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This study focused on exploring various dimensions of metacognitive knowledge 

developed by advanced readers in academic contexts, and explaining their behaviors of 

using strategies and their languages from metacognitive perspectives. The findings of 

this study were further discussed with respect to good readers’ characteristics of 

utilizing their knowledge, strategy and language resources metacognitively in their 

reading comprehension process. The types of metacognitive knowledge and the ways 

this knowledge is involved in the reading comprehension process do not seem to vary 

much according to the languages (L1 or L2) of given tasks. No matter in what languages 

they were asked to read academic texts, the participants were influenced by their goal 

and interest, as these played a critical role in guiding the reading comprehension 
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process. While reading academic texts, both languages of these advanced readers 

actively interacted. First, the readers used their two linguistic resources in processing 

information of the text. The readers processed information by means of simplifying or 

elaborating information using their two languages. Secondly, they used their two 

languages interactively during the entire reading process, from planning, monitoring, 

and evaluating, to writing a summary. With the findings of this study, theoretical, 

methodological, and educational implications are made respectively. Finally, several 

contextual limitations of this study are acknowledged, requiring cautions in interpreting 

the findings of this study, and calling for future studies.  
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Chapter 1. INTRODUCTION 

 

This study addresses how cognitive resources are utilized in accordance with 

metacognitive knowledge in the reading comprehension process. This study describes 

how advanced L2 learners deal with academic texts written in their L1 and L2 

respectively from a metacognitive perspective. Particularly implementation of various 

strategies and interactive aspects of their two languages are interpreted based upon their 

metacognitive awareness of: themselves as a reader, tasks given in an academic context, 

and strategies available to them. In order to address this process-oriented issue, this study 

examines its research questions in a qualitatively descriptive way, revealing how L1 and 

L2 texts are processed in a bilingual reader’s mind.  

BACKGROUND 

Reading is one of the most complex activities of the human mind and considered 

a primary pathway for human beings to obtain the ideas and visions of others, as well as 

to increase their knowledge. Particularly in an academic setting, reading has been 

essential for learning. In order to understand what happens when people read, many 

researchers have set about to identify factors that can facilitate or hinder the reading 

comprehension process and agreed that good readers share some characteristics that 

facilitate their reading comprehension process (Aebersold & Field, 1997; Pressley & 

Afflerbach, 1995). In order to understand what makes a person a good reader, researchers 

have explored how good readers manage cognitive and affective aspects during the 

reading comprehension process. Readers seem to go through many cognitive and 
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affective challenges while reading. They may experience difficulties caused by limited 

attention span, memory loss, or lack of knowledge/skills for syntactic and phonological 

processing for which additional cognitive resources are required. Affective aspects such 

as a negative attitude toward reading or lack of interest in the topics of texts may 

demotivate readers, preventing them from being fully engaged in their reading.  

Reading researchers have suggested that readers need to control their reading 

process, handle any cognitive and affective difficulties, execute appropriate strategies, 

and monitor their understanding to be successful in achieving their goals with given texts. 

In order to control the reading process and reach successful outcomes, some sort of 

overarching knowledge about the entire reading comprehension process seems to be 

necessary. This is where metacognition, or metacognitive knowledge, fits in (Alexander, 

2008).  

The concept of metacognition, “knowledge of one’s knowledge,” was originally 

developed by Flavell (1976, p.236). He proposed that metacognitive knowledge is 

composed of three different types: knowledge of self, task, and strategies. Metacognition 

was a relatively new label for a body of theory and research that addressed learners' 

knowledge and use of their own cognitive resources (Garner, 1987). Since its 

introduction, metacognition extended in its application to many areas of human learning 

and cognitive development. Baker and Brown (1984) investigated several different 

aspects of the relationship between metacognitive ability and effective reading. They 

recognized two dimensions of metacognitive ability that seem relevant to reading 

comprehension: 1) knowledge of cognition, or metacognitive awareness; 2) regulation or 

control of cognition. Knowledge of cognition is stable, and it is knowledge readers have 
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about their own cognitive resources, about the reading task, and about the compatibility 

between the two (Baker & Brown, 1984). Paris, Lipson and Wixson (1983) described this 

as the “that,” the “how,” the “when,” and the “why” of metacognition. A reader with this 

kind of knowledge would know that prior knowledge is important for reading 

comprehension, how to relate prior knowledge to text information, and when and why to 

adjust reading rate to achieve the goals set for the reading event (Singhal, 2001).  

For the second dimension, the regulatory mechanisms used to solve a 

comprehension problem during reading include the deployment of a remedy that involves 

“checking the outcome of strategy use, planning one's next move, monitoring the 

effectiveness of any attempted action and testing, revising, and evaluating one’s 

strategies for learning” (Baker & Brown, 1984, p.354). 

These two dimensions of metacognitive ability are considered the reader's 

knowledge about his or her own cognitive resources, and the compatibility between the 

reader and the reading situation (Singhal, 2001). A reader will be able to take appropriate 

steps to handle the reading concern effectively if he or she knows what is needed in a 

given situation. However, if the reader is not aware of his or her own limitations as a 

reader or of the complexity of the task at hand, then the reader can hardly be expected to 

take actions to anticipate or recover from difficulties (Carrell, 1989, quoted in Singhal, 

2001). Metacognitive awareness, therefore, involves the awareness of whether or not 

comprehension is occurring, and the conscious application of one or more strategies to 

correct comprehension (Baumann, Jones, & Seifert-Kessel, 1993).  

Many studies investigating the effect of strategy instruction on reading 

comprehension have reported that good readers are simply not aware of more strategies 
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but aware of situations that require a certain strategy. Moreover, good readers do not use 

as many strategies as they know but realize what strategies are most needed in a certain 

situation. In order to decide which strategies are most appropriate for given tasks and 

problems they encounter, readers should be aware of themselves as readers and of tasks 

as specific goal driven situations, emphasizing the interrelation between the different 

kinds of metacognitive knowledge originally suggested by Flavell (1979).  

Studies addressing the issue of metacognitive knowledge in reading have focused 

on the importance of metacognitive strategies, incorporating strategy awareness into 

reading instruction and examining how these strategy instruction works in developing 

reading comprehension. 

However, many questions about metacognitive knowledge remain unanswered. 

One of them is when and how readers initiate these metacognitive functions to facilitate 

the comprehension process (Israel et al., 2005). More specifically, questions about how 

differently or similarly metacognitive knowledge is used by readers when they read a text 

in their first language (L1) and in their second language (L2) have rarely been addressed 

in the area of metacognition and reading comprehension. 

Regarding the implementation of various strategies and linguistic resources, few 

studies have been conducted in exploring what roles an L2 reader’s first and second 

languages play in reading both L1 and L2 texts from a metacognitive perspective, other 

than the fact that readers sometimes use translation as a reading strategy (O’Mally& 

Chamot, 1995). The common view of L2 readers’ language shifts observed in the process 

of translation or code switching has been that it is evidence of L2 learners’ unequal 

command of their two languages. Many researchers have considered that the L1 use in 
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the reading process is caused by lack of L2 proficiency, and they expected that if readers 

attain a certain level of L2 proficiency, the tendency to use L1 would disappear or at least 

occur less frequently (Upton, 1997).  

However, as García (2002) argued, the code-mixing, code-switching, and 

translation that are used by bilingual readers should not be viewed as compensatory 

strategies. Rather, the interaction between the two languages could be understood as a 

strategic and pragmatic resource to facilitate the processing of information in texts. As 

many researchers have pointed out, readers’ choice of languages and strategy is not only 

a matter of L2 proficiency. Indeed, it should be viewed as a matter of individual 

difference and preference for certain language forms and patterns from a broader and 

more comprehensive perspective (Cohen, 1997; Goh, 2006) 

PURPOSE OF THIS STUDY 

This study was intended to explore how advanced language learners use their 

metacognitive knowledge to control and manage their reading comprehension process. 

Moreover, this study was meant to describe the nature of highly proficient English 

learners’ reading comprehension process with both L1 and L2 texts drawing upon the 

construct of metacognition. This study compared how advanced readers facilitate 

metacognitive knowledge differently according to given texts, and also to investigate how 

different types of metacognitive knowledge interact with each other in different situations 

of L1 and L2 reading. This study also aimed to propose a model of the metacognitive 

reading comprehension process, which would emerge from qualitatively analyzed data. 

This emerging model would be tentative but illustrative in describing the roles and 
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relations of different types of metacognitive knowledge for reading academic texts in 

both L1 and L2.  

Another purpose of this study was to investigate highly proficient English 

learners’ use of language and strategy to control their reading comprehension in the 

metacognitively constructed process. This study was an attempt to approach the 

phenomenon of language interaction occurring during cognitive activity such as reading 

with the purpose of understanding readers’ strategic behaviors, including language 

choice, from a metacognition lens.  

RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

With the purpose of exploring the reading process and language use of highly 

proficient learners of English from the perspective of metacognition, I addressed the 

following four research questions:  

1. How do metacognitive knowledge of self and task, as well as regulatory 

knowledge of strategy, interact in the L1 and L2 reading comprehension 

process respectively? 

2. What factors should be considered as influential to the use of readers’ 

metacognitive knowledge?  

3. What are the roles of each language (L1, L2) in the reading comprehension 

process of highly proficient L2 readers? 

4. How does the readers’ metacognitive knowledge affect the choice of language 

and strategies when they read L1 and L2 texts? 
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OVERVIEW OF THE DISSERTATION  

In this chapter, the background of this study, the purpose of the study and research 

questions is presented. The following chapter is allotted to review literatures dealing with 

the issue of metacognition and its application in bilingual reading comprehension, which 

seems most relevant to the constructional framework of this study. Chapter Three 

presents the methodological procedures and concerns in designing this study and 

analyzing the data. In the Chapter Four, what the data analysis found regarding each 

research question are presented. Finally, Chapter Five discusses how to interpret the 

findings of this study in terms of the metacognitive reading comprehension process. Also, 

several implications of this study are made from theoretical, methodological and 

pedagogical perspectives, which are followed by the limitation, and suggestions for 

future study.  
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Chapter 2. LITERATURE REVIEW 

In this chapter, the literature in the areas that seemed to be most relevant to this 

study is reviewed. As this study was primarily concerned with the reading comprehension 

of L2 readers from a metacognitive perspective, first the history of the construct of 

metacognition and its relation with reading comprehension were reviewed. Then I review 

the literature on the bilingual reading comprehension process including the role of L1 in 

L2 reading comprehension process. I conclude the chapter by presenting the results of a 

study conducted prior to this study, as the findings of the relevant study guided me in 

revising theoretical constructs as well as methodological details for this study.  

 

REVIEWS OF THE RELEVANT ISSUES 

Metacognition and Its Application in Reading Comprehension 

The History of the Construct of Metacognition 

Flavell has been credited as the person who first articulated the concept of 

metacognition, introducing it to cognitive, educational, and developmental psychologists. 

However, the concept could be traced back to Piaget’s conceptualization of formal 

operations, in which higher order levels of thought operate on lower order levels (Hacker, 

2005). Inhelder and Piaget (1958) described a formal thinking as thinking about thought, 

and thoughts about an external reality, which can become the object of higher order 

thoughts in an attempt to discover not necessarily what is real but what is possible.  

Referring to the idea of Inhelder and Piaget, Flavell elaborated on the notion of 

two different levels of thought using the term metathinking. “Another way to 
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conceptualize it is to say that formal operation constitutes a kind of metathinking that is, 

thinking about thinking itself rather than about objects of thinking. Children certainly are 

not wholly incapable of this and other forms of metacognition,” (Flavell, 1977, p.126). 

The basic concept of metacognition is that it is about thinking about one’s own 

thoughts, “knowledge and cognition about cognitive phenomena,” (Flavell, 1979, p.907). 

Flavell’s model of metacognition and cognitive monitoring explained how a person is 

capable of controlling “a wide variety of cognitive enterprises occurring through the 

actions and interactions among four classes of phenomena: (a) metacognitive knowledge, 

(b) metacognitive experiences, (c) goals or tasks, (d) actions (or strategies),” (Flavell, 

1979. p.906 ). 

What comprise metacognitive knowledge are three general components of a 

broader level of one’s knowledge and beliefs. Flavell named these three factors 

metacognitive knowledge of self, metacognitive knowledge of task and metacognitive 

knowledge of strategies. To elaborate: 

(a) Knowledge of self is knowing about one’s own nature or the nature of 

another as a cognitive processor. 

(b) Knowledge of task is knowing about what a task demands and how those 

demands can be met under varying situations;  

(c) Knowledge of strategy is knowing what strategies are necessary to 

accomplish a task (i.e., cognitive strategies that are invoked to make progress 

toward goals and metacognitive strategies that are invoked to monitor the 

progress of cognitive strategies) (Hacker, 2005). 
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Kluwe (1982) emphasized the importance of understanding human beings from 

the perspective of metacognition, as thinking agents capable of regulating self and others 

as well as regulating tasks and demands posed in a certain situation. “It is important that 

human beings understand themselves as agents of their own thinking. Our thinking is not 

just happening, like a reflex; it is caused by the thinking person, it can be monitored and 

regulated deliberately, i.e., it is under the control of the thinking person,” (p. 222). 

Paris and Winograd (1990) also denoted the essential features of metacognition as 

self appraisal and self management of cognition. Self appraisal means “people’s personal 

reflections about their knowledge, state, and abilities. Self appraisals are also the result of 

reflection on their affective states concerning their knowledge, abilities, motivation, and 

characteristics as learners.” Such reflection answers questions about what you know, how 

you think, and when and why to apply knowledge or strategies. On the other hand, self 

management refers to “metacognition in actions, that is, mental processes that help to 

orchestrate aspects of problem solving,” (p. 17). 

Notwithstanding the contributions that have been made to define the construct of 

metacognition by identifying essential features of metacognition, it is still not easy to 

draw a clear distinction between metacognitive and non-metacognitive concepts. Nelson 

and Narens (1994) suggested that separating metacognitive thoughts and feelings from 

cognitive ones is not an easy task and the difficulties are mainly attributable to the nature 

of metacognition as “a fuzzy concept” (Flavell, 1981). Furthermore, this fuzziness has 

increased with many researchers from widely varying disciplines who have tried to apply 

the concept for varying purposes (Hacker, 2005).  
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Through decades devoted to research on the fuzzy and inclusive construct of 

metacognition, a proliferation of related terms has yielded the following: metacognitive 

beliefs, metacognitive awareness, metacognitive experience, metacognitive knowledge, 

feeling of knowing, judgment of learning, theory of mind, metamemory, metacognitive 

skills, executive skills, higher-order skills, metacomponents, comprehension monitoring, 

learning strategies, heuristic strategies, and self-regulation, to name a few. While these 

terms emanated from and have helped to focus research, the result has been a domain of 

metacognition that lacks coherence (Veeman et al, 2006).  

Even though all these associated terms cause confusion in understanding exactly 

what metacognition means, the essential idea of the construct of metacognition “thinking 

about ones’ thinking,” has remained unchanged. As Hacker (2005) pointed out, there 

does seem to be general consensus that a definition of metacognition should include at 

least the following notions: knowledge of one’s knowledge, processes, and cognitive and 

affective states; as well as the ability to consciously and deliberately monitor and regulate 

one’s knowledge, processes, and cognitive and affective states.  

Metacognition and L1 Reading Comprehension 

One of the areas where research has proliferated has linked metacognition with 

reading comprehension, a complex process in which metacognition is actively involved 

in monitoring and regulating.  

From a metacognitive perspective, reading comprehension is a strategic process, 

requiring many different skills to make meaning out of texts. The execution of any 

complex skill also requires the coordination of many component processes. Readers must 
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continuously make decisions that impinge on their comprehension of text: when to reread 

a portion of text, when and what type of inference to make, what information of 

importance to retain in memory and what information of lesser importance to discard, 

when to move on in the reading of text and at what rate. Readers use metacognitive 

information to monitor their comprehension for success, or failure, and to distribute 

attentional resources (Griffith & Ruan, 2005).  

Brown and Baker (1984) built on Flavell’s model to discuss the relation between 

metacognitive skills and reading, as they saw most characterizations of reading as 

including skills and activities that involve metacognition. According to Brown and Baker 

(1984) metacognition consists of two interrelated clusters of information: knowledge of 

cognition and regulation of cognition. The first cluster is the knowledge of cognition that 

readers have about their own cognitive resources, about the reading task, and about the 

comparability between the two. The second cluster, the regulatory mechanism, is used to 

solve a problem with comprehension during reading, including the deployment of a 

remedy that involves “checking the outcome of strategy use, planning one’s next move, 

monitoring the effectiveness of any attempted action, and testing, revising, and evaluating 

one’s strategies for learning (Baker & Brown, 1984, p. 354). 

The terms used by Brown and Baker to describe different types of metacognition 

are different from what Paris and Winograd (1990) used for the same purpose. However, 

the very concepts of the terms used by these researchers are referring to the same aspects 

of metacognition. Both knowledge of cognition and self appraisal emphasize people’s 

awareness of themselves as “a thinking agent”, being capable of reflecting on self. 

Meanwhile, with the regulative mechanism, which was named “regulation of cognition,” 
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(Brown & Baker, 1994) or “self management of cognition” (Paris & Winograd, 1990), 

those researchers emphasized the functional aspect of metacognition, regulating self and 

others as well as regulating tasks and demands arising in a certain context.  

Metacognitive studies have provided literacy educators with a greater 

understanding of reading comprehension processes and compensatory strategies that 

successful readers employ to support text understanding. Researchers have focused on 

how readers’ metacognitive knowledge makes a difference in the reading comprehension 

process as well as in the products of reading comprehension. Researchers working on the 

relation between metacognition and reading comprehension have agreed that successful 

readers actively control all those processes, and that this control directly affects their 

ability to understand and to learn from text.  

Application of Metacognition Beyond L1 Reading 

Although most studies addressing the relation between metacognition and reading 

comprehension focused on L1 literacy issues, some researchers have expanded the 

application of metacognition to L2 reading. They have been interested in how readers are 

different in their activation of metacognitive knowledge and strategies when reading in 

their L1 and L2. Some controversies exist over this issue. Some researchers believe that 

L2 readers tend to read more locally than native speakers (Cohen, Glassman, Ferrara & 

Fine, 1979) and fail to recognize cohesive ties such as conjunctions and referents 

(Carrell, 1988; Devine, 1988). However, there are many researchers whose research 

supports the notion of Alderson and Urquhart (1984), who acknowledge that it is not easy 

to tell first language reading from second language reading clearly. Some researchers 
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such as Block (1986), Goodman (1973), and Hudson (1982) assume that L2 readers use 

the same strategies as L1 readers.  

Carrell (1989) suggested in her study of L2 readers’ metacognitive resources that 

L2 readers with greater L2 proficiency favor a global process, similar to what good L1 

readers usually do, whereas those with less L2 familiarity use a more localized process. 

These findings supported a belief that L2 reading ability is heavily dependent on L2 

language proficiency, which has also been suggested by Clarke (1979, 1980) and 

Cummins (1980).  

In an effort to address metacognitive issues more comprehensively, Block (1992) 

compared two groups of college-aged L2 readers to monolingual readers. Readers in both 

L1 (English native speakers) and L2 (Chinese and Spanish speakers learning English as 

L2) groups were designated as either proficient or non-proficient readers according to 

their reading comprehension test scores. Their metacognitive knowledge was focused on 

the monitoring process which was discussed with respect to two specific problems: one 

was searching for a referent, and the other was monitoring unknown vocabulary. The 

findings revealed that proficient L2 readers performed similarly to proficient L1 readers. 

For example, the proficient ESL readers seemed to be able to recognize and solve the 

problems that the text presented. Although, they did not verbalize their internal process 

during the referent search as much as native speakers did, their solutions were as 

pertinent. When solving the vocabulary problem, several ignored an unknown word they 

saw as nonessential, something that was common for both groups of proficient readers. 

Meanwhile, less proficient L2 readers performed similarly to less proficient L1 readers. 

Both the less proficient L1 and L2 readers lacked awareness of problems and the ability 
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or inclination to take action when they were aware of a problem. Based on the findings, 

Block reintroduced the suggestion made by Cohen et al. (1979) for L2 reading research. 

The main questions L2 reading researchers should ask is, "How do learners go about 

solving problems in reading?" (p. 563), rather than, "What is problematic for nonnative 

readers when reading in English?" (p. 552).  

However, as Block pointed out, little has been found on the processes that L2 

readers use to monitor or evaluate their comprehension and to repair gaps in 

comprehension, or about the cues to which they attend in this evaluation and regulation 

process. Also, it is not very clear whether the monitoring process follows the same steps 

in L1 and L2 readers or whether different types of triggering events produce different 

versions of the process in either L1 or L2 readers (Block, 1992).  

Bilingual Reading Comprehension  

Conceptualization of a Bilingual Learner  

For a long time, researchers as well as common people have lived with a rather 

unclear idea of what bilingualism is or what identifies someone as a bilingual person. 

Definitions from both the Encyclopedia Britannica and Linguistic Society of America are 

very broad, allowing varying interpretation of bilingualism. Commonly, bilingualism is 

defined as an ability to speak two languages.  

A bilingual person is someone who speaks two languages. A person who speaks 

more than two languages is called multilingual (although the term bilingualism can be 

used for both situations). Multilingualism is not unusual; in fact, it is the norm for most 
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of the world's societies. It is possible for a person to know and use three, four, or even 

more languages fluently. 

People may become bilingual either by acquiring two languages at the same time 
in childhood or by learning a second language sometime after acquiring their 
first language (retrieved from the website of Linguistic Society of America 
www.lsadc.org, 2007) 

 
According to the definition above, the term bilingualism allows variation in 

interpreting conditions to become a bilingual speaker. From this definition, a bilingual 

speaker could or could not have equal commands of two languages. Also, no specific 

criteria have been suggested to tell how functional or how knowledgeable a person 

should be with a new language in order to be called a bilingual person. As far as age of 

learning is concerned, s/he may start learning (or acquiring) these two languages at either 

an early or late age. All of these conditional variations make it hard to tell bilingual 

people from L2 learners and the two terms have been used interchangeably by many 

researchers. Bialystok (2007) pointed out that because of all the differences that bilingual 

participants bring into each study, caution should be called for in applying findings from 

one bilingual group to other bilingual groups.  

Developmental Paths and Variables of Bilingual Literacy  

For a bilingual person, two languages may or may not be equally developed or 

dominant in their usage. Particularly when it comes to the matter of literacy development, 

adults and children probably do not go through an identical path in their learning 

experiences. Moreover, the learning environment such as a classroom setting or home 

http://www.lsadc.org/
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literacy would lead to a big difference in the outcome of literacy development as well as 

in the learning process. 

Many researchers have been interested in studying the path bilingual learners go 

through for their bilingual literacy development as well as influential factors ascribing to 

individual variation in the developmental path. Specifically, researchers have attempted 

to address the interdependent aspect of bilingual literacy development, focusing on the 

transferability of knowledge and strategies people build in their L1 literacy practice to L2 

literacy. Individuals who learn a second language after they acquire their first language 

may develop second language literacy based on their L1 literacy knowledge and 

experiences. The issue of the developmental interdependency has often been framed 

within the language interdependent hypotheses (LIH), which Cummins (1979, 1981) 

originally proposed to study the relation between bilingualism and cognitive development 

of immigrant students. Cummins assumes that well developed cognitive skills in L1 are 

transferred and have positive effects on the learning situation mediated by L2.  

Researchers from both L1 comprehension and L2 acquisition studies suggest that 

cognitive and metacognitive skills, once acquired, are transferable to other situations 

posing similar cognitive requirements (Guthrie et al, 1996; Palinscar & Brown, 1984; 

Raphael & Pearson, 1982). Studies investigating the transfer of reading skills across 

languages focused on the interrelationship between L1 and L2 reading competence 

(Bernhardt, 2005; Harrison, 2007; Kong, 2006; Singhal, 2001), as well as the conditions 

inhibiting, or facilitating, reading skills transfer from L1 to L2 (Clarke, 1979; Devine, 

1987, l988). However, these studies give little attention to the precise nature of the skills 

transferred from one language to another.  
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In the bilingual literacy developmental path, L2 proficiency has been regarded as 

threshold criteria for L2 readers to be able to access skills, knowledge and strategies 

which are already stored in their L1 literacy. This critical aspect of L2 language level was 

well captured in the language threshold hypothesis (LTH). The Threshold hypothesis 

proposes that “there may be threshold levels of linguistic competence which a bilingual 

child must attain both in order to avoid cognitive disadvantages and allow the potentially 

beneficial aspects of bilingualism to influence his cognitive and academic functioning.” 

With this hypothesis, Cummins cautioned that less developed L2 linguistic knowledge 

may prevent students from transferring cognitive skills developed mainly in their L1 to 

other learning situations (Cummins, 1979, 1981). 

The language threshold hypothesis along with the language interdependence 

hypothesis together form the main framework within which researchers have tried to 

determine which factor is more influential in bilingual reading: L1 literacy skills or L2 

language proficiency. This issue was well captured in the title of Alderson's article (1984) 

"L2 reading: Is it a reading problem or language problem?" In this article, Alderson 

highlighted the need to examine the question of whether bilingual literacy development 

should focus principally on the reading part of the proposition or on the language part of 

the proposition.  

There are several research findings to provide direct or indirect support for these 

hypotheses. Allen et al (1990) studies how adolescent English learners from different L1 

groups of French, Dutch and Spanish read. From his findings, there was a clear difference 

in reading comprehension scores depending on language proficiency for each language. 

They found a very simple relation that showed the more language knowledge a reader 
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had, the better they were in reading, hence supporting the Language Threshold 

Hypotheses. However, one year later, the replication study by Bernhardt (1991) 

suggested a different picture of the relationship. Bernhardt used the same language 

groups, but supported the Language Interdependence Hypothesis: the more reading 

ability one has, the more it plays a role in L2 text comprehension.  

In mid and late 1990, the question in bilingual literacy research had focused on 

determining the more influential factor, either L1 or L2, on L2 reading. However, since 

mid 1990, there have been several attempts to revise Alderson’s question, not 

exclusively, but rather comprehensively.  

Brisbois (1995) also suggests that L2 reading comprehension is a matter of both 

L1 literacy and L2 proficiency. L1 reading accounted for 14 % of the variance in second 

language reading scores. Other variables (L1 writing ability, L2 vocabulary and L2 

grammar) accounted for a total of 59 % of the variance explained in the comprehension 

scores. In this study, L1 literacy is an important contributing factor to L2 reading, but 

language knowledge appears to be even more significant, consequently providing partial 

support for both hypotheses. 

Bernhardt and Kamil (1995) studied 186 Spanish speakers learning English, and 

in this study, they classified their subjects based on both L1 literacy skills and L2 

proficiency levels. What they found was that one factor alone, either L1 literacy or L2 

proficiency, could not be enough to explain the variance in students’ reading scores. They 

found statistical consistency that L1 literacy attributed about 20% of variance in reading 

scores and L2 proficiency attributed about 30 % of variance in reading scores.  
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The Lee & Schallert study (1997) also attempts to explain the roles of L1 literacy 

skills and L2 proficiency on L2 reading from the perspective of the Language Threshold 

Hypothesis. Based on the findings, they emphasize the importance of acquiring a certain 

level of language proficiency for L2 reading. However, the findings were not exclusively 

dealing with L2 proficiency. Rather, the findings suggested that a proper level of L2 

proficiency is necessary in order for readers to transfer (or access) well developed L1 

literacy skills to facilitate L2 reading.  

From the transferability perspective, the primary concern for transfer has been 

cognitive skills and strategies. However, there have been several attempts to expand the 

notion of transfer, not only from the cognitive domain, but also affective domain transfer 

including attitude, beliefs, and motivations individual readers have toward literacy. 

Moreover, values and norms shared by members of a literacy community socially and 

culturally were considered as transferable, and it was referred to as wholesale transfer 

(Bell, 1995). From this point of view, when L2 readers read, what is transferred from 

their L1 literacy is a lot more complex and holistic. Some factors may facilitate while 

some others may interfere with L2 reading.  

Yamashita (2004) studied how L1 literacy attitude influence L2 reading in order 

to explore affective domain transferability. Students in the study exhibited consistency in 

their attitude toward reading both in L1 and L2. However, when it came to the affective 

aspect transfer, language proficiency level did not seem to be a strong barrier in affective 

transfer. It reflected what Bernhardt (2005) suggested regarding the language threshold 

level, which could not be definite, but rather flexible, and varied depending on the text 

level and cognitive developmental stages. 
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Regarding developmental variables in bilingual literacy, the questions are no 

longer whether or not L1 skills transfer happens; and whether or not L2 language 

proficiency level poses threshold on L2 readers. After decades of debate on the issue 

(Bernhardt & Kamil, 1995; Block, 1986; Bossers, 1992; Brisbois, 1995; Carrell, 1991; 

Lee & Schallert, 1997; Yamashita, 2004), second language reading researchers have 

converged on the idea that both L1 literacy skills and L2 language proficiency are factors 

that contribute importantly to the variance in L2 reading comprehension. Bernhardt 

(2005), in her review of research dealing with this issue, concluded that L1 literacy skills 

could explain about 20% of the variance in L2 reading comprehension, whereas 30% of 

the variance could be attributed to L2 proficiency. She emphasized, “The question is not 

if language and literacy skills transfer. The question is how much transfers, under what 

conditions, and in which contexts. The question is not one of identifying a linguistic 

threshold. It is one of clarifying the relationship of linguistic knowledge to literacy 

knowledge to individual/idiosyncratic knowledge,” (p.138). With two factors taken into 

consideration, what makes transfer facilitated, and how high language threshold level is 

posed on a given task now seemed to be significant questions to be addressed. As 

Hornberger (1989) pointed out, the bilingual literacy development and the relation of the 

two languages are highly complex so that not all aspects of the L1 will necessarily aid in 

the development of the L2.  

Languages for Reading Comprehension  

In this section, I review the literature and the issue of whether a bilingual reader’s 

two languages are active during second language reading comprehension. Currently some 
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researchers have dealt with relations of the two languages in bilingual reading from a so 

called language-specific processing view. They have been interested in what specific L1 

features influence the L2 reading process. Basically, they have assumed that each 

language has its own way of processing which is specific to its linguistic features, and it 

may or may not help some skills or strategies useful in another language 

Many cross-linguistic studies have focused on L1 feature specific sensitivities and 

their influence on L2 reading, e.g. morphosyntatic, phonetic and typological features. 

Koda (2005) investigated how L2 readers from various L1 typological backgrounds 

(Roman alphabet, non-Roman alphabet, and logographic) were different in their reading 

of Roman alphabet text. She found out that the typological difference in L1 did not make 

a big difference in the L2 reading product; however, he suggested that the L1 specific 

features might lead L2 learners to develop a different approach to a text. Slobin (1985) 

suggested that such linguistic features of both L1 and L2 not only serve to shape 

cognitive strategies appropriate to an individual language, but also play a central role in 

regulating the perception and interpretation of linguistic input. Bernhardt (2005) 

suggested that different languages realize their meanings with different surface structures 

(such as restrictive word order in English versus relatively free word order in German); 

therefore, readers must acquire processing strategies specific to the language at hand as 

they move toward higher levels of proficiency.  

In order to deal with this language specific issue of reading comprehension, 

bilingual readers engage strategic action in one or both languages. Out of strategic 

language behaviors transferred from one language to another is language translation, 

which has been frequently cited as a cognitive strategy in L2 reading (Anderson, 1991; 
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Block 1986; O'Malley and Chamot, 1990). Second language readers have access to their 

first language and indeed use this resource as a strategy to help themselves to 

comprehend an L2 text. In the translation process, L1 seems to be used to overcome 

obstacles in word recognition and prepositional integration which Haenggi and Perfetti 

(1992, 1994) suggested as two important sources of limitations to L2 reading 

comprehension. L2 readers have been found to rely on translation in the process of 

comprehending L2 texts and the degree of such reliance is related to the level of L2 

proficiency (Kern, 1994; Upton, 1997).  

L2 readers seem to become less reliant on their L1 as they become more 

proficient in their L2, resulting in reduced frequency of translation or code switching 

Upton (1997) examined the use of language in reading comprehension strategies, and 

suggested a direct connection between L2 proficiency and the pattern of language use in 

L2 reading. The findings showed that less proficient L2 readers tended to revert to their 

L1 more frequently to guess the meaning of unfamiliar vocabulary, to grasp the 

conceptual meaning out of the text and even to confirm their understanding, while more 

proficient L2 readers tend to address those problems in their L2.  

However, some researchers have tried to explain this mixed language use by L2 

readers from a somewhat different perspective, other than that of L2 proficiency and 

frequency. Even though Upton(1997) related L2 proficiency directly to the level of L1 

use, he also suggested to consider the use of L1 from a different view, emphasizing that 

“bilingual reading is not a monolingual event; bilingual readers have two languages that 

interact in their mind for making meaning out of text. As a consequence, bilingual readers 

frequently switch from one language to the other in their reading comprehension process 
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depending on needs arising from the reading situation,” (p.21). Garcia (2002) also 

cautioned not to interpret mixed language use in reading comprehension simply as 

evidence of a lack of L2 proficiency but to consider it as a strategic behavior.  

Even though many researchers have regarded language switch or code mixing as a 

strategic and intentional behavior made by bilingual readers, few studies have explored 

when and why bilingual readers, even after they have developed strong command of their 

second language, continue to mix languages during reading. Kern specifically pointed out 

that, "at present it remains unclear precisely what role the native language plays in L2 

reading comprehension" (Kern, 1994, p. 441). 

Cohen made the general observation that there has been little research on the 

"extent to which non-natives' thoughts are in the LT [target language] and the 

effectiveness of 'thinking in the LT' as opposed to thinking in the L1" (Cohen, 1995, p. 

100) Cohen found that not only can bilingual persons access to two languages, but also 

they shift frequently between them. He suggested that those language shifts could be 

either unintentional (e.g., it is easier to think in one language than another and so the 

brain automatically shifts languages) or intentional (e.g., using another language to help 

understand the grammar or vocabulary of the target language).  

For L2 readers, L1 use or mixed use of languages could be understood as 

deliberate action that individual readers take voluntarily to develop an understanding of 

what they read and to comprehend the author’s message (Pritchard, 1990). Such cognitive 

and strategic choice of language in reading comprehension could be further regarded as 

metacongitive thought about their cognitive resources used deliberately in pursuing goals 

set by reading situations. 
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RELEVANT STUDY 

In this section of the literature review, I reported on a relevant study I conducted 

prior to the main study. This study was significant in that its findings provided theoretical 

and methodological implications so that I could revise the methods of the dissertation 

study within a more comprehensive and appropriate structure. Note that I do not describe 

all the details of the study here; instead, I focus on how this previous work led me to new 

theoretical constructs and to revision of the research methods 

Purpose of the Study and Provisional Research Questions 

This previous study allowed me to evaluate the methods designed to address 

issues regarding advanced L2 readers’ choice of language and strategies in their reading 

comprehension process. With the purpose of exploring the reading process and the 

language use of highly proficient learners of English, I began this study with the 

following four questions:  

(1) What are the relations between the two languages and the meaning construction 

process for highly proficient L2 learners? Further, what are the roles of each 

language in that process? 

• For what purposes is the L1 used while reading L2 text? 

• Under what circumstances do highly proficient L2 readers shift their language 

for thought from L1 to L2 or vice versa?  

(2) What are the factors that affect language choice during the reading process?   

• linguistic habits (to what extent and for what purpose are L1 and L2 used) 
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• topics and relevant schema (domain specific knowledge vs. general world 

knowledge) 

• educational history (level of L2 exposure and type of L2 instruction) 

• beliefs about language learning  

(3) Are there any notable adjustments or changes found in the reading 

comprehension process for L1 and L2 text?  

(4) Is there any influence of well developed L2-based knowledge on the choice of 

language(s) for highly proficient learners of English in the L1 text reading 

comprehension process?  

Data Collection Methods  

This study was designed on a small scale to involve four participants, who were 

all Korean graduate students pursuing their PhD degree at a major graduate school in 

Korea. All were majoring in English education. With the purpose to ensure both 

reliability and validity of the findings, I collected data from various sources: (1) a 

language habit questionnaire (Lie et al, 2006); (2) think-aloud protocols while reading 

two different sets of texts both in L1 and L2; (3) and a semi-structured interview.  

Data Analysis and Findings 

First, the language habit questionnaire provided information regarding personal 

learning history, English proficiency level, and language preferences/habits for different 

uses. All four participants seemed to have experienced very similar paths in learning 

English. In terms of L2 proficiency, they rated themselves as better than average. Their 
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reported scores from standardized tests such as TOEFL and TOEIC also supported that 

the overall English proficiency of each participant was high enough to qualify them as 

highly proficient English learners. When it came to language habits, asymmetric use of 

the two languages was found: in academic settings, English, (L2) was predominantly 

used, as they read, wrote and took classes in English. However, for their daily lives, they 

exhibited a heavy reliance on their native language.  

With the second data source, I found that the think aloud procedure was not very 

successful due to several technical and methodological problems. With the reading 

materials, I gave them no specific task; consequently, the readers seemed not to engage in 

various strategic behaviors to understand the texts, simply reading the texts quickly and 

superficially. Another major problem with the think-aloud task was that the readers were 

not trained in how to do think-aloud. Many times, their voices were so low that the digital 

recording device ignored the sound as background noise.  

Notwithstanding these methodological and technical problems, I was able to 

obtain a few think aloud protocols that yielded important data to understand what 

language(s) was used in the reading comprehension process for different reading 

situations. When they read L1 texts, either academic or non academic, all of the 

participants used predominantly their L1, Korean. By contrast, when they read L2 texts, 

they tended to use both languages for both academic and non academic texts.  

I analyzed the interview data both deductively and inductively, and I was able to 

come up with eight categorical themes: (1) perceived differences in L1 vs. L2 texts; (2) 

differences of reading L1 vs. L1 texts; (3) differences in reading styles and strategies 

depending on text types and purpose of reading; (4) differences in affective aspects in 
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reading L1 vs. L2 texts; (5) factors making a certain text more or less readable to them; 

(6) language for reading comprehension of L1 vs. L2 text; (7) reasons for code 

switching/code mixing and translation in the reading comprehension process; and (8) 

factors influencing language choice for reading comprehension. These categories seemed 

to provide both direct and indirect perspectives to understand when and why highly 

proficient L2 readers change their language while they read different texts, which was the 

primary research question of this study.  

Discussion and Conclusions 

For questions regarding the reading comprehension process, the highly proficient 

English learners did not behave in an identical way. Rather they read differently for 

different texts, showing different reading practices in different situations. One of the 

reasons for different reading practices corresponding to different reading situations was 

that these highly proficient English learners were well aware of what a given situation 

demanded of them and also aware of how to manage the situation. In order to manage a 

reading situation, what became the primary concern was to be successful in meaning 

making. The highly proficient English learners seemed to know how they could achieve 

the goal in more efficient and effective ways, exhibiting good self efficacy in achieving 

their goal. Some findings from the data suggest that being both efficient and successful in 

reading comprehension seemed to be closely related to readers’ awareness of situations 

that have different goals and place different needs on process.   

In order to deal with all of these issues, awareness of situation, awareness of one’s 

cognitive and affective status, reasons for using different languages, and the relations 
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among those factors and their influence on the reading comprehension process, it seemed 

necessary to have a new construct that could provide a framework to direct my 

interpretation of the relation between all of those factors and the reading comprehension 

process. Metacognition seemed to be the most appropriate as an overarching construct. 

Based on the construct of metacognition, I revised my original questions in a way to 

focus on understanding metacognitive as well as cognitive aspects of the reading 

comprehension process that highly proficient L2 readers go through. Another area of 

concern of the dissertation study was to explore the strategies and languages proficient 

readers rely on to develop self efficacy in a given reading comprehension situation within 

a metacognitive construct.  

To address my revised plan, I used very similar research methods, primarily 

focusing on think aloud protocols and interview. However, for the current study, I did not 

use the entire language habit questionnaire. Instead, I only adopted the first part of the 

questionnaire, focusing on demographic information and participants’ language 

proficiency. Originally, I intended to determine whether readers’ language habits affected 

their language choices while reading; however, from this study, it proved difficult to find 

any direct connection between the findings from the questionnaire and the other two 

methods, the think aloud and interviews. As I decided to use the construct of 

metacognition as a framework to understand readers’ strategic behaviors including 

language choice, I needed to use inventories to measure metacognitive knowledge rather 

than language habits.  

Another revision I made was in how to conduct the thinking-aloud more 

successfully, as the data from the thinking-aloud protocols were not very comprehensive 
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nor insightful in the previously conducted study, despite the fact that they should have 

been a primary source of answers to my research questions. First, I needed to provide 

participants with specific and concrete tasks for reading within a certain contextual 

setting. Instead of letting the readers read without any specific purpose, I decided to 

design a task that had individualized significance for each participant. I needed to have a 

specific context within which reading could be regarded as a purposeful and goal oriented 

activity. Therefore, I confined myself to academic reading where reading was intended 

for learning. At the same time, in order to see how the readers might use metacognitive 

knowledge even at the phases before and after reading, as well as at the phase of actual 

reading, I decided not to provide the texts to the participants. Instead, they were asked to 

design their own reading from scratch, setting up their own goals for reading and 

searching for texts that seemed most appropriately matched for their reading goal and 

purpose. After reading, a specific task was assigned similar to what the readers typically 

do after reading in an academic context: writing a summary of what one has read. Finally, 

all the participants were required to go through a fifteen to twenty minute training session 

to instruct them on conducting a thinking-aloud.  

In closing, this study was significant and highly relevant to the main study as it 

had theoretical and methodological implications on the actual dissertation study. It 

provided an opportunity to refine the design of the larger, more overarching, 

constructional framework of the dissertation study.  
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CONCLUSION  

In this chapter, I reviewed the literature in areas that seem relevant to my study: 

construct of metacognition and its relation to reading comprehension, bilingual literacy 

development and the role of readers’ language in the reading comprehension process 

mainly situated in L2 reading. Even though many studies have addressed the importance 

of metacognitive knowledge in reading comprehension by emphasizing its executive 

function to regulate and control the reading comprehension process, their findings seem 

to fall short of being comprehensive by limiting the scope of their questions to “what” 

functions or strategies are made metacognitively by readers, particularly in the situation 

of L1 reading. It seemed necessary to explore the issue of metacognition at the level of 

“when” and “why” those metacognitive decisions are made in various reading situations 

including both L1 and L2 reading.  

Also from this literature review, it was found that even though many researchers 

emphasized the importance of two languages for L2 readers’ comprehension process, 

readers’ L1 has been treated as temporary and supportive to the newly developing 

linguistic resources in the readers’ L2. In this study, both L1 and L2 were regarded as 

equally strong cognitive resources that readers intentionally rely on to facilitate their 

reading comprehension process with different purposes. I closely explored how 

metacognitive knowledge works in the process of regulating cognitive resources 

including strategy and language.  

Finally, in this chapter, the results of a relevant study were reported, i.e. how the 

findings of this previously conducted study influenced the revision of the study from both 

theoretical and methodological perspectives.  
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Chapter 3. RESEARCH METHOD 

This study aimed to describe the nature of metacognitive knowledge that highly 

proficient second language learners possess and activate when they read academic texts 

written in their L1 as well as in their L2. This study also attempted to explain how 

metacongitive awareness influences readers’ language choice for reading comprehension. 

In order to address these issues of metacogitive knowledge and language choice, I 

examined the following four questions:  

1. How do the metacognitive knowledge of self and task as well as regulative 

knowledge of strategy interact in the process of reading academic text? 

2. What factors should be considered as influential to the readers’ use of 

metacognitive knowledge? 

3. What are the roles of each language (L1 and L2) in the reading 

comprehension process?  

4. How does the readers’ metacognitive knowledge affect the choice of 

language and strategies when they read L1 and L2 academic texts? 

To seek answers to these questions, I collected data in several ways and analyzed 

it qualitatively. As I reported at the end of the previous chapter, I designed the overall 

research method of this study based on the results of the study previously conducted to 

deal with similar research topics using think-aloud data. Out of several methodological 

implications made from the relevant study, three important revisions are worthy to note 

here. One is that for a think-aloud experiment, unlike the study I previously conducted, I 

did not provide the participants reading materials. Instead, the participants were asked to 



 33

choose their own texts to read. The reason I did not control reading materials is because 

all the participants were from different disciplinary areas, and it was difficult for me to 

select any one content area that would be appropriate for all ten participants. This made 

my study distinguished from other studies using think-aloud methods. Pressley and his 

colleagues analyzed about 40 studies whose main data sources were from think-aloud 

protocol. Out of 40, only one study, by Wyatt and his colleagues (Wyatt et al, 1993) 

allowed the participants to choose their own texts to read, a study that was credited as 

exemplary. Pressley and Hilden found Wyatt et al’s study important because they 

allowed individual participants to select a text directly dealing with their own interest 

within the range of their expertise and the participants were able to read in a way they 

actually read (Pressley & Hilden, 1995, p.311).  

Another revision made for gathering think-aloud data is that I asked the 

participants to report their thinking simultaneously with their reading. For the previous 

study, I had put a dot at the end of each paragraph, and the readers were asked to think 

aloud when they reached the dot. However, there were two major problems. One was that 

participants hardly read the text chronically, rather in more natural circumstances; they 

tended to read texts moving back and forth. However, with the dots, the participants were 

forced to read the texts linearly, which distorted the natural reading process. Another 

problem I found in the relevant study was that the participants, when they reached the 

dot, simply summarized what they had read, instead of reporting what they were thinking 

at the end of each paragraph. As Ericsson and Simon warned, think-aloud protocols 

turned out to be merely an interpretation of the process or response, although they were 

supposed to be a report of the content of thought (Ericsson & Simon, 1984, 1993). 
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The last revision I made for the dissertation study was that I included a training 

session for each participant. For most of the participants, think-aloud was not familiar so 

it seemed necessary to train them to know what they were expected to report. In a twenty-

minute long training session, each participant was first given some mathematical 

problems and asked to think aloud as they solved problems. While they were engaged in 

problem solving, I tape-recorded their think-aloud. I kept interrupting the process to 

remind them to report what was going on their mind related to the problems. And then, I 

played the recording and let them listen to what they had done in think-aloud, and we 

discussed their performance together. If I found extra training was necessary for a 

participant, then I provided a different material, which was more similar to the actual task 

they were going to perform: reading a passage and then answering several questions. The 

second training session was also tape recorded and listened to by the participant.  

The table below shows the overall process of collecting data for this study. First, 

to investigate the metacognitive awareness of highly proficient English learners, two 

different metacognitive awareness inventories were administered. Second, to consider the 

relationship between metacognitive knowledge and the actual implementation of strategy 

and language for processing information while comprehending both L1 and L2 academic 

texts, think-aloud protocol data were also collected. Finally, in-depth interviews were 

conducted to identify individual factors that seemed to affect developing metacognitive 

knowledge and strategic choice of language for different reading situations. 

By collecting data from various sources, I was able to describe how the major 

components of metacognition (i.e., knowledge of self, task, and strategies) interrelate in 

the reading comprehension process. Borkowski (2000) pointed out that there are 
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relatively few studies in which the researchers have tried to assess how the major 

components of metacognition interrelate. One of the reasons is that it is difficult to 

manipulate or observe metacognitive components in isolation from one another. Several 

tools have been developed to measure metacognitive knowledge; however, most of them 

only measure metacognitive knowledge of strategies, while the other components of 

metacognitive knowledge - self and task – have received less focus. These kinds of 

metacognitive knowledge are the basis by which readers determine when and why they 

need a specific strategy (Borkowski, 2000). Different data sources provided me with 

triangulated perspectives to validate what I found. 
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PARTICIPANTS 

The Profile of the Participants 

In order to collect demographic and educational background information about 

each participant, a background questionnaire (see Appendix A) was administered at the 

beginning of the experiment. The table below (Table 3-2) presents the demographic 

information on each participant. Ten Korean graduate students seeking their MA or PhD 

degrees in a major university in the United States participated in this study. These ten 

participants had very similar demographic and educational backgrounds as the 

participants of my previous study, which was described in the previous chapter, with the 

exception of current residence of study. Unlike the participants in the previous study, 

who all were majoring English education, these participants varied in their areas of study 

and they had been studying in the United States for one to eight years.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Table 3.2 Participants Information 
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From the background questionnaire, another type of information I collected was 

English proficiency level of the participants. Regarding English proficiency, first, the 

participants were asked to rate their language skills for reading and writing on 7-point 

scale with 1=Very Poor, 2=Poor, 3=Fair, 4=Functional, 5=Good, 6=Very Good, and 7= 

Native-like. All ten participants turned out to perceive themselves as good, level 5 or very 

good, level 6 in their L2 reading and writing competence, except for Eunsoo’s rating of 

her own writing proficiency on the functional level, level 4. As another reference for their 

English proficiency to validate their own ratings, the participants were asked to report 

their GRE verbal and TOEFL scores. In order to make the participants’ report of their 

scores more reliable, I asked them to provide a copy of the official score report or show 

me the original transcript, if available. As their GRE and TOEFL transcripts were filed in 

their application folder, which was kept in their department’s main office, it was possible 

for them to access their information at any time. However, two out of ten participants 

were not able to show me their original transcripts, as one participant had already 

graduated and the other participant was staying in Morocco to complete research the time 

when I tried to contact them. Judged from the self-reported scores confirmed by official 

transcripts, the participants were considered to have a good command of English, their 

L2, especially in their reading and writing. Being competent in two languages was a 

critical condition for this study, as language proficiency should not be a potentially 

inhibiting factor posing serious barriers on readers’ choice of strategies. Many literature 

findings suggest that L2 proficiency level can make an important difference in the 

reading comprehension process. For example, readers who have low L2 proficiency level 

may be limited in exploiting strategies that are available for them to use for L1 reading. 
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Their well developed L1 reading strategies cannot be fully transferred to the context of 

L2 reading as their low L2 proficiency would require extra attentional resource in 

processing fragmented information, inhibiting readers from understanding the ideas as a 

whole. . On the other hand, these participants possessing two well developed linguistic 

resources, could exhibit more dynamic interactions among their metacognitive 

knowledge, reading strategies, and language choices.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Table 3.3 Participants’ English Proficiency 
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Along with the information on participants’ demographic information and English 

proficiency level, the background questionnaire yielded information on their language 

learning history and their preference for language in their lives outside academic 

contexts. First, all these participants had learned English as a foreign language in a 

classroom environment (EFL) since their puberty. They came to the United States for 

higher education after receiving either the BA or MA degree in a university in Korea. The 

lengths of stay in the US varied among the participants from two to eight years; however, 

the dominant language for their daily life was still Korean. They read news from Korean 

websites, talked to Korean friends or family members, counted and dreamed in Korean. 

On the other hand, the language of their academic lives entirely relied on their L2, 

English; taking class, reading articles and writing papers were all done in English. This 

unevenly distributed language experience suggested that the participants may not have 

developed their L2 equally for all contexts, but exclusively for the academic one, 

providing me a good reason to limit the study to the academic context, for which the 

participants could be considered as highly proficient in L2.  

Procedures of Recruiting Participants 

Inviting participants  

To recruit the participants, I posted an advertisement on the official Korean 

Student Association website of a major US university looking for people who had an 

interest in helping me and in reflecting on their own reading process. The advertisement 

included information regarding the procedures of the study, qualifications of participants, 

and compensation details for taking part in the study. Individuals who had an interest in 
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the experiment made contact through e-mail, at which point, I asked several questions to 

determine if they were qualified for the study. Then I arranged a time and place for the 

experiment with individual participants. Most participants were recruited through the 

advertisement; however, several participants were informed of this experiment by their 

friends or spouses and decided to take part in the study.  

Obtaining an informed consent form 

As this study included human subjects, it required a process of obtaining a written 

consent form from each participant (see Appendix B). Prior to presenting the written 

consent form, I provided information about the experiment to give enough background 

knowledge about this study and to make participants feel comfortable about the entire 

process of data collection. Upon their agreement to take part in the experiment, I notified 

them I would ask them to sign a consent form on the day of the experiment.  

DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURES 

In order to explore the issues of metacognitive reading process and language use, 

three different types of measurement tools were used: (a) two inventories to measure 

metacognitive awareness and knowledge of reading strategies; (b) two think-aloud 

protocols to collect data on the metacognitive process of reading L1 and L2 academic 

texts; (c) and a self evaluation of the reading process through a semi-structured interview. 

Metacognitive Knowledge Inventories 

The two inventories were expected to provide a good contrast between domain-

specific and more general metacognitive knowledge. The MAI was administered before 
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participants started their reading tasks, in order to measure what degree of metacognitive 

awareness participants brought to any given reading task, while the MARSI was 

administered right after the reading tasks to make the participants reflect on their actual 

implementation of strategies for different purposes.  

The metacognitive awareness inventory (MAI) (see Appendix C) 

The MAI was developed by Schraw and Dennison (1994) in an attempt to elicit 

metacognitive knowledge using a traditional self-report instrument, targeting adult 

readers (Pintrich, Wolters & Baxter, 2000). The MAI is composed of 52 items grouped 

into two categories termed knowledge of cognition and regulation of cognition. Out of the 

52 items, the MAI includes 19 items assessing students’ knowledge of cognition in three 

subcategories: declarative, procedural, and conditional knowledge. The other 33 items on 

the MAI are concerned with metacognitive monitoring, controlling, managing 

information, and handling reading problems. The table below presents the categories, 

operational definition of each category, number of items belonging to each category, and 

example items from the MAI.  

 

 

 

 

  



Table 3.4 Operational Definition of Component Categories of the MAI 
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Originally, the MAI asks students to indicate how true or false each statement is 

for them on a continuous scale with a 100 mm line, for which 0 indicates “not true at all” 

and 100 mm indicates “very true for me.”  However, as individual participants might 

interpret the length of the line differently without any fixed criteria provided, it might 

cause some problems in analyzing the data; therefore, I modified the scale to a Likert-

scale with 5 levels (1 meaning “never true for me” and 5 meaning “very true for me”).   

The metacognitive awareness of reading strategies inventory (MARSI) 

(see Appendix D) 

The MARSI (Mokhtari & Reichard, 2002) was designed to yield more domain 

specific (reading comprehension) but comprehensive information on adolescent and adult 

readers’ metacognitive awareness and perceived use of reading strategies while reading 

academic or school related materials. There are three strategy subscales and the table 

below presents details of each category: (a) global reading strategy: this category contains 

13 items representing a set of reading strategies oriented toward a global analysis of text.  



Table 3.5 Categories of Reading Strategy Measured by the MARSI 
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Examples include: “I decide what to read closely and what to ignore” and “I think 

about what I know to help me understand what I read.” These strategies can be thought of 

as generalized intentional reading strategies used to prepare for the act of reading (e.g., 

setting purpose for reading, making predictions) (Mokhtari & Reichard, 2002); (b) 

problem-solving strategy: this category is measured with eight items, targeting strategies 

that readers use when they encounter problems while reading texts, such as conflicting 

information, unknown vocabulary, or unfamiliar concepts. To solve these problems, 

readers might need to reread a certain part of the text or adjust their reading speed. These 

localized repairing strategies provide readers with action plans that allow them to 

navigate through text skillfully (Mokhtari & Reichard, 2002). Examples of these 

strategies include: “When the text becomes difficult, I reread to increase my 

understanding”; and “I adjust my reading speed according to what I read”; (c) support 

reading strategy: this category contains nine items focusing on readers’ use of functional 

and useful outside reference materials such as dictionaries or support mechanisms of 

taking notes or underlining, which are aimed at enhancing one’s comprehension and 

retention of information. Examples include: “I take notes while reading;” and “I 

underline or circle information in the text to help me remember it.”  

Two Think-aloud Protocols with L1 and L2 Academic Texts 

Even though the two inventories addressed both general and domain specific 

aspects of metacognitive knowledge, they were not comprehensive enough to examine all 

aspects of metacognitive knowledge that advanced L2 learners use to manage their 

reading comprehension process. Also, as self-reported measures, they had their own 
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limitations. In order to observe at a finer grain, Pressley (2000) advocated using “think-

aloud protocol” as a powerful means for observing and measuring metacognitive activity.  

With the purpose of understanding more about how metacognitive awareness and 

strategies are manifested during the actual reading comprehension process, the 

participants were asked to think aloud while they read two academic texts written in L1 

and L2 respectively.  

These protocols became the primary data source for this study. The procedure I 

used involved several steps. First, all participants had a practice session to make 

themselves familiar with how to do think-aloud while reading. Secondly, the reading 

process was divided into three smaller steps: (a) before reading; (b) while reading; and (c) 

after reading. Details of each phase are as follows:  

Phase 1: Practice session for think-aloud protocols   

Prior to having the actual think-aloud session, each participant had a 15 to 20 

minute long practice session. In order to collect data on what readers are thinking about, 

practice seemed necessary to increase readers’ familiarity with the think-aloud process, a 

task that asks readers to execute the dual tasks, of reading and thinking aloud at the same 

time. There has been concern in interpreting data from think-aloud protocols, as the 

reading process may be disturbed or twisted because of the dual tasks. Therefore, many 

researchers have borrowed practice tasks from the traditional protocol analysis literature 

represented in Ericson and Simon (1984) where subjects practiced think-aloud while 

performing mathematics problems.  
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For the practice session, I provided the participants with two different tasks. The 

first task was to solve five relatively simple mathematic problems. I recorded what 

participants said while solving the math problems and let them listen to their own think-

aloud. For the second task, which was more similar to what they would need to do for the 

main experiment, a short passage followed by a few questions was presented to 

participants, and again I recorded their think-aloud. While having the practice session, 

they were encouraged to think out loud whatever came to their mind, and also they were 

told to speak in either Korean or English at their own convenience.  

Phase 2: before reading – searching for texts  

The main experiment of think-aloud was composed of two sessions, one for 

reading the L2 text, and the other for the L1 text. Each session proceeded with three 

phases: before, while and after reading. In the before reading phase, the participants were 

asked to search online for an academic text written in English, dealing with any topic of 

interest for their field of study. I asked them to think about what topic they would read for 

the experiment in advance; therefore, they already had a specific topic in mind to narrow 

down search terms. Most participants selected the same or very similar topics for L1 and 

L2 texts to read, and they chose an article from a leading journal of their field of study. 

As the participants were recruited within the discipline of humanity and social study, the 

key words they searched for represent their current interest and research topics. The type 

of the reading materials they chose was different from theory-based, review, and 

experimental papers. Some participants chose a book chapter or theses, which have many 

pages to read. In this case, the participants specified what parts they intended to read for 
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the experiment reflecting their interest in particular types of information, and we printed 

these parts. All the participants preferred having their articles printed, as they did not feel 

comfortable with reading on the computer screen.  

Phase 3: while reading academic texts 

The participants were instructed to read their article within the time duration we 

had agreed upon while managing the entire reading process with the primary concern to 

meet their reading goal, which they had set up for their own reading. While reading the 

text, they were asked to think aloud and encouraged to use either language, Korean or 

English, to carry out their thoughts. I reminded them to read in a way most identical to 

their ordinary reading style for academic texts. Reading time was given for 20 minutes 

and once they had spent 20 minutes, an extra 5 to 10 minutes were given upon their 

request to complete their reading.  

Phase 4: after reading –summary and self reported evaluation 

Once they had finished reading the text, the participants were asked to write a 

brief summary about what they had read. In writing these summaries, they were also 

reminded that they were allowed to use either language at their convenience. Once they 

had completed writing a summary, they were asked to answer several questions that 

required reflection on the entire reading process as well as on reading strategies they 

drew upon while reading the text.  

The second think-aloud session followed exactly the same procedures as the first, 

except they searched and read an academic text written in Korean. In searching for a 
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Korean text, the participants used similar or the same search terms as they used in the 

English reading session. When they read the Korean text, they were also asked to think 

aloud in any language through which their thoughts and ideas were initially formulated. 

In writing a summary, the readers could choose either language with which they felt more 

comfortable. Following the data collection sessions, all think-aloud protocols and 

retrospective self evaluations were recorded for transcribing and further analysis.  

Semi-Structured Interview 

Upon the completion of the two think-aloud protocols, self evaluation, and 

administration of the MARSI, I engaged each participant in a 30 minute interview which 

was semi-structured around questions about the readers’ perceived self efficacy, beliefs, 

and anxiety, as well as metacognitive knowledge in the context of reading academic texts 

in two languages (see Appendix E). The interview was also guided by the inventories 

each participant had filled out before and after reading, as well as the field notes I had 

written while they were engaged in the experiments. All interviews were digitally 

recorded and transcribed.  

DATA ANALYSIS  

A main technique I used to analyze the huge volume of data collected from 

various sources was the constant comparison technique, which has been advocated for 

analyzing data in qualitative research, particularly data intended to serve as the basis for a 

grounded theory from emerging issues (Strauss & Corbin, 1990). Constant comparisons 

were made within individual participants as well as between participants. The table below 
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presents the overall process of data analysis I went through. As the first and preliminary 

step, I tried to read through all the data and marked any emerging issues regarding 

readers’ reading process management behaviors. In order to keep track of each reader’ 

reading process, I wrote a reading behavior log for each participant. The reading logs 

provided what readers do when they read in a sequential order, for instance, (1) flipping 

pages; (2) reading the title of the text; (3) skimming the abstract quickly and underlining 

several words; (4) skipping two pages; etc. These behaviors were then considered as to 

whether they represented any of categories of metacognitive knowledge and behaviors in 

the conventional inventories, the MAI and MARSI. From this preliminary analysis, I 

found there were several emerging issues not appropriately addressed nor identified in the 

inventories. Therefore, I revised the categories of metacognitive knowledge and 

strategies, and based on the new categories, I reanalyzed the think-aloud and interview 

data. Data from the interview, self evaluation, and inventories were used to provide 

rationales for readers’ use of specific strategies or linguistic resources. As a final product 

of these process-oriented analysis procedures, I constructed a model emerging from the 

data to describe how proficient language learners actually manage academic reading tasks 

metacognitively.  

 

 

 

 



Table 3.6. Data Analysis Procedure 
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Analysis of the Two Inventories 

The scores obtained for items from both MAI and MARSI by individual 

participants were recorded on the respective scoring sheet. The scoring sheet allowed me 

to compare the scores of each participant as well as the average scores on individual 

items. In addition to a collective scoring sheet, a scoring sheet for the eight subcategories 

of metacognitive knowledge was set aside respectively in order to compare the different 

types of knowledge and to find any patterns from these categories.  

These scores for the MARSI were then interpreted using the interpretation 

guidelines provided by Mokhtari and Reichard (2002). However, specific guidelines to 

interpret scores of the MAI were not available; therefore, the same guide was used to 

interpret the result of both inventories. Initially, the MAI was modified to measure 

metacognitive awareness by items using the five-level scale, which is the same with the 

scale of the MARSI. Moreover, the average scores obtained from the two inventories 

explain the degree of readers’ metacognitive awareness of reading strategy in particular, 

as well as for the reading task and for self in general. Therefore, the guidelines suggested 

by Mokhtari and Reichard (2002) could be applied to interpret the average scores of the 

MAI as well as those of the MARSI. The degree of metacognitive awareness was divided 

into three levels (a) high (mean of 3.5 or higher), (b) medium (mean of 2.5 to 3.4), and 

(c) low (mean of 2.4 or lower). The average scores for the MAI as a whole, as well as the 

scores for the eight different subcategories, were interpreted to show how much the 

participants knew about themselves as readers, about academic reading tasks, and about 

strategies available to them to facilitate their reading comprehension. The scores from the 
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MARSI would indicate how well students were metacognitively aware of their use of 

different strategies while reading academic texts as suggested in the inventory.  

Analysis of Think-aloud Protocols  

First, all the data collected through the think-aloud were digitally recorded and 

then transcribed. During the transcription, the original language(s) used by the 

participants for each occasion of think-aloud was kept intact without going through a 

translation process. Therefore, the transcribed manuscripts were written in a mixture of 

the two languages, Korean and English. With the think-aloud data, I intended to see two 

aspects. The first one was how these advanced language learners implemented various 

strategies in order to deal with reading concerns and to facilitate their comprehension. 

Secondly, I wanted to know how similar or different was the participants’ strategy and 

language use for texts written in the two languages. Both aspects were meant to address 

research questions 3 and 4.  

In order to examine the various strategies implemented by these advanced readers 

while they read academic texts in L1 and L2, I initially read the individual readers’ think-

aloud protocols along with the original texts the readers read and then documented any 

purposeful behaviors employed while they were reading these texts. Once I wrote down 

the two separate logs for L1 and L2, with all the purposeful behaviors each participant 

was engaged in for reading, I compared readers’ behaviors and purposes with the 

strategies itemized in the MARSI, which divided strategies into three categories; global, 

problems solving, and supportive strategies. By comparing the behavioral logs of reading 
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behaviors with the strategy inventory, I aimed to see any distinctive or similar patterns of 

strategy use for reading academic texts in L1 and L2.  

Another aspect was to note what language(s) readers used in processing texts 

presented in two languages, which was the concern of questions 3 and 4, how advanced 

L2 readers put two languages into play in manipulating their reading comprehension 

process. Once again, I read the manuscripts of think-aloud data and the written 

summaries of individual readers. While reading these manuscripts, I documented every 

occasion that involved information manipulated in either language or mixed languages. 

From each participant’s think-aloud data for the two texts, I cut out every excerpt and 

sorted them according to the modality of language: L1, L2, or mixed. Then each group of 

verbalized excerpts was further reviewed to examine any patterns in language choice.  

Analysis of Interview Data  

The interview data examined how well the readers were aware of the various 

aspects of metacognitive knowledge that were measured through the MAI as well as the 

MARSI. With interview data, I first read several times and then sorted comments made 

by the participants according to the eight types of metacognitive knowledge suggested in 

the MAI. When comments recurred across the interviews with all the participants but did 

not appear in the inventory, I tagged the topics of the contents. In addition to finding 

supportive evidence to confirm whether the MAI comprehensively itemized various types 

of metacognitive knowledge, I expected to find possible areas of metacognitive 

knowledge that had not been addressed in the inventories.  
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TECHNIQUES TO ESTABLISH RELIABILITY AND VALIDITY OF THIS STUDY 

In comparison with quantitative research criteria (internal validity, external 

validity, reliability and objectivity), Lincoln and Guba (1985) suggested four criteria for 

judging the trustworthiness of qualitative research: credibility, transferability, 

dependability, and confirmability. In addition, they proposed various techniques to 

establish trustworthiness: prolonged engagement, persistent observation, triangulation, 

peer debriefing, negative case analysis, referential adequacy, member checks and keeping 

a reflexive journal. To assure the trustworthiness of this study, following techniques were 

used: (1) triangulation, (2) member checking, and (3) peer de briefing 

Triangulation 

Triangulation is one of the techniques to establish trustworthiness. Triangulation 

is the use of multiple sources of data, multiple settings, and multiple methods of data 

collection to support emerging research themes and to explain the research findings 

(Lincoln & Guba, 1985). In this study, I used multiple sources of data, multiple methods 

of data collection, and multiple participants.  

In selecting participants, I tried to include as many participants as possible and to 

have variation in their discipline areas. In terms of multiple sources of data and multiple 

methods of data collection, I used a background questionnaire, two inventories, think-

aloud protocols, in-depth interview, and written summaries. At the same time, I also 

include field notes which I took while I was present in the each experiment as an observer 

and all the notes and memos the participants left while they were reading. Because all 

measurement could be fallible, possibly possessing different types of error or limitation, 
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William M.K. Trochim (2006) emphasized the need to use triangulation across these 

multiple sources to try to get a better understanding on what's happening in reality. 

Member Checking 

In qualitative research, a member check, also known as informant feedback or 

respondent validation, is a technique used by researchers to help improve the accuracy, 

credibility, validity, and transferability. In many member checks, the interpretation and 

report is given to members of informants in order to check the authenticity of the work. 

Their comments serve as a check on the viability of the interpretation. 

In this study, member checking was done during the interview process as well as 

at the conclusion of the study. During the in-depth interview, I as an interviewer tried to 

restate or summarize information that each interviewee mentioned and then question the 

participant to determine accuracy. At the same time, after I transcribed all the interview 

protocols and translated portions to use as excerpts, the participants were invited to affirm 

that my interpretation, translation, and summaries reflect their views, feelings, and 

experiences. Through this member checking process, I was able to correct errors made by 

wrong interpretations, and also able to gather additional information from the participants 

about what they intended to do with specific behaviors.  

Peer Debriefing 

Peer debriefing is used as a means of testing the researcher’s ideas against those 

of a peer or peers who have not been involved in the research project. By going through 

peer debriefing process, I was meant to have an opportunity to obtain alternative 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Qualitative_research
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Validity
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perspectives regarding my interpretation of the data, as well as to reduce influence of 

biases as much as possible associated with my personal feelings or experiences. Through 

all stages of this study, I regularly discussed how I approach the data collected through 

various resources with my co-chairs. In addition, I had a debriefing session with two of 

my colleagues by administering a relevant study against them. After they went through 

the exactly same procedure planned for the main study, they provided me with their 

insights and comments on the overall design of the study and possible advantages and 

disadvantages specific methods would have in addressing my research questions. As 

Lincoln and Guba (1985) advocated for peer debriefing, my chairs and peers provided 

supports, challenged my assumptions by raising questions about the methods of this study 

as well as about my interpretations of the data.  
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Chapter 4. RESULTS 

In this chapter, I reported what I have found by analyzing the various data sources 

to deal with the questions raised in the previous chapter.  

(1) How do the metacognitive knowledge of self and task, as well as regulative 

knowledge of strategy, interact in the academic text reading process? 

(2)  What factors should be considered as influential to the use of readers’ 

metacognitive knowledge? 

(3) What are the roles of each language (L1 and L2) in the reading comprehension 

process?  

(4) How does the readers’ metacognitive knowledge affect the choice of language 

and strategies when they read L1 and L2 academic texts? 

These four questions were concerned with two major topics, strategy and 

language use which are constructed within a broad contextual knowledge of 

metacognition. Consequently, in reporting what I found from the data analysis, I grouped 

the questions and dealt with them separately in two parts. Question 1 and 2 were 

addressed in Part One, which was devoted to the nature of metacognitive knowledge 

advanced L2 readers have built in an academic context, while question 3 and 4 in Part 

Two, interpreted advanced readers’ language and strategy choice for reading 

comprehension within the construct of metacognitive knowledge. However, before 

reporting the main findings of this study, it seemed necessary to report how I came up 

with new categories of metacognitive knowledge as well as of reading strategies, which 

are slightly different from the inventories that I used to measure initially. Based on the 
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preliminary results, I coded all think-aloud data, which turned out to be a window to look 

into how various kinds of metacognitive knowledge were actually involved in the reading 

comprehension process of both L1 and L2 academic texts. Therefore, a section for 

preliminary findings was provided prior to reporting the main findings. The findings 

reported in Part One about the nature of the metacognition provided a context for the 

other questions to be interpreted in Part Two. Finally, in the Part Three, all these related 

issues were put together to provide a model to explain the metacognitive reading 

comprehension process and to describe how different variables were interrelated in the 

process.  

PRELIMINARY RESULTS  

Report on the Analysis of the Two Inventories 

Findings from the MAI 

For the purpose of examining the various aspects of metacogntive knowledge 

involved in the reading comprehension process, two questionnaires were administered: 

the Metacognitive Awareness Inventory (MAI, Schraw & Dennison, 1994) and the 

Metacognitive Awareness of Reading Strategy Inventory (MARSI, Mokhtari & Reichard, 

2002). The MAI divides the types of metacognitive awareness into two categories; one is 

knowledge of cognition and the other is regulation of cognition. Knowledge of cognition 

consists of three different types of knowledge: (1) declarative knowledge about one’s 

skills, intellectual resources, and abilities as a learner; (2) conditional knowledge about 

when and why to use particular learning procedures; (3) procedural knowledge about how 

to implement learning procedures. The second category, regulation of cognition, has five 
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subcategories: planning, monitoring, information management, debugging strategies, and 

evaluation (Schraw & Dennison, 1994). The scores presented in this section were the 

average scores for each category obtained by the individual participants. (see Table 4.1 

below). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Table 4.1 Average Scores of the Subcategories of the MAI 
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With the average scores, intra-participant as well as inter-participant comparison 

was available. According to the guideline to interpret the overall mean scores for the 

eight categorical knowledge types, most of the participants fall into a high (mean of 3.5 

or higher), or medium (mean of 2.5 to 3.4) score group. However, when scores each 

participant obtained for different categories of metacognitive knowledge was taken into 

consideration, there were several scores falling into the low score group. For example, 

Youngha scored only 1.83 for evaluation, while Yongseok got 1.5. 

However, scrutinizing all the data collected from other sources, such as the think-

aloud protocols, retrospective self evaluations and interviews I came to see that the 

categories and subcategories used in the literature may not be appropriate to describe 

various aspects of metacognitve awareness in a way to deal with my research questions.   

The first reason was that the conditional and procedural knowledge seemed to be 

better described when they are integrated into declarative knowledge instead of being 

treated separately. This is because the knowledge of self and task provide conditions and 

procedures under which individual readers select their reading strategies. Moreover, the 

conditional and procedural knowledge were found to partially overlap with monitoring 

and evaluation in their function. Therefore, I decided not to keep these two categories of 

independent knowledge. 

Secondly, out of the five subcategories under the regulation of cognition, the 

result of data analysis revealed very interesting and complicated aspects from monitoring 

and evaluation. In order to deal with the interesting but intriguing aspects of monitoring 

and evaluation, I put them together under a new category, evaluative knowledge, taking 

their roles in the reading comprehension process into further and particular consideration.  
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As a consequence, I came up with my own categories to describe what academic 

readers do in the reading comprehension process instead of keeping the categories 

suggested from the inventories, to present what I found from the data (see the Figure 4.1 

below). This figure presents the three categories into which I divide metacognitive 

knowledge according to their function in the reading comprehension process and shows 

how these new categories integrate more relevant features from the current categories 

according to their roles and functions in reading comprehension. I am going to provide 

details for each category of metacognitive knowledge in the latter part of this section.  

 

 



Figure 4.1 Comparisons of the Taxonomies of Metacognitive Knowledge 
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Findings from the MARSI 

Another inventory, the MARSI was administered to measure how readers are 

aware of different types of strategies they use during reading comprehension. The 

MARSI items divide and measure reading strategies into three categories as presented in 

the previous section. The table below presents the mean scores each participant obtained 

for the different categories as well as the overall score of the MARSI. The scores were 
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also interpreted into three levels according to the guideline suggested by the authors 

(Mohktari & Reichard, 2002): a high score group (mean of 3.5 or higher), medium (mean 

of 2.5 to 3.4) and low (mean of 2.4 or lower). 

Similar to the result of the MAI, the participants fell into either high or medium 

score group by their mean scores for the overall meatacognitve awareness level (see the 

Table 4.2 below). The mean scores ranged from 3.23 to 4.45, having 3.82 as an overall 

average score. Unlike the result of the MAI, there was no sub categorical score falling 

into low score group. The lowest score, 2.67 was obtained by Minjoo for the support 

strategy, however, this score was still within the range for medium score group. These 

scores were supportive to the claim that the participants have relatively high level of 

metacognitive awareness of their strategy use for different purposes in the reading 

comprehension process.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Table 4.2 Average Scores of the Subcategories of the MARSI 
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These categories of the MARSI became a guideline to examine what advanced 

readers actually engaged in while reading academic texts in the two languages. Also by 

examining the purposeful behaviors advanced readers do while reading, a revised version 

of strategy inventory could emerge for reading academic texts. Many of the behaviors 

documented from the think-aloud protocols corresponded to the items within the category 

of global strategies. However, some behaviors were less clearly related to the MARSI 

categories. For example, the MARSI classified rereading as a problem solving strategy. 

However, what the think-aloud protocols revealed did not conform to this MARSI 

interpretation of the purpose of rereading. Most of the readers reread parts of the texts 

because they considered the information of the parts was important enough to be 

emphasized or memorized. That was the same case for reading both L1 and L2 texts.  

Another challenging part in matching behaviors with the categories of the MARSI 

was the ‘support reading strategy’. The strategies of this category can be misunderstood 

as something supplementary or secondary to other strategies due to its name. As a result 

of these problems matching MARSI categories with the think aloud data, I came up with 

a new criteria to classify the behaviors. According to the behaviors which were targeted, I 

devised two categories to code the behaviors: global strategies and local strategies. 

Global strategy pertains to behaviors concerned with text structure, information 

organization, and evaluation of the overall reading process. Strategies initially 

categorized as global strategy from the MARSI kept their category. Meanwhile, strategies 

of problem solving and support categories from the MARSI were integrated into a single 

category, called local strategy (Bernhardt, 1995). This binary categorization of reading 

comprehension strategy is very common, and with the same or quite similar concept, 
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researchers coined several terms to define the categories. To name a few, such terms are 

global (or general) comprehension vs. local linguistic strategy (Block); text-process vs. 

word-process strategy (Fisher & Smith), global vs. local strategy (Barnhardt); main 

meaning line vs. word-solving strategy (Hosenfeld); clause-related vs. word-related 

strategy (Olshavsky), etc. The name ‘local’ emphasizes what readers tend to do with 

these strategies: target individual information, more concerned with micro-level 

comprehension. This contrasts with what global strategy was for: macro-level 

comprehension.  

The table below (Table 4.3) presents the revised categories of reading strategies, 

with five example items for each category. These exemplary items were all ranked high 

from the MARSI. Moreover they were also overlapped in many cases with the list of 

strategies which were frequently used for reading both L1 and L2 texts by advanced 

readers.  

With the revised categories of strategy, the think-aloud protocols of the two texts 

were coded, and then the total number of occurrences for the use of different types of 

strategy for L1 vs. L2 reading was recorded respectively. In dealing with targeted 

information, the readers were found to implement several strategies both from global and 

local levels simultaneously 

 

 

 

 

  



Table 4.3 Revised Categories of Reading Strategies 

Category Item Examples (mean scores from the MARSI) 
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Therefore, many instances of mixed strategy use were found (see the Table 4.4 

below). This table presents the result of analysis of Heechan’s think-aloud protocols and 

compares how L1 reading and L2 reading are different or similar in terms of the actual 

occurrence of different types of strategy implemented by advanced L2 readers. The total 

number of strategies exploited during the reading comprehension was almost similar for 

I have a purpose in my mind when I read (4.6) Global 
Strategy 

1, 3, 4, 7,  

10, 14, 17,  

19, 22 
I decide what to read closely or ignore (4.5) 

I think about what I know to help me understand what I 
read (4.2) 

I think about whether the content of the text fits my 
reading purpose.(4.1) 

I critically analyze and evaluate the information 
presented in the text (3.9) 

I underline or circle information in the text to help me 
remember it (4.9) 

Local 
Strategy 

2, 5, 6, 8, 

9,11,12,13, 

15,16,18,20,

21,23,24,25,

26,27,28,29,

30 

I adjust my reading speed according to what I'm reading 
(4.5) 

When text becomes difficult, I pay closer attention to 
what I'm reading.(4.1) 

I try to guess the meaning of unknown words or phrases 
(3.8) 

I paraphrase (restate ideas in my own words) to better 
understand what I read (3.6) 
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the two text readings. For the global level comprehension, Heechan used strategies of 

analyzing and evaluating information critically for both L1 and L2 texts. For the local 

level comprehension, what Heechan frequently did was not very different for the two 

texts. However, particularly for L2 text reading, he dealt with local information by 

restating it into his own words, even though it was not a kind of word-for-word 

translation.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Table 4.4 Comparison of Strategies Used for L1 and L2 Text Reading 
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PART I 

In this section, I am going to address my first two research questions by 

describing the various aspects of metacognitive knowledge revealed by the data collected 

in three different measurements: (1) two inventories (2) two think-aloud (3) semi-

structured interview. Regarding the aspects of metacognitive knowledge, two research 

questions were raised previously and they were as follows:  

(1) How do the metacognitive knowledge of self and task as well as regulative 

knowledge of strategy interact in the academic text reading process? 

(2) What factors should be considered as influential to the use of readers’ 

metacognitive knowledge? 

Based upon the preliminary results of analyzing various data, I came up with new 

categories of metacognitive knowledge and strategies with which to reanalyze the two 

inventories, think-aloud protocols, and interview protocols. In the following part, I 

provided details of different types of metacognitive knowledge advanced L2 readers 

have, and showed how each type of knowledge was manifested while the participants 

read academic texts in two different languages.  

Details of New Categories of Metacognitive Knowledge 

Declarative Knowledge 

This kind of metacognitive knowledge was found to mainly concern two areas, 

understanding of self as an academic reader and of academic reading tasks. The first 

subcategory, knowledge academic readers have of themselves, mainly consists of 

readers’ awareness of their reading style, strategies, and their awareness of any 
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intellectual strengths and weaknesses they have as academic readers. Flavell (1979) also 

considered this kind of knowledge a person has of oneself “awareness of self” as an 

influential factor on the other concepts of metacognitive knowledge, awareness of task 

and awareness of strategy.  

The second subcategory is related to what academic readers know and understand 

about academic reading. Experienced academic readers are well aware of what a reading 

task requires them to do and what aspects they have to know and control in order to 

achieve their goal for a given task. In order to accomplish the given task successfully, 

understanding exactly what this task is about may empower readers to control their 

reading process and to make their reading conditions favorable to them by manipulating 

all relevant cognitive, affective and environmental factors.  

Generally, declarative knowledge of metacognition is not task specific; rather it is 

stable and applied broadly. However, my focus in this study is on academic reading, and 

this type of knowledge is defined specifically in the context of an academic reader and an 

academic reading task. Moreover, this type of knowledge is not very much overtly 

observable while a reader is engaged in a reading task. Accordingly, I identified this 

knowledge mostly from the interviews, retrospective self evaluations, and comments on 

the two questionnaires, but not much from the think-aloud protocols.   

(1) Knowledge about Self as Academic Reader 

All the participants turned out to have clear awareness of them: what kind of 

reader they are, what style characterized them typically, and what they did well or badly. 

The 10 participants were all very different and it was difficult for me to group them based 

on any outstanding feature; however, what is more important is the fact that they all knew 
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themselves very well. They all mentioned their reading style, specifically their style in 

reading an academic text. Their reading style and reading habits turned out to be 

influential factors in choosing reading strategies (Reid, 1995; Dörnyei 2005).  

When I read an article, I am so anxious to know the ending. That’s why I usually 
read it through to the end first and then come back to the parts I found important. 
My reading style is kind of rereading after looking through first… 

– an excerpt from Youngha’s interview 

In addition to know about their reading style, they well recognized the pros and 

cons caused by the particular reading style and reading habits they have. They were 

aware of their intellectual strengths or weaknesses, as well as skills which they 

considered necessary in order to improve their reading process.  

After I read an article, I have a picture…hmmm... a kind of diagram, with 
directions and arrows in my head. What should I call it? Organizing? Right, I 
think I am really good at summarizing because I have pictorial images after 
reading. Organizing is an almost automatic process, and it seems to happen 
simultaneously while I am reading. However, I found myself missing so many 
details. Every time, I reread an article it’s just like a new one. 

 - an excerpt from Ayoung’s Interview 
 
I have a good memory. So I am pretty precise in quoting the parts from the text, 
but I have hard time in paraphrasing those parts in my own language, which I 
think is a very critical skill I have to develop…I keep practicing but it’s still not 
an easy task to do.                     - an excerpt from Hyebin’s interview 
 

They also elaborated on how and why they had come up with specific reading 

styles, skills, and strategies. As Flavell explained, metacognitive experience becomes a 

foundation upon which people can develop their understanding of themselves (Flavell, 

1979). Any success or failure in reading comprehension they have experienced seemed to 

provide them opportunities to reflect on their reading, and these academic readers were 
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able to deepen their level of self awareness, becoming more confident in choosing 

reading strategies that worked most effectively with their reading style in a given context.  

Do I think the strategies I use are the best? I don’t mean it…Rather…well…I have 
an experience regarding this issue from my school days. Most of my classmates 
tended to scribble repeatedly when they need to memorize something. But I just 
read, yes, I read out loud several times. I can’t tell which one is a better way to 
memorize, but I am sure what is more efficient and better for me. Because I got 
good scores on tests, satisfied with the method I have used. Therefore, I have a 
good reason to keep going on my way. … -an excerpt from Minjoo’s interview 
 

(2) Knowledge about academic reading task 

This knowledge addresses how academic readers perceive academic reading 

tasks. Judging from what the readers stated about academic reading tasks, their 

metacognitive knowledge of task seemed to concern what they need to do to be 

successful in academic reading and what they expect to get from academic reading. As all 

the participants were degree-seeking academic readers, they had had many years of 

experience with reading academic texts and they could easily state their perceptions of 

the purpose of academic reading.   

The readers also expressed their understanding of the academic reading task by 

stating what they are expected to do in this type of task. The comment made by Minjoo 

seemed to represent well what readers are expected to do in reading academic text.   

For instance, my professor gives out ten articles regarding today’s topic. With the 
articles, if you understand the main points and are able to tell what the article is 
about, you will get about five points out of ten. And then if you are able to group 
them based on the voices of the authors by comparing and contrasting, if you can 
do this level, you will get eight points. Even though all ten articles address the 
same or similar topic, there must be some reason why the professor asks us to 
read them together. Understanding each article separately will not be enough to 
meet the expectation of the professor. We need to recognize a structure or 
paradigm within which each article is further analyzed or synthesized alongside 
with others. To the paradigm, if you add your own ideas, specify your position, 
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and provide concrete examples to support yours, all of which must be brief, about 
four to five sentence will be enough. Then, you can be rated perfectly. That’s what 
I think you are expected to do with those articles.  

– an excerpt from Minjoo’s interview 
 

Based on the metacognitive awareness of academic reading tasks, the readers 

seemed to come up with specific goals, skills, and strategies to manage the reading 

process. For academic readers, reading is considered as a source of information and 

knowledge they need. Gaining information and knowledge necessary to develop their 

ideas and to design their own research can be a primary purpose for academic reading. In 

relation to this primary goal in reading academic texts, an outstanding feature of 

academic reading is what I call a structure-bounded process. A structure-bounded 

reading process refers to the concerns of these readers about the structure of academic 

text rather than about details of text information in their reading process. When the 

participants were asked about how to read and what to focus on in reading academic text, 

they commonly mentioned the importance of grasping the main idea or the author’s 

intention. In order to grasp the main idea first and not be distracted by too much detailed 

information in the middle of the reading process, most readers emphasized and 

recommended to follow the main flow of information and to keep the structure of the text 

in mind while reading. They seemed to have their own strategy to manage the overall 

reading process as structure-bounded.  

When I read an article, I first start with the introduction and the conclusion parts, 
which provides me information enough to draw an outline of the article I am 
about to read. It’s like a map I have to follow while I am reading the rest of the 
article. Once I have the structure to follow, I keep reminding myself where I am in 
the big picture of the article. And I think that means ‘to keep on track’ in the 
reading process. You have to keep yourself alert to which direction your 
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comprehension is moving forward. Otherwise; you will be stuck in one point, 
being lost and unable to get back on track.   

–an excerpt from Ayoung’s interview 

Executive Knowledge 

The metacognitive knowledge in this category is a kind of working knowledge, 

more explicitly and actively engaged throughout the entire reading comprehension 

process. As described in much of the literature, the reading comprehension process is a 

dynamic and multifaceted process for which various factors simultaneously interact with 

one another. Executive knowledge is necessary to manage all these relevant factors well 

and to lead the reading process as intended.  

(1) Planning  

Unlike the knowledge in the declarative category, the knowledge in this category 

is more task-specific. The first subcategory of executive knowledge is planning, referring 

to the knowledge and strategies involved at the initial phase of the reading 

comprehension process. It involves (a) setting up a goal, and (b) outlining reading 

process by previewing reading materials 

(a) Setting a goal  

The analysis of the items of the MAI showed that most participants rated 

themselves with high scores regarding their knowledge and use of strategies for planning. 

No.6. I think about what I really need to learn before I begin a task.  

No.8. I set specific goals before I begin a task 

All the participants rated themselves with either a 4 or 5 on the items above. 

Moreover, when the participants were asked to select materials to read, they elaborated 
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the reasons why they picked the texts as well as what kinds of information they needed 

from the text.  

More data about how skilled readers are well aware of the importance of setting a 

concrete goal for reading were found from the interviews. The reading goal individual 

readers brought up for a given task influenced many aspects throughout the reading 

comprehension process. First, a reading goal seemed to set a boundary within which 

readers chose an article to read. All the participants seemed to be well aware in what way 

academic reading is different from reading for fun. Academic reading is a practical and 

purposeful behavior and its material is also selected based upon how to achieve a goal. 

While they were searching for reading materials, all the participants reminded themselves 

of their goal for reading, and used the goal as a main criterion in selecting what to read. 

When readers have an exigency to read, their goal becomes very specific and 

narrow. For example, Jinpyo had recently started a new study with his professor and he 

needed information on research methods about web log analysis, his research topic. He 

set up a reading goal to find articles addressing topics similar to his interest, and to see 

what methods had already been introduced in the literature to address the topic.  

What I have to do for now is…uh…I need to search articles which have analyzed 
web logs, to see what kinds of tools or methods were used to analyze web logs. 
That’s my goal for this searching.  

– an excerpt from Jinpyo’s think-aloud of searching 
 

Jinpyo’s case shows that reading and searching information is an initial phase of a 

task, and it is driven by very immediate needs. Readers set up a short-term but intensive 

search period for this purpose. However, all academic reading is not driven by such short 

term exigency. There are other cases where reading becomes a part of long-term learning 
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when readers already have a body of information accumulated from previous readings on 

a topic and they are looking for some insight or implication from the collected 

information, not focusing on individual pieces of information.  

These days, I am writing my dissertation, and I have my own data and results 
from them. What I need to do is to relate my findings with previous studies, with 
references. That’s necessary to support my findings; otherwise, it would not 
sound very persuasive. To find studies for reference, I have been reading a lot. 
Reading one article, and then from the article, finding several references which 
seem to be related to my study. Consequently, reading becomes very important, 
proportionally a major concern for now.  

 –an excerpt from Youngha’s search period 
 

No matter how immediate the need it was commonly perceived by the readers that 

academic reading is a goal driven and purposeful behavior and it is necessary for them to 

remind themselves why they need to read which text and how during the entire reading 

process.  

(b) Outlining the reading process by selecting what and how to read 

Once a reader sets up a specific goal for reading with the materials at hand, the 

next step of planning is to tailor the reading task by selecting parts of the materials to 

read and outlining the overall reading path. This selective process seemed to be guided by 

the knowledge readers had about the organization of academic text in general as well as 

the reading goal for the given text.  

This article is 17 pages long, but I won’t read them all. Because I know which 
part I need to read….            –an excerpt from Youngha’s search protocol 
 

What I found is an MA thesis, meaning a lot of pages. But I am going to read only 
this part, including literature review, current issues addressed in this area, and 
several case analyses…For now, I don’t’ need to read the part reporting the 
experiments of this study.         - an excerpt from Heechan’s search protocol 
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Many years of academic reading experiences seemed to help readers develop not 

only expertise in knowledge to understand information but also in knowledge to manage 

the reading comprehension process. Academic texts such as journal articles are structured 

with a definite organization, and skilled and experienced academic readers are well aware 

of this structure and quick to figure out where to look for certain information. Prior to 

plunging into a given text, these readers seemed to measure up the length and structure of 

the text in order to decide what to read or skip and how to draw their own path through 

the reading.   

In the past, I was reading chronologically, even academic texts. But these days, I 
have to concern myself about allotting time for reading, and I found myself more 
familiar to this type of text. I still don’t know if there’s any right way to read 
academic text, but, I came up with my own way for reading this type of text. I read 
the abstract and conclusion parts first, from the beginning. I come to know what 
kind of study this article is about by reading the abstract, and know the result by 
reading conclusion, I think I have most information I need to outline the text. 
Once I’ve got an outline of the text, and then move on to the method part to get 
details about experiments of the study. I do read discussion prior to reading 
result. For these parts, I frequently move back and forth to locate information I 
need to know. For today, I am going to read in the same sequence I usually follow 
to read this type of text. 

– an excerpt from Yoonhee’s think-aloud of searching period   

(2) Management 

The main concern of metacognitive knowledge of management, for executive 

purposes, seemed to be the information presented in texts. In addition to managing 

information, by which reading comprehension occurs, readers were required to manage 

other issues, such as allotting time, and handling concerns causing problems in executing 

the reading comprehension process. For different management needs, the readers seemed 

to exploit various strategies.  
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(a) Information management 

Metacognitive knowledge about managing information focuses on what skilled 

readers do with information at the level of the metacognitive comprehension process. The 

term information management is used here for dual purposes: to encapsulate the 

metacognitive aspects involved in the reading comprehension process, and to 

differentiate these from the cognitive aspects through which readers mainly understand 

individual sentences or phrases.  

For skilled readers, as this cognitive comprehension process can be automatic and 

implicit and in many cases they are not even very aware that the process is at work. 

Moreover, the fact that sentence level comprehension is not a big concern for skilled 

readers can be another reason the cognitive comprehension process is perceived as 

automatic and less explicit. However, what advanced readers do with information while 

reading is more than understanding the meaning of individual sentences clearly and 

correctly, which, of course, is an important and primary concern in reading 

comprehension. What is considered important is to understand the flow of information 

based on the structured organization of a text and to apprehend information in relation to 

an author’s intention. Many researchers differentiated types of strategies for different 

levels of information processing; one is surface cognitive strategy and the other is deep 

cognitive strategy (Entwistle and McCune 2004; Garcia and Pintrich 1996; Weinstein and 

Mayer 1986)  

Surface cognitive strategies refer to rehearsal, involving the repetitive 
rehearsal and rote memorization of information, which helps to 
encode new information into short-term memory, e.g. reading the 
course material over and over again. Deep cognitive strategies, 
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pertaining to elaboration, organization and critical thinking, involve 
challenging the veracity of information encountered and attempting to 
integrate new information with prior knowledge and experience, 
which facilitates long-term retention of the target information (e.g. 
making an outline of important concepts). (Vrugt & Oort, 2008 p. 
128) 

In the information management process, individual pieces of information are 

unequally addressed with different types of strategy according to their significance and 

relation to one another. Readers are required to apprehend information of importance 

selectively and to ignore minor or detailed information, as they are well aware of the fact 

that if they deal with each individual piece of information with the same amount of 

attention and time, they will fail to see the big picture of what they are reading. From the 

think-aloud protocol data, the way the participants handled the given text turned out to be 

mainly a form of deep cognitive strategy, selective reading for which the readers had to 

decide what to apprehend and what to ignore. All these decisions were guided mainly by 

their knowledge of academic text structure, how authors organize and present information 

in academic texts. In addition to readers’ knowledge about academic texts, the readers’ 

goals and purposes were also involved in this selective process.  

With information passing through the selective process, the readers refined 

information by restating or paraphrasing it into their own words, or modifying the array 

of information in order to tie key information together. The readers stated that they 

needed to go through this process in order to broaden their comprehension beyond the 

sentence level and to grasp the flow of information as well as to extend the retention of 

information. As a result of this management of information, the readers came to have a 

personalized text that was more strongly tied to their memory and their knowledge 
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structure. Reading is a process of creating a personalized text. Following these individual 

needs for reading, these readers underlined information they needed to remember, 

restructured the organization of information, drew pictures or lines to indicate the relation 

among information presented remotely, left signals and notes to benchmark information 

for recall, and combined text information with what they already knew. In short, 

according to any exigency the readers brought to the reading situation, the text could be 

truncated, simplified, or elaborated. The final version of the personalized text is not the 

same as the original text written by the author. Even though the main idea or core 

information the author intended to deliver in the text may stay intact, the personalized 

text will have significant differences across individual readers.  

(b) Reading concern management 

This management was directly related to knowledge readers exploited in order to 

address any concerns encountered in the middle of the reading process, when reading 

became more challenging to them. Even though they were all experienced and confident 

readers, they admitted that from time to time, they struggled with affective as well as 

cognitive challenges while reading. Instead of being perplexed by the unsatisfactory level 

of one’s comprehension, amotivated by the lack of interest, and allowing their reading 

process to be derailed, these experienced readers were able to recognize the moment as a 

time they needed to come up with their own strategies to cope with these concerns to 

keep the entire reading process on track and to achieve their reading goals.. 

Ayoung’s comment seems a good example to demonstrate how she was well 

aware of her strategies to handle a text on an unfamiliar and hard to understand topic.  
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What do I do if I found a text too difficult? Then I chose time to read, when I think 
I can concentrate well… For me, it is in the morning, a couple of hours right after 
breakfast and having coffee. Or one or two hours before I go to bed, I try to read 
difficult texts during the times. After reading once in a selected time, I do not read 
again even though things remain vague to me. Instead reading the whole text 
again, I just follow the track of information for which I highlight when I first read. 
And then I type the highlighted parts, with which I am able to grasp the overall 
flow of the text. Throughout this process, I cannot comprehend the whole text, but 
understand the context of the article within which key information such as main 
ideas and author’s intention was understood.  

- an excerpt from Ayoung’s interview  

(c) Management of limited resource: time and attention 

Academic reading for these students in general occurs under time constraints. In 

order to complete a reading task within a given amount of time, these skilled and 

experienced readers seemed to know how to manage the limited resources available to 

them and how to allocate time for reading in a schedule that was always busy and tight 

with other deadlines.  

For instance, Eunsoo and Hyebin mentioned that once a reading task is assigned, 

they measure how many pages they have to read and divide them evenly and try to read 

regularly on a daily basis.  

I have thought a lot about how I can read efficiently within such limited time, and 
how I can organize and manage time for studying, including reading. So I came to 
use a stop watch to measure my reading time. Now, before I start reading a new 
article, I write down on the first page of the article approximately how much time 
it will take for me to read through. And then I divide the time with the days I have 
for the assignment. I tend to read regularly and evenly until I complete the 
reading task. If I do not fill up the amount due for days, I make up those parts 
during the weekend.                    - an excerpt from Hyebin’s interview 

 
The tasks for this study also required the participants to utilize concrete strategies 

or plans to manage time in order to read the texts and reach their goals within 20 minutes, 
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acknowledging that 20 minutes would never be enough to read an academic article of 

about 10-15 pages thoroughly.  

In order to read materials when time is limited, most readers allocate their 

attention selectively to information and their reading purpose or goal becomes key in 

making decisions in their management. Tiaden et al. (2004) found that planning was 

comparable with time management and also affected the use of metacognitive strategies. 

Purposeful reading is a serial selective process to allocate limited resources, time, and 

attention.  

I can read better under time pressure, I think. When I have a reading assignment 
due by tomorrow, then I do not focus on every word from the text. When I read 
with limited time, I am able to see the forest, as I pay less attention to each tree. 
Reading under pressure means to read less, but selectively.  

- an excerpt from Yongseok’s retrospective evaluation  

Evaluative Knowledge 

One type of knowledge turned out to be very problematic as well as interesting 

calling upon caution in the process of data analysis. As different data sources showed me 

somewhat different aspects of this knowledge, I had to put all these fragmented data 

together, and fill the gaps using the constant comparative technique. As a result of 

analyzing several data sources, I came up with two different types of metacognitive 

knowledge engaged in the process of evaluation by readers: evaluation of the reading 

process and evaluation of reading products. Originally, the MAI, the inventory I used to 

measure the level of participants’ metacognitive knowledge, puts these two aspects under 

the regulation of cognition as monitoring and evaluation, respectively, and does not 

consider any relation between them. However, scrutinizing the data on monitoring and 
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evaluation respectively, as well as together, led me to focus on the main function the two 

types of metacognitive knowledge play in the entire reading comprehension process: 

providing readers with feedback on what they have read and how they have read. When I 

divided metacognitive knowledge into three categories, the leading criterion was the 

functional aspect of the knowledge in reading comprehension, and I decided to address 

monitoring and evaluation as two subcategories under the one larger metacognitive 

knowledge, evaluative knowledge.  

(1) Simultaneous evaluation of reading process: Monitoring 

Monitoring is a type of metacognitive knowledge that is the most implicit but also 

the most active knowledge involved throughout the entire reading process. This 

knowledge enables readers to control their cognitive and affective factors as well as 

reading environment to work harmoniously to achieve their reading goal. However, this 

knowledge works mostly under the surface of cognitive comprehension, very invisible 

during the actual reading process. Consequently, sometimes it is considered to not exist at 

all. That can be the reason why the items of the MAI failed to capture the very existence 

of this type of knowledge and could yield a misunderstanding of the nature of this 

knowledge. On the following items from MAI that ask the readers whether they allocate 

time and attention for the sake of monitoring purpose while reading, the readers rated 

themselves with low scores 1 or 2. 

No.1    I ask myself periodically if I am meeting my goal. 
No.34.  I find myself pausing regularly to check my understanding 
No.28  I find myself analyzing the usefulness of strategies while I study.  

 
One way of interpreting these responses to the questionnaire items is that the 

participants were reading recklessly without bothering to reflect on their reading 
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comprehension process. However, right after reading, when they were asked to verbalize 

their reading process and the strategies for two different reading tasks, they elaborated on 

how they had proceeded through their reading, and what specific strategies they had 

exploited in the two reading situations. 

Well, while reading, I keep thinking about the information based on my 
knowledge about it. For example, if I read the method part, then I compare text 
information with what I know about research methods in order to see if what I am 
reading conforms to what I know or not. If I find items inconsistent with my 
knowledge, I keep taking notes of them, and try to find additional information to 
resolve the discrepancy….. 

 - an excerpt from Ayoung’s retrospective evaluation  
 

Another data source also yielded supportive findings about the readers’ 

monitoring of their reading process. On the items of the MARSI, which was administered 

right after reading, the readers gave themselves relatively higher scores. In answering 

items asking them whether they had monitored their reading process, they commented on 

how they were aware of their monitoring.  

No. 8   I check my understanding when I come across conflicting information 
No. 14  I think about whether the content of the text fits my reading purpose. 
No. 27  I stop from time to time and think about what I’m reading. 

To these items from the MARSI, most of the participants rated themselves high, 

either four or five points on the scale. Youngha, after she had marked herself four on the 

scale, found herself surprised by what she was doing while reading 

Wow, it’s amazing; I haven’t paid attention to what I am doing while I am 
reading. I haven’t realized this….but… I know what I am doing, and this is one of 
them. Yes, I always think whether this article I am reading fits with my reading 
purpose. Also, I reflect on what I have read while I keep reading the text.   

- an excerpt from Yongha’s comments on the MARSI  
 
No. 5  I ask myself if what I’m reading is related to what I already know. 
No. 27 I know when each strategy I use will be most effective 
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Do I ask myself if this is related to what I already know? Of course I do, but I 
think it happens unconsciously. How about strategy? Yes, I use some strategies 
while I am reading. But I don’t think I choose it consciously, I use strategies when 
I need by the automatic and unconscious choice.  

- an excerpt from Heechan’s comment on MARSI 

These findings suggested that all the participants, even though they received low 

scores on the MAI, implicitly and automatically provided themselves feedback on their 

own reading comprehension continuously. This also explains why there were few 

protocol data indicating explicit monitoring of comprehension and of strategies they drew 

upon while reading. Monitoring for skilled readers seems to be an inner process of 

talking to oneself without interrupting their on-going cognitive process. The main 

function of inner speech, talking to oneself, is to monitor one’s cognitive performance, 

even though inner speech is difficult to capture due to its non-explicit nature.  

(2) Retrospective evaluation of reading product 

Most of the participants were aware of their reading strategy, knowing when they 

needed what strategy, which is part of their conditional and procedural knowledge. They 

rated themselves rather high on the MARSI, over 3.5 on a 5 point scale, and four 

participants rated themselves over 4. They seemed to consider themselves as very active 

in exploiting strategies during reading to deal with specific concerns.  

However, this finding seems somewhat contradictory to the results from the 

analysis of the MAI. The six items that scored lower than 3 were mostly concerned with 

readers’ evaluation of their strategy and reading comprehension. Most of the participants 

rated themselves as “never” or “seldom” asking themselves how they did or how 

effectively they exploited strategies once they finished a given task. However, the low 

scores marked on those items should be interpreted with caution as they may not 
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necessarily mean that the students were poorly aware of the importance of evaluation of 

their own performance or effectiveness of strategies after a task. Several examples were 

found from verbal protocol data of participants’ retrospective evaluation of their own 

reading. When they were asked to comment on the overall reading process, on any 

difficulties encountered while reading, and on specific strategies implemented, they all 

elaborated on specific processes they had been through to accomplish the task.  

Thus, after analyzing their retrospective evaluation data, I could discern some 

aspects causing the inconsistent findings from the different data sources. First, for 

academic readers, reading is in many circumstances not an end goal in itself. Instead, 

reading is considered a component of a task such as writing a paper, preparing class 

discussion, or researching specific topics. In the process of accomplishing a given task, 

reading could be a first or a middle step to provide them information necessary to learn, 

write, or nurture their ideas. Therefore, the items asking readers whether they evaluate 

how they perform once they accomplish a task may not deal directly with their evaluation 

of their reading itself and consequently the readers gave themselves low scores on these 

items.  

Another aspect of interest is that these readers with expertise in content and 

structure of academic texts, after their reading, evaluate on texts and authors as well as 

themselves very critically. Expertise in their own area of study enables academic readers 

to have confidence in their judging of others’ ideas as well as of their own understanding. 

They chose for the task certain texts, as these seemed most appropriate to deal with topics 

of their concern, and they expected to find information to fulfill their needs from the text. 

After reading or even while reading, they seemed to check whether this text was 
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addressing the topic of their interest, how well the text was structured, how clearly 

authors presented information, and whether authors’ research methods were appropriate 

for the research topics, etc.  

Initially, I want to see how this author defines global identity, and how to explain 
it under various theoretical frameworks. But this is far from satisfactory, because, 
the author used only one theory to explain it.  

- an excerpt from the interview with Wanseo 

The items of the two questionnaires only focused on one aspect of evaluation, 

how well they accomplished their reading goal, but failed to address other aspects of 

evaluation these readers actually went through upon the completion of their reading task 

Another reason I could think of to explain the low scores given to the items 

related to evaluation is that readers do not evaluate their performance or task in a single 

fixed way. However, on the MAI, the awareness of evaluation is measured by only one 

item asking how often readers write a summary as a way of evaluation. Of course, in a 

written summary, most readers commented that they understood how a summary is 

important to help them to recall information from the text any time in the future, but they 

admitted that they do not write a summary for every text they read. Instead, they make a 

decision immediately whether a written summary is necessary, depending on what text 

information will be used for.  

For me, after reading articles, I decide whether this is an article to remember. 
The criterion of this decision is….maybe how much it is related to my study. If I 
found it is worthy to remember, then I organize what I read into summary to 
remember...          

- an excerpt from Youngha’s interview 
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Without any exigency such as writing a response paper as an assignment or class 

preparation, they tend not to allocate the extra time and attention to compose a written 

summary.  

Q: what do you usually do after reading?   
A: Hmmm… I do not make a summary unless it is necessary… I do not need to 
summarize for every article I read.  
Q: When do you need to summarize, then?  
A: If I have turn in a kind of response paper of the article I read, which is related 
to theory or methods of my study. Or I find some information of the article quite 
applicable to my study, and then I write a summary for the article. Otherwise, it’s 
easily forgettable.  

 - an excerpt from Interview with Eunsoo 

The participants expressed that it is good to evaluate and get some feedback of 

their own performance to improve their reading. At the same time, they also knew that it 

is not a necessary step they have to take whenever they read something or complete a 

task. Also, the evaluation process does not need to be something as explicit as a Q&A 

session. It can be more like an inner process of talking to oneself. In a way of evaluating 

one’s reading, readers do not summarize explicitly all the times. What Youngha said can 

be a good example to show why overall scores on the item asking about summarization 

were lower compared to others. 

Do I summarize what I read to reflect on important information in the text? When 
I read, I have an assumption and let the assumption lead my reading to the 
conclusion. At that point, based on my assumption, I found myself keeping record 
of what I read, I mean summarizing. Summarizing is not a thing I write down on 
paper; rather it can be a thing happening in my mind while I am reading.  

 - an excerpt from Yongha’s comments on the MAI 
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PART II 

In this section, I reported what I found about the metacognitive processes of 

readers with advanced L2 proficiency as they read academic texts written in English, 

their second language as well as in Korean, their first language. The relevant research 

questions are as follows;  

Question 3: What are the roles of each language (L1, L2) in the reading  

comprehension process of highly proficient L2 readers? 

Question 4: How does the readers’ metacognitive knowledge affect the choice of  

 language and strategies when they read L1 and L2 academic texts? 

The first half of this part will address the issue of language for reading 

comprehension raised from Question 3, how the two languages of the readers were 

brought into play while reading academic texts written in Korean and English 

respectively. The second half will deal with how readers’ metacognitive knowledge 

influenced their choice of language as well as strategies for reading comprehension, 

which is the main concern of Question 4.  

Two Languages for Reading Comprehension 

In Research Question 3, I intended to address how highly proficient language 

learners manipulate their two linguistic resources to facilitate their comprehension 

process while reading in their L2 as well as their L1. In order to address this question, the 

primary concern was how people manage information using two languages according to 

their needs and purposes. Therefore, I report what I found from the think-aloud protocol 
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analysis, mainly focusing on what the participants actually did with information and in 

what languages they processed information for what reason.  

The ten participants were asked to pick two academic texts written in Korean and 

English respectively, addressing any topic of their study or research. When they read the 

academic texts both in L1 and L2, their reading in general seemed very fast, skipping 

many parts, apprehending key information, and fitting information into a bigger flow. In 

addition to dealing with information in the text, they evaluated their reading 

comprehension, activated what they already knew about the topic and provided 

themselves with feedback on their reading process. What they were found to do while 

reading academic texts written in the two different languages did not seem to be very 

different from the reading process other researchers have suggested that  any good 

reader would engage in (Pressley, 1995).  

In the mean time, what seemed to be remarkable in their reading comprehension 

process was how frequently they brought their two languages into play, respectively or 

together as needed. The data for the language choice made by the readers were found 

mostly from the think-aloud protocol and written summary. Think-aloud protocols of 

reading academic texts in two languages provided a careful look into how the readers’ 

two languages were involved in the process of managing information while they were 

reading. At the same time, the written summaries led me to examine how the two 

languages were used for the purpose of retaining key information obtained from the text, 

once all the information was comprehended and evaluated by the readers. After putting 

two data sources together, I determined three patterns in which information from both L1 

and L2 text was managed (1) apprehending information of importance or of interest (2) 



simplifying information (3) elaborating information. For these patterns of managing 

information they were reading, the participants displayed interactive uses of the two 

languages.  

Apprehending information of importance 

When the readers read the academic texts in either L1 or L2, the readers skipped 

many parts of the text and processed information without paying much attention, in 

cursory manners, such as murmuring, flipping pages, or reading aloud the first couple of 

words of new sentences or paragraphs, and then skipping the rest. 

However, once they encountered information they considered having importance 

or relevance to other information, they became active in processing the information, for 

which I used the term “grasping,” which seemed to be an appropriate word to describe 

the nature of the behavior. What the readers did by grasping seemed to be comparable 

with fishing in a way, what the readers did was to wait until interesting information 

emerged. By grasping information, the readers figured out what the information meant 

and what significance or implication the information had.  

The excerpt below came from the L1 text Yongseok read, and the highlighted 

parts indicate the information he read out loud and underlined while he was engaged in 

the think-aloud experiment. This passage was reporting research methods of this study, 

including information on the setting, subjects, and data collection and analysis methods. 

For this detailed information, he processed this particular part by scanning in order to 

grasp only what he needed to know.  
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A very similar process to grasp information was found from L2 reading. The 

excerpt below came from the original text of the L2 text Wanseo read. The original text 

was combined with Wanseo’s comments, which was italicized and put in brackets. 

Additionally, the parts Wanseo read out loud were all highlighted. When Wanseo read 

the abstract, before diving into the body of the text, she seemed to collect information to 

draw on in order to decide what, in general, the article was about. 
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[Okay, introduction, theoretical framework]…Based on longitudinal data 
from a three year ethnographic study, this article uses discourse analytic 
methods to explore the literacy and social practices of three adolescent 
English language learners [replaced with ELL by the reader] writing in an 
online fan fiction community. Theoretical constructs within globalization 
and literacy studies are used to describe the influences of new media and 
technologies on modern configurations of imagination, [what is 
configuration I should understand configuration of imagination in this 
article] identity, communication, and writing. Findings suggest that through 
their participation in online fan-related activities, these three youth are using 
language and other representational resources to enact cosmopolitan 
identities [replaced with global identity by the reader] [what is global 
identity? I need to find this information…identity] make transnational social 
connections, and experiment with new genres and formats for composing.    

– L2 text reading by Wanseo

 

In the process of grasping information, different linguistic forms were used across 

the readings of L1 and L2 texts. Many instances of grasping found from the think-aloud 

protocol data were conducted in either L1 or L2; however, the language for grasping did 

not always correspond to the language of information to be grasped. Rather, the readers 

used a mixture of the two languages more often than using their L1 or L2 exclusively. 

Particularly, when the readers needed to process information in a context or with relation 

to one another, there seemed to be more variation in their choice of language. 

 

mastery criteria 는
subject marker

… to request 는
subject marker

… student request

는
subject marker

… table에서
source of origin

 independently released into the experimenter's hand 
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한다는게
thing to be done

 correct request 고
consecutive marker

…independent… incorrect response

는
subject marker

 학생이
student marked as agent

 attempted to obtain regard to the corresponding symbol 

아
exclamation 

... prelinguistic 에
marking source of stimulus

 하면
in case

 incorrect response

다
ending of stative sentence

... 지금까지는
by this point

 phase one이였고
consecutive past statement

.....independently 

walk 하고나서
after something is done

....phase two에서
marking source of origin

 independently….. 

 [Note] the part of original L2 text 

Mastery criterion for each phase was set at 100% correct exchanges made during two 

consecutive daily probes. During baseline and Phase I of PECS instruction, a correct 

request was recorded when the student removed the target symbol from the table and 

independently released it into the experimenter’s hand. The experimenter’s hands 

remained crossed on the table until the student reached past the object with the symbol. 

One hand was then rotated palm-up to accept the symbol from the student. For baseline 

and daily probes, an incorrect response was recorded if the student attempted to obtain 

the target object without regard to the corresponding symbol, if the student relied on pre-

linguistic means (i.e. gestures or leading) to request the target object, or if the student 

manipulated but did not exchange the symbol. During Phase II, a correct response 

required the learner to remove the target symbol from the cover of his communication 

book, independently walk to the experimenter, and release the symbol into the 

experimenter’s hand.                           - Youngha’s L2 text think-aloud 

The above passage came from the think-aloud data of Youngha’s reading of L2 

text. In apprehending key information from a paragraph, she did not read it as it was 

written in English; neither did she translate it into Korean. She adopted grammatical 

markers and the sentence order from her L1, Korean, and within the sentence structure of 



 101

Korean, she rearranged the key information in English. The glosses for the Korean words 

Youngha used in her think-aloud were attached to provide grammatical explanations and 

translation. When Youngha read the text in a mixture of the two languages, she did not 

spend extra time to rearrange the words. It seemed that the text she read was originally 

written in that way, using the two languages together.      

Simplifying information with a label 

As a way to process information, the readers tended to simplify the information 

presented in the text. This process seemed more like attaching a label to a bundle of 

information to make it easier and faster to deal with the information. A bundle tagged 

with a label would then help the reader to identify the bundle later. Unless the readers 

were in need of detailed information consisting of the whole bundle, they would not 

unpack it but carry it as one piece. The language of the label could be either L1 or L2. In 

choosing the language for labeling, the language in which a text was written did not seem 

to be very influential, as the two languages were cross- used for both L1 and L2 text 

reading.  



 

This excerpt came from the L1 text Minjoo read. The highlighted parts were what 

she read aloud and for the parts she underlined, Minjoo replaced them with a single 

English word, context. As a consequence, what she actually read was much simplified 

and more concise, compared to the original text. 

“둘째, 이념이나 논리만으로 이해될 수 없으며 context 안에서 
설명되어야 한다” 
[Note]Translation 
Secondly, unable to be understood by ideology or logic, but must be explained 
within a context.) 

 
In replacing words and simplifying the information, she did not seem to spend 

extra time to think of the word for the label, but rather, she seemed to come up with such 

a label almost simultaneously while she silently processed the details, picking up a word 

to represent the information. Also, she considered the English word context most 

appropriate for her purpose to pack information in a bundle, even though the information 

tagged with the word was all written in Korean.  

This type of strategy to simplify information at a sentence level could be found 

even when the participants were reading in English. When Ayoung read this excerpt from 
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the L2 text, she replaced the underlined part with one word, assault, which to her seemed 

to represent all the detailed information.  

Physical abuse cases included injuries such as bruises, welts, burns, abrasions, 
lacerations, wounds, cuts, bone and skull fractures, and other evidence of 
physical injury.              

 – an excerpt from Ayoung’s think-aloud of the L2 text 

What Minjoo and Ayoung did to simplify the information was at the level of 

phrases consisting of several pieces of information. However, there were several 

instances of the readers attempting to simplify information at a larger level such as one 

whole paragraph or page.  

Below is an excerpt from Eunsoo’s think-aloud protocol of reading L1 text. She 

was reading about three pages, which consist of four long paragraphs. Right after she 

read the first parts of the each passage, she tagged the passage with a word 설명, which 

means “explanation” or “description” in English. Each paragraph was dealing with a 

different concept and providing a definition and concrete examples to elaborate on the 

concept.  

 

[Note] Translation 
This is explanation about the status of union staffs 
Next one is explanation of union’ financial status 
Next one is explanation of changes during revolution...dual responsibility 
And then…this has been changed by reform….[note: change] 
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By using the label ‘설명 explanation’ to tag each set of information, Eunsoo did 

not identify what the information was about, but what the passage was intended to do by 

the author. As she tagged each paragraph, she skipped the most of the passage. When she 

was asked why she just tagged and skipped the four passages, she answered that all the 

concepts of the passages were too familiar to her.  

Eunsoo used a similar approach, simplifying information by labeling while 

reading the L2 text. After reading each paragraph, she came up with terms and words 

both in Korean and English to label the passage she had just read. For some parts, which 

she considered not important and difficult to label, she tagged them in a less specific way, 

‘이런 것들이 있고’ which means “something like that” in English.  

그러면 첫 번째는 ENG.....그 다음에 선거가 미친 영향...그 다음에 
obstacle.....어.... conclusion.... 그러면 change는 그렇지 외국과 
다르고...그렇지…첫 번째 특징은 이런 것들이 있고.....두 번째는 
corporatist nature......세 번째는 welfarerism.... 
welfarerism은....그렇지.....음...... 
 
[Note] Translation 
Then…fisrt of all it’s about ENG,..and then influence of election…then 
obstacle….ah….conclusion…Therefore, change…yes, it is different from cases of 
other countries. Right. The first feature is something like that…. the second one is 
corporatist nature….the third one is welfareism….welfarerism is…. I see…. 
- Eunsoo’s think-aloud of the L2 text 

Elaborating  

When the readers were asked to read academic texts about the topics of their 

interest, they seemed frequently to engage in reflecting on the information to judge, add 

comments to, and relate to their knowledge about the topics. Instead of simply 
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assimilating information from the text, the readers took a position of critically judging 

and elaborating on what they were reading.  

In elaborating on the information, the readers activated two languages 

individually as well as together in a mixed way.  

[보자….방법…]인천…98년…한달간…한 개 생산공장 200명과 2개 
교육기관 [그러니까 200명 공장 200명 교육기관 직장인 공무원 
compare한다고 하면 얘네 두 개를 놓고 한달 동안 한 거네네…]여기서 
52명을 제외하고 305명을 대상으로 했다…[.difference가 있었던가 
없었던가 difference between them ….okay …]그래서 음주량….양상…음주 
상황…의사의 역할 흑…무기명 자기 report self report가 들어가는거고 
10분 이내…[.maybe 축소의 가능성이 있겠지….]음….음주량은 alcohol 
problem과 관련된 음주량으로 한다[.this is quite an abstract] 
그리고…음주량이 1회 평균 음주량이면 quantity…frequency 일주일간 
…frequency 보고 알코올량 일주일 간 소비 맥주 소주 
음…[.understandable 하고….] NIH 에서 설정한 fourteen drink [that’s too 
much 아닌데 NIH 보자….NIH..where? Korea? Or USA? 와 주에 fourteen 
drinks okay 그러면…..2 drinks per day 가 되겠고]             
 
[Note] Translation 
[Let me see… methods…].Incheon, 1998, for a month, 200 people working at a 
manufacturing factory, and two educational agency [then, it means 200 factory 
workers, and 200 civil officers working at educational agency, therefore 
comparison happened between these two groups of people for a month.] out of 
400, 52 were excluded, then 305 subject [is there any difference or not? 
Difference between them…okay] So, alcohol consumption…tendency, situation, 
role of doctor…anonymous self report [this study includes self report] within 10 
minutes..[Maybe, there could be a possibility of reduction in self report] hmm… 
for the quantity of alcohol consumption, consider only case related to alcohol 
problem.  [This is quite an abstract] then, if alcohol consumption means average 
consumption for one time, quantity… frequency… for a week... 
frequency…amount of alcohol…consumed for a week…beer and hard 
liquor….[this is understandable] NIH criteria fourteen drink [that’s too much… 
no way….let me see…. NIH…where? Korea? Or USA? Then for a week fourteen 
drinks okay…then. It comes two drinks per day] 
- an excerpt from Ayoung’s think-aloud protocol of L1 text 
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This excerpt came from the L1 text Ayoung read, and deals specifically with 

information regarding the method of this study. In reading this part, what Ayoung did 

was basically to grasp key information to figure out in what way the experiment was 

designed and administered. Moreover, with the information once grasped, Ayoung 

elaborated on the information with her comments, evaluation, or her own knowledge 

related to this topic, through which she tried to see whether this study was well designed 

to address the topic. The underlined and italicized parts put in brackets were all added by 

Ayoung, and for the elaborating purpose, she used both Korean and English.  

The excerpt below came from Hyebin’s think-aloud protocol, in which she was 

elaborating on what aspects she found very important in order to compare and contrast 

the information presented in the text.  

가장 중요한 게 내가 봤을 때 세 개의 나라가 어떻게 global 이 되면서 
바뀌냐 하는 거 같은데 처음에는 얘가 말한 세 개가 다른 게 일단 
liberalism을 추구하는 British British…그 다음에 stateism 을 추구하는 
France 하고 세 개…맞는거 같고….Co-corporatism 추구하는 Germany 가 
어떻게 바뀌냐는 건데….British 같은 경우는 neo-liberal liberal 이였고 
France 는 socialist government socialist government에서 어….deregulation 로 
바뀌었고 German 같은 경우에는 EU and global로 바뀐거지…중요한 게 
내가 봤을 때는 주요 ism이 중요하지 왜냐하면 이게 분석 형태가 
되니까… 

 
[Note] Translation 
The most important thing, as I found, is how these three countries went through 
the process of transition toward globalization. At first, the author mentioned 
differences among these countries, as British pursued liberalism, yes; 
British…while France moving toward stateism… right and then German to 
corporatism. In terms of the way these countries changed, for British, it was neo-
liberal, France changed from socialist government to deregulation, German 
moved toward EU and Global. I think these ‘ism’s are important because they 
become the paradigm for analysis.  
 

- Hyebin’s think-aloud of the L2 text  



The way Hyebin exploited the two languages was formulated in a way that most 

of the content words were carried in L2, which were directly quoted from the text, while 

words with grammatical function were in Korean and the entire sentence was rearranged 

in Korean syntactic order. In this elaboration process, the main focus of language use was 

not the information grasped from the text per se, but the readers’ interpretation, 

comments and evaluation. For the comprehension process beyond the surface level, the 

readers exhibited a difference in the degree of reliance on a certain language.  

There’s another example of elaborating information, which exhibits a different 

tendency in language use. The two excerpts below came from Wanseo’ think-aloud of 

both the L1 text and L2 text. 

 

[Note] Translation 
Reading is not simple decoding, but beyond this, interaction with 
text….interaction…constructing meaning process… and then it expands to the 
level of functional literacy… [It’s not about decoding, it’s related to interaction 
and meaning negotiation….] 

- an excerpt from Wanseo’s think-aloud of read the L1 text 
 
and humanities....empirical issue.....current explanation of the role of information 

technology function....okay....처음엔
at first 

....anything becomes very new...[so I will skip 
the first paragraph….so she wants to point out how mediascapes...transmedia, 
convergence they are all the same they have the same meaning in role of 
contemporary construction of identity so she is interested in media effects of 
media affects identities...hmm....it's interesting…] so first she relates 
imagination....imagination is related to new possibilities okay....and second..... 

- Wanseo’s think-aloud of the L2 text 
 

 107



 108

Unlike the other participants, Wanseo mostly used L2 even when she read the L1 

text. When she commented on information, activated her knowledge or took down notes, 

she did it in English. The reason was that, according to her comment, after reading texts 

either in Korean or English, she knew that the information would be required for later use 

in English, but not in Korean. For example, when she wanted to quote some information 

from the article she read in Korean, she would have to translate it into English, and 

because the language for reporting what she had found in the text would be English. The 

dominant use of English could be considered as a strategy to prepare information for 

future needs. Moreover, Wanseo had a belief that thinking in English whenever she had a 

chance would help her improve English competence as well. This belief was related to 

what she expected from reading academic texts in a broader sense. Wanseo considered 

reading as a general learning opportunity, not a simple information gathering resource. 

Therefore, it is not surprising to find the same pattern of language use from her L2 text 

reading: thinking in English for whatever purpose.   

Writing a summary 

The different patterns of language use were also well illustrated in the written 

summaries each reader wrote right after they completed reading the two academic texts. 

In writing a summary, most readers used the language corresponding to the text they 

read. After reading L1 text, eight out of the ten participants wrote a summary in Korean 

without using any mix of English. Yoonhee was the only person who wrote a summary in 

English for the L1 text. When she was asked to provide the reason for her language 

choice for writing a summary of the L1 text, she mentioned that she had not had chance 
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to practice academic writing in Korean; therefore, she found writing in English more 

comfortable for her to write an academic text. The way she adopted to summarize the 

information of the text, however, was not in full sentence form, but as key words.   

Title: 초점과 정보구조에 따른 한국어 화자의 영어 억양 실현 양상  
Goal: To check Korean learners’ knowledge about English Focus and 
information structure  
Subjects: 5 Native speakers of English (as control group) + 10 Korean learners of 
English 
Target Patterns of Focus:  SF, VF, CF, PF, BF (*problematic!) 
Experiments Conducted:  
Experiment 1: Production Task, Reading the question-answer pairs as naturally 
as possible  
Results: Unlike Native speakers, Korean learners did a poor job in producing 
appropriate focus patterns, except for the 4th pattern.  

- Yoonhee’s L1 text summary 
 

However, Ayoung wrote her L1 text summary in Korean, which was surprising, 

as she frequently used a mixture of languages for elaborating, summarizing and 

evaluative purposes when she read the L1 text.  

이 연구는 한국의 일반 직장인의 음주량과 그들의 위험한 음주량에 
대한 인식정도를 살펴보고, 의사의 역할을 논의하였다. 인천지역의 공장 
노동자와 교육기관 노동자 400명을 대상으로 하였으나, 50여명이 
제외되었다. 하지만 그 이유는 설명되지 않았다. 그들의 음주량을 
NIH의 기준을 바탕으로 하여 고음주 그룹이랑 저음주 그룹으로 
나누었고, 그들의 음주량을 4분위로 다시 나누었다. 이 연구의 결과, 
demographic 변수 (age, gender, education, occupation)에서 고음주 집단과 
저음주 집단이 유의미한 차이를 보였다. 또한 남성이 여성보다 건강에 
유해한 음주량을 높게 보고하였고, 소주가 맥주에서 건강에 유해한 
음주량을 높게 보고하였다. 그들은 임신, 질환 등이 있을 때 금주를 
하여야 한다고 생각하였으며, 그들의 건강을 유지하기 위해 적어도 
3일의 금주가 필요하다고 보고하였다. 의사의 개입은 미비한 것으로 
나타났으며, 하지만 저음주 집단보다 고음주 집단에서 의사와의 
communication (상담, 음주 절제 권유)을 더 많이 한 것으로 나타났다. 
이 연구는 일반화하기 어려운 것을 제한점으로 삼고 있다. 하지만 이 
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연구는 selective한 표본을 사용하였고, 그에 대한 이유를 설명하지 
않았다. 

- Ayoung’s written summary of the L1 text 
 

Except for several terms presented in English from the text, Ayoung did not use 

English for other vocabulary at all. However, after she wrote this summary entirely in 

Korean, she retrospectively commented that she found it was not easy to write an 

academic text in Korean, even though it was a brief one. She found the reason from the 

fact that she had not written this type of text in Korean for over four years. In particular, 

Ayoung found thinking of Korean verbs appropriate to report academic research difficult. 

Due to the exact same difficulty, Yoonhee who, unlike Ayoung decided to give it a try, 

preferred writing summaries in English for both L1 and L2 text. 

Wanseo also exhibited a difference in her use of language to write a summary of 

the L1 text compared to her heavy reliance on English for the reading comprehension 

process. As she wrote, she mixed languages, which seemed an unexpected result, as she 

was the person who did most of her think-aloud in English while reading the Korean text. 

However, her choice of language for writing seemed to make sense after scrutinizing her 

written summary. She wrote information directly from the text in Korean, but wrote her 

comments and evaluation in English, which was consistent with her language use pattern 

for the two language tasks of reading and writing.  

문식성에 대한 변화: 과거에는 문식성의 개념이 문자해독 능력 
(decoding)으로 정의 되었지만, 이러한 문식성 개념은 다양한 종류의 
읽기 및 쓰기 활동을 정의하는데 한계가 있음.  
Purpose: the changes in the definition of literacy, implications, and how new 
definition of literacy should be applied in curriculum.  
문식성 개념: ‘문’ 은 단순히 글자만을 의미하는 것이 아니라 텍스트와 
담화를 포함. 
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문’을 정의하는 두 개의 관점: 1) 자율적 체계 – 독립적, 중립적인 
매체로서의 역할 강조; 2) 이데올로기적 체계 – 텍스트와 담론이 
사용자의 사상을 담고 있다고 보는 관점; 비판적 읽기를 강조한다고 
지적함. (But I’m not sure about the author’s point because this perspective does 
not address the pedagogical issues). 
그러므로, 저자는 ‘문’ 은 다양한 읽기, 보기, 듣기, 다양한 이미지 사용 
등을 포함하는 개념이 되어야 한다고 주장..   

- Wanseo’s written summary of the L1 text 
 

Another notable feature of the pattern of language use for writing summaries is 

that the readers did not write in a full text form but in an outline form. Out of 20 written 

summaries of both L1 and L2 texts, only five summaries were written in full text form. A 

possible reason for this tendency could be found in the comments several participants 

made on their approach to writing an academic text summary. When the readers were 

asked what they usually do after reading an article reporting experimental findings, they 

said that they make a table to summarize the experiment for the later use of the 

information, mostly for citing in the literature review section of their own work. 

Moreover, they considered that recording only the core information and delivering the 

information in their own words would be better in reducing concerns about any possible 

plagiarism. When Yongseok writes a summary, he often uses several symbols instead of 

words or phrases directly from the text, to indicate any relationship between variables, 

such as (+)(-) or arrows.  

This study examines how neighborhood segregation influences mental health 
among Hispanic people (Puertorican and Mexican American). Is living in same 
ethnic group good for the mental health of each group? 
Framework: healthy migrant effect / the role of the ethnic community 
Data: Midlife Development in US (1995-1996), Census Summary Tape File 3. 
Variables: Dependent (Depression, Anxiety) 
Independent Variables (Neighborhood level: Isolation, Individual: Age, edu, 
gender, marital, generation (us-born), Acculturation (language), Physical 
symptom) 
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Result: 1) Pueritorican (Neighborhood effect +, but controlling for individual 
variables, NE is not significant) 2) Mexican (Neighborhood effect +, even though 
controlling for ind., NE is still significant).   

 – Yongseok’s written summary for L2 text 
 

Ayoung was the only person writing summaries in a full text form for both L1 and 

L2 texts, without using non-linguistic, symbolic signs. She commented that it was the 

result of training for the whole semester. As a graduate research assistant, Ayoung had 

been asked to read articles and write review papers for the last semester. Consequently, 

she seemed to have developed a basic structure within which she could organize 

information to summarize academic texts. Using the basic framework, Ayoung could 

produce a similarly formatted summary by replacing key information from the text she 

read.  

This article examined the relationship between childhood sexual abuse and 
neglect and alcohol abuse and alcoholism in middle adulthood. It assumed that 
there might be a mediating effect of alcohol abuse and alcoholism in young 
adulthood. It also assumed that there might be an impact of parental alcohol 
problems on alcohol abuse and alcoholism in middle adulthood. It conducted 
prospective cohort design with approximately 900 samples. It divided them into 2 
groups, experimental group and comparison group. Its dependent variables are 
excessive drinking including frequency of alcohol consumption and quantity of 
alcohol consumption. It uses DSM tool to diagnosis the alcohol abuse and 
alcoholism. It also compared levels of alcohol consumption between men and 
women. It uses SEM for the data analysis. It found that for women, childhood 
sexual abuse and neglect is significantly associated with alcohol abuse and 
alcoholism among middlehood adults. For men, it was not significant. And it also 
found the mediating effect of alcohol abuse and alcoholism in young adulthoods. 
It suggested to develop a program or services to intervene their young adulthood.  

-Ayoung’s written summary of L1 text 
 

 
The underlined parts were the phrases to indicate the basic framework Ayoung 

was using to organize the information of the L2 text. The summary follows the same flow 

of the article: what was the purpose of the study, what designs and methods the author 
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used to collect and analyze data, what the study has found, and what implication or 

suggestion the study had. The same format was applied to Ayoung’s L1 summary, for 

which she undertook the process of changing the modality of the language for the 

framework from English to Korean.  

The other participants, whose summaries are different from Ayoung’s as they are 

not written in a full text form but in an outlining format, included very similar features to 

arrange the flow of the information. The written summary below is also organized around 

the key features of purpose, methods, and results of the study, even though Yoonhee did 

not use exactly the same terms for these componential features.   

Title: 초점과 정보구조에 따른 한국어 화자의 영어 억양 실현 양상  
Goal: To check Korean learners’ knowledge about English Focus and 
information structure  
Subjects: 5 Native speakers of English (as control group) + 10 Korean learners 
of English 
Target Patterns of Focus:  SF, VF, CF, PF, BF (*problematic!) 
Experiments Conducted:  
Experiment 1: Production Task, Reading the question-answer pairs as naturally 
as possible  
Results: Unlike Native speakers, Korean learners did a poor job in producing 
appropriate focus patterns, except for the 4th pattern.  

- Yoonhee’s L1 text summary 
 

However, there exist different componential features guiding the flow of the 

written summary according to the type of text. The exemplary written summaries 

presented previously were organized in a way to summarize experimental findings. 

Written summary for a non-experimental article, such as a review or theoretical paper, 

was organized differently, displaying different types of information to be focused on 

while reading.  
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1) How neoliberal urbanism defines the relationship between “global” and 
urban.   
How “globalization” process is interconnected to “urban scale” in a global 
capitalist economy 
2) Neoliberal urbanism as a new strategy of globalization for urban expansion 
2.1 New urbanism:  
* Explicitly showed in cities of developing world (rather than in one in developed 
countries of advanced capitalism)  
* Important feature: increased power of nation-state (state activism) and global 
financial power to capitalist production in any particular (local and regional) 
place (which means the wider rescaling of production)  
2.2. Generalization of process of gentrification during urban regeneration 
* As a competitive neoliberal urban strategy 
* “Urban real estate market as vehicles of capitalist accumulation” driven by 
productive global financial investment capital 
* Against industrialization (that is, places not for industrial production but for 
tourism and marketing destinations),  
* Hence need to revisit Lefevre’s theoretical assumption of urban revolution by 
urbanization.  

- Minjoo’s written summary of the L2 text 
 

This summary was written by Minjoo after she read the L2 text, dealing with 

theoretical constructs of neourbanism. The article was dense with many concepts and 

terms and her summary was also organized by the concepts she found important for her 

reading goal, to find a more concrete theoretical framework to support her study.  

Different componential features of academic texts seemed significant, as they 

provide a guideline with which the readers planned and decided what parts they needed to 

focus on particularly when they read the text as well as when they wrote a summary. 

Metacognitively Perceived Difference of Reading in Two Languages and Choice of 

Strategies 

In this section, I wanted to address two issues: (1) how readers gave evidence of 

being metacognitively aware of their L1 and L2 reading, (2) what influence their 
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metacognitive knowledge about reading academic text in two different languages has on 

their implementation of strategies, as well as on their choice of language for reading 

comprehension.  

Any perceived difference in reading L1 vs. L2 

When the readers were asked to reflect on any difference or similarity they had 

found while reading academic texts in their first or second language, most of them 

commented on their comprehension level as an L1 reader and an L2 reader, respectively. 

When it comes to comprehension, these readers regarded their capability in reading L1 

and L2 not to be very different on the whole. Moreover, the readers seemed to be equally 

confident in their comprehension for reading in two languages. This evaluation seemed 

related to the fact that they did not considered reading comprehension to mean 

understanding 100 % of a text, as they knew it was not possible to comprehend a text 

perfectly no matter in what language they read. They found their reading comprehension 

quite satisfactory and sufficient enough to achieve their reading goals in an academic 

context. The very notion of reading comprehension and knowledge about reading tasks 

seemed to influence them in setting up a reading goal and managing the overall reading 

process. What concerned these readers most while reading academic texts was not 

understanding every single sentence perfectly but catching the main ideas, apprehending 

the author’s intention and drawing out the overall flow of information. Their overall 

reading comprehension was oriented for so called macro-structure of texts, not for the 

micro-structure. 
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By experience, we all know there are few people who understand an article 100% 
even though they read it in Korean. Except those few extremely good readers, 
average people might comprehend more or less 50~60 % after reading an article 
for the first time. Thinking in that way about reading reduces a lot of burden in 
reading for me.                – an excerpt from the interview with Yongseok 
 

Especially when it comes to reading academic texts, they considered a general 

reading task quite manageable within their knowledge about topics and know-how, built 

from experience they had gained from reading academic text. When they were asked to 

reflect on their general reading process and strategies in reading L1 and L2 texts 

respectively, they did not find the process and strategies very different for these two 

reading tasks. 

I have studied in the US for 6 years and I did my master’s in Korea but all the 
reading materials were in English even when I was an undergraduate…I haven’t 
had any other choice but reading in English…and then now reading English text 
becomes….I don’t think reading an academic text for my study, even though 
written in English bothers me as long as it’s for my area of study. How I feel 
about reading some texts in Korean for academic purposes might not be very 
different.                    - an excerpt from the interview with Youngha 
 

These views were suggested from the retrospective evaluation as well as from 

think-aloud protocol analysis. From the think-aloud protocol, the lists of the most 

frequently implemented strategies for L1 and L2 texts did not differ very much, even 

though there were individual differences in readers’ preference for particular strategies.  

The two lists of the strategies almost overlap completely for the two reading tasks, 

suggesting that for advanced L2 readers, the strategies they use for a certain task can be 

easily transferred to another task depending upon their needs.  

However, though the strategies and processes might be very similar and the 

readers quite confident in their comprehension capability for the two languages, this does 
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not mean that these readers considered the outcomes of their reading comprehension of 

L1 and L2 texts as identical. Concerned with the detailed aspects of the comprehension 

process, the readers admitted that they felt more challenged by L2 texts. Some 

participants worried that their L2 reading comprehension could never be as thorough and 

accurate as their L1 reading comprehension.  

Ah…. my comprehension level of reading in English is relatively low when it is 
compared to reading in Korean…definitely…a lot lower….If I were given two 
texts with the same content but in different languages…. I don’t think what I 
understand from the two texts would be the same. I might understand much less 
for the English text.             – an excerpt from the Interview with Heechan 
 

Out of several factors distinguishing L2 reading from L1 reading, longer 

processing time, smaller chunks of information processed at a time, and shorter working 

memory were mentioned repeatedly, all of which have been commonly mentioned in 

many studies addressing issues of L2 reading. These factors seemed to place heavier 

loads on readers cognitively, as well as emotionally in reading L2 texts.  

Hmm… thinking about how I feel… I don’t think the load might be equal in 
reading L1 and L2. Reading in L1 will be much easier. It cannot be equal…First 
of all I can read much faster. In reading academic text for my study, the reading 
speed has been improved a lot in a decade…however, still not as fast as I can 
read Korean text. I know how fast I can read in Korean no matter what type of 
text they are…                  – an excerpt from the interview with Eunsoo 
 

When they read L1 texts, they processed information in chunks, beyond the 

individual sentence level. In reading the L2 text, it did not seem very different; the 

readers were able to process information in chunks larger than sentences. However, the 

readers considered the bulk of information they could process at a time to be smaller 
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when they read in L2, more susceptible to text difficulties due to an unfamiliar topic, 

terms, or unclear text structure etc.   

Any big difference in comprehension….uh….when I read Korean texts, I never 
read word by word…what I mean is…for example ‘지역사회에 거주하는 주민’ 
[Translation: people residing in a local community] this phrase I just grasped at 
once as if they are just one word…..I mean I am able to read phrase by phrase. 
However, in reading English, it’s not always the case…but it’s true I feel I read 
better if I read in chunks… 

- an excerpt from the interview with Yongseok  
 

This smaller processing unit of information seemed to be partially traced back to 

reading habits and expectations readers had for L2 text. Several readers more frequently 

found themselves reading sentences aloud when they read English texts. When they read 

aloud, readers inevitably processed every word, taking more time and paying more 

attention. Even when they did not read aloud, they felt it was difficult to ignore words of 

less importance. One possible reason they hesitated to ignore less significant words such 

as articles or particles could be found from the fact that they expected they could learn 

how to write academic text in English by reading academic text. L2 readers considered 

reading in L2, thinking in L2, and writing in L2 as strategies to learn more sophisticated 

language. Moreover, as novice researchers, the academic readers needed to acquire and 

become familiar with the writing style particularly required for their discipline. For this 

reason, they believed that reading could provide them opportunities to acquire such 

writing practice. At the same time, they had been told to read and memorize English 

phrases as a way to expand their vocabulary and acquire more native-like use of English 

terms.  

In the past…when I thought I wasn’t very good at English… one of my professors 
recommended that it might be helpful to memorize phrases or expressions 
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commonly used in English texts. It means that I had to focus on the form as well 
as the contents of the text. It caused…you know…it doubled my pain and 
loads…whenever I read something… Now…I try not to pay attention to all…only 
focusing on information…now I feel more comfortable even though I still need to 
care about the form…            - an excerpt from the interview with Yoonhee 
 

This habitual attention to details in English texts, however, became less evident 

when the readers were under time pressure or when they had to read with more concrete 

and immediate needs for the information. They returned to their habit focusing on every 

detail when they read L2 without any emergent needs presented. The readers were aware 

that this habit delayed their processing, and it sometimes interrupted them from seeing 

the flow of information. As they were well aware that paying too much attention to every 

detail was not very beneficial to reading comprehension as a whole, they came up with 

some strategies of their own. Wanseo, for example, intentionally put herself under time 

pressure, in order to ignore details and focus more on the information she needed.  

As another strategy considered useful to keep them from being overwhelmed by 

details, the readers tried not to translate word for word. A good example regarding the 

issue of translation in reading L2 text could be found from Ayoung’s report. Ayoung 

thought translation in reading L2 texts would make her focus too much on local 

information, unable to draw a big picture out of the text or to grasp the main idea of the 

text. For Ayoung, translation was not a strategy to change languages to improve 

understanding of the text, but a strategy to elaborate on the details expressed in each 

sentence. Here was an unusual perspective on why people translate, which was usually 

categorized as problem solving’ strategy, implemented to deal with less fully developed 

language (Oxford, 1995). However, from Ayoung’s view, translation has little to do with 
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language proficiency. Rather, it influences the reading comprehension process, as people 

try to pay more attention to details through translation, focusing on the trees at the cost of 

the forest. This would lead the entire reading comprehension process to become bottom-

up.  

Why didn’t I translate when I read? Hmmm…I don’t know… well…I think if I 
translate word for word…if I read in this way, how to put it…I might not be able 
to see the whole picture…because I pay attention to every single word but you 
know every word doesn’t have the same importance. But once I translated each 
word, it became all important to me and I missed something more important 
because I couldn’t see it  

 – an excerpt from Ayoung’s retrospective self evaluation  

Procedural differences in reading L1 vs. L2 

Most of the readers did not consider what they understood from the L2 text to be 

equally as thorough as their L1 understanding. Even though they were confident enough 

about their comprehension of L2 texts in their field of study, they seemed aware that 

reading in L2 is more challenging in several aspects. They considered text written in L2 

to require more attentional resources to focus on reading. Eunsoo, for example, was more 

sensitive to noise when she read the L2 text. As she knew if any distractive factor exists 

when she reads in English, it disrupts her attentional control in the reading process. 

However, she mentioned that the same amount of noise could be allowed in a situation of 

reading L1 texts, and she knew it would not bother her significantly.  

Wanseo came up with a strategy to assist herself being engrossed in reading L2 

text. She started reading the L2 text out loud in order to pay attention to the text. 

However, the same strategy was not necessary for her to become engrossed when she 

read the L1 text.  
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I mumble a lot when I read…when I read English, I tend to pronounce words… 
especially at the beginning of reading when I need to make myself 
concentrate…But once I feel like I get on track…then I don’t pronounce words 
any more than just focus on what I am reading… When I read in Korean? I don’t 
think I need to pronounce words to concentrate even though they are very 
important ones. I am able to just read without making any sounds out loud…. It’s 
so natural…when I read Korean.  

- an excerpt from Wanseo’s retrospective self evaluation  
 

There were also some differences in readers’ emotional as well as cognitive 

aspects. In reading L2 text, most readers felt their working memory to be overloaded and 

required smaller processing units of information at a time. The one difference most of the 

readers mentioned in reading L1 and L2 academic texts was how fast they were able to 

scan text to locate information they need. At the same time they considered reading speed 

was related to the size of information they could grasp at one time. Eventually, all of the 

readers reported being able to scan both L1 and L2 texts; however, the amount of 

information in L2 processed at a glance was relatively small compared to information 

processed in L1. As a consequence, larger processing units of information could facilitate 

speed of reading L1 text, and most of the readers were able to read more pages when they 

read L1 texts.   

All these concerns did not seem to make any noticeable difference in the actual 

reading comprehension process, at least in reading academic texts. However, the readers 

seemed to have come up with specific strategies to deal with those concerns. In order to 

deal with shorter working memory, most readers commented that they tried to mark key 

information by underlining or circling, taking notes more frequently. In addition, while 

reading L2 text, the readers reminded themselves of what they were reading more often 

by restating or summarizing. 
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When it comes to working memory, I think it’s smaller for English compared to 
Korean. It’s much harder, I think, to pause after reading something. Information 
read in English is easily forgettable…so…in order not to forget, I try to take notes 
on the margin. But it’s still annoying when I read…then... I always underline…all 
the time…              -an excerpt from Jinpyo’s retrospective self evaluation  
 

In addition to the time duration and size of processing unit, there was another 

concern in scanning L2 text, which was that it remained more uncertain and ambiguous 

after reading. In order to reduce the level of uncertainty about their reading 

comprehension, many readers tried to read the same article more than once if time 

allowed. However, they did not read the same article in identical ways. They mentioned 

that their first reading usually proceeded very fast to focus the main idea of the article, 

making a decision on whether they would reread this article for details. Once they 

decided to read the article again, the second reading tended to be more thorough, paying 

more attention to details.  

Another strategy the readers used to deal with the feeling of vagueness was to 

have a discussion with other students in their class or ask questions of a more 

knowledgeable person such as a professor. From these discussions, they confirmed their 

understanding. At the same time they tried to find any parts they misunderstood or 

missed.  

I know my style… I have to read several times, at least reading twice and once I 
have discussion with others in class, I feel like my comprehension is confirmed. 
When I read in Korean, it’s not necessary while I am reading, I can tell what I 
understand and what I don’t understand. Even if I don’t understand some parts, I 
can tell it’s important. But in the case of reading in English, I cannot be very sure 
about my comprehension. So I like to talk with others about the reading and ask a 
lot of questions to the professors.    - an excerpt from the interview with Hyebin 

 



 123

PART III 

In this section, I will present a synthesis of what I reported in the previous two 

sections about the results coming from the analysis of different data sources. As a way to 

interpret these results, I constructed a model to demonstrate how various aspects of 

metacogntive knowledge interplay in the reading comprehension process. This suggested 

metacognitive reading comprehension model is illustrated and tested with concrete 

examples from data reflecting the actual reading comprehension process managed by the 

advanced readers.  

An Emergent Model of the Metacognitive Reading Comprehension Process  

Based on what was found from the data analysis, a model was devised in order to 

illustrate how different kinds of metacognitive knowledge were intertwined in the reading 

comprehension process. Moreover, this model demonstrates how the languages, L1 and 

L2, with which these readers had a good command were involved in executing various 

types of metacognitive knowledge to maneuver this comprehension of academic texts 

(see the figure below) 

 

 

 



Figure 4.2 An Emergent Model of the Metacognitive Reading Comprehension 
Process in an Academic Context  
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At the left side of the model, declarative knowledge becomes a grounding 

foundation upon which the whole scheme for a given task can be built. The declarative 

knowledge consists of three types of knowledge: knowledge of self, task, and strategy. 

This knowledge is static and stable, not very susceptible situational factors, such as text 

difficulties, the physical or emotional condition of readers, and reading environments. 

Also declarative knowledge is also context-embedded; therefore, knowledge of self and 

strategy is formed around the knowledge of task. In an academic context, what the 

participants in this study know about task is related to text structure schema, domain 

specific knowledge, and constructivity.  

On the basis of this foundational knowledge, when the need to read arises, readers 

embody procedural and executive knowledge of metacognition, which is more task-

specific in its nature. This knowledge has three dimensions of planning, management, 

and evaluation. All these three dimensions are mediated by language. The mediating 

modality of language can be either L1 or L2, or a mixture of two languages, for L2 

learners who are highly proficient in their L2. That’s why the pillar at the center is 

illustrated as spiral codes of the two languages.  

The entire process of metacognitive reading comprehension is monitored which is 

illustrated as reciprocal arrows among the different dimensions. The reason I do not draw 

any hierarchical structure with the three dimensions is that there is no strong assumption 

that the various phases (such as planning, monitoring, control) are hierarchically or 

linearly structured, such that earlier phases must occur before later phases (Azevedo, 

2009). The procedural and executive knowledge are not fixed once they are developed in 

a context, but they are constantly adjusted in a way to pursuit the goals more efficiently. 
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The adaptive adjustments, which were based on continuous monitoring and comparison 

to standards for learning, facilitate readers’ decisions regarding when, how, and what to 

regulate (Azevedo, 2009).  

Throughout the metacognitive reading comprehension process, readers can 

experience success or failure in meeting the goal they have for a given task, and they also 

can experience some degree of satisfaction or disappointment with their capability to 

manage the reading process. All these experiences, summed up as the metacognitive 

experience, retrospectively influence the very foundational knowledge, leading readers to 

expand, strengthen, or modify what they already know about themselves, reading tasks 

and strategies. Flavell (1979) describes metacognitive experiences as ‘any conscious, 

cognitive or affective experience that accompanies and pertains to any intellectual 

enterprise.’ Efklides and Petkaki (2002) noted that persons who engage in cognitive tasks 

experience various emotionss, and form judgments regarding their task processing and 

how well they are doing. These feelings and judgments regarding the learning achieved 

are metacognitive in nature because they monitor features of the cognitive processing of 

the task at hand and the person’s response to it (Cited in Vrugt & Oort, 2008).  

Validating the Model with Two Groups of Readers 

In order to see whether this model is a valid description of metacognitive 

knowledge and metacognitive reading comprehension, it seemed necessary to elaborate 

on individual readers’ cases to see how different cases fit into the model. For this 

procedure of confirmation of the suggested model, I first divided 10 participants into two 

groups according to the needs the individual readers brought into the experiment 
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condition. How immediate needs arose could lead to somewhat different results in 

manipulating their reading process within a limited time.  

Before I grouped the participants according to the types of needs they exhibited, it 

seemed necessary to check whether all the participants had well developed metacognitive 

foundation upon which they were building up procedural and executive knowledge to 

manage their reading process, as the proposed model suggests. Judged by the scores they 

obtained from the MAI, all the participants fell into either high or mid level 

metacognitive awareness. When it comes to the scores for the MARSI, all the 

participants, except Yongseok, turned out to be highly aware of their strategy use. The 

two inventories mainly deal with the readers’ knowledge and awareness of the reading 

tasks and strategies, all of which are the constituent units of the foundational knowledge 

in the model. The guidelines provided by Mokhtari & Reichard (2002), with which I 

interpreted the scores obtained for both inventories, identified three different awareness 

levels for metacognitive knowledge in general as well as strategy use in specific; high 

(mean of 3.5 or higher), medium (mean of 2.5 to 3.4), and low (2.4 or lower). The table 

below (see the table 4.5) presenting the scores of each participant for the two inventories 

respectively supports the claim that all participants were knowledgeable readers in terms 

of metacognition.  
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Table 4. 5 Mean scores from the two inventories 

Participant MAI MARSI 

Minjoo 3.52 3.23 

Ayoung 3.73 4.20 

Yoonhee 2.98 3.53 

Eunsoo 4.23 3.80 

Jinpyo 4.00 4.40 

Yongseok 2.62 2.93 

Hyebin 3.06 4.23 

Youngha 2.71 3.97 

Wanseo 3.17 3.80 

Heechan 3.71 4.03 

The first group of readers 

As a second step, I divided the ten participants into two groups according to the 

needs initially driving them to set up a specific goal and choose the texts for the 

experimental tasks. The first group of participants chose to read in order to investigate 

what other researchers have found or discussed about a topic within their dissertation 

field or related to research topic. Minjoo, Youngha, Yoonhee, Jinpyo and Hyebin belong 

to this group: Youngha and Yoonhee were at the stage of writing their dissertation with 

findings from their own experiments, and Minjoo was revising a proposal prior to 
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collecting data, as her committee had recommended she strengthen the theoretical 

framework for her study. Jinpyo and Hyebin were involved in a new research project; 

therefore, they needed to find specific information related to operationalized construct, 

theoretical background, and research methods in order to design their own research.  

In order to verify the results from the experiments or research design against 

existing literature, these five participants needed to do some reading. All the decisions 

they made about what to read, how to manage the reading process, as well as how to 

evaluate their reading seemed to be rooted from these exigencies. When they set up a 

goal for reading, searched for reading material, they narrowed down their scope quite 

dramatically. The types of articles they selected were either reporting similar research 

findings or reviewing theoretical or methodological concerns dealing with the topics. For 

this selection process, they enacted their knowledge about planning, the first dimension 

of the executive and procedural knowledge of metacognition in the model. (see the Table 

4.6 below) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Table 4.6 Text Characteristics of the First Group Readers 
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Once they went through the planning phase, they activated metacognitive 

knowledge, the second dimension, to manage information and to meet their need within a 

limited time. From the planning phase, they knew what kinds of information would be 

necessary to be grasped from the texts. The reading process was tightly guided by what 

was being decided from the planning through to the monitoring.  

For example, Youngha chose an experimental article written in L2 as the article 

was dealing with the same topic which as ASD and PECS. Particularly the L2 article was 

using the same research tool as she was. What interested her initially was how the author 

presented the research findings and interpreted them. However, as she continued to read 

the article, she realized that the information from the article was not the kind she 

expected and that this reading would not meet her reading goal. Even though she was 

disappointed with the information, she did not stop reading. Instead, she modified her 

goal slightly as she found some implication for her study from the article, which was not 

originally intended. In order to adjust her reading goal, choose different parts from the 

text to read and focus on somewhat different kinds of information, she got immediate 

feedback from the knowledge of evaluation, the third dimension of the model. The 

evaluation and modification was possible as she kept monitoring whether the reading 

process was moving in the right direction to meet her goal and providing feedback 

between the different dimensional knowledge.  

All these processes including managing information were mediated by two 

languages, and Youngha frequently used a mixture of two languages, with English 

content words and Korean functional words arranged in Korean syntactic order at her 

convenience. As she was considered to be well versed in L2, not to mention L1, the 
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pattern of her language use, mediating the execution of the whole three dimensional 

knowledge, could be interpreted as evidence to show how two languages could interplay 

in advanced readers’ minds while they are maneuvering a complicated task such as 

reading comprehension.  

The second group of readers 

For the second group of participants, there was not an immediate need to read, but 

a broader and regular-based need to keep up with some topics, as these related to their 

study. For this group, Heechan, Wanseo, Yongseok, Eunsoo, and Ayoung were listed. 

When they were asked to name what they needed to read, their answers were not very 

different from one another. Even though they were not pushed by any exigent need, they 

knew they could develop expertise in their area of interest through reading, so as to be 

ready to propose their own study.  

Unlike the first group of participants, initiated from relatively broad interests, 

these participants did not choose two articles dealing with exactly the same topics. The 

table below presents the characteristics of the two articles the participants of the second 

group chose to read. The abstracts of the articles the readers from each group chose to 

read are all provided to document that all texts were academic texts and to show that their  

choice of reading was highly related to their reading purpose and interest (see Appendix 

F). Moreover, it also shows what specific reading goals the participants had for the 

experiments. Heechan, Wanseo and Ayoung chose two articles on related topics, not on 

the same one. What they mentioned as a goal for reading was also not very specific but 
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they wanted to keep themselves updated about current issues within a certain topic of 

their interest.  

 

 



Table 4.7 Text Characteristics of the Second Group Readers 
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These participants were interested in how other researchers designed their studies, 

executed the experiments, and reported what they found. They were also interested in 

how the authors wrote their implications and suggestions for future research. Thus, what 

concerned them was not only the content or information of the texts they chose to read, 

but also the structure and overall styles and register of the writing required for their 

discipline. As novice researchers, these participants considered being familiar with 

discipline-specific writing styles as important as understanding information of academic 

texts.   

All these interests and concerns led them to plan and manage their reading 

process somewhat differently from the first group of participants. Whereas the first group 

of participants had narrow and specific needs for certain information, they read only the 

parts that fit their interest, ignoring other sections; the second group of participants 

tended to read the whole article even if they did not read it thoroughly. The goal of their 

reading was to see what the articles were mainly about, and consequently they specified 

how to manage the reading time and process information according to their goal for 

reading.  

For these readers, when it comes to evaluation, the third dimension of the model, 

they seemed to delay the overall evaluation of the text until they had completed their 

reading, even though they frequently critiqued and evaluated particular pieces of 

information. Ayoung, Wanseo, and Heechan frequently made comments on the 

information of the text whether reading either the L1 or L2 text, whereas Eunsoo and 

Yongseok focused on processing particular information in the texts, withholding their 

evaluation until the end of the reading. Whether they were evaluating simultaneously or 
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retrospectively, when they were asked to write a summary of the texts they had read, 

these readers combined information from the text with their own ideas as well as critical 

evaluation. As the overall evaluation happened as the last phase of the reading 

comprehension process, it might seem less influential on the other two processes, 

planning and executing. However, this type of evaluation retrospectively provides 

feedback for planning and managing the next reading. Yongseok, for example, found the 

article he read interesting and thus, he planned to read it again. For his projected second 

reading, he knew he would read it thoroughly, focusing more on detailed information.  

For the readers in the second group, reading with a less emergent need, their 

metacognitive reading comprehension process was mediated by their two languages, 

though five of the readers revealed somewhat different patterns in their reliance on the 

two languages. For instance, Wanseo tried to use English exclusively when she read the 

L2 text, and even when she read the L1 text, she tried to comment on it in English. Her 

choice of language seemed to originate by her strategic choice, as she knew if she needed 

to write a paper or summary about the article she read, it must be in English, not in 

Korean. Therefore, she considered it to be better to think and write in English from the 

beginning.  

However, the other four readers used mixed languages when they managed 

information and evaluated what they had learned from the text. Yongseok and Heechan, 

for instance, in reading the L2 text, rearranged the information with English content 

words and Korean function words. Their decision on mixing the two languages seemed to 

reflect their preference, as they considered it a fast and convenient approach for them. By 

arranging information in Korean word order, the relation of information became clearer 
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to them and by not translating word-for-word, which seemed unnecessary; they did not 

chop the information into overly small pieces, and were able to process the information in 

bigger chunks.   

Conclusion 

In order to validate the proposed model of metacognitive reading process, I 

applied this model to the two groups of readers. The participants in the experiments were 

divided into two groups on the basis of how immediate a need to read they brought to the 

experiment context. The first group of participants was led by an exigent need for 

particular information; whereas the second group was led by chronicle interest in 

particular topics. The main difference between the two groups’ metacognitive reading 

comprehension process was found from the executing process of monitoring and 

evaluation. The first group executed immediate evaluation to make a quick adjustment to 

their focus on reading in order to meet a relatively narrow and specific reading goal. 

Meanwhile, the second group did not make an instant decision to adjust their reading 

focus. Rather, they executed an overall evaluation of the texts they had read upon the 

completion of the reading, and their evaluation was reflected by their choice for planning 

the next reading.  

As witnessed from the reading of the two groups of participants, the suggested 

model seemed appropriate to explain what aspects of metacognition were put into action, 

and reciprocally interrelated, for these readers who had a well developed metacognitive 

foundation for the reading comprehension task, as well as an excellent command of the 

two languages of their reading tasks. 
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Chapter 5. DISCUSSION 

The main purpose of this study was to address how metacognitive processes 

would be revealed through language interaction and strategy use in the reading of 

advanced L2 readers. In order to understand the highly cognitive and intentional 

behaviors of implementing various strategies and of using different linguistic resources 

within the context of academic reading, I first attempted to clarify what kinds of 

metacognitive knowledge were involved in the reading comprehension process for the 

readers in my study, as presented in response to the first two research questions guiding 

my study. 

Once I had identified and categorized the different types of metacognitive 

knowledge and understood their roles and interactions in reading comprehension, I 

explored how the different types of metacognitive knowledge were related to readers’  

choice of strategies as well as language. By means of using different strategies and two 

languages, the readers seemed to execute the reading comprehension process, mediate, 

and control it in a way to pursue their goals for their reading. These issues were mainly 

dealt with by addressing research questions 3 and 4, respectively.  

In this chapter, findings of the study were summarized, and then discussed in 

relation to what previous research has suggested. Next, implications of this study were 

presented from theoretical, methodological, and pedagogical perspectives for both L1 and 

L2 reading comprehension research. Finally, this chapter concluded with the limitations 

of the present study, along with suggestions for future research.  
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

When it comes to metacognitive knowledge, I defined it as three different types 

and then described how they were involved in the reading comprehension process, 

especially in an academic reading context. Researchers have tried to understand 

metacognitive knowledge as a multi-dimensional construct, consisting of different kinds 

of knowledge. Particularly two aspects are emphasized for their relation to the reading 

comprehension process as well as the overall learning process: (1) the knowledge of 

cognition, which refers to knowledge about one’s cognitive states and processes and (2) 

the regulation of cognition, which is relevant to control or execute aspects of 

metacognition (Baker & Brown, 1984).   

Regarding knowledge about one’s cognitive states and processes, which I 

described with the term declarative knowledge from Schraw and Deninson's 

metacognitive awareness inventory (1994), the advanced readers in this study were found 

to have developed a clear understanding of themselves as readers through many years of 

reading experience. Particularly, they seemed to know their reading styles precisely and 

their cognitive strengths as well as weaknesses. At the same time, they seemed to be 

highly aware of the contextual constraints within which an academic reading task must be 

accomplished. They understood how academic reading is different from other types of 

reading, what they were expected to do with academic text, and what they needed to do to 

be successful in reading such texts. In addition to this contextualized knowledge about 

academic reading, the readers had also developed a high level of disciplinary knowledge. 

The disciplinary knowledge was not only about key constructs and concepts of their 

discipline, but also about writing styles and structures accepted in their discipline.   
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This type of metacognition perceived by the advanced readers in this study about 

contextual and disciplinary knowledge, as well as about themselves as readers enabled 

them to have expertise in dealing with academic texts. Moreover this metacognitive 

awareness provided them with knowledge with which they tailored a specific task to 

make it more manageable in a way to achieve a specific purpose or goal. In terms of 

metacognition concerning the regulation of cognition, two types of knowledge are 

identified that are related to ongoing reading comprehension processes. For the two types, 

I used the terms executive knowledge and evaluative knowledge.   

Once a reading task was presented, it was the moment when the other types of 

knowledge became evident and began shaping the environment within which the task was 

performed. This procedural and executive knowledge was overviewed by evaluative 

knowledge, whose main function was to provide constant feedback to readers in order to 

enable them to be successful in attaining goal they had set up for the given task. Within 

the boundary of the multi-faceted metacognitive knowledge, the advanced readers in this 

study were flexible and versed in various strategies, being aware of their choice of certain 

strategies when needed. 

The types of metacognitive knowledge and the ways all the knowledge interacted 

in the reading comprehension process did not seem to vary much according to the 

languages (L1 or L2) of given tasks. No matter in what language the advanced readers in 

this study were asked to read academic texts, it was their goals and interests that played a 

leading role guiding the reading comprehension process.  

While reading academic texts, both L1 and L2 of the advanced readers actively 

interacted on various occasions. First, the readers used these two linguistic resources at 
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will in processing information of the text. The readers processed information by 

simplifying or elaborating information using their two languages as resources. Secondly, 

they used two languages interactively during the entire reading process, from planning, 

monitoring, and evaluating to writing a summary.  

RELATING FINDINGS TO THE EXISTING LITERATURE 

This study was intended to explore how metacognitive knowledge influences 

readers’ choice of language and strategies, which are considered important tools to 

facilitate their comprehension process. Therefore, in the following section, two threads 

will be discussed in light of metacognitive knowledge and its relation to cognitive 

resource activation: (1) what advanced readers do in order to construct and manage their 

reading process metacognitively, and (2) how the two languages of advanced L2 readers 

interplay in the metacognitively constructed reading comprehension process. 

How Good Readers Construct the Reading Comprehension Process Metacognitively  

Many researchers have attempted to identify factors that differentiate good and 

bad readers. The most frequently mentioned factor attributed to the difference between 

good and bad reader has been reading strategy use, and researchers have focused on how 

differently these two groups of readers deal with a given text (Paris, Lipson, & Wixson, 

1983). As Block (1986) pointed out, researchers have considered reading strategy as a 

research agenda to reveal a reader’s resources for understanding: the way readers manage 

their interaction with the written text and how these strategies are related to text 

comprehension.  
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Most of these studies have focused on cognitive strategies dealing with local 

problems in reading a given text. Carrell (1991) specified types of reading strategies that 

are text-driven, detail-oriented, focused on details and linguistic features such as syntax, 

word meaning or text details, and are associated with attending to lower level cues (e.g., 

breaking a group of words into smaller parts, scanning for specific words or phrases, 

recognizing cognates and word families, paraphrasing or rewording the original text, and 

looking for key vocabulary or phrases etc). Another type of strategies is big-picture based 

and content-driven strategies, such as integrating scattered information, recognizing (not 

scanning) main idea, reorganizing text structures, predicting the content of text, and 

drawing inferences. These two kinds of strategies are cognitive, directly handling text to 

find a better way to understand it.  

Besides these cognitive strategies, several researchers have emphasized 

metacognitive strategies as a factor characterizing the differences in reading 

comprehension between good and bad readers. In terms of implementation of 

metacognitive strategies for reading comprehension, research findings have suggested 

that good readers are: (1) generally more aware of what strategies they are using; (2) 

more flexible in strategy use and able to match strategies with a given task; (3) more 

sensitive to inconsistencies found from the text and find solution to solve the 

inconsistency; (4) more able to monitor their comprehension than poor readers; and (5) 

they distinguish between important information and details as they read and are able to 

use clues in the text to anticipate information and relate new information with 

information already stated (Baker and Brown, 1984; Olson et al, 1984; Phakiti, 2003; 

Schoonen et al. 1998)  
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In spite of widespread agreement among scholars regarding the importance of 

strategy use, cognitive or metacognitive researchers have not paid proper attention to 

factors influencing readers’ choice of strategy. Most studies have focused on the 

taxonomy of strategies readers draw upon to handle reading problems. Moreover, they 

have dealt with cognitive and metacognitive strategies separately or comparatively, 

referring to the use of more metacognitive strategies as a characteristic of good readers.  

However, cognitive and metacognitive strategies might need to be viewed as two 

interactive facets of the same mental process that do not occur independently of each 

other. Wilson (2000) acknowledged there existed difficulties distinguishing cognitive 

strategies from metacognitive strategies as suggested in the literature. “Cognitive strategy 

use seems to function in concert with metacognitive strategy use, which functions in an 

executive capacity” (Phakiti, 2003, p.127). As Olsen and Land (2007) emphasized, 

students should be taught cognitive and metacognitive processes so that they develop the 

ability to select and implement appropriate strategies independently and to monitor and 

regulate their use.  

The findings of my study showed that these advanced readers did not use a single 

strategy but implemented several strategies from different categories in order to process 

information more effectively. For example, in order to look for specific information, my 

participants skimmed through the text very quickly, grasping the information they 

needed. This strategy was categorized as a local strategy. At the same time, the readers 

integrated scattered information related to each other to figure out the main points or 

ideas of the author, which was categorized as a global strategy. Moreover, all these 

cognitive processes were monitored and evaluated for their effectiveness and 
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appropriateness in pursuing the readers’ goals, for which a metacognitive strategy was 

drawn upon.  

What Schramm (2001) clarified as the characteristics of good readers provides 

several threads to lead my discussion regarding what advanced readers do in the 

metacognitively constructed reading process.  

Good readers take action to secure comprehension. 
Characteristically, their decision to take action is based on evaluation 
of the comprehension problem with regard to the pursuit of the 
reading goal, which they established in relation to their sociocultural 
context. In order words, good readers do not take action to solve 
comprehension problems that do not endanger their reading goal. 
Less successful readers, on the other hand, tend to worry about 
comprehension problems that are not relevant to the pursuit of the 
reading goal, and/or they tend to ignore or to find easy pseudo-
solutions to comprehension problems that put them at a risk of not 
achieving their reading goal (p. 241) 

According to Schramm, good readers develop clear goals for their reading that 

regulate and control their strategy-related decisions during the reading process. In terms 

of the sociocultural context to which these advanced readers were able to relate their 

goal, the academic context provided them with what, why, and how to read. Suárez 

Reveiro et al. (2001) pointed out that students’ adoption of different goals allows them to 

manage their learning and make it more flexible, so that they are able to attune their 

behaviors optimally to the task and achieve good results. 

The importance of reading goals was emphasized in this study as well. For the 

advanced readers in this study, the first thing they made clear to themselves when asked 

to read academic texts, was why they needed to read, which turned out to be the foremost 

thing the readers kept returning to during the entire reading process. The ten participants 
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of this study exhibited diversity in their reading styles, cognitive strengths and 

weaknesses, and preferred strategies to handle any reading concerns. In addition, all the 

readers brought various needs and interests to the reading condition. As research on 

reading strategy brings the assumption that reading is a very individualized behavior and 

readers do not deal with a text in an identical way (Paris et al, 1983), it was not very 

surprising to find these advanced readers exhibited different approaches to reading, and 

that their cognitive and metacognitive strategy use varied.  

Yet, all of them seemed influenced by the goal(s) they had set up for reading. In 

constructing the individualized reading process, the concerted use of different types of 

strategies seemed to be orchestrated within the comprehensive construct of 

metacognition. Above all, all the strategies were manipulated and channeled to achieve a 

reading goal, which seemed to be the foremost concern of these readers in constructing 

their understanding in a metacognitively effective way. In operating the metacognitive 

reading comprehension process model, it was the reading goals that enabled each reader 

to regulate and mediate concurrent aspects of the reading process: planning, information 

management, monitoring, and evaluating. At the planning phase, reading goals became a 

reference by which readers chose reading materials, outlined the sequence of reading, and 

skimmed for parts on which to focus or ignore. During the ongoing reading process, the 

readers paid selective attention to information that was more relevant to their reading 

goal. When they found information in the text that was less relevant to their reading goal, 

they made a quick adjustment to their reading process. From the very beginning of the 

reading process, whether a reader brought up an urgent and specific goal or broad and 

general one to the context seemed to make difference throughout the entire reading 
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process. All the well orchestrated, intentional, and goal-seeking behaviors of the 

advanced readers were described in the emergent model I constructed from the data, 

which demonstrated working relations between readers’ decision to use specific strategies 

and the more comprehensive construct of metacognition. In order to be effective and 

successful in constructing the metacognitve reading process, readers are required to bring 

a well-defined goal to the reading context.  

Another characteristic of good readers in constructing the metacognitive reading 

comprehension process is that they are reading like a writer, signaling for themselves the  

structure markers used by the author in order to understand the authors’ moves. Spivey 

(1990) explained the reciprocal nature of constructively occurring when people read and 

write a text.  

…Constructivity is quite apparent in writing because the writer 
creates a visible product, a text or fragments of a text that did not 
exist before as he or she attempts to meet discourse goals……In the 
other process of literacy, reading, a person also builds a 
representation of meaning in response to discourse goals….A reader 
strives, as a writer does, to create a representation that is not 
internally coherent, in that it makes sense and hangs together, but is 
also externally coherent…. (p.256)  

Advanced readers are able to reconstruct the author’s goal and action steps from 

the text and to relate information from the text to their own goals. Channeling the 

author’s moves and restructuring text information are available only when readers have a 

structural schema, particularly for academic texts. A structural schema for academic text 

refers to knowledge about how academic texts are normally structured, and in what 

sequence and organization to present information logically. Spivey (1990) also discussed 
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three operations that seemed to be central in constructing meaning from text: organizing, 

selecting, and connecting. All these operations are part of structural schema, or formal 

schemata, which is related to the macrostructure of a text, understanding the logical 

organization of the text that the writer has used to represent the intended meaning (Sharp, 

2002). Boyle and Peregoy (2000) stated that text structure knowledge enhances 

comprehension by helping readers to anticipate and predict the direction of a plot or 

argument, thereby facilitating attention to the larger meaning of the text. Advanced 

readers draw upon their structural schema when they decide what to read and what to 

ignore as well as to locate information related to their reading purpose.  

This knowledge should be considered as a part of the metacognition readers have 

developed from the experience of being frequently exposed to certain types of academic 

writing. When academic readers acquire disciplinary knowledge from reading, at the 

same time, they also have a chance to become more aware of the discourse characteristics 

that academic writings tend to follow. The knowledge about academic text structure 

guides them when they read, what information will be expected in a certain part and what 

parts they need to focus on or ignore depending on the types of information for which 

they are searching. Along with disciplinary knowledge, this knowledge about academic 

writing styles and structures can be developed through experience.  

In writing academic texts, authors provide many transitional, structural, or 

sequential markers to indicate the relation of information. For example, authors use 

therefore, because, and consequently in order to show a causal relation. In a way to 

present information sequentially, authors also use sequential markers at the beginning of 

different information, such as first, second, and finally. In addition to these structural 
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markers that were provided by authors, my advanced readers often drew upon their own 

signals to mark the flow of information more clearly by mapping relations among 

information. Consequently, as a product of metacognitvely constructed reading, in this 

study each reader came to have a personalized text that was reconstructed in a way to 

relate information from the text to his or her own goal as well as to the author’s goal. 

Regarding this constructional behavior of rewriting, Spivey and King (1989) stated that 

“when composing from sources, readers are also writers, transforming source texts to 

create new texts” (p.15). This intentional focus on macrostructure of text by these 

advanced readers seemed to be related to their need to recall information for later use, as 

well as to predicting content information before reading. Myers et al. (1995) suggested 

that readers who adopted the strategy of identifying the author’s organization structure 

would be able to recall more information than those who did not. This claim was 

supported by what my participants commented on as the reason they were so concerned 

about figuring out a text’s structure, sometimes more than with understanding the 

information itself. Focusing on individual pieces of information frequently prohibited the 

reader from seeing relational aspects among information within a structural framework 

and from retaining information as a meaningful chunk.  

Thirdly, in the metacognitively constructed reading comprehension process, good 

readers are able to monitor their ongoing comprehension and evaluate their 

comprehension problems with respect to the pursuit of the specific reading goal. In the 

literature, planning, monitoring and evaluation are counted as essential skills for the 

metacognitive reading process (Butler and Winne 1995; Jacobs and Paris 1987; Veenman 

et al. 2006). Vrugt and Oort (2008) stated that “Planning involves the selection of 
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appropriate strategies and the allocation of resources that affect performance. Monitoring 

refers to one’s on-line awareness of comprehension and task performance. Evaluation 

refers to appraising the products and efficiency of one’s learning, such as re-evaluating 

one’s goals and conclusions,” (p.135). Once these readers evaluated a certain problem as 

a potential threat to their comprehension process, they took action to deal with the 

problem in order to keep their comprehension on track.  

The evaluation process engaged by the advanced readers in my study could be 

characterized as an implicit and less active process. Whenever they found some parts of a 

text vague or difficult, they stated in their think-aloud protocol that they did not 

understand those parts, or even admitted they failed to understand them in their think-

aloud protocols. As the readers kept monitoring the progress of their comprehension, they 

were instantly able to figure out any problematic parts of the text. However, the advanced 

readers, as Schramm (2001) suggested, did not take action immediately to deal with 

every problem, especially if they evaluated the problem as not seriously threatening the 

entire reading process. Moreover, unless information was relevant to their reading goals, 

the readers did not allot their time or attention to make the meaning of the information 

clearly understood.  

Based upon the decision made regarding the outcomes of monitoring and 

evaluating their comprehension, the readers continued to read the text, immediately 

leaving unimportant problems unaddressed. Sperling et al. (2004) pointed out that 

metacognitive knowledge and regulation influence decisions about which strategy to use 

and when. The fact that think-aloud protocol data analysis revealed very few instances of 

problem solving strategy exploited by the readers for reading L1 and L2 texts could be 
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attributed to this characteristic of good readers’ monitoring and evaluation process, as 

well as problem solving tactics, which are all influenced by their metacognitive 

knowledge about what, how, when, and why to become a strategic reader (Paris et al, 

1983).  

How L1 and L2 Interact in the Metacognitively Constructed Reading Process  

In this section, issues regarding the relation between the two languages of the 

participants as well as influences of one language on the other will be discussed and 

referred as cross-linguistic interaction in the discussion. However, before launching into 

my discussion of the phenomenon of cross-linguistic interaction, language produced 

while think-aloud should be differentiated from language produced under 

communicational circumstances. Without any communicative purpose, the language of 

think-aloud protocol is oriented to the self, not to other listeners. The primary function of 

speech is its communicative or interpersonal one, while the secondary function of speech 

is intrapersonal and cognitive. This kind of self-oriented talk has been identified as inner 

speech (Vygotsky, 1979), and even though inner speech has been characterized in many 

ways, interestingly, from ancient to recent times, the notion that “it is a silent 

manifestation of speech directed to the self” (De Guerrero, 2005, p.24).has remained 

constant  

This means that language produced in think-aloud protocols needs to be 

considered as a sort of self talk or inner speech, not as colloquial speech. Vygotsky(1986) 

himself referred to inner speech in a multiplicity of ways, to name a few of them as 

follows: “an entirely separate speech function”, “a mental draft” and “a distinct plane of 
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verbal thought”. However, as Lantolf (1994) pointed out, this secondary language 

production does not remain underground forever, but it can, and does, resurface as private 

speech whenever an individual engages in a task of enhanced difficulty. Inner speech, or 

private speech also has a strategic function, just as social speech has a strategic function 

in other-regulation.  

The reason I emphasize this self-oriented aspect of cross-linguistic interaction is 

to provide an individualized context to interpret instances of language interaction as 

strategic behavior to enhance reading comprehension. Language interaction happened in 

the minds of these readers who had two language resources available to them for their 

needs. In a social context, several external variables such as norms of a speech 

community or expectations of listeners should be considered as determining factors for a 

speaker’s choice of language patterns. By contrast, for a self-oriented talk, only internal 

variables such as a speaker’s perception and individual preferences of certain language 

patterns need to be considered as determining factors for choosing language forms.  

Cross-linguistic interaction during bilingual language production as well as 

comprehension is considered as a pathway to understanding the dynamic nature of 

bilingual cognitive architecture (Isurin et al, 2009). In exploring the interaction between 

two languages, the influence of L1 on L2 has drawn the attention of relatively more 

researchers compared to the reverse influence of L2 on L1 (Altarriba et al, 2009). Both 

groups of researchers have focused on one dominant language influencing the other; 

however, mounting evidence has been produced, supporting the view that cross-linguistic 

influences are bi-directional (Pavlenko & Jarvis, 2002).  
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The instances of language interaction, in the form of switching, mixing or 

transfer, have often been viewed as evidence of lack of proficiency in the target language. 

However, several researchers have raised the possibility that “even highly proficient 

bilinguals can exhibit switching and transfer behaviors as a result of (a) difference in the 

structures of the two languages and (b) differences in the language setting and previous 

experience using the two languages (including habitual switching behavior)” (Isurin et al, 

2009, p.165). 

Many occurrences of cross-linguistic language interaction found from the think-

aloud protocols of the advanced L2 readers could be attributed to the difference in the 

structures of the readers’ L1 (Korean) and L2 (English). Some examples showing 

patterns of language interaction were reported in the previous chapter. The most frequent 

pattern in language mixture was to assign different functions to each language. Korean, 

the readers’ L1, provided the fundamental structure; meanwhile, English, the L2, 

furnished the structure with words for various concepts. To these conceptual terms, 

Korean functional words were attached, as these words clarified relations among words 

by indicating syntactic and semantic roles of different words.   

Language structure is concerned with how each sentence component is eventually 

arranged on the surface level of sentences. On a deeper level, language structure is related 

to how language speakers develop their ideas and thoughts in certain linguistic forms that 

are accepted as appropriate for the various purposes intended with the sentences. 

Therefore, there is a way for speakers of each language to construct their thoughts. The 

findings from the think-aloud protocol therefore, suggest that what advanced L2 readers 

do with cross-linguistic interaction is not to replace words of L2 with those of L1, but to 



 153

restructure sentences in a way they feel more comfortable to deal with complex concepts 

or ideas.  

Pavlenko (2009) also suggested that the context of language acquisition and the 

context of language use may have potential influence on patterns of language interaction, 

without mentioning bilinguals’ level of proficiency in the languages. The participants in 

this study had been in an academic setting where English had been the dominant 

language. They had been required to read English books, take classes instructed in 

English, and write papers in English as well, even when they had studied in Korea. These 

participants from academic settings had acquired their disciplinary knowledge 

predominantly in English, developing most major concepts and terminology in L2. A 

concept can be operationalized in various terms by different disciplines. At the same 

time, academic terminologies deliver definitional concepts, relevant ideas, and 

restrictions for application as a bundle within them. In academic settings, these 

operational bundles are carried in very abstract English words; therefore, substituting 

these words simply with L1 counterparts can cause serious loss of parts of the bundle. 

Even if the two words of L1 and L2 are quite comparable and corresponding in many 

ways, what they mean cannot be identical. Vygotsky (1986) differentiated sense from 

meaning in order to emphasize abstract features implied by a certain word. Sense is 

Vygotsky's term for the fully contextualized meanings a word has in discourse; meaning 

refers to the more or less stable core “meaning potential” of the word.  

Regarding substituting L2 terminology with L1 counterparts, the advanced L2 

readers preferred keeping words as they were written in English, their L2. This 

preference was also revealed when the advanced readers read academic texts in their L1. 
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When they read L1 text, if a certain conceptual terminology was presented in the two 

languages, first in Korean, and then in English, mostly put within parentheses, they 

tended to check out both languages, or even not to pay attention to the Korean words at 

all. This can be related to a matter of correctness and reliability of translation of academic 

terminology.  

However, it could also be related to the language setting and previous experience 

in which the two languages had been acquired and used. The majority of academic 

knowledge, concepts, and constructs had originated, developed and been defined in 

English. Korean counterparts for these terms in many cases did not even exist. Academic 

readers were not familiar with translated versions, as they have acquired their disciplinary 

knowledge predominantly in English.  

Moreover, the readers considered Korean translated terms as not very natural, as 

in order to translate very abstract constructs, Koreans adopted Chinese characters 

borrowing meanings with Korean pronunciation. For these academic readers, English, not 

Korean was the language directly tied to their lexicon of academic constructs. 

Consequently, it seemed much faster and easier for them to access their lexicon through 

English, not through Korean.  

This phenomenon the advanced L2 readers exhibited in their think-aloud 

protocols can hardly be interpreted as evidence of lack of language proficiency. Rather, 

in order to understand this cross-language interaction, it seems necessary to consider this 

phenomenon in light of readers’ metacognitive awareness. The data collected via the 

interviews suggested that the readers were well aware in what ways their L1 and L2 were 

different. Moreover, from a metacognitive perspective, what the readers intended to do 
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with this type of language interaction should be taken into consideration along with the 

process of constructing metacognitve reading comprehension, and this became the reason 

why I placed an intertwined language pillar at the center of the metacognitive reading 

comprehension process model. The model is emphasizing the role and functions of two 

languages in the bilingual reading process. As Vygotsky mentioned (1979), metacognitve 

knowledge as well as cognitively complex tasks is all mediated by language, and these 

advanced bilingual readers manifested their metacognitive knowledge for the reading 

comprehension process, of planning, information managing, monitoring, and evaluating 

in various patterns of language mixture.  

Bilingual readers do not exclusively rely on one language over the other, but 

adapt their language patterns to different purposes. For example, when they managed 

information from a given text, they more frequently mixed their two linguistic resources. 

As for these advanced readers, English had been the primary tool to mediate their 

learning, and their lexical representation was more strongly tied to English, their L2, than 

to Korean, theirL1, while their L1 had been a tool to mediate developing their thoughts.  

The primary purpose of any linguistic or strategic actions that advanced readers 

take while reading texts is to become efficient and effective in pursuing their goals. For 

this very practical and pragmatic purpose, all resources available are exploited by the 

readers. Different types of resources include strategies, linguistic features, and 

disciplinary knowledge as well. And, it is their metacognitive knowledge that plays an 

executive role in maneuvering these resources for the ongoing reading process. This 

suggests that instances of language interaction are not a random mixture of languages, 
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rather the result of the readers’ implicit but intentional choice based on their 

metacognitive knowledge.  

IMPLICATIONS 

Theoretical Implications 

The findings of this study help clarify the dynamic aspects of metacognitive 

knowledge involved in the reading comprehension process of bilingual readers. This 

study would seek to extend the interest in metacognitive knowledge, which has remained 

mainly focused on L1 literacy, bringing it into L2 reading. In this view, L2 reading, 

particularly in an academic context, is not an inferior or a secondary activity to L1 

reading. Instead, for many parts of discipline related knowledge and concepts, L2 reading 

should be considered as a main source of getting information and knowledge. The 

comprehension processes readers go through while reading L1 and L2 texts are hardly 

identical. However, variables ascribed to variation of the reading comprehension process 

should not be limited to a few cognitive and affective factors such as language 

proficiency, content knowledge or motivation. The emergent metacognitive reading 

comprehension model I have described illustrates dynamic interactions among different 

types of metacognition, declarative, executive and evaluative knowledge by which 

readers plan, manage, monitor and evaluate their reading comprehension process. These 

dynamic processes can be used to explain variations in the reading comprehension 

process of L1 and L2 texts. This, I believe, is the main theoretical contribution of my 

study. 
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Methodological Implications 

In order to explore how different types of metacognitive knowledge become 

evident, this study collected data from various sources. By incorporating questionnaires 

which have been accepted as reliable and valid tools to measure strategic behaviors with 

think-aloud protocol data, taxonomy of metacognitive strategies could be further 

interpreted, with a consideration of the when and why of their implementation. Reading 

comprehension related behaviors observed during the reading process were rationalized 

by the data collected through self-reflective comments and interviews. Through this 

triangulation of the data, the analysis of the data enabled me to develop a multi- 

directional approach to underlying and implicit aspects of metacognitive knowledge that 

play a central role in regulating the overall reading comprehension process with respect 

to pursuing reading goals.  

The methods I used in this study have a holistic focus, allowing for flexibility and 

the attainment of a deeper, more valid understanding of each participant’s processes. 

Particularly, during the semi-structured and in-depth interview, the participants were 

encouraged to raise issues and topics regarding their metacognitive knowledge, reading 

comprehension process, and reading and learning concerns in an academic context, which 

might not have been revealed otherwise in the research design. 

Through this interactive relation between interviewer and interviewee focused 

mainly on their awareness of their reading comprehension, the participants were given a 

chance to reflect on their reading and empowered to strengthen the level of awareness 

and make clear their understanding of themselves as bilingual readers. 
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Also, this study was process-oriented and had a purpose to identify and describe 

various factors influencing both implicitly and explicitly the reading comprehension 

process. This process-oriented study, as Block (186) argued for, would act as a kind of 

window into those usually hidden mental processes involved in reading. Particularly, this 

study was able to identify the readers’ goal as an influential factor to be considered in 

understanding variations among individual readers. By exploring when and how different 

types of metacognitive knowledge are evident during the reading process, I developed a 

working model to illustrate the dynamic relations among various types of knowledge and 

strategies. This in-depth observation of the reading comprehension process was possible 

by combining two types of verbal protocols for this study: (a) introspective reports and 

think-alouds, obtained during reading; and (b) retrospective protocols, obtained after the 

reading task was completed. Pressley and Afflerbach (1995) provided persuasive 

arguments for the value and validity of using verbal protocols to investigate the conscious 

processes of reading in general and reading in a second language in particular.  

Moreover, with the process-oriented verbal reports, this study could provide 

comparative information on how L1 texts and L2 texts are processed by advanced 

language learners in an academic context. This comparative information on the reading 

comprehension process, obtained through verbal protocols and coded with categories 

coming from two inventories provided me a chance to revise those categories of 

metacognitve knowledge and strategies that were not dealt with properly in the current 

inventories. The process of preliminary analysis and reanalysis implies that validating 

research tools prior to applying findings directly could fill gaps in existing findings, 

enhancing the reliability of research findings.  
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Pedagogical Implications   

From a pedagogical perspective, results of this study point to the need to urge 

language teachers to reconsider the use of the two languages, separately or in cross-

linguistic interactive patterns, as cognitive and strategic resources to enhance readers’  

comprehension process of L2 texts. From a socio-constructivist view, a reader’s L1 is a 

significant tool with which to analyze text at a higher level, especially, when a given task 

poses a great deal of difficulty or when learners are not yet fully developed in their 

language proficiency (De Guero, 2005; Lantolf, 1994). However, in many EFL or ESL 

classes, L1 is banned, and students are encouraged to use their L2 only, all in the name of 

giving learners more chance to practice the new language. However, such a practice has 

the danger of depriving L2 learners of an important tool, leaving them struggling to 

control the task and to move the task along.   

The use of one’s L1 or of mixed linguistic forms should not simply be regarded as 

evidence that the second language has not yet become a sophisticated and complex tool 

for cognitive activities. Several studies make a direct connection between L2 proficiency 

and the patterns of language use in L2 reading. Upton (1997) and Upton and Lee-

Thompson (2001) revealed that less proficient L2 readers more frequently reverted to 

their L1 to guess the meanings of  unfamiliar vocabulary, to grasp the conceptual 

meaning of a text and even to confirm their understanding, while more proficient readers 

tended to address these problems in their L2. However, such usage may be reflecting the 

restrictions internalized by L2 learners not to use their L1 or to use it as little as possible, 

in the L2 classroom. 
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In terms of frequency, it may be true that L2 readers tend to rely on their L1 less 

frequently as their L2 develops because they come to translate fewer L2 words into L1. 

However, in order to explain the phenomenon that advanced L2 readers still frequently 

used their L1 or mixed linguistic forms as well as their L2 in the comprehension process, 

more practical and functional views should be taken into consideration. Several 

researchers have brought up the necessity to reconsider the issue of one language use 

over another or mixed use of two languages. Upton (1997) pointed out that “reading in a 

second language is not a monolingual event” (p.3) and urged language teachers to 

acknowledge the very existence of their students’ L1. Instead of adopting their view that 

L1 and L2 should be separated and used in mutually exclusive situations when 

performing cognitive functioning, L2 researchers and teachers should accept the co-

existence of the two languages in a bilingual mind as natural, and turn their attention to 

pedagogical consideration to maximize the utilization of the two linguistic resources to 

facilitate the learner’s cognitive process. There have been several researchers whose 

primary interests are in what way L1 could be facilitative in second language classroom. 

As Cohen (1998) interpreted the shift from one language to another as a strategic choice 

of L2 readers, both L1 and L2 uses in the reading comprehension process need to be 

interpreted from the framework of metacognitive knowledge that readers use to maintain 

self efficacy.  

Another possible area for which the findings of this study have implications 

regarding education practices in the L2 reading class is to emphasize the importance of 

having clear goals in order to regulate the entire reading process metacognitively as well 

as to have autonomous and self-oriented reading process. Lee and Baylor (2006) 
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emphasized planning as a metacognitive component for learners to perform in a learning 

environment along with other metacongitive functions such as monitoring, evaluating and 

revising. Planning is described as an overview of how the learning will be carried out and 

setting a goal for one’s reading may be the first and fundamental thing to construct and 

regulate one’s own reading comprehension process metacognitively.  

However, the reality is that students are often excluded from the phase of 

planning and of setting a goal for a reading class. Instead, teachers often struggle alone to 

come up with objectives and goals for the class; unfortunately, a teacher’s goal and 

objectives do not always meet what learners expect or need from the class, nor do 

students need to be so tightly guided by a teacher’s goal when they read a given text. Not 

surprisingly, reading rates and speeds may be controlled by the pre-determined course 

schedule regardless of readers’ individual differences and metacognitive capability to 

manage their own reading.  

Along with course objectives and teachers’ goals, it may be desirable to 

encourage students to set their own goals for reading. These goals could be general and 

pursued for the long term. Alternatively, students may be encouraged to make their goal 

more specific and tangible for each reading instance, so as to be achieved in a relatively 

short period and to be revised if necessary. Once they go through the cycle of planning, 

monitoring, and evaluating for each reading occasion, as Lee and Baylor (2006) 

suggested, they may be better able to revise the overall process on their own by 

correcting previous mistakes and adjusting previous plans and other strategies  

For educational practice, this study has one more implication, which is to 

emphasize the necessity of reading classes for novice academic readers, focusing on 
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structural schema and discourse features of academic texts. Reading in an academic 

setting is a purposeful and goal-oriented activity, which should be differentiated from 

other types of reading such as reading for fun. Moreover, in an academic context, reading 

is required as a part of learning, and in many cases, reading is followed by other learning- 

related activities, such as writing papers, having discussions, or giving a presentation.  

For this type of reading, readers are helped tremendously when they develop an 

idea of the structure and discourse features of academic texts, what components academic 

texts consist of, and how an author organizes information, ideas, and concepts to make 

the writing more persuasive and informative. This type of metacognitive knowledge can 

be developed inductively through accumulated experience in reading, but such 

accumulation may take a long time for readers to figure out on themselves. Well-

structured instruction along with pedagogical support, sufficient time and opportunity can 

be a powerful and influential means of providing knowledge necessary for readers to 

develop schemata related to academic text (Zhang, 2001). Many participants emphasized 

the importance of being instructed properly about how to approach academic texts rather 

than going through a long trial and error period. Although reading many texts is 

important, the more important thing is to know how to read a text properly and 

metacognitively in accordance with its structural features.  

LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH 

In this section, several limitations of this study are acknowledged and suggestions 

for future research are made. This study has contextual constraints as it was confined 

within the academic context. As a consequence, this context imposed a boundary on the 
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process of selecting text types, recruiting readers, and choosing a language set of L1 and 

L2. I discuss the limitations of the study in this section, addressing text, reader and 

language variables.  

Text Variables 

As this study explored how metacogntive knowledge was manifested in the 

reading comprehension process of academic texts, the materials each participant chose to 

read did not stray very much from the canonical form of academic articles and essays. As 

the readers were asked to read within time limits, time also influenced the readers’ choice 

of reading materials. Most readers searched and selected articles from leading journals in 

their discipline. Academic journal articles strictly follow certain formats and structures; 

therefore, the readers drew upon similar types of structural schema when they read the 

articles.  

The fact that these texts were not randomly selected by the readers could be 

evidence that the readers were able to make a metacognitive choice of the reading 

material that seemed most appropriate for the experimental condition as well as their 

goals. By contrast, had I included a random selection of non-academic texts, the readers 

would have had little or no structural schema, as well as little expert-like disciplinary 

knowledge, and the reading comprehension process would have varied in its display. 

With texts of unfamiliar structure, topics, and concepts, these readers would have 

exploited different kinds of metacognitive knowledge and strategies that would not very 

apparent with the kind of reading I sampled.  
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Brantmeier (2005) suggested that the reading comprehension process of both L1 

and L2 texts can be influenced by several factors, such as readers’ knowledge and text 

types. This means that applying the findings of this study and the proposed metaconitive 

reading comprehension model to contexts other than the academic setting would require 

caution.  

Reader Variables  

This study had its focus on how different types of metacognitive knowledge were 

exploited by adult readers in a way to pursue their own goals while they were reading 

academic texts. For this purpose, the participants of this study were required to meet 

several qualifications. First, they were all graduate students who had completed at least 

two semesters of studying in a US graduate program.  

Second, they were highly proficient English learners, as verified by their reported 

scores on a standardized English proficiency test (e.g., TOEFL) and on a more academic 

preparedness-focused test (e.g., GRE Verbal). Based on these scores, all the participants 

were assumed to have acquired and developed their second language to a level close to 

sophisticated level of their L1, enough to perform academic tasks required in pursuing 

their degrees. The balanced language proficiency between their L1 and L2 was a very 

critical requirement as this study was intended to see (1) what other factors, except for 

readers’ level of language proficiency, would influence readers’ choice of language for 

their reading comprehension process, and (2) how the two languages, L1 and L2 would 

interplay in readers’ processing while they were engaged in a highly cognitive activity. 
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However, as Cotterall and Murray (2009) pointed out in their review of research 

focusing on metacognition in reading comprehension, metacogntive knowledge 

development has not yet been proven to have direct relations with language development. 

Zhang (2001) also suggested that low language proficient group of English learners could 

also be aware that reading strategies they tended to use to handle local problems could 

negatively affect their L2 reading efficiency. This does not necessarily mean that a reader 

with less sophisticated language competence is less developed metacognitively, or vice 

versa. Metacognitive awareness and language development can influence each other, or 

these two assets can follow their own paths of development.  

Moreover, even for adult readers with high levels of L2 proficiency, accumulated 

and repeated learning experiences will make their languages more defined and nurture 

their metacognitive knowledge. Readers who are highly advanced in their L2 competence 

but not very metacognitively knowledgeable such as young bilinguals would exhibit quite 

a different path in reading academic texts for reading comprehension than readers who 

have relatively low language proficiency but are metacognitvely well aware.   

Metacognitive knowledge has developmental aspects that can differentiate the 

novice from the expert learner, and this is also the case for language proficiency. By 

comparing groups of readers who vary in their developmental status for both 

metacognitive knowledge and language competence, more dynamic and interactive 

aspects of the relation between the two variables can be illuminated.   
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Language Variables 

The languages paired for this study were limited to the set of Korean (L1) and 

English (L2). The two languages are very different from each other in many linguistic 

aspects. For example, typologically, English uses the Roman alphabet whereas Korean 

uses Hanguel, its own alphabet. Unlike pairs of languages that share the Roman alphabet 

such as English and Spanish, or English and French, these two languages do not look 

similar, and Koda (2007) suggested that this typological remoteness can cause difference 

at the lower level processing of a written text.  

Another distinctive difference between English and Korean can be found in 

syntactic features of each language. The most fundamental difference is in their basic 

sentence structure; English follows SVO, whereas Korean follows SOV. Moreover, 

Korean uses various grammatical markers to indicate semantic roles; therefore, Korean is 

relatively free from word order restriction, compared to English.  

Thirdly, the readers’ L1, Korean was not an active academic language as much as 

their L2, as English is pervasively used internationally. Even in Korea, English is the 

predominant language in many academic contexts. For many aspects of conceptual 

terminology in L2, L1 translated versions do not exist.  

These kinds of linguistic remoteness existing between L1 and L2 can make even 

advanced L2 learners perceive more cognitive load when they read English texts 

compared to reading Korean. At the same time they have also developed comparative 

knowledge about their L1 and L2. These perceived differences led them to exhibit certain 

patterns of language interaction as well as strategy use that may be unique for readers 

who have Korean and English as tools for developing and demonstrating their thoughts. 
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Therefore, having variation in language pairs may result in different patterns of language 

interaction and strategy use.  

CONCLUSIONS 

This study focused on exploring various dimensions of metacognitive knowledge 

that advanced readers have developed in academic contexts and explaining their 

behaviors in using strategies and relying on their languages from a metacognitive 

perspective. The findings of this study were further discussed with respect to 

characteristics of good reader in utilizing various strategy and language resources 

metacognitively in their reading comprehension process.  

Also, with the findings of this study, theoretical, methodological, and educational 

implications were made respectively. Theoretically, interactive and dynamic involvement 

of metacognitive knowledge in the reading process could be ascribed as a variable to 

explain differences in the reading comprehension process as well as comprehension 

products. From a methodological perspective, qualitatively triangulated data would 

enable researchers to dig out underlying variables and provide rationales to various 

decisions and choices readers make in using strategy and languages with regard to how 

and why. For educational practices, L2 reading teachers are encouraged to consider the 

use of various linguistic forms as strategic and pragmatic choices, not as an undesirable 

learning outcome to be eradicated.  

This study presents a picture to understand what makes a reader a good reader, 

being successful in achieving their goals. By exploring the complex reading 

comprehension process not only from a cognitive perspective (e.g., strategy use and 
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language interaction) but also from a more comprehensive and overarching perspective 

(e.g., metacognition), this study provides information about what the well-organized 

reading process looks like and proposes a working model to illustrate how all the 

relevant knowledge and resources engaged in the reading process interact with one 

another. This study could be valuable in that the reciprocal aspect of the two constructs, 

cognition and metacognition is emphasized in the entire reading comprehension process. 

Moreover, the findings of this study regarding cross-linguistic interactions could be 

meaningful in reinterpreting bilingual readers’ languages as a strategic and intentional 

tool to mediate their cognitive as well as metacognitive activities.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Appendices 

APPENDIX A. BACKGROUND QUESTIONNAIRE  

 * Please answer the following questions to the best of your knowledge.  

1. Age (in years): ___________ 2. Sex (circle one): Male / Female  

3. Major: _____________ 4. Degree : _________ 

5. Length of Studying in the US: _______ semesters 

6. How did you learn your second language (English) up to this point? 

(check all that apply)  

(Mainly  Mostly  Occasionally) through formal classroom instruction.  

(Mainly  Mostly  Occasionally) through interacting with people.  

A mixture of both, but (More classroom  More interaction  Equally both).  

Other (specify: ____________________________________________).  

7. Rate your ability on the following aspects in your second language. Please rate 

according to the following scale. (write down the number in the table):   

Very poor  Poor    Fair   Functional  Good   Very good  Native-like  

1 _______ 2________3________4_________5________6________7________  

 
 Reading 

Proficiency 
Writing 
proficiency 

Speaking  
fluency 

Listening 
ability  

 
 
 

    

 
8. If you have taken a standardized test of proficiency for languages other than your 
native language (e.g., TOEFL or Test of English as a Foreign Language), please indicate 
the scores you received for each.  
 

Name of the Test (type) Date (year) Score 

TOEFL (PBT  CBT  
IBT) 

______________ ______________ 

GRE verbal (PBT  CBT) ______________ ______________ 

______________ ______________ ______________ 
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9. Estimate, in terms of hours per day, how often you are engaged in the following 
activities with your native and second languages.  
 

Activities First   
Language 

Second  
Language 

Other 
Languages 
(Specify) 

Listen to Radio/ Watching TV: ______(hrs) ______(hrs) ______(hrs) 

Reading for fun ______(hrs) ______(hrs) ______(hrs) 

Reading for work ______(hrs) ______(hrs) ______(hrs) 

Reading on the Internet ______(hrs) ______(hrs) ______(hrs) 

Writing emails to friends ______(hrs) ______(hrs) ______(hrs) 

Writing articles/papers ______(hrs) ______(hrs) ______(hrs) 

    

 
10. In which languages do you usually:  

Count, add, multiply, and do simple arithmetic? ________________  
Dream? ________________  
Express anger or affection? ________________  
 

11. In which language (among your best two languages) do you feel you usually do 
better? Write the name of the language under each condition.  
 

 At home At work / school 

Reading ________________ ________________ 

Writing ________________ ________________ 

Speaking ________________ ________________ 

Understanding ________________ ________________ 

 
12. If you have lived or traveled in other countries for more than three months, please 
indicate the name(s) of the country or countries,_______ your length of stay _______, 
and the language(s) you learned or tried to learn ______ 
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APPENDIX B. WRITTEN CONSENT FORM  

Title :  The nature of metacognitive knowledge for reading comprehension by 
highly proficient English learners  
IRB PROTOCOL # 
Conducted By: Hyun Joo Kwon of the University of Texas at Austin: Foreign Language 
Education  (512)-740-1902: 
Supervisor: Diane Schallert (dschallert@mail.utexas.edu)  

Lia Plakans (lplakans@mail.utexas.edu)  
 
You are being asked to participate in a research study. This form provides you with 
information about the study. The person in charge of this research will also describe this 
study to you and answer all of your questions. Please read the information below and ask 
any questions you might have before deciding whether or not to take part. Your 
participation is entirely voluntary. You can refuse to participate without penalty or loss of 
benefits to which you are otherwise entitled. You can stop your participation at any time 
and your refusal will not impact current or future relationships with UT Austin or 
participating sites. To do so simply tell the researcher you wish to stop participation. The 
researcher will provide you with a copy of this consent for your records. 
 
The purpose of this study is to describe metacognitive knowledge and strategy use for 
reading comprehension process of highly proficient English learners. This study is going 
to focus on how proficient second language learners are aware of their own 
metacognitive knowledge for themselves as a reader, given task or reading materials and 
strategies to improve comprehension level for both L1 and L2 academic texts.  
 
If you agree to be in this study, we will ask you to do the following things: 

 to answer to two questionnaires. One is for general metacognitive knowledge and 
the other is for metacognitive knowledge specified for reading strategy 

 to be trained about think-aloud protocol and asked to search articles they are 
interested in or need to read both in L1 and L2 while think-aloud of the searching 
process. The whole process will be audio recorded as well as the actual reading 
period of two articles. After reading, they are asked to provide brief summary of 
each article and their response to the articles.  

 to have an interview after reading focusing on their metacognitive awareness.  
 
Total estimated time to participate in study is approximately 2 hours 
 
Risks of being in the study 

 This study may involve risks that are currently unforeseeable. If you wish to 
discuss the information above or any other risks you may experience, you may 
ask questions now or call the Principal Investigator listed on the front page of this 
form. 

 

mailto:dschallert@mail.utexas.edu
mailto:lplakans@mail.utexas.edu
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Benefits of being in the study 
 Participants will have an opportunity to be more aware of their reading process, 

perception about reading to learn, and strategies for comprehension as well as 
before and after reading. This metacognitive knowledge as a reader will be a great 
help to become an effective reader by managing the reading process and 
facilitating appropriate strategies.   

 
Compensation: 

 As a small token of gratitude for the time and participation, a gift card of $20 
value will be given to each participant.  

 
Confidentiality and Privacy Protections: 
 

 Participants will choose the day(s) and time(s) of the observation(s) and 
interview(s). 

 Participants will be given notice at least twenty-four hours prior to a researcher's 
arrival at their homes or other non-public places where they will be observed.  
Researchers must not show up unannounced 

 
 I will check out the items in the questionnaire and interview questions and remove 

or modify item(s) which possibly cause any privacy concern. Even though I will 
record think aloud process as well as interview, I will never release the tapes to 
other people and will not use the data I collect for any other purposes except for 
research purpose 

a. think-aloud and interview will be audiotaped.   
b. tapes will be coded so that no personally identifying information is visible 

on them;  
c. tapes will be kept in a secure place (e.g., a locked file cabinet in the 

investigator’s office);  
d. tapes will be heard only for research purposes by the investigator and his 

or her associates;  
e. to make possible future analysis the investigator will retain the recordings.  

 
 The data resulting from your participation may be made available to other 

researchers in the future for research purposes not detailed within this consent 
form. In these cases, the data will contain no identifying information that could 
associate you with it, or with your participation in any study. 

 
 If the researcher(s) should observe child or elder abuse, confidentiality will be 

broken as state law requires the reporting of abuse to relevant agencies such as 
Child Protective Services or the Texas Department of Family and Protective 
Services. 

 
The records of this study will be stored securely and kept confidential. Authorized 
persons from The University of Texas at Austin, members of the Institutional Review 
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Board, and (study sponsors, if any) have the legal right to review your research records 
and will protect the confidentiality of those records to the extent permitted by law.  All 
publications will exclude any information that will make it possible to identify you as a 
subject. Throughout the study, the researchers will notify you of new information that 
may become available and that might affect your decision to remain in the study. 
 
Contacts and Questions: 

If you have any questions about the study please ask now.  If you have questions 
later, want additional information, or wish to withdraw your participation call the 
researchers conducting the study.  Their names, phone numbers, and e-mail addresses 
are at the top of this page.  If you have questions about your rights as a research 
participant, complaints, concerns, or questions about the research please contact Jody 
Jensen, Ph.D., Chair, The University of Texas at Austin Institutional Review Board for 
the Protection of Human Subjects at (512) 232-2685 or the Office of Research Support at 
(512) 471-8871 or email: orsc@uts.cc.utexas.edu. 

You will be given a copy of this information to keep for your records.

mailto:orsc@uts.cc.utexas.edu
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Statement of Consent: 

 
I have read the above information and have sufficient information to make a decision 
about participating in this study.  I consent to participate in the study. 
 
Signature:_______________________________________ Date: __________________ 
 
 
 
_______________________________________________ Date: ___________________ 
Signature of Investigator  
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APPENDIX C. METACOGNITIVE AWARENESS INVENTORY (MAI)  

SCHRAW AND DENNISON, 1994 
   

Metacognitve Awareness Inventory 
   

Directions: Listed below are statements about adult reader’s general metacognitive knowledge 
and  regulation of cognition  

Five numbers follow each statement and each number means the following 

  *1 means "This is never true for me at all' 

  *2 means 'This is occasionally true for me" 

  *3 means "This is about 50 % true for me" 

  *4 means "This is usually true for me" 

  *5 means "This is always or almost always true for me" 
   

After reading each statement, circle the number that most applies to you.   

Please note that there are no rights or wrong answers to the statements in this inventory.  

   

No. Metacognitive Knowledge     Scale 

1 I ask myself periodically if I am meeting my goal. 1  2  3  4  5 

2 I consider several alternatives to a problem before I answer. 1  2  3  4  5 

3 I try to use strategies that have worked in the past 1  2  3  4  5 

4 I pace myself while reading in order to have enough time 1  2  3  4  5 

5 I understand my intellectual strengths and weaknesses. 1  2  3  4  5 

6 I think about what I really need to learn before I begin a task.  1  2  3  4  5 

7 I know how well I did once I finish a test 1  2  3  4  5 

8 I set specific goals before I begin a task.  1  2  3  4  5 

9 I slow down when I encounter important information 1  2  3  4  5 

10 I know what kind of information is most important to learn 1  2  3  4  5 

11 
I ask myself if I have considered all options when solving a 
problem 1  2  3  4  5 
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12 I am good at organizing information 1  2  3  4  5 

13 I consciously focus my attention on important information 1  2  3  4  5 

14 I have a specific purpose for each strategy I use 1  2  3  4  5 

15 I learn best when I know something about the topic 1  2  3  4  5 

16 I know what the teacher expects me to learn 1  2  3  4  5 

17 I am good at remembering information 1  2  3  4  5 

18 I use different learning strategies depending on the situation 1  2  3  4  5 

19 
I ask myself if there was an easier way to do things after I finish a 
task. 

1  2  3  4  5 

20 I have control over how well I learn 1  2  3  4  5 

21 
I periodically review to help me understand important 
relationships 1  2  3  4  5 

22 I ask myself questions about the material before I begin. 1  2  3  4  5 

23 
I think of several ways to solve a problem and choose the best 
one. 

1  2  3  4  5 

24 I summarize what I've learned after I finish. 1  2  3  4  5 

25 I ask others for help when I don't understand something.  1  2  3  4  5 

26 I can motivate myself to learn when I need to.  1  2  3  4  5 

27 I am aware of what strategies I use when I study.  1  2  3  4  5 

28 I find myself analyzing the usefulness of strategies while I study. 1  2  3  4  5 

29 I use my intellectual strengths to compensate for my weaknesses. 1  2  3  4  5 

30 I focus on the meaning and significance of new information. 1  2  3  4  5 

31 I create my own examples to make information more meaningful. 1  2  3  4  5 

32 I am a good judge of how well l understands something. 1  2  3  4  5 

33 I find myself using helpful learning strategies automatically.  1  2  3  4  5 

34 I find myself pausing regularly to check my comprehension. 1  2  3  4  5 

35 I know when each strategy I use will be most effective 1  2  3  4  5 

36 I ask myself how well I accomplish my goals once I'm finished. 1  2  3  4  5 

37 I draw pictures or diagrams to help me understand while learning. 1  2  3  4  5 
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38 I ask myself if I have considered all options after I solve a 
problem.  1  2  3  4  5 

39 I try to translate new information into my own words.  1  2  3  4  5 

40 I change strategies when I fail to understand.  1  2  3  4  5 

41 I use the organizational structure of the text to help me learn.  1  2  3  4  5 

42 I read instructions carefully before I begin a task.  1  2  3  4  5 

43 I ask myself if what I'm reading is related to what I already know. 1  2  3  4  5 

44 I reevaluate my assumptions when I get confused.  1  2  3  4  5 

45 I organize my time to best accomplish my goals.  1  2  3  4  5 

46 I learn more when I am interested in the topic.  1  2  3  4  5 

47 I try to break studying down into smaller steps.  1  2  3  4  5 

48 I focus on overall meaning rather than specifics.  1  2  3  4  5 

49 I ask myself questions about how well I am doing  
while I am learning something new.  1  2  3  4  5 

50 
I ask myself if I learned as much as I could have once I finish a 
task.  1  2  3  4  5 

51 I stop and go back over new information that is not clear.  1  2  3  4  5 

52 I stop and reread when I get confused.  1  2  3  4  5 
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APPENDIX D. METACOGNITIVE AWARENESS OF READING STRATEGIES INVENTORY  

MARSI 

   

Directions: Listed below are statements about what people do when they read academic or    
school related materials such as textbooks or library books.  
Five numbers follow each statement and each number means the following: 

* 1 means "I never or almost never do this."  

* 2 means "I do this only occasionally."  

* 3 means "I sometimes do this" (about 50% of the time).  

* 4 means "I usually do this."  

* 5 means "I always or almost always do this."  

After reading each statement, circle the number that applies to you using the scale provided. 
Please note that there is no right or wrong answers to the statements in this inventory. 

   

No Strategy Scale 

1 I have a purpose in mind when I read. 1  2  3  4  5 

2 I take notes while reading to help me understand what I read. 1  2  3  4  5 

3 I think about what I know to help me understand what I read. 1  2  3  4  5 

4 I preview the text to see what it's about before reading it. 1  2  3  4  5 

5 
When text becomes difficult, I read aloud to help me understand 
what I read.  1  2  3  4  5 

6 
I summarize what I read to reflect on important information in the 
text. 1  2  3  4  5 

7 
I think about whether the content of the text fits my reading 
purpose. 1  2  3  4  5 

8 I read slowly but carefully to be sure I understand what I'm reading. 1  2  3  4  5 

9 I discuss what I read with others to check my understanding. 1  2  3  4  5 

10 
I skim the text first by noting characteristics like length and 
organization. 1  2  3  4  5 

11 I try to get back on track when I lose concentration. 1  2  3  4  5 

12 I underline or circle information in the text to help me remember it. 1  2  3  4  5 

13 I adjust my reading speed according to what I'm reading. 1  2  3  4  5 
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14 I decide what to read closely and what to ignore.  1  2  3  4  5 

15 
I use reference materials such as dictionaries to help me understand 
what I read.  1  2  3  4  5 

16 
When text becomes difficult, I pay closer attention to what I'm 
reading. 1  2  3  4  5 

17 
I use tables, figures, and pictures in text to increase my 
understanding.  1  2  3  4  5 

18 I stop from time to time and think about what I'm reading.  1  2  3  4  5 

19 I use context clues to help me better understand what I'm reading. 1  2  3  4  5 

20 
I paraphrase (restate ideas in my own words) to better understand 
what I read.  1  2  3  4  5 

21 
I try to picture or visualize information to help remember what I 
read.  1  2  3  4  5 

22 
I use typographical aids like boldface and italics to identify key 
information.  1  2  3  4  5 

23 
I critically analyze and evaluate the information presented in the 
text.  1  2  3  4  5 

24 
I go back and forth in the text to find relationships among ideas in 
it.  1  2  3  4  5 

25 
I check my understanding when I come across conflicting 
information.  1  2  3  4  5 

26 I try to guess what the material is about when I read.  1  2  3  4  5 

27 When text becomes difficult, I reread to increase my understanding. 1  2  3  4  5 

28 I ask myself questions I like to have answered in the text.  1  2  3  4  5 

29 I check to see if my guesses about the text are right or wrong.  1  2  3  4  5 

30 I try to guess the meaning of unknown words or phrases.  1  2  3  4  5 
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APPENDIX E. SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEW GUIDELINES 

 Questions about Readers’ Awareness about Self 

 Do you like reading? Why or why not? 

 Can you characterize yourself as a reader? 

 As a reader, what is your strengths and weakness? 

 Questions about Readers’ Awareness of Strategy 

 When text becomes difficult, what do you do? 

 In order to make sure whether you understand what you read, what do you do? .  

 When you lose your concentration while reading, how do you get back on track? 

 What do you usually do in order to understand text better? 

 What do you usually do in order to remember information better? 

 

 Questions about Readers’ Awareness of Task 

 Do you think reading is important in learning?  

 Then, in what way and why? 

 What are the main purposes of your reading these days? 

 After reading, what do you do usually? 

 

 Questions about Readers’ Comparative Awareness of Reading L1 vs. L2.  

 In order to read well, what do you think a reader should have? L1 vs. L2 

 What kinds of texts do you usually read in L1 and L2? 

 Any differences do you find from L1 vs.L2 academic texts? 



APPENDIX F. ABSTRACTS OF THE L1 AND L2 ARTICLES THE PARTICIPANTS READ 

Heechan 

 

Yongseok 
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Eunseo

Yoonhee’s 
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Younghwa 

 

Jinpyo 
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Hyebin 

 

Yongseok 
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Ayoung 

 

Wanseo 
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