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Abstract 

Whilst reading and writing are taught separately in certain EFL contexts, recent 

research shows that reading and writing are interdependent skills (Kuzborska, 

2015). Students are often asked to read and then write for their assignments in 

various academic contexts. Second-language reading processes could play an 

important role in eliciting integrated writing performance (Plakans & Gebril, 2012; 

Zhao & Hirvela, 2015). Although much of the focus of previous research has been 

on the writing aspect of the reading-writing connection, a review of the literature 

shows that studies on the role of reading in reading-to-write tasks have been 

increasing (Zhao & Hirvela, 2015). There is therefore still a need for more research 

on the role of reading in tasks. 

Saudi undergraduate EFL Students are required to perform reading-to-write tasks, 

particularly in the final years of their studies. However, a review of the research in 

the Saudi EFL context shows that there has been only one empirical study which 

has investigated the role of reading in reading-to-write tasks (Alhujaylan, 2020), 

and another study which only discussed the topic theoretically (Al-Omrani, 2014).  

This case study was therefore designed to bridge this gap and focused on the role 

of reading in reading-to-write tasks in a Saudi university. Ten undergraduate 

students completed a reading-to-write task to determine the reading processes they 

used when undertaking the task in order to compare the differences in the use of 

reading processes between high- and low-scoring writers and to explore the factors 

affecting the students’ reading and writing performance. This study used the think-

aloud protocol, pre- and post-protocol interviews, and students’ essays to answer 

the research questions. 
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The results of this study show that comprehension processes were almost absent 

from students’ reading. All of the students, both high- and low-scoring writers, 

mostly used linguistic processes. Some comprehension reading processes (such as 

monitoring and text structure) were only used by high-scoring writers, and the most 

used linguistic processes such as propositional meaning formation, lexical access 

and syntactic parsing were used by both high- and low-scoring students. The 

findings suggest that the formation of propositional meanings, rather than the focus 

on individual words, might contribute to writing performance. The findings also 

suggest that beliefs play an important role in reading and writing performance. 

Beliefs guide students’ reading and writing behaviour and can negatively influence 

their reading and writing outcome. These findings carry valuable recommendations 

for teaching reading-to-write tasks in the Saudi context. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

1. Introduction 

Reading-to-write, according to Grabe (2001), is an activity in which writers return 

to academic resources and read them in multiple ways based on their reading 

purpose as they search for specific information and use reading processes “to 

match task expectations for the writing” (p. 22). The idea that language is seen as 

a unitary component is the foundation for integrating reading and writing. 

According to the Whole Language Approach, teaching writing and reading 

together makes learning more effective. Rigg stated that “if language is not kept 

whole, it is not language anymore” (as cited in Richards & Rodgers, 2001). Whole 

language is a theory that was originally developed for young children but has been 

extended to ESL. Research has shown that currently, reading-to-write tasks are 

common in academic settings (Flower et al., 1990; Kuzborska, 2015; Kuzborska 

& Soden, 2018; Nesi & Gardner, 2012; Zaho & Hirvela, 2015). Students in higher 

education are frequently required to carry out reading and writing concurrently 

(Plakans, 2009). While writing, for example, they engage in reading many source 

texts using different reading processes and reading the instructions for the task, and 

sometimes they have to evaluate, revise and edit their work. They take on the role 

of both producing and consuming text (Gebril & Plakans, 2009; Hayes, 1996). In 

other words, readers construct meaning from the writers’ hints presented in reading 

texts in order to understand their meanings and intentions (Tierney & Pearson, 

1983) and they also consider task expectations in order to perform the whole task 

successfully. 
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Reading-to-write activities involve different reading processes such as 

lower-level reading processes and higher-level reading processes. These reading 

processes are considered equally substantial in the reading activity as readers can 

use them for various purposes, including reading for writing (Kuzborska, 2010; 

2018).  

Lower-level reading processes represent more automatic linguistic 

processes, which are referred to as language-oriented skills (Grabe & Stoller, 

2002). Linguistic reading processes include word perception (identifying form), 

syntactic parsing (chunking into phrases using grammatical information) and 

semantic proposition formation (constructing clause-level meaning from word 

meanings and grammatical information).  

Higher-level reading processes include comprehension processes which 

include specific component abilities performed under the control of a reader. These 

component abilities include readers' ability to achieve reading goals, monitor their 

reading, make various inferences, use prior knowledge or a so-called schema, form 

attitudes about the author and/or the text, and critically evaluate the information 

they read (Birch, 2007; Grabe, 2009; Grabe & Stoller, 2002; Kuzborska, 2018; 

Urquhart & Weir, 1998). (See Chapter 2 for a detailed explanation of these reading 

processes). 

The reading-to-write activity can be looked at from two angles: theoretical 

and pedagogical. The theoretical viewpoint is more directly linked to the 

underlying abilities which learners demonstrate when completing reading-to-write 

tasks. From the theoretical angle, there are three hypotheses or models for the 

reading-writing connection: (1) the directional hypothesis, which states that 
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reading improves writing, (2) the non-directional hypothesis, which suggests that 

information can be transferred in either direction: from reading to writing or from 

writing to reading, and (3) the bi-directional hypothesis, which postulates that 

development in reading affects writing proficiency and vice versa (Eisterhold, 

1990) (see Chapter 2 for a detailed explanation of these models).  

1.1 Significance of the study 

Although studies on the role of reading in reading-to-write tasks have been 

increasing, much of the focus has traditionally concentrated on the writing side of 

the reading and writing relationship (Ferris & Hedgcock 2004, Grabe, 2003; 

Carson 1990; Cassany 1989); therefore, there is still a need for more research on 

the role of reading tasks. In addition, it has been argued that reading is the basis of 

writing development. For example, Carson and Leki (1993, p. 1) stated that 

“reading might be the foundation for writing” and that “reading can be, and in 

academic settings nearly always is, the basis for writing”. The current study is 

therefore designed to examine the relationship from a reading-to-writing 

standpoint. Furthermore, the reading-writing link notion will be examined in this 

study using the reading-to-writing directional model, which emphasises the 

importance of reading as a source of information for the writing process 

(Eisterhold, 1990; Eckhoff, 1983; Taylor & Beach, 1984). (See Chapter 2 for a 

detailed explanation for the reading-writing directional model). 

A review of the reading and writing literature shows that some previous 

studies have focused solely on the role of reading in writing-only tasks (tasks with 

merely writing prompts). In other words, they focused on reading texts that are not 

linked thematically to a writing task. For example, the majority of previous studies 
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have focused on the impact of integrating reading into writing instruction (Al-

Dosari, 2016; Almansour & Alshorman, 2014; Alqadi, 2013; Christiansen, 1965; 

Flahive & Bailey, 1993; Mekheimer & Al-Dosari, 2013), or on the impact of 

reading-aloud teaching on the writing abilities of young learners (Michener,1985). 

Additionally, previous research has been concerned with comparing reading and 

writing scores in the first and second languages in order to determine the impact of 

reading on writing-only tasks (Carson et al., 1990) or on theoretically discussing 

the link between reading and writing in second language instruction (Alghonaim, 

2018; Almalki & Soomro, 2017; Pysarchyk, & Yamshynska, 2015; Tsai, 2006; 

Zaiter, 2019). These previous studies are important, especially those which were 

conducted in the Saudi EFL environment, which is the context of the current 

research, in explaining the reading and writing connection in this context. 

However, the purpose of the current study is to look into the reading and writing 

connection from a ‘reading-to-write' perspective. I will focus on the role of reading 

in reading-to-write tasks, which includes reading texts which are thematically 

related to a writing activity, a focus which was not covered in these prior studies 

(see the literature review chapter for a detailed discussion of these previous 

studies). 

There have been several studies which have focused on the role of reading 

in reading-to-write tasks (Alhujaylan, 2020; Al-Omrani, 2014; Cumming et al., 

2005; Delaney, 2008; Esmaeili, 2002; Plakans, 2008; 2009; Gebril & Plakans, 

2009; Plakans & Gabril, 2012; 2013; Shi, 2004; Watanabe, 2001; Yang, 2009; 

Zhang, 2013; Zhao & Hirvela, 2015) (see the literature review chapter for a detailed 

discussion of these studies).The majority of these previous studies (Cumming et 

al., 2005; Delaney, 2008; Esmaeili, 2002; Plakans, 2008; 2009; Gebril & Plakans, 
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2009; Plakans & Gabril, 2012; 2013; Watanabe, 2001; Yang, 2009; Zhang, 2013) 

have found no conclusive evidence of the role of reading in integrated writing. It 

is nevertheless worth noting that, with the exception of Plakans (2009), these 

studies linked students’ reading scores with their writing without taking into 

account any specific reading processes and their distinct contributions to writing. 

Plakans (2009) investigated some specific reading processes, such as word-level, 

mining and global reading processes (which is obtaining precise information from 

a text in order to achieve a particular goal), but did not investigate the various range 

of reading processes, such as higher- and lower-level reading processes. For the 

tasks, Delaney (2008) used one reading text. Previous studies were also conducted 

in English language preparation classes using ESL placement tests in timed 

reading-to-write tasks, which might have significantly influenced students’ 

performance in the reading-to-write tasks.  

Some previous studies on reading-to-write tasks, however, found that 

reading appears to play a role in integrated writing (Plakans & Gebril, 2012; Shi, 

2004; Zhao & Hirvela, 2015). However, Zhao and Hirvela (2015) focused on 

specific reading processes such as rhetorical reading processes (text organisation 

techniques which provide a foundation for text analysis), but they did not examine 

the full range of reading processes, including lower-level and higher-level reading 

processes. 

 Furthermore, the type of evaluation and the manner in which the tasks were 

evaluated varied. Some of the previous researchers (Plakans & Gebril, 2012; Zhao 

& Hirvela, 2015) used a questionnaire or synthesis to assess students’ writing skills, 

whereas others (Shi, 2004) asked students for their comments on the texts and used 
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a summary of their comments to assess their writing. In addition, none of the 

previous studies recruited undergraduate Arab students majoring in English or 

other subjects.  

To the best of the researcher's knowledge, only one previous empirical 

study of the role of reading in reading-to-write tasks has been undertaken in the 

Saudi setting (Alhujaylan, 2020). Although that study was important in terms of 

examining the role of reading in reading-to-write tasks in the Saudi context and 

portraying students’ performance in such tasks, it only provided students’ writing 

scores before and after the teaching intervention, with no information given about 

their reading or writing processes in either reading-to-write or writing-only tasks. 

Furthermore, because a quantitative methodology was used dealing only with 

numerical data, even though the researcher provided the students’ pre- and post-

test scores in the reading-to-write as opposed to writing-only tasks, it is impossible 

to tell what factors (for example, task demands, individual or socio-cultural factors) 

had influenced the students’ performance in such tasks. That study was also not 

conducted with English majors at the undergraduate level. 

In addition, in the Saudi context, Al-Omrani (2014) considered the 

importance of reading in the writing process, and after reviewing past studies on 

the reading-writing connection in both L1 and L2 contexts, concluded that the 

reading-writing relationship is critical in academic settings. Although Saudi 

undergraduate EFL students are obliged to complete academic reading-to-write 

tasks, especially in their final two years of study, he noted that nothing was known 

about how effectively they accomplish these tasks. As a result, there is an obvious 

gap in the literature which necessitates a focus on the previously unexplored role 
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of reading in reading-to-write tasks. According to Alshamrani (2003), Mekheimer 

and Aldosari (2013), Almansour and Alshorman (2014), Al-Omrani (2014), Al-

Dosari (2016), Alghonaim (2018) and Alhujaylan (2020), empirical studies in 

Saudi Arabia are needed to address the reading-writing connection and the impact 

of reading on reading-to-write tasks, particularly on the different types of reading 

processes used in such tasks, such as high-level and low-level reading processes. 

The purpose of this current study is therefore to fill this gap in the literature by 

looking into the reading processes which Saudi EFL students use when completing 

integrated reading-to-write academic tasks, determining how these processes relate 

to the writers’ resulting performances, identifying differences in the reading 

processes used by high-level and low-level students, and investigating the factors 

which influence their performance in reading and writing.  

The aim of the current study is to explore the role of reading in integrated 

reading-to-write academic tasks in an EFL context at the University of Bisha (UB) 

in Saudi Arabia. Reading-to-write tasks are often expected in English language 

classes in the third and fourth years of undergraduate study at the English 

Department (Al-Omrani, 2014). Students are required to read different kinds of 

texts such as books and articles and then write an evaluation (for example, critically 

judging the pros and cons of a theory), a comparison and contrast (for example, 

discussing similar aspects of two topics and the differences between them) and a 

synthesis (for example, summarising and connecting ideas from different reading 

texts in order to form an argument supporting their stance) (see Appendix A for a 

description of the Applied Linguistics course). To perform such tasks successfully, 

students therefore need to make important decisions during the reading-to-write 

tasks, such as identifying significant and relevant information, deciding how much 
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information to use, and transforming and representing it in their own words. For 

the reading part specifically, they are also required to utilise relevant reading 

processes depending on the task expectations. If, for example, they are asked to 

produce a recall of events, the focus on the factual information of the text would 

be important, but if they are also expected to evaluate the events, the use of their 

background knowledge would be also essential. (see Section 3.3 for a detail 

explanation of the study settings). 

The current study used a reading-to-write task which was not restricted by 

time, as this would have adversely affected the Saudi EFL students’ performance 

in the task due to different factors such as language proficiency and anxiety 

(Alghammas, 2020; Al-Khairy, 2013; Alrabai, 2014; 2016; Alrashidi & Phan, 

2015; Ansari, 2012) (see Chapter 2 for a detailed explanation of these factors).   

Two subject specific reading texts were selected for the task. The texts were 

similar to the materials with which the students were familiar in class; more 

specifically, they were about ‘Foreign students and foreign methodologies’ by 

Holliday (1994) and ‘A pedagogy of particularity’ by Kumaravadivelu (2001) (see 

Section 3.5.3 for the reading-to-write tasks). This present study used the think-

aloud protocol (a method for gathering data which involves asking a person or 

group of people to express their thoughts while performing a specific task such as 

reading) to uncover students’ thoughts while reading (see Section 3.5.1 for the 

think-aloud protocol). Ten male EFL participants were recruited, with a detailed 

description of their demographic profiles, the context and the data collection 

process to improve the study’s reliability (see Section 3.4 for the participants and 

the sampling techniques). A comprehensive rubric was also used to evaluate their 
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writing by looking at the reading purpose, organisation, development and use of 

language (see Section 3.12 for the scoring rubric). In all of these ways, the current 

study was designed to fill the identified research gaps and benefit future research 

on the topic by providing information about the reading processes used in reading-

to-write tasks and by examining the factors affecting students’ reading and writing 

performance when conducting reading-to-write tasks. 

Furthermore, the current study will contribute to English-language teaching 

(ELT) and learning in Saudi Arabia and other contexts. Given the widespread use 

of reading-to-write tasks in the Saudi academic setting and the limited number of 

empirical studies, the findings of the current study will enhance the knowledge of 

English-language teachers and learners about reading for the purpose of writing in 

the Saudi context and other contexts. They will provide information about the types 

of reading-for-writing processes which EFL Saudi undergraduate students use in 

reading-to-write tasks, the differences between high- and low-scoring students 

(students who scored high or low in their essay writings) in using reading processes 

when conducting reading-to-write tasks and the Saudi undergraduate students’ 

perceptions of reading and writing. In addition, it will enable Saudi English 

language teachers to develop an in-depth understanding of the kinds of reading-

for-writing processes which EFL Saudi undergraduate students use. It will 

therefore help them to improve their professional and pedagogical skills 

concerning teaching reading and writing.   

The purpose of the present chapter is to give a brief introduction to the main 

parts of the thesis. It introduces the background of the study and an outline of the 

chapters.  
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1.2 Outline of the chapters in the thesis 

The thesis is divided into six chapters. This first chapter is an introductory chapter 

describing the background to the study, the significance of the study and the study’s 

aims.  

The second chapter offers a thorough explanation of reading as it is 

currently understood by reading researchers, with a focus on lower-level and 

higher-level reading processes. I will then explain the purpose of the reading-to-

write activity and potential impacts of reading on writing are then discussed. I then 

present a discussion of factors which might influence how well a reading-to-write 

activity is accomplished, with a focus on reading and writing beliefs and the context 

in which the task is completed. I also provide a summary of earlier studies that 

looked into students' reading-for-writing processes, reading's function in reading-

to-write tasks, and the variables influencing task performance. I then set out the 

research questions in detail as the final part of the chapter. 

Chapter 3 presents a detailed explanation of the research design of the 

study. I explain, describe and justify the current study’s methodology, and discuss 

the philosophical and methodological assumptions which support it. I then explain 

why I adopted a mixed methods research approach for the study and a multiple 

case-study design. In addition, I give detailed information about the research 

setting, the students who participated and an explanation of the data collection 

methods employed, including the think-aloud protocol, pre-protocol and post-

protocol interviews and students’ writings analysis. I explain why and how these 

methods were used. I also describe the data-collection procedure used in a pilot 

study and the changes which were subsequently made to the data-collection process 
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and the reasons for those alterations. The limitations of the data-collection process 

used in the study will also be discussed. In addition, a detailed explanation of the 

data analysis process used in the main study is given. The analytical framework 

used in the think-aloud protocol analysis is explained, as well as the themes and 

sub-themes which emerged from the pre-protocol and post-protocol interviews and 

the findings on the students’ writings. There is also a discussion of the 

trustworthiness of the study as well as the ethical considerations involved in the 

study.  

Chapter 4 sets out the results of the study. The results of each research 

method (think-aloud protocol, pre- and post-protocol interviews, and students’ 

essay writings) are explained in detail. The results of the think-aloud protocol 

answered the first research question, which was about the reading processes that 

Saudi university EFL undergraduate students employ when performing an 

integrated reading-to-write task, and the results from the interviews answered the 

second and third questions, which were about the differences in the reading 

processes used by high- and low-scoring writers and the factors affecting Saudi 

EFL undergraduate students’ reading and writing performance in an integrated 

reading-to-write task. Also, the results from the students’ writings answer the first 

question. The results were triangulated to ensure the trustworthiness of the study: 

the answers from the interviews and the students’ writings confirmed the results 

obtained from the think-aloud protocol and vice versa.     

Chapter 5 presents a discussion of the results. I explain and justify the 

results and compare them with those of previous studies. Also in this chapter, I 



23 

 

 

discuss the factors which affected the Saudi students’ reading and writing 

performance. 

The final conclusion Chapter 6 summarises the study, assesses the 

contributions of the findings, considers its limitations, suggests directions for 

future research, and makes some practical recommendations for Saudi teachers. 
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Chapter 2. Literature Review 

2. Introduction 

The present study is an investigation of the reading processes used in reading-to-

write tasks in an EFL context, the role of the reading processes in writing, and the 

factors affecting the reading-to-write task. Thus, the chapter first presents an 

explanation of reading as it is understood currently by reading researchers, 

specifically focusing on lower-level and higher-level reading processes. It then 

discusses the meaning of the reading-to-write task and the possible effects of 

reading on writing. The chapter then proceeds with a consideration of the factors 

which might affect the performance of the reading-to-write task, especially beliefs 

about reading and writing and the context in which the task is performed. It also 

gives a review of the previous studies which have investigated students’ reading 

for writing processes, the role of reading in reading-to-write tasks, and the factors 

affecting the performance of the task. The research questions are then presented as 

the final part of the chapter.   

2.1 The definition of reading  

Reading allows people to gain knowledge and information; it is an important skill 

that has numerous benefits for people's personal development and success in 

educational and professional settings. Most previous research exploring the nature 

of reading abilities and improving this skill has concentrated on the cognitive 

features of reading, that is, the readers’ use of cognitive processes to aid 

comprehension when engaging in different reading tasks. The current study 

adopted the cognitive reading perspective, since understanding reading from the 

cognitive viewpoint is regarded as an essential base of knowledge for students to 
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be successful in their academic studies (Raphael et al., 2014; Urquhart & Weir, 

1998). The significance of cognitive reading is also reflected in the vast and 

impressive body of knowledge that has been established in the fields of psychology 

and education sciences (Helder et al., 2013; Kendeou et al., 2014; Paris and 

Hamilton, 2014; Pressley, 2000).  

In general, reading is described as “a combination of text input, appropriate 

cognitive processes, and the information that we already know” (Grabe, 2009, p. 

74). In other words, reading is thought to include a variety of component processes 

and knowledge bases which are organised in various ways. These reading processes 

and knowledge bases are typically classified into two groups: lower-level 

processes, also referred to as decoding processes, and higher-level processes, 

referred to as comprehension processes (Grabe & Stoller, 2002). These two groups 

of processes are equally significant for understanding the reading process 

(Kuzborska, 2010) and the use of them will depend on reading purposes. In the 

following sections, I explain these key processes in detail and also underline the 

complexity of their interaction in reading a text and when reading for a specific 

purpose. 

2.2 Lower-level reading processes  

Lower-level processes embody “the more automatic linguistic processes”, which 

are described as more language-oriented skills (Grabe & Stoller, 2002, p. 22). 

These linguistic processes encompass rapid and automatic word perception 

(identifying form), rapid and automatic syntactic parsing (chunking into phrases 

utilising grammatical information), and semantic proposition formation 
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(constructing clause-level meaning from word meanings and grammatical 

information) (Kuzborska, 2018).  

To start with, word recognition is an automatic and rapid process as reading 

comprehension cannot be sustained for a lengthy period of time without the 

capability of recognising words rapidly (Grabe, 2009). This is because rapid and 

effective processing is thoroughly linked to a reader’s working memory or short-

term memory. Pressley (1998, p. 61) explained that “automatic word recognition 

consumes very little capacity, and thus frees short-term capacity for the task of 

comprehending the word and integrating the meaning of the word with the overall 

meaning of the sentence, paragraph, and text”. Another fundamental component of 

word recognition is accuracy. Word recognition must be accurate and complete 

because, as Grabe (2009, p. 291) commented, “without word-reading accuracy, 

comprehension would quickly become degraded”. During the word recognition 

process, readers match the orthographic form of a word (a grapheme or symbol) 

with the phonological form (a phoneme or sound), identify grammatical categories 

of words and their roles (such as nouns operating as objects, verbs operating as 

actions), use the internal structure of a word (its affixation), and access a word’s 

meaning by memory (from a mental lexicon) (Kuzborska, 2018). For instance, 

readers understand (decode) the letter shapes of a word and match (recode) them 

to English sounds; for example, /kuk/ stored in the memory while reading the word 

‘cook’, as in ‘the cook arrived’. This enables readers to mentally construct a visual 

and auditory picture of the word. Simultaneously, readers recognise the word as a 

noun rather than the verb ‘to cook’, interpret it as the clause subject and an animate 

object which will be followed by an occurrence summary, ‘arrived’. They 

unconsciously activate all the words in their memory with related visual and sound 
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features through visual processing of word forms and then decide the most likely 

meaning of triggered word forms in any given context.  

In addition to word recognition, syntactic parsing is the ability that a fluent 

reader uses to identify phrasal groupings, word ordering information, subordinate 

and superordinate relationships between clauses, and what a definite article or 

pronoun refers back to in the preceding text (Grabe, 2009; Grabe & Stoller, 2002; 

Hudson, 2007). Grabe and Stoller (2002, p. 22) explained that it allows readers “to 

clarify how words are supposed to be understood”. In addition, as with word 

recognition, syntactic parsing also occurs rapidly without conscious attention or 

much effort (Grabe & Stoller, 2002; Urquhart & Weir, 1998). Urquhart and Weir 

(1998) provided an explanation of how grammatical knowledge is constantly 

involved in reading comprehension. The following sentence becomes difficult to 

understand when all of the feature words, all of the inflectional morphemes and the 

order of the words are jumbled: 

begin several it recogniser module machine digital pass record speech 

(‘The machine begins by digitally recording the speech and passing it to several 

recogniser modules’). 

 The syntactic parsing process therefore aids readers in grouping words into 

phrases and clauses, recognising subordinate and superordinate relationships 

between clauses, understanding word order in clauses, and deciding what pronouns 

and definite articles are related to in the previous text (Kuzborska, 2018).  

The third lower-level reading process is semantic proposition formation, 

which is the process of combining word meanings and structural information into 
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basic clause-level meaning units. In this process, a reader integrates information in 

a meaningful way which makes sense with the reading which has taken place 

before, considering that a reader integrates the information after identifying words 

and grammatical forms. In this process, meanings are linked, and if they are 

recapped or reactivated, they become active in the memory (Grabe, 2009; Grabe & 

Stoller, 2002; Hudson, 2007). For example, when processing the sentence ‘The dog 

chased the cat’, a reader focuses on the semantic predicate ‘chased’ as well as the 

two arguments ‘dog’ and ‘cat’. A predicate often indicates the sort of situation or 

event that a sentence is about, and a predicate’s arguments identify the participants 

in the situation or event which the predicate specifies. Therefore, when a reader 

reads the statement ‘The dog chased the cat’, he/she understands that there was an 

event of ‘chasing’ involving a dog as the chasing animal and a cat as the pursued 

animal. Predicates are most typically verbs, although they can also be adjectives, 

prepositions or nouns. A predicate’s arguments can be categorised based on the 

thematic roles (the theta roles) which they play in the event or scenario which the 

predicate determines. In this case, the dog is the chaser and the cat is the chased; 

or, in another case, the dog is the agent, performing the action, and the cat is the 

theme or patient, receiving the action (Kuzborska, 2018).  

As the explanation of the lower-level reading processes shows, reading 

comprehension demands the improvement of multiple language-processing 

abilities. Students should be able to use a huge vocabulary and to improve this 

capability they should practise constantly the recognition of words. Grabe and 

Stoller (2002) stated that automaticity and prompt processing, along with word 

recognition accuracy, demand lengthy reading practice, and Grabe (2009) 

recommended that practice can be achieved through extensive reading exercises 
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which draw attention to (a) letter-sound correspondence; (b) words and word parts; 

(c) quick word recognition; and (d) a variety of fluency activities such as partnered 

reading, reading with an audiotape, readers’ theatre, and opportunities to re-read 

texts several times for various objectives. 

When considering students who are older and already have L1 literacy 

abilities, Grabe (2009) suggested that teachers should be less worried about 

accuracy and effective word perception. Instead, with high-frequency words, he 

recommended increasing automaticity with word recognition in such settings.  

In addition to reading word recognition for learners, knowledge of syntax 

also plays an essential role in the reading process. For the purpose of reading 

comprehension, Grabe (2009, p. 217) recommended that grammar instruction 

needs to be viewed more as “a discourse-analysis activity taught as needed rather 

than as a decontextualised structural activity, focusing on a set of arbitrary rules 

and structures to be learnt”. Language instructors should assist learners to recognise 

“that any form has many possible meanings depending on its context of use” 

(Hyland, 2006, p. 12). By inspiring students to discover the meanings in texts and 

to recognise similarities and dissimilarities, teachers can assist “students to 

understand that communication involves making choices based on the ways texts 

work in specific contexts and that the discourses of the academy are not based on 

a single set of rules” (Hyland 2006, p. 14).  

Along similar lines, Wallace (1992; 2003) suggested that language 

instructors need to teach grammar clearly, concentrating on the basic evaluation of 

linguistic selections which appear in texts. According to Wallace (1992), texts 

include discourses which are “ways of talking or writing about persons, places, 
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events, or phenomena which relate to conventional beliefs or ways of doing things 

which are, in turn, associated with a society’s key institutions” (p. 14). Linguistic 

choices created in texts are therefore associated with various discourses of which 

they embody the aims and values. Consequently, Wallace (1992) recommended 

that teachers need to make sure that students are aware of the social features of 

texts and how texts are created. Finally, extensive reading exercises, even for 

beginner readers, are also effective and helpful (Day & Bamford, 1998; Grabe, 

2009). Grabe (2009) confirmed that extensive reading provides typical grammar 

knowledge and offers readers complex differences gradually.  

The growth of readers’ vocabulary knowledge is also a sign of effective 

reading. Thus it is essential to possess and understand a wide range of vocabulary 

in order to be a good reader. To know a word properly, readers need to know “(a) 

a word’s phonological and orthographic form; (b) the multiple meanings for a word 

form; (c) the morphological affixes that go with a word form; (d) the collocations 

of a word and the words it commonly associates with in terms of topic and register; 

and (e) the level of formality of a word” (Grabe, 2009, p. 105). Nonetheless, 

university students’ instruction needs to include more than the teaching of 

individual words and lexical phrases. In that context, it is recommended that 

language teachers help students to discover “the uses of language that carry clear 

disciplinary values as a result of their frequency and importance to the communities 

that employ them” (Hyland 2006, p. 12). In other words, similar to grammar 

instruction, vocabulary instruction needs also to apply a discourse-based method, 

raising the awareness in learners of how isolated words have various occurrences 

and meanings in various regulations and genres and how contextual elements are 

essential to language choices. The utilisation of language corpora, which Hyland 
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(2006) defined as a collection of normal word frequencies in texts using the study 

of linguistics, is considered to be an effective help for students in this particular 

awareness.  

An effective technique for increasing vocabulary can also be the extensive 

reading of interesting texts. Research on extensive reading has demonstrated that 

an enormous amount of vocabulary is studied and acquired incidentally through 

effective communication with the text (Day & Bamford, 1998; Grabe, 2009). Word 

recognition and extensive reading in a number of contexts can offer a recurring 

emphasis on learning words and also opportunities to create a deeper knowledge 

of words. Therefore, although following this process can take a lengthy period of 

time, Grabe (2009) recommended that it is the most effective method for increasing 

vocabulary.  

Having explained the implications which demonstrate the necessity of word 

recognition, grammar knowledge and vocabulary, teaching reading should 

therefore concentrate on these language abilities. Although there is no doubt that 

these language skills are essential for reading comprehension, they are not the only 

factors needed for it. The instruction of reading comprehension also demands 

awareness of many comprehension problems and the whole reading 

comprehension system. That is, lower-level reading processes are significant for 

reading comprehension, but they are not sufficient. Reading comprehension 

requires the use of different higher-level comprehension processes. A detailed 

explanation of the higher-level comprehension processes is provided in the next 

section.  
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2.3 Higher-level reading processes 

Higher-level processes commonly embody comprehension processes and are 

typically described as including particular component abilities carried out under a 

degree of control by a reader. These component abilities incorporate readers’ 

ability to achieve reading purposes, monitor their reading, make inferences of many 

kinds, employ prior knowledge, called a schema, form attitudes about the author 

and/or the text and critically evaluate the information which they read (Birch, 2007; 

Grabe, 2009; Grabe & Stoller, 2002; Kuzborska, 2018; Urquhart & Weir, 1998).  

2.3.1 Goal Setting  

Goal setting is a cognitive process which plays a key role in all human actions. 

Grabe (2009, p. 51) stated that “goals provide reasons for action and provide causal 

explanations for what other people are doing or what they want to see done”. Good 

learners regard goal setting as a higher level of conscious awareness. Setting goals 

and conscious awareness, in turn, have a positive impact on comprehension (Grabe, 

2009; Horiba, 2000; Linderholm et al., 2004; Perfetti, Landi & Oakhill, 2005). 

With goals, readers determine the kind of information to which they should pay 

attention. For example, reading for general understanding will demand less 

attention to the details in the text than reading a text to identify the main points. 

Reading for writing in an academic context usually requires readers to engage 

actively with the reading texts by making inferences, using prior knowledge of the 

topic and forming opinions about the author of the text (Horiba, 2000; Kuzborska, 

2018; Linderholm et al., 2004; Perfetti, Landi & Oakhill, 2005). In other words, 

the reader’s purpose in reading-to-write tasks is demonstrated in the writing 

prompts which are provided by, for example, the teachers. The reader in such tasks 
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is usually required to set his/her own goals for the reading-to-write tasks based on 

these writing prompts and then engage actively with the reading text by using 

higher-level reading processes to construct meaning and make arguments in his/her 

writing.   

On the reader’s purpose, Rosenblatt (1994), divided the complete spectrum 

of possible reading goals into two stances which she called ‘efferent’ and 

‘aesthetic’. She suggested that readers always take a position when reading and that 

this attitude influences their interactions with texts during the reading process. She 

explained that the efferent and aesthetic stances “reflect the two main ways of 

looking at the world”, with the efferent stance focusing on “the cognitive, the 

referential, the factual, the analytic, the logical, the quantitative aspects of 

meaning”, and the aesthetic stance focusing on “the sensuous, the affective, the 

emotive, the qualitative” (Rosenblatt, 1994, p. 1068). She insisted that texts are 

neither efferent nor aesthetic in and of themselves and that it is our reason for 

reading them which dictates which posture we choose. She asserted that an efferent 

stance involves “a process of more strict narrowing of the focus of attention”, 

whereas the aesthetic stance necessitates “an opening of the shutter, so to speak, to 

permit a larger field of consciousness” (Rosenblatt, 1994, p. 23). According to 

Rosenblatt, readers restrict their focus to discovering particular information when 

they read texts in order to extract information such as facts in a biology text or 

directions in a product’s user manual, or to pay attention to the structural form or 

logic of an argument in reading for writing tasks. When readers read aesthetically, 

on the other hand, they allow their brains to open and feel their cognitive and 

emotional interaction with the material. She went on to say that readers take a 

stance depending on how they believe a text should be read and understood. 
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2.3.2 Comprehension monitoring  

Comprehension monitoring is defined as an essential human cognitive process; all 

human beings monitor their own language communication and comprehension 

from childhood (Grabe, 2009). In reading, comprehension monitoring exemplifies 

the way in which readers evaluate their text comprehension and assess their 

achievement (Garner, 1994; Cox, 1994). Reading comprehension “entails keeping 

track of one's ongoing comprehension success, ensuring the process continues 

effectively, and taking remedial steps when necessary” (Baker & Brown, 1980, p. 

1). Readers frequently are unaware of their own reading comprehension (Woods, 

1980). They read automatically until a comprehension barrier forces them to 

consciously concentrate on understanding what they are reading (Brown, 1980). 

This idea was demonstrated by an example employed by Trabasso (1980). When 

reading ‘Mary had a little lamb’ and ‘Its fleece was white as snow’, the reader may 

not consciously evaluate the location or the definition of ‘had’ or ‘lamb’. But when 

reading ‘Mary had a little lamb’ and then ‘She spilled gravy and mint jelly on her 

dress’, the reader may feel uncomfortable or unfamiliar and he/she may need to 

consider the definitions of both ‘had’ and ‘lamb’ and their situational context. 

Readers can make conscious efforts to understand some types of reading 

material, such as scientific or technical reading texts, by asking themselves 

questions to ensure their comprehension (Anderson, 1980). These inquiries might 

concern vocabulary, sentence coherence, the main idea and how new information 

compares to prior knowledge. The reader's and the text's characteristics influence 

whether one comprehends at the subconscious or conscious level. Readers' 

cognitive styles, for example, might cause them to actively monitor or passively 
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read (Good-enough, 1976; Kagan, Moss & Sigel, 1963). Reading for a task, such 

as reading-to-write, which requires higher-level reading processes such as 

monitoring (Plakans, 2009), as opposed to reading a magazine, will influence the 

way readers read a text (Baker, 1979). Readers will also pay more attention to texts 

that contain new information than to texts with which they are already familiar. As 

a result, Winograd and Johnston (1980) viewed comprehension as a continuum, 

with word-for-word attention at one end and an act of routine at the other. Fluent 

readers can place themselves anywhere along the continuum (Baker, 1979). 

Readers will use their monitoring processes whenever an obstacle prevents 

them from understanding. Brown (1980) referred to these barriers as “triggering 

events”, which can be unfamiliar notions or unverified preconceptions (Baker & 

Brown, 1980). The individual reader establishes the criteria for determining 

whether comprehension is adequate (Baker, 1979) and then decides what corrective 

action to take, if there is any. Anderson (1980) believed that critical comprehension 

is the ability to know when and how to take corrective action. Teachers should thus 

understand who is likely to have such skill and how to assist those who do not. 

Comprehension monitoring includes different processes which can assist 

with understanding the text (Ehrlich, 1996; Trabasso & Bouchard, 2002). Grabe 

(2009) proposed various processes which could be utilised for comprehension 

monitoring such as deciding a goal for reading, understanding the text structure, 

recognising key ideas of the text, relating text information to background 

knowledge, recognising how the text is relevant to the reading goals, attending to 

text difficulties and clarifying ambiguous points in the text. Therefore, the skills of 
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comprehension monitoring are essential when reading a text, particularly in 

educational settings (Kuzborska, 2010; 2018).  

2.3.3 Inferencing  

Grabe (2009, p. 68) defined inferencing as “one of the fundamental cognitive 

mechanisms that connect what we are currently attempting to understand with 

memory resources that provide our background knowledge”. In text 

comprehension, inferencing plays a critical role; it allows text information to be 

linked to the information stored in the memory. Readers make inferences because 

texts contain numerous unstated notions which are assumed to be known by 

readers. Furthermore, readers’ natural need to connect concepts compels them to 

provide information which is not explicitly mentioned in the text (Kuzborska, 

2018). The following story from Rumelhart is a good example of how inferences 

are made:  

Mary heard the ice cream man coming down the street. She remembered her 

birthday money and rushed into the house .... (1977, p. 265).  

Readers unconsciously seek to develop a cohesive interpretation of the text 

and draw different conclusions when reading. Readers could believe, for example, 

that Mary is a little girl who wants to purchase an ice cream; an ice cream costs 

money; Mary had her birthday money in the house; Mary only had a limited time 

to obtain some money before the ice cream man arrived; the ice cream man arrived 

in a van rather than walking.  

In reading, two major types of inferencing have been identified: bridging 

and elaborative inferences (Zwann & Rapp, 2006). Bridging inferences, also called 
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backward inferences, help with consistency between a sentence which has been 

just read and a sentence which was read previously (Eysenck & Keane, 2005; 

Schmalhofer, McDaniel & Keefe, 2002). Elaborative inferences, also called 

forward inferences, are based on knowledge elaboration or materials which have 

just been read. Elaborative inferences occur when text information is connected 

with readers’ background knowledge and involves their evaluations of or 

predictions about the text. For instance, when reading a text, readers predict events, 

evaluate the effects of particular actions or anticipate upcoming actions (Eysenck 

& Keane, 2005; Schamlhofer et al., 2002).  

In educational contexts, it is suggested that inferencing should be developed 

at a conscious level so that readers are aware of the process and can apply it 

skilfully in relation to their specific reading purposes, reading situation and task 

(Grabe, 2009).  

Previous research on discourse comprehension has shown that inferencing 

tasks strongly match reading comprehension skills and that they need to be 

practised (Perfetti, Landi & Oakhill, 2005; Cain & Oakhill, 2007). Carrying out 

inferences of these kinds is claimed to be crucial in the teaching of reading 

comprehension (Perfetti, Landi & Oakhill, 2005). Therefore, previous research on 

discourse comprehension recommends that learners should obviously be instructed 

on how to make different kinds of inferences. Grabe (2009) stated that “making 

inferences to create a coherent interpretation of academic texts or to understand 

new information or explanations can be a very demanding skill, one that begins by 

explicitly learning academic inferencing as a strategy”.  
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Inferencing tasks might include uncovering the writer’s purposes, 

distinguishing facts from fiction, expressing own thoughts, making connections 

between different subjects, ideas or conclusions, or proof synthesis from multiple 

texts to develop the principal reading comprehension skills (Urquhart & Weir, 

1998; Grabe, 2009).  

2.3.4 Background knowledge activation  

The explanation of the two higher-level processes (text comprehension and 

situation interpretation) shows that the background (prior) knowledge of readers 

and inferencing are important when considering reader interpretation. Background 

knowledge is another key process of reading comprehension (Grabe, 2009; 

Kuzborska, 2018). Koda (2007) stated that effective comprehension can be 

established through the interaction between the reader’s background knowledge 

and the text information. Background or prior knowledge, also called a schema (the 

plural is schemata), is a cognitive notion which helps to categorise information in 

the long-term memory (Widdowson, 1983). In other words, the schema theory 

suggests the existence of a prearranged network of information kept in the minds 

of readers and this information “provides a framework into which new knowledge 

or newly formed structures can be assimilated” (Singhal, 2006, p. 11). When 

readers process a text, word or clause, this triggers a thought; this triggering 

activates schemata and therefore helps with understanding the concept or situation 

(Grabe 2009; Kuzborska, 2018). There are two main kinds of schema, content and 

formal, which are used in reading.  

Content schema refers to content and cultural knowledge which represents 

events, situations, items or places. Commonly, cultural knowledge includes 
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realistic knowledge and conventions about the world, beliefs, values and cultural 

assumptions, whereas content knowledge refers to information about topics and 

particular expertise (Grabe, 2009).  

Studies of cultural schemata have shown that background knowledge has 

an impact on readers’ comprehension skills. Background knowledge can facilitate 

comprehension because readers who already have an elaborate schema can 

effortlessly link the information received from the text to the schema and 

consequently have a better comprehension of the text (Alderson, 2000; Hudson, 

2007). In addition, texts which involve common cultural topics and contents are 

more likely to be read faster and recalled better by readers.  

The implications which could be drawn from these studies are that 

background knowledge needs to be offered by teachers and that readers need to 

comprehend texts in a better way. Normally, schema activation is very beneficial 

when included in reading instruction. Background activation can be established 

through multiple pre-readings and reading exercises. Grabe (2009), for example, 

recommended the use of reading guides and text previews with more challenging 

reading texts to highlight important details and force connections to prior 

knowledge, the introduction of the main vocabulary and concepts from the text 

before reading and the making of pertinent connections between significant 

concepts and the main idea of the text and the explicit linkage between prior 

knowledge and the details of the text. Additionally, using authentic reading texts 

rather than edited materials can offer readers various linguistic and rhetorical 

processes, which might help them to become more accustomed to original reading 

texts. 



40 

 

 

The second kind of schema is the formal schema, also called textual 

schema. This refers to knowledge about structural forms, that is, the techniques 

used to organise information in a text as well as rhetorical structures in a text. There 

are between twelve and fifteen different forms of rhetorical pattern in English, 

including description, definition, cause-effect, comparison-contrast, problem-

solution and classification division. Previous studies of formal schema and 

comprehension have shown that language learners have default conceptions about 

the way a text operates, the way a cohesive text is constructed, and what a text 

structure is. Readers’ endeavours to process a text are strongly affected by this 

default knowledge and being aware of this kind of knowledge helps them to 

understand and recall texts better (Alexander & Jetton, 2000; Duke & Pearson, 

2002; Kuzborska, 2018). Therefore, a skilled reader is aware of such patterns and 

has the ability to approach texts with an understanding of how specific texts are 

organised (Kuzborska, 2018).  

The literature on reading details three main kinds of text structure teaching: 

first, teaching the use of text structure signalling in a text; second, teaching the use 

of graphic organisers to present rhetorical constructions; and third, teaching the use 

of comprehension techniques which refer to structure awareness (Grabe, 2009). 

Furthermore, in a curriculum, students need to be exposed to a number of texts and 

teachers need to inspire them to read topics extensively. This instruction technique 

will encourage students to examine the ways in which texts are organised and the 

way that signalling operates in text organisation (Grabe, 2009).  

Knowledge of the genre is a recent emphasis in the literature and has been 

defined in various ways. In this study, ‘genre’ refers to socially accepted patterns 
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of using language. It is a term used to group texts together and describe how authors 

respond to and construct texts for recurrent situations using language. More 

specifically, a genre is founded on the premise that members of a community 

generally have little problem detecting similarities in the texts which they use 

regularly and can draw on their recurrent experiences in particular contexts to read, 

analyse and maybe easily compose the text which occurs in them. Individuals form 

relationships, build communities and get things done by the repeated use of 

conventionalised forms and communication practices: genres thus not only embed 

but also shape social realities. This places social relations at the centre of language 

usage since every effective text demonstrates the writer’s understanding of its 

environment and its readers (Hyland, 2009; Johns, 1997; Swales, 1990).  

Therefore, the implications that could be highlighted from reading 

instruction are that in the genre, direct instruction is required and effective. Hudson 

(2007) stated that readers who differ in language and culture need to understand 

and accept probable rhetorical structural differences and their causes. Instruction 

designed to establish this knowledge should involve students in investigating the 

text and its aims (Hudson, 2007).  

The reading literature also states a third kind of schema, linguistic schema 

or language schema, which embodies the structure of a sentence, the inflexions of 

grammar and vocabulary knowledge. Nevertheless, this knowledge processing and 

schema are normally linked to lower-level processes.  

2.3.5 Text comprehension and reader interpretation  

In terms of the levels of understanding of a text, it is common in reading theories 

to discuss the comprehension process. An explanation of reading comprehension 
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and interpretation as including the levels of text understanding is significant as it 

incorporates different ways of reading a text. Grabe and Stoller (2002, p. 29) stated 

that “readers read in different ways based on different reading purposes”. There are 

two basic levels of text comprehension which are generally distinguished in the 

reading literature. These two levels of understanding are equally significant in the 

reading process as they can serve different purposes for readers, including reading 

for writing (Kuzborska, 2010; 2018). The first level refers to the text model of 

comprehension, which is about the understanding of the text itself, what the text is 

pointing out or what the author means in the text being read. The second level is 

called the situation model of interpretation and it is about the reader’s construction 

of text meaning by linking previous knowledge with the information provided in 

the text (Alderson, 2000; Grabe, 2009; Grabe & Stoller, 2002; Urquhart & Weir, 

1998; Wallace, 2003). In the interpretation process, the prior knowledge of the 

reader when processing a text becomes essential. This prior knowledge can 

encompass the purposes of the reader in the reading process, predictions of what 

the text means or conveys, the reader’s awareness of the genre and discourse 

structure, the reader’s evaluation of the information signs and the reader’s attitudes 

and feelings towards the text, task and author (Grabe, 2009). Grabe and Stoller 

(2002, p. 28) emphasised that “the ability of fluent readers to integrate text and 

background information appropriately and efficiently is the hallmark of expert 

reading in a topical domain”.  

The active role of the reader in the meaning construction and interpretation 

of a text was emphasised by Fish (1981), Tierney and Pearson, (1983) and Bakhtins 

(1981; 1984). For example, Fish (1981) highlighted the active role of the reader in 

the meaning construction and interpretation of a text by seeking to prove that 
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readers are not just reading a text, rather they reshape and reconstruct the text in 

the process of reading it as the text is no longer provided and determined by the 

author. Fish’s idea is known as ‘reception aesthetics’ and suggests that a text is not 

simply passively absorbed by the reader, but rather that readers interpret a text’s 

meanings based on their own goals which entail their cultural background and life 

experiences.  

In essence, the meaning of a text is formed by the interaction between the 

text and the reader, not by the text itself. The focus of description, according to 

Fish, should be the meaning construction which is dependent on the reader’s goals 

and experiences, not any structures on the page. Also, as the role of the reader is 

becoming more prominent, the reading text not only contains meaning but a set of 

clues and directions for meaning construction: “Thus, the meaning of a literary text 

is not a definable entity but, if anything, a dynamic happening” (Fish, 1981, p. 4).  

In this regard, Bakhtins (1981; 1984) argued that the reader and the writer 

are in a negotiation and that a word or utterance does not come out of thin air, but 

instead is an aspect of a larger dialogue or continuing discourse. In other words, 

readers and writers collaborate to negotiate the meaning of a text until they make 

sense of it. Tierney and Pearson (1983) asserted that “there is no meaning on the 

page until a reader decides there is” (p. 569). Therefore, a text is not complete until 

it is read and interpreted by the reader and for this reason, the reader is a crucial 

and indispensable component of literary texts because texts come into being only 

when there is a reader. For example, in a literary work such as a novel, the author’s 

narrative voice is not present to the reader in the characters’ dialogue, but the author 

allows the characters to reveal various realities for the reader to construct. Thus, 
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the reader does not see simply the author’s reality, but rather how this reality is 

presented by every character in the novel. In other words, the reader not only can 

realise a single reality offered by the author but rather many realities can appear in 

the text and be constructed by the reader. From this point of view, the text is viewed 

as an interaction of different thoughts and perspectives which enable the reader to 

construct different views about the text, and sometimes disagree with the author. 

The author’s role is therefore essentially changed since she/he cannot control the 

meaning’s power any longer.  

It seems that interpretation is used more than comprehension in the reading 

process; nevertheless, reading includes both processes working together. Grabe and 

Stoller (2002) described how when a text model of comprehension is being built 

by the reader, he/she likewise instantly begins to interpret the information in the 

text based on his/her own prior knowledge. In this way, readers will be able to 

consider a text with regard to both what the writer intended to deliver to the readers 

and what the readers think of the text and the writer (Grabe 2009). This dualism of 

understanding likewise describes the way in which a reader summarises and 

provides a critique of a text.  

In a more detailed explanation of how the reading process operates, it is 

important to note that reading will constantly demand more or less focus on one of 

the processes, either comprehension or interpretation. Grabe (2009, p. 46) stated 

that “different levels of reading ability, different purposes for reading, and different 

types of texts (or text genres) being read will also lead to more emphasis either on 

a text model of comprehension or a situation model of interpretation”. Therefore, 

for example, textbooks, technical documents, manuals and scientific texts will 
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usually focus on comprehension, whilst literary texts, news editorials and historical 

narratives will demand, to some extent, more emphasis on situation interpretation 

(Grabe, 2009). It is also important to note in this connection that, as Grabe (2009) 

stated, texts which are written for the purpose of learning should construct and 

strengthen text comprehension as a primary goal. However, the reader’s 

interpretation should be emphasised if the reader has extensive background 

knowledge on the subject and if the writer has an evaluative stance towards the 

anticipated text (Grabe, 2009).  

To sum up, this review of reading processes shows that reading is a 

complicated activity which includes a variety of abilities and knowledge processes 

organised in very complex and rapid ways. Three main processes, lexical access or 

word recognition, syntactic parsing, and semantic proposition formation have been 

explained as lower-level processes which happen automatically in a fluent reader. 

Readers use words and analyse them grammatically and make meaning for a short 

period of time in the working memory. As the working memory retains data for 

only one to two seconds, readers need to quickly combine the data to create a text 

meaning. The speed of processing is crucial because failure to carry out lower-level 

processing fluently hinders cognitive resources from being utilised for 

comprehension. Therefore, given the importance of these skills, readers need to 

learn how to read texts quickly and accurately, how to parse sentences correctly 

and how to build text meaning from words and sentences. Higher-level processes 

or comprehension processes have been explained as involving a range of cognitive 

abilities and knowledge resources which are needed to create text comprehension. 

Readers need to understand how to use comprehension processes and how to 

engage with them skilfully. They need to activate background knowledge, know 
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how to use inferencing and how to process discourse structure in texts. Both of 

these processes are crucial in reading and are used interactively and in accordance 

with specific reading purposes, reading situations and text types. When reading for 

writing, for example, readers will need to use a higher-level reading process such 

as goal setting, monitoring, inferencing, prior knowledge or text structure 

knowledge to engage successfully with reading texts.  

2.4 Understanding the Connection between Reading and 

Writing 

Theorists, practitioners, and academics have paid close attention to the relationship 

between reading and writing (Meyer, 1982; Tierney & Pearson, 1983; Shanahan, 

1990). The relationship between reading and writing has frequently been described 

in simple terms: good readers make good writers (Al-Dosari, 2016; Almansour & 

Alshorman, 2014; Alqadi, 2013; Tudor & Hafiz, 1989). The concept of combining 

reading and writing was examined early in the L1 context. Several researchers such 

as Krashen (1982), Carson (1993) and Eisterhold (1990) claimed that sustained 

reading is a prerequisite for writing proficiency. This view was extended to the L2 

context by Krashen (1982). In his ‘reading input theory’, which was an extension 

of his ‘comprehensible input’ theory, Krashen (1982) asserted that pleasure and 

self-directed reading in the target language will impact the writing style and 

proficiency (Flahive & Bailey, 1993).   

Krashen (1982, p. 20) argued that “writing competence, or the abstract 

knowledge the proficient writer has about writing, comes only from large amounts 

of self-motivating reading for interest and/or pleasure”. This suggests that writing 

proficiency is acquired unconsciously through reading tasks during which readers 
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are completely unaware of the acquisition process of writing ability. Krashen’s 

(1982) theory about L2 acquisition is set out in three hypotheses: first, the 

acquisition/learning hypothesis, second, the input hypothesis, and third, the 

affective filter hypothesis.  

The acquisition/learning hypothesis proposed that there is a difference 

between language acquisition and language learning in the development of second 

language (SL) or foreign language (FL) competency. Krashen defined language 

acquisition as an unconscious process of language growth akin to children's 

acquisition of their L1. In this scenario, the acquisition is accomplished through 

comprehending the language which is utilised for communication. Language 

learning, on the other hand, refers to the conscious development of rules for a 

language, and learners are directly and formally given this rule knowledge. 

The second hypothesis, the input hypothesis, referred to comprehensible 

input. This hypothesis suggested that learners understand language which is 

somewhat above their present level of proficiency. Krashen (1982) also highlighted 

the significance of “context or extra-linguistic information” (p. 21) in assisting 

acquirers to comprehend the message which is tailored to their level of 

competency. Krashen similarly argued that speaking skill is not something which 

can be learned but is the product of comprehensible input. On the other hand, 

Krashen (1982) felt that comprehensible input is necessary for L2 learning, but that 

acquisition might be hindered by the affective filter hypothesis. 

The third hypothesis, the affective filter hypothesis, argued that particular 

characteristics might have a positive or negative impact on the acquisition of the 

comprehensible input. These characteristics involve inspiration, self-confidence 
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and anxiety. Depending on the level of the effective filter, these affective factors 

can develop, hinder or block the input required for acquisition. Acquirers with a 

low affective filter, according to this hypothesis, get more input and acquisition is 

therefore more likely to occur.  

According to Krashen (1982), because speech is the consequence of 

comprehensible input, extensive reading is the source of writing. He argued that 

writing is therefore not learned but acquired through comprehensible input 

obtained from reading texts in which “all the necessary grammatical structures and 

discourse rules for writing will be automatically presented to the writer in sufficient 

quantity” (p. 23). Krashen (1982) believed that this occurs if the reader is open to 

the input, if the reader’s affective filter and anxiety are low, and if the reader is 

completely focused on the meaning which he/she is reading.  

However, Carson (1993) suggested that the relationship between reading 

and writing is even more complicated than Krashen suggested. Carson (1993) used 

the plural term ‘connections’ to imply that this connection is made up of various 

variables. Carson’s conclusions confirmed those of Eisterhold (1990), who said 

that the reading-writing interaction is complicated because it involves several 

relationships which alter as language develops. Eisterhold (1990) emphasized the 

complexity of the connection between reading and writing by stating that the 

reading and writing connection could be understood through three domains: 

directional, non-directional and bi-directional. This will be explained in more detail 

next. 
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2.4.1 Directional Perspectives in reading and writing connection  

In the directional hypothesis: Eisterhold (1990) took a different approach to 

studying the relationship between reading and writing. He proposed three 

hypotheses which he sometimes referred to as ‘models’ after becoming convinced 

of this association based on research evidence. The directional hypothesis, the non-

directional hypothesis and the bi-directional hypothesis were the three models. 

These labels describe the reading-writing interaction in terms of how input is 

viewed as moving from one domain to another. 

The directional hypothesis, according to Eisterhold (1990), held that 

because reading and writing have structural similarities, whatever is learned in one 

domain can be employed in the other. The ability to detect patterns such as 

comparison in reading, for example, implies the ability to reproduce it in writing. 

Because the transfer of structure happens in just one direction, from reading to 

writing, this hypothesis is called directional. Reading-to-write, according to 

Eisterhold (1990), is the most prevalent directional approach. The argument was 

that reading has an impact on writing and that writing does not always improve 

reading. Eisterhold (1990) argued that there was strong research evidence to back 

up the reading-to-write directional approach. That is, most of the previous research 

on the reading-writing connection supported the directional model (Al-Dosari, 

2016; Alghonaim, 2018; Alhujaylan, 2020; Almalki & Soomro, 2017; Almansour 

& Alshorman, 2014; Al-Omrani, 2014; Alqadi, 2013; Christiansen, 1965; 

Cumming et al., 2005; Delaney, 2008; Esmaeili, 2002; Gebril & Plakans, 2009; 

Mekheimer & Al-Dosari, 2013; Michener,1985; Plakans, 2008; 2009; Plakans & 
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Gebril, 2012; 2013; Pysarchyk & Yamshynska, 2015; Shi, 2004; Tsai, 2006; 

Watanabe, 2001; Yang, 2009; Zaiter, 2019; Zhang, 2013; Zhao & Hirvela, 2015). 

In the non-directional hypothesis, Eisterhold (1990) claimed that the 

reading and writing relationship is non-directional. He suggested that the transfer 

can happen in either direction, from reading to writing or from writing to reading. 

According to Eisterhold (1990), this approach was based on the idea that reading 

and writing are limited by a person’s underlying competence and proficiency. The 

“cognitive process of constructing meaning” (p. 90) which reading and writing 

share, he suggested, is the common underlying thread which binds them together. 

As a result, any cognitive ability which underpins reading and writing is more 

likely to develop both reading and writing. Despite the fact that the majority of 

empirical studies support the directional hypothesis, Eisterhold (1990) referred to 

several studies which suggested the non-directional reading-writing relationship. 

He mentioned, for example, Gordon and Braun (1982) who looked at the impact 

of story schema training on fifth-grade students. Students in an experimental group 

utilised story schema with both associated reading and writing tasks, according to 

the researchers. When employing such a schema, pupils, for example, remembered 

and created more text structures.  

The bi-directional hypothesis, according to Eisterhold (1990), is the most 

complicated model because it assumes that reading and writing are both 

interactional and interdependent. Shanahan and Lomax (1986) had anticipated 

Eisterhold’s (1990) assessment of the model’s complexity. According to them, the 

reading-writing relationship should be viewed as a “constellation of interrelated 

processes that draw on a variety of knowledge sources” (cited in Eisterhold, 1990, 
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p. 92). In a nutshell, his model focused on the various processes (for example, 

comprehension) and relationships which comprise the reading-writing interaction. 

The reading and writing relationship has more typically focused on the 

writing side of this relationship (Ferris & Hedgcock, 2004; Grabe, 2003; Carson, 

1990; Cassany, 1989); therefore, the understanding of the role of reading in the 

task is still limited. Furthermore, reading is thought to be the foundation of writing 

development in academic environments. For instance, Carson and Leki (1993) 

asserted that “reading might be the foundation for writing”, and that “reading can 

be, and in academic settings nearly always is, the basis for writing” (p. 1). The 

current study is therefore focused on the relationship from the reading-to-write 

perspective. Additionally, the reading-writing connection concept, in this research, 

will be viewed from the reading-to-writing directional model point of view since 

this model suggests the important role that reading plays as an information source 

in the writing process (Eisterhold, 1990; Eckhoff, 1983; Taylor & Beach, 1984; 

Plakans & Gebril, 2012; Shi, 2004; Zhao & Hirvela, 2015). 

2.5 The role of Reading in Writing  

A group of empirical studies concentrated on the correlations and 

interdependencies between reading ability (such as comprehension and quickness) 

and writing proficiency. Early L1 research (Zeman, 1969; Evanechko, Ollila & 

Armstrong, 1974) backed up the belief that good writers spend a lot of time reading 

and that reading comprehension is linked to writing ability.  

Some previous studies have suggested that reading can have a greater 

impact on writing than writing practice alone. Grobe and Grobe (1977) who used 
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a standardised test to measure the impact of reading skill on writing ability. The 

students who took part were freshmen in writing classes. They were placed into 

three groups based on their placement test scores. Their compositions were 

examined by two raters, with a third consulted if required. The McGraw-Hill Basic 

Skills System Reading Test (1970) was used to assess reading comprehension. At 

the 0.01 confidence level, the results revealed that reading has a positive effect on 

writing with a coefficient of 0.50, which was deemed to be statistically significant. 

DeVries (1970) also examined reading’s impact on writing activity. She 

divided L1 students in fifth grade into two groups. In class, one group performed 

traditional essay writing. The other group was given a nine-week writing break but 

was required to do significant reading both in and out of class. The reading group 

produced better writing samples than the writing group. The reading group 

outperformed the writing group in terms of content, mechanics, organisation, 

grammar and sentence structure.  

Glazer (1973) investigated the impact of literature exposure and text style 

discussion on fourth- and sixth-grade students. She divided the students into three 

groups in each grade. The first group had no literature programme prepared; the 

second group read aloud and listened to some chosen reading materials, and the 

third group read some chosen literature, read aloud and discussed with the 

instructor aspects of the stories such as narrative, character and “general emotional 

quality” (Glazer, 1973, p. 1). She discovered that fourth-grade students in the group 

which listened to and discussed the reading materials scored higher in their writings 

than the other two groups. Despite the fact that the students in the group without a 

structured literature programme were exposed to reading books, they were not 
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compelled to read carefully chosen literature based on their literary merits, and the 

amount of reading they had to do was not tracked or scheduled. The findings 

suggested three possible explanations for the third group’s major differences: first, 

they were open to new thoughts, second, they were in an informative state, and 

third, they spent a considerable amount of time discussing the reading materials. 

Evanechko, Ollila and Armstrong (1974) independently examined the role 

of reading on writing. They investigated 118 sixth-grade students in a school in 

Victoria, British Columbia. The students’ reading ability was linked to the syntactic 

complexity of their writing samples. Transformational Grammar Theory was used 

to determine the degree of syntactic complexity in the written product. The 

researchers found that reading had a positive effect on writing. 

McNeil (1976) studied reading’s impact on writing using young learners. 

His research was conducted in the ‘Hooked on Books’ correctional programme, 

which lasted for two years. The students were exposed to paperback books, 

newspapers and magazines; periodicals were widely marketed to the participants. 

Throughout the initiative, a literacy campaign called ‘English in Every Classroom’ 

was used to stress the importance of literacy. The students continued to keep 

weekly journals. In comparison with a pre-treatment test, the researcher noticed 

some improvements in the students’ writing performance. Also, the students’ self-

esteem improved, their attitudes and sentiments about literacy improved, their 

ability to generate ideas improved, and the number of words used in their writings 

increased by 20%.  

Eckhoff (1983) studied the effect of second-grade students’ reading on their 

writing samples. Seventeen students were given primary youths' literature to read 
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(Basal ‘A’) and twenty were given simplified reading texts (Basal ‘B’). The two 

types of reading texts, according to the researcher, had different language 

structures, styles and formats. Basal A was more complicated in every case, with 

longer sentences, more complicated verbs, subordinate clauses, and infinitives. She 

analysed samples of the students’ written products and reported that students who 

read Basal A used more sophisticated structures than students who read Basal B. 

Subordinate clauses, participial phrases and longer T-unit sentences were among 

the structures used by Basal A readers. On the other hand, Basal B readers wrote 

shorter sentences. In addition, Basal A readers used more complicated verbs (verb 

+ auxiliaries) such as ‘might run’. Basal B students, on the other hand, utilised 

basic verbs (present or past tense) such as ‘climbs’ and ‘gave’. These results 

suggest that primary reading texts had a greater effect on the students’ writing 

samples than simplified ones.  

Within the L2 context, the majority of the previous studies on the role of 

reading in writing primarily attempted to test Krashen’s theory of L2 acquisition 

as a theoretical background to explain the L2 reading-writing relationship. For 

instance, Carson et al. (1990) carried out a similar study to evaluate the link 

between reading and writing across languages and modalities of L2 reading and 

writing. They examined four connections: (1) the connection between first and 

second language reading abilities; (2) the connection between first and second 

language writing proficiency; (3) the connection between reading and writing in 

the students’ first language; and (4) the connection between reading and writing in 

the students’ second language. The participants were 48 native speakers of Chinese 

and 57 native speakers of Japanese. Their writing samples were graded on a six-

point scale.  



55 

 

 

The researchers found that “L2 literacy development is a complex 

phenomenon for already literate adult L2 learners” (p. 261). They also found that 

reading and writing proficiency levels affected the students’ performance in 

reading and writing tasks. Other researchers have looked into the impacts of guided 

pleasure reading on ESL learners’ writing skills in comparison with unguided 

pleasure reading as measured by questionnaires. 

Within the EFL context, Alqadi (2013) explored the impact of extensive 

reading on developing the writing performance of Arab EFL freshmen learners at 

Al-al-Bayt University (a public university in Mafraq city in Northern Jordan). The 

study looked at how a reading-into-writing strategy and extracurricular extensive 

reading helped students to improve their paragraph-writing grammatical 

correctness.  

The study sample comprised sixty male and female students divided into 

two equal groups: an experimental group and a control group. The two groups were 

chosen at random as samples of the entire population of 158 freshman students. 

The students in both groups were given a writing exam in which they had to write 

a brief paragraph. The researchers then began to offer many lengthy reading 

assignments on a variety of themes. The experimental group read and summarised 

their readings in written form. Both groups were given the same exam after a six-

week period in which they wrote a brief essay on the problems which they 

experienced in their university life. The researchers examined the outcomes of the 

pre and post exams to determine the influence of the extensive reading on the 

students’ written grammatical correctness. In each group, the mean values and 

standard deviations of the scores were determined. The results showed that 
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extensive reading had improved the grammatical accuracy of the students. 

Specifically, the findings showed that extensive reading had a favourable impact 

on the learners’ paragraph-level writing as well as their grammatical accuracy. The 

good effect was related to the learners’ ability to read and deal with texts of varied 

structures, word forms and referential terms.  

Tsai (2006) emphasised the significance of integrating reading and writing 

in college EFL classes postulating that reading might play a significant role in 

writing development. Although students are more likely to benefit from an 

education which integrates reading and writing, teachers of English as a second or 

foreign language have a habit of teaching reading and writing separately. The 

researcher recommended that teachers need to consider the requirements of their 

students, to be aware of the benefits of the reading/writing relationship and to 

carefully plan their teaching methods. Given that in EFL contexts, students 

perceive reading as a decoding process and writing as only a task of constructing 

grammatically correct essays, it is especially important for EFL teachers to provide 

students with ample opportunities and resources to help them to become reflective 

readers and writers through the reading/writing connection. More significantly, 

students must be taught reading and writing as inextricably linked behaviours 

which serve communication objectives.  

Pysarchyk and Yamshynska (2015) investigated the effect of connecting 

reading and writing in EFL instruction. They examined writing activity 

development using the integrated skills approach in teaching reading and writing. 

They argued that this approach is often regarded as the most successful form of 

language instruction in the modern world and added that for both teachers and 
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students, teaching and learning English is a difficult endeavour which requires a 

high degree of English proficiency. They discussed the formation and effectiveness 

of integrating reading and writing skills for learning a foreign language, as well as 

the definitions of the various skills of writing, speaking, reading and listening, the 

stages of the writing process, and the efficiency and advantages of integrating 

reading and writing skills in enhancing the latter. They also discussed the history 

of the integrated-skills method, the contrasts between spoken and written language, 

and specific reading processes which can help in improving writing activity.  

The researchers emphasised the importance of connecting reading and 

writing in schools to improve students’ reading and writing skills. They asserted 

that incorporating specific reading techniques in the language-learning process can 

improve writing efficiency. They also described the educational approaches for 

combining reading and writing abilities, as well as the benefits of a skills-based 

approach. The influence of mixing reading and writing in the classroom on English 

language learning was also investigated in that study. The findings showed that the 

students performed better in a post-test of their academic reading and writing 

abilities, especially the latter. The researchers also discussed contemporary 

perspectives on skill integration and integrated curriculum designs, as well as 

frequent problems and obstacles associated with integrated education of reading 

and writing. 

In the Saudi context, Mekheimer and Aldosari (2013) investigated the 

effectiveness of reading on writing instruction using an integrated holistic teaching 

approach for reading and writing. They investigated the effectiveness and 

applicability of an Oxford® set of courses selected for study in the lower- to upper-
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intermediate levels of learning EFL, namely Well Read 3 and Effective Academic 

Writing 2. The participants were chosen from a population of students at a Saudi 

institution in the south-west of the country. In the academic year 2011-2012, 52 

male intermediate level English students at King Khalid University, College of 

Languages and Translation who were on average 18-20 years old were recruited. 

The Oxford® course sets listed above were delivered to all participants in both the 

control and the experimental groups. Participants were randomly assigned to a 

teacher and a course section through the regular university registration process. 

Since different teachers participated in the study, it was necessary to test for 

variables such as teaching style and personality, thus determining whether an 

individual teacher produced a direct or interactive effect on the dependent 

measures.  

To assess the instructional efficiency of the integrated holistic teaching 

technique, the researchers used a pre-test, post-test control group design in a quasi-

experimental method. The performances of the two groups of students were 

analysed. The experimental group (n=27) were taught language skills using an 

integrated method in the second semester of the academic year 2011/2012). The 

control group (n=25) undertook the same skills courses as the experimental group 

but with no emphasis on skill integration. 

The results showed that the integrated skills treatment had a substantial 

impact on students’ performance in the reading and writing skills taught in an 

integrated, holistic manner. The experimental group participants improved their 

scores on the evaluated language ability of writing in comparison with the control 
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group. The effectiveness and suitability of the integrated approach for teaching 

EFL skills were confirmed by quantitative data from a follow-up questionnaire. 

Almansour and Alshorman (2014) explored the impact of an extensive 

reading programme on Saudi EFL university students’ writing skills, and found 

that extensive reading had a good impact on their writing accomplishments and 

eventually led to the development of all areas of language competency, including 

writing. EFL undergraduate university students in Saudi Arabia are required to 

produce reports, research papers, summaries and essay exams to demonstrate that 

they comprehend new information in their own ideas. The effectiveness with which 

meaning is delivered determines their success. Their academic achievement is 

therefore enhanced by their ability to produce well-written essays. 

The participants were all male Saudi EFL students at King Saud University 

in the first semester of the 2013-2014 academic year. The sample consisted of 48 

students picked at random using SPSS’s statistical package’s random sampling 

procedure. They were divided into two equal groups, an experimental group and a 

control group. The researchers devised an extended reading programme and a 

writing test to address the research question. There were two degrees of treatment: 

the extended reading programme technique and the conventional method alone. 

The experimental group received the first level of treatment and the control group 

received the second. For the two months of the trial, the experimental group were 

exposed to the extensive reading programme four times a week for 50 minutes 

each. The control group students were not exposed to the programme. A writing 

pre-test was given to both groups immediately before the experiment began, and 

the same test was given as a post-test immediately thereafter. The control group 
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was instructed by a regular teacher under the supervision of the researchers, 

whereas the experimental group was instructed by the researchers. 

Four modules made up the extended reading curriculum. Each unit 

comprised four lessons which included reading and writing exercises appropriate 

to the students’ needs and skills after they had practised various reading subjects. 

Narrative, argumentative, descriptive, scientific and expositive texts were included 

in the programme. The content was chosen by the researchers based on the 

proficiency level of the pupils. The curriculum was created to assist the students in 

better understanding and engaging in the active reading process so that they might 

become better writers. A panel of three English language university professors, two 

evaluation and assessment professionals, and two educational psychologists from 

King Saud University then assessed the results of the extensive reading 

programme. The findings showed that the experimental group outperformed the 

control group. This suggested that an extensive reading programme might have a 

considerable positive impact on students’ writing abilities. 

Al-Dosari (2016) similarly investigated the impacts of extensive reading on 

writing in an integrated manner during the teaching process of EFL students 

studying writing at King Khalid University, Saudi Arabia. The researcher looked 

at pedagogical methods of reading which are likely to encourage the development 

of writing through the integration of reading and writing skills for EFL reading 

ability. The researcher argued that although prior research on the reading and 

writing relationship has recognised the significance of the role of reading in the 

development of writing skills, there was little empirical evidence supporting the 
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purported benefits of an integrated approach to language instruction among Arabic 

speakers. 

Al-Dosari (2016) used a quasi-experimental approach to investigate the 

impacts of linking reading and writing as well as the effects of the former on the 

latter. The sample consisted of male students in the Department of English aged 

between 20 and 22. To address the question ‘How can we help EFL learners 

develop their writing ability?’, the students were divided into two groups 

containing students from two different writing classes, an experimental group and 

a control group. Reading and writing abilities were taught in an integrated method 

to the experimental group (n=27); the control group (n=25) took the same courses 

but with no focus on the integration of these two abilities. The two groups were 

therefore basically two sections taught by the same teacher at the College of 

Languages and Translation at Abha, King Khalid University, who taught Writing 

III and Reading III to the same level of EFL college students. The single teacher 

was chosen simply to eliminate teacher-related factors. 

The researcher employed the integrated teaching approach which used two 

models of skill integration: content-based instruction and task-based instruction. A 

pre-test and a post-test in both skills were given to both groups. The written and 

reading examinations each lasted for one hour. Questions on composing sentences, 

constructing a paragraph and editing were included in the writing competence 

assessments. Tests on literal and interpretative comprehension and forming 

inferences were among the reading skill assessments. Students’ performances in all 

skills were compared using t-tests to analyse the scores from both groups. Between 

pre-test and post-test, each participant’s improvement (or gain in achievement or 
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skill acquisition and development) was calculated by subtracting the pre-test score 

from the post-test score (gain score=post-test minus pre-test). In this way, the gain 

score compensated for individual variances in pre-test results. 

The findings showed that integrated instruction in the extensive reading 

activity had a direct influence on the quality of writing because it had benefited 

literacy development and helped the students to consider the genre of writing 

effectively in the learning process. It was found that the experimental group’s 

performance had improved in both writing and reading comprehension, which 

could be linked to the emphasis on presenting writing skills in conjunction with 

other skills and sub-skills in both reading and writing abilities. The significance of 

linking reading and writing was therefore highlighted and it was shown that the use 

of integrated skills in instruction could improve students’ total language 

proficiency in reading and writing activities, particularly the latter. 

Almalki and Soomro (2017) explored the extent to which Saudi EFL 

teachers understand, use and support the integration theory of teaching reading and 

writing, taking into account the substantial role of reading on writing development. 

Ten EFL Saudi teachers were recruited. The researchers designed two teaching 

lesson plans; one using the integration theory of teaching reading and writing and 

the other using the traditional method of teaching reading and writing individually, 

in order to see which lesson plan the participants chose to teach writing. Data were 

gathered through structured and semi-structured interviews in order to establish the 

significance of the findings. An important part of the data analysis was to look at 

not only teachers’ qualitative responses to questions about what they knew about 

the integration of reading and writing, how they taught writing and what they 
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thought about teaching philosophy, but also to see which of the two approaches 

would be preferred. There were a number of commonalities in the design of the 

two lesson plans to reduce some of the superfluous factors in the choice of lesson 

plan. Both were concerned with relative clauses, both defining and non-defining. 

As a result, rather than being impacted by the focus on language, the teachers were 

influenced by the overall instructional strategy. Furthermore, the quantity of 

paperwork for the two lesson plans was made comparable so that neither lesson 

plan appeared to be longer or more difficult. 

The main findings were that the majority of the respondents said that they 

usually taught writing as a separate skill from reading, and the written responses to 

the open-ended questions also showed that the teachers taught writing in the 

traditional way. The replies also revealed that almost none of them had heard of 

the notion of merging reading and writing for the purposes of teaching writing. 

However, the majority agreed that integrating reading into the instruction of 

teaching writing skills is a good concept to enhance students’ writings, and when 

offered a choice of lesson plans, most instructors picked the integrated plan. 

In a similar but more recent overview of the ESL/EFL context, Alghonaim 

(2018) explored the explicit effect of reading on writing. He focused on the utility 

and efficacy of the two language skills in ESL/EFL situations, as well as the need 

for an explicit relationship between them. In other words, he discussed the close 

connections between reading and writing and how reading can improve L2 writing 

activities. He suggested that L2 writing involves more than merely transferring new 

codes into the target language. Rather, it necessitates the mastery of some talents. 

This was predicated on the premise that academic language abilities, unlike 
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conversational language skills, should be taught and trained. This demonstrates that 

writing requires extra work in the classroom. He also argued that teaching 

academic writing even to native English speakers sounds difficult. He added that 

previous studies of L2 writing had shown that L2 writers confront a variety of 

challenges which must be addressed and underlined. One significant component 

which can assist ESL/EFL students in approaching the hard work of writing is to 

apply various reading processes often and effectively. 

On the L1 versus L2 schemata in writing, he argued that some topics which 

exist in both languages can conjure up distinct pictures in ESL/EFL students from 

various backgrounds, so when ESL/EFL students write about any topic, their 

thoughts, organisations and structures are likely to be similar to those of their native 

language. As a result, reading in the target language helps learners to create 

stronger structural or organisational schemata. Reading has a significant impact on 

the formation or modification of students’ L1 schemata. 

That study contrasted Arabic and English rhetoric as two diametrically 

opposed linguistic systems. Because the two languages show distinct rhetorical 

contrasts, Arabic learners of English have to confront an explicit difference 

between their native language and English. The researcher argued that the 

contrastive rhetoric suggests that various languages imply distinct rhetorical 

patterns and structural arrangement of the text, so ESL students should be presented 

with reading texts which enable them to develop a sense of formal writing 

schemata. 

The study sought to link various challenges in natural settings in Saudi 

Arabia to the condition of reading and writing in real classrooms, as well as the 
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tactics used by writing teachers. Additionally, it discussed the role and competence 

of composition teachers in making this explicit relationship meaningful to ESL 

writers. Because the use of explicit ESL reading as part of the writing process is 

still in its infancy, the researcher explained that the study was simply a theoretical 

assessment of the issue. Even so, it encouraged teachers and students to use this 

notion in ESL/EFL writing. Its major goal was to draw L2 students’ and teachers’ 

attention to the explicit reading-writing link and how this relationship might help 

them to develop ESL/EFL writing competence. The researcher raised a number of 

issues which researchers and teachers should investigate further, including the role 

of teachers and students in the classroom, the amount of reading, the level of 

reading, the types of reading texts: authentic (written with real, living language in 

order to engage and attract readers) or pedagogical, and the types of reading 

activities which might help improve writing skill. 

Along similar lines, Zaiter (2019) emphasised the significant role of reading 

on writing instruction. The researcher narratively reviewed the teaching methods 

used at both the university and high-school levels and made different 

recommendations for developing the teaching methods employed in high schools 

in Saudi Arabia.  

He highlighted the importance of teaching reading and writing jointly as 

reading might play a significant role in writing development. He argued that 

connecting reading and writing in instruction could help students in building 

thinking skills, constructing logical and convincing arguments, and enabling them 

to reflect on and re-evaluate their ideas when writing.   
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The researcher concluded that teaching reading and writing concurrently is 

a very challenging activity for teachers at the university level and recommended 

that teachers in high school need to consider the connection between reading and 

writing in their teaching methods. There are several ways to address these issues. 

Bridging the gap between high school and college learning is quite beneficial; in 

the first week or two of teaching reading and writing, unlearning incorrect notions 

from past knowledge will be equally important. These abilities are intertwined and 

should be taught as if they were a single subject rather than two separate courses; 

this technique is used for remediation and evaluation. The researcher warned that 

teachers in a school or college, whether they are teaching English as an EFL or 

ESL, will face numerous issues, such as those listed above, which they must 

address or remedy. The curriculum should then be revised to address these issues 

and offer solutions which can be added if new demands arise as the area of 

education evolves.  

Despite the fact that previous research found a positive correlation between 

reading and writing and that reading might have an effect on writing development, 

a few studies nevertheless did not discover a positive connection. For example, 

Christiansen (1965) contrasted two groups of freshmen students in a semester-long 

writing class. One group had to create eight themes and read selected prose and the 

other had to produce 24 themes throughout the semester without undertaking any 

reading activities. The results showed that the writing of the two groups had 

improved, although no substantial changes were reported. 

Michener (1985) explored the effect of reading aloud on third-grade 

students’ work. The 47 participants came from low- and middle-income 
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backgrounds and were split into two groups. Teachers read aloud from a variety of 

children’s literature selections to the students in the experimental group. Over a 

twelve-week semester, each session of reading aloud lasted for fifteen minutes. The 

students in the control group continued with their classwork without participating 

in the reading aloud sessions. Both groups were asked to submit writing examples 

at the end of the course. The findings showed no statistically significant differences 

between the two groups. 

Flahive and Bailey (1993) tested the hypothesis that ESL readers who read 

extensively are more likely to be better writers. The participants were 40 ESL 

students from twelve different countries who spoke twelve different first languages 

and who were enrolled in a composition course for international students or in an 

ESL programme. Flahive and Bailey (1993) used a series of measures to assess the 

participants’ reading and writing abilities. They used one questionnaire designed 

to assess the respondents’ reading practices in L1 and L2 and a second 

questionnaire to assess reading ability. The CELT, a commonly used exam for L2 

grammar, was also used to assess the respondents’ grammatical skills. The 

participants were also required to produce an argumentative essay on one of many 

topics of their choice. Two experienced judges used a 1-9 scale to evaluate the 

writings holistically. The findings showed no link between the amount of reading 

done by the participants and the quality of their writing. A modest association was 

found between reading comprehension and overall writing scores. The researchers 

also found that the amount of extensive reading showed no positive link with the 

students’ CELT results, despite the fact that it was unrelated to writing scores. 
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The studies discussed above which did not find a substantial link between 

reading and writing were all quantitative in nature. As they simply worked on 

statistics, it is hard to establish why they did not find any links. Flahive and Bailey 

(1993) warned their readers about the limitations of the quantitative data in their 

research paper. The present study therefore employed a think-aloud protocol, 

which will be explained in more detail in the methodology chapter, to investigate 

the reading processes which Saudi EFL undergraduate students use when 

conducting reading-to-write tasks.   

To sum up, the present study investigates the reading and writing 

connection from the ‘reading-to-write’ perspective. More specifically, it focuses 

on the role of reading in reading-to-write tasks which entailed reading activities 

which were thematically related to writing tasks. The previous studies reviewed in 

this section studied the role of reading in writing-only tasks in different ways; for 

example, most of them focused on the effect of integrating reading into writing 

instruction (Al-Dosari, 2016(; Almansour & Alshorman, 2014; Alqadi, 2013; 

Christiansen, 1965: Flahive & Bailey, 1993; Mekheimer & Aldosari, 2013), the 

effect of reading-aloud instruction on young learners’ writing performance 

(Michener, 1985), the role of reading in writing-only tasks by correlating reading 

and writing scores in L1 and L2 (Carson et al., 1990), or the reading and writing 

connection in L2 instruction (Alghonaim, 2018; Almalki & Soomro, 2017; 

Pysarchyk & Yamshynska, 2015; Tsai, 2006; Zaiter, 2019). 

These studies are instructive and valuable in clarifying the relationship 

between reading and writing in the L2 context. Furthermore, the studies carried out 

in the Saudi EFL context, which is the context of the current study, are significant 
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to the present research in explaining the reading and writing relationship in this 

context, particularly in describing the reading and writing performance of Saudi 

EFL undergraduate students. 

2.6 Factors that might affect the performance of the reading-

to-write task 

2.6.1 Students’ Beliefs  

Students’ beliefs are regarded as important characteristics which can affect their 

reading and writing performance. In education, that research on students’ attitudes 

and beliefs has received much attention. Listening to students’ experiences on 

whatever issue is being researched is an important part of studying their views and 

attitudes. Students on the one hand and instructors, educators and textbook 

designers on the other are affected by these beliefs and attitudes. They benefit 

students because when they express their beliefs, they have a greater cognitive 

awareness of their achievements (Hasan, 1985). Similarly, teachers, educators and 

textbook designers need to know what students believe and how they feel about 

their education so that they can understand what helps or hinders the students’ 

educational process. 

To stimulate students’ beliefs and experiences, they must be provided with 

the opportunity to express themselves in beliefs which represent their experiences, 

whether positive or negative. Looking back at the previous studies discussed earlier 

in this chapter, it is clear that the beliefs of the student respondents had no impact 

on the findings. This is because, as Leki (2001, p. 17) pointed out, the majority of 

the research was based on ‘public transcripts’, referring to the easily seen conduct 

in the public transcript. He believed that researchers can always access public 
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transcripts. On the other hand, ‘hidden transcripts’ depict off-stage behaviour 

which could be used to characterise students’ challenges and successes. 

Despite the importance of public transcripts which simply discuss students 

or their work, Leki (2001) suggested that it is important for researchers to engage 

with students about how they view the study. He also argued that “a great deal 

occurs in the hidden transcript” (p. 20). Such studies are important because they 

are likely to provide information regarding students’ perceptions of the ongoing 

research. This knowledge enables researchers to understand what hinders or helps 

students to complete the reading or writing tasks at hand. 

Other researchers (Thesen, 1997; Ruddock, 1993) have looked at students’ 

beliefs as a way to bridge the gap between individual expectations and social 

institutions. Ruddock (1993) stated that beliefs remind us of the uniqueness which 

underlies institutional systems. In any pedagogical structure, Thesen (1997) 

similarly saw students to be at the centre of change. What is vital, according to 

Kress (1989), is to view language as a complex system which is always in motion, 

sometimes contradicting itself and sometimes moving in a single direction. 

Individuals have a critical role in all of these processes. Education is a social 

institution concerned with the change and advancement of its clients toward 

mainstream culture, as well as its classifications. The institution of education is 

based on a framework which emphasises the concepts of change and advancement 

(Thesen, 1997). 

2.6.2 The role of readers’ beliefs in reading  

In the field of reading, researchers have recognised the role of readers’ beliefs in 

reading comprehension (Aunario, 2004; Fader, 1976; Kara-Soteriou, 2007; Logan 
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& Johnston, 2009; McNeil, 1976). They argued that readers’ beliefs about reading 

can affect their reading comprehension. For example, Fader (1976) created the 

‘Hooked on Books’ programme, or ‘English in Every Classroom’. This curriculum 

was a method of learning to read and write founded on saturation and diffusion. 

Saturation referred to resources being available in each classroom, whereas 

diffusion referred to each teacher’s obligation to teach English in each classroom. 

Textbooks, workbooks, newspapers, magazines and paperbacks were among the 

reading resources. Students were simply required to write journals, and the only 

criterion for evaluation was quantity. According to Fader (1976), this approach 

piqued the interest of researchers across the literacy spectrum. Despite this, 

however, “almost no work at all has been done in the vast area of testing attitudes 

toward reading and writing” (p. 78). 

As a result, McNeil (1976) was eager to examine Fader’s hypothesis that 

children “could learn to like to read and write” (p. 148). Unlike other researchers 

and psychologists who examined Fader’s hypothesis by using conventional 

intelligence measures to assess attitudes, McNeil (1976) was mainly interested in 

measures and techniques which would directly measure literacy in order to 

determine what was occurring to the learners exposed to English in each classroom. 

The responses offered by psychologists were flawed, according to McNeil (1976), 

since research methodologies such as intellectual exams such as the IQ test, were 

insufficient to evaluate changes in views. McNeil (1976) also stated that the issue 

needed to be re-examined in order for researchers to “discover who got hooked, 

where the hook found its mark, and the depth to which it penetrated” (p. 151). He 

also considered that the research methods which acquire too much objective data 

might not disclose anything about young people’s views, regardless of how 
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excellent or awful their test results are. In other words, despite the problems which 

they might face, young people can benefit from pleasure reading. 

McNeil (1976) therefore divided the participating students into two groups 

to examine their feelings towards Fader’s curriculum. He argued that assessing 

children’s progress and beliefs toward reading and writing required the use of a 

control group and an experimental group. The experimental group consisted of 

young learners who attended a Boys’ Training School and the control group 

comprised boys who attended another training school. In terms of their social 

history and motivation to read and write, the students in both institutions were 

identical. The Boy’s Training School students were aged 15 years and 7 months 

whilst those in the control group were aged 12 to 17. 

McNeil (1976) felt that intelligence assessments such as the IQ test might 

be used to assess a person’s fundamental mental aptitude. He therefore adapted, 

adjusted and modified a typical instrument to evaluate the students’ attitudes 

regarding reading and writing instruction in schools. He devised a set of study tools 

based on psychological and behavioural phenomena. Behaviour evaluation sheets 

on which instructors explain students’ dissatisfaction, self-control and self-esteem 

were one of these devices. A Teachers’ Behaviour Rating Sheet, a Teachers’ 

Evaluation Form, a ‘How Much Do You Like’ Form and a Behaviour Rating Form 

were used. Other research methods were employed to get information from the 

students’ perspectives, two of which were ‘How Do You Feel About Things in 

Class?’ and the Verbal Proficiency Test. These two methods were employed to 

compare what happened to the experimental group’s attitudes with those of their 

peers in the control group.  
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The results showed that the self-esteem of the experimental group students 

was not significantly different from that of the control group students at the start of 

the trial. The experimental group, on the other hand, showed better self-esteem at 

the end of the school year than the control group. In addition, students in the 

experimental group reported more favourable feelings about their own appearance 

than those in the control group. McNeil (1976) reported that the students’ attitudes 

towards literacy were initially indistinguishable, but that after only a short amount 

of exposure, the experimental group outperformed the boys in the control group. 

These shifts, according to McNeil (1976), were due to “a change in feeling 

generated by methods and materials employed in the teaching of English” (p. 

190). These results show that a positive attitude towards literacy might affect 

students’ reading comprehension.  

Aunario (2004) investigated the relationship between reading attitudes and 

short story scores. Using a validated questionnaire based on Mathewson and 

McKenna’s reading attitude acquisition models, the researcher found a positive and 

moderate connection between reading attitudes scores and short story scores. In the 

several subscales of the questionnaire, she observed a substantial difference in 

attitudes towards reading between young and older elementary students, between 

male and female participants, and between those with high and low reading 

proficiency.  

Kara-Soteriou (2007) categorised two broad kinds of beliefs about reading: 

passive beliefs, which are compatible with the passive view of reading, and active 

beliefs, which are consistent with the active view of reading. The active and passive 

beliefs about reading of fourth and sixth graders, as well as their relationships with 
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grade level, gender and reading comprehension, were investigated using a Reading 

Beliefs Inventory. The results of the reading comprehension score on the Degrees 

of Reading Power test showed that high scorers on reading comprehension had 

significantly lower scores on passive beliefs than students with average reading 

comprehension and poor reading comprehension. Those readers who had passive 

beliefs about reading were not able to consider the author’s purpose or recognise 

the text types and ideas.  

Similarly, Logan and Johnston (2009) looked into gender variations in 

reading aptitude, reading frequency and attitudes towards reading and school. Their 

respondents were 232 ten-year-old children (117 males and 115 females) who 

completed a reading comprehension test and a questionnaire to measure the 

frequency of reading, attitude toward reading, attitude toward school, competency 

beliefs, and perceived academic aid (from peers and teachers). The girls were found 

to have higher reading comprehension scores, to read more often and to have a 

more positive attitude towards reading and education than the boys. However, there 

were more gender disparities in attitudes and reading frequency than in reading 

ability. It was also discovered that reading ability was linked to reading frequency 

and competency beliefs in both boys and girls. As a result, only boys’ reading 

abilities were linked to their attitudes about reading and education. Gender 

differences were largely seen in the relationships between components, rather than 

the elements themselves.  

It is worth noting that the previous studies were insightful and valuable in 

explaining the effect of beliefs on reading comprehension, but they had used young 

learners to examine the impact of their beliefs on reading comprehension 
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performance, which raises the question of whether the same conclusions would 

hold true in adult learners.  

For instance, Schraw (2000) was the first to investigate the function of 

transmission and transaction beliefs in the production of meaning from a highly 

interpretable narrative text. Transaction beliefs refer to the reader’s own input to 

the process of comprehension since a text might have different meanings for 

different readers, regardless of the author’s intentions. Transmission beliefs, on the 

other hand, refer to the notion that the meaning of a text is the author’s intended 

meaning, which is transmitted to the reader by the ideas provided in the text. 

Schraw recruited a group of undergraduate students to explore two orthogonal 

belief dimensions and investigated their impact on a multiple-choice 

comprehension test, interpretive replies and holistic understanding of the text. He 

identified thirteen sub-categories in interpretative reactions, which were then 

merged into three larger categories: thematic, critical and personal. Thematic 

answers were declarations of the text’s thematic substance, critical remarks 

concerning the author’s intent and the organisation of the book dominated the 

critical replies; individual emotions such as curiosity, engagement and the link 

between the concepts presented in the text and reader experience were referred to 

as personal responses. The findings showed that transaction beliefs influenced the 

readers’ responses favourably, particularly in their thematic and critical reactions, 

as well as their overall interpretation. Transmission beliefs, on the other hand, were 

unrelated to any measure of text comprehension.  

The previous studies, conducted with either young or adult undergraduate 

learners, highlighted that the students’ beliefs about reading could affect their text 
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comprehension. That is, some readers had positive beliefs about reading which 

encouraged them to question the author and consider the reading purpose and the 

text type when attempting to understand a text. Others, on the other hand, held 

negative beliefs about reading which affected their ability to consider the writer’s 

purpose, the text type, or ideas. Thus, in the reading process, students with passive 

beliefs might have difficulty comprehending texts. Furthermore, readers’ strong 

transaction beliefs had a positive impact on their replies, notably in the form of 

thematic and critical reactions, as well as their overall interpretation, whereas 

transmission beliefs had no notable effect on the readers’ text comprehension. In 

addition, the previous studies found that language proficiency level was a 

significant factor which might affect students’ performance and beliefs. 

2.6.3 The role of readers’ beliefs in writing  

Previous research on the role of readers’ beliefs in writing has looked at whether 

beliefs about writing are related to writing performance and its recognised 

correlates, writing self-efficacy (beliefs about one's own writing abilities) and 

apprehension (writing anxiety). Unlike writing self-efficacy beliefs, writing beliefs 

address what excellent writing is and what good writers do. Graham, Schwartz and 

MacArthur (1993, p. 246) stated that “The knowledge, attitudes, and beliefs that 

students hold about writing play an important part in determining how the 

composing process is carried out and what the eventual shape of the written product 

will be”. These beliefs, according to Mateos et al. (2011, p. 284), “filter[s] leading 

students to represent the task of ... writing to themselves in a particular way”, with 

the various models of writing created by these beliefs leading to “different 

engagement patterns”.  
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Beliefs about writing have been investigated by educational psychologists. 

One of the first empirical investigations to investigate them was conducted by 

Palmquist and Young (1992), who looked into the belief that writing is an innate 

ability which some people have and others do not. Undergraduate students who 

believed that writing is an innate ability were less confident about becoming good 

writers, had lower estimations of their writing skills (a belief similar to self-

efficacy) and were less anxious about writing. The authors concluded that those 

who believe in innateness “appear to make an important, though largely 

unacknowledged, contribution to a constellation of expectations, attitudes, and 

beliefs that influence the ways in which students approach writing” (Palmquist and 

Young, 1992, p. 159). They found a link between self-appraisals and anxiety, as 

well as the belief in innateness. The belief in the innateness of writing ability was 

highly linked with writing apprehension among students who had low assessments 

of their own writing, but the belief in innateness was not related to apprehension 

among students who had good assessments of their own writing. The authors 

suggested that low-scoring writers with significant writing anxiety would 

rationalise their poor performance by believing in innateness.  

Lavelle (1993) studied students’ writing approaches, a wide concept which 

includes writing beliefs, writing self-efficacy, writing objectives and writing 

processes. A factor analysis of survey responses from college students identified 

five methods which were divided into two categories: deep and surface. The 

elaborationist method, which emphasises personal and emotional engagement, and 

the relative-revisionist approach, which emphasises reader awareness and in-depth 

revision, were the deep approaches. The low self-efficacy method, with its lack of 

writing processes; the spontaneous-impulsive approach, with its one-step 
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procedure and lack of personal significance; and the procedural approach, with its 

dependence on tactics, were the surface approaches. Deep approach writers had a 

better understanding of the readership and rewrote more often, both internationally 

and locally. Surface-level writers were less involved in their writing, employed 

fewer writing methods and were less conscious of their readers and the writing 

process.  

Similarly, White and Bruning (2005) investigated whether two well-known 

reading beliefs, transaction and transmission (Schraw & Bruning, 1999), had an 

impact on students’ writing. They argued that writers who have strong transaction 

beliefs are psychologically and cognitively engaged in their writing: they regard 

writing as a way to gain a better grasp of the topics which they are writing about 

as well as their personal perspectives. In contrast, those with high transmission 

beliefs regard writing as a means of reporting what authorities think. These authors 

stick to the facts and arguments which they discover in well-known sources. 

Writers with strong transaction beliefs obtained considerably higher grades for 

written work whereas students with high transmission beliefs received significantly 

worse grades. Transaction was positively associated with writing self-efficacy but 

not with writing apprehension. The researchers suggested that these beliefs affect 

writing performance through emotional (for example anxiety), cognitive and 

behavioural writing abilities.  

Mateos et al. (2011) expanded on White and Bruning’s (2005) work by 

investigating writers’ adherence to transaction and transmission beliefs, as well as 

their support for the epistemic beliefs (people’ beliefs about the origin, organisation 

and certainty of information, as well as the management and speed of learning) 
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investigated by Schommer-Aikins (2004). They found that transaction was 

positively connected to academic success whereas transmission was adversely 

related to achievement. Furthermore, transaction was inversely associated with 

fixed ability (intelligence is defined, not flexible), simple knowledge (knowledge 

is made up of isolated facts rather than complex, conceptual frameworks), and 

quick learning (learning happens immediately or not at all). Transmission is 

connected to simple knowledge.  

In the Saudi EFL context, Alshamrani (2003) explored nine EFL students’ 

beliefs about the extensive reading of authentic literature on writing in a qualitative 

study. The participants were classified as ‘low advanced’ and ‘advanced’ after they 

had completed an extensive reading course in a three-month ESL programme 

called Reading Club. Alshamrani (2003) focused on the students’ attitudes towards 

authentic reading texts, extensive reading challenges and improvements, reading 

processes, vocabulary growth and motivation toward future extensive reading, and 

overall language proficiency when describing the students’ beliefs and experiences 

with extensive reading. It was found that the students’ reading and writing skills 

had improved. One of the students stated that she had begun to include new terms 

in her writing. In relation to vocabulary use, Ali, a member of the low-advanced 

group, said that he felt that extensive reading had an impact on his writing: “When 

writing, I love to use a new word because I now know its meaning. This has 

happened to me especially with conjunction words like ‘furthermore’, ‘moreover’, 

‘however’. This has helped me to connect paragraphs, sentences, and thoughts with 

each other. I saw how the author uses some words in this book, and then I tried to 

use them when I write” (Alshamrani, 2003, p. 170).  
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Alshamrani (2003) also noted that the students thought that they were 

familiar with grammatical structures, technical forms and new terminologies as 

part of their general English growth. As a result, they thought that their work was 

impacted by their familiarity. These findings appear to indicate that students’ 

positive opinions and attitudes concerning the influence of extensive reading on 

writing had helped them to improve their writing performance.  

It is worth noting that Alshamrani’s (2003) study focused on the role of the 

students’ reading beliefs on their writing performance, unlike the previous studies 

discussed above (Al-Dosari, 2016; Almansour & Alshorman, 2014; Alqadi, 2013; 

Tudor & Hafiz, 1989), which looked at the impact of extensive reading on writing. 

For example, in Alshamrani's (2003) study, the students were asked to discuss how 

they felt about a writing difficulty in general and briefly, but they were not asked 

to give extensive information on how they engaged with and managed this issue in 

their writings.  

Fageeh (2003) investigated Saudi EFL students’ perceptions of their 

writing difficulties, linguistic challenges, composing processes and understanding 

of the rhetorical differences between English and Arabic. It was found that 

students’ understandings and beliefs about writing significantly affected their 

writing performance, and that language proficiency level played an important role 

in the students’ writing beliefs and performance. 

Some of the studies discussed above focused on the transaction and 

transmission reading models devised by Schraw and Bruning (1999). In the 

transmission model, as explained above, a text’s meaning is the author’s intended 

meaning which is communicated to the reader through the ideas in the text. Because 
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the reader is supposed to grasp the meaning of the text without making any 

modifications to the author’s substance, reading driven by transmission beliefs is 

reconstructive rather than productive. Because a book can have different meanings 

for different readers regardless of the author’s intentions, transaction beliefs 

highlight the reader’s own contribution to the process of understanding the text. 

The reader, the text and the author form a dynamic inter-relationship system which 

is called meaning formation (Rosenblatt, 1994). Meaning is the personal creation 

of each reader interacting with the text on the basis of his or her aims and intents, 

rather than being confined to the text or the author per se. Because the reader 

produces his or her own meaning, reading motivated by transaction beliefs is 

constructive rather than reconstructive (Schraw, 2000; Schraw & Bruning, 1999). 

Convictions regarding the reader’s participation in meaning production during 

reading can affect the comprehension of highly interpretable narrative texts. It is 

reasonable to suggest that transmission beliefs aid the understanding of important 

facts and ideas in a text since the reader approaches the text with the goal of 

grasping the author’s message. Transaction beliefs, on the other hand, can aid 

personal responses to the text and emotional involvement, leading to the production 

of different interpretations depending on individual responses. 

As an alternative to the underlying conventional reading philosophies of 

transaction and transmission, Rosenblatt (1978) introduced the idea of ‘literary 

transaction’, which establishes an epistemological distinction (the philosophical 

understanding of the nature, origins and limits of human knowledge) in her view 

of the reading phenomena. According to Rosenblatt (1978), interactive theories are 

founded on a “dualistic, mechanical, linear, interactional vision” in which the 

reader and the text are viewed as two independent entities acting on each other, but 
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without experiencing any ‘organic’ alteration as a result of their interaction (p. 

1981). Instead, transactional theory views the interaction between the reader and 

the text as an exchange of experience between the author and the reader, through 

which a transformation in the shape of a literary work of art emerges (pp. 1978- 

1985). 

Both transactional and interactional theories were classified as information 

processing theories by Koenke (1984, p. 116) because they both deal with 

comprehension as “an interaction between the processing of the text and the use of 

the reader’s experiences and expectancies”. In response to Koenke’s classification, 

Rosenblatt (1985, p. 98) claimed that “transaction and interaction are reflections of 

conflicting paradigms” and that “the transactional theory of reading is divorced 

from information processing and interactive processing”. 

Despite conceptual and paradigmatic differences, there is a common 

denominator between transaction and interaction. Both consider reading to be an 

interactional process in which the reader and the text are equally active participants. 

Interactionist theories are more concerned with what happens throughout the 

reading process, that is, at the level of the brain’s cognitive structures. 

Transactional theory, however, is concerned with the aesthetic outcomes of the 

encounter between the reader and the text; that is, the reader’s own reaction to a 

text as a result of a lived-through experience with it. 

To sum up, the review of previous studies of writing beliefs has shown that 

the participants’ writing beliefs were related to their writing self-efficacy, 

apprehension and performance, and that they predicted distinctive variations in the 

students’ writing grades. Participants with strong writing self-efficacy had low 
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writing anxiety and were motivated to write more, whereas those with low writing 

self-efficacy were more worried about writing and were less motivated. 

Participants who were more anxious earned lower grades on their writings, whilst 

those with strong writing self-efficacy obtained higher grades. Also, writers who 

held high transaction beliefs achieved substantially higher grades in their writings 

whereas writers with strong transmission beliefs received significantly worse 

grades.  

2.7 Factors affecting the English reading and writing abilities 

of Saudi L2 undergraduate students 

There are several factors which can have an effect on Saudi EFL reading and 

writing performance. These factors can be categorised into two key types: internal 

factors, which are described as within the learner's control (psychological factors), 

and external variables, which are defined as being outside the learner's control 

(socio-cultural factors). 

2.7.1 External factors affecting Saudi L2 students’ reading and 

writing performance 

External variables can influence the reading and writing abilities of Saudi L2 

students (Alrabai, 2016). They encompass instructional factors as well as social 

and cultural factors. 

2.7.1.1 Instructional factors    

There are various issues which EFL undergraduate Saudi students face as a result 

of the excessive dependence on traditional teaching methods such as the grammar-

translation method (GTM) and the audio-lingual method (ALM) (Alqahtani, 2019; 
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Al-Seghayer, 2011; Assulaimani, 2019). Since the 1940s, the GTM has been the 

most popular method of teaching English in Saudi Arabia (Alqahtani, 2019). The 

focus of this technique is on translating texts from the target language into the 

native language, with Arabic, the students' native language, serving as the internal 

communication medium. Students must learn lists of vocabulary and grammatical 

principles, which they must subsequently apply in various exercises presented by 

teachers in the classrooms (Alqahtani, 2019; Al-Seghayer, 2011). The emphasis 

has been on practising proper grammar patterns and correct sentence constructions. 

In other words, one of the most essential factors for evaluating good reading and 

writing in the country is the end output. Teachers are the primary source of 

knowledge and guidance in the GTM as it is primarily teacher-centred, and pupils 

are only required to perform tasks assigned by the teachers. As a result, the GTM 

method of teaching English has been criticised for failing to focus on the 

development of pupils' communicative abilities. Because the GTM method failed 

to enhance students' speaking abilities in Saudi Arabia, the focus was shifted to 

oral skills, and the GTM was replaced with the ALM in the 1950s. Using this 

approach, students learned the target language's phonology, morphology and 

syntax, and compared it to their own language (Alqahtani, 2019). It was assumed 

that by improving pupils' listening and speech abilities, they would be better able 

to read, write and learn. As a result, reading and writing abilities were not valued 

in this method, and the order of the four skills in education was switched to 

listening, speaking, reading, and finally writing (Alqahtani, 2019). Short 

conversations and drills were used primarily to introduce grammatical concepts in 

school textbooks. Until recently, the ALM method of teaching English in schools 

has remained the most popular (Alharbi, 2019). Students were able to learn 
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conversations by focusing on repetitious approaches, but they were unable to 

participate in real-life discussion. According to Fareh (2010), memorising and rote 

learning have an effect on Saudi students' critical thinking and problem-solving 

abilities. He went on to say that EFL students prefer to think in their original 

language and then translate their thoughts into English, resulting in 

incomprehensible compositions. According to Ali and Ramana (2018), EFL Saudi 

students place great weight on memorising and copying to pass examinations, 

whereas the language element receives less attention. They went on to say that one 

of the reasons leading to Saudi students' poor reading and writing skills is a lack of 

reading and writing activities which meet their needs and interests, as well as 

opportunities for students to practise English in real-life situations. 

The dominance of the GTM and ALM teaching methodologies, as well as 

their poor impact on students' English competency, prompted a shift to 

Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) (Alqahtani, 2019). The MOE launched 

a new curriculum in 1981 to move the emphasis away from grammatical structure 

and towards real-life communication. The CLT teaching method emphasises the 

necessity of improving students' capacity in using the target language in a range of 

situations, while also assisting them in understanding the language's functioning 

(Al Asmari, 2015). However, due to a lack of opportunities for pupils to engage 

and communicate, the technique was not particularly effective when it was applied 

in Saudi schools. 

In Saudi Arabia, great effort has been invested into modifying teaching 

methodologies to increase students' English language ability in recent years. The 

Saudi Tatweer initiative revised the government's educational programmes and 
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policies in 2013 as part of Saudi Arabia's educational revolution (Assulaimani, 

2019). It was to be executed over a ten-year period, from 2013 to 2023, with the 

goal of improving public education in Saudi Arabia. According to Assulimani 

(2019), the new goals and strategies included establishing teaching approaches 

based on the findings of current research conducted by local and foreign higher 

education institutions. To move away from traditional teaching methods, the 

Tatweer initiative encouraged the use of information and communication 

technology (ICT) to improve learning in all courses, including TEFL, with the goal 

of increasing learners' autonomy, intellectual capabilities and communicative 

capacities. Within the new Saudi vision, the Tatweer project considered redefining 

the roles and responsibilities of teachers, and providing them with training 

programmes which would shift their traditional role as the primary source of 

information and equip them with teaching practices which would encourage 

student participation. In addition to the improvements made in the public school 

system, higher education is also undergoing changes, with new teaching 

methodologies being used. Traditional techniques for teaching English are no 

longer successful for students in higher education, according to the Saudi 2030 

vision's education system. The goal is to combine several methods to develop 

cross-cultural competency, enabling students to properly engage effectively with 

individuals from many cultures (Aldegether, 2020). With the current focus in Saudi 

Arabia on developing teaching approaches, research on EFL Saudi students' 

reading and writing abilities emphasises the importance of introducing a new 

approach to teaching reading and writing skills, as current practices still do not 

meet students' needs or help them to improve their reading and writing competency 

(Alkodimi & Al-Ahdal, 2021). 
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One of the major reasons for students’ poor reading and writing 

achievement is their poor English language proficiency level. That is, most Saudi 

high school graduates have a low level of English proficiency, so they have a 

difficult time completing schoolwork or connecting with their peers and teachers 

in their first year of university (Alghammas, 2020; Al-Khairy, 2013). Ansari (2012) 

claimed that more than half of Saudi university students are unable to read or write 

in English. This depressing figure highlights a substantial impediment to pupils' 

academic performance, and some teachers think that teaching reading and writing 

is as difficult (Alghammas, 2020). This is due to the fact that teachers in the English 

departments who are responsible for completing a specified syllabus can find it 

difficult to start with their students from scratch, which might consequently impact 

the learning process (Alghammas, 2020). 

Furthermore, a lack of attention on the link between reading and writing in 

the language classroom is one of the causes of the weakness in reading and writing 

in English among Saudi EFL learners at the college level (Al-Omrani, 2014; 

Fageeh, 2003). The separation of reading and writing instruction in the EFL 

classroom, which results in a significant lack of attention on the reading-writing 

relationship, is a key contributor to students' reading and writing weaknesses. 

According to Hao and Sivell (2002), teaching reading without teaching writing 

inhibits the development of reading abilities and vice versa; “The knowledge and 

skills students have acquired in reading cannot be transferred to writing” when 

reading is not incorporated into writing training, they noted (p. 1). As a result, the 

separation can cause EFL students to struggle with language and rhetoric when 

they begin reading or writing assignments, particularly when reading for writing. 
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In addition, reading and writing classes are typically silent because students 

take a passive part in their learning process (Alkubaidi, 2014). The pupils are then 

separated into groups and instructed to complete the set activities. The speaker will 

occasionally read the material to the students and then call for volunteers to read it 

again. The lecture lasts 90 minutes; however most lecturers finish ahead of 

schedule and assign the remaining exercises as homework to be completed by the 

students, with corrections to be made in the next session. Furthermore, most 

instructors rely on oral conversations, and they only deal with engaged or capable 

students who provide the proper answer(s) while ignoring the poor ones. This was 

corroborated by Alkubaidi (2014), who stated that teachers at times “have a group 

of students with whom they have a great rapport while with others may not” (p. 

84).  

When it comes to teaching reading, most lecturers use a decoding method. 

To grasp the material, students must translate the whole text word by word and 

memorise various grammatical rules and exceptions, as well as extensive 

vocabulary lists (Elmayantie, 2015; Masadeh, 2015). To put it another way, 

teaching reading focuses on teaching students how to decode words, comprehend 

sentences and answer questions about the material they are reading, and the 

teachers assess the students’ reading based on these features (Alharbi, 2017; 

Masadeh, 2015).  

Reading is a solo activity for students in these classes. Teachers provide 

instructions and then give the correct answers to pupils, who put an x across a 

wrong response and circle their correct answers. In many circumstances, pupils 

have no idea why a response was incorrect. Reading has become a routine, 
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requiring bending one's head over the page and entering unfamiliar words into an 

electronic dictionary. Teachers give pupils a text to read and then wait for them to 

complete reading it. Between pupils, there is no dialogue. Students may be asked 

to answer a few pre-reading questions or complete another short exercise which 

helps them to activate a reading schema (Masadeh, 2015). A reading text is nearly 

always followed by a series of ‘comprehension questions’ in these reading 

textbooks, even though the questions tend to be more tests of memory than 

assessments of true textual comprehension. The instructor normally notifies the 

pupils of the right answers to the comprehension questions at the end of the lesson. 

Students frequently do not comprehend why their responses are incorrect and just 

circle their correct answers and place an x next to their incorrect ones. As a result, 

the teachers' emphasis on decoding words and comprehending sentences prevents 

pupils from effectively interacting with the reading text. That is, students are only 

provided with decoding reading processes and are not taught to apply 

comprehension reading processes such as goal setting, inference and monitoring, 

which are significant in the reading for writing tasks which are quite prevalent in 

Saudi Arabian English undergraduate majors (Al-Omrani, 2014; Alghonaim, 2018; 

Al-Dosari, 2016). 

Students in Saudi Arabian institutions, on the other hand, continue to ignore 

and discourage writing (Alkodimi & Al-Ahdal, 2021). According to studies of 

Saudi students' writing abilities, there are several factors which can contribute to 

the Saudi poor writing ability. For example, Saudi lecturers who teach writing 

mostly use a product-oriented approach. To make it clear, “the students study 

model texts and attempt various exercises that enable them to draw attention to 

relevant features of a text, and then replicate them in their own writing” (Al-
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Khasawneh, 2010, p. 6). According to Alghammas (2020), the focus of writing 

instruction at Saudi universities is on the surface level of the sentence, such as 

grammatical precision, rather than the meaning or function of the language, 

resulting in students' inability to transmit meaning to their readers (Alharbi, 2017). 

In addition, in writing classes, some teachers invite students to photocopy the 

materials supplied to them or various texts from other suggested books at the start 

of the course (Alharbi, 2017). There are no specific books or resources for writing 

classes, implying that there is no defined curriculum to guide and assist students in 

learning how to write effectively (Alharbi, 2017). As a result, students are unable 

to express themselves or produce coherent texts. Al-Zubeiry (2020) carried out 

research to assess the writing abilities of Saudi male and female undergraduate 

students and found that their written products comprised sentences which were 

inappropriately constructed and incoherently connected. They also lacked the 

capacity to develop a clear topic statement and back it up with sufficient 

information. Writing a subject statement, organising ideas, employing coherent 

links and reader orientation were among the key issues identified as affecting 

students’ written texts. 

Although Saudi educational institutions strive to teach students how to read 

and write well, inadequate English resources are, in general, one of the main 

reasons for the students' poor reading and writing abilities (Alghammas, 2020). 

Saudi students' ability to read and write in English has been affected by their lack 

of exposure to the language in an authentic setting (Al-Zubeiry, 2020). Saudi 

students are not exposed to authentic reading and writing patterns in the L2 context 

due to a lack of authentic reading and writing activities.  
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In addition, in the Saudi context, in reading and writing classes, there is a 

lack of contact and collaborative learning, as well as the insufficient use of 

technology which might aid learning and enhance students' reading and writing 

motivation (Alghammas, 2020). Al-Khairy (2013) made a similar remark, claiming 

that the lack of collaborative learning and the failure to use current technology were 

two of the causes leading to students' poor reading and writing abilities, particularly 

the latter. He went on to say that using pleasure reading and writing exercises in an 

interactive setting could assist students to develop their reading and writing skills 

while also increasing their motivation. According to Ansari (2012), Saudi students 

focus solely on understanding words and basic phrases in order to complete their 

reading classes. Furthermore, they solely concentrate on applying the grammar 

which they have learned to make similar written products which will enable them 

to pass writing class tests. He also stated that because of the lack of contact in the 

classes, students are hesitant to speak the target language because of their limited 

communication skills, and as a result, they lose interest in studying.  

In addition, because of the large numbers of students in reading and writing 

classes, instructors are usually unable to provide personal feedback to all the pupils 

by checking their understanding or writing accuracy (Alharbi, 2017).  

2.7.1.2 Socio-cultural factors 

2.7.1.2.1 The use of L1 Arabic as a Medium of Instruction 

The use of the L1 in language classes has been frequently criticised since it inspires 

students to think in their L1 before translating their ideas into the L2 (see, for 

example, Richard & Rodgers, 2001; Shaikh, 1993), which leads to deficits in many 

elements of EFL learning. Nonetheless, in Saudi EFL classes, the Arabic L1 is 
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employed extensively when teaching English as a foreign language including 

reading and writing (for example, Alkhatnai, 2011; Alhawsawi, 2013; Almutairi, 

2008; Alnofaie, 2010; Alshammari, 2011; Fareh, 2010). The dominance of Arabic 

influences reading and writing abilities among Saudi students. They write in 

English but include Arabic grammar, punctuation, word order and articles, which 

makes it difficult for readers to understand their English compositions. They are 

instructed on how to use rules and academic words, and employ them in phrases, 

yet they still do not seem to understand the language. Many of them make errors 

when writing basic sentences, paragraphs or other types of discourse (Farooq & 

Wahid, 2019; Mohammad, 2015; Kurt & Atay, 2007).  

Farooq & Wahid (2019) presented an example which shows clear evidence 

which points to the mother tongue's influence on English, which manifests itself in 

incorrect pronunciation. For instance, if a learner writes the word ‘pet’ as ‘bet’, 

he/she would have made a semantic error which makes it difficult for the intended 

audience to grasp the term in its proper context. The causes of pronunciation errors 

are numerous. The mother tongue's influence or transfer is the most frequent cause. 

For instance, the sound /b/ in Arabic is similar to the sound /p/ in English, which 

causes words like /pan/ to be mispronounced and written as [ban]. Since Arabic 

and English have different sound systems and spelling symbols, these 

pronunciation mistakes occur. These mistakes also occur with other linguistic 

components such as syntax and morphology. 

Previous studies have sought to outline the amount of Arabic L1 usage in 

Saudi English language classes. Al-Abdan (1993) recruited 451 Saudi male and 

female instructors to investigate their literal usage of Arabic in the class and found 
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that 75% of the teachers used Arabic for 10% of the classroom time, 54.5% of them 

chose Arabic for teaching grammar, and the majority (87.6 %) used Arabic to 

clarify abstract terminologies. Alshammari (2011) more recently studied the beliefs 

of thirteen Saudi instructors and 95 pupils towards the utilisation of Arabic in EFL 

classrooms. The results showed that the majority of the students (61%) and 

instructors (69%) agreed that Arabic should be used when teaching English for a 

variety of objectives, including teaching grammatical rules, presenting new terms 

and providing test instructions. According to Alshammari (2011), such instructors 

believe that using Arabic saves time and improves student comprehension, and thus 

makes the learning process more successful. The main reasons for using the native 

language in EFL classrooms in Saudi Arabia seem to be the instructors' lack of skill 

and confidence in using English, as well as their preference to make their job 

simpler (see Alhawsawi, 2013; Rabab'ah, 2005). 

The instructors' dependence on this ineffective educational method is a key 

issue which impedes Saudi students' English proficiency and has negative effects. 

First, employing Arabic as the medium of instruction limits exposing students to 

English by providing little or no chance for them to practise and speak in the target 

language, diminishing their communicative ability. According to Alharbi (2015), 

the desire to use Arabic in Saudi EFL classes has led to rare utilisation of English 

in these lessons. As a result, despite being in an EFL context where practice in 

classes is significant given the dearth of chances to speak English outside the 

classroom, Saudi students typically lack the incentive to practise speaking English 

in the class with their classmates and teachers. 
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The dominance of Arabic as the country's official language and the primary 

means of interaction among Saudis has undermined the importance of English 

among Saudi pupils (Al-Mashary, 2006; Alqahtani, 2011; Khan, 2011). According 

to Alqahtani (2011), this viewpoint has led to students believing that English is 

useless in their academic and social life, which leads to their low English 

performance. Alharbi (2015) asserted that in this context, Saudi students may not 

comprehend why they need to study English when they can get what they need 

using their native Arabic. Furthermore, according to Zaid (1993), the majority of 

Saudi students have some misunderstandings about the importance of learning 

English; specifically, Saudi students generally believe that it is not essential to learn 

English since they believe that when they finish their studies, they will attend 

universities or find jobs in which using English is not necessary. Those students 

regard English as a topic to be studied solely for the sake of obtaining the requisite 

test score, rather than as a tool for interaction in their daily life or their future 

working life. 

The dominance of Arabic as the native language in the Saudi setting 

explains the lack of exposure to English. In Saudi Arabia, there are 

available opportunities for students to use English outside the classroom, such as 

access to English websites through the internet, which is now available in most 

middle-class homes. Students can utilise English on sites such as Facebook, 

Twitter, blogs and YouTube; they can view movies in English, watch TV 

shows/series in English and read English books and magazines online. Despite the 

availability of these options, Saudi students choose to access the internet and 

interact in their everyday lives using their Arabic mother tongue (Alrabai, 2016). 

According to Khan (2011), English is viewed as purely an academic subject in 
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Saudi Arabia since most Saudis use their mother tongue to communicate with their 

family members, friends and classmates and have limited chances to use English 

during everyday communications. He went on to say that a lack of exposure to 

English in everyday life activities makes it difficult, if not impossible, for Saudi 

students to achieve a high degree of English fluency and competency. Alharbi 

(2015) agreed with Khan's findings, stating that a lack of realistic scenarios for 

practising English communication skills outside the school is an impediment to 

achieving the intended language results in EFL contexts since it limits students' 

chances to communicate in English. 

2.7.2 Internal factors affecting Saudi L2 students’ reading and 

writing performance 

There are several internal variables which affect students’ reading and writing 

performance, such as motivation and anxiety. 

2.7.2.1 The role of motivation  

Lack of enthusiasm for studying English is a prominent feature of Saudi EFL 

learners which has a detrimental impact on their competency (see, for example, Al-

Khairy, 2013; Alrabai, 2014b; Khan, 2011). Fareh (2010) found a similar attitude 

towards English learning in the Saudi EFL setting, noting that the vast majority of 

students were unmotivated and unwilling to study. Al-Johani (2009) and Khan 

(2011) reported that EFL learners in Saudi Arabia lacked motivation, which 

impeded their progress in gaining English competence.  

Lack of motivation was reported to be one of the key factors that affect 

writing ability among Saudi EFL students. For instance, Al-Khairy (2013) looked 
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at the main issues which Saudi undergraduates have when writing academically in 

English as an EFL at the University of Taif in Saudi Arabia. He found that Saudi 

undergraduate students felt demotivated and that affected their writing 

performance. He identified a number of issues with academic writing at the 

sentence and paragraph level and offered numerous suggestions to help 

undergraduates improve their writing. He added that the major reasons for low 

achievement in writing in the Saudi EFL context are various factors such as 

vocabulary and grammatical weakness, unappealing textbooks, less practice, peer 

pressure, lack of motivation, prior educational background, using inappropriate 

lexical items, inappropriate teaching methods, inappropriate English faculty 

behaviour and insufficient utilisation of modern teaching aids. He concluded that 

Saudi lecturers are the people most responsible for students' lack of enthusiasm 

among these demotivating influences.  

Al-Khairy’s (2013) findings were in line with Alrabai’s (2014b) and Al-

Johani’s (2009), who concluded that inappropriate teaching methods and English 

faculty behaviour are major causes for the Saudi low motivation for learning 

English. Based on Alrabai’s (2014b) experimental study results, the causes for 

Saudis' low motivation for learn English are varied and complicated; however, the 

primary causes could be inappropriate teacher behaviours, students' low self-

esteem and self-confidence, high language anxiety, low motivational intensity, low 

autonomy and inappropriate methods for teaching EFL. 

In the same vein, Al-Johani (2009) identified many instances of EFL 

teacher misconduct which impeded students' motivation to learn a foreign language 

in Saudi Arabia. He claimed that most English professors demotivate students 
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because they do not deliver lessons in realistic scenarios, do not promote or 

appreciate students' involvement and ideas, overcorrect students' mistakes, and 

continually criticise students' learning attempts (Alrashidi & Phan, 2015). Another 

discouraging factor, according to Khan (2011), is a lack of teacher support for 

pupils in the classroom. He stated that in Saudi Arabia, EFL teachers frequently do 

not follow up on their students' work to see if they have improved, and that pupils 

are largely left alone without any direction from the teacher. This absence of 

instructor interaction reduces students' motivation and, as a result, their English 

proficiency. Furthermore, EFL teachers in Saudi Arabia overlook critical aspects 

which are highly linked to student motivation. Alrabai (2014b), for example, found 

that fostering student autonomy was the most infrequently employed approach for 

increasing learner motivation in Saudi EFL lessons. That study's sample of 

instructors also reported that they did not frequently include attempts to alleviate 

language anxiety with the goal of increasing student motivation into their teaching 

techniques. 

2.7.2.2 The role of language anxiety  

Language anxiety is prevalent among the majority of Saudi EFL students (for 

example, Alrabai, 2015; Al-Saraj, 2014; Javid, 2014; Mohammed, 2015). 

According to Alrabai (2014a), one key explanation for Saudi learners' low 

achievement in English might be anxiousness, which is common in English 

language programmes in Saudi Arabia. He noted that most students in English 

language classes in this setting appear hesitant to participate in classroom 

discourse, hesitate to offer comments, seldom ask questions, are reluctant to engage 

in class debates, and are unduly reliant on their teacher. Both male and female 
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learners display the same level of language anxiety in the Saudi EFL environment, 

as demonstrated by Alshahrani and Alandal (2015), who found that gender does 

not play a significant role in anxiety around foreign language acquisition among 

Saudi students. 

Saudi students have been reported to experience a high level of anxiety 

when writing. For example, Altukruni (2019) conducted a study to address the issue 

of English writing anxiety among Saudi female undergraduate students enrolled in 

the preparatory year English language programme at a Saudi university. The 

researcher developed the English Writing Anxiety Survey (EWAS) to measure 

students' levels of writing anxiety in English, analyse the major triggers of second 

language writing anxiety (such as language classroom anxiety and cognitive 

anxiety), ascertain how writing anxiety affects students' writing performance and 

explore the effects of factors such as reading motivation and language proficiency 

on students' L2 writing anxiety. 

Altukruni’s (2019) descriptive and statistical analyses showed that the 

Saudi students reported moderate reading motivation, high cognitive anxiety and 

high anxiety when writing in English. The analyses also showed that writing 

anxiety had a negative effect on their writing abilities. The reasons given by 

students for their writing anxiety were lack of confidence, fear of making mistakes 

and fear of negative evaluation. These findings are in line with those of Alrabai 

(2014a; 2015), Al-Saraj (2014), Alshahrani and Alandal (2015) and Javid (2014), 

who all identified fear of negative evaluation as one of the primary sources of 

language anxiety among Saudi EFL learners. According to Al-Saraj (2014), EFL 

instructors’ qualities and actions are important elements which can elicit student 
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fear in the Saudi setting. Some of these practices were highlighted by Alrabai 

(2014a), including the lack of teacher support, unsympathetic teachers, negative 

student performance evaluations, teachers' lack of time for personal attention, 

threatening questioning styles, intolerance of learner errors, harsh correction or 

overcorrection of students' mistakes, assessment procedures which rely primarily 

on written tests, and students' sense of being judged by the teacher or wanting to 

impress the teacher. 

In addition, in line with Altukruni’s (2019) findings about writing anxiety, 

Hamouda (2013) highlighted Saudi EFL learners' poor perceived confidence, 

stating the timid and hesitant characteristics of Saudi EFL learners striving to 

communicate in a foreign language as significant causes of their language anxiety. 

The researcher posited that many Saudi Arabian learners experience 

significant language anxiety as a result of their preconceptions about studying 

English as a foreign language. Some of these erroneous beliefs are as follows: that 

mastering a foreign language is a complicated and an overwhelming task which 

necessitates particular learning skills and intelligence, that young language learners 

are more successful than adults, that learning a foreign language is simply a matter 

of memorising vocabulary words and grammatical rules, that a learner is expected 

to be fluent or have a perfect accent and should be grammatically correct while 

speaking in the foreign language, and that learners should comprehend each word 

they read or hear in the language class. 

2.8 The role of reading in reading-to-write tasks  

This section presents a survey of previous studies on the role of reading in reading-

to-write tasks. In the last two decades, there have been several studies on the effect 
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of reading on reading-to-write tasks, although most of them were conducted in L1 

and ESL contexts (Cumming et al., 2005; Delaney, 2008; Esmaeili, 2002; Plakans, 

2008; 2009; Plakans & Gebril, 2013; Shi, 2004; Watanabe, 2001; Yang, 2009; 

Zhang, 2013; Zhao & Hirvela, 2015), and several in the EFL context (Alhujaylan, 

2020; Al-Omrani, 2014; Gebril & Plakans, 2009; Plakans & Gebril, 2012).  

Some previous studies were conducted in English language preparation 

courses using ESL placement tests as reading-to-write tasks and others were 

conducted in naturalistic contexts (the students’ normal setting of study such as a 

college classroom) where students completed reading-to-write tasks as part of their 

academic studies. The difference between reading-to-write tasks performed in 

English language preparation courses and those conducted in naturalistic contexts 

is revealed in the type of reading texts used in these tasks and the time restrictions 

set for the students to finish the tasks. In contrast to the reading-to-write tasks 

conducted in naturalistic contexts in which students perform these tasks as part of 

their normal academic study using their usual reading texts and without time limits, 

reading-to-write tasks in English language preparation courses involve reading 

texts which are unfamiliar to the students and might be challenging for L2 students 

as they are designed to test their language proficiency. Additionally, reading-to-

write tasks in English language preparation courses are restricted by time limits, 

putting the students under time pressure, which might consequently affect their 

reading comprehension and writing performance.        

Most of the previous studies on reading-to-write tasks have been conducted 

in English language preparation courses using ESL placement tests as reading-to-

write tasks (Cumming et al., 2005; Delaney, 2008; Esmaeili, 2002; Gebril & 
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Plakans, 2009; Plakans, 2008; 2009; Plakans & Gebril, 2013; Watanabe, 2001; 

Yang, 2009; Zhang, 2013), although several studies have been conducted in 

naturalistic contexts in which the participants carried out reading-to-write tasks in 

their specific academic disciplines (Alhujaylan, 2020; Al-Omrani, 2014; Plakans 

& Gebril, 2012; Shi, 2004; Zhao & Hirvela, 2015). Although these studies are 

valuable in increasing our knowledge of reading for writing, they still leave gaps 

in our understanding of the reading processes employed in reading-to-write tasks 

and how these processes contribute to writing performance. These studies and their 

limitations are discussed in the following sections.  

2.8.1 The role of reading in reading-to-write tasks in English language 

preparation courses  

The role of reading in integrated writing has been investigated in a number of 

English language preparation courses (Cumming et al., 2005; Delaney, 2008; 

Esmaeili, 2002; Plakans, 2008; 2009; Plakans & Gebril, 2013, Watanabe, 2001, 

Yang, 2009, Zhang, 2013) but its effect on writing has been inconclusive. For 

example, Watanabe (2001) investigated how multiple-reading-based compositions 

are evaluated by looking at three data sources: ratings, student texts and rater 

reactions. As part of an ESL placement test, 47 new overseas graduate students at 

the University of Hawaii wrote on three prompts, a typical non-source question and 

two reading-to-write prompts each with five short source readings on a particular 

topic. The reading-to-write prompts’ reliability and validity were assessed using 

multi-faceted Rasch models. The length, usage of source ideas and original ideas, 

use of quotation marks and citations, and essay level organisation of reading-to-

write essays (n=94) were all examined. There was also a protocol analysis of rater 

talk-aloud data and interview data to explore what text elements the raters were 
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paying attention to and valuing. The findings showed that the reading-to-write 

essays could be rated consistently and that they were primarily a test of writing 

skill rather than reading aptitude. Sources were determined to account for less than 

half of the essay’s substance. However, around 10% of the essays had a unique 

topic. Some students had a very broad thesis, one based on a primary notion in a 

source, or none at all which had been explored consistently throughout the essay. 

When they quoted source materials word for word, most students used quotation 

marks and credited the source, but not when they changed the information even 

slightly. The following characteristics were found in the highly ranked reading-to-

write essays: (1) a well-defined introduction with a thesis (not necessarily original), 

(2) a few paragraphs in the body, each deliberating a feature of the thesis with a 

source (at least two sources were cited) and expressing their own ideas (such as 

personal experience or related comments), (3) a concluding paragraph, and (4) 

satisfactory length in general. The researcher concluded that the independent 

reading scores could not predict reading-to-write task scores because the expected 

influence of the reading task depended on general language proficiency. Across 

different proficiency levels, differences occurred in essay length, the number of 

clauses and syntactic complexity. The writers with higher proficiency levels used 

a variety of words, scored higher on a grammatical accuracy scale, and wrote 

longer essays than writers with lower proficiency levels.  

Delaney (2008) further examined the relationship between reading ability 

and reading scores on reading-to-write tasks in order to determine whether the 

reading-to-write construct is a result of the reader’s and the writer’s ability or an 

independent construct. The study examined three main elements, (a) test tasks, (b) 

the link between test task scores and scores on reading and writing measures, and 
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(c) the impacts of proficiency level and educational level on reading-to-write 

performance. The 139 participants comprised 50 native speakers of English 

(graduates and undergraduates) and 89 ESL learners from English preparation 

courses in two American universities. The ESL students were divided into two 

groups based on their English proficiency: intermediate (TOEFL = 450-543) and 

advanced (TOEFL = >550). The EFL students were student teachers in a TESOL 

programme in Venezuela, and there was no way to assess their competency. The 

participants’ ages varied from 18 to 51 (mean=26) with 41 males and 98 females. 

The majority of them (about 75%) had majored in social sciences or humanities, 

with 41% majoring in TESOL or Applied Linguistics. 

The researcher used two reading-to-write time-limited tasks: a summary 

and a response essay. For the summary task, examinees were required to read a 

source text and summarise the author’s key points. In the second task, the students 

were required to write an essay on the text’s principal topic. The scoring system 

involved two analytical scales, one for each task, and three score categories were 

derived from existing academic writing scoring methods: organization and 

development of ideas and arguments, utilisation of knowledge from the source 

reading texts, and language. The researcher used reading and writing measures to 

assess the students’ reading and writing tasks and then compared their scores. The 

reading measure involved 38 multiple-choice questions about the “basic reading 

level” of comprehension (p. 143). For the writing measure, the researcher used an 

analytical rubric to evaluate the participants’ basic writing levels. The rubric 

assessed organisation, language use and techniques. The results of the 

measurement of the relationship between reading comprehension scores and 

reading-to-write scores indicated a low correlation between reading and reading-
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to-write scores, showing that reading-to-write scores were weakly linked to reading 

comprehension ability. These findings indicate that reading-to-write ability cannot 

be anticipated from reading ability. It was also found that individual factors such 

as language proficiency and educational levels affected the students’ performance 

in reading-to-write tasks.  

Esmaeili (2002), however, studied 34 ESL first-year engineering students 

in Canada and found the opposite results. The study sought to determine firstly, 

how ESL students’ writing performance and overall scores on their summary recall 

protocols for reading comprehension in an English language test were affected 

when the writing task was related thematically to a reading passage, secondly, what 

reading processes the students used when the writing task was thematically related 

to the reading text, thirdly, which of the reading and writing models accounted for 

ESL students’ reading and writing performance in an English language test with a 

thematic link between its reading and writing tasks, and finally, if there was a link 

between the quality of the students’ written compositions and their self-assessment 

of their familiarity with the content of a reading section. By focusing on the effect 

of reading on writing performance in reading-to-write tasks and using two writing 

tasks as part of the IELTS test, Esmaeili (2002) set up two reading and writing 

tasks in two scenarios, one of which involved a text that was pertinent to the writing 

assignment, and the other was not. When the writing assignment was thematically 

connected to the reading task, the participants answered interview questions and 

completed a retrospective checklist of the writing styles which they had employed. 

In the condition where the reading and writing assignments were thematically 

connected, the students performed better on both writing and summary memories 

of their reading comprehension. The findings showed that connecting reading and 
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writing on a thematic level had improved both the processes and the outcomes of 

the students’ writing. The findings also showed that both high- and low-scoring 

participants relied significantly on recalling words and phrases as meaning units 

from the reading text, which enhanced their writing performance. 

Similarly, Cumming et al. (2006) evaluated the writing characteristics of 

three types of TOEFL prototype tasks: writing-only, reading-to-write and listening-

writing. They examined and assessed written products across tasks and competence 

levels, highlighting the value of such comparisons by emphasising how the written 

discourse differed in written compositions generated by examinees with varied test 

scores. Because the discourse of written texts cannot be presumed to be constant 

for examinees with varying degrees of English proficiency, the researchers 

suggested that it was also necessary to investigate how the examinees’ written 

discourse differed in particular tasks as a function of their English competence. 

These data were required to confirm or improve the scoring methods being created 

to assess performance in various writing assignments. The researchers employed 

216 compositions prepared for six tasks undertaken by 36 examinees in a field test 

representing TOEFL essay score levels 3, 4 and 5 and categorised them for lexical 

and syntactic complexity, grammatical accuracy, argument structure, evidence 

orientations and verbatim uses of the source text. Analyses by non-parametric 

MANOVAs were followed by a three-by-three within-subjects factorial design 

(TOEFL essay, writing in response to a reading passage, and writing in response 

to a listening passage), and a within-subjects factorial design (English proficiency 

level: score levels 3, 4 and 5 on the TOEFL essay). For the variables of lexical 

complexity (text length, word length, ratio of different words to total words 

written), syntactic complexity (number of words per T-unit, number of clauses per 
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T-unit), rhetoric (quality of propositions, claims, data, warrants and oppositions in 

argument structure), and pragmatics, the discourse produced for the reading-to-

write tasks differed significantly from the discourse produced for the writing-only 

essay (orientations to source evidence in respect to self or others and to phrasing 

the message as either declarations, paraphrases or summaries). 

The researchers discovered disparities in essay length and number of 

sentences, both measures of syntactic complexity, across competency levels in 

their study. In the reading-to-write tasks, the least-competent writers tended to 

construct integrated reading-to-write compositions with opening paragraphs which 

referenced supporting themes. However, either their assertions in the opening 

sections of the thesis were not elaborated in the composition, or the examinees 

tended to focus on a single personal experience which had no bearing on the 

primary proposition. The appearance of many points gave a sense of incoherence. 

Phrases were organised in an unpredictable manner, with extended, run-on 

sentences, sentence fragments and other punctuation errors. There were several 

minor spelling and word-form problems. The language was restricted and there 

were times when it was difficult to understand what was being said. Some 

examinees used themselves as proof (for example, ‘I can state that ...’) which was 

inappropriate for the reading-to-write task. In these ineffectual works, verbatim 

sentences from the original text occurred often but there were few direct 

acknowledgements of the source. Most of the substantive topics stated in the source 

reading were summarised by the more competent examinees in the sample rather 

than paraphrasing these concepts or using terms verbatim from the source material. 

The mid-range compositions in this exercise tended to paraphrase concepts from 

the source readings word for word, employing numerous verbatim sentences from 
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the source reading. When phrases in exceptionally successful compositions were 

drawn from the original text, they were frequently typical terms in everyday usage 

(such as ‘at the same time’), making textual borrowing difficult to justify. Some of 

the most successful reading-writing replies were short, and some even lacked an 

established paragraph style, giving them the quality of a text, which might appear 

in a university course test response. These compositions tended to start with a major 

premise and then restate it at the conclusion, backed up with brief statements and 

pertinent facts. The choice of words appeared to be unique and accurate, with an 

intellectual tone. Similarly, the majority of T-units were third-person assertions, 

describing the source text but not always mentioning it as a source of proof. There 

were just a few small faults in these writings, which were written in a variety of 

syntactic structures and used a variety of verb tenses. 

Plakans (2008) compared the processes of test takers when designing 

reading-to-write and writing-only exam problems and stated that reading-to-write 

tasks were increasingly being used to assess academic writing in English, 

frequently replacing classic spontaneous writing-only assessments. Ten non-native 

English-speaking students from a prominent mid-western American institution 

took part in the study. They wrote on tasks created for the university’s English 

placement exam. Non-native English speakers who had been accepted by a 

prominent mid-western institution were included in the study to match the target 

group for the placement exam. The participants were chosen based on their ability 

to communicate in a second language, native language or home nation, major, and 

degree status. These criteria were developed based on the exam’s target population 

and previous research on composing procedures. A concurrent verbal technique, or 

think-aloud, was used to record the L2 writers’ mental activity during the task and 
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the pre- and post-protocol interviews. The writers’ general background, reading 

and writing experience and perceptions of writing assessment were all discussed 

during the pre-protocol interviews. Their perceptions of the two assignments, their 

writing processes and concerns which surfaced in their think-aloud protocols were 

all investigated in the post-protocol interviews. Each participant wrote in two talk-

aloud sessions, the first with a writing-only assignment and the second with a 

reading-to-write task. The research was designed to balance the reading-to-write 

and writing-only tasks, as well as the themes, as much as was feasible. Because the 

real placement test was not computer-based, writers wrote using pencil on paper 

during the think-aloud sessions.  

The data were qualitatively evaluated across tasks and test takers. The 

reading-to-write task elicited a more involved approach for some writers, whereas 

writing-only tasks required more initial and less online preparation. The students 

preferred reading-to-write tasks over writing-only tasks because they were able to 

connect and engage with the reading source materials and reflect on their 

compositions. As the writers read the source texts in the reading-to-write task, a 

difference emerged. Some students, both high and low scorers, skipped the 

planning phase and went straight to reading the source materials, indicating that 

they bypassed the task prompts and therefore missed the reading-to-write task’s 

goal. These participants tended to rely on source reading texts, borrowing terms 

and phrases in their writings. Four high-scoring writers, on the other hand, started 

by planning for the task and employed reading processes such as summarising, 

borrowing ideas from the reading texts, and detecting syntactic structures to 

interact with the source texts. In their reading of the original texts, these writers 

demonstrated a more engaged and productive approach.  
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Yang (2009) examined the role of reading and listening in academic writing 

performance and argued that integrated writing activities including many language 

modalities such as reading and hearing were becoming more popular as ways to 

evaluate academic writing. As a result, it is important to understand how test-takers 

combine diverse skills to execute these tasks. Using a structural equation modelling 

technique, the study investigated L2 writers’ strategy utilisation and its link to test 

performance on an integrated reading-listening-writing test problem. A total of 161 

non-native English-speaking students from a prominent south-western institution 

in the US took part in the study: Brazil, China, Egypt, France, Iran, Japan, Korea, 

Mexico, Taiwan, Turkey and Vietnam were the nations represented. There were 

around 66% females (n=106) and 34% males (n=55), and about 55% were graduate 

students (n=88), 29% were undergraduate students (n=47) and the other 16% were 

non-matriculated students (n=26) who were solely studying ESL programmes at 

the institution. They came from a variety of majors, including Engineering, Natural 

Sciences, Social Sciences and Fine Arts, and their TOEFL scores ranged from 123 

to 283 on a 300-point scale, indicating a wide range of English proficiency 

(computer-based). The Strategy Inventory for Integrated Writing, an integrated 

task and the Integrated Writing Scoring Rubrics were the three research tools 

employed in the study. The test material was the integrated reading-listening-

writing exam task from the TOEFL iBT Data Set 3: Writing (2008)2. All 

participants spent two minutes reading a 255-word paragraph and two minutes 

listening to a portion of a lecture related to the reading passage to complete the 

task. They then prepared a response to a question in which they were asked to 

describe concepts from the lecture and explain how they related to ideas from the 

reading passage. The findings showed that integrated writing strategy use is a 
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complex construct with three components: self-regulatory strategy use (SELFS), 

discourse synthesis strategy use (DSS), and ‘test-wiseness’ strategy use (TWS). 

Other sorts of strategy use were under SELFS. The DSS had a direct, positive 

influence on test performance, whilst the TWS had a direct, negative impact. The 

findings showed that the activity needs not just understanding and production 

abilities, but also the ability to regulate reading, listening and writing interactions. 

The results shed light on the nature of integrated reading-listening-writing 

activities and supported the test’s validity claims.  

In contrast, Gebril and Plakans (2009) investigated the characteristics of 

writing from integrated reading-writing activities, as well as the techniques which 

writers employed to accomplish them. A total of 131 undergraduate EFL female 

Arab students from a university in the United Arab Emirates performed a reading-

writing task on global warming, followed by a questionnaire on their writing 

process. Their writing was graded and categorised into three competency levels. 

Discourse factors such as lexical sophistication, syntactic complexity, correctness 

and fluency were examined in the written output. They were also examined for 

source usage, with the quantity of source use, direct quotation or indirect 

integration, and verbatim source use all being taken into account. In one-way 

analyses of variance, all of these characteristics became dependent variables to see 

if they differed substantially among writing competence levels. The questions on 

the process questionnaire linked to the use of source texts were also evaluated 

across competency levels. A number of discourse and source-use variables showed 

substantial variations between levels, but follow-up research revealed that the 

disparities were bigger between the lowest level and the upper two levels. The 

upper levels did not differ considerably in terms of writing traits, implying that 
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higher-level writing was characterised by other factors such as organisation, 

content or coherence, which were on the rating rubric. The findings of the reading-

to-write task showed that all high- and low-scoring writers who participated in the 

task used the source materials to generate ideas and develop views. Writers’ 

challenges were coursework on integrated writing, borrowing words and phrases 

when performing the reading-to-write task, and using citations from the reading 

texts. For example, a higher-scoring participant said, ‘I get words from reading’ 

(Gebril & Plakans, 2009, p. 64). 

The findings also suggest that although discourse traits defined integrated 

writing at lower levels, other textual features such as coherence, substance and 

organisation distinguished higher-level writing. Reading competency and 

understanding of integrating reading and writing should also be included in an 

integrated writing framework. The researchers asserted that as integrated writing 

tasks become increasingly common in academic writing research, more studies on 

their validity and use are needed to aid users in understanding scores. 

Plakans (2009) sought to understand the effect of reading comprehension 

processes on integrated L2 writing tasks by investigating the reading 

comprehension processes during the composing process and between high- and 

low-scoring writers. She recruited twelve ESL participants from two large US 

universities; they were full-time graduate students, first-year undergraduates and 

those who were attending a pre-admission intensive English programme. Their 

majors differed as well; the range of backgrounds showed a diverse group of 

writers who represented the body of international students at the universities where 

the study was conducted. The researcher designed two reading-to-write tasks on 
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the topics of cultural borrowing and technology and asked the students to 

synthesise text information and then write an argumentative essay. These tasks 

were created for use in a university English placement test which assesses whether 

non-native English speakers will have to complete additional academic English 

training. These topics were picked from a list of subjects which had performed well 

in previous writing-only versions of the placement test. These source texts were 

chosen because they were interesting and similar in length. The researcher piloted 

these tasks with four writers similar to those who would be chosen for her main 

study and then amended the tasks before data collecting started. Three ESL writing 

teachers revised the writing tasks and offered improvements and phrasing for the 

directions. The researcher also used a think-aloud protocol and interviews to 

investigate the relationship and to capture the writers’ thoughts as they completed 

the assigned tasks.  Each writer was given instructions and listened to a sample 

think-aloud recording before participating in a practice session in which they spoke 

their thoughts aloud while completing two short tasks. They were given oral 

feedback on this practice session before the main writing session began. The think-

aloud sessions were recorded, transcribed and double-checked for accuracy, after 

which those areas where the students were reading or thinking about the source 

texts were highlighted as actions or episodes for analysing and coding the 

data. Following their division into concept units to capture individual thoughts, 

these highlighted portions were coded as processes in the composing process. A 

total of 374 concept units were produced and classified from the twelve writers’ 

written products. In addition to the think-aloud data, interviews were held after 

each session to ask writers about the task’s and the topic's difficulty, their usage of 

the source texts, and general remarks on the assignments. During the coding phase, 
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these interviews and the think-aloud data were combined to triangulate and follow 

up on codes in the data. 

The findings showed that word-level reading processes were most common 

among high- and low-scoring writers, along with global and mining reading 

processes. High-scoring writers were found to use more reading processes in 

general including both mining and global reading processes. The findings also 

showed that the reading-to-write tasks elicited strategic competence in that 

metacognitive (conscious processes for monitoring reading activities, including 

evaluating the effectiveness of the cognitive processes used) and goal-setting 

processes were employed. For the experienced academic writers, mining processes 

occurred concurrently with writing. In addition, the results showed that reading 

comprehension processes could facilitate writing by offering information as a basis 

for writing.  

Plakans and Gebril (2013) studied integrated tasks in L2 writing with a 

focus on how to assess performance and scores from these tasks correctly. The use 

of source text material is a feature of integrated writing which is not seen in 

traditional autonomous writing. Using participants from 73 different countries with 

47 different native languages, they looked at how source text usage shows in 

integrated writing task performances and how it varies by score level and problem 

topic. To investigate these topics, Educational Testing Service (ETS) provided 480 

performances on the writing component of the internet based TOEFL iBT. A 

comparison summary of listening and reading materials which give opposing 

viewpoints on a topic is part of the integrated TOEFL assignment. In the study, 

multiple regression analysis was used to examine three aspects of source text usage: 
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(1) the relevance of source text concepts which writers incorporated in their 

summary, (2) the use of ideas from both a reading and a listening source text, and 

(3) the borrowing of precise terminology from the source texts (verbatim source 

use). These three regions were examined at nine different score levels, revealing a 

link between score and source usage. Overall, these characteristics of source text 

consumption explained more than half of the variances in the reading, listening and 

writing scores. The use of the hearing text and the inclusion of key concepts from 

source texts explained the most variation, but the use of the reading text and the 

usage of verbatim sources were less significant, showing a negative connection 

with the score, implying that the essays with lower scores had more of these 

characteristics. These findings back up the assumption that integrated writing 

evaluation evokes academic writing processes. High-scoring writers chose key 

concepts from the source texts and applied them to the listening text as directed by 

the assignment question. Low-scoring writers relied mainly on reading texts and 

direct copying of words and phrases. These findings back up the validity of 

interpreting integrated task scores as a measure of academic writing, but they also 

give a more detailed look at the role of particular source usage characteristics.  

Zhang (2013) investigated the impact of teaching synthesis writing on ESL 

students’ writing performance. The researcher claimed that in the previous ten 

years, synthesis writing had received a lot more attention in L2 EAP contexts, but 

that there had been little research on L2 synthesis writing, particularly treatment 

studies which linked writing instruction to the development of synthesis writing 

abilities. The participants came from two separate ESL courses, one of which was 

chosen at random to be the experimental group and the other to be the control 

group. The experimental group received five iterations of discourse synthesis 
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instruction over the course of a semester, and the control group worked on a similar 

amount of reading and writing practice. The students’ discourse synthesis abilities 

were assessed by pre- and post-tests in which they wrote problem-solution essays 

based on two sources. The experimental group fared much better in the post-test 

and improved significantly more from pre-test to post-test than the control group. 

That is, by considering the task’s goal, planning throughout the task and producing 

well-written texts, the experimental group was able to reduce the amount of 

borrowing from the source reading texts. These findings imply that instruction has 

a good impact on discourse synthesis writing. More importantly, the findings 

showed that synthesis writing teaching can be included in an ESL classroom 

without considerably disturbing the curriculum. 

As these studies have shown, the effect of reading on writing is 

inconclusive. However, it is important to note here that all these studies, apart from 

Plakans (2009), correlated students’ reading scores with their writing without 

considering specific reading processes and their individual contributions to writing. 

They were also conducted in English language preparation courses using ESL 

placement tests in which reading-to-write tasks were time-limited. Some studies 

(for example, Delaney, 2008) also used only one reading text for the tasks.  

2.8.2 The role of reading in reading-to-write tasks in naturalistic 

contexts  

The role of reading in reading-to-write tasks has also been investigated in 

naturalistic contexts in which students perform reading-to-write tasks in their 

particular academic subjects. The results of these studies indicate a relationship 

between reading and writing in reading-to-write tasks (Plakans & Gebril, 2012; 
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Shi, 2004; Zhao & Hirvela, 2015). For example, Shi (2004) investigated the role 

of reading in reading-to-write tasks by examining how undergraduates’ use of 

words from source reading texts in their English writing was influenced by their 

L1 and the type of writing task. The participants were 97 first- and third-year 

undergraduates from an English Department at a US university, of whom 38 were 

native English speakers and 59 were ESL learners. The research comprised two 

tasks: a summary and an opinion essay. After completing both activities, the 

students were required to reply to two pre-selected explanatory texts. The theme 

and source texts were chosen after talks with the participating institution’s writing 

teachers. For the opinion work, students were instructed to write between 200 and 

300 words but there was no specified word limit for the summary task. Half of the 

students in each group conducted a summary task using two pre-selected source 

texts whereas the other half completed an opinion task. The researcher developed 

a textual borrowing coding method with three key categories, no references, 

references to the author or source text, and quotes. Both the first and second 

categories were further divided into three sub-categories to indicate whether 

borrowed word strings were exactly copied, slightly modified by adding or deleting 

words or substituting synonyms for content words, or closely paraphrased by 

reformulating syntax or changing the original wording. Paragraphs with no 

evidence of direct borrowing of two or three consecutive words from source texts 

were not categorised as textual borrowing. After that, the students’ drafts and 

source texts were compared to see if they had retained strings of words from 

sources verbatim or almost verbatim, with or without acknowledgement. The 

number of words borrowed was affected by both task and L1, according to a two-

way ANOVA. The findings showed that students who completed the opinion essay 
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task outperformed those who completed the summary essay task and that some 

students had employed source reading texts for both tasks without acknowledging 

sources. The findings also showed that the students used more borrowed words and 

phrases when completing the reading-to-write task, indicating that utilising words 

and phrases from the reading texts helped them with the integrated writing.  

Plakans and Gebril (2012) examined nine EFL female undergraduate 

students’ use of sources in their writing, the way the use of these sources helped in 

their writing and how language proficiency affected the synthesis essay. These 

participants were selected based on their writing scores from the 139 EFL female 

undergraduate students who had previously participated in Gebril and Plakans 

(2009). The researchers used a sequential model to answer the study questions, 

using a mixed-method approach in which the qualitative and quantitative stages 

were given equal status. These techniques were used for two reasons: to fill a gap 

in the literature and to give both a detailed description of writers’ use of source 

texts and trends across a broader set of writers.  

The multi-stage research was carried out in a Middle Eastern university 

with undergraduate students who were all native Arabic speakers with English skill 

levels appropriate for academic studies. The students were from different majors, 

Communication Studies, Geography, Urban Planning and Social Work, and were 

in their second, third and fourth years of university; the majority of them had 

attended a basic writing course and had more than a little writing experience. 

During the spring semester of 2008, this university hosted a number of data 

gathering sessions. Students received printed information regarding the study’s 

goal, data collection procedures and their rights as participants. The writing task 
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was then explained, giving test takers time to read the instructions and ask 

questions. Each participant answered a questionnaire after the writing session. Nine 

out of 145 students agreed to think aloud while completing the tasks, filling out the 

post-writing questionnaire, and being interviewed. Because they had not yet 

completed the tasks, these participants were not pre-selected to represent the range 

of scores among the other writers. After they had finished writing, their essays were 

graded, giving a variety of scores from moderate to high: four received a score of 

3, two received a 4 and three received a 5. The source reading texts were reviewed 

by five university faculty members who tested them with 46 of their students to see 

how long it took to complete and how clear the instructions were. It was decided 

that writers would have one hour to complete the writing task; the task required 

300 words because the average pilot response rate was 325 words, and the 

instructions explicitly mentioned the use of sources and made it clear that the 

writers were to take a position on the topic. The researchers used a scoring rubric 

to grade the essays based on the TOEFL iBT integrated writing grading scale 

adopted from previous research investigations. That rubric was chosen because it 

was appropriate and clear, and it had been verified by previous research. Some of 

the validation studies looked into the characteristics which separated writing 

performance at various proficiency levels whilst others looked into raters’ 

decision-making processes while using the scoring rubric. It should be noted that 

ETS has tested the TOEFL scoring criteria in a number of field studies. Based on 

the students’ educational experience, language proficiency and culture, the scoring 

rubric was tested and refined for clarity, usefulness and task relevance for the study.  

The integrated reading-to-write TOEFL scoring rubric is somewhat 

different from a reading–writing persuasive writing task since it is a reading–
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listening–writing comparison summary. For example, the researchers emphasised 

development rather than mentioning a listening text. The essays were rated by two 

raters, with a third rater employed when there was a disagreement. Those raters 

had a Master's degree in foreign language/ESL instruction and were experienced 

ESL teachers. They were chosen because they had previous experience of assessing 

L2 writing and were familiar with the TOEFL scoring criteria. The raters were 

given instructions before rating the writing examples. For the think-aloud 

protocols, the students were provided with a training session. They were told to 

express any thoughts they had while writing and to utilise the language in which 

they were thinking, whether it was English or Arabic. They were then given 20–30 

minutes to complete the questionnaire and be asked about their method, source text 

usage, writing task preferences and data gathering. The interviews were held in 

Arabic. A researcher skilled in both languages recorded and transcribed both the 

think-aloud protocols and the interviews. The findings of the writing questionnaire, 

think-aloud protocols and interviews showed that source use served an important 

function in writing. Through reading, the students could generate ideas about the 

topic and identify language-specific implications. The researchers reported that 

both high- and low-scoring Arab L2 learners relied significantly on the source 

reading texts by borrowing terms and phrases from them. The most occurring 

reading processes were re-reading and summarising. In addition, writing score 

levels also affected text comprehension, and when the writing score was low, the 

student’s lack of comprehension of the text was evident. These findings show that 

addressing the inherent reading processes and the use of top-down and bottom-up 

reading processes such as word-level and comprehension reading can be essential 

in reading-to-write tasks.  
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Zhao and Hirvela (2015) also investigated students’ use of reading source 

texts in their writing and provided further evidence of the importance of reading in 

writing. They focused on two ESL mathematics first-year undergraduate students 

from China at a comprehensive mid-western university in the US. Because Chinese 

students constitute a fast-rising foreign student population in the US, the study and 

the wider initiative which it emerged from focused on them. Because of their 

comparable disciplinary and cultural backgrounds, as well as their distinct 

experiences with synthesis writing, these two students were chosen. Their reports 

of learning to write from sources were reflective of the learning experiences of the 

participants and gave useful accounts of L2 students’ comprehension of reading 

and writing interactions. The researchers used a stimulated-recall protocol and 

semi-structured interview questions as data collection methods. The information 

presented in the study was derived mostly from three sources. The first data source 

was the drafts collected from the students’ short and lengthy synthesis papers. The 

second data source was think-aloud retrospective methods, in which students read 

a model synthesis paper and articulated their reading techniques. Despite concerns 

about the use of think-aloud protocols, the researchers chose this method because 

it is commonly used in reading research to examine the reading process and it 

enabled them to closely examine the students’ thought processes as they read a 

model synthesis paper. After the researchers had discussed two exemplar papers in 

class, the think-aloud part was created. They utilised a model article with which 

both participants were familiar. The participants verbalised their thoughts while 

they prepared their reading of the think-aloud protocols into a digital recorder in a 

quiet study room in the presence of the first researcher to ensure that the think-

aloud protocols completely and properly portrayed the students’ mental processes. 
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The students’ writing processes for their synthesis papers were the subject of 

stimulated-recall interviews, which provided the third data source. In the middle 

and at the conclusion of the course, two stimulated-recall interviews were 

performed just after the participants had finished their papers. The interviews had 

two parts: the first was each participant’s retrospective remarks about his writing 

methods or movements, and the second was their replies to many cued questions 

about their source organisation, selection and integration choices and decisions. 

The participants verbalised their thoughts in their L1, Mandarin, during the think-

aloud retrospective protocols and the stimulated-recall interviews. The first 

researcher captured both data sources on audio and transcribed them into English. 

The findings showed that the students’ understanding of the synthesis and their 

ability to use rhetorical reading processes (considering the reader’s and writer’s 

rhetorical contexts, their stance and their purposes for reading and writing such a 

text) played a crucial role in their integrated reading-to-write task. It was also found 

that the low L2 scoring writer missed the aim of the task and did not engage with 

the source reading text effectively. He was dependent on word-level reading 

processes such as decoding.  In contrast, the L1 high-scoring student engaged 

effectively with the reading texts representing rhetorical reading processes. It 

should be noted that the researchers used a unique literacy task as a synthesis 

writing which might have influenced the students’ reading-to-write performance as 

they might never have previously been exposed to this type of literary genre in the 

Chinese rhetorical tradition. 

So as these studies in naturalistic contexts show, reading seems to play an 

important role in writing. However, it should be noted here that although these 

studies explored specific reading processes such as mining, global and rhetorical 
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reading processes, none of them focused on the range of different reading 

processes, such as lower-level and higher-level reading processes. Furthermore, the 

type of assessment and how the assignments were assessed also varied. Some 

studies (Plakans & Gebril, 2012; Zhao & Hirvela, 2015) used a questionnaire or 

synthesis to assess students’ writing skills, whilst others (Shi, 2004) asked students 

to provide their opinion on the texts and used a summary to assess their writing. In 

addition, none of the studies was conducted with English major undergraduate 

students.  

In the Saudi context, where the current study was conducted, Al-Omrani 

(2014) discussed theoretically the importance of the reading and writing link in L2 

education from a reading-to-write viewpoint and addressed the topic of the EFL 

reading-writing connection at the college level in Saudi Arabia. It was suggested 

that reading and writing should be taught together, and the researcher 

recommended incorporating reading into writing instruction as a response to the 

Saudi context’s lack of attention to the reading-writing relationship. The findings 

also implied that extensive reading and the use of L2 models improve L2 writing. 

Connecting reading and writing in L2 instruction, according to the findings, not 

only improves L2 writing but also increases L2 reading abilities, particularly in 

academic contexts. The researcher went on to say that when L2 students paraphrase 

an article, for example, to support their opinions in writing tasks, they can enhance 

their reading abilities. When L2 students are obliged to write about what they read, 

they might be able to improve their reading skills. As a result, EFL reading and 

writing instruction should simultaneously emphasise improving reading abilities. 

EFL Reading and Writing Classes at Saudi universities were also discussed by the 

researcher. He argued that the reading-writing link is missing in Saudi universities, 
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which might explain why Saudi EFL college students struggle to write in English. 

He added that it can also be deduced that reading is currently not well-integrated 

into writing instruction in Saudi universities’ EFL programmes. Most Saudi 

English-major students may be unaware of the importance of reading for improving 

writing abilities due to the lack of reading and writing relationships in Saudi 

colleges. In Saudi colleges, English majors spend the first two years of their 

English BA degree learning language skills. The four language skills, on the other 

hand, are taught independently in Saudi universities’ English departments’ study 

programmes. There is no course called ‘Reading/Writing’ in the English 

department’s programmes of study at King Saud University, King Khalid 

University or Imam University. Surprisingly, there is little emphasis on researching 

reading and writing connections, despite the fact that students for the BA English 

degree are required to produce academic papers in the last two years of the 

programme. This lack of emphasis on research on the reading/writing connection 

in EFL teaching classes might imply that the reading-writing relationship, or the 

integration of reading into writing instruction, is not addressed or understood. As 

a result, the researcher expressed the belief that integrating reading and writing in 

EFL programmes in Saudi universities is a critical issue which must be addressed 

as it can help students to improve their writing skills. According to the researcher, 

additional empirical studies on the reading/writing connection in the Saudi EFL 

context are also needed. Because there have been few studies undertaken in the 

EFL environment, the researcher suggested that further studies are needed on the 

impact of integrating reading into EFL college writing instruction for Saudi EFL 

university undergraduate students. 
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In a similar but more recent empirical study, Alhujaylan (2020) explored 

how EFL female graduate students’ writing performance and total writing scores 

changed when the writing process had a thematic relationship with a reading 

passage, as opposed to a paper on a given topic with no or little reading practice. 

In other words, it sought to shed light on the inadequacy of current reading and 

writing skills teaching pedagogy and approaches, to reveal the challenges which 

students in a language classroom learning segregated skills face, and to assess the 

efficacy of integrating the reading and writing skills approach in higher levels of 

Saudi EFL undergraduate students enrolled in a university programme. The 

researcher contended that the existing separation of reading and writing skills 

courses in EFL classrooms is a significant impediment to the development of 

reading ability and writing skills competency in Saudi graduate students. The study 

involved 64 female students in the English Graduate Programme’s level II reading 

class. These students had already finished level I of their graduate degree in a Saudi 

university’s English department. It should be pointed out that in graduate reading 

classes, students rarely or never have any writing exercises. The reading class was 

chosen by the researcher to test the efficacy of applying the integrated reading and 

writing teaching approach. The current mandated courses, on the other hand, are 

completely separate and compartmentalised, with no interaction between the 

students and professors of these two courses. A pre-test was completed by both 

groups before the start of the study to guarantee the internal validity of the results 

and to rule out any chance of pre-existing disparities between the two groups. 

Quantitative data were collected using a pre-test and post-test. In the social 

sciences, a pre-test and post-test research design is ideal for determining the 

success of any novel teaching approach. The researcher therefore employed this 
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strategy to investigate the impact of integrated-skills instruction. Students in the 

experimental group underwent a full semester of integrated-skills instruction to 

assess the effectiveness of the integrated teaching technique. A brief thematic 

curriculum was created for this intervention. They practised two 500–600-word 

passages for reading comprehension in each class session for the whole semester 

in thirteen courses. After reading the texts and completing the reading 

comprehension tasks, the students prepared essays on thematically related themes. 

The researcher offered supplemental information on the chosen thematically linked 

reading passages from actual newspapers, periodicals and books for literacy 

exercises. The main goal was to enhance vocabulary volume and develop subject 

awareness. The students in the experimental group were divided into pairs for the 

expansion activities, which were tied to several class activities. For further writing 

practice, the experimental group was urged to identify the text’s grammatical and 

lexical qualities. They were able to react in writing since the vocabulary and 

content forms of the text had been acquired. This section of the curriculum provides 

students with a more natural and informative basis for composing their opinions by 

synthesising information from the reading passages. Following their reading and 

researching of the pre-selected topics, the students were given online homework to 

practise their writing. Compared with students in the control group who were not 

exposed to any sort of integrated reading-writing tasks, the post-test findings 

showed that students in the experimental group did well in the areas of content and 

language style and had improved their reading-writing skills over the semester as 

a consequence of the integrated reading-writing skills strategy. The control group 

students, on the other hand, did not show any substantial increase in their reading 

and writing skills since those skills were taught independently. Their skill 
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improvement was therefore limited by the separated reading-writing skills training 

style. The experimental group’s reading and writing skills improved significantly 

in terms of grammar and vocabulary as a result of the integrated reading-writing 

teaching method. Teachers’ attitudes were identified using a standardised 

questionnaire. Integrated reading and writing courses, according to most 

experienced teachers, can improve EFL students’ learning performance in both 

language skills. The results were confirmed using two-tailed t-tests. Comparison 

of the experimental group’s mean post-test scores with the pre-test showed 

substantial progress in the group’s mean post-test scores. The findings therefore 

showed that the integrated skills teaching style had a considerable influence on the 

students’ reading and writing competency in a relatively short period of time.  

In the Saudi context, to the best of the researcher’s knowledge, only two 

studies have focused on the role of reading in reading-to-write tasks. Al-Omrani 

(2014) reviewed the studies on reading-writing connections in both L1 and L2 

contexts and concluded that the reading-writing connection is important in 

academic settings. He noted that although undergraduate EFL Saudi students are 

required to perform academic reading-to-write tasks, especially in the last two 

years of their studies, they do not have even one course which focuses on teaching 

reading and writing in an integrated teaching method, and little is known about the 

performance in reading-to-write tasks. Alhujaylan (2020), on the other hand, 

conducted an empirical study to explore how the writing performance and overall 

writing scores of EFL female graduate students were affected when the writing 

process had a thematic link to a reading passage rather than a paper on a given topic 

with no or little reading practice. Although Alhujaylan’s (2020) study is important 

in explaining the performance of reading-to-write tasks in the Saudi context, it only 
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provided the students’ writing scores before and after the teaching intervention 

without providing information about the reading or writing processes which the 

students employed in their reading-to-write tasks or even their writing-only tasks. 

Moreover, although the researcher provided the students’ scores in reading-to-

write compared with writing-only tasks, the study was entirely quantitative and 

dealt solely with numbers, so it is difficult to identify what factors affected the 

students’ performance in such tasks. Also, that study was not conducted with 

English major undergraduate male students.  

2.9 Factors affecting the performance of the reading-to-write 

task 

As the literature review has shown, reading-writing relationships are not 

straightforward. The directional models of literacy development are based on L1 

data and presume that the oral and general language systems are fully developed 

(Carson, 1990; 1993). For foreign-language learners, however, this is not the case, 

and changes in reading-writing connections in the L2 are to be expected. L1 literacy 

abilities (the capability to read and write different texts at the university level 

(Spack, 1997)), L2 language proficiency and prior experience are the primary 

factors driving the formation of literacy skills in a foreign language. Therefore, in 

the next sections, the roles of literacy, language proficiency and educational level 

on reading and writing will be explained and discussed.   

2.9.1 The role of literacy expertise, language proficiency and 

educational levels on reading and writing performance   

As previously stated, the link between L2 reading and writing is complicated. 

When comparing ESL learners with native speakers of English who, according to 
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Berghoff (1997), are “awash in a cosmic soup of language, numbers, images, 

music, and drama”, shows that there is a similar degree of complexity (cited in 

Jalongo, Fennimore & Stamp, 2004, p. 65). Even before beginning school, this 

experience clearly demonstrates a significant disparity in literacy development 

between L1 and L2 learners (Heller, 1991). Because of the variety of experiences 

which native speakers encounter in their language, the majority of studies on the 

L1 reading-writing link, whether correlative or experimental, have produced good 

findings. 

Eisterhold (1990) said that native speakers develop a relatively complete 

oral language system, which is a vital factor in literacy development; non-native 

English speakers do not possess this capability, and in their early L2 learning 

phases they do not develop a complete set of literacy practices. Literacy, according 

to Eisterhold (1990), arises from a system of spoken language which children build 

through their L1 practice. These opportunities, which are made up of countless real 

conversations and materials, far outnumber those available to non-native English 

speakers. 

This lack of exposure to and experience in English as L2 literacy leads to a 

lack of prior knowledge, resulting in yet another significant distinction between 

native speakers and ESL/EFL students (Carson, 1993; Casanave, 2003; Cumming, 

1990; Spack, 1997; Victori & Lockhart, 1995). As a result, having access to 

previous knowledge about the issue at hand is required in order to comprehend 

reading texts and write confidently. This background knowledge is derived in part, 

but not entirely, through literacy. Because literacy is “bound together with culture 

and the hierarchical power of structures of society”, Jalongo, Fennimore and Stamp 
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(2004, p. 66) felt that the concept of literacy is complicated and always contested. 

Readers and writers sometimes struggle to understand or construct meaning from 

a text when they lack that complex underlying background knowledge. 

Literacy levels in schools vary greatly between L1 and L2 English speakers. 

Native speakers have a stronger literary foundation than non-natives. Native 

speakers, for example, read more literature and are required to write about it. 

Alghonaim (2005) reported that native speakers had a regular writing session at a 

high school in which the students were expected to read a play and then answer a 

series of questions related to it. 

This sort of relationship between reading and writing and literacy practices 

exposure, even as early as kindergarten and preschool or “during the long summers 

between school years” (Micek, 1994, p. 31), is more likely to foster literacy in the 

native language. The distinct position of non-native English speakers can be 

explained by this early broad exposure to literacy. Furthermore, the presence of 

widespread literacy in the L1 facilitates the establishment of a link between reading 

and writing. According to Eisterhold (1990), ESL students do not have adequate 

linguistic competence in the L2 to conduct a broad range of literacy practices. As 

a result, many academics advise that the reading-writing connection be emphasised 

explicitly. 

Previous studies into some of the distinct factors which affect reading-to-

write performance, such as literacy expertise, language proficiency and educational 

level, have suggested that reading or writing capability has an influence on how 

readers and writers arrange and connect various pieces of information from the 

source reading texts with their own writing products. For example, literacy 
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experience and language competence have been shown to have an important 

influence on reading and writing performance in previous L1 research. 

On the role of language proficiency, literacy and educational levels in the 

L1, one of the earliest longitudinal studies (Loban, 1963) tracked pupils from third 

to sixth grade and found a positive link between reading-writing performance and 

language proficiency. The findings also showed that as the students’ reading and 

writing proficiency improved in the higher grades, this association grew stronger. 

Similar studies of the reading-writing relationship for L1 readers/writers in lower 

grades (Abbott et al., 2010) and upper grades (Grobe & Grobe, 1977) have also 

found correlations and validated their linkage to reading and writing competency 

levels. Abbott et al. (2010), for example, monitored two cohorts of learners from 

first to fifth grade and third to seventh grade for four years and found a strong 

association between their reading and writing performance and their language 

proficiency level. 

Kennedy (1985) analysed readers’ deliberate behaviours while writing 

from sources to see if those behaviours clustered at recognisable phases in the 

reading-writing process and if the processes were the same for able and less able 

readers. From a group of volunteers, six pupils were chosen and took the reading 

comprehension test of the descriptive test of language skills as an independent 

assessment of reading ability. Three of the six scored above the ninetieth percentile 

and three scored below the thirtieth percentile. The high scorers were labelled 

‘really fluent’ readers and the low scorers were labelled ‘not-so-fluent’ readers. 

Three articles on the theme of communication were given to the subjects, who then 

had to write an objective essay based on the reading materials. 
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The findings showed that in the integrated writing activity, high-scoring 

students outscored low-scoring students. High-scoring readers used a wider range 

of study-type processes than low-scoring readers, with the exception of some high-

level reading processes such as planning, which was missing from the low-scoring 

readers’ repertoire. However, chi-square analyses of these data showed that 

although high-scoring readers employed more processes than low-scoring readers, 

the general distribution of these processes was not significantly different. To put it 

another way, these data show that both excellent and poor readers employed the 

same reading processes but that better readers employed them more frequently. The 

data also showed that reading proficiency had an impact on the number of notes 

taken and the depth of the notes’ content. 

Cumming, Rebuffot and Ledwell (1989) conducted a study in the first and 

second languages to compare the thought processes of fourteen adult Anglophone 

students of French completing reading and summarising tasks. Reading and writing 

performance in L1 and L2 were compared using a within-subjects methodology. 

Two parameters were set for choosing participants: (1) degrees of writing 

competence in their L1 and (2) levels of proficiency in their L2. Characteristics 

such as age, previous education and cultural background were also taken into 

account when choosing the participants.  

When writing and reading in both languages, the students used the same 

proportion of higher-order problem-solving skills. These varied according to the 

students’ literary proficiency level in their L1 and were related to the quality of the 

written summaries which they generated in both languages. The use of these 

problem-solving methods appeared to be unrelated to the participants’ L2 
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competence levels (beginning and intermediate). Analysis of the verbal reports 

showed thought processes which were similar to reading and summary writing in 

L1 and L2, but which appeared to differ depending on the students’ literacy 

proficiency and relevant information. In other words, the findings suggested that 

reading and writing abilities and literacy experience affected reading and writing 

performance.  

Risemberg (1996) examined the role of reading and writing proficiency 

levels on students’ organizing and transforming processes throughout a reading-to-

writing task. During a reading-to-writing exercise, students used two self-regulated 

learning techniques. Seventy-one college students examined two source materials 

before writing a compare-and-contrast essay on them. The use of one self-regulated 

learning approach, organizing/transforming, was evaluated by grading the amount 

of organisation in the students’ pre-writing notes. 

The second technique, task information seeking, was assessed by timed 

access to directions for producing compare-and-contrast essays and two example 

compare-and-contrast essays which were available to the participants but not 

compulsory reading. Reading ability and self-efficacy for writing were also tested 

as relevant factors. The findings showed that the quality of essay writing, as judged 

by primary trait score, was strongly connected with each of the four factors. A 

multivariate regression analysis showed that just two factors, reading proficiency 

and task information seeking, had a significant impact on writing performance. It 

was also found that reading and writing proficiency level had an impact on the use 

of problem-solving behaviours and the integration of information at many levels 

(such as verbatim and propositional).  
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Cumming et al. (2005) found differences in scores and source utilisation 

due to language proficiency level. Mid-level proficiency writers tended to 

paraphrase and plagiarise more than high- and low-proficiency writers, whereas 

the least proficient writers summarised, paraphrased and copied less than all other 

proficiency levels of writers. The researchers expected that low-skilled writers 

would not be able to comprehend the original material well enough to duplicate it 

directly. It is worth noting that in the majority of this research, ‘proficiency’ was 

determined by the writers’ test scores, but in other cases, an independent measure 

of proficiency was used. This discrepancy might lead to conflicting explanations 

for how source usage varies by proficiency level. 

These studies concluded that reading and writing abilities are inextricably 

linked. Also, when it comes to language competence, the two skills appear to go 

hand-in-hand as a person’s language proficiency improves. These findings have 

significant implications for L2 learners whose L2 competency does not necessarily 

correspond to their grade levels, or for those whose L2 reading and writing abilities 

have been relatively undeveloped in comparison with other language skills owing 

to learning circumstances. 

Studies performed in L2 contexts have consistently demonstrated that 

reading and writing abilities are inextricably linked for L2 learners, and that 

language proficiency level, literacy and educational levels affect students’ reading 

and writing performance. For example, in terms of grade and competency levels, 

Shanahan (1984) found a substantial link between reading and writing performance 

and language proficiency among second- and fifth-grade ESL students. The 

findings showed that there were disparities in such relationships between low- and 
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high-level ESL students. Similarly, Carson et al. (1990) reported that reading and 

writing proficiency levels influenced ESL students’ performance in reading and 

writing activities. 

Llach (2010) investigated the role of L2 proficiency in the link between 

reading and writing abilities, as well as the significance of this involvement, by 

looking at primary school Spanish EFL students who had a low to low-intermediate 

level of English proficiency. They were given a cloze test to determine their 

English ability as well as reading and writing abilities. The cloze test used to 

distinguish different proficiency levels consisted of one reading passage followed 

by eight multiple-choice questions. The results showed that there was a significant 

relationship between low-proficiency L2 learners’ reading and writing abilities, 

and a particularly significant relationship for low-intermediate-proficiency 

learners. As a result, L2 proficiency appeared to distinguish the relationship 

between reading and writing abilities.  

Other studies with high-proficiency L2 undergraduate learners anticipated 

Llach’s (2010) study, which solely focused on low to low-intermediate young L2 

learners (Carrell & Connor, 1991; Graber-Wilson, 1991). For example, Graber-

Wilson (1991) studied intermediate to advanced ESL university students in the US. 

Their writing abilities as measured by one narrative and two expository 

compositions were scored using the TWE (Test of Written English) Scoring 

Guideline, and regardless of the genre of written discourse which they produced, a 

strong positive relationship between their reading and writing language proficiency 

and their reading and writing performance was found. Furthermore, Carrell and 

Connor (1991) investigated the link between intermediate ESL undergraduate 
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learners’ reading and writing abilities in both persuasive and descriptive genres by 

rating their work holistically using the Toulmin approach, which focuses on writing 

content analysis. The findings showed a substantial connection between reading 

and writing with a significant association between reading ability and the 

qualitative writing evaluation based on the Toulmin model.  

In addition, in L2 reading-to-write tasks, as discussed in the previous 

section, some studies have found that language proficiency level affects students’ 

reading and writing performance (Gebril & Plakans, 2009; Plakans, 2009; Plakans 

& Gebril, 2013; Zhang, 2013; Zhao & Hirvela, 2015). For example, in the Middle 

East context, in integrated reading and writing tasks, Gebril and Plakans (2009) 

reported that adult Arabic learners of English had varied proficiency in their 

capacity to generate traditional elements of written texts, noticing specifically 

disparities in their abilities to integrate content from the source reading texts. They 

concluded that the students’ ability level to generate specific English discourse 

elements in written compositions was systematically related to their abilities to 

comprehend and write about source reading materials, implying that this capacity 

was critical to their academic English proficiency. They also found that the 

students’ English language proficiency level differed based on their educational 

level.  

In the Saudi context, as discussed in section 3.7.1.1, many studies have 

reported that Saudi students’ performance in reading and writing is affected 

significantly by their English language proficiency level (Alghammas, 2020; Al-

Khairy, 2013; Alrabai, 2014a; Alrashidi & Phan, 2015; Ansari, 2012). 



136 

 

 

2.10 Summary  

To sum up, this review of the reading and writing literature shows that there have 

been some previous studies which have focused on the role of reading in writing-

only tasks. Most previous studies focused on the effect of integrating extensive 

reading into writing instruction (Al-Dosari, 2016; Almansour & Alshorman, 2014; 

Alqadi, 2013; Christiansen, 1965; Flahive & Bailey, 1993; Mekheimer & Al-

Dosari, 2013), the impact of reading-aloud teaching on the writing performance of 

young learners (Michener,1985), the impact of reading in writing-only tasks by 

correlating reading and writing scores in L1 and L2 (Carson et al. 1990), or 

theoretically reviewed the relationship between reading and writing in L2 

instruction (Alghonaim, 2018; Almalki & Soomro, 2017; Pysarchyk & 

Yamshynska, 2015; Tsai, 2006; Zaiter, 2019). 

These studies are useful in elucidating the link between reading and writing 

in the L2 context, and particularly those conducted in the Saudi EFL environment, 

which is the context of the current study, are important to the current research in 

explaining the reading and writing connection in this context, particularly in 

characterising the reading and writing performance of Saudi EFL undergraduate 

students. However, the aim of the present study is to investigate the reading and 

writing connection from the reading-to-write viewpoint. More precisely, it focuses 

on the role of reading in reading-to-write tasks, which involve reading which is 

thematically related to writing tasks, which was not covered by any of the previous 

studies. 

The extensive review of the relevant literature has shown that there have 

been several studies which have focused on the role of reading in reading-to-write 
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tasks (Alhujaylan, 2020; Al-Omrani, 2014; Cumming et al., 2005; Delaney, 2008; 

Esmaeili, 2002; Plakans, 2008; 2009; Gebril & Plakans, 2009; Plakans & Gebril, 

2012; 2013; Shi, 2004; Watanabe, 2001; Yang, 2009; Zhang, 2013; Zhao & 

Hirvela, 2015). These studies have been very valuable and informed the current 

study, but they nevertheless each had limitations in terms of their contexts, designs 

and methodologies.  

Previous studies conducted in English-language preparation courses 

(Cumming et al., 2005; Delaney, 2008; Esmaeili, 2002; Plakans, 2008; 2009; 

Gebril & Plakans, 2009; Plakans & Gebril, 2013; Watanabe, 2001; Yang, 2009; 

Zhang, 2013) have shown that the role of reading in writing is inconclusive. 

Nonetheless, it is worth mentioning here that all these studies, apart from Plakans 

(2009), linked students’ reading scores with their writing without taking into 

account particular reading processes and their distinctive contributions to writing. 

Although Plakans (2009) explored some particular reading processes such as word-

level, mining and global reading processes, that study did not focus on the range of 

different reading processes such as higher- and lower-level reading processes. The 

previous studies also took place in English-language preparation classes utilising 

ESL placement tests in reading-to-write tasks, which were restricted by time. 

Delaney (2008) used just one reading text for the tasks.  

Reading appears to have an important role in writing, as the previous 

research in natural contexts demonstrates (Plakans & Gebril, 2012; Shi, 2004; Zhao 

& Hirvela, 2015). However, although only Zhao and Hirvela (2015) looked at 

particular reading processes such as rhetorical reading processes, they did not look 

into the spectrum of diverse reading processes, such as lower-level and higher-level 
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reading processes. In addition, the type of evaluation and how the tasks were 

evaluated differed. Some previous studies (Plakans & Gebril, 2012; Zhao & 

Hirvela, 2015) used a questionnaire or synthesis to measure students’ writing skills, 

whilst others (Shi, 2004) asked students for their opinions on the texts and assessed 

their writing using a summary. Furthermore, none of the previous studies involved 

undergraduate Arab male students majoring in English or even other majors.  

The present study, however, was conducted in a naturalistic context where 

the participants performed reading-to-write tasks in their undergraduate studies in 

an English major. It used two technical reading texts which were similar to the texts 

which the participating students were used to in their classes in order to help them 

to construct arguments in their writings. It focused on the range of higher- and 

lower-level reading processes using the think-aloud protocol to uncover the 

students’ thoughts while reading, and used ten EFL male participants, giving a 

thorough explanation of their demographic profiles, the context and the data 

collection process in order to enhance the reliability of the study. It also assessed 

writing using an holistic rubric which examined the consideration of the reading 

purpose, organisation, development and language use. In all these ways, the current 

study was designed to address the gaps in the literature and benefit future research 

on this topic by providing information about the reading processes used in reading-

to-write tasks and providing a further explanation for the students’ reading process 

use by examining the factors affecting their reading and writing performance when 

conducting reading-to-write tasks.  

To the best of the researcher's knowledge, in the Saudi context, only two 

studies have investigated the role of reading in reading-to-write tasks. One of them 
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was an empirical study on the role of reading in reading-to-write tasks (Alhujaylan, 

2020). Although that study was significant in exploring the role of reading in 

reading-to-write tasks in the Saudi context and portraying the students’ 

performance in such tasks, it simply reported the students’ writing scores before 

and after the teaching intervention, with no information regarding their reading or 

writing processes in either reading-to-write or writing-only tasks. Furthermore, 

although the researcher supplied the students’ pre- and post-test scores in the 

reading-to-write vs writing-only tasks, it is impossible to determine what factors 

(such as task demands, individual or socio-cultural) had influenced the students’ 

performance in such tasks because the findings were entirely quantitative. Also, 

that study was carried out with English major undergraduate students.  

The significance of the role of reading in writing was also considered by 

Al-Omrani (2014), who reviewed the literature on the reading-writing connection 

in both L1 and L2 contexts and came to the conclusion that the reading-writing 

connection is essential in academic contexts. Although undergraduate EFL Saudi 

students are required to carry out academic reading-to-write tasks, particularly in 

their last two years of study, he remarked that little is known about how well they 

perform these tasks. There is therefore a clear gap in the literature which demands 

a focus on the hitherto unaddressed role of reading in reading-to-write tasks. 

Alshamrani (2003), Mekheimer and Aldosari, (2013), Almansour and Alshorman, 

(2014), Al-Omrani (2014), Al-Dosari, (2016), Alghonaim, (2018) and Alhujaylan, 

(2020) all stressed that there is a need for empirical studies in Saudi Arabia to 

address the reading-writing connection and the impact of reading on reading-to-

write tasks, particularly on the different types of reading processes used in such 

tasks, such as high and low reading processes. The present study is designed to 
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bridge this gap in the literature and investigate the role of reading in reading-to-

write tasks in Saudi Arabia by addressing the following research questions:  

1. What reading processes do Saudi university EFL undergraduate students employ 

when performing an integrated reading-to-write task?    

2. Are there any differences in the reading processes used by high- and low-scoring 

writers?  

3. What are the factors affecting Saudi university EFL undergraduate students’ 

reading and writing performance in an integrated reading-to-write task? 
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Chapter 3: Methodology 

3. Introduction 

This study aimed to investigate the reading processes which Saudi EFL English 

students used when completing an integrated reading-to-write academic task, and 

how these processes related to their resulting writing performance. The study also 

aimed to identify the factors affecting Saudi EFL students’ performance when 

carrying out a reading-to-write task. To obtain an in-depth and holistic 

understanding of the study’s aims, a multiple case study design was employed. 

That is, a think-aloud was used to investigate students’ reading for writing 

processes, as well as a writing task to determine the role of reading in writing. 

Additionally, pre-task and post-task interviews were used to explore students’ 

previous reading and writing experiences, and their beliefs about reading and 

writing. This chapter is divided into four sections. The first section offers a 

summary of the philosophical and methodological underpinnings of the study. It 

also provides an explanation and rationale for the use of the mixed methods and 

case-study approach. The second section describes the research setting and the 

participants. In the third section, I provide a detailed explanation of the data 

collection methods, and then report on the pilot study results. In the fourth section, 

I describe the data analysis procedures and consider the trustworthiness of the 

study. 
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3.1 Philosophical underpinnings  

3.1.1 Research Paradigm  

The importance of describing the researcher’s theoretical viewpoints in relation to 

the research objects arises from the fact that these perspectives serve to explain the 

researcher’s perception of the surrounding reality and social life within it. Crotty 

(1998) described a theoretical perspective as a way of perceiving and 

comprehending the world. He went on to say that every research study is informed 

by a theoretical perspective which describes the philosophical viewpoint which 

drives the methodology used in the investigation. It is therefore critical for 

researchers to determine and properly articulate their paradigmatic perspective. 

They should also be aware of any other theoretical viewpoints which might 

influence their research directly or indirectly. A paradigm framework was 

described by Guba and Lincoln (1989) as a collection of fundamental ideas which 

influence our activities, whereas Grix (2004, p. 78) defined a paradigm as “the 

understanding of what one can know about something and how one can gather 

knowledge about it”. After briefly explaining how important it is to comprehend 

the notion of a paradigm framework, it is critical to explain the major 

characteristics of the specific theoretical framework within which this study is 

situated. 

A research paradigm is composed of the following components: 

epistemology, ontology, methodology, and methods. Epistemology is defined as “a 

way of understanding and explaining how we know what we know” (Crotty, 1998, 

p. 3). It reinforces “the nature of the relationship between the knower and the 

would-be-known” (Guba & Lincoln, 1989, p. 108). Furthermore, according to Grix 

(2004), epistemology is viewed as a concept (theory) in educational research which 
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enables the researcher to use multiple logical techniques for the investigation and 

explanation of diverse aspects of reality. On the other hand, ontology is perceived 

as “the theory of existence” (Ernest, 1994, p. 20), whereas Crotty (1998, p.10) 

described it as "the study of being”, underlining that it deals with “the nature of 

existence, and the nature of reality as such”. Anderson and Buddle (1991) defined 

ontology as a science which aims to provide a knowledge of reality by addressing 

the question ‘what is there that can be known?’. Every research paradigm is defined 

by its epistemological and ontological stance. In other words, each stance 

represents a different set of assumptions about reality and knowledge, which leads 

to a distinct research approach. 

The research methodology is defined as the philosophy that guides our 

choice of appropriate approaches and techniques (Ernest, 1994). Crotty (1998) 

offers a more complete description, defining methodology as the strategy, plan of 

action, procedure, or design that guides the selection and application of a given 

method and establishes a connection between it and the desired results. As a result, 

determining the best technique for a particular research project is critical, as it 

guides the choice of research tools to be used in the study. The final part of a 

research paradigm is the methods, which are the procedures and techniques used 

to gather and analyse the data (Crotty, 1998). 

The positivist assumptions hold that “realities exist outside the mind” 

(Crotty, 2003, p. 10), rejecting the idea that reality is shaped by people’s judgments 

within a particular culture (Gergen, 2003). In other words, positivism is the belief 

that reality exists objectively without human consciousness and that this reality can 

be discovered through observing it (Bryman, 2016). As a result, positivist theorists 

argue that phenomena exist independently of human interpretations (Scotland, 
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2012). The knowledge that needs to be discovered is thought of as being absolute, 

devoid of any values, and not situated in a political or historical context (Scotland, 

2012). Because knowledge must be determined objectively, the research, the 

researcher, and the participants are all distinct entities that must be distinguished 

in order to develop knowledge (truth) appropriately (Scotland, 2012).  

On the other hand, interpretivist assumptions hold that reality is actually 

based on the common meaning generated by everyone in a community (Crotty, 

1998). Pring (2000), a proponent of interpretivism, said that the construction and 

shaping of the numerous realities that exist in this world are based on the 

negotiation of meaning. Lodico et al. (2006) commented that different individuals 

may bring different conceptual frameworks to a situation based on their 

experiences, which would also influence what they perceive in a specific situation. 

Thus, the social scientist's job is to interpret human actions and the social world 

from the human perspective (Bryman, 2016). 

Pragmatism emerged as a philosophical choice to bridge the gap between 

positivism and interpretivism. The term "pragmatism" is derived from the Greek 

word "pragma," which means action and is the central concept of this philosophical 

stance (Pansiri, 2005). In line with the positivist viewpoint, it argues that reality 

exists apart from the human mind; nonetheless; they reject the notion that the truth 

about reality can be determined (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009). Human behaviour, 

according to pragmatism, is inextricably linked to one's prior experiences and the 

ideas that resulted from those experiences, and thus humans have the power to 

control their own experience through their decisions and actions (Pans, 2005). In 

this sense, reality is dynamic and constantly changing as a result of actions. 
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Positivism prefers quantitative methods and a deductive approach, whilst 

interpretivism prefers qualitative methods and an inductive approach. The third 

methodological paradigm is mixed method research, which opposes forced choices 

between positivism and constructivism in terms of methodology, logic, and 

epistemology (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009). Thus, pragmatism rejects the 

dichotomy between subjectivity and objectivity, viewing these two paradigms as 

residing ‘on a continuum, rather than on two opposing poles’ (Teddiie & 

Tashakkori, 2009.p. 87). This approach means that the study design and 

methodology choices made by the researcher depends on how effectively they 

answer the research questions.  

The current study uses a pragmatism research paradigm as its overall meth

odological stance. The philosophical paradigm used for this study is decided based 

on the goals of the study and the type of data gathered. Since the current study is 

focused on investigating the reading processes that the students use when 

conducting the reading-to-write task and the factors affecting their performance in 

such a task, both quantitative and qualitative methods were needed for the study. 

The choice of this particular approach for the study is based on the notion that 

social settings and the learning environment have an impact on learners' 

development and behaviour and that learning is constructed. The current study 

supports this stance and employs a mixed-methods approach that combines 

quantitative and qualitative research techniques. It uses data collection methods 

such as the think-aloud protocol, pre- and post-protocol interviews, and students’ 

essay writings. 

The use of a mixed methods approach design enables the researcher to a 

gain rich and in-depth understanding of the issues under investigation (Cohen et 
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al., 2011). This is particularly important since exploring reading-to-write tasks and 

the factors affecting the performance in such tasks requires adopting a combination 

of different methods (Plakans & Gebril, 2012). Similarly, since some reading 

processes are internal or mental processes, designing an accurate study to assess 

these mental processes might be challenging. Therefore, Matsumoto (1993) stated 

that using multiple methods approach is “strongly encouraged, if we are to obtain 

more accurate, valid data on learners’ cognitive processes as well as compensate 

for the problems inherent in each method” (p. 46). Besides, because the majority 

of previous research on reading-to-write tasks (Alhujaylan, 2020; Cumming et al., 

2005; Delaney, 2008; Esmaeili, 2002; Gebril & Plakans, 2009; Plakans and Gebril, 

2013; Shi, 2004; Watanabe, 2001; Yang, 2009; Zhang, 2013) was quantitative in 

nature, a mixed method approach is required to fill that gap in the literature. That 

is, although previous quantitative studies were able to correlate students’ reading 

and writing scores in reading-to-write tasks to assess their performance, the reading 

processes used by their participants and the factors which might have influenced 

their performance in reading-to-write tasks were not reported. This is because the 

studies were entirely quantitative, and it is difficult to understand these factors fully 

when we are only dealing with numerical data. The qualitative part of this study 

enabled the researcher to understand the context and the participants to fully 

analyse and explain tasks of this kind. 

Furthermore, triangulating the data (which means that “the findings are 

credible to the research population and the readers”) (Mackey & Gass, 2005, p. 

180) for this study by employing multiple research methods (think-aloud protocol, 

pre- and post-protocol interviews, students’ writing essays) can be methodically 

justified because each method compensates for the limitations of the others. This 
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study benefited from the use of these various data collection methods for two 

reasons. First, this combination demonstrated that the type of reading processes 

used by the students in the think-aloud protocol were corroborated by the students' 

perceptions gathered from their interviews. Second, the use of students’ essay 

writings enabled the researcher to determine the students’ writing scores and the 

role of reading on their writing performance. In other words, the writing scores of 

the students were used to determine and compare the differences in the reading 

processes employed by high and low-scoring writers. 

3.2.2 The multiple case-study approach 

A mixed method case study was conducted collecting qualitative data from think-

aloud protocols and interviews with students, as well as quantitative data from 

students' writing scores. By definition, exploratory case studies are frequently used 

in a research context which is not well defined but still requires data for the 

formulation of valid hypotheses (Yin, 2003; 2009). Their broad concept gives the 

researcher a great deal of flexibility and independence in terms of research design 

and data collection, as long as they meet the required scientific criteria of validity 

and reliability (Streb et al., 2008), so the qualitative specificity of an exploratory 

case study is unrestricted. However, critics of such studies question their relevance 

in terms of research which goes beyond the basic formulation of hypotheses leading 

to continuous research, rather than considering this a valuable methodological 

approach in and of itself, due to the ostensible high degree of potential options. The 

similarities between exploratory case study research and grounded theory become 

clear here. 
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Because the principal goal of an exploratory case study is to discover the 

previously unknown, in terms of the scientific status quo, cases which face the 

typical research field difficulties readily obvious benefit the most. It is usual 

practice to make an approximate transfer from extreme findings, such as single 

case studies, to the general. This is especially true when the researcher is 

constrained by data availability and/or a constrictive research environment in terms 

of the phenomenon being studied; that is, when preliminary data collection for 

ultimate generalisation is a requirement for developing subsequent causal studies.h 

Exploratory case studies, according to Robert Yin (2003; 2009), the 

seminal author in the field of case study research in general, are a way to specify 

the necessary questions and hypotheses for building further studies. He emphasised 

the contribution which case study research makes to the advancement of 

continuous social research in general. This covers single and multiple case studies, 

which can be used to test proposed research methodologies and open the door to a 

number of different research designs in the future.  

In comparison with descriptive or explanatory case studies, Yin (2009) also 

underlined the disputed status of this sort of case study research among the 

scientific community. The main source of debate surrounding exploratory case 

studies is their intuitive approach, which is also their greatest advantage when 

studying phenomena which have yet to be acknowledged. 

Although this definition is consistent with the position set out in the 

preceding sections, it overlooks the value of exploratory case study research in the 

study of social phenomena in their original context, particularly when doing so 

through other methods is difficult or impossible. This may apply to other types of 
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case study research as well, but it is a distinguishing feature of the intuitive and 

flexible exploratory case study.  

The present study employed an exploratory, multiple and holistic case study 

since, as previously explained, Saudi EFL undergraduate students’ performance in 

reading-to-write tasks is still in its infancy and little is known about it. The aim of 

the present research was to collect information about Saudi undergraduate 

students’ reading processes used in reading-to-write tasks and the factors affecting 

their performance in such tasks.   

Yin (2003) suggested that a single holistic case study can be used for 

exploring a unique and specific case in a specific context. Yin (2009, p. 18) defined 

a case study as an empirical study intended to examine “a bounded entity in real-

life situations” in depth. One important aspect of a case study is that it has to be a 

bounded entity, which means that there should be a limit, “actually or theoretically, 

to the number of people who could be interviewed or the number of observations 

that could be conducted” (Merriam, 1998, p. 28).  

A case study “penetrates situations in ways that are not always susceptible 

to numerical analysis” (Cohen, Manion & Morrison, 2007, p. 253). It offers “an 

intensive, holistic description and analysis of a single entity, phenomenon, or social 

unit ... relying heavily on inductive reasoning in handling multiple data sources” 

(Merriam, 1998, p. 27). The case-study method fits the goals of the present study 

since it would help to obtain a comprehensive and in-depth understanding of 

students’ reading processes and reading beliefs and how these processes might 

relate to their writing performance.  
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A single case study concentrates on a particular case such as a specific 

person, association, society, family or school/college/university (Bryman, 2016). 

The difference between a single case study and a multiple case study is that in the 

latter, the researcher examines many examples in order to determine the differences 

and similarities between them (Baxter & Jack, 2008; Stake, 1995). Another 

distinction is that the researcher has the ability to analyse data both within and 

across cases (Yin, 2003; 2009). Multiple case studies can be used to predict either 

opposing or similar findings in the research for a variety of reasons (Yin, 2003; 

2009). As a result, the researcher will be able to determine whether or not the 

findings are valuable (Eisenhardt, 1991). When case studies are compared, the 

researcher can use the differences and similarities to have a significant impact on 

the literature (Vannoni, 2015). Other benefits of using several case studies include 

the creation of a more convincing theory since the proposals are more deeply rooted 

in a wider variety of factual evidence. As a result, several cases allow for a more 

in-depth examination of research topics and theoretical development (Eisenhardt 

& Graebner, 2007).  

The evidence generated by a multiple case study is powerful and credible 

(Baxter & Jack, 2008). Duff (2008, p. 124) also argued that a larger number of 

participants might lead to a deeper understanding and the “contextualisation of 

each case, taking fully into account the complexity of interactions, [and] 

perspectives of participants”. Therefore, the reading processes used by Saudi EFL 

undergraduate students when carrying out reading-to-write tasks were investigated 

in the current study using multiple cross-case analyses. The study comprised 

multiple cases (n=10) to compare within and between cases, with each case serving 

a specific purpose within the overall scope of inquiry (Yin, 2003). Using multiple 
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cases would enable the researcher to gain an in-depth understanding of the 

variations within and between the cases (Baxter & Jack, 2008, p. 548), and present 

a compelling and vigorous interpretation of the data (Merriam, 1998); that is, 

provide a detailed picture of the reading processes used by high- and low-scoring 

student writers and the factors affecting their reading and writing performance.  

Case studies have been criticised by nomothetic theorists as lacking 

generalisability. Critics state that case studies focus on single or multiple cases, 

which makes them unsuitable for application to a wider population which shares 

related or diverse circumstances, and they do not accept universal implications and 

theory production (Yin, 2009; 2012). However, case studies do not use specific 

cases which represent a particular population (Bryman, 2016) but focus on the 

paradigm of transferability and not generalisability. Generalisability entails 

applying findings to new situations, individuals or samples (Creswell, 2009), 

whereas transferability indicates that the findings of a case study could be applied 

to similar settings, populations or samples (Mackey & Gass, 2005). Furthermore, 

analytically, case studies are generalisable to theoretical underpinnings rather than 

to people, settings or worlds (Duff, 2008). 

The present study focused on reinforcing the transferability of the findings 

and not statistical generalisability. The purpose was to examine intensely and 

holistically multiple cases in order to corroborate whether the data confirmed the 

theoretical interpretations made on its basis (Bryman, 2016). That is to say, this 

case study was designed to explore the use of reading processes among Saudi 

undergraduate students and how these processes related to their writing. In other 

words, the aim of this study was to broaden and generalise the cognitive theory of 
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reading with the help of data, rather than merely counting the number of reading 

processes used by the students (Yin, 2009; 2012). 

3.3 Study Setting 

The present study focused on the role of reading in integrated reading-to-write tasks 

at the University of Bisha (UB) in Saudi Arabia. In the Saudi EFL context, (at UB 

in particular where this study took place), students carry out reading-to-write tasks 

mainly in the third and fourth years of their English course due to the development 

of their language skills. Therefore, reviewing the Saudi context and the context at 

UB in particular was essential for understanding its education system and 

surrounding circumstances.  

This section is focused on the importance of English at UB, more 

specifically, in the English Department. Additionally, the curriculum and learning 

approaches that are promoted by the English Department at UB will be explained 

in detail.  

3.3.1 The aims of the English department in the Bisha context  

The English department at UB offers a BA in English, which is the only programme 

at an undergraduate level. The programme has a vision to be regarded as 

distinguished both locally and internationally. This vision focuses on providing an 

excellent English programme to equip students with effective skills and knowledge 

to succeed in their future jobs (University of Bisha, Department of English, 2022). 

That is, it endeavours to prepare graduates to meet societal employment standards 

to become translators, teachers and researchers, and to encourage students to keep 

up to date with the latest technology by using eLearning (University of Bisha, 
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Department of English, 2022). It also aims to improve the language proficiency of 

students in different professional areas such as linguistics and applied linguistics, 

and in the critical skills of literary writing and translation.  

3.3.2 The curriculum of the English-language programme in the UB 

English department  

The undergraduate English programme at UB teaches English from the low-

intermediate level up to the advanced level. The programme consists of four years 

of study, each with two semesters. It offers a wide variety of courses in English 

language skills in the two years prior to the commencement of the major courses 

in the third and fourth years. After completing the preparatory courses for two years 

and training in performing different reading and writing activities in the third and 

fourth years, students carry out reading-to-write tasks. In these, they are asked to 

read different materials such as articles and textbooks in order to write different 

types of essays such as narrative, persuasive, descriptive and compare-and-contrast 

essays. A more detailed explanation of the English programme’s syllabus is 

provided in the following section. 

3.3.3 The importance of English reading and writing in the UB English 

department 

Undergraduate students study nine reading, writing, listening, grammar and 

speaking courses, comprising four reading comprehension courses, four writing 

courses and one course of writing for specific purposes. During these courses, 

students learn reading and writing from the low-intermediate level up to the 

advanced level and these courses are extended from year 1 up to the end of year 2. 

In years 3 and 4, students are provided with key courses on applied linguistics, 
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theoretical linguistics, literary forms, translation and technology, and language 

learning. All these courses are taught in one programme which means that students 

have all these courses as core courses and none of them is elective.  

In the first, second, third and fourth semesters of the English programme, 

students study reading comprehension, writing, grammar, listening and speaking, 

Arabic language, Islamic culture, study skills and vocabulary building. Reading 

Comprehension 1, 2, 3 and 4 in the first, second, third and fourth semesters are 

designed to improve students’ reading processes to help them in their reading 

comprehension and build their vocabulary for them to become confident readers. 

This is accomplished by training them in reading by designing classroom activities 

to provide them with appropriate study skills, reinforce their vocabulary 

development and improve their ability to read rapidly. Furthermore, this course 

provides students with skills in reading techniques such as previewing, scanning 

and skimming to enable them to practise their reading outside the classroom and, 

most importantly, to enable them to become capable of performing the reading-to-

write tasks which they will encounter in the third and fourth years of their 

undergraduate studies. 

The Writing 1, 2, 3 and 4 courses in the first, second, third and fourth 

semesters are designed to provide students with the ability to write sentences and 

paragraphs in English, in addition to using vocabulary and grammar. The students 

are also trained to write an introduction, body and conclusion in order to be able to 

write essays. These courses are meant to help students to develop their writing 

skills so that they can undertake reading-to-write tasks in years 3 and 4.  
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After the first and second years when students have completed the 

prerequisite courses such as reading comprehension and writing, they are 

introduced to the main subjects, language learning, research methods and applied 

linguistics, in which they are required to carry out reading-to-write tasks. For 

example, in the sixth semester, the students study a technology and language 

learning course which gives them a brief introduction to current technology and 

theories which support language teaching and learning. It also enables them to use 

technology in language tests and research and teaches the skills necessary for 

evaluating and using language learning software. In this course, the students are 

required to read different academic journals about e-learning theories and then 

discuss, compare and summarise them in their writings. 

Similarly, in the seventh semester, the students take a research methods 

course which teaches them how to comprehend and critique language-learning 

research, to understand the aims and objectives of different research methods, to 

acquire the basics of academic writing, research proposals and research projects, 

the foundations of using appropriate references and bibliography, the proper 

academic critical writing and critical reading processes, and teamwork skills by 

getting them to undertake research tasks in groups and pairs, such as reading 

various academic papers and critiquing them, and to practise data collection, 

analysis and reporting results. Students learn the importance of defending their 

research methods and results and avoiding plagiarism. This course is also designed 

to equip them with skills to choose a topic which stems from gaps in the literature 

and research problems, to search for academic resources for their research and to 

use their knowledge to deal properly with the research problems and difficulties 

(see Appendix B for a description of the research methods course).  



156 

 

 

In the seventh and eighth semesters, students study Applied Linguistics 

courses 1 and 2 which introduce them to applied linguistics, improve their 

understanding of the L1 and L2 acquisition theories, teach them about the non-

linguistic aspects which influence teaching and language learning, introduce the 

language-learning processes, give a brief historical background to the principal 

aspects of language planning, enable them to evaluate the impacts of the global 

spread of English, identify research gaps in the field of applied linguistics, 

compare, evaluate, critique, summarise and present proper arguments about 

different language learning and teaching theories in both L1 and L2, analyse the 

performances of learners and demonstrate learning problems and possible 

solutions, evaluate the importance of non-linguistic features affecting language 

learning, and the language-learning processes which they use and their 

effectiveness based on adequate planning and research (see Appendix A for a 

description of the applied linguistics course). A summary of the curriculum of the 

English Department at UB is provided in Table 3.1.      
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Table 3.1 

         Study Plan for the Undergraduate English Programme, Department of English, UB  

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 
Reading Comprehension 

1 & 2 

Reading 

Comprehension 2 & 3 

 

Speech Workshop Translation 2 & 3  

Writing 1 & 2 Writing 2 & 3 Introduction to 

Linguistics 

Research Methods 

 

Listening & Speaking 1 

& 2 

Listening & Speaking 

2 & 3 

Phonetics Applied 

Linguistics 1 & 2 

 

Grammar 1 & 2 Grammar 2 & 3 

 

 

Introduction to 

Literary Forms 

 

Morphology 

 

Arabic Composition 1 Islamic Culture 2 & 3 Writing for Specific 

Purposes 

 

Poetry 

Islamic Culture 1 & 2 Vocabulary Building 1 

& 2 

Technology and 

Language Learning 

 

Novel 

Study Skills Computer English  

Phonology 

International Test 

Preparation 

 

  Short Story Syntax 

 

  Drama Modern Literary 

Movements 

  Translation 1 

 

 

  Arabic 

Composition 2 

 

 

  Islamic Culture 3 & 

4 

 

 

The study plan described in detail above shows that undergraduate students in the 

English Department of UB are provided with a wide range of preparatory courses 
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to improve their English skills (see Appendix C for the detailed study plan). 

Preparatory courses in years 1 and 2 include reading, writing, listening, speaking 

and vocabulary. In years 1 and 2, there are four reading comprehension courses in 

which students read for comprehension by using information processing skills such 

as previewing, scanning, skimming and decoding. They also learn how to speed-

read and how to read tables and graphs. They are also provided with four writing 

courses in which they learn how to write sentences and paragraphs. They learn how 

to write with correct grammar and spelling. 

The curriculum also contains major courses in years 3 and 4 in which 

students learn about theoretical linguistics, applied linguistics, literature and 

translation. During these courses, they write different essays and research papers. 

For instance, applied linguistics students are required to understand areas and 

definitions of applied linguistics theories and must compare different theories of 

L1 and L2 acquisition, analyse learners’ performance and evaluate the 

effectiveness of language-learning processes by reading different books and 

articles and incorporate these reading materials into their research papers. 

In year 4, students carry out a research study in which they demonstrate 

their academic and critical writing skills and their teamwork skills as they work 

together in groups and pairs, and their ability to justify a research methodology and 

defend their results. They must avoid plagiarism and produce an original piece of 

research by using their research skills to find relevant sources, evaluate them and 

then incorporate them into their writing. Additionally, as the undergraduate 

students studying English at UB do undertake reading-to-write tasks, the context 

was entirely suitable for the present study to be undertaken there. 
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To sum up, this overview of the curriculum of the Department of English 

at UB shows that undergraduate students study reading and writing preparatory 

courses which are designed to prepare them to carry out reading-to-write tasks at 

later stages in years 3 and 4. In the third and fourth years of their study, the students 

perform reading-to-write tasks in subjects such as technology and language 

learning, applied linguistics and research methods. Overall, therefore, because 

these students carry out reading-to-write tasks, this department was a suitable 

setting for the current study to be conducted. 

3.4 The participants and the sampling techniques of the study  

Ten third-year undergraduate students from the Department of English participated 

in the study. Convenience and purposive sampling techniques were used to recruit 

them. Convenience sampling is defined as a type of non-probability sampling in 

which members of the target population who meet specific practical criteria such 

as easy accessibility, geographic proximity, availability at a specific time and 

willingness to participate are included in the study (Dornyei, 2007). Purposive 

sampling, on the other hand, also known as judgement sampling, is defined as the 

purposeful selection of a participant based on the participant’s characteristics. It is 

a non-random strategy which does not require any underlying ideas or a 

predetermined quantity of participants (Etikan et al., 2016). Patton (1990, p. 169) 

said that purposive sampling is the most powerful strategy for “selecting 

information-rich cases for the study in-depth. Information-rich cases are those from 

which one can learn a great deal about the issues of central importance to the 

purpose of research”. Other researchers have argued that in selecting a sample, the 

most important factor to evaluate is whether the sample is likely to yield the 
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information needed to answer the research questions (Bryman, 2016; Cohen et al., 

2007; Mackey & Gass, 2005). 

Convenience sampling was used because the population was relatively 

small (Newby, 2010), and all participants who volunteered for the study were 

recruited. In purposive sampling, the main sampling criteria were third-year 

students studying for the English language degree who would have higher English 

language proficiency than first- or second-year students in order to complete the 

reading-to-write tasks. In other words, the third-year students were assumed to 

have higher English language proficiency because they had all studied English 

language courses in reading, writing, listening and grammar for two years. Fourth-

year students were excluded from the study to avoid any disruption to the final year 

of their study.  

Initially, 28 third-year students who were studying for their English degree 

were invited to participate in the study; however, 12 participants returned their 

consent forms. Two subsequently withdrew from the study due to their inability to 

verbalise their thoughts out loud in the think-aloud, with ten students therefore 

completing all the tasks.  

3.4.1 Demographic information of the participants  

The participants were Sami, Salman, Hatim, Bader, Rami, Khalid, Muneer, Jawad, 

Kamal and Ziad (all of their names were altered using pseudonyms). Respect and 

protection for research participants were provided by ensuring the confidentiality 

of information shared and anonymity by not revealing their identities. Anonymity 

was provided through the use of pseudonyms (Surmiak, 2018). The students’ age 

ranged from 21 to 23 years old. They were divided into high- and low-scoring 
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students based on their essay writing scores. The participants’ profiles are 

presented in Table 3.2.  

   Table 3.2  

  The Profiles of the Participants 

Pseudonym Age L1 Average 

essay scores 

(out of 5) 

High (H) or 

Low (L) Scoring 

Writers 

Sami  22 Arabic 4.33 H 

Salman  22 Arabic 3.66 H 

Hatim  21 Arabic 3.33 H 

Bader  23 Arabic 3.66 H 

Rami  22 Arabic 3 H 

Khalid  22 Arabic 1.66 L 

Jawad  21 Arabic 1.66 L 

Kamal  21 Arabic 2.33 L 

Ziad  21 Arabic 2 L 

Muneer  22 Arabic 1.66 L 

    

The biographic data from the interviews showed that the students all came from 

villages close to the University of Bisha and had completed their previous studies 

in primary, middle and high school in their villages. None of the participants had 

studied any additional English courses other than those provided in the school. 

Because of the country’s cultural norms and the fact that the researcher was 

a male, all the participants were male and homogenous. Their native language was 

Arabic, and English was their foreign language which they had studied from the 

ages of 13 to 15. 
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3.5 Data collection methods 

The current study employed methodological triangulation, using multiple methods 

such as the think-aloud protocol, pre-protocol and post-protocol interviews, and the 

students’ written work (see section 3.15 for a detailed explanation of the 

triangulation method). The data collection methods were based on two principles. 

First, that there should be a match between the research methods and the research 

questions, and they should be connected with and complement each other; and 

second, that the selection of the methods should enhance the trustworthiness of the 

study (Dornyei, 2007; Zhao & Hirvela, 2015).  

Every data collection method was connected to and complemented the 

other methods. More specifically, pre-protocol interviews were used to 

complement the think-aloud protocol reports by understanding the participants’ 

backgrounds and their perceptions about reading, and post-protocol interviews 

complemented the think-aloud protocol reports by providing information about the 

students’ experience of the reading-to-write task. In addition, their written work 

complemented the interviews and the think-aloud protocols by providing 

information on the students’ writing proficiency levels and shedding light on the 

relationship between their reading processes and their writing performance. Patton 

(1990) stated that triangulation or using multiple data collection methods helps to 

understand phenomena in detail and also enriches the validity of the findings by 

obtaining information from different data sources. An explanation of the design of 

each instrument is presented in the following sections. 
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3.5.1 The think-aloud protocol  

A think-aloud protocol was used in the study to collect the data on students' reading 

processes. The think-aloud protocol is a description of verbal reports which 

represents a person’s thought processes, and it is used to explore the cognitive 

incidents and processes which take place while doing a task or solving a problem 

(Bowles, 2010; Ericsson & Simon, 1993). In other words, in the field of cognitive 

psychology, the think-aloud protocol is regarded as an important research 

instrument which enables researchers to observe the techniques used by 

participants when working on a task. It allows the verbalisation of participants’ 

thoughts without altering their thought processes (Bowles, 2010; Ericsson & 

Simon, 1993) and can provide an enormous amount of valuable qualitative data for 

researchers which illustrate the ways, explanations and justifications for why 

people act in a particular way (Hannu & Pallab, 2002). To gain insights into how 

the participants thought as they approached and carried out the reading-to-write 

task, the think-aloud method was therefore deemed appropriate for the current 

study. 

In reading research, the think-aloud protocol is defined as “a measurement 

instrument to assess the students’ text comprehension while they read” (Bowles, 

2010, p.6). This method is centred on encouraging students to express their 

thoughts while reading, allowing the researcher to determine their reading 

strategies. The think-aloud protocol was used in this study to explore the students’ 

reading processes in reading-to-write tasks. The reading process is not something 

tangible or easily accessible, so the think-aloud method was used to access the 

participants’ mental processes. In other words, the think-aloud protocol was 
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intended to answer the first and second research questions which were about the 

types of reading process which the students used when reading for integrated 

writing, and to identify any differences between the participants in their usage of 

reading processes.   

A think-aloud protocol, according to Ward and Traweek (1993) and Greene 

(1998), comprises a concurrent think-aloud protocol and a reconstruction 

procedure. The concurrent approach obtains verbalisation as soon as the participant 

interacts with the text and the researcher. The task is videotaped during 

reconstruction, and the subject is asked to evaluate it and remark on his/her reading. 

Concurrent think-aloud protocols were employed in this study because they 

enabled the researcher to communicate directly with each participant and acquire 

precise information during the task. This was in line with previous studies on the 

role of reading-to-write tasks (Gebril & Plakans, 2009; Plakans, 2009; Plakans & 

Gebril, 2012). 

There are many advantages to the think-aloud protocol, which makes it a 

valuable instrument for data collection. First, it can help to reveal how people work 

on a task and what choices or decisions they make in completing it (Cowan, 2019; 

Ericsson & Simon, 1993). Second, it can also help participants and researchers to 

determine the best techniques and processes for planning and performing a task 

successfully. Third, it makes it possible to examine the feelings, practices and 

beliefs which the participants experience while performing a task. Fourth, it 

enables researchers to examine the sequential phases of the participants' cognitive 

processes over a specific duration, rather than receiving a broad summary at the 

end of a task (Ericsson & Simon, 1993). As a consequence, this approach 
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significantly improves the detail of the data obtained (Bowles, 2010). For example, 

in the current study, the think-aloud protocol enabled me to collect the reading 

processes as they occurred when the participants performed the reading-to-write 

task. 

Despite its numerous advantages, however, it also has some limitations. 

First, there are possible effects which researchers could have on participants while 

they are completing the tasks. Second, there could be also the difficulty of 

verbalising in a second or foreign language. Third, verbalising the task could be 

also challenging due to time-limits on a task. Any or all of these limitations might 

hinder the verbalisation process and they will be discussed in detail in the following 

paragraphs. 

The first limitation of the think-aloud protocol is the possible impact that a 

researcher could have on participants while they are carrying out a think-aloud task 

which might change the techniques and processes which they employ, and this is 

known as a ‘reactivity problem’ (Hannu & Pallab, 2002; Smagorinsky, 1989; 

2001). For instance, when the researcher distracts the participants or provides them 

with specific instructions on how to perform a task, which might change the 

structure of their thought process. Therefore, in this study, I made my presence less 

visible to the participants to avoid distracting them, and I did not interact with them 

or ask them any questions while verbalising their thoughts other than reminding 

them to verbalise their thoughts when they fell silent using the verbalisation 

technique which will be explained next. 

There is also the possibility that the participants might not verbalise all of 

their thoughts. To overcome this issue, Chi et al. (1989), Ericsson and Simon 



166 

 

 

(1993), Charters (2003), Cowan (2019), Ferguson-Hessler and de Jong (1990), 

Gibson (1997), Green (1998), Guvendir (2014) and Van Someren et al. (1994) all 

suggested that it is important for a researcher or research assistant to constantly 

remind participants to continue verbalising their thoughts when they fall silent. The 

current study, therefore, used the question and prompting technique to stimulate 

the students’ verbalisation. During a think-aloud process, the researcher can ask 

questions, or the participant can be prompted at predetermined intervals to say what 

s/he is thinking or doing. For example, the researcher could ask questions such as 

‘Did you double-check this idea?’, ‘Why are you using this idea?’, ‘Does this idea 

remind you of another idea?’ or simply ‘What are you thinking of?’, which is the 

most unbiased form of prompt (Cowan, 2019; Charters, 2003). Thus, in this study, 

the researcher only used the unbiased prompting technique, asking ‘What are you 

thinking of?’ whenever a participant stopped verbalising his thoughts; this was the 

only interruption made by me during the whole process of verbalisation.  

Another limitation of the think-aloud protocol is the difficulty of 

verbalising in L2, as this can lead to inhibition in which participants might find 

difficulties in expressing some thoughts which they would not encounter in their 

native language (Rubin, 1994). To address this issue, the students in the current 

study had the choice of using their L1 in the verbalisation process.  

There could also be a difficulty of verbalising when a task is restricted by 

time. When participants verbalise their thoughts under time pressure, their 

performance in the think-aloud task might degrade (Hertzum & Holmegaard, 

2013). Therefore, as suggested by Ericsson and Simon (1993), Green (1998) and 

Russo, Johnson and Stephens (1989), I took precautions when conducting the 
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think-aloud protocol such as not imposing any time constraints on the task. In 

addition, the students were asked not to interpret their thoughts while thinking 

(Charters, 2003; Cowan, 2019; Ericsson & Simon, 1993; Green, 1998; Plakans, 

2009; Gebril & Plakans, 2009; Zhao & Hirvela (2015), but just to verbalise them 

as they occurred to them. These instructions were also provided in the instructions 

on the first page of the task, and they were emphasised by the researcher during the 

training session to ensure that the participants were not distracted when verbalising 

their thoughts. 

The difficulty of the task could be also an issue. The think-aloud protocol 

involves various tasks and some are more difficult than others (Nisbett & Wilson, 

1977; Penney, 1975). When the task is too difficult for the participants to 

comprehend, it hinders their verbalisation process. Difficulties which arise in this 

circumstance are related to short- and long-term memory. Information retrieved 

from the short-term memory is preferable to that from the long-term memory since 

information from the long-term memory is sometimes affected by the perception 

processes. The problem is that when data are stored in the long-term memory, 

participants start to inaccurately describe the process which they are using 

(Ericsson & Simon, 1993).  

To overcome these issues in the current study, I therefore asked the 

participants to verbalise their thoughts out loud to the tape-recorder while 

undertaking the task. Also, as suggested by Gebril and Plakans (2009) and Zhao 

and Hirvela (2015), the reading texts used in the think-aloud reading-to-write task 

were checked by two experienced teachers from the English Department where the 

current study was conducted in terms of the language difficulty and suitability for 
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the students. The language complexity of the reading texts was also evaluated by 

piloting the reading materials with four English undergraduate students similar to 

the students who participated in the main study (see the ‘Pilot study’ section).   

Furthermore, according to Hosenfeld (1977) and Hertzum and Holmegaard, 

(2013), the researcher should use a follow-up approach to corroborate the findings 

from think-aloud protocols and to assess their impact on the task. Thus, the follow-

up approach employed in this study was post-protocol interviews to assess the 

effect of the think-aloud protocol on the participants’ performance in the reading-

to-write task.  

3.5.2 Pre- and post-protocol interviews 

In line with Plakans (2008), two types of interviews were used in this current study, 

before and after the think-aloud task. According to Plakans (2008), it is crucial to 

interview students both before and after a think-aloud task in order to gather 

general information about the participants prior to the task and assess the impact 

of the think-aloud protocol on the students' performance afterwards. Interviews are 

not just a simple conversation between a researcher and a participant but a 

conversation with a purpose (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). So the interview which 

preceded the think-aloud protocol was designed to collect information about the 

participants’ previous reading and writing experiences in English, their perceptions 

about reading and writing and their understanding of what a good reader or writer 

is. The pre-interview question guide was based on that proposed by Plakans (2008). 

It is important to note that as the present study focused on the role of reading in 

reading-to-write tasks, I added questions related to reading, which were not 
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included in Plakans’s (2008) pre-protocol questions (see Appendix D for the pre-

protocol interview questions). For example, the students were asked: 

● ‘What is reading?’   

● ‘What are the features of a good reader in your studies?’  

● ‘What is writing?’ 

● ‘What are the features of a good writer in your studies?’  

The post-task interviews, on the other hand, focused on the participants’ 

thoughts about the reading-to-write task, how they had started and how they had 

finished it, their understanding of the task expectations, what problems and 

difficulties they faced while performing the task, how they dealt with those 

difficulties, and whether the think-aloud protocol had affected their reading or 

writing performance. The post-protocol interview questions were designed based 

on the questions suggested by Plakans (2008) (see Appendix E for the post-protocol 

interview questions). For example, the participants were asked:  

● ‘How did you start your task?’  

● ‘Did you experience any problems/difficulties before doing the task? if yes, what 

were they?   

● What did you do to solve the problems?’  

● How did you know you were done with the task? 

The pre-protocol interviews took place a week before the data collection 

for the think-aloud protocol. They were conducted independently from the reading-



170 

 

 

to-write tasks and the post-protocol interviews since they focused on general 

information about the participants and their perceptions of reading and writing and 

were thematically unrelated to the reading-to-write tasks. The post-protocol 

interviews, on the other hand, were conducted soon after the reading-to-write task 

because they were designed to assess the think-aloud impact on the students’ 

performance in the task. The post-protocol interviews, in other words, were based 

on the students’ short-term recollections of the reading-to-write task.  

It should be noted here that although I used a question list prepared for the 

interviews in the current study, I also tried to be open to any other unanticipated 

information which might emerge during the interviews. I also ended every 

interview session with an invitation for the interviewee to add any comments or 

ask any questions about the study.  

3.5.3 The reading-to-write tasks  

The first stage in using the think-aloud protocol as a data collection instrument, 

according to Rankin (1988), is to choose suitable texts for the reading-to-write task. 

In this regard, Rankin (1988) advised that the length, organisation and complexity 

of the texts should all be considered when choosing a text. The level of difficulty 

should be appropriate for the cognitive load of the subjects: not too challenging, as 

this would prevent them from thinking aloud, and not too easy, as this would cause 

them to read automatically.  

Two reading-to-write tasks on the topic of education were developed for 

the purpose of this study. The reading part consisted of two excerpts from journal 

articles, one entitled ‘Foreign students and foreign methodologies’ by Holliday 

(1994) and the other ‘A pedagogy of particularity’ by Kumaravadivelu (2001). 
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These topics were chosen because they were similar to the students’ English 

language discipline which they studied at the university, applied linguistics in 

particular (see Appendix F for the original reading-to-write tasks used in the 

English Department). The teachers in the English Department where the current 

study was conducted used different pedagogical authentic articles about teaching 

and learning theories (see the ‘Study Setting’ section) more specifically (see 

Appendix A for Applied linguistics course description), and after the researcher 

consulted two experienced teachers, they suggested these topics and checked them 

for language difficulty and appropriateness for the participating students. The 

reason for reviewing the reading texts with teachers from the same English 

Department as the students who were recruited for the current study was to take 

into account the students’ nature, background knowledge and cultural issues, as 

recommended by Carrell (1987). In addition, the language difficulty and suitability 

of the reading texts were evaluated by piloting the texts with four English 

undergraduate students who were similar to those who participated in the main 

study (see the ‘Pilot Study’ section). Using similar source reading texts would help 

to stimulate the students’ thoughts and help them to perform better in the reading-

to-write tasks. That is, this kind of text would help the students to use different 

reading processes to overcome comprehension difficulties and construct arguments 

in their writings (Delaney, 2008; Hirvela, 2004; Watanabe, 2001). 

In addition, the text length should be sufficient to engage the participants 

in reading but not so long that they feel overwhelmed by the demands of having to 

think aloud. Rankin (1988) recommended that texts should be between 300 and 

1000 words long. Thus, both of the source reading texts were one page long, with 
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no more than 500 words in each, the first having 357 words and the second 388 

words. 

The genre chosen for the reading-to-write task was an argumentative essay 

prompt using two reading excerpts which presented contrasting viewpoints. The 

argumentative genre was chosen based on the advice of a number of previous 

researchers (Cumming et al., 2005; Plakans, 2008; Gebril, 2006) who, for example, 

argued that students approach argumentative writing tasks well since this type of 

genre requires them to evaluate the reading texts, construct, and concisely present 

their arguments. The tasks required students to read the two reading texts and then 

write an argumentative essay according to the writing prompts. The writing 

prompts required the students to write an essay in which they defend their argument 

by using examples and evidence from the reading texts, incorporating related 

information from the texts, citing the authors rather than copying exact sentences 

and providing a conclusion (see Appendix G for the reading-to-write tasks used in 

this study).  

In addition, the students’ written products were used as a source of data to 

establish their writing levels and to investigate the role of reading in their writing 

in the reading-to-write task.  

3.6 The pilot study 

Pilot studies are described as “small-scale versions of the planned study, trial runs 

of planned methods or miniature versions of the anticipated research” (Kim, 2010, 

p. 2). Prior to carrying out any research, piloting the research instruments is 

required as part of the research design cycle to ensure their usability, feasibility and 



173 

 

 

clarity (Wallen & Fraenkel, 2001). De Vaus (1993, p. 54) emphasised the need to 

carry out a pilot with a simple recommendation: “Do not take the risk … Pilot test 

first”. 

The aim of the pilot study was to examine all the planned procedures of 

data collection including testing the validity, reliability and suitability of the 

instruments, the think-aloud protocol, the pre- and post-protocol interviews and the 

reading-to-write tasks, and to refine them if needed. The study was piloted in the 

same English Department where the main study was conducted. It took place in the 

first semester of 2018, and it lasted for two weeks.  

Students for the pilot study were selected purposely to ensure that as far as 

possible they were similar to the sample intended to be recruited for the main study, 

that is, third-year undergraduate English students. Nineteen students expressed an 

interest in participating in the pilot study but eventually only four students 

completed all the pilot tasks. 

3.6.1 Pilot study data collection procedure  

The pilot students were invited to a training session at which they signed informed 

consent forms and attended a presentation about the think-aloud protocol. In the 

presentation, the aims and objectives of the study and the participants’ rights in the 

study were explained in detail. After the presentation, the students received 

instructions about carrying out the think-aloud protocol and listened to a recording 

of a sample of thinking aloud. After that, as recommended by Ericsson and Simon 

(1993), Gebril and Plakans (2009), Plakans (2008; 2009); Plakans and Gebril, 

(2012), Shi (2004) and Zhao and Hirvela (2015), they were given a practice session. 
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In the practice session, I showed them the think-aloud process by playing a 

video which explained the verbalisation process of the think-aloud protocol (see 

Appendix I for the video link to the think-aloud protocol demonstration). I also 

trained them to think while reading using the reading-to-write task which I intended 

to use in the main study in order to test issues such as familiarity and difficulty. 

Before the data collection, oral feedback on the training session was provided to 

the participants to reduce any concerns they might have about the think-aloud 

protocol tasks and process. The feedback emphasised the need to verbalise their 

thoughts rather than reading the texts out loud, as well as the importance of 

continuing to verbalise their thoughts rather than falling silent. They also had an 

opportunity to ask any questions related to the study.  

I started the pilot with a pre-task interview, which lasted for around 20 to 

28 minutes, and then asked the students to do the reading-to-write task. After the 

task, they were invited to comment on it.  

The tasks were arranged in the following order. Students were first 

presented with the think-aloud protocol instructions on the first page, then the first 

reading task on the second page, the second reading task on the third page, and the 

task instructions on the fourth page. Each task was presented in this order on a 

separate page and these pages were given unstapled to the students so that they 

could choose to proceed with the task in their preferred order. This also enabled 

me to check whether the students would read the instructions first or would read 

the texts first and then the instructions. In other words, it enabled me to check 

whether they were reading the texts with a purpose.   
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The tasks were performed in a small classroom, and I started the pre-

protocol interviews with each participant in the first week. Then in the second 

week, I started the reading-to-write task which was followed by post-protocol 

interviews. During the reading-to-write task, I remained with each participant in 

the room for around five minutes to make sure that they were verbalising their 

thoughts out loud and then left them alone. I told the students to call me when they 

had finished the task. Each task session lasted for between two and four hours and 

the performance of the tasks was audio recorded; none of the participants felt 

comfortable with being video recorded. When the participants had finished 

verbalising their thoughts and writing, I conducted the post-task interviews, which 

each lasted between 18 and 20 minutes. All the interviews were audio-recorded.  

3.7 Adjustments to the process of the data collection  

As a result of testing the study instruments in the pilot, changes were made to the 

verbalising process, time duration and number of participants. These are 

explained in detail below.  

3.7.1 Verbalisation issue 

When I checked the recordings of the four pilot participants, I found that all of 

them were reading silently and sometimes out loud, or that there were long gaps in 

their verbalisation. None of them had verbalised their thoughts properly. For 

example, a participant started verbalising his thoughts in the following way (the 

text in normal font is from the actual text, and the text in parenthesis is the 

participants’ verbalised thoughts):  

On the one hand, there are curriculum developers or teachers 

trying to effect appropriate English language teaching with 
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students who are foreign, (what is foreign?) (Using phone to 

translate) to them, either at home or abroad. They try to 

understand students' attitudes and ways of doing things, which, 

to the outsider, are often unclear. On the other hand, there are 

teachers and curriculum developers who are native to the 

countries where they work, and the same nationality as the 

students they teach. These language educators are trying to make 

sense of methodologies developed in Britain, North America or 

Australasia for 'ideal'... teaching-learning situations which are 

very different from their own. In this latter scenario, the question 

of what is the ideal classroom situation, or how far received 

classroom methodologies are the most appropriate, becomes very 

important. However, we have insufficient data about what really 

happens between people in the classroom. In addition, we lack 

this data for the wide range of social settings in which English 

language education is carried out around the world. (Okay).  

Another participant read in the following way:  

First and foremost, any post method pedagogy has to be a 

pedagogy of particularity. That is to say, language pedagogy, in 

order to be relevant, must be sensitive to a particular group of 

teachers teaching a particular group of learners pursuing a 

particular set of goals within a particular institutional context 

embedded in a particular sociocultural environment. A pedagogy 

of particularity, then, is opposed to the notion that there can be 

one set of pedagogic aims and objectives realisable through one 

set of pedagogic principles and procedures. At its core, the idea 

of pedagogic particularity is consistent with the perspective of 

situational understanding (Elliott, 1993), which claims that a 

meaningful pedagogy cannot be constructed without a holistic 

interpretation of particular situations, and that it cannot be 

improved without a general improvement of those particular 

situations. All pedagogy, like all politics, is local. Politics …! To 

ignore local needs is to ignore lived experiences. Pedagogies that 

ignore lived experiences will ultimately prove to be “so 

disturbing for those affected by them - so threatening to their 

belief systems - that hostility is aroused and learning becomes 

impossible” (Coleman, 1996, p. 11). A case in point is the sense 

of disillusionment that accompanied the spread of 

communicative language teaching. From South Africa, Chick 

(1996) wonders whether “our choice of communicative language 

teaching as a goal was possibly a sort of naive ethnocentrism 

prompted by the thought that what is good for Europe or the USA 
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had to be good for KwaZulu” (p. 22). From Pakistan, Shamim 

(1996) reports that her attempt to introduce communicative 

language teaching into her classroom met with a great deal of 

resistance from her learners, making her “terribly exhausted” and 

leading her to realise that, by introducing this methodology, she 

was actually “creating psychological barriers to learning” (p. 

109). From India, Tickoo (1996) points out that even locally 

initiated pedagogic innovations have failed because they merely 

attempted to combine them with the methodological framework 

inherited from abroad, without fully taking into account local 

linguistic, sociocultural, and political particularities, (Okay, so it 

is about Europe and the USA). 

Another participant started this way:  

(Okay), First and foremost, any post … a pedagogy of 

particularity, then, is opposed to the notion that there can be one 

set of pedagogic aims and objectives which are realisable … 

(okay). 

These examples show that the participants kept on reading loudly with long gaps 

in their verbalisation or reading silently with no verbalisation. As a result of this 

finding, I decided to stay with each participant throughout the performance of the 

task in the main study. The participants were reminded to think aloud every time 

they fell silent or stopped verbalising their thoughts to ensure that they verbalised 

all their thoughts rather than keeping silent. The reminding technique used in the 

main study was asking them “What are you thinking now?”, which was the only 

interruption from me.  

3.7.2 The issue of think-aloud during writing  

Another issue identified during the pilot study was the difficulty of thinking aloud 

during writing. When the participants started writing, they failed to verbalise their 

thoughts and fell silent most of the time. That might have been caused by the 

reactivity problem (Smagorinsky, 1989) which is the disturbance which occurs to 
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the cognitive processes when students have to write and think aloud at the same 

time. Therefore, in the main study, the participants were asked to verbalise their 

thoughts only during the reading stage to ensure the reliability of conducting the 

think-aloud protocol process.  

3.7.3 Timing issue 

The amount of time required to complete the tasks was also a major challenge in 

the pilot data collection process. This might affect the quality of the data collected 

as it could have added a greater cognitive load to the participants and made them 

reluctant to participate. The first participant in the pilot study spent four hours on 

the reading-to-write tasks and other students who had been invited to take part in 

the pilot study started to hesitate and asked to withdraw. So in the main study, I 

focused on verbalisation during the reading process only and let the participants 

write without verbalisation.   

This issue had been reported as a possible effect of the think-aloud 

protocols (Cohen, 2000; Green, 1998; Russo, Johnson & Stephens, 1989; Stratman 

& Hamp-Lyons, 1994; Wade, 1990) and the previous researchers had suggested 

training the students on undertaking a think-aloud protocol as a means of tackling 

this potential problem. Although the students who participated in the pilot study 

were trained on performing a think-aloud protocol, they still could not bear the 

additional cognitive load of verbalising their thoughts while engaged in writing. 

Previous studies on the role of reading-to-write tasks have dealt with this issue 

differently. That is, the studies conducted in English-language preparation courses 

have used placement tests as reading-to-write tasks and these placement tests were 

restricted by time, which might have affected the quality of the students’ 
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verbalisations (Cumming et al., 2005; Delaney, 2008; Esmaeili, 2002; Plakans, 

2008; 2009; Gebril & Plakans, 2009; Plakans & Gebril, 2013; Watanabe, 2001; 

Yang, 2009; Zhang, 2013). The previous studies conducted in natural contexts, in 

which students carried out reading-to-write tasks as part of their normal studies, 

reported that think-aloud protocol issues including the timing issue were dealt with 

in the training session, however, the exact techniques used to address these issues 

were not reported (Plakans & Gebril, 2012; Shi, 2004; Zhao & Hirvela, 2015).  

3.7.4 Student retention issue 

In addition, I found it difficult to recruit a large number of students to the study. In 

the pilot study, nineteen students expressed interest in participating but fourteen 

did not show up when the study began. As a result, I had five participants, one of 

whom requested to withdraw in the middle of the reading-to-write task and was 

advised that the information which he had submitted would be erased.  

Duff (2012) asserted that case studies use small numbers of participants to 

investigate in depth particular cases rather than generalising statistics. I therefore 

decided to recruit a smaller number of students in each group in the main study. I 

encouraged the students to participate in the study by explaining its importance for 

both students and language teachers. 

3.8 Data collection procedure in the main study 

The main study was conducted over a period of seven weeks from 1 September to 

27
 
October 2019.  In week one, I visited the Department of English to familiarise 

myself with the students and prepare the data collection place. The data were 

collected in a quiet office well equipped with chairs and desks. Also, the students 
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were informed about the aims and procedure of the study and were then asked to 

read and sign informed consent forms.  

First, in week 1, I attended the students’ class to invite them to participate 

in the study and to answer any questions they had in order to lower their concerns 

about participating in a study. I knew that the current study was the first empirical 

study to be conducted in the Department of English and the students told me that 

they were using the think-aloud technique for the first time. I invited them to attend 

a presentation about thinking aloud at which I explained the aims, objectives and 

procedure of the study in greater detail, with a focus on the think-aloud protocol 

and their rights in the study. Also, the importance of the study and how it would 

help them to learn about actual research and data collection were explained. After 

the presentation, the students who agreed to take part in the study were given 

informed consent forms and asked to sign and return them to me or their teachers 

(see Appendix J for the informed consent form). The students were also told that 

they could email me or come to the designated office if they had any questions 

about the study. Consequently, I attended the office daily from 8am to 2pm to fit 

with the students’ availability and to be there to answer their questions. As 

expected, many students and teachers came to the office and asked many questions 

about the study in general and the think-aloud protocol in particular.  

In week 2, the students who had consented to participate in the study were 

invited to a training session. This session was held for two reasons: first, for me to 

become familiar with the participants and to make them feel relaxed and motivated 

as they would be dealing with a member of their own society (Crabtree & Miller, 

1999) and second, to train them on how to conduct the think-aloud protocol and to 
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reduce their concerns about the think-aloud verbalisation (Ericsson & Simon, 

1993).  

In the training session, the participants received instructions about think-

aloud tasks. I showed them a video of the think-aloud process carried out by me. 

In this four-minute demonstration video, I demonstrated the verbalisation process 

by focusing on verbalising my thoughts and not simply reading the text out loud. I 

used the reading-to-write task which I had created for the practice session (see 

Appendix H for the think-aloud protocol practice task). After that, the participants 

were given a practice session using the prepared practice reading-to-write task. In 

that session, I trained them to think-aloud while reading by demonstrating the 

process in front of them using the training practice reading-to-write task. The focus 

of my performance in both the video and the training session was on distinguishing 

between reading loudly and thinking aloud. I also attempted to urge them to 

continue verbalising their thoughts, to relax, and to deal with this activity as if it 

were one of their regular class assignments. After my demonstration, the 

participants were given a copy of the practice task and asked to carry out a 

verbalisation one at a time. They were asked if they would feel comfortable 

verbalising out loud in front of everyone attending the practice session and they 

welcomed the idea.  

After the training session and before the actual data collection, the students 

were given oral feedback on the training session. I invited them to meetings at 

which I gave them oral feedback on the training session. Each meeting lasted 20 to 

30 minutes, with each participant receiving individual attention. The feedback was 

on the verbalisation process, specifically the gaps in the verbalisation and the habits 
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of reading silently or aloud, which I had observed during the training session. The 

feedback was significant for ensuring that the participants were verbalising their 

thoughts properly, as some of them had just read the texts out loud without 

verbalising their thoughts at all. I therefore had to make sure that they understood 

that verbalising their thoughts while reading was an essential part of the study and 

was different from reading texts out loud. 

Muneer (a low scorer), for example, had read silently and not clearly 

verbalised his thoughts when reading. As a result, I concentrated on these issues 

with him, and I noted that he was making progress. Kamal (another low-scorer) 

was reading aloud with little verbalization so I had to make sure that he understood 

the distinction between reading aloud and thinking aloud in order to avoid these 

problems throughout the data collection. Sami, a high-scoring participant, was 

verbalising his thoughts but his voice was very low, and he explained that he was 

not used to thinking aloud, so I had to make sure that he raised his voice and I 

encouraged him by praising his performance in the think-aloud protocol for his first 

time, which was later reflected positively in his performance, particularly in raising 

his voice. 

Moreover, at this stage, as mentioned in section 3.4 two students decided 

to withdraw from the study due to their inability to verbalise their thoughts out 

loud, even after several attempts to alleviate their fears regarding the verbalisation 

process, and I completed the study with ten students. In addition, as the training 

session was intended to reduce any concerns the participants had about the think-

aloud protocol tasks or the process for conducting these tasks, I invited them to ask 

any questions regarding the study by emailing, texting or even calling me.  
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Also in week 2, I started the preparations for the main data collection and 

for the location. I made sure that the designated office for the study was suitable, 

quiet and equipped with comfortable chairs and desks. I prepared beverages and 

snacks for the participants to make them feel comfortable and to keep them focused 

on the task. After collecting the signed consent forms from the participants, giving 

them a presentation, a training session about the think-aloud protocol and feedback 

on the session, I started to schedule them according to their availability and 

readiness. The data were collected in two phases: week three was designated for 

the pre-protocol interviews and weeks four, six and seven were designated for the 

reading-to-write tasks and the post-protocol interviews.  

On an attendance sheet, I wrote the participants’ names, their preferred day 

and time for the pre-protocol interviews and for the reading-to-write task and post-

protocol interviews within the limits of the study time scale, and their telephone 

numbers so that I could remind them one day prior to their appointment. I collected 

telephone numbers because Saudi students do not use emails routinely but depend 

primarily on telephone communication. As recommended by Gillham (2000), I 

started to prepare the participants by reminding them of the aims of the interview, 

the place where they were to meet me, the estimated duration of the reading-to-

write task and the reasons for audio-recording them. None of the participants were 

comfortable with being video recorded, so all the sessions were audio-recorded 

only. Also, as suggested by Cohen (2000), Ericsson and Simon (1993), Green 

(1998), Russo, Johnson and Stephens (1989) and Wade (1990), the participants 

were allowed to use their preferred language in the interviews and the think-aloud 

protocol verbalisation, which in all cases was their first language, Arabic.  
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In week 3, I started the data collection by reminding every participant at the 

beginning of the session of the nature of the study, its aims and the think-aloud 

protocol procedure. Then, with my recording device charged and ready to use, I 

started the pre-protocol interviews on the students’ previous and current reading 

and writing experiences. In addition, as recommended by Creswell (2007), if the 

participants’ answers were incomplete or ambiguous, I tried to understand their 

point better by asking follow-up questions, such as ‘What do you mean by that?’ 

or by repeating the question or part of it, or by providing prompts as explained in 

the interviews (see Appendix E for the post-protocol interviews). The pre-protocol 

interviews lasted between 30 to 38 minutes. It is important to note that since the 

pre-protocol interviews were about general information about the participant and 

were independent from the reading-to-write tasks, I decided to conduct them before 

the actual data collection to reduce the amount of cognitive load on the participants. 

The pre-protocol interviews with the participants lasted for five days with two 

interviews on each day. Since each participant had to attend only one interview, I 

asked them if they would be able to free one hour on one day to be interviewed and 

they agreed, and their time slots were entered on the attendance sheet.   

Sami and Ziad were the first two students interviewed on the Sunday, the 

first day of the week (Friday and Saturday are week-end holidays in Saudi Arabia). 

The participants were reminded in the morning by a text message. I had already 

asked them to keep at least an hour free for the pre-protocol interview to allow for 

any delays or unforeseen circumstances. Sami’s time slot was 11am, and I called 

him nine minutes before the start time because I wanted to make sure that he came 

to the office on time. I welcomed him to the office with our normal greetings and 

we talked about his classes and his progress in the study. We also talked about 
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things of mutual interest related to the English Department and other general topics 

to help him relax. Before I started the pre-protocol interview, I reminded him of 

the aims and objectives of the study and his rights as a participant and then I asked 

him if he would prefer to hold the interview in English or Arabic and he chose 

Arabic. I then prepared my audio recorder by naming the audio recording with his 

pseudonym (‘Sami-pre-protocol interview’). The audio recorder had a feature 

which enabled me to pause and save the audio recording and continue recording 

Sami’s think-aloud and post-protocol interview at later stages. This made it easier 

for me to keep all his recordings in one place, and to transcribe them more easily.  

With the interview guide ready, I started the pre-protocol interview with 

Sami. I tried to ask the questions and to listen carefully and show the utmost respect 

and interest in his answers. If I realised that he had not understood a question, I 

asked it again and clarified it. For instance, when I asked him ‘How did you feel 

about the English reading in your studies?’, he remained silent for some time, so I 

repeated the question and he went on to answer it. I concluded the interview by 

thanking him and again by reminding him that he could contact me any time if he 

had any questions by email or phone. 

Ziad was also reminded in the morning by a text message. His time slot was 

2pm and I followed the same processes with him. I followed the same process with 

all of the participants and since the other interviewees were scheduled on normal 

days which were not preceded by a weekend holiday, the participants were 

reminded a day before the interview to make sure that no interruption happened to 

the data collection process. It is important to note that all the interviews were 

conducted in Arabic as all the participants chose to be interviewed in this way. 
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In week four, after the pre-protocol interviews, I started the data collection 

of the reading-to-write tasks followed by the post-protocol interviews. Following 

the time schedule, I sent reminder text messages to every student one day before 

his participation. Additionally, the data for the think-aloud and post-protocol 

interviews were collected over a three-week period to ensure that the students were 

able to pick a time that was most convenient for them, as I had requested them to 

set aside three hours for this data collection procedure. I made sure that no more 

than one participant took part in the reading-to-write task per day. For example, 

Kamal, a lower-scoring student, was reminded a day before his participation day. 

I contacted him five minutes before his scheduled time slot on the day of his 

participation to ensure that he arrived on time. I greeted him when he arrived at the 

office where the data was to be collected, and we talked about general things of 

interest to him, such as his village and known individuals in his community, to help 

him relax. I then set up my audio recorder and began the reading-to-write task. The 

two reading texts, the think-aloud instructions and the writing prompts were given 

to him (see Appendix G for the reading-to-write tasks used in this study). The 

papers were not stapled to enable me to see how he would approach the reading-

to-write task, for example, whether he would begin with the reading texts or the 

writing prompts to see if he would consider the reading purpose or not. Before he 

started the reading-to-write task, I read the think-aloud instructions to him which 

were also written on the first page of the reading-to-write task. As suggested by 

Cohen (2000), Ericsson and Simon (1993), Gebril and Plakans, 2009, Green 

(1998), Plakans (2008; 2009), Plakans and Gebril, (2012), Russo, Johnson and 

Stephens (1989), Wade (1990) and Zhao and Hirvela (2015), the think-aloud 

instructions focused on asking the participants not to interpret their thoughts while 
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thinking but simply to verbalise them as they occurred. I also told them that they 

had the option to verbalise in their mother tongue Arabic or in English. These 

precautions were also explained in the training session to ensure that the 

participants remained focused on verbalising their thoughts and were not 

distracted. 

Kamal then started the reading-to-write tasks. I sat at another desk close to 

him listening and observing his verbalisation. To avoid distracting him, I pretended 

to be busy reading a book. Whenever Kamal fell silent or stopped verbalising his 

thoughts for more than twenty seconds, I reminded him to verbalise by asking 

questions such as ‘What are you thinking now?’, as recommended by Cohen 

(2000), Ericsson and Simon (1993), Plakans (2008; 2009) and Wade (1990). This 

reminding technique was the only interruption made by me. Kamal started with the 

reading texts; reading the first text and moving to the other text and then he asked 

me “What should I do now?” and I replied “Just do what you would normally do 

with these tasks”. He spent 73 minutes on his reading and verbalisation process and 

then started writing.  

As previously stated in the pilot section (3.6), the students only verbalised 

their thoughts during the reading phase, and they wrote without verbalising their 

thoughts during the writing process to reduce the cognitive burden that would have 

been produced by having to verbalise while writing. As a result, when Kamal 

finished reading and verbalising his thoughts, I turned off the audio recorder and 

left him to write while I sat on the other desk preparing for the post-protocol 

interview. Kamal spent 43 minutes on his writing.  
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As mentioned in the interview section (3.5.2), the post-protocol interviews 

were stimulated recall interviews, which means that they relied primarily on the 

students’ short-term recollection of the reading-to-write task. It was therefore 

essential to conduct them immediately after the reading-to-write task. After Kamal 

finished his writing, I took a seat across from him, prepared my post-protocol 

question guide and audio recorder, and began asking the questions. As he had 

chosen Arabic for his pre-protocol interview, his post-protocol interview was also 

conducted in Arabic. I asked the questions in simple terms without affecting the 

original meaning and whenever he did not understand a question, I repeated it or 

part of it (see Appendix E for the post-protocol interviews). Kamal’s post-protocol 

interview lasted for 38 minutes. When it was completed, I thanked him and told 

him that the transcripts of his pre-protocol, think-aloud and post-protocol 

interviews would be emailed to him so that he could check that what was written 

was what he actually said, thus ensuring the veracity of the data. 

I followed the same processes with all of the other participants. The 

participants spent between 40 and 73 minutes reading and verbalising their 

thoughts. Then they undertook the writing task by reading notes or paraphrasing 

ideas from the two texts. They spent between 39 and 52 minutes on this phase. 

When the participants had finished writing, I conducted the post-protocol 

interviews with each student individually. The post-protocol interviews lasted for 

28 to 41 minutes. The time the participants spent in the pre-protocol interviews, the 

reading and the verbalisation process, the post-protocol interviews, and the writing 

task are provided in table 3.3. 
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Table 3.3  

Students Time Slots in the Reading-to-Write Task and Interviews 

Students’ 

names 

Pre-

protocol 

interviews 

Reading and 

verbalisation 

Writing Post-

protocol 

interviews 

Sami 36 49 43 41 

Salman 32 40 40 39 

Hatim 38 53 52 30 

Bader 33 58 48 36 

Rami 31 62 40 35 

Khalid 36 47 43 31 

Jawad 37 52 50 38 

kamal 33 73 49 33 

Ziad 35 55 46 28 

Muneer 30 48 39 36 

  

After the data collection, I informed the participants that I would send them 

an email with the think-aloud protocol and interview transcriptions, and I asked 

them to give me feedback by replying to my email. The feedback which I asked for 

was essentially whether or not the transcription matched what they had actually 

said.  

In week 5, no data were collected as mid-term examinations were taking 

place, so the data collection for the think-aloud protocol, writings and post-protocol 

interviews continued in week 6 and finished in week 7. Week 8 was set aside for 

the students’ questions and feedback. In week 8, the students had the option of 

checking the accuracy of their think-aloud protocols and interview transcriptions 



190 

 

 

but only one student expressed a willingness to do that. This was done to maintain 

the ethical research considerations and to ensure that what was said during the 

think-aloud protocol and the interviews had been transcribed and translated 

accurately (Hagens et al., 2009). A summary of the data collection procedure is 

provided in Table 3.4. 

Table 3.4  

Data Collection Procedure 

Week Consent 

form 

Training 

session  

Pre-

protocol 

interviews 

Reading-to-

write and 

think-aloud 

Post-protocol 

interviews 

Students’ questions 

and feedback 

Week 

1 

✔      

Week 

2 

 ✔     

Week 

3 

  ✔    

Week 

4 

   ✔ ✔  

Week 

5 

  First mid-term exams from 29 September to 6 October 2019 

Week 

6 

   ✔ ✔  

Week 

7 

   ✔ ✔  

Week 

8 

     ✔ 

 

3.9 Data analysis in the main study 

In this section, I explain the analysis of the data from each of the data collection 

instruments: the think-aloud protocols, the pre- and post-protocol interviews and 

the students’ essays. Before describing the analysis process, I describe the data 

preparation and data organisation approaches. 
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3.9.1 Data preparation, familiarity and organisation 

Data preparation is defined as the act of pre-processing raw data, which can come 

from various data sources, into a form that can be easily and properly analysed. 

Data preparation and organisation are effective ways to become familiar with the 

data, gain early insights into the data and have a thorough knowledge of any 

potential data quality issues (Mandinach et al., 2011; McLellan et al., 2003). 

Therefore, once all the data were collected, the think-aloud verbal reports from the 

actual oral articulation and interviews were carefully transcribed and then 

translated verbatim from Arabic into English by the researcher to make them ready 

for the analysis.  

First, for the think-aloud protocol transcription, original chunks from the 

texts which were simply read out loud by the participants were marked in bold and 

the participants’ thoughts in normal font (see Appendix K for a think-aloud 

protocol transcription example). The think-aloud protocol transcription reports 

were kept in separate PDF documents. A separate file was created for each group, 

high- and low-scoring students. The think-aloud protocol recordings and the 

reports were each named with the same pseudonyms and their classification as 

high- or low-scorers to enable them to be checked easily at later stages.  

The interview transcriptions were also kept (under the pseudonyms) in 

separate PDF documents in two files named ‘high-scoring group’ and ‘low-scoring 

group’. In addition, the students’ essays were scanned and saved as PDF documents 

in separate folders based on the students’ classification as high- or low-scoring. I 

used Microsoft Word when transcribing and coding the data because I found it 

reliable and easy to use. Two think-aloud protocols and interviews and their 
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recordings were also carefully checked by two PhD colleagues at the University of 

York who spoke both Arabic and English.   

The data were analysed using both deductive and inductive techniques. The 

inductive and deductive approaches, according to Trochim (2006, p. 1), are two 

“wide techniques of reasoning”; he defined induction as moving from the specific 

to the general, whereas deduction begins with the general and ends with the 

specific; inductive arguments are best expressed through experience or 

observation, whereas deductive arguments are best expressed through laws, rules 

or other widely accepted principles. Deductive researchers, according to Creswell 

and Plano Clark (2007, p. 23), “work from the 'top down,' from a theory through 

hypotheses to facts to support or refute the theory”. Inductive researchers, on the 

other hand, are defined as those who work from the “bottom-up, using the 

participants’ perspectives to create bigger themes and generate a theory that 

connects the themes” (ibid.).  

Using frameworks (predefined codes) derived from the reading and writing 

literature (Birch, 2007; Grabe, 2009; Grabe & Stoller, 2002; Hudson, 2007; Koda, 

2007; Kuzborska, 2011; Weir & Khalifa, 2008), the deductive approach was used 

to analyse the think-aloud protocols to identify and compare the reading processes 

used by high- and low-scoring participants. That is, the study focused on 

identifying the reading processes which the students used when undertaking the 

reading-to-write tasks and also comparing these reading processes between high- 

and low-scoring students. The deductive approach was also used to analyse the 

students’ essays to find their writing scores using a writing holistic rubric designed 

to assess reading-to-write tasks.  
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To analyse interviews, both the inductive and deductive approaches were 

used. That is, I used the deductive approach to analyse the pre-determined themes 

in the interview guide and I used the inductive approach to analyse the interviews 

by re-reading the students’ answers and looking for related codes and themes. A 

detailed explanation for each data collection instrument is provided in the 

following sections.  

3.10 The analysis of think-aloud protocols 

To start the analysis of the think-aloud oral data, I first created a provisional ‘start 

list’ based on Miles & Huberman, (1994), of the lower-level and higher-level 

reading processes.  In other words, when I started analysing the data from the think-

aloud, I had a list of preliminary codes, such as goal setting, monitoring, 

inferencing, creating a text-level structure, building a mental model, establishing 

propositional meaning, syntactic parsing, lexical access and word recognition (see 

Table 3.5 below for the full list of codes used in the analysis of reading processes). 

Using the comment tool in Word, I started to allocate these codes to phrases, 

sentences and even chunks of texts if they were related to specific reading 

processes.  
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Table 3.5 

The Analytical Framework of Reading Processes (adapted from Birch, 2007; 

Grabe, 2009; Grabe & Stoller, 2002; Hudson, 2007; Koda, 2007; Kuzborska, 2011; 

Weir & Khalifa, 2008).  

Reading processes 

COMPREHENSION PROCESSES Definition of the process Examples 

(From the current study and 

from Plakans, 2009) 

 

Goal setting 

 

 

Checking the reading task  ‘So, I’m supposed to read the passages 

and write an essay, okay.’ (Plakans, 

2009, p. 6)   

Monitoring  Recognising lack of 

comprehension  

‘This sentence is very complex and 

unclear.’ 

Inferencing  Making inferences from clues 

provided by the author in a text 

and interpreting the connection 

between the ideas in the text 

 

‘Forcing its ideals sometimes is true.’ 

(Plakans, 2009. p. 6)    

 

Creating a text-level structure  Constructing an organised 

representation of the text 

‘The author is using an argumentative 

style in this text.’ 

Building a mental model  Integrating new information, 

enriching the proposition using 

cultural and content area 

knowledge (background 

knowledge activation process) 

 

‘Second writing, is basically, ah, 

talking about the economic impact of 

this new technologies is, I know it, 

uh,’ (Plakans, 2009, p. 6)     

LINGUISTIC PROCESSES Linguistic knowledge  

Establishing propositional meaning  Combining word meanings and 

structural information into basic 

clauses, sentence levels and 

meaning units 

 

‘Oh, this sentence is about academic 

writing.’ 

Syntactic parsing  Chunking into sentences and 

phrases using syntactic 

knowledge 

 

‘The tense in the previous sentence is 

present simple, the verb ‘met’ is past?’  
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Table 3.5 shows the analytical framework of the study which included higher-level 

comprehension reading processes of goal setting, monitoring, inferencing, creating 

a text-level structure and building a mental model, and lower-level linguistic 

reading processes of establishing propositional meaning, syntactic parsing, lexical 

access and word recognition. Brief descriptions of these reading processes are 

provided in the following paragraphs (please see the detailed explanation of these 

reading processes in Chapter 2). 

Higher-level processes are often used to define comprehension processes 

and are often portrayed as involving specific component abilities performed under 

the control of the reader. For example, goal setting is a cognitive activity which is 

essential to all reading acts. Goals provide readers with reasons to take action and 

plausible explanations for what they are reading. Goal setting is viewed by good 

learners as a higher level of conscious awareness (Grabe, 2009). When readers set 

their goals and are aware of what they are doing, this will help them understand 

what they are doing (Grabe, 2009; Horiba, 2000; Linderholm et al., 2004; Perfetti, 

Landi & Oakhill, 2005). For example, ‘I have to cite the author’ (Plakans, 2009, p. 

212).   

Monitoring one’s own language communication and comprehension is 

regarded as a fundamental human cognitive activity; from childhood onwards, 

Lexical access  Lexical knowledge, accessing 

word meaning (lemma: 

meaning, word-class)  

‘This word is new; I need to translate 

it.’ 

Word recognition  Identifying form: orthography, 

phonology and morphology 

 

 ‘com-pu-ter-i-sa-tion 

computerisation.’ (Plakans, 2009, p. 

6)    



196 

 

 

everyone monitors their own language communication and comprehension (Grabe, 

2009, p. 212). Understanding monitoring shows how readers examine and measure 

their text comprehension and achievement in reading (Garner, 1994; Cox, 1994). 

When comprehension becomes difficult to maintain, monitoring occurs. For 

example, ‘I cannot understand this sentence, it is complicated’ (Sami, high-scorer). 

Inferencing is one of the most essential cognitive procedures because it 

connects what the reader is trying to figure out with the memory resources which 

supply his/her background knowledge. Inferencing is an important part of text 

comprehension. Text information can be linked to the information stored in the 

memory using this method. Because texts contain multiple unspoken conceptions 

which are expected to be known by readers, readers create inferences. Furthermore, 

readers’ inherent need to link ideas leads them to provide information which is not 

clearly stated in the text (Kuzborska, 2018). For example, ‘It is true, sometimes 

they force’ (Grabe, 2009, p. 212).   

Text-level structure knowledge refers to structural forms such as the 

techniques used to arrange information in texts. These techniques include 

chronological text structure, cause and effect, problem and solution, compare and 

contrast, and classification-division. Text structure also includes elements such as 

the use of a thesis statement in a paragraph (Alexander & Jetton, 2000; Duke & 

Pearson, 2002). It is an important reading process as it helps with understanding 

the main ideas, such as recognising a topic sentence and understanding the text 

effectively. For example, ‘I think this text is not organised and very complex’ 

(Hatim, high-scorer). 
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Building mental knowledge refers to content knowledge, which embodies 

perspectives, notions, philosophies, ideologies, items, places, people and events 

which are mentioned in a specific text. It involves knowledge about conventions, 

beliefs, values and cultural expectations (Grabe, 2009; Grabe & Stoller 2002; 

Urquhart & Weir 1998; Hudson, 2007). For example, ‘Second writing, is basically 

ah, talking about the economic impact of these new technologies is, I know it, uh,’ 

(Plakans, 2009, p. 6).   

Linguistic processes or lower-level reading processes refer to the most 

automatic linguistic processes. For example, the process of merging word 

meanings and structural information into basic clause-level meaning units is known 

as semantic proposition formation. In this process, a reader integrates information 

in a meaningful way which is consistent with previous reading, taking into account 

that the reader integrates information after identifying words and grammatical 

forms. Meanings are linked through this process, and if they are recapped or 

reactivated, they become active in the memory (Grabe, 2009; Grabe & Stoller, 

2002; Hudson, 2007). For example, ‘So, in developed countries such as Japan, 

these methodologies were difficult to implement’ (Salman, high-scorer). 

Syntactic parsing or syntactic knowledge is accessing meaning from words 

and sentence structure, such as sentence and phrase structures. Syntactic parsing is 

a crucial part of the reading process as it assists readers with combining terms into 

phrases and clauses. It also helps them to identify subordinate and superordinate 

relationships between clauses, to recognise word order in clauses, and to decide 

which pronouns and definite articles apply to an earlier text (Kuzborska, 2019). For 
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example, ‘The tense in the previous sentence is present simple, the verb ‘met’ is 

past?’ (Jawad, low-scorer). 

Word recognition is a rapid and automatic process which cannot last for a 

long time without the ability to recognise words rapidly (Grabe, 2009). It enables 

readers to connect the orthographic form of words (grapheme or symbol) with the 

phonological form (phoneme or sound) in order to identify the grammatical 

features of words and their functions (such as nouns functioning as objects, verbs 

as actions). It also refers to the use of the internal structure of words (affixation in 

English), For example, ‘com-pu-ter-i-sa-tion computerisation’ (Plakans, 2009, p. 

6). 

Lexical access or lexical knowledge is an essential process in reading 

comprehension. It enables readers to recall the meanings of words from memory 

or what is called the mental lexicon (Kuzborska, 2019). For example, ‘Here I have 

some words I need to translate: ‘scenario, ideal settings, lack’’ (Rami, high-scorer).    

Two transcripts of the think-aloud verbal reports were also checked by two 

PhD colleagues at the University of York to ensure inter-rater reliability. Each of 

them was emailed one think-aloud verbal report and the analytical framework and 

asked to code them individually. The raters’ codes were then checked and 

discussed until a final agreement of 92% was achieved. 

3.11 The analysis of the interviews 

A thematic analysis approach was used to analyse the data obtained from the 

interviews in the main study. Thematic analysis is a deep description of data or a 

detailed account of a particular aspect (Braun & Clarke, 2013). In other words, it 
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is the process of classifying themes of qualitative data. Braun and Clarke (2006, p. 

78) advised that it should be the first qualitative analysis method to be considered 

as “it provides core skills that will be useful for conducting many other kinds of 

analysis”. Thematic analysis enables the researcher to see and make sense of 

common or shared meanings and experiences by focusing on meaning across a data 

set. The goal of thematic analysis is not to find unique and idiosyncratic meanings 

and experiences located just within a particular data piece. It is a method of 

discovering and making sense of what is similar to the way a topic is discussed or 

written about. From the learning and teaching perspective, it is acknowledged to 

be a method rather than a methodology (Braun & Clarke, 2006; Clarke & Braun, 

2013). This means that it is not restricted to any particular epistemological or 

theoretical standpoint, which makes it a flexible method and a substantial benefit 

to the learning and teaching fields. Thematic analysis was used in the current study 

to identify the important themes such as the students’ reading and writing 

perceptions and the factors affecting their reading and writing performance.  

The procedure followed in the thematic analysis, as suggested by Braun and 

Clarke (2013), consisted of becoming familiar with the data, generating initial 

codes, searching for themes, reviewing the themes, defining them and then writing 

up the findings. So in order to analyse the interview data, I started by reading the 

scripts many times to get an overall sense of the data. Then I began to read the 

transcribed data again from the start by using the ‘insert comment’ command in 

Word to highlight and allocate meaningful categories to the words, phrases or 

sentences which I considered to be the main ideas and perceptions. This coding 

process resulted in some initial codes, as presented in Table 3.6.  
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Table 3.6 

Initial Codes in the Interview Analysis 

Students’ statements  Codes 

A reader who reads habitually, understands the meaning rapidly and has an 

enormous amount of vocabulary 

       A good reader reads constantly 

A good reader understands the meaning rapidly 

       A good reader has a lot of vocabulary 

It was difficult at the beginning and is still difficult, but I feel that I am 

much better now. My teachers helped me to improve my English writing. 

Researcher: “How did they help you?” Participant: “They helped me write 

correct spelling and grammar.” 

       Writing is a difficult process 

 

       Writing is about good spelling and grammar 

 

I then started the second-level coding. In this coding process, I thematically 

grouped related categories which emerged from the interviews under broader labels 

to make them more manageable. I started to highlight and assign the most 

appropriate codes which were most likely to elicit themes and sub-themes which 

were the main focus of the present study. That is, I was able to decide the factors 

which affected the students’ reading and writing performance expressed in their 

answers. I analysed the interviews in this way for each student separately and then 

conducted a cross-case comparison to understand the factors affecting high- and 

low-scoring students’ performance in reading and writing. Throughout the 

analysis, the pre-protocol interview was referred to as ‘interview 1’ and the post-

protocol interview as ‘interview 2’.  

3.11.1 Themes from the pre-protocol interviews 

Interested in the factors affecting the students’ performance in reading and writing, 

more specifically, the students’ perceptions of reading and writing, I divided the 

themes into reading themes and writing themes. Five reading sub-themes were 

identified from the pre-protocol interviews: reading is understanding the text, a 

good reader pronounces words accurately, a good reader is a good summariser, a 

good reader reads rapidly, and a good reader has a lot of vocabulary. The writing 
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theme had three sub-themes: writing is difficult, writing is about grammar and 

spelling, and writing is good handwriting. A concise summary of the pre-protocol 

interview themes and sub-themes is presented in Table 3.7.  
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Table 3.7 

Pre-protocol Interview Themes and Sub-themes  

Themes Sub-themes 

Students’ perceptions of reading  

 

● Reading is understanding the text  

● A good reader pronounces words accurately  

● A good reader is a good summariser  

● A good reader reads rapidly  

● A good reader has a lot of vocabulary   

 

Students’ perceptions of writing 

 

● Writing is difficult  

● Writing is about grammar 

● Writing is about correct spelling  

● Writing is good handwriting 

A good writer has a lot of vocabulary 

 

3.11.2 Themes from the post-protocol interviews  

The aim of the post-protocol interviews was to understand the students’ 

understanding of the task and why they performed the task in a particular way, for 

example, reading the instructions first and then the texts. Based on this focus, the 

following themes emerged from the data. The first theme was related to the 

students’ reading practices and its sub-theme was ‘did not consider the reading 

purpose’. In order to obtain a better understanding of the students’ reading 

practices, that is, whether they considered a reading purpose before reading a text, 

they were asked ‘How did you start your task?’ Their answers were then analysed 

in terms of whether they considered setting a reading purpose or ignored it and 

focused on something else instead. All the students, however, did not pay attention 

to the reading purpose and therefore their answers were coded as ‘Did not consider 

the reading purpose’. 

The second theme was about the familiarity and difficulty of the reading 

texts and it had two sub-themes: ‘the reading texts were familiar to the students’ 
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and ‘the reading texts did not affect the students’ performance’. To investigate the 

reading texts’ familiarity and complexity, the students were asked ‘Are you 

familiar with the topic of the texts?’, ‘Did the topic affect your reading and 

writing?’ Their responses were then analysed to determine whether they were 

familiar with the reading texts and whether the reading texts had influenced their 

performance in the task. All the students answered that they had studied familiar 

topics in their classes, particularly in the applied linguistic course, and that their 

performance in the reading-to-write task was unaffected by the reading texts, so 

their answers were coded as ‘The reading texts were familiar to the students’ and 

‘The reading texts did not affect the students’ performance’. 

After coding the interview scripts, I gave two transcribed scripts to two 

raters for them to code them individually. The transcribed data were emailed to 

them and a meeting was scheduled to discuss their ratings. We discussed the 

differences in the codes and themes and refined them until we reached an 

agreement of 90%. 

3.12 The analysis of the students’ essays 

The participants’ written essays were analysed using an holistic rubric from the 

scoring rubric of the TOEFL iBT integrated task compiled by Gebril and Plakans 

(2009). The researchers had modified and piloted this scoring rubric with EFL 

undergraduate Arab students from the Middle East, specifically the United Arab 

Emirates. The researchers made the following changes to the rubric: (a) illustrating 

the rubric’s development and organisation components to match the prompt 

evaluation criteria used in their reading-to-write task, (b) giving raters instructions 

on scoring essays with plagiarism or no source use, and (c) removing any 
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references to listening features (the TOEFL scoring rubric is used with integrated 

writing essays using both reading and listening sources).  

This scoring rubric was chosen because it had been piloted and used to 

assess the academic integrated writing essays of Arab undergraduate students from 

the Middle East and it had been used in a context which was similar to the context 

in which the current study was conducted. Also, this rubric had the main essential 

components for assessing academic integrated writing essays such as assessing the 

source use (considering the reading purpose), language use, organisation and 

development. The assessment criteria of the rubric had six scores, from zero to five, 

and seventeen components in total.  

The first assessment category was source use, which was assessed by 

examining the evaluation of different opinions, integration, connection and 

presentation of the ideas from the reading texts in the students’ essays. It is 

important to note that since the current study used an argumentative essay prompt, 

I added the evaluation of different opinions to the source use category, which was 

not included in Gebril and Plakans’ (2009) scoring rubric. 

The second assessment category was language use, which was evaluated by 

looking at formal writing style, complete sentences, subject/verb agreement, thesis 

statement, topic sentence, grammar, capitalisation, varied sentence length and 

spelling.  

The third category was text organisation, which evaluated how the students 

arranged the text, for example, introduction, body and conclusion in their essays.  
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The final category was content development, which evaluated the students’ 

elaboration of their key ideas by adding relevant details and supporting them in 

their essay writings. Table 3.8 shows the holistic rubric and the scoring procedure 

in detail.  

Table 3.8 

The Scoring Rubric for the Students’ Writing 

 

Score Task Description 

5 A response at this level:  

● successfully evaluates different opinions presented in the reading sources; 

● successfully presents ideas in relation to the relevant information presented in 

the reading sources; 

● is well organised with well-developed content;  

● has occasional language errors which do not result in an inaccurate or 

imprecise presentation of content or connections.  

4 A response at this level:  

● is generally good in coherently and accurately presenting ideas in relation to 

the relevant information in the reading texts, although it may have inaccuracy, 

vagueness or imprecision in connection to points made in the readings;  

● has clear organisation and logical development;  

● has more frequent or noticeable minor language errors, but such errors do not 

result in anything more than an occasional lapse of clarity or in the connection 

of ideas.  

3 A response at this level:  

● conveys some relevant connection to the reading, but only a vague, global, 

unclear or somewhat imprecise connection to points made in the reading;  

● has development which is somewhat limited, but some specific support for 

the argument is provided;  

● occasionally lacks cohesion but has a basic organisational structure;  
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● includes errors of usage and/or grammar which are more frequent or might 

result in noticeably vague expressions or obscured meanings in conveying 

ideas and connections.  

2 A response at this level:  

● contains some relevant information from the readings but is marked by 

significant language difficulties or by significant omission or inaccuracy of 

important ideas from the readings;  

● lacks logical organisational coherence and development. Ideas are very 

general and lack specific details in support; 

● contains language errors or expressions which largely obscure connections or 

meaning at key junctures, or which would likely obscure understanding of key 

ideas for a reader not already familiar with the topic. 

1 A response at this level:  

● provides little or no meaningful or relevant coherent content from the readings 

and does not follow an organisation pattern or develop content;  

● includes language which is so poor that it is difficult to derive meaning from 

it. 

0 A response at this level: 

● either merely copies sentence(s) from the reading, rejects the topic, is not 

connected to the topic, is written in a foreign language, or is blank. 

  

Notes:  If only one phrase or sentence is copied from the reading, do not assign a ‘0’ but base 

the rating on the rest of the essay; if language use and development are at a certain level but 

the readings have not been included (directly or indirectly), do not rate lower; if ideas from 

the readings are used but not cited, do not rate lower unless the writer is copying directly.  

 

After scoring all the essays, I then categorised students as either low-scoring 

writers or high-scoring writers (see Appendices L and M for examples of high- and 

low-scoring essays). The participants’ scores are shown in Table 3.9 below.  
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Table 3.9 

Students’ Essay Writing Scores 

Name Essays’ 

average scores 

out of 5 

H/L scoring 

writers  

Sami  4.33 H 

Hatim  3.66 H 

Salman  3.33 H 

Bader  3.66 H 

Rami  3 H 

Khalid  1.66 L 

Jawad  1.66 L 

Kamal  2.33 L 

Ziad  2 L 

Muneer  1.66 L 

              H: high-scoring writer, L: low-scoring writer 

To ensure the appropriateness of the use of the scoring rubric, I followed the criteria 

set out by Gebril and Plakans (2009) for using this rubric effectively. Matching the 

criteria to the development and organisation of the reading-to-write task prompts 

used in this study, as well as thoroughly describing the criteria to the reviewers 

shows these criteria. That is, the scoring rubric components shown in Table 4.7 

include components for assessing development, organisation, content, language 

use and source use, all of which align with the reading-to-write task prompts for 

writing an argumentative essay using a source reading text.  

I also explained the scoring rubric criteria and the task requirements to the 

two raters who participated in scoring the students’ essay writings. That is, I gave 

them instructions to consider when assessing the students’ essays in terms of 

language use and content, such as grading the essays on formal writing style, 

complete sentences, subject/verb agreement, thesis statement, topic phrase, 

grammar, capitalisation, sentence length variation and spelling. 
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The students’ writing was checked and scored independently by the two 

reviewers who were experienced writing teachers from the same English 

Department where the current study was conducted in order to take into account 

the students’ culture, background knowledge and language proficiency level. Each 

reviewer gave a score from 0 to 5, following the same holistic rubric criteria (see 

Appendix N for the inter-rater reliability scores). The inter-rater reliability was then 

checked using the intra-class correlation coefficient, which gave a Cronbach’s 

Alpha value of 0.90, which is very close to 1, indicating strong agreement between 

the raters. 

3.13 Ethical considerations 

In scientific and educational research, ethical considerations play a critical role. 

Wellington (2015, p. 54) stated that ethics is a broad term which encompasses 

“moral principles which are concerned with people’s behaviour and actions” and 

that ethical conduct in educational research is essential. Similarly, Creswell (2003) 

stated that a researcher should be aware of any potential ethical difficulties which 

might arise at any stage of the study, with an emphasis on the domain of the 

research questions, the statement of the problem and data collection process. Miller 

and Brewer (2003, p. 95) noted that “ethical responsibility is essential at all stages 

of the research process, from the design of a study, including how participants are 

recruited, to how they are treated through the course of these procedures, and 

finally to the consequences of their participation”.  

Prior to the pilot study, appropriate ethical considerations were taken into 

account and permission was obtained from the UB to conduct the study. An ethical 

consideration form was also submitted to the University of York and it was 
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approved. After that, an informed consent form was sent to the head of the English 

Department at the UB (see Appendix O for the HOD consent form). The head of 

the English Department was initially contacted in August 2019 for me to explain 

the nature and objectives of the study in order to gain permission to conduct the 

study there. The head of the English Department asked me to give a presentation 

explaining the study, especially the think-aloud protocol, in order to obtain 

permission. When permission was granted, potential participants were approached.  

In compliance with the appropriate ethical requirements, the participants 

were informed of their right to withdraw from the study any time up to two weeks 

after returning the signed informed consent form by emailing the researcher. They 

were also allowed to email me to request their verbal reports and interview scripts 

and to comment on them. As a result, they received emails after the data collection 

process enclosing their think-aloud protocol and interview transcripts, and they 

were asked to check them and to check whether or not the written transcripts 

matched what they had said. To ensure the participants’ privacy throughout the 

whole process, their names were kept anonymous by using pseudonyms.  

Although the participants originally agreed that their think-aloud 

performance could be audio and video recorded, they were uncomfortable with the 

video recording and requested the researcher to simply audio-record the session. 

The participants were also asked if they were willing to grant permission for the 

researcher to access their writing assignment grades in order for me to compare 

them with the writing tasks which they completed in this study, but they did not 

consent to this. In addition, I was given permission to name the university in which 

this study was conducted.  
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3.14 Trustworthiness of the study  

In this section, I explain the procedures adopted to ensure the trustworthiness of 

the study. Miles and Huberman (1994) asserted that a well-conducted study is not 

enough to elicit good findings; it should also encourage confidence in readers and 

researchers. In other words, a researcher must explain and rationalise the 

legitimacy and trustworthiness of the study in the research framework. When case 

studies include a single or a limited number of cases and are related to a specific 

context, they lack validity and reliability and are regarded as susceptible to 

researcher bias (Dornyei, 2007). The key rationale for a case study is that “the 

criteria of trusting the study are going to be different from the ones in an 

experimental study” (Merriam, 1998). Qualitative researchers have replaced the 

concepts of validity and reliability with a whole new set of concepts, such as 

credibility, transferability, confirmability and dependability. Credibility has 

replaced internal validity, transferability has become external 

validity/generalisability, confirmability has replaced replicability and 

dependability has replaced reliability (Merriam, 1998). In the following sections, I 

shall describe these criteria and explain in detail how they were addressed in the 

study. 

3.15 Credibility  

Credibility means that “the findings are credible to the research population and the 

readers” (Mackey & Gass, 2005, p. 180). Triangulation is one of the most 

significant methods used to enhance credibility (Mackey & Gass, 2005, p. 180; 

Merriam, 1988, p. 169; Miles & Huberman 1994, pp. 277-78). Creswell and Miller 

(2000, p. 126) described triangulation as “looking for convergence among multiple 
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and different sources of information to form themes or categories in a study”. The 

argument for employing this strategy was that any inherent flaws in any research 

method might be compensated for by the strengths of other methods if they were 

used in the right mix (Jack & Raturi, 2006). “Corroborating evidence collected 

through multiple methods [...] to locate major and minor themes” is another benefit 

of triangulation (Creswell & Miller, 2000, p. 127). Denzin and Lincoln (2008) 

suggested three main types of triangulation: triangulation of data, triangulation of 

investigators and triangulation of methods. In other words, if various sources of 

data, various investigators and various methods all produce relatively similar 

outcomes, this is a strong indication of a high degree of credibility.  

The study used multiple cases and employed interdependent techniques – 

the think-aloud protocol, interviews and students’ written work – to collect and 

triangulate the data. When the students reported their reading processes in the 

think-aloud verbal reports, these processes were verified using their interview 

responses.  

Furthermore, as recommended by Mackey and Gass (2005), I carried out 

repeated visits to the study site before the start of the data collection to enable the 

participants to become comfortable with my presence.   

3.16 Transferability  

In qualitative research, transferability is one of the most significant measures to be 

considered (Miles & Huberman, 1994, p. 267). Mackey and Gass (2005, p. 180) 

stated that “although findings in case study research are rarely directly transferable 

from one context to another, the extent to which findings may be transferred 
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depends on the similarity of the context”. I have provided a detailed explanation of 

the participants’ personal and educational backgrounds. Furthermore, a detailed 

explanation of the context has been provided for readers so that they can 

comprehend the context in which the study was conducted. Procedures for the data 

collection and the principles of data analysis have also been delineated in sufficient 

detail, as have the data collection procedures and data analysis principles.  

3.17 Confirmability  

Confirmability refers to a detailed explanation of the data collection and analysis 

processes to enable researchers to “examine the data and confirm, modify, or reject 

the interpretations of the study” (Mackey & Gass, 2005, p. 180). To ensure 

confirmability, Miles and Huberman (1994, p. 278) recommended that a researcher 

should endeavour to clarify the “sequence of how data were collected, processed, 

condensed/transformed and displayed for specific conclusion drawing” and to 

ensure that the study is free from “unacknowledged biases”. To ensure 

confirmability, I have presented a detailed explanation of the data collection and 

analysis processes. Moreover, data source records, the think-aloud protocol, 

interview transcripts and students’ written work, are available for an audit trail to 

be conducted.  

3.18 Dependability  

Dependability in qualitative research “involves an interrogation of the context and 

the methods used to derive the data” (Richards, 2009, p. 159). Richards (2009) 

went on to say that questioning should include facts about the methodology’s link 

to the study’s aim, as well as the data collecting techniques, how they were 

employed to create the data, and the data analysis process. The concept of 
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dependability is comparable to the idea of internal reliability in quantitative 

research (Miles & Huberman, 1994, p. 277).  

Yin (2009, pp. 79-82) suggested two processes to address dependability: 

using case study protocols and using a case study database. A case study protocol 

refers to an explanation of data collection and data analysis procedures and general 

instructions. The purpose of the protocol is to lead the researcher through the data 

collection procedure from a single case. The case study database refers to the 

documentation of the alterations and choices made throughout the data collection 

process. It also refers to maintaining a record of the data sources, which in this 

study were the think-aloud protocol, interview transcripts and their translations, 

audio-recordings and written products. In the current study, the case study 

protocols involving the procedures and instructions for collecting the data from 

each participant were made clear throughout the study with the purpose of 

facilitating the replication of the current study by other researchers. Alterations or 

modifications made in the present study’s methods, instruments and processes, 

such as the think-aloud protocol and the interviews, were explained and justified 

in the pilot study section, as suggested by Edge and Richards (1998). 

3.19 Summary 

In this chapter, I first outlined the study’s design and its rationale and then 

described the data collection and analysis methods in detail. More specifically, I 

used four types of data collection method, think-aloud protocols, pre- and post-

think-aloud interviews with students, and the students’ written essays. I also 

explained the importance of providing think-aloud training for the students and 

checking the validity and reliability of the instruments in the pilot study. I then 
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explained how I analysed the data obtained from these four data collection 

instruments and illustrated my coding schemes with some examples from the data. 

All the data collection instruments and data analysis methods were explained in 

detail so that the trustworthiness of the study could be ensured. In the next chapter, 

I shall report the results of the study. 
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Chapter 4: Results 

4. Introduction 

This chapter presents the results of the study and the answers to the research 

questions, which were designed to explore and investigate the reading processes 

which Saudi university EFL undergraduate students employed when performing 

an integrated reading-to-write task, the reading processes used by high- and low-

scoring student writers, and the students’ perceptions of reading in integrated 

reading-to-write tasks. To address the research questions, I present the results 

obtained from four data collection methods: think-aloud reports, two sets of 

interviews and students’ essays. The results reported in the following sections are 

on the reading processes used by the participants in the reading-to-write task, the 

differences in the reading processes used by high- and low-scoring student writers, 

and the factors which affected the students’ performance when undertaking the 

reading-to-write task.  

4.1 The reading processes used by Saudi EFL undergraduate 

students in a reading-to-write task 

The first research question of the study concerned the type of reading processes 

which Saudi university EFL undergraduate students used in a reading-to-write task. 

In order to answer this question, I obtained data from the students’ think-aloud 

protocols and analysed them according to a pre-determined reading process 

taxonomy. That is, a taxonomy of linguistic reading processes of establishing 

propositional meaning, syntactic parsing, lexical access and word recognition and 

comprehension reading processes: goal setting, monitoring, inferencing, text 

structure and building a mental model. Table 4.1 presents the total occurrences and 
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percentages of the students’ lower-level reading processes. The percentage of the 

reading processes were calculated by dividing the value by the total value and then 

multiplying the result by 100.
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4.2 Lower-level reading processes 

Table 4.1  

Lower-Level Reading Processes’ Frequency Counts  

Linguistic 

processes  

Students’ names and score levels (H-high scorer; L-low-scorer) Totals          

 Sami 

(H) 

Salman 

(H) 

Hatim 

(H) 

Bader 

(H) 

Rami 

(H) 

Khalid 

(L) 

Jawad 

(L) 

Kamal 

(L) 

Ziad 

(L) 

Muneer 

(L) 

Total 

(N) 

Total 

(%) 

Total 

(N) 

Total 

(%) 

Establishing 

propositional 

meaning  

24  32 30 26 32 19 27 24 19 20 253 (50.00%)  

 

 

 

 

499  

 

 

 

 

 

(98.61%) 

Syntactic 

parsing  

0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 3 0 5 (0.98%) 

Lexical 

access  

18 23 21 14 17 28 34 31 25 30 241 (47.62%) 

Word 

recognition  

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 (0.00%) 

Total (N) 42 55 51 40 49 47 62 56 47 50   

Total (%) (8.30%) (10.86%) (10.07%) (7.90%) (9.68%) (9.28%) (12.25%) (11.06%) (9.28%) (9.88%)   
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The linguistic reading processes or lower-level reading processes were employed by both high- and 

low-scoring students and were utilised 499 times (98.61%). In detail, the propositional meaning 

processes were the most-used reading processes, which occurred 253 times (50%), the lexical access 

reading processes were also frequent, occurring 241 times (47.62%) and the least-used lower-level 

process was syntactic parsing, which occurred only five times (0.98%). The word recognition reading 

processes were not used during the reading of the texts. These lower-level reading processes are 

explained in detail in the following sections. 

4.3.1 Propositional meaning reading processes 

The most common reading processes were propositional meaning processes, which appeared 253 

times (50%). For example, Salman and Rami, high-scoring students, were the most reliant on these 

reading processes as each one of them used them 32 times (6.32%), followed by Hatim, another high-

scoring student, who used them 30 times (5.92%), Jawad, a low-scoring student, who used them 27 

times (5.33%), Bader, a high-scoring student, who used them 26 times (5.13%), Sami, a high-scoring 

student, and Kamal, a low-scoring student, who each used them 24 times (4.74%), Muneer, a low-

scoring student, who used them 20 times (3.95%), followed by Khalid and Ziad, both low-scoring 

students, who were the least reliant on these reading processes as they each used them 19 times 

(3.75%). Below are examples of the propositional meaning processes (the text in normal font is from 

the actual text, and the text in parenthesis is the participants’ verbalised thoughts):  

It is problematic that English language teaching methodologies developed 

specifically in Britain, North America and Australasia, are implemented almost 

everywhere else. Almost all the internationally established literature on English 

language education is published in these countries, which at present, seem to have 

a virtual control on received methodology. (Okay, these countries have a problem 

with their English language teaching methods). (Sami, High scorer)  

However, it is not simply a Western/non-Western problem, because it is sometimes 

difficult to implement the methodology in continental Western Europe. Neither is 

it simply a developed/developing problem, because there are difficulties in 

implementing the methodology in developed countries such as Japan. (So, in 
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developed countries such as Japan, these methodologies were difficult to 

implement). (Salman, High scorer)  

However, it is not simply a Western/non-Western problem, as it is sometimes 

difficult to implement the methodology in continental Western Europe. Neither is 

it simply a developed/developing problem, because there are difficulties in 

implementing the methodology in developed countries such as Japan. (So, it is not 

a problem of western or non-western countries or developed/developing countries 

because there are difficulties in implementing the methodology in a developed 

country like Japan). (Hatim, High scorer)  

All pedagogy, like politics, is local. To ignore local needs is to ignore lived 

experiences. (It means pedagogy is local and based on experiences, and you should 

not ignore these experiences of education). (Bader, High scorer)  

'Ideal' teaching-learning situations are based on experiences in North America or 

Australasia, which are very different from those not based in those contexts. (So, 

they are training teachers to learn new ways of teaching which are different from 

their ‘normal’ ways). (Rami, High scorer)  

However, it is not simply a Western/non-Western problem, because it is sometimes 

difficult to implement the methodology in continental Western Europe. (One of the 

difficulties in the methods of teaching English was the differences in the Western 

and non-Western contexts). (Khalid, Low scorer)  

It is problematic that English language teaching methodologies developed 

specifically in Britain, North America and Australasia, are implemented almost 

everywhere else. (They have taken these methodologies that they have created in 

Britain, North America and Australia, and applied them to countries all over the 

world). (Jawad, Low scorer) 

That is to say, in order for language pedagogy to be relevant, it must be sensitive to 

a particular group of teachers teaching a particular group of learners pursuing a 

particular set of goals within a particular institutional context embedded in a 

particular sociocultural environment. (Okay, so this pedagogy is connected to 

certain goals in a certain social environment). (Kamal, Low scorer)  
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At its core, the idea of pedagogic particularity is consistent with the perspective of 

situational understanding, which claims that a meaningful pedagogy cannot be 

constructed without a holistic interpretation of particular situations. Additionally, it 

cannot be improved without a general improvement of those particular situations. 

(So, these educational methods cannot be improved unless they are considered 

together). (Ziad, Low scorer)  

Pedagogies that ignore lived experiences will ultimately prove to be “so disturbing 

for those affected by them - so threatening to their belief systems - that hostility is 

aroused and learning becomes impossible” (so, pedagogy is connected to social 

factors that have to be considered when using this educational system). (Muneer, 

Low scorer)  

4.3.2 Lexical access reading processes 

The lexical access reading processes were also common in the data, appearing 241 times (47.62%). 

In detail, Jawad, a low-scoring student, was the most dependent on these reading processes as he used 

them 34 times (6.71%). Kamal, another low-scoring student, used them 31 times (6.12%), followed 

by Muneer, a low-scoring student, who used them 30 times (5.92%), Khalid, a low-scoring student, 

who used them 28 times (5.53%), Ziad, a low-scoring student, who used them 25 times (4.94%), 

Salman, a high-scoring student, who used them 23 times (4.54%), Hatim, a high-scoring student, who 

used them 21 times (4.15%), Sami, a high-scoring student, who used them 18 times (3.55%), Rami, 

a high-scoring student, who used them 17 times (3.35%) and finally Bader, a high-scoring student, 

was the least dependent on these reading processes, who used them 14 times (2.76%). Some examples 

of the lexical access reading processes are the following (the text in normal font is from the actual 

text and the text in parenthesis is the participants’ verbalised thoughts): 

Almost all the internationally established literature on English language education 

is published in these countries, which, at present, seem to virtually control received 

methodology. (‘Received methodology’) (using phone to translate). (Sami, High 

scorer) 
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On the one hand, there are curriculum developers or teachers trying to effect 

appropriate English language teaching with students who are foreign to them, 

(‘curriculum’ is a new word, I will find out what it means, also ‘foreign’). (Salman, 

High scorer) 

  

This literature argues that the transfer of methodologies from the first to the second 

in each race is problematic because of different attitudes towards education or lack 

of resources. (‘Argues’ means ‘indicates’, I think). (Hatim, High scorer)  

On the one hand, there are curriculum developers or teachers, trying to effect 

appropriate English language teaching with students who are foreign to them, either 

at home or abroad. (Okay, I have now ‘curriculum’) (Using phone to translate), 

(‘developers’, I need to translate this word). (‘Effect’ and ‘appropriate’) (using 

phone to translate). (Bader, High scorer) 

In this latter scenario, the question of what the ideal classroom situation is, or how 

far received classroom methodologies are the most appropriate, becomes very 

important. However, we have insufficient data about what really happens between 

people in the classroom. In addition, we lack this data for the wide range of social 

settings in which English language education is carried out around the world. (Here 

I have some words I need to translate: ‘scenario’, ‘ideal settings’, ‘lack’) (using 

phone to translate). (Rami, High scorer) 

At its core, the idea of pedagogic particularity is consistent with the perspective of 

situational understanding, (‘consistent’, ‘perspective’) (using phone to translate), 

which claims that a meaningful pedagogy cannot be constructed without a holistic 

interpretation of particular situations, and that it cannot be improved without a 

general improvement of those particular situations. (What does ‘holistic’ mean? 

‘Constructed interpretation’) (using phone to translate). (Khalid, Low scorer)  

On the one hand, there are curriculum developers or teachers, (‘curriculum’?) 

(using phone to translate), (‘developers’ also) (using phone to translate), trying to 

effect appropriate English language teaching, (‘appropriate’) (using phone to 

translate), with students who are foreign to them, either at home or abroad. (‘Either 

at home or abroad’) (using phone to translate). (Jawad, Low scorer) 
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From Pakistan, Shamim (1996) reports that her attempt to introduce communicative 

language teaching into her classroom met with a great deal of resistance from her 

learners, making her “terribly exhausted” and leading her to realise that, by 

introducing this methodology, she was actually “creating psychological barriers to 

learning” (p. 109). (‘Resistance’, ‘terribly exhausted’) (using phone to translate). 

(Kamal, Low scorer)    

Current literature on the subject of appropriate methodologies often distinguishes 

between Western and non-Western countries, or between the developed and the 

developing world. (I need to translate ‘distinguishes’) (using phone to translate). 

(Ziad, Low scorer) 

However, it is not simply a Western/non-Western problem, because it is sometimes 

difficult to implement the methodology in continental Western Europe. Neither is 

it simply a developed/developing problem, because there are difficulties in 

implementing the methodology in developed countries such as Japan. (I will 

translate ‘implement’, ‘continental’). (using phone to translate). (Muneer, Low 

scorer)  

4.3.3 Syntactic parsing and word recognition reading processes 

Syntactic parsing was the least-used lower-level process, occurring only five times (0.98%), and no 

word recognition reading processes were applied during the reading of the texts. For example, Ziad, 

a low-scoring student, used the syntactic parsing reading processes three times, followed by Jawad 

and Kamal, both low-scoring students, who each used these reading processes once. Examples of 

linguistic syntactic parsing examples follow (the text in normal font is from the actual text and the 

text in parenthesis is the students’ verbalised thoughts): 

However, it is not simply a Western/non-Western problem, because it is sometimes 

difficult to implement the methodology in continental Western Europe. (It is ‘not’, 

okay ‘simply’, an adverb?) (Ziad, Low scorer)  

Pedagogies that ignore lived experiences will ultimately prove to be “so disturbing 

for those affected by them - so threatening to their belief systems - that hostility is 



 

 

223 

aroused and learning becomes impossible”, (‘pedagogies that ignored’, I think; it 

has to be past tense). (Ziad, Low scorer)  

It is rather a problem of English language teaching methodologies developed 

specifically in Britain, North America and Australasia being implemented almost 

everywhere else. (‘It is rather the problem, English is known’). (Ziad, Low scorer)       

From Pakistan, Shamim (1996) reports that her attempt to introduce communicative 

language teaching into her classroom met with a great deal of resistance from her 

learners, making her “terribly exhausted” and leading her to realise that, by 

introducing this methodology, she was actually “creating psychological barriers to 

learning” (p. 109). (The tense in the previous sentence is present simple, the verb 

‘met’ is past tense?) (Jawad, Low scorer) 

First and foremost, any post-method pedagogy has to be a pedagogy of particularity. 

That is to say, in order for language pedagogy to be relevant, it must be sensitive to 

a particular group of teachers teaching a particular group of learners pursuing a 

particular set of goals within a particular institutional context embedded in a 

particular sociocultural environment. A pedagogy of particularity, then, is opposed 

to the notion that there can be one set of pedagogic aims and objectives realisable 

through one set of pedagogic principles and procedures. (‘A pedagogy of 

particularity’, oh, two nouns, how?) (Kamal, Low scorer)  

4.3 Higher-level reading processes 

 This section presents a taxonomy of comprehension reading processes such as goal setting, 

monitoring, inferencing, text structure and building a mental model. Table 4.2 presents the total 

occurrences and percentages of the students’ higher-level reading processes.
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Table 4.2  

Higher-Level Reading Processes’ Frequency Counts  

 
Processes Students’ names and score levels (H-high scorer; L-low-scorer)         Totals Totals Totals 

Comprehensio

n processes  

Sami 

(H) 

Salman 

(H) 

Hatim 

(H) 

Bader 

(H) 

Rami 

(H) 

Khalid 

(L) 

Jawad 

(L) 

Kamal 

(L) 

Ziad 

(L) 

Muneer 

(L) 

Total 

(N) 

Total 

(%) 

Total 

(N) 

Total 

(%) 

Goal setting 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 (0.00%)  

 

 

7 

 

 

 

 

(1.38%) 

Monitoring  2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 (0.59%) 

Inferencing  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 (0.00%) 

Creating a 

text-level 

structure 

2 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 (0.79%) 

Building a 

mental 

model 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 (0.00%) 

Total (N) 4 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 (1.38%)   

Total (%) (0.79%) (0.19%) (0.19%) (0.19%) (0.00%) (0.00%) (0.00%) (0.00%) (0.00%) (0.00%)     
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As Table 4.2 shows, the higher-level reading processes or comprehension reading 

processes were used by high-level scoring students only seven times (1.38%) but 

were not used by low-level scoring students. A detailed explanation of the reading 

processes used by the high-scoring students will be presented in the following 

sections. The goal setting, inferencing and building a mental model reading 

processes did not occur in the current study. The monitoring reading processes 

were the least-used reading processes, which occurred only three times (0.59%), 

followed by text-level structure processes which occurred four times only (0.79%).  

4.2.1 Monitoring 

The monitoring reading processes were the least used, occurring only three times 

and used only by Sami, a high-scoring student. Examples of the monitoring reading 

processes from Sami’s think-aloud verbal report are presented below (the text in 

normal font is from the actual text and the text in parenthesis is the students’ 

verbalised thoughts):  

These language educators are trying to make sense of 

methodologies developed in Britain, North America or 

Australasia for ‘ideal’ teaching-learning situations which are 

very different from their own. (So, this is about curriculum, this 

is unclear). (Sami, High scorer) 

First and foremost, any post-method pedagogy has to be a 

pedagogy of particularity. That is to say, language pedagogy, to 

be relevant, must be sensitive to a particular group of teachers 

teaching a particular group of learners pursuing a particular set 

of goals within a particular institutional context embedded in a 

particular sociocultural environment. (I cannot understand this, it 

is complicated). (Sami, High scorer) 
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From India, Tickoo (1996) points out that even locally initiated 

pedagogic innovations have failed because they merely 

attempted to combine them with the methodological framework 

inherited from abroad, without fully taking into account local 

linguistic, sociocultural, and political particularities. (This 

sentence is very complex and unclear). (Salman, High scorer) 

4.2.2 Creating a text-level structure  

The second least-used reading processes were text-level structure reading 

processes which occurred only four times (0.79%). They were used by Sami twice 

(0.39%), and once each by Hatim (0.19%) and Bader (0.19%). These were all high-

scoring students. Examples of text-level structure reading processes used in the 

think-aloud verbal reports are presented below (the text in normal font is from the 

actual text and the text in parenthesis is the students’ verbalised thoughts): 

On the one hand, (on the one hand; this is the first point of the 

argument), there are curriculum developers or teachers, trying to 

effect appropriate English language teaching with students who 

are foreign to them, either at home or abroad. They try to 

understand students’ attitudes and ways of doing things, which, 

to the outsider, are often unclear. On the other hand, (yes, as I 

expected, this text is argumentative, this is the second point of 

the argument), there are teachers and curriculum developers who 

are native to the countries where they work, and the same 

nationality as the students they teach. (Sami, High scorer) 

That is to say, in order for language pedagogy to be relevant, it 

must be sensitive to a particular group of teachers teaching a 

particular group of learners pursuing a particular set of goals 

within a particular institutional context embedded in a particular 

sociocultural environment. A pedagogy of particularity, then, is 
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opposed to the notion that there can be one set of pedagogic aims 

and objectives realisable through one set of pedagogic principles 

and procedures. At its core, the idea of pedagogic particularity is 

consistent with the perspective of situational understanding, 

which claims that a meaningful pedagogy cannot be constructed 

without a holistic interpretation of particular situations and that 

it cannot be improved without a general improvement of those 

particular situations. (I think this text is not organised and very 

complex). (Hatim, High scorer) 

From Pakistan, Shamim (1996) reports that her attempt to 

introduce communicative language teaching into her classroom 

met with a great deal of resistance from her learners, making her 

“terribly exhausted” and leading her to realise that, by 

introducing this methodology, she was actually “creating 

psychological barriers to learning” (p. 109). From India, Tickoo 

(1996) points out that even locally initiated pedagogic 

innovations have failed because they merely attempted to 

combine them with the methodological framework inherited 

from abroad, without fully taking into account local linguistic, 

sociocultural, and political particularities. An interesting aspect 

of particularity is that it is not a thing out there to be searched and 

rescued. Nor is it an illusion that lives in the fantasy world of 

productive imagination, unreal and unrealized. From a pedagogic 

point of view, particularity is at once a goal and a process. (A lot 

of long sentences are presented in this text, I think it is not well-

organised). (Bader, High scorer) 

In the following section, I present and discuss the differences in the reading 

processes used by high- and low-scoring student writers. 
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4.4 The differences in the reading processes used by high- and 

low-scoring student writers  

The second research question of the study investigated the differences between 

high- and low-scoring Saudi university EFL undergraduate students in the use of 

reading processes in the reading-to-write task. The reading processes which they 

employed were collected using think-aloud protocol verbal reports in order to 

answer this question. The differences in the use of lower-level reading processes 

by high- and low-scoring students, the differences in the use of higher-level reading 

processes by high- and low-scoring students, and finally, an overall picture of the 

differences in the reading processes used by high- and low-scoring students will be 

discussed in the following sections. 

4.4.1 The differences in the use of lower-level reading processes by 

high- and low-scoring student writers  

This section presents the differences in the use of lower-level reading processes 

between high- and low-scoring students in the reading-to-write task. Table 4.3 

presents the total occurrences and percentages of the students’ lower-level reading 

processes.   
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Table 4.3 

The Frequency and Percentage of Lower-level Reading Processes Employed by 

High- and Low-Scoring Student Writers 

Students’ names 

and score levels 

(H: high scorer; 

L: low-scorer) 

Lower-level Processes 

Linguistic processes 

 

 Establishing 

propositional 

meaning 

Syntactic 

parsing 

Lexical access Word 

recognition 

Total 

(N) 

Total 

(%) 

Sami (H) 24  2 18 0 42 (8.30%) 

Salman (H) 32 1 23 0 55 (10.86%) 

Hatim (H) 30 0 21 0 51 (10.07%) 

Bader (H) 26 0 14 0 40 (7.90%) 

Rami (H) 32 0 17 0 49 (9.68%) 

Khalid (L) 19 0 28 0 47 (9.28%) 

Jawad (L) 27 1 34 0 62 (12.25%) 

Kamal (L) 24 1 31 0 56 (11.06%) 

Ziad (L) 19 3 25 0 47 (9.28%) 

Muneer (L) 20 0 30 0 50 (9.88%) 

Total (N) 253 5 241 0   

Total (%) (50.00%) (0.98%) (47.62%) (0.00%)   

 

Table 4.3 shows that both high- and low-scoring students used the lower-level 

reading processes. For example, establishing propositional meaning reading 

processes occurred 253 times (50%) and Salman and Rami, both high-scoring 

students, were the most reliant on these reading processes, each using them 32 

times (6.32%). Hatim, also a high-scoring student, was close to them as he used 

these reading processes 30 times (5.92%). Bader, a high-scoring student and Jawad, 

a low-scoring student, were very close in their usage for the establishing 

propositional meaning reading processes: Bader used them 26 times (5.13%) and 

Jawad used them 27 times (5.33%). They were followed by Sami, a high-scoring 

student, and Kamal, a low-scoring student, who both used them 24 times (4.74%), 

Muneer, a low-scoring student, used them 20 times (3.95%), Khalid and Ziad, both 
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low-scoring students, were the least reliant on them, each using them 19 times 

(3.75%).  

Syntactic parsing reading processes were only used by low-scoring students 

five times (0.98%). Ziad was the most reliant on these lower-level reading 

processes, using them three times (0.59%), followed by Jawad and Kamal who 

each used them once (0.19%).  

Lexical access reading processes were also common, occurring 241 times 

(47.62%). Jawad, a low-scoring student, was the most dependent on them, using 

them 34 times (6.71%). Kamal and Muneer, both low-level scoring students, were 

close to Jawad in their usage: Kamal used them 31 times (6.12%) and Muneer used 

them 30 times (5.92%). Khalid and Ziad, both low-scoring students, followed; 

Khalid used them 28 times (5.53%), and Ziad used them 25 times (4.94%), 

followed by Hatim, a high-scoring student, who used them 21 times (4.15%).  

Sami and Rami, both high-scoring students, were less dependent on these 

reading processes: Sami used them 18 times (3.55%) and Rami used them 17 times 

(3.35%). The least reliant on these reading processes was Bader, a high- scoring 

student, who used them 14 times (2.76%). Moreover, none of the high- or low-

scoring students used any word recognition reading processes.   

4.4.2 The differences in the use of higher-level reading processes by 

high- and low-scoring student writers 

This section presents the differences in the higher-level reading processes used by 

high- and low-scoring students in the reading-to-write task. Table 4.4 presents the 

total occurrences and percentages of the students’ higher-level reading processes.   
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Table 4.4 

The frequency and Percentage of the Higher-Level Reading Processes Employed 

by High- and Low-Scoring Student Writers 

 

Students’ names and 

score levels (H: high 

scorer; L: low-scorer) 

Higher-level Processes 

Comprehension processes 

 

 Goal 

setting 

Monitorin

g 

Inferencin

g 

Creating a 

text-level 

structure 

Building a 

mental model 

Total 

(N) 

Total 

(%) 

Sami (H) 0 2 0 2 0 4 (0.79%) 

Salman (H) 0 1 0 0 0 1 (0.19%) 

Hatim (H) 0 0 0 1 0 1 (0.19%) 

Bader (H) 0 0 0 1 0 1 (0.19%) 

Rami (H) 0 0 0 0 0 0 (0.00%) 

Khalid (L) 0 0 0 0 0 0 (0.00%) 

Jawad (L) 0 0 0 0 0 0 (0.00%) 

Kamal (L) 0 0 0 0 0 0 (0.00%) 

Ziad (L) 0 0 0 0 0 0 (0.00%) 

Muneer (L) 0 0 0 0 0 0 (0.00%) 

Total (N) 0 3 0 4 0   

Total (%) (0.00%) (0.59%) (0.00%) (0.79%) (0.00%)   

 

Table 4.4 shows that although Sami, a high-scoring student, was the student who 

depended on higher-level reading processes the most, he only used them four times 

(0.79%). That is, he used monitoring reading processes and text-level structure 

twice each (0.39%). Salman, Hatim and Bader, all high-scoring students, each used 

text-level structure reading processes only once (0.19%). It is worth noting that the 

low-level scoring students did not use higher-level reading processes.  

4.5 The reading processes employed by high- and low-scoring 

student writers  

This section presents an overall picture of the differences between high- and low-

scoring students in the use of the higher- and lower-level reading processes in the 

reading-to-write task. Table 4.5 presents the frequency and percentages of the 

processes used by the high- and low-scoring student writers. 
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Table 4.5 

The Frequency and Percentage of the Reading Processes Employed by High- and 

Low-Scoring Student Writers 

Processes Score level  

Comprehension 

processes  

              High scorers                 Low scorers 

 Total (N) Total (%) Total (N) Total (%) 

Goal setting 0 (0.00%) 0 (0.00%) 

Monitoring  3 (0.59%) 0 (0.00%) 

Inferencing  0 (0.00%) 0 (0.00%) 

Creating a text-level 

structure 

4 (0.79%) 0 (0.00%) 

Building a mental 

model 

0 (0.00%) 0 (0.00%) 

Total (N)                         7 0 

Total (%)                    (1.38%) (0.00%) 

 

Linguistic processes  High scorers Low scorers 

 Total (N) Total (%) Total (N) Total (%) 

Establishing 

propositional 

meaning  

 

144 

 

(60.75%) 

 

109 

 

(41.60%) 

Syntactic parsing  0 (0.00%) 5 (0.98%) 

Lexical access  93 (39.24%) 148 (56.49%) 

Word recognition  0 (0.00%) 0 (0.00%) 

Total (N)                       237 262 

Total (%)                   (47.49%) (52.50%) 

 

Table 4.5 shows that whereas some comprehension reading processes such as 

monitoring and the construction of text structure were used by some high-scoring 

students, these processes were used by the students very rarely (1.38%). The 

monitoring reading processes were used only three times (0.59%), twice by Sami 

(0.39%) and once by Salman (0.19%). Text-structure reading processes, on the 

other hand, were used only four times (0.79%); twice by Sami (0.39%) and once 

each by Hatim and Bader (0.19%). In addition, the low-scoring students did not 

employ higher-level reading processes at all.  

On the other hand, Table 4.5 shows that the linguistic reading processes 

were used by both high- and low-scoring writers very frequently, with high-scoring 
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writers using them 237 times (47.49%), and low-scoring writers using them 262 

times (52.50%). The establishment of propositional meaning was used most by 

both high- and low-scoring students at 253 times (50%), although it was the high-

scoring students who relied on these processes the most as they used them 144 

times whereas the low-scoring students used them109 times (60.75% and 41.60% 

respectively). For example, high-scoring students Salman and Rami were the most 

reliant on these reading processes, each using them 32 times (6.32%), followed by 

Hatim, a high-scoring student, who used them 30 times (5.92%), Jawad, a low-

scoring student, who used them 27 times (5.33%), Bader, a high-scoring student, 

who used them 26 times (5.13%) and Sami, a high-scoring student who used them 

24 times (3.75%). 

The second most frequently used reading process was lexical access, which 

was used 241 times (47.62%), although it was the low-scoring students who relied 

on this process the most as they used it 148 times and the high-scoring students 

used it 93 times (56.49% and 39.24% respectively).  

In detail, Jawad, a low-scoring student, was the most reliant on these 

reading processes, employing them 34 times (6.71%). Kamal, a low-performing 

student, used them 31 times (6.12%), followed by Muneer, a low-performing 

student, who used them 30 times (5.92%), Khalid, a low-performing student, who 

used them 28 times (5.53%), Ziad, a low-performing student, who used them 25 

times (4.94%), Salman, a high-performing student, who used them 23 times 

(4.54%), Hatim, a high-achieving student, who used them 21 times (4.15%), Sami, 

a high-achieving student who used them 18 times (3.55%), Rami, a high-achieving 

student who used them 17 times (3.35%), and finally Bader, a high-achieving 
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student, who was the least reliant on these reading processes, using them 14 times 

(2.76%). In addition, none of the high- or low-scoring students used any word 

recognition reading processes. 

These results show that both high- and low-scoring student writers used 

lower-level reading processes most of the time. However, in addition to attempting 

to build propositional meanings of the text, the low-scoring student writers were 

also preoccupied with understanding the meaning of separate words. This is the 

only substantial difference between the reading processes of high- and low-scoring 

student writers found in the study.  

4.6 Factors affecting students’ reading and writing 

performance  

The third research question investigated the factors affecting the Saudi university 

EFL undergraduate students’ reading and writing performance in an integrated 

reading-to-write task. In order to answer this question, I obtained data from the 

students’ pre- and post-protocol interviews and analysed them using the thematic 

analysis approach. The factors affecting the students’ performance were their 

reading perceptions, their writing perceptions and their lack of understanding of 

the purpose of the reading-to-write task.  

4.6.1 Students’ perceptions about reading  

One factor which affected the students’ performance in the reading-to-write task 

was their perceptions about reading. This factor might have contributed to their 

focus on lower-level reading processes, and not utilising their higher-level reading 

processes. The students’ perceptions about reading were: 
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● reading is the level of understanding of a text; 

● a good reader pronounces words accurately; 

● a good reader is a good summariser; 

● a good reader reads rapidly; 

● a good reader has a large vocabulary.  

The students’ reading perceptions and their total occurrences are presented 

in Table 4.6. 

Table 4.6 

Students’ Perceptions of Reading and their Total Occurrences  

Sub-themes Total of responses 

(H: high-scorers; L: low-scorers) 

Reading is understanding of a text 10 

 (H -5; L-5) 

A good reader pronounces words 

accurately 

3 

                         (H-2; L-1) 

A good reader is a good summariser 5 

                         (H-4; L-1) 

A good reader reads rapidly 5 

                         (H-2; L-4) 

A good reader has a lot of 

vocabulary 

7 

                          (H-2; L-5) 

 

In the pre-protocol interviews, when students were asked ‘What is reading?’, one 

of the prevailing answers that both low and high-scoring students provided was 

that reading is an understanding of a text. These are some of their answers.  
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Reading is a capsule of understanding that moves from the text to my mind. (Sami, 

High scorer) 

 Reading means understanding the text, without understanding, there is no reading. 

(Muneer, Low scorer)  

Students also associated a good reader with someone who pronounces words 

accurately. These are some of their responses: 

 “Clarity and pronunciation are very important in reading (Researcher: Why are 

they important?) Stuttering or bad pronunciation causes ambiguity in the 

meaning”. (Sami, High scorer) 

 A good reader is “a reader who reads with accurate pronunciation”. (Ziad, Low 

scorer) 

Students thought that a good reader is a good summariser. Students replied that a 

good reader is one who is competent in summarising texts. These were some of 

their responses: 

A good reader is “a reader who summarises reading texts properly and grasps the 

main ideas in a text”. (Bader, High scorer) 

A good reader is “a reader who understands and summarises reading texts”. 

(Kamal, Low scorer) 

Students also considered a good reader as someone who reads rapidly. A good 

reader, according to both high and low-scoring students, was someone who reads 

quickly. These were some of their responses: 

A good reader is “a reader who reads quickly and understands the text”. (Salman, 
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High scorer) 

A good reader is “a reader who reads quickly and understands the text”. (Jawad, 

Low scorer) 

The students considered a good reader as someone who has a lot of vocabulary. 

According to both high and low-scoring students, a good reader is someone who 

has a large vocabulary. In the pre-protocol interviews, the students were asked, 

‘What are the features of a good reader in your studies? Here are some examples 

of their responses: 

 A good reader is “a reader who does not use a dictionary”. Researcher: What do 

you mean? Participant: A reader who has a huge amount of vocabulary. (Bader, 

High scorer) 

A good reader is “a reader who has a lot of vocabulary as it is the most important 

factor in learning a language. (Muneer, Low scorer) 

In short, both high and low-scoring participants viewed good reading as an 

understanding of a text, and good readers as those who can pronounce words 

accurately, summarise a text, read rapidly and have a large vocabulary.  

The students’ perceptions about reading seem to be in-line with their 

reading practices. Both high and low-scoring students emphasised reading as a 

process involving accuracy and vocabulary. It was only a few high-scoring students 

who also mentioned reading as summarising. Reading as comprehension was 

mentioned by both high and low-scoring students, although their perceptions of 
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comprehension were not clearly established. They could have meant the 

comprehension of individual words, or sentences. In a nutshell, therefore, their 

perceptions about reading closely matched their reading processes at a lower level.  

4.7 Students’ perceptions about writing 

The students' perceptions about writing were the second factor which influenced 

their performance in the reading-to-write task. Their writing perceptions might 

have contributed to their emphasis on lower-level reading processes and not 

employing the higher-level reading processes. The students’ perceptions about 

writing were: 

● writing is difficult,  

● writing is about grammar,  

● writing is about correct spelling,  

● writing is good handwriting,  

● a good writer has a lot of vocabulary.  

The students’ writing perceptions, and the total occurrences of these views, are 

presented in Table 4.7 below. 
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Table 4.7 

Students’ Perceptions of Writing and their Total Occurrences  

Sub-themes Total of responses 

(H: high-scorers; L:  low-scorers) 

Writing is difficult 3 

(H-1; L-2) 

Writing is about grammar 

 

Writing is about correct spelling 

9 

          (H-4; L-5) 

Writing is good handwriting 3 

          (H-2; L-1) 

A good writer has a lot of vocabulary 6 

           (H-2; L-4) 

 

Writing for students was seen as a difficult activity, and this difficulty was mostly 

associated with grammar and spelling. These are some of the students’ responses: 

 “It was difficult to write at the beginning and is still difficult now. I think writing 

is not an easy thing, so I started memorising spelling and grammar and writing 

good grammar and spelling and I get good marks”. (Sami, High scorer)  

“Writing is a difficult process, but I feel that I am much better now. My teachers 

helped me in improving my English writing” (Researcher: How did they help you?) 

They helped me write correct spelling and [no] grammatical mistakes”. (Khalid, 

Low scorer) 

Students also considered grammar and correct spelling to be important aspects of 

writing. These are some of their responses: 

A good writer is someone who can write well, despite the fact that “writing is 
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tricky, in the sense that it requires the memorisation of words’ spelling, as well as 

the use of proper grammar”. (Bader, High scorer) 

“Good writing, well, just good spelling, punctuation and grammar, I think they are 

essential in writing”. (Muneer, Low scorer) 

Students also viewed successful writing as someone having good handwriting. The 

students thought of good handwriting as an essential aspect of writing. In order to 

discover more about the students' thoughts on writing, they were asked in the pre-

protocol interviews about their perceptions on the subject. These are some of their 

responses: 

 A good writer is “a writer who writes correct spelling, grammar and has good 

handwriting”. (Bader, High scorer)  

“It is important to write correct spelling, grammar to get good grades. Also, good 

handwriting makes it look better and teachers give marks for that”. (Hatim, High 

scorer) 

Both high and low-scoring students thought of a good writer as someone who has 

a large vocabulary. The students were asked in pre-protocol interviews about their 

perceptions of the aspects of a good writer. Here are some of their responses: 

 “A good writer is one who can use a huge amount of vocabulary to improve his 

writing”. (Hatim, High scorer)  

A good writer is “a writer who uses plenty of words in his writings”. (Ziad, Low 

scorer)  
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In a nutshell, the students’ perceptions about writing showed that both high and 

low-scoring participants viewed writing as a difficult activity, and thought that it 

was about correct grammar, spelling, and good handwriting. The examples given 

above show that their understanding of writing was that it is about those basic 

skills. The post-protocol interviews also revealed that both the high and low-

scoring participants rated good grammar and spelling highly. Although the post-

protocol interviews did not focus on the students’ perceptions of reading or writing, 

their responses included references to grammar and spelling. 

For example: 

 “I focused on grammar and spelling when writing”. (Rami, High scorer)  

 “I started by reading and understanding the texts, then writing correct spelling 

and grammar”. (Ziad, Low scorer) 

The students’ perceptions are in-line with their practices that were identified in the 

think-aloud protocols; that is, perceiving reading and writing as mostly language 

focus activities, students were also focusing on linguistic and comprehension 

processes in their think-aloud reading.  

4.8 Missing the purpose of the reading-to-write task 

In addition to the role of the students’ reading and writing perceptions in their 

reading-to-write task performance, their failure to consider the aim of the task 

might have also had an impact on their performance in the reading-to-write task. 

That is, the reason for the students’ focus on lower-level reading processes is that 

they had missed the reading purpose. The observation of their performance of the 
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task and their reading and writing perceptions in the post-protocol interviews 

revealed that the students did not consider a reading purpose when undertaking the 

task. That is, the analysis of the way in which the students started the task and how 

many of them considered the task instructions before reading the text established 

that none of them had read the task instructions prior to the task. Also, in the post-

protocol interviews, none of the students mentioned the task instructions. For 

instance,  

“I started by reading the two passages, analysing them and trying to understand 

them, and then writing”. (Sami, High scorer) 

“In the beginning, I tried to focus on understanding the ideas and translating the 

difficult words … I tried to use the dictionary because some words were difficult”. 

(Khalid, Low scorer)   

As these results show, all of the students, whatever their scoring level, missed the 

task purpose and did not consider the task instructions.  

4.9 Summary  

This chapter presented the reading for writing processes used by high and low-

scoring students in the reading-to-write task. The higher-level reading processes 

were: goal setting, monitoring, inferencing, creating a text-level structure and 

building a mental model. The lower-level reading processes were: establishing 

propositional meaning, syntactic parsing, lexical access and word recognition. This 

chapter has also presented the students’ reading and writing perceptions, and 

compared them with their reading and writing practices. The results showed that 
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both the high- and the low-scoring participants relied on the lower-level reading 

processes, such as establishing propositional meaning and lexical access, the most 

and did not utilise comprehension reading processes at all, with the exception of 

only a few high-scoring students (such as Sami and Salman). The high-scoring 

students did, however, consider the propositional meaning substantially more times 

than the low-scoring students, and the low-scoring students focused on the meaning 

of vocabulary more frequently than the high-scoring students. 

This chapter also presented the factors which affected the students’ 

performance in the reading-to-write task, which were their perceptions about 

reading, their perceptions about writing, and their lack of understanding of the aim 

of the task. The results showed that both high- and low-scoring students viewed 

reading as understanding the text, and viewed a good reader as one who pronounces 

words accurately, who is a good summariser, who reads rapidly, and who has a 

large vocabulary. They also viewed writing as a difficult activity, believing that it 

is about grammar, correct spelling and good handwriting. They also viewed a good 

writer as one who has a large vocabulary. The students’ perceptions of reading and 

writing were in-line with their reading practices, as they focused on accuracy and 

vocabulary in reading and basic skills in writing such as grammar, spelling, and 

good handwriting. In addition, their reading and writing perceptions showed that 

they did not consider a reading purpose while conducting the reading-to-write task.  

The students’ reading for writing processes used in the reading-to-write 

task and the factors which affected their performance in that task will be discussed 

in the following chapter. 
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Chapter 5: Discussion 

5. Introduction 

The current study was designed to investigate the reading processes employed by 

Saudi EFL students when conducting integrated reading-to-write academic tasks. 

A cognitive reading theory was adopted to understand reading, since understanding 

reading from the cognitive viewpoint is regarded as an essential base of knowledge 

for students to be successful in their academic studies (Raphael et al., 2014; 

Urquhart & Weir, 1998). Reading from a cognitive perspective is defined as a mix 

of text input, appropriate cognitive processes and background knowledge (Grabe, 

2009). To put it another way, reading is considered to be made up of a number of 

different processes and knowledge bases which are organised in diverse ways. 

Depending on their reading goals, readers can read texts in a variety of ways and 

combinations of ways (Grabe, 2009; Grabe & Stoller, 2002; Hudson, 2007; 

Kuzborska, 2019).  

In the following sections, I discuss the meaning, importance, and relevance of the 

results of the current study as well as evaluating them and then compare them with 

the results of previous research. I first discuss the reading processes used by Saudi 

EFL undergraduate students obtained from the think-aloud verbal reports and then 

consider the lack of any relationship between reading and writing found in this 

study. Finally, the students’ reading and writing perceptions and how they might 

have affected their reading-to-write task will be discussed.     
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5.1 The reading processes used by high- and low-scoring 

writers  

The study investigated the reading processes which Saudi EFL undergraduate 

students used when undertaking reading-to-write tasks and compared the 

differences between high- and low-scoring students in their use of reading 

processes. The data obtained from the think-aloud verbal reports showed that 

higher-level reading processes (comprehension reading processes) were almost 

entirely absent from the students’ reading. Instead, all the students, both the high- 

and low-scoring writers, predominantly employed lower-level reading processes 

(linguistic reading processes). The few higher-level reading processes which only 

high-scoring students (Sami, Salman, Hatim and Bader) used were monitoring and 

text structure, and the most-used lower-level reading processes used by all the 

students were propositional meaning formation, lexical access and syntactic 

parsing. Propositional meaning was however used by high-scoring writers more 

times than low-scoring writers, whereas lexical access was predominantly used by 

the low-scoring student writers.  

The results of the study confirmed those of previous research on reading-

to-write performance. For instance, Esmaeili (2002) discovered that his student 

participants, both high and low scorers, relied heavily on lower-level reading 

processes such as recalling words and phrases as meaning units from the reading 

text, which improved their writing performance. Similarly, Shi (2004) found that 

both high- and low-scoring participants relied significantly on lower-level reading 

processes such as borrowing words and phrases from the source reading texts. In 

the same vein, Cumming et al. (2006) found that both high- and low-scoring writers 

relied on lower-level reading processes such as borrowing words and phrases from 
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the reading texts. That is, rather than paraphrasing, the more proficient writers in 

the reading-to-write task summarised the majority of the substantive topics 

expressed in the source reading texts using words and phrases verbatim from the 

source materials. The researchers added that the students used various syntactic 

structures and lexical access reading processes. Similarly, Plakans (2008) reported 

that some high- and low-scoring participants in her study used lower-level reading 

processes significantly when summarising the reading texts, such as borrowing 

ideas, lexical access and syntactic parsing.  

In the Middle Eastern context, in the United Arab Emirates in particular, 

Gebril and Plakans (2009) carried out a study in an English-language preparation 

course, and Plakans and Gebril (2012) conducted a study in a naturalistic situation, 

and both made the same findings as the current study that Arab L2 students relied 

on lower-level reading processes. For instance, Gebril and Plakans (2009) found 

that all the participants, both high and low scorers, used the source reading 

materials to generate ideas and construct viewpoints; when engaged in the reading-

to-write task, they borrowed words and phrases from the reading texts. Similarly, 

Plakans and Gebril (2012) found that both high- and low-scoring Arab L2 learners 

relied significantly on the source reading texts by borrowing terms and phrases 

from them in their own writings. They added that the students depended on 

summarising the texts and re-reading most of the time, indicating that they 

depended heavily on the reading materials. In addition, in the Saudi context, 

Alhujaylan (2020) carried out a study in a naturalistic context and found that the 

participants in both the control and the experimental groups tended to rely on 

lower-level reading processes significantly, such as lexical access and syntactic 

parsing, which was in line with the results of the current study.  
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Moreover, the results of the current study partially agreed with those of 

some previous research on reading-to-write performance. For example, Plakans 

(2009), Plakans and Gebril (2013), Zhang (2013) and Zhao and Hirvela (2015) 

found that their participants in general relied heavily on lower-level reading 

processes such as lexical access, syntactic parsing and borrowing terms and phrases 

from the source texts. These processes were mostly common among low-scoring 

participants; for example, Zhang (2013) found that the control group relied on 

lower-level reading processes of borrowing words and phrases from the source 

texts, whereas the experimental group was able to reduce the amount of borrowing 

from the source texts by considering the task’s goal, planning throughout the task 

and producing well-written texts. Along similar lines, Zhao and Hirvela (2015) 

found that their L2 low-scoring participants relied significantly on lower-level 

reading processes such as decoding and borrowing words and phrases from the 

source text. 

On the other hand, the results of the current study do not support those of 

some previous research investigating students’ reading-to-write performance. For 

example, in contrast to the findings of this study, Plakans (2009) found that goal 

setting, global and mining processes were a feature of high-scoring students. 

Similarly, Zhao and Hirvela (2015) found that text structure knowledge and 

rhetorical reading processes (considering the reader’s and writer’s rhetorical 

contexts, their stance and their purposes of reading and writing such a text) were 

mostly used by their L1 high-scoring students.  

Based on the current study’s results which are in conformity with many 

previous studies (Alhujaylan, 2020; Cumming et al., 2006; Esmaeili, 2002; Gebril 
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and Plakans, 2009; Plakans, 2008; Plakans and Gebril, 2012; Shi, 2004), and 

partially in conformity with some other studies (Plakans, 2009, Plakans and Gebril, 

2013; Zhang, 2013; Zhao and Hirvela, 2015), several teaching implications are 

provided. These are intended for L2 teachers in general and Saudi EFL teachers (in 

particular in chapter 6 section 6.1), such as teaching reading in connection with 

writing, designing simplified teaching materials to help students improve their 

reading processes, focusing on teaching various reading processes such as goal 

setting, inferencing, monitoring, creating text-level structure, and building a mental 

model. 

5.2 The role of reading in reading-to-write tasks 

According to the study’s results, the role of reading in writing remains unclear. It 

could be expected that good use of higher-level reading processes would be made 

by high-scoring students to perform a task successfully, but this was not the case 

in this study. Instead, the results show that the formation of propositional meaning 

rather than the predominant consideration of individual words could have 

contributed to the writing task. High-scoring students were less concerned about 

the meaning of individual words and paid more attention to the meaning of 

propositions, and this could have helped them to write their essays more 

successfully.  

The results of the current study on the role of reading in reading-to-write 

tasks were partially in conformity with the findings of Esmaeili (2002), Cumming 

et al. (2006), Gebril and Plakans (2009) and Plakans (2008), whose studies were 

all conducted in English-language preparation courses. They found that high-

scoring participants tended to rely more on propositional meaning reading 
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processes than individual words. For example, Esmaeili (2002) investigated the 

connection between reading and integrated writing and found that high-scoring 

participants relied significantly on recalling content (semantic meaning units) from 

the reading text and used them in their writing. Similarly, Cumming et al. (2006) 

examined the writing features of the reading-to-write task and found that high-

scoring writers relied on lower-level reading processes such as borrowing phrases 

from the reading texts. The researchers reported that even in exceptionally 

successful compositions, phrases were borrowed from the source reading text, such 

as phrases which are often common in everyday language (for example, ‘at the 

same time’), making textual borrowing quite common in the high-scoring students' 

writings. That is, instead of paraphrasing, high-scoring writers in the reading-to-

write task summarised the bulk of the substantive subjects presented in the source 

reading texts using phrases verbatim from the source materials. Similarly, Gebril 

and Plakans (2009) looked into the traits of writing which emerged from integrated 

reading-writing tasks as well as the methods which the writers used to achieve 

them. They found that high-scoring Arab participants relied on the source texts 

when writing; that is, they used phrases from the reading texts to construct their 

arguments and elaborated on their ideas when performing the reading-to-write task. 

Plakans (2008) examined the reading effect on reading-to-write performance and 

found that high-scoring students had missed the reading purpose and relied heavily 

on the source materials, borrowing phrases when summarising the reading texts in 

their own writing. 

Furthermore, the results of the current study also agree with the results of 

the studies conducted in naturalistic contexts (Alhujaylan, 2020; Shi, 2004; Plakans 

& Gebril, 2012). Those studies found that high-scoring students relied on 
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propositional meaning rather than lexical access. For instance, Shi (2004) 

examined the role of reading in reading-to-write performance and discovered that 

high-scoring participants relied on borrowing words and phrases as meaning units, 

which helped them in their writing. Similarly, Plakans and Gebril (2012) looked at 

how Arab undergraduate students used sources in their writing, how they helped 

their writing performance, and how language proficiency affected their synthesis 

essays and found that high-scoring students borrowed terminology and phrases 

from the source reading texts. They also reported that high-scoring students spent 

the majority of their time summarising and re-reading the texts, implying that they 

primarily relied on the reading materials in their essays. In addition, Alhujaylan 

(2020) explored how the writing performance and the total writing scores of EFL 

Saudi graduate students differed when the writing process was thematically related 

to a reading passage compared with a paper on a given topic with no or little reading 

practice. The findings showed that high-scoring participants in the experimental 

group relied on lower-level reading processes significantly, such as borrowing 

words and phrases from the source texts, which helped them to elaborate on them 

in their essays.  

These results demonstrate that L2 students in general and Saudi EFL 

students in particular, tend to rely heavily on lower-level reading processes such as 

grammar and vocabulary when conducting reading-to-write tasks, and do not use 

higher level-reading processes such as goal setting, inferencing and monitoring. 

Such practices can be due to some internal or individual factors, such as language 

proficiency, lack of motivation and anxiety, as well as external factors or socio-

cultural factors such as reading and writing teaching methods at the school and 
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university levels and the use of L1 Arabic as a medium of instruction. These factors 

are discussed in detail in the next section.  

5.3 Factors affecting the students’ reading and writing 

performance 

As the study’s results showed, the participants did not take advantage of many 

higher-level reading processes, which could therefore explain why they missed the 

reading purpose. That is, the participants did not use higher-level reading processes 

effectively as they used them only a few times. However, as the research on reading 

suggests, any reading requires the use of both higher- and lower-level reading 

processes, and that the use of particular processes depends on the reading purpose 

(Alhujaylan, 2020; Al-Omrani, 2014; Plakans, 2008; 2009; Gebril & Plakans, 

2009; Plakans & Gebril, 2012; 2013; Zhang, 2013; Zhao & Hirvela, 2015). In this 

study, the reading was designed for writing purposes, and although lower-level 

reading processes were important for completing the task, the use of higher-level 

reading processes, such as background knowledge activation, the use of different 

types of inferences, text structure formation, or goal setting were paramount for 

successfully completing the task. The students’ reliance on lower-level reading 

processes in the current study might have been caused by their beliefs about reading 

and writing, and this will be discussed in the next section.  

5.3.1 Reading and writing perceptions in reading-to-write tasks  

The students in the current study were found to be reading and writing without 

considering the purpose of the task and were predominantly focused on 

understanding the text and the translation of new words. In contrast, native speakers 

and ESL participants in previous studies (Plakans, 2009; Zhao & Hirvela, 2015) 
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used higher-level reading processes such as global, mining and rhetorical reading 

processes, which might have been caused by their beliefs about reading and 

writing. These reading processes are significant in purposeful reading tasks such 

as reading for writing as they enable readers to generate meaning from the writers’ 

hints in order to understand the writers’ intentions (Tierney & Pearson, 1983). The 

reader and the writer are in negotiation during this process, and a phrase or term 

does not appear out of nowhere, but rather is part of a wider dialogue or ongoing 

discourse (Bakhtins, 1981; 1984). 

The current study investigated the participating students’ reading and 

writing perceptions to provide further explanations for the reading processes which 

they had used during the reading-to-write task. The results showed that they had 

mostly viewed reading from a linguistic perspective and had focused on the 

translation of unknown words. Their perceptions of good readers were those who 

read rapidly, have a huge amount of vocabulary and can comprehend and 

summarise a text. These students’ perceptions were also in line with their reading 

processes, as they tended to focus on linguistic processes in their performance of 

the task. For example, in accordance with their belief that reading is translating 

words and understanding sentences was their reliance on propositional meaning 

formation and lexical access. In terms of the students’ perceptions about writing, 

they held a similar view. For them, writing was a complicated activity requiring 

correct grammar, spelling, punctuation and good handwriting. Such beliefs about 

writing might have also contributed to their focus on individual words and 

sentences in reading and the transfer of this knowledge to their writing.  
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The results of the current study are in line with those of previous research 

into students’ beliefs about reading (Aunario, 2004; Fader, 1976; Kara-Soteriou, 

2007; Logan & Johnston, 2009; McNeil, 1976). Investigating young learners, those 

studies found that beliefs play an important role in reading performance. Beliefs 

guide readers’ reading behaviour and can adversely affect their reading 

comprehension outcome. For example, McNeil (1976) was particularly interested 

in Fader’s (1976) notion regarding his ‘Hooked on Books’ or ‘English in Every 

Classroom’ programme, which argued that students might learn to enjoy reading 

and writing. McNeil looked at what children thought about reading and came to 

the conclusion that pleasure reading could benefit young learners. The findings 

showed that children with higher self-esteem outperformed those with lower self-

esteem in reading and writing.  

Similarly, Aunario (2004) examined the relationship between reading 

attitudes and short story scores. She showed that differences in attitudes toward 

reading between younger and older elementary students affected their reading 

performance and that there was a significant relationship between students’ beliefs 

and their reading comprehension. In other words, students with positive beliefs 

towards reading outperformed those with negative beliefs. In the same vein, Kara-

Soteriou (2007) examined the role of positive and negative beliefs on reading 

comprehension and discovered that high-scoring readers held positive beliefs about 

reading which enabled them to consider the reading purpose and the text’s type 

when reading, whilst low-scoring readers were found to have negative beliefs about 

reading, which affected their reading comprehension as they were not able to 

consider the reading purpose or identify the text’s type or ideas. Logan and 

Johnston (2009) also investigated students’ attitudes about reading and found that 
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reading comprehension ability was affected by the participants’ reading beliefs. 

That is, the students were found to have higher reading comprehension scores, to 

read more often and to have a more positive attitude towards reading.  

In addition, using adult learners to investigate the role of students’ beliefs 

on reading comprehension, Schraw (2000) and Alshamrani, (2003) found that the 

students’ beliefs affected their reading and writing performance. For example, 

Schraw (2000) investigated the function of transmission and transaction beliefs in 

undergraduates’ production of meaning from a narrative text and found that 

transaction beliefs influenced the readers’ responses favourably, particularly in the 

form of thematic and critical reactions, as well as their overall interpretation. 

Transmission beliefs, on the other hand, were unrelated to any measure of text 

comprehension.  

In the Saudi EFL context, Alshamrani (2003) investigated nine EFL 

undergraduate students’ ideas and attitudes about the role of extensive reading on 

writing in qualitative research. The participants were classified as ‘low advanced’ 

and ‘advanced’ after completing an extensive course in a three-month ESL 

programme called Reading Club. The researcher found that the students held 

positive attitudes and beliefs towards the role of extensive reading on writing, 

indicating that extensive reading had helped them to improve their writing 

performance. The students’ improvement was shown in their use of more 

vocabulary (the lexical access reading processes) and grammar, which was in line 

with the views about reading and writing expressed by the participants in the 

current study. 
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In addition, the results of the current study agreed with those of previous 

studies of students’ beliefs about writing (Fageeh, 2003; Lavelle, 1993; Mateos et 

al., 2011; Palmquist & Young, 1992; White & Bruning, 2005), which found that 

students’ beliefs about writing affected their writing performance by affecting their 

confidence and performance when writing. For example, Palmquist and Young 

(1992) investigated whether writing is an innate ability which some individuals 

have and others do not and found that undergraduate students who felt that writing 

was an intrinsic ability were less confident in their ability to become effective 

writers and believed that their writing skills were underestimated. Lavelle (1993) 

looked at students’ emotional and personal engagement as well as considering the 

audience when writing. He classified the students’ engagement with writing tasks 

into two levels: deep and surface. He found that students who engaged deeply with 

writing performed better and considered the audience, whilst surface-level writers 

were less engaged in their writing, used fewer writing processes, and were less 

aware of their audience and the writing process. Similarly, two studies by Mateos 

et al. (2010) and White & Bruning (2005) examined the impact of students’ reading 

beliefs (transaction and transmission) on their writing and found that writers with 

strong transaction views earned substantially higher grades in writing, whereas 

students with strong transmission beliefs received significantly worse grades.  

In the Saudi EFL context, Fageeh (2003) investigated Saudi EFL students’ 

beliefs about their writing challenges, linguistic difficulties, composing processes 

and awareness of the rhetorical contrasts between English and Arabic and found 

that their beliefs about writing had a substantial impact on their writing abilities. 

That is, the students believed that writing is solely about basic writing processes 

such as grammar and spelling and that was displayed in their written products. 
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These previous results confirmed that the students’ perceptions play a 

significant role in their performance in reading and writing activities. The 

participants in the current study relied heavily on lower-level reading processes, 

and did not take advantage of higher-level reading processes. This was due to their 

beliefs about reading and writing, as they believed that reading was merely about 

grammar, vocabulary, reading rapidly, understanding and summarising a text, 

while writing was merely about spelling, punctuations, and good handwriting.  

In addition, language proficiency level (Aunario, 2004; Bruning, 2005; 

Fageeh, 2003; Mateos et al., 2011; White & Kara-Soteriou, 2007) and gender 

(Aunario, 2004; Logan & Johnston, 2009) were found to be significant factors 

which might affect students’ reading and writing performance. In the Saudi 

context, these factors have also been reported as significant factors affecting Saudi 

students’ reading and writing performance (Al-Khairy, 2013; Al-Nujaidi, 2003; 

Alrabai, 2014; Alrabai, 2016; Alrahaili, 2013; Alrashidi & Phan, 2015; Elyas & 

Picard, 2010; Ismail, 2015; Rahman & Alhaisoni, 2013).  

The Saudi students’ beliefs in reading and writing in the current study might 

also explain why they failed to consider the reading purpose because focusing 

solely on the lower-level reading and writing processes would not enable them to 

consider the reading purpose. Moreover, the students’ performance and perceptions 

might have been caused and shaped by some individual factors such as language 

proficiency, lack of motivation and anxiety; instructional factors such as reading 

and writing teaching methods at school and university levels; and socio-cultural 

factors such as the use of L1 Arabic as a medium of instruction. These factors will 
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be discussed, as well as teaching implications for L2 teachers (especially Saudi 

reading and writing teachers) in the following sections.  

5.3.2 The impact of language proficiency on reading and writing 

performance 

Previous research in the Saudi context has shown that Saudi EFL students are 

frequently characterised as having a low English language proficiency level, which 

could be one of the major factors affecting their reading and writing performance 

(Alghammas, 2020; Al-Khairy, 2013; Alrabai, 2014a; 2014b; 2016; Alrashidi & 

Phan, 2015). Most Saudi high-school graduates have a low level of English 

proficiency, so they have a difficult time completing schoolwork or connecting 

with their peers and teachers in their first year of university (Alghammas, 2020; 

Al-Khairy, 2013). Ansari (2012) stated that more than half of Saudi university 

students are unable to read or write in English. This depressing figure highlights a 

substantial impediment to learners’ academic performance, and some teachers 

think that teaching reading and writing is difficult for students (Alghammas, 2020). 

This is because teachers in English departments who are responsible for completing 

a specified syllabus might find it difficult to begin with their students from scratch, 

which might therefore affect the learning process (Alghammas, 2020). 

In addition, in regard to the use of reading and writing processes in reading-

to-write tasks, Al-Omrani (2014) reported that Saudi L2 students tended to focus 

on lower-level reading and writing processes because of their poor English 

language proficiency level. That was in line with the current study’s results, which 

showed that both high- and low-scoring students depended primarily on lower-

level reading processes. Al-Omrani’s (2014) conclusion was confirmed by 
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Alhujaylan’s (2020) findings. That is, although the researcher reported progress in 

the experimental group students’ performance (high-scoring participants), after the 

integrated teaching intervention the progress was mainly in grammar and 

vocabulary, which are considered lower-level reading and writing processes.    

Previous research on the role of language proficiency on reading and 

writing performance (Abbott et al., 2010; Carrell & Connor, 1991; Cumming et 

al., 1989; 2005; Graber-Wilson, 1991; Kennedy, 1985; Llach, 2010; Risemberg, 

1996) found that students’ language proficiency level has a significant effect on 

their reading and writing performance, which confirms the findings in the Saudi 

context. Loban (1963), for example, studied students from third to sixth grade and 

found a positive relationship between reading and writing performance and their 

language proficiency level. This relationship increased when students’ reading and 

writing skills improved in the higher grades, according to the findings of that study. 

In a longitudinal study, Abbott et al. (2010) tracked two young learners from first 

to fifth and third to seventh school grades for four years and found a substantial 

link between their reading and writing performance and their language proficiency 

level. 

Similarly, Kennedy (1985) examined adult readers’ deliberate behaviours 

when writing from sources, to determine whether these behaviours clustered at 

recognisable stages in the reading-writing process, and whether the processes were 

the same for able and less able readers. It was found that high-scoring students 

outperformed low-scoring students in the writing task, and that reading ability had 

an effect on the quantity of notes taken and the depth of the notes’ content. 

Similarly, Cumming et al. (1989) studied the mental processes of fourteen adult 
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Anglophone students of French who completed reading and summarising tasks and 

found that the students employed the same proportion of higher-order problem-

solving skills when writing and reading. These procedures differed depending on 

the students’ competency level and were linked to the quality of the written 

summaries which they produced. Risemberg (1996) investigated the impact of 

students’ reading and writing proficiency levels on the organising and transforming 

processes which they engaged in while undertaking reading and writing tasks. The 

level of reading and writing proficiency was found to have an impact on the use of 

problem-solving behaviours and the integration of knowledge at many levels (for 

example, verbatim, propositional). Cumming et al. (2005) found differences in 

scores and source usage owing to language ability level. They reported that mid-

level proficiency writers were more likely to paraphrase and plagiarise than high- 

and low-level proficiency writers, although the least skilled writers summarised, 

paraphrased and copied less than all the other competence levels. 

Previous research in the L2 context has consistently shown that language 

proficiency level influences students’ reading and writing performance (Carrell & 

Connor, 1991; Carson et al., 1990; Graber-Wilson, 1991; Llach, 2010; Shanahan, 

1984). Shanahan (1984) found a significant connection between reading and 

writing performance and language proficiency among second- and fifth-grade ESL 

children in terms of grade and competency levels. The findings showed that there 

were differences in such connections between low- and high-level ESL students, 

implying that language competence level influenced their reading and writing 

performance. Similarly, Carson et al. (1990) found that ESL students’ performance 

in reading and writing activities was influenced by their reading and writing 

proficiency levels. Llach (2010) looked into the role of language proficiency in the 
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relationship between reading and writing abilities, as well as the importance of this 

connection. The study focused on elementary school Spanish EFL pupils who 

spoke English at a low to low-intermediate level. There was a substantial 

association between low-proficiency L2 learners’ reading and writing abilities, 

especially for low-intermediate proficiency learners.  

Supporting Llach’s (2010) study, which focused primarily on low to low-

intermediate young L2 learners, studies with high-proficiency adult L2 learners had 

previously been undertaken (Carrell & Connor, 1991; Graber-Wilson, 1991). 

Graber-Wilson (1991) studied intermediate to advanced ESL university students 

and found that their reading and writing language proficiency and their reading and 

writing performance had a substantial positive association. Carrell and Connor 

(1991) looked at the link between intermediate ESL undergraduate learners’ 

reading and writing abilities in both persuasive and descriptive genres by rating 

their work holistically using the Toulmin approach to writing content analysis. 

They found a strong link between reading and writing with a high correlation 

between reading competence and the qualitative writing evaluation using the 

Toulmin model.  

In addition, previous studies on the role of reading in reading-to-write tasks 

also confirm the findings in the Saudi context as they have shown that language 

proficiency level plays an important role in the performance of reading-to-write 

tasks (Gebril & Plakans, 2009; Plakans, 2009; Plakans & Gebril, 2013; Zhang, 

2013; Zhao & Hirvela, 2015). Students with high English language proficiency 

levels outperformed those with low levels in reading-to-write tasks. For example, 

Plakans (2009) found that high-scoring students focused on higher-level reading 
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processes such as goal setting, global and mining reading processes, whilst low-

scoring students focused on lower-level reading processes such as word-level 

processes. Along a similar line, Zhao & Hirvela (2015) found that their high-

scoring student focused on rhetorical reading processes whilst their low-scoring 

student focused on lower-level reading processes such as lexical access processes.  

Therefore, L2 teachers in general (and Saudi teachers in particular), need 

to account for their students’ language proficiency levels by designing 

teaching materials that can support the growth of students' reading processes in 

accordance with their various levels of language proficiency. Accordingly, teachers 

need to teach both lower-level and higher-level reading processes to all students, 

regardless of their levels of language proficiency, while using simplified reading 

materials so that even low-proficiency students can use their higher-level reading 

processes. 

5.3.3 The impact of the lack of motivation  

Saudi EFL students’ lack of interest in studying English has been found to have a 

negative impact on their ability to learn English language skills including reading 

and writing (Al-Khairy, 2013; Alrabai, 2014b; Khan, 2011). At the University of 

Taif in Saudi Arabia, for instance, Al-Khairy (2013) examined the primary 

difficulties Saudi undergraduates have while writing academically in English as a 

foreign language. He claimed that the lack of motivation among Saudi university 

freshmen affected their writing abilities. Other factors affecting students’ writing 

performance were weak vocabulary and grammatical skills, unappealing 

textbooks, a lack of English practice, peer pressure, prior educational experience, 

the use of inappropriate lexical items, inappropriate teaching methods, 
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inappropriate English faculty teaching practices and a lack of adequate use of 

contemporary teaching aids. Fareh (2010) found a lack of motivation towards 

English language learning, stating that the majority of students were unmotivated 

and unwilling to study.  

The reasons for Saudis’ low motivation to learn English are varied and 

complex, but inappropriate teacher behaviour, high language anxiety, low 

motivational intensity, and inappropriate methods of teaching English in Saudi 

Arabia could all be contributing factors (Alrabai, 2014b; 2016). In addition, 

unappealing textbooks, unsuitable English faculty behaviour, peer pressure, 

incorrect teaching techniques, insufficient use of current teaching aids and the 

difficulty of English vocabulary and grammar have also all been found to 

demotivate Saudi university undergraduates (Al-Khairy, 2013). 

Among these demotivating effects, teachers are the most responsible for 

students’ lack of interest (Al-Khairy, 2013; Alrabai, 2014b; 2016). Most EFL 

English teachers demotivate students since they do not offer lessons in realistic 

circumstances, do not promote or respect students’ participation and ideas, 

overcorrect students’ mistakes, and constantly criticise students’ learning attempts 

(Al-Johani, 2009; Alrashidi & Phan, 2015). Another depressing element is the lack 

of classroom support for students. EFL teachers in Saudi Arabia usually do not 

follow up on their students’ work to check if they have improved, and students are 

mostly left alone with no guidance from the teacher (Alrashidi & Phan, 2015). 

Students’ motivation suffers as a result of the lack of teacher interaction, as does 

their English proficiency. Critical aspects of student motivation are overlooked by 

EFL teachers in Saudi Arabia (Khan, 2011). 
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Thus, L2 reading and writing teachers in the Saudi context need to pay close 

attention to their students’ psychological and emotional features, promoting 

positive affective variables such as motivation, and minimising negative sensations 

such as language anxiety. Teachers need to be confident, friendly, kind, fair, 

outgoing, happy, considerate, supportive of students, cognizant of students’ 

individual characteristics and dynamic in their presentations when it comes to 

motivating learners. Teachers need to have a strong belief in their students’ abilities 

to succeed and need to provide them with encouragement, positive comments and 

constructive performance evaluations (Al-Saraj, 2014; Alshahrani & Alandal, 

2015; Javid, 2014; Mohammed, 2015). 

5.3.4 The impact of language anxiety  

One key explanation for Saudi learners’ low English achievement might be 

anxiety, which is common among the majority of Saudi EFL students (Alrabai, 

2016). Most students in this setting appear hesitant to participate in classroom 

discourse, to offer comments, to ask questions and to engage in class debates, and 

are overly reliant on their teacher. In the Saudi EFL environment, both male and 

female learners exhibit the same level of language anxiety (Alrabai, 2014a; 2015; 

Al-Saraj, 2014; Alshahrani & Alandal, 2015; Javid, 2014; Mohammed, 2015). 

When it comes to writing, Saudi students are described as extremely 

anxious. For instance, Altukruni (2019) carried out a study on the subject of 

English writing anxiety among Saudi female undergraduate students participating 

in the preparatory year English-language programme at a Saudi institution. To 

measure students' levels of writing anxiety in English, analyse the main causes of 

second-language writing anxiety (such as language classroom anxiety and 
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cognitive anxiety), determine how writing anxiety affects students' writing 

performance, and investigate the effects of factors like reading motivation and 

language proficiency on students' L2 writing anxiety, the researcher developed the 

English Writing Anxiety Survey (EWAS). Altukruni’s (2019) findings revealed 

that Saudi students had moderate reading motivation, high cognitive anxiety and 

high anxiety when writing in English. Writing anxiety had a negative impact on 

the students' writing abilities. Students' reasons for writing anxiety included a lack 

of confidence, a fear of making mistakes and a fear of negative evaluation. 

In line with Altukruni’s findings, students’ fear of negative evaluation, 

communication anxiety and language tests have been found to be the primary 

sources of language anxiety among Saudi EFL learners (Alrabai, 2014a; 2015; Al-

Saraj, 2014; Alshahrani & Alandal, 2015; Javid, 2014). EFL Saudi teachers’ 

qualities and actions are important elements which elicit students’ fear (Al-Saraj, 

2014). Lack of teacher support, unsympathetic teachers, negative student 

performance evaluations, teachers’ lack of time for personal attention, their 

threatening questioning styles, intolerance of learners’ errors, harsh correction or 

overcorrection of students’ mistakes, assessment procedures which rely primarily 

on written tests, and students’ feeling of being judged by the teacher or wanting to 

impress the teacher are examples of these practices (Alrabai, 2014a; 2016). 

A threatening classroom environment, a lack of learner involvement in 

class discussions and decision making, competitive learning conditions, 

overcrowded EFL classes, a lack of learner involvement, a ready-made EFL 

curriculum which is often more concerned with the quantity than the quality of 

content, and strict classroom rules in Saudi Arabian schools are all factors which 
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have been found to contribute to language anxiety in the Saudi EFL context 

(Tanveer, 2007). Saudi EFL learners’ low perceived self-esteem, as well as their 

timid and hesitant personalities when attempting to communicate in a foreign 

language, are further significant causes of their language anxiety (Hamouda, 2013). 

Many Saudi Arabian learners have significant language anxiety as a result 

of their preconceptions about learning English as a foreign language, such as that 

mastering a foreign language is an overwhelming task which requires special 

learning abilities and intelligence, that younger language learners are more 

successful than adults, that learning a foreign language is simply a matter of 

memorising vocabulary words and grammatical rules, and that a learner is expected 

to be fluent in the language. 

Therefore, to reduce learner anxiety, EFL Saudi teachers need to act as role 

models for their students, refraining from strong criticism, overcorrecting errors or 

blaming students when they make mistakes, pressuring students to compete and 

publicly comparing the performance or grades of various students. Teachers also 

need to address the misunderstandings and beliefs which students hold which 

hinder their learning. EFL teachers in Saudi Arabia need to review a number of 

recent materials such as teaching aids, textbooks, research results and government 

initiatives since they provide practical strategies for dealing with students’ 

concerns (Hashemi & Abbasi, 2013; Javid, 2014; Kondo & Ling, 2004; Nagahashi, 

2007; Tallon, 2008; Tsiplakides & Keramida, 2009). 

5.3.5 Reading and writing teaching methods at the school level  

One of the main factors that has affected Saudi students’ reading and writing 

activities is the teaching methods used in schools and universities. In Saudi schools, 
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due to the dominance of standard teaching methods such as GTM, Saudi students 

are largely engaged in lower-level reading and writing processes such as translating 

reading texts from the target language into their Arabic L1, and learning lists of 

vocabulary and grammatical concepts, which they must then use in various 

exercises set by their teachers in the classrooms (Alqahtani, 2019; Al-Seghayer, 

2011; Assulaimani, 2019). Furthermore, the finished product is used to evaluate 

the pupils’ reading and writing abilities, with no emphasis on the process. Since 

the teachers are the major source of information, the students simply do what they 

are told (Alqahtani, 2019).  

In addition, the dominance of the ALM teaching method, which was based 

on the notion that focusing on students’ listening and speaking skills will improve 

their reading and writing skills in the long run, resulted in neglecting reading and 

writing skills and the sequence of the four skills in school was changed to listening, 

speaking, reading and finally writing (Alqahtani, 2019).  

Memorisation and rote learning have an effect on Saudi students’ critical 

thinking and problem-solving ability (Fareh, 2010). Saudi students prefer to think 

in their L1 before translating their thoughts into English, which results in illegible 

compositions. Ali and Ramana (2018) stated that in order to pass exams, EFL Saudi 

students place a high value on memorisation and copying, whereas the language 

component receives less attention. The lack of reading and writing activities that 

fit students’ needs and interests, as well as opportunities for students to practise 

English in real-life circumstances, are principal factors contributing to their low 

reading and writing achievements. Therefore, when the CLT was introduced in 

response to the dominance of the GTM and ALM teaching techniques because it 
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emphasises the need to improve students’ ability to use the target language in order 

to understand its functions, it was found to be ineffective in Saudi schools due to a 

lack of opportunities for students to engage and communicate (Alqahtani, 2019).  

Furthermore, due to the large number of students in reading and writing 

classes, instructors are frequently unable to provide personal feedback to all 

students by checking their comprehension or writing accuracy (Alharbi, 2017; 

Alrabai, 2016). 

5.3.6 Reading and writing teaching methods at the university level  

One of the primary issues with teaching reading and writing at the university level 

in Saudi Arabia is that they are taught separately without acknowledging the link 

between them (Alghonaim, 2018; Alhujaylan, 2020; Al-Omrani, 2014). This was 

clearly demonstrated in the setting section, as the English Department’s study plan 

showed that reading and writing courses are taught separately. The lack of attention 

in the language classroom to the reading and writing relationship is one of the main 

reasons for the inadequacy of reading and writing in English among Saudi EFL 

students at the college level (Al-Omrani, 2014; Fageeh, 2003). Students’ reading 

and writing deficiencies are exacerbated by the separation of reading and writing 

instruction in EFL classrooms, which results in a severe lack of attention to the 

reading-writing interaction (Al-Dosari, 2016; Alghonaim, 2018). Teaching reading 

without teaching writing limits the development of reading abilities and vice versa 

(Hao & Sivell (2002). That is, the students’ reading knowledge and skills cannot 

be transferred to writing if reading is not included in writing instruction. As a result, 

EFL students might struggle with language and rhetoric when beginning reading 
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or writing assignments, especially when reading for the purpose of writing 

(Alghonaim, 2018; Alhujaylan, 2020).  

The connection between reading and writing was emphasised by Al-Dosari 

(2016), Alghonaim (2018), Alhujaylan (2020), Almalki and Soomro (2017), 

Almansour and Alshorman (2014), Al-Omrani (2014), Alqadi (2013), Mekheimer 

and Aldosari (2013), Pysarchyk and Yamshynska (2015) and Zaiter (2019) who all 

asserted that connecting reading and writing in instruction is effective for 

improving reading and writing performance. For example, an evaluation of the 

effectiveness of an integrated holistic teaching strategy for reading and writing was 

undertaken by Mekheimer and Aldosari (2013). They employed a pre-test/post-test 

control group design in a quasi-experimental format to assess the instructional 

efficiency of an integrated holistic teaching strategy. The results suggested that the 

integrated skills treatment which was employed in the study had a significant 

impact on the students’ performance in reading and writing skills taught in an 

integrated, holistic manner. Compared with their counterparts in the control group, 

the experimental group participants improved their scores in the examined 

language competencies, reading and writing. In a similar vein, Zaiter (2019) 

emphasised the need to link reading and writing in the classroom. He believed that 

it is critical to teach reading and writing together since one cannot improve without 

the other. Connecting reading and writing in the classroom could benefit students 

by fostering communication, developing thinking skills, constructing logical and 

persuasive arguments in their writings, allowing students to reflect on and re-

evaluate their ideas later, providing and receiving criticism, and preparing for 

school and work. 
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Furthermore, since most reading and writing classes are silent, students take 

a passive role in their education (Alkubaidi, 2014). Teachers’ dominance of the 

learning process, including finishing lectures before the time limit, leaving reading 

and writing activities for students to do at home, and relying on oral conversations 

to engage with good students who usually give correct answers while ignoring the 

poor ones, affected students’ language learning achievement, particularly in 

reading and writing (Alkubaidi, 2014).  

Most lecturers who teach reading encourage students to interpret the entire 

text word by word and memorise various grammatical rules and huge vocabulary 

lists, and then assess the students’ reading based on these characteristics (Alharbi, 

2017; Elmayantie, 2015; Masadeh, 2015). Furthermore, when students participate 

in reading exercises and give incorrect responses, their teachers tell them the 

correct answers without explaining why their incorrect answers were incorrect in 

the first place. Students are unable to successfully interact with a reading text as a 

result of the teachers’ reliance on these one-way teaching approaches. That is, 

students are only taught decoding reading skills and are not taught how to use 

comprehension reading skills such as goal setting, inferencing and monitoring, 

which are important in reading for the writing activities which are common in 

Saudi Arabian English undergraduate programmes (Al-Omrani, 2014; Alghonaim, 

2018; Al-Dosari, 2016). 

Teachers, on the other hand, focus on the product-oriented approach when 

teaching writing, in which students examine model texts and undertake various 

activities which draw their attention to significant characteristics of a text, which 

they subsequently imitate in their own writing (Al-Khasawneh, 2010). In Saudi 
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colleges, writing teaching focuses on the surface level of the phrase, such as 

grammatical perfection, rather than the meaning or function of the language, 

resulting in students’ incapacity to communicate meaning to their readers 

(Alghammas, 2020; Alharbi, 2017; Alkodimi & Al-Ahdal, 2021). Furthermore, 

some teachers create their own teaching assistance materials which are less 

successful than they could be because they lack a professional touch (Al-Seghayer, 

2014). There are no specific writing textbooks or resources, meaning that there is 

no established curriculum to guide and support students in learning to write 

successfully (Alharbi, 2017). As a result, students are unable to express themselves 

or produce coherent texts. This was demonstrated by Al-Zubeiry (2020), who 

tested the writing talents of Saudi male and female undergraduate students and 

found that their written output contained incorrectly structured and related phrases. 

They also lacked the ability to formulate a coherent topic statement and back it up 

with enough evidence. The primary challenges found to affect students’ written 

texts included writing a subject statement, organising ideas, using coherent 

linkages and reader orientation. 

The main causes of students’ weak reading and writing skills are, in general, 

a lack of English resources and inappropriate instructional methods (Alghammas, 

2020). The lack of exposure to the language in a natural setting has harmed Saudi 

students’ ability to read and write in English. Saudi students’ reading and writing 

abilities are likely to be influenced by the cultural and linguistic differences 

between their L1 and L2 (Al-Zubeiry, 2020). Due to a dearth of authentic reading 

and writing activities, Saudi pupils are not exposed to authentic reading and writing 

patterns in the L2 context. 
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Furthermore, there is a lack of contact and collaborative learning in reading 

and writing classrooms, as well as a lack of the use of technology which could help 

learning and increase students’ reading and writing motivation (Alghammas, 

2020). One of the causes of students’ poor reading and writing abilities, particularly 

the latter, is a lack of collaborative learning and of the use of modern technologies 

(Al-Khairy, 2013). Students are hesitant to speak the target language because of 

their inadequate communication abilities and as a result, they lose interest in 

studying because of the lack of contact in the classroom. 

In addition, by looking at the solutions proposed by previous researchers to 

improve Saudi EFL students’ reading and writing, it seems that the focus was on 

extensive reading to improve writing. That is, previous studies on the effect of 

reading on writing-only tasks, in particular, have highlighted the importance of 

extensive reading for improving Saudi students’ English language skills, including 

reading and writing, as well as their English language proficiency level. They have 

argued that extensive reading might help Saudi students to improve their writing 

performance and have emphasised that Saudi EFL teachers should focus on 

teaching extensive reading (Al-Dosari, 2016; Al-Khairy, 2013; Almansour & 

Alshorman, 2014; Mekheimer & Aldosari, 2013; Pysarchyk & Yamshynska, 2015; 

Tsai, 2006). For instance, Almansour and Alshorman (2014) explored how an 

extensive reading programme affected the writing skills of Saudi EFL university 

students and found that the experimental group outperformed the control group. 

This demonstrated that an extensive reading programme could have a significant 

positive impact on students’ writing skills. Similarly, Al-Dosari (2016) carried out 

a study at King Khalid University to evaluate the effects of extensive reading on 

writing in an integrated manner during the teaching of EFL students studying 
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writing. The researcher came to the conclusion that integrated instruction of the 

extensive reading activity had a direct impact on the quality of writing because it 

promoted literacy development and helped students in properly considering the 

genre of writing during the learning process. He found that the experimental 

group’s performance in both writing and reading comprehension had improved, 

which he attributed to the emphasis on presenting writing skills alongside other 

skills and sub-skills in both reading and writing. He also stated that using integrated 

skills in the classroom might help students to enhance their overall language 

competency in reading and writing, particularly the latter. 

This claim was also supported by previous L2 research on the role of 

reading on writing-only tasks which argued that L2 teachers should focus on 

extensive or pleasure reading to improve students’ reading and writing skills while 

also raising the motivation of ESL learners (Carson et al, 1990) and of EFL learners 

(Alqadi, 2013). For example, Carson et al. (1990) examined the relationship 

between reading and writing in different languages and modalities of L2 and found 

that L2 literacy development is a complex issue for literate adult ESL learners, and 

that extensive reading helped the students enhance their writing skills. 

In the EFL context, Alqadi (2013) investigated the extent to which 

extensive reading had an impact on the development of writing performance of 

EFL freshman Arab learners and found that it had a positive impact on the students’ 

grammatical accuracy. To put it another way, the findings of that study showed that 

extensive reading improved learners’ paragraph-level writing as well as their 

grammatical correctness. The learners’ ability to read and interact with texts 
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containing a variety of structures, word forms and referential phrases was 

positively affected. 

Moreover, on the effect of reading on reading-to-write tasks in the Saudi 

context, Al-Omrani (2014) agreed with the previous studies on the role of reading 

on writing-only tasks and argued that extensive reading is significant in improving 

Saudi students’ writing performance in reading-to-write tasks. As that study, in 

particular, was a theoretical review of the topic, it did not investigate the students’ 

reading and writing performance in reading-to-write tasks. Similarly, Alhujaylan 

(2020) conducted an empirical study to investigate Saudi students’ writing 

performance in reading-to-write tasks and found that after the students had been 

taught reading in relation to writing for several months, their writing performance 

had improved in terms of vocabulary and grammar. The researcher highlighted that 

extensive reading might improve writing performance in reading-to-write tasks. As 

the researcher only based her findings on the students’ written product scores, she 

did not investigate their reading or writing processes. Therefore, although the 

students’ performance improved in their writing, it appeared that the improvement 

was mainly in lower-level reading and writing processes such as vocabulary and 

grammar, which are not enough for conducting reading-to-write tasks successfully 

(Kuzborska, 2018; Plakans, 2009; Zhao & Hirvela, 2015). This was also evident 

from the students' performance in the reading-to-write task in the current study, as 

they failed to consider the reading purpose because they relied heavily on lower-

level reading processes (such as vocabulary and grammar).  

Therefore, it is important to note that although extensive reading could help 

students to improve their English reading and writing skills as well as their English 
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proficiency level, it might not be sufficient for purposeful reading tasks such as 

reading for writing. Such tasks require the use of higher-level reading processes to 

enable readers to engage with these tasks successfully, such as goal setting, 

inferencing and monitoring (Plakans, 2009). Since reading and writing tasks vary 

based on the readers’ and writers’ purposes (Hyland, 2009; Johns et al., 2006; 

Swales, 1990), these reading processes enable readers to construct meaning based 

on their own purposes using the writers’ hints presented in the reading texts 

(Hirvela, 2004). In contrast, in extensive reading, the readers’ purposes might not 

be essentially linked with writing performance as it depends mainly on the habit of 

reading for a longer period of time and mostly for pleasure using interesting reading 

materials in a relaxed environment (Krashen, 1984). So focusing solely on teaching 

extensive reading would leave Saudi students without training on how to read for 

a purpose and therefore unable to perform effectively in purposeful reading tasks 

such as reading for writing tasks.  

Therefore, L2 teachers in general (and Saudi teachers in particular) need to 

adopt contemporary teaching methods based on students’ needs, goals and 

preferred learning styles, rather than using outdated teaching approaches which 

undervalue learners’ communicative competence. Additionally, they need to allow 

students to talk and actually use the language both in the classroom and in real-life 

situations outside class. In this case, communicative language instruction (CLT) 

could be a viable choice. Extracurricular activities which inspire students’ 

imaginations and creativity also need to be included to help them to think beyond 

the content of the pre-made curriculum. 
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Educators need to use technology to their advantage and invest in offering 

the best learning possibilities for students. Students need to have consistent access 

to technology as lack of access can lead to a lack of enthusiasm for online classes. 

Authenticity and technological equipment, according to Alharbi (2015), are crucial 

for establishing a lively classroom and avoiding boring texts and assignments. To 

improve the quality and efficacy of learning, laptop computers, cell phones and 

YouTube EDU channels could be used in the EFL classroom. 

5.3.7 The use of L1 Arabic as a medium of instruction 

Moreover, the extensive use of Arabic as L1 in teaching English as L2 in Saudi 

EFL classes has an impact on students’ reading and writing skills (Alkhatnai, 2011; 

Alhawsawi, 2013; Almutairi, 2008; Alnofaie, 2010; Alshammari, 2011; Fareh, 

2010). Saudi students write in English but include Arabic grammar, punctuation, 

word order and articles, making it difficult for readers to understand their English 

writings. They are taught how to use rules, academic words and phrases, but they 

still do not appear to understand the language. Many of them make mistakes when 

writing simple sentences, paragraphs or other types of written discourse (Farooq & 

Wahid, 2019; Mohammad, 2015; Kurt & Atay, 2007). 

Students are encouraged to think in the L1 and then translate their thoughts 

into the L2 when the L1 is used as the medium of instruction in language classes 

(Richard & Rodgers, 2001; Shaikh, 1993). Teachers’ beliefs and practices in 

teaching English as L2 could have resulted in their extensive use of the L1 Arabic 

in instruction. Al-Abdan (1993) recruited 451 Saudi male and female teachers to 

investigate their actual use of Arabic in the classroom in order to establish the 

proportion of Arabic L1 use in Saudi English language lessons. It was found that 
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75% of the teachers used Arabic in class for 10% of the time, 54.5% used Arabic 

for grammar and the majority (87.6%) used Arabic to explain abstract terms. 

Similarly, Alshammari (2011) studied thirteen Saudi teachers and 95 students to 

see how they felt about using native Arabic in EFL classes. The majority of the 

students (61%) and teachers (69%) agreed that Arabic should be used in the English 

classroom for a variety of purposes, such as teaching grammatical rules, 

introducing new vocabulary and giving test instructions. The teachers believed that 

learning Arabic saved time and enhanced student comprehension, and that their 

learning of Arabic was more successful. The teachers’ lack of skill and confidence 

in using English, as well as their desire to make their job easier, appear to be the 

primary reasons for using the L1 in EFL classrooms in Saudi Arabia (Alhawsawi, 

2013; Rabab’ah, 2005). 

Teachers’ reliance on this ineffective educational method, using Arabic in 

teaching English, is a major issue which obstructs Saudi students’ ability to 

communicate in English and has negative consequences (Alrabai, 2016). First, 

using Arabic as a medium of instruction limits students’ exposure to English by 

giving them little or no opportunity to practise and speak the target language, so 

limiting their communication ability. In Saudi EFL courses, the preference for 

Arabic has resulted in the use of English becoming infrequent. As a result, despite 

being in an EFL situation in which classroom practice is crucial due to a shortage 

of opportunities to speak English outside the classroom, Saudi students usually lack 

the motivation to speak English in the classroom with their classmates and teachers 

(Alrabai, 2016). 
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Furthermore, the dominance of Arabic as the country’s official language 

and primary medium of communication has diminished the importance of English 

among Saudi students including reading and writing (Al-Mashary, 2006; 

Alqahtani, 2011; Khan, 2011). This approach has led students to believe that 

English is useless in both their academic and their social lives, resulting in poor 

English performance (Alqahtani, 2011). Saudi students might not understand why 

they should bother learning English or why they need to study English in this 

situation when they can get what they need using their native Arabic (Alharbi, 

2015). Besides, most Saudi students have misunderstandings about the value of 

learning English; particularly, many believe that studying English is unnecessary 

since they will attend universities or find professions where English is not required 

when they graduate from high school. Those students view English as a subject to 

be studied purely for the sake of achieving the required test score, rather than as a 

tool for everyday communication (Zaid, 1993). 

The lack of exposure to English in Saudi Arabia is due to the prevalence of 

Arabic as L1. Saudi students have access to the internet, which they can use to 

practise English on a regular basis, but many prefer to use their Arabic L1 to access 

the internet and engage in their daily lives. This could be due to Saudi students’ 

belief that English is only for academic purposes and not for everyday use. Saudi 

students engage with their family members, peers, friends and classmates in 

Arabic, and have few, if any, opportunities to speak English in regular interactions. 

They might therefore find it difficult, if not impossible, to obtain a high level of 

English fluency and competency due to their lack of exposure to English in regular 

life routines (Khan, 2011). Alharbi (2015) agreed with Khan’s findings that the 

lack of realistic situations for practising English communication skills outside the 
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classroom is a hindrance to obtaining desired language results in Saudi EFL 

contexts since it limits students’ opportunities to speak English. 

Thus, classroom interactions between the teacher and students need to be 

conducted in the target language in order to maximise learners’ exposure to the 

language. The use of Arabic as L1 by teachers needs to be limited to the lowest 

possible levels and only when using English becomes impractical. Learners need 

to be encouraged to practise English outside the classroom by using social media 

and watching English-language media such as television shows. Students should 

have access to an English library and online resources such as electronic English 

newspapers, articles, journals, magazines and stories, as well as the ability to apply 

information from these sources in classroom activities (Alrabai, 2016). 

5.4 Summary 

In this chapter, I have provided a comparative analysis of the results of the present 

study with those of previous research on the role of reading in a reading-to-write 

task. The results of the current study complement many previous findings on the 

process of the reading-to-write task by providing information about Saudi EFL 

undergraduate students’ use of reading processes and beliefs and how different 

processes and beliefs might contribute to students’ writing performance.  

As the results have shown, the participants in this study mostly relied on 

lower-level reading processes such as establishing propositional meaning and 

lexical access, and they did not use higher-level reading processes effectively, such 

as inferencing, monitoring and text structure, and this reliance might have been due 

in general to their beliefs about reading and writing. The students viewed reading 

as understanding the reading texts by translating new words and focusing on 
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grammar. They regarded good readers as those who read rapidly, have a large 

vocabulary and understand and can summarise texts. They also viewed writing as 

a complex activity which is solely about correct grammar, spelling and 

punctuation, and good handwriting. However, although the results regarding the 

role of reading in writing remain inconclusive, there is some evidence to suggest 

that the use of some reading processes such as proposition formation might be 

helpful when writing is assessed on the relevance of content and the organisation 

and development of ideas. Further studies are therefore needed to establish how 

specific reading processes contribute to specific writing tasks.  

In addition, I have discussed the factors which influence learners’ reading 

and writing abilities. The participating students’ reading and writing performance 

might have been influenced by their beliefs about reading and writing, which may 

have been influenced and formed by some of the internal or individual factors such 

as the impact of language proficiency, the impact of motivation, and the impact of 

anxiety; and external factors or socio-cultural factors such as reading and writing 

teaching methods at the school and university levels and the use of L1 Arabic as a 

medium of instruction. Also, I have provided teaching implications for L2 teachers 

in general and Saudi teachers in particular based on these factors.  
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Chapter 6: Contributions, Implications, Limitations 

and Suggestions for Future Research 

6. Introduction 

The findings of this study have generated several pedagogical implications. 

Although most of these implications are related to the provision and improvement 

of students’ reading and writing skills in the Saudi context, some inferences can 

also be drawn from this study to contribute more generally to L2 teacher 

development. In this chapter, I first discuss the contributions and implications of 

the findings of the study and then acknowledge its limitations and make some 

recommendations for future research.  

6.1 Contributions and teaching implications  

The review of the reading-to-write research literature showed that there have been 

several studies on the role of reading in a reading-to-write task and that they have 

varied in focus and context. For example, there are some studies which investigated 

the reading-to-write processes using both L1 and ESL learners with quite high 

English language proficiency levels (Cumming et al., 2005; Delaney, 2008; 

Esmaeili, 2002; Plakans, 2008; 2009; Shi, 2004; Plakans & Gebril, 2013; 

Watanabe, 2001; Yang, 2009; Zhang, 2013; Zhao & Hirvela, 2015), whereas the 

present study was conducted in an EFL context using EFL Saudi learners with a 

rather low English language proficiency level, as was reported by previous research 

in the Saudi context (Alghammas, 2020; Al-Khairy, 2013; Alrabai, 2014a; 2016; 

Alrashidi & Phan, 2015). In addition, a larger number of studies of the effects of 

reading on writing used placement tests in which the effects of time constraints 

could have greatly influenced students’ performance in the task (Cumming et al., 
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2005; Delaney, 2008; Esmaeili, 2002; Gebril & Plakans, 2009; Plakans, 2008; 

2009; Plakans & Gebril, 2013; Watanabe, 2001; Yang, 2009; Zhang, 2013). 

Although few studies have been conducted using more natural reading-to-write 

tasks (Plakans & Gebril, 2012; Shi, 2004; Zhao & Hirvela, 2015), they nonetheless 

focused on the investigation of individual reading processes such as borrowing 

words and phrases, or rhetorical reading processes (Shi, 2004; Zhao & Hirvela, 

2015), rather than a range of various higher and lower reading processes. Few 

studies have been conducted to investigate the reading-for-writing processes using 

think-aloud protocols (Plakans & Gebril, 2012); instead, the focus has been more 

on the correlation of test scores rather than the investigation of specific reading 

processes and their effects on writing.   

Furthermore, in the Saudi context, to the best of the researcher’s 

knowledge, only one empirical study on the role of reading in reading-to-write 

tasks has been undertaken (Alhujaylan, 2020), but that study merely provided the 

students’ writing scores before and after the instructional intervention, with no 

information about their reading or writing processes in either reading-to-write or 

writing-only tasks. Additionally, because it was a quantitative study and dealt only 

with numbers, it is impossible to tell what factors (such as task demands, individual 

or socio-structural) influenced the students’ performance in the tasks. In addition, 

Al-Omrani (2014) conducted a study to draw attention to crucial linkages between 

reading and writing by exploring the importance of extensive reading in reading-

to-write tasks, and urged for more research on the subject. Given these gaps in the 

literature, the current study is considered an important contribution to the field of 

reading and writing.  
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Although the findings of the study did not provide conclusive evidence of 

the role of reading in writing, it has shed more light on the reading processes of 

EFL students with low writing scores. Importantly, it has confirmed that students 

with low writing scores tend to rely on lower-level reading processes and that this 

reliance could have prevented them from using higher-level reading processes. By 

focusing on lower-level reading processes, students devoted all their memory 

resources to comprehending texts at a lower level and had no memory left for the 

use of higher-level resources (Grabe, 2009; Grabe & Stoller, 2002; Hudson, 2007). 

Furthermore, the findings have shown that in line with the previous research 

(Alghonaim, 2005; Alshamrani, 2003; Aunario, 2004; Fader, 1976; Fageeh, 2003; 

Kara-Soteriou, 2007; Lavelle, 1993; Logan & Johnston, 2009; Mateos et al., 2011; 

McNeil, 1976; Palmquist & Young, 1992; Schraw, 2000; White & Bruning, 2005), 

beliefs play an important part in reading and writing performance. Beliefs guide 

students’ reading and writing behaviour and can negatively influence their reading 

and writing outcome.  

Based on the study’s findings, the following teaching implications are 

proposed. L2 reading and writing teachers in the EFL programmes at Saudi 

universities need to be aware that reading and writing should be taught in 

connection with each other. In this regard, one of the most consistent findings from 

two decades of study on the relationship between reading and writing is that they 

should be taught together, and that combining both literacy abilities improves 

learning in all domains (Flower et al., 1990; Hirvela, 2004). Furthermore, Carson 

and Leki (1993) asserted that reading can serve as the foundation for writing and 

is nearly always the case in academic settings. EFL teachers in Saudi Arabia should 

therefore emphasise to their pupils the necessity of reading in completing writing 



283 

 

tasks. More broadly, Saudi educational officials are recommended to emphasise 

the role of reading in the development of writing abilities among Saudi students at 

all levels of education and in all relevant curriculums. 

The results of this study reinforce the assertions of Fageeh (2003), 

Mekheimer and Aldosari (2013), Almansour and Alshorman (2014), Al-Omrani 

(2014), Al-Dosari (2016), Almalki and Soomro (2017), Alghonaim (2018), Zaiter 

(2019) and Alhujaylan (2020) that the reason for students’ weak reading and 

writing abilities is the lack of emphasis on the connection between reading and 

writing in the language classroom in EFL college writing classes in Saudi 

universities (such as the English Department at UB). Reading and writing have 

been taught separately in the BA English programme at UB (see the Setting 

section), indicating that connecting reading and writing in instruction is a 

pedagogical phenomenon to which the EFL teachers at UB should pay more 

attention, especially realising that reading is not secondary to writing; these two 

literacy skills work in tandem toward one goal: literacy development (Al-Omrani, 

2014; Hirvela, 2004). 

Furthermore, L2 reading and writing teachers, especially teachers in Saudi 

Arabia and in UB in particular, are strongly encouraged to explicitly teach students 

various reading processes and draw their students’ attention to how these processes 

interact with different reading purposes. Saudi undergraduate students in particular 

also need extensive training on higher-level reading processes such as background 

knowledge activation, the use of different types of inferences, text structure 

activation and goal setting. These reading processes are important in purposeful 

reading tasks such as reading for writing because they enable readers to derive 
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meaning from the writers’ clues and so comprehend the writers’ purposes (Tierney 

& Pearson, 1983). 

Teachers should also design teaching materials which can help to develop 

students’ reading processes in accordance with their different language proficiency 

levels. That is, regardless of students’ language proficiency levels, teachers should 

still teach them both lower-level and higher-level reading processes but they should 

use simplified reading materials so that even low-proficiency students can draw on 

their higher-level reading processes and not continue to stumble over the difficulty 

of language in texts.  

6.2 Limitations and directions for future research  

The limitations of the study should be acknowledged. Although the current 

empirical study is critical as it investigated the role of reading in a reading-to-write 

task in the Saudi context, more specifically, the reading processes employed in a 

reading-to-write task, it was however conducted in a college with male students 

only. Future studies could therefore involve female students in order to facilitate 

useful comparisons. 

In addition, a multiple case study model was employed involving a small 

number of participants. Although case studies usually have a small sample and are 

intended to gain an in-depth and comprehensive understanding of particular cases 

rather than to generalise statistical findings (Duff, 2012; 2014), the use of a larger 

sample to obtain a more comprehensive picture of students’ reading and writing 

processes would be important.  
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Furthermore, the participants in the current study were third-year 

undergraduate students and the findings consequently only showed the reading 

processes of students at this educational level. Further studies involving students 

at different educational levels, such as first-year undergraduate students or 

postgraduate students, would be likely to produce different results and enable 

comparisons to be made. It would be also important to compare students’ reading 

processes at different educational levels as this information would be especially 

important for curriculum designers and subject tutors.  

The current study was limited because it was focused on students in an 

English Department. Although the findings have provided important information 

on how English major students performed a reading-to-write task in this specific 

academic subject, studies of students’ reading and writing processes are also 

needed in different academic disciplines. As recent research on expert readers and 

writers has shown, reading and writing practices differ greatly by academic 

discipline (Hyland, 2009; Johns et al., 2006; Swales, 1990).  

In summary, therefore, future research could focus on the role of reading in 

writing in different academic contexts with students of different language 

proficiencies, studying in different academic disciplines and at different 

educational levels. Future research could also consider a longitudinal research 

design and investigate reading and writing processes over time. 
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Appendix C. The study plan in the English Department 
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Appendix D. Pre-protocol interviews  

Interviews 

INTERVIEW 1: OPENING STATEMENT TO STUDENTS (about 30 min)  

I would like to interview you to discover some more about your process of reading-

to-write and your attitudes to reading and writing. All the information we learn 

about your reading and writing process will remain confidential and will only be 

shared with other researchers for research purposes. There are no ‘right’ answers 

to the questions you will be asked, and we are not grading you, but are rather only 

trying to gain more information on your particular reading and writing processes. 

The interview will be recorded and at times I shall be writing down some notes just 

to ensure that I understand all the points you are making.  

 

PRE-PROTOCOL INTERVIEW QUESTIONS  

1- Tell me about your personal history briefly. (General background) Prompts:  

• Which part of Saudi Arabia do you come from?  

• Do people speak English there?  

• Do you have any work experience?  

2.  Describe your educational background (general background) Prompts:  

• Did you study in public or private schools?  

• Did you come to do your BA straight after your high school? 

• Have you had any English courses before joining your BA study? 

 

WRITING  
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3. Talk about your experiences in writing in English. Who/what has influenced 

your learning of English writing?  

4. How did you use English writing in your classes? Prompts:  

• What kind of writing in English did you have to do for your classes? (Prompt: 

essay, summary, research paper, none)  

• How was English writing scored in your classes? (Prompt: what were the criteria 

for good English writing?)  

• How did you feel about the English writing in your classes?  

5. What are the features of a good writer in the English Department? LIST AT 

LEAST THREE FEATURES.   

 

READING  

6. What is reading? 

7. Talk about your experiences of reading in English. Who/what has 

influenced your learning of English reading?  

8. How did you use English reading in your academic classes? Prompts:  

• What kind of reading did you have to do for your studies? (Prompt: textbook 

reading, research article reading, etc.)  

• How did you feel about the English reading in your studies?  

9. What are the features of a good reader in your studies? LIST AT LEAST 

THREE FEATURES.   

Thank you for your time! 
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Appendix E. Post-protocol interviews 

INTERVIEW 2   

POST-PROTOCOL INTERVIEW QUESTIONS (about 30 min) 

When given an assignment, students often ask teachers, ‘What do you want’ 

because they need to figure out how they are supposed to do the assignment. I want 

to get a sense of both what you decided you ought to do in the task you did and 

how you decided it. (Show the task instructions and writing assignment to the 

student and give them some time to look back over the task and assignment.)  

FIRST TASK  

1. Try to think back to when you did the task. Before you reply to any of my 

following questions, feel free to look over your first assignment.  

• How did you start your task?  

• Did you experience any problems/difficulties before doing the task? if yes, what 

are they?  What did you do to solve the problems?  

• How did you know you were done with the task?  

• Did you read your own writing after finishing it? What were the main components 

of writing that you paid attention to while you made your finished product?  

2. What did you think were the most important things that were expected from 

you in this task? LIST AT LEAST THREE MOST IMPORTANT THINGS.  

3. How did you know that these things were important for the task? (Prompt: 

in deciding how to do an assignment, students often use various clues such as 

information written on the assignment itself, comments that they get from tutors or 

other students, points that are discussed in class).  

4. Was this task similar to any task you have done before?  
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5. Are you familiar with the topic of the texts? Did the topic affect your reading 

and writing?  

6. Do you think talking aloud affected your reading and writing? How?  

7. Do you normally think in your first language when reading and writing? 

(Think-aloud effect)  

8. Do you have any questions for me?  

Thank you for your time! 
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Appendix F. Reading-to-write tasks given to the English 

Department students at the University of Bisha  

 

University of Bisha 

College of Sciences &Arts 

Department of English 
 

 

1st
 
Assignment 

2nd
 
Semester, Level 7 

Subject: Applied 

Linguistics-1, (ENG 423) 

 

 

 

I. What are the similarities/differences between the Contrastive Analysis 

approach and the Error Analysis approach? Write a comparative essay using 

the two articles below. (10 Marks)  

1- Lardiere, D. (2009). Some thoughts on the contrastive analysis of features in 

second language acquisition. Second Language Research, 25(2), 173-227. 

2- Khansir, A. A. (2012). Error Analysis and Second Language Acquisition. Theory 

& Practice in Language Studies, 2(5). 

...................................................................................................................................

................ 

...................................................................................................................................

................ 

...................................................................................................................................

................ 
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Appendix G. The reading-to-write tasks used in this study 

TASKS 

Your name: 

Your university email address:  

Date:  

TASK 1 

THINKING ALOUD WHILE YOU READ  

I am interested in the thoughts that go through your head as you read and write. I 

am asking you to do these things:  

1. Work on the task as you normally would if you were alone in your room: read, 

think, take notes, or just write. (However, don't erase. Simply cross through (like 

this word) anything you don't intend to use.)  

2.  While you are reading, thinking to yourself, or writing - please SAY OUT 

LOUD EVERYTHING that you would say to yourself silently while you 

think, even as you are writing something down. Talk CONSTANTLY and 

LOUDLY enough into your microphone. 

3. I am NOT asking you to explain or justify what you are doing. I want you to 

focus all your attention on doing the task. Simply THINK OUT LOUD as if you 

were talking to yourself as you did the task.  

4. You can use your preferred language, either Arabic or English, or both, 

while thinking aloud.  

5. You can use your dictionary during reading and writing, if you want.  
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Part 1. Directions: Read the following two passages that are arguing for two 

different sides of the same issue. After you finish reading, you will write an 

essay  

 

TEXT 1. Foreign students and foreign methodologies, by Holliday, 1994 

(excerpt).  

On the one hand, there are curriculum developers or teachers trying to effect 

appropriate English language teaching with students who are foreign to them, either 

at home or abroad. They try to understand students' attitudes and ways of doing 

things, which, to the outsider, are often unclear. On the other hand, there are 

teachers and curriculum developers who are native to the countries where they 

work, and the same nationality as the students they teach. These language educators 

are trying to make sense of methodologies developed in Britain, North America or 

Australasia for 'ideal' teaching-learning situations which are very different from 

their own. In this latter scenario, the question of what the ideal classroom situation 

is, or how far received classroom methodologies are the most appropriate, becomes 

very important. However, we have insufficient data about what really happens 

between people in the classroom. In addition, we lack this data for the wide range 

of social settings in which English language education is carried out around the 

world. 

 The two problem scenarios represent a basic division in the English 

language education profession. Current literature on the subject of appropriate 

methodologies often distinguishes between Western and non-Western or between 

the developed and the developing world. This literature argues that the transfer of 

methodologies from the first to the second in each race is problematic because of 
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different attitudes towards education or lack of resources. However, these 

distinctions are misleading. There is indeed a problem of technology transfer which 

is not only in terms of teaching methodology, but in terms of the whole technology 

of English language education. However, it is not simply a Western-non-Western 

problem, because it is sometimes difficult to implement the methodology in 

continental Western Europe. Neither is it simply a developed-developing problem, 

because there are difficulties in implementing the methodology in developed 

countries such as Japan. It is rather a problem of English language teaching 

methodologies developed specifically in Britain, North America and Australasia 

being implemented almost everywhere else. Almost all the internationally 

established literature on English language education is published in these countries, 

which_ at present, seem to have a virtual control on received methodology.  

 

TEXT 2. A Pedagogy of particularity, by Kumaravadivelu, 2001 (excerpt) 

  First and foremost, any post method pedagogy has to be a pedagogy of 

particularity. That is to say, language pedagogy, to be relevant, must be sensitive 

to a particular group of teachers teaching a particular group of learners pursuing a 

particular set of goals within a particular institutional context embedded in a 

particular sociocultural environment. A pedagogy of particularity, then, is opposed 

to the notion that there can be one set of pedagogic aims and objectives realisable 

through one set of pedagogic principles and procedures. At its core, the idea of 

pedagogic particularity is consistent with the perspective of situational 

understanding (Elliott, 1993) which claims that a meaningful pedagogy cannot be 

constructed without a holistic interpretation of particular situations and that it 

cannot be improved without a general improvement of those particular situations. 
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All pedagogy, like all politics, is local. To ignore local needs is to ignore lived 

experiences. Pedagogies that ignore lived experiences will ultimately prove to be 

‘so disturbing for those affected by them - so threatening to their belief systems - 

that hostility is aroused, and learning becomes impossible’ (Cole, 1996). A case in 

point is the sense of disillusionment that accompanied the spread of communicative 

language teaching. From South Africa, Chick (1996) wonders whether ‘our choice 

of communicative language teaching as a goal was possibly a sort of naive 

ethnocentrism prompted by the thought that what is good for Europe, or the USA 

had to be good for KwaZulu’ (p. 22). From Pakistan, Shamim (1996) reports that 

her attempt to introduce communicative language teaching into her classroom met 

with a great deal of resistance from her learners, making her ‘terribly exhausted’ 

and leading her to realise that, by introducing this methodology, she was actually 

‘creating psychological barriers to learning’ (p. 109). From India, Tickoo (1996) 

points out that even locally initiated pedagogic innovations have failed because 

they merely attempted to combine them with the methodological framework 

inherited from abroad, without fully taking into account local linguistic, 

sociocultural, and political particularities.  

An interesting aspect of particularity is that it is not a thing out there to be 

searched and rescued. Nor is it an illusion that lives in the fantasy world of 

productive imagination, unreal and unrealised. From a pedagogic point of view, 

particularity is at once a goal and a process.  

 

Part 2: Writing an argumentative essay  
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Directions: Write a well-organised academic essay on the topic below. Your essay 

will be evaluated on content, organisation and appropriate use of English. You may 

refer to the reading passages while you are writing.  

ESSAY TOPIC: Some people believe that asking a teacher educator from the west 

to travel to non-western countries to train local teachers of English is a good way 

of educating local teachers. Others believe that it is important for local educators 

to train local teachers. Which position do you support?  

Plan and write an essay supporting your position and using examples and evidence 

to support your position. Incorporate relevant information from the passages 

appropriately. Do not copy exact phrases; cite the authors. Make sure to include a 

conclusion.  

Write your essay on the lined paper. Take as much time as you need to write your 

essay.  
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Appendix H. Think-aloud protocol practice task 

PRACTICE TASK 

                            THINKING ALOUD WHILE YOU READ  

I am interested in the thoughts that go through your head as you read and write. I 

am asking you to do these things: 

 Work on the task as you normally would if you were alone in your room: read, 

think, take notes, or just write. (However, don't erase. Simply cross through (like 

this word) anything you don't intend to use.)   

2 While you are reading, thinking to yourself, or writing - please SAY OUT LOUD 

EVERYTHING that you would say to yourself silently while you think even as 

you are writing something down. Talk CONSTANTLY and LOUDLY enough into 

your microphone.  

3 I am NOT asking you to explain or justify what you are doing. I want you to 

focus all your attention on doing the task. Simply THINK OUT LOUD as if you 

were talking to yourself.  

4. You can use your preferred language, either your first language or English, or 

both, while thinking aloud.  

5. You can use your dictionary during reading and writing, if you want.  

 

Please read the two passages below.  

Kabilan, M. K., Ahmad, N., & Abidin, M. J. Z. (2010). Facebook: An online 

environment for learning of English in institutions of higher education? The 

Internet and Higher Education, 13(4), 179-187. 

1. Introduction  
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In the 48th Annual Japanese Association of College English Teachers (JACET) 

Convention that was held in Sapporo, Japan (4–6th September 2009), Mark 

Warschauer delivered an online keynote address live from the United States, 

entitled ‘Teaching for Global Literacy’. In that keynote, Warshauer argued for the 

construct of global literacy with the aid of online media. He postulated that 

‘computer-mediated communication is one of the oldest yet still most valuable tool 

of network-based language teaching, as it puts learners in direct contact with others 

for authentic communication’ (p. 28), and therefore, has positive outcomes for 

teaching and learning of English. In his lecture, he used computer-mediated 

communication (CMC) tools, blogs and wikis as examples of online media to 

promote global literacy. Facebook (FB) was not discussed even though it is one of 

the leading social networking spaces that applies many of the elements of 

computer-mediated communication tools (such as synchronous and asynchronous 

discussion and sharing pictures and video capabilities). 

Later in the question-and-answer session, the presenter was asked if FB had been 

researched or used for the purpose of teaching and learning of English, to which he 

responded that he had not come across any, and reasoned that FB is more of a social 

network or space rather than a learning environment for English. Further 

discussions that took place in the question-and-answer session prompted a study to 

discern and ascertain if FB could be a space for learning English, especially in the 

context of Malaysian university education where the standard of English has 

deteriorated. 
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Appendix I. The video link of the think-aloud protocol 

demonstration  

 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ITu6_KgePzs 

  

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ITu6_KgePzs
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Appendix J. The participant consent form  

PARTICIPANT CONSENT FORM 

Project title: The Role of Reading in an Integrated Reading-to-Write Task: A 

Think-Aloud Study of EFL Undergraduate English Language Students in a Saudi 

Context 

Researcher: Ahmed Alshehri, University of York, UK 

The purpose of the project is to investigate the reading-to-write processes which 

Saudi EFL English students use when completing integrated reading-to-write tasks 

and determine how these processes relate to the writers’ resulting performances. 

Research method: Think-aloud protocols, interviews, students’ written products  

Your participation: You will be asked to attend two sessions. In the first session, 

you will be interviewed about your previous academic reading and writing 

experiences. You will then receive a brief explanation of the think-aloud technique 

and watch two short video demonstrations on the technique. In the second session, 

you will first practise a think-aloud technique and will then be asked to read three 

research article introductions and to write an essay. While performing the task, you 

will be asked to think-aloud using your preferred language, and your performance 

will be audio- and video-recorded. At the end, you will be interviewed about your 

performance of the task. All the interviews will be audio-recorded. In addition, you 

will be asked to give your permission to access your writing assignments grades so 

that I can compare them with your writing tasks performed in this study. You do 

not need to tick the box if you do not wish that I access your assignments and their 

marks. 

 You will be able to comment on the written transcripts of your think-aloud and 

your interviews.  
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Anonymity  

The results of the study will be stored by code number. Any information that 

identifies you will be stored separately from the data. 

Storing and using your data  

The collected data will securely be stored in password protected files and only the 

researcher will have access to these secured files. The results will be kept until 

October 2022 after which time they will be destroyed. The data may be used for 

future analysis and shared for research or training purposes, but participants will 

not be identified individually. If you do not want your data to be included in any 

information shared as a result of this research, please do not sign this consent form.  

You are free to withdraw from the study at any time during data collection and up 

to two weeks after the data are collected. If you do so, any data you have provided 

will be destroyed.  

Information about confidentiality  

The information which I collect may be used in anonymous format in 

presentations and publications. Please indicate on the consent form enclosed with 

a tick mark (✔) if you are happy for this anonymised data to be used in the ways 

listed.  

I hope that you will agree to take part. If you have any questions about the project 

that you would like to ask before giving consent or after the data collection, please 

feel free to email Ahmed Alshehri, (aaaa552@york.ac.uk), or the Chair of the 

Ethics Committee education-research-administrator @york ac.uk.  

Thank you for taking the time to read this information.  

Yours sincerely  

Ahmed Alshehri 
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CONSENT FORM 

Please initial each box if you are happy to take part in this research.  

I confirm that I have read and understood the information given to me about 

the above-named research project and I understand that this will involve me 

taking part as described above.  

 

 

I give permission to access my writing assignments and their marks.  

 

 

I understand that the purpose of the research is to examine students' reading 

processes and their role in writing. 

 

 

I understand that data will be stored securely in password protected files and 

only Ahmed Alshehri will have access to any identifiable data.  I understand 

that my identity will be protected by use of a code.  

 

 

I understand that my data will not be identifiable, and the data may be used 

.... 

 

in publications that are mainly read by university academics in presentations  

in presentation that are mainly attended by university academics 

 

 

in publications that are mainly read by the public  

in presentations that are mainly attended by the public  
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I understand that data will be kept until October 2022 after which it will be 

destroyed. 

 

I understand that data could be used for future analysis or other purposes.  

I understand that I can withdraw my data at any point during data collection 

and up to two weeks after data is collected.  

 

 

Your full name: ……………………………………………. 

Your university email address: ……………………………. 

 

                           THANK YOU! 
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Appendix K. Think-aloud protocol transcription example 

                                                      Task 

Several L1 programmes have been instituted! Instituted, this like institution, 

(reading silently), biology, psychology, sociology, linking the compositions to 

subject matter in another course. Scholars in psychology, biology, sociology 

work with other scientists to … , Investigations of these programmes reveal 

some obvious advantages: students learn new forms of writing which as 

professionals they might need; they have more time to write, since there is less 

reading due to the fact that one subject matter is employed for two courses; 

and their discussions, okay, they have time and there is a discussion and they have 

new forms of writing, However, the disadvantages of such a programme are 

equally, if not more, significant, as Wilkinson (1985) and others show, and 

should be of great concern to the English teacher. first of all, it is difficult for 

a writing course to have a carefully planned pedagogical, what, I will look it up 

using my phone, furthermore, the timing of assignments is not always optimal. 

Second, the programme can raise false expectations among the faculty as well 

as among the students. English faculty, even when they collaborate with 

content teachers, find they have little basis for dealing with the content. So, 

there is a problem between English teachers and specialists about the content, 

reading the same sentence again, they therefore find themselves in the 

uncomfortable position of being less knowledgeable than their students. Yes, 

sure, because students, maybe teachers, or students maybe they have searched the 

topics such as psychology, sociology, biology and they might have a full 

understanding of these topics more than their teachers and that cause the problem, 
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they therefore find themselves in the uncomfortable position of being less 

knowledgeable than their students. Students likewise can resent finding 

themselves in a situation in which their instructor cannot fully explain or 

answer questions about the subject matter. Yes, that is a problem and may cause 

a problem for you teachers read well, Faigley and Hansen (1985) observed 

collaborative courses in which completely different criteria for evaluation 

were applied to students' papers by the two teachers because the English 

teacher did not recognise when a student failed to demonstrate adequate 

knowledge of a discipline or showed a good grasp of new knowledge. That 

means the evaluation is different in two things and in two cases, two different 

assessments, (reading the sentence again), okay. The same phenomenon can hold 

true in L2 writing instruction. Pearson (1983) finds that 'the instructor cannot 

always conveniently divorce! Conveniently divorce? What does it mean? Divorce 

what? I could not get the meaning here; words could be linked but meaning is 

difficult to understand. For example, he says This drawback is often mentioned 

only in passing in articles recommending that English teachers use technical 

and scientific materials they are not familiar with, how recommending and then 

not familiar, perhaps, the first text I got something out of it, it talks about L1 

learners and L1 teachers and how learners in terms of writing, if they enter their 

programme normally they will not outsmart their teachers but when they read a lot 

in different disciplines they may be more knowledgeable than their teachers and 

that creates a problem. Moreover, if the students get enrolled in their normal 

programme such biology, psychology and sociology, in terms of writing, and these 

are stages which they connect together, teachers have investigated the topic and 

they found that it has advantages and disadvantages which may affect the student’s 
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perceptions or knowledge and the writing genres which give them more than one 

option or styles in the writing, and in terms of reading, the information students get 

from their reading and writing are more than the information they extract from the 

topic, and I found that it has some disadvantages as Wilkinson mentioned that 

students may be better than teachers in a certain stage and this causes a problem 

that teachers would be less knowledgeable than students and may be students found 

the subject so easy for them or they can answer questions easily, either way would 

make teachers uncomfortable, this what I have understood so far from the previous 

text, in brief the more students know about their subjects, the less stressful they get 

while studying, they find it easy to be confident and get the best of their subjects. I 

will start now the second text, Specificity revisited: how far should we go now? 

Well, in the first text it was saying how far should we go and here how far should 

we go now? Why is that? I notice that the previous text was in 1988 and the second 

one is in 2002 so maybe there is some new information and maybe the tone has 

changed, this literature points to the fact that different disciplines identify 

different types of writing as features of academic literacy and that terms like 

lab reports, lectures or memos imply neither homogeneity! What does it mean 

homogeneity? This is new, it seems to be a scientific term; I will look it up, so, 

teaching methods are different and decide different writing styles for example, 

features of academic literacy and the term like lab report which is like memos in 

notes and notetaking in lectures, either homogeneity or difference, (reading 

silently), there is a research confirms that that tasks students do at the university 

level are concerned with their language proficiency level and the educational 

system that is being followed by the university, (reading silently) lab reports are 

common in chemistry, yes, programme documentation in computer science, 
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sure so true,  and article surveys in maths, (reading silently), well this first 

paragraph, some issues are clear to me like features of academic literacy is like 

terms like lab reports, lectures and memos but in homogenous shape in one 

common style and this one of kind of writing or new writing style, and I understood 

that this kind of writing is being taught in universities and for students and it should 

be suitable for their language proficiency level but undergraduate students, lab 

reports they present in their chemistry major or the programme documentation in 

computer science, they do it according to their level in English, (reading silently), 

This is because successful academic writing depends on the individual writer's 

projection of a shared context, that means success in the educational process is 

based on the writer projection! Projection I think it means suggestions or 

expectations or maybe I am wrong, let’s check, oh it is probability, okay, actually, 

there are many terms that are beyond my level and I am trying to guess the meaning 

from the sentences or I may read them again, using scanning and skimming to get 

what they mean here, better than reading word by word and stopping by each 

sentence, (reading for the second time silently), it seems that the writer gave a clue 

or a hint that the wiring he is mentioning here in the second text, maybe it means, 

can we engage the reader into writing effectively or not? And the first topic was 

about the kinds and style of writing and the teachers give their students more 

information about common styles in writing, this is what I understand from the first 

text, and that style has disadvantages as well, one of the major disadvantages that 

teacher will not feel secure in terms of his information, or the student may reach a 

level at which he cannot demonstrate the knowledge, and cannot grasp the 

knowledge properly , and for the second text I will scan it now so I can get what is 

means, however it is apparent that it talks about academic writing such as lab 
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reports, memos, and they are forms of academic writing and I don’t know why they 

are kinds of academic writing because I have no background on memos or lab 

reports or mathematical assignments but I understand that the academic writing of 

academic literacy are beneficial for academic students for their education level but 

undergraduate level students do lab reports and documentation and sometime 

analysis and articles, so maybe it will be useful for them as a step for them.  
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Appendix L. High-scoring student’s writing example 
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Appendix M. Low-scoring student’s writing example
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Appendix N. The inter-rater reliability scores 

Names Rater 

1 

Rater 

2 

Rater 

3 

Average 

Muneer 1 2 2 1.6 

Ziad 2 2 2 2 

Sami 4 4 5 4.3 

Kamal  2 2 3 2.3 

Hatim 4 4 3 3.6 

Bader 4 4 3 3.6 

Jawad 2 1 2 1.6 

Khalid 2 2 1 1.6 

Salman 4 3 3 3.3 

Rami 3 3 3 3 
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Appendix O. HOD consent form 

 

HEAD OF DEPARTMENT OF ENGLISH, BISHA UNIVERSITY 

CONSENT FORM 

Project title: The Role of Reading in an Integrated Reading-to-Write Task: A 

Think-Aloud Study of EFL Undergraduate English Language Students in a Saudi 

Context. 

Researcher: Ahmed Alshehri, University of York, UK. 

Project aim: The project aims to explore the reading-to-write processes which 

Saudi EFL English students use when completing integrated reading-to-write tasks 

and determine how these processes relate to the writers’ resulting performances. 

Student participation: Students will be asked to attend two sessions. In the first 

session which will last approximately 30 minutes, they will be interviewed about 

their previous academic reading and writing experiences. In the second session, 

which will last approximately three hours, they will be asked to read three research 

article introductions and to write an essay. While performing the task, they will be 

asked to think-aloud and their performance will be audio- and video-recorded. In 

addition, they will be asked to give their permission for the researcher to access 

their Grade Point Average (GPA) and their grades in their reading and writing 

assignments so that we can compare them with their writing tasks performed in this 

study.  
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The accessed data will securely be stored in a password protected research file, and 

only the researcher will have access to these secured files. The results will be kept 

until October 2022 after which time they will be destroyed.  

The data will also be used in presentations and publications anonymously. 

Participants will be able to withdraw from the study at any time during data 

collection and up to two weeks after the data are collected.  

Information about confidentiality  

This is a PhD project and the information which I collect may be used in an 

anonymous format in presentations and publications. Please indicate on the consent 

form enclosed with a ‘0’ if you are happy for this anonymised data to be used in 

the ways listed.  

If you have any questions about the project that you would like to ask before giving 

consent or after the data collection, please feel free to email Ahmed Alshehri 

(aaaa552@york.ac.uk), or the Chair of the Ethics Committee education-research-

administrator @york.ac.uk.  

 

CONSENT FORM 

Please initial each box if you are happy to take part in this research.  

I have read and understood the information given to me about the study and 

give my permission to Ahmed Alshehri to collect the requested data. 

 

I have understood the aims and procedures of the research and acknowledge 

the responsibility for granting my permission to collect the data.  
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I confirm that I have read and understood the information given to me about 

the above-named research project and I understand that this will involve the 

department’s students taking part as described above.  

 

I give permission for the researcher to access the students’ reading and 

writing assignments and their marks after obtaining the students’ permission.  

 

I understand that the purpose of the research is to examine students' reading 

processes and their role in writing. 

 

I understand that data will be stored securely in password protected files and 

only Ahmed Alshehri will have access to any identifiable data. I understand 

that the student’s identity will be protected by use of a code.  

 

I understand that the student’s data will not be identifiable and the data may 

be used ... 

 

in publications that are mainly read by university academics in presentations  

in presentations that are mainly attended by university academics  

in publications that are mainly read by the public  

in presentations that are mainly attended by the public  

I understand that data will be kept until October 2022 after which it will be 

destroyed. 

 

I understand that students can withdraw their data at any point during data 

collection and up to two weeks after data is collected.  

 

 

Head of the Department's signature:………………………………………… 

Print name: ………………………………………………………………………. 

Researchers' signature: ……………………………………………………………  
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Print name: ………………………………………………………………………. 

Date: ……………………………………………………………………………… 


