model also offers various points in the legrongss for
students to reflect and become aware of the utility and practicality &f tbading strategies.
Although this self-reflective element is included in many of the other motlsmphasized

and seen as being more an integral part to the CALLA model than to many of the others

Overview of Extensive Reading

Extensive readingefers to reading in quantity to develop good reading habits,
to build up knowledge of vocabulary and structure, and to encourage a liking for
reading. According to Day and Bamford (1998), the method of extensive readibg ca
traced back to the work of Harold Palmer, who described extensive readindiag eea
large amount with a clear focus on the meaning of the text. That is, extensivg isa
based on a practical function, reading to acquire knowledge and/or entertain oneself, not
to study how to use language. Day and Bamford (2002, pp. 137-140) developed a list of
10 principles of extensive reading (see Appendix | for the Japanese \amngion
Appendix J for the English version). These principles include:
1. Learners read in and out of class as much as possible.
2. Learners choose their own books based on their own purpose and objectives from a

large variety of topics and genres.
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Learners are allowed to choose the books that they want to read and are able to stop
in the middle of reading, if they find the book to be uninteresting.

The purpose of reading is usually related to pleasure, information, and general
understanding.

Reading, alone, is its own reward, so no reading comprehension questions or
homework should be assigned after reading.

Learners should read at a level at which they can understand the bagithgist o
material without using a dictionary.

Learners should be given the opportunity to read quietly when, where, and at
whatever pace they want.

Reading should be relatively fast.

In order to improve the benefits of extensive reading for students, teslcbeld

explain the basics of extensive reading to the students and monitor their reading.

10. The teacher should act as a role-model, reading in class along with the students

The theoretical basis for this type of methodology lies in Krashen'’s highlyovensial

Theory of Second Language Acquisition (Krashen, 1985). One of the basic components

of Krashen'’s theory is the Input hypothesis, in which he claims that leanugnseaa

second language when they are provided exposure to it in a comprehensible way,

comprehensible input. Because not all learners can be at the same |mglisfi¢

competence at the same time, he recommends that learners be given freedomatp |

their own pace, with limited guidance and structure from the instructor and the

curriculum. In this hypothesis, learners are encouraged to focus on meaninghather t

form when attempting to interpret input. As they focus on the practical function of
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language rather than language acquisition, itself, they engage in inciéantahd). He
postulates that “comprehensible input is the essential environmental ingrelagnt”
learners need to acquire language (Krashen, 1989, p. 440).

However, he also feels that there are factors that can impede acquisitiom even i
the face of adequate comprehensible input and exposure to the language. A relevant
component of his theory of second language acquisition is his Affective Filter
hypothesis, in which he postulates that acquiring language can best ibetéaddy
fostering a limited sense of anxiety on the part of the learner. Situatidrshtieance a
comfortable and non-threatening learning environment are considered favior &
language acquisition process. A quick review of the above extensive readinglesinci
(Day & Bamford, 1998) indicates the parallel themes that run between eetensi

reading fundamentals and Krashen’s hypotheses.

Extensive Reading as a Cognitive Skill

In order to explain the effect that extensive reading might exert on reading
strategy use and subsequently, reading self-efficacy and overall readipgehension,
it is important to describe extensive reading as a cognitive skill as b ani
Anderson’s Cognitive Theory of Learning. A review of the theory is provided below

In reading comprehension, perceptual processing entails attention baisgdo
on written text, with parts of the written input being retained in short-term meiDoey
to the limitations on short-term memory, incoming information undergoes some

preliminary analyses after which the majority of the information is eagb@hd
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replaced by incoming new information. However, encoding processes can convert som
of the text to meaningful representations even at this stage.

In parsing, words and phrases from the text are used to make meaningful mental
representations of the material being read. This includes decoding, which hatans t
readers match the visual pattern of a word with a representation in declarative
knowledge stored in long-term memory. It does not include comparing the meaning of
the new mental representation with that which has been accessed in long-teony.mem
That comes later.

The third process, utilization, also referred to by some researcheabasaébn
(Gagne, 1985), entails relating a mental representation of the text meaning to
declarative knowledge in long-term memory. This process takes the mental
representation that has been matched with those in declarative knowledge from the
parsing process and discovers the meaning related to that representatiorteénntong-
memory. This interplay between information that readers already know @anch&tion
that is completely new is the basic determinant of reading comprehension.

Just as Anderson claimed that a reading strategy is a cognitive skitiukabe
practiced and mastered, so is successful extensive reading. Learreeqseated to
read texts that are well below their current reading proficiency leveh offerred to as
(i—1, where is one’s current proficiency level). Most extensive readers are also
following a path of graded readers in which a stage-by-stage, skill-buildicgg® is
encouraged. This allows readers to practice the fluid, rapid recognition of vagabul

that is necessary when trying to process written text.
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As readers are reading atianl level, they are able to hone their skills in
recognizing these words automatically. “Words that readers ar¢oaigleognize
automatically are referred to as sight vocabulary” (Day & Bamford, 1998) pTii3
sight vocabulary is the opposite of phonemic decoding, a letter-by-letter, sounding out
of words. Phonemic decoding requires a concentrated effort on the part of the reader
and is only used by fluent readers when they encounter words that are not part of thei
sight vocabulary. Extensive reading, first and foremost, provides readers with an
opportunity to increase their repertoire of sight vocabulary. This stagepamokssto
Anderson’s perceptual processing stage.

Once readers have developed a reasonably sized repertoire of sight vogcabulary
lexical access becomes possible. Lexical access refers to Hyedday to
automatically retrieve from long-term memory a “word’s measiagd its phonological
representation” (Stanovich, 1992, p. 4). One’s ability to successfully execistafiin
the process is entirely important, as it assists in minimizing the debdieffects of
limited short-term memory, laid out in Anderson’s late perceptual processing and
parsing stages. As readers become more adept at automaticallyraccessi
representations of lexicon stored in long-term memory, less short-term mismory
required, freeing up that memory to process additional incoming information. Extensi
reading allows readers to build not only their sight vocabulary but also to practice the
lexical accessing skills.

Rapid lexical accessing allows for more incoming information, beingveste
by the reader, to be held slightly longer in working memory, providing moretdme

retrieve representations held in long-term memory. This allows therrgabuild from
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the concentrated reading of single words to the attending to and eventual
comprehension of sentence-long bits of information. If the lexical acgassnot rapid
enough, the meanings and representations of words encountered at the beginning of a
sentence can fade by the time the reader reaches the end of the sentedasg impe
greatly one’s ability to comprehend the overall message that was beiny seat b
writer. Conversely, if the lexical accessing is automatic and fluitlpiwa the reader to
not only access lexically- and syntactically-packed representations wfdoming
words, but it also frees up enough cognitive energy for the reader to be able to draw
upon “prior knowledge of language, the world, text types, and the topic,” to further
facilitate deeper comprehension (Day & Bamford, 1998, p. 14). This stage corresponds
to the utilization stage of Anderson’s model.

The integration of all three of the stages, detailed in Anderson’s model of
cognitive learning, is crucial to successful, accurate comprehensianttehwnaterial.
In order to construct meaning from the written word, it takes more than jugpiateid
collection of world knowledge, vocabulary knowledge, linguistic knowledge, and so on.
Many EFL teachers in Japan are reminded repeatedly, how many of thesrseare
equipped with a reasonably large vocabulary and reasonably good grammar knowledge,
but severely lack the ability to synthesize all of the individual elememtsintorking
knowledge that assists them in reading comprehension. This is precisely the point whe
extensive reading can help readers to use the dormant linguistic knowiatiteesy
have acquired through the years and to activate that knowledge into a workifatool t

assists them in text interpretation.
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As an extension of the stages that were just discussed above, extensive reading
also provides readers with additional background world and topical knowledge, that
assists them in the comprehension of subsequent, unique reading texts. As such, the
more one reads and accurately comprehends, the more knowledge one adgjsires. T
newly acquired knowledge, can then, in turn be used to enhance the comprehension of

other texts.

Extensive Reading and Achievement

Research supporting extensive reading and its benefits on reading fluency
vocabulary acquisition, writing proficiency, and affect is abundant andceenyincing
(e.g., Horst, 2005; Nishino, 2007; Taguchi et al., 2004; Takase, 2003). Major research
on the topic of extensive reading in ESL/EFL situations only spans about 30 gears, s
the field is still relatively young. Much of the early research wett reading and
writing proficiency and affect, while some of the more recent reseaschioavn
evidence of ER effecting such constructs as, reading strategy devetagpmdeaeading
rate in its role in promoting reading fluency.

One of the first major ER studiéSlley & Mangubhai, 19813howsthat in a
book flood in Fiji primary schools, where over six hundred young students (aged 10-12
yearsold) were broken into three main groups; the shared book group, the silent reading
group and the control group, the students in the shared book and silent reading groups
made significantly more improvement in Engligladingand writing proficiency than

their controlgroupcounterpartskurthermore, theesearchersoncluded thathe shared
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book and silent reading groups were able to make approximately 15 months
improvement in just 8 months.

In another study (Hafiz & Tudor, 1989) conducted with learners in an EFL
seting in Pakistan, research was equally astounding. Students in the experimental
group, who upon pretesting, obtained scores consistently lower on both reading and
writing tests than the memberstbéirtwo corresponding control groups, were found
upon post-testing to have surpastesr control group counterparts, obtaining
consistently higher scores on both sets of tests. In addition, the experimeupa g
made significant gains in vocabulary knowledge acquisition.

In a study that was reviewed in the previous chapter and relevant to botlgreadin
strategies and extensive readiRgbb and Susser (1989) investigated the improvements made
by Japanese college freshmen in EFL reading comprehension after engagtreptment of
either skill-building (strategy intervention) or extensive reading. Foactgroups of freshman
English majorsN = 125) at a private university in Kyoto, Japan, were divided into two main
groups, skills-based intervention and extensive reading. After explicit instrudtreading
strategies to the skills group and extensive reading performed by theiegteeading group,
tests show that the group performed significantly better on effectivegtrase, overall
reading comprehension, and rated themselves higher on attitude toward readingim Emng
important to note, that among the various strategies that were assessed, tvoategthees,
“making inferences” and “getting the main idea” (two strategies includdginurrent study)
showed no significant difference between the two groups on the posttest.

Also in Japan, further research was shown (Mason & Krashen, 1997) to have

significantly improved students' reading comprehension where reluctant ERerkea
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majoring in English at the university level didtensivereading for one semester. The
resultsshowed that theseluctantstudents who were placed well behind their
comparison group counterparts at the beginning of the semestaintasd completely
caughtup to the level of the control group by the end of the semester. In another
experiment conducted by the same researchers (Mason & Krashen,ek@&%ive
readers outperformed traditionally taught students at both a prestigious wyiaedsa
two-year college. In addition to gains in reading, an increase in writofgigncy was
also realized. These four early studies establisiézhsive readings a method of
input that was shown to not only improve reading comprehension and facilitate
vocabulary knowledge acquisition but also to improve productive skills (i.e., writing)
as well.

As the years progressed, equally impressive research was conductee and t
sights turned more toward the role that extensive reading plays in reaéiagdats
connections to motivation and affect. éSEable 3 foma comprehensive overview of
relevant research.) Bell (2001) was one of the first researchers to intesiig
influence ER practice had on reading rate. Debate had raged for yeatiseover
dichotomy created between reading speed and reading comprehension, and the question
of whether reading speed should be developed at the cost of reading comprehension. Lai
(1993) had conducted a study on students participating in an extensive readiagprogr
in Hong Kong secondary schools that found that despite subjects’ significant gains in
reading speed, gains in reading comprehension were negligible and insignificant

Bell (2001) recruited 26 EFL, young adult students working in various

government agencies in Yemen for his study, which spanned two academiesgmest
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144 hours in total. The control group= 12) participated in classes largely conducted
with intensive reading instruction practices. Learners were expectedd a series of
short stories, and complete a battery of questions; standard comprehension questions,
referential questions, cloze, gap-fills, multiple-choice and true/fedses| and guided
composition, together with word building exercises and dictation passages following
each unit. Conversely, the experimental group participated in an extensive reading
program consisting of opportunities to read class readers, a class ¢ibbagks for
students to borrow, and regular trips to the library providing sufficient access o muc
larger collections of graded readers (up to 2000 titles). One quarter of tredassa

time (36 of 144 total hours) was designated to extensive reading in class. Thelegmai
of student reading was done outside of class time.

The results from the study illuminated the importance of extensive reading i
enhancing both reading speed and reading comprehension. Although both groups
quickened their reading speed over the course of the study, the extensive reaging g
significantly outperformed their counterparts. Bell (2001) concluded that thésresul
suggest that reading speed can develop naturally with the aid of extensing seatli
that intensive reading practices, such as requiring learners to complate tgpes of
tasks, (e.g., referential questions, dictations, matching) can hinder the imprawef
learners’ reading speed. In addition, the extensive reading group attaimédasit)y
higher scores on the reading comprehension measurements, even though thehetarted t
study at a lower reading comprehension level than those in the control group. There
were direct implications from this study to such controversial topics assexge

reading’s influence on developing automaticity and word recognition.
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In connection to Bell's study, the findings from another study more studies,
Taguchi et al. (2004) also supported the notion that extensive reading enhances
learners’ reading rate. Taguchi et al. (2004) designed a study to evhkriaféects that
extensive reading and repeated reading (RR) exercises have on readarglragading
comprehension. The sample was relatively snialt 0 Japanese university students)
and was divided into two groups, the extensive readingl(0) and the repeated
reading ( = 10) groups. After 17 weeks of intervention; extensive reading without the
aid of a dictionary for the extensive reading group, and repeated readingexéor
the RR group, both groups showed a significant gain in reading rate based on a pretest
at the beginning of the study and a posttest at the end of the study.

Although both groups made similar gains in reading rate, neither group attained
significant gains in reading comprehension. The authors noted a lack of time and
practice (only 17 weeks of class time), among other possibilities, to acootimitsf
finding.

One other finding that is particularly relevant to the current studygleased
from the qualitative data collected by the researchers. The participargssked to
complete questionnaires containing open-ended questions. In their responsex, some
the participants noted they were better able to deal with unknown words after
participating in the extensive reading program. “| became able to theesweaning of
unfamiliar words from the context.” (Taguchi et al., 2004, p. 85). It seems that by
practicing extensive reading, learners became more aware of retditegies and

were better able to coordinate these higher-order metacognitive skills.
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Extensive Reading and Affect

As intimated abovegxtensive readingractice has promoted learner advances in
reading comprehension, reading rate, writing proficiency, and generaht@ngu
proficiency. In addition to these benefiéxtensive readinbas also been shown to
improve learner affect: motivation and attitude.

In one of the more recent studies to offer evidence of the affective benafits t
can be realized froraxtensive readingNishino (2007) conducted a longitudinal, case
study of two teenage EFL learners, Fumi and Mako, in Japan. She charted progress in
reading strategies and motivation related to the learners’ participatiogartensive
readingprogram. Over the 2.5-year study, Nishino (2007) conducted interviews, gave
tests, and observed participant behavior in each reading session.

In their many observations and interviews, Fumi and Mako mentioned a number
of lexical reading strategies that they adopted to help them read extgenSwele of
the strategies that seem to have come to them naturally, perhaps through firams
their L1 usage, were referring to glossaries and marginal glosdeslfioiusing
background knowledge, and guessing word meaning from contextual clues. In an
explanation of the strategy of inferring meaning from context, Mako was quoted as
saying, “l could not guess word meanings so skillfully before | started dogreded
readers” (p. 86). Unlike Mako, however, Fumi did not care to guess meaning from
context. She preferred syntactic clues to semantic clues: Around thergadbiracula
(the 11th book), | was able to tell which part of speech the unknown words were. For

example, (a word ending with)y-is an adverb, (a word ending witkly is a noun...
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(p. 86). These variations in learner perceptions reveal significant indiddfeknces
in the use of reading strategies.

In addition to the observations made concerning reading strategies, Nishino
(2007) gained valuable qualitative data through interviews to support the noti&@Rthat
fosters a stronger sense of motivation and attitude toward reading in theshaadN
(2007) attributed these positive changes to:

1. realization of achievemen(Fumi) ‘Il am proud that | have read a lot of books in
English. | feel satisfied when | read English with no difficulty.” (p. 90)

2. interest in graded readergMako) ‘I have enjoyed reading graded readers. Most of
the books were interesting. It is fascinating that | can understand aslEstgiry
that | haven’t read in Japanese... When | idad/ Yorker, The Death of Karen
Silkwood, and Skyjack! could understand how characters felt, their personalities,
and the atmosphere of the stories just like | do when reading in Japanese.’ (p. 90)

3. interest in authentic texteFumi) ‘I accessed an English website and read an
interview with Daniel (the actor who played Harry Potter in the movie). | could
understand what he said in the interview.” (p. 92).

It seemed to Nishino (2007) that in the early stages, while the learnerkessere

confident about their abilities, they continued to rely on the structured guidance of the

graded readers, but as they continued to read extensively and became pedgressi

comfortable and skillful at reading, their attention turned to reading ralavertside of

the realm of graded readers (inauthentic material) to authentic tagtsegorted, “This

situation was similar to that of the higher proficiency students in Tak@8) study.

82



In her study, the students’ motivation to read graded readers decreased, but they
developed an interest in reading English outside the extensive reading.tlaps95y.

As cited above, Takase (2003) also reported gains in motivation related to ER
program participation. Takase conducted her study with 219 Japanese EFL high school
students over three consecutive years: 1888 {07), 2000 = 68), and 2001N =
44). Based on data received from questionnaires, Takase found that the motivation of
many of the participants was multifaceted and tended to change over tbe abtlre
treatment. She found the strongest elemeakiansive readingotivation was intrinsic
motivation. Takase found that through reading several books, participants became more
aware of their English reading ability. Once they had realized mouveaely their
ability, many of them tried to maximize their potential by reading more bodkshw
consequently led to an enhanced sense of confidence.

Qualitative data was also collected through interviews with 81 partisipant
Takase reported that most of the participants she interviewed expressig posit
attitudes towar@xtensive readingshe highlighted three main components as playing
an influential role on student perceptions:

1. Attitudes Toward and Impressions of Extensive Reading,

“I had never thought I could read an English book before.”

“I had thought grammar-translation was the only way to study.”

“| felt very proud of myself when | was reading an English book.” (p. 102)

2. Perceived Effects on English Studies and Examination Performance,

“I think I learned many new words by reading many books. So it was helpful on the

tests.”
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“Before this course, | could not continue reading an English sentenceriitéiced
even one single word | didn't know, but now | can read them without stopping to
look them up in the dictionary. It was very helpful on the exams.” (p. 103)
3. Reaction toward Summary Writing,
“I enjoyed summary writing. As | was writing a summary, | read the bookagyesn.”
“‘Summary writing in Japanese helped me to understand the story clearly.” (p. 104)
Although Takase realized and reported that there were students who did not feel as
positive abouextensive readings the above quotes might suggest, she did claim that

the majority of the 81 students interviewed felt motivated by the process.

Gaps in the Literature

Despite the clearly detailed role that self-efficacy appears toplagpiner
motivation and achievement, there is a body of research to suggest that students in
Asian cultures have weaker academic self-efficacy than theiemesbunterparts
(Eaton & Dembo, 1997; Oettingen, 1995; Oettingen & Zosuls, 2006; Salili, Chiu, &
Lai, 2001). A number of reasons have been offered to explain this finding. As in any
culture, schools tend to be shaped by the values and standards set by thatrctitiere. |
Asian educational context, teachers are more inclined to provide perforreadbadk
that highlights weaknesses instead of strengths. Emphasis is often placexh e
value of hard work and effort instead of a reliance on ability, and standards are
sometimes set unrealistically high in regards to success. All of thesesfatfect the

way in which Asian students’ self-efficacy beliefs are formed.
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Table 1.Results of Relevant Extensive Reading Studies

Study N-size Population Results
Vocabulary
Cho & Krashen, 1994 4 ESL; adults; USA Gains
Horst, 2005 21 ESL; adults; Canada Gains
Pitts, White, & Krashen, 1989 51 ESL; adults; USA Gains
Writing
Hafiz & Tudor, 1990 25 EFL; high school; Pakistan Gains
Janopoulos, 1986 79 ESL; university; USA Gains

Tsang, 1996

48 EFL,; junior and high schools; HonGains
Kong

Reading comprehension

Masuhara et al., 1996 46 EFL,; college; Japan $ain
Reading comprehension and reading speed
Bell, 2001 14 EFL; college; Yemen Gains
Robb & Susser, 1989 62 EFL; university; Japan n&ai
Sheu, 2003 65 EFL; junior high school; Taiwan rGai
Taguchi et al., 2004 10 EFL; university; Japan ddms
Reading comprehension, writing, and
speed
Lai, 1993 266 EFL; junior high, Hong Kong Gains
Reading comprehension, writing, and
attitude
Mason & Krashen, 1997 20, 71, EFL; university; Japan Gains
76 (3
studies)
Affect
Ashraf & Ahmad, 2003 80 EFL; junior high, Malagsi Gains
Takase, 2003 220 EFL; high school; Japan Gains
Reading and affect
Elley, 1991 114 EFL; elementary, Singapore Gains
Elley & Mangubhai, 1981 614 EFL; elementary sdhBgi Gains
Reading strategies and affect
Nishino, 2007 2 EFL; high school; Japan Gains

The first gap in the literature addressed in this study concerns this repaked |

of self-efficacy for Asian learners and whether it is possible to ctdtiy@ater reading

self-efficacy in Japanese university students. Despite the numerous studitective
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factors in foreign language achievement (e.g., Gardner & Macintyre, Ve@&3ntyre,
1995; Phillips, 1992; Saito & Samimy, 1996; Scott, 1986), there still remains a
relatively limited amount of research investigating the self-efficddoreign language
(FL) students.

Concerning this study, | have hypothesized, after a thorough literature review
that reading strategy intervention, coupled with extensive reading praatidester
higher levels of reading self-efficacy. There is extant literature stwdies of which are
highlighted above (Macaro & Mutton, 2009; Robb & Susser, 1989), that compare
reading strategy instruction and extensive reading, however, the ressamuto
conducted these studies do not take into account how these two methods could possibly
work complimentarily to the benefit of the learner. To my knowledge, this is gte fir
investigation of this sort to be undertaken in either L1 or L2 language learrningset

In order to thoroughly investigate the possibility of cultivating readitfg se
efficacy through the implementation of these treatments, longitudinal cessar
imperative. Currently, there are almost no longitudinal studies related toeaBing
self-efficacy available. Many of the studies that are detailed mbyari Chapter 2 are
cross-sectional (Gahungu, 2007; Hseih & Schallert, 2008; Mills, Pajares, &lerr
2006, 2007, Mori, 2002; Tremblay & Gardner, 1995; Yang, 1999). Certainly, these
types of studies offer insight into the basics of the constructs surroundiaffieaity
and its relationship to motivation and overall performance, but they do not provide
much practical advice regarding how knowledge can be used to improve pedagogy in

foreign language teaching.
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Even in some of the studies investigating the effects of strategy intenveatielatively
short amount of time was allocated to instruct the participants on the use gfiestdtethe
Carrell (1985) study, the participants were only given instruction for four démig, in Carrell
(1989), the patrticipants only received five hours of trainfgthermore, in the Kusiak (2001)
study, participants were only offered eight 45-minute sessions. Folloergitly time-
consuming guidelines, as detailed in the CALLA protocol (Chamot, 2005), it becomes very
clear that participants should be given abundant time for practice, selaBon) expansion,
and assessment. Although no research detailing a specific length of tirskeahlak be
followed when conducting strategy instruction exists, it is difficult to belteat interventions
that last four days, at most, foster a long-lasting understanding andvefiess of reading
strategies on the part of the learner. Additionally, few researchers alietly explained, in
detail, the nature and extent of the strategy instruction as a section of tegakang.

In addition to the dearth of longitudinal studies and the criticisms leveled atjaes
on-task for strategy instruction, in many of the strategy intervention studiesstachers
made no attempt to measure the degree to which strategy use had improved in tfse learne
thereby resulting in improved reading comprehension. Instead, there veap afifaith” on
the part of the researchers that the changes seen between the resbrehension pre- and
posttest scores could be attributed solely to the reading strategy intervention.

Furthermore, concerning the studies that have investigated the influence of
culture on self-efficacy (Eaton & Demb, 1997; Oettingen & Zosuls, 2006; Oettinge
1995; Salili, Chiu, & Lai, 2001), only one of the studies (Eaton & Dembo, 1997),
actually had Japanese participants. In this study, the authors explored tteacifsan

motivational beliefs between Asian Americans (154 students) and non-AsiaicAnser
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(372 students). Among the Asian-American group, a relatively small number, only 18,
of them were Japanese. All the other studies that claimedexpbaring Asian-western
differences in self-efficacy, used Chinese and western participanispaoete.

Another problem with the extant literature related to self-efficatlyasit often
focuses on low proficiency learners instead of intermediate or high praficiearners.
Due to the lack of reading self-efficacy studies in the field of SLA, a reviditecdture
in first language (L1) reading studies is also presented in Chapter 2. Ragdheli
limited extant literature in SLA dealing with self-efficacy, L1fsdficacy reading
studies have also been largely cross-sectional; however, for those few stvoldag
longitudinal analyses, most of the participants had low reading proficiencgrer w
remedial learners (Schunk & Rice, 1987, 1989, 1991; Nelson & Manset-Williamson,
2006).

Another gap in the literature is a serious dearth in second language studies of
self-efficacy, extensive reading, and strategy instruction that have rstigdtesizes.

From the studies reviewed above that were related to self-efficacy, Gah2O@), (
had 37 participants, while Rossiter, (2001) only had 30 participants. Even in a study that
is so highly cited, Tremblay and Gardner (1995), there were only 75 participants.

The number of participants in the strategy instruction and extensive reading
research was not much better. For the strategy instruction studies, Q&88é) had 25
participants, Carrell (1989) had 26 students, and Anderson (1990) had only 28 students.
Concerning the extensive reading studies, Table 1 indicates that of the 19 studies

reviewed, half of them had sample sizes of less than 50.
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In a nutshell, no study has been conducted to investigate longitudinally whether
it is possible to cultivate reading self-efficacy in intermediat&/m¢ermediate learners
in an Asian EFL context. Of the reviewed studies above, many suffered fralfriNsm
sizes. Furthermore, the few studies that have been conducted to investigaitecaelf-
in an Asian setting had a limited number of Japanese participants. This study wil
address all of these gaps.

A further gap in the literature that | hope to fill concerns the idea thatrcasea
into the self-efficacy of EFL students has repeatedly suffered froneptuad and/or
methodological problems (Chamot, Barnhardt, El-Dinary, & Robbins, 1996; Cheng,
2002; Mori, 2002; Tremblay & Gardner, 1995). One of the difficulties involved in
designing self-efficacy studies is the challenge of operationaliaengdnstruct. In this
study, the self-efficacy measure was designed taking close considerthe
guidelines that Bandura (2006) set out. In addition, the reading self-efficacy
guestionnaire was piloted twice with over 200 students and was checked clasgly usi
Rasch analysis to ensure reliability and validity. Due to the close scthéinthe Rasch
analysis allows, six items from the initial questionnaire were omittedodpear
performance. However, a sufficient number of items, 14, were retained and used for t
guestionnaire (see Appendix K for the Japanese version and Appendix L for tleEngli
version).

A fifth problem arising from the literature review is the absence of stuth¢fiave
investigated the role that past experiences related to readingfeatehffect current levels
of the construct. Bandura (1997) emphasized the importance of early success im thie for

mastery experiences to strengthen a high sense of self-efficacgdaraular task. He has
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stated that the early, formative stages of development for the skill plghls mfluential role
in one’s overall self-efficacy for that skill. It is much more difficaltdhange one’s sense of

self-efficacy, once it has been set by early successes or failures.

Purposes of the Study

The primary purpose of this study is to investigate the longitudinal effects in
EFL reading self-efficacy that result from explicit instruction iadiag strategies
and/or participation in an extensive reading program for intermediatefitgimiediate
university learners over the course of one academic year in an EFL contgdtern
Japan. One of the objectives of this study is to investigate whether readhefjicaty
can be cultivated in an EFL setting. The study was conducted with the cooperation of
322 participants, so the traditional problem of siadlizes is addressed.

As a second purpose, | strove to consider as many facets of the involved
constructs in the study as possible. When considering the relationship between readin
self-efficacy and explicit instruction in reading strategies, anotheahlariperceived
value of reading comprehension strategies, can act as an intervening vaoiable f
which to further explore the relationship. Likewise, the perceived value ofsaxte
reading, also acts as a mediating variable in the analysis between edtigffcacy
and the extensive reading treatment. Although little research exists shjatrtily taken
these two constructs into consideration, it is believed that the value learnersiplac
reading strategies and/or extensive reading will influence the degvdgch they feel
these treatments are effective in improving their reading comprehensi@mnyther

influencing their reading self-efficacy.
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The impetus for investigating these two variables stems from a study cahducte
by Schunk and Rice (1987). In this study, an experimental group was given strategy
value information along with training in the use of a cognitive reading gydiading
the main idea. The control group was instructed in the same way, but was not given the
strategy value information. The strategy value information entailed rigferiaise to
students who successfully executed strategy use, and statements to the student
explaining how reading strategies could help them to comprehend better and how
students in the past have been successful at learning to read by using thege readi
strategies. The results indicated that simply offering the experihggotg this
seemingly minute strategy value information (i.e., helping the students migre ful
understand the utility of such reading strategies in improving their reading
comprehension) resulted in statistically significant gains in both readmgrehension
and reading self-efficacy over the control group. Therefore, it was/bdlibat the
participants’ level of perceived utility of reading strategies arneénskve reading could
also play a role in their level of reading self-efficacy, just as it had indhen® and
Rice (1987) study.

Even if learners are explicitly taught the function of reading stiegeg
concerted effort to develop those reading strategies will probably not odeer if t
learners do not recognize their utility in enhancing reading performanceaifecan
be said for the extensive reading treatment. If learners do not recogniz&tbosive
reading is helping them to read more fluently, for example, their readirgffsedcy is

unlikely to change appreciably due to the treatment.
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The third purpose of this study is to determine the degree to which reading self-
efficacy influences overall English reading proficiency. As mentionedeglvesearch
(e.g., Mori, 2002; Tremblay & Gardner, 1995) supports the existence of a strong
relationship between self-efficacy and motivation, but evidence of a strinigdiween
self-efficacy and performance is again, limited.

The fourth purpose of this study concerns the problematic instrumentation that
has been used in the past. In order to combat the above problem of possibly invalid
instrumentation, the rationale for the instruments used in this study aretpoeard
the instruments were validated. Part of the validation process involved piloting the
instruments one or more times. For the self-efficacy questionnaire, inupartgreat
lengths were taken to follow the clear guidelines set by Bandura (2006atmgra
valid instrument.

The fifth purpose of this study concerns the role that the four sources of
information of self-efficacy—performance accomplishments, vicariousrexes,
verbal persuasions, and physiological states—play in any effects thafrocouhe
two treatments, explicit instruction in reading strategies and pati@ipin an
extensive reading program. In other words, this purpose concerns how the learners’
various histories in relation to these sources of self-efficacy set teefstatheir
participation in this study and how strongly their past experiences dféacabilities to
cultivate reading self-efficacy by participating in the treatrfgnThis purpose stems
from the problem of historically low levels of self-efficacy in Asian leasn| hope to

uncover more data to investigate if Japanese university students also exhibifdiow s
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efficacy and how it is related to their current levels of reading setfaeff and reading

proficiency.

Research Questions
In order to fulfill the above purposes of this study, the following research
guestions were developed:

1. To what degree does patrticipants’ English reading self-efficacy chaege af
participation in one of the three experimental groups or the intensive reading group
(control group) over one academic year? It was hypothesized thaipaditic in the
experimental groups would lead to significant gains in reading sel&eyfin

comparison to those of the intensive reading group.

2. To what degree does participants’ English reading comprehension change after
participation in one of the three experimental groups or the intensive reading group
(control group) over one academic year? It was hypothesized thatgaiticiin the
experimental groups would lead to significant gains in reading comprehension in

comparison to those of the intensive reading group.

3. Do changes in reading self-efficacy lead to changes in reading compuoatehhis

question is accompanied by a directional hypothesis: Higher participagsrafi

reading self-efficacy will lead to higher levels of reading comprsioa.

93



4. As participants become more adept at using reading strategies, doesaitheiqg r
self-efficacy also improve? This question is accompanied by a directigrathesis:
Higher scores on the reading strategies test will lead to higher leveladnfg self-

efficacy.

5. As patrticipants read more (measured by word count), does their readinfficatfye
improve? This question is accompanied by a directional hypothesis: The more the

participants read, the higher their reading self-efficacy will inereas

6. Do participants who rate the utility of extensive reading higher experiegleer

gains in reading self-efficacy over the course of an academic year?

7. Do participants who rate the utility of reading strategies higher exqerihigher

gains in reading self-efficacy over the course of an academic year?

8. To what extent have the participants’ experiences in junior high school and high
school, operationalized through the measurement of the hypothesized sources of self
efficacy information--mastery experience, vicarious experienceglgmrsuasion,
and psycho-physiological state--affected the participants’ currentdefmglish
reading self-efficacy? This question is accompanied by a hypothesig: Witldre a
strong correlation between reading self-efficacy scores that \maged for
participants’ junior high school, high school, and current (university) levels of

reading self-efficacy.
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CHAPTER 3

METHODS

In this chapter, | provide an overview of the study’s participants and unyersit
context, followed by a description of the instrumentation, data collection procedures,

and proposed means of statistical analysis.

Quantitative Research Design

In this study, | used a quantitative approach to answer the above research
guestions. In addition, the study was a quasi-experimental study because the groups
were not randomized.

Data were obtained from six major sources: a reading comprehension test, a
reading strategy test, a reading self-efficacy survey, a pedceiiigy of extensive
reading questionnaire, a perceived utility of reading strategies questeraral a
sources of reading self-efficacy questionnaire. Each set of thesev¢esteffered three

times during the course of the study, an academic year.

Participants and Setting
The study was conducted in university English reading classes at a laaje,pri
co-educational university located in Osaka, Japan. The participants, all of wiiem we
non-English majors, consisted of 322 first- and second-year university studeriedenrol
in English reading courses. The participants were made up of male and ferdealdss

ages 18 to 20, majoring in either law or economics. The 322 participants came from 14
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intact classes with approximately 25 students in each class. All of thenfias
participants were Japanese native speakers and as such, had studieddengigh f
for at least six years, three years in junior high school and three yeagh ischool, in
the Japanese public education system, before starting the study. All #asesabf
second-year participants had studied English formally for at leastg, ylei@e years in
junior high school, three years in high school, and one year in university.

As students in the law and economics programs, preparation for the TOEIC test
was an important part of their English requirements. First-year studehts in t
economics department were required to take two, 90-minute classes per mgdisk, E
reading and English listening, for the entire school year. In addition,utients took
one semester of Oral English, which met for one, 90-minute class per week. Each
semester was made up of 14 weeks of classes and a final examination in theek5th we
thus, the students took 42 hours of listening class, 42 hours of reading, and 21 hours of
Oral English over the course of the academic year. In addition, they tooknexi@ans
in all three of these classes amounting to five, one-hour examinations.

Second-year students in the economics department, not unlike their first-year
counterparts, took two 90-minute classes per week, a TOEIC class and armeds na
Reading about Economics Topics in English. These two classes were sinhfar to t
English reading and English listening classes that their first-pesterparts took, but
they were focused more on preparation for the TOEIC test. The TOEIGMaass
focused primarily on listening to the types of conversations, announcements, and
speeches that might be found on the TOEIC test. In addition, the instructorageachi

those classes also included reading exercises, but the majority of therokasvas
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spent on listening tasks. The Reading about Economics Topics in English class was
focused primarily on reading newspaper articles, magazine artictbiternet

material pertaining to economics topics. These economics and business topics were
expected to aid the students in their preparation for the TOEIC test, as much of the
reading on the test pertains to business situations. In addition to these tws, thesse
second-year students also took one semester of oral English, which met for one, 90-
minute class per week. Each semester had 14 weeks of classes and a finakiexamina
in the 15th week. In sum, the second-year students took 42 hours of TOEIC class, 42
hours of Reading about Economics Topics in English, and 21 hours of Oral English
over the course of the school year. In addition, they took tests in all three of these
classes amounting to five, one-hour examinations.

Of the 14 classes included in this study, one of the classes was a clests of f
year students from the law department of the same university as the economics
department mentioned above. The law department curriculum was similaghtly sl
different to that of the economics department. The first-year studentsegeresed to
take three, 90-minute classes of English per week. In one class, orahEvagisaught
(i.e., speaking and listening). In the other two classes, there was a commamdtext
reading, writing, speaking, and listening were taught, with greatphasis being given
to reading and writing. Similar to the economics department, the TOEIC teshkem
by the first- and second-year students every year, therefore prepaoatiois test was
also included. The class and test schedule was the same as that of the economics
department. Students had 84 combined hours of reading, writing, and listening practice

with 42 hours of oral English. Final tests were offered for all three claasés
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semester, so there was a total of 6 hours of tests per year. Tests gingrildutesting

period were one hour in duration. Although the number of hours of English instruction
that the participants from the law department received was 21 hours more than that
which those in the economics department received, this detail did not seem to influence
the results of this study because the additional hours of instruction for theitiemtst

were in the Oral English class. Also, the law department class was éalgf3be

extensive reading group. The other two classes in the treatment groujponethe
Economics department. Therefore, the additional hours of instruction that the law
students received would have presumably had little influence on reading skills and
reading self-efficacy, the topics of inquiry in this study.

Participants in the law and economics departments were placed into English
classes according to their proficiency level upon entering the universigs Cla
placement was determined based on scores from the TOEIC Bridge test. Sugdents
ranked in order of score and divided into classes of 25-30 students per class. The top 25
scoring students were placed in the highest level, the next 25 students werénptlaeed
second highest level, and so forth. The participants in this study were attending
intermediate/high intermediate level classes. According to historits| i@ TOEIC
scores for these classes range from 480-700 (TOEFL 463-540), with the average sc
being 520 (TOEFL 476) (conversions cited from the Vancouver English Center
webpage). These students were mostly capable of performing readinon téesks
intermediate, high-intermediate levels according to the guideliresAfspendix V) set

by the American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages (1986).
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Intermediate level students were selected for inclusion in the studyniomber
of reasons. First, there is a serious dearth of research dealing with ditgenhearners
in the explicit teaching of reading strategies and extensive reading. irohtbe
reviewed literature, the focus has been on showing how these approaches benefit low
proficiency learners. It is understandable for most researchers to cdosider
proficiency learners and the benefits they can receive from such innovativechgsroa
as extensive reading or explicit instruction in reading strategiedetzese results
are often impressive. As evidence of this trend, a plethora of literatsis gxiexhibit
how extensive reading has benefited low and low-intermediate learners (#dtdios:
Schmitt, 2009; Brown, Waring, & Donkaewbua, 2008; Day & Bamford, 2000;
Lituanas, Jacobs, & Renandya 1999; Mason & Krashen, 1997; Nishino, 2007; Robb &
Susser, 1989). This does not, however, eliminate intermediate learners freaur tivegl
or research scope.

A similar tendency, although certainly less pronounced than with extensive
reading, can be found in the literature review of studies conducted on explicit
instruction of reading comprehension strategies. Studies conducted on reatigiestra
(Bereiter & Bird, 1985; Carrell, 1985; Carrell, Pharis & Liberto, 1989; Cdttéra00;
Palincsar & Brown, 1984, Salataci & Akyel 2002) have indicated that poor readers
either do not have adequate knowledge about strategies or engage in ‘bottom-up’
strategies. Poor readers often focus on decoding single words, seldonheaféoa
back to the text to monitor comprehension and exhibit motivational handicaps such as
anxiety, about L2 reading. They use fewer strategies, use them less@ffdGarner,

1987; Waxman & Padron, 1987), and “they do not use strategies often or effectively
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without help” (Carrell, 2005, p. 4Again, there seems to be an abundance of research
that has been conducted on low, remedial learners, but an overall lack of research on
intermediate learners.

In addition to these points, due to the complexity of the research questions and
the instrumentation, it was thought that it would prove virtually impossible to create
instruments that would be contextually similar enough for high, intermediate, and low
level participants to compare test data across these three groups. For iiistiaace
instrument used to measure participants’ ability to use reading stsategie created
with reading passages appropriate for an intermediate or high level grolgamnias
instrument could not be used to measure reading strategy use for the lowuldsetsst
because the reading passages would be so dramatically beyond the profisieinafy le
the low level students (syntactically and lexically) that it was thotighinstrument
would be testing reading comprehension and vocabulary knowledge rather than the
intended, reading strategy use. After considering these points, | deemest it
appropriate to include the intermediate level in this study.

Finally, I am in charge of intermediate level students and therefore am
conducting research on 7 of the 14 classes included in the study. Limiting the mdimber
teachers participating in the study limits any teacher effectteamdliy strengthens the

reliability of the results.

Control Group and Experimental Groups
For the purposes of answering the research questions, the participants were

divided into four groups (see Table 3 for a complete description of these groups). First
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a control group was included in order to compare all data obtained from the other three
experimental groups. The participants in this group neither engaged in anvextens
reading program nor were they explicitly taught reading stratebinese classes were
conducted using intensive reading methods along with intensive TOEIC reading
practices. Because intensive reading teaching practices are oftetecems$o be the
dominant teaching approach in mainstream Japanese universities, this group was
deemed the control group. From here on, the group that participated in intensive reading
practices is called the control group. Treatment Group 1 participated in #msiget

reading program. Treatment Group 2 received explicit instruction in readategses.
Treatment Group 3 received explicit instruction in reading strategiesaatcigated in

an extensive reading program. A more in depth perspective on the procedures of these

four groups is offered later in the procedures section.

Instrumentation
Six instruments were developed for this study. In the following sections, |
provide a rationale for the tests, a description of the tests, a theoreticavfrdaio
support my interpretation of reading comprehension and reading stratedies, a
review of the factors that affect item difficulty that were considlevhile creating the

two dichotomous instruments.

The Reading Comprehension Test
The purpose of the reading comprehension test was to assess student changes in

reading comprehension and to be able to correlate these changes to changes in reading

101



self-efficacy. To this end, three versions of the test were developed. Sev&pftype

guestions are used on the reading comprehension test (see Appendices F, G, H for

complete versions of the tests). These questions measure readerssdbiliscertain:

1. factual information that is clearly stated in the reading passage

2. factual information that is not directly stated in the reading passage

3. the main idea of a paragraph embedded within the passage

4. the main idea of the entire reading passage

5. a paraphrase of a sentence or paragraph of the passage

6. the meanings of certain vocabulary terms that are meant to be understood from
contextual clues in the passage

7. underlying, unstated information that must be inferred from contextual clues in the
passage.

One question per question type, except for the vocabulary question, is included on each

passage. For the vocabulary question type, two questions are provided, therefore

totaling 8 questions per passage. Each of the tests consists of three resshggsa

totaling 24 questions per test.

The three passages on each test have been controlled for length (number of
words) and reading grade level, based on the Flesch-Kincaid readinggatelePilot
testing indicated that the average participant in this sample was capatdeaing
items on texts that fell within the 9-10 reading grade levels (based on thb-Fles
Kincaid reading scale). In order to include reading passages of various tyifiieudls,
the reading grades 7.1, 10.3, and 13.2 were adopted for the three reading passages on

each reading comprehension test. The 7.1 passage was believed to be reksiyely
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the 10.3 passage slightly challenging, and the 13.2 passage very challengirsg) to m
participants, thereby offering an appropriate range of text diffichiétiydould separate
the participants into varying levels of reading comprehension ability.

All of the passages are expository passages. This genre was choseasas it
deemed appropriate for the types of questions introduced on the reading comprehension
test. For example, narrative texts generally lack clearly defined mais. iBecause
main idea questions were included on the tests for this study, the use of narrtgive tex
would have been inappropriate.

Controlling for the difficulty of the reading passages made it possible to more
easily manipulate the level of difficulty of the items on the tests to providenfara
evenly spaced range of difficulty of items on each test. (A more detail¢éghakipn of
how the difficulty of test items was manipulated follows in the next@®¢trhis was
done in order to ensure that all the participants in the study would be measured more
accurately and that no particular participant level would receive maue than any

other level on this assessment.

The Reading Strategy Test

Eight types of questions are included on the reading strategy test (see
Appendices C, D, E); questions measuring to what degree the readers havééoned t
strategy to infer:
1. the topic of a paragraph embedded in a reading passage (one item)
2. the topic of the entire reading passage (one item)

3. the main idea of a paragraph embedded in a reading passage (one item)

103



4. the main idea of the entire reading passage (one item)

5. the meanings of certain vocabulary terms that are meant to be infemred fro
contextual clues in the passage (two items)

6. the meanings of certain vocabulary terms that are meant to be inferred from
breaking these vocabulary terms into their component parts (i.e., suffixes and
prefixes) (two items)

7. what will be written in the paragraph following the reading passage (posdic
(one item)

8. underlying, unstated information that must be inferred from contextual clues in the
passage. (three items)

There is one question offered per question type, except for the vocabulary and

inferencing questions. For the vocabulary question types, four questions are provided

(two for inferring meaning from surrounding text and two for inferring meamorg f

component parts of the word). For the inferencing question types, there are three

guestions provided. Therefore, there are 12 questions per passage. Each of the tests is
made up of two reading passages totaling 24 questions per test.

As the strategies investigated in this study are intended to improve the
participants’ reading comprehension, some of the question types included on the
strategy instrument are the same as the ones on the reading comprehension test

The passage length (humber of words) and Flesch-Kincaid readinglgvatle
were held constant for each test. Pilot testing indicated that on averamgpsait
were capable of managing items on texts that fell within the 9-10 Flesclai#

reading grade level. Unlike the reading comprehension test, however, thgreadin
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strategy test was not designed to measure participants’ linguistic kiyayper se. It
was developed to test reading strategy usage. In order to achieve this, ¢caéydiével
of the reading passages needed to be at a level that would not test the students’
linguistic knowledge because if the text difficulty level were well beybied t
participants’ ability, the participants would struggle more with theetgxand syntax of
the passages than with the target strategies. As such, they would be unabiprtt inte
the contextual clues that are necessary when inferring meaning, identiigin ideas,
and understanding the topic of the reading passage. Conversely, if the difficeltyflev
the passages were too easy for the participants, they would not be forced to use
strategies to answer the questions. Due to these concerns, texts at fduKifleaw
grade levels, 8.0, 9.0, 10.0, and 11.0 were selected. These reading grade levels included
the lower and upper levels of the pilot study averages, therefore offerange of
difficulty from which most participants would be more likely to use theitexgsa
knowledge to complete the test items.

Controlling for the difficulty of the reading passages made it easier to
manipulate the level of difficulty of the items to provide for a more evenly spaoege r
of difficulty of items on each test. This was done in order to ensure that all the

participants in the study would be measured more precisely.

Developing the multiple-choice items
When creating the instruments designed to measure reading comprehension and
reading strategies, certain considerations were taken. In line withghitiee features

of Bandura’s social cognitive theory and Anderson’s cognitive-based thedrie
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learning, both of which are major foundations of this study, there is a cognitive

processing model framework developed by Embretson and Wetzel (1987) from which

multiple-choice item features (e.g., type of questions, passage leagthg analyzed

and their contribution to the difficulty of items can be assessed.

In regards to this study, the level of reading difficulty of the passages in the

reading comprehension tests and the reading strategy test was controltetbréhm

order to modify item difficulty on the tests, the items themselves were dedaloger

the following guidelines. In summary, the following factors were taken into

consideration when creating items with varying levels of difficulty.

1.

2.

Using more difficult vocabulary in the question or in the response alternatives
Creating questions and response alternatives that contain higher propositional
density

Asking questions of which the answers are not directly written in the text,ingquir
test-takers to infer meaning from contextual clues in the text

Asking questions of which the answers are found in more than one part of the text,
requiring test-takers to synthesize two or more pieces of information to ahgwer
guestion (the further away from each other in the passage these pieces of
information lie, the more difficult the question will be)

Asking questions of which the relevant information that can be used to falsify
distractors or confirm the correct answer is limited

Using more difficult vocabulary in the correct answer alternatives and ughtys

easier vocabulary in the distractors
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7. Re-ordering or re-phrasing the words in the response alternatives so yreethe
different from the corresponding material directly found in the text

8. Creating questions of which the relevant information that can be used ftyp falsi
distractors or confirm the correct answer is located near the end of the text

9. Developing questions of which the relevant information that can be used to falsify

distractors or confirm the correct answer is relatively abstratgéad®f concrete

Summary

In this section, the instruments (dichotomous tests), the reading comprehension
test and the reading strategy test were explained. This section providietcaedor
the tests, a description of the tests, and the theoretical framework behind reading
comprehension and reading strategies for the participants of this studiy, Eimaliew
of the factors affecting item difficulty that were considered whilatang the

instruments was also provided.

Reading Self-Efficacy Questionnaire

In mainstream psychological research, self-efficacy has been corzsutizand
studied from two different perspectives, a trait like concept called gesedf-afficacy
(GSE) (e.g., Eden, 1988; Judge, Erez, & Bono, 1998) and a state-like concept called
specific self-efficacy (SSE) (e.g., Gist & Mitchell, 1992; Wood & Bandura, 1989)
Wood and Bandura (1989) defined specific self-efficacy as “beliefs in one’s litgmbi
to mobilize the motivation, cognitive responses, and course of action needed to meet

given situation demands.” On the other hand, Judge et al. (1998, p. 170) defined general
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self-efficacy as “individuals’ perception of their ability to performassra variety of
different situations.” Chen, Gully, and Eden, noted, “GSE captures differences among
individuals in their tendency to view themselves as capable of meeting taskddeima

a broad array of contexts” (2001, p. 63).

Research has shown that general self-efficacy has a positive influence
specific self-efficacy across tasks and domains (Eden, 1988). This positiienstigd
between general self-efficacy and specific self-efficacy feareety of performances
seems to “spill over” into specific situations (Shelton, 1990; Sherer et al., 1982).
Because of this, those with a high general self-efficacy are exped® more apt to
succeed across a variety of domains.

To gain a reference of the types of questions asked on general selfyefficac
research instruments, a review of Sherer et al. (1982) General Self-Coefilzie
(SGSES) is indicated. The SGSES is comprised of two subscales: a Gerferal Sel
Efficacy subscale (17 items) and a Social Self-Efficacy subscaleni8)it(see Table 1
in the Sherer et al. study). A typical question included on the General 8etfelf
subscale is, “When | decide to do something, | go right to work on it.” For the Social
Self-Efficacy subscale, a typical item is “If | see someone | wokidtb meet, | go to
that person instead of waiting for him or her to come to me.”

As can be seen from the instrument, the included items reflect general self-
efficacy factors. Although it is believed by some that these types of wemnkswell in
predicting human functioning in relation to foreign language motivation, | am not
convinced that these questions best target the predictive elements in thisnstud

addition, because one of the aims of this study is to see changes in readfiicael-
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over an extended period of time, one would not expect the trait-like nature of general

self-efficacy to fluctuate significantly, therefore renderingrélevant to the scope of

this study.

| agree with Wood and Bandura (1989) in claiming that specific self-efficac
instruments are better able to predict human functioning in relation to foramumeige
education. All five research questions of this study are related to changadingre
self-efficacy over the course of a university academic yeagrigeanent with the basic
components of Bandura’s self-efficacy theory (1977), the items used in this study ar
task and domain specific.

Bandura (2006) has offered a set of guidelines to be followed when creating
scales for self-efficacy measurement.

1. Content validity: First, items should reflect the construct under investiga
Bandura’s definition (1986) of self-efficacy, the term self-efficacy ixeomed with
perceived capability. Therefore, items should be termed using such expressions a
“can do” rather than “will do.” He also warns against confusing other constructs
with self-efficacy. Self-esteem, for example, refers to one’s worth,eakeself-
efficacy is a judgment of capability. Also, locus of control refers to babetit
outcome contingencies-whether outcomes are determined by one’s actions or by
forces outside of one’s control.

2. ltems on the instrument should be based on a good conceptual analysis of the
relevant domain of functioning. In this case, EFL is the domain. Reading tasks are
specified in the items. Items should be specific to both the EFL domain and the

reading skill being targeted.
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3. The items should be ordered in a gradation of challenge. Because the items will ai
to measure one’s perceived competence to complete a particular task,ghere ar
auxiliary aspects that can influence the test takers sense @ngellThe challenge
might not only consist of actually accomplishing a task and one’s perceived
competence to do that, but it might also include one’s ability to regulate one’s own
motivation, thought processes, performance level, or emotional states that might
influence their ability to complete that task. It should be clear in theingpad the
items which domain is targeted.

4. The items of the instrument should reflect varying levels of task demaisls. It
recommended that participants rate the strength of their belief in théy &toi
execute the mentioned activities. The scale runs fro@a@r{ot do at ajlto 50
(moderately certain can glao 100 Highly certain can dp Although this scale is
recommended to increase the sensitivity of the instrument, | believed that
maintaining a 0-100 scale is not effective for obtaining accurate results. kdle
offers a precise scale for administering the same survey multige timer the
course of this longitudinal study.

Following the guidelines and rationale listed above, | created the Rezelingfficacy

Questionnaire, which was utilized to measure Reading Self-Efficacyegldeng self-

efficacy measure contains 14 items asking the participants to gaugetradbility to

perform various reading tasks at the American Council of the Teaching ofrroreig

Languages’ (ACTFL) (1986) (See Appendix V for ACTFL reading gunsl) High-

Novice, Intermediate and Advanced reading proficiency levels. Becaus©HE

scores for the participants in this study ranged from 480-700 (TOEFL 463-540), with
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the average score being 520 (TOEFL 476) (conversions cited from the Vancouver
English Center webpage), the High Novice, Intermediate, and Advanced reading
proficiency levels of the ACTFL were considered appropriately chahlgnn

addition, parts of the questionnaire were adapted from Mill's (2004) study on French
reading self-efficacy.

The items are measured on a 6-point Likert-scale. The instructions to the
instrument include the question, “How sure are you that you can perform each of the
English reading tasks below?” Participants provide judgments for 14 itegiagan
from 1 ( cannot do it at all), 2 (I probably cannot do i}, 3 Maybe | cannot do i}, 4
(Maybe | can do i}, 5 (I probably can do i), and 6 [ can definitely do i). As
mentioned in Bandura’s (2006) guidelines above, a gradation of ability levels was
presented in the survey items. Items ranged from asking participants taqualgat
degree they could “Read and understand the items on a menu written in English at a
fast-food restaurant.” to “Read and understand the specific details of an academic
journal article on new medical practices in the European Union.”

As can be recognized from a perusal of the reading self-efficacy questeyran
wide range of reading tasks are included in the questionnaire items. Mémagef
reading tasks were not part of the treatments in this study. This raisesteencthat
the participants might have had difficulty responding to questionnaire items aldsut tas
they have never attempted. The rationale behind including these types of itdras on t
guestionnaire stems from the definition of self-efficacy. Bandura (199@é}idtaat self-
efficacy is the strength of expectations individuals maintain about theaty abil

perform a given task or behavior successfully. He does not differentiatecbettvese
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tasks that might be familiar to an individual and those that might not be fammiliar. |
addition to this, all of the questions on the questionnaire were piloted with a group of
students who were representative of the sample who participated in the sitidyg. D

the time of piloting, items that were unclear or considered conceptualbuttitb
comprehend for the group who participated in the pilot study were deleted from the

guestionnaire and not used in the main study.

The Perceived Utility of Reading Strategies Questionnaire and the Reived
Utility of Extensive Reading Questionnaire

Perceived Utility of Reading Strategies and Perceived Utility ¢éisive
Reading are considered to be two mediating variables falling betwesrathe
variables, explicit instruction in reading strategies and extensive geaudhd reading
self-efficacy. While the participants in the treatment groups might beipattng in
the treatments and possibly making improvements in their English readirigsbil
these increases might not be reflected in corresponding increases in sediding
efficacy judgments if the participants do not acknowledge the connection beheaen t
respective treatments and their increases in reading comprehension. In otisfitvisr
hypothesized that increases in reading comprehension due to the treatmerus vaill
reflected in the participants’ self-judgment in regards to readinge8elécy, if they do
not understand the utility of their treatment in regards to their increaseslingea
comprehension.

The Perceived Utility of Extensive Reading Questionnaire (see Appendix M for

the Japanese version and Appendix N for the English version) was developed to
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measure Perceived Utility of Extensive Reading. The survey was adepted fist of
10 principles outlined by Day and Bamford (1998) in regards to extensive reading (see
Appendix | for the Japanese version and Appendix J for the English version).
Participants are asked, “to what degree do you agree or disagree that th@dollow
items help to improve your reading comprehension?” Participants provide jotgme
based on a 6-point Likert scale, ranging fronstt¢ngly disagree 2 (Disagreq, 3
(Slightly disagreg 4 Slightly agreg, 5 (Agreg, and 6 Strongly agreg The various
items are phrased in a way to elicit responses based on how useful participades consi
extensive reading to improvements in their overall reading comprehension. One
example from the questionnaire highlights the discouraged use of dictionaries in the
extensive reading method, “In order to improve my reading comprehension, it s bette
not to stop to check a dictionary if | find an unknown word while | am reading.”
Another example emphasizes reading for pleasure instead of for acadepasgs as
prescribed in the extensive reading philosophy, “I can improve my reading
comprehension by reading books that | am interested in and have chosen myself.” Both
examples clearly show the intended relation to be investigated betweeipaatsic
impressions of extensive reading and corresponding effects on reading comprehensi
The 14-item perceived utility of reading strategies questionnaire (gaendix
O for the Japanese version and Appendix P for the English version) was developed to
measure Perceived Utility of Reading Strategies. The survey eat®drbased on the
eight reading strategies that will be included in this study, strategascertain:
1. the topic of a paragraph embedded in a reading passage

2. the topic of the entire reading passage
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3. the main idea of a paragraph embedded in a reading passage

4. the main idea of the entire reading passage

5. the meanings of certain vocabulary terms that are meant to be inferred from
contextual clues in the passage

6. the meanings of certain vocabulary terms that are meant to be inferred from
breaking these vocabulary terms into their component parts (i.e., suffixes and
prefixes)

7. what will be written in the paragraph following the reading passage (pogdic

8. underlying, unstated information that must be inferred from contextual clues in the
passage.

Participants are asked, “To what degree do you agree or disagree that thadollow

items help to improve your reading comprehension?” Participants provide jotgme

based on a 6-point scale, ranging fronsfr¢ngly disagree 2 Disagreq, 3 (Slightly

disagreg, 4 (Slightly agreg, 5 (Agredg, and 6 Strongly agreg Questions 1-8 refer

directly to the above eight reading strategies. Participants leed msreference to those

eight strategies, “If you were able to master that strategy, to whateddo you think it

would help to improve your overall English reading comprehension?” Questions 9-14

required participants to judge the importance of reading strategiesnagsued to other

methods of learning/teaching found in mainstream EFL classrooms in Japan, such as,

explicit grammar instruction and vocabulary memorization. An example item is,

“Practicing reading strategies is more important to improving ngimga

comprehension than memorizing vocabulary.”
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Sources of Reading Self-Efficacy Questionnaire

To the best of my knowledge, the construct, Sources of Self-Effibasynever
been operationalized and measured before in mainstream literature. Asnedim
Chapter 1, there is an expanding body of research to suggest that students in Asian
cultures have weaker academic self-efficacy than do their westerrequoants (Eaton
& Dembo, 1997; Oettingen, 1995; Salili, Chiu, & Lai, 2001). A number of reasons have
been offered to explain this finding. As in any culture, schools tend to be shaped by the
values and standards set by that culture. In the Asian educational contextstaeeher
more inclined to provide performance feedback that highlights weaknassesd of
strengths. Emphasis is often placed more on the value of hard work and effort instead of
a reliance on ability. In addition, standards are sometimes set unratyisgtigh in
regards to success. All of these factors affect the way in which Asiaretsaself-
efficacy beliefs are formed.

One purpose of this study is to investigate the role that past sources of reading
self-efficacy (from junior high school and high school) play on current levels dihgea
self-efficacy. Bandura (1997) stated that, “Successes build a robust helref's
personal efficacy. Failures undermine it, especially if failures occurédafeense of
efficacy is firmly established” (p. 80). Therefore, it is important to ingast the past
reading self-efficacy of the participants, in order to relate it to theieot levels.

The sources of reading self-efficacy questionnaire (see Appendix Qefor t
Japanese version and Appendix S for the English version) consisted of 50 items divided
into two sections concerning junior high school reading self-efficacy (25 iterds) a

high school reading self-efficacy (25 items). In addition, the students \gerasked to
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gauge themselves based on these sources for their current universityneesegisee
Appendix R for the Japanese version and Appendix T for the English version). The
items were adapted from Bandura’s four principal sources of informatiotenyas
experiences, vicarious experiences, verbal persuasion, and physiologictéeinea
indices (Bandura, 1997).

The Likert-scale asked the participants to respond to the question, “To what
degree do you agree or disagree with the following statements?” Pargqapavite
judgments based on a 6-point Likert scale ranging fro8trbiigly disagreg 2
(Disagreg, 3 (Slightly disagreg 4 Slightly agre¢, 5 (Agreg, and 6 Strongly agreg
A typical item asked to elicit responses on vicarious experiences is, thgaw
classmates reading English well, so | knew I could read Englishauweliftl tried.”
Another item in regards to verbal persuasion is, “Students who were older than me told
me that | was good at reading in English.” Aimed at eliciting responsed bas
physiological cues, another question would be, “I got a little nervous whestryirg
to read something in English.” Finally, a typical example of an item measushg pa
mastery experiences is, “Among my friends, | was the one who helped the others wi

English reading questions.”

Procedures
This study was a longitudinal study spanning one academic yeargstarApril
1, 2010 and continuing until January 31, 2011. The school year consisted of two, 15-
week semesters with a six-week break from the end of July to the middle ahBepte

and a three week break from mid-December to mid-January. Students retumtdsafte
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New Year’s break to have two more weeks of classes and two weeks of second
semester final exams.

The six instruments were administered three times over the academ(d g¢star
1, Test 2, and Test 3). The first round of tests took place in the first and second week of
the first semester. The second round took place in the thirteenth and fourteenth weeks of
the first semester (just before summer break). The third round took place in the
thirteenth and fourteenth weeks of the second semester (the 28th and 29th weeks of the
academic year). Table 2 details the dates on which the above-mentionahemssr
were conducted. Due to the large number of instruments in this study, it was cahsider
best, by the researcher to conduct the instruments over two weeks for each round of
tests. The retrospective reading self-efficacy questionnaire wascHeparately from
the others.

In addition to these tests, the following sections detail the generalodassr

procedures for the various groups (see Table 3 for a complete description).

Classroom Procedures for Treatment Group 1 (Extensive Reading)

For this treatment group, extensive reading was mainly conducted outside of the
classroom setting as homework. The first two weeks of the school year wete use
conduct the various tests that are part of this study. During the classeshfithe

fifth weeks of the school year, students were guided to a classroom in {hescam
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Table 2.Dates for Testing

Dates Instruments Administered

TIME ONE

1. Consent form (Appendix B)

2. Reading Strategy Test (Appendix C) (35 min.)

3. Reading Self-Efficacy Questionnaire (Appendix K)

4. Perceived Utility of Extensive Reading Questionnaire
(Appendix M)

5. Perceived Utility of Reading Strategies Questionnaire
(Appendix O)

Week starting April 12, TIME ONE

2010 Reading Comprehension Test (Appendix F) (40 min.)

Sources of Reading Self-Efficacy Questionnaire
(retrospective) (Appendix Q)

TIME TWO

1. Reading Strategy Test (Appendix D) (35 min.)

2. Reading Self-Efficacy Questionnaire (Appendix K)
Week starting July 5, 2010 3. Perceived Utility of Extensive Reading Questionnaire
(Appendix M)

4. Perceived Utility of Reading Strategies Questionnaire
(Appendix O)

TIME TWO
Reading Comprehension Test (Appendix G) (40 min.)

TIME THREE

1. Reading Strategy Test (Appendix E) (35 min.)

2. Reading Self-efficacy Questionnaire (Appendix K)
Week starting Jan. 10, 20103. Perceived Utility of Extensive Reading Questionnaire
(Appendix M)
4. Perceived Utility of Reading Strategies Questionnaire
(Appendix O)
TIME THREE
Reading Comprehension Test (Appendix H) (40 min.)
Sources of Reading Self-Efficacy Questionnaire
(current) (Appendix R)
Note.There is only one version of the following instruments; Reading Self-gfficac
Questionnaire, the Perceived Utility of Extensive Reading Questionnaireheand t
Perceived Utility of Reading Strategies Questionnaire.

Week starting April 5, 2010

Week starting May 10, 2010

Week starting July 12, 2010

Week starting Jan. 17, 2010
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Table 3.Detailed Description of All Groups in this Study

Class Teacher Group Hours Dept. Year n Groupn Procedures/90-min. class
Class1  Teacher A Control 105 Economics  2nd 18
1. vocabulary quiz (20 min.)
Class2  Teacher A Control 105 Economics  2nd 21 29 2. textbook coverage (60 min.)
Class3  Teacher A  Control 105  Economics  1st 21 3. textbook topic d'SCUSS'Or‘(ZO min)
Class4  Teacher A Control 105 Economics 1st 19
Class5 Teacher C ER 126 Law 1st 25 1.vocabulary quiz (10 min.)
2. speed reading assignment
Class 6 Teacher D ER 105 Economics 1st 27 74 (30 min.)
Class 7  TeacherD ER 105 Economics  2nd 22 ‘Z tsi);tg?r? gdcgi\ll eerrl??eeadin g ((?é% rrr:]llrrl]))
Class 8  Teacher B Read Strats 105  Economics  1st 26 1. vocabulary quiz (10 min.)
Class9 Teacher B Read Strats 105  Economics  1st 21 %0 2. speed reading as&gnme(gg min)
Class 10 Teacher D Read Strats 105 Economics 1st 23 3. CALLA reading strategy
Class 11 TeacherD Read Strats 105  Economics  1st 20 intervention (50 min.)
Class 12 TeacherD ER/Strats 105  Economics  1st 24 1. speed reading assignme(gg min)
Class 13 TeacherD ER/Strats 105 Economics 1st 31 79 2. CALLA reading strategy
Class 14 TeacherD  ER/Strats 105 Economics 1st 24 g‘ tg{g;ﬁg& silent readin g(?155r?ri1?r.1).)

Note.Dept. = Department) = Number of students in each class; Hours = Hours of English class time;Grdupmber of
participants in each group; ER/Strats = Extensive reading/readitepstsagroup; Read Strats = Reading strategies group.
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library where the instructor oriented students to extensive reading psadtieey were
instructed on how to select texts, read extensively using a Japanesedransiay

and Bamford’s (2002) guidelines (see Appendix | for the Japanese version and
Appendix J for the English version) and fill out the necessary paperwork to aé@mount
having read the books they claim to have read. For the extensive readseg,ctas

special logbook.[ .%3s » i -Reading Record Logbook by Cosumopia Publishers)

was purchased by all students (see Appendix U for a sample). The students were
required to record the title of the books, the number of standard words, the level of
difficulty and interest they had for each of the books they read throughout tinecinea
(see Appendix W for sample pages from the book list used for the extensive reading
treatments). In addition, they were asked to write a brief summary, irsBnghout
each of the books they read. This was collected and read by the instructor. lioformat
from these records was counted as a part of their course grade. In trenfastes, the
extensive reading grade accounted for 20 of the total 100 points for the class.nfgn poi
were given to students who read over 100 books and ten points to students who read
over 100,000 words (total = 20 points). For the second semester, the extensive reading
element accounted for 15 points of the total 100 points for the class. All 15 points were
awarded to students who read over 100,00 words. It was an all-or-nothing grading
system. If students did not reach the 100 book criterion in the first semester or t
100,000 word level for either semester, they were not awarded the corresponding
points.

Before explaining the methodology behind the extensive reading element in this

study, a brief overview of the participants’ English reading education history
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warranted. Having had at least six years of English education in junior high &nd hig
school, most of the participants in this study (currently university students) had bee
taught through the grammar-translation meth@k@dokun Japanese), one in which
very little emphasis was placed on learner autonomy or individual interpretation of
literary texts (Bamford, 1993; Bryant, 1956; Gorsuch, 1998; Hayashi, 1999;
Henrichsen, 1989; Hino, 1988; Law, 1995). In traditional grammar-translation
instruction, a close inspection of bottom-up features, such as vocabulary and grammar
structures monopolize class time, while other top-down features, such as finding the
main idea of paragraphs or entire passages go unattended. Learnersuatednstruse
dictionaries instead of their own intellect when trying to decipher the meahing
unknown vocabulary terms; and to rely on the teacher for answers to their questions of
sentence meaning instead of accessing their own background knowledge ttandders
the message that the author wishes to convey. Training in direct translation from
English to Japanese of passages that are often well above the reading prdgeeincy
of the students teaches most of them to focus solely on minute, isolated details,
stymying their ability to interpret messages being conveyed on a glebél le

Because it is believed by some researchers and educators that gramma
translation teaching practices run counterproductive to mainstream zedearning
principles (Anderson, 1985) and actually instill poor reading habits in theserkarne
is considered important to provide a re-learning opportunity for the learnstaz&iva,
2009; Sakai, 2002; Takase, 2009, 2011). In order to break learners of these poor reading
habits, Sakai (2002), created a new style by which to conduct extensive readiicg pract

in the classroom. Called Starting with Simple Stories (SSS), reaeéersgarired to read
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extremely low level books in the beginning stages of extensive readinge“area
considerable number of Japanese high school and university students who have
difficulty in reading even the easiest level of graded readers withostateng each
word into Japanese. For the purpose of improving the situation and encouraging
learners to read without translation, the SSS study group and the Japanesw&xte
Reading Association (JERA) members have been actively promoting thefeetivef
ER approach, SSS” (Takase, 2009, p. 10).

The readability of the books that readers were allowed to use in this study
follows a scale designed by Furukawa (2007). Each publisher of graded readers
generally provides the number of headwords and the level for each of their books.
However, because each publisher has their own standard by which they create these
levels, there is little consistency between the companies. In responsepioithesn,

Akio Furukawa created a readability scaterfiiyasusdevel [YL]) in cooperation with
members of JERA (Furukawa, 2007). The system is a subjective assessment of
readability for both graded and ungraded readers. Individual readers assess each book
based on factors such as, illustrations, size of font, differing text stylésyrband of

the books, mainstream familiarity to the content of the book, along with word count,
vocabulary, and grammar elements. Each book undergoes assessment by seleesal re
and therefore each book is listed as having a range of readability (i.e., YL 0.9.6)YL

All of the books are graded into 100 levels from YL 0.0 to YL 10.0, with YL 0.0

(picture books with no words except for the title) being the easiest and YL 10.0 being
the most difficult. The following examples will further clarify the YLssym

(Furukawa, 2007, p.1):
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YL 0.0: Readable without the knowledge of English language

YL 1.0: Readable to English learners with more than 80 hours of study

YL 3.0: Children’s books with word length of around 10,000 words

YL 7.0: Paperbacks (stories) for adults.

YL 8.0: More difficult paperbacks.

For further information, see http://www.seg.co.jp/sss/word_count/YL-20070621.html
For the purposes of word count in each book, standard words (Carver, 1990) were
calculated. Recently, many publishers of graded readers have included thex ofim
running words on the covers of books. However, there has been debate concerning the
standardization of the calculation of these words numbers. For example, reading 100
words at a low level book of the graded reader system, would logically be diffeaant t
reading 100 words in a high level book of the graded reader system. In order to
standardize the calculation of the numbers of the words in texts, standard words were
utilized. In this method, a standard word consists of six letter spaces including
punctuation and spacing. As the name implies, by using these standard wordg as a uni
of measurement readers/researchers can attain more accurase(lessibtatistical

error) than those attained from counting the numbers of words, pages, or books, all of
which can differ dramatically.

The researcher in this study calculated an estimate of the number of standard
words in each text that the students read over the course of the scho(degar
Appendix W for sample pages from the book list used for the extensive reading
treatments). This was conducted by (a) randomly selecting five booksrétalaa

level (e.g., Oxford bookworms Level 2), (b) randomly selecting 5 pageslinbeak,
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(c) counting the number of standard words on each of those five pages, (d) cgculatin
an average for each of the five books (i.e., average of the five pages per book), (e)
averaging the page counts from the five books to get an average number of standard
words per page and applying that average to the other books in the series witiggen at
same level (adjusting for different number of pages in each book).

Using the SSS approach, standard word counts for calculating total words read,
and the level of readabilityomiyasusdevel, to determine appropriate reading levels
for the participants, those in the extensive reading and extensive reatinggre
strategies groups started reading in the third class of the senféstqrarticipants in
these groups were allowed to choose their own books from a list of 2,947 books. In the
third andfourth weeks of the first semester, the participants were asked to readtat |
1,000 words in the 0.3-0.6 YL graded reader levels. They were given most of these two
classes (third and fourth classes of the year), nearly 160 minutes, which tookpa
classroom in the library to read the graded readers. After these twesclides
participants were given 20 minutes per class for sustained silent readitige bulk of
extensive reading togdace outside of class for homework. After these third and fourth
classes, the participants were asked to read books that were within the 0.6+0d9 leve
the next six classes. In that reading, there was no number limit on words nordrequire
levels for the participants. However, they were strongly encouraged to read boeks low
than YL 4.0. An example of books and their corresponding YL can be found in
Appendix W.

The SSS method that was used in this study deviate slightly from Day and

Bamford’s (2002) guidelines (see Appendix | for the Japanese version and Appendi
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for the English version), which were used as a framework for the extensivegead
extensive reading/reading strategies treatments of this study.li@eige“Learners

choose their own books based on their purpose and objectives from a large variety of
topics and genres.” and guideline 3, “Learners are allowed to choose the books that they
want to read and are able to stop in the middle of reading, if they find the book to be
uninteresting.” were patrtially violated in the first ten classes ofe¢hwester, where the
participants were restricted to reading certain levels, as explained dbheve

participants in the extensive reading and extensive reading/readiegistsagroups

were allowed to choose their own books from a large selection, so in that way, the SSS
method adheres @ay and Bamford's guidelines. However, the participants were
encouraged to read books that fell within a certain level in the first ten clBgses
encouraging the participants to read at very low levels for the first teseslaf the first
semester, it was believed that the counter-productive reading habitsathabhthe
participants had developed during their experiences of learning under the gramma
translation method in junior high and high school could be corrected. Through this re-
learning process, it was believed that plaeticipants could start to develop proper

habits of reading and would therefore have a better probability of fastenvempent in
reading comprehension (Takase, 2009), and thereby, heightened levels of reading self
efficacy. After the tenth class, although the participants were encou@gmit their
reading to books that fell under the YL 4.0, this policy was not strictly enforced and
judging from the intermediate/high intermediate level of the students, they wau

been reading books that were largely incomprehensible, which would have also been

violating the guidelines set by Day and Bamford (2002).
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After the fourth week of classes, instruction no longer took place in the library
classroom, but in a classroom in the students’ respective departments (law or
economics). The classes began with a 10-minute quiz based on vocabulary words that
students were assigned from their text (not from their extensive rdamtkg). Shortly
after completing the quiz, students were given a speed-reading assignheset,
students read two short passages and answered eight questions about each of the two
passages. Students corrected their own answers after guidance from theateéche
recorded their reading rate and comprehension score on a speed-readindhehart. T
remainder of the class focused on listening and reading practice for HFI€ T€3t. All
students used two textbool3eveloping Skills for the TOEIC Tg&dmunds & Taylor,
2007) andReading for Speed and Fluen@yation & Byrne, 2007). Students were
offered ample time to practice listening and reading with explanations abeunsive
reading subjects (e.g., gerunds & infinitives, verb forms & tenses, negation,
conditionals). Much focus was placed on intensive listening and reading ansignély
reading passages.

It must be noted that in one of the texts used for this des&loping Skills for
the TOEIC TestEdmunds & Taylor, 2007), there was reference to skimming and
scanning strategies. First, | consider these strategies to be stamkieg strategies
than cognitive reading strategies which were part of the readinggésitreatment in
this study. In addition, these two strategies were not part of the eighpstsat
highlighted in this study. Therefore, these strategies were covereddrtémsive
reading group’s classes and were not considered to be detrimental t@dgngyiaf the

study.
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Finally, the last 20 minutes of the class was reserved for extensive reading
Students were asked to bring a book they had checked out on their own from the
university library and to read silently during the last 20 minutes of class. Oitbring
time, the teacher circulated and monitored the students’ progress by chbekithggt
books. If time permitted, the teacher also read silently, as a model &iutents in the
class.

In addition to the extensive reading completed during class time, the bulk of
extensive reading was conducted outside of class. Participants wereagecbiar read
as often as possible outside of class. The instructor assigned a limdadtaof TOEIC
practice as homework, in order to offer more time for participants to engage in

extensive reading.

Classroom Procedures for Treatment Group 2 (Reading Strategies)
The reading strategies treatment class began similarly to thescfass the
other treatments. In the first two weeks of class, students completed ttrdoecsests
for this study and participated in a general orientation to the classniarthe third
week of the semester, as with all the classes in this study, there was aGinainute
quiz on vocabulary that had been assigned the week before. Shortly after comipéeting t
quiz, participants were given a speed-reading assignment, wheredbdwoeshort
passages and answered 8 questions about each of the two passages. Students corrected
their own answers after guidance from the teacher and recorded their redeliagd

comprehension score on a speed-reading chart.
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The main part of the class, focused on reading strategies, and commenced after
the speed-reading element. The t®Raading Power 2 (4th editiof)efferies &
Mikulecky, 2009), was the assigned text for the class. This text is broken in torshapte
based on reading strategies. All of the strategies focused on in this studgtdighted
in this text. Each chapter starts with a brief explanation of the strdtagis the focus
of the lesson. The teacher and students read these details aloud together.t@ifese de
explain how and when one can use the strategy being focused on and how it can be
effective in improving reading comprehension. In addition, the chapter begins with ve
elementary examples and tasks to be completed by the learners that athote the
practice the strategy. These preliminary reading passages arallgemell beneath the
proficiency level of the students, allowing them to better grasp the concept of the
strategy, rather than struggling with a challenging language letetitext. As the
chapter continues, however, the texts become gradually more difficultjraditive
students to challenge themselves with the new strategies that they have \opeteit
to develop.

In the first semester, the following strategies were highlightedrring
vocabulary from context, inferring vocabulary from its component parts, and pngdicti
In the second semester, finding the topic, finding the main idea, and inferencing
underlying, unstated information from contextual clues in the passage were the
strategies practiced by the participants.

During the class, students were also asked to keep a vocabulary log book. While
reading the assigned passages and practicing the prescribed strpteg@pants

encountered unfamiliar words. They were required to include at least five ohthese
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vocabulary items in their vocabulary logbooks weekly. The teacher also asaigned
group of words from the text that had to be reviewed and learned for the following
week’s quiz. The class ended with the instructor reviewing those termsheciext. In
addition to this vocabulary element, homework was assigned from the textbook, in
order to allow students to continue practicing the strategies during the Wseekly no

more than two pages of text were assigned for homework per week.

Classroom Procedures for Treatment Group 3 (Extensive Reading/Rea)
Strategies)

As the name implies, the extensive reading/reading strategies gaoneddoth
reading strategies and practiced extensive reading. As with the exteragiueg class,
the first two weeks of the school year were used to conduct the various testsréhat
part of this study. During the classes of the third and fourth weeks of the school yea
students were guided to a classroom in the campus library where the instructedorie
students to extensive reading practices. They were instructed on how to sé&dect te
read extensively using a Japanese translation of Day and Bamford’s (L883ngs
(see Appendix | for the Japanese version and Appendix J for the English vargion)
fill out the necessary paperwork to account for having read each book that thesdclai

to have read. For these classes, a special loghoakp3s » i  -Reading Record

Logbook by Cosumopia Publishers) was purchased by all students (see Appeoidix U f
a sample). Students were required to record the title of the books, the number of
standard words, the level of difficulty and interest of each of the books they read

throughout the treatment (see Appendix W for sample pages from the book list used for
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the extensive reading treatments). In addition, students were asked tolhvide a
summary, in English, about each of the books they read. This was collected and read by
the instructor. Information from these records was counted as a part of their course
grade, just as in the extensive reading group, as explained above. In addition, the
procedures for the extensive reading element were the same for the extensive
reading/reading strategies group as they were for the extensiveggadup, also
explained above.

After the fourth week of classes, instruction no longer took place in the library
classroom, but in a classroom in the economics department. Unlike thegoblogss in
the study (reading strategies, extensive reading, and intensive reemipg)gthis
group had no vocabulary quiz in the beginning of the class. Because this group focused
on both treatments, reading strategies and extensive reading, class gitimaiigd.
Instead of the vocabulary test, students were given a speed-readimgnassjgvhere
students read two short passages and answered eight questions about each of the two
passages. Students corrected their own answers after guidance from threatedche
recorded their reading rate and comprehension score on a speed-reading chart

The remainder of the class focused on reading strategies and extensivg readi
practice. The texReading Power 2 (4th editiof)efferies & Mikulecky, 2009), was
the assigned text for the class. This text is broken in to chapters based on reading
strategies. All of the strategies focused on in this study are highlighted text. Each
chapter starts with a brief explanation of the strategy that is the focusle$soa. The
teacher and students read these details aloud together. These detaishexpkand

when one can use the strategy being focused on and how it can be effective in
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improving reading comprehension. In addition, the chapter begins with very elementary
examples and tasks to be completed by the learners that allow them to practice the
strategy. These preliminary reading passages are generdlheweath the proficiency

level of the students, allowing them to better grasp the concept of thestratbgr

than struggling with a challenging language level in the text. As theeshapitinues,
however, the texts become gradually more difficult, allowing the students to geallen
themselves with the new strategies that they have hopefully started topdevel

After the speed-reading element was completed, instruction and practice of
reading strategies commenced. In the first semester, the follonatggsés were
highlighted: inferring vocabulary meaning from context, inferring vocapdtam its
component parts, and finding the topic. In the second semester, finding the main idea,
predicting, and inferencing underlying, unstated information from contextualiolues
the passage were the strategies practiced by the participantslotiiee éilme for
covering reading strategies in this class was slightly less thaaftthes strategies
treatment group. Consequently, although the same strategies were cdwergaup
received limited time to practice the above strategies.

Following the reading strategies element of the class, students engaged in 15
minutes of extensive reading. This group had a little less time to focus on slistaine
silent reading in class than those in the extensive reading group becausaelibe déso
had to commit time to reading strategy instruction in this class. In additibe to t
extensive reading completed during class time, the bulk of the extensivagreadi
component was conducted outside of class. Participants were encouraged to read as

often as possible outside of class. Like the extensive reading group, this gooup als
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followed the principles of SSS, starting with simples stores, to break the pdorge
habits they learned in junior high and high school and help them become better
acquainted with proper reading techniques. The instructor limited homeworkhfeom t

textbook in order to offer more time for participants to engage in extensivegeadin

Classroom Procedures for the Control Group (Intensive Reading)

This class was primarily focused on intensive reading practices.tAshei
other classes in the other treatment groups, the first two weeks of theesdomsted
on the pretests of the present study, offering introductions and orienting the stadents
the procedures of the class (i.e., syllabus coverage, grading policpatiqud. After
the third week, the general procedures of these control group classes included the
following. In the first 10 minutes of class, students took a vocabulary quiz based on
vocabulary that had been assigned from the previous week’s text assignmentingol
that, the instructor introduced the vocabulary to be tested in the following week. Each
week students were required to study 20 new terms.

From this, the attention turned to the textbddkying Ahead in the 21st
Century(Hayashi, 2009). Because the students in this treatment were in the economics
major, the focus of this book is on Japanese modern businesses (e.g., Kirin, Kikkoman,
etc.) The readings in the text deal with such topics as the history, the products, the
number of employees, location of the headquarters, etc. of each company. Afteg readi
the text aloud with the teacher, students were asked to re-read it once nmdlse sile

Upon completion, students had a chance to ask the teacher questions pertaining to
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grammar, vocabulary, content, etc. of the text. The teacher also, at that pemt, oft
highlighted some of the problematic sections of the text.

With a presumably, fairly strong understanding of the text, students moved on to
written activities that followed the reading passage in the book. There ammsecti
pertaining to idioms in the passage, vocabulary explanation, and comprehension
guestions. The instructor covered the answers with the students and addressed any
problems that arose. The class closed with 20 minutes of discussion based on discussion
guestions listed at the end of each chapter of the text. Students were broken into groups
of two or four to discuss the assigned questions. In addition to studying for the
following week’s vocabulary quiz, students were required to preview the next ¢hapter
reading passage as homework.

An additional point deserves attention at this juncture. Within the activities
listed in the assigned textbook for this class, there are sometimes questiamsny to
the main idea of paragraphs in the passage. It was agreed upon by the instiiuasor tha
the control group of this study, there was to be no formal, explicit instruction of these
points to the class. The instructor agreed to explain the concept of main ideas to the
students, but students were not given opportunities to practice strategies he finalin
ideas of paragraphs or whole passages. Aside from the topic of main ideas gtinere ar
further references in the textbook to any of the other strategies tteainekrded in the
strategies and extensive reading/reading strategies treatrbatresearcher was aware
of the possibility of this problem to the integrity of the study arising and diedus

with the instructor in charge of the control group classes before the study began.
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Analyses
In this section, the analyses used to answer the following research questions ar
explained.

1. To what degree does patrticipants’ English reading self-efficacy chaege af
participation in one of the three experimental groups or the intensive reading group
(control group) over one academic year. It was hypothesized that paidicipethe
experimental groups would lead to significant gains in reading sel&eyfin

comparison to those of the intensive reading group.

2. To what degree does participants’ English reading comprehension change after
participation in one of the three experimental groups or the intensive readup gr
(control group) over one academic year. It was hypothesized that paidicipethe
experimental groups would lead to significant gains in reading comprehension in

comparison to those of the intensive reading group.

3. Do changes in reading self-efficacy lead to changes in reading compoel?enkis
question is accompanied by a directional hypothesis: Higher participagsrafi

reading self-efficacy will lead to higher levels of reading comprsioa.

4. As participants become more adept at using reading strategies, doesaitheig
self-efficacy also improve? This question is accompanied by a directigrathiesis:
Higher scores on the reading strategies test will lead to higher levelsdahg self-

efficacy.
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5. As patrticipants read more (measured by word count), does their readinfjicatiye
improve? This question is accompanied by a directional hypothesis: The more the

participants read, the higher their reading self-efficacy will inctease

6. Do participants who rate the utility of extensive reading higher experiegleer

gains in reading self-efficacy over the course of an academic year?

7. Do participants who rate the utility of reading strategies higher eqerihigher

gains in reading self-efficacy over the course of an academie year

8. To what extent have the participants’ experiences in junior high school and high
school, operationalized through the measurement of the hypothesized sources of self
efficacy information--mastery experience, vicarious experiemnaglgersuasion,
and psycho-physiological state--affected the participants’ currentdefzmglish
reading self-efficacy? This question is accompanied by a hypothesig: Witldre a
strong correlation between reading self-efficacy scores that \weged for
participants’ junior high school, high school, and current (university) levels of
reading self-efficacy.

Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) and analyses wésteobmsth well-

established protocols and practices of numerous self-efficacy resesarchaddition,

the Rasch software package, Winsteps, was used to evaluate the effsstarahbelp

support the validity of the included instruments. Rasch analyses were performed and

135



pilot studies were conducted on all instruments in the study. Rasch analysesedtre
extensively in improving the instruments after the pilot studies. They Werei@ized

to anchor the items of the reading comprehension test as well as those on tlge readin
strategy test to create a common scale so that comparisons could be made on a
longitudinal basis.

For research questions 1 and 2, an initial MANOVA (Multivariate Analgsi
Variance) was conducted to determine significant differences oveatithbetween
groups in reading self-efficacy over the course of the study. Ratests were used to
determine where significant differences occurred. Comparisons werebaiacken
times 1 and 2, times 2 and 3, and times 1 and 3. It was predicted that the difference
between times 1 and 3 would be most considerable and significant. After this, repeated
measures ANOVAs were run on each of the respective groups data to find within-
groups differences.

For research questions 3, 4, and 5, a latent growth curve model was used to
determine to what degree changes in reading self-efficacy led to changadingr
comprehension (research question 3) and to what degree changes in skill of reading
strategy use led to changes in reading self-efficacy (researdioguBsand to what
degree reading amount led to changes in reading self-efficacy (tes@@stion 5).

For research questions 6 and 7, ANOVAs were used to determine if there were
differences in reading self-efficacy between those who perceived meteeading as
being very helpful in improving reading comprehension versus those who did not
perceive extensive reading as being particularly helpful in improvimgnga

comprehension (research question 6). An ANOVA was also used to determine if there
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were significant differences in reading self-efficacy between tivbseperceived
reading strategies as being very helpful in improving reading comprehenssos ver
those who did not perceive reading strategies as being particularly helphgroving
reading comprehension (research question 7).

Finally, for research question 8, a Pearson correlation coefficient was used to
gauge to what extent the participants’ experiences in junior high school andmogi, s
affected the participants’ current level of English reading sétfasly

Throughout the analysis process, Bonferroni adjustments were made when

conducting the multiple tests in order to safeguard against type | errors.

Rasch Analysis

In this study, raw scores were obtained from the respective instrumesds lis
above, however, these scores are fundamentally difficult to compare acrossagrdups
time. Rasch analysis was utilized to assess validity and relialiliye @uestionnaires
and tests in this study, as well as, to create true interval-scale pefsun the raw
scores obtained.

Rasch analysis is performed by attempting to fit a data setagaari model.
Significant misfit between the priori model and real world data is considered to
signify poor definition of constructs, statistical bias, and/or an error in nezasnt.

This concept of fit is one of the keys aspects of Rasch analysis.
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Fit analysis

The software package used for this study, Winsteps (Linacre, 2009) analyzes
data and outputs various statistics for determining fit for both items and pemtgin
the study. Participants who misfit the model might not have answered the items on the
test truthfully or seriously. It might also indicate that factorscaeating a sub-
population within the group of participants in the study with different measurement
attributes. Misfitting items can indicate a bias in the items, a deviatan fr
unidimensionality of the construct, and/or a redundancy in the items.

There are two types of misfit, outfit and infit, commonly represented dg Out
mean square (Outfit MNSQ) and Infit mean square (Infit MNSQ), respect®elfit
represents the degree of unexpected responses within a group of test takest or set
items. In Rasch analysis, 1.00 is the expected value by which all values can be
compared and levels of outfit and infit mean-square can be determined. Feor pers
Outfit MNSQ, a high value would indicate a person was not answering items in an
expected way. For example, a participant might have answered many ditéicwd
correctly but failed to answer easier ones. For item Outfit MNSQ, a high valuld w
indicate an item that is being answered often by low-level test takers lsanhig
high-level test takers.

These fit scores can also be represented as standardizees, Outfit ZSTD
and Infit ZSTD. These standardized values have an expected value of 0.00. Values
higher than +2.00 or lower than —2.00 correspond to a type 1 error rate of .05. Both

standardized and unstandardized fit statistics are important when assestsijuglity.
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Debate continues to rage over the appropriate values of fit. A number of
researchers offer guidelines to represent fit limits. McNamara (138ié)s that MNSQ
values between .77 and 1.30 are acceptable, while Wright, Linacre, Gustafson, and
Martin-Lof (1994) claim that depending on the context of the test, acceptéinds ean
fluctuate. For example, on a high-stakes test, the appropriate range wouldllis 0.8
but for a lower stakes test, the acceptable range might be 0.4-1.2. For the purposes of
this study, a low-stakes test, the more lenient guidelines, 0.7-1.3 weredutdizhe

dichotomous tests and 0.6-1.4 were used for the Likert-scale questionnaires.

Reliability Analysis

In addition to showing how well persons and items fit a model, Rasch analysis
also provides statistics signifying item and person reliability. Sirsgaited, reliability
refers to how accurately a test can be replicated to provide similasr&stiie current
test. For example, item reliability predicts how well the results for &pkat test can
be reproduced with a different sample of test takers but the same set of gesns. P
reliability refers to the degree to which the same sample of test takédsreproduce
their obtained results from a unique set of items measuring the same cohstruct
addition, standard error statistics for items and persons can be obtained through Rasch
analysis as well. These error statistics can help researchers pimotiematic

individual items or persons that might be distorting the reliability data.
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Principal Components Analysis of Rasch Residuals

In addition to the fit statistics, Rasch analysis includes an evaluation df Rasc
residuals. This principal components analysis (PCA) pertains to a fitsentigt
searches for systematic variance outside of that determined by itezalthiffin a well-
functioning model, the residuals consist of random noise only. It is when a sighifica
grouping of items or persons can be explained by these residuals that a projm mi
be present. These residuals confirm or falsify the hypothesis that the couoattar
investigation is unidimensional or not. It is a sensitive test of dimensiortedity t
indicates to what degree additional dimensions to the construct distort theeneaist.

In this study, the dimensionality of the items on the instruments was invedtigate
using the following criteria (Linacre, 2007):
1. Variance explained by items > 4 x 1st contrast is good
2. Variance explained by measures > 50% is good
3. Unexplained variance explained by 1st contrast < 3.0 is good
4. Unexplained variance explained by 1st contrast < 1.5 is excellent

5. Unexplained variance explained by 1st contrast < 5% is excellent.
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CHAPTER 4

PRELIMINARY ANALYSIS

In this chapter | present a preliminary analysis of the empirical ddézted for
this study. The purpose is to examine the validity and reliability of the timimous
reading tests and four Likert-scale questionnaires, confirm the unidimeditgioh¢he
hypothesized constructs, and convert the Likert-scale raw scores tolinteasures
using the Rasch rating scale model.

The dichotomous measures, the reading comprehension test and the reading
strategy test, were administered three times during the course of theEsiall reading
comprehension test was composed of three reading passages with eight questions per
passage for a total of 24 questions per test. In order to create three distsbut also
allow overlap from which to better analyze the results across the three stdmions, |
anchored one or two sets of items from one test time to the next (see Table 4 for a
description of the anchoring plan). | used the same reading passagerabtand the
corresponding eight questions on both the time 1 and time 2 tests. | then used two
reading passagesyman bodyndnuclear weaponsand the corresponding 16

guestions (8 questions per reading passage) on both the time 2 and time 3 tests.

Table 4.Anchoring Plan for the Reading Comprehension Tests

Time 1 Time 2 Time 3

Email Email Mayan Indians
Space program Human body Human body
Coca-cola Nuclear weapons Nuclear weapons
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Similarly, | also anchored the reading strategy tests (see Tatueab f
description of the anchoring plan). Each reading strategy test was made op of tw
reading passages and 12 corresponding questions for each passage for a total of 24
items per test. | used the same reading pased@ecident on the time 1 and time 2
tests, and | used the reading passageragement trendm both the time 2 and time 3

tests.

Table 5.Anchoring Plan for the Reading Strategy Tests

Time 1 Time 2 Time 3
Sharks Management trends Management trends
Oil accident Oil accident Pirates

Because each round of the dichotomous tests required the participants to answer
guestions about different reading passages, | performed a detailedsaobgesth
testing round. Statistical support demonstrating the reliability and vadiflégich
instrument is described below.

Unlike the dichotomous tests, which contained unique reading passages for each
of the three testing rounds, only one version of each of the four Likert-scale
guestionnaires was used for all three rounds. In order to make the prelimingsysanal
of these Likert-scale measures more succinct, | have chosen to, firsty elkaline
the data gathered at time 1 of each of the four instruments. Thereak@mihe the
data collected from times 2 and 3, but | only report anomalies or conflictinigsres
those two rounds, as providing an in-depth analysis of all 12 tests (four instruments
administered three times each), would result in a large number of overlapping,

redundant analyses.
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The analyses for each construct are reported in the following ordey whese
a Likert scale is used, the functioning of that scale is checked usingténacr
suggested by Linacre (2007). If necessary, the scale is adjusted unétstthwse
criteria. Second, item functioning is reported with a particular emphasis on Hbtheve
items fit the Rasch model. As stated in Chapter 3, the fit criteria used irutthysase
0.7-1.3 for the low-stakes dichotomous tests and 0.6-1.4 for the Likert-scale
guestionnaires (Wright, Linacre, Gustafson, & Martin-Lof, 1994). Third, the
dimensionality of the items hypothesized to measure the same constnvessisgated
with a Rasch PCA of item residuals analysis. Fourth, the empirical iteardhigris
reported using a item-person map and the item hierarchy is interpretadtHafRasch

item and person reliability and separation estimates are reported.

The Reading Comprehension Tests

The purpose of the reading comprehension test was to assess student changes in
reading comprehension and to what degree these changes influenced reading self-
efficacy.To this end, three versions of the test were developed. Seven types of
guestions are used on the reading comprehension test (See Appendices F, G, H for
completed versions of the tests). These questions measure readeiss abiiscertain:
1. factual information that is clearly stated in the reading passage
2. factual information that is not directly stated in the reading passage
3. the main idea of a paragraph embedded within the passage
4. the main idea of the entire reading passage

5. a paraphrase of a sentence or paragraph of the passage
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6. the meanings of certain vocabulary terms that are meant to be understood from
contextual clues in the passage

7. underlying, unstated information that must be inferred from contextual clues in the
passage.

One question per question type is on each test form, except for the vocabulary question.

For that question type, two questions were provided for a total of eight questions per

passage. Each test consists of three reading passages (24 questions per test).

The Reading Comprehension Test (Time 1)

The analysis of the 24 reading comprehension test items (see Table 6 for
descriptive statistics) administered at Time 1 (see Appendix F for thest)lirevealed
that no items misfit the Rasch model using the 0.7-1.3 criterion for low-stakes te
(Wright, Linacre, Gustafson, and Martin-Lof, 1994). The infit MNSQ statistinged
from .94-1.09, the outfit MNSQ statistics ranged from .89-1.11, and the items’ point-
measure correlations were between .14 and .35. The low standard errors (.12-.15)
indicated that the item difficulty estimates were reasonably precise

The dimensionality of the reading comprehension items was investigated usi
the following criteria (Linacre, 2007):

1. Variance explained by items > 4 x 1st contrast is good

2. Variance explained by measures > 50% is good

3. Unexplained variance explained by 1st contrast < 3.0 is good

4. Unexplained variance explained by 1st contrast < 1.5 is excellent

5. Unexplained variance explained by 1st contrast < 5% is excellent.
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Table 6.Rasch Descriptive Statistics for the Reading Comprehension Test Items (Time
1)

Infit Infit Outfit Outfit  Pt-measure
Item Measure SE MNSQ ZSTD MNSQ ZSTD correlation
RC24 1.58 15 .99 -1 .99 -1 23
RC15 1.26 14 .97 -3 .96 -.3 27
RC21 1.24 14 1.03 1.1 1.11 1.1 .16
RC18 1.13 13 1.04 7 1.06 v .18
RC22 .76 13 .98 -.6 .96 -.6 .29
RC17 42 A2 .99 -4 .98 -4 .29
RC11 13 A2 .96 -1.1 .96 -1.1 .34
RC5 10 12 .99 .0 1.00 .0 .29
RC16 .04 A2 .96 -1.2 .96 -1.2 .34
RC23 .04 A2 1.04 1.7 1.06 1.7 21
RC13 -.06 A2 .95 -1.1 .96 -1.1 .35
RC10 -.10 A2 1.05 15 1.06 15 .20
RC14 -17 A2 1.08 2.7 1.10 2.7 14
RC7 -.18 A2 .97 -.8 .97 -.8 .32
RC20 -.18 A2 1.09 3.1 1.11 3.1 A2
RC9 -.19 A2 1.02 .8 1.03 .8 24
RC12 -.31 A2 .94 -1.9 .93 -1.9 .37
RC4 -.33 A2 1.03 7 1.03 v .23
RC6 -.37 A2 1.00 -1 1.00 -1 .28
RC19 -.69 12 1.01 .6 1.03 .6 .24
RC8 -.76 A2 94 -9 .95 -9 .35
RC1 -.82 A2 .98 -.6 .97 -.6 .30
RC2 -.94 A2 .99 -3 .98 -.3 .28
RC3 -1.61 14 .94 -1.0 .89 -1.0 .33

Note.RC = Reading Comprehension Test item.

Because secondary dimensions in the data appear in the contrasts, when
interpreting the results, the emphasis is placed on the third, fourth, and fdtiacrit

The variance explained by the items (12.7%) was not greater than 4 times the
variance accounted for by the first contrast (5.8%), so the first criterionataset.
The Rasch model explained 16.3% of the variance (eigenvalue = 4.7). Although this
figure was below the 50% criterion, this was likely due to the relatively losope

separation statistic of 0.86. The 1st contrast had an eigenvalue of 1.7, which is very
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close to the 1.5 criterion. This represented 5.8% of the variance. An inspection of the
standardized residual contrast 1 plot further confirmed the unidimensionahiy of t
construct. Overall, the items appeared to form a strongly unidimensional construct.

The item-person map for the reading comprehension test for time 1 (Bijgure
shows the empirical item hierarchy as well as the relationship of theliticalty
estimates and the person ability estimates on the logit scale, which is shdverfam t
left side of the figure. The participants’ ability estimates are displan the left side of
the map as pound signs (#) and periods (.), while the 24 items are shown on the right
side of the map. More able persons and more difficult items are at the top of the map,
and less able persons and easier items are at the bottom of the map.

The item difficulty estimates cover the range of person ability essweell, as
they extend from item RC3 with a difficulty estimate of -1.61 logits to D24 with
a difficulty estimate of 1.58 logits. No significant gaps existed in tine tierarchy,
and no ceiling or floor effects for the person ability estimates wesept. The item
mean is set to 0.00 logitSD = .75) by convention. The mean of the person ability
estimates was -0.11 logitSID = .61).

An inspection of the items revealed a general pattern of item difficultyvée
strongly influenced by the difficulty of the passage to which the items corresponded
(see Table 7 for a description of item difficulty for the reading compreheresbn t
[Time 1]). tems RC1-RC8, which were associated with the first, eqmssage, tended

to be easier than the items associated with the other two reading paskagesl-T

146



more able readers | more difficult items
2 +

|
I
|
| RC24: main idea/ pass(3)
# T

|
# | RC15: vocabulary(2) R C21: paraphrase(3)

| RC18: vocabulary(3)

T

H#

|

A |S RC22: main idea/ para(3)

+

A |
S|
| RC17: vocabulary(3)
HHH |

I
A | RC11: paraphrase(2)
| RCO5: paraphrase(1)

0  .#HHHHH# +M RCL6: inferencing(2) R C23: factual/ not(3)
M| RC10: main idea/ para(2) R C13: factual/ not(2)
HHHEHHAHE | RC14: vocabulary(2) R C20: factual(3)

| RCO7: vocabulary(1)

| RCO09: main idea/ pass(2)

| RC12: factual(2) R

| RCO6: factual(1)
HHHHE |

I
SR |
| RC19: inferencing(3)
A S|S RCO08: main idea/ pass(1)
| RCO1: factual/ not(1)
| RCO2: inferencing(1)

CO04: main idea/ para(1)

-1 i+
I
n
# |
Tl
|

#|T

RCO03: vocabulary(1)
-2 +

-3 +
less able readers | less difficult items

Note Each # equals 4 persons. Each . equals 1 to 3 person(s). M = Mean; S = One
standard deviation from the mean; T = Two standard deviations from the mean; main
idea/ pass = main idea of the passage; main idea/ para = main idea of gopparagra
factual/ not = questions about factual details not directly written in the pagspge;
number of corresponding reading passage.

Figure 4.ltem-person map for the reading comprehension test (time 1).
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Table 7.Item Difficulty Estimates for the Reading Comprehension Test (Time 1)
ltem

(measure) Passage 1 Passage 2 Passage 3
RC24 (1.58) main idea of pass
RC15 (1.26) vocabulary

RC21 (1.24) paraphrase
RC18 (1.13) vocabulary

RC22 (0.76) main idea of para
RC17 (0.42) vocabulary

RC11 (0.13) paraphrase

RC5 (0.10) paraphrase

RC16 (0.04) inferencing

RC23 (0.04) factual not in pass
RC13 (-0.06) factual not in pass

RC10 (-0.10) main idea of para

RC14 (-0.17) vocabulary

RC7 (-0.18) vocabulary

RC20 (-0.18) factual

RC9 (-0.19) main idea of pass

RC12 (-0.31) factual

RC4 (-0.33) main idea of para

RC6 (-0.37) factual

RC19 (-0.69) inferencing
RC8 (-0.76) main idea of pass

RC1 (-0.82) factual not in pass

RC2 (-0.94) inferencing

RC3 (-1.61) vocabulary

Note.RC = Reading Comprehension Test item; pass = whole passage,;
para = paragraph.

level, second passage seemed to exert a strong influence on the difficulty obtite sec
set of questions, items RC9-RC16, as they fell in the middle range on the difficult
scale. The last eight questions, RC17-RC24, were generally more difii@alt t
guestions RC1-RC16.

In addition to the influence that passage difficulty exerted on the difficultyeof t

associated items, the item types displayed distinct patterns. First, tharpas
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guestions (items RC5, RC11, and RC21) (see Table 7 for description of item difficulty
for the reading comprehension test [Time 1]) all fell on the upper levels of tivailtif
scale. This can be explained by the difficulty of synthesizing information asmughta
develop answers that do not directly correspond with parts of the passages verbatim

Conversely, questions about specific, factual details in the passages (@&ns R
RC12, and RC20) and factual details that did not appear in the passage (items RC1,
RC13, and RC23) (see Table 7 for description of item difficulty for the reading
compression test [Time 1]) all fell on the lower half of the difficulty scahes can be
explained by the relative ease with which the participants were able tiyidpeaicific
information in the text. The distractors were such that they allowed theipants to
easily discount incorrect choices and choose the correct one.

The questions pertaining to the main idea of paragraphs (items RC4, RC10, and
RC22) or the main idea of the entire passage (items RC8, RC9, and RC24) seemed to be
strongly related to the difficulty of the passages and were intersperseghbubthe
difficulty range. The difficulty of the vocabulary items (RC3, RC7, RC14, RC13,/RC
and RC18) seemed to closely correspond to the difficulty of the associategesassa
well.

Surprisingly, the inferencing questions (items RC2, RC16, and RC19) did not
seem to be difficult for the participants as all of them lie in the bottom hdleafdale.
Initially, item RC2, “According to paragraphs (2) and (3), in what situation should an e-
mail be sent?” was considered to be a slightly more difficult item thameflasted in
the item difficulty estimate because the item required readers to coméateration

from two sections of the text, both paragraphs 2 and 3. However, with background
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knowledge of email use and its limitations in conveying emotional nuances, méey of t
readers could have called upon their knowledge of email and its limitations beaid t

in answering this question successfully. Also, many of the expressions used in the
distractors were copied, verbatim, from the text; this also supported the r@aders
making accurate selections from the available choices.

Item RC19, “In paragraph (2), the writer seems surprised that:” also might have
been easier for those participants who used their background knowledge about Coca-
Cola to answer the question. The correct answer to the question, “most of the
ingredients are not good for us” might have been easy for most participants to choose
because they were aware that Coca-Cola is not nutritious.

The Rasch item reliability estimate for this instrument was .97 ancethe it
separation statistic was 5.93; thus, the item difficulty estimates yweradsover
approximately six statistically distinct levels. In addition, the persiatrkty estimate
was .42 and the person separation statistic was .86. These statistics thdiaatzny

of the participants have similar or the same person ability estimates.

The Reading Comprehension Test (Time 2)

The analysis of the 24 reading comprehension test items (see Table 8 for
descriptive statistics) administered at Time 2 (see Appendix G for thedt)lrevealed
that no items misfit the Rasch model using the .70-1.30 criterion for low-stakes te

(Wright, Linacre, Gustafson, & Martin-Lof, 1994). The infit MNSQ statstianged
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Table 8.Rasch Descriptive Statistics for the Reading Comprehension Test Items (Time
2)

Infit Infit Outfit Outfit  Pt-measure
Item Measure SE MNSQ ZSTD MNSQ ZSTD correlation
RC19 1.94 15 1.06 v 1.26 2.0 10
RC22 1.88 15 1.08 1.0 1.20 1.6 .09
RC13 1.77 14 1.10 1.2 1.21 1.8 .08
RC18 1.67 14 1.07 1.0 1.30 2.7 A1
RC17 1.33 A3 1.00 .0 1.12 1.4 .25
RC24 .94 A2 1.04 1.0 1.08 1.3 .23
RC12 .88 A2 1.01 3 1.02 3 .28
RC16 .65 A2 1.10 2.7 1.16 3.1 .16
RC15 .36 A2 .95 -1.4 .94 -1.4 .38
RC10 .32 12 .99 -2 1.00 .0 .32
RC5 A1A 12 .96 -1.0 .95 -1.2 .37
RC9 -.16 12 .93 -1.8 .90 -2.0 42
RC7 -.16A A2 1.01 3 1.01 2 31
RC4 -.32A A2 1.11 2.5 1.11 1.9 .29
RC23 -.33 A2 .92 -1.8 .89 -1.9 43
RC6 -.38A A2 1.13 2.7 1.16 2.7 .22
RC20 -.50 A2 .99 -2 .99 -1 .32
RC21 -71 13 .94 -1.0 .92 -1.1 .39
RC14 -74 13 .98 -4 .97 -4 .33
RC8 -77A 13 .75 -4.5 .70 -4.1 .39
RC1 -.85A 13 .83 -2.7 .78 -2.8 .35
RC2 -.95A 14 .95 -7 .87 -1.4 .37
RC11 -1.55 .16 .88 -1.2 .80 -1.5 43
RC3 -1.61A .16 .82 -1.8 .70 -2.3 .39

Note.RC = Reading Comprehension Test item; A = anchored items.

from .75-1.13, the outfit MNSQ statistics ranged from .70-1.30, and the items’ point-
measure correlations were between .08 and .43. The low standard errors (.12-.16)
indicated that the item difficulty estimates were reasonably precise

Items RC1-RC8 were anchored using the time 1 difficulty estimateanéyoring

items from one test to the next, one set of item difficulty estimates is ki sbr

both tests and the participants’ ability estimates are allowed to flucTiraseallows for

better comparison between tests as a standard scale by which to evaluate the
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participants has been set (Bond & Fox, 2001). Seven of the eight (items RC1-RC7)
anchored item difficulty estimates met the < .50 logit displacementientsuggested
by Linacre (2009), so their anchored values were retained. The displacemsatenea
for RC8 was -.53. Because this measure was very close to the .50 criterias aisw
retained.

The dimensionality of the reading comprehension items (Time 2) was
investigated using the criteria set by Linacre (2007). The variancairesglby the
items (17.1%) was not greater than 4 times the variance accounted for logtthe fi
contrast (5.0%), so the first criterion was not met. The Rasch model explained 25.6% of
the variance (eigenvalue = 8.3). Although this figure was below the 50% critéisn, t
was likely due to the low person separation statistic of 1.01. The first contiean ha
eigenvalue of 1.6, which is very close to the 1.5 criterion. This represented 5.0% of the
variance. An inspection of the standardized residual contrast 1 plot further canhfirme
the unidimensionality of the construct. Overall, the items appeared to foranglgtr
unidimensional construct.

The item difficulty estimates cover the range of person ability essweell, as
they extend from item RC3 with a difficulty estimate of -1.61 logits to RC19 with
a difficulty estimate of 1.94 logits. No significant gaps existed in tine tierarchy,
and no ceiling or floor effects for the person ability estimates wesept (see Figure
5).

The item mean was 0.12 logiS[§= 1.04); this was slightly higher than the
mean of the person ability estimates, which was -0.28 |dgjids=(.70). This indicated

that the test was slightly difficult for some of the participants.
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factual/ not = questions about factual details not directly written in the pagspge;
number of corresponding reading passage.

Figure 5.ltem-person map for the reading comprehension test (time 2).
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Table 9.Item Difficulty Estimates for the Reading Comprehension Test (Time 2)

ltem
(measure)

Passage 1

Passage 2

Passage 3

RC19 (1.94)
RC22 (1.88)
RC13 (1.77)
RC18 (1.67)
RC17 (1.33)
RC24 (0.94)
RC12 (0.88)
RC16 (0.65)
RC15 (0.36)
RC10 (0.32)
RC5 (0.11)
RC9 (-0.16)
RC7 (-0.16)
RC4 (-0.32)
RC23 (-0.33)
RC6 (-0.38)
RC20 (-0.50)
RC21 (-0.71)
RC14 (-0.74)
RCS8 (-0.77)
RC1 (-0.85)
RC2 (-0.95)
RC11 (-1.55)
RC3 (-1.61)

paraphrase

vocabulary

main idea of para

factual

main idea of pass
factual not in pass

inferencing

vocabulary

factual not in pass

paraphrase

main idea of pass

inferencing
factual

main idea of para

vocabulary

vocabulary

main idea of para
inferencing

factual

paraphrase
main idea of pass

factual not in pass

vocabulary
vocabulary

Note.RC = Reading Comprehension Test item; pass = whole passage; para = paragraph.

Similar to the reading comprehension test scores for time 1, an inspection of the
items revealed a general pattern of item difficulty that was diyonftuenced by the
difficulty of the passage to which the items corresponded (see Table 9 for ato@scri
of item difficulty for the reading comprehension test [Time 2]).

In addition to the influence that passage difficulty exerted on the difficultyeof t
associated items, the item types themselves also displayed severel degterns.

First, similar to the reading comprehension test scores for time 1, the paeaphra
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guestions (items RC5, RC12, RC17) (see Table 9 for description of item diffaulty
the reading compression test [Time 2]) all fell on the upper levels of theieshitem
hierarchy. This can be explained by the difficulty of synthesizing infoomand

having to develop answers that do not directly correspond with parts of the passages
verbatim.

Conversely, questions about specific, factual details in the passagesR{@&mns
RC10) and questions about factual details that did not appear in the passage (tems RC
RC23) (see Table 9 for description of item difficulty for the reading cesgon test
[Time 1]) all fell on the lower half of the item hierarchy (i.e., they wetatively easy
items).

There were two exceptions to this general pattern, RC13 (about factual details
that did not appear in the passage) and RC18 (about factual details in the pAssage)
closer examination of RC13, it becomes clear that the item might have become more
difficult, first, because it required the reader to consider information frandifferent
parts of the passage. In addition, many of the distractors were not worded inheatvay
was exactly the same as the expressions used in the passage. Therefadetienot
only had to consider the relevant information from the two sources, but they also had to
paraphrase what they had read in order to answer this question correctly.

A closer examination of item RC18 also revealed factors that could explain the
unexpected difficulty measure of the item. First, the answer was not writteative to
correspond with the words in the passage; therefore, it required additionah@gniti
processing on the part of the reader. Also, many of the distractors wegdlyogic

possible answers. It could be that some of the participants’ background knowledge of
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World War 1l and nuclear weapons interfered with their ability to choose thectorre
answer.

The questions pertaining to the main idea of paragraphs (items RC4, RC9,
RC19) (see Table 9 for description of item difficulty for the reading cesgon test
[Time 2]) or the main idea of the entire passage (items RC8, RC16, RC24) (see Table 9
for description of item difficulty for the reading compression test [Times&¢med to
be strongly related to the difficulty of the passages and were interspgemseghiout the
difficulty range.

Unlike the difficulty measures for the vocabulary items from the reading
comprehension test (time 1), the difficulty of vocabulary items on time 2 (RC3, RC7,
RC11, RC14, RC20, RC21) (see Table 9 for description of item difficulty for the
reading compression test [Time 2]) seemed to be easier for the raadeost of the
difficulty measures were in the bottom half of the scale.

The inferencing questions (items RC2, RC15, RC22) (see Table 9 for
description of item difficulty for the reading compression test [Time&¢med to be
strongly related to the difficulty of the passages and were intersperseghbudthe
difficulty range. Item RC22 had a very high difficulty measure. The questionhél
last sentence of paragraph (5), it can be inferred that:” required the r@ad¢ionly
infer the meaning of a sentence but in essence to infer the opinion of the writer by
considering the writer's comments throughout the passage. It required dedweog
processing on the part of the readers and was therefore difficult.

The Rasch item reliability estimate for this instrument was .98 ancethe it

separation statistic was 7.74; thus, the item difficulty estimates yweradsover
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approximately eight statistically distinct levels. In addition, the persicatbility
estimate was .50 and the person separation statistic was 1.01. Not unlike those found for
the reading comprehension test (time 1), these statistics indicate thabhthe

participants have similar or the same person ability estimates.

The Reading Comprehension Test (Time 3)

The analysis of the 24 reading comprehension test items (see Table 10 for
descriptive statistics) administered at Time 3 (see Appendix H for thtedt)lrevealed
that only one item (item RC11) misfit the Rasch model using the 0.7-1.3 criterion for
low-stakes tests (Wright, Linacre, Gustafson, & Martin-Lof, 1994). Bse#he outfit
MNSQ statistic for this item, 0.68 was very close to the 0.70 criterion, the item wa
retained. The infit MNSQ statistics ranged from .81-1.14, the outfit MNSQtstati
ranged from .68-1.30, and the items’ point-measure correlations were between .03 and
.39. The low standard errors (.12-.16) indicated that the item difficulty estinvate
reasonably precise.

ltems RC9-RC24 were anchored using their time 2 difficulty estimatkest A
the anchored item difficulty estimates met the < .50 logit displacemariam
suggested by Linacre (2009), so the anchored values were retained.

The dimensionality of the reading comprehension items (Time 3) was
investigated using the criteria set by Linacre (2007). The variancairesglby the
items (16.7%) was not greater than 4 times the variance accounted for bgtthe fi
contrast (5.2%), so the first criterion was not met. The Rasch model explained 24.4% of

the variance (eigenvalue = 7.7). Although this figure was below the 50% critéign, t
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was likely due to the relatively low person separation statistic of 0.87. Thedinsast
had an eigenvalue of 1.6, which is very close to the 1.5 criterion. This represented 5.2%
of the variance. An inspection of the standardized residual contrast 1 plot further
confirmed the unidimensionality of the construct. Overall, the items appea@uta f

strongly unidimensional construct.

Table 10.Rasch Descriptive Statistics for the Reading Comprehension Test Items
(Time 3)

Infit Infit Outfit Outfit  Pt-measure
Item Measure  SE MNSQ ZSTD MNSQ ZSTD correlation
RC19 1.94A 14 1.14 1.6 1.30 2.5 .07
RC6 1.93 14 1.00 .0 .99 .0 24
RC22 1.88A 14 .93 -.9 1.09 .9 .03
RC13 1.77A 14 1.13 1.7 1.17 1.7 21
RC18 1.67A 13 .95 -7 .94 -7 .25
RC17 1.33A 13 .94 -1.1 91 -1.3 .22
RC8 .95 A2 .97 -7 .97 -.6 .32
RC24 J94A A2 .94 -1.6 .93 -1.3 31
RC12 87A A2 1.09 2.3 1.12 2.5 14
RC16 .65A A2 .97 -.8 .97 -7 .34
RC3 45 A2 .99 -4 .98 -4 31
RC15 .36A A2 1.03 1.1 1.03 .8 .25
RC10 .32A A2 .98 -.6 .97 -.8 .32
RC5 .25 A2 .97 -.9 .97 -7 .34
RC1 .00 12 1.06 15 1.05 1.1 21
RC9 -.15A A2 1.08 1.9 1.10 1.9 .27
RC23 -.34A A2 .92 -1.6 91 -1.6 .39
RC20 -.51A 13 .81 -3.8 .78 -3.4 37
RC7 -.59 13 .95 -.8 .89 -1.5 .36
RC2 -.64 13 .96 -.6 .94 -.8 .33
RC4 -.66 13 1.02 3 1.01 2 24
RC21 -.70A 13 .81 -3.2 a7 -3.1 .33
RC14 -.75A 13 .99 -1 .99 -1 .29
RC11 -1.53A .16 .83 -1.6 .68 -2.4 .39

Note.RC = Reading Comprehension Test item.

The item-person map for the reading comprehension test (Figure 6) slgows t

empirical item hierarchy and the person ability estimates for theirmading test. The
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idea/ pass = main idea of the passage; main idea/ para = main idea of gopparagra
factual/ not = questions about factual details not directly written in the pagspge;
number of corresponding reading passage.

Figure 6.ltem-person map for the reading comprehension test (time 3).
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item difficulty estimates cover the range of person ability eséisnaell, as they extend
from item R11 with a difficulty estimate of -1.53 logits to item RC19 with fcdity
estimate of 1.94 logits. No significant gaps existed in the item hierarathycaceiling
or floor effects for the person ability estimates were present. The meadiifeulty
estimate was 0.39 logitSD = .99), while the mean of the person ability estimates was -
0.42 logits §D = .64). This indicated that the test was somewhat difficult for some of
the participants.

Similar to the reading comprehension test scores for times 1 and 2, inspection of
the items revealed a general pattern of item difficulty that waseinfled by the
difficulty of the passage to which the items corresponded (see Table 11 foriptabescr
of item difficulty for the reading comprehension test [Time 3]). The patteiterof
difficulty version of the reading comprehension as it was for reading compi@hens
tests (times 1 and 2). There were some exceptions not evidenced on the twaestslier t

First, it is important to remember that half of the participants in this $tady
been participating in a reading strategy treatment (either the restidabegy treatment
or the extensive reading/reading strategy treatment) for an erdalerac year when
this final test was administered. Therefore, the ease with which manymdrti@pants
were able to cope with items that had been difficult for them on the time 1 and time 2
tests could be explained by the honing of their strategic reading skills tihaidlet
have been able to develop during the treatments.

In line with the results of the time 2 test, the vocabulary items (RC1, RC11,
RC14, RC20, RC21) remained in the lower half of the difficulty scale. This stands in

stark contrast to the difficulty of the vocabulary items experienced by maoisipgents
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on test 1, where many of the vocabulary items were in the upper half of the empirica

item hierarchy.

Table 11.Item Difficulty Estimates for the Reading Comprehension Test (Time 3)
ltem
(measure) Passage 1 Passage 2 Passage 3
RC19 (1.94) main idea of para
RC6 (1.93) vocabulary
RC22 (1.88) inferencing
RC13 (1.77) factual not in pass
RC18 (1.67) factual
RC17 (1.33) paraphrase
RC8 (0.95) inferencing
RC24 (0.94) main idea of pass
RC12 (0.87) paraphrase
RC16 (0.65) main idea of pass
RC3 (0.45) factual
RC15 (0.36) inferencing
RC10 (0.32) factual
RC5 (0.25) main idea of pass
RC1 (0.00) vocabulary

RC9 (-0.15) main idea of para
RC23 (-0.34) factual not in pass
RC20 (-0.51) vocabulary

RC7 (-0.59) factual not in pass
RC2 (-0.64) paraphrase
RC4 (-0.66) main idea of para

RC21 (-0.70) vocabulary
RC14 (-0.75) vocabulary
RC11 (-1.53) vocabulary

Note.RC = Reading Comprehension Test item; pass = whole passage; para = paragraph.
based on the difficulty of the corresponding passage is not as pronounced for this

Only item RC6elaborate seemed to be difficult for most participants.
Although there seemed to be adequate contextual support that was close in proximity t
this target vocabulary item, some of the distractors might have caused someononfus

for the readers. Although the correct chofesgcy, is technically a rather high
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frequency word, in the 1000-2000 range of frequency in English, it might not have been
familiar to many of the students.

Consistent with the reading comprehension test scores for time 1 and time 2, the
difficulty of the paraphrase questions (items RC2, RC12, RC17) (see Table 11 for
description of item difficulty for the reading compression test [Time&med to be
influenced by the difficulty of the associated reading passage.

The inferencing questions (items RC8, RC15, RC22) (see Table 11 for
description of item difficulty for the reading compression test [Time&med to be
more difficult than they had been on the previous two tests (times 1 and 2). A close
examination of the items shows that the more difficult items, RC8 and RC22, dequire
the readers to make an inference based on large portions of the passage. In these
guestions, the readers were asked to contemplate the underlying messdgeatintdtor
was trying to convey. This included feelings and opinions the reader would have to be
aware of, in order to answer the questions correctly. The easier inferencstigmue
RC15, more simply required the readers to make an inference about objective, less
abstract information from the passage. It did not require them to understandiéinas wri
tone or underlying intention for writing the passage, in order to correctly attssve
item, rendering it much easier than items RC8 and RC22.

Consistent with the earlier reading comprehension tests (times 1 and 2),
guestions about factual details in the passages (items RC3, RC10) and questions about
factual details that did not appear in the passage (items RC7, RC23) (se&ITiable
description of item difficulty for the reading compression test [TimalBJell on the

lower half of the item hierarchy.
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There were two exceptions to this general pattern, RC13 (about factual details
that did not appear in the passage) and RC18 (about factual details in the p#ssage)
RC13 might have become more difficult because it required the readers to consider
information from two different parts of the passage and because many of thetadistr
were not worded in exactly the same way as the expressions used in the passage.
Therefore, the readers had to not only consider the relevant information, butsthey al
had to paraphrase what they had read in order to answer this question correctly.

A close examination of RC18 also revealed factors that could explain the
unexpected difficulty of the item. First, the answer was not written verbatim t
correspond with the words in the passage; therefore, it required additionah@gniti
processing on the part of the readers. Also, many of the distractors weadiyog
possible answers. It could be that some of the participants’ background knowledge of
World War 1l and nuclear weapons interfered with their ability to choose thectorre
answer.

The questions pertaining to the main idea of the paragraphs (items RC4, RC9,
RC19) (see Table 11 for description of item difficulty for the reading cesspyn test
[Time 3]) or the main idea of the entire passage (items RC5, RC16, RC24) (see Table
11 for description of item difficulty for the reading compression test [Tiea&re
strongly related to the difficulty of the passages and were intersperseghbudthe
difficulty range.

The Rasch item reliability estimate for this instrument was .98 ancethe it
separation statistic was 7.52; thus, the item difficulty estimates weradsover

approximately eight statistically distinct levels. In addition, the persiadbility
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estimate was .43 and the person separation statistic was .87. Not unlike those found for
the reading comprehension test (times 1 and 2), these statistics indicatartigaif the

participants have similar or the same person ability estimates.

The Reading Strategy Tests

The reading strategy test was administered three times during the abtinse
study. Each reading strategy test was composed of two reading passhgeshve
guestions per passage for a total of 24 questions per test. In order to createtthete dis
tests but also allow overlap from which to better analyze the results acrdsethe t
administrations, | anchored one set of items from one test time to the reeXtfde 12
below for a description of the anchoring plan). | used the same reading pasisage,
accident on the time 1 and time 2 tests, and | used the reading passaggement

trends,on both the time 2 and time 3 tests.

Table 12 Anchoring Plan for the Reading Strategy Tests

Time 1 Time 2 Time 3
Sharks Management trends Management trends
Oil accident Oil accident Pirates

Because each round of the reading strategy test required the partitdpants
answer questions about different reading passages, | performededdatalysis of
each testing round. Statistical support demonstrating the reliability axddyalh each
instrument is described below.

The purpose of the reading strategy test was to assess student changig in abil

to successfully deploy reading strategies to improve reading comp@hansi to
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correlate the changes in the participants’ reading strategy dbilityanges in reading

self-efficacy. To this end, three versions of the test were developed. Eightafyp

guestions are included on the reading strategy test (see Appendices C, Dstiyngue
measuring to what degree the readers have honed their ability to ascertain:

1. the topic of a paragraph embedded in a reading passage (one item)

2. the topic of the entire reading passage (one item)

3. the main idea of a paragraph embedded in a reading passage (one item)

4. the main idea of the entire reading passage (one item)

5. the meanings of certain vocabulary terms that are meant to be inferred from
contextual clues in the passage (two items)

6. the meanings of certain vocabulary terms that are meant to be inferred from
breaking these vocabulary terms into their component parts (i.e., suffixes and
prefixes) (two items)

7. what will be written in the paragraph following the reading passage ¢toedi
(one item)

8. underlying, unstated information that must be inferred from contextual clues in the
passage. (three items)

There is one question offered per question type, except for the vocabulary and

inferencing questions. For the vocabulary question types, four questions are provided

(two for inferring meaning from surrounding text and two for inferring meamorg f

component parts of the word). For the inferencing question types, there are three

guestions provided. Therefore, there are 12 questions per passage. Each of the tests is

made up of two reading passages totaling 24 questions per test.
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As the strategies investigated in this study are intended to improve the
participants’ reading comprehension, some of the question types included on the
strategy instrument are the same as the ones on the reading comprehengdibis test
overlap is unavoidable, as reading strategies are considered by some to belithge buil

blocks upon which effective reading is based.

The Reading Strategy Test (Time 1)

The analysis of the 24 reading strategy test items (see Table 13 for descript
statistics) administered at Time 1 (see Appendix C for the full tes@lezl/éhat no
items misfit the Rasch model using the 0.7-1.3 criterion for low-stakes\téstst,
Linacre, Gustafson, & Martin-Lof, 1994). The infit MNSQ statistics rangewh f90-
1.13, the outfit MNSQ statistics ranged from .87-1.42, and the items’ point-measure
correlations were between -.03 and .44. The low standard errors (.12-.19) indicated that
the item difficulty estimates were reasonably precise. Completeutese statistics are
displayed in Table 13.

The variance explained by the items (15.8%) was not greater than fourlienes t
variance accounted for by the first contrast (5.7%), so the first criterionataset.
The Rasch model explained 20.0% of the variance (eigenvalue = 6.0). Although this
figure was below the 50% criterion, this was likely due to the relatively logope
separation statistic of 0.84. The 1st residual contrast had an eigenvalue of 1.7, which is
very close to the 1.5 criterion. This represented 5.7% of the variance. An inspection of
the standardized residual contrast 1 plot further confirmed the unidimensiafakhty

construct. Overall, the items appeared to form a strongly unidimensional construct.
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The item difficulty estimates cover the range of person ability essweell
(see Table 13, Figure 7), as they extend from item RC5 with a difficultgagstof -
1.65 logits to item RC22 with a difficulty estimate of 1.97 logits. No signifigaps
existed in the item hierarchy, and no ceiling or floor effects for the peatsbty
estimates were present. The item mean is set to 0.00 I88its ©0) by convention.

The mean of the person ability estimates was -0.35 Idgids=(.62).

Table 13 Rasch Descriptive Statistics for the Reading Strategy Test Items (Time 1)

Infit Infit Outfit Outfit  Pt-Measure
Item Measure SE MNSQ ZSTD MNSQ ZSTD Correlation

RS22 1.97 19 1.09 7 1.42 2.2 -.03
RS9 1.50 .16 1.00 1 .99 .0 21
RS21 .90 14 1.04 6 1.12 1.3 .16
RS16 .58 13 1.03 .5 1.07 1.0 22
RS23 .55 13 1.13 2.3 1.22 3.0 .05
RS11 .53 13 1.03 5 1.04 .6 22
RS10 A7 12 1.04 .8 1.05 9 .20
RS14 .38 A2 .98 -4 .99 -2 .30
RS19 .38 A2 .99 -1 1.00 .0 .28
RS24 .32 A2 .90 -2.3 .87 -2.5 44
RS17 .29 A2 1.038 e 1.01 2 24
RS8 .26 A2 1.00 i 1.01 3 27
RS2 19 A2 .96 -9 .95 -1.1 .34
RS13 .03 12 1.05 14 1.05 1.2 .20
RS20 .01 A2 .98 -5 .98 -5 31
RS6 -.10 12 1.01 3 1.00 A 27
RS12 -.10 12 .94 -1.7 .93 -1.8 37
RS15 -.51 A2 .96 -1.3 .94 -1.5 .35
RS7 -.93 A2 97 -.8 .96 -.8 .33
RS3 -.94 A2 .96 -1.0 .94 -1.1 .34
RS18 -1.13 A2 97 -7 .93 -1.1 .33
RS1 -1.36 A2 .96 -7 .95 -7 .32
RS4 -1.65 14 .95 -7 .93 -.8 .32
RS5 -1.65 14 1.02 4 1.01 A 21

Note.RS = Reading Strategy Test item.
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An inspection of the items revealed a pattern of item difficulty that was syrongl|
influenced by passage difficulty (see Table 14 for a description of itemutlyfior the
reading strategy test [Time 1]). tems RC1-RC12, which were assdaidth the first,
easier passage, tended to be easier items. The last twelve question® G&34] 8+ere
generally more difficult than questions RC1-RC12. Although the differenceficudty
between the items corresponding with the first and second passages, regpectiec!
not as clear as the differences witnessed with the reading comprehertssocories
(times 1 and 2), the general trend was for the majority of passage 1 itE&athsntohe
lower half of the empirical item hierarchy scale and for the passaga2tibefall in the
upper half of the item hierarchy.

In addition to the influence that passage difficulty exerted on the diffiotittye
associated items, the item types themselves displayed some patternthe-itsms
requiring readers to infer the meaning of vocabulary from context (itefasHS®,
RS18, and RS20) (see Table 14 for description of item difficulty for the readitegstra
test [Time 1]) all fell on the lower part of the difficulty scale. This canXpéagned by
the simplicity of the items themselves. For this reading strategytitestX), the
vocabulary terms that were chosen from the reading passages for this qypstion t
were terms that were surrounded by rich, contextual clues that could leaddérs rea
toward the correct answer. Furthermore, most of the contextual clues that would have
assisted the readers in answering these questions were very clasanmtpito the
vocabulary term in question. Because of the close proximity, limitations on shart-t

memory would not have been problematic.
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Figure 7.ltem-person map for the reading strategy test (time 1).



Table 14Item Difficulty Estimates for the Reading Strategy Test (Time 1)

Item (measure)

Passage 1

Passage 2

RS22 (1.97)
RS9 (1.50)
RS21 (0.90)
RS16 (0.58)
RS23 (0.55)
RS11 (0.53)
RS10 (0.47)
RS14 (0.38)
RS19 (0.38)
RS24 (0.32)
RS17 (0.29)
RS8 (0.26)
RS2 (0.19)
RS13 (0.03)
RS20 (0.01)
RS6 (-0.10)
RS12 (-0.10)
RS15 (-0.51)
RS7 (-0.93)
RS3 (-0.94)
RS18 (-1.13)
RS1 (-1.36)
RS4 (-1.65)
RS5 (-1.65)

topic of passage

prediction
inferencing

inferencing
main idea of passage

vocabulary/context
inferencing

vocabulary/parts
topic of paragraph

main idea of paragraph

vocabulary/parts
vocabulary/context

main idea of passage

vocabulary/parts
inferencing
prediction

topic of paragraph
vocabulary/parts
inferencing

main idea of paragraph

topic of passage
vocabulary/context

inferencing

vocabulary/ context

Note.RS = Reading Strategy Test item.

The items requiring readers to infer the meaning of vocabulary based on the

component parts of the word (items RS4, RS7, RS19, and RS21) (see Table 14 for

description of item difficulty for the reading strategy test [Time Mjenstrongly

associated with the difficulty of the corresponding passage. In additiortgthrge

vocabulary in items RS4 (care-less) and RS7 (nhon-aggress-ive) were madeaug of

parts that were higher frequency than those in items RS19 (de-materiadnze@ 521
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(dis-oriented). Therefore, RS4 and RS7 were located much further down the gifficult
scale (i.e., they were easier) than RS19 or RS21.

The items requiring readers to predict what information might lie in @zquia
coming after the end of the passage (items RS11 and RS23) (see Table 14 for
description of item difficulty for the reading strategy test [Time Mjenconsistently
difficult for the participants. These items required deep cognitive pliagess the part
of the learner, as consideration of all parts of the passage would have beesargeces
The ability to create a logical pattern between the passage and a hgpgtheti
subsequent paragraph would be cognitively taxing, as well.

The questions pertaining to the main idea of paragraphs (items RS1 and RS17)
or the main idea of the entire passage (items RS2 and RS22) (see Table 14 for
description of item difficulty for the reading strategy test [Time é@nsed to be
strongly related to the difficulty of the corresponding passages. In additiomgfitich
main idea of the passage seemed to be consistently more difficult for ibgaats to
achieve than finding the main idea of a paragraph. This can be logicallynexplai
the larger amount of information that must be considered and processed in order to
correctly answer the items based on finding the main idea of the passaletriaore,
the main idea of a passage is often not clearly expressed in a sentenceebsiiften
a main idea sentence that explains the main idea of a paragraph. Oncerthdemai
sentence is located, it can make discounting distractors or verifying tleetcmswer
in the multiple-choice items very easy.

The same logic can be applied to the items pertaining to finding the topic of a

paragraph (items RS3 and RS14) and finding the topic of a passage (items RS9 and
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RS13) (see Table 14 for description of item difficulty for the readingestyaest [Time

1]). For passage 1, the logic rings true as RS3 (topic of a paragraph) is mucthaasie
RS9 (topic of a passage). However, there is an exception for passage 2. The two items
are inverted; RS14 (topic of a paragraph) is more difficult than RS13 (topic of a
passage). After closer examination of items RS13 and RS14, item RS14sdppsar

acting as predicted, however, item RS13 is surprisingly easy for thege@aer

explanation for the anomaly might be found in the distractors for the question. First, the
correct answer contained the walidaster which the readers would most likely be

familiar with and be able to associate with the shipping accident that wasitheopa

of the passage. Some students might have been unfamiliar with theeémmleumand

might have avoided using the second distractor, which would have helped them limit
their options for the correct answer. Distractor (3) referred to animalgtegnd, which

were mentioned in the passage but only to a limited extent. Distractor (1¢defethe
causes of environmental problems but in this passage, there was only one environmental
problem mentioned and the readers could very easily realize that. All of these
explanations would have helped more readers answer the question correctly than had
been expected.

The inferencing items (items RS8, RS10, RS12, RS15, RS16, and RS24) were
mostly behaving as expected. They were interspersed along the range otyldifcul
seemed to be influenced heavily by the difficulty of the corresponding passage.
However, item RS15 was surprisingly easy. Closer examination of the itenreckvea
that with a superficial understanding of the topic of the passage, effests of

environmental disaster, the correct choice would have been option (4). The other items
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clearly did not support the negative effects that would have been expected from an
environmental disaster such as the one explained in the passage. Furthermece, the t
items before item RS15, items RS13 and RS14, might also have led the readers to the
correct answer. Because the two previous items, RS13 and RS14, referred only to
negative concepts, the readers might have been, inadvertently, helped by these items
Also, background knowledge of environmental disasters, such as an oil spill, might

have helped them choose the correct answer, “The number of plants in that arer is fewe
now than in the past.”

The Rasch item reliability estimate for this instrument was .98 and the ite
separation statistic was 6.82; thus, the item difficulty estimates yweradsover
approximately seven statistically distinct levels. In addition, the per$iabiligy
estimate was .41 and the person separation statistic was .84. These statictites

that many of the participants have similar or the same person abilihagssdi

The Reading Strategy Test (Time 2)

The analysis of the 24 reading strategy test items (see Table 15 for descript
statistics) administered at Time 2 (see Appendix D for the full testhlexi¢hat no
items misfit the Rasch model using the 0.7-1.3 criterion for low-stakes\téstht,
Linacre, Gustafson, & Martin-Lof, 1994). The infit MNSQ statistics rangewh f.74-
1.10, the outfit MNSQ statistics ranged from .79-1.12, and the items’ point-measure
correlations were between .15 and .46. The low standard errors (.12-.17) indicated that

the item difficulty estimates were reasonably precise.
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Items RS13-RS24 were anchored using their time 1 difficulty estinrsitesf
the anchored item difficulty estimates, except those for RS22 and RS24, mebthe <
logit displacement criterion suggested by Linacre (2009), so the anchoresl wahae
retained. The displacement measure for RS22 was 0.52 and RS24 was 0.59. Because

these measures were very close to the .50 criterion, they were alsedetai

Table 15Rasch Descriptive Statistics for the Reading Strategy Test Items (Time 2)

Infit Infit Outfit Outfit  Pt-Measure
Item Measure SE MNSQ ZSTD MNSQ ZSTD Correlation
RS22 1.97A A7 74 -2.4 .79 -1.4 .16
RS21 .89A 13 .95 -.8 .98 -2 31
RS12 .64 A2 1.10 2.1 1.12 1.8 A7
RS4 .58 12 .99 -1 .99 -1 31
RS16 .58A A2 .99 -.3 .96 -7 .36
RS23 .56A 12 1.03 .8 1.07 1.2 .26
RS3 49 A2 1.12 2.7 1.16 2.6 15
RS19 .39A A2 1.02 5 1.02 4 .30
RS14 .38A A2 1.03 v 1.04 .8 .32
RS11 .35 A2 1.03 7 1.03 7 27
RS24 .32A A2 1.06 15 1.10 2.0 .37
RS17 .30A A2 .97 -7 .98 -5 31
RS13 .05A A2 1.02 5 1.02 5 27
RS20 01A 12 .89 -3.5 .86 -3.3 46
RS7 -.07 A2 1.00 .0 .99 -2 31
RS8 -.26 A2 .99 -2 1.02 5 31
RS6 -.32 A2 1.01 3 1.00 .0 .29
RS10 -.39 12 1.02 .6 1.02 4 .28
RS15 -.51A A2 1.01 2 1.08 1.4 .36
RS9 -.64 A2 1.05 1.1 1.07 1.1 .23
RS2 -.95 13 .95 -9 .93 -9 .35
RS1 -1.06 13 .95 -.8 .95 -.6 .35
RS18 -1.15A A3 .92 -1.3 .87 -1.5 .33
RS5 -2.06 A7 .93 -.6 .82 -1.1 .33

Note.RS = Reading Strategy Test item.

The variance explained by the items (13.7%) was not greater than 4 times the

variance accounted for by the first contrast (5.6%), so the first criterionataset.
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The Rasch model explained 18.8% of the variance (eigenvalue = 5.5). Although this
figure was below the 50% criterion, this was likely due to the relatively logope
separation statistic of 1.16. The 1st residual contrast had an eigenvalue of 1.7, which is
very close to the 1.5 criterion. This represented 5.6% of the variance. An inspection of
the standardized residual contrast 1 plot further confirmed the unidimensiafhakhty
construct. Overall, the items appeared to form a strongly unidimensional construct.
The item difficulty estimates cover the range of person ability essweell, as they
extend from item RS5 with a difficulty estimate of -2.06 logits to item RSg2av

difficulty estimate of 1.97 logits (see Table 15, Figure 8). No significante@pted in

the item hierarchy, and no ceiling or floor effects for the person abititpa&es were
present. The item mean is set to 0.01 lo@B £ .80) by convention. The mean of the
person ability estimates was -.07 logis(= .73).

An inspection of the items revealed a general pattern of item difficultyvée
strongly influenced by the difficulty of the passage to which the items corresponded
(see Table 16 for a description of item difficulty for the reading stragsgyfTime 2]).
Items RC1-RC12, which were associated with the first, easier gassaded to be
easier items. The last twelve questions, RC13-RC24, were generally nfictdtdifan
guestions RC1-RC12. Because items RC13-RC24 were anchored items present on both
reading strategy tests (times 1 and 2), there was a strong correlaiveetébe
difficulty measures of these items on both tests.

In addition to the influence that passage difficulty exerted on the difficultyeof t

associated items, the item types themselves displayed some patterngherirsimns
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Figure 8.ltem-person map for the reading strategy test (time 2).
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requiring readers to infer the meaning of vocabulary from context (itemMsHAREL8,
and RS20) (see Table 16 for description of item difficulty for the reading@gyrésst
[Time 2]) all fell on the lower (easier) part of the empirical itemdnigny. This can be
explained by the simplicity of the items themselves. For this readinggtrigst (time
1), the vocabulary terms that were chosen from the reading passagesdaestisn
type were terms that were surrounded by rich, contextual clues that could lead the

readers to the correct answer. Furthermore, most of the contextual cluesulthhave

Table 16.1tem Difficulty Estimates for the Reading Strategy Test (Time 2)

Item (measure)

Passage 1

Passage 2

RS22 (1.97) main idea of passage
RS21 (0.89) vocabulary/parts
RS12 (0.64) inferencing

RS4 (0.58) vocabulary/context

RS16 (0.58) inferencing

RS23 (0.56) prediction

RS3 (0.49) topic of paragraph

RS19 (0.39) vocabulary/parts
RS14 (0.38) topic of paragraph
RS11 (0.35) prediction

RS24 (0.32) inferencing

RS17 (0.30) main idea of paragraph
RS13 (0.05) topic of passage
RS20 (0.01) vocabulary/ context
RS7 (-0.07) vocabulary/context

RS8 (-0.26) vocabulary/parts

RS6 (-0.32) vocabulary/parts

RS10 (-0.39) inferencing

RS15 (-0.51) inferencing

RS9 (-0.64) inferencing

RS2 (-0.95) main idea of passage

RS1 (-1.06) main idea of paragraph

RS18 (-1.15) vocabulary/ context
RS5 (-2.06) topic of passage

Note.RS = Reading Strategy Test item.
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assisted the readers in answering these questions were close in tyroxiime
vocabulary term in question. Because of the close proximity, limitations on shart-t
memory would not have been problematic.

There was one exception (item RS4) to these rather simple items thaid ¢de
inferring vocabulary from context. The target vocabulary texeguateappeared to
be fairly well supported by the surrounding context. The correct chmtéacking
might have been logically challenging for the readers. Although the Vacidngis
among the 1,000 most frequent words in English and therefore should be familiar to the
participants, the wording of the choice might have confused the readers.

The items requiring readers to infer the meaning of vocabulary based on the
component parts of the word (items RS6, RS8, RS19, and RS21) (see Table 16 for
description of item difficulty for the reading strategy test [Time Zyenstrongly
associated with the difficulty of the corresponding passage. In additiortetrge
vocabulary in items RS6 (dis-satisfi-ed) and RS8 (price-less) were upaafenvord
parts that were higher frequency than those in items RS19 (de-materianzeds21
(dis-oriented). Therefore, items RS6 and RS8 were considerably easig¢ethaiRiS19
or RS21.

The items requiring readers to predict what information might lie in a @quiagr
coming after the end of the passage (items RS11 and RS23) (see Table 16 for
description of item difficulty for the reading strategy test [Time Zjenconsistently
difficult for the participants. These items required deep cognitive progessithe part

of the learners, as consideration of all parts of the passage was neCHssatyility to
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create a logical pattern between the passage and a hypothetical, soibbgampgraph
would be cognitively taxing, as well.

The questions pertaining to the main idea of paragraphs (items RS1 and RS17)
or the main idea of the entire passage (items RS2 and RS22) (see Table 16 for
description of item difficulty for the reading strategy test [Time Zjenstrongly
related to the difficulty of the corresponding passages. In addition, finding thaedweai
of the passage was consistently more difficult for the participants to achave t
finding the main idea of a paragraph. This can be logically explained by the larger
amount of information that must be considered and processed in order to correctly
answer the items concerning finding the main idea of the passage. Furthenore, t
main idea of a passage is often not clearly expressed in a sentence, batdfterea
main idea sentence that explains the main idea of a paragraph. Once this main idea
sentence is located, it can make discounting distractors or verifying tleetcamswer
in the multiple-choice items easy.

The reading strategy test (time 2) showed an anomaly for items reqeisiders
to find the topic of a paragraph (items RS3 and RS14) and find the topic of a passage
(items RS5 and RS13) (see Table 16 for description of item difficulty foetiteng
strategy test [Time 2]). In passage 1, item RS3 (finding the topic of argphags quite
difficult while item RS5 (finding the topic of a passage) is the easiestatethe test.

The problem with item RS3 for many readers might have been in the wording of the
distractors. The question focuses on paragraph (2) of the passage. In this paragraph,
details about managers working at home are included. At the end of the paragraph, the

benefits of working at home are mentioned, but they are not necessarily thef tibygic
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paragraph. Overall, the topic would include details about “working at one’s own
house.” The readers might have read an implied meaning that working at home is idea
or advantageous to working at an office, but that was only a small part of the paragraph
and would have led the readers to an incorrect choice. The item was chalkmdjing
required deeper cognitive processing than many of the other items to reacdtt cor
conclusion.

Conversely, item RS5 was unexpectedly easy for readers. Closer examination of
the distractors in the item revealed three choices that were vergdetarature,
pointing to only one specific part of the passage. Readers, who are adept iirigst-ta
strategies would know quickly that the choice that was most general and all
encompassing would be the correct choice for this type of question. This difference
detailed vs. general information in the items might have offered unexpected support to
the readers in answering this question.

The explanation for the anomaly provided above for items RS13 and RS14 also
applies for the reading strategy test (time 2), as well. It seem&i¢habtrding of the
choices in item RS13 and the use of background knowledge might have caused the item
to act unexpectedly.

The inferencing items (items RS9, RS10, RS12, RS15, RS16, and RS24) (see
Table 16 for description of item difficulty for the reading strategy f€me 2]) were
mostly behaving as expected. They were interspersed within the rangecottglitind
appeared to be influenced by the difficulty of the corresponding passagevétpase

explained above, item RS15 was surprisingly easy. This might have been because of
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contamination effect from earlier items and/or the use of background knowledige of t
topic of the passage, “effects of an environmental disaster.”

In addition to item RS15, RS12 also behaved unexpectedly. Even though it was
one of the items for passage 1, its difficulty measure was quite high. The itetheasks
readers to infer information about work time for managers in American cormspanie
Distractors (2) and (4) referred to overtime, but that topic was not once kiaache
passage, so the readers should have recognized that these two distractomsowert. i
However, because the first paragraph of the passage concerns the alt$igatiof most
American managers, the readers might have inadvertently chosen onesajphioss.
Background knowledge of Japanese workers and their reputation for working long
hours might also have interfered with the readers’ ability to correctlyanssm RS12.

The Rasch item reliability estimate for this instrument was .98 and the ite
separation statistic was 6.25; thus, the item difficulty estimates yweradsover
approximately seven statistically distinct levels. In addition, the peediatbitity
estimate was .58 and the person separation statistic was 1.16. These stalichtes

that many of the participants have similar or the same person abilihagssdi

The Reading Strategy Test (Time 3)

The analysis of the 24 reading strategy test it¢se® Table 17 for descriptive
statistics) administered at Time 3 (see Appendix E for the full tes@lesl/éhat no
items misfit the Rasch model using the 0.7-1.3 criterion for low-stakes\téstt,
Linacre, Gustafson, & Martin-Lof, 1994). The infit MNSQ statistics rangewh f.71-

1.11, the outfit MNSQ statistics ranged from .62-1.44, and the items’ point-measure
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correlations were between -.06 and .38. The low standard errors (.12-.17) indicated that
the item difficulty estimates were reasonably precise.

ltems RS1-RS12 were anchored using their time 2 difficulty estematkof
the anchored item difficulty estimates, except for RS12, met the < .50 logit
displacement criterion suggested by Linacre (2009), so the anchored vatees w

retained. The displacement measure for RS12 was 0.58. Because this meadamey w

close to the .50 criterion and the item was not misfitting, it was also retained.

The variance explained by the items (13.0%) was not greater than fourtemes t

variance accounted for by the first contrast (5.5%), so the first criterismetanet.

The Rasch model explained 20.2% of the variance (eigenvalue = 6.1). Although this

figure was below the 50% criterion, this was likely due to the relatively logsope

separation statistic of 0.80. The 1st residual contrast had an eigenvalue of 1.6swhich i

very close to the 1.5 criterion. This represented 5.5% of the variance. An inspection of

the standardized residual contrast 1 plot further confirmed the unidimensgiafhake

construct. Overall, the items appeared to form a strongly unidimensional construct.
The item difficulty estimates cover the range of person ability estgweell, as

they extend from item RS5 with a difficulty estimate of -2.06 logits to RS23 with a

difficulty estimate of 1.85 logits (see Table 17, Figure 9). No significant gapted in

the item hierarchy, and no ceiling or floor effects for the person abititpa&es were

present. The item mean is set to 0.17 lo@B £ .85) by convention. The mean of the

person ability estimates was .02 logi&D(= .60).
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Table 17 Rasch Descriptive Statistics for the Reading Strategy Test Items (Time 3)

Infit Infit Outfit Outfit  Pt-Measure
Item Measure SE MNSQ ZSTD MNSQ ZSTD Correlation
RS23 1.85 .16 1.11 1.1 1.44 2.9 -.06
RS21 1.49 14 .98 -2 1.05 5 .23
RS16 .97 A3 1.04 .8 1.07 1.0 A7
RS13 .86 A2 1.00 .0 .99 -1 .26
RS24 .84 A2 1.03 .6 1.07 1.0 .19
RS14 .81 A2 1.02 4 1.00 .0 .23
RS19 .67 A2 .99 -2 .98 -3 27
RS12 .64A A2 .93 -1.6 .95 -1.0 A1
RS4 .59A A2 .92 2.1 .92 -1.6 .36
RS15 .54 A2 .98 -5 .96 -.8 .30
RS3 .50A A2 1.09 2.4 1.11 2.4 13
RS18 A7 A2 1.02 7 1.04 1.0 22
RS11 .36A A2 1.04 1.2 1.06 14 .23
RS17 A2 A2 .94 2.1 .92 -2.2 .38
RS7 -.06A A2 .96 -1.5 .95 -1.3 .35
RS22 -.13 A2 1.02 .6 1.02 7 24
RS8 -.25A 12 .97 -.9 .96 -.9 .36
RS6 -.31A A2 .94 -1.7 .93 -1.8 .34
RS10 -.39A A2 1.00 .0 .99 -1 .30
RS9 -.65A A2 .90 -2.3 .89 -2.0 .26
RS20 -.68 A2 .96 -.8 .95 -1.0 .34
RS2 -.95A 13 .88 -2.3 .85 -2.2 .32
RS1 -1.04A 13 91 -1.5 .86 -1.9 .38
RS5 -2.06A A7 71 -2.6 .62 -2.8 .34

Note.RS = Reading Strategy Test item.

Similar to the reading strategy test (times 1 and 2), an inspection of theatems f
time 3 revealed a clear pattern of item difficulty that was stronglyented by the
difficulty of the passage to which the items corresponded (see Table 18 for ptaescri
of item difficulty for the reading strategy test [Time 3]). Becatms@m$ RC1-RC12 were
anchored between two reading strategy test administrations (times 2 and 3), the

difficulty measures of these difficulty measures were exactlyahmen both tests.
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Table 18lItem Difficulty Estimates for the Reading Strategy Test (Time 3)

Item (measure) Passage 1 Passage 2
RS23 (1.85) main idea of passage
RS21 (1.49) vocabulary/ context
RS16 (0.97) inferencing

RS13 (0.86) topic of passage
RS24 (0.84) inferencing

RS14 (0.81) topic of paragraph
RS19 (0.67) vocabulary/ context
RS12 (0.64) inferencing

RS04 (0.59) vocabulary/ context

RS15 (0.54) inferencing

RSO3 (0.50) topic of paragraph

RS18 (0.47) vocabulary/ parts
RS11 (0.36) prediction

RS17 (0.12) main idea of paragraph
RSO07 (-0.06)  vocabulary/ context

RS22 (-0.13) prediction

RSO08 (-0.25)  vocabulary/ parts

RSO06 (-0.31)  vocabulary/ parts

RS10 (-0.39) inferencing

RS09 (-0.65) inferencing

RS20 (-0.68) vocabulary/ parts
RS02 (-0.95)  main idea of passage

RSO1 (-1.04) main idea of paragraph

RSO05 (-2.06)  topic of passage

Note.RS = Reading Strategy Test item.

In addition to the influence that passage difficulty exerted on the difficultyeof t
associated items, the item types themselves displayed some patternsirbhe it
requiring readers to infer the meaning of vocabulary based on the component parts of
the word (items RS6, RS8, RS18, RS20) (see Table 18 for description of item difficulty
for the reading strategy test [Time 3]) were strongly associatedheittiifficulty of the
corresponding passage. In addition, they tended to be easier than many of the other

items on the test. The targeted vocabulary in items RS6 (dis-satisfict®S8 (price-
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less) were made up of word parts that were higher frequency than those in 8&&s R
(sub-merg-ed) and RS20 (un-revealed). However, item RS20 was unexpeeaadipr
the readers. This can be explained by the choice of distractors in the itemas8ec
many of the participants might be familiar with the prefix and its meaningjot, they
might have received some help from the distractors, in which only two of the options
included the wordnot (1) not finished, and (3) not known. Therefore, the question
might have required the readers to choose from only two options, rather than four. This
would have made the item artificially easier then expected.

The items based on inferring the meaning of vocabulary from contextual clues
(items RS4, RS7, RS19, and RS21) (see Table 18 for description of item ghfficcult
the reading strategy test [Time 3]) correspond closely with the diffiotiltye
corresponding passage. Iltem RS&insiderablewas unexpectedly difficult for the
readers because the distractors were somewhat similar, forcingdbeesreamore
deeply process and understand the nuances of the word, in order to answer that item
correctly. Three of the distractors, (1) having a value of money, (2) not adritg3)
more than expected, could have caused the readers great trouble in trying&inascer
the correct answer.

Unlike on the prior two tests (times 1 and 2), the items requiring readers to
predict what information might lie in a paragraph coming after the end of thegpassa
(items RS11 and RS22) (see Table 18 for description of item difficulty foeé#ukng
strategy test [Time 3]) on the time 3 test were easier for theipartis than before.

The readers might have been helped by the wording in the distractors. Two of the

distractors, (2) the fate of tW¥¢hidahs crew, and (3) other storms in the area of Cape
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Cod, were topics that had not been broached in the passage, therefore the readers could
quickly discount them, thereby making the item easier than expected.

The questions pertaining to the main idea of paragraphs (items RS1 and RS17)
or the main idea of the entire passage (items RS2 and RS22) (see Table 18 for
description of item difficulty for the reading strategy test [Time 3jjenstrongly
related to the difficulty of the corresponding passages. As was also evidarttestt
(time 2), finding the main idea of the passage was consistently more difficthiefor
participants to achieve than finding the main idea of a paragraph.

Like the reading strategy test time 2, the reading strategy test )i showed an
anomaly for items requiring readers to find the topic of a paragraph (it€@sui
RS14) and to find the topic of a passage (items RS5 and RS13) (see Table 18 for
description of item difficulty for the reading strategy test [Time IB]passage 1, item
RS3 (finding the topic of a paragraph) is quite difficult while item RS5 (finding the
topic of a passage) is the easiest item on the test. As mentioned above, the pridblem wi
item RS3 for many readers might have been in the wording of the distractorsenfhe it
was challenging and required deeper cognitive processing than manytighéems
on the test.

The inferencing items (items RS9, RS10, RS12, RS15, RS16, and RS24) (see
Table 18 for description of item difficulty for the reading strategy f€ime 3]) mostly
behaved as expected. They were interspersed along the range of difficuigemed
to be influenced strongly by the difficulty of the corresponding passage. Howeuss
RS16 and RS24 were particularly difficult for the readers. A closer exaomraftihese

items shows that the topics that the readers were asked to infer about wegeneoad

187



in scope than the topics elicited in the easier inferencing items. For exaepl& $24
“What can be inferred about Mr. Clifford?” required the readers to consider every
section of the passage that referred to Mr. Clifford. This would have been a very
cognitively complex process for the readers, making this item more diffiantdathers.
Item RS15, “What can be inferred from the passage aboMYhiahs crew?”, was a
much easier inferencing question because it only questioned the readers gleaciiica s
section of the passage. Because the section that the readers had to aolmsider the
correct answer was limited, item RS15 was easier than item RS24.

Item RS12 also behaved unexpectedly. Even though it was one of the items for
passage 1 and therefore should have been relatively easy, its difficuitstesif 0.64
was quite high. Background knowledge of working time in Japanese companies and the
wording of the distractors might have caused problems for the readers, but thétyliffic
can also be explained by the argument stated above. The question, “What can be
inferred about work time in American companies?” required the readers te foaaty
pieces of information from various parts of the passage, thereby making it a mowech m
challenging process and therefore more difficult to answer correctly.

The Rasch item reliability estimate for this instrument was .98 and the ite
separation statistic was 6.65; thus, the item difficulty estimates weradsover
approximately seven statistically distinct levels. In addition, the per$iahiligy
estimate was .39 and the person separation statistic was .80. Thesesstalistite

that many of the participants have similar or the same person abilihagssdi
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The Perceived Utility of Extensive Reading Questionnaire

The purpose of the perceived utility of extensive reading questionnaire was to
assess student beliefs in regards to extensive reading practices and tmddtewhat
degree they believed practicing extensive reading could help improve thengeadi
comprehension. To this end, only one version of the questionnaire was developed and
the same questionnaire items were used over the three rounds of testing. The 17 item
on the questionnaire (see Appendices M and N for completed versions of the
guestionnaire) were adapted from Day and Bamford’s (2002) Guidelines torsisd
Reading (see Appendices | and J).

Because some problems with the items and the rating scale occurred over the
three occasions of testing, | first address these issues, explaining tloed the
problems. By solving these problems, the data become more accurate. In addition, a
comprehensive overview of the Time 1 data is provided, including tables and figures.

After that, any major changes or anomalies in data from times 2 and 3 are indtoduce

Rating Scale Calibrations
In an attempt to create meaningful measures using Likert-scale quesgonnai
items across multiple occasions, several guidelines must be followed &,i16868).
1. There must be a minimum of 10 observations in each category.
2. The rating scale distribution should form a normal distribution and should, therefore,
be peaked.
3. The average category measures should increase with the rating scaleasiea

4. The outfit mean square statistics should be between .8 and 1.4.
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5. The category thresholds should increase along with the rating scdernes.
6. The category threshold calibrations should be between 1.4 and 5.0 logits apart.
These criteria were applied to the rating scale of the perceived utiixtefsive
reading questionnaire. However, in regards to criterion 6 above, the minimum
acceptable separation value, 1.4, refers to a scale with only 3 categories. As a 6
category scale was used in the current study, a more complete set of aeceptabl
separation values was necessary.

Values in Table 19 for 3-, 4-, and 5-point scales can be found in Wolfe and
Smith (2007, p. 210). However, because the value for a 6-point scale was not included,
it was extrapolated from the sequence using the following equation: minimum
separationjj = minimum separatior £ 1) — [n(j — 1) —In(j — 2)].
Therefore, the minimum separation for six categorigsA%] is .81 — [1.61 — 1.39],
which simplifies to .81 — .22, which equals .59. If we analyze the minimum separation
values more closely, we find a steadily decreasing series of valugdifiexences are
.29, .22, and .18). These more accurate values for the number of categories were then
used to investigate the minimum separation of each scale in the perceiveaiutilit

extensive reading questionnaire (see Table 19).

Table 19.Category Separation Series

Category)) In() In(j)=In(j—1)  Minimum separation Minimum separation

(logits) (CHIPS)
3 1.10 1.40 6.37
4 1.39 0.29 1.10 5.00
5 1.61 0.22 0.81 3.69
6 1.79 0.18 0.59 2.68

Note.The minimum separation (logits) and minimum separation (CHIPS) for cetegor
3, 4, and 5 are from Wolfe and Smith (2007, p. 210).
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The category structure of the six original categories for the perceivityl oftil
extensive reading questionnaire (See Table 20 for the uncorrected raking sca
calibrations, standard errors, fit statistics, and standardized differfem¢be perceived
utility of extensive reading questionnaire [Times 1, 2, and 3]) was examined using the
above criteria (Linacre, 1999; Wolfe & Smith, 2007). On all three occasions, Gatego
1 had the lowest observed count, but was still well above the minimum of ten, so the
first criterion was met. In addition, the counts increase for each catagomeak near
the middle at category 4, therefore meeting the second and third criteroaditsgcto
the above criteria, the outfit mean square statistics should be between .8 and 1s4. This i
clearly the case for all the outfit ratings, except for two, Catehany Times 2 and 3.

Due to this violation, criterion 4 was not met. The category thresholds incteage a

with the rating scale categories, so criterion 5 was met. In regaifus fst criterion,

all the category threshold calibrations should be at least .59 and no more than 5.0. All of
the thresholds meet this criterion except for the threshold between catelgand 2 on

Times 1 and 2. In these instances, there is a separation value of 0.49 and 0.50,
respectively.

In addition to the problems related to the above criteria, inspection of the
standardized differences also revealed problems with the invariance ofegericst
across time (see Table 20 for the uncorrected rating scale calibrat@mugrsd errors,
fit statistics, and standardized differences for the perceived wilgytensive reading
guestionnaire [Times 1, 2, and 3]). Standardized differences values less than 2.00

indicate invariance across time and represent a stable category. Haallevkethe
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categories have at least one standardized value that is over 2.00; therefood thene
categories behaved in a stable fashion across the three rounds of testing.

In regards to the misfitting category 1, the unacceptable threshold levels
between categories 1 and 2, and the unfavorable standardized differencesnd/olfe a
Chiu (1999) recommend a series of steps that free the data of confounding factors. To
combat these problems, scaling methods are used to place measures from different
administrations of a measurement instrument onto a common underlying scale.
Following the recommendations outlined by Wolfe and Chiu (1999), the data for all
three occasions, using the 6-point scale, were stacked in a single datargatnimg
the item identity across the three occasions but regarding each persoquasatii@ach
time period. Therefore, for this data set, there were essentially 966paarts;iinstead
of the actual 322 (see Table 21 for a summary of the stacked data of the category
structure for the 6-point rating scale for the perceived utility of extemsading
guestionnaire [Times 1, 2, and 3]).

By stacking the data in this way, an “average” underlying rating seas
determined and was used to describe the data over the three rounds of testing. These
calibrations were then intended to be used as rating scale anchor valuesalytbesa
of the data for all three occasions. However, despite this intervention, the uabbcept
small threshold level, 0.35, between categories 1 and 2 persisted. Therefore,asategori
1 (Strongly disagreeand 2 Disagreg were collapsed and renaméigagreg (see
Table 22 for a summary of the stacked data of the category structure ¢otlépsed 5-

point rating scale for the perceived utility of extensive reading questrerianes 1,
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Table 20.Uncorrected Rating Scale Calibrations, Standard Errors, Fit Statistics, and Standardifeemies for the Perceived Utility of

Extensive Reading Questionnaire (Times 1, 2, and 3)

Standardized
Category Observed count (%) Average measure Category threshold (S.E.)  Outfit MNSQ difference8
T1 T2 T3 T1 T2 T3 T1 T2 T3 T1 T2 T3 T1-2 T1-3
1 209(4%) 100(2%) 87(2%) -2.78 -3.01 -3.21 —(-) () - (=) 1.33 2.07 1.69 --
2 551(10%) 332(6%) 357(7%) -1.35 -1.55 -1.67 -1BH -1.59(.11) -1.84(.11) 1.02 1.19 1.16 1.77 3.68
3 1185(22%) 985(18%)  1109(20%) -0.42 -0.53 -0.56 .87Q004) -1.09(.06) -1.15(.05) 0.81 0.87 0.86 3.05 4.38
4 1496(27%)  1667(30%)  1823(33%) 0.39 0.44 052 (MB) -0.10(.04) -0.07(.03) 0.94 0.82 0.86 2.00 71.6
5 1263(23%)  1482(27%)  1340(24%) 1.35 1.56 1.69 (3%  0.99(.03) 1.18(.03) 0.96 0.94 1.00 -5.48  000.
6 770(14%) 908(17%) 758(14%) 2.84 314 3.25 1.45(.0 1.79(.04) 1.88(.04) 1.01 0.91 0.92 -5.61 -7.19

20utfit MNSQ indices greater than 2.00 indicate rating scale misfit.
PAbsolute standardized differences less than 2.00 are considered to indingteaale invariance across time.
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Table 21.Summary of the Stacked Data of the Category Structure for the 6-point Rating
Scale for the Perceived Utility of Extensive Reading Questionnaire for Tirdesind 3

Outfit Structure Category

Count (%) Infit MNSQ MNSQ Calibration Measure

1 Strongly disagree 423(3%) 1.40 1.44 None (-2.85)
2 Disagree 1194(7%) 1.11 1.12 -1.40 -1.45
3 Slightly disagree 3301(20%) 0.89 0.88 -1.05 -0.50
4 Slightly agree 4964(30%) 0.95 0.90 -0.08 0.40
5 Agree 4131(25%) 0.97 0.96 0.89 1.46
6 Strongly agree 2408(15%) 0.92 0.94 1.63 (3.00)

2, and 3]). Once the 6-point scale was converted to a 5-point scale, the new minimum
separation criterion for the thresholds was 0.81. After collapsing categoneds?] a
some minor problems persisted. Although the separation value for categories 2 to 3 is
only 0.74 and categories 4 to 5 is only 0.78, the values were considered close enough to
the minimum. 0.81 to reject the notion of further collapsing the category scale.

By performing this collapse, the outfit values for category 1 fell to 1.19 for Time
1, 1.55 for Time 2, and 1.23 for Time 3. Although the value for Time 2 was still slightly
misfitting, it was considered minimal enough to continue the analysis. It waafter
following this series of steps that the category data were considexa@dtacand the
calibrations were then used as rating scale anchor values in the anbtirgedata for
all three occasions.

Table 22 Stacked Data of the Category Structure for a Collapsed 5-point Rating Scale
for the Perceived Utility of Extensive Reading Questionnaire for Times 1, 2, and 3

Outfit Structure Category

Count (%) Infit MNSQ MNSQ Calibration Measure

1 Disagree 1617 (10%) 1.23 1.21 None (-2.63)
2 Slightly disagree 3301 (20%) 0.92 0.93 -1.26 -1.08
3 Slightly agree 4964 (30%) 0.95 0.94 -0.52 -0.01
4 Agree 4131 (25%) 0.99 1.01 0.50 1.08
5 Strongly agree 2408 (15%) 0.89 0.94 1.28 (2.64)
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Item Calibrations

The analysis of the 17 items on the perceived utility of extensive reading
guestionnaire administered at Times 1, 2, and 3 (see Table 23 for the uncorrected item
calibrations, standard errors, fit statistics, and standardized differi@mees 1, 2, and
3]) revealed that only one item, ER11, misfit the Rasch model using the 0.6-1.4 outfit
MNSQ criterion for Likert-scale questionnaires (Wright, Linacrestafson, & Martin-

Lof, 1994). At Time 1, although the outfit MNSQ was not optimal, 1.38, it was not
misfitting. However, at Times 2 and 3, the outfit MNSQ scores clearly mightfit
statistics of 1.61 and 1.70, respectively.

Because item ER11 misfit the Rasch model, a brief explanation of the rationale
for originally including it in the questionnaire is warranted. Although the philosophy
expressed in item ER11 does not adhere to the basic tenets of extensive readimg outline
by Day and Bamford (2002), many participants strongly endorsed the iteam “I ¢
improve my reading comprehension by writing a short summary of what | halje rea
after | finish reading.” Some educators who use extensive readingegliassigning
homework or additional assignments to improve student accountability. Thertgore, i
ER11 was originally included in the questionnaire. However, from an extensivegeadin
puriststandpoint, these types of extra activities detract from student motivatieacdto r
and therefore undermine the value of extensive readlmgpremise behind this item
that learners must do something in addition to simply reading (e.g., writing a short
summary) to become better readers is antithetical to Day and Bamfostt's ba

guidelines and the results were recoded during the analysis procassoEtee item
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still misfit. In the end, due to its loose connection with the basic tenets of igrtens
reading and its misfit, item ER11 was deleted from the data set.

After deleting item ER11, further investigation of the items reveatibel i
change in the measurement, standard error, and the outfit MNSQ over the three
occasions (see Table 23 for the uncorrected item calibrations, standasdferro
statistics, and standardized differences [Times 1, 2, and 3]). The low standesd erro
(.06-.07) for Times 1 and 2, and (0.06) for Time 3 indicated that the item difficulty
estimates were reasonably precise. The item separation rakaljit the three
occasions were .99 for all three occasions, indicating that these distributiters of i
parameters contain enough variability to create distinct strata of itGoultiés. Item
separation indices for the three occasions were, 11.16, 9.48, and 9.08, respectively. The
robustness of the items is underscored by the relatively low standard deviatien of t
standardized mean square outfit statistics that are well below the ekpaltte of 1.00.
However, some problems did surface after analyzing the standardized diféeoétioe
items. The standardized differences of the items illustrate the ¢éatemhich
calibrations for individual items exhibit statistically significahtange across
measurement occasions. The stability of two parameter estimatesetbatained on
different occasions is evaluated by examining the standardized ditdoetween the
two estimates. Because Time 1 was considered to be the base from whichgpdrtici
beliefs could later be compared, invariance was evaluated by comparin@ Tonieme
1, and Time 3 to Time 1. Some of the item parameters (38% between Time 1 and Time

2 and 38% from Time 1 to Time 3) display parameter instability over time. Overall,
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eight of the seventeen items, ER02, ER04, ER06, ER08, ER10, ER14, ER15, and ER17,
reveal parameter instability on at least one of the time transitions.

To address this issue, Wolfe and Chiu (1999) recommend a series of steps that
should be followed to eliminate possibly confounding variance from the data. Because
eight of the items are not behaving in a stable fashion over the three occassons, it
imperative to anchor the items displaying appropriate levels of invariaeceh® three
occasions from Time 1 to Times 2 and 3. With these items anchored, accurate
comparisons of the person ability estimates can be better made over the ¢hst@nsc
Therefore, the measurement values for Time 1 for ERO01, ER03, ERO05, ER07, ER09,
ER12, ER13, and ER16, were anchored to analyze the data in Times 2 and 3.

One concern that arises when anchoring values for items is the possibly niegadioe

that anchoring can have on the data. To safeguard against this, random displacement
values were calculated. Wright and Douglas (1976) stated that random drsgriéce
values less than 0.5 logits are unlikely to have much impact in a test instrument. On all
three occasions, the anchored values were less than 0.5 logits. On time 2, the values
ranged from -0.14 to 0.09, and on time 3, the values ranged from -0.10 to 0.11. These
small displacement values indicate that the anchored item difficultyagst and the
estimates that would have resulted from freely estimating the iterasedifonly

slightly.
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Table 23.Uncorrected Item Calibrations, Standard Errors, Fit Statistics, and Standardized Differfemdbe Perceived Utility of
Extensive Reading Questionnaire (Times 1, 2, and 3)

Standardized Mean Standardized

ltem Measure Standard Error Square Outfft Difference$
T1 T2 T3 T1 T2 T3 T1 T2 T3 T1-2 T1-3
ERO1 -0.41 -0.38 -0.28 0.06 0.06 0.06 1.20 0.88 0.85 -0.35 153
ERO2 -0.09 -0.14 -0.26 0.06 0.06 0.06 1.02 0.78 0.66 0.59 2.00
ERO3 -0.53 -0.53 -0.60 0.06 0.06 0.06 1.05 0.73 0.76 0.00 0.82
ERO4 109 031 0.39 0.06 0.06 0.06 149 113 1.07 9.18 8.24
ERO5 126 126 1.25 0.07 0.06 0.06 1.16 1.30 1.39 0.00 0.11
ERO6 -1.35 -1.05 -0.85 0.07 0.07 0.06 1.04 1.08 0.89 -3.03 -5.43
ERO7 030 0.16 0.27 0.06 0.06 0.06 1.21 098 1.04 1.65 0.35
ERO8 0.30 0.05 0.07 0.06 0.06 0.06 098 087 0.72 294 271
ER09 -0.49 -0.54 -0.50 0.06 0.06 0.06 093 0.75 0.79 059 0.12
ER10 0.12 034 0.26 0.06 0.06 0.06 1.15 096 0.92 -259 -1.65
ER11 DELETED DELETED DELETED DELETED
ER12 -0.05 0.04 0.02 0.06 0.06 0.06 1.18 091 0.87 -0.12 -0.35
ER13 050 056 0.49 0.06 0.06 0.06 091 0.98 0.83 -0.71  0.12
ER14 0.88 0.73 0.64 0.06 0.06 0.06 093 0.88 0.89 1.76  2.82
ER15 -1.06 -0.67 -0.69 0.07 0.06 0.06 069 058 0.59 -4.24  -4.02
ER16 -0.65 -0.59 -0.54 0.06 0.06 0.06 093 0.74 0.77 -0.71  1.29
ER17 0.18 046 0.34 0.06 0.06 0.06 128 1.16 1.07 -3.29 -1.88
M 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.06 0.06 0.06 1.07 092 0.88
SD 0.71 059 0.55 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.18 0.18 0.19

Note.ER = Perceived utility of extensive reading questionnaire ft&imsolute standardized mean square fit indices greater than 2.00
indicate item misfitf’Absqute standardized differences less than 2.00 indicate item invariancetmceosem ER11 was deleted.
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Summary of Corrections to the Data Set
Due to a misfitting item (ER11 for Times 2 and 3), a misfitting category on the

rating scale (category 1 for Times 2 and 3), unacceptable levels of invaai@ness for

both the items and the categories, the following corrections were made tcetisetdat

1. The data from all three Times was stacked and an “average” ratingvesale
determined. These values were then used as anchor values for the ratingy sthle f
three times.

2. Categories 1 and 2 were collapsed.

3. Item ER11 was deleted.

4. Items demonstrating sufficient levels of invariance were identifieldtlae values for
those items on Time 1 were used as anchors when analyzing the data fron@ Times

and 3.

Corrected Data (Time 1)

After performing the above adjustments, | conducted a close examination of the
corrected Time 1 data for the perceived utility of extensive reading quest®(sear
Appendices M and N for completed versions of the questionnaire). Thereatfter, |
analyzed the data collected from Times 2 and 3, but | only report anomalies or
conflicting results of those two rounds, as providing an in-depth analysis of the data
from all three times would result in a large number of overlapping, redundant analyse

In addition to the above data, | also provide the means of the raw scores of each
group for each of the test occasions for this instrument. There were 17 items on the

guestionnaire and each item had an upper limit of 6, so the maximum points that one
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person could achieve is 102 (6 x 17 = 102). The mean of the raw scores for the control
group were 66.35, 67.78, and 66.10 respectively, for the three testing occasions. The
mean scores for the extensive reading group were 70.84, 76.20, and 74.70, the mean
scores for the reading strategies groups were 66.86, 70.01, and 69.30, and the means of
the raw scores for the extensive reading/reading strategies groaipévél, 74.96, and
71.35.

The analysis of the 16 items (ER11 was deleted) on the perceived utility of
extensive reading questionnaire administered at Time 1 (see Table 24chgptoles

statistics) revealed that only one item, ER04, misfit the Rasch model usingthet

Table 24 Rasch Descriptive Statistics for the Perceived Utility of Extensiadifgp
Questionnaire Items (Time 1)

Infit Infit Outfit Outfit  Pt-measure
Item Measure SE MNSQ ZSTD MNSQ ZSTD correlation
ERO5 1.26A 0.07 1.23 2.8 1.16 1.9 0.43
ERO4 1.09 0.06 1.44 5.2 1.49 5.6 0.16
ER14 0.88 0.06 0.92 -1.1 0.93 -1.0 0.36
ER13 0.50A 0.06 0.92 -1.1 0.91 -1.3 0.44
ERO7 0.30A 0.06 1.21 2.8 1.21 2.8 0.49
ERO8 0.30 0.06 1.00 0.0 0.98 -0.2 0.61
ER17 0.18 0.06 1.23 3.1 1.28 3.6 0.21
ER10 0.12 0.06 1.14 1.9 1.15 2.1 0.41
ER12 -0.05A 0.06 1.16 2.2 1.18 2.4 0.48
ERO2 -0.09 0.06 1.00 0.0 1.02 0.2 0.53
ERO1 -0.41A 0.06 1.21 2.8 1.20 2.7 0.41
ERO09 -0.49A 0.06 0.91 -1.3 0.93 -1.0 0.42
ERO3 -0.53A 0.06 1.02 0.3 1.05 0.8 0.41
ER16 -0.65A 0.06 0.94 -0.9 0.93 -1.0 0.63
ER15 -1.06 0.07 0.68 -4.6 0.69 -4.4 0.54
ERO6 -1.36 0.07 1.01 0.1 1.04 0.6 0.40
M 0.00 0.06 1.06 0.8 1.07 09 -
SD 0.71 0.00 0.18 2.3 0.18 2.3 -

Note.ER = perceived utility of extensive reading questionnaire item; For theunseas
column, A = anchored values that were used in analyzing the data from Times 1, 2, and
3; Item ER11 was deleted.
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infit MNSQ and outfit MNSQ criterion for Likert-scale questionnairesiQM;, Linacre,
Gustafson, & Martin-Lof, 1994). Item ER04 had an infit MNSQ value of 1.44 and outfit
MNSQ of 1.49. A quick perusal of the data from times 2 and 3 show that item fit was
much better. Therefore, because the item was not grossly misfittinged tamd was
fitting much better on times 2 and 3, the item was retained. Besides item ERO4if the i
MNSQ statistics for the other items ranged from 0.68-1.23, the outfit MNSE&tistat
ranged from 0.69-1.28. The point-measure correlations for all the items weretetwe
0.16 and 0.63. The low standard errors (0.06-0.07) indicated that the item difficulty
estimates were reasonably precise.

Because secondary dimensions in the data appear in the contrasts, when
interpreting the results, the emphasis is placed on the third, fourth, and fetracrit
The dimensionality of the items on the perceived utility of extensive reading
guestionnaire was investigated using the criteria set by Linacre (20@rYyafiance
explained by the items (31.7%) was not greater than four times the varianoatadc
for by the first contrast (12.0%), so the first criterion was not met. The Rasch model
explained 39.9% of the variance (eigenvalue = 10.6). Although this figure was well
below the 50% criterion, this was likely due to the relatively low person separat
statistic of 1.46. The first contrast had an eigenvalue of 3.2, which is close to the 3.0
criterion. This represented 12.0% of the variance. An inspection of the standardized
residual contrast 1 plot further confirmed the unidimensionality of the construct.
Overall, the items appeared to form a reasonably unidimensional construct.

The item difficulty estimates cover the range of person ability etstsweell

(see Table 24, Figure 10), as they extend from item ERO06 with a difficulty &stna
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1.36 logits to item ERO5 with a difficulty estimate of 1.26 logits. No significapsg
existed in the item hierarchy, and no ceiling or floor effects for the peatsbty
estimates were present. The item mean is set to 0.00 I188its .71) by convention.
The mean of the person ability estimates, 0.09 0§ .54), matched the mean item
difficulty estimate closely.

The Rasch item reliability estimate for this instrument was .99 and the ite
separation statistic was 11.16; thus, the item difficulty estimates wexadsover
approximately eleven statistically distinct levels. In addition, the peed@titity
estimate was .68 and the person separation statistic was 1.46. These stalichtes
that many of the participants have similar or the same person abilihagssdi
An inspection of the items revealed a general pattern of item difficultyvimpartly
influenced by the basic tenets set out by Day and Bamford (2002) (see Appéndices
and J). Items that describe the autonomous learning aspects that are kgwpna Da
Bamford’s guidelines, were strongly endorsed by the participants. The is®gt
endorseable items (ER06, ER15, ER16, ER03, ER09, ERO1, ER02) (see Table 25 for
description of the item difficulty estimates for perceived utility deesive reading
guestionnaire [Time 1]) all relate to aspects of autonomous reading: using osly one
reading ability and motivation to complete a reading task. Reading for enjoyment
(ERO06), choosing one’s own books to read (ER01, ER03), and reading fast (ER02)
pertain to aspects that can be controlled by the individual. In a similar vein, theptonc

described in item ER15, using the strategy of inferencing word meaningsdriexc
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Persons who think ER | Items that are more difficul tto

is useful | endorse
2 +
-
.
I
# T
. | ERO5: focus on unknown word s/grammar*
## T| EROA4: read silently
.+
# | ER14: read/not listen to vo cab teaching
HiHE |S
A S| ER13: read/not listen to gr ammar teaching
HHHHHHI |

#HH#HA# | EROT: check dictionary*
ERO08: no dictionary

HtHHHAHA# M| ER10: translate into Japane se*
ER17: check words encounter ed many times
0 I +M ER12: check dictionary afte r reading
A | ERO2: read fast
|
#Hi#HH S| EROL: read easy books ERO 9: choose books
### | ERO3: choose books to read
# |S ER16: understand English/no translating
# |
-1 # T+ ER15: guess meanings of unk nown words
# |
| EROG6: read for enjoyment
T
I
I
I
-2 +
Persons who think ER |
is not useful | Items that are easier to end orse

Note Each # equals 4 persons. Each . equals 1 to 3 person(s). M = Mean; S = One
standard deviation from the mean; T = Two standard deviations from the mean; “*” =
items which required recoding the scores. ER = perceived utility of éxtareading
guestionnaire item; ER11 has been deleted.
Figure 10.ltem-person map for the perceived utility of extensive reading questiennair
(time 1).
and in item ER16, trying not to rely on a Japanese translation to understand,the text
allow individuals to move beyond assistance from dictionaries, teachers, or peers to
more autonomous reading/learning.

Although the participants seem to clearly recognize the importance ofrenjoy
reading (ERO06) (see Table 25 for description of the item difficulty estsrfat the
perceived utility of extensive reading questionnaire [Time 1]), choosing one’s own

books (ERO1, ER03), and trying to actively interpret text instead of using dicésar

other resources (ER15, ER16), they were unwilling to discount fully the importance of
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the teacher and other outside resources in the learning process. It was thificwudst
participants to strongly agree with item ER13, “I can improve my reading
comprehension by reading many books at my current proficiency level rather tha
listening to my teacher explain grammar.” Similarly, participantsilyeandorsed item
ER14, “I can improve my reading comprehension by reading many easy books rathe
than listening to my teacher explain new vocabulary words.”

The participants believe that dictionary use holds some importance in improving
reading comprehension, as well. ltems such as ER12 (see Table 25 for idescfifhte
item difficulty estimates for the perceived utility of extensivalne@ questionnaire
[Time 1]), “I can improve my reading comprehension by waiting until | henehfed
reading to check the dictionary for unknown words that | encountered while reading”
and item ER17, “I can improve my reading comprehension by looking up only those
unknown words in the dictionary that | have encountered several times in nmygeadi
were both more easily endorsed than item ERO08, “I can improve my reading
comprehension by reading without a dictionary.” ltem ERO7, “I can improve my
reading comprehension by stopping to check a dictionary if | do not understand the
meaning of a word while | am reading,” was also minimally endorseleby t
participants. Because the philosophy behind this message is relativeigtasaitto
Day and Bamford’s guidelines (2002), the results for this item were recodandlysis
purposes.

In a similar vein, the scores for item ERO5 (see Table 25 for description of the
item difficulty estimates for the perceived utility of extensivalne@ questionnaire

[Time 1]), “I can improve my reading comprehension by reading while focusing on
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unknown words or grammar in a text” were also recoded. According to extensive
reading authorities, readers should read only for meaning, and not focus on learning
unknown words or analyzing grammar. The participants strongly endorsed thus tacti

however, placing a strong importance on close examination of the text whlileg.ea

Table 25I1tem Difficulty Estimates for the Perceived Utility of Extensigading
Questionnaire (Time 1)

Item Measure Topic

EROS 1.26 reading while focusing on unknown words/grammar.*

ERO4 1.09 reading silently.

ER14 0.88 reading many easy books rather than listening to teacher explain new
vocabulary words.

ER13 0.50 reading many books at current level rather than listening to teacher
explain grammar points.

ERO7 0.30 stopping to check dictionary for unknown words.*

EROS8 0.30 reading without a dictionary.

ER17 0.18 checking in the dictionary only words that were encountered many
times in the reading.

ER10 0.12 trying to translate everything into Japanese.*

ER12 -0.05 after finishing reading, checking the dictionary for unknown words.

ERO2 -0.09 trying to read faster rather than slower.

ERO1 -041 reading many pages in easy books.

ERO9 -0.49 choosing books to read from a large selection.

ERO3 -0.53 reading books that | have chosen myself.

ER16 -0.65 trying to read/understand in English/not translating.

ER15 -1.06 trying to guess the meaning of unknown words.

ERO6 -1.36 reading for enjoyment.

Note.ER = perceived utility of extensive reading questionnaire item; “*” = itgtmsse
scores were recoded for analysis; ER11 was deleted.

The item difficulty estimates for Time 1 cover the range of personyabilit
estimates well, as they extend from item ER06 with a difficulty estiofatke 36 logits
to item ERO5 with a difficulty estimate of 1.26 logits (see Table 26 for item
measurements [Times 1, 2, 3]). Similar values can be seen in the data for times 2 and 3.
No significant gaps existed in the item hierarchy, and no ceiling or floatefi@ the

person ability estimates were present for Times 1, 2, and 3.
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After the above corrections were made, some changes took place in times 2 and
3. In the data for times 2 and 3, item ER15 slightly misfit. In time 2, the infiB@N
was 0.57 and the outfit MNSQ was 0.58. In time 3, the infit MNSQ was 0.59 and the
outfit MNSQ was 0.59. In time 1 the infit MNSQ was 0.69 and the outfit MNSQ was
0.69. Although the item misfit at times 2 and 3, it was only slightly misfittingtand i
overfit rather than underfit the model. In addition, it met the fit criteriaifioe &L, so the
item was retained.

After making the above corrections, the item ranking became fairly statuss

the three occasions (see Table 26 for a comparison of the item measurd@imszgsl|

Table 26 Comparison of Item Measurements for the Perceived Utility of Extensive
Reading Questionnaire (Times 1, 2 and 3)

Time 1 Time 2 Time 3
Iltem Item Iltem Item Item Item
rank measure rank measure rank measure
ERO05 1.26 ERO5 1.26 ERO5 1.26
ERO04 1.09 ER14 0.73 ER14 0.62
ER14 0.88 ER13 0.50 ER13 0.50
ER13 0.50 ER17 0.45 ERO4 0.37
ERO7 0.30 ER10 0.33 ER17 0.32
EROS8 0.30 ERO04 0.31 ERO7 0.30
ER17 0.18 ERO7 0.30 ER10 0.24
ER10 0.12 EROS8 0.04 ERO8 0.05
ER12 -0.05 ER12 -0.05 ER12 -0.05
ERO2 -0.09 ERO2 -0.14 ERO02 -0.27
ERO1 -0.41 ERO1 -0.41 ERO1 -0.41
ERO09 -0.49 ERO09 -0.49 ERO09 -0.49
ERO3 -0.53 ERO3 -0.53 ERO3 -0.53
ER16 -0.65 ER16 -0.65 ER16 -0.65
ER15 -1.06 ER15 -0.68 ER15 -0.70
ERO06 -1.36 ERO06 -1.06 ERO06 -0.87
M 0.00 -0.01 -0.02
SD 0.71 0.59 0.56
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2, and 3]). The lower half of the measurement scale did not fluctuate at all. The
rankings for the items from ER12 down to ER06 maintained the same rank all three
times. However, in the upper levels, there was some fluctuation. ltem ER04 was the
most unstable, as it moved from 2nd place in time 1 to 6th place in time 2, to 4th place
in time 3. Item ERO7 also showed some variability. It moved from 5th to 7th to 6th over
the course of the study. Although its ranking changed, the measurement valireecem
the same all three times. Item ER17 was also slightly unstable. It namwvedth to 4th

to 5th.

The Reading Self-Efficacy Questionnaire

The purpose of the reading self-efficacy questionnaire was to assess sélident
beliefs about their ability to read English. To this end, only one version of the
guestionnaire was developed and the same questionnaire items were used o the thr
rounds of testing. The reading self-efficacy questionnaire, which was develapgd us
the guidelines set by Bandura (2006), contains 14 items (see Appendices Koand L f
completed versions of the questionnaire) asking participants to gaugeafraility to
perform various reading tasks at the American Council of the Teaching ofrroreig
Languages’ (ACTFL) (1986) (see Appendix V for ACTFL reading gumsl) High-
Novice, Intermediate and Advanced reading proficiency levels. BedaaiJEOEIC
scores for the participants ranged between 480-700 (TOEFL 463-540), with thgeave
score being 520 (TOEFL 476) (conversions cited from the Vancouver English Center

webpage), the High-Novice, Intermediate, and Advanced reading profiderety of
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the ACTFL were considered appropriately challenging. In addition, paftg of t
guestionnaire were adapted from Mill's (2004) study on French readingfesdze.

Because some problems with the items and the rating scale occurred over the
three occasions of testing, | first address these issues, explaining tloed the
problems. A comprehensive overview of the Time 1 data is provided, including tables
and figures. After that, any major changes or anomalies in the datarmem2 and 3

are introduced.

Rating Scale Calibrations

The category structure of the six original categories for the readirgfsehcy
guestionnaire (see Table 27 for the uncorrected rating scale calibratmugrdterrors,
fit statistics, and standardized differences for the reading sel&ejfquestionnaire
[Times 1, 2, and 3]) was examined using the above criteria (Linacre, 1999; Wolfe &
Smith, 2007). On all three occasions, Category 1 had the lowest observed count, but
was still well above the minimum of ten, so the first criterion was met. Inialdibe
counts increase for each category and peak near the middle at categaefdrethe
meeting the second and third criteria. The outfit mean square statisticsonsrgtently
between .8 and 1.4 except for category 6 at time 1. Due to this violation, criterion 4 was
not met. The category thresholds increase along with the rating scaeresteso
criterion 5 was met. In regards to the last criterion, all the categ@shibid
calibrations should be at least .59 and no more than 5.0. All of the thresholds met this

criterion.
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Table 27.Uncorrected Rating Scale Calibrations, Standard Errors, Fit Statistics, and Standardifeemies for the Reading

Self-Efficacy Questionnaire (Times 1, 2, and 3)

Standardized

Category threshold (S.E.)  Outfit MNSQ" difference8

T1 T2

T3 T1 T2 T3 T1-2 T1-3

3 -6

-3.073.46 (.07)  -4.00 (.10)
01.3-1.97 (.05) -2.16 (.06)

0.90.40 ¢04)  -.37 (.04)

Category Observed count (%) Average measure
T1 T2 T3 T1 T2 T3
1 359 (8%) 145 (3%) 171 (4%) -470 -5.20 -5.03
2 770 (17%) 526 (12%) 524 (12%) -2.80 -3.14
3 1272 (28%) 1172 (26%) 1150 (26%) -1.14 -1.24
4 1512 (34%) 1724 (38%) 1788 (40%) 0.85  0.98
5 496 (11%) 720 (16%) 703 (16%) 295 3.29 3.27
6 99 (2%) 221 (5%) 172 (4%) 498 541 541

208) 2.33(.05)
3.78)(.1 4.21 (.09)

— () 093 1.09 111

-3.81(.10) 0.96 0.98 0.93 .434 2.87

-2.18 (.06) 0.92 0.89 409 2.44 2.69
-50(.04) 0.99 0.95 1.00 0.53 1.77
2.28(.05) 1.02 1.03 0.93 -3.39 2.68
421(09) 142 122 131 -3.00 -3.00

20utfit MNSQ indices greater than 2.00 indicate rating scale misfit.
PAbsolute standardized differences less than 2.00 indicate rating scalerioga@oss time.
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In addition to the few problems related to the above criteria, inspection of the
standardized differences also revealed problems with the invariance ofegerics
across time (see Table 27 for the uncorrected rating scale calibratzomgrsterrors,
fit statistics, and standardized differences for the reading sel&ejfquestionnaire
[Times 1, 2, and 3]). Standardized differences values less than 2.00 indicatengevaria
across time and represent a stable category. However, only the standardezedahi#f
for category 4 meet this criterion. All of the other categories havesitdea
standardized value that is over 2.00.

In regards to the misfitting category 6 and the unfavorable standardized
differences, the data for all three occasions, using the 6-point scale tackeds
(Wolfe and Chiu, 1999) in a single data set, maintaining the item identity across the
three occasions but regarding each person as unique at each time period. Therefore, 966
participants (3 x 322) were in this data set instead of the actual 322 (see Tatla 28 f
summary of the stacked data of the category structure for the 6-point tiadas the
reading self-efficacy questionnaire [Times 1, 2, and 3]).

By stacking the data in this way, an “average” underlying rating seas
determined and was used to describe the data over the three rounds of testing. These
calibrations were then intended to be used as rating scale anchor values ihyfesana
of the data for all three occasions. An inspection of the calibration thresholdebetwe
categories reveals that all thresholds fell within the acceptable @ir68, so these
thresholds were used as anchors for analyzing the data on all three occasikaghe
perceived utility of extensive reading questionnaire, none of the categoribis scale

needed to be collapsed.
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Table 28 Summary of the Stacked Data of the Category Structure for the 6-point Rating
Scale for the Reading Self-Efficacy Questionnaire for Times 1, 2, and 3

Infit Outfit Structure Category

Count (%) MNSQ MNSQ Calibration Measure

1 | definitely cannot do it. 675 (5%) 0.99 1.02 None (-4.92)
2 | probably cannot do it. 1820 (13%) 0.97 0.96 -3.69 -2.97
3 Maybe | cannot do it. 3594 (27%) 0.92 0.92 -2.10 -1.22
4 Maybe | can do it. 5024 (37%) 0.95 0.98 -0.44 0.89
5 | probably can do it. 1919 (14%) 0.99 0.99 2.21 3.14
6 | am certain | can do it. 485 (4%) 1.30 1.30 4.02 (5.22)

Even after anchoring the average underlying rating scale, category Glwas st
showing an infit value of 1.51 and an outfit value of 1.52. Although these values do not
meet the 0.6-1.4 criteria, it is considered close enough to retain the categtatafor
analysis purposes. Furthermore, category 6 only accounted for 4% of all decorde
answers to the questionnaire items and therefore posed a limited threat to confounding

the data.

Item Calibrations

The analysis of the 14 items on the reading self-efficacy questionnaire
administered at Times 1, 2, and 3 (see Table 29 for the uncorrected itentioakbra
standard errors, fit statistics, and standardized differences [Times 1, 2, aenk3]ed
that none of the items misfit the Rasch model using the 0.6-1.4 outfit MNSQ criterion
for Likert-scale questionnaires (Wright, Linacre, Gustafson, & idrof, 1994).

Further investigation of the items revealed little change in the measuremen
standard error, and the outfit MNSQ over the three occasions (see Table 29 for the
uncorrected item calibrations, standard errors, fit statistics, and staedaddizrences

[Times 1, 2, and 3]). The low standard errors (.08) for Times 1 and 2, and (0.08-0.09)
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for Time 3 indicated that the item difficulty estimates were reasgmmabtise. The item
separation reliabilities were 1.00 for time 1, and 0.90 for times 2 and 3, indicating that
these distributions of item parameters contain enough variability to cretetdgata

of item difficulties. Item separation indices for the three occasions W7, 16.15,

and 15.83, respectively. The robustness of the items is underscored by the retatively |
standard deviation of the standardized mean square outfit statistics, whichl are we
below the expected value of 1.00.

However, some problems did surface after analyzing the standardized
differences of the items. Because Time 1 was considered to be the basdicbm
participant beliefs could later be compared, invariance was evaluatedpgitog
Time 2 to Time 1, and Time 3 to Time 1. Some of the item parameters (50% between
Time 1 and Time 2 and 71% from Time 1 to Time 3) display parameter instability over
time. Overall, ten of the fourteen items, SE01, SE02, SE04-SEOQ7, SE09, SE10, SE12,
SE14, reveal parameter instability on at least one of the time transitions.

To address this issue, Wolfe and Chiu (1999) recommend a series of steps that
should be followed to eliminate possibly confounding variance from the data. Because
eight of the items are not behaving in a stable fashion over the three occassons, i
imperative to anchor the items displaying appropriate levels of invariaeceh® three
occasions from Time 1 to Times 2 and 3. With these items anchored, accurate
comparisons of the person ability estimates can be better made over the ¢hst@nsc
Therefore, the measurement values for Time 1 for SE03, SE08, SE11, and SE13 were

anchored to analyze the data in Times 2, and 3.
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Table 29.Uncorrected Item Calibrations, Standard Errors, Fit Statistics, and Standardized Differiemdbe Reading Self-Efficacy
Questionnaire (Times 1, 2, and 3)

Standardized Ouitfit Standardized

ltem Measure Standard Error MNSQ? Differenced

T1 T2 T3 T1 T2 T3 T1 T2 T3 T1-2 T1-3
SEO1 -2.20 -2.77 -2.67 0.08 0.08 0.09 1.31 1.15 1.27 5.04 3.92
SE02 -0.77 -1.37 -1.32 0.08 0.08 0.08 1.02 1.15 1.02 531 4.87
SEO3 041 046 0.39 0.08 0.08 0.08 1.21 1.10 0.88 -0.44 0.18
SEO04 -0.18 0.04 0.06 0.08 0.08 0.08 1.06 0.87 0.89 -1.95 -2.12
SEO5 -1.05 -0.79 -0.77 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.93 091 0.85 -2.30 -2.48
SEO6 0.86 0.75 0.56 0.08 0.08 0.08 1.30 1.10 1.03 0.97 2.65
SEO7 -0.53 -0.35 -0.30 0.08 0.08 0.08 1.10 0.96 1.00 -1.59 -2.04
SEO8 1.03 0.88 0.89 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.85 0.77 0.89 1.33 1.24
SEO9 -1.80 -1.32 -1.28 0.08 0.08 0.08 1.23 096 0.98 -4.25 -4.60
SE10 -1.07 -0.83 -0.71 0.08 0.08 0.08 1.05 090 0.84 -2.12  -3.19
SE11 1.42 1.30 1.41 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.69 0.67 0.79 1.06 0.09
SE12 249 225 218 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.75 0.76 0.91 212 274
SE13 212 215 2.02 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.98 0.79 1.05 -0.27 0.88
SE14 -0.76 -0.42 -0.45 0.08 0.08 0.08 1.27 1.27 1.04 -3.01 -2.21
M 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.08 0.08 0.08 1.05 0.95 0.96
SD 0.71 1.36 0.55 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.19 0.17 0.12

Note.SE = Reading self-efficacy questionnaire itéAbsolute standardized mean square fit indices greater than 2.00 indicate item
misfit; bAbsolute standardized differences less than 2.00 indicate item invariancetiaceoss
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One concern that arises when anchoring values for items is the possibly negative
impact that anchoring can have on the data. To safeguard against this, random
displacement values were calculated. Wright and Douglas (1976) claim that random

displacement values of less than 0.5 logits are unlikely to have much i@paoest

instrument. After the anchoring of the stable items (SE03, SE08, SE11, SE13) took
place, it was found that there were displacement values for all items on the
guestionnaire for all three rounds of the test. Although these values were not high, it
was considered important to set the convergence criteria at a very ctinedeve!,

.001. This degree of strictness alleviated the issue of displacement on abfitin@s
guestionnaire on the three occasions of testing. After this convergence was ahnducte
the displacement values for time 2 anchors ranged from -0.06 to 0.10, and for time 3
anchors ranged from -0.07 to 0.05. All of these values lie below the 0.5 logit limit and

therefore remain valid anchors for the data analysis.

Summary of Corrections to the Data Set
Due to a misfitting category on the rating scale (category 6 for Timedl) an
unacceptable levels of invariance across time for both the items and theieateger
following corrections were made to the data set:
1. The data from all three times were stacked and an “average” ratiegiszsl
determined. These values were then used as anchor values for the rating stale f

three times.
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2. Items demonstrating sufficient levels of invariance were identifiedrandalues for
those items on Time 1 were used as anchors when analyzing the data from2 Times
and 3.

3. Convergence value was set at 0.001.

Corrected Data (Time 1)

After performing the above adjustments, | conducted a close examination of the
corrected Time 1 data for the reading self-efficacy questionnaire.aftesrd analyzed
the data collected from Times 2 and 3, but | only report anomalies or conflictultgres
of those two rounds, as providing an in-depth analysis of the data from all three times
would result in a large number of overlapping, redundant analyses.

In addition to the above data, | also provide the means of the raw scores of each
group for each of the test occasions for this instrument. There were 14 items on the
guestionnaire and each item had an upper limit of 6, so the maximum points that one
person could possible collect is 84 (6 x 14 = 84). The mean raw scores for the control
group were 45.77, 48.11, and 47.41 respectively, for the three testing occasions. The
mean scores for the extensive reading group were 48.32, 52.66, and 52.53, the mean
scores for the reading strategies groups were 45.04, 51.17, and 51.34 and the means of
the raw scores for the extensive reading/reading strategies gevapt®.06, 53.16, and
51.64.

The analysis of the 14 items on the reading self-efficacy questionnaire
administered at Time 1 (see Table 30) revealed that none of the itentghmistasch

model using the 0.6-1.4 infit MNSQ and outfit MNSQ criterion for Likert-scale
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guestionnaires (Wright, Linacre, Gustafson, & Martin-Lof, 1994). The infiS@N

statistics for the items ranged from 0.69-1.32, the outfit MNSQ statiatiged from
0.68-1.31. The point-measure correlations for all the items were between 0.53 and 0.75.
The low standard error (0.08) indicated that the item difficulty estimates w

reasonably precise.

Table 30Rasch Descriptive Statistics for the Reading Self-Efficacy Questionnaire
Items (Time 1)

Infit Infit Outfit Outfit  Pt-measure
Item Measure  SE MNSQ ZSTD MNSQ ZSTD correlation
SE12 2.50 0.08 0.77 -3.1 0.75 -3.0 0.74
SE13 2.12A 0.08 0.97 -0.4 0.98 -0.2 0.71
SE11 1.42A 0.08 0.69 -4.6 0.68 -4.6 0.75
SE08 1.03A 0.08 0.87 -1.8 0.85 -1.9 0.74
SEO06 0.87 0.08 1.24 3.0 1.30 3.5 0.69
SEO03 0.41A 0.08 1.19 2.3 1.21 2.5 0.67
SEO04 -0.17 0.08 1.05 0.7 1.06 0.7 0.67
SEQ7 -0.52 0.08 1.11 1.3 1.10 1.3 0.63
SE14 -0.75 0.08 1.28 3.2 1.27 3.1 0.63
SE02 -0.76 0.08 1.03 0.4 1.02 0.3 0.69
SEQ05 -1.04 0.08 0.93 -0.8 0.93 -0.8 0.69
SE10 -1.06 0.08 1.04 0.6 1.05 0.6 0.65
SEQ9 -1.79 0.08 1.21 2.4 1.23 2.7 0.53
SEO1 -2.19 0.08 1.32 3.7 1.31 3.6 0.60
M 0.00 0.08 1.05 0.5 1.05 05 -
SD 1.37 0.00 0.18 2.4 0.19 2.4 -

Note.SE = Reading self-efficacy questionnaire item; For the measure column, A =
anchored values that were used in analyzing the data from Times 1, 2, and 3.

The dimensionality of the items on the reading self-efficacy questionmage
investigated using the criteria set by Linacre (2007). The variancairsglby the
items (37.6%) was greater than four times the variance accounted for bgtthe fi
contrast (6.4%), so the first criterion was met. The Rasch model explained 63.6% of the

variance (eigenvalue = 24.4). This figure was above the 50% criterion, so thisrcrite
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was also met. The first residual contrast had an eigenvalue of 2.5, which is over the 1.5
criterion. This represented 6.4% of the variance. An inspection of the standardized
residual contrast 1 plot further confirmed the unidimensionality of the construct.
Overall, the items appeared to form a reasonably unidimensional construct.

The item difficulty estimates cover the range of person ability essweell, as
they extend from item SEO1 with a difficulty estimate of -2.19 logits to B&12 with
a difficulty estimate of 2.50 logits (see Table 30, Figure 11). No signifgsgrg existed
in the item hierarchy, and no ceiling or floor effects for the person adiignates
were present. The item mean is set to 0.00 lo§is<1.37) by convention. The mean
of the person ability estimates, -0.53 logE®E 1.35), matched the mean item
difficulty estimate closely.

The Rasch item reliability estimate for this instrument was 1.00 and the ite
separation statistic was 16.17; thus, the item difficulty estimates weradsover
approximately sixteen statistically distinct levels. In addition, theguereliability
estimate was 0.90 and the person separation statistic was 2.94. Thesesstatictite
that the participants’ ability estimates could be divided into approximately thstinct
groups.

An inspection of the items revealed a general pattern that seemed congiste
the guidelines of reading proficiency set by ACTFL (1986) (see Appendix V for
ACTFL reading guidelines). According to these guidelines, a high novice, eapires
a relatively low-level reader, would be capable of decoding menus, schedysss, ma

signs and timetables often through the use of scanning techniques. Along these lines,
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Note Each # equals 3 persons. Each . equals 1 to 3 person(s). M = Mean; S = One
standard deviation from the mean; T = Two standard deviations from the mean; “*” =
items which required recoding the scores. SE = reading self-efficactyorunesre item.
Figure 11.ltem-person map for the reading self-efficacy questionnaire (time 1).

items SEQ9 (items on a menu at a fast food restaurant) and SE14 (contents of a TV
guide) refer to reading tasks that involve scanning for information. The partgipant
endorse these items very highly indicating most would feel fairly sure gimugbility

to complete these type of tasks. Iltem SE10 (specific details of a partyiamjit@so

include some of these types of scanning exercises. The participantelagvely
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certain of their ability to decipher such details as place, date, and tinveotlld be
included in a party invitation.

The participants also seemed to consider material that would be age-appropriate
for teenagers or children to be relatively easy. Item SEO01 (specididsdaft a
children’s book) and item SE02 (main idea of 20-page book for teenagers) were easil
endorsed by most participants. Even though item SE mentioned a 20-page book, the
participants did not seem to consider the length of the book to be problematic. Because
all the participants were university students, ages 19-21, they believed they aduld re
and understand at native English-speaking, teenager level.

The issue of familiarity might also have played a role in the participa&aval of
self-efficacy for such tasks as deciphering the specific details in-pals letter about
his summer vacation (item SEQ5) and the specific details in a one-page article about
one’s hobby (item SEQ7). Clearly, the participants view these two tasks ag bame
kind of context that is familiar to them. The familiarity one has with her hobby and
being able to imagine the summer vacation activities of someone they have been,
presumably corresponding with for some time allowed the participants to feel sur
about their ability to complete these tasks. In the ACTFL guidelines, tretiagdasks
to which the readers bring personal interest or knowledge, would be gauged at an
intermediate-low level.

In the top half of the item-map, there are several items (reading taskif)etha
participants found more challenging and therefore more difficult to endonses. Ite
SEO03, SE04, SE06, SE08, and SE11-SE13 all show aspects that depart from the above

guidelines. Although items SE12 (specific details of a newspaper atbiole a topic
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related to your major) and SE13 (main idea of a newspaper article about altipit re
to your major), represent a topic that should be familiar to the participantsichmest
show high self-efficacy for these tasks. From the standpoint of the participants, the
English used in newspapers would probably be slightly more academic and #herefor
more difficult to understand. Jargon or other terms specific to a particutiica
topic would most likely be unfamiliar to the participants, who are essent@liges in
their fields of economics and law. This rationale also applies to items SEDBidea
of front-page newspaper article) and SEO3 (the directions on how to use a new
electronic dictionary).

In a similar vein, the idea of reading a business letter (item SE11) would force
the participants to confront several formal expressions that are deneed in
business correspondence. These types of expressions would most likely hiéaurtam
most of the participants. Furthermore, there is a plethora of business-retatsdhat
the business letter could, hypothetically, be written about. Therefore, tiepaarts
were uncertain as to the topic of the business letter and therefore felioh satk
efficacy when answering this item. According to the ACTFL guidelines Appendix
V for complete set of guidelines), “routinized business letters and simpledakchni
material written for the general reader,” would be most appropriatedders at an
advanced level.

Items SEO4 (lyrics in an English song) and SE06 (subtitles of an American
movie) were also fairly poorly endorsed by the participants. The colloquiassipns
that are often found in movies or songs could prove very difficult for participantd to fee

self-efficacious about. Song lyrics do not often adhere to grammaticatmateguide
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other forms of writing and therefore could prove problematic to the reader. Movie
subtitles are transcriptions of dialogs and therefore might also lackasthietence to
grammatical rules. False starts and other features that are oftenric@puken English

but not found in formal English writing can also cause difficulty for readersy §rics

and movies can also include inferences that must be made on the part of the reader to
maintain a clear understanding of the content. This subjective nature of movie script

and song lyrics might have been interpreted by the participants as diffieuitiorse.

Table 31.Item Difficulty Estimates for the Reading Self-Efficacy Questionnaire
(Time 1)

ltem Measure Topic

SE12 2.50 specific details of article about your major
SE13 2.12 main ideas of article about your major
SE11 1.42 specific details of business letter

SEO8 1.03 main ideas of front page newspaper article
SEQ6 0.87 English subtitles in American movie

SEO3 0.41 directions for use of electronic dictionary

SEO04 -0.17 lyrics of English song

SEO7 -0.52 specific details in a one-page article about hobby
SE14 -0.75 contents of TV guide

SEO02 -0.76 main idea of 20-page book for teenagers

SEO5 -1.04 specific details of letter from pen-pal

SE10 -1.06 specific details of party invitation

SE09 -1.79 menu items at a fast-food restaurant

SEO1 -2.19 specific details of a children’s book

Note.SE = Reading self-efficacy questionnaire item.

The item difficulty estimates for Time 1 cover the range of personyabilit
estimates well, as they extend from item SEO1 with a difficulty estiofat219 logits
to item SE12 with a difficulty estimate of 2.50 logits (see Table 32 for item

measurements [Times 1, 2, 3]). Similar values can be seen in the data for times 2 and 3.
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No significant gaps existed in the item hierarchy, and no ceiling or floatefi@ the
person ability estimates were present for Times 1, 2, and 3.

After the above corrections were made, no major changes occurred. All of the
items maintain their fit status and standard error. In addition, the item rasdGagne
fairly stable across the three occasions (see Table 32 for a comparisenteifrt
measurements [Times 1, 2, and 3]). The upper half of the measurement scale did not
fluctuate at all. The rankings for the items from SE12 down to SE14 maintained the
same rank all three times. However, in the lower levels, there was minoatioat

Item SEO2 was the least stable, as it moved from 10th place in time 1 to 13th place in

Table 32.Comparison of Iltem Measurements for the Reading Self-Efficacy
Questionnaire (Times 1, 2, and 3)

Time 1 Time 2 Time 3
Item ltem Iltem Item Item Item
rank measure rank measure rank measure
SE12 2.50 SE12 2.30 SE12 2.26
SE13 2.12 SE13 2.12 SE13 2.12
SE11 1.42 SE11 1.42 SE11 1.42
SEO8 1.03 SEO8 1.03 SEO08 1.03
SE06 0.87 SEO06 0.81 SEO06 0.63
SEO03 0.41 SEO03 0.41 SEO03 0.41
SE04 -0.17 SEO04 0.10 SEO04 0.13
SEQ7 -0.52 SEO7 -0.30 SEO07 -0.22
SE14 -0.75 SE14 -0.36 SE14 -0.37
SEO02 -0.76 SEO05 -0.73 SE10 -0.63
SEO05 -1.04 SE10 -0.77 SEO05 -0.70
SE10 -1.06 SE09 -1.26 SE09 -1.20
SE09 -1.79 SEO02 -1.31 SEO02 -1.25
SEO1 -2.19 SEO1 -2.71 SEO1 -2.60
M 0.00 0.05 0.07
SD 1.37 1.35 1.31

Note.SE = item from the reading self-efficacy questionnaire.
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time 2, and maintained that position in time 3. The other items in the lower half, items

SEO05, SE10, SE09, SE01 moved at most one rank over the course of the study.

The Perceived Utility of Reading Strategies Questionnaire

The purpose of the perceived utility of reading strategies questionnare (se
Appendices O and P for completed versions of the questionnaire) was to assess stude
beliefs in regards to reading strategies and to determine to what degredithaedbe
using these strategies could help improve their reading comprehension. To this end,
only one version of the questionnaire was developed and the same questionnaire items
were used over the three rounds of testing. The perceived utility of readitegyiss
guestionnaire was based on Macaro’s (2006) framework of strategies, Valting
closely in line with Anderson’s (1985) cognitive theory of learning, which details
strategies as essential components of processing theory rather thamshoirfester
processing.

Because some problems with the items and the rating scale occurred over the
three occasions of testing, | first address these issues, explaining tloed the
problems. | then provide a comprehensive overview of the Time 1 data, including tables
and figures. After that, major changes or anomalies in data from times 2 and 3 are

introduced.

Rating Scale Calibrations
The category structure of the six original categories for the perceividgg aftiteading

strategies questionnaire (see Table 33 for the uncorrected ratiegaldarations,
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standard errors, fit statistics, and standardized differences for thévpdraslity of

reading strategies questionnaire [Times 1, 2, and 3]) was examined using the above
criteria (Linacre, 1999; Wolfe & Smith, 2007). On all three occasions, Catedag 1

the lowest observed count, but was still well above the minimum of ten, so the first
criterion was met. In addition, the counts increase for each category and pethlenea
middle at category 4, therefore meeting the second and third criteria.dikgrto the

above criteria, the outfit mean square statistics should be between .8 and 1.4. This is
clearly the case for all the outfit ratings, except for categotyifna 3. Due to this

violation, criterion 4 was not met. The category thresholds increase altnthevi

rating scale categories, so criterion 5 was met. In regards to tlecetason, all the

category threshold calibrations should be at least 0.59 and no more than 5.0. All of the
thresholds meet this criterion except for the threshold between categong2 bia

Times 1, 2, and 3. In these instances, there is a separation value of 0.35 and 0.40, and
0.44, respectively. In addition to the few problems related to the above criteria,
inspection of the standardized differences also revealed problems with the irevafianc
the categories across time (see Table 33 for the uncorrected ratingadibaéions,
standard errors, fit statistics, and standardized differences for thévpdraslity of

reading strategies questionnaire [Times 1, 2, and 3]). Standardized diffevahees

less than 2.00 indicate invariance across time and represent a stableycalégbthe
categories have at least one standardized value that is over 2.00, showing that none of

these categories exhibit proper levels of invariance.
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Table 33.Uncorrected Rating Scale Calibrations, Standard Errors, Fit Statistics, and Standardizeeimiés for the Perceived Utility of
Reading Strategies Questionnaire (Times 1, 2, and 3)

Standardized

Category Observed count (%) Average measure Category threshold (S.E.)  Outfit MNSQ" difference8
T1 T2 T3 T1 T2 T3 T1 T2 T3 T1 T2 T3 T1-2 T1-3
1 200 (3%) 106 (1%) 132 (2%) -2.99 -3.38 -339 -)( - () - () 1.27 119 1.50
2 531 (7%) 359 (5%) 406 (5%) -1.60 -1.93 -1.92 31(B8) -1.94(.10) -1.96(.10) 0.95 1.04 1.01 3.20 3.36
3 1388 (18%) 1285 (17%) 1397 (18%) -0.63 -0.85 10.8-1.18(.04) -1.54(.05) -1.52(.05) 0.95 0.90 80.8 5.63 5.31
4 2255 (29%) 2553 (33%) 2560 (33%) 0.37 0.41 0.43.29¢03) -42(.03) -33(03) 0.96 0.96 0.95 3.07 0.94
5 1992 (26%) 2280 (30%) 2274 (29%) 1.64 2.03 2.00 92(.03) 1.12(.03) 1.08(.03) 0.87 0.99 0.88 -4.72-3.77
6 1362 (18%) 1145 (15%) 959 (12%) 3.37 400 3.96 09204) 2.78(.04) 2.73(04) 1.11 1.10 111 -92.1-11.31

#Mean square outfit indices greater than 2.00 indicate rating scale misfit.
PAbsolute standardized differences less than 2.00 indicate rating scalerioga@oss time.
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The data for all three occasions, using the 6-point scale, were stacked (Wolf
and Chiu, 1999) in a single data set, maintaining the item identity across the three
occasions but regarding each person as unique at each time period. Therefore, for this
data set, there were essentially 966 participants (3 x 322), instead of the3a2tual
participants (see Table 34 for a summary of the stacked data of the gategoiure
for the 6-point rating scale for the perceived utility of reading stiegeguestionnaire
[Times 1, 2, and 3]).

Table 34 Summary of the Stacked Data of the Category Structure for the 6-point Rating

Scale for the Perceived Utility of Reading Strategies Questionnaire for
Times 1, 2, and 3

Outfit Structure Category

Count (%) Infit MNSQ MNSQ Calibration Measure

1 Strongly disagree 438 (2%) 1.21 1.32 None (-3.20)
2 Disagree 1296 (6%) 0.97 0.99 -1.76 -1.78
3 Slightly disagree 4070 (18%) 0.91 0.91 -1.39 -0.75
4 Slightly agree 7368 (32%) 0.93 0.95 -0.35 0.39
5 Agree 6546 (28%) 0.85 0.91 1.02 1.85
6 Strongly agree 3466 (15%) 1.16 1.11 2.48 (3.72)

By stacking the data in this way, an “average” underlying rating scas
created and was used to describe the data over the three rounds of testing. These
calibrations were then used as rating scale anchor values in the analysedaif for
all three occasions. However, despite this intervention, the unacceptably sesdottir
level, 0.37, between categories 1 and 2 persisted. Therefore, categ&tiesdly
disagre@ and 2 Disagreg were collapsed and renam&igagreg (see Table 35 for a
summary of the stacked data of the category structure for the collapséat Bating
scale for the perceived utility of reading strategies questionnamepli, 2, and 3]). It

must be noted that once the 6-point scale was collapsed to a 5-point scale, the new
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minimum separation criterion for the thresholds was 0.81. After collapsing dagefjor
and 2, all of the separation values met this criterion. After collapsing theategories,
all of the infit and outfit values were within acceptable ranges. It wasabiay
following this series of steps that the category data was consideredt@a@nddhe
calibrations were then used as rating scale anchor values in the analysedaif for
all three occasions.

Table 35.Stacked Data of the Category Structure for a Collapsed 5-point Rating Scale
for the Perceived Utility of Reading Strategies Questionnaire for Times 1, 2, and 3

Outfit Structure Category

Count (%) Infit MNSQ MNSQ Calibration Measure

1 Disagree 1734 (7%) 1.07 1.10 None (-3.03)
2 Slightly disagree 4070 (18%) 0.93 0.94 -1.69 -1.41
3 Slightly agree 7368 (32%) 0.94 0.96 -0.87 -0.10
4 Agree 6546 (28%) 0.87 0.92 0.54 1.38
5 Strongly agree 3466 (15%) 1.13 1.09 2.02 (3.27)

Item Calibrations

The analysis of the 24 items on the perceived utility of reading strategie
guestionnaire administered at Times 1, 2, and 3 (see Table 36 for the uncorrected item
calibrations, standard errors, fit statistics, and standardized differi@mees 1, 2, and
3]) revealed that three items, SR08, SR09, and SR10 misfit the Rasch model using the
0.6-1.4 outfit MNSQ criterion for Likert-scale questionnaires (Wright, Lieacr
Gustafson, & Martin-Lof, 1994). At Time 1, the infit values for these three items we
1.59, 1.62, and 1.61, respectively. The outfit values were 1.66, 1.65, 1.64, respectively.
A quick perusal of the infit and outfit values for times 2 and 3 also revealed that items
SRO09 and SR10 were still problematic on the third time of testing. It was decitled tha

items SR09 and SR10 would be deleted, but SR08 would be retained.
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A rationale for retaining item SR08 while deleting items SR09 and SR10 is
warranted. First, items SR09 and SR10 were consistently misfitting onghanftt
third occasions. The infit values for item SR09 on the three tests were 1.62, 1.32, and
1.65, and the outfit values were 1.65, 1.30, and 1.47. The infit values for item SR10
were 1.61, 1.02, and 1.40, and the outfit values were 1.64, 1.01, and 1.44. Item SR08
was slightly better on all accounts. The infit values were 1.59, 1.07, and 1.05, and the
outfit values were 1.66, 1.13, and 1.08, respectively. It can be seen that the fit values for
item SRO8 gradually improve from time 1 to time 2 to time 3. This is not the case for
items SR09 and SR10.

It was also found that by deleting, items SR8-SR10, the fit values for items
SR16 and SR24 became unacceptable and possibly needed to be deleted. Because items
SRO08, SR16, and SR24 are all connected to a common theme, an inferencing strategy,
this strategy would go unrepresented in the data set if they were albddle¢zefore,
item SRO8 was retained in the data.

An explanation about item SR08 and its connection to items SR16 and SR24
follows. In the top section of the perceived utility of reading strategiestiqneaire
(see Appendices O and P for completed versions of the questionnaire), the pasticipa
are required to gauge the degree to which the use of eight, unique strategies ipould he
them improve their overall English reading comprehension. Iltem SR08 asked the
participants to gauge the value of using the strategy, inferring the autirgys or
underlying information from the text. This item was also connected to items $&16 a
SR24. In the second section of the questionnaire, the participants were asked to decide

which would be more helpful, using the above-mentioned strategy (SR08) or
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memorizing vocabulary, and in the third section, the participants were asked to decide
which would be more helpful, using the above-mentioned strategy (SR08) or learning
grammar. It is hypothesized that the participants might not have fully understood the
inferring strategy that was being asked of them, and therefore mighintergzeted the
item in several different ways. However, as the study continued, the pamtciwvere
more aware of the accurate interpretation of inferring strategiefarefdre could
answer items SR08, SR16, and SR24 more reliably at times 2 and 3. This was evident in
the infit and outfit values for times 2 and 3, which were within acceptable limits.

The person ability estimates were calculated with and without item SRO08; the
two sets of estimates were found to have a Pearson correlation of .997. Therefore, t
confounding effects of retaining the item are obviously minimal. In the end SR08
was retained and items SR09 and SR10 were deleted.

The low standard errors (.07-.09) for Time 1, (0.07-0.08) for times 2 and 3
indicated that the item difficulty estimates were precise. The Rasulrdiability
estimates were .99 for all three occasions, indicating that these distribotibems
contain enough variability to create distinct strata of item difficsiltiem separation
indices for the three occasions were, 13.93, 11.54, and 10.74, respectively. The
robustness of the items is underscored by the relatively low standard deviatien of t
standardized mean square outfit statistics that are well below the ekpalcte of 1.00.

However, some problems did surface after analyzing the standardized difference
of the items. Because Time 1 was considered to be the base from which participant

beliefs would later be compared, invariance was evaluated by comparin@ Tame
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Table 36.Uncorrected Item Calibrations, Standard Errors, Fit Statistics, and Standardized Differiemdbe Perceived Utility of
Reading Strategies Questionnaire (Times 1, 2, and 3)

Standardized Outfit Standardized
Item Measure Standard error MNSQ* difference8
T1 T2 T3 T1 T2 T3 T1 T2 T3 T1-2 T1-3

SRO1 -2.15 -1.68 -1.64 0.09 0.08 0.08 1.29 0.96.990 -3.92 -4.25
SR02 -1.78  -1.42 -1.38 0.08 0.08 0.08 1.32 1.09.980 -3.19 -3.54
SR03 -1.53 -1.03 -1.00 0.08 0.08 0.07 1.01 0.91.800 -4.42 -5.00
SR04 -1.50 -1.09 -1.02 0.08 0.08 0.07 1.08 0.93.900 -3.63 -4.53
SR05 0.15 0.20 0.15 0.07 0.07 0.07 1.25 1.01 1.08 -0.51 0.00
SR06 -1.30 -1.02 -0.83 0.08 0.08 0.07 1.01 0.90.840 -2.48 -4.43
SR07 -1.43 -1.00 -0.83 0.08 0.08 0.07 1.01 0.94.840 -3.81 -5.66
SR08 0.08 0.42 0.30 0.07 0.07 0.07 1.69 1.11 1.04 -3.43 -2.22
SR09 DELETED DELETED DELETED DELETED

SR10 DELETED DELETED DELETED DELETED

SR11 0.60 0.29 0.26 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.82 0.73 0.78 3.13 3.43
SR12 0.45 0.24 0.24 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.84 0.75 0.74 2.12 2.12
SR13 1.43 1.10 1.02 0.07 0.07 0.07 1.07 0.99 0.95 3.33 4.14
SR14 0.49 0.35 0.26 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.76 0.74 0.64 1.41 2.32
SR15 0.39 0.33 0.26 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.86 0.73 0.64 0.61 1.31
SR16 1.35 1.20 1.08 0.07 0.07 0.07 1.45 1.19 1.13 1.52 2.73
SR17 0.25 -0.04 0.06 0.07 0.07 0.07 1.46 1.14 811 2.93 1.92
SR18 0.46 0.13 0.21 0.07 0.07 0.07 1.39 0.99 1.22 3.33 2.52
SR19 0.41 0.17 0.23 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.82 0.66 0.65 2.42 1.82
SR20 0.44 0.16 0.25 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.71 0.61 0.75 2.83 1.92
SR21 1.19 0.96 0.90 0.07 0.07 0.07 1.11 0.88 0.95 2.32 2.93
SR22 0.44 0.33 0.27 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.78 0.66 0.61 1.11 1.72
SR23 0.38 0.25 0.25 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.79 0.65 0.60 1.31 1.31
SR24 1.19 1.15 0.95 0.07 0.07 0.07 1.29 1.20 1.10 0.40 1.52

M 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.07 0.07 1.08 0.90 0.88
SD 1.06 0.82 0.76 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.27 0.18 0.19

Note.SR = perceived utility of reading strategy questiaire item?Absolute standardized outfit MNSQ indices greatant2.00 indicate item misffAbsolute
standardized differences less than 2.00 indicate ihvariance across time; SR09 and SR10 wereedklet
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Time 1, and Time 3 to Time 1. Many of the item parameters (68% between Time 1 and
Time 2 and 64% from Time 1 to Time 3) display parameter instability over time.
Overall, seventeen of the remaining 22 items, SR01-SR04, SR06-SR08, SR11-SR14,
and SR16-SR21, reveal parameter instability on at least one of the tigigdran

To address this issue, Wolfe and Chiu (1999) recommend a series of steps that
should be followed to eliminate possibly confounding variance from the data. Because
fifteen of the items were not invariant over the three occasions, it is inveet@ti
anchor them to achieve appropriate levels of invariance over the three occasions from
Time 1 to Times 2 and 3. With these items anchored, accurate comparisons of the
person ability estimates can be better made over the three occasiorforEhéne
measurement values for Time 1 for items SR05, SR15, SR22, SR23, SR24 were
anchored to analyze the data in Times 2 and 3.

One concern that arises when anchoring values for items is the possibly negative
impact that anchoring can have on the data. To safeguard against this, random
displacement values were calculated. Wright and Douglas (1976) claim that random
displacement values less than 0.5 logits are unlikely to have much impact bn a tes
instrument. After the anchoring of the stable items (SR05, SR15, SR22, SR23, SR24)
took place, it was found that there were displacement values for all items on the
guestionnaire for all three rounds of the test. Although these values were not high, it
was considered important to set the convergence criteria at a very ctinedexee!,

.001. This degree of strictness alleviated the issue of displacement on abfitidn@s
guestionnaire on the three occasions of testing. The displacement values for the anchor

items at time 2 ranged from -0.06 to 0.11, and for time 3 they ranged from -0.09 to 0.14.
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All of these values lie below the 0.5 logit criterion and therefore were rdtasealid

anchor items for the data analysis.

Summary of Corrections to the Data Set
Due to misfitting items (SR09 and SR10 for Times 1, 2 and 3), a misfitting
category on the rating scale (category 1 for Time 3), unacceptable téwveVariance
across time for both the items and the categories, the following correctoasnade
to the data set:
1. The data from all three times was stacked and an “average” rating\esatgeated.
These values were then used as anchor values for the rating scalehfeeaines.
2. Categories 1 and 2 were collapsed.
3. Items SR09 and SR10 were deleted.
4. ltems demonstrating sufficient levels of invariance were identifiedrandalues for
those items on Time 1 were used as anchors when analyzing the data fron@ Times
and 3.

5. Convergence values set at .001.

Corrected Data (Time 1)

After performing the above adjustments, | conducted a close examination of the
corrected Time 1 data for the perceived utility of reading strategiesajueste (see
Appendices O and P for completed versions of the questionnaire). Thereatfter, |

analyzed the data collected from Times 2 and 3, but | only report anomalies or
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conflicting results of those two rounds, as providing an in-depth analysis of the data
from all three times would result in a large number of overlapping, redundant analyse

In addition to the above data, | also provide the means of the raw scores of each
group for each of the test occasions for this instrument. There were 24 items on the
guestionnaire and each item had a upper limit of 6, so the maximum points that one
person could possible collect is 144 (6 x 24 = 144). The mean raw scores for the control
group were 98.63, 100.63, and 95.51 respectively, for the three testing occasions. The
mean scores for the extensive reading group were 104.89, 103.41, and 102.42, the mean
scores for the reading strategies groups were 100.56, 102.83, and 103.07, and the mean
raw scores for the extensive reading/reading strategies groedl@@:90, 105.20, and
102.55.

The analysis of the 22 items (SR09 and SR10 were deleted) on the perceived
utility of extensive reading questionnaire administered at Time 1 (see 3apl
revealed that only one item, SR08, misfit the Rasch model using the 0.6-1.4 infit MNSQ
and outfit MNSQ criterion for Likert-scale questionnaires (Wrightakcre, Gustafson,
& Martin-Lof, 1994). As explained above, it was important to retain item SRO8 in the
data set. It had an infit MNSQ value of 1.58 and outfit MNSQ of 1.69. A quick perusal
of the data from times 2 and 3 show that item fit was much better. Therefore,
considering the above explanation and because the item fit was much beties & t
and 3, the item was retained.

In addition to the problematic item SRO08, items SR16 and SR17 showed slightly
elevated outfit values on time 1. The infit values for these two items were 1.37, and the

outfit values were 1.45 and 1.46, respectively. Because the outfit values are gt gross
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misfitting on time 1 and a perusal of the outfit values of times 2 and 3 show that these
items do not misfit at all, both items were retained in the data set.

Besides items SR04, SR16, and SR17, the infit MNSQ statistics for the other
items ranged from 0.75-1.33, the outfit MNSQ statistics ranged from 0.78-1.39. The
point-measure correlations for all the items were between 0.27 and 0.70. The low

standard errors (0.07-0.09) indicated that the item difficulty estimatespsecise.

Table 37 Rasch Descriptive Statistics for the Perceived Utility of Reading Strategie
Questionnaire Items (Time 1)

Infit Infit Outfit Outfit  Pt-measure
Item Measure  SE MNSQ ZSTD MNSQ ZSTD correlation
SR13 1.44 0.07 1.06 0.9 1.07 0.9 0.62
SR16 1.36 0.07 1.37 4.6 1.45 5.5 0.55
SR21 1.20 0.07 1.11 15 1.11 14 0.62
SR24 1.19A 0.07 1.30 3.8 1.29 3.7 0.61
SR11 0.61 0.07 0.82 -2.5 0.82 -2.5 0.65
SR14 0.50 0.07 0.75 -3.6 0.76 -3.4 0.70
SR18 0.47 0.07 1.33 4.0 1.39 4.7 0.52
SR12 0.46 0.07 0.84 -2.2 0.84 -2.3 0.67
SR20 0.45 0.07 0.72 -4.1 0.71 -4.2 0.69
SR22 0.44A 0.07 0.79 -3.0 0.78 -3.1 0.69
SR19 0.42 0.07 0.83 -2.4 0.82 -2.5 0.64
SR15 0.39A 0.07 0.86 -1.9 0.86 -1.9 0.67
SR23 0.38A 0.07 0.79 -3.0 0.79 -3.0 0.67
SR17 0.26 0.07 1.37 4.5 1.46 5.3 0.52
SRO05 0.15A 0.07 1.19 2.3 1.25 3.1 0.50
SR08 0.08 0.07 1.58 6.6 1.69 7.5 0.44
SR06 -1.30 0.08 1.02 0.3 1.01 0.2 0.46
SR04 -1.43 0.08 1.01 0.2 1.01 0.2 0.41
SRO7 -1.49 0.08 1.04 0.6 1.08 0.9 0.38
SRO03 -1.52 0.08 1.07 0.8 1.01 0.1 0.40
SR02 -1.77 0.08 1.20 2.4 1.32 3.0 0.30
SRO1 -2.14 0.09 1.21 2.3 1.29 2.5 0.27
Mean 0.01 0.07 1.06 0.5 1.08 0.7 -
(SD) 1.06 0.01 0.23 3.0 0.27 3.3 -

Note.SR = Perceived utility of reading strategies questionnaire item; Eonélasure
column, A = Anchored values used in analyzing the data from Times 1, 2, and 3; Items
SR09 and SR10 were deleted.
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Because secondary dimensions in the data appear in the contrasts, when
interpreting the results, the emphasis is placed on the third, fourth, and feétracrit

The dimensionality of the items on the perceived utility of reading gteste
guestionnaire was investigated using the criteria set by Linacre (200 A)afi&iece
explained by the items (35.8%) was not greater than four times the varianoatadc
for by the first contrast (10.5%), so the first criterion was not met. The Rasch model
explained 54.0% of the variance (eigenvalue = 25.9), which was above the 50%
criterion. The first contrast had an eigenvalue of 5.0, which was well over the 3.0
criterion. This represented 10.5% of the variance.

Because the last criterion mentioned above, the eigenvalue of the firsstontra
did not meet the criterion, it was deemed necessary to conduct further iatiestigto
the dimensionality of this construct. First, the standardized residual loadirtge for
items were analyzed. The positively loading items were items 1-8, anédghévely
loading items were items 9-24 (see Appendices O and P for completed verstons of t
guestionnaire). After closely reviewing the instrument, it was found that these
categories correspond exactly to the sections of the questionnaire.

There are three sections to the questionnaire. The first section requires the
participants to rate to what degree a set of reading strategies could heimpirerre
their reading comprehension. In the second section, these same, original eiglgt readi
strategies are teamed up with the study method of memorizing vocabulary. The
participants are asked to decide if each reading strategy would be npdt imel
improving their reading comprehension than simply memorizing vocabulary. This

means that the participants have to reference back to section 1 to answ@®-itém
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Item 1 is referred to in item 9, item 2 is referred to in item 10, and so on. In a similar
fashion, the items in section three refer to section one items also. In sect@tie

original, eight reading strategies (items 1-8) are teamed up with apotsble study
method, learning grammar. Participants are asked to decide if eaclyrstadiagy is

more effective in helping them improve their reading comprehension than learning
grammar. Item 1 is referred to in item 17, and item 2 is referred to in item 18, and so on.

An analysis of these loadings showed that the participants might have been
considering the effectiveness of these reading strategies (it8jndifferently when
they were presented in isolation (items 1-8) and when they were presented in
combination with the study methods of memorizing vocabulary or learning grammar
Presented in isolation, most participants highly endorsed the reading ssabedgi
when asked to rate the effectiveness of reading strategies when contipaninigp
memorizing vocabulary or learning grammar, the participants did not entlergerhs
highly. Although the data might show that there is more than one dimension to this
construct, the fact that the items in sections 2 and 3 related directly backtentieni
section 1, it is hard to imagine the items in those three sections being fundgmental
made up of different dimensions.

In order to further support the hypothesis that the 24 items on this questionnaire
represented one unidimensional construct, more calculations were conducted. First, the
data were run after deleting items 1-8 and the person ability estimatesollected.

Next, the data were run after deleting items 9-24 and the person abilitatestivere
exported to EXCEL and then to SPSS. When both sets of person ability estimates wer

correlated using SPSS, the Pearson correlation coefficient was .83. This lséiotive t
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two sets of data correlated at .83. If the data were multi-dimensional, one wpatd ex
the correlation coefficient to be lower than 80%, which it is not. Therefore, after
considering the issue from logical and statistical standpoints, it wasndetdrthat
perceived utility of reading strategies, as defined by the items on thecqueste (see
Appendices O and P for completed versions of the questionnaire), was acceptably
unidimensional. An inspection of the standardized residual contrast 1 plot further
confirmed the unidimensionality of the construct.

The item difficulty estimates cover the range of person ability essweell, as
they extend from item SRO1 with a difficulty estimate of -2.14 logits to B&h3 with
a difficulty estimate of 1.44 logits (see Table 37, Figure 12). No signifgapg existed
in the item hierarchy, and no ceiling or floor effects for the person alslityates
were preseniThe item mean is set to 0 logiSH¥= 1.06) by convention. The mean of
the person ability estimates, 0.43 log(= 1.08), matched the mean item difficulty
estimate closely.

The Rasch item reliability estimate for this instrument was .99 and the ite
separation statistic was 13.92; thus, the item difficulty estimates wexadsover
approximately fourteen statistically distinct levels. In addition, thelRpsrson
reliability estimate was .89 and the person separation statistic was 2.89.

An inspection of the items revealed a general pattern of item diffitdtycan partly be
explained by the way in which the items were presented on the questionnaire. As
mentioned above, the items on the questionnaire were divided into three sections, eight

guestions per section. The first section showcased the main eight readegjestraf
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Persons who think

| Items that are more difficul tto
strategies are useful| endorse

5 L+
4 +
3 L+
LT
# T
2 H# o+
# |
# |
## | SR13: predicting end of story > memorizing vocabulary
## S| SR16: inferring author’s feelings > memorizing vocabulary
#HH | SR21: predicting end of story > learning grammar
SR24: inferring author’s feelings > learning grammar
1 M +S
|

M | SR1L:
I | SR14:

main idea of paragraph > memorizing vocabulary
topic of an entire passage > memorizing vocabulary

SR18: guessing word meaning from component parts > lagrgiammar
SR12: main idea of entire passage > memorizing vocabulary
SR20: main idea of entire passage > learning grammar
SR22: topic of entire passage > learning grammar
A M| SR15: topic of a paragraph > memorizing vocabulary
SR17: guessing word meaning from context > memorizingabodary
SR19: main idea of paragraph > learning grammar
SR23: topic of a paragraph > learning grammar
At | SROS: predicting the end of story
SRO08: inferring author’s feelings
0 HHHHHI +M
MR
HHHHHHEHE |
H# S|
M|
#itt |
-1 H# +S
# |
. | SROE: topic of entire passage
#T| SR04: main idea of entire passage
SRO03: main idea of paragraph
SRO7: topic of paragraph
-
| SRO2: guessing word meaning from component parts
-2 +
|T SRO1: guessing word meaning from context
I
I
I
I
-3 +

Persons who think |
strategies are not |

useful | ltems that are easier to end orse

Note Each # equals 3 persons. Each . equals 1 to 2 person(s). M = Mean; S = One
standard deviation from the mean; T = Two standard deviations from the mean; SR =
perceived utility of reading strategies questionnaire item; “>” meawose‘'mmelpful in
improving reading comprehension”; ltems SR09 and SR10 have been deleted.
Figure 12.ltem-person map for the perceived utility of reading strategies quasire
(time 1).
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the study. The participants were asked to rate, in isolation, to what degree teage of
reading strategies could help improve their reading comprehension. In the sedond a
third sections, these original eight reading strategies were comparectwinieg
vocabulary (section two) and learning grammar (section three). In thetsens, the
participants were supposed to rate to what degree the original eighgreaxdiegies
would help them in comparison to either memorizing vocabulary or learning grammar

It becomes clear after analyzing the descriptive statistidseeajuestionnaire
(see Table 38 for description of item difficulty for the perceived ytiftreading
strategies questionnaire [Time 1]) and the item map (See Figure 12) thattitipgds
found endorsing the eight reading strategies (items SR01-SR08), imisphatich
easier than when they were asked to compare these same readingsttateqgi
memorizing vocabulary (items SR09-SR16) or learning grammar (items SR2%).
All of the first eight items, which highlight individually the reading stragegn this
study, lie at the bottom of the item measure hierarchy, and therefore wdreasier
than other items to endorse. In other words, the participants seemed to think that the
reading strategies were practical and useful in assisting themheithréading
comprehension.

However, we see those ideas shift as we peruse the upper parts of the item
measure hierarchy. It becomes clear that when compared to memorizibglaogar
learning grammar, the reading strategies did not seem as helpful asitiéedithey

were presented in the first section in isolation.
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Within these varying levels of endorseability, there were also othernzattet
emerged from the data. Even though the first eight items, which highlightezhtliag
strategies in isolation, were clumped at the bottom of the difficulty scale,itzera
clear, logical pattern of the hierarchy. The hierarchy that emergedtiora SR0O1-

SRO08 (see Table 38 for description of the item difficulty for the perceitiggy af

reading strategies questionnaire [Time 1]) shows that the participantdareaisihe
cognitive energy that would need to be spent in using each strategy. For example, whe
trying to guess vocabulary meaning from surrounding contextual clues (Réd),S

readers would generally be required to read words or possibly a sentence around the
vocabulary term in question. Related information around the vocabulary term would be
limited and therefore, it would be relatively easy to deploy this type oégtrat

However, item SR04, which asks the participants to rate the usefulness of tlyy strate
finding the main idea of the entire reading passage, was found to be more difficult for
the participants to endorse because the amount of relevant information that would need
to be processed in order to successfully deploy the strategy would be much besater t
with item SRO1, guessing vocabulary meaning from surrounding context.

There is a very clear breakdown of these reading strategies and their item
measures based on the amount of cognitive energy that would need to be expended to
utilize these particular strategies. Iltems SR01 and SRO02 refer epstsathat involve
vocabulary. Relevant information that would need to be processed in order to deploy
these types of strategies would most likely be restricted to surroundidg wor

sentences. The participants endorsed these items most easily.

240



Next, in order of difficulty were items SR07 and SR03. These items asked the
participants to gauge the usefulness of the strategies, finding the topic iandeaaf
a paragraph. For these questions, the scope of relevance would be restricted ¢o a sing|
paragraph embedded in the reading passage.

As the scope of relevance widened, items SR04 and SRO06, require the
participants to rate the usefulness of the strategies, finding the topic andiezaof an
entire reading passage. In this respect, the readers would be required te {hv@ces
information in an entire reading passage, as compared to surrounding words or
sentences, or a single paragraph. These two items were rated moué thific the
prior four explained above.

Finally, items SR05 and SR08, which required the participants to rate the
usefulness of the strategies, predicting the end of the story, and inferrangttio€'s
feelings or underlying information from the reading text, added an additionatizeg
burden on the participants. In order to deploy these types of strategies, not only did the
participants have to process several, and sometimes separate parts of it tiesy
also had to formulate their own notions about what the author was trying to convey
through his or her writing. This additional cognitive burden was seen, by the
participants as less helpful to their reading comprehension, and these items were
therefore, not endorsed highly in comparison to the other items in section one of the
guestionnaire.

Overall, the results seem to show that the participants value strategiedltha
allow them to process on a relatively limited, bottom-up level, more highly than

strategies that might allow them to process the passage in a top-down fashipn. The

241



seem to place importance on decoding reading passages and on understanding semantic
and syntactic cues.

This general pattern seems to resonate through the item difficultydhies of
the items in sections two and three as well. tems SR13 and SR 21, referring to
predicting the end of a story, and items SR16 and SR24, referring to inferring the
author’s feelings or underlying information from the reading text, wereotivenfiost
difficult items on the questionnaire for participants to endorse.

There was little difference in the difficulty measures of the items tnossctwo
and three, pertaining to the main idea and topic of the passages and singbpparagr
They clumped tightly with a range from 0.61 for item SR11 to 0.38 for item SR23;
however, items pertaining to finding the topic (items SR15 and SR23) or the main idea
of a paragraph (item SR19) were still more easily endorsed by thegmartgeihan the
items pertaining to finding the topic (items SR22 and SR14) or main idea (items SR20
and SR12) of the entire passage.

There did not seem to be a significant difference between the items in section
two, which compared the strategies to memorizing vocabulary or section three, which
compared the strategies to learning grammar. The participants did naiosiesor one
method over the other. Both memorizing vocabulary and learning grammar weie value
highly by most participants as viable ways of improving their reading compsen,
when compared to the reading strategies.

The item difficulty estimates for Time 1 cover the range of personyabilit
estimates well, as they extend from item SRO1 with a difficulty estiofa14 logits

to item SR13 with a difficulty estimate of 1.44 logits (see Table 39 for item
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measurements [Times 1, 2, 3]). Similar values can be seen in the data for times 2 and 3.
No significant gaps existed in the item hierarchy, and no ceiling or floatefier the
person ability estimates were present for Times 1, 2, and 3.

Table 38lItem Difficulty Estimates for the Perceived Utility of Reading Strasegie
Questionnaire (Time 1)

Item Measure Topic

SR13 1.44 predicting end of story > memorizing vocabulary
SR16 1.36 inferring author’s feelings > memorizing vocabulary
SR21 1.20 predicting end of story > learning grammar

SR24 1.19 inferring author’s feelings > learning grammar

SR11 0.61 main idea of paragraph > memorizing vocabulary

SR14 0.50 topic of an entire passage > memorizing vocabulary

SR18 0.47 guessing word meaning from component parts > learning grammar
SR12 0.46 main idea of entire passage > memorizing vocabulary

SR20 0.45 main idea of entire passage > learning grammar

SR22 044 topic of entire passage > learning grammar

SR19 0.42 main idea of paragraph > learning grammar

SR15 0.39 topic of a paragraph > memorizing vocabulary

SR23 0.38 topic of a paragraph > learning grammar

SR17 0.26 guessing word meaning from context > memorizing vocabulary
SRO05 0.15 predicting the end of story

SRO8 0.08 inferring author’s feelings

SR06 -1.30 topic of entire passage

SR04 -1.43 topic of paragraph

SRO7 -1.49 main idea of entire passage

SR03 -1.52 main idea of paragraph

SR02 -1.77 guessing word meaning from component parts

SR01 -2.14 guessing word meaning from context

Note.SR = Perceived utility of reading strategies questionnaire items 18?09 and
SR10 were deleted.
After making the above corrections, there was fluctuation in the item ranking
over the three occasions (see Table 39 for the item measurementssdl tnand 3).
The lower half of the measurement scale fluctuated slightly. The rarfkintige items
from SRO1 down to SRO6 fluctuated at most one level over the three tests. However, in

the upper levels, considerably more fluctuation occurred. Iltem SR08 was the most
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unstable, as it moved from seventh place in time 1 to eighteenth place in time 2, to
seventeenth place in time 3. Item SR20 also showed some variability. It moved from
fourteenth to tenth to thirteenth over the course of the study. It should also be noted that
because many of the measurement values for those items in the middle of thesseale

so close, many of the rankings of the items changed, but the difficulty védyed she

Table 39 Comparison of Item Measurements for the Perceived Utility of Reading
Strategies Questionnaire (Times 1, 2, and 3)

Time 1 Time 2 Time 3
Item ltem Item ltem ltem ltem
rank measure rank measure rank measure
SR13 1.44 SR16 1.27 SR16 1.22
SR16 1.36 SR24 1.19 SR24 1.19
SR21 1.20 SR13 1.17 SR13 1.16
SR24 1.19 SR21 1.03 SR21 1.04
SR11 0.61 SRO08 0.49 SR22 0.44
SR14 0.50 SR22 0.44 SRO08 0.44
SR18 0.47 SR14 0.42 SR14 0.41
SR12 0.46 SR15 0.39 SR11 0.40
SR20 0.45 SR23 0.38 SR15 0.39
SR22 0.44 SR11 0.36 SR20 0.39
SR19 0.42 SR12 0.31 SR12 0.38
SR15 0.39 SR19 0.24 SR23 0.38
SR23 0.38 SR20 0.23 SR19 0.38
SR17 0.26 SR18 0.20 SR18 0.35
SRO05 0.15 SRO05 0.15 SR17 0.21
SRO08 0.08 SR17 0.03 SRO05 0.15
SR06 -1.30 SRO7 -0.93 SRO06 -0.68
SRO7 -1.43 SR06 -0.95 SRO07 -0.68
SR04 -1.49 SRO03 -0.96 SRO03 -0.85
SRO03 -1.52 SR04 -1.03 SR04 -0.88
SR02 -1.77 SR02 -1.35 SR02 -1.23
SR0O1 -2.14 SR0O1 -1.61 SRO1 -1.49
M 0.01 0.07 0.14
SD 1.06 0.82 0.76

Note.ltems SR09 and SR10 were deleted.
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same. For example, item SR15 went from eleventh to fifteenth to fourteenth over the
course of the study, but the difficulty measure (0.39) never changed. This was the same
for item SR23, which moved from tenth to fourteenth to eleventh while maintaining the

same measure of difficulty (0.38) over the course of the study.

The Sources of Reading Self-efficacy Questionnaire (Retrospectiveca@urrent)

The purpose of the sources of reading self-efficacy questionnaire (see
Appendices Q, R, S, and T for completed versions of the questionnaire) was to assess
the participants’ sense of reading self-efficacy from their junior legbd, high
school, and university English educational experiences. From this data, catsulati
were made to determine to what degree self-efficacy from past expeptays a role
in current self-beliefs. To this end, only one version of the questionnaire was developed
and the same questionnaire items were used over the three rounds of testing. Minor
changes were made in terminology as the wording in some items refercéataibheto
junior high school, high school, or university experiences.

The sources of reading self-efficacy questionnaire for the retrogp@atiior
high school years and the high school years was given in the fifth week of the study.
Then in the thirty-ninth week of the study, the same items that were reworded to
investigate their current university situation were administered. Times ileere adapted
from Bandura’s (1997) four principal sources of self-efficacy informationtenas
experiences, vicarious experiences, verbal persuasion, and physiologicdeatideaf

indices.
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Because some problems with the items and the rating scale occurred over the
three occasions of testing, | first address these issues, explaining tloed the
problems. By solving these problems, the data became more accurate. bnadditi
comprehensive overview of the Time 1 data is provided, including tables and figures.
After that, major changes or anomalies in data from times 2 and 3 are inttoduce

It was discovered early in the preliminary analyses that a set of itesns wa
grossly and uncharacteristically misfitting. After closer exanonadf the data, | found
that the majority of these misfitting items were negatively wordeasité-or example,
item REO2 asked the participants, “I got a little nervous when | was tryingdo re
something in English.” This item is logically opposite to the majority of ther dmas,
such as item REO3, “I had more successes than failures in my English readieg.tlas
In item REOQ2, the participants were asked to agree to being less selfiefficachile
item REO3 asked the participants to agree to being more self-efficacious. For this
reason, the negatively worded items, REO2, REO7, RE12, RE17, and RE21, were
recoded for data analysis. However, even after being recoded, they misfit.

All of these items were written to represent the last element of Bandura’s
sources of self-efficacy information, physiological responses. It elgsvibd that
because these items were negatively worded, some of the participants wlericans
these items to be conceptually different from the positively worded itenasidition to
these negatively worded items, four additional items (REO4, RE13, RE16, and RE23)
misfit.

A check of the dimensionality statistics also showed that there were problems

The dimensionality of the items on the sources of reading self-efficasyiqueaire
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(junior high school) (see Appendices Q and S for completed versions of the
guestionnaire) was investigated using the criteria set by Linacre (20@/yafiance
explained by the items (28.5%) was not greater than four times the varianoatadc

for by the first contrast (18.4%), so the first criterion was not met. The Rasch model
explained 32.8% of the variance (eigenvalue = 12.2). This figure was not above the
50% criterion, therefore it did not meet this criterion. The first contrastmad a
eigenvalue of 6.8, which was well over the 3.0 criterion. This represented 18.4% of the
variance.

Because none of the dimensionality criteria were met and the eigenvahae of t
first contrast was substantially over the limit, it was deemed necdassaopduct
further investigation into the dimensionality of this construct. First, the st@inddr
residual loadings for the items were analyzed. The negatively loadingwens items
REO2, REO4, REO7, RE12, RE13, RE16, RE17, RE19, RE21, RE23-25 (See
Appendices Q and S for completed versions of the questionnaire). As can be seen, most
of these items were found to misfit in the analysis reported above.

A closer examination of the statistics revealed that the negatively woedes! i
seemed to create a separate facet of the construct that had not origiealxpected.
Therefore it was decided that items REO02, REO7, RE12, RE17, and RE21, which
represented the physiological responses indices of Bandura’s theory, wounklyzed
as a separate variable. The preliminary analysis of these itehfewaported in the
next section of this chapter. The remaining misfitting items (items REQU3 FEE16,
and RE23) that did not belong to the physiological responses indices of Bandura’s

theory were deleted from the data set.
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Because it was discovered early that there was a large number of misfitti
items, it was decided that the first stage of the preliminary analysidddbeubd delete
these items from the data set and deal with the item calibrations before mowing on t

calibrating the categories.

Analysis of the Mastery Experiences, Vicarious Experiences, and Verbal
Persuasion Elements of the Sources of Reading Self-Efficacy Questiaite

Item calibrations

The analysis of the 16 remaining items (items REO1, REO3, RE5, RE06, REOS8-
RE11, RE14, RE15, RE18-RE20, RE22, RE24, and RE25) on the sources of reading
self-efficacy questionnaire administered at Times 1, 2, and 3 (see Tabletdé f
uncorrected item calibrations, standard errors, fit statistics, and staedaddiferences
[Times 1, 2, and 3]) revealed that none of the items misfit the Rasch model using the
0.6-1.4 outfit MNSQ criterion for Likert-scale questionnaires (Wright, Li@acr
Gustafson, & Martin-Lof, 1994). A quick perusal of the infit and outfit values for times
2 and 3 revealed that items RE10, RE19, and RE25 misfit slightly. The infit MNSQ
values for these three items at time 2 were 1.33, 1.44, and 1.48, and at time 3 were 1.17,
1.29, and 1.20. The outfit MNSQ values for these items at time 2 were 1.47, 1.48, and
1.50 and at time 3 were 1.37, 1.48, and 1.24. As can be seen from the data, none of the
items were grossly misfitting at times 2 and 3. Due to the fact thafitlzyime 1 and
misfit only slightly at times 2 and 3, it was not deemed necessary to deletérone

the data set.
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The low standard errors (.06-.07) for Time 1, (0.06) for time 2, and (.06-.07) for
time 3 indicated that the item difficulty estimates were preciseitéheseparation
reliabilities were .99 for all three occasions, indicating that theséodistms of item
parameters contain enough variability to create distinct strata of itéoultiés. Item
separation indices for the three occasions were, 8.18, 6.18, and 8.14, respectively.

However, some problems did surface after analyzing the standardized
differences of the items. Because Time 1 was considered to be the basdicbm
participant beliefs could later be compared, invariance was evaluatetpgitog
Time 2 to Time 1, and Time 3 to Time 1. Many of the item parameters (56% between
Time 1 and Time 2 and 50% from Time 1 to Time 3) display parameter instability over
time. Overall, twelve of the 16 remaining items, REO1, REO3, REO05, RE06, REQ9,
RE10, RE14, RE19, RE20, RE22, RE24, and RE25 reveal parameter instability on at
least one of the time transitions.

To address this issue, Wolfe and Chiu (1999) recommended a series of steps that
should be followed to eliminate possibly confounding variance from the data. Because
twelve of the items were not behaving in a stable fashion over the three occasions, it
was necessary to anchor the items displaying appropriate levels of inearmasrche
three occasions from Time 1 to Times 2 and 3. With these items anchored, accurate
comparisons of the person ability estimates can be better made over the ¢hst@nsc
Therefore, the measurement values for Time 1 for REO8, RE11, RE15, and RE18 were
anchored to analyze the data in Times 2 and 3.

One concern that arises when anchoring values for items is the possiblyaegati

impact that anchoring can have on the data. To safeguard against this, random
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displacement values were calculated. Wright and Douglas (1976) claim that random
displacement values of less than 0.5 logits are unlikely to have much iQpact

instrument. After the anchoring of the stable items (RE08, RE11, RE15, and RE18)
took place, the displacement values for time 2 anchors ranged from -0.09 to 0.18, and
for time 3 the displacement values ranged from -0.07 to 0.09. All of these values are

below the 0.5 logit limit and therefore remain valid anchors for the data analysi

Rating scale calibrations

The category structure of the six original categories for the sourceadifige
self-efficacy questionnaire (see Table 41 for the uncorrected ratirggcadddrations,
standard errors, fit statistics, and standardized differences for thessotireading
self-efficacy questionnaire [Times 1, 2, and 3]) was examined using the alievia cri
(Linacre, 1999; Wolfe & Smith, 2007). On all three occasions, Category 6 had the
lowest observed count, but was still well above the minimum of 10, so the first criterion
was met. The counts do not increase for each category and do not peak near the middle
for times 1 and 2, therefore the second and third criteria were not met. According to the
above criteria, the outfit MNSQ statistics should be between 0.8 and 1.4. Thislis clea
the case for all the outfit ratings, except for one, category 6 on time 2. Dus to t
violation, criterion 4 was not met. The category thresholds increase aldnthevit
rating scale categories, so criterion 5 was met. In regards to tlceitason, all the

category threshold calibrations should be at least 0.59 and no more than 5.0. All of the
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Table 40.Uncorrected Item Calibrations, Standard Errors, Fit Statistics, and Standardized Difésréarcthe Sources of Reading
Self-Efficacy Questionnaire (Mastery Experiences, Vicarious Experiesmgd/erbal Persuasion Elements) (Times 1, 2, and 3)

Standardized Outfit Standardized

ltem Measure Standard error MNSQ* difference8
T1 T2 T3 T1 T2 T3 T1 T2 T3 T1-2 T1-3
REO1 -0.37 -0.05 -0.58 0.06 0.06 0.07 0.96 0.78.950 -3.76 2.28
REO2 NEXT SECTION NEXT SECTION NEXT SECTION NEXT SEGIN
REO3 -0.65 -0.41 -0.67 0.06 0.06 0.07 1.06 0.79.970 -2.82 0.22
REO4 DELETED DELETED DELETED DELETED
REO5 0.14 0.20 0.86 0.06 0.06 0.07 0.89 0.84 0.95 -0.71 -7.83
REO6 -0.25 -0.16 0.13 0.06 0.06 0.07 0.70 0.70 880. -1.06 -4.13
REO7 NEXT SECTION NEXT SECTION NEXT SECTION NEXT SECIN
REO8 -0.35 -0.19 -0.17 0.06 0.06 0.07 0.87 0.81.750 -1.88 -1.96
REOQ9 -0.80 -0.57 -0.95 0.06 0.06 0.07 1.35 1.38.371 -2.71 1.63
RE10 -0.27 -041 -0.83 0.06 0.06 0.07 1.27 147 .171 1.65 6.09
RE11 0.41 0.29 0.50 0.06 0.06 0.07 0.99 1.08 1.06 1.41 -0.98
RE12 NEXT SECTION NEXT SECTION NEXT SECTION NEXT SEGIN
RE13 DELETED DELETED DELETED DELETED
RE14 -0.29 -0.10 -0.02 0.06 0.06 0.07 0.67 0.68.740 -2.24 -2.93
RE15 0.75 0.76 0.75 0.06 0.06 0.07 0.70 0.83 0.87 -0.12 0.00
RE16 DELETED DELETED DELETED DELETED
RE17 NEXT SECTION NEXT SECTION NEXT SECTION NEXT SECIN
RE18 0.10 -0.01 0.25 0.06 0.06 0.07 1.28 1.37 70.9 1.29 -1.63
RE19 0.94 0.64 0.84 0.07 0.06 0.07 1.34 1.48 1.48 3.26 1.01
RE20 0.80 0.63 0.52 0.06 0.06 0.07 0.82 0.86 0.73 2.00 3.04
RE21 NEXT SECTION NEXT SECTION NEXT SECTION NEXT SECIN
RE22 -0.29 -0.11 -0.08 0.06 0.06 0.07 0.79 0.67.001 -2.12 -2.28
RE23 DELETED DELETED DELETED DELETED
RE24 -0.01 -0.34 -0.60 0.06 0.06 0.07 1.28 1.27.141 3.88 6.41
RE25 0.15 -0.18 0.05 0.06 0.06 0.07 1.40 150 41.2 3.88 1.09
M 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.06 0.06 0.07 1.03 1.06 1.02
SD 0.50 0.39 0.58 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.27 0.36 0.22

Note.RE = Sources of reading self-efficacy questioreaém;*Absolute standardized outfit MNSQ fit indices gezahan 2.00 indicate item misfiAbsolute
standardized differences less than 2.00 indicate ihvariance across time; Items RE02, RE0O7, RREA,7, RE21 are addressed in the next section; Items

REO4, RE13, RE16, RE23 were deleted.
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Table 41.Uncorrected Rating Scale Calibrations, Standard Errors, Fit Statistics, and Standardizemiéfs for the Sources of Reading
Self-Efficacy Questionnaire (Mastery Experiences, Vicarious Experiesmogd/erbal Persuasion Elements) (Times 1, 2, and 3)

Standardized
Category Observed count (%) Average measure Category threshold (S.E.)  Outfit MNSQ  difference8
T1 T2 T3 T1L T2 T3 T1 T2 T3 T1 T2 T3 T1-2 T1-3
1 1171(23%)  1227(24%) 889(17%) -2.87 -2.87 -3.77 (-)- - (-) - (=) 1.01 1.06 0.99
2 1124(22%)  1177(23%)  1383(27%) -1.39 -1.39 -2.031.49(.04) -1.50(.04) -2.49(.05) 0.87 0.81 0.85 .180 15.63
3 1190(23%)  1171(23%)  1548(30%) -0.43 -0.42 -0.68.79(.04) -0.80(.04) -1.32(.04) 093 0.74 0.89 .180  9.30
4 1029(20%)  1003(19%)  1018(20%) 0.42 0.44 0.72 2QQ4) -0.14(.04) -0.08(.04) 1.16 1.27 114  0.35-0.70
5 455(9%) 392(8%) 243(5%) 141 142 164 0.95(.051.09(.05) 1.64(.07) 1.05 1.24 135 -1.97  -8.02
6 183(4%) 182(4%) 71(1%) 2.87 281 223 1.46(081.34(.08) 223(13) 129 153 128 1.06 -5.03

2Mean square outfit indices greater than 2.0 indicate rating scale fisEplute standardized differences less than 2.00 indicate
rating scale invariance across time; Items RE02, REQ7, RE12, RE17, RE21 wime fleta this data set, but are addressed in the
next section; Items REO4, RE13, RE16, RE23 were deleted.
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thresholds meet this criterion except for the threshold between categanig$ Da
Times 1 and 2. In these instances, the threshold values of separation were 0.51 and 0.25,
respectively.

In addition to the few problems related to the above criteria, an inspection of the
standardized differences also revealed problems with the invariance ofegericst
across time (see Table 41 for the uncorrected rating scale calibratzomgrsterrors,
fit statistics, and standardized differences for the sources of reatfivedfeacy
guestionnaire [Times 1, 2, and 3]). Standardized differences values less than 2.00
indicate invariance across time and represent a stable category. Allcate¢lgeries,
except category 4, have at least one standardized value that is over 2.00, showing that
only category 4 exhibits an acceptable level of invariance.

In regards to the misfitting category 6 and the unfavorable standardized
differences values, the data for all three occasions, using the 6-point srastacked
(Wolfe & Chiu, 1999) in a single data set, maintaining the item identity adreshree
occasions but regarding each person as unique at each time period. Therefore, for this
data set, there were essentially 966 participants, instead of the actuale32al{se42
for a summary of the stacked data of the category structure for the 6-poigtscale
for the sources of reading self-efficacy questionnaire [Times 1, 2, and 3]).

By stacking the data in this way, an “average” underlying rating seas
determined and was used to describe the data over the three rounds of testing. These
calibrations were then intended to be used as rating scale anchor values ihyesana

of the data for all three occasions. However, despite this intervention, theptabbce
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Table 42. Summary of the Stacked Data of the Category Structure for the 6-point Rating
Scale for the Sources of Reading Self-Efficacy Questionnaire for Times 1, 2, and 3
(Mastery Experiences, Vicarious Experiences, and Verbal Persuasion Elements)

Outfit Structure Category

Count (%) Infit MNSQ MNSQ Calibration Measure

1 Strongly disagree 3287(21%) 1.02 1.03 None (-3.07)
2 Disagree 3684(24%) 0.88 0.84 -1.72 -1.52
3 Slightly disagree 3909(25%) 0.82 0.82 -0.90 -0.46
4 Slightly agree 3050(20%) 1.01 1.17 -0.08 0.50
5 Agree 1090(7%) 1.04 1.18 1.17 1.54
6 Strongly agree 436(3%) 1.28 1.40 1.53 (2.97)

Note.ltems REO2, REO7, RE12, RE17, RE21 were deleted from this data set, but are
addressed in the next section; Items REO4, RE13, RE16, RE23 were deleted.

small threshold level, 0.36, between categories 5 and 6 persisted. Therefore,asategori
5 (Agreg and 6 Strongly agrepwere collapsed and renaméedy(ee (see Table 43 for

a summary of the stacked data of the category structure for the collapsed E{iog

scale for the sources of reading self-efficacy questionnaire [Timesrd 3])a It must

be noted that once the collapse from a 6-point scale to a 5-point scale was ehnducte
the new minimum separation criterion for the thresholds was 0.81. After collapsing
categories 5 and 6, all of the separation values met this criterion. Everodéesiog

Table 43 Stacked Data of the Category Structure for a Collapsed 5-Point Rating Scale

for the Sources of Reading Self-Efficacy Questionnaire for Times 1, 2, and 3 (Mastery
Experiences, Vicarious Experiences, and Verbal Persuasion Elements)

Outfit Structure Category

Count (%) Infit MNSQ MNSQ Calibration Measure

1 Strongly Disagree  3287(21%) 0.98 1.02 None (-2.67)
2 Disagree 3684(24%) 0.90 0.86 -1.32 -1.10
3 Slightly disagree 3909(25%) 0.84 0.84 -0.48 -0.02
4 Slightly Agree 3050(20%) 1.05 1.22 0.40 1.09
5 Agree 1526(10%) 1.16 1.27 1.40 (2.72)

Note.ltems REO02, REQ7, RE12, RE17, RE21 were deleted from this data set, but are
addressed in the next section; ltems RE04, RE13, RE16, RE23 were deleted.
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the categories, all of the infit and outfit MNSQ values were within acceptamies. It
was only after following this series of steps that the category dataceesidered
accurate and the calibrations were then used as rating scale anchor valees in th

analyses of the data for all three occasions.

Summary of corrections to the data set
Due to the presence of misfitting items (RE02, REO4, REO7, RE12, RE13,

RE16, RE17, RE21, and RE23 for Times 1, 2 and 3), a misfitting category on the rating

scale (category 6 for Time 2), and unacceptable levels of invariance acr@$srtboth

the items and the categories, the following corrections were made to tlsetdata

1. ltems REO2, REO4, REQ7, RE12, RE13, RE16, RE17, RE21, and RE23 were deleted.
(Items REO2, REO7, RE12, RE17, and RE21 will be analyzed in the next section.)

2. ltems demonstrating sufficient levels of invariance were identifiedrendalues for
those items on Time 1 were used as anchors when analyzing the data from2 Times
and 3.

3. The data from all three Times was stacked and an “average” ratiegnstsl
determined. These values were then used as anchor values for the ratingy sthle f
three times.

4. Categories 5 and 6 were collapsed.

Corrected data (Time 1)
After performing the above adjustments, | conducted a close examination of the

corrected Time 1 data for the sources of reading self-efficacy questm(sear
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Appendices Q, R, S, and T for completed versions of the questionnaire). Thereatfter, |
analyzed the data collected from Times 2 and 3, but | only report anomalies or
conflicting results of those two rounds, as providing an in-depth analysis of the data
from all three times would result in a large number of overlapping, redundant analyse

In addition to the above data, | also provide the means of the raw scores of each
group for each of the test occasions for this instrument. There were 16 items aft
deletions and each item had an upper limit of 6, so the maximum points that one person
could possible collect is 96 (6 x 16 = 96). The mean raw scores for the control group
were 44.24, 43.13, and 44.36, respectively, for the three testing occasions. The mean
scores for the extensive reading group were 45.66, 44.12, and 44.98, the mean scores
for the reading strategies groups were 46.02, 45.78, and 45.34, and the mean raw scores
for the extensive reading/reading strategies group were 47.13, 46.91, and 46.47.

The analysis (see Table 44) of the 16 remaining items (Items RE02, REQ7,
RE12, RE17, RE21 were deleted from this data set, but are addressed in the next
section. Items REO4, RE13, RE16, RE23 were deleted outright.) revealed that two of
the items (RE19 and RE25) still misfit the Rasch model using the 0.6-1.4 infit and outfit
MNSQ criterion for Likert-scale questionnaires (Wright, LinaGastafson, & Martin-

Lof, 1994). The infit MNSQ values for items RE19 and RE25 were 1.38 and 1.46,
respectively. The outfit MNSQ values for these items were 1.46 and 1.48, redpective
Because these values indicated minor misfit to the model, these two itemetasred
in the data set. The infit MNSQ statistics for the other items rangedOiforml.37, and

the outfit MNSQ statistics ranged from 0.73-1.39. The point-measure correl@atiails
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the items were between 0.43 and 0.76. The low standard error (0.06-0.07) indicated that
the item difficulty estimates were reasonably precise.
Table 44 Rasch Descriptive Statistics for the Sources of Reading Self-Efficacy

Questionnaire Items (Mastery Experiences, Vicarious Experiences, and Verbal
Persuasion Elements) (Time 1)

Infit Infit Outfit Outfit  Pt-measure
Item Measure  SE MNSQ ZSTD MNSQ ZSTD correlation
RE19 1.05 0.07 1.38 4.2 1.46 3.8 0.43
RE20 0.90 0.07 0.94 -0.8 0.87 -1.3 0.59
RE15 0.75A 0.07 0.84 2.1 0.73 -3.0 0.64
RE11 0.41A 0.06 1.14 1.8 1.06 0.7 0.64
REOQ5 0.15 0.06 1.02 0.3 0.95 -0.5 0.70
RE25 0.14 0.06 1.46 5.1 1.48 5.8 0.49
RE18 0.10A 0.06 1.10 14 1.39 4.1 0.56
RE24 -0.04 0.06 1.32 3.9 1.39 4.2 0.56
REOQ6 -0.33 0.06 0.84 -2.2 0.80 -2.6 0.76
REO8 -0.35A 0.06 0.99 -0.2 0.96 -0.5 0.73
RE10 -0.35 0.06 1.28 3.4 1.39 4.3 0.60
RE14 -0.37 0.06 0.77 -3.4 0.74 -3.4 0.75
RE22 -0.39 0.06 0.89 -1.5 0.89 -1.4 0.71
REO1 -0.46 0.06 1.08 1.1 1.04 0.5 0.70
REO3 -0.85 0.06 1.16 1.9 1.22 2.6 0.68
REQ9 -0.94 0.07 1.37 4.3 1.38 4.1 0.70
Mean -0.04 0.06 1.10 1.1 1.12 i
(SD) 0.57 0.00 0.21 2.6 0.29 30 -

Note.RE = sources of reading self-efficacy questionnaire item; For the reeasur
column, A = anchored values that were used in analyzing the data from Times 1, 2, and
3; Items REO2, REO7, RE12, RE17, RE21 were deleted from this data set, but are
addressed in the next section; Items RE04, RE13, RE16, and RE23 were deleted.

The dimensionality of the items on the reading self-efficacy questionmage
investigated using the criteria set by Linacre (2007). The variancaireaglby the
items (14.2%) was not greater than four times the variance accounted lierfiygtt
contrast (12.0%), so the first criterion was not met. The Rasch model explained 51.2%

of the variance (eigenvalue = 16.8). This figure was above the 50% criterion, so this

criterion
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was met. The first residual contrast had an eigenvalue of 3.9, which was siggtly

the 3.0 limit. This represented 12.0% of the variance. Although the eigenvalue of the
first residual was not ideal, an inspection of the standardized residual contmatst 1 pl
confirmed the unidimensionality of the construct. Overall, the items appea@uta f
reasonably unidimensional construct.

The item difficulty estimates cover the range of person ability essweell, as
they extend from item REQ9 with a difficulty estimate of -0.94 logits ta RE19 with
a difficulty estimate of 1.05 logits (see Table 44, Figure 13). No signifgsgrg existed
in the item hierarchy, and no ceiling or floor effects for the person alslityates
were present. The item mean difficulty was -0.04 lo@B £ 0.57), and the mean of
the person ability estimates was -0.45 lodsb € 1.36).

The Rasch item reliability estimate for this instrument was .99 and the ite
separation statistic was 8.18; thus, the item difficulty estimates weradsover
approximately eight statistically distinct levels. In addition, the Rastson reliability
estimate was .89 and the person separation statistic was 2.80. These stalichites
that the participants’ ability estimates could be divided into approximately thstinct
groups.

The items on the sources of reading self-efficacy questionnaire werte@ada
from Bandura’s four principal sources of self-efficacy information: ergst
experiences, vicarious experiences, verbal persuasion, and physiologictéeinea
indices (Bandura, 1997). As mentioned above, items REO02, REO7, RE12, RE17, and
RE21 refer to the physiological and affective aspect of these sources. In these

preliminary analyses, it was found that the items pertaining to the physilagid
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affective indices were construed by the participants to be somehow diffemarthe
items pertaining to the other three source types. This caused a problem with the
dimensionality of the questionnaire items and therefore, the items pertaritney
physiological and affective indices are addressed separately inltheirigl section.
Consequently, only the items pertaining to mastery experience, vicariousgeagpe
and verbal persuasion are analyzed below.

An inspection of the items (see Table 45) revealed a general pattern thad seeme
relatively consistent with the sources of self-efficacy proposed by Ba(hRod).

First, the items referring to verbal persuasion (RE20, RE15, RE11) werediiicalt
for most participants to endorse highly. In these items, the source of the verbal
persuasion is a native English teacher (RE20), students who were older than the
participant (RE15), and parents (RE11). It seems that most participanyseasVed
praise from any of these three sources. However, the participants endorstethsse i
referring to praise from teachers (REO1) and friends (REO06) more higtdyefore, the
participants seem to have received more praise from friends and teacherstia
English teachers, older students, or parents.

In a similar vein, items RE19, RE25, RE24, and RE10, which pertained to the
vicarious experience element of Bandura’s sources of self-efficagysaémed to be
relatively difficult for participants to endorse highly. All of these itaefer to
participants watching the successes of their peers and thereby galhefGcey.

Finally, the last and often considered the most powerful source of informatiorffor se
efficacy is mastery experience. The participants seem to have expgelri@ sense of

confidence in terms of their reading ability. Those items that were masgteadorsed
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were items RE09 and REO03. These items refer to having better grades g Emagyhi in
other subjects (RE09) and having more successes than failures in Engli§RER3)s
Also in the lower half of the item-person map was item REOQ8, which directly asked
participants to agree to being confident about their English reading abditgrding to
the data, it was relatively easy for them to endorse. Item REO5 was shyirty

difficult than others to endorse probably because it asked the participants tmagree t
being “one of the best readers in the class.” It is an extreme situationfesovéne

fewer who could endorse it highly and it was therefore positioned higher on the item-
person map.

The item difficulty estimates for Time 1 cover the range of personyabilit
estimates well, as they extend from item REQ9 with a difficulty estiofat@®94 logits
to item RE19 with a difficulty estimate of 1.05 logits (see Table 46 for item
measurements [Times 1, 2, 3]). Similar values can be seen in the data for times 2 and 3.
No significant gaps existed in the item hierarchy, and no ceiling or floatefi@ the
person ability estimates were present for Times 1, 2, or 3.

After the above corrections were made, no major changes occurred. All of the
items maintained good fit and low standard errors. In addition, the item rankingéeca
fairly stable across the three occasions (see Table 46 for a comparisenteifrt
measurements [Times 1, 2, and 3]). There was minor fluctuation in both the lower and

upper parts of the table. The biggest movement was made by item REOL. This item

260



persons with high | items that are more difficul tto
reading self-efficacy| endorse
3 +

H#
#
#
n
H#HT
1 # + RE19: older students showed me how to read better
##H S| RE20: native English teache r praised me
RE15: older students praised me
|
MR |S
A | RELL: parents praised me
M | REOS: | was one of best rea ders in class
| RE25: classmates showed me how to read better
| RE18: called on to answer q uestions in reading class
O . HEHEH#HEHH +M| RE24: saw my classmates rea ding well, so | could too
HHE |
A M| REOG6: friends praised me
| REO8: confident in my readi ng ability
| RE10: saw my friends readin g well, so | could too
| RE14: | helped other friends with reading guestions
| RE22: classmates asked me f or help with questions
| REOL: English teacher gave positive comments
M |S
i | REO3: more successes than f ailures in reading class
-1 #H# + REO09: reading grades were b etter than other classes
H#HH# T
Hitt |
#S|
M|
-
-2 H#H o+
# |
# |
I
HHT|
M|
-3 +
# |
I
I
I
I
-4 +
I
# |
persons with low
reading self-efficacy| items that are easier to end orse

Note Each # equals 3 persons. Each . equals 1 to 2 person(s). M = Mean; S = One
standard deviation from the mean; T = Two standard deviations from the mean; “*” =
items which required recoding the scores. RE = sources of readingfiealtyef
guestionnaire item; Items RE02, REQ7, RE12, RE17, RE21 were deleted from this data
set, but will be addressed in the next section; Items REO4, RE13, RE16, RE23 were
deleted outright.

Figure 13.ltem-person map for the sources of reading self-efficacy questionnaire

(junior high school-retrospective) (mastery experiences, vicarious expesjemnd

verbal persuasion elemehts
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Table 45.1tem Difficulty Estimates for the Sources of Reading Self-Efficacy
Questionnaire (Mastery Experiences, Vicarious Experiences, and Verbal Persuasi
Elements) (Junior High Experiences)

ltem Measure Topic

RE19 1.05 older students showed me how to read better
RE20 0.90 native English teacher praised me

RE15 0.75 older students praised me

RE11 041 parents praised me

REO5 0.15 | was one of best readers in class

RE25 0.14 classmates showed me how to read better
RE18 0.10 called on to answer questions in reading class
RE24 -0.04 saw my classmates reading well, so | could too

REO6 -0.33 friends praised me
REO8 -0.35 confident in my reading ability

RE10 -0.35 saw my friends reading well, so | could too
RE14 -0.37 | helped other friends with reading questions
RE22 -0.39 classmates asked me for help with questions
REO1 -0.46 English teacher gave positive comments
REO3 -0.85 more successes than failures in reading class
REQ9 -0.94 reading grades were better than other classes

Note.RE = sources of reading self-efficacy questionnaire item; Items REQY, RE
RE12, RE17, RE21 were deleted from this data set, but will be addressed in the next
section; Iltems REO4, RE13, RE16, RE23 were deleted outright.

moved from third place to tenth to fifth place over the course of the study. Item RE24
was also quite unstable as it moved from ninth to fourth and then again to fourth. Item
RE25 also moved five spots from eleventh to sixth to ninth. It should be noted that
although the same test was given three times during the study, these thragkiss$t

the participants to recall different experiences from their pase Tineferred to junior
high school experiences, time 2 referred to high school experiences, and tiereeiref
to would change drastically because the participants’ experiences cualtdden quite

different depending on the time period in focus on the respective questionnaires.
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Analysis of the Physiological Response Indices

As mentioned above, within the sources of reading self-efficacy questionnaire,
five items were found to statistically create a separate faBarafura’s (1997) sources
of self-efficacy. This separate facet represents the phystalognd affective aspect of

this set of sources. Because the participants conceptualized five RE0B, REOQ7,

Table 46 Comparison of Item Measurements for the Sources of Reading Self-Efficacy
Questionnaire (Mastery Experiences, Vicarious Experiences, and Verbal Persuasi
Elements) (Times 1, 2, and 3)

Time 1 Time 2 Time 3

Item ltem ltem ltem ltem ltem

rank measure rank measure rank measure
RE19 1.05 RE15 0.75 RE15 0.75
RE20 0.90 RE19 0.74 REO5 0.67
RE15 0.75 RE20 0.72 RE19 0.64
RE11 0.41 RE11 0.41 RE11 0.41
REO5 0.15 REO5 0.23 RE20 0.37
RE?25 0.14 RE18 0.10 RE18 0.10
RE18 0.10 REO1 -0.09 REO6 0.07
RE24 -0.04 RE14 -0.13 RE?25 -0.01
REO06 -0.33 RE22 -0.13 RE14 -0.06
REOS8 -0.35 REO6 -0.18 RE22 -0.10
RE10 -0.35 RE25 -0.21 REOS8 -0.35
RE14 -0.37 REO8 -0.35 REO1 -0.49
RE22 -0.39 RE24 -0.40 RE24 -0.53
REO1 -0.46 RE10 -0.48 REO3 -0.59
REO3 -0.85 REO3 -0.52 RE10 -0.72
REQ09 -0.94 REO09 -0.65 REQ09 -0.78

M -0.04 -0.01 -0.04
SD 0.57 0.45 0.49

Note.RE = item from the sources of reading self-efficacy questionnaires IRE02,
REOQO7, RE12, RE17, RE21 were deleted from this data set, but are addressed in the next
section; Iltems REO4, RE13, RE16, RE23 were deleted.
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university experiences. It is understandable that the endorseability ob$dnese

items RE12, RE17, and RE21) differently from the other items on the questionnaire,
they were analyzed separately from the other items. None of the itemgetleat
included in the above analysis nor those that were deleted outright from thel origina

data set (items REO4, RE13, RE16, RE23) were included in this analysis.

Item calibrations

The analysis of the 5 items making up the physiological and affective indices
(REO2, REO7, RE12, RE17, and RE21) on the sources of reading self-efficacy
guestionnaire administered at Times 1, 2, and 3 (see Table 47 for the uncorrected item
calibrations, standard errors, fit statistics, and standardized differl@mees 1, 2, and
3]) revealed that none of the items misfit the Rasch model using the 0.6-1.4 outfit
MNSQ criterion for Likert-scale questionnaires (Wright, Linacrestafson, & Martin-
Lof, 1994). A quick perusal of the infit and outfit values for times 2 and 3 revealed that
no items misfit for those tests, either.

The low standard errors (0.06-0.07) for all three rounds of testing indicated that
the item difficulty estimates were reasonably precise. The itemagepareliabilities
were 0.99 for all three occasions, indicating that these distributions of itemetara
contain enough variability to create distinct strata of item difficgiltiiem separation
indices for the three occasions were, 11.76, 7.64, and 8.98, respectively.

However, some problems did surface after analyzing the standardized
differences of the items. Because Time 1 was considered to be the basehfoh

participant beliefs could later be compared, invariance was evaluatedthbgicog
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Time 2 to Time 1, and Time 3 to Time 1. Many of the item parameters (100% between
Time 1 and Time 2 and 40% from Time 1 to Time 3) display parameter instability over
time. Overall, all five items (RE02, REO7, RE12, RE17, and RE21) reveal parameter
instability on at least one of the time transitions.

To address this issue, Wolfe and Chiu (1999) recommend a series of steps that
should be followed to eliminate possibly confounding variance from the data. However,
there were some problems in following these steps. Ideally, there would thaf a se
items that are behaving in a stable fashion to be used as anchors in this typiohsit
However, because none of the items are behaving stably and the data set is fuite sma

the data was retained, as is, for further analysis.

Rating scale calibrations

The category structure of the six original categories for the physiol@gida
affective indices of the sources of reading self-efficacy questionsaecTable 48 for
the uncorrected rating scale calibrations, standard errors, fit sitastid standardized
standardized differences for the sources of reading self-efficacy questdimaes 1,
2, and 3]) was examined using the above criteria (Linacre, 1999; Wolfe & Smith, 2007).
On all three testing times, Category 1 had the lowest observed count. The counts for
category 1 were all above 10 except for time 3, so the first criterion was tidthme
counts increase for each category but do not peak near the middle for times 1 and 2,
therefore the second and third criteria were not met. According to the aboria,dhe
outfit mean square statistics should be between 0.8 and 1.4. This is clearly fioe case

all the outfit ratings, so criterion 4 was met. The category thresholds ieaieas with
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the rating scale categories, so criterion 5 was met. In regards tsttbatkxion, all the
category threshold calibrations should be at least 0.59 and no more than 5.0. All of the
thresholds meet this criterion except for the thresholds between categanés$ on

time 1, and categories 2 and 3 on time 2. In these instances, there is a separation value
of 0.57 and 0.51, respectively.

In addition to the few problems related to the above criteria, inspection of the
standardized differences also revealed problems with the invariance ofegerics
across time (see Table 48 for the uncorrected rating scale calibratzomgrsterrors,
fit statistics, and standardized differences for the sources of reatfivedfeacy
guestionnaire [Times 1, 2, and 3]). Standardized differences values less than 2.00
indicate invariance across time and represent a stable category. Allcate¢lgeries,
except category 4, have at least one standardized value that is over 2.00, showing that
only category 4 exhibits proper levels of invariance.

In regards to the unfavorable standardized differences, the data for all three
occasions, using the 6-point scale, were stacked (Wolfe and Chiu, 1999) in a sigle dat
set, maintaining the item identity across the three occasions but regadmgegson
as unique at each time period. Therefore, for this data set, there were ¢g&&dial
participants, instead of the actual 322 (see Table 49 for a summary of the stteked d
of the category structure for the 6-point rating scale for the sourcesdnfigeself-

efficacy questionnaire [Times 1, 2, and 3]).
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Table 47.Uncorrected Item Calibrations, Standard Errors, Fit Statistics, and Standardized Differfiemdbe Sources of Reading

Self-Efficacy Questionnaire (Physiological Response Element) (Tini2esgnd 3)

Standardized Outfit Standardized
ltem Measure Standard error MNSQ* difference8
T1 T2 T3 T1 T2 T3 T1 T2 T3 T1-2 T1-3

REO1 PREVIOUS SECTION PREVIOUS SECTION PREVIOUS SECHNIO PREVIOUS SECTION
REO2 0.94 0.56 1.02 0.06 0.06 0.07 1.10 0.95 1.03 4.47 -0.87
REO3 PREVIOUS SECTION PREVIOUS SECTION PREVIOUS SECHNIO PREVIOUS SECTION
REO4 DELETED DELETED DELETED DELETED

REO5 PREVIOUS SECTION PREVIOUS SECTION PREVIOUS SECHNIO PREVIOUS SECTION
REO6 PREVIOUS SECTION PREVIOUS SECTION PREVIOUS SECHNIO PREVIOUS SECTION
REOQ7 -0.91 -0.65 -0.91 0.07 0.07 0.07 1.24 1.30.950 -2.62 0.00
REO8 PREVIOUS SECTION PREVIOUS SECTION PREVIOUS SECHNIO PREVIOUS SECTION
REO9 PREVIOUS SECTION PREVIOUS SECTION PREVIOUS SECHNIO PREVIOUS SECTION
RE10 PREVIOUS SECTION PREVIOUS SECTION PREVIOUS SECHNIO PREVIOUS SECTION
RE11 PREVIOUS SECTION PREVIOUS SECTION PREVIOUS SECHNIO PREVIOUS SECTION
RE12 -0.30 -0.12 -0.40 0.06 0.06 0.07 0.75 0.74 .780 -2.11 1.09
RE13 DELETED DELETED DELETED DELETED

RE14 PREVIOUS SECTION PREVIOUS SECTION PREVIOUS SECHNIO PREVIOUS SECTION
RE15 PREVIOUS SECTION PREVIOUS SECTION PREVIOUS SECHNIO PREVIOUS SECTION
RE16 DELETED DELETED DELETED DELETED

RE17 0.81 0.57 0.52 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.76 0.85 1.13 2.82 3.41
RE18 PREVIOUS SECTION PREVIOUS SECTION PREVIOUS SECHNIO PREVIOUS SECTION
RE19 PREVIOUS SECTION PREVIOUS SECTION PREVIOUS SECNIO PREVIOUS SECTION
RE20 PREVIOUS SECTION PREVIOUS SECTION PREVIOUS SECNIO PREVIOUS SECTION
RE21 -0.54 -0.36 -0.23 0.06 0.06 0.07 1.29 1.31.051 -2.11 3.37
RE22 PREVIOUS SECTION PREVIOUS SECTION PREVIOUS SECNIO PREVIOUS SECTION
RE23 DELETED DELETED DELETED DELETED

RE24 PREVIOUS SECTION PREVIOUS SECTION PREVIOUS SECHNIO PREVIOUS SECTION
RE25 PREVIOUS SECTION PREVIOUS SECTION PREVIOUS SECHNIO PREVIOUS SECTION

M 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.06 0.06 0.07 1.03 1.03 0.99
SD 0.74 0.49 0.68 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.23 0.23 0.12

Note.RE = Sources of reading self-efficacy questioreaém;*Absolute standardized outfit MNSQ indices greatant2.00 indicate item misfitAbsolute
standardized differences less than 2.00 indicata ihvariance across time; Items RE04, RE13, RRE23 were deleted; Items REO1, RE03, RE05, REQS6,
REO8-RE11, RE14, RE15, RE18-RE20, RE22, RE23, Ritt® analyzed in the previous section.
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Table 48. Summary of the Stacked Data of the Category Structure for the 6-point Rating
Scale for the Sources of Reading Self-Efficacy Questionnaire (Physiological Response
Element) (Times 1, 2, and 3)

Outfit Structure Category

Count (%) Infit MNSQ MNSQ Calibration Measure

1 Strongly disagree 207(4%) 1.18 1.24 None (-3.07)
2 Disagree 441(9%) 1.04 1.12 -1.70 -1.53
3 Slightly disagree 864(18%) 0.89 0.97 -0.98 -0.48
4 Slightly agree 1005(21%) 0.90 0.90 0.11 0.43
5 Agree 1205(25%) 0.83 0.81 0.68 1.51
6 Strongly agree 1107(23%) 1.17 1.13 1.89 (3.18)

Note.ltems REO4, RE13, RE16, RE23 were deleted; Items REO1, RE03, REO5, REOG,
REO_8-RE11, RE14, RE15, RE18-RE20, RE22, RE23, RE25 were analyzed in the
previous section.

By stacking the data in this way, an “average” underlying rating scas
determined and was used to describe the data over the three rounds of testing. These
calibrations were then intended to be used as rating scale anchor valuenaiytbesa
of the data for all three occasions. However, despite this intervention, the uabbcept
small threshold level, 0.57, between categories 4 and 5 persisted. Categories 4 and 5
were collapsed next, but this resulted in the thresholds becoming even smahleseBec
the 0.57 separation was very close to the 0.59 criterion, it was decided to retain the
original category threshold values for anchoring. It was only after foltptiis series
of steps that the category data were considered accurate and theiaadibwvate then

used as rating scale anchor values in the analyses of the data fareatidbasions.

Summary of corrections to the data set

Due to the unacceptable levels of invariance across time for the catetiwies

data from all three times was stacked and an “average” rating scatleteamined.
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Table 49.Uncorrected Rating Scale Calibrations, Standard Errors, Fit Statistics, and Standardizeiiés for the Sources of Reading
Self-Efficacy Questionnaire (Physiological Response Element) (Timear 2)

Standardized
Category Observed count (%) Average measure Category threshold (S.E.)  Outfit MNSQ" difference®
T1 T2 T3 T1 T2 T3 T1 T2 T3 T1 T2 T3 T1-2 T1-3
1 95(6%) 79(5%) 32%) -2.86 -2.90 -3.77 - () & - (=) 129 125 1.33
2 166(10%) 136(8%) 139(9%) -1.35 -1.44 -1.99 -186) -1.49(14) -2.49(19) 094 131 1.05 -0.05 4.30
3 240(15%) 275(17%) 349(22%) -0.41 -0.46 -0.59 3@.©09) -0.98(.09) -1.26(.10) 0.95 0.99 0.99 1.97 3.93
4 282(18%) 295(18%) 428(27%) 0.37 0.37 0.65 -0.08)( -0.18(.07) 0.14(.07) 1.13 0.82 0.82 1.13 918
5 393(24%) 426(26%) 386(24%) 1.34 140 1.95 061)(. 0.44(.07) 1.17(.07) 0.84 0.87 0.92 0.71 -6.67
6 433(27%) 399(25%) 275(17%) 296 3.11 3.71 168)(. 1.84(08) 2.44(.09) 114 1.15 1.06 -1.70 46.8

2Mean square outfit indices greater than 2.00 indicate rating scale Mibplute standardized differences less than 2.00 indicate
rating scale invariance across time; Items REO4, RE13, RE16, RE23 werd;d&ete REO1, REO3, RE05, RE06, REO8-RE11,

RE14, RE15, RE18-RE20, RE22, RE23, RE25 were analyzed in the previous section.
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These values were then used as anchor values for the rating scaléhi@eatiimes.
There was also invariance in the items, however. Because of the smalzdatadsi
poor standardized differences values, there were no stable items by whicheo crea

anchors.

Corrected data (Time 1)

After performing the above adjustments, | conducted a close examination of the
corrected Time 1 data for the sources of reading self-efficacy questmnnair
(Physiological and Affective Indices) (see Appendices Q, R, S, and T for eahpl
versions of the questionnaire). Thereafter, | analyzed the data abliemte Times 2
and 3, but I only report anomalies or conflicting results of those two rounds, as
providing an in-depth analysis of the data from all three times would resularge
number of overlapping, redundant analyses.

In addition to the above data, | also provide the means of the raw scores of each
group for each of the test occasions for this instrument. There were 5 items aft
deletions and each item had an upper limit of 6, so the maximum points that one person
could possible collect is 30 (5 x 6 = 30). The mean raw scores for the control group
were 16.03, 17.11, and 16.48, respectively, for the three testing occasions. The mean
scores for the extensive reading group were 15.92, 16.58, and 16.49, the mean scores
for the reading strategies groups were 17.30, 16.36, and 17.01, and the mean raw scores

for the extensive reading/reading strategies group were 16.91, 16.42, and 15.93.
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The analysis (see Table 50) of the 5 remaining items (items RE02, REQ7, RE12,
RE17, RE21) revealed that none of the items were misfitting the Rasch model using the
0.6-1.4 infit MNSQ and outfit MNSQ criterion for Likert-scale questionnaivésght,
Linacre, Gustafson, & Martin-Lof, 1994). The infit MNSQ statistics for tamg
ranged

Table 50.Rasch Descriptive Statistics for the Sources of Reading Self-Efficacy
Questionnaire Items (Physiological Response Element) (Time 1)

Infit Infit Outfit Outfit  Pt-measure
Item Measure  SE MNSQ ZSTD MNSQ ZSTD correlation
REO2 1.05 0.06 1.21 2.5 1.24 2.8 0.74
RE17 0.91 0.06 0.84 -2.2 0.84 2.1 0.80
RE12 -0.34 0.06 0.88 -1.6 0.83 2.1 0.71
RE21 -0.61 0.07 1.30 3.2 1.40 4.1 0.59
REQ7 -1.01 0.07 1.38 3.9 1.36 3.3 0.57
M 0.00 0.06 1.12 1.2 1.13 1.2 -
SD 0.83 0.00 0.22 2.5 0.25 2.7 -

Note.RE = Sources of reading self-efficacy questionnaire item; ltems RE04, RE13,
RE16, RE23 were deleted; ltems REO1, REO3, REO5, RE06, REO8-RE11, RE14, RE15,
RE18-RE20, RE22, RE23, RE25 were analyzed in the previous section.
from 0.84-1.38, and the outfit MNSQ statistics ranged from 0.83-1.40. The point-
measure correlations for all the items were between 0.57 and 0.80. The low standard
error (0.06-0.07) indicated that the item difficulty estimates wer@naddy precise.

The dimensionality of the items on the sources of reading self-efficacy
guestionnaire (physiological and affective indiogap investigated using the criteria
set by Linacre (2007). The variance explained by the items (32.4%) was ret tnea
four times the variance accounted for by the first contrast (13.3%), so traifesgon

was not met. The Rasch model explained 61.3% of the variance (eigenvalue = 7.9),

which is over the 50% criterion, so this criterion was met. The first residuabsbhad
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an eigenvalue of 1.7, which was below the 3.0 limit, so that criterion was met. This
represented 13.3% of the variance. Further inspection of the standardized residual
contrast 1 plot confirmed the unidimensionality of the construct. Overall, the items
appeared to form a reasonably unidimensional construct.

The item difficulty estimates cover the range of person ability essweell, as
they extend from item REQ7 with a difficulty estimate of -1.01 logits ta REO02 with
a difficulty estimate of 1.05 logits (see Table 50, Figure 14). No signifgsgrg existed
in the item hierarchy, and no ceiling or floor effects for the person alslityates
were present. The item mean is set to 0.00 lo§is<0.83) by convention. The mean
person ability estimate was -0.98 logi®(= 1.46).

The Rasch item reliability estimate for this instrument was 0.99 and the ite
separation statistic was 11.76; thus, the item difficulty estimates wexadsover
approximately twelve statistically distinct levels. In addition, the persiaatorlity
estimate was 0.74 and the person separation statistic was 1.69. Thesesstatictite
that the participants’ ability estimates could be divided into approximatelgistinct
groups.

The items on the sources of reading self-efficacy questionnaire (plgisalo
and affective indicesyere adapted from Bandura’s four principal sources of self-
efficacy information: mastery experiences, vicarious experiencdmsl\yggrsuasion,
and physiological and affective indices (Bandura, 1997). The physiological and
affective aspects of the sources represent the feedback that one gets smtogiogl

reactions that the body makes. For example, if one feels physically uncongf@malbl
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Figure 14.ltem-person map for the sources of reading self-efficacy questionnaire
(physiological response element) (junior high school-retrospective).



sweats during reading class, that would signal to the individual that he is not very
confident about his ability to read. It should also be noted that all of these iteens wer
recoded because they were conceptually opposite to the basic tenets of thetconstruc
sources of self-efficacy. They all were worded negatively on the questiana had

to be to be recoded for data analysis purposes. Therefore, those items thasli@howe
the item-person map were the most difficult items for the partiggargndorse.

Among the five items comprising this element of the sources of sel&eyfic
construct, a pattern seems to emerge based on the degree of anxiety that thelindividua
might have experienced in each of the prescribed situations. It was mucHaabie
participants to endorse having been “a little nervous when trying to reachaugnat
English” (item REO02) than “feeling physically uncomfortable in Englisttneg class”

(item REOQ7). Similarly, it was relatively difficult for participants tederse item RE21,
“During English reading tests, my mind went blank and | could not focus,” viite i
RE17, “I felt nervous when the teacher asked me to read something in classibreas
easily endorsed by the participants.

The item difficulty estimates for Time 1 cover the range of personyabilit
estimates well, as they extend from item REQ7 with a difficulty estiofate01 logits
to item REO2 with a difficulty estimate of 1.05 logits (see Table 52 for item
measurements [Times 1, 2, 3]). Similar values can be seen in the data for times 2 and 3.
No significant gaps existed in the item hierarchy, and no ceiling or floatefi@ the

person ability estimates were present for Times 1, 2, and 3.
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Table 51Item Difficulty Estimates for the Sources of Reading Self-Efficacy
Questionnaire (Physiological Response Element) (Time 1)

ltem Measure Topic

REO2 1.05 little nervous when reading English
RE17 0.91 nervous when asked to read in class
RE12 -0.34 feel nervous in reading class

RE21 -0.61 my mind goes blank on tests

REO7 -1.01 feel physically uncomfortable in class

Note.RE = sources of reading self-efficacy questionnaire item; Items REU&, RE

RE16, RE23 were deleted; Items REO1, RE03, REO5, RE06, REO8-RE11, RE14, RE15,
RE18-RE20, RE22, RE23, RE25 were analyzed in the previous section.

After the above corrections were made, no major changes occurred. All &intise i
maintain their fit status and standard error. In addition, the item ranking rehfiairig

stable across the three occasions (see Table 52 for a comparison of the item
measurements [Times 1, 2, and 3]). Although there was minor fluctuation in both the

upper and lower parts of the table, none of the items moved more than one ranking over

the course of the study.

Table 52 Comparison of Item Measurements for the Sources of Reading Self-Efficacy
Questionnaire (Physiological Response Element) (Times 1, 2, and 3)

Time 1 Time 2 Time 3
ltem Item ltem Item Item ltem
rank measure rank measure rank measure
REO2 1.05 RE17 0.60 REO2 0.79
RE17 0.91 REO02 0.60 RE17 0.41
RE12 -0.34 RE12 -0.13 RE21 -0.17
RE21 -0.61 RE21 -0.38 RE12 -0.31
REOQ7 -1.01 REOQ7 -0.69 REQ7 -0.72
M 0.00 0.00 0.00
SD 0.83 0.52 0.54

Note.RE = Sources of reading self-efficacy questionnaire item; ltems RE04, RE13,
RE16, RE23 were deleted; Items REO1, REO3, RE05, RE06, RE0O8-RE11, RE14, RE15,
RE18-RE20, RE22, RE23, RE25 were analyzed in the previous section.
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Chapter Summary

When dealing with various types of tests in a study, (i.e., dichotomous and
Likert-scale tests), it is important to validate the test scores beforeqtting to
analyzing the results. This is due to the fact that there are many tlagetan possibly
confound results. It might be difficult to disentangle changes in one facet of the
instrument from changes in other facets. This can be particularly confusergthere
is more than one group involved in the study or the tests of the study are conducted on
more than one occasion, both of which are elements of this study. Therefore, even when
change is observed from the data, confounding effects might tend to hide the actual
results or create false results that could mislead the researcher.

To combat against this, | made a series of calibrations to the data. Aaystem
approach to validating the instruments was executed. For evaluating ciranges
participants over time, items on the dichotomous scales, as well as the items on the
Likert-scale instruments and the rating scales were stabilized. Toiaogamplished
by following a series of steps set out by Wolfe and Chiu (1999), with the aid of the

Rasch Rating Scale Model.
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CHAPTER 5

RESULTS

In this chapter, the quantitative results pertaining to the research quéstions
this study are featured. In the previous chapter, through various calibratierssores
were transformed to interval Rasch logit scores. These Rasch logit aewseegsed for

the statistical analyses reported in this chapter.

Research Question 1. Changes in Reading Self-Efficacy

The first research question asked to what degree participants’ Englishgreadi
self-efficacy changed after participation in one of the three experihggotgs or the
intensive reading group (control group) over one academic year. It was hypadhes
that participation in the experimental groups would lead to significant gaie#-n s
efficacy in comparison to those of the intensive reading group. The analysisfor thi
research question was broken into two parts. First, a multiple analysis of variance
(MANOVA) was conducted using the gain scores in reading self-efficatwyeen
times 1 and 2, times 2 and 3, and times 1 and 3 for the four groups to determine if there
were significant statistical differences between them (i.e., a betgreeps analysis).
Post hoc tests were run to determine where significant changes occurred.

The second analysis, a within-groups analysis, was conducted using a repeated
measures analysis of variance (ANOVA). The Rasch person measures &f time 2,
and time 3 were used to investigate whether any of the groups changed sidyificant

from time 1 to time 2, from time 2 to time 3, and from time 1 to time 3.
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MANOVA Results (Between-Groups Analysis)

As there were four groups measured over three times in this study, it was
considered important to establish that the groups were not significantly diffienent
one another on reading self-efficacy at the outset of the study. Thereboeway
ANOVA was conducted on the time 1 data with groups as the independent variable and
Rasch person measures at time 1 as the dependent variable. For the purpose of
determining significancey < .05 will be the limit henceforth in this paper. None of the
groups were significantly different in regards to the reading setfaef§i variable at the
beginning of the study. Levene’s test of equality of error variance was gruifiesint,

F =2.256 {f = 3),p = .09 and the ANOVA was also non-significaf(3, 318) = 2.03,
p=.11.

Once it was established that none of the groups were significantly different a
time 1, a multiple analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted with the
independent variable being the four groups and the dependent variable being the gain
scores for reading self-efficacy. Due to the fact that this was auolivggd study
conducted to investigate the gains/losses of reading self-efficacy oveatlenac
year, it was deemed prudent to use the gain scores for this analysis instedglasictine
measures that had been obtained on each test occasion. For the MANOVA, the gain
scores calculated from time 1 to time 2, time 2 to time 3, and time 1 to time 3 wdre us
(see Figure 15 for a graphic display of the group averages for reatfvadficacy; see
Table 53 for gain scores for all groups for reading self-efficacy). By mgrthie

MANOVA in this way, the differences that occurred between the four groups over the
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academic year were investigated. The data fornhéysis were gathered with t
Japanese version of the reading-efficacyquestionnaire (see Appendices K ar for
the Japanese and Engligtrsions, respectively). The same questionnaire

administered on all threoccasions over the course of the study.

=g Control Y

=—Extensive
—&— Strategies

=>=ER/Strategies

Mean Reding Self-efficacy Scores (logits)

Time 1 Time 2 Time 3

Test Times

Figure 15 Mean reading seefficacy scores for all groups (times 1, 2, an

Prior to conducting the MANOVA, Levene’s test ofuadjty of error varianci
was inspected. The value for changes from timetite 2 wasF = 1.152 df = 3),p =
.328. The value for changes from time 2 to timea3F = .250 @f = 3),p = .861, and
the value for changes from time 1 to time 3'F =.009 @f = 3),p =.999. These n«-
significant valuesf{ < .05) for Levene’s test indicated that variana@®iag the group
were similar. In addition, the skewness and kusteslue were within acceptabl

limits. Therefore, the assumptions necessary t@rMiANOVA were me!
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Table 53 Descriptive Statistics of Reading Self-Efficacy Gain Scores (Changes f& THe&-3, and 1-3)

Intensive Reading Group Extensive Reading Group diRgaStrategy Group ER/Strategies Group
T1-T2 T2-T3 T1-T3 T1-T2 T2-T3 T1-T3 T1-T2 T2-T3 3 T1-T2 T2-T3 T1-T3
M .382 -.080 .303 .697 .001 .698 1.004 .009 1.013 78L.2 -.228 1.050
SE 110 120 31 131 110 .143 135 141 122 .130 112 . 27
95% ClI
LB .164 -.319 .043 436 -.218 413 .736 -.272 771 2a.0 -.452 .798
uUB .601 .160 .569 .958 .220 .983 1.273 .289 1.255 71.53 -.004 1.302
SD .975 1.068 1.161 1.127 .945 1.231 1.284 1.339 1.155 1.153 .999 1.124
SK -.538 -.466 -.548 1.049 -.212 1.422 2.546 -3.657 156. .655 -.506 496
SES 271 271 271 279 279 279 .254 .254 .254 271 271 . 271
KT 496 331 .361 .514 .396 674 434 244 .252 195 149 . -.285
SEK 535 .535 535 .552 .552 .552 .503 .503 .503 .535 535 . 535

Note. 95% CI = 95% confidence interval; ER/Strategies Group = Extensive raadidiglg strategies group; T1 =time 1; T2 = time 2;
T3 =time 3; 95% LB = 95% confidence interval lower bound; 95% UB = 95% confidenceainipper bound; SK = skewness; KT =
kurtosis; SES = Standard error skewness; SEK = Standard error kurtosis.
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Table 54 shows the results of the MANOVA. Multivariate Pillai, Wilk,
Hotelling, and Roy’s statistics all indicated statistically sigaifit differences ai < .05

among the groups over the three testing times for reading self-efficacy

Table 54 MANOVA Results for Reading Self-Efficacy Gain Scores (Times 1-2, 2-3, 1-3)

Effect F Hypothesidf Errordf  p 2
Pillai’'s Trace .096 5.336 6.00 636.00 .00 .048
Wilk's Lambda .905 5.425 6.00 634.00 .00 .049
Hotelling’s Trace 105 5.513 6.00 632.00 .00 .050
Roy’s Largest Root .098 10.409 3.00 318.00 .00 .089

To further investigate where the significant changes occurred, a set of post hoc
tests was conducted. Because there were diffarsizies for each of the four groups,
the Hochberg post hoc test was usdte post hoc test results indicated no significant
differencesf < .05) between the intensive reading group and the extensive reading
group or between the reading strategies group and extensive reading/reatiggest
group for reading self-efficacy gains from time 1 to time 2. However, thasea
significant difference between the intensive reading group and the rescitepies
group, and the extensive reading/reading strategies group p&n6%). In addition,
the extensive reading group mean gain was significantly different froge tof the
reading strategies group and extensive reading/reading stratemipes gr

There were no significant differences in the gains between any of the fou
groups from time 2 to time 3. A review of the means of the gains from time 2 to time 3,
shows that there was very little variance among the means, as the grougedditde

during this period.
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The overall gains from time 1 to time 3 were similar to the gains from time 1 to
time 2. There were significant differences between the intensive reaihgxtensive
reading groups, and the reading strategies and extensive reading/steatgwjes
groups. There was no significant difference between the intensive reading emslvext
reading groups, or between the reading strategies and extensive reading/r

strategies groups.

ANOVA Results for Each Group (Within-Groups Analysis)

After completing the above MANOVA, a repeated-measures, analysis of
variances (ANOVA) was conducted on the data for each group over the three testing
occasions to determine changes that might have occurred within the four groups. For
these ANOVAs, the Rasch person measures at the three times were used as the

dependent variable.

Intensive reading (Control group)

A one-way within-subjects, repeated-measures ANOVA was conducted on the
reading self-efficacy data for the intensive reading group. The objectithes@nalysis
was to identify any significant changes in reading self-efficatlyimthe intensive
reading group from time 1 to time 2 to time 3.

Before conducting the repeated-measures ANOVA, the assumption of sphercit
was checked. The results of Mauchly’'s sphercity test were non-signifcan0b),F =
960 df = 2),p = .21. Therefore, the data did not violate the assumption of sphercity and

sphercity was assumed in investigatingEh&tatistics. In addition, the skewness and
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kurtosis values were within acceptable limits. Therefore, the assumptiossargce
run a repeated-measures ANOVA were met.

The time main effect was tested using the criterion of Wilk’s lambglalthe
descriptive statistics for the intensive reading group for reading sigld@ffare
reported in Table 55 (see Figure 15 for a graphic display of the intensilieggaoup
means for reading self-efficacy). The results of the repeated-msasi@VA
indicated a significant time effect, = .86,F(2, 77) = 6.19p < .05, multivariate *=

14.

Table 55 Descriptive Statistics for the Intensive Reading Group for Reading Self-
Efficacy

Time 1 Time 2 Time 3
M -.572 -.190 -.237
SE 154 152 .159
95% CI [-.879, -.265] [-.493, .113] [-.587, .048]
SD 1.372 1.353 1.417
SK .559 -.281 .239
SES 271 271 271
KT .155 .230 .226
SEK 535 .535 .535

Note.95% CI = 95% confidence interval, SK = skewness; KT = kurtosis; SES =
Standard error skewness; SEK = Standard error kurtosis. All statigtit®sed on
Rasch logits.

Follow-up polynomial contrasts indicated significant linear and quadraticteffe
with means increasing from time 1 to time 2, but decreasing from time 2 t3.tikre
inspection of the pairwise comparisons also revealed that there were significa
differences between the participants’ ratings at time 1 and times 2 andi¥iewvas

no significant difference between their ratings at times 2 and 3. Thissekiaathe

level of reading self-efficacy for the participants improved signifigendtm time 1 to
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time 2, and from time 1 to time 3, but the difference in the means from time 2 to time 3
was not significant. There was an overall gain (from time 1 to time 3) imgpadif-

efficacy for the intensive reading group and it was statisticagjhjifscant.

Extensive reading group

Next,a one-way within-subjects, repeated-measures ANOVA was conducted on
the reading self-efficacy data for the extensive reading group. Thdiebjetthis
analysis was to determine if there had been any significant changesimny reslt
efficacy within the extensive reading group from time 1 to time 2 to time 3.

Before conducting the repeated-measures ANOVA, the assumption of gphercit
was checked. The results of Mauchly’s sphercity test were signifleant913 (f = 2),
p = .04. Therefore, the data violated the assumption of sphercity and sphercity was not
assumed in investigating tlirestatistics. In addition, the skewness and kurtosis values
were within acceptable limits. Therefore, even though the sphercity assumas not
met, the ANOVA was run but sphercity was not assumed when investigatifg the
statistics.

The time main effect was tested using the criterion of the Greenhous®iGeis
statistic because the assumption of sphercity was not met. The desctgitstes for
the intensive reading group for reading self-efficacy are reported ie bélfsee
Figure 15 above for a graph of the extensive reading group means for reafding sel
efficacy). The results of the ANOVA indicated a significant time effiatal 11l sum of

squares = 23.9%,(1.84, 134.32) = 19.57p,< .05, multivariate 2= .21.
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Follow-up polynomial contrasts indicated significant linear and quadraticteffieth

means increasing relatively sharply from time 1 to time 2, and less drcahyaftiom

time 2 to time 3. An inspection of the pairwise comparisons also revealed that there
were significant differences between the participants’ ratings on time firaes 2 and

3, but there was no significant difference between their ratings on times 2 and 3. This
reveals that the level of reading self-efficacy for the participarqsowved significantly

from time 1 to time 2, and from time 1 to time 3, but the difference in mean from time 2
to time 3 was not significant. There was an overall gain (from time 1 to time 3) i

reading self-efficacy for the extensive reading group and it waststally significant.

Table 56 Descriptive Statistics for the Extensive Reading Group for Reading Self-
Efficacy

Time 1 Time 2 Time 3
M -.206 491 492
SE .130 .160 .140
95% ClI [-.464, .052] [.172, .809] [.214, .769]
SD 1.114 1.374 1.200
SK -.056 .068 -.250
SES 279 279 279
KT 523 .989 1.013
SEK 552 552 552

Note.95% CI = 95% confidence interval, SK = skewness; KT = kurtosis; SES =
Standard error skewness; SEK = Standard error kurtosis. The statsti@sad on
Rasch logits.

Reading strategies group

A one-way within-subjects, repeated measures ANOVA was conducted on the
reading self-efficacy data for the reading strategies group. Theigbjetthis

ANOVA was to determine if there had been any significant changes in reseding

efficacy within the reading strategies group from time 1 to time 2 to time 3.
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Before conducting the repeated-measures ANOVA, the assumption of gpherci
was checked. The results of Mauchly’'s sphercity test were non-significan@71 (If
=2),p=.27. Therefore, the data did not violate the assumption of sphercity and
sphercity was assumed in investigating Fhgtatistics.

The time main effect was tested using the criterion of Wilk’s lambglalthe
descriptive statistics for the reading strategies group for readirgffiehcy are
reported in Table 57 (see Figure 15 above for a graph of the reading strategyes g
means for reading self-efficacy). The results indicated a significaetdffect, = .50,

F(2, 88) = 44.10p < .01, multivariate %= .50.

Table 57 Descriptive Statistics for the Reading Strate@esup for Reading Self-
Efficacy

Time 1 Time 2 Time 3
M -.695 .309 .318
SE 161 .158 137
95% ClI [-1.016, -.375] [-.005, .623] [.047, .589]
SD 1.531 1.501 1.295
SK -.359 321 .189
SES .254 .254 .254
KT .598 531 -.018
SEK .503 .503 .503

Note.Cl = 95% confidence interval; SK = skewness; KT = kurtosis; SES = Standard

error skewness; SEK = Standard error kurtosis. The statistics are basascbridgits.
Follow-up polynomial contrasts indicated significant linear and quadraticteffe

with means increasing relatively sharply from time 1 to time 2, and lessticalty

from time 2 to time 3. An inspection of the pairwise comparisons also revealed that

there were significant differences between the participants’ aaihgme 1 and times 2

and 3, but there was no significant difference between their ratings at timés32 a
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There was an overall gain (from time 1 to time 3) in reading self-effiadpis group

and it was statistically significant.

Extensive reading/Reading strategies group

A one-way repeated-measures ANOVA was conducted on the reading self-
efficacy data for the extensive reading/reading strategies groupbjdwive of this
ANOVA was to determine if there were any significant changes in readirgffseacy
within the extensive reading/reading strategies group from time 1 t@ttméme 3.

Before conducting the repeated-measures ANOVA, the assumption of sphercit
was checked. The results of Mauchly’'s sphercity test were non-significan@71 (If
=2),p=.27. Therefore, the data did not violate the assumption of sphercity and
sphercity was assumed in investigating fhgtatistics.

The time main effect was tested using the criterion of Wilk’s lambglalthe
descriptive statistics for the extensive reading/reading steatggoup for reading self-
efficacy are reported in Table 58 (see Figure 15 above for a graphic display of the
extensive reading/reading strategies group means for readingfea&gt The results
indicated a significant time effect, = .50,F(2, 88) = 44.10p < .01, multivariate ?=
.50.

Follow-up polynomial contrasts indicated significant linear and quadraéicteff
with means increasing relatively sharply from time 1 to time 2, and lesaticalty
from time 2 to time 3. An inspection of the pairwise comparisons also revealed that
there were significant differences between the participants’ sasingime 1 and times 2

and 3, but there was no significant difference between their ratings at times 2 and 3.
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There was an overall gain (from time 1 to time 3) in reading self-efficadpe

extensive reading/reading strategies group and it was stalyssicadificant.

Table 58 Descriptive Statistics for the Extensive Reading/Reading Stratégiep for
Reading Self-Efficacy

Time 1 Time 2 Time 3
M -.622 .656 428
SE 145 .149 146
95% ClI [-.912, -.333] [.360, .952] [.137, .719]
SD 1.293 1.322 1.301
SK .256 .900 -.637
SES 271 271 271
KT -.510 -.210 .354
SEK .535 .535 .535

Note.95% CI = 95% confidence interval; SK = skewness; KT = kurtosis; SES =
Standard error skewness; SEK = Standard error kurtosis. The statesti@sad on
Rasch logits.
Summary for the Results for Research Question 1

After performing the MANOVA to investigate between-group differences for
the reading self-efficacy variable which had been measured threeotnerethe course
of the study, the results showed that the reading strategies group and sevexte
reading/reading strategies group made significant gains over thevetezading and
extensive reading groups in regards to gains made from time 1 to time 2, anddime 1t
time 3. There were no significant differences between the groups in relation torthe g
made from time 2 to time 3.

After determining significant differences among the groups in the MANOVA, a
repeated-measures ANOVA was conducted to find more precisely withinoingsgr

where significant changes occurred. In all of the groups, significant gains wdee m
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between times 1 and 2, and times 1 and 3, but there were no significant gains between

times 2 and 3 for any of the groups.

Research Question 2: Changes in Reading Comprehension

The second research question asked to what degree the participants’ English
reading comprehension changed after participating in one of the three experimental
groups or the intensive reading group (control group) over one academic yes. It
hypothesized that participation in the experimental groups would lead to significant
gains in reading comprehension in comparison to those of the intensive reading group.
The analysis for this research question was broken into two parts. First, aenultipl
analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted using the gain scoreadmge
comprehension between times 1 and 2, times 2 and 3, and times 1 and 3 for the four
groups to determine if there were significant statistical differebetgeen them (i.e., a
between-groups analysis). Post hoc tests were run to determine whereasignific
changes occurred.

The second analysis, a within-groups analysis, was conducted using a repeated
measures analysis of variance (ANOVA). The Rasch person measures &f time 2,
and time 3 were used to investigate whether any of the groups changed sigyificantl

from time 1 to time 2, from time 2 to time 3, and from time 1 to time 3.

MANOVA Results (Between-Groups Analysis)
As there were four groups measured over three times in this study, it was

considered important to establish that the groups were not significantly wliffiere
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one another on reading comprehension at the outset of the study. Therefore, a one-way
ANOVA was conducted on the time 1 data with groups as the independent variable and
Rasch person measures at time 1 as the dependent variable. None of the groups were
significantly different in regards to the reading comprehension vamlhe beginning
of the study. Levene’s test of equality of error variance was non-signjficant.82 ¢f
= 3),p = .14 and the ANOVA was also non-significaf(3, 318) = 2.32p = .08.

Once it was established that none of the groups were significantly diféerent
time 1, a multiple analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted with the
independent variables being the four groups and the dependent variable being the gain
scores for reading comprehension. Due to the fact that this was a longituatityal st
conducted to investigate the gains/losses of reading comprehension over the academic
year, it was deemed prudent to use the gain scores from time 1 to time 2, timee to tim
3, and time 1 to time 3 as the dependent variable in this analysis instead of the Rasch
person measures that had been obtained on each test occasion (see Figure 16 for a
graphic display of the group averages for reading comprehension; see Tablgd&f for
scores for all groups for reading comprehension). By running the MANOVASN thi
way, the differences that occurred between the four groups over the acadenwenes
investigated. The data for the analysis were gathered with the readpgethension
tests that are explained in detail in chapter 3 (see Appendices F, G, andiH for f

versions of the reading comprehensions tests for times 1, 2, and 3).
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Figure 16 Mean reading comprehension scores for all gréupes 1, 2, and &

Prior to conducting the MANOVA, Levene’s test of atdjty of error variance
was inspected. The value for changes from timetihte 2 wasF = .211 df = 3),p=
.89. The value for changes from time 2 to time 3F = .34 @df = 3),p = .80, and ths
value br changes from time 1 to time 3 wF = .14 @f = 3),p = .94. These nc-
significant values for Levene’s test indicated tetiances among the groups w
similar. In addition, the skewness and kurtosisi®alwere within acceptable limi
Therefore, he assumptions necessary to run a MANOVA were

Table 60 shows the results of the NOVA. Multivariate Pillai, Wilk,
Hotelling, and Roys statistics all indicated statistically signifitaifferences ap < .05

among the groups over the three testing timesgfading comprehensio
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Table 59 Descriptive Statistics of Reading Comprehension Gain Scores (Changes for Times 1-2, 23, and 1

Intensive Reading Group Extensive Reading Group diRgaStrategy Group ER/Strategies Group
T1-T2 T2-T3 T1-T3 T1-T2 3 T1-T3 T1-T2 T2-T3 T1-T3 T1-T2 T2-T3 T1-T3

M .240 -111 129 411 .109 .520 496 .286 782 432 222 .654
SE .087 .082 .080 .087 .077 .087 .077 .071 .074 .082  080. .074
95% Cl

LB .067 273 -.029 237 -.045 .346 .343 .146 .635 .269 .064 .507

uUB 413 .052 .288 .584 .263 .693 .649 427 .930 595 382. .802
SD 774 725 .707 .748 .666 .750 .728 .670 .702 727 710. .657
SK -.189 -.226 .186 .357 -.423 317 175 .039 -.063 328. -.265 -.244
SES 271 271 271 279 279 279 .254 .254 .254 271 271. 271
KT -.330 .019 -.028 -.425 .545 178 -.070 -.037 -438 195 .264 .166
SEK .535 535 .535 .552 .552 .552 .503 .503 .503 535 535. .535

Note. 95% CI = 95% confidence interval; ER/Strategies Group = Extensive raaadidigyg strategies group; T1 =time 1; T2 = time
2; T3 =time 3; 95% LB = 95% confidence interval lower bound; 95% UB = 95% confidencaalnipper bound; SK = skewness;
KT = kurtosis; SES = Standard error skewness; SEK = Standard error kurtessatistics are based on Rasch logits.
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Table 60 MANOVA Results for Reading Comprehension Gain Scores
(Times 1-2, 2-3, 1-3)

Effect F Hypothesigdf  Error df p 2
Pillai’s Trace 116 6.514 6.00 636.00 .00 .058
Wilk’'s Lambda .884 6.704 6.00 634.00 .00 .060
Hotelling’s Trace 131 6.893 6.00 632.00 .00 .061
Roy’s Largest Root 131 13.842 3.00 318.00 .00 116

To further investigate where the significant changes occurred, a set of post hoc
tests was conducted. Because there were differsizies for each of the four groups,
the Hochberg statistic was used to report the post hoc tests. The post hoc teststshow tha
when checking the gains that were realized in reading comprehensionrfrerh to
time 2, there was no significant differenpe<(.05) between any of the groups.

Close inspection of the post hoc tests for the gains between times 2 and 3
revealed significant differences between the intensive reading groupearehting
strategies group and the extensive reading/reading strategies gneupwere no other
significant differences between any of the other groups for this period.

In the final analysis, gains between times 1 and 3, there were significant
differences between the intensive reading group and the three experignemps, all
of which made significantly greater gains than the intensive readmg gFrhere were
no significant differences among the experimental groups at this stage.

A close inspection of Figure 16 might give the impression that the scores for the
three experimental groups converge on a single point, that is, thahg eéiéct might
be present. However, this is not the case. Checking the descriptive statistashaf
the three experimental groups on the time 3 reading comprehension test shows that

there was no ceiling effect for this instrument on any of the three testiagions.
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ANOVA Results for Each Group (Within-Groups Analysis)

After completing the above MANOVA, a repeated-measures, analysis of
variances (ANOVA) was conducted on the data for each group over the three testing
occasions to determine changes that might have occurred within the four groups. For
these repeated-measures ANOVAS, the Rasch person measures at timed 3,\2eie@

used as the dependent variable.

Intensive reading (Control group)

A one-way, repeated-measures ANOVA was conducted on the reading
comprehension data for the intensive reading group. The objective of this ANOVA was
to identify any significant changes in reading comprehension within the v¢ensi
reading group from time 1 to time 2 to time 3.

Before conducting the repeated-measures ANOVA, the assumption of gphercit
was checked. The results of Mauchly’s sphercity test were non-signiftcanf9 ¢f =
2), p = .63. Therefore, the data did not violate the assumption of sphercity and sphercity
was assumed in investigating thestatistics. In addition, the skewness and kurtosis
values were within acceptable limits. Therefore, the assumptions ngcessar a
repeated-measures ANOVA were met.

The time main effect was tested using the criterion of Wilk’'s lambdglalthe
descriptive statistics for the intensive reading group for reading sigld@ffare
reported in Table 61 (see Figure 16 above for a graphic display of the intexaiugyr
group means for reading comprehension). The results of the repeated-measures

ANOVA indicated a non-significant time effect,= .911,F(2, 77) = 3.77p > .05,
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multivariate %= .09. Because the ANOVA was not significant, follow-up polynomial

contrasts and pairwise comparisons were not conducted.

Table 61 Descriptive Statistics for the Intensive Reading Group for Reading
Comprehension

Time 1 Time 2 Time 3

M -.069 =171 .060

SE .059 .082 .071
95% CI [-.186, .048] [.007, .334] [-.082, .202]
SD 522 729 .633

SK 179 -.064 -.312
SES 271 271 271

KT -.426 -.347 -.432
SEK 535 .535 .535

Note.95% CI = 95% confidence interval; SK = skewness; KT = kurtosis; SES =
Standard error skewness; SEK = Standard error kurtosis. The statistizsad on
Rasch logits.

Extensive reading group

Next, a one-way, repeated-measures ANOVA was conducted on the reading
comprehension data for the extensive reading group. The objective of this amalysis
to determine if there had been any significant changes in reading compoahgitisin
the extensive reading group from time 1 to time 2 to time 3.

Before conducting the repeated measures ANOVA, the assumption of sphercity
was checked. The results of Mauchly’s sphercity test were non-significang8 df =
2), p = .44. Therefore, the data did not violate the assumption of sphercity and sphercity
was assumed in investigating thestatistics. In addition, the skewness and kurtosis

values were within acceptable limits. Therefore, the assumptions ngcesgar a

repeated-measures ANOVA were met.
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The time main effect was tested using the criterion of Wilk’s lambglalthe
descriptive statistics for the extensive reading group for reading comgrehare
reported in Table 62 (see Figure 16 above for a graphic display of the exteasiveyr
group means for reading comprehension, all three times). The results of théAANO
indicated a significant time effect, = .66,F(2, 72) = 18.49p < .01, multivariate ?=

.34.

Table 62 Descriptive Statistics for the Extensive Readingup for Reading
Comprehension

Time 1 Time 2 Time 3
M .018 429 .538
SE .067 .073 .075
95% ClI [-.114, .151] [.283, .574] [.389, .686]
SD 572 627 .642
SK .309 -.152 .136
SES 279 279 279
KT .143 -473 .109
SEK 552 552 552

Note.Cl = 95% confidence interval; SK = skewness; KT = kurtosis; SES = Standard
error skewness; SEK = Standard error kurtosis. The statistics are basascbridgits.
Follow-up polynomial contrasts indicated significant linear effects withnse
increasing relatively sharply from time 1 to time 2, and less dramatfcaiftytime 2 to
time 3. An inspection of the pairwise comparisons also revealed that there were
significant differences between the participants’ scores on time 1 andtiames3, but
there was no significant difference between their scores on times 2 amd BVieals
that the level of reading comprehension for the participants improved signifirant
time 1 to time 2, and from time 1 to time 3, but the difference in mean from time 2 to
time 3 was not significant. There was an overall gain (from time 1 to time 3dmge

comprehension for the extensive reading group and it was statistigaiifycant.
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Reading strategies group

A one-way, repeated-measures ANOVA was conducted on the reading
comprehension data for the reading strategies group. The objective of thi$AANE&S
to determine if there had been any significant changes in reading comprehdtision w
the reading strategies group from time 1 to time 2 to time 3.

Before conducting the repeated-measures ANOVA, the assumption of sphercit
was checked. The results of Mauchly’s sphercity test were non-significang9 (f =
2), p = .66. Therefore, the data did not violate the assumption of sphercity and sphercity
was assumed in investigating thestatistics. In addition, the skewness and kurtosis
values were within acceptable limits. Therefore, the assumptions ngcessar a
repeated-measures ANOVA were met.

The time main effect was tested using the criterion of Wilk’s lambglal(he
descriptive statistics for the reading strategies group for readingrebension are
reported in Table 63 (see Figure 16 above for a graph of the reading strategyes g
means for reading comprehension, all three times). The results of the ANOVAtauic
a significant time effect, = .44,F(2, 88) = 55.46p < .01, multivariate = .56.

Follow-up polynomial contrasts indicated significant linear effects withnse
increasing from time 1 to time 2, and then from time 2 to time 3. An inspection of the
pairwise comparisons also revealed that there were significant diésreetween the
participants’ scores on times 1, 2, and 3. This reveals that the level of reading
comprehension for the participants improved significantly from time 1 to time@ 2i

to time 3, and time 1 to time 3.
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Table 63 Descriptive Statistics for the Reading Strategies Group for Reading
Comprehension

Time 1 Time 2 Time 3
M -.216 .280 567
SE .075 .078 .063
95% CI [-.365, -.067] [.125, .436] [.442, .691]
SD 712 743 594
SK -.367 -.270 -.247
SES .254 .254 254
KT .180 -.404 75
SEK .503 .503 .503

Note.Cl = 95% confidence interval; SK = skewness; KT = kurtosis; SES = Standard
error skewness; SEK = Standard error kurtosis. The statistics are basascbridgits.

Extensive reading/Reading strategies group

A one-way, repeated measures ANOVA was conducted on the reading
comprehension data for the extensive reading/reading strategies group. Theeobfec
this ANOVA was to determine if there were any significant changesaing
comprehension within the extensive reading/reading strategies group frerh ton
time 2 to time 3.

Before conducting the repeated measures ANOVA, the assumption of sphercity
was checked. The results of Mauchly’s sphercity test were non-significang9 (f =
2), p = .53. Therefore, the data did not violate the assumption of sphercity and sphercity
was assumed in investigating thestatistics. In addition, the skewness and kurtosis
values were within acceptable limits. Therefore, the assumptions ngcessar a
repeated-measures ANOVA were met.

The time main effect was tested using the criterion of Wilk’s lambglal(he
descriptive statistics for the extensive reading/reading stratggelp for reading

comprehension are reported in Table 64 (see Figure 16 above for a graphic display of
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the extensive reading/reading strategies group means for reading commehdins
results of the ANOVA indicated a significant time effecty .49,F(2, 77) = 39.41p <
.01, multivariate *= .51.

Table 64 Descriptive Statistics for the Extensive Reading/Reading Strategies Group for
Reading Comprehension

Time 1 Time 2 Time 3

M -.159 274 497

SE .064 .076 .063
95% CI [-.286, -.030] [.124, .424] [.370, .623]
SD 570 671 .563

SK .569 -.679 -.123
SES 271 271 271

KT 535 1.040 -.162
SEK 535 .535 .535

Note.95% CI = 95% confidence interval; SK = skewness; KT = kurtosis; SES =
Standard error skewness; SEK = Standard error kurtosis. The statistozsad on
Rasch logits.

Follow-up polynomial contrasts indicated significant linear effects withnse
increasing from time 1 to time 2, and from time 2 to timArBinspection of the
pairwise comparisons also revealed that there were significant diésreetween the
participants’ scores on times 1, 2, and 3. This reveals that the level of reading

comprehension for the participants improved significantly from time 1 to time@ 2i

to time 3, and time 1 to time 3.

Summary for the Results for Research Question 2
After performing the MANOVA to investigate between-group differences for
the reading comprehension variable that had been measured three times auarsthe ¢

of the study, the results showed that there were no significant differeztee=en any
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of the groups between times 1 and 2. However, between times 2 and 3, the reading
strategies group and the extensive reading/reading strategies qadastatistically
significant gains in comparison to the intensive reading group. Finally, when d¢ogpar
the differences between groups between times 1 and 3, all three expergnaunpal
made significantly higher gains than the intensive reading group. Tleeeenw
significant differences among the experimental groups between times 2 andifieand t
1 and 3.

After identifying significant differences among the groups with the MANMOV
a repeated-measures ANOVA was conducted to find more precisely withirothpsgr
where significant changes occurred. First, the ANOVA for the intensivengggdoup
was not significant. This indicated that the reading comprehension level for the
participants in that group did not significantly change over the course of theStudy.
the extensive reading group, significant improvements in reading compreheeseon w
realized between times 1 and 2, and times 1 and 3, but not between times 2 and 3. And
then finally, for the strategies group and the extensive reading/readitegges group

significant gains were realized between times 1 and 2, times 2 and 3, and times 1 and 3.

Research Question 3: Reading Selffficacy as a

Predictor of Reading Comprehension
The third research question asked whether changes in reading selfyeffic
predict changes in reading comprehension after participation in one of the three
experimental groups or the intensive reading group (control group) over one academi

year. It was hypothesized that gains in reading self-efficacy woudddegains in
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reading comprehension. The analysis for this research question was conducted using
latent growth curve (LGC) modeling involving sequelae of change. This type of
modeling highlights the initial individual differences as the intercept and individua
differences that might occur over time as the slope. This type of anatyssstb

account for changes that occur on an individual level, as well as, at the group level.

LGC modeling was considered the most appropriate method of analysis because
unlike other growth modeling styles, it can be designed so that a participrajgtsory
of change over time on one construct, reading self-efficacy, becomescaqreti
subsequent changes in outcome, reading comprehension, instead of being treated as an
outcome itself. It was chosen also because the main focus of the LGC model is t
capture signs of development over a prescribed time. Duncan, Duncan, and Strycker
(2006) also purport that not only can the LGC model capture individual differences but
that it can also be used to analyze crucial group statistics and developmertgt a gr
level.

The advantages of this method of analysis include the capacity to develop from
the data incremental trajectories to reflect changes on an individual and grdugleve
test the adequacy of the hypothesized growth form, and to make allowancegfor ti
varying covariates. Two of the disadvantages of this type of analysis, howeviae ar
assumption of multinormally distributed variables and the importance of largdesa
This study, however, compensates for these disadvantages, as the normalitatd the
was already confirmed in Chapter 4, and the sample size was moderatelPlagge
further assumption that this study met, was that all data collection should be conducted

at roughly the same time and intervals for all participants. In this studyyalsahe
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case. All participants in the study were given each test over a one-weeagrdufany
participants were unable to take any of the tests within one week of the Isegular
scheduled testing time, they and their data were excluded from the studplite8
for a complete schedule of testing dates).

The associative model depicted in Figure 17 illustrates the growth and the
pattern of associations among the growth parameters of reading eelée#ind
reading comprehension. The LGC model was used to answer research questios 3 in thi
study, whether changes in reading self-efficacy predict changeglingea
comprehension. That is, the initial individual differences (interceptSE) arch#mge
in the individual differences over time (slopeSE) of reading selaffi were
hypothesized to predict the change in the individual differences over time (slopERC)
reading comprehension. The intercept represents the start value fovemyngiividual
across time. It is from this value that the slope will be evaluated and tleetbkfactor
loadings for the slope were constrained at 0, 1, and 2, respectively. The recatiges
top of the diagram, SE1, SE2, and SE3 represent reading self-efficactisglé-for
time 1, time 2, and time 3, respectively.

These three rectangles are connected to the latent variables of redfding s
efficacy, the interceptSE and slopeSE, which are estimated as growtis f&imilarly,

the
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Figure 17 The latent growth curve model of the effects of reading self-efficacy

reading comprehension over three testing occasions during an academicsiey
standardized solution values.

rectangles at the bottom of the diagram, RC1, RC2, and RC3 represent time 1, time 2,
and time 3 scores, respectively, for the reading comprehension variable. These

rectangles are connected by arrows to the latent variables forgeadnprehension,

interceptRC and slopeRC. By setting the first loading on both of the slope facttrs (bot
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slopeRC and slope SE) to 0, the intercepts are effectively set as the wéliaflthe
dimensions under study.

The sequelae of change for the slopeRC were hypothesized to be predicted by
the interceptSE and the slopeSE. That is, the change in reading comprehensidn was se
to be a function of the initial level of reading self-efficacy (interceptgi] the change
in reading self-efficacy (slopeSE). The path coefficients (paras)etethis study are
all standardized. E’s represent error values for the model. The Rasch peasomase
from Chapter 4 were used as the observed self-ratings for the readindicatiyef
factors, SE1, SE2, and SE3, and the observed scores for the reading comprehension
factors, RC1, RC2, RC3.

The LGC modeling analysis was conducted using EQS (version 6.1). The
parameters were estimated using the maximum likelihood (ML) procedure. Geadines
fit was evaluated using four indices: chi-square statistic, comparatiaddit (CFI),
the standardized root mean square residual (SRMR), and the root mean square error of
approximation (RMSEA). The higher the probability value for the chi-squaistista
the closer the fit between the hypothesized model and the perfect fit (Bollen, 1989).
However, this statistic has come increasingly under scrutiny for itssevesitivity to
sample size. “Both the sensitivity of the Likelihood Ratio Test to samplasdés
basis on the centraf distribution, which assumes that the model fits perfectly in the
population, have led to problems of fit that are now widely known” (Byrne, 2006, p.
96). Given this problematic aspect of the Likelihood Ratio Test and that hypothesized
models can never exactly fit real-world data, many researchers cautigaran o

consideration of only chi-square statistic%,to interpret model goodness-of-fit.
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Due to the limitations of the chi-square statistic, other goodness-of-fitaadex
have been developed to take a more pragmatic approach to the evaluation process.
Although, EQS provides up to 10 of these indexes, Bentler (1990) recommended that
the Comparative Fit Index (CFIl) be the index of choice. CFI values equal to targrea
than .95 are considered representative of well-fitting models (Hu & Beh€89).

In addition to the analysis of CFI anf statistics to evaluate absolute model fit,
there are two other indexes, the Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR), and
the Root Mean-Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA), that provide additional
support to determining the goodness-of-fit of a model. However, Browne et al. (2002, p.
405) termed them more specifically as “absofutsfitindexes.” Absolute fit indexes,
such as CFl increase as goodness-of-fit improves, however, the absolutendesisi
decrease as goodness-of-fit improves.

When interpreting SRMR values, a well-fitting model would show a value of .05
or less for this index. For the RMSEA index, values less than .05 indicate good fit, and
those as high as .08 represent reasonable errors of approximation in the population
(Browne & Cudeck, 1993). RMSEA values ranging from .08 to .10 indicate mediocre
fit, and those greater than .10 indicate poor fit (MacCallum, Browne, & Sugawara,
1996).

In regards to research question 3, the posited model provided a good fit to the
empirical data. The values for the various fit indices wé&0, 322) = 86.48 = .000,

CFI =.99, SRMR = .03, RMSEA = .06. Although the chi-square statistic is .000, the
other indexes demonstrate that this is a well-fitting model. As was explaitieel i

above section, the chi-square statistic can be over-sensitive due to digaresample
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size. Therefore, evaluation of the model goodness-of-fit should be considered through
the analysis of the above-mentioned indexes, as a group, not relying completely on the
chi-square statistic to arrive at an interpretation of the results.

In addition to these indexes, the parameters-asatlies for the intercepts and
slopes are displayed in Table 65. The relationship between slopeSE and slopeRC was
significant. This suggests that there is a positive relationship between sliaage
occurred over the study in reading self-efficacy and reading comprehenisen
relationship between the interceptSE and slopeRC was non-significant, so the
participants’ starting level for reading self-efficacy was not ficamtly related to the

amount of reading comprehension growth they achieved over the academic year.

Table 65 Predicting Gains in Reading Comprehension by Gains in Reading Self-
Efficacy with Linear Growth Curve Modeling

InterceptSE  SlopeRC SlopeSE SlopeRC*
Effect () SE tValue Effect () SE tValue
-.829 732 -1.134 .996 .393 2.533
Note. *p< .05.

Research Question 4: Skill in Reading Strategy Use as a
Predictor of Reading Self-Efficacy
The fourth research question asked whether those participants who are more
adept at using reading strategies, as operationalized through a set of stadétyy
tests (see Appendices C, D, and E) also have high levels of reading selfyéffichis
guestion is accompanied by a directional hypothesis: Higher scores on thg readin
strategy test will lead to higher levels of reading self-efficacy.artaysis for this
research question was conducted using latent growth curve (LGC) modeling involving

sequelae of change. This type of modeling highlights the initial individual eliifes as
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the intercept and individual differences that occur over time as the slope. Thaf type
analysis helps to account for changes that occur on an individual level, as wethas, a
group level.

LGC modeling was considered the most appropriate method of analysis because
unlike other growth modeling styles, it can be designed so that a participajetsary
of change over time on one construct, skill in the use of reading strategies, bacomes
predictor of subsequent changes in outcome, reading self-efficacy, instead of being
treated as an outcome itself.

The assumption of multinormally distributed variables and the importance of
large samples was accounted for in this study. The normality of the dataeeaty a
confirmed in Chapter 4, and the sample size was moderately large. One further
assumption that this study met, was that all data collection should be conducted at
roughly the same time and intervals for all participants. In this study, tsaheaase.

All participants in the study were given each test over a one-week duragoy. If
participants were unable to take any of the tests within one week of the Isegular
scheduled testing time, they and their data were excluded from the studwplié=8 T
for a complete schedule of testing dates).

The associative model depicted in Figure 18 illustrates the growth and the
pattern of associations among the growth parameters of skill in readiteggtuse and
reading self-efficacy. The LGC model was used to answer researd¢loguesm this
study, whether changes in skill in reading strategy use predict changesling self-

efficacy.
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That is, the initial individual differences (interceptRS) and the change in th
individual differences over time (slopeRS) of reading strategy skill wgoethesized
to predict the change in the individual differences over time (slopeSE) of reatfing s
efficacy. The intercept represents the start value for any given indiadigess time. It

is from this value that the slope will be evaluated and therefore, the factor kéaling

E4 E7 E8

l l l

242 -.436 .935

! ! !

E3 E4 ES

Figure 18 The latent growth curve model of the effects of skill of reading strategy
on reading self-efficacy over three testing occasions during an aicagkam, using
standardized solution values.
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the intercept are fixed at 1 for each measurement time. The slope symtidiraie of
change and, therefore, the factor loadings for the slope were constraindd and 2,
respectively. The rectangles at the top of the diagram, RS1, RS2, and RS3 reipeesent t
scores from the reading strategy tests for time 1, time 2, and time 3, redpettiese
three rectangles are connected to the latent variables of skill ingesiditegy use, the
interceptRS and slopeRS, which are estimated as growth factors. §intiar
rectangles at the bottom of the diagram, SE1, SE2, and SE3 represent time 1, time 2,
and time 3 scores, respectively, for the self-ratings of the readingfsedtg variable.
These rectangles are connected by arrows to the latent variableadmgy self-
efficacy, interceptSE and slopeSE. By setting the first loading on both obfiee sl
factors (both slopeRC and slope SE) to 0, the intercepts are effectivelyiseirasal
level of the dimensions under study.

The sequelae of change for the slopeSE were hypothesized to be predicted by
the interceptRS and the slopeRS. That is, the change in reading self-effasasgt to
be a function of the initial level of skill in reading strategy use (intercgpéRd the
change in skill in reading strategy use (slopeRS). The path coefficierdasngtars) in
this study are all standardized. E’s represent error values for the. mbddRasch
person measures from Chapter 4 were used as the observed scores for the reading
strategy factors, RS1, RS2, and RS3, and the observed scores for the reading self-
efficacy factors, SE1, SE2, SE3.

The LGC modeling analysis was conducted using EQS (version 6.1). The
parameters were estimated using the maximum likelihood (ML) procedure. Geadines

fit was evaluated using four indices: chi-square statistic, comparatiaddit (CFI),
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the standardized root mean square residual (SRMR), and the root mean square error of
approximation (RMSEA).

In regards to research question 4, the posited model provided a good fit to the
empirical data. The values for the various fit indices wé¢#0, 322) = 81.85 = .000,
CFI =.98, SRMR = .04, RMSEA = .07. Although the chi-square statistic is .000, the
other indexes demonstrate that this is a well-fitting model. As was explaitiegl i
above section, the chi-square statistic can be over-sensitive due to difaresample
size. Therefore, evaluation of the model goodness-of-fit should be considered through
the analysis of the above-mentioned indexes, as a group, not relying completely on the
chi-square statistic to direct any interpretation of the results.

In addition to these indexes, the parameters-aadlies for the intercepts and
slopes are displayed in Table 66 (see descriptive statistics for the retadiegy test
per group in Table 68, graphically depicted in Figure 19). The relationship between
slopeRS and slopeSE was significant. This suggests that there is a positivasieip
between changes that occurred over the study in skill in reading strategyduse a
reading self-efficacy. The relationship between the interceptRS an&&opas non-
significant, so the participants’ starting level for skill in reading stnause was not
significantly related to the amount of reading self-efficacy growth dohieved over
the academic year.

As a follow-up analysis to the results bore from the latent growth curve, a
MANOVA was conducted on the reading strategy test data to investigatednet
group change and an ANOVA was performed on the same set of data for each of the

respective groups to identify changes within-groups over the three testiagjons.
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Table 66 Predicting Gains in Reading Self-Efficacy by Gains in Skill in Reading
Strategy Use with Linear Growth Curve Modeling

InterceptRS SlopeSE SlopeRS SlopeSE*
Effect () SE tValue Effect () SE tValue
-1.395 1.058 -1.319 1.272 .489 2.601

*p < .05.

MANOVA Results for the Reading Strategy Test Data (Between-Groupsmalysis)

As there were four groups measured over three times in this study, it was
considered important to establish that the groups were not significantly diffienent
one another on reading strategy skill at the outset of the study. Thereforeyayone-
ANOVA was conducted on the time 1 data with groups as the independent variable and
Rasch person measures at time 1 as the dependent variable. For the purpose of
determining significancey < .05 will be the limit henceforth in this paper. None of the
groups were significantly different in regards to the reading stralélyyariable at the
beginning of the study. Levene’s test of equality of error variance was gruifiesint,

F =1.562 @f = 3),p = .20 and the ANOVA was also non-significaf(3, 318) = .162,
p=.92.

Once it was established that none of the groups were significantly different a
time 1, a multiple analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted with the
independent variable being the four groups and the dependent variable being the gain
scores for the reading strategy test. Due to the fact that this wastadoraj study
conducted to investigate the gains/losses of reading strategy skill overdeenaca
year, it was deemed prudent to use the gain scores for this analysis instedglasictine

measures that had been obtained on each test occasion. For the MANOVA, the gain
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scores calculated from time 1 to time 2, time 2 to time 3, and time 1 to time 3 wdre us
(see Figure 19 for a graphic display of the group averages for readitagy skill; see
Table 68 for gain scores for all groups for reading strategy skill). By runmeng t
MANOVA in this way, the differences that occurred between the four groups over the
academic year were investigated. The data for the analysis whesaghwith three
versions of the reading strategy test (see Appendices C, D, and E for the eomplet
versions of the tests).

Prior to conducting the MANOVA, Levene’s test of equality of error variance
was inspected. The value for changes from time 1 to time Fwaa 044 {f = 3),p =
.108. The value for changes from time 2 to time 3 was3.165 ({f = 3),p=.052, and
the value for changes from time 1 to time 3 Was 1.001 @f = 3),p = .393. These non-
significant valuesy < .05) for Levene’s test indicated that variances among the groups
were similar. In addition, the skewness and kurtosis values were within dateepta
limits. Therefore, the assumptions necessary to run a MANOVA were met.

Table 67 shows the results of the MANOVA. Multivariate Pillai, Wilk,
Hotelling, and Roy’s statistics all indicated statistically sigaifit differences ai < .05
among the groups over the three testing times for the reading strategy test

Table 67 MANOVA Results for Reading Strategy Test Gain Scores
(Times 1-2, 2-3, 1-3)

Effect F Hypothesidf Errordf  p 2
Pillai's Trace .090 4.933 6.00 636.00 .00 .045
Wilk's Lambda 912 5.007 6.00 634.00 .00 .045
Hotelling’s Trace .095 5.022 6.00 632.00 .00 .046
Roy’s Largest Root .072 7.650 3.00 318.00 .00 .067
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To further investigate where the significant changecurred, a set of post h
tests was conductddee Figure 1for a graphic display of the group averages
reading strategy skill; see Table for gain scores for all groups for reading strat
skill). The post hoc tests indicated no significant défifee p < .05) between th
intensive reading group and the extensive redreading strategiegroup or betwee
the reading strategies group extensive reading group for readiggns in reading
strategy skillfrom time 1 to time 2. However, there was a sigaifit difference
between the intensive reading group and the realragegies group, and the extens

reading group gainp( .05).

=4—Control
——Extensive
-4 Strategies
=—>=ER/Strategies

/0

Mean Reading Reading Strategy Test
Scores (logits)

Time 1 Time 2 Time 3

Test Times

Figure 19 Mean reading strategy test score: all groups (times 1, 2, and

There were no significant differences in the gdiesveen any of the fot

groups from time 2 to time 3. A review of the meahthe gains from time 2 to time
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Table 68 Descriptive Statistics of Reading Strategy Test Gain Scores (Changes fod2n2s, and 1-3)

Intensive Reading Group Extensive Reading Group dRgaStrategy Group ER/Strategies Group
T1-T2 T2-T3 T1-T3 T1-T2 T2-T3 T1-T3 T1-T2 T2-T3 T3 T1-T2 T2-T3 T1-T3
M -.019 .118 .098 441 -.010 431 420 -.006 414 1.24 272 513
SE .087 .093 .075 .094 .094 .087 .074 .073 .076 .069 067 . .066
95% ClI
LB -.193 -.068 -.052 .253 -.196 .257 272 -.151 .263 103. .139 .380
UB 154 .303 .248 .628 A77 .605 .568 139 .565 379 406 . .646
SD 774 .827 .670 .809 .805 749 .706 .693 721 .615 598 . .593
SK -537 -.387 -.012 .269 -.165 -519 .153 129 -079 .073 .064 -.420
SES 271 271 271 .279 .279 .279 .254 .254 .254 271 271 . 271
KT 445 -512 170 317 .568 464 .053 .398 .626 .048  -.035 .459
SEK .535 .535 .535 .552 .552 .552 .503 .503 .503 .535 535 . .535

Note. 95% CI = 95% confidence interval; ER/Strategiesupra= Extensive reading/reading strategies grodpsTime 1; T2 = time 2; T3 = time 3; 95% LB = 95%
confidence interval lower bound; 95% UB = 95% cdefice interval upper bound; SK = skewness; KT tosis; SES = Standard error skewness; SEK = Stdndar
error kurtosis.
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shows that there was very little variance among the means, as the graugedditde
during this period.

The overall gains from time 1 to time 3 showed that there were significant
differences between the intensive reading and the extensive resaalipg the reading
strategies, and extensive reading/reading strategies groupswidsene significant
difference between the reading strategies, extensive readingensiert

reading/reading strategies groups.

ANOVA Results for Each Group (Within-Groups Analysis)

After completing the above MANOVA, a repeated-measures, analysis of
variances (ANOVA) was conducted on the data for each group over the three testing
occasions to determine changes that might have occurred within the four groups. For
these ANOVAs, the Rasch person measures at the three times were used as the

dependent variable.

Intensive reading (Control group)

A one-way within-subjects, repeated-measures ANOVA was conducted on the
reading strategy test data for the intensive reading group (seeGBalolethe
descriptive statistics for all three occasions). The objective of thissisalgs to
identify any significant changes in reading strategy skill within the intemeading

group from time 1 to time 2 to time 3.
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Before conducting the repeated-measures ANOVA, the assumption of sphercit
was checked. The results of Mauchly’s sphercity test were non-signifcan0b),F =
943 df = 2),p = .11. Therefore, the data did not violate the assumption of sphercity and
sphercity was assumed in investigatingEh&tatistics. In addition, the skewness and
kurtosis values were within acceptable limits. Therefore, the assumptiossargce
run a repeated-measures ANOVA were met.

The time main effect was tested using the criterion of Wilk’s lambdglaTthe
descriptive statistics for the intensive reading group for reading seld@ffare
reported in Table 69 (see Figure 19 for a graphic display of the intensiveggadup
means for reading strategy skill). The results of the repeated-meANOASA
indicated a non-significant time effect,= .97,F(2, 77) = 1.10p = .34, multivariate *

=..03.

Table 69 Descriptive Statistics for the Intensive Reading Group for Reading Strategy
Skill

Time 1 Time 2 Time 3
M -.374 -.393 -.276
SE .062 .084 .068
95% ClI [-.497, -.251] [-.560, -.227] [-.411, -.141]
SD .548 744 .603
SK -.159 -.226 -.312
SES 271 271 271
KT -.599 .087 -.633
SEK 535 .535 .535

Note.95% CIl = 95% confidence interval; SK = skewness; KT = kurtosis; SES =
Standard error skewness; SEK = Standard error kurtosis. The statisticssad on
Rasch logits.

Neither follow-up polynomial contrasts nor post hoc tests were conducted

because the ANOVA was non-significant.
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Extensive reading group

Next,a one-way within-subjects, repeated-measures ANOVA was conducted on
the reading strategy test data for the extensive reading group (dee8dor the
descriptive statistics for all three occasions). The objective of thissaalgs to
determine if there had been any significant changes in reading gts&tkgvithin the
extensive reading group from time 1 to time 2 to time 3.

Before conducting the repeated-measures ANOVA, the assumption of sphercit
was checked. The results of Mauchly’'s sphercity test were non-significan©91 (If
=2),p=.71. Therefore, the data did not violate the assumption of sphercity and
sphercity was assumed in investigatingEh&tatistics. In addition, the skewness and
kurtosis values were within acceptable limits. Therefore, the assumptiorss argce
run a repeated-measures ANOVA were met.

The time main effect was tested using the criterion of Wilk’s lambglal(he
descriptive statistics for the extensive reading group for the readatgges test are
reported in Table 70 (see Figure 19 above for a graph of the extensive readimg gr
means for reading strategy skill, all three times). The results of the/ANQ@licated a
significant time effect, =.70,F(2, 72) = 15.63p < .01, multivariate = .30.

Follow-up polynomial contrasts indicated significant linear and quadraéicteff
with means increasing relatively sharply from time 1 to time 2, and sligatseasing
from time 2 to time 3. An inspection of the pairwise comparisons also revealed that
there were significant differences between the participants’ scorea®i and times 2

and 3, but there was no significant difference between their scores on times 2 and 3.
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This reveals that the level of reading strategy skill for the partigparmroved
significantly from time 1 to time 2, and from time 1 to time 3, but the difference in
mean from time 2 to time 3 was not significant. There was an overall gain {ifinen t
to time 3) in reading strategy skill for the extensive reading group and it was

statistically significant.

Table 70Descriptive Statistics for the Extensive Reading Group for Reading Strategy
Skill

Time 1 Time 2 Time 3
M -.306 135 125
SE .073 .096 .066
95% ClI [-.451, -.161] [-.057, .327] [-.005, .256]
SD .625 .829 .564
SK .335 .328 .293
SES 279 279 279
KT -.160 .632 -.188
SEK 552 552 .552

Note.95% CI = 95% confidence interval; SK = skewness; KT = kurtosis; SES =
Standard error skewness; SEK = Standard error kurtosis. The statestizsad on
Rasch logits.

Reading strategies group

A one-way, repeated-measures ANOVA was conducted on the readingystrateg
test data for the reading strategies group (see Table 68 for the desatigtistics for
all three occasions). The objective of this ANOVA was to determine if therbden
any significant changes in reading strategy skill within the readiatggtes group from
time 1 to time 2 to time 3.

Before conducting the repeated-measures ANOVA, the assumption of sphercit
was checked. The results of Mauchly’s sphercity test were non-significang9 (f =

2),p=.91. Therefore, the data did not violate the assumption of sphercity and sphercity
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was assumed in investigating thestatistics. In addition, the skewness and kurtosis
values were within acceptable limits. Therefore, the assumptions ngcessar a
repeated-measures ANOVA were met.

The time main effect was tested using the criterion of Wilk’s lambglalthe
descriptive statistics for the reading strategies group for readatggptrskill are
reported in Table 71 (see Figure 19 above for a graph of the reading strategyes g
means for reading strategy skill, all three times). The results of the/ANQ@licated a
significant time effect, = .69,F(2, 88) = 19.89p < .01, multivariate = .31.

Follow-up polynomial contrasts indicated significant linear effects withnse
increasing from time 1 to time 2, and then slightly decreasing from timerBed3ti An
inspection of the pairwise comparisons also revealed that there were significa
differences between the participants’ scores on times 1 and 2, and times 1 and 3. The
was no significant change from times 2 to 3. This reveals that the level of skill in
reading strategy use for the participants improved significantly froen it time 2,

time 1 to time 3, but not from times 2 to 3.

Table 71 Descriptive Statistics for the Reading Strategies Group for Reading Strategy
Skill

Time 1 Time 2 Time 3
M -.355 .065 .059
SE .075 .073 .069
95% ClI [-.504, -.205] [-.078, .208] [-.077, .195]
SD .715 .686 .651
SK .026 .150 -.240
SES .254 .254 .254
KT 426 426 524
SEK .503 .503 .503

Note.Cl = 95% confidence interval; SK = skewness; KT = kurtosis; SES = Standard
error skewness; SEK = Standard error kurtosis. The statistics are basascbridgits.
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Extensive reading/Reading strategies group

A one-way, repeated measures ANOVA was conducted on the reading strategy
test data for the extensive reading/reading strategies group (sdee6B8or the
descriptive statistics for all three occasions). The objective of this AN®&S to
determine if there were any significant changes in reading strakdbwithin the
extensive reading/reading strategies group from time 1 to time 2 to time 3.

Before conducting the repeated measures ANOVA, the assumption of sphercity
was checked. The results of Mauchly’s sphercity test were non-significang9 ¢f =
2), p = .93. Therefore, the data did not violate the assumption of sphercity and sphercity
was assumed in investigating thestatistics. In addition, the skewness and kurtosis
values were within acceptable limits. Therefore, the assumptions ngcessan a
repeated-measures ANOVA were met.

The time main effect was tested using the criterion of Wilk’s lambdlaTthe
descriptive statistics for the extensive reading/reading stratggpelp for reading
strategy skill are reported in Table 72 (see Figure 19 above for a gragpiaydf the
extensive reading/reading strategies group means for readinggiski). The results
of the ANOVA indicated a significant time effect,= .57,F(2, 77) = 29.33p < .01,
multivariate 2= .43,

Follow-up polynomial contrasts indicated significant linear effects withnse
increasing from time 1 to time 2, and from time 2 to time 3. An inspection of the
pairwise comparisons also revealed that there were significant difésrertween the

participants’ scores on times 1, 2, and 3. This reveals that the level of reaaliegystr
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skill for the participants improved significantly from time 1 to time 2, time @me 3,

and time 1 to time 3.

Table 72 Descriptive Statistics for the Extensive Reading/Reading Strategies Group for
Reading Strategy Skill

Time 1 Time 2 Time 3

M -.351 -.110 .163

SE .066 .060 .054
95% ClI [-.482, -.219] [-.228, .009] [.056, .270]
SD .588 .530 478

SK .083 -.010 -.183
SES 271 271 271

KT -.445 470 -.145
SEK .535 .535 .535

Note.95% CI = 95% confidence interval; SK = skewness; KT = kurtosis; SES =
Standard error skewness; SEK = Standard error kurtosis. The statestizsad on
Rasch logits.

Summary for the MANOVA and ANOVA results

After performing the MANOVA to investigate between-group differences for
the reading strategy skill variable that had been measured three timéseoseurse of
the study, the results showed that significant differences were detectegbéhe
intensive reading group and the reading strategies group, and the exteading r
group between times 1 andNext, there were no significant differences in the gains
between any of the four groups from time 2 to time 3. Finally, the overall gams fr
time 1 to time 3 showed that there were significant differences betwesndhsive
reading and the extensive reading, the reading strategies, and exteadiag/reading
strategies groups. There was no significant difference between thegreadiegies,

extensive reading, or extensive reading/reading strategies groups.
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After identifying significant differences among the groups with the MANMOV
a repeated-measures ANOVA was conducted to find more precisely withirothpgsgr
where significant changes occurred. First, the ANOVA for the intensivengggdoup
was not significant. This indicated that the level of reading strategy @kihé
participants in that group did not significantly change over the course of theStudy.
the extensive reading and reading strategies groups, significamvenpents in
reading strategy skill were realized between times 1 and 2, and times 1 and 3, but not
between times 2 and 3. And then finally, for the extensive reading/readireg&sat
group significant gains were realized between times 1 and 2, times 2 and 3, and times 1

and 3.

Research Question 5: Reading Amount as a
Predictor of Reading Self-Efficacy

The fifth research question asked whether the participants who read more,
operationalized through a count of standard words read over the course of the@cadem
year, also have higher reading self-efficacy gains. This questionosipanied by a
directional hypothesis: Participants who read more make greater redélieffcacy
gains (see Tables 73 and 74 for descriptive statistics of standard words and adpks re

The proposed method of analysis for this research question was latent growth
curve (LGC) modeling involving sequelae of change. However, when attempting to r
the data with EQS (version 6.1), the number of iterations was exceedingly high and

convergence was not achieved. Therefore, the hypothesis proposed for research
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Table 73 Descriptive Statistics of Number of Standard Words Read for Each Group (Changes ®L-Bn&3, and 1-3)

Intensive Reading Group Extensive Reading Group dRgaStrategy Group ER/Strategies Group
T1-T2 T2-T3 T1-T3 T1-T2 3 T1-T3 T1-T2 T2-T3 T1-T3 T1-T2 T2-T3 T1-T3

M 13,219 15,326 28,545 88,404 107,216 195,620 16,575 17,863 34,438 71,898 81,829 153,728
SE 5,339 5,122 7,351 - --- --- 3,154 3¢t 5,113
95% ClI

LB 77,763 97,006 180,968 65062 74,948 143,548

UB 99,045 117,425 210,272 --- --- --- 7861 88,710 163,907
SD 45,928 44,065 63,243 28,031 30,720 45,447
SK 1.126 1.611 .551 3.310 1467 3.290
SES 279 .279 .279 271 271 2
KT .359 4.586 -.442 20.507 3r 16.661
SEK .552 552 .552 -- - .535 .535 35

Note. 95% CI = 95% confidence interval; ER/Strate

giesupro= Extensive reading/reading

strategies grodpsTime 1; T2 = time 2; T3 = time 3; 95% LB = 95%

confidence interval lower bound; 95% UB = 95% cdefice interval upper bound; SK = skewness; KT tosis; SES = Standard error skewness; SEK = Stdndar
error kurtosis; (---) = all participants in theénsive reading and reading strategies groups heatlgxhe same number of words read, so there neatistics

except for mean.

Table 74 Descriptive Statistics of Number of Books Read for Each Group (Changes for Times 1-2, 2-3) and 1

Intensive Reading Group Extensive Reading Group dRgaStrategy Group ER/Strategies Group
T1-T2 T2-T3 T1-T3 T1-T2 3 T1-T3 T1-T2 T2-T3 T1-T3 T1-T2 T2-T3 T1-T3
M TEXT TEXT TEXT 59.39 41.80 101.19 TEXT TEXT TEXT 23 35.25 85.58
SE TEXT TEXT TEXT 4.06 2.01 5.57 TEXT TEXT TEXT 241 @ 3.99
95% ClI
LB TEXT TEXT TEXT 51.29 37.79 90.09 TEXT TEXT TEXT AR 31.24 77.64
UB TEXT TEXT TEXT 67.50 45.80 112.29 TEXT TEXT TEXT 32 39.27 93.53
SD TEXT TEXT TEXT 34.98 17.29 4791 TEXT TEXT TEXT 2m. 17.93 35.47
SK TEXT TEXT TEXT 1.16 .67 .79 TEXT TEXT TEXT -.09 102 .35
SES TEXT TEXT TEXT .28 .28 .28 TEXT TEXT TEXT 27 27 27
KT TEXT TEXT TEXT .59 -.08 -.35 TEXT TEXT TEXT -.99 27 .22
SEK TEXT TEXT TEXT .55 .55 .55 TEXT TEXT TEXT .54 .54 54

Note. 95% CI = 95% confidence interval; ER/Strategies Group = Extensive raadidigyg strategies group; T1 =time 1; T2 =time 2;
T3 =time 3; 95% LB = 95% confidence interval lower bound; 95% UB = 95% confidencainipper bound; SK = skewness; KT =
kurtosis; SES = Standard error skewness; SEK = Standard error kurtosiE=T&y one book (textbook) was read in these groups.
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guestion 5 that amount of reading (standard word count) over an academic year would
make a direct prediction of changes in reading self-efficacy was niatnced.

Although the proposed latent growth curve model was not confirmed, it was
considered important to inspect the data further for possible clues to explaihisvhy
happened, so a Pearson correlation was conducted. When conducting the correlational
analysis on the data from all 322 participants for the two variables, changdingrea
self-efficacy from times 1 to 3, and number of words read over the course afdiie st
the Pearson correlation coefficient was -.16 and when considering theothatarity
the extensive reading and extensive reading/reading strategies, dhauparrelation
coefficient was .03.

Furthermore, the descriptive statistics for words read by each of the four ma
groups, the intensive reading group, the extensive reading group, the readagestra
group, and the extensive reading/reading strategies group, are piesécrdable 73.

The descriptive statistics for the number of books read for each group is alspishow
Table 74. It should be noted that the intensive reading and reading strategies groups
only read from their textbook and, therefore, no data is presented for number of books
read for these groups. Also, because the intensive reading and readetgestigroups
read the same number of standard words, no other statistics are giverf@xitept

mean number of standard words read for these groups.
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Research Question 6: The Utility of Extensive Reading and Its Connection t
Reading Self-Efficacy

The sixth research question asked whether those participants who made the
largest gains for self-ratings of the utility of extensive reading zdsl higher gains on
their self-ratings for reading self-efficacy over the course of tademic year. This
guestion is accompanied by a directional hypothesis: Participants who moreratghly
extensive reading as a practical and useful way to improving reading comgoghe
also have higher levels of reading self-efficacy. This analysis was ceddusing a
one-way ANOVA. The gain scores (Rasch person ability estimates) vetivez1 and
time 3 were used for both the participants’ self-ratings for perceived wiiléxtensive
reading and reading self-efficacy. The 322 participants were rankedaxrto their
gain scores on perceived utility of extensive reading, and then divided int@tbugs;
high (h = 107), mid § = 108), and lowr{= 107). The objective of this analysis was to
determine whether there were any statistically significantrdifiees between these
three groups based on their gains on reading self-efficacy.

Before conducting the ANOVA, the homogeneity of variance assumption was
checked using Levene’s test of equality of error variances. The resutnore
significant,F = 2.94 (f = 2),p > .05. Therefore, the data did not violate the assumption
of homogeneity of variance. In addition, the skewness and kurtosis values were within
acceptable limits. Therefore, the assumptions necessary to run the ANOVAetere

The independent variable was the three groups (high, mid, and low), and the
dependent variable was the gain scores for reading self-efficacy frort tortene 3.

The descriptive statistics for perceived utility of extensive reaaimbgreading self-
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efficacy for the three groups are displayed in Table 75, and Figure 20 shows aajraphi
display of the means for perceived utility of extensive reading and reselirgfficacy.
The non-overlapping confidence intervals indicate that the differences in thecgaes
are not due to chance. The results of the ANOVA indicated a significant gregp eff
F(2, 319) = 3.65p < .05.

Follow-up tests were conducted to evaluate pairwise differences among the
means. Because the variances among the three groups were not signditf@ndigt
and the number of pairwise contrasts was limifekey’stest was used for the post hoc
comparisons. There was a significant differenre (05) between the high and low
groups,p = .02 but no significant difference between high and mid,41, or low and
mid, p=.33.

Table 75 Descriptive Statistics for the Gain Scores for the Perceived Utility of
Extensive Reading and Reading Self-Efficacy (High, Mid, and Low Groups)

Perceived Utility of Extensive Reading Self-efficacy
Reading
High Mid Low High Mid Low
M .753 .163 -521 .987 791 548
SE .031 .013 .040 119 .095 129
95% ClI
LB .691 .138 -.600 751 .604 293
UB .815 .188 -.442 1.223 979 .803
SD .325 134 413 1.232 .984 1.330
SK 377 .047 597 .693 -.423 -.015
SES 234 .233 234 234 .233 234
KT 435 -.198 .886 409 -.044 .025
SEK 463 461 463 463 461 463

Note.Cl = 95% confidence interval; SK = skewness; KT = kurtosis; SES = Standard
error skewness; SEK = Standard error kurtosis; High = group that had highestrgains
ratings for the perceived utility of extensive reading questionnaire; Midup that

had the second highest set of gains on ratings for the perceived utility of extensi
reading questionnaire; Low = group that had the lowest gains on ratings for the
perceived utility of extensive reading questionnaire.
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Figure 2Q Mean gain scores for the perceived utility of extensive reading questenna
and the reading self-efficacy questionnaire (high, mid, and low groups).

The results partly support the hypothesis that participants who experienced
higher gains on their perception of the utility of extensive reading over thescafutrse

academic year also made significant gains in reading self-efficacy

Research Question 7: The Utility of Reading Strategies and Its Conneati to
Reading Self-Efficacy
The seventh research question asked whether the participants who made greater
gains on their self-ratings for the utility of reading strategies aisengreater gains on
their self-ratings for reading self-efficacy over the course of tademic year. This
guestion is accompanied by a directional hypothesis: Those participants who more

highly rate the use of reading strategies as practical and useful in impreadigg
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comprehension also make higher reading self-efficacy gains. Thisalesgestion was
investigated using a one-way ANOVA. The 322 participants were ranked in order
according to their gain scores on perceived utility of reading strategoethen divided
into three groups; higm(= 107), mid § = 108), and lowrf = 107). These groups were
the independent variable in the analysis. The gain scores (Rasch perspn abilit
estimates) between time 1 and time 3 were calculated for perceivedaitieading
strategies and reading self-efficacy: This was the dependent varibablebjective of
this analysis was to determine whether there were any statissgglificant
differences between these three groups based on their reading setfyefjaazs.

Before conducting the ANOVA, the assumption of homogeneity of variance was
checked using Levene’s test of equality of error variances. The resudtnore
significant,F = .94 df = 2),p > .05. Therefore, the data did not violate the assumption
of homogeneity of variance. In addition, the skewness and kurtosis values were within
acceptable limits. Therefore, the assumptions necessary to run the ANOVAetere

The descriptive statistics for perceived utility of reading strategnd reading
self-efficacy for the three groups are displayed in Table 76, and Figure 21 @&hows
graphical display of the means for perceived utility of reading stratageseading
self-efficacy. The mean gain scores for reading self-effidacyease monotonically
from the high to the mid to the low group. The results of the ANOVA indicated a non-
significant group effect(2, 319) = 2.10p = .12. Because the ANOVA did not reveal
any statistically significant changes between the three groups, posstsowéee not

conducted.

328



Table 76 Descriptive Statistics for the Gain Scores for the Perceived Utility adiRg
Strategies and Reading Self-Efficacy (High, Mid, and Low Groups)

Perceived utility of reading strategies Reading self-efficacy
High Mid Low High Mid Low

M 1.175 .079 -1.218 941 779 .606
SE .066 .021 .103 114 110 122
95% ClI

LB 1.044 .038 -1.423 716 .560 .365

UB 1.307 121 -1.013 1.167 .998 .847
SD .685 217 1.066 1.179 1.148 1.258
SK 134 -.083 -.246 .783 -.208 .045
SES 234 233 234 234 234 234
KT .896 -.910 .735 .502 .390 .090
SEK 463 461 463 463 461 463

Note.Cl = 95% confidence interval; SK = skewness; KT = kurtosis; SES = Standard
error skewness; SEK = Standard error kurtosis; High = group that had highestrgains
ratings for the perceived utility of extensive reading questionnaire; Midup that

had the second highest set of gains on ratings for the perceived utility of extensi
reading questionnaire; Low = group that had the lowest gains on ratings for the
perceived utility of extensive reading questionnaire.
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Groups

Figure 21 Mean gain scores for the perceived utility of reading strategieti@uesre
and the reading self-efficacy questionnaire (high, mid, and low groups).
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The results do not support the hypothesis that the participants who experienced
higher gains on their perception of the utility of reading strategies oveotingecof the

academic year also made significantly greater gains in reaglinrgfscacy.

Research Question 8: The Effect of Retrospective Reading Self-E#ixy on
Current Reading Self-Efficacy
The eighth research question asked to what extent the participants’ past levels of

reading self-efficacy are related to their current level of readitigeHicacy. This
guestion is accompanied by a hypothesis: There is a significant corrélatveeen the
reading self-efficacy measures for the participants’ junior high schoadl setgpol, and
current (university) levels of reading self-efficacy. The data usethianalysis were
the Rasch measures derived from (a) the sources of reading selfyefficsstionnaire
(retrospective), which asked the participants to reflect on their experienoesor
high school and high school English reading classes, (b) the sources of redding sel
efficacy questionnaire (current), which asked the participants to reflélceion
experiences to date in their university English reading classes, and {0)dlf2data
for the reading self-efficacy questionnaire which asked the participaratettheir own
perceived ability to successfully execute a set of reading tasks. Thessolreading
self-efficacy questionnaires, both retrospective and current, weréyetkecsame
except for the terms in the items that referred to the respective timndggre.,
replacing junior high experience on the junior high retrospective test with unyversit

experience for the current university questionnaire).
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The sources of reading self-efficacy questionnaire was made up of 25 items
based on Bandura’s theory of self-efficacy (1996), which states that tedmaiamajor
sources of reading self-efficacy; mastery experiences, vicagqeriences, verbal
persuasion, and physiological responses. While conducting the preliminaryisaoflys
the data received from the sources of reading self-efficacy questerenospective
and current) reported in Chapter 4, the results indicated that the questionnare item
were bidimensional rather than unidimensional. The mastery experiencesugcar
experiences, and verbal persuasion elements formed one variable (MV\é)ttvehil
physiological response items formed a second variable (PHYS). Therefeeetwioe
variables are analyzed separately, however for the main analysis, Peadkart-p
moment correlation coefficients were calculated among all four sourse#f-efficacy.

The analysis was conducted by calculating Pearson product-momenttmorrela
coefficients among the Rasch measures from both the MVV and PHYS varialiles of t
sources of reading self-efficacy questionnaires for the junior high schgblsthool,
and university experiences, along with the reading self-efficacy safimgime 3 (see
Tables 55-58 for time 3 mean scores). The objective of this analysis was toiketerm
what extent the early levels of reading self-efficacy (junior high scmbhigh school
experiences) effect current levels of reading self-efficacy.

Descriptive statistics for the MVV and PHYS variables are display@able 77.

Correlation coefficients were computed among the Rasch measuresi@orjigh, high
school, and university data for both MVV and PHYS variables. The results presented in
Table 78 show that ten of the twenty-one correlations were statissggtiyicant when

p < .01, and one was significantly significant wiger .05. The correlation between
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high school MVV and university MVV was a moderately high correlatian=a#45.
University PHYS also seemed to fairly strongly correlate with Juniof$H = .42)

and High PHYS1(= .41). Reading self-efficacy ratings from time 3 were also
moderately correlated to University MVY £ .35). In general, the results suggest that
junior high and high school experiences, both MVV and PHYS, have a relationship
with theparticipants’ current levels of reading self-efficacy and the tima@mg self-
efficacy ratings, although the results do not suggest an extremely stiatmgnship.

Table 77 Descriptive Statistics for the Sources of Reading Self-Efficacy Questionnaire
(MVV and PHYS Variables)

MVV PHYS
Junior High University Junior High University

M -.446 -471 -.440 975 970 726
SE .076 .076 .056 .082 .085 .063
95% CI

LB -.595 -.620 -.551 .815 1.138 .602

uB -.297 -.322 -.329 1.136 .920 .850
SD 1.362 1.360 1.013 1.463 1.527 1.135
SK -.139 -.307 -.341 .841 429 1.337
SES 136 136 136 136 136 136
KT 310 421 -451 1.198 1.631 3.068
SEK 271 271 271 271 271 271

Note.Cl = 95% confidence interval; SK = skewness; KT = kurtosis; SES = Standard
error skewness; SEK = Standard error kurtosis; MVV = self-ratings éamtstery
experiences, vicarious experiences, and verbal persuasion elements on the sources of
reading self-efficacy questionnaire (retrospective and current) S2H3elf-ratings for

the physiological response element on the sources of reading selfyeffigastionnaire
(retrospective and current); Junior = junior high experiences, High = high school
experiences, University = university experiences.

332



Table 78 Correlations among Sources of Reading Self-Efficacy for the MVV and PHYS
Variables (Junior High, High School, and University Experiences)

Junior High University Junior High Universit SE

MVV MVV MVV PHYS PHYS yPHYS
Junior MVV --
High MVvV A8** --
University MVV 37 A45** -
Junior PHYS 21%* -.06 -.03 -
High PHYS -.07 A1 .01 .63** -
University PHYS .00 .00 -.09 A2% A1 -
SE 14* .18** .35 .06 .09 .18** -

Note. *p=.01; *p = .05; MVV = self-ratings for the mastery experiences, vicarious
experiences, and verbal persuasion elements on the sources of readifigaeyf-e
guestionnaire (retrospective and current); PHYS = self-ratings for {fsgofdgical
response element on the sources of reading self-efficacy questioneospective

and current); Junior = junior high experiences, High = high school experiences,
University = university experiences; SE = time 3 reading self-efficatings.
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CHAPTER 6

DISCUSSION

In this chapter, each research question and its corresponding results from
Chapter 5 are summarized and interpreted. At the end of the chapter, theardtical a

pedagogical implications are offered.

Research Question 1: Changes in Reading Self-Efficacy

The first research question asked to what degree participants’ Engtigigrea
self-efficacy changed after participation in one of the three experihggntgs or the
intensive reading group (control group) over one academic year. It was hypedhes
that participation in the experimental groups would lead to significant gaieadimg
self-efficacy in comparison to those of the intensive reading group.

An analysis of the trajectories (see Figure 15 for a graphic display) and
descriptive statistics (see Table 53) of the level of reading sel&ejffor the four
groups over the course of the study reveals that the participants in the readéegiestr
group and the extensive reading/reading strategies group made sigyitiogimer
gains in reading self-efficacy than their counterparts in the intensigegeand
extensive reading groups. Because the common element between the readigigstra
group and the extensive reading/reading strategies group is readiegissahese
results suggest that explicit instruction in the use of reading strategiaspositive
effect on learner reading self-efficacy. Although several studiesgraveled a cross-

sectional analysis to support these findings, suggesting a strong correlatiearbdte
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frequency and breadth of strategy use and high levels of reading selfyefficac
(Gahungu, 2007; Li & Wang, 2010; Mills, Pajares, & Herron, 2006; National Capital
Language Resource Center, 2000a, 2000b; Yang, 1999), this study is the first to show
that the cultivation of reading self-efficacy through explicit instructioreading

strategies over one academic year in an EFL context is achievable.

Several factors can account for the participants’ increased levelslofges|f-
efficacy as an effect of reading strategy intervention. First, in tlenAS-L context,
foreign language pedagogy is still dominated by an emphasis on teachatgds
knowledge such as vocabulary, grammar, and sentence patterns (Wan & Li, 2005). A
focus is rarely placed on overall reading comprehension, thereby rentiheritegching
and deployment of reading strategies impractical and virtually unnecedeaige, the
development of learners’ reading autonomy is seldom targeted or encouraged. Although
reasonably large amounts of research indicate the importance of readigjestran
relation to reading comprehension in the EFL context (Bartlett, 1978; Chamot,
Barnhardt, El-Dinary, & Robbins, 1996; Geva, 1983; Macaro & Mutton, 2009;
Mosenthal, 1984; Reutzel, 1985), relatively few teachers in Japan have put the research
findings into practice. Consequently, few Japanese students have been introduced to the
use of reading strategies and the benefits they hold for them.

This further explains why the intensive reading group was chosen as the control
group in this study. It is common knowledge that the majority of teachers in Stlpa
adhere to grammar-translatiorakudokun Japanese) teaching principles, in which
relatively small pieces of text are dissected and analyzed based on vocajralamypar

and other bottom-up features (Bamford, 1993; Bryant, 1956; Gorsuch, 1998;
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Henrichsen, 1989; Hino, 1988; Law, 1995). Classroom activity mainly consists of
word-by-wordtranslation of English into Japanese with grammatical explanations
provided by the teacher also in Japanese. From a historical viewpoint, many of the
participants in this study, presumably, were not given sufficient chancedlengka
themselves in junior high or high school in order to better understand their own sense of
reading self-efficacyThis can be further evidenced by the number of English words
read by most Japanese students over the six-year period comprising junior high and
high school. Takase (2008) has stated that on average, Japanese secondary students only
read 30,000 words over the six-year period. In this study, which spanned only one year,
even the group that read the least number of words on average, the intensive reading
group, read 28,545 words, almost the same amount that Japanese secondary students
read on average over a six-year period. On average, the number of words read by the
experimental groups during the study was 195, 620 for the extensive reading group,
34,438 for the reading strategies group, and 153,728 for the extensive reading/reading
strategies group. In other words, many of the participants probably stastetiihy
with a fairly unclear sense of their own reading ability, therefore, rgakim cultivation
of their reading self-efficacy through reading strategy interventiontensxe reading
practice plausible.

Without a clear understanding of their own level of reading ability, | would
argue that they had little incentive to improve their level of English reading
comprehension in junior high and high school. To support this hypothesis, the results
from another study, Takase (2003), investigating extensive reading and attitude

suggested that through reading several graded readers participants besarae/are
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of their English reading ability. Once they had understood their ability ncoteately,
many of them tried to maximize their potential by reading more books, which
consequently led to an enhanced sense of confidence.

Furthermore, two groups of participants in this study (i.e., the strategy gnolu
the ER/strategy group) were not only introduced to various types of readingisgate
they were given ample opportunity over the academic year to hone theirrskills i
reading strategy use. It is assumed that as the Japanese particigaststudy were
introduced to and given time to practice various reading strategies, theiengpdra
sense of improved reading ability (see Table 59 and Figure 16 for data on reading
comprehension) that led to the observed increases in reading self-effigémyl O
(1996) summarized one plausible causal relationship: “Having access to ageropria
strategies should lead students to higher expectations of learning suarassla
component of motivation” (p. 227).

There are some (Kellerman, 1991; Rees-Miller, 1993; Swan, 2008) who contend
that EFL learners do not need explicit instruction in reading strategies;ahsfer of
reading strategies that they use in their L1 to reading in the L2 occuraliyadisr
students progress through their English reading education. However, it is difficult
reason that strategies that Japanese university students might uselynnphliceir L1
to decipher Chinese characters and sentences written in an extremegntgfatactic
and orthographic system, as compared to English, would be automatically teghsfer
from their reading in their L1 to their reading in English in a productive wegdiRg
strategies that might seem natural, transferable, and practical gatlieg of L1 might

hold little value in reading in the L2. Likewise, there might be valuable reading
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strategies for reading in the L2 that the Japanese participants havéeevenformed
of nor have had a chance to develop due to their relatively insufficient exposure to
ample amounts of comprehensible written input, as intimated above. It can also be
claimed that some L1 readers might never have become adept at using reading
strategies effectively, even in their L1, thereby limiting the postilmfisuccessful
transfer of applicable reading strategies to use in the L2.

In a study conducted by Koda (1990), non-native learners of English, including
Arabic, Spanish and Japanese students, were given an English text that included
Sanskrit symbols in place of selected words. Arabic and Spanish readers peatedm
by the interference caused by their L1 tendency to read by decoding from gegphem
phoneme, whereas the Japanese students who are not accustomed to decoding in that
manner, achieved faster reading rates and greater comprehension. Kijasfit@ved
that although L1 reading strategies can transfer to L2 reading, theydoigbtin a
counter-productive way. In another study of reading rates, Holm and Dodd (1996)
compared the reading rates of 40 university students from China, Hong Kong, Vietnam
and Australia. Because the tasks were based on processes requiring phdnologica
strategies, students from Hong Kong, who do not generally need L1 phonological
strategies in their L1, performed significantly slower on the tests thaanstuit the
other groups.

Starting in the late 1980s, second language strategy researchers began
investigating alternate possibilities to explain efficient sgyatese and its role in
successful reading comprehension. One of the issues that arose concerned tiee possibl

transfer of L1 reading strategies to assist in L2 reading. Leadiegnehers on this
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topic have still not come to a consensus about the probability of this transfer reliably
taking place. A major point of contention is whether an L2 proficiency threshold exist
beyond which L1 reading strategies can be transferred to the L2. Clarke (1980)
purported that a threshold exists, but Hudson (1982) felt that there were other factors,
such as 1) “the reader’s hypothesis production and testing, guessing ariatadiemnti

of meaning...fitting new information to prior knowledge, reconciliation of assumptions
to new possibilities of meaning, and the internalization of representations”py@d

the simple notion of threshold that might be confounding the issue of the transferability
of L1 strategies. The results of a study conducted by Kern (1989) supported lsudson’
hypotheses that the language proficiency threshold is not static, but relddeeeceby
non-linguistic factors such as a reader’s background knowledge, purpose of reading,
and expectations related to the text. Alderson (2000) concluded that the difficulty of a
reading task determines the height of the threshold. That is to say, the motst difé

task, the more proficient the reader would have to be in order to be able to trdnsfer
strategies to assist in L2 reading comprehension.

It is important to note at this point, that the students in this study were
categorized as intermediate/high-intermediate level learnersisThia¢ TOEIC scores
ranged from 480-700 (TOEFL 463-540), with the average score being 520 (TOEFL
476) (conversions are from the Vancouver English Center webpage). Therefpre, the
were not advanced level learners who might take advantage of the above idea
(Alderson, 2000) that more proficient readers can somehow cross the “threshold” and
transfer L1 strategies to assist in L2 comprehension. Learners intéhimédiate/high-

intermediate level, one in which higher levels of reading ability have not keered,

339



also suffer from relatively limited knowledge of L2 vocabulary and gramand
because of their educational background have, oftentimes, never been properly
introduced to the benefits of reading strategies. This underscores thetgdoessi
reading strategy intervention at this level in this EFL context.

With the stage set by the lack of authentic reading experience and exjgosure
reading strategies in their junior high and high school years, the resultserntiaathe
participants benefited from their introduction to reading strategies antsaxdeeading
in English while participating in this study. These results can be furtp&ieed by
recalling Bandura'’s (1986, 1997) sources of self-efficacy, of which the maserniitl
are mastery experiences. Mastery experiences, sometimesddteas performance
accomplishments, are the most influential gauge on self-efficacysetaey are based
on personal experiences of success or failure. As the participants wecélgxpl
instructed on the use of, and given several opportunities to practice English reading
strategies, they realized their value in assisting in comprehension, |éadhigiper
levels of reading self-efficacy. Likewise, by engaging in extensivengathe
participants were given virtually unlimited access to reading nagtbsi which they
could start to challenge themselves and better understand their true Iy relaitity.

This was especially evident in the extensive reading/reading stsagrgigp
which achieved the highest gains of any group in reading self-efficaitytime 1 to
time 2, and time 1 to time 3. Not only were these participants given the chance to
explicitly learn about reading strategies in the classroom, but they werergimerous
opportunities to challenge themselves, test their own abilities, and come to a more

refined understanding of their own reading comprehension ability through iggtens
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reading. Moreover, by using the SSS method in the extensive reading part of the study
one in which participants were asked to read only very low level books in the beginning
stages of the treatment, they were able to read without the anxietyigh&be created
when attempting to read books that are beyond their proficiency level (i.aingear

under the grammar-translation method). Bandura (1997) defines anxietgtase“af
anticipatory apprehension over possible deleterious happenings” (p. 137). The findings
from some research (Campbell & Ortiz, 1991; Horwitz & Young, 1991) suggest that
approximately half of the students in foreign language classes expeneiety at
debilitating levels. However, those who participated in the extensive readcig@iia

this study, because of the low level of anxiety that they would have been expeyienci
were better able to interact with and comprehend the text, thereby leadimgy toed

levels of reading self-efficacy. It is clear from Figure 15, that by comdpireading

strategy intervention and extensive reading practice, the benefits toysatfiefficacy

were enhanced. Thus, the results of this study stand in stark contrast to lzddithe t

use of extensive reading practice and reading strategy instructionsan@e way,

mutually exclusive.

Further analysis of Figure 15 and Table 53 shows a sudden jump in effect from
time 1 to time 2, and the slight plateauing from time 2 to time 3 for most of the groups.
Learning to use reading strategies formed a similar path that one mighh&rowvhen
learning or developing other cognitive skills. Anderson (1985), in his cognitive theory,
makes no distinction between general cognitive processes and readeqgjesra o
him, strategies can be represented in the same way as any other cdiliptegysare

seen as a set of productions that are compiled and fine-tuned until they become
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procedural knowledge, which is ultimately automatized. This theory would acoount f

the resemblance that the trajectories in Figure 15 have to growth curvédsengie

received from an introduction to reading strategies was marked and ekipemtbe

outset of the study, but as the study progressed, the effect began to fade. Because t
control group made initial gains that were not as significant as those of the other groups
it can be assumed that the gains of the other groups were caused, at |adigt psrti

the various treatments provided.

To further support these findings of increased levels of reading self-efasaamy effect
of reading strategy intervention and extensive reading practice, sdudiashave shown
similar results. The results of this study coincide with the results of v studiucted by
Schunk and Rice (1987), showing that explicit instruction to L1 remedial learnersusethe
and utility of reading comprehension strategies helped them to not only congbhediter, but
it also resulted in improved reading self-efficacy.

Somewhat similar results were found in a longitudinal study conducted by Chamot
Barnhardt, El-Dinary, and Robbins (1996). The study offered the first signs ofclessa
using reading strategies and reading strategies instruction to @iléaating self-efficacy in
foreign language reading education. The results reflected an increas#eimt stwategy use
after instruction and indicated a familiarity with the strategies agid tlse. Only one of the
four experimental groups in the study, however, showed gains in self-effeacyeault of
strategy instruction.

In another related study, Gahungu (2007) also investigated the relationshaetetw
strategy use and self-efficacy. The study was conducted with 37 studenldeinrol

Intermediate French Il classes at Chicago State University. Therdwtpothesized a positive
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relationship between language learning strategy use, self-efficacgraneage ability and
significant results confirmed that hypothesis.

Although the results of this study showed overwhelmingly that reading strategy
intervention had a powerful effect on reading self-efficacy, the positivet dfigicextensive
reading practice likely exerted also had on the extensive reading/resaditagies group
participants’ reading self-efficacy should not be ignored. To the best of my knowleeige, t
have been no quantitative studies that have been conducted to suggest a relationship between
extensive reading and increased levels of reading self-efficacy. Hqwéawdies on topics such
as attitude and motivation in connection with extensive reading have been reportat Nishi
(2007) conducted a longitudinal, case study of two teenage Japanese EFL learneasdFum
Mako. She charted their progress in reading strategies and motivation relttedearners’
participation in arextensive readingrogram.

In her many observations of and interviews with Fumi and Mako, Nishino gained
valuable qualitative data supporting the notion that extensive reading fostensgeissense of
motivation and positive attitudes toward reading in the L2. Nishino attributed theseepos
changes to a realization of achievement, interest in graded readersteaest in authentic
texts. Nishino (2007) reported that in the early stages, while the learnerteg®confident
about their abilities, they continued to rely on the graded readers, but as theyenbidi read
extensively, they became progressively more comfortable and skillfuldabgeznd began to
attempt reading authentic texts, such as books frorHahey Potterseries. This leads me to
believe that their reading self-efficacy was improving.

In another study conducted to investigate extensive reading and attitudess towa

L2 reading, Takase (2003) found that through reading several books, her Japanese
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participants became more aware of their English reading ability. Gagénad

understood their ability more accurately, many of them tried to maximizegpthitential

by reading more books, which consequently led to an enhanced sense of confidence.
All of the related studies highlighted above showed signs of a connection

between reading strategy intervention and/or extensive reading and redfigffjcacy

but no previous researcher has investigated, in a longitudinal fashion in an EFL,context

if reading self-efficacy could be cultivated through a treatment of eithsotbrof these

constructs. The results of this study clearly suggest that readindfeeléecan be

improved through reading strategy intervention and/or extensive readiniggrac

Research Question 2: Changes in Reading Comprehension

The second research question asked to what degree the participants’ English
reading comprehension changed after participating in one of the three experimental
groups or the intensive reading group (control group) over one academic yes. It
hypothesized that participation in the experimental groups would lead to significant
gains in reading comprehension in comparison to those of the intensive reading group.

An analysis of the trajectories (see Figure 16 for a graphic display) and
descriptive statistics (see Table 59) of the level of reading compreheostbe four
groups over the course of the study reveals that the participants in the ex@driment
groups (i.e., the extensive reading, reading strategies, and extensivg/reading
strategies groups) made significantly higher gains in reading chens®n than their
counterparts in the intensive reading group; thus, both extensive reading @adtice

reading strategies instruction led to statistically significant awgments in reading
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comprehension. These two constructs and their connection to reading comprehension

are discussed separately below.

The Effect of Reading Strategies on Reading Comprehension

The results of this study confirm the results of several studies that stlyges
reading strategy intervention can improve learner reading comprehensoeovn(&r
Palincsar, 1989; Carrell, 1985; Carrell, Pharis, & Liberto, 1989; Chamot, Barnhardt, El
Dinary, & Robbins, 1996; Kusiak, 2001; Macaro & Erler, 2008; Pearson & Fielding,
1991). In order to explain the intricacies of how reading strategy interventidrefa
learners to become more active readers and improve their own reading compreghensi
an overview of reading as a cognitive process must first be provided (a detailed
description is offered in Chapter 3). Reading comprehension is viewed as coqprisi
active and complex processes in which individuals formulate meaning froranwritt
information (Anderson, 1985; Howard, 1985; Pearson, 1985). Anderson has separated
the comprehension process into three distinct stages: (a) perceptual procdsshng, w
entails attention being focused on written text, with parts of the written inmg bei
retained in short-term memory, (b) parsing, the stage in which words and phoases f
the text are used to make meaningful mental representations of the nhatiegalead,
and (c) utilization, which entails relating a mental representation ofxttmeaning in
declarative knowledge in long-term memory. This interplay between infanmidat
readers are already familiar with and information that is completelyisiéve basic

determinant of reading comprehension.
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As stated above, most of the students started this study with very littlg, if a
prior exposure to English reading strategies instruction. Having had asilegsars of
English education in junior high and high school, most of the students had been taught
through the grammar-translation method, one in which very little emphasis wed plac
on learner autonomy or individual interpretation of literary texts (Bamford, 1993;
Bryant, 1956; Gorsuch, 1998; Hayashi, 1999; Henrichsen, 1989; Hino, 1988; Law,
1995). Intraditional grammar-translation instruction, a close inspection of bottom-up
features, such as vocabulary and grammar structures, monopolize classilene, w
other top-down features, such as finding the main idea of paragraphs or entigepassa
go unattended. Learners are instructed to use dictionaries instead of theitellsct
when trying to decipher the meaning of unknown vocabulary terms, and to rely on the
teacher for answers to their questions of sentence meaning instead ahgdbess
own background knowledge to understand the message the author wishes to convey.
Training in direct translation from English to Japanese teaches most stud®ctsst
solely on minute, isolated details of reading passages. In general, refdiagies,
tools that require readers to use their own intellect to better decode waitte taking
into account various levels of meaning (i.e., bottom-up and top-down), hold little import
in grammar-translation classrooms.

Due to the limitations that stem from this method of instruction, most of the
participants in this study had not experienced the challenges that autonomoug readin
poses to a reader. The grammar-translation method does not require leawurbrs to f
engage in the cognitive process that reading comprehension comprises ¢Anders

1985). It is disrupted by interjections from the teacher or delays in procesairagtur
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whenstudents stop to refer to dictionaries. When teachers direct learning bygffe
translations of decontextualized, isolated words or phrases, learners are deprived of
challenges in comprehension which necessitate parsing and utilizatiorertegelying
on the teacher or other external sources for an interpretation of litertaatexot
required to make meaningful mental representations of the materialrbathdi.e.,
parsing), or relate mental representations of the text meaning in declarativiedg®w
in long-term memory (i.e., utilization). In other words, grammar-translatigps she
“active” elements of authentic interaction with the text from the readimceps.
Consequently, the reading strategy intervention introduced to the participants in
this study offered them an alternative to their traditional ways of thinking abadihg
in English. Through the use of these reading strategies, the participaatgivesr an
opportunity to transition from passive readers, who relied on outside sources of
information for their interpretation of reading passages, to active readergonld use
their own intellect to decipher the meaning of texts. Oxford (2011) proposed tpat dee
processing strategies, such as the cognitive reading strategieghteghin this study,
“facilitate understanding, increase meaningful mental associatiothgira the most
useful strategies for long-term retention of information” (p. 29). She asedsthat an
over-dependence on surface strategies such as using dictionaries or rotezatemor
“can impair students’ ability to inter-relate concepts...[and causedisato] reach a
point where they are unable to grasp new material’ (Holschuh & Aultman, 2008, p.
123).
The inclusion of the reading strategies highlighted in this study was decided

upon, after a close review of the literature describing reading as an ine@occess
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(Carrell et al., 1988; Rumelhart, 1977; Stanovich, 1980). A model of reading as the

interaction between top-down and bottom-up reading processes was developed in the

late 1970s/mid-1980s (Barnett, 1989; Stanovich, 1980). Originally considered to have a

dichotomous relationship, top-down and bottom-up reading processes are largely

conceptualized, currently, as forming a continuum, one that takes into account different

combinations of strategies depending on the different learner and context gariable
Reading strategy instruction, as exemplified by the teaching of thexgeadi

strategies highlighted in this study re-directs the readers to the funzmlements in

this reading process. The eight strategies taught in this study covetedhade from

bottom-up to top-down reading processes: (a) guessing unknown word meaning from

context, (b) guessing unknown word meaning from component word parts, (c) finding

the topic of a paragraph, (d) finding the main idea of a paragraph, (e) finding the topi

of an entire passage, (f) finding the main idea of an entire passage, {glpydate

ending of a passage, and (h) inferring the author’s feelings or underlyimgatfon.

Through instruction in these cognitive reading strategies, the leareaskad to use

their own intellect in deciphering the messages embedded in literasyitestead of

looking to external sources for help. Learners are informed that in each reasBagea

there are messages that the author intends to convey on a word-level, sent#nce-lev

paragraph-level, and passage-level and that attention should be placed on deciphering

those messages throughout the entire reading process. Words and sentences cannot be

accurately interpreted in isolation from the rest of the text. The variolsagessbeing

sent by the author on a local level are important in interpreting the ovexsdhge of

the passage, just as understanding the passage on a global level can assgsrthe re
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when interpreting information on a word level. The awareness of these elcalemés
can be the start to greater autonomy on the part of the reader, and the catalyst for
reading comprehension development for some learners. The results of this stasy sugg
that this is the case; strategy intervention can improve reading compoghensi

In Anderson’s cognitive theory (1985) and Macaro’s framework of learner
strategies (2006), neither scholar makes a distinction between geneitiveog
processes and reading strategies. Macaro’s framework describegietras essential
components of processing theory rather than shortcuts to faster processingt “In t
sense, strategies do not make learning more efficient; they are the tenahwathout
which L2 learning cannot take place” (p. 332). Similarly, Anderson posits thtagies
can be represented the same way as any other complex skill and describddés a se
productions that are compiled and fine-tuned until they become procedural knowledge
(a detailed description of both theories is offered in Chapter 3). Anderson deslcebe
three stages of skill acquisition for strategy usage: (a) the oggynitiwhich readers
are instructed in how to use the strategy, possibly through modeling or deductive
reasoning on their own, (b) the associative, in which incorrect representatibas in t
original declarative knowledge are recognized and corrected and the connecbogs am
the various steps of the reading strategy are strengthened, and (c) the autosiage,
in which the execution of the reading strategy becomes virtually automatianderg
less effort on working memory, thereby freeing up working memory to take on new
reading challenges.

In this study, the participants in the reading strategies and extensive

reading/reading strategies groups were not only introduced to various typadingre
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strategies, they were given ample opportunity over the academic year t@gzgom
their skills in reading strategy use. In regards to Anderson’s autonomous stage of
strategy skill acquisition, Gagne (1985) recommends that instruction should allow
repeated opportunities for practice of the complete skill in order to foster
automatization. The participants in this study were exposed to the eight reading
strategies for nearly 10 months, longer than in any other longitudinal readiteggt
research in an EFL context, to the best of my knowledge.

A review of the literature pertaining to reading strategy interventioeate that
it is not always the case that learners are given sufficient time tecpraod
automatize these sometimes complex skills. In a study conducted by (288}, 25
high-intermediate university ESL students were given explicit glyatestruction for
one week, in five consecutive, one-hour sessions based on the organization of typical
expository English texts. In another study, Carrell, Pharis, and Libert®)d¢8red
strategy based instruction using semantic mapping and Experience Taxtrigélip
(ETR) to a set of learners over a four-day period. In a more recent studypMadar
Erler (2008) investigated the effects of strategy training with sixtictasses (62
students) of Year 7 and 8 (age 11-13) French as a Foreignh Language @fRé&)dén
England over a 15-week period. Although there is no research detailing a spegitic le
of time that should be followed when conducting strategy instruction, | assumieethat t
longer learners have to practice and automatize the strategies,atex gnpact they
are going to have on their reading comprehension.

Another plausible explanation for the positive relationship between reading trateg

intervention and reading comprehension can be found in the number and breadth of strategies
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highlighted in this study. As mentioned above, eight reading strategies,gdragmbottom-up
to top-down strategies were featured, offering the participants in theastayiprehensive
selection of strategies to deploy to meet a variety of cognitive demanigsredding.

In addition, Anderson (1991) and Graham (1997) claim that along with having an
arsenal of strategies at their disposal, readers must be metacogaitraee of what strategies
to use and be able to orchestrate their use with other strategies. “It isficggrgub know
about strategies; a reader must also be able to apply them strateé@ieaderson, 2001, p.
469). In a 2001 study, Sheorey and Mokhtari investigated the differences in metacognitive
awareness and perceived use of academic reading strategies byd@Sitssand American
college students. The results suggested that learners in both groups that exhibeeld s
of reading proficiency used metacognitive and cognitive strateges frequently. In addition,
the results from other research (Kusiak, 2001; Macaro, 2001; Macaro & Erler 2008tedgge
that training in metacognitive strategies can help readers learn hogatuze and effectively
manipulate strategies in clusters.

Using a similar set of cognitive reading strategies in her study to #@seaffered in this
study (e.g., finding the main idea of a paragraph, recognizing topic sentende&giessing
meaning from context), Kusiak (2001) found that reading strategy intervention irdprove
students’ reading comprehension and metacognitive awareness of strateggrugsults also
supported evidence that strategy training is effective, especially éometliate and lower
proficiency learners.

In line with the results of the above research, the metacognitive awaetsrasnt
introduced to participants in the reading strategies and extensive rezaliinggr strategies

groups through CALLA, the Cognitive Academic Language Learning Appraagiemented
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in this study, offers another explanation for the connection between readingystrate
intervention and increases in reading comprehension. Learners were reguafbect on their
own strategy use and encouraged to transfer strategies to new tasks, cowrieigie sinto
clusters, and develop a repertoire of preferred strategies.

Although the studies reviewed above seem to offer strong evidence that readayy stra
intervention can positively affect levels of reading comprehension, anscssirrounding small
N-sizes and less-than-adequate durations for the longitudinal studies have beerelgamst
the researchers. This study addressed both issues by conducting tgg sttateention over
an entire academic year with a moderately sized group of participaatidition, an
encompassing range of both bottom-up and top-down reading strategies, and a ntecogni
strategy element that enhanced the benefit the participants receiveth& reading strategy

intervention were included in this study.

The Effect of Extensive Reading on Reading Comprehension

The results for research question 2 show that not only did the reading strategies
group outperform the intensive reading (control) group, but the extensive reading and
extensive reading/reading strategies groups did as well. In thisrsdgbrovide an
explanation for the observed gains in reading comprehension based on the participants’
practice of extensive reading.

As stated above, the majority of the participants came from a background in
which most of their English reading training had been conducted under instruction from
teachers who practiced the grammar-translation method. Thus, the leaneers we

essentially deprived of the opportunity to interact with written texts inyathed
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requires deep processing, if deep processing is defined as involving persionatind
the use of higher-order thinking (e.g., synthesizing, inferencing, and evaluatitig} |
study, the participants in the extensive reading and extensive readingjrstdtegies
groups were given a chance to interact with reading texts without out®dernanhce
from teachers or other external sources. Without these distractions, the reacker
able to read for meaning, both on a local, as well as a global level using both their
background knowledge and intellect to guide their individual interpretation of the texts

In order to explain the effect that extensive reading exerts on overall reading
comprehension, it is important to describe extensive reading as a codkiltive s
according to Anderson’s Cognitive Theory of Learning. The basic parts ahéusy:
perceptual processing, parsing, and utilization were explained above, but a q@ek revi
of the fundamental points is warranted here.

In reading comprehension, perceptual processing entails attention beisgdoc
on the written text, with parts of the written input being retained in short-temmony.
In parsing, words and phrases from the text are used to make meaningful mental
representations of the material being read. The third process, utilizatiorefalsed to
by some researchers as elaboration (Gagne, 1985), entails relatingah ment
representation of the text meaning to declarative knowledge in long-term ynamis
process takes the mental representation that has been matched with thoseativaecl
knowledge from the parsing process and discovers the meaning related to that
representation in long-term memory.

Just as Anderson claimed that a reading strategy is a cognitive skillusiaben

practiced and mastered, so is successful extensive reading. Learreeqseated to
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read texts that are well below their current reading proficiency leveh offerred to as
(i—1, where is the learner’s current proficiency level). Most extensive readeralso
following a path of graded readers in which a stage-by-stage, skill-buildinggsrec
encouraged. This allows readers to practice the fluid, rapid recognition of vargabul
that is necessary when processing written text.

As readers are reading atianl level, they are able to hone their skills in
recognizing these words automatically. Because the participantengaging in the
SSS extensive reading style, they were able to develop these skills fromsiery ba
levels. Day and Bamford (1998) referred to such automatized wositghdsocabulary
(p- 13), which is the opposite of phonemic decoding, a letter-by-letter, sounding out of
words. Phonemic decoding requires a concentrated effort on the part of the reader and is
only used by fluent readers when they encounter words that are not part of ttteir sig
vocabulary. Extensive reading, first and foremost, provides readers with an opportunity
to increase their repertoire of sight vocabulary.

Once readers have developed a reasonably sized repertoire of sight vocabulary,
lexical access, which refers to a reader’s ability to automigtiegtieve from long-term
memory a “word’s meanings and its phonological representation” (Stanovich, 1992, p.
4), becomes considerably easier. One’s ability to successfully execustethiin the
process is important, as it assists in minimizing the debilitating efféttaited short-
term memory, laid out in Anderson’s late perceptual processing and pargieg. #ta
readers become more adept at automatically accessing represemntataeiton stored

in long-term memory, less short-term memory is required, freeing up thabmém
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process additional incoming information. Extensive reading allows readeusid not
only their sight vocabulary but also to practice their lexical accessilhg ski

Rapid lexical accessing allows for more incoming information, beingveste
by the reader, to be held slightly longer in working memory, providing moretdime
retrieve representations held in long-term memory. This allows the rtealleitd from
the concentrated reading of single words to the attending to and eventual
comprehension of sentence-long bits of information. If lexical access ispmbt ra
enough, the meanings and representations of words encountered at the beginning of a
sentence can fade by the time the reader reaches the end of the sentenagg impedi
greatly the ability to comprehend the overall message conveyed by the writer
Conversely, if lexical access is automatic and fluid, it allows the readenltyoto
access the lexically and syntactically packed representationsiottming words, but
it also frees up enough cognitive energy for the reader to be able to draw upon “prior
knowledge of language, the world, text types, and the topic,” which furtheteeeili
deeper comprehension (Day & Bamford, 1998, p. 14). This stage corresponds to the
utilization stage of Anderson’s model.

The integration of all three stages, detailed in Anderson’s model of cognitive
learning, is crucial to successful, accurate comprehension of writtenahateri
Constructing meaning from the written word requires more than just a collection of
world knowledge, vocabulary knowledge, and linguistic knowledge. Many EFL
teachers in Japan are reminded repeatedly, how many of their learners aredequippe
with a reasonably large vocabulary and reasonably good grammatical knowledge, but

lack the ability to synthesize all of the individual elements into a working knowledge
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that assists them in reading comprehension. This is precisely the point whasivexte
reading might have helped the readers in this study to assemble theitnguist

knowledge they had acquired in their junior high and high school years (i.e.,
decontextualized vocabulary, syntax) into a better organized network of knowledge that
assists them in text interpretation.

As an extension of the stages discussed above, extensive reading also provides
readers with additional background world and topical knowledge that assmtsttee
comprehension of subsequent, unigue reading texts. As such, the more one reads and
accurately comprehends, the more knowledge one acquires. This newly acquired
knowledge can in turn be used to enhance the comprehension of other texts.

Research demonstrating a strong relationship between extensive nedtitice
and gains in reading comprehension are fairly abundant (Bell, 2001; Elley, 1991; Elley
& Mangubhai, 1981; Hafiz & Tudor, 1989; Lai, 1993; Mason & Krashen, 1997;
Masuhara et al., 1996; Robb & Susser, 1989; Sheu, 2003; Taguchi et al., 2004). One of
the first major ER studies (Elley & Mangubhai, 1981) shows that in a book flood in Fiji
primary schools, where over 600 young students (aged 10-12 years old) were divided
into three main groups; the shared book group, the silent reading group, and the control
group. The students in the shared book and silent reading groups made significantly
more improvement in English reading and writing proficiency than their comtopg
counterparts.

One of the keys to unlocking the potential benefits of extensive reading is the
link it holds with reading speed and fluency. In line with Anderson’s model of cognitive

learning, reading rate is of crucial importance because it allowsdog incoming
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information, being received by the reader, to be held slightly longer in mgprki

memory, providing more time to retrieve representations held in long-ternomem
Another factor assisting reading rate is the easing of the neg#fidaets of debilitating
anxiety that would have resulted from the participants engaging in the SSSvextens
reading method. Because the readers in this study were not asked to read books tha
were above their proficiency level, the anxiety associated with readingr( the
grammar-translation method) would have been eliminated, thereby allowireptters

to more fully capture incoming messages through the reading process.olildshave
enhanced their reading rate and thereby their ability to comprehend wrxtien te

Extensive reading has been shown on more than one occasion to boost reading rate
scores. Robb and Susser (1989) investigated the improvements made by first-yemelapa
college in EFL reading comprehension after engaging in a treatment ofskithbuilding
(strategy intervention) or extensive reading. Along with outperformingkiliéogilding group
in reading comprehension, the extensive reading group also posted signifiastettyeading
rates than their counterparts.

Also in Japan, further research (Mason & Krashen, 1997) showed that extensivg readin
for one semester significantly improved reluctant university EFL lesirreading
comprehension. In addition to improvements in reading comprehension, the results, based on
self-reported reading times, suggested that the reading rate gains &xperonental groups,
one that engaged in post-reading tasks of summary writing in English and onenieséapa
were higher than those for a control group. Although promising, the results ey tiai
reading rate have come under severe scrutiny because the self-regaitad times were not

confirmed with any empirical measure.
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In a study specifically targeting reading rates and extensidegaBeglar,
Hunt, and Kite (2011), investigated the effects of a one-year pleasure rpemijngm
had on participants’ reading rate. The results showed that three Pleadiurg geaups
had reading rate gains significantly higher than those in the Intensive R&xdung
Although this study did not include the measuring of reading rates for the groups
that participated in extensive reading, an explanation for the reading comprahens
gains can be extrapolated from the fluency that the participants likedyierced
though their extensive reading practice. The results of this study confimesthles of
the studies highlighted above, that extensive reading fosters improvementsng readi
comprehension. This study found drastic differences in reading comprehens®n gai
between those in an extensive reading program and those in an intensive reading

program.

The Effect of Combining Extensive Reading Practice and Reading Strategy
Intervention on Reading Comprehension

Another feature that is unique to this study is the coupling of extensive reading
practice and reading strategy instruction to investigate changes ingeadi
comprehension. Because an explanation of the reading comprehension gains due to
reading strategy intervention and extensive reading practice wasagjgea, it is not
repeated here. However, an explanation concerning why the extensive reading/re
strategies group outperformed the extensive reading group in reading comiprehens
gains is warranted. The benefits of reading strategy intervention positileenced

those in the combined extensive reading/reading strategy group as \wekastthe
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reading strategies group. The participants in the combined group weredtiowtilize
the reading strategies they had been learning in the strategiesmimthrough their
extensive reading practice, leading to more gains in reading comprehension.

Although it is clear from the results that reading strategy instructidn a
extensive reading practice can enhance L2 reading comprehension, a fet\psatits
remain unexplained. First, even though there were no statistically signdiff@nénces
between the three experimental groups (i.e., the extensive reading groupditg rea
strategies group, and the extensive reading/reading strategigs,ghere were
differences in reading comprehension gains that should be considered. Foreexampl
even though the reading strategy group only read an average 34,438 standardesords (s
Table 73 for number of standard words read by each group) over the course of the
study, they were able to make greater gains in reading comprehensionlec&9Ttar
reading comprehension gain scores for each group) than any of the otherdbpse gr
In addition, although the extensive reading/reading strategy group readderds
(153,728 standard words) on average, than the extensive reading group (195,620
standard words), the extensive reading/reading strategies group outeertoam
extensive reading group counterparts in reading comprehension gains. Thisssugges
that reading strategies play an integral role in fostering improvenrerdading
comprehension. Combining reading strategy intervention and extensive readirngepracti
provided an additional benefit to the participants in the extensive reading/reading
strategies group in comparison to their extensive reading group counterparts.

The reading threshold at which most learners can start to see significant

improvements in their reading comprehension is still under investigation. Sakai (2002)
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has advocated that learners must read at least one million words in order to make a
substantial impact on their reading proficiency. However, a few studies dyawted
that substantial improvements in reading ability can occur with even fesvds\ead.
In a study conducted with a group of Japanese university learners, Nishizawa et al
(2009) concluded that “typical Japanese teenage students need to reacBa0|6ask
words of comprehensible English texts before they reach the threshold when the
average TOEIC scores increase significantly.”

In another study, Beglar et al. (2011), the reading rate of Japanese university
students was measured after engaging in pleasure reading for oneiage@eni here
were four intact groups in the study. The control group was taught using aivetens
reading approach in which all the participants were expected to read a aolEdairy
tails from non-Japanese cultures. In addition, they engaged in writing out-®f-clas
reports, translating parts of the text from English into Japanese, and answmatteyya
of comprehension questions. On the other hand, the other three treatment groups
engaged in pleasure reading (PR). The three PR groups were initially advisad t
books from a selection of 180 graded readers, however by the end of the study 45% of
the participants had read at least one unsimplified book along with the simplified books
they had been reading. The results showed that all three PR groups outperformed their
intensive group counterparts in reading rate, while maintaining reading e€lo@msion
levels. Although the reading comprehension levels of the PR groups were not
significantly different from those of the control group members, all thregr&dips had
reading comprehension levels that were higher than those in the control group. In

addition, they reported that fairly strong fluency gains required around 160,000rdtanda
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words and strong fluen@ains required around 200,000 standard words. It was also
found that reading simplified readers was more beneficial than reading ufisanpl
readers in improving reading rate.

Because several studies have shown that reading rate has a strong nglatons
reading comprehension (e.g., De Soto & De Soto, 1983; Nathan & Stanovich, 1991), it
can be extrapolated from these results that these amounts of readinggbéayc only
in improving reading rate, but also in reading comprehension. Therefore, the oésult
the current study, showing significant gains in reading comprehension at the 153,000
word-level, closely coincide with the results reported by Beglar. €2@11), and
suggest that 150,000 standard words might be one threshold for producing reading gains
among foreign language learners of English who are at the proficierst\ofehe
participants in this study.

Overall, the results of this study support the results of past literature snggest
strong relationship between reading strategy intervention and extenslregrea
practice, and reading comprehension. Although many of the reviewed studies above
were plagued by smadl-sizes, this study extended the body of knowledge in the field
by including a moderate number of participamMs=(322). In addition, of those studies
considered longitudinal, few were conducted for longer than an academid¢esemes
while this one extended over an entire academic year. A few past studies have
conducted research comparing the effects of reading strategies andvexteading
practice (Macaro & Mutton, 2009; Robb & Susser, 1989), but this study is the first to

investigate how coupling the two methods effects reading comprehension. @learly
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significant reading comprehension gains that the combined group experienced can b

attributed to the reading strategies element.

Research Question 3: Reading Self-Efficacy as a
Predictor of Reading Comprehension

The third research question asked whether changes in reading setfyeffica
predict changes in reading comprehension after participation in one of the three
experimental groups or the intensive reading group (control group) over one academi
year. It was hypothesized that gains in reading self-efficacy woulddegalrs in
reading comprehension.

The results from research questions 1 and 2 suggested, in isolation, that reading
strategy intervention and/or extensive reading practice helps fostergdexels of
reading self-efficacy and reading comprehension, respectively. Howexeqri point
of inquiry behind research question 3 is how these two constructs interact; this concerns
determining whether a change in reading self-efficacy due to these intengdetds
to a change in reading comprehension. The analysis for this research question was
conducted using latent growth curve (LGC) modeling involving sequelae of change.

The associative model depicted in Figure 17 illustrates the growth and the
pattern of associations among the growth parameters of reading eeléetind
reading comprehension. An analysis of the trajectory of reading comprehension as a
function of reading self-efficacy revealed a statistically sigaiit relationship between
growth in reading self-efficacy and growth in reading comprehension; thusgyeshan

reading self-efficacy led to changes in reading comprehension. Theggestae
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represented by the unidirectional arrow between the slopeSE (change in redding sel
efficacy) and slopeRC (change in reading comprehension) depicted in Figure 17. The
relationship between these two slopes was statistically signifiemiT@ble 65 for the
parameter values) and the effect size was positive and fairly strong ed&ver, the
starting values in reading self-efficacy for individuals in the studyesgmted in Figure

17 as interceptSE, did not have a statistically significant relationshif ééde 65 for

the parameter values) with the change in reading comprehension, depicted a8 slopeR
in Figure 17. The relationship is represented by the unidirectional arrow runmmg
interceptSE to slopeRC. Even though the relationship was not significant, the path
weight (-.148) indicates that those who started with a lower self-ratingadihgeself-
efficacy were able to make more gains in reading comprehension, or conpuvihicsd

who started with a higher self-rating of reading self-efficacy mederf gains in

reading comprehension. Note however that this tendency was not strong.

Overall, the gains in reading self-efficacy translated into gains dinga
comprehension. The most plausible explanation for these findings is that for the
participants in this study, self-efficacy played a mediating role legtweotivation and
achievement. According to several researchers, self-efficacyshateea better
indicator of success than one’s actual abilities, skills, or knowledge because of the
influential role self-efficacy plays in facilitating behaviors (Barsdur977a, 1982,

1993, 1995, 1997; Multon, Brown, & Lent, 1991; Pajares, 1997; Schunk, 1989b, 1991,
Zimmerman, 1995). Further results reflect a positive relationship betwiéaffieacy

and successful academic performance (Bong, 2001; Lane et al., 2004; Ofwarigof,
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2002; Yang, 2004), self-regulated learning (Pintrich & De Groot, 1990; Schunk &
Zimmerman, 1997), and academic motivation (Bong & Clark, 1999).

Bandura (1982, 1997) claims that those who are more self-efficacious in regards
to a particular task initiate opportunities to practice that task, expend mante eff
executing that task, and persevere through problems that arise when attelnapting t
task. Presumably, one of the explanations for the relatively strong rddatiwaen
increases in reading self-efficacy and reading comprehension is that @erticipants
of this study became more self-efficacious readers of English, theyaditiare
opportunities to read in English, expended more effort, spent more time reading
English, and persisted through the trials and tribulations that inevitably occur when
attempting to read in a foreign language. This would have clearly led to sghific
increases in reading comprehension.

A further explanation for increases in reading self-efficacy leading to
improvements in reading comprehension is the bidirectional relationship that exists
between these two constructs. As explained above, Bandura (1982, 1997) purports that
self-efficacy plays a strong facilitative role in performance bgr@hing how much
effort is expended, which behaviors are initiated, and the persistence employazhto re
a particular goal. This relationship, however, between self-efficacydahel
performance is not unidirectional, but recursive. Past performances infludmee
judgments of self-efficacy that, in turn, influence future performance. $has ithe
participants in this study became more adept at comprehending readigsexts
evident from time 1 to time 2 for all the groups in the study, the participants, in turn

perceived an improvement in their reading ability, which subsequently led taetbster
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levels of reading self-efficacy. These increased levels of readirgffseacy motivated
the participants to read more, expend more energy reading, and persevergewhen t
reading task was most challenging. This, subsequently, led to further improvement
reading comprehension. And the cycle continued.

A closer examination of the descriptive statistics for the reading $el&af
(see Table 53) and reading comprehension gains (see Table 59) shows that tee sharpe
gains in both categories were evident from time 1 to time 2. For the reading sel
efficacy construct, the reading strategies and extensive readdigfedrategies groups
had statistically higher gains than those in the intensive reading group rfnert to
time 2. In addition, there were significant within-group gains in reading $el&ey for
each respective group from time 1 to time 2.

For the reading comprehension scores (see Table 59), there were no significant
differences between any of the groups from time 1 to time 2, but there waficaig
gains within each group, except for the intensive reading (control) group. As
hypothesized, the reading strategies and extensive reading/readiegiesrgroups
displayed significantly higher gains in reading self-efficacy and mgacbhmprehension
in comparison to the intensive reading group. These gains support past research that has
identified a connection between reading self-efficacy and achievemgniSehunk &
Rice, 1989, 1991).

By extending the field of inquiry to include the gains for both constructs from
time 1 to time 3, the results look similar, but some anomalies are present. Fraln time
to time 3, the reading self-efficacy ratings (see Table 53) showhthatading

strategies and extensive reading/reading strategies groups sataligthigher gains

365



than those in the extensive reading and intensive reading (control) groups. Fogherm
all of the experimental groups achieved statistically higher scores oratliege
comprehension test (see Table 59) than those in the intensive reading (contml) grou
Again, for the reading strategies and extensive reading/reading sisategups, this

was predicted. The reading self-efficacy gains translated into reazhmgrehension
gains.

From time 1 to time 2, and time 1 to time 3, the experimental groups
outperformed the intensive reading group in reading comprehension (see Table 59) and
reading self-efficacy (see Table 53). In sections one and two above, seasoals
were offered to explain the improvements in reading self-efficacy and reading
comprehension that were realized in this study. All of these points play a thke |
interaction of reading self-efficacy and reading comprehension, howevdrefsake of
simplicity, only the basic points are reviewed below.

The university students who participated in this study had mostly come from a
traditional background of learning through the grammar-translation method. Not onl
did this method stymie their cognitive ability to effectively processiEngexts, it also
negatively influenced their affective condition. It can be argued that due to thesfact
mentioned in the previous section, student reading self-efficacy becameeadyti@m
in their secondary education years. Due to the pressure of passing high-stakes
examinations and the lack of autonomy that results from years of gramamsiation
tasks, it can be easily imagined that many students are left feeloogigiged and
powerless. It is because of this deprived background that many of the parsicipant

experienced in their secondary education that made the results of this ktbdyradre
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possible and relevant. After engaging in the treatments of this study, ticgopats in
the experimental groups were introduced to one or two new approaches to English
reading, extensive reading and/or reading strategies; ways in which precedses
that comprise readingpmprehension can be strengthened. An explanation of how the
treatments, reading strategy intervention and extensive reading prhaetjped to
enhance reading comprehension is explained in section 2 of this chapter.

In addition, the participants of the experimental groups experienced a variety of
authentic reading challenges, allowing them to better understand their adumgre
ability and thereby improve their reading self-efficacy. For many gp#ngcipants in
the study, six years of learning under the grammar-translation methodndaeg
school rendered them virtually helpless when left to their own devices whemtiyin
decode a reading passage. Autonomous reading was rarely encouraged in trer-gramm
translation classroom. In English reading classes that were ldegelyer-centered,
students were often taught to focus on decontextualized segments of language and to
rely on teachers, dictionaries and other external sources for assistaeading,
instead of using their own intellect. Many of the passages they were askad io r
secondary school contained language that was well beyond their profilgeaty
making it virtually impossible for many of them to understand the meaning of the
passage without external assistance. Consequently, many students weregext enga
the reading process and suffered from demotivation at the prospect of havngdates
through word-by-word translation exercises. Few of them were given auathesading
opportunities, ones in which they were allowed to attempt to read a passage atrét

comprehensible level, experience obstacles in comprehension, and use their own
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cognitive abilities to overcome those obstacles. Because they weregiaeglythese
authentic opportunities to read, many of them never had a chance to accurassly asse
their own reading ability.

However, the treatments in this study allowed them that opportunity. As stated
in section 1 of this chapter, Takase (2008) claims that Japanese secondarg,stadent
average, read around 30,000 words in secondary school. On the other hand, the
participants in the experimental groups of this study read more than that in one
academic year. The participants in the extensive reading group, readtegist
group, and extensive reading/reading strategies group read an average of 195,620,
34,438, and 153,728 standard words, respectively (see Table 73 for the standard words
read by allgroups). In addition to the number of words read, the participants in the
experimental groups were encouraged not to use dictionaries or external smurces
answers to their comprehension questions. They were taught through readegystr
intervention and the basic guidelines of extensive reading, to use their owrcirntelle
decode written texts. Having these authentic reading experiences, thpaaisi were
better able to understand their own reading ability, which in turn led to greatsrdéve
reading self-efficacy. It was empowering for them to finally undedstheir ability
level and to have a clear baseline from which to attempt to improve that alolity. T
support this hypothesis, the results from another study, Takase (2003), conducted on
extensive reading and attitude, suggested that through reading sevezdlrgamters
participants became more aware of their English reading ability. Gagénad
understood their ability more accurately, many of them tried to maxitmenepotential

by reading more books, which consequently led to an enhanced sense of confidence.
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As hypothesized, the reading strategies and extensive reading strgtegjes
experienced heightened levels of reading self-efficacy which, accoalthg tinalyses,
translated to improvements in reading comprehension. However, a discrepancy
occurred with the extensive reading group. This group was not significantly different
from the control group for the reading self-efficacy construct, but wasable
outperform their control group counterparts on the reading comprehension test from
time 1 to time 3. One explanation for this might come from the method of extensive
reading, Start with Simple Stories (SSS), which was used for the exdeaading
treatment groups. The participants were required to start with exyream®} graded
readers for the first month of the treatment. Then they were asked to graaaeded
to more difficult books. Many of the participants might not have felt that thel@asy
texts were benefitting their reading comprehension ability and therdierer¢ading
self-efficacy would not have been affected considerably. Bandura (1997):claims

If people experience only easy successes, they come to expect quickamesults

are easily discouraged by failure. A resilient sense of efficacyresqui

experience in overcoming obstacles through perseverant effort. Some dgéiculti
and setbacks in human pursuits serve a beneficial purpose in teaching that

success usually requires sustained effort (p. 80).

Although many of those in the extensive reading group might not have realized the
benefits of extensive reading on their ability to read, a closer examination eatheg
comprehension gains from time 1 to time 3 shows that the gains for the extensive
reading group, though lower than those of the reading strategies and extensive

reading/reading strategies groups, were not significantly differemt the scores of
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those groups. Thus, it can be claimed that some of the participants in the extensive
reading group might have been unaware of the benefits they were recesvmtipé
extensive reading practice.

To further support this hypothesis, another analysis of the data suggests that
those who more highly recognize the utility of extensive reading as a wanpafving
reading comprehension ability, also rated themselves higher in readin{fisathye
(Table 75 details the descriptive statistics for the gain scores for theaveeratility of
extensive reading survey and the reading self-efficacy survey.) Coryéhnesle who
tended to have low ratings on the perceived utility of extensive reading questionnaire
also rated themselves much lower on the reading self-efficacy measure

It can also be argued that the benefits from the Start with Simple Stotiesdme
of extensive reading practice might have a delayed effect. That is, oreracgear
might not have been long enough for the potentially positive effects of extensive
reading, as administered by the SSS method, to become apparent. It might be the ca
that the SSS approach takes longer than one year for the participants to reatma le
the graded reader series in which they perceive the texts as challengugh to
indicate that they are becoming more proficient readers.

Although the extensive reading group did not display significant gains in
reading self-efficacy (see Table 53) compared to the reading stésateyl extensive
reading/reading strategies groups from time 1 to time 3, the extensiveg/eaalling
strategies group had the highest gains in reading self-efficacy faftthgroups in the
study. This suggests that although the extensive reading/reading strgtegjgsvas

using the same method of extensive reading, Start with Simple Stories, a®tisivex
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reading group, the instruction in reading strategies coupled with the extezesineg
element was beneficial in improving the participants’ level of readilfiggBeacy. This
might have occurred because those in the extensive reading/readingestrgtegp
were given more challenging texts to read through the reading stsasdgment of
their treatment. Unlike the extensive reading group, which was requireateasy
level texts for the first month of the treatment and slowly progress to thediffarelt
graded readers, the extensive reading/reading strategies group, in addhien t
extensive reading element, was required to engage in reading acthatiegere
cognitively challenging for them. Overcoming these challenges would haeecids
stronger sense of reading self-efficacy (e.g., Bandura, 1997).

The participants in the extensive reading/reading strategies groupeterely
given the chance to read texts that were well below their current pnafydievel
extensively, which would have helped to alleviate any anxiety that might hame be
accompanied with reading in their past grammar-translation courses, buteteeglso
allowed to challenge themselves with slightly more difficult texts tleewart of the
reading strategies element. In addition, becoming adept at the use ofdihg rea
strategies highlighted in this study, the participants would have felt empbwehea
new set of tools with which to attempt reading assignments. Also, after having had
ample opportunity to practice and automatize the use of these strategiesti¢ipapts
would have, presumably, been able to use the strategies to improve their reagding rate
which would have allowed them to more quickly process written text, demanding less
effort on working memory, thereby freeing up working memory to take on new reading

challenges.
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Those in the extensive reading/reading strategies group would also have
benefited from the extensive reading element. Reading extensively likebdhbe
participants automatize reading skills on a local, as well as, a globalAswtle
participants developed a reasonably sized repertoire of sight vocabulagdoyy
extensively, rapid lexical access became part of their skill seicdleccess, a reader’s
ability to automatically retrieve from long-term memory a “word’s meg and its
phonological representation” (Stanovich, 1992, p. 4), is important, as it assists in
minimizing the debilitating effects of limited short term memory, laid outndekson’s
(1991) late perceptual processing and parsing stages. As the participants in the
extensive reading/reading strategies group presumably became raptratad
automatically accessing representations of lexicon stored in long-termorry, less
short-term memory was required, which worked to free up that memory to process
additional incoming information. These improvements in reading comprehension (see
Table 59) would have led to improvements in their self-ratings of their owmgeadi
ability and thereby, increased their reading self-efficacy (see &)l

Just as the inclusion of reading strategy intervention and extensive reading
practice benefited the participants in the experimental groups, the lack of those
treatments for the intensive reading group limited the potential progress tlcahawal
been achieved by the participants of that group. As many of the participants in this
study were coming from a history of learning English through gramraasiation, the
participants in the intensive reading group were not offered anything news stubly.
As in the past, they were still expected to rely on external sourcesistaase, instead

of using their own intellect. Because they were being taught to interpriesiEwgiting

372



on a local, word-by-word level, the participants were never allowed to develop the
cognitive processing to a point in which they could automatically accasallex

syntactic representations stored in long-term memory. Therefore, amostsain on
short-term memory never allowed them to interpret the text on a global levek Afla
authentic reading opportunities kept them ignorant of their actual reading, atafich
prompted further feelings of inadequacy and demotivation. This demotivation was
exacerbated by the anxiety experienced when participants were ask&ad texts that

were well beyond their proficiency level. As the participants of this group probabl
never experienced a sense of empowerment from the intensive reading appraach, thei
level of reading self-efficacy also suffered.

In addition to these explanations, the results of this one-year study help to put a
practical face on the theoretical issue surrounding the effects ofigageding self-
efficacy. Judging from past research in L1 and L2 reading, readingfBetfey is a key
to increasing levels of reading motivation (Mori, 2002; Tremblay & Gardner, 1995;
Wigfield & Guthrie, 1997; ), reading strategy use (Chamot et al., 1996; Gahungu,
2007), attribution of achievement/failure (Graham, 2004, 2006; Hseih & Schallert,
2008), and achievement (Mills, Pajares, & Herron, 2006; Schunk & Rice, 1987; Shell et
al., 1989; Wigfield & Guthrie, 1995). However, many of these studies have used cross-
sectional designs that offer insight into the basics of the constructs surrosalfing
efficacy, but might not provide much practical advice regarding how knowledge can be
used to improve pedagogy in foreign language teaching over an extended period of
time. To this end, longitudinal studies, such as this one, which chart changes over time,

are necessary.
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Beyond the findings of the above cross-sectional studies, the results of this study
indicate that not only can reading self-efficacy be cultivated throughiggattategy
intervention and extensive reading practice, but that gains in reading geltgitan
lead to gains in reading comprehension. Thus, the results of this study help to bridge a
gap that has existed between the reading self-efficacy and readingeackin
literature. Never before has research shown that intervention can lead as@sare
reading self-efficacy that eventually translate into increasesding comprehension
in an EFL setting. Through the latent growth curve analysis, the relationshigebetwe
reading self-efficacy and reading comprehension over a period of time wasgated
more thoroughly.

A further reason for the results concerned the improvements in reseagh desi
that were made over some of the earlier studies highlighted above. Several batteem
been criticized widely for an inconsistency between the fundamentals offeelte
theory and the items on research instruments, and/or small sample sizesafeigguG
2007; Mori, 2002; Tremblay & Gardner, 1995). In order to combat the above problem
of possibly invalid instrumentation, the rationale for the instruments used in this study
was presented and the instruments were carefully validated. For th#isatiye
guestionnaire, in particular, great lengths were taken to follow the cleteliges set
by Bandura (2006) in creating a valid instrument. Part of the validation process
involved piloting the self-efficacy instrument three times.

In conclusion, most of these studies reported findings from cross-sectionalemsilgt
suggested a connection, albeit weak at times, between self-efficacy avatiomot Of the few

that reported findings to suggest a direct relationship between seliegféind achievement,
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none were longitudinal. Many of them suffered from siNadizes and a misrepresentation of
the self-efficacy construct, as evidenced by poorly developed instruments.

Furthermore, this is the first study in an EFL context to successfullyataiti
reading self-efficacy. Although some of the above studies highlight a connection
between reading self-efficacy and reading comprehension, none has looked at the
relationship on a longitudinal basis. The results of this study clearly deetertsiat
treatments, such as reading strategy intervention and extensive readinge eehdimg

self-efficacy, thereby also improving reading comprehension.

Research Question 4: Skill in Reading Strategy Use as a
Predictor of Reading Self-Efficacy

The fourth research question asked whether those participants who are more
adept at using reading strategies, as operationalized through a set of stadayy
tests (see Appendices C, D, and E) also have higher levels of readinffjcatireThis
guestion is accompanied by a directional hypothesis: Higher scores on thg readin
strategy test lead to higher levels of reading self-efficacy. THgsa&or this research
guestion was conducted using latent growth curve (LGC) modeling involving sequelae
of change.

The results from research question one suggested that reading strateggtioterve
helps foster greater levels of reading self-efficacy. However, tieepoont of inquiry behind
research question 4 is how changes in skill in reading strategy usadatéatinrough the

treatments provided relate to changes in reading self-efficacy.
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It can be assumed that although the participants in the various treatment geogips w
exposed to similar learning situations to the others in their group, but it cannot beargsddon
what degree those treatments differently influenced each individual in tlspsetige groups.
For example, the members of the reading strategy group were all introduceldgiven the
same ample opportunities to practice the eight cognitive reading stsatagght in this study,
but to what degree this reading strategy intervention affected how adept eabarrheoame
at using those reading strategies was not determined by the resultaofiregeestion 1.
Certainly, some participants became more skillful at successfully deglthe reading
strategies than others. Research question 4 asked whether the observed chhiligeson a
effectively utilize reading strategies played a significant roléaé observed changes in reading
self-efficacy.

The associative model depicted in Figure 18 illustrates the growth and the
pattern of associations among the growth parameters of skill in readitepggtuse and
reading self-efficacy. An analysis of the trajectory of readiffge$ticacy as a function
of skill of reading strategy use reveals that there is a statigtggfificant relationship
between growth that occurred in reading strategy skill and growth that edcarr
reading self-efficacy. These changes are represented by the umdakatrow
between the slopeRS (change in skill in reading strategy use) and slopeS3je (ohan
reading self-efficacy) depicted in Figure 18. The relationship betweentthestopes
was statistically significant (see Table 66 for the parameter yakigggesting that
changes in reading strategy skill produced changes in reading selteffiat were
beyond the possibility of random chance. The effect size was positive and S285)g (

which clearly indicates that those participants who made greater gagasling
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strategy skill over the course of the study also made greater gains irgrealdin

efficacy. However, the starting values in reading strategy skill for ichdgials in the

study, represented on Figure 18 as interceptRS, did not have a statisticdilyagigni
relationship (see Table 66 for the parameter values), with the change in redfding s
efficacy, depicted as slopeSE on Figure 18. The relationship is represerted by t
unidirectional arrow running from interceptRS to slopeSE. Even though the relgtionshi
was not significant, the effect size (-.436) suggests that those who stdhtedawer

skill level in reading strategy use were able to make more gains in resaifivefficacy,

or that those who started with a higher skill level in reading strategy usefenagte

gains in reading self-efficacy.

In the previous sections of this chapter, several reasons were offered to expla
the improvements in reading self-efficacy (see Table 53) and readingeloension
(see Table 59) that were realized in this study. All of these points plag i ttble
interaction of reading strategy skill and reading self-efficacy instiigdy, however, for
the sake of simplicity, only a summary is provided here. The participants isttioly
had mostly come from a traditional background of learning through the grammar-
translation method, which stymied their cognitive ability to effectiypebcess English
texts and negatively influenced their affect. After engaging in thariesds, the
participants were introduced to new ways of reading, ways in which the mental
processes that comprise reading comprehension could be strengthened. While the
participants experienced a variety of authentic reading challengasingjlthem to
better understand their own reading ability, they also sensed changes in tha&vetan |

of reading self-efficacy. Bandura (1986, 1997) proposed that mastery expedasnces
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the strongest source of self-efficacy. If this is the case, succesg@ulances reading in
English will improve one’s sense of reading self-efficacy, while failuretermine it.
Furthermore, the clear connection between Anderson’s cognitive theory (1985),
Macaro’s framework of learner strategies (2006), and the honing of the ant&i
reading skills developed through the treatments that were conducted ovéciarguff
amount of time helped to clarify how the treatments improved the participantsgeadi
comprehension and reading self-efficacy.

Among the reading strategy intervention studies reviewed in the discussion for
research questions 1 and 2 (Carrell, 1984a; Carrell et al., 1989; Chamot et al., 1996;
Kusiak, 2001; Schunk & Rice, 1987, 1991), none of the researchers made any attempt
to measure the degree to which the learners improved their ability to dsggrea
strategies, and the resulting improvements in reading comprehension andfog readi
self-efficacy. Instead, there was a “leap of faith” on the part of tlearesers that the
changes realized between the pre- and posttest scores for readinghemsipreand/or
reading self-efficacy were caused solely by the reading strategyention of each
respective study. To further support this claim, Macaro and Erler (2008), in their
literature review, highlighted the limitations of many strategy interoprdtudies as
follows: “In none of these studies was there a systematic measuremene¢i@iés in
strategic behavior prior to and after the intervention to support the findings...” (p. 96).
However, after making this statement, there was still little evidenéeinstudy to
show that they targeted such empirical measurements. In their investigatiow
reading strategy instruction impacted the reading comprehension of 62, 11-bRlyea

learners of French as a foreign language, they measured the differstregegy use
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exhibited by the participants prior to and after the intervention; however, they did not
attempt to determine how skillfully these participants were able taauthiese reading
strategies to assist them in the reading process. It is not enough to shg freduency

of strategy use increases; the issue lies in how well the learners aie edybpitalize on
the value of reading strategies as a tool to enhance reading comprehensemytnestr
reading self-efficacy.

To further support this claim, Anderson (1991) in his study of 28 Spanish-
speaking learners of English as a second language, found that the abilityetesfulty
answer questions on a standardized reading comprehension test and/or read] a typica
university level text, was not based on the number of strategies the parsicipant
deployed during the reading process but how well the participants were ablado crea
clusters of strategies that facilitated successful reading. “Resataiag high and those
scoring low appear to be using the same kinds of strategies...This seems te ihdica
strategic reading is not only a matter of knowing what strategy to usesbuhal
reader must know how to use a strategy successfully and orchestrate iithutbew
strategies” (pp. 468-469).

The results for research question 4 suggest that as skill level in readtegystr
use improves, so does reading self-efficacy. To the best of my knowledge, no L1 or L2
reading researchers have investigated this relationship. The analysiseofethalts
provides a much clearer understanding of how the development of reading strdtegy ski
can affect reading self-efficacy, in comparison to past literature afféat of reading
strategy interventions where researchers did not measure skill developmesating

strategy use over a period of time.
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One plausible explanation for the strong relationship between these two
constructs is that in this study, the participants in the experimental groupgivesre
sufficient amounts of time to automatize the skills (i.e., reading strategg us
extensive reading, or a combination of the two) they were taught, as théastiedlyan
entire academic year. Most of the past literature on reading intemdrats detailed
studies that lasted at most one academic semester, so this study isesedorgo
date. As the level of automatization in reading strategies rose, thepaentsc
experienced a higher sense of reading ability and thereby, gains in realfiafficacy
were realized.

It is important to recall that this research question asks whether chaniges in t
skill level of reading strategy use led to changes in reading sel&@ffid his question
does not differentiate between any of the groups, therefore the readiagyssill
level of all four groups are combined for this analysis. Although the latent growsh cur
modeling does not take into account differences between groups, the resultb({see T
68) for the reading strategy test over all three occasions of testingjflaurajroups
reveal that the extensive reading/reading strategies group had ¢eghefrom time 1
to time 3 than the reading strategies group. In addition, the scores forghsiet
reading group very closely paralleled those of the reading stratgoigs, with the
extensive reading group marginally outperforming the reading syrgtegp. This
suggests that first, the participants who engaged in extensive readingineikieer
extensive reading group or the extensive reading/reading stragegigs were better
able to improve their ability in the effective use of reading strategiaghioge in the

reading strategies group, who had received only explicit training in readategses.
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This also implies that the reading strategies group might have beelgat a s
disadvantage, compared to the other two experimental groups, by only participating in
the explicit training of reading strategies.

An explanation for those in the extensive reading and extensive reading/reading
strategies groups making stronger gains in skill of strategy use frari timtime 3, as
compared to those in the reading strategies group might lie in the di#fereatween implicit
and explicit learning. Although, the general debate in learning theory and reasdec
whether implicit learning provides advantages over explicit learning is farldeang resolved,
Reber (1976, 1993, Reber et al., 1980) has repeatedly argued that implicit learnioffestoes
significant benefit in learning complex structures. As those in the extenesisiang group
engaged in a relatively large amount of reading, they might have developedhttaaitig
inductive processes, their own set of reading strategies. Also, in one ofsRebdies (1980)
based on artificial grammar learning (AGL), he notes that a combination aciinaid
explicit learning might prove the most beneficial. “Of the various possible cotidraaf
explicit and implicit training procedures, it seems clear that the optimum mdll&t in which
the subjects begin with explicit information about the structure of the graamdahen
observe an extended series of exemplars generated by it” (p. 500). In the obtitisxstudy,
those in the extensive reading/reading strategies group, given an introductiading re
strategies and then allowed to use these strategies through the exafepdesimtclass and
then through their extensive reading practice, would have, according to Reber (¥980) de
optimal position to develop cognitive reading strategies.

That is, those in the extensive reading and extensive reading/readiagisgaroups

were given sufficient time and opportunity to read large amounts of text) wbidd have led
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them to develop their own set of reading strategies implicitly, and this proagggshave
provided the participants with a much stronger handle on strategy usage. As Antig@édon (
contends, the participants in the extensive reading and extensive reading/stategies
groups might have learned how to more effectively orchestrate the use of coonisioat
strategies, as well. As individuals read texts they have chosen and aitedt@rieand are
reading for meaning, (i.e., following extensive reading principles) a dest@nmprehend the
text guides implicit reading strategy development.

Conversely, those in the reading strategies group were introduced to and given
opportunities to practice the eight prescribed reading strategies highlightiis study, but
because they might not have been given sufficient opportunities to read largesariiaint
those engaged in extensive reading, they were unable to develop their own sehgf readi
strategies or become accustomed to orchestrating clusters of esatatfully.

The successful deployment of reading strategies often depends on how well an
individual can manipulate clusters of strategies to ensure more accuggbesitation of the
text. Anderson (1991) stated that strategic reading depends not only on knowing atbgiestr
to use, but also on how well the reader can successfully orchestrate its use wistratihgies.
This process of first developing strategies and then learning how to cathastategies in
clusters can be better accomplished implicitly through extensive readiotice than through
explicit instruction in reading strategies. The results also suggest thafpdudigipating in the
extensive reading/reading strategies group might have benefited frogneelicitly
introduced to the highlighted reading strategies, but they were also givenapppléunities to
develop automaticity in orchestrating the usage of multiple stratediese@ding strategies

group might also have been at a disadvantage when trying to develop their abilgy to us
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reading strategies because they were forced to use prescribed reataggestithat might not
have been useful for them. Although those in the reading strategies group had opg®ttunit
practice using the prescribed strategies in this study, they were noedeturead extensively.
The number of standard words read by the groups that did not practice extensivggaeddin
those that did differed greatly (see Table 73 for the number of standard words andeadoks r
by all four groups).

These results, suggesting that extensive reading practice can fqetaradhlevels of
reading strategy use, support evidence from Nishino’s (2007) longitudinal gsdge&two
Japanese teenagers, Fumi and Mako, beginning to read extensively in English. Nishino found,
through interviews with and observations of the two girls, that along with improvements
reading motivation, the girls mentioned a number of lexical reading strstedieeh suggests
that their extensive reading experience might have allowed them to develtyithecause
the strategies. Similar to a few of the strategies featured in thig stedwo girls reported
guessing word meaning from context and using background knowledge to make inferences
about passage meaning, among others.

Overall, regardless of whether improvements in reading strategy useedeinom
explicit reading strategy intervention, or practice in extensive reati@glevelopment of
effective reading strategy use was a significant predictor of gaieading self-efficacy,
according to the results of the latent growth curve model. The longitudinaé rdtthe
treatments of this study afforded the participants sufficient time to atimareading skills
and reading strategy skills to a point that enforced the participants’ sestwmaudtence

leading to gains in reading self-efficacy. Another indirect finding of thi/sisavas that
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extensive reading practice appeared to help foster effective readitaggtuse more than

explicit training in reading strategies.

Research Question 5: Reading Amount as a Predictor of Reading Self-Eticy

The fifth research question asked whether the participants who read more,
operationalized through a count of standard words (see Table 73 for the standard words
read for all groups) read over the course of the academic year, also haddmnglihay
self-efficacy gains (see Table 53). This question is accompanied by @odiaéct
hypothesis: Participants who read more make greater reading sedgffjains.

The proposed method of analysis for this research question was to use latent
growth curve modeling involving sequelae of change. However, when attempting to run
the data with EQS (version 6.1) with the data for all 322 patrticipants, the number of
iterations was exceedingly high and convergence was not achieved. A seeond it
run the model with only the data from those participants in the extensive reading and
extensive reading/reading strategies groups, bore the same resuksgeane of the
data could not be achieved. Therefore, the hypothesis proposed for research question 5
that amount of reading (standard word count) (see Table 73 for the standard words read
for all groups) over an academic year would make a direct prediction obfenszlding
self-efficacy (see Table 53) was not confirmed.

This research question directly relates to the basics tenets of Banduraysotheor
self-efficacy (1977, 1985, 1997). According to this theory, those who are more self-
efficacious readers are expected to initiate opportunities to becomerbatters,

expend more energy reading, and persist through possible problems that might occur
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during the reading process. It was hypothesized that the participanteikiehsive
reading and the extensive reading/reading strategies groups whozegital the huge
selection of books to choose from (over 3,000 different titles in the university library)
and the freedom to read when and where they wanted, would also show signs of
improved levels of reading self-efficacy. However, according to the fatedtlgrowth
curve model, that was not the case.

One of the main explanations for the low correlation between level of reading
self-efficacy and reading amount could be that the participants were askddw the
SSS approach to extensive reading (Nishizawa, 2009; Sakai, 2002; Takase, 2009, 2011).
They were restricted to reading extremely low level graded readéne first month of
the study, and encouraged to read lower level books until they were very confident that
they could read the books at a higher level fluently. It is apparent fromal vis
inspection of the data set that some of the students with the highest level of self
reported reading self-efficacy read the least. Some of these partcipight have
resented the fact that they were being asked to read books far beneattoticeanpy
level. As intimated above, most of the participants had known no other teaching style
other than grammar-translation, which emphasizes word-by-word transtditiexts
that are often well beyond the difficulty level appropriate for Japanese junior high or
high school students. Therefore, many of the participants might have felt they could
only make progress in English if they were reading overly difficult textesé&
participants would have put little value on the reading of lower level texts that they

might even have considered childish, and subsequently avoided extensive reading.
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It can also be hypothesized that the participants were under-challenged to some
degree by the SSS method of extensive reading and did not feel a sense of improveme
from the treatment. Even if the participants were reading as asked, tigynoi have
realized the value that extensive reading holds for them and the development of their
reading skills. If these suppositions are correct, the amount of reading wohlaveot
translated into changes in reading self-efficacy.

The other problem encountered when analyzing the entire daths&22) was
that those in the intensive readimg= 90) and reading strategies< 76) groups, which
made up nearly half of the participants in the study, had virtually the séimatesfor
the number of standard words read. In other words, there was no variance between the
participants in these groups. The participants in the intensive reading graip wer
estimated to have read 28,545 standard words, and those participants in the reading
strategies group were estimated to have read 34,428 standard words (see Taable 73
the total number of standard words read by all four groups). When analyzing data with
EQS or any other statistical package, the focus of the computations ispfertyg on
the amount of variance between groups or individuals. Therefore, the absence of
variance in these groups would likely have caused a problem when attempting to run the

model.

Research Question 6: The Relationship Between Reading Self-Effcy and the
Perceived Utility of Extensive Reading
Research questions 6 and 7 were based on the results of a study by Schunk and

Rice (1987) in which they investigated how the perceived utility of readiatpgies
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influenced reading self-efficacy and reading comprehension for a groupedied L1
learners. In the study, an experimental group was given strategy valueatiém
along with training in the use of a cognitive reading strategy, finding tireidea. The
control group was instructed in the same way, but was not given the strategy value
information. The strategy value information entailed offering praise to stiddyat
successfully executed strategy use, and statements to the studentsrexptaini
reading strategies could help them to comprehend better and how students in the past
have been successful at learning to read by using these reading strategiesults
indicated that by simply offering the experimental group this seemingiytenstrategy
value information resulted in statistically significant gains in both reading
comprehension and reading self-efficacy over the control group. Therefore, my basi
guestion for research questions 6 and 7 was if the participants recognized the value of
extensive reading practice or reading strategies would that improvesthaing self-
efficacy.

Based on the above rationale, the sixth research question asked whether those
participants who made the largest gains for self-ratings of the wtilgytensive
reading (see Table 75 for the descriptive statistics for low, mid, and high graegs) al
had higher gains on their self-ratings for reading self-efficamy {@ble 53) over the
course of the academic year. This question is accompanied by a directjpothidsys:
Participants who more highly rate extensive reading as a practical andwaetol
improving reading comprehension also have higher levels of reading seltgffldee

descriptive statistics for perceived utility of extensive reading eadimg self-efficacy
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for the three groups are displayed in Table 75, and Figure 20 shows a grapplagl dis
of the means for perceived utility of extensive reading and reading Betfegf

The 322 participants were ranked according to their gain scores on perceived
utility of extensive reading, and then divided into three groups; highlQ7), mid ( =
108), and lowrf = 107). The objective of this analysis was to determine whether there
were any statistically significant differences between these ¢inoegps based on their
gains on reading self-efficacy. The results showed that there wasfecarg difference
between the high and low groups, but no significant difference between the high and
mid, or low and mid groups.

The results of this research question confirm the results reported by Schunk and
Rice (1987) and support the notion that clearly explaining the benefits of extensive
reading to readers can help them feel more self-efficacious. Othersshadie also
been conducted on younger learners in the L1 with reading strategies that ghow tha
offering these types of information to readers will help them with reading
comprehension (Brown et al., 1981; Paris, Lipson, & Wilson, 1983). Although the
above studies were conducted with reading strategies and L1 young leaobers
Japanese university students, the principle was hypothesized to work in the same wa
for extensive reading.

One explanation for these results might lie in the way the two teachers ge char
of the extensive reading and extensive reading/reading strategies grodpsted the
extensive reading sections of their weekly lessons. According to Day amdr8a
(2002), “teachers should explain the basics of extensive reading to the students and

monitor their reading” (p. 137). In almost every class, the instructors ahéduke
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progress of each student and reviewed their reading for the week by viseakynch
the reading logs that each student was keeping. In addition, they offereel aloeid
what books to read or levels to change to, and encouraged the participants to continue
reading by explaining how it would help them to become more fluent readers. Students
were told that they could improve their reading speed and fluency and that incidental
learning of vocabulary was also a possible benefit. Moreover, if time permitted,
although this was admittedly rare, the teacher read silently in the frontdafseoom
as a model while the students read in their seats for the last ten to tweatgswf the
class.

| feel that this recognition by the participants of the advantages thatiggtens
reading offers to them and their reading comprehension ability is funddipénkaed
to gains in reading self-efficacy. Self-efficacy is a self-lhe¢liat can sometimes not
reflect realistic levels of ability in reference to a particudakt sometimes these beliefs
are unrealistically inflated or deflated, depending on each person’s bBlafsstilling
a sense in the participants that extensive reading can help them to beconreduigts
and explaining how it has helped prior classes in reading authentic Englisfaintter
levels of reading self-efficacy for the participants improved in this stuay r@sults to
this research question show that the more the participants believed in the benefits of
extensive reading, the more they were able to improve their readingfestef And
according to Bandura, a heightened sense of reading self-efficacgaaditd more
reading, more time and effort spent on reading, and a perseverance throagleslist

reading, eventually leading to improvements in reading comprehension.
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Research Question 7: The Relationship Between Reading Self-Effigagnd the
Perceived Utility of Reading Strategies
The seventh research question asked whether the participants who made greater
gains on their self-ratings for the utility of reading strategiesTa&é& 76 for
descriptive statistics for all groups) also made greater gains on tifeatses for
reading self-efficacy (see Table 53) over the course of the acadeamid fies question
was accompanied by a directional hypothesis: Those participants who more &ighly r
the use of reading strategies as practical and useful in improving reathpget@nsion
also make higher reading self-efficacy gains. The same approach asralesearch
guestion 6 was adopted for this research question; the 322 participants were ranked in
order according to their gain scores on perceived utility of readinggéasaisee Table
76), and then divided into three groups; high=(107), mid § = 108), and lowr{ =
107). The objective of this analysis was to determine whether there were any
statistically significant differences between these three growgesitwa their reading
self-efficacy gains (see Table 53). The results of the ANOVA indicatexha
significant group effect, because of this no post hoc tests were conducted. The
descriptive statistics for perceived utility of reading strategidsraading self-efficacy
for the three groups are displayed in Table 76, and Figure 21 shows a grapplagl dis
of the means for perceived utility of reading strategies and readingffedicy.
The results do not support the hypothesis that the participants who experienced

higher gains on their perception of the utility of reading strategies over thseeauthe

academic year also made significantly greater gains in reaglingfsicacy. The results
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also do not support the results of the studies mentioned above (Brown et al., 1981;
Paris, Lipson, & Wixson, 1983; Schunk & Rice, 1987).

The teachers who were in charge of the reading strategies and exteading/reading
strategies groups conducted their weekly classes following the proced@a&loA (Chamot,
2005), where much of the onus to use and extend reading strategies is placed on the reader.
Following the guidelines of this method, the teacher evaluates what igsategders already
know, and then explains and models the use of appropriate strategies, encourages imdepende
strategy use, and guides readers through self-reflection, but does not play ystowegl role
in detailing the utility of reading strategies. In CALLA, much of that ninestione by the
readers themselves. This might show that the element of providing strategynfafmation
to readers is lacking in the CALLA framework, and that many readers migive capable,
even with opportunity to reflect and monitor their own progress and usage ofisgatég
realizing the benefit of reading strategies.

One other explanation for the results might lie in a suspected problem with the
instrument, the perceived utility of reading strategies questionnatreugh this
limitation is more fully explained in the limitations section, a brief arption is
warranted here. From the outset of the study, it was considered important to offer the
guestionnaire to all of the 322 participants so that a measurement for this construct
could be taken and the results of all participants could be analyzed. However, not all of
the participants in the study were exposed to reading strategies. Thatetaea
challenge to develop an instrument that would inform the participants who were not in
one of the reading strategies groups of the construct while not exposing them too much

to it, as to contaminate the results. In the end, it was thought that some participants
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might have had difficulty answering the questions on the perceived utilitydihgea
strategies questionnaire because they were unfamiliar with the conaegts be
highlighted in the survey items.

Finally, the results might also signify inconsistencies among the partisi in
this study as to the effectiveness of reading strategy use. Again, midrey of
participants in this study were coming from a background of learning BEnghsugh
the grammar-translation method. Most of them were never exposed to resateg) s
and might doubt their usefulness. It was also impossible for those in the intensive
reading and extensive reading groups to be exposed to reading strategesutd
have lent to further misunderstanding of the constructs by those groups and

inconsistencies in the results.

Research Question 8: The Effect of Retrospective Reading Self-E#ixy on
Current Reading Self-Efficacy
The eighth research question asked to what extent the participants’ past levels of

reading self-efficacy are related to their current level of readiligefficacy. This
guestion is accompanied by a hypothesis: There is a significant corrélatveeen the
reading self-efficacy measures for the participants’ junior high schoadl setgpol, and
current (university) levels of reading self-efficacy. The data usethianalysis were
the Rasch measures derived from (a) the sources of reading selfyefficsstionnaire
(retrospective), which asked the participants to reflect on their experienoesor
high school and high school English reading classes, (b) the sources of reading self

efficacy questionnaire (current), which asked the participants to refleloemn
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experiences to date in their university English reading classes, and tjo) el
reading self-efficacy ratings. Descriptive statistics for both ttiregeective and current
levels of sources of reading self-efficacy are given in Table 77. Timalbhgeself-
efficacy descriptive statistics can be found in Tables 55-58.

According to Bandura (1986, 1997), there are four principle sources of
information that help one create a sense of self-efficacy pertaining toitcsjas& and
a specific domain; performance accomplishments (learners’ past pert@s)a
vicarious experiences (experiences with others’ performances), verbalgi@nsua
(persuasion-positive or negative-from significant others), and physiolctgptas
(physiological and emotional changes that alert the learner to motslble or
success). In other words, people base the level of confidence they have in relation to a
particular behavior, on an aggregate reading of these four elements.

Judged to be the most influential gauge of self-efficacy, performance
accomplishments are especially important because they are based oalpeestary
experiences. Bandura (1997) purports that:

Performance successes generally raise beliefs of personalgffigpeated

performance failures lower them, particularly if the failures ocadyen the

course of events and do not reflect lack of effort or adverse external

circumstances (p. 81).

Although exerting a weaker influence on the formation of self-efficacy than
performance accomplishments, vicarious experiences are also an impoutiaat of

self-efficacy information. People do not rely solely on their own masteryiexpes to
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develop their self-efficacy. They are influenced by seeing others pepanticular
activities as well.

Also influencing self-efficacy is verbal persuasion, in which people are guided,
through suggestion, into believing they are capable or incapable of performing a
particular task. The impact that verbal persuasion has on self-efficéalystd be
weaker than that arising from one’s own accomplishments because verbalipersuas
not derived from an authentic experience.

The last element of self-efficacy information is physiological st&eeple
sometimes rely on their physiological reactions to particular Sstusto lead them and
their level of self-efficacy. As one experiences a fear reaction, swarhiasreased
heart rate, induced sweating, or hyperventilation, one would likely expecefailre
than success in that particular situation. “Because high arousal usuall{atkeili
performance, individuals are more likely to expect success when they areseidbpe
aversive arousal than if they are tense and viscerally agitated” (Bat@80i@g p. 198).

While conducting the preliminary analysis of the data received from theesour
of reading self-efficacy questionnaire (retrospective and current)teejporChapter 4,
the results indicated that the questionnaire items were bidimensionalthather
unidimensional. The mastery experiences, vicarious experiences, and vesbasion
elements formed one variable (MVV), while the physiological responss figmmed a
second variable (PHYS). Therefore, these two variables were analyzedtebp

It is first important to recall that the sources of reading self-&ffica
guestionnaire measured the degree to which the participants in this studyzedog

sources of reading self-efficacy in their environment for their junior high, $ggool,

394



and current university learning experiences. For example, Bandura purpovisr bzt
persuasion is one of the four sources of self-efficacy. One limitation wstisabirce of
reading self-efficacy questionnaire is that it is possible that partisipa this study
received praise from teachers or friends, but either do not remember it or never
recognized it as such. Despite this limitation, it was thought that meashesg
sources of reading self-efficacy would provide a good way to gauge realfing se
efficacy, retrospectively.

By measuring reading self-efficacy retrospectively (junior high agd hi
school), a baseline value by which to compare current, university levels ofgeadi-
efficacy was established. From these baseline values, it could be detetonvieat
degree past levels of reading self-efficacy relate to currerslefeeading self-
efficacy (see Table 77 for the descriptive statistics for the retrogpectd current
levels of MVV and PHYS).

To help answer this question, the correlations between the various variables
were inspected (see Table 78 for the correlation coefficients). Degergpitistics are
included for the data for both variables in Table 77. The correlation between high
school MVV and university MVV was a moderately high oneat45. University
PHYS also seemed to fairly strongly correlate with Junior PHY¥-S.42) and High
PHYS { = .41). Reading self-efficacy ratings from time 3 were also moderately
correlated with University MVVr(= .35). In general, the results suggest that junior
high and high school experiences, both MVV and PHYS, hold a relationship with the
participants’ current levels of reading self-efficacy, althoughebkalts do not suggest

an extremely strong relationship. This claim can be further supportedhbyeang the
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fairly weakcorrelations between time 3 reading self-efficacy rating and the jhigr
and high school, MVVr(= .14 for Junior MVV = .18 for High MVV) and PHYS
variables ( = .06 for Junior PHYS, = .09 for High PHYS). The MVV and PHYS
variables do not correlate highly, with the highest correlation bbein@1 between
Junior MVV and Junior PHYS. In addition, only two of the correlations between the
MVV and PHYS variables were significant, Junior MVV and Junior PHYS (01),
and High MVV and High PHY $p = .05).

The results for the MVV variable (see Table 78) suggest, albeit weakly, that
those who experienced positive performance accomplishments, vicarious recgxgrie
and verbal persuasion in junior high school, also experienced that positive feedback in
high school and in university. Conversely, those who might have experienced more
failed attempts at reading in English, fewer vicarious experiences, anctbas
persuasion in junior high school, also did so in high school and university. The results
also indicate that those ratings the participants offered for the universityes of
reading self-efficacy questionnaire and the time 3 reading sel&effiguestionnaire
correlated weakly.

The same is true for the PHYS variable (see Table 78). Those who might have
experienced anxiety that manifested itself in physiological responsgsian high
school likely experienced those same sensations in high school and university.
Conversely, those who did not recognize those types of reactions in junior high school
were less apt to experience them in high school and university, as well.

By analyzing these correlations and the data from the other research questions

above, it becomes clear that reading self-efficacy is not a staéd, donstruct, but
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rather a dynamic and malleable one, but to what degree early experiehmascmf
reading self-efficacy remains largely under-investigated in EFLegtstAlthough
Bandura claims that early experiences exert a strong influence afife=ty
development, the results here do not strongly support that claim.

As intimated above, one plausible explanation for this might have come from
the participants’ lack of authentic reading experiences, which might have led to a
underdeveloped interpretation of their own reading ability. Reading sel&éeffrmight
not have changed very much for the participants over the course of their English
learning histories because they might not have had a clear understandingmitheir
reading abilities, which would have, theoretically, helped them to gauge their own
reading self-efficacy.

A similar claim was reported in a related study, Graham (2003) in whiabua gr
of English students of French as a Foreign Language, although expectezivtedec
high marks in their French class did not feel capable of speaking Frenclepitbfic
Graham claims that students of foreign languages often sense a discorwmeeh ke
ability level necessary to complete tasks in class and the ability lenstead to
successfully engage in authentic interaction with those in the L2. One of tiogopats
in her study stated, “Me and my friends, we're predicted very high marks, a lgt of m
friends get very high French grades and we couldn’t hold a conversation in French” (p.
13). In a similar vein, Low (1999, p. 5) claimed that even high-ability language learner
in Scotland “expressed reservations about their ability to communicate witd nat

speakers.”

397



With the limited amount of authentic reading experiences, as explained above,
even those participants in this study who might have performed well in their junior high
or high school classes might not have felt a relatively high sense of sediegffMost
of them resorted to class grades or examination scores to inform thenr ofvhe
reading ability, instead of making those judgments based on mastery exgeriawe
of them recognized those reading activities that they were performinglisk classes
under the grammar-translation approach, as being related to readingegénglish
texts and therefore these reading experiences did little to influenceehse of
reading self-efficacy.

A closer inspection of the descriptive statistics for the MVV sources of reading
self-efficacy questionnaire shows that the participants experienced thetHeys of
positive feedback from mastery experiences, vicarious experiences, arld verba
persuasion in their university years. However, the participants experigrecewst
positive physiological feedback while in junior high school, and the least in their
university years.

These results suggest that while the participants might have felt that they
accomplished more, learned more from vicarious experiences, or received nibre pos
verbal feedback in English reading classes in their university years,dleesents
might have been accompanied by some anxiety. It was the case that the/robjbat
participants were being asked to participate in learning styles that Wereri from
what they were accustomed to. Because of this, many of them might havercgea
level of anxiety that manifested itself through physiological reactioraddlition, the

participants in the experimental groups were given a level of autonomy theyesd ne
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been offered before. Although many of the participants might have welcomed this
change and found it liberating and empowering, it might have been slightly advikwar
the beginning. The shift of onus from the teacher (i.e., in a grammar-transédtiog)s
to the participant (i.e., in the experimental treatments of this study) coul¢hased
anxiety in the participants.

Bandura claims that difficulties such as the ones experienced by the pat$icipa
of this study when attempting to learn through a new method where the individual is
given autonomy and responsibility over one’s learning can be facilitative ttance
level. Bandura (1997) states:

Difficulties provide opportunities to learn how to turn failure into success by

honing one’s capabilities to exercise better control over events. After people

become convinced that they have what it takes to succeed, they persevere in the
face of adversity and quickly rebound from setbacks. By sticking it out through

the tough times, they emerge from adversity stronger and more able (p. 80).
The tasks for the experimental groups were designed to challenge th@aatsicn an
individual level. The participants were required to take responsibility for aiagir
reading comprehension instead of relying on external sources for help. A move from a
collective setting, such as a classroom full of people being engaged in a reading
assignment (i.e., a high school or junior high, grammar-translation classroang t
requiring individual interaction with reading texts (i.e., in the experimergalrhents
of this study), might have been an unsettling prospect for some participantstimgeas
in the experimental groups were able to overcome their fears and find sucoegh thr

these challenges, their reading self-efficacy was cultivated.
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Theoretical Implications

The purpose of this study was not to generate new theory but rather to evaluate

how an extant theory, Bandura’s self-efficacy theory, functions in an Asias&ifing.

In order to accomplish this, an analysis of the longitudinal effects of readategsts

and extensive reading on reading self-efficacy and reading compreheiasion w
conducted. Anderson’s cognitive theory of learning provided a conceptual framework
for the reading comprehension construct in the study.

On the basis of self-efficacy theory, the results of this study suggested tha
mastery experiences in which readers are given opportunities to expetstaees in
reading comprehension and use their own intellect to attempt to overcome these
obstacles, through the reading strategies and extensive reading treatarefgad to
improved levels of reading self-efficacy. In addition, when considering the fouresourc
of self-efficacy, the participants interpreted them as consisting afawstructs; one
consisting of mastery experiences, vicarious experiences, and verlasi@ns and the
other consisting of physiological responses. As evidenced from the gainsatheetre
groups made, reading self-efficacy is not a static, fixed construct, but aadlgaamic
and malleable one. Finally, the results suggest that there is a direct linkibedadmg
self-efficacy and reading comprehension.

When considering Anderson’s cognitive theory of learning, the importance of
automatization and the role it fills in enhancing lexical access, freeinguopfoy
further processing of incoming information in short-term memory was supported. As

the participants in the experimental groups had sufficient time to autortiagize
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reading skill through the use of reading strategies and/or extensive rpeatitige,
their reading comprehension ability improved.

Those in the reading strategies group, following the stages of skill acquisition
that Anderson described for strategy usage (i.e., the cognitive, assoeiative,
autonomous stages), were able to improve their level of reading comprehension. This
entailed the participants in the reading strategies and extensive fezatinty
strategies groups being instructed in how to use the strategy through modeheg by
teacher and/or deductive reasoning on their own. In the associative stage, the
participants in those two groups were given sufficient time to practicealéng
strategies that allowed them to strengthen the connections among the stapsusr
component parts of the reading strategy. Finally, in the autonomous stage, theexecuti
of the reading strategy became virtually automatic, placing fewer deroamasrking
memory, thereby freeing up working memory to take on new reading challenges.

Those in the extensive reading and extensive reading/reading strategies gr
were reading graded readers in which a stage-by-stage, skill-buildiogsgris
encouraged and, thereby, they were able to practice the fluid, rapid recognition of
vocabulary that is necessary when trying to process written text. Througliegte
reading practice, the participants in these groups were able to improvadheir
vocabulary in Anderson’s perceptual processing stage because they werg aeadin
— 1 level, one of the basic tenets of extensive reading practice (Day &Barh998).

As the participants developed their repertoire of sight vocabulary in Andersosiisgpa
stage, lexical access, the reader’s ability to automaticallgvetfrom long-term

memory a word’s meaning and its phonological representation, became possithle. A
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participants in the extensive reading and extensive reading/readiegistsagroups
became more adept at automatically accessing representations af aieed in long-
term memory, less short-term memory was required, freeing up that menprocess
additional incoming information. Extensive reading allowed the participants @f thes
groups to build not only their sight vocabulary but also to practice their lexical
accessing skills. Rapid lexical accessing, in Anderson’s utilizatior,sadgwed for

more incoming information being received by the reader to be held slightly longe
working mem