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Abstract: This paper identified the way of teaching and learning EFL reading comprehension at
a junior high school. 49 participants were involved in a research which was conducted by
guantitative survey and face-to-face interview. The results revealed that irrelevant second
language acquisition principles caused the poor performance in teaching and learning EFL
readings. This study also attempted to explore and justify the teaching technique, guide, and
instruction, especially how the relevant EFL reading principles should be inculcated while
processing reading in the EFL class. Finally, the research concluded that the EFL reading
comprehension was an integrated skill that could be taught and learnt in a much more effective
way with some pedagogical suggestions.
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1 Introduction

Reading is a process between a reader and a teghsiruct meaning, which is the main input
part when learning a language. More specificallyisithe comprehension skill for learning
vocabulary and expression, acquiring syntactic ctine, processing context meaning, and
understanding pragmatics in different circumstanés=ading is the fundamental complement
for writing texts as an output part of languagenéesy. Therefore, effective reading is essential
for the successful language learners.

Reading the texts written in English as a Foreigmduage -EFL reading comprises many
comprehensive syllabuses in the English course@mslary schools in many Asian countries.
From the junior high schools to the senior highosts in China, the English language is one
mandatory course with national examination, in White EFL reading comprehension tasks are
dominated and assessed. Thus, to teach these tstudebhecome a successful reader is the
primary goal in EFL class.

In fact, many students cannot understand the texise reading comprehension tasks and they
usually guess answers to the questions. This iausecreading is a complex process with
abilities, strategies, thoughts, cognition, and Wwedge. Many students have not become a
proficient reader yet and they are struggling witle EFL reading comprehension tasks

throughout learning and examination. However, tine @ this study is to analyse how reading

comprehension is processed in EFL class at a jumghr school in order to apply pedagogical

principles appropriately.
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1.1 Overview - Reading Comprehension

Gough and Tunmer proposed a model “The Simple WéWweading” in 1986, which stated

reading is determined by two factors: decoding larglistic comprehension. Decoding refers to
efficient lexical recognition and word accuracy, esas linguistic comprehension is about
understanding of sentence and discourse meanirgs/@d & Gough, 1990). Either decoding or
linguistic comprehension is not sufficient to sugpeeading individually. Therefore reading

comprehension is the sum of decoding and linguistimprehension (decoding + linguistics
comprehension). In addition, Dreyer and Katz (198@&)cluded both decoding and linguistic
comprehension as a product (decoding * linguistimgrehension) of reading comprehension.

Reading was often considered as a static indivithg in the past. It begins decoding words and
phrases, and then finds out the meanings of thes.téx this circumstance, reading helps the
language learners to develop their decoding skiltg concentrate on the development and
practice of reading fluency. Machado (2010) argtieat it is necessary to develop reading
fluency from passive reading to active reading. iB=s decoding and fluency, thinking in
reading is also important since the readers ne@atégret the meanings hidden in the context.
Mikulecky (1990) considered reading as a conscioesignitive thinking process. Thus, the
concept of reading comprehension has changed aylyaaed dramatically (Crain, 2011).

Reading is also a social work beyond understaniiegneaning of texts. Researchers nowadays
treat reading as a dynamic process, in which, rsadenultaneously build up their own
understandings when reading the written texts (fsidd & Field, 1997; Alderson, 2000;
Mikulecky, 2008). As long as language and culture iter-related, readers unintentionally
embed their own cultural contexts into cognitiond ahinking when comprehending texts.
Hence, reading comprehension is a process and girtidough: (a) decoding, lexical knowledge
and word recognition ability; (b) linguistic compension, knowledge and skill for
comprehension; (c) interaction, socialisation withltural context; and (d) interpretation,
construction of meanings (Maria, 1990). This issa&yal overview of reading comprehension.

1.2 Reading Models

There are many reading models and generally theypoeassummarized into two: the process and
componential models. Tharocess models consider reading process as a cognitie (1&gir,
Yang, & Jin, 2000) that describes how factors ojgeira actual reading process. By contrast, the
componential models examine what facts involved in the reagnacess (Urquhart & Weir,
1998) and it focuses on reading ability rather tmeading process. The objective of the
componential model is to identify specific indivaludifferences that influence reading
performance and to justify the individual contrilouts to reading ability (Carr & Levy, 1990).

The process models include: (i) the top-down apgrpéi) the bottom-up approach, and (iii) the
interactive approach. First, the top-down appraaatoncept driven by immersing the language
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learners into a board frame with what they alre&dpwn i.e. linguistic knowledge and
background information to predict the meaning afiteat (Dubin & Bycina, 1991; Mikulecky,

2008). On the contrary, the bottom-up approachata diriven by the readers who initially
process the language features to confirm or regdt information as reading taking place
(Kintsch & van Dijk, 1978; Mikulecky, 2008). The taractive approach, however, is a
combination of the bottom-up and the top-down apphes throughout the reading process.

The interactive reading approach, also known asstirema theory, is defined as the readers’
cognitive construction of meaning for text informoat in long term memory (Widdowson,
1983). In the same manner, Singhal (1998) suggettediormal schema, is the linguistic
knowledge the language learners to process gemesrical structure, and organization with
different texts, and the content schema, is thdemsa cultural and background knowledge, to
predict and interact with text discourse and pragsaAnderson & Pearson, 1984; Carrell,
1987; Cook, 1989). After all, the schema theorgpplied in both L1 (the first language) and the
second language L2’s reading lesson. Schema istamsgtic approach implemented in the EFL
reading class in regard to the first language reathieory and research.

1.3 Reading Difficulties

Grabe (1991) raised most of views and methods akb2ings are influenced by the theories on
L1 readings and readers. Although L1 reading shawasy features with the reading in L2 texts,
the performance of L2 reading comprehension is ifsigmtly different from L1's. As a
consequence, Mikulecky (2008) suggested the ERthera cannot simply assume that the good
L1 readers are good at reading in L2 texts. Totli# gap between L1 and L2 readings, it is
necessary to think about secondary literacy, eaders L2’s linguistic knowledge, interaction
ability, process strategy, alternative cultural idfeland interpretation, besides L1 literacy
(Bernhardt, 2005). This is a way to overcome EFRddneg difficulties.

Both children and adults may have reading diffiegltin terms of decoding problem, or
linguistic comprehension problem, or a combinatbthe two (Aaron, Joshi, & Williams, 1999;
Nation, 2005; Nation &nowling 1998; Snowling, 2000; Stanovich, 1986; Stanoviclsi&gel,
1994). It is important to realize these problemsoamted with EFL reading. At first, to detect
reading difficulties through an individual surveyd then to justify why these junior high school
students struggle with EFL readings, is on thedabkthe L2 reading principles. A face-to-face
interview washes back the findings to ensure thaliéty and validity of the observation. It
eventually offers some pedagogical implicationgfbéctive techniques, guides and instructions
in the proper EFL reading class.

2 Observation
2.1 Survey
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The survey included three parts: pre-reading, tiemétive-driven questionnaire; the learning-
focused session during reading; and the summatie@biack post reading. 49 participants were
randomly selected from the school where the stuay @onducted.

Table 1: The participant’s information

Male Femalt
Grade 7 12 8
Grade 8 5 7
Grade 9 8 9
Total Numbe 25 24

2.2 Findings

Results in table 2 showed: 61% of the participaveégse worried before doing the EFL reading
comprehension task; while 51% of them felt nervtuslo so by themselves; and 49% agreed
and 20% strongly agreed with that they did not haateence to read.

Table 2: Pre-reading the formative-driven questamn

Criterie Specific Measure 1 2 3 4 5

| am worried about do!ng an EFL read 12% | 180! 6% | 39% 229
comprehension task.
| feelnervou:to do the EFL readin
comprehension tasks by myself.
| do not have patience to read and overc
the whole EFL reading comprehension task.

Anxiety,
Nervousness,
& Endurance

18% | 22%| 8% | 35% 169

10% | 16%| 4% | 49% 209

| think | do not have enough amount

0, 0, 0, [ 0,
vocabulary to deal with EFL reading. 20% | 24%| 12%) 22% 20%

Vocabulary | am not sure about the topic and content o
Level & o 14% | 18%| 4% | 27% 379
Confidence be h Propose text§0.| Jotr
To be honesil am notc_:onfl enttodot 16% | 299% | 120 2204 209%
comprehension task.
Myteallchﬁr provides Zome mstruc;lohns, 2006 | 479% | 206 | 24%4 4%
Initial example t e genre an struc_:tureo the texis.
Instruction & Before regdmg, my teacher introduces st 16% | 37%| 8% | 20% 189
Guide difficult and useful words.

My teacher informs the main ideas briefly ¢

: T : 14% | 53% | 0% | 22% 109
gives me a direction for reading.

(Participants were requested to choose one fromSttongly disagree; 2 - Disagree; 3 - Not surét or
depends; 4 - Agree; and 5 - Strongly agree, wighpercentages in the table 2, 3 & 4.)

Vocabulary is important, but participants put diffiet opinions on the item - “I think |1 do not
have enough amount of vocabulary to deal with reatli42% (22%+20%) of the participants
consisted on they were confident to handle theingacbmprehension tasks. However, the initial
instruction and guide was not actively providedty EFL teachers. It was very difficult for the
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students to comprehend since the item “I am na g topic and content of the proposed texts”
with 27% agreed and 37% strongly agreed by theggaats.

Table 3: Learning-focused session while processaging comprehension task

Criteriz Specific Measure 1 2 3 4 5
| am stopped by the unknown words wt 0 0 0 0 0
Decoding Skill reading through the texts. 6% | 16% ) 2% | 39% 37%

| guess wrong words causes incorrectan: | 12% | 20% | 6% | 33% | 29%

. | know single Worq, bul cannot understar 12% | 18%| 20| 3194 350
Comprehension the word in the sentence.

Skill Usually,| cannot understand the cont
properly and fully.

18% | 22% | 4% | 27% 229

Reading in E_FL is very different froi 2% | 12% | 6% | 55% 204
reading in my first language

| am lack of L2 cultural conte 8% | 10% | 14% | 35% | 33%

L2 Barrier &
Culture Literacy

Teacher provides guide and support w 2206 | 3506 | 14%| 2094 8%

Instruction, reading is taking place.
Guide & Teach_er prow_des necessary suppo 319% | 31%| 0% | 18% 169
Support instruction when | need.
Teaching technigue interesting 29% | 49% | 4% | 12% | 6%
| am good at usinstrategie. 18% | 22% | 12% | 24% | 22%

| can recall my previous learning a
knowledge process reading.
Too many new items to lec and | am ven
tired to read the whole texts.

Interactional 14% | 33% 2% 31% 209

Strategies

12% | 14% | 2% | 24% 439

The results indicated that either decoding skill @mprehension was extremely poor.
Vocabulary was still a barrier while comprehendthg text. It implied a single word was not
difficult to memory, but to put it into the texttuslents cannot understand the phrases or
sentences. Therefore nearly half participants daonderstand the context properly and fully.
Three students who did not rate this item inforntledt they cannot interpret meaning and
sometimes they had multiple meanings for one seaten

On the other hand, the students were struggling W literacy that is due to 68% of them

agreed “lack of L2 culture knowledge”. L2 was chaljing, as 55% agreed and 20% strongly
agreed with “Reading in EFL is very different fragading in my first language.” This raised an
issue: whether the learner’s proficiency level déimel reding texts were matched or not in this
junior high school.

The EFL teachers in that school had a misunderstgnof reading comprehension, so the
instruction and guide were not well supported g BFL teacher during reading. Two students
said that their teacher told them reading is arnviddal task and sample answer and analysis
would be provided after students accomplished it.
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In addition, these participants had a positivetiat® on using interactional strategies and
recalling previous learning and knowledge to corhpral reading, but they were too tired to
learn so many new items through reading the whejd¢. tThe findings did imply that the
difficulty level of text is out of the EFL learnartontrol.

Table 4: Summative-driven results after proceseiagling comprehension task

Criterie Specific Measure 1 2 3 4 5
Reflection of | am keen to reflect the learning in terms
the readin vocabulary, syntax, discourse, and culture20% | 39% | 8% 18% 149
9 contexts.
comprehensio My teacher will help me to compare w
process y P np 0% | 14%| 6% | 41%| 39%
model answer for reflection.
Instructional I needI more fefedba with detﬁlled 6% 8% | 14%| 350 33%
feedback explanation from my teacher.
My teacher analyses the texts a. 12% | 22% | 0% | 37% | 29%
| always pay attention on the items ¢ 0 0 0 0 0
From reading tq knowledge that | made mistakes. 18% | 39%) 24%) 10% 8%
writing I am going to writessomething about tI‘_ 24% | 279%| 18%| 180 1294
reading as an output for further learning

Table 4 summarized the reflection of reading coin@nsion: 59% the students were not keen to
review the learning/reading in terms of vocabulagntax, discourse, and culture contexts. Very
surprisingly, 80% of them respond “My teacher wdllp me to compare with model answer for
reflection.” It seems that student relied on teasheflection rather than themselves.

68% students required of explicit feedback and idetaexplanation for the read text.

Nonetheless, two students said even the teacheidpbfeedback that was not their expectation.
This was another concern that the EFL teacher dhadijust the teaching session by offering
instructional feedback or analysing the texts dedaior doing the two together for their students.

Only 18% participants paid attention on their nkistaand noticed new learning items, whereas
57% totally ignored this point as they treated ne@as a task for answering the comprehension
guestions, and the rest 24% were not sure. Thestsidtonfused with reading comprehension,
unfortunately, neglecting the language resourceutliin reading. Finally, 30% of the students
were likely to write something after reading asaanput for reflection. They were definitely
good language learners.

2.3 Interview

These findings observed in the survey suggestede oo less, the EFL students had some
comprehensive difficulties lined in decoding, iateion, interpretation, L2’s culture context,
instructional guides, or strategies. Such findipgssibly inaccurate, an interview through asking
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guestions to the participants and washing backithéar items in survey was done. The detailed
supplements of the observation were describedusidi¢d below.

First of all, many students have difficulties imgarehension tasks according to both survey and
interview. Several root reasons were: anxiety leefoomprehending; lack of confidence and
patience; weak decoding ability, poor linguistic dartomprehensive skill, insufficient
instructional guide and support; no progress monigo and a little reflection for the
comprehension; less-motivated learning environmaedttechnique; L1 and L2 difference; weak
L2 cultural knowledge and interpretation. A fewdgats misunderstood that if they try to learn
and memory all words from the texts book, then thieyply thought that they can process the
EFL reading comprehension tasks easily. However wewds in real task appear on and on,
which frustrated the students a lot.

Secondly, the instructional guide was not provieedugh to these students since the teachers
understood the principle of teaching reading. Taneoextends, they treated reading
comprehension task as a testing tool, which igdkks in the examinations. As a result, they did
not guide and instruct how to comprehend in thdirgptask; instead they asked their students to
do it independently. The students cannot get appat from their teacher or peers. This made
reading very boring and difficult.

The third deep finding is about that the studemstgally cannot understand the context properly
and fully. Despite of the decoding and comprehansbility, these students’ social cultural
interaction was very weak. This caused confusingtenrms of multiple meanings by
understanding. Many students in the interview radpd that in some cases, the teacher’'s
explanation was different from their understandinghey would like to hear different
interpretations from their classmates too. Theyrhtl expect every answer from their teacher.
However, they relied on their teacher a lot unterdituation there was no peer learning.

Moreover, there were some additional difficultiés) the students’ proficiency level was not
matched with the reading text and task, some stud&hthat many teachers were very lazy and
used the texts from internet directly; (v) theiadkers explained the text in first language, so
they always translated into L1 for comprehensionictv caused slow speed in reading; (vi) topic
was not interesting and did not relate to the liegrm class and real life; (vii) lack of authentic
materials for reading. It was very necessary ttivate their interest and patience through these
criteria above. So, the relevant pedagogical imgibims and suggestions will be discussed
below.

3 Pedagogical Discussion and Conclusion
3.1 EFL reading is not simply learning and reading FLEbut also a process and product
of the cognitive, interactive, interpretative, ctiastive, and developmental meaning
of the EFL text.
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The EFL reading comprehension task is mandatomysassl in junior high schools in China and
many EFL teachers treat it as a final testing sesg\part from the testing, both the teachers and
students should have a concept that the EFL reasliag entire comprehension task that needs
practice and patience. In order to succeed in ilegrand comprehending, it can be instructed by
a task-based learning model (Willis, 1996) with-prading, during reading and post reading
focuses. Table 5 is a summary for the EFL teadhtettse junior school for the strategic planning
of EFL reading. The role of the teachers is momtptheir students to comprehend progress and
always ready for supporting the students who neetjs

Table 5: Task-based reading guide for EFL learners

Tasl- , o :
Instruction and principle support Focusin
based princip pp g
Ensure the purpose of reading; _
Bef Activate and recall cultural & background knowledge, and to make -]l:—)o ,:gduce a??gety, o
erore predictions of the topic and content; ulid up conhidence,
Reading C - 5 o iF Toval and to be clear with
enerate questions about the reading text and evaluate text structure, the reading goals
for example, cause-effect, aequencingtyle.
Identify main ideas and create mental images by context; To use strategies"
During Use text structure, L1 & L2 linguistic knowledge, discourse, culture overcome rea:dmg
Reading content, previous learning as a framework for comprehension. comprehension;
: : : — learning & assessing
To use strategies to make inference and verify prediction; is taking place
Aft Collect useful language items and knowledge; Reflect q
Rea d?rz Reflect the procedure and find out the failure causes; sumernzﬁégqei?ning
9 Summarize what was learned to respond to reading purpose.

3.2 Knowing each individual word in English does notameunderstanding the whole
EFL text, thus to diagnose the learners’ comprekienmoficiency is a suitable way of
dividing the big class into several small streaha focus on different comprehensive
factors.

In accordance with the findings, the teachers Hhwee major misunderstandings of teaching
EFL reading comprehension task: (a) reading ismalividual task which is engaged by the

learners themselves; (b) teacher should not gippat and guide to their learners; and (c) that
the learners need to pass two main reading compseiretasks the comprehension task and quiz
task in the examination is enough. Such ideas nttakdearning exam-driven and the learning

quality very poor.

Table 6: Principle suggestions to student diffiegltwith focusing factor and task type

Student proficiency level an SupportingTask:
difficulties Focus factors (Nation, 2009)
(1) Limiteddecoding& Explicit instruction and support neec Guided tas
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comprehension abilityvery low Word recognitiol, vocabular memorn
reading fluency, and poor cultural Decoding skill
background & discourse ability
(2) Weak decoding abilr, poor Word recognition, vocabulary memor
comprehension ability, very slow in 09 ’ y O Guided task
i Decoding and comprehension skill
reading fluency, poor cultural reading fluency practice Shared task
background & discourse ability 9 yp
(3) Averagedecodingand Comprehension strateg Guided tas
comprehension ability, low fluency Reading fluency practice and Shared task
level, poor cultural background & development, Discourse analysis Experience task
discourse ability Cultural knowledge learning Independent task
(4) gooddecodingand «omprehensia Comprehension strateg
i ) . : Shared task
ability, average reading fluency, Reading fluency practice and )
. ) Experience task
average cultural background & | development, Discourse analysis Culture
. . . : Independent task
discourse ability learning, schema literacy
(5) good decoding & comprehensi Reading fluency developme Experience task
skill, adequate cultural knowledge & Cultural knowledge development P
; . ; : . Independent task
discourse ability Discourse analysis, schema literacy

As a matter in fact, the EFL reading comprehentag& could be as interesting as the speaking
activity through collaborative learning (Dillenb@,r1999). To begin with a running dictation
activity with one or two passages in pair work,nthtee teacher asks the students in pair to
comprehend the whole text and answer the proposgestiqns together, after that, to recite or
retell the content of the text to a different pdihis is an example of implementing reading
comprehension task accompany with other skills he EFL class. Group work through
collaborative learning is also encouraged.

The teachers can divide their students into diffeneroficiency groups in the light of the
principle in table 6. The principle and instrucébrguide above clearly define the students’
difficulties and proficiency level with relevantdos factors. Consequently, the teachers can
organise different types of tasks for these stugldfar example, in category of the students with
limited decoding and comprehension ability, veryv loeading fluency, and poor cultural
background and discourse ability, thus they negii@kinstruction and support, focus on word
recognition, vocabulary memory, and develop deapdiill. It is not the time to develop their
comprehension strategies, practice reading fluepeyform discourse analysis, learn cultural
knowledge and engage schema literacy. Insteache$etstudents are better to be involved in
guided task (Nation, 2009). Once they move to goeuproficiency level, they will be surely
encouraged to engage a shared task with peerdgarni

Guided task, shared task, experience task and émdiept task, are different tasks for different
proficiency levels and different purposes of leagniThe independent task is very challenging.
The EFL teachers should pay different attentions affier relevant instructional guide to the
students in different groups/streams accordin@péocategories in table 6 above.
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3.3 EFL reading comprehension is not an individualatgti but an intentional task with
teacher’s guide and student’s effort, thereforprtavide effective instructions is a key
for successful learning and comprehending.

Based on the model in table 5, the EFL teachersd meerovide instructional guide in pre-
reading, during reading and post reading, thregestadn each stage, the teachers monitor student
progress toward comprehending progress and idesttityents who need additional support. For
example, to provide instruction on the text struetuf it is a text with chronological order or
sequencing stephen the text structure is usually sequenced by the key words first, second, next
and last. These teachers are required to identiigt kind of support the students need in relation
to the text in advance. This is a standard of geadher with good instructional support. Finally,
the teachers are better to evaluate the outcomeasswiliction and guide to what degrees. It
improves the reading course’s quality.

3.4 Developing learner autonomy through developing irepdcomprehension is
simultaneously to become a successful reader indids.

These participants have different problems in EEading comprehension tasks. The during
reading session is an important part for learnind @mprehending, in which, the students are
strongly required to develop learner autonomy. itns should be paid on the comprehension
factors: (1) selective learning of difficult wordahich are written in a word handbook, (2)
narrative meaning of the sentence by decoding mgdistic comprehensive skill, (3) focusing
the cultural background, (4) memorising the reawtent in mind, (5) washing back of reflection
for what is going right and what is going wrong.dddanguage learners always have good habit,
attitude, and patience in learning. The learneulshpractice and be familiar with different
types of text structure, such as stories, essag@spapers, reports, and fictions. The EFL
learners need to practice what they learnt alréadyrder to practice reading fluency. Thus,
autonomous EFL reading and learning (Ellis, 20@8)dmes a successful reader in EFL class.
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