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Abstract

As the issue of L2 literacy in an EFL context isinge
emphasized upon, the concern of how this discipbnéeveloped
merges to how it can go on side by side in the dicational
context. Yet the question of "models and assumgptitimat is very
effective in L2 literacy are of great concern: wieetthese models
or assumptions exist in FL context, and if so, lbey are built
and shaped by FL learners.

Researchers have advocated that there is a stetatgonship
between the internalized models of the ESL readrtsthe types
of information they focus on while reading. Seanchifor the
reasons of such modeling made some researchersncesp this
question. They speculated that it may be due toctimeext of the
L1 literacy.

The present research is an attempt to go after suotiel-
building of foreign language literacy among 35 neadlistudents.
The data were collected using strategy questioesaimamely
SBSI, which were in two versions: one in Englisld éime other in
Farsi. These questionnaires were given at theviaitef 15-20 days
to avoid any kind of intervention. Finally, a weilt interview
called "Burke Reading Interview" was given. The aimas to
deduce the unarticulated and unconscious theorgaafing held by
the subjects.

The results obtained from these instruments andoa gtudy
conducted prior to this research show that subjbatee models
and assumptions about reading in English; moredkiese models
have been shaped and built up in the L1 context.

The results are useful for L2 literacy educatorgecteng their
learners’ hidden assumptions about the reading egsocand
especially for those who are in charge of desigriidgliteracy
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curriculum to develop a more compatible and protesd literacy
syllabus.

Key Words Second Language (L2) Acquisition/Learning, L2
Literacy, First Language (L1) Acquisition, L2 & LReading
Comprehension, English as Foreign Language (EFhyligh as
Second Language (ESL)

Introduction

First language literacy has already hosted remégkab
consideration as to how it merges alongside L1 atiuaal
context. Yet, the exploration of models and assionptthat are
effective in L2 literacy has not been much carwed. The search
for the reason of such modeling has led resear¢besgeculate on
the context of L1 literacy that can play a crucrale in L2
development.

Researchers have advocated that there is a stedagonship
between the internalized models of FL learners tedtypes of
information they focus on while reading. The asstioms that L2
learners bring to class about the reading procéissreas a model
of reading or as a specific strategy used for reptiave effects on
their reading behavior in foreign language literacgctice.

It is also to be noted that the two aspects ofddg — one as a
mechanical skill and the other as a social skitiernot be simply
separated from each other (Grabe, 2004). For cdrepston to be
completed, the reading process engages in threes typf
knowledge: orthographic knowledge, syntactic knaolgke and
semantic knowledge.

A significant point about language is that it igustured;
orthographic symbols are arranged according tgealfset of rules.
There are also other rules at the orthographid li@repermissible
and non-permissible graphic sequences. Lexicalufeat and
knowledge of word patterns also assist learnengrédlicting and
confirming word identity. In addition to the cuegherent in the
visual or graphic display, lexical knowledge rethtéo word
meanings serves as a redundant cue to confirm iderdification.
Syntax also functions as an additional informatiosaurce to
support word identification. A very strong relatsbmp between the
syntactic knowledge and reading has also been rooedi through
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cross-cultural studies (Droop & Verhoven, 2003).m&stic
knowledge influences reading at both the word idieation and
the comprehension level. With regard to word ideatiion, it is
believed that as readers progress through theatekinteract with
the printed page, they form tentative hypotheseaitathe identity
of upcoming words based upon their previous expeés (bottom-
up model). These provisional guesses are subsdyuertdepted
and confirmed when meaning is constructed. Semanbevliedge
plays even a much larger role in comprehending \hier’s
message. In a study of miscue analysis, Bartl&8Z) theorizes
that one’s background knowledge is organized aratedt in
hypothetical abstract cognitive structures (schantaeory). It is
through these structures that previous experieacesecorded and
hence direct and determine what will be perceivetuture events
or activities (top-down model). Chen and Graves 96)9
demonstrated that the use of text previewing ledigmificantly
better comprehension in comparison with both a rcbrdnd a
group that activated general background knowledge.

Review of the Related Literature

Ever since Alderson (1984) who questioned the agwveént of
reading skill to be a mere reading problem or guage problem, "
numerous studies have been carried out to exarhméntpact of
L1 literacy on L2 skills development. This controsyehas led to a
plenty of studies in EFL literacy. However, fewearchers are still
confident that they know exactly why or in whichysd_1 literacy
helps the development of L2 literacy. For examjilepay be that
the relationship between L1 literacy and improvedperformance
IS not causative but correlational. The great migjaof literate
learners developed their L1 literacy in formal eatignal settings,
so it is possible that their relatively rapid pregg in EFL classes
reflects, at least in part, their comfort and faanity with
classroom routines and ways of learning (Scribe€dé&le, 1981)
rather than a direct transfer of their literacyllskiHowever, it is
also possible, as Olson (1986) argues that thelaawent of
initial literacy in any language evidently stim@atsuch cognitive
changes. Hornberger (1989), in her discussionsdaieh literature
on biliteracy, pointed out that the relationshigween L1 and L2
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literacies is so complex that not all aspects ofudlild necessarily
add to the development of L2.

The work on linguistic interdependence (Cummins &af,
1986, Bernhardt, 2005) strongly suggests that lagguskills
developed in one language can be transferred tthh@ndCummins
(1981), for instance, claims that the concepts ldgesl in L1 can
be easily transferred to L2 given adequate expdsulré.

The results of the immersion research on childeguisition of
second literacy (Harley & Lapkin, 1984) indicatatttthildren can
develop L2 proficiency without having L1 litera@nd that literacy
competence developed in L2 promotes rapid acquisiof L1
literacy, suggesting that both rest on a common etyidg
proficiency. Other studies of minority languageuattons (Lanauze
& Snow, 1989; Edelsky, 1982) suggest that a higkllef fluency
in the native language aids progress in both L1 lahdand that
linguistic transfer does occur. There are, howewelications that
unlike children in the immersion studies, minoritildren can
have difficulty developing target language literanythe absence
of adequate literacy education in the native laggu&hildren who
have had the opportunity to develop their nativeglaage literacy
prior to entering the English language school sgstenay
outperform in English those who have had all tlegucation in
that medium

Recent ethnographic work demonstrates conclusivibigt
literacy is not a neutral technology, but a procaffected by
‘culture, ethnicity, gender, class and ideologytrést, 1984). As
such, there exist multiple literacies that can obé/ understood
within a social context. The variety of literacyvi®ll documented
by Heath (1983) who explores the widely variedgratt of literacy
use and understanding in small U.S. communities.

To answer the question what is transferred betWaeguages,
Edelsky (1982) responds that everything is apphexn local
hypotheses regarding spelling to abstract procefssegroducing
texts. It would be suggested that this wholesaknstier of
assumptions, regarding L1 literacy to L2 literacgn introduce
considerable complications into the process of dpditerate in an
L2.

Placing reading in a social context mutually ledolditeracy
rather than simply ‘reading’. In other words, ascmas reading is

)
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determined in its context and as an ‘act’ (Freit®91), it is
‘literacy, while as long as it is considered as gandecoding
process, it is merely ‘reading’. While learning tead has
traditionally denoted the acquisition of a set kills, which are
presumed as prerequisite to reading itself, litetaarners see it as
a social practice. Hence, readers’ views of thaasdanction of
reading, what it means to be literate and howdigrmay affect
their lives will determine their approach to immegei reading task.
Culture, as Parry (1996) states, is a dominantofath the
learner's choices of strategies in reading’(p. 66&&)e examined
the relationship between cultural membership aral differing
reading strategies used by individuals from vaisedieties. She
concluded that her students from Nigeria and Chithae to
different experiences of the second literacy, hadeqdifferent
choices of strategy. Another study as well by Kastbin (2003)
suggests that readers' attitudes towards their Hamguage and
beliefs about reading do affect reading behavior.

It seems likely that once you can read in one laggu this
knowledge transfers to any other language you leanead. Koda
(1996) pointed out that connections between wofdletext and
the context brought to the reading task by the eeate ‘bi-
directional’ in that they interact and ultimatelpfluence text
comprehension overall. She found that when studeats to read
in L2 after the L1, ‘there is greater probabilityat L1 experience
effects interact with other factors in shaping L2ogessing
procedure.

It can be concluded that the review of literature liieracy
acquisition among L2 learners noting that “the ofeextra text-
based knowledge, reading strategies and met-cogrativareness
of literacy conventions play an important role ir2 literacy
acquisition. It demonstrates that effectively ipteting second
language texts requires more on the part of L2nkyar as they
show different experiences and linguistic knowledge

Significance of the Study

The present study hopes to lead to a greater uadeisg of the
factors involved in the transference of literacguasptions from
first language skills to the second language repdonactice.
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Students may also come to realize their own sthengind
weaknesses when dealing with learning a secondiémyggand be
better able to help themselves. EFL teachers nmay @hderstand
their students’ problems more deeply and becomes requipped
to meet the students’ needs. The implications i@ $tudy might
be that one of the goals in academic EFL instractbould be to
enable learners to acquire skills and develop tteegies to read
more with ease. This implies that the role of th& Eeacher is to
socialize the students to the demands of diffedestiiplines.

Research Questions

A macro-purpose of the present study is to makedvihe
effects of tacit models of literacy education ore tlearners’
experiences of literacy in their daily academi@.liiAt a micro
level, the study tries to examine the reading motkeht university
students in Iran make through their experienced. bfand L2
literacy. Consequently, the following research ¢joes could be
made:

1- What is the role of EFL students’ assumptions mrodels of
reading process in the construction of their batrain a foreign
language

2- How are these assumptions and models constfucted

3- What strategies students use when they faceollgon in
reading?

4-What is the role of L1 literacy practice in mddgl these
assumptions?

5-What is the role of L1 context in shaping thesaleis?

Subjects

The subjects of this study comprise 35 freshmerMetlical
School of Tehran University. These students weredomly
selected from four original classes, two ‘PrelinmnaEnglish’
classes and two ‘General English’ classes. Tofgdhese students
for the questionnaires, their scores on Konkoor iehsity
Entrance Examination) were considered as the i&it8B students
out of 90 had a score of 90% and higher.

To avoid complicating results, variables such as sge and
setting of the study were not taken into account.

)
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Instruments

Two questionnaires (one in Persian and the othdgnglish)
were used as the main instruments (see Appendicsl). Also
two written interviews were presented to the subjexs backup
(see Appendices C and D).

The English questionnaire (Park. et al., 2001) @ioed a set of
38 questions as to the use of reading strategidisres stages of
reading process, ie. pre-reading, reading and neasling
(Appendix A). A Persian version of the same questare was
also used to elicit the students’ models of readimgheir L1
(Appendix B). It is to be noted that some of theegjions
underwent slight modifications as to fit the L1 teoft.

A Burke Interview (as used in Goodman et al, 19%8% also
used to discover the unarticulated assumptionsvaskls students
hold about reading process. The interview was glgen in two
versions, English and Persian. In order to achtbeegoals of the
research and to prevent any kind of interventiba,questionnaires
were given to the subjects at an interval of 2Gsday

Data Analysis and Results

An analysis of 10 questions( questions 4, 6, ®,83, 16, 22,
27, 34) related to English and Persian bottom-aplirgy strategies
indicates that the subjects generally transfer thikireading model
to the English reading practice (Figure 1).

\o
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The comparison of total responses of
Eng. and Farsi (Bottom-Up strategies)
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Table 1: Comparing. of total percentages of 10 tjores related to
bottom-up strategies

Range 1 2 3 4 5 6 Totd
Farsi | 3008| 265| 168 10| 51 28 100
Strategies
English | 5, 28 | 188| 11.4| 45| 25 100
Strategies

Table 1 indicates that in ranges 1 and 2, compaitiegtwo

languages, there is only 1.5% difference.

Top-down strategies (comparing 12 questions on
guestionnaire, questions 1, 2, 3, 11, 12, 15, 1722, 25, 32, 33),
contrary to the researchers' first conjecture, havagh value in
both languages , 27.6 percent in Farsi and 26.depeiin English
(table, 2) - showing a strong agreement in mogeartfigure, 2).
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However, range 6 shows a considerable differendeveam
checkmarks: 6=6.6 percent for English reading efjias and 6 =
11.4 for those of Farsi.
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It may indicate that the subjects are more reludaiselect top-
down strategies in their reading practice in Eig(ieble 2), which
might be due to the subjects’ insufficient lingiasknowledge of
L2.

Table 2: Comparing total percentages of 12 questietated to top-
down strategies

Range 1 2 3 4 5 6 Tota
Farsi

: 276 | 21.1 12.6 9.5 8.09 11.4 100
Strategies
English 1564 | 1809| 121| 76| 309 66 100
Strategies

Table 3 shows that out of 5 questions related teractive
strategies (questions, 5, 14, 26, 29, 30) thera 5.7 percent
difference in range 1. There is very little diffece in range 2;
showing that students transfer their L1 interacsitrategies into L2
most of the time.

Table 3: Comparing total percentages of 5 questigriated to
interactive strategies

Range 1 2 3 4 5 6 Total
Farsi I

: 188 | 25.1 14.8 8.5 14.8 8.5 100
Strategies
English 131 24| 91| 28/ 57 51 100
Strategies

But in general reference to ranges 1, 3, 4, 5,6afsthowing total
disagreement) (figure. 3), there is somehow a denable
difference between the choices of strategies irernefy to
languages. This shows that the subjects werder#uctant to use
their L1 strategies in L2. However, it can be assdrthat due to
the subjects’ lack of knowledge in L2 and the resobtained in
bottom-up strategies and top-down strategies @$alilend 2), they
have to select a more moderate version model likénteractive
one, but this does not seem true here anyway.
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The comparison of total responses
Eng. and Farsi (Interactive strateg

General reading styles refer to the those stategnantthe
guestionnaires (questions 10, 18, 19, 20, 23, I&it)did not match
any kinds of models mentioned so far. Table 4 rsvéaat the

- subjects use the same styles in their L2 prac8ddey use in their
YA L1. With the difference of 0.54 percent in rangdfa{ shows total
agreement), there seems to be a correspondencedrehv choice
of strategy and that of L2. This means that thejes® have
transferred into English the styles of reading thesg in Farsi
(table 4).

Table 4: Comparing total percens of 6 questionatedl to general
reading strategies

Range 1 2 3 4 5 6 Total
Farsi | 5904| 1619 95| 104 85 138 100
Strategies
English | oo e | 152| 123| 10| 76| 10 100
Strategies

As it can be observed (table 5), the comparisaiotaf responses
of all strategies in Farsi strategy questionnafkppendix A) and
English strategy questionnaire (Appendix B) denramss that there
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is a strong relationship between use of strategiearsi and English.
In table 5, pointing to range 1 (showing total agment), the
difference is only 0.2 percent:

Table 5: Comparing. total percentages of 34 queatad to Farsi and
Eng. strategies.

Range 1 2 3 4 5 6 Total
Farsi

, 265 | 21.8| 132 9.4 7.5 8.5 100
Strategies
English | 563 | 208| 133] 82| 46| 56 100
Strategies

This reveals the hypothesis that the subjects heesferred
their L1 reading model into L2 reading practice wdwer, there is
a difference of 2.9 in range 6 (showing total disaghent) and 2.9
in range 5. For a precise understanding of eaclstiguewithout
classification, see appendix E.

Burke Reading Interview: Contradictory results

Before discussing the results of the Burke Inteng®me points
must be made clear. At the beginning of this reseproject, it was
assumed that giving two questionnaires of Farsitarglish versions
of the Burke Reading Interview would elicit the mdbs’ hidden
models in both languages. However, since the aqmesstwere so
general - though there was a 20 - day interval éetwwo interviews
— the students’ answers were so much the samth#hatould not be
separated by the researcher. Therefore, beforé&ughger discussion,
this may prove that the subjects’ hidden assumgtatiout reading in
both languages, L1 and L2, were all the same. ifig@ans that they
have transferred this view into the context of EFL.

The results of Burke Reading Interview reveal tfiast of all,
there is no specific model that could be attributedne or another
strategy. That is because the subjects had crédaedown reading
models. Secondly there was a strong tendency im taplies to
bringing the models which they have constructed itite FL
literacy context.

The reason for the first result would be lack dftinctions in
reading strategies in early stages of literacy atloc. Answering

)
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to second hypothesis of this research, it can bésassumed that
they have constructed their own way of reading ih literacy
practice and because they are learning FL in theigo (L1)
context they easily build their FL learning stra¢ésgbased on their
experience of L1. This, however; points back to ekn’s
question (1984) that whether it is a language @mbbr a reading
one or it affirms the Linguistic Interdependence pbihesis
(Bernhardt and Kamil, 1995).

Conclusion

Although there is a considerable transfer of Lhtsgies to L2
(see appendix E), confirming the main hypothesighef study, it
seems that the subjects’ choice of strategies vedisdue to the
models of strategies like bottom-up or top-dowrcdh be claimed
that it was due to educational context that thesevire As the results
of the questionnaires show, there is no one modethnvcan be
referred to the subjects’ choice of strategies.sTimings up the
guestion ‘why did subjects have this type of ch®icEhe results of
the Burke written interview show that the subjecatsddels were
based on their view about reading i.e. ‘bankingherefore they
would devote all their attempts in order to overeoitn They also
selected strategies that would suit this model.sT¢tan also be
attributed to the wash back effect within the Lterkcy that is
transferred into L2 literacy (Alderson, 1993). Thatto say, the
subjects had to prepare themselves for the examreftre they had to
memorize the material, and had to use all meantadkle the
problem, as they claimed in the interview.

Drawing attention to Burke results, the second fpwirthat the
subjects seem to have very little knowledge abbet way they
acquired or learned L1 literacy. This shows th#tegithere is no
kind of teaching of literacy skills (including raad strategies)
explicit in Iran or as a result the subjects hawgenmeta-cognitive
awareness about their reading process.

These results reveal interesting facts about L1 lghdeading
models and the issue of transfer. Initially, it wasposed that the
foreign language readers have models of their tekalky in their
mind when they come to read a foreign language fEwis was
proved by close percentages of the strategies usetthe two
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languages. But one point to remain is that theingashodels of the
subjects are shaped in the context of L1 literaegtre. This was
proved by the analysis of Burke Reading Intervidive students’
models were not due to the strategies taught inlthditeracy but to

the literacy system that asked them to memorizeetkie Therefore,
they are obliged to build up their strategies adiogr to this

requirement. As Freire (1970) states in his fanmak ‘Pedagogy of
the Oppressed, it is the banking education thaperative in the
educational system, that students deposit the leugelin their mind
and then during the exam they pour it out and tisen® use for such
knowledge anywhere else.

Implications for EFL literacy practice

As it was mentioned above, one of the problemscatitig poor
reading practices among FL literacy learners wastduhe nature of
L1 literacy education. Because of the poor readialgits acquired
from the L1 literacy practice and also the forcicgntext of L1
education in which FL itself is being practicedjstrecommended
first of all to heal up the FL context. This is raahe concern of
analysts and syllabus designers of the L1 curmulit could be
suggested, then, that the FL strategies be tangiatdordance with
the general curriculum of the educational systenprevent any Y
confusion among the students. Moreover, the siestdg be taught
must be in line with the social setting of the jgatar literacy
practice (Parry, 1994). This latter point is ofajrenportance because
as students experience FL with their own sociattpras, they would
learn more effectively (Bell, 1995; Freire, 1970)

Implications for L1 literacy practice

Besides having some implications for L2 and esjigdth, due to
the nature of cross-literacy views, this study sasie implications
for L1 as well. Referring to the results of thedstuit was observed
that students generally transfer L1 practice ta &id.2 (FL). The
results also demonstrate that most problems irestadFL literacy
practices are nested in L1 context; Therefore etineust be an urge
for changing the situation of the L1. All this kg one to the
conviction that the following steps should be taken
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a. To include teaching strategies specifically iifecent stage of
literacy practices in all educational stages. fuss students a meta-
cognitive awareness about the models they areibgild

b. To change the banking model of literacy in Lagices to a
more constructive one. As the results illustratdte ‘banking
concept’ was hidden in all the models students yweaeticing.

c. To include students’ real interests about repdifds the
results showed, students had quite different viatmsut reading:
one ideal reading and the other their self-madeatsdoased on the
L1 literacy practice.
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AppendixA
Skill-Based Strategy Inventory (SBSI)

English Reading Strategies

(Strategies adapted from the SILL-Rebecca Oxford)

Gloria Park
Kathy Gull
Jee Wha Kim

Rebecca Oxford
(November 2001)

English Reading Strategies
General Instructions

The SKILL-BASED STRATEGY INVENTORY (SBSI) for readg
strategies is designed to gather information about you, as a student of
. a foreign language or a second language, go abautihg that language.
The purpose of the SBSI is to help yooderstand your own reading
strategies’ patterns. It will helpaise your awarenessof the types of
strategies that can help yauaprove your learning skills. It will also tell
you how often you usehese strategies.
It is important to answer in terms of how well eathtement describes
you, NOT in terms of what you think you should dowhat other people
do. THIS IS NOT A TEST. There is no right or wroregponses to these
statements. The score you obtain will not affeatrygrade.
Depending on your literacy learning experiences a@eds, you may be
using different types of strategies. The readinatsgies presented here are
general. Not everyone needs the same kind of gieste

AR3

Directions
On the following page, you will find statementsated to reading in a
foreign language. Please read each statement. 8bamoften you use
the strategy by checking the appropriate box.
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always | 1| 2| 3| 4| never
use i use it

Before | read a text

1 [ Tuse the title to help predict the conte

2 I consder what type of text it is, such as a newspapécle
a scientific paper, or a novel, ¢

3 I skim it first; and later T read for deta
While I'm reading a text:
I pay attention to parts of sentences such as ghi@x

4 | clauses

5 | Tpay attention to the beginning and the end ohgmragrapl
[ focus on the tense of a verb, such as presese temd pas

6 | tense

7 I try to understand the meaning of every word iexd.

8 [ translate each senice into Fars

9 [ start reading from the first paragraph and rdbthe way
through to the last paragra
I pay attention to sentence structure, such agetsanc

10 objects

11 | T continue reading even if I have difficul

12 | Tchange reading speed depending on the diffiailty text

13 | Tread the difficult parts of a text aloi

14 | Tskip words T'don’t knov

1E | T connect the content with what I already kn

16 | 1try to understand the meing of an unknown word £
dividing it into parts

17 | T don’t understand something such as a wordroage, |
guess its meaning using information | know aboatttpic

1g | IfTdon't understand _somethln? such as a wordroage, |
guessts meaning using clues from the t

1¢ | 1 check what each pronoun refers

2C | Tunderline important par

21 I'mark important parts, using colored pens or dnavd
symbol (i.e. stars

22 | Tgo over difficult parts severeimes

22 | Tread the entire text alot

24 | Tmake a picture in mind about what the text iSrsg
['try to understand the meaning without translathmeytext

25 | into Farsi

2€ | If'm having trouble, T go back to previous serces

27 | Tuse slashes (/) to divide a sentence grammati

2g | When I'cannot understand a sentence even if I lexasy
word, | skip that sentenc

2C | Tpredict what will come ne>

3C | Tfollow the line Tm reading with my figer or my per
[ pay attention to linking words such as "howevant

31 | “besides” so that | can understand the structutbef
sentenct

32 | T write down key word:

33 | Ttryto figure out the main idea of each paragt

34 | Tread the comprehension questions first and thentheai@xi
After [ read a text:

35 | | summarize it in my own words.

36 | | go back and review what | read by skimmingtthe.

37 | |jot down notes of what I've read from memory.

38 | 1 goback and read sections that | had idedtdie confusing.




A\l

(— Kavoshnameh

No. 11 (2005)

)

Appendix B
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Appendix C
Burke Reading Interview (English)

The following questions ask you about your readmnglish. Try
to answer the questions very specifically than irgjatgeneral
comments. Thanks in advance for your cooperation.

1. When you are reading and come to something gott Enow,
what do you do? Do you do anything else? (Writesihecific
strategy that you use.)

2. Who is a good reader you know?

3. What makes........... a good reader?

4. Do you think........ ever comes to something sibesn’t know?

Yes: What do you think........ does when s/he comtsa word s/he
doesn’t know?
No: Suppose......... comes to something s/he do&eoiv. What do

you think s/he would do?

5. If you knew someone was having trouble readogy would you
help that person? (Writgecifically how you would teach that
person. What would be your main focus in teacheaging?)

6. What would your teacher (the one who taughttpoead) do to
help that person?

7. How did you learn to read? (The main points yaue taught.)
8. What would you like to do better as a reader?
9. Do you think you are a good reader? Why?

10. What wasl/is important for you in reading in tbidowing stages
of your education? (You can answer this questiorekased to
both your Farsi and English literacy learning?)

In elementary?
In High School?
In university?

Kavoshnameh
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Appendix D

Burke Reading Interview (Farsi)
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Appendix E
Percentages of 34 Questions* of Farsi and Englesddidg Strategies

Range F1 El F2 E2 F3 E3 F4 E4 F5 E5 F6 E6
1 57.1 | 54.2 5.7 0 142 | 171 | 2. 0 0 0 2.8 0
2 54.z | 51.¢ 8.5 114 | 85 | 114 ] 114 0 2.8 0 0 0
3 22.6 | 142 | 17.1 | 142 | 5.7 2€ | 250 | 171 | 142 | 2.& 114 0
4 314 | 37.1 20 225 | 25 | 174 ] 5.9 2.8 5.7 2.8 2.8 0
5 17.1 | 114 | 11.4 8t [ 171 ] 8t | 14z | 57 | 11.£] 5.1 8.5 0
6 34.2 4C 22,6 | 171 | 22.¢ | 25.7 | 85 | 114 | 2. 2.8 5.7 0
7 25.1 | 22.t 20 25.1 2C 2C 171 ] 22.¢ | 5.7 5.7 5.7 5.7
8 2C 25.7 | 28.5 | 34z | 142 | 31.4 | 171 | 11.2 | 11.£ | 8.E 8.5 8.5
9 114 | 142 | 31.4 | 285 | 114 | 371 | 2C 25.7 | 11.4] 11.4 0 2.8
1C 65.7 | 57.1 ] 171 2C 2.8 | 114 0 2.8 0 2.8 0 2.8
11 8.5 171 | 34.z | 37.1 | 114 ]| 114 | 8.E | 11.2 | 142 | 2. 14.2 8.5
12 34z | 142z | 42.¢ | 342 | 57 | 114 | 2.€ | 14.2 | 5.7 0 0 5.7
13 22.¢ 2C 4C 314 | 114 | 342z | 8L | 142 0 0 2.8 2.8
14 22.¢ | 171 40 45.7 | 14.2 | 2. 8.5 2.8 2.8 2.8 0 2.8
18 28.t | 25.7 | 28.5 | 171 | 17.1 2C 5.7 5.7 0 2.8 5.7 5.7
1€ 31. 4C 250 | 22.8 | 171 | 314 | 5.7 5.7 5.7 2.8 2.8 2.8
17 17.1 2C 34z | 257 | 171 | 114 ]| 8. | 14.2 0 5.7 8.5 0
18 31.4 | 371 | 171 | 171 | 142 | 17.1 | 11.4 | 5.7 2.8 0 114 5.7
1¢ 48.5 | 457 | 22.8 | 22.t | 8.t 2.8 57 | 114 0 2.8 0 2.8
2C 8.5 114 | 17.1 | 14.2 2C 22.6 | 5.7 2.8 5.7 2.8 28.t | 22.¢
21 31.4 | 28.E | 31.2 | 22.¢ 2C 17.1 0 0 2.8 2.8 2.8 2.8
22 45.7 | 51.4 | 22.t 2C 171 | 285 | 2. 5.7 2.8 5.7 0 0
23 11.4 8.5 8.5 5.7 57 | 114 ] 114 | 8.E | 22, | 22.¢ | 31.4 2C
24 34.z | 371 | 11.« | 114 | 8.t 5.7 8.5 0 171 | 2.& 11.4 5.7
25 2.8 22 | 114 ] 171 | 114 ] 8EF | 114 | 114 | 22.&8 | 2. 34.z | 25.1
2€ 5.7 2.8 22.6 | 14.2 | 25.1 | 22.& | 8.t 2.8 | 171 | 5.7 | 11.4: 0
27 34.z | 371 | 28.5 | 37.1 2C 31.4 | 5.7 8.5 5.7 5.7 0 0
28 8.5 114 | 142 | 142 2C 22.£ | 8E 5.7 20 17.1 20 20
28 40 28.E | 371 | 34.€ | 14z | 8.t 2.8 0 0 2.8 0 2.8

= 3C 8.5 5.7 142 | 171 | 2. 2.8 8.5 5.7 | 25.7 | 11.£ | 31.¢ 2C
31 8.5 114 | 142 | 112 | 5.7 8.t | 314 | 28t 20 14.2 | 114 5.7
32 34.2 | 25.7 | 25.1 | 22.¢ | 22.¢ | 17.1 | 8.E | 14.z | 2.& 5.7 2.8 0
33 5.7 2.8 2.8 2.8 8t | 114] 2C 8.5 4.2 8.5 42.8 | 25.1
34 45 514 | 25.1 4C 8.t | 22.£ | 8E 5.7 0 0 2.8 2.8

*Questions 4, 6, 7, 8, 9, 13, 16, 22, 27, and &naostly related
to bottom-up strategies. Questions 1, 2, 3, 1115217, 21, 24, 25,
32, and 33 are related to top-down strategies. {gmss5, 14, 26,
29, and 30 are relatively correlated to interactstmategies. And
finally questions 10, 18, 19, 20, 23, and 31 amsmered as general
reading styles.




