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Chapter Two 

Literature Review 
    In this chapter, literature review is done in four parts. The first part reviews the 

lexical inferencing with contextual clues in EFL reading. The second part presents the 

taxonomy of word-solving strategies in EFL reading. The third part reviews the 

application of Thinking Aloud Pair Problem Solving (TAPPS) in English reading 

comprehension. The fourth part puts forward the research hypotheses for this study. 

2.1 Lexical Inferencing with Contextual Clues in EFL Reading 

    To comprehend a text is the main purpose of reading. During EFL reading 

process, many a factor influences a reader’s comprehension of the text. Among them, 

lexical problems have been considered as the most serious handicap (Chern and Chi, 

1988; Grabe, 1991; Levine and Reves, 1990; Walker, 1981; Yorio, 1971). Thus many 

studies have been conducted to explore how EFL readers overcome their vocabulary 

obstacles in reading comprehension, and contextual clues have been found to be 

utilized by most EFL readers in their attempts to assign meaning to unknown words 

(Chang, 1994; Chern, 1993; Haastrup, 1990; Haynes et al., 1993; Hsu, 2002; Wang, 

1994). It is also proven that lexical inferencing with contextual clues facilitates EFL 

reading comprehension (Baker and Brown, 1984; Myers and Paris, 1978; Whimbey, 

1975). 

Exploring how EFL readers cope with unknown words, Nation (1990) indicated 

that word guessing from context is undoubtedly the most significant vocabulary 

learning strategy. Lexical inferencing from contextual clues, as Nation proposed, 

enables readers to make a well-formed guess at the meaning of an unfamiliar word in 

context without interrupting their own train of thought too much. Once the guessing 

strategies from context are mastered, they more than repay the time invested in them. 

Haastrup’s (1990) study of Danish-speaking EFL readers demonstrated that EFL 
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readers utilize a wide range of lexical inferencing procedures, but most of them are 

used ineffectively. For instance, some readers adopt pure bottom-level processing and 

work exclusively at the morphological identification, and some readers rely on pure 

top-level contextual clues only and disregard the possible semantic or lexical sources. 

As Haastrup (1990) stated, EFL readers’ “knowing how to comprehend new words” is 

basically established on readers’ linguistic and conceptual knowledge. Her analysis of 

the differences between high-proficiency and low-proficiency readers further proved 

that readers’ L2 proficiency is a “decisive factor in lexical inferencing procedure.” 

What Haastrup informed us is that successful lexical inferencing depends on all 

available contextual clues, readers’ L2 proficiency, readers’ general knowledge of the 

world, and the parallel processing of word meanings, i.e., the interactive model of 

bottom-level and top-level. 

Echoing Haastrup’s (1990) notion, Haynes et al. (1993) conducted a study to 

investigate what contextual cue type could be drawn on by what proficiency level 

readers to infer lexical meanings. In their finding, sentence-level grammatical 

knowledge is the contextual cue type often used by EFL readers in inferring word 

meanings. Morphology, punctuation, and world knowledge are the other knowledge 

sources drawn on by EFL readers. The significance of immediate contextual clues was 

proposed by Haynes et al. (1993) since most EFL readers while trying to work out the 

word meaning have relied on words in immediate context. In their conclusion, Haynes 

et al. proclaimed that EFL readers are capable of guessing meanings of unknown 

words which are locally defined, and that low-proficiency readers, only equipped with 

a small vocabulary, will have difficulties in guessing lexical meanings. 

Expanding Haastrup’s (1990) research, Morrison (1996) examined the lexical 

inferencing procedures of university-level French-speaking EFL learners. In her study, 

contextual clues are found the most frequently used knowledge sources by her 
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participants.  

The high frequency usage of contextual cues was also demonstrated in Paribakht 

and Wesche’s (1999) research. Trying to identify the lexical inferencing procedure of 

intermediate EFL learners in a university class, Paribakht and Wesche conducted an 

introspective study and indicated that EFL learners infer word meanings on the basis 

of a wide range of previous knowledge and contextual cues, the latter accounting for 

almost eighty percent of the strategies used in their research. Inferring lexical 

meanings with contextual clues and learners’ background knowledge, as Paribakht 

and Wesche (1999) proposed, can lead to retention of word form as well as semantic 

and other lexical information. Without such contextual and knowledge sources, lexical 

inferecing may lead to miss guesses. 

2.2 The Taxonomy of Word-solving Strategies 

     According to the previous researches, the significance of lexical inferencing 

with contextual clues in EFL reading has been universally recognized (Chamot, 1999; 

Goodman, 1970; Goodman and Burke, 1987; Haastrup, 1990; Haynes et al., 1993; 

Honeyfield, 1977; Hosenfeld et al., 1981; Morrison, 1996; Nation, 1990; Paribakht 

and Wesche, 1999); thus, efforts have been further made to identify the content and 

classification of these word-solving strategies (Chern, 1986). 

     Hafner (1967) deemed that word-solving strategies in reading comprehension 

are comprised of ten major clues. They are labeled as word elements, substitute words, 

structural aids, typographical aids, pictorial representation, direct explanation, figures 

of speech, background of experience, inference, and subjective clues. 

    Three major types of word-solving strategies were further proposed by Carton 

(1971). Addressed as EFL readers’ linguistic acquisition, the intralingual type contains 

the cues of phonology, orthography, morphology, semantics, and syntax. The 

interlingual type refers to the transformation from one language to another, like 
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cognates, loan words, and regularities of phonology. The extralingual type regards 

readers’ background knowledge of the world and readers’ detection of contextual 

information as the underpinning for them to tackle unknown words. This type 

includes local contextual clues, global contextual clues, discourse and pragmatics 

clues, and world knowledge clues. 

    Further, Hughes and Chinn (1986) proposed an improved classification of 

word-solving strategies, which falls into four sub-categories: direct-explanation, 

intra-sentence, trans-sentence, and over-all context clues. 

    Robison and Good (1987) classified seven types of contextual clues used by EFL 

readers to solve word problems in reading comprehension. The seven types are 

definition, experience, comparison or contrast, synonym, familiar expression or 

language experience, summary, and mood or situation. They were further added 

sentence connectives by Kruse (1979), appositives by Durkin (1989), and hyponyms 

by Mikulecky (1990). 

    Chern (1986) adapted Carton’s (1971) categories, sorting them into four 

contextual word-solving strategies. The parallelism cues refer to the grammatical 

relationship between structures and semantic similarity, used to infer unknown words. 

The sentence-bound cues are the word information which occurs in the same sentence 

of the unfamiliar word. The backward cues are the word information the readers need 

to trace back to the text in order to solve new words. The forward cues are word 

information the readers need to proceed beyond the unknown vocabulary to figure it 

out. 

    Two categories were established by Lin (1991) to embrace these various types of 

word-solving strategies. Explicit clues are writers’ direct explanation for some 

vocabulary, such as definition, synonym, and equivalent phrases, whereas implicit 

clues are additional meanings supplied by the writers, such as contrast clues, modified 
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phrase, example, and cause-effect. 

    About the versatile word-solving strategies, two points should be made here. 

First, the classification of word-solving strategies in reading comprehension is not 

always clear. For instance, “discourse and pragmatic clues” cannot be explained by 

the readers easily and recognized by the researchers with one consent. How implicit 

should a clue be so that it can be labeled as an “implicit clue?” Second, two classes of 

clues sometimes overlap. For example, a “semantic” clue might also be a 

“phonological,” “graphemic,” and “syntactic” clue. A clue might be possibly 

classified into both a “global” and “world” clue. A clue might also be placed in the 

slot of either “experience” or “mood.” Unlike other ambiguous categories, Chern’s 

(1986) classification is clear-cut, defined by the location of the clues in the text, and 

this won’t mislead readers to sort what word-solving strategies they use. Therefore, 

this present study will adopt Chern’s classification of word-solving strategies to 

conduct lexical inferencing instruction. Furthermore, since Chern’s parallel cue 

strategy could barely be detected in texts and the background knowledge cue has been 

proposed as an effective cue by many researchers (Carrell, 1988; Goodman, 1970; 

Haastrup, 1990; Paribakht and Wesche, 1999; Smith, 1973), the background 

knowledge cue will replace the parallel cue in this study. 

2.3 Thinking Aloud Pair Problem Solving (TAPPS) in English Reading 

Comprehension 

Thinking Aloud Pair Problem Solving is a problem-solving collaborative 

technique brought in by Lochhead and Whimbey (1987) as a means to enhance 

learners’ problem-solving skills. Behind the method is the idea that thinking aloud 

problem-solving process contributed to analytical reasoning skills. As its name 

indicates, the method is comprised of three aspects: thinking aloud, pair grouping, and 

problem solving.  
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2.3.1 Thinking Aloud  

    Since Newell and Simon (1972) pioneered the emphasis of thinking aloud in 

human problem solving and Olshavsky (1977) demonstrated the potential of thinking 

aloud in reading domain, researchers have placed thinking aloud in the foreground of 

reading research. The importance of thinking aloud was also highlighted by Anderson 

and Vandergrift (1996) who asserted: 

     The use of think-aloud protocols and other verbal report formats is expanding in 
L2 research. As both a research tool and as a class activity, such protocols 
provide a window into the often hidden processes that language learners use to 
accomplish their purposes in the second language. Think-aloud protocols and 
associated types of verbal reports have been used as a research tool in studies 
on all four language skills (p. 18). 

 

    It was found that thinking aloud technique has been applied in three domains: a 

research tool (Afflerbach and Johnston, 1984; Chern, 1993; Ericsson and Simon, 1983; 

Garner and Alexerander, 1989; Hosenfeld et al., 1981; Newell and Simon, 1972; 

Olson et al., 1984; Young, 1993), an instructional tool (Collins and Smith, 1982; Paris 

et al., 1984; Pearson and Fielding, 1991; Roehler and Duffy, 1984), and a learning 

tool (Davey, 1983; Meichernbaum, 1985; Palincsar and Brown, 1984; Schunk and 

Rice, 1985; Silven and Vaurus, 1992). 

2.3.1.1 Thinking Aloud as a Research Tool 

Adopting thinking aloud as a research tool, several researchers explored different 

procedural types to cater to their specific goals. 

Conducting thinking aloud procedure as a research tool, Ericsson and Simon 

(1983) recommended there be two crucial points for researchers to keep in mind. One 

was that for the readers, thinking aloud data had to reflect exactly “everything they 

think and everything that occurs to them while performing the task, no matter how 

trivial it may seem” (Haynes and Flower, 1980, p.4). The other was that thinking 
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aloud technique should require the readers to report what they were thinking at the 

moment, not what they remembered thinking about or experiencing of something 

some time ago. Ericsson and Simon (1993) also asserted that thinking aloud as a 

wonderful research tool in that readers didn’t need to receive any special training 

before doing thinking aloud protocols, but they mentioned that readers’ threshold 

individual differences in reading ability should be taken into account. 

That readers’ individual differences should be noticed in thinking aloud data was 

also pointed by Olson, Duffy, and Mack (1984) who further proposed three commonly 

used thinking-aloud types: sentence-by-sentence talking, selective talking, and 

after-the-fact talking. In their research, Olson et al. (1984) adopted 

sentence-by-sentence talking type and identified eight common reading strategies 

from the thinking aloud protocols. They also found out that the textual places where 

the readers generated more talking were the same places where they slowed down in 

their silent reading. This finding supported the claim that thinking aloud technique 

could be an effective research tool for it could diagnose what readers were doing 

during their ordinary reading activity.  

Given that thinking aloud technique served a collective function in reading 

processes, Block (1986) conducted a study to investigate college students’ 

comprehension strategies. With small numbers of individual learners, Block identified 

apparent relations between certain types of reading strategies and successful or 

unsuccessful native or nonnative readers. In her conclusion, there are four 

characteristics that can differentiate successful from unsuccessful readers. These 

characteristics of reading strategies are comprised of integration, used of general 

knowledge, recognition of aspects of text structure, and response in extensive versus 

reflective modes. 

Besides Block (1986), thinking aloud technique was also proposed by Young 
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(1993) to identify reading strategies. In order to examine Chinese readers’ cognitive 

and affective responses to the authentic and edited texts, Young required her 

senior-high-level participants to do thinking aloud reports. According to Young, 

Chinese readers’ reading strategies could be classified into thirteen local strategies for 

word, phase, and sentence level concepts, and twelve global strategies for discourse 

and contextual level concepts. 

With regard to thinking aloud technique for reading strategies, Chern (1993) 

analyzed the transcribed verbal report of her college-level students to examine 

Chinese readers’ comprehension behaviors. In her study, nine strategies were 

identified, in which global strategies were used more often by high-proficiency 

readers while local strategies were drawn on more by low-proficiency readers. 

Thinking aloud technique in EFL reading has attracted researchers’ attention and 

been used to identify readers’ current-used strategies. However, viewing thinking 

aloud technique as a mere useful research tool, all of the studies discussed above 

failed to provide general pedagogical implications. 

2.3.1.2 Thinking Aloud as an Instructional Tool 

    While research was focused on readers’ strategies, Collins and Smith (1982) 

were among those who first suggested these strategies might be used to facilitate 

comprehension instruction. In their study, Collins and Smith proposed categorized 

reading strategies and a plan for teaching them. The plan for teaching strategies 

contained a three-stage procedure from the teacher’s modeling of monitoring, 

generation, evaluation, and revision, to the students’ participation in the identical 

strategic activities, and finally to the students’ strategy internalization and 

independent reading. Although Collins and Smith focused on teacher’s modeling and 

suggested general procedures, they didn’t provide specific examples of actual 

teacher-student discourse in teaching strategic reading. 
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    After Collins and Smith’s (1982) study, teacher’s modeling and students’ 

engaging in the modeled procedures turned into a significant aspect of reading 

comprehension instruction. But unlike Collins and Smith’s procedure, Roehler and 

Duffy (1984) began their research by observing teachers to determine features of 

effective comprehension instruction. It was observed that the traditional reading 

approach which separated the text-reading from the skill-teaching should be modified 

into an integrated unity. That is, teachers needed to instruct and model reading 

strategies simultaneously for the students to learn how to do “thoughtful and 

conscious reasoning about problems encountered in [a] real text” (1987, p. 415). 

Likewise, Paris at el. (1984) also emphasized teacher’s thinking-aloud modeling 

and direct explanation of reading strategies. Paris and his colleagues designed 

Informed Strategies for Learning (ISL) program in which teacher’s explanations were 

embodied as a set of tangible analogies and metaphors displayed on posters and 

bulletin board. These analogies and metaphors offered a set of common terms and 

vocabulary and elicited further discussion. In their finding, group discussion became 

an important aspect of ISL because it heightened readers’ metacognitive awareness of 

the purpose and the potential payoff of using certain reading strategies. 

A study designed by Bereiter and Bird (1985) was also an attempt to prove the 

effects of specific reading strategies and instructional procedures used to teach them. 

Their study was the first to adopt thinking aloud technique as both an inquiry method 

and an instructional tool, a way to explore the reading process as well as a way to 

teach it. Bereiter and Bird (1985) claimed that thinking aloud could serve the purpose 

of an instructional tool, asserting: 

Although the strategies revealed through reading protocols may be only a 
special subset of the strategies involved in skilled reading, they might also be 
the most teachable (p. 132). 
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    Just as Roehler and Duffy (1984) and Paris et al. (1984) did in Direct 

Explanation and Informed Strategies for Learning program, Bereiter and Bird (1985) 

provided positive evidence of instructors’ modeling to teach strategies through 

thinking aloud. But, they failed to determine if a particular strategy correlated with 

reading comprehension through thinking aloud protocols. Moreover, though students’ 

participation was viewed essential in their research, specific ways to engage students 

in the participation were barely specified. Thus, trying to distinguish the effect of 

strategies from the effect of students’ verbalization was the focus of another stream of 

subsequent researches. 

2.3.1.3 Thinking Aloud as a Learning Tool  

     Unlike the previous instructional approaches with their focus on teacher’s 

modeling, Davey (1983) suggested that students’ verbalization be involved in learning 

reading comprehension. Reasoning that students often learned better when they could 

watch a good model, she suggested that teachers model five good readers-used 

strategies as poor readers’ “meaning orientation.” In contrast to Collins and Smith’s 

(1982) study, Davey (1983) specified not only teacher’s role in presenting 

thinking-aloud modeling and providing sample comments but also students’ roles in 

self-reporting when and why to use the five strategies. Davey (1983) also suggested 

poor readers work with partners to think aloud by turns before delegated to do 

“thinking through materials silently” (p. 46). She thus claimed that: 

     Teacher modeling and student practice of cognitive process through 
think-alouds provides motivating opportunity for students not only to 
experience effective reading and problem solving, but to move these strategies 
into their independent reading (p. 46). 

 

    Trying to elicit children’s thinking aloud and help them internalize what they 

were learning, Meichenbaum (1985) developed a five-step procedure which included 
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an adult’s modeling a task while thinking aloud and children’s verbal self-instruction. 

In the training procedure, what Meichenbaum (1985) emphasized was “not to teach 

the child what to think, but rather how to think” (p. 410). 

    Likewise, this theory of transferring learning responsibility from teachers’ 

modeling to students’ internalization was central to Palincsar and Brown’s (1984) 

Reciprocal Teaching series. Conducted with comprehension-monitoring and 

comprehension-fostering strategies, Palincsar and Brown’s study was distinguished in 

their training process through which students could learn certain strategies. In 

Palincsar and Brown’s (1984) sessions, the teacher’s duty was to help a small group 

of students to interact with texts and thus to learn more skilled reading strategies. In 

order to engage the students in a thinking aloud dialogue, the teacher had to proceed a 

text in a consistent format. That is, he had to guide the students to take the role of the 

group teacher and to take the responsibility for leading the dialogue. In their 

conclusion, Palincsar and Brown noted that the success of Reciprocal Teaching should 

be ascribed to the three factors: the taught strategies, the procedure itself, and the 

combination of the two. They also suggested future researches need to determine 

which factor was primarily effective. 

    In Schunk and Rice’s (1985) study, fourth-and fifth-grade students in a remedial 

class were taught strategies to answer questions about texts. These students were 

further divided into a Strategy Verbalization group and a No Strategy Verbalization 

group. In Strategy Verbalization group, students were instructed to verbalize certain 

statements. In the other group, students just listened to the teacher, who modeled the 

strategies and then asked students to use them. The study results showed that the 

students, who received both certain strategy instruction and thinking aloud training, 

significantly scored higher than those, who only received strategy instruction. 

    Recognizing Schunk and Rice’s (1985) notion that thinking aloud could serve an 



 

 

19

 

effective learning tool for students, Silven and Vaurus (1992) conducted an empirical 

study in which sixth graders were taught certain text-processing reading strategies. 

The strategies were taught through thinking aloud under three conditions. In the first 

group, teachers only thought aloud how to use the strategies. In the second group, 

teachers thought aloud about how to use the strategies and how to use the strategies to 

repair their misunderstanding of the text. In the third group, teachers thought aloud to 

demonstrate strategic processing for the students to simulate how to verbalize their 

comprehension and their repairs to miscomprehension. After testing all the students 

on their text-summarizing abilities, Silven and Vaurus (1992) found out that students 

who were encouraged to think aloud significantly scored higher than those who only 

listened to the teacher thinking aloud.  

2.3.2 Thinking Aloud Pair 

    After the importance of thinking aloud in teaching EFL reading is widely 

recognized (Baker and Brown, 1984; Hosenfeld, 1977; Loxterman et al., 1994; Nist 

and Kirby, 1986; Olshavsky, 1977; Silven and Vaurus, 1992; Waem, 1980), thinking 

aloud has progressed from teachers’ demonstration, to students’ individual 

introspection (Duffy et al., 1988; Thurmond, 1986; Wilhelm, 2001), and finally to 

students’ pair verbalization (Bereiter and Bird, 1985; Meichenbaum and Asarnow, 

1979; Palincsar and Brown, 1984). In recent research, thinking aloud pair cooperation 

has been regarded as an effective learning tool for students (Block, 1986; Chern, 1993; 

Chi, 1997; Hasstrup, 1990; Hsu, 2002; Pestel, 1993; Yang, 1997). 

    Block (1986) adopted thinking aloud to examine college students’ reading 

strategies. In her study, she selected three native English speakers and six nonnative 

speakers and found that two distinctive strategies were used by nonproficient readers, 

“integrators” and “nonintegrators,” and that no difference was made between ESL 

speakers and native speakers in strategy use. More importantly, her study showed that 
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thinking aloud, which was integrated with reading strategies, could serve as a learning 

tool for ESL readers. Thus, Block (1986) recommended: 

     The task of thinking aloud appeared to focus these readers’ attention on what 
they understood and what they needed to know. By saying aloud what they 
understood, they became aware of what they did not understand. Awareness of 
what they were doing and what they understood allowed some of them to 
teach themselves. Teachers can encourage this approach in their classrooms in 
several ways. For example, they might ask learners to talk to each other about 
what they do and do not understand as they read. These paired readers could 
then share problems, knowledge, and strategic resources. Such 
learner-centered practices require effort and attention on the part of the teacher, 
but the results seem to justify that effort (p. 487, 488). 

 

    Thinking aloud pair cooperation was also implemented in Hasstrup’s (1990) 

research. To develop Danish readers’ procedural comprehension, Hasstrup made use 

of thinking aloud pair, considering that it “stimulates informants to verbalize all their 

conscious thought processes because they need to explain and justify their hypotheses 

about word meaning to their fellow informants” (p. 128). Hasstrup’s proclamation 

echoed Irwin’s (1991) suggestion that students’ metacognition awareness of reading 

processes could be enhanced when they did thinking aloud and heard others thinking 

aloud.  

    To explore Chinese senior high school students’ lexical inferencing strategies in 

reading comprehension, Yang (1997) adopted both thinking aloud and thinking aloud 

pair in her study and presented two findings. First, it was found that the readers could 

infer word meaning not only by drawing on their conceptual background knowledge 

but also by decoding word units as well. Second, it was found that thinking aloud pair 

cooperation could serve as a better learning tool for Chinese readers than thinking 

aloud alone since the participants who interacted with others got higher grades in 

academic tests. Thus, Yang (1997) proclaimed that: 
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     The paired group seems to exceed the individual group in both the guessing 
ability and reading comprehension tests. It has also been shown that the pairs 
performed better than the individuals from the perspectives of testing 
outcomes (p. 106). 

 

    Believing the insight-eliciting effect of thinking aloud pair interaction, Wilhelm 

(2001) conducted his study with good-and poor-pair cooperation. In his study, a more 

able reader tutored a less able one with verbalization and the effects of thinking aloud 

pair cooperation on different proficiency readers were compared. Wilhelm concluded,  

“I find that even able readers benefit from using think-alouds (both in the role of 

student and more expert peer) to name and consolidate their own current strategy use 

and to find ways of extending and elaborating on that use” (p.16). 

To explore reading behaviors of Taiwanese senior high school students, Hsu 

(2002) conducted an empirical study to investigate the effects of thinking aloud pair 

cooperation on EFL reading comprehension and on the metacognitive awareness. In 

her study, a high-proficiency student, playing the role of an “expert reader,” 

verbalized his reading comprehension processes as a model for a low-proficiency 

student. After two-week intensive training, results ensued. First, thinking aloud pair 

was effective in enhancing EFL students’ reading abilities. Second, thinking aloud 

pair contributed to both high-and low-proficiency reader’s constructive learning. 

Third, the pair readers helped each other enhance metacognitive awareness of reading 

strategies, which could, according to Block (1992), help both readers read in their 

future.  

2.3.3 Thinking Aloud in Reading Problem Solving 

The process of English reading comprehension was well recognized not just as 

an application of certain principles or strategies, but a process of problem solving 

(Clarke, 1989; Goodman, 1970; Lochhead and Whimbey, 1987; Olshavsky, 1977; 
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Thorndike, 1917).  

Prior to Olshavsky’s (1977) research, few studies were conducted to explore 

problem-solving strategies in reading process. Her article “Reading as Problem 

Solving: An Investigation of Strategies” brought two new viewpoints in reading area: 

the representation of reading as problem solving and the usefulness of verbal 

protocols in identifying the strategies employed by readers. Applying Newell and 

Simon’s (1972) problem-solving framework, Olshavsky (1977) identified her 

subjects’ verbal protocols by analyzing their interactions with the text as either 

problem identification strategies or problem solving strategies. She also established a 

reading methodology in which the readers stopped at predetermined places to 

verbalize their thoughts while reading short stories.  

    Likewise, duplicating Newell and Simon’s (1972) problem-solving methodology, 

Waern (1980) attempted to specify how readers process or transform textual 

information input. By analyzing her subjects’ thinking aloud protocols, Waern (1980) 

discovered that there were two orientations when the information input was partly 

known or familiar to the readers. In one orientation, readers who “were more 

occupied with processing their own previous knowledge than with constructing 

meaning of the text” (p.1) were unaware of their misunderstanding of the text. In the 

other orientation, readers had better comprehension because they made a “conscious 

effort to interpret the text, using [their] own previous knowledge as point of 

departure” (p.37). Furthermore, Waern (1980) also found out that readers usually 

achieved the goal themselves, and that the goal, though somewhat unclear at the 

beginning, could be developed and changed during the reading course (p.123). 

    Brown and Day (1983) conducted a study to identify expert and novice readers’ 

problem-solving strategies by analyzing their thinking aloud protocols. In their 

research, readers were guided to summarize text propositions with special macro-rule 



 

 

23

 

strategies, such as deleting and generalizing. Their study showed that expert readers 

were more capable of using the macro-rule problem-solving strategies. Brown and 

Day also developed a specific rule pattern that could be employed at different 

proficiency level. 

    Given that thinking aloud obviously focused on strategic problem-solving 

process, Baker and Brown (1984) designed a synthesis reading study on 

metacognition and comprehension monitoring. Much like Olshavsky (1977), Baker 

and Brown employed a problem-solving framework and highlighted the contributions 

of self report methodology to contrast (a) a mature reader’s use of problem-solving 

strategies in response to a triggering event such as verification of an assumption or 

prediction (Flavell, 1981; Rumelhart, 1980), with (b) children’s relative insentivity to 

such triggering events (Markman, 1979). 

In their thinking-aloud-pair-problem-solving research, Lochhead and Whimbey 

(1987) argued that every reader approached their problems in a slightly different way 

and that many a reader approached a text through weak analysis because they did not 

break a reading problem into parts. They also found out that without drawing on prior 

knowledge and experience, readers could not relate the written text to real or 

understandable events. Often skipping unknown vocabulary, most readers did not try 

to spell out a text in their own words, or if they did, they did not evaluate a solution or 

interpretation in terms of its reasonableness. Lochhead and Whimbey (1987) stated 

that it was teachers’ negligence in instructing students’ reasoning skills that resulted in 

students’ weak comprehension in the improper problem-solving process. Thus, they 

concluded that teachers should empower their students to access texts by providing 

them an opportunity to practice thinking aloud. 

From the previous literature review, it can be concluded that TAPPS has been 

widely used as an effective inquiry tool for expert researchers, a successful 
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instructional tool for English teachers, and even a facilitative learning tool for ESL or 

EFL students. Therefore, this present study will integrate TAPPS with word-solving 

strategies and investigate their effects on students’ lexical inferencing abilities and 

reading comprehension abilities.  

2.4 Research Hypotheses  

    To investigate if TAPPS training in word-solving strategies is helpful to students, 

this researcher will conduct both a quantitative and a qualitative design to testify six 

research hypotheses. 

1. TAPPS training in word-solving strategies will enhance junior high school 

students’ lexical inferencing abilities.  

2. TAPPS training will benefit junior high school students in the use of all the four 

word-solving strategies. 

3. TAPPS training in word-solving strategies will enhance junior high school 

students’ general reading comprehension. 

4. TAPPS training in word-solving strategies will change junior high school 

students’ learning attitudes toward English reading. 

5. TAPPS training in word-solving strategies will enhance junior high school 

students’ metacognitive awareness of English reading. 

6. Junior high school students’ responses toward TAPPS training in word-solving 

strategies are positive. 

 

 

 

 


