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Chapter Two

Literature Review

2.1 An Interactive Model of Reading Comprehension

In the traditional view, novice readers acquire a set of hierarchically ordered subskills 

that sequentially build toward comprehension ability. Once the skills have been mastered, 

readers are viewed as experts who comprehend what they read. In this view, readers are 

passive recipients of information in the text. Meaning resides in the text itself, and the 

goal of the reader is to reproduce that meaning.

Therefore, information processing in general reading particularly is often described as 

a series of discrete stages, proceeding from incoming visual data to higher-level 

encodings (Stanovich, 1980). Readers are assumed to learn letters first, words, phrases,

then sentences and finally passage meanings. Meanings are put together from small units 

to large ones. These earlier conceptualizations of reading have been called “bottom-up” 

models of processing. However, the serial-stage models run into difficulty owing to two 

of those findings. Kolers (1970) found that when word recognition error is made, the 

substituted word tends to be the same part of speech as the word appears in the text and it 

still does not interrupt the flow of textual meaning; that is, a syntactic processing affects 

word recognition. Meanwhile, Tulving & Gold (1963) indicated that prior presentation of 

a sentence context lowers the threshold for the recognition of a word; that is, semantic 

processing affects word perception. Generally speaking, the serial-stage models run into 

difficulty because, in this model, information processing operates in a single direction-

from the text to the reader, “whereby higher-level processes can affect lower levels” 

(Stanovich, 1980, p. 34). Reading is a far more complex process than had been envisioned 

by early traditional reading researchers; above all, it is not a set of skills to be mastered 

(Anderson, Hiebert, Scott, & Wilkinson, 1984). Researchers thus have turned their 



attention to high-level processing in reading.

Reading has been modeled in an essentially “top-down” fashion, with higher –level 

processes directing the flow of information through lowers levels. In this model, 

information processing is also operated in a single direction, that is, from the text to the 

reader. Goodman (1970) and Smith (1982), in particular, have proposed that fluent 

readers sample text information only to test conceptually driven hypotheses. Readers may 

use their background knowledge and personal experiences to formulate a hypothesis 

about the text and testify the validity of the hypothesis through reading the text. Even 

inaccurate predictions can be useful to prompt readers to actively search for more 

meaning by making sense of the reading. As Smith puts it, “The twin foundations of 

reading are to be able to ask specific questions (make predictions) in the first place, and to 

know how and where to look at print so that there is at least a chance of getting these 

questions answered” (Smith, 1982, p. 166), and “Prediction through meaningfulness is the 

basis of language comprehension. By predictions, I don’t mean reckless guessing but 

rather the elimination of unlikely alternatives on the basis of prior knowledge” (Smith, 

1977, p. 388). In other words, in the conceptually driven hypothesis theory or top-down 

approach, meaningful predictions of a text are based on personal related background 

knowledge and deletion of unrelated one. Later on, Stanovich (1980) proposed that 

top-down models are also seen as inadequate for much the same reason as the bottom-up 

models are: they fail to explain existing data. They are often attacked for vagueness of 

conceptualization. When a reader is not familiar with the topic, he or she may fail to use 

his or her background information and prior experiences to understand the text, but may 

depend on the bottom-up skills, such as word-decoding skills. For example, a teacher may 

fail to read a semi-conductive article since he or she may have no related background 

knowledge in this area. At this moment, this teacher may retreat to take a bottom-up 

approach to decode the text, instead. As a result, to make the reading process complete, 



it’s impossible to exclude either the bottom-up model or the top-down model. That’s the 

chance that an interactive model of reading shows up.

In an interactive model of reading, Rumelhart’s (1977) description of reading as 

simultaneous joint application of multiple knowledge sources is probably the best 

representation of a current interactive model. Rumelhart (1977) proposed that information 

from all of these sources including graphemic, syntactic, semantic, lexical, and 

orthographic is being used and converges upon the “pattern synthesizer.” The “pattern 

synthesizer”, like a big pot, uses all the information to produce a “most probable 

interpretation” of the input. The sources interact with each other simultaneously. During 

reading, readers make use of various sources, including word-level knowledge, syntactic 

knowledge, personal experiences, as well as background information to understand the 

content of the text. Stanovich (1980) has pointed out that once the idea is formed up,

initiation of a higher-level process must await completion of all lower ones that are

dispensed with. Rumelhart (1985) explicitly indicated that part of the reading process 

involves interpreting graphic information from the page (bottom-up), and part of it entails 

using knowledge already present in the reader’s mind (top-down). We are free to assume 

that a process at any level can compensate for deficiencies at any other level. In an 

interactive model, sensory, synthetic, semantic, and pragmatic information are used, and 

these various sources provide information simultaneously and interactively (Samuels & 

Kamil, 1984).

Grabe (1991) proposed two interactive models of reading comprehension. One is the 

interactive process between the reader and the text. This implies that readers use 

information from previous experiences or knowledge to interpret the text. The other 

model is the interaction between top-down and bottom-up process. Fluent reading

involves both low-level decoding and high-level encoding skills. Nuttall (1996) further 

elaborated on the interactive model of reading, stressing that the reader continually shifts 



from one focus to another in the process of reading: adopt a top-down approach to predict 

the probable meaning in the following text and then move to the bottom-up approach to 

verify whether the prediction meets what the writer actually means. If not, the reader has 

to adjust previous predictions to meet the new coming data.

Cognitively based views of reading comprehension emphasize the interactive nature 

of reading (Anderson, Reynolds, Shallert, & Goetz, 1977; Rumelhart, 1980; Spiro, 1980). 

All readers, both novices and experts, use their existing background knowledge and a 

range of cues from the text and the situational context in which the reading occurs to 

build, or to construct, a model of meaning from the text. According to this view, even 

novice readers can behave like experts when presented with texts and tasks for which they 

possess appropriate knowledge. Conversely even experts can be reduced to novices when 

presented with obscure or ambiguous texts. Moreover, what we typically call prior 

knowledge comes in many forms. According to Resnick (1984), prior knowledge can be 

classified into specific knowledge about the topic of the text, general knowledge about 

social relationships and casual structures, and knowledge about the organization of the 

text. Carrell’s L2 research (1992), measuring L2 learner’s awareness of text structure, 

shows that seeing the relations between main ideas and details aids the L2 readers’ recall. 

Also, using text structure to guide their reading process shows better recall both 

quantitatively and qualitatively. Therefore, two important characteristics of readers- the 

knowledge that students bring to the task and the strategies that they use to foster and 

maintain understanding- play important roles in the construction of comprehension. Thus, 

except considering readers’ related background information to the text, a cognitive view 

of comprehension ascribes more credibility to reading strategies than to skills (see, e.g., 

Duffy, Roehler, Sivan et al., 1987; Pressley, Goodchild, Fleet, Zajchowski, & Evans, 

1989). Compared to the reader’s background knowledge awaiting to be activated, reading 

strategies are in more teachable position in the reading instruction.



2.2 Schema Theory

A schema is an abstract knowledge structure derived from repeated experiences in life. 

It is knowledge stored and anchored in memory (McNeil, 1984). A schema is also a set of 

expectations. When incoming information fits those previous expectations, the new 

information can be encoded into the previous structured memory so that the “slots” in the 

schema are tanned or instantiated. Information that does not fit expectations may not be 

encoded or may be distorted. R. C. Anderson, Spiro, and Anderson (1978) found that “the 

schemata a person already processes are a principle determiner of what will be learned 

from a text”. Accordingly, related experiences readers possess will decide to what extent 

readers will comprehend the text.

The notion that organized old information affects the processing of new information 

in the reading process started from the finding of Bartlett. Bartlett (1932) found that 

participants’ knowledge and interests affect the reading process, including both textual 

information recalled and reader intrusions in protocols. He summarized that “the

description of memories as ‘fixed and lifeless’ is merely an unpleasant fiction” (Bartlett, 

1932, p. 311). Instead, memory, which means old information, is active and flexible. Also, 

Ausubel proposed that old information in memory can “anchor” or provide “ideational 

scaffolding” for new information in text. The text writers or instructors may provide 

“advance organizers” for readers. Relevant previous concepts already in readers’ 

cognitive structures may be drawn upon and mobilized through these explicit organizers 

(Ausubel, 1980). This concept highlights the idea that prior knowledge must be activated 

and retrieved in order to enhance readers’ comprehension of texts. 

To show the prior knowledge must be activated in order to enhance one’s ability to 

understand and learn, Brandsford and Johnson (1973) read a passage to two groups of 

adult participants. One group was read without providing the topic and the other was told 

the topic before being read the passage. They found that participants who were told before 



reading what the topic of the passage was achieved much higher comprehension and 

recall scores. They were able to use their prior knowledge in processing the text. This 

study demonstrated the importance of prior knowledge in comprehending the text.

In another study (Spilich, Vesonder, Chiesi, & Voss, 1979), a text describing a 

half-inning account of a fictitious baseball game was presented to participants who 

listened to the text, recalled the text content, and answered questions about the content. 

High-knowledge participants recalled more information than did low-knowledge 

participants. More interesting was the pattern of recall. High-knowledge participants

recalled more information directly related to main ideas or the goal structure of the game. 

However, low-knowledge participants, on the other hand, tended to recall trivia, like the 

teams, weather, and less tactically significant information.

Age factor is also an important consideration in the schema theory. Researchers (R. 

C. Anderson, Reynolds, Schallert, & Goetz, 1977, Pichert & R. C. Anderson, 1977) found 

that adult participants will introduce inferences and intrusions for an ambiguous passage 

according to their backgrounds and life situations. They will choose important 

information from an ambiguous passage based upon an induced perspective. Adults from 

different cultures also show different patterns of intrusions, inferences, and distortions in 

text recall, depending on the match between their cultural background and the text content 

(Steffensen, Joag-dev, & R. C. Anderson, 1979).

However, some researchers found that some young readers and stimulus-bound adults 

partially accept the false belief that “meaning is in the text” and will underutilize 

schematic information while reading (Spiro, 1979; Spiro & Tirre, 1980). They fail as well 

as forget to use their memory or background knowledge to deal with the text; instead, 

they fall into the fallacy that decoding every word is the only way to get meanings. It 

appears that readers’ experiences, perspectives, and views of reading determine to a 

substantial degree on how attention is allocated at the encoding stage and how memory is 



searched at the retrieval stage (R. C. Anderson, 1977).

The notion of schemata in reading comprehension enriches our understanding of why 

some readers understand what they read more successfully than others. This schemata 

theory, according to Casanave (1988), continues to be a useful reading strategy as it 

incorporates other factors such as comprehension monitoring or metacomprehension into 

its framework.

2.3 Metacognition

Metacognition is often simply defined as “thinking about thinking”. The knowledge 

that we direct our own understanding can be referred back to the late 1970s. Admitting 

that it is a “fuzzy concept”, Flavell (1981) defines metacogniton as “knowledge or 

cognition that takes as its object or regulates any aspect of cognitive endeavor” (p. 37). 

This definition is intended to refer metacognition as cognition about cognition. About 

various “metas,” Flavell and his colleagues have had the following to say:

     Metacognition refers to one’s knowledge concerning one’s own cognitive processes 

and products or anything related to them, e.g., the learning relevant properties of 

information or data. (Flavell, 1976, p. 232)

     Metacognitive knowledge consists primarily of knowledge or beliefs about what 

factors or variables act and interact in what ways to affect the course and outcome 

of cognitive enterprises. (Flavell, 1979, p. 907)

These statements emphasize that metacognition is essentially cognition

about cognition, that is thinking about thinking. If cognition involves perceiving, 

understanding, remembering, and so forth, then metacognition involves thinking back 

about one’s own perceiving, understanding, and the rest (Garner, 1987).

According to Flavell (1981, p.38), metacognition can be differentiated into

three parts: what one knows (metacognitive knowledge), what one’s current



cognitive state is (metacognitive experiences), and what one is currently doing

(metacognitive strategies).

In terms of metacognitive knowledge, it is relatively stable information about 

cognition (Baker & Brown, 1984b). This knowledge is about ourselves (a person 

variable), the task we face (a task variable), and the strategies we employ (a strategy 

variable). About ourselves, we may know such things as these: We are generally more 

successful at providing fill-in answers than multiple-choice responses; we are not as 

proficient as our peers at completing analogical reasoning tasks; material that is read to be 

tested must be read more carefully than material read for enjoyment. The person variable 

refers to any knowledge about one’s own ability, weaknesses, and strengths. About tasks, 

examples in the area of reading include the following: Familiar-topic material is easier to 

understand than unfamiliar; conventionally ordered stories are easier to recall than 

scrambled narratives; explicit topic sentences assist us in tasks that require reduction of 

texts to their gist. The task variable refers to one’s knowledge about what kind of reading 

is easy or hard to comprehend. About strategies, we know such things as the following: 

Verbal rehearsal and elaboration of material assist in retrieval; re-inspection of text aids in 

answering questions; prediction of article content based on titles improves comprehension. 

The strategy variable involves any knowledge of how and when to use a strategy, what 

strategies can be used, and how the strategy works. Obviously, these three classes of 

variables are hardly independent of one another. On the contrary, metacognitive 

knowledge is highly interactive. (Flavell, 1985; Wellman, 1978; Wellman, Collins, & 

Glieberman, 1981). Flavell (1985) points out that, as with other knowledge acquisition, 

metacognitive knowledge grows in a slow and gradual fashion through years of 

experiences in the area of cognitive activity. Like other stored knowledge, it can be 

activated quite automatically.

As to Metacognitive Experiences, they are likely to occur before, during, and after 



the reading (Flavell 1979, 1981; Garner, 1988). The experiences will most likely have to 

do with progress toward the goal of completing the study activity successfully. The 

before-reading knowledge tapped relates to a personal strength, the during-reading 

information is strategy knowledge, and the after-reading knowledge utilized is task 

information. In all three cases, metacognitive knowledge served as a base for 

metacognitive experiences that are best described as awareness and realizations. For 

example, with respect to reading, readers produce metacognitive experiences through 

asking himself or herself these questions, such as “Am I understanding what I am 

reading?” or “How can I skim through text to answer the following questions?”. Only 

through triggering the metacognitive experiences can they monitor their information 

processing. 

Concerning reading comprehension strategy use, according to Flavell (1979), 

cognitive strategies are invoked to make cognitive progress, whereas metacognitive 

strategies are to monitor it. For example, the reader employs the cognitive strategy of 

verbal rehearsal, and might well also employ metacognitive strategies, such as, jotting 

down important points, checking off the ones the reader thinks he or she knows, and 

referring back to the text to answer the following questions or to assess the predictions he 

or she makes during reading process. That is the readers construct inner conversations to 

relate the text to their prior experiences, to decide which parts of information are 

important to the summary, to draw inferences to fill in the slots, and to make predictions, 

through the reading process, to encode the text. (Dole et al., 1991; Harvey and Goudvis, 

2000; see also Vygotsky for inner speech that involves metacognitive activity). It is the 

notion that readers choose appropriate strategies to achieve the goal they set, and know 

when, why, and how to apply the strategy. Paris, Lipson, and Wixson (1983) address 

strategies having components of “both skills and will” (p. 304). That’s to say the 

application of strategies needs experiences of practice, and strategy use may differ from 



person to person. Furthermore, these three elements mentioned above are highly 

interactive with one another in the reading process.

Cognitive Goals                           Metacognitive Experiences

      

Metacognitive Knowledge                             Strategy Use

Figure 1. Interaction of Metacognitive Components (Garner, 1988, p.21)

As we have seen in figure 1, metacognitive experiences (Oops！I forget the dates in 

the reading.) can prompt revision of metacognitive knowledge (I should make more effort 

to remember the dates.). Also, metacognitive strategy use can induce more cognitive 

strategy use (Do I remember the dates? Well, I should rehearse the dates.) and revision of 

metacognitive knowledge (Now I know memorizing dates takes more effort and time.). 

Accordingly, each component of metacognition can prompt each of the others.

Brown (1985) defines two aspects of metacognition: (1) knowledge about cognition, 

and (2) the regulation of cognition. She defines the first aspect as “the knowledge readers 

have about their own cognitive resources and the compatibility between themselves as 

readers and the demands of a variety of reading situations” (p. 501). She stated that this 

knowledge is a late-developing skill and changes with the age. The other part of 

metacognition, the regulation of cognition or thinking process, refers to strategies a reader

possess to identify and overcome difficulties with text (Brown, Armbuster & Baker, 

1986). 

O’Neil & Abedi (1996) defined metacognition as conscious and periodic

self-checking of whether one’s goal is achieved and, when necessary, selecting and 

applying different strategies. Metacognitive processes include planning to achieve a goal, 



self-monitoring the ongoing process, using strategies to achieve the set goal, and 

self-aware the whole process.

Although there are many definitions of metacognition, as Pintrich (2002) stated, an 

important distinction is one between (1) knowledge of cognition and (2) the processes 

involving the monitoring, control, and regulation of cognition (e.g., Bransford et al.,1999; 

Brown, Bransford, Ferrara, & Campione, 1983; Flavell, 1979; Paris & Winograd, 1990; 

Pintrich, Wolters, & Baxter, 2000; Schneider & Pressley, 1997). Metacognitive 

knowledge includes knowledge of general strategies that can be used, knowledge of the 

extent to which the strategies are effective, and knowledge of self (Flavell, 1979; Pintrich 

et al., 2000; Schneider & Pressley, 1997). For example, readers can know about different 

strategies to read a text as well as to monitor their comprehension when they read. They 

can also activate their background knowledge according to the text. They realize their 

motivation to read the text and also their strength of comprehending the text. This will 

lead them to change their reading strategies for the text in the reading process. The 

readers’ adaptation for reading sufficiently makes them aware of their comprehension, 

which is called metacomprehension or metacognition. According to Block (1992), 

metacognition is “an ability that develops relatively late because it involves the ability to 

stand back and observe oneself” (p.320). 

2.4 Matacognition in reading

Developmental psychologists take strategies use as part of the metacognitive 

activities. Many information-processing theorists also place strategic processing (or 

executive control) at the heart of cognitive activity. Acquisition of the strategies is usually 

explained as an outcome of consistent practice with continuous feedback (Calfee, 1981). 

This opinion corresponds to previously mentioned perspective by Paris, Lipson, and 

Wixson (1983), who addressed strategies having components of “both skills and will” (p. 



304). The strategy use is also known for slowing down and allocating extra time to the 

problem areas, that is “debugging” the problem. Brown (1980) provided an example: A 

skilled reader proceeds merrily through a quite easy reading task with rapid construction 

of meaning until comprehension failure occurs and is detected. This situation can be 

characterized as cognitive failure, but metacognitive success. At this point, the skilled 

reader slows down his or her processing and searches for resources (remedial strategies) 

to overcome the difficulty. In this case, the purpose of strategic action is resolution of the 

comprehension dilemma. Students’ effective use of the metacognitive strategies in solving 

reading problems may provide positive feedbacks to themselves and the feedbacks may 

promote more metacognition in turn (Brown, 1980). Therefore, the major characteristic of 

metacognition in reading process is its emphasis on utilizing reading strategies in 

effective reading. Pintrich and DeGroot (1990) suggested that metacognition consists of 

strategies for planning, monitoring, and modifying one’s cognitions. Metacognition in the 

reading process, readers cognitively set purposes for reading, monitor their 

comprehension, and modify their reading strategies whenever confronting cognitive 

failure.

Baker & Brown (1984b) further noted that effective readers are aware of: (a) 

clarifying the purpose of reading, that is, understanding both the explicit and implicit task 

demands; (b) identifying and focusing attention on the important aspects of a message or 

the major content rather than trivia; (c) monitoring ongoing activities to determine 

whether comprehension is occurring; (d) engaging in self-questioning to determine 

whether goals are being achieved; and (e) making responses when failures in 

comprehension are detected (p. 345). Therefore, self-awareness is a prerequisite for

self-regulation, the ability to monitor and check one’s own cognitive activities while 

reading (Baker & Brown, 1984b, p. 376).

    According to McNeil (1987), metacognition enables individuals to use particular 



strategies to reach its purpose for reading, to be aware of the importance of these 

strategies and to apply them as well as appreciate the value of doing so. “Metacognition 

refers to one’s awareness of what one’s purpose for reading is, how to proceed in 

achieving these purposes, and how to regulate progress through self-checking of 

comprehension and self-testing” (McNeil, 1987, p. 104).  

Carrell, Pharis and Liberto (1989) explained the term “metacognition”, which refers 

to a reader’s understanding of any cognitive process. Metacognition in the context of 

reading consists of (1) a reader’s knowledge of strategies for learning from texts, and (2) 

the reader’s control of their action while reading for different purposes. A reader’s 

metacognition in reading includes one’s awareness of one’s understanding and application 

of certain reading strategies, and one’s regulation of the whole reading process and 

monitoring comprehension during reading.

Making sense of the text by the reader relies not only on cognitive reading strategies 

but also on metacognitive reading ones. Metacogntive activities make the readers create 

the inner conversation in which they: (1) relate the content to their own life experiences; 

(2) determine which facts are important or trivial; (3) summarize information; (4) fill in 

the information gaps with inferences; and (5) ask questions, in point of fact, use all of the 

metacognitive strategies that monitor their reading comprehension of the text (Dole et al. 

1991; Harvey and Goudvis 2000; see also Vogotsky1978 for inner speech).

   Two of the factors, the strategies available to the readers and the reader’s knowledge 

of the content, have important implications for teachers since the two aspects of 

metacognition can be directly influenced by instruction (Abromitis, 1994). This 

perspective has prompted researchers to examine readers’ knowledge of the reading 

process, monitoring their reading comprehension, and use of a variety of strategies. In 

addition, researchers have prompted to teach readers how to use strategies and to monitor 

cognitive progress while reading, in cases where spontaneous strategy use does not occur 



naturally; instead, they should be taught.

Brown, Campion,and Day (1981) discussed blind training studies (students are 

induced to use a strategy without an understanding of the significance of the activity), 

informed training studies (students are induced to use a strategy and are given some 

information about the significance of the activity), and self-control training studies 

(students are instructed in the use of the strategy, and are also explicitly instructed in how 

to employ, monitor, check, and evaluate the strategy). In this study, considering the 

learning characteristics of the participants and teaching environment, informed and 

self-control training will be adopted to the reading instruction.

2.5 Difference In Metacognition Among Learners

The prototypic study is one conducted by Kreutzer, Leonard, and Flavell in 1975. 

The major finding of this important investigation was that younger children know 

substantially less than older children about the variables affecting their memory 

performance. The older children (grades 3 and 5) differed from the younger children 

(kindergarten and grade1) in a number of important ways. The first one was 

conceptualizing memory ability as something that varies with occasion and with 

individuals. A second difference was the older children’s understanding that information 

in short-term memory is susceptible to rapid forgetting. A third difference between older 

and younger children was that the older children recommended using category structure 

to memorize a set of pictures. A fourth difference was that older students utilized more 

means of assisting recall than younger students. A fifth difference between the older and 

younger children was the older children’s awareness of the difference in difficulty 

between gist and verbatim recall tasks.

Myers and Paris (1978) modeled their investigation after Kreutzer et al. (1975), but 

focused on metacognitive knowledge about reading process. The younger children 



showed a lack of knowledge about critical reading parameters in a number of important 

ways. Compared to the six-grade readers, most the second-grade readers did not know the 

following: (a) reading silently is faster than reading aloud; (b) motivation is related to 

reading performance; (c) readers have special skills to read; (d) the first and the last 

sentences of a paragraph are particularly important ones; (e) retelling a story is more 

efficiently done at gist level, rather than at verbatim level; (f) skimming is reading the 

words that yield the most information; and (g) rereading of text is an important strategy 

for solving comprehension failures.

Forrest and Waller (1980) focused their attention on the relation between children’s 

age and their metacognitive knowledge about reading. This interview study showed an 

increase in metacognitive knowledge about decoding, comprehension, and reading for a 

purpose with both grade and reading achievement level. It appears that young readers put 

much emphasis on decoding and have meager situational strategies for complex reading 

situations. This result is also the same as some of Myers and Paris’s (1978) results.

The study of Paris and Myers (1981) provided more evidence of meager strategy 

knowledge among less successful readers. They found that poor readers were less aware 

of detrimental influences on comprehension of negative factors. The most important 

feature of Paris and Myers’ (1981) work may be their attempt to assess knowledge and 

performance for the same group of children. This study provides evidence of a relation 

between faulty knowledge and poor recall performance.

Another study Garner & Kraus (1981-1982) also focused on reading knowledge 

and performance. In particular, differences between good and poor readers in

comprehension strategies emphasis versus decoding were examined. First, good 

reader-poor reader differences not only emerged in error detection but also in interview 

response. Readers who emphasized decoding at the expense of comprehension failed to 

detect investigator-inserted comprehension obstacles in text. A second piece of additional 



information is the distinction in readers’ responses to the question “What do you do if you 

don’t understand something you are reading?” Some strategies, such as using context to 

figure it out and skipping it, were separately mentioned by good readers and poor readers. 

Good readers’responses indicated the importance of focusing meaning construction as a 

goal of reading and also realized that effective strategies are needed to obtain that goal. 

They also pointed out that instruction strongly affects the students’ perception of the 

reading process, and that classroom- teachers overtly emphasize oral reading and 

decoding at the expense of comprehension. Accordingly, a systematic re-examination of 

classroom instructions in reading may eventually help those helpless and unmotivated 

readers and justify instructional unfairness (Borko, Shavelson, & Stern, 1981; Duffy, 

1982; Durkin, 1978-1979, 1981; Hiebert, 1983; Mosenthal, 1983).

In Taiwan, a similar large-scale study of metacognitive development in reading 

instruction among students was conducted. Cheng’s (1991) study investigated the 

metacognitive knowledge performance among children aged from 10 to 15. The finding 

showed that older children and good readers performed better than younger children and 

poorer readers on metacognitive knowledge. In addition, the study showed that students 

with stronger motivation of academic achievement performed better than their peers on 

metacognitive knowledge and experience. The results of Cheng’s study were in 

accordance with those of the studies conducted by Brown (1985) and Forrest and Waller 

(1980). In short, proficient readers possess more metacognitive knowledge and 

experience, so they can get a better understanding of the text than less-proficient readers.

Garner (1992) also found that less skilled readers will most often detect lexical errors 

in text rather than put the focus on meaning. They are often unaware of poor reading 

practices like allowing the mind wandering while reading. Additionally, poor readers also 

fail to use self-questioning monitor comprehension during reading (Andre & Anderson, 

1978-79). However, good readers are much more in control of their reading. Good readers 



show more awareness to acknowledge the purpose of reading, to retrieve their 

background knowledge related to the task, to implement effective reading strategies, and 

to monitor comprehension (Anderson et al. 1985). Brown and Smiley (1977) also found 

that proficient readers are more likely to identify important parts of text, and this ability 

develops gradually and slowly.

Sheorey and Mokhtarik (2001) examined differences in the metacognitive awareness 

of reading strategies among native and non-native ESL university readers. The findings 

showed that there were two factors that influenced the use of reading strategies reported 

by the participants: non-nativeness and reading ability. For example, non-native readers 

used support mechanism, like using a dictionary and taking notes, significantly ignored 

by native readers. High-reading-ability readers, regardless of their language background, 

reported a higher use of all the reading strategies than low-reading-ability readers. Also, 

native high-ability students seemed to consider support strategies to be more valuable 

than native low-reading-ability students.

In the part of error detection studies, researchers found that good readers detected 

more errors, located the errors more frequently, and reported the correct repair strategy 

with higher frequency than poor readers. In addition, good readers spent more time on 

inconsistent stories than poor readers, who maintained their understanding by reading 

word by word at the expense of comprehension failure (August, Flavell, and Clift, 1984; 

Baker, 1979; Baker, 1985b; Baker and Anderson, 1982; Garner, 1980, 1981; Glenberg, 

Wilkinson, and Epstein, 1982; Harris et al. 1981).

In summary, highly- proficient readers tend to do better than less proficient peers both 

at decoding in a rapid and automatic manner and at guessing at meanings by exploiting 

prior knowledge and using linguistic context around. (Lesgold & Perfetti, 1978; van Dijk 

& Kintsch, 1983). Research has consistently shown that older and more proficient readers 

have more control over this monitoring process than younger and less proficient readers 



(Baker, 1985).

Good readers are not only more consciously aware about how they control their 

reading process but are more able to verbalize their awareness or express their cognitive 

reading process (e.g. Forrest-Pressley & Waller, 1984; Gambrell & Heathington, 1981; 

Hare, 1981; Smith, 1967; Winograd & Johnston, 1982). Good readers think about their 

reading processes with purposeful intent as they monitor and reflect on their reading 

experience (Garner, 1987). They also appear to be more sensitive to inconsistencies in the 

text and to respond to inconsistencies with fix-up strategies more automatically than 

poorer readers (August, D. L., Flavell & Clift, 1984; Baker, 1979; Canney & Winograd, 

1979; Ehrlich, Remond and Tardieu,1999; Garner & Kraus, 1982; Paris & Myers, 1981; 

Zabrucky & Ratner, 1989).

Craig and Yore (1995) and Persson (1994) distinguished proficient readers from 

less-proficient readers based on their comprehension monitoring. However, they 

concluded that whether it is the lack of metacomprehension that causes low-proficient 

readers’failure to understand the text or there are other factors causing comprehension 

failure needs further investigation.

However, even good readers may not always report or recognize inconsistencies in 

text (Baker, 1979; Baker & Anderson, 1982; Winograd & Johnston, 1982). Baker 

speculated that the reason good readers fail to report or even consciously recognize 

inconsistencies may be the result of their desire to develop a coherent reading of the 

printed text.

2.6 Difference in Strategy Use among Learners

According to the definition by Brown et al. (1986), strategies are generally deliberate, 

purposeful, and planned activities undertaken by active learners to fix-up failed 

comprehension, and to remedy perceived cognitive failure. Meanwhile, strategies must be 



applied flexibly, and learners must know when and where as how to use them. The use of 

strategies correspondingly means the raise of metacognitive awareness.

According to Dole, et al. (1991), there are some distinctions between traditional 

reading skills and strategies: (1) Strategies emphasize intentional and deliberate plans,

whereas skills are more automatic routines. (2)Strategies emphasize reasoning and 

critical thinking with higher level thinking, whereas skills tend to be related to lower 

level thinking. (3) Strategies are flexible and adaptable to different kinds of texts,

whereas skills are more rigid and consistent across a variety of texts. (4) Strategies imply 

metacognitive awareness. Readers equipped with strategies are aware of whether they 

understand what they are reading or not. However, readers with skills are assumed to 

have repeated practice and meaningless drills. Readers often are told to apply these skills 

mechanically (Dole, et al., 1991).

Therefore, the strategy is modeled, practiced, and applied to the whole comprehension 

task. That is strategies can be taught, guided by instructors, and practiced in real tasks. 

Also, there is no single correct answer or a single best way to apply a particular strategy. 

The strategy is modeled in a variety of ways and with different tasks. The adaptability and 

flexibility of strategies are highly emphasized (Dole, et al., 1991; Palinscar & Ransom, 

1988; Pearson & Dole, 1987). For all readers, repetition of strategies is essential to their 

successful use and teacher’s instruction should provide extensive strategy practice to 

promote the interaction between the reader and the text. 

Nevertheless, there are significant differences of strategy use among learners. Good 

readers can reflect on what they are doing when reading and can take action when failing 

to know what they are reading (Baker & Brown, 1984). Good readers are also active in 

using flexible strategies when they realize the cognitive failure, and this activation of 

strategy use causes metacognitive awareness through the whole reading process.

Young and less successful learners seem to fail to allocate study time according to the 



difficulty of the task; that is, they are not able to use an obvious strategy that the older and 

successful learners employ with high frequency. (Brown & Campione, 1977; Masur, 

McIntyre, and Flavell, 1973; Owings et al., 1980; Paris & Lindauer, 1982, p. 339). The 

young children and the less successful learners fail to regulate learning strategically and 

spontaneously (Paris & Lindauer, 1982, p. 339). They don’t even recognize the 

importance of applying strategies to accomplish a task at hand. Therefore, the application 

of strategies is related to some factors, such as age and learning ability.

In the example of reading, good readers employ deliberate techniques for 

remembering and understanding the material. They don’t read the material randomly, but 

deliberately utilize all resources to encode as well as decode the meaning in the text. 

(Brown, Campione, & Day, 1981; Brown & Smiley, 1978; Paris & Myers, 1981).

Thus, a skilled reader must know in advance what the strategies are, when to apply them 

and how (Garner, 1987; Nist & Holschuh, 2000). Expert readers possess a set of flexible, 

adaptable strategies that they use to make sense of text and to monitor their ongoing 

understanding (Dole et al, 1991). In other words, this kind of metacognitive knowledge 

that skilled readers proceed to construct meaning from text is related to the awareness, 

monitoring, guidance of cognitive processing and flexible manipulation.

Wagner and Sternberg (1983) also found that skilled readers monitor their ongoing 

performances, revise their strategies, guide cognitive processing, and perform at high-

level thinking. It seems that able readers are more likely than less able readers to 

determine what to read and how to read it strategically and efficiently.

Cross and Paris (1988) investigated the relationship between metacognition and 

reading ability using Informed Strategies for Learning (ISL). They found that these 

strategies provided fundamental help for poor readers and suggested that good readers 

had intuitively used these metacognitive comprehension strategies to integrate into their 

reading ability, in an earlier stage of reading development. They found that the reading 



comprehension strategy instruction had the greatest impact on less-skilled readers. 

Yuill and Joscelyne (1988) also found that less-skilled readers benefited from 

instruction, whereas those who were more skilled in reading comprehension didn’t 

improve significantly. Accordingly, training less-skilled readers to use metacognitive 

reading strategies narrows the gap between low-proficient and high-proficient readers.

Paris and Oka (1986) conducted another study to investigate students’use of reading 

comprehension strategies by teaching them to be metacognitive about their reading 

process. Unlike the result of Cross and Paris (1988), the result revealed that readers of all 

skill levels benefited from ISL and their reading comprehension was improved.  

2.7 The Relationship between First and Second Language Reading

The issue of how first language and second language are related and whether first 

language reading strategies can be transferred to second language are still inconclusive. 

Some research suggested that there was no direct transfer of reading strategies (Clarke, 

1979, 1980; Cziko, 1980). Some results of the research indicated that reading strategies 

would be transferred from one language to another; meanwhile, it’s difficult to draw a 

clear distinction between L1 and L2 reading strategies (Block, 1986, 1992; Cummins, 

1981; Sarig, 1987). Some researchers also believed that proficient L2 readers favored a 

top-down, meaning-based approach, just as proficient L1 readers did (Carrell, 1989; 

Cheng, 2000).

Clarke (1979; 1980) found that good L1 (Spanish) readers got a significantly higher 

mean score on the L2 cloze test than did the poor L1 (Spanish) readers. It was also found 

that good L1 readers relied on semantic cues rather than syntactic cues to complete the 

cloze text, whereas poor L1 readers utilized syntactic cues rather than semantic cues. 

However, concerning the strategies they used to read texts in L2 (English), the good 

readers and the poor readers seemed to use syntactic information almost equally, and the 



good readers decreased the chances of using reading strategies, like semantic cues, 

because of the difficulties of L2 reading. Thus, the distinction between the good readers 

and the poor readers in using reading strategies in L2 is not so evident. That is, in L2 

reading process, the reading behaviors of the poor readers and the good readers are much 

the same. Clarke continued to find out that there was a “language competence ceiling” 

which hampered the good L1 readers from using the effective reading strategies in 

reading L2. Clearly, the implication of the research was that there was no direct transfer 

of strategies or proficiency from L1 to L2.

Cziko (1980) compared the reading strategies of limited and advanced English 

language proficiency French students with those of native speakers of English. He found 

that lower proficiency readers were less sensitive to contextual information and relied 

more on graphic information. And French participants with advanced English proficiency 

tended to behave very much like English native speakers in reading English. They also 

demonstrated high sensitivity to syntactic, semantic, and discourse cues in the texts, just 

like those native speakers did. Accordingly, it was concluded that reading strategies were 

related to a reader’s level of language competence. Both low- proficiency L1 and L2

readers tended to rely on bottom-up strategies for processing information in a text, while 

advanced L1 and L2 readers used an interactive strategies, including bottom-up and 

top-down strategies, to understand a text. The finding showed that there is direct transfer 

of reading strategies from L1 to L2, and the reading behaviors of good and poor readers 

in L1 and L2 are very much the same.

Cummins (1981) hypothesized that bilingual students are able to transfer L1  

knowledge to a second language when they become proficient in L2. Krashen (1988) held 

the same view that once a learner can read in one language, this knowledge transfers 

rapidly to any other language the learner learns to read. Cultural and linguistic familiarity 

with the text creates a qualitatively different experience for the readers. Also, the less 



proficient bilingual readers in Cummins’study believed that their knowledge of English 

reading only facilitated Spanish reading, whereas the more proficient readers felt there 

was a reciprocal relationship between the two languages in assisting their comprehension 

of L1 and L2 texts. The monolingual readers, free from vocabulary and prior knowledge 

demands, are able to concentrate on the interpretation and comprehension of the text as a 

whole.

Sarig (1987) investigated the relationship between L1 (Hebrew) and L2 (English) 

language reading processes. She discovered that readers tackled texts in both languages in 

a similar way. The reading strategies accounting for success and failure in reading L1 and 

L2 are almost the same. It was also found that reading in both languages is a highly 

individual process. Accordingly, Sarig concluded that L1 reading process does transfer to 

L2 reading and reading is a highly individual language process.

Block (1986) suggested that “strategy use is a stable phenomenon which is not tied 

to specific language features” (p.485). Block discovered that ESL readers employed the 

same types of strategies as native speakers of English did. Also, Chinese native speakers 

did not appear to employ different strategies as those used by native speakers of Spanish. 

Therefore, when people read in L2, they are able to transfer the successful reading 

experience of effective L1 reading strategies to L2.

Block (1992) used the think-aloud procedure to investigate the 

comprehension-monitoring process used by L1 and L2 college readers as they read 

expository prose. The result showed that there is a similar reading process that operates 

L1 and L2 English readers. It means that proficient L2 readers perform similarly to

proficient L1 readers, even though there are still some differences in monitoring between 

L1 and L2 readers. However, the factor for the monitoring differences is owing to 

language proficiency, rather than language background. The reading process of L2 readers 

might be less automatic and slower than that of L1 readers. However, 



comprehension-monitoring can help compensate for this decoding disadvantage. Block

further indicated that since L2 readers have a more limited knowledge of vocabulary and 

grammar and have to decode meanings of texts by using strategies, they also need 

comprehension monitoring to further examine whether the strategies are effective in 

solving reading difficulties. Block claimed that most related research has been conducted 

with native English speakers and argued that more studies are needed to be done on L2 

readers, since they will probably encounter more linguistic difficulties than L1 readers do. 

Meanwhile, the low-proficient readers in both language backgrounds favor word-based 

processing strategy, and high-proficient readers are inclined to use global meaning-based 

one. That is, L1 and L2 readers with different proficiency levels basically use the same

reading strategies in the reading process.

Carrell (1989) investigated four aspects of metacognition at the same time. She used 

a questionnaire to collect information on how participants perceived themselves as first 

and second language readers, what reading strategies they thought would be effective, 

what reading difficulties they had, and what strategies they would use to deal with reading 

difficulties. She found that high-proficient L2 readers preferred global reading process 

while those low-proficient L2 readers favored localized one. Proficient L2 readers, just 

like proficient L1 readers, utilized top-down as well as global approach to comprehend a 

text. However, the results of the study did not entirely support Clarke’s notion of language 

competence ceiling, which means interference in the application of effective L1 reading 

strategies to L2 reading. The results suggested that explicit instruction and practice in 

using reading strategies could override the effect of language proficiency limitations on 

readers’ use of effective reading strategies.

Cheng (2000) conducted a study similar to Carrell’s (1989) to investigate Taiwanese 

EFL college students’ four aspects of metacognitive awareness. The results showed that, 

participants’ metacognitive awareness in reading Chinese tended to be more top-down 



and global. They had less difficulty in decoding meaning in the text, so they tended to 

focus on the global or macro aspects of textual meaning when reading in Chinese. In 

contrast, when reading in English, these participants had less confidence about their 

reading abilities; therefore, they needed to rely on some local reading strategies, such as 

vocabulary, sentence structures, and rereading to understand the L2 texts. However, even 

though they depended on bottom-up strategies to comprehend L2 texts mostly, they still 

felt the need to use top-down strategies, such as relating the text to their life experience, 

etc, to read the overall meaning of L2 texts. In addition, participants who had better 

language ability, like pronunciation, vocabulary, and syntax knowledge, tended to read 

better. Accordingly, high-proficiency L2 readers have more successful chances to transfer 

L1 reading experiences and strategies to L2 reading.

Chern (1994) investigated twenty-eight Chinese readers’metacognitive awareness in 

reading Chinese and English. The experienced ESL readers were recruited from the 

university senior students who majored in English, and the inexperienced ESL readers 

were drawn from first- year university students in 11 academic areas. It was found that the 

participants, including the experienced and the inexperienced were less bothered by 

difficult words in their native language than those in English. Also, English, being these 

readers’second language, did not appear to be a language for pleasure reading. The

differences between experienced and inexperienced readers were also detected in the

study. First, inexperienced ESL readers had low self-esteem feelings, frustration and 

nervousness when confronted with unfamiliar words, and also they referred to context 

clues more frequently. Second, the experienced ESL readers showed more metacognitive 

awareness of reading behaviors in getting meaning from or remembering the text. 

Furthermore, the experienced readers’showed more awareness of using metacognitive 

skills is in line with previous findings which showed that effective learners use the 

metacognitive reading skills more consciously and frequently than less effective learners 



(Oxford, Crookall, Cohen, Lavin, Nyikos and Sutter 1990).

Geva (2000) hypothesized that L1 and L2 readers differ in vocabulary levels but rely 

on similar reading strategies and underlying processes when comprehending texts. Grabe 

(1991) also proposed that some students may need direct instruction regarding the 

application of certain reading strategies in L2, because not all reading strategies transfer 

automatically from L1 to L2.

Given the above discussion, there appears to be a strong relationship between 

reading strategies, metacognitive awareness, and reading proficiency. Compared with

low-proficient readers, proficient readers seem to be more capable of applying effective 

strategies when confronting reading difficulties, and are more conscious of their reading 

behaviors in the reading process.

The above reviews also show that most related studies have focused on college-level 

or elementary-level native speakers of English and ESL/EFL learners (Carrell, 1989; 

Chang, 2000; Sheory & Mokhtari, 2001). More studies related to metacognitive reading 

strategy instruction for juveniles or junior high school students are needed, to provide an 

up-to-date picture of EFL juniors’ metacognitive reading behaviors and the teaching 

effectiveness of metacognitive reading strategies. Hence, studies on Taiwan junior high 

school students’metacognitive awareness of strategy use are warranted. Accordingly, the 

researcher used the questionnaire to tap into these juniors’ metacognitive awareness of 

reading strategy use before and after the reading instruction. And it’s hoped that students’ 

reading strategy use as well as metacognitive awareness in the reading process will be 

enhanced and at last become automatic through the implicit and direct metacognitive 

reading strategy instruction. 



2.8 Selected Metacognitive Reading Strategies

The teacher plays an important role in developing students at all levels to increase

their metacognitive awareness and strategy use (Abromitis, 1994). In fact, Otto (1985) 

suggested that students need to hear the explanation for why, how, and when a particular 

strategy is effective. Furthermore, researchers have found that readers not only have to 

have an adequate knowledge of reading strategies but also need to have teacher modeling 

to practice these metacognitive strategies within the context of texts, and become 

independent readers finally (Anderson et al., 1985; Brown et al., 1986; Duffy, Roehler & 

Hermann, 1988; Otto, 1985; Smith, 1991). Clearly, direct instruction of strategies will 

increase metacognitive awareness of strategy application and enhance comprehension 

subsequently. However, which strategies are proven to be effective and efficient and 

advisable to apply in the classroom?

There are many types of metacognitive reading strategies to be chosen to enhance 

the reading comprehension. Baker (1979) recommended that metacognitive reading skills 

help readers promote their reading comprehension by identifying the following strategies, 

such as (1) clarifying the purpose of reading, (2) identifying important aspects of a 

message, (3) focusing on the major content rather than trivia, (4) monitoring ongoing 

activities to determine whether comprehension is occurring, (5) engaging in 

self-questioning, and (6) taking correct action when failures in comprehension are 

detected. Based on above strategic plans, the reader’s task is to identify the pattern of the 

text and then select specific strategies to regulate and control one’s reading. In this study, 

considering the needs of the present readers and their practical use, semantic mapping, 

prediction, and summarization are adopted in the metacognitive reading strategies 

instruction. It has been found that semantic mapping activates readers’ background 

knowledge to encode the text and evaluate the information in the text by identifying the 

elements of semantic maps. Prediction is devised to help readers guess unfamiliar words 



or sentence structures within the context and aid readers to realize the writer’s intended 

meaning, even possible ending in a story. Summarization is a useful metacognitive 

strategy that is used to monitor cognitive progress and comprehension. It requires 

students to delete what is trivial and redundant and focus on important information in the 

comprehension monitoring process.

Semantic mapping is a visual representation of knowledge that can help readers to

activate their background or old knowledge in the previous stage of reading and to 

construct the new information in text in a semantic organization after reading. In reading 

process, these processes form a circle to reach not only comprehension but  

metacomprehension by linking the old and the new information. The visual aid helps

readers to focus their attention on the manner in which the author organizes a text by 

means of graphic organizers which facilitate easy access to easy recall and 

comprehension (Almasi, 2003). Johnson and Pearson (1982) also proposed that semantic 

mapping method is a schematic organization that links the reader’s background 

knowledge and new coming information in text together.

Carrell, et al. (1989) pointed out that semantic mapping (SM) may vary according to 

individual teacher objectives, that the procedure generally includes a brainstorming 

session in which students verbalize associations on a topic or a key concept as the teacher 

writes them on the blackboard. The teacher also facilitates the students’ discussion to 

organize the associations into the form of a map. This phase of the semantic mapping 

procedure activates the students’ prior knowledge of the topic, and helps them to focus on 

the content schema, thereby better preparing them to understand, assimilate, and evaluate 

the information in the material to be read.

According to Antonacci (1991), semantic mapping enhances students’understanding

the relationships between ideas in text. Besides, Antonacci proposed two phases of 

semantic mapping. In the pre-reading phase, teachers help students activate their 



background knowledge or schema related to the text through brainstorming and 

discussion. Then, students are encouraged to put all the content of discussion in categories 

under the appropriate concept. Finally, students construct all these information with 

teacher’s help in the form of a map or picture. In the phase of post-reading, students, with 

teacher’s help, try to categorize the content of text information into the previously formed 

semantic map. At this time, semantic mapping serves as a bridge to link the old and the 

new information, facilitating students to organize new coming information and to adjust 

the wrong old one. At last, semantic mapping becomes “a prototype of knowledge stored 

in semantic memory” (p. 174). That is, the newly formed semantic map becomes a part of 

stored memory, a new schema in the reader’s mind.

When constructing semantic mapping, students develop organized background 

information with critical thinking. In the process of reading, readers interpret the coming 

information with the original semantic map. Meanwhile, they revise their original maps in 

accordance with the text content. Comparing the pre-reading and post-reading semantic 

maps makes readers read back and forth to monitor their reading comprehension.  

Summarizing strategy is as useful as a metacognitive strategy, which is used to 

monitor cognitive progress and comprehension. It requires readers to impose a 

macrostructure on material by deleting what is trivial and redundant and focusing on 

subordinate features (Kintsch & van Dijk, 1978). Recomposing the text also asks students 

to focus on main ideas and to reflect their current level of understanding. The ability to 

summarize information requires students to shift through large units of text, to 

differentiate important from unimportant ideas, to synthesize those ideas, and to create a 

new coherent text that stands for the original. Palincsar and Brown (1984) used 

summarization procedures as part of their metacognitive training package. As they noted, 

if a reader cannot produce a condensing text of what has been read, this is a clear sign that 

perhaps a rereading action should be taken to remedy the reading process. Use of the 



strategy involves judgment of which ideas in a text are important, and which are 

unimportant; application of rules for condensing the text; and production of an 

abbreviated text in oral or written form. In this study, summary training has been 

demonstrated to be an effective way to improve comprehension.

However, summarization appears to be developmental in nature. The ability to

provide an adequate summary of a lengthy text is a late-developing skill (Brown & Day, 

1983; Brown, Day, & Jones, 1983; Brown & Smiley, 1977; Dole, et al., 1991; Garner, 

1985; Pichert, 1979; Winograd, 1984). The youngest children and poor readers differ 

from the oldest participants and good readers in production of important ideas and 

succinct summaries. Young children and poor readers are clearly at a disadvantage in 

school because of deficiencies in the use of reading strategies. For example, younger 

children have greater difficulty with more complex texts than older children do. When 

getting mature, children become more adept at the more complex task; apparently, they 

become more aware of how texts are organized and how to focus their study time on 

information they had not previously learned (Brown & Campione, 1979).    

Summarization appears to be a strategy that is amenable to instruction (Day, 1980; 

Hare & Borchardt, 1984; Taylor, 1982; Taylor & Beach, 1984; Taylor & Berkowitz, 1980). 

The finding has confirmed that teaching students in regular classroom how to summarize 

expository texts has resulted in improved memory of information and comprehension 

(Bean & Steenwyk, 1984; Rinehart, Stahl, & Ericken, 1986; Taylor & Beach, 1984). 

Owing to the fact that summarization is a late-developing skill and teachable reading 

strategy, it’s also the interest of the study to observe the development of the strategy 

among juveniles who are experiencing a developing period both physically and mentally.

Prediction is a general reading technique that readers use his or her stored knowledge 

to guess what’s going to happen in the text, utilize surrounding context to make sense of 

the meaning of sentences or words, and even indirectly guess what people tend to think. 



Nuttall (1996) explained that if a reader understands a text, he could predict with a fair 

chance of success what is likely to come next, and what is not. Therefore, making 

predictions along the reading process is helpful as well as necessary to gain the important 

information in the text and get rid of the unrelated one. In ESL learning environment as in 

Taiwan, many students rely on local reading strategies when reading in English (Cheng, 

2000). Therefore, confronting unfamiliar words as well as sentence structures is a big 

headache for most students when reading in English. Many researches claim that 

prediction is a useful reading strategy to solve this problem and contribute positively to 

reading comprehension (Chen, 2005; Cheng, 2000; Ko, 2004; Lin, 2004). Many ESL 

students, when confronted with unfamiliar words or sentences, even see prediction as a 

wrong step or the last resort. They would rather seek for teacher’s help or skip the 

unknown parts to continue their reading.

Whereas traditional views conceptualize reading as a set of discrete skills to be 

mastered, cognitively based views suggest a more holistic view of reading. Reading is 

seen as a process in which knowledge held by the reader interacts with textual 

information in the construction of meaning. Skilled readers use their stores of existing 

knowledge as well as a number of flexible strategies to construct a mental model of the 

text. They monitor their ongoing comprehension and change strategies when 

comprehension breaks down. They adjust their strategy selection and their metacognitive 

awareness depending on their level of domain-specific knowledge (Alexander & Judy, 

1988).


