AN INVESTIGATION OF UNIVERSITY EFL STUDENTS’
ATTITUDES TOWARDS WRITING-TO-READ TASKS'

Lin Zhou' and Peerasak Siriyothin?
Received: Mar 26, 2009; Revised: Sept 6, 2009; Accepted: Sept 21, 2009

Abstract

Research indicates that using writing as a learning tool may lead to better reading achievement.
Based on the strong reading-writing connections, the authors examined EFL students’ attitudes
towards two types of writing-to-read tasks, namely reading with summary writing and reading with
journal writing. Fifty four Chinese EFL learners participated in the eighteen-week study. Data were
collected using students’ self-report questionnaires, students’ written feedback and face-to-face semi-
structured interviews. Results show that the students had a positive tendency towards the two tasks,
while they still had some problems and suggestions. It is recommended that writing-to-read activities
be introduced into TEFL classrooms to enhance reading teaching and learning.
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Introduction

writing connections, little is known about the
attitudes of EFL learners at the advanced level.

In this age of globalizationythe acquisition of
reading skills in a L2 is a priority for millions

of learners around the world. As Eskey (2005)
points out, many students of English as a
Foreign Language (EFL) rarely need to speak
the language in their day-to-day lives but may
need to read it in order to ‘access the wealth of
information’ (p. 563) recorded exclusively in
English. However, due to the complexity inherent
in the reading process, reading is also a skill that
is one of the most difficult to develop to a high
level of proficiency (Grabe, 2002). Whilst research
has been able to shed light on the reading-

The aim of this paper is to present the results
from a study of language attitudes and to ascer-
tain which reading tasks EFL learners think are
effective.

Reading-writing Connections

In academia, the strong connections
between reading and writing are held undeni-
able. As Nuttach (1996) points out, reading and
writing are so closely associated as two sides of
the same coin that it is natural for work on either
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to support work on the other. To date, a number
of researchers have been exploring the ways
that reading and writing are integrated. Studies
conducted on the reading-writing connections
can be divided into three major categories: studies
that examine the impact of reading on writing
(e.g. Tsang, 1996; Hirvela, 2004); studies that
examine correlations between reading and
writing (Tierney and Pearson, 1983; Carson,
et al., 1990; Eisterhold, 1990; Kennedy, 1994,
Many, et al., 1996; Olson, 2003); and studies that
examine different perspectives on the reading-
writing relationship or explain its theoretical
bases (Kuccer, 1987; McCarthey, 2001; Esmaeili,
2002; Carson, 2004; Grabe, 2004; Jabbour, 2004;
Smagorinsky, et al., 2005; Parkinson, ez al., 2007).
The research on reading-writing connections
from the early 1980s till 2000s shows that when
taught together, reading and writing engage
students in a greater use and variety of cogni-
tive strategies than when they are taught
separately. Using writing as a learning tool may
lead to better reading achievement, and using
reading as a vehicle for elaborating on ideas may
lead to better writing performance.

Writing-to-read Approach

Reading-writing connections may be
implemented in various ways. Writing-to-read
is one of them. In using this method, writers are
also regarded as readers while transforming
source texts to create new texts (Spivey, 1990).
As Hirvela (2004) notes, written texts leave
readers with gaps that may be filled by active,
meaning-making reading, which is often guided
most effectively by writing. Furthermore,
writing provides a unique opportunity for
the reader to dialogue with a text and find a
particular way into it (Hirvela, 2005), and thus
provides the learners with an opportunity to
generate and explore meaning. Finally, writing
responses to literature provides opportunities
for the teacher to observe the students’ reading
comprehension.

Langer and Applebee (1987) indicate two
kinds of writing tasks that develop and shape
the readers’ ideas. The first kind of writing
tasks includes note-taking, short-answer

comprehension questions, and summary writing,
etc. These writing tasks prompt students to focus
on specific items of information and lead the
students to presenting their ideas carefully. In
contrast, when students are writing expressively
to learn, perceiving their writing as part of
an ongoing instructional dialogue that is not
subject to assessment by the teacher, such as
journal writing, their thinking and writing is
more exploratory and they are more apt to take
risks from the content. In a writing-to-read
activity, the writer has two kinds of knowledge
sources: one is available in the immediate source
texts and the other is what can be generated from
previously acquired knowledge in long-term
memory.

Most of the research on L2 reading has
considered participants at the beginning and
intermediate levels of language instruction (e.g.
Carrell, 1988a, 1988b; Brantmeier, 2003). However,
little empirical research has been done to inves-
tigate readers at the advanced levels of language
instruction, and it is at this stage of acquisition
where more L2 reading research is needed
(Brantmeier, 2001). In addition, little attention has
been given to the students’ attitudes towards
reading-writing connections. Many discussions
of reading-writing connections focus mainly on
writing proficiency (e.g. Tsang, 1996), regarding
reading as a springboard to writing tasks and
learning for writing. One of the latest studies is
by Al-Ghonaim (2005) about students’ attitudes
towards reading-to-write tasks. No empirical
study has been identified about the students’
attitudes toward writing-to-read tasks. On the
basis of the literature reviewed, this study aimed
to examine the advanced EFL students’ attitudes
towards writing-to-read tasks. It may provide
insights into how reading and writing should be
integrated and how the procedures of teaching
reading can be drawn up.

Research Methods

Participants

The natural setting for the study was
Guizhou University, which is a comprehensive
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university in southwest China. The present study
was based on the responses provided by 54
third-year English major students from two
intact classes, 27 in each class. Among all the
students, there were 37 (68%) females and 17
(32%) males. Their age ranged from 19 to 23 with
21 as the average. The participants’ answers to
the background survey indicate that most of
the students considered their reading ability
in English as fair (75%). Just 13% of the
participants considered their reading ability as
poor and 15% considered their reading ability
as excellent.

All the students were high school gradu-
ates and were pursuing a university degree.
In China, English is compulsory for all the middle
school students, which means all of the partici-
pants had learned English for at least 8 years
(6 years in middle school and 2 years in univer-
sity). The students were defined as advanced
EFL learners. Two reasons may determine the
students’ advanced level placement. First, the
National Curriculum for College English Majors
of Higher Education in P.R.C. (2000) indicates
that third-year undergraduate students are at the
advanced level. Second, according to Bamford
et al. (2004), advanced language learners are
those who “already have a basic knowledge of,
and are literate in, the foreign language”.
Through two years intensive English learning at
university, the subjects in the present study were
able to read and write in English. Therefore, the
participants of this current study were classified
as advanced.

Materials

In order to address the research objective,
which concerns the students’ attitudes towards
the reading tasks, this study employed such
triangulated elicitation procedures as students’
self-report questionnaire, students’ written
feedback and individual semi-structured inter-
view.

The purpose of the students’ self-report
written questionnaire was to find out each indi-
vidual student’s attitudes towards the reading
task assigned. The questionnaire was composed
of two parts: five-point Likert-Scale questions

and open-ended questions. In order to elicit
information about how the students felt about
the tasks and how their attitudes developed,
students’” written feedback was required three
times during the 18-week study: at the very
beginning, in the middle, and at the end of the
study. The in-depth semi-structured interview
served as a data source to tap respondents’
attitudes about the reading tasks. The seven
interview guide questions were based on the
respondents’ answers to the questionnaires and
on their actual performance in the course.

Procedure

This study was conducted in the first
semester of academic years 2007 and 2008. It
lasted eighteen weeks, two 50-minute periods
each week, which made thirty-six 50-minute
periods in the intervention (72 periods as the
total). During the 18-week semester, 54 partici-
pants enrolled in the Advanced English Course
read 11 texts required in A New English Course,
book 5 (Li, 2004), a textbook for third-year
English major students at Guizhou University.

Two treatment conditions were randomly
allocated to the two groups of students. That is,
one group wrote summaries after reading, and
the other group wrote journals. The teaching
procedures in the two groups were all composed
of three steps: pre-reading, while-reading, and
post-reading, as proposed by Yigiter et al. (2005).
Based on the elements suggested by Brown
(1994), which include five sections of teaching
procedures, namely goals, objectives, materials
and equipment, procedures and evaluation, the
researcher created the lesson plan for each class
session. The pre-reading and during-reading
stages were the same between the two groups,
except that one group wrote summaries at the
post-reading stage while the other one wrote
journals. It should be noted that in the journal
writing group, the students were to write their
reactions, comments, questions and feelings
about the text read. They could follow the
suggested format of journals or write without
referring to it.

In response to the research objective
regarding students’ attitudes, data were elicited
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through the written questionnaire, the students’
written feedback, and the interview. The ques-
tionnaire was administered at the end of the
treatment. As the first half of the questionnaire,
5-point Likert-scale questions that ranged
from “strongly agree” to “‘strongly disagree” were
utilized. The students’ responses to the ques-
tionnaires were coded and keyed into the SPSS
program, 15.0 for statistical analysis. The
students’ responses to the five open-ended
questions were the qualitative data. Of the 54
questionnaires distributed, all were returned. The
researcher checked carefully whenever each
respondent submitted their questionnaires, thus
making sure no blank sheet was submitted. As a
result, only two questionnaires were discarded
for the reason of non-completed information.

By using the method of written feedback,
the researcher surveyed the students’ attitudes
towards the reading tasks regularly in the whole
process of treatment. Three times after finishing
the tasks assigned, all the students were asked
to spend 5 minutes writing their feedback to the
tasks they had taken. Due to three absentees,
159 entries of the students’ feedback emerged
for qualitative analysis. It should be noted that
even though some students missed one or two
entries of the feedback, their answers were still
included in the data analysis as long as they
submitted their feedback entries for the other
texts.

Semi-structured interviews were con-
ducted with 12 students. Two students with
positive attitudes, two with medium attitudes,
and two with negative attitudes were randomly
selected from each group, which made six
interviewees per group and twelve in total. All
the semi-structured face-to-face interviews were
conducted in January, 2008. The interviewees
were asked to orally respond to seven open-
ended questions eliciting their attitudes toward
the reading tasks. Each interview lasted from 10
to 15 minutes. All the 12 interviews were
audio-recorded, transcribed and translated into
English by the researcher. The interviews were
submitted to qualitative analysis.

It is noteworthy to mention that the
respondents were allowed to use either English

or their L1 language Chinese in the data collec-
tion process, thus to elicit more information about
their attitudes. Additionally, the participants’
real names were replaced with codes in all the
examples used to illustrate the patterns found in
the data. Students’ coding followed the same
format. First, the researcher gave a number to
each student randomly and this number was
always used for the specific student in the data
analysis of the study. Second, the researcher
coded each student according to his/her group
followed by the specific number. For example,
student number one from the summary writing
group was coded RJ1, and her counterpart from
journal writing group was RJ1.

Results and Discussion

The results elicited through the questionnaire,
the students’ written feedback, and the interviews
were analyzed either quantitatively or qualita-
tively. Two questionnaires were discarded
for the reason of non-completed information. The
remaining 52 questionnaires were analyzed
either quantitatively or qualitatively. Significant
variations in frequency of students’ reported
attitudes and perceptions of the reading tasks
were not taken into consideration. Instead, the
average scores of the students’ response on
the written questionnaire were conducted to
establish the baseline information on each group.

Table 1 shows the results of the five-point
Likert-scale questions ranging from “strongly
agree” to “strongly disagree”. It was found that
the students had the highest average score
(Mean = 4.68, SD = 0.933) on item two, which
means many students thought the reading tasks
assigned to them could help improve their
reading comprehension. Additionally, the students
in the reading with journal writing group had a
higher average score (Mean = 3.98) than those
in the reading with summary writing group (Mean
=3.85). That means the students liked the task of
reading with journal writing more than the task
of reading with summary writing.

The quantitative analysis of data elicited
through the Likert-scale questionnaire revealed
that the students had a positive tendency towards
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agreeing with the statements concerning the
reading tasks. It was found that more than half
of the students were satisfied with the reading
tasks assigned to them. The number of the
students who chose the answers ranging from
strongly disagree to strongly agree shows that
29 (55.7%) of the total 52 students reported
liking the writing-to-read tasks. Furthermore,
the students seemed to have a more positive
response to items one, two and five, which were
mainly about their general attitudes towards the
tasks assigned. Nonetheless, students’ responses
to items three and four, which were about their
attitudes towards the specific text types, tended
to be more negative. One explanation for the
findings could be that the students were clearer
about the general questions than the ones about
details. Another possibility may be that the
students did not have very clear ideas about the
narrative and expository texts.

Close examination of the questionnaire
revealed that only a few respondents tended
to choose either “strongly agree” or “strongly
disagree” as their response. The reluctance on
the part of the participants to take a strong stand
on agreement and disagreement indicates that
some participants may have some ambiguous

understanding of the tasks. Equally important,
the data demonstrated that the higher the
students perceived their reading ability, the more
positive attitudes they seemed to have. This
could be explained by the fact that the high-
ability students may have more involvement in
the tasks, which may have resulted in their
positive attitudes towards the tasks assigned.

The qualitative analysis of data elicited
through the open-ended questionnaire, the
students’ written feedback, and the interview
with the students confirmed the Likert-scale
questionnaire results. A close examination of the
data sheds more lights on the patterns of the
students’ attitudes.

Positive, Medium, and Negative Attitudes
Appeared in this Study

The students’ attitudes towards the reading
tasks could be basically classified into three
categories: positive, medium, and negative
attitudes. The qualitative data supported the
information elicited through the quantitative data
that the students in the journal writing group
tended to have more positive attitudes than
those in the reading with summary group.

As for the use of summary writing on their

Table 1. Students’ responses on the likert-scale written questionnaire (N = 52)

Frequency/Percentage of respondents

Strongly
agree

Items

Agree

Undecided Disagree Strongly

disagree

2/3.8%
11/20.3%

1. I like the task I’ve done.

2. The task I've done
will improve my reading
comprehension.

3. The task I’ve done
helps to improve my
reading comprehension
of narrative texts more
than expository texts.

4. The task I’ve done
helps to improve my
reading comprehension
of expository texts more
than narrative texts.

5. I'will continue doing
the task.

1/2.5%

3/5.1%

1/2.5%

27/51.9%
20/38%

24/45.6%

20/39.2%

27/51.9%

7/13.9%
2/3.8%

6/11.4%
1/2.5%

10/19%
18/35.4%

6/11.4% 14/27.8% 712.7%

13/25.3% 14/26.7% 2/3.8%

16/30.5% 5/9.5% 3/5.6%
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reading ability, fourteen students in the RS group
recognized its importance. Cited below are
examples of the students’ comments on the task
of reading with summary writing:

RS13: “By writing summary, I think my
reading ability has been improved, espe-
cially my ability to generalize the main
idea.”

RS15: “After writing summaries, my
general understanding of the text has
been improved.”

The positive comments above show
students’ appreciation of the degree to which
summary writing facilitated their reading
comprehension. Nevertheless, seven students
reported not liking it because it is more difficult
compared with doing comprehension exercises.
Participants’ comments provided important
insights into their attitudes. On the one hand,
they recognized the use of summary writing. On
the other hand, they still disliked it because it
was boring. The tight structure of summarization
was the main reason for the students’ negative
attitudes. Student RS26 shared the negative
attitude and mentioned, “I don'’t like writing
summary every time for every text. It’s boring
and rigid. I like writing when I have interest.”
Data from the students’ written feedback showed
that initially a few students (N = 3) resented
having to do this extra work and were frustrated
by their inability to distinguish macro-structure
from micro-structure. Example (RS2) is represen-
tative of these students. “Even though I tried
to understand the text, sometimes I was not
certain about the main points that the author
discussed.” Similarly, student RS19 worried
that her summaries might be biased due to her
poor reading comprehension. The number of
students who did not enjoy writing summaries
increased from three at the beginning of the
treatment to seven in the end. Student RS7
represented this category and stated in her third
entry of feedback that she could learn the text
more actively through writing summaries, but
she did not enjoying writing summaries because
it was dull for her.

Compared with students from the summary
writing group, more students (N = 17) in the RJ
group were happy with the tasks assigned. RJ8
reported that writing journals improved her
understanding of the gist because that’s what
journal writing needed. RJ17 stated, “Writing
Jjournals helps me understand the text. After
writing, I have deeper understanding to the
texts.” Meanwhile, some students in the journal
writing group seemed to have neutral attitudes
toward the tasks assigned. They liked the
freedom of journal writing, but they did not like
writing regularly. Cited below are examples of
medium attitudes found in the open-ended
questionnaires.

RJ10: “Ilike it because it may remind me
to insist on reading, but sometimes I had
to write when I didn’t want to at all, just
to fulfill the task.”

RI11: “Through writing journals, I may
express my ideas freely and practice
writing, but I don't like reading the texts
assigned, it’s too rigid.” (Translated)

Both the students are female. Student RJ10
rated her reading ability as good and RJ11 fair.

The results of the Likert-scale question-
naire showed that students from the RJ group
received higher mean score (Mean = 3.98) in
the five-point Likert-scale questionnaire. The
explanation may be the different characteristics
of summary writing and journal writing. Writing
summaries requires the students to not only have
correct understanding of the text, identify the
main idea, important sentence structure and
important information, but also to express
correctly in a shorter text than the source text.
That is, summarizing has quite a tight require-
ment on the readers (Nuttach, 1996). On the
contrary, journal writing is loose in structure.
The students could express themselves freely
without just concentrating on the main idea,
which the students might enjoy. Consequently,
the students in the journal writing group
demonstrated the highest mean score in regard
to their attitudes.

In this study, the students generally viewed
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journal writing as a flexible cognitive tool which
helped them construct the meaning of the text.
They enjoyed the freedom that writing journals
provided them. In fact, when the experiment
ended, many students expressed nostalgia about
journal writing. The students not only reported
it to be worthwhile, but also believed that it
helped them in other aspects of English learning.

The analyses have shown that writing
about learning can be a way of demonstrating
what has been learned. Through journals,
students can record concrete experiences, reflect
on and record their observations about the
experiences, integrate the observation into
abstract concepts or theories, and use the theo-
ries to make decisions or solve problems. Journal
writing can be a metacognitive reminder of
the learning process and it reveals thought
processes and mental habits. It aids memory and
provides a context for growth and provides
tangible evidence of mental processes. Journals
make thoughts visible and concrete, giving a way
to interact with, elaborate on, and expand ideas.
In this way, the learners could have clearer
understanding of their strong and weak points.
Thus, journal writing could be a metacognitive
tool in understanding texts.

The Students Reported Gaining Writing Skills

As expected, many students reported
gaining writing skills. Student RS17°s comments
represented this:

“I think this task (reading with journal
writing) keeps me writing regularly, and
it helps me improve my writing ability.
At the beginning, I didn'’t know how to
start my writing. But as time goes by, I'm
feeling better now.”

Similarly, students from the journal writing
group reported that as time went by, they
requested more specific information, expressed
more opinions, and asked more detailed clari-
fication. For example, student RJ27 commented
in the interview that “After writing so many
Jjournals, I can write fluently now.” These data
revealed that writing journal entries gives

students opportunities to practice writing in a
way relevant to their experiences and not merely
as an exercise in writing for writing’s sake. These
current findings are supported by Anderson
(1993) and Hirvela (2005), who reported that
extended writing improves writing proficiency.

Students Reported Some Use of Reading
Strategies

In their responses to the open-ended ques-
tionnaire, written feedback and interview, 25
students, regardless of their groups, mentioned
the employment of some reading strategies to
varying degrees. It was noticed that not every
student reported strategy use. One explanation
may be that the successful students may have
automatized many of their strategic reading
processes to the point of lacking awareness of
the steps they took to ensure comprehension.
Another possibility is that the less successful
students did not use strategies much. Table 2
below is a summary of the strategies reported
by the students in terms of groups. It is arranged
in the order of reported frequency.

From the students’ reports, some notable
reading strategies emerged. First, the students
demonstrated sensitivity to global aspects of
text by using the strategies of rereading and
thinking about prior knowledge. Students in
the summary writing group reported using
the strategies of rereading and rethinking to
successfully summarize the text. Generalizing is
another strategy reported frequently used in this
group. Student RS11 stated, “I try to generalize
what I have read and express them in my own
words.” Similarly, students in the journal writing
group reported rereading as one of the strate-
gies. For example, student RJ9 stated, “I reread
the part that I didn’t quite understand and
discussed it in my journal”. These findings are
supported by Brown (2002), who noted that at
the university level, rereading has been shown
to be one of the most effective study aids to
comprehension of texts.

However, of all the 54 students, a rather
small number of students (N = 7) reported using
inferring to make the text more comprehensible.
A general underutilization of the inferring strat-
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egies reflects the lack of emphasis on inferential
comprehension. Without this ability, students are
not poised to meet the demands of expository
material. These findings reveal to the researcher
that the students may have achieved better
reading comprehension if they had used the
inferring strategies more frequently.
Furthermore, although many students
(N = 22) reported being able to predict, they
could not provide strong reasons for its use.
For instance, student number eight from the
summary writing group commented in the third
entry of written feedback, “I read and guess
what will happen next, but I'm not sure if this
helps my understanding or not because I feel
my reading speed slows down” (Translated).
Another notable point about the students’
strategy use is the difference identified between
successful and unsuccessful students. Compared
with the successful students, the unsuccessful
students used fewer strategies to gather meaning,
orienting themselves to the perceptual and
mechanical aspects of the reading task. The
students who perceived their reading ability high
appeared to have a developed EFL reading
schema, which incorporated declarative knowl-
edge about the reading process and procedural
knowledge for implementing strategies when
reading in English, while the unsuccessful readers
appeared to be more concerned with finishing

the task itself. Student RS13 was a successful
reader and said in the interview, “When I read
the difficult text which I don’t quite understand,
1 try to analyze the sentence structure and think
about what I have known about the topic, for
example, from the newspapers, magazines,
etc.” That means she knew how to use her prior
knowledge connected with the text being read.
Unsuccessful students appeared to lack this
strategy. Student RJ18 represented this type of
students and stated in the written feedback,
“What I concern the most is to finish my
reading on time, because I'm slow in reading”.

Equally important, successful readers
reported more flexibility by adjusting their
reading speed to match the difficulty of the text
and slowing down when encountering dense or
difficult texts. They used monitoring strategies
include paraphrasing, self-questioning, and
paying close attention in their reading. Further-
more, the successful readers discussed specific
reading strategies they used more than the
unsuccessful ones, such as questioning,
rereading, and the use of prior knowledge.
Student RS13 reported in her second entry of
written feedback that

“B(b)efore reading, I predict what the text
may be about according to the title. When
I'm reading, I ask myself what the text

Table 2. Frequency of reported strategy use by the students in each group (N =25)

Order Reported strategy use RS RJ Total
1 rereading 13 10 23
2 thinking about the prior knowledge 12 10 2
3 predicting 11 10 21
4 generalizing 13 7 20
5 rethinking 8 9 17
6 paying attention to the task 11 3 14
7 self-questioning 7 6 13
8 analyzing the sentence structures 5 6 11
9 Reading selectively 4 3 7
10 inferring 3 2 5
11 guessing word meaning 4 No use 4
12 paraphrasing 1 1 2
13 adjusting reading speed No use 2 2
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meant to me. If I have problems under-
standing the text, I try to use the context
and my prior knowledge to clarify what
text means to me.”

On the contrary, unsuccessful students
reported reading selectively in order to find
answers to comprehension questions. For
example, student RJ26 stated that “In order to
read fast, I only read the parts which I think are
important.” In addition, they reported using
approximately the same strategies whether read-
ing narrative or expository texts, failing to adjust
their use of strategies. However, the successful
readers used specific strategies such as use of
cognates and paraphrasing when reading texts
of different types. And, paying attention to
the task appeared to be a strategy that the
unsuccessful students lacked. Student RS24
reported having difficulty getting involved in
reading and said, “I can’t focus my attention on
the reading and the task. Sometimes I just looked
at the text, but I didn’t read or understand it.”

Students’ Problems and Suggestions

In their responses to the questionnaires,
feedback, and interviews, the students reported
that reading and doing the reading tasks
presented a variety of problems for them. The
problems were mainly about vocabulary, text
content, anxiety, reading strategy, motivation,
time and writing content.

It was evident that vocabulary was
regarded as a major problem by the students in
their reading comprehension. The crucial role of
vocabulary knowledge in reading comprehension
has been well recognized in L2 settings and
the difficulty of vocabulary for EFL learners has
been well recognized by linguists. Evans and
Green (2007) found that the Hong Kong
university students’ receptive and productive
vocabularies are generally inadequate. Similarly,
Gorsuch and Taguchi (2008) suggest that
reading in a foreign or second language is often
a laborious process, often caused by underde-
veloped word recognition skills and that one
major component of reading fluency is fast and
accurate word recognition.

Of the totality of 54 students, 25 (46.9%)
reported having difficulties understanding
the content of the text. They reported special
problems with specific text type. One instance is
student RS7 who stated, “I don't like reading
expository texts. They are too boring for me to
have a general idea. I like reading narrative
texts because they have clear organization and
are closely related to the readers”. This finding
suggests that different contextual and rhetorical
schemata may result in ineffective ESL learning.
In addition, acquisition of academic literacy at
the university level is often a difficult process
for EFL learners. The complexity of the text
content with regard to rhetorical organization
may have lead to the students’ difficulty in
understanding (Shi and Kubota, 2007).

Additionally, twenty-three students
(42.6%) stated that as a result of worrying that
they might not have correct understanding of
the text, or their dislike of some particular type
of texts, they felt nervous. The two comments
below are examples:

RS15: “I don't like reading for some
specific tasks, which made me too
nervous.”

RJ18: “I don't like writing journal for
every text because I am worried that what
I write may be wrong.”

The above results indicate that anxiety
about reading at the advanced level may not be
a function of reading itself, but rather a function
of oral or written reading comprehension tasks.
As Brantmeier (2005) points out, students feel
less anxious about reading when immediate
communication appreciation is not a concern.
Therefore, it could be inferred that the students’
anxiety was not about reading itself, but about
the tasks that followed. The possible solution
may be more post-reading activities after class.

In their written feedback and interviews,
students noted the problems they had with
reading strategies. The data revealed that only 23
students in this sample exhibited a robust use of
the strategy of self-questioning. Nearly half of
the students reported the lack of the strategy of
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paying close attention or concentrating as a
means to improve comprehension. Such weak
use demonstrates the need for explicit strategy
instruction.

Furthermore, motivation has been com-
monly considered as one of the most important
factors affecting L2 learning (e.g. Shia, 1998).
Hwang (2001) suggests that strong motivation
to learn English could be the key contribution to
increase in reading skills. Nearly one-third of the
students expressed their lack of motivation in
reading or/and doing the reading tasks. Student
RJ16 said, “I don’t like it (journal writing)
because it’s a little time-wasting. I wrote not
because I wanted, but just for fulfilling assign-
ments.” Student RJ21 not only stated her lack of
motivation but also supplied the reason, “I don't
like reading books. Whenever I see the thick
book, I don't like. I prefer read on Internet.”

As Yamada (2002) indicates, even though
experienced English academic writers are capable
of writing with multiple sources, EFL/ESL
writers have a difficult time with it. Fifteen
students in this study reported having problems
with the content of their summaries or journals,
which suggests that the students needed to get
more training in writing from sources, thus to
write more efficiently in the target language.

Additionally, students made some sugges-
tions concerning the reading tasks assigned
to them. Generally, the students’ suggestions
were mainly as follows: there should be more
exercises to improve their vocabulary, the types
of the reading materials should be more varied,
and there should be more explanation on the
writing style of the source texts. For example,
student RS15 suggested: “We should read much
more texts which suit our reading ability, both
with time limit and without.” Student RJ1
suggested enlarging vocabulary size, broadening
knowledge, and reading a lot of authentic
English materials.

Pedagogical Implications

The findings of this study demonstrate that
reading and writing are two modes of language
and are inextricably related. Some significant

implications for the teaching and learning of
English as a foreign language for Chinese
university students may be drawn as follows:

Teachers must be Careful in Employing
Summary Writing in Class

As evident in this study, summary writing
can be an effective way to improve learners’ read-
ing ability. However, teachers need to be careful
in their classroom employment. The reason is
that students may dislike its tight format.

Writing Journals Increases Students’ Motiva-
tion for Learning

One pedagogical implication concerning
journal writing is that the understanding about
oneself as a learner may increase motivation for
writing, which in turn affects reading. Journal
writing could be a good way to arouse students’
motivation in learning. As Marsh (1998) notes,
journal writing reveals issues that matter to
students in the process of learning. Also, Padgett
(2000) suggests engaging students in writing
could be a way to increase the students’ interest
in the task. And, due to the increase in interest,
a student with a written expression deficit would
benefit from this opportunity. Huang (2006)
suggests that learners are most willing to read
under three circumstances: (1) when teachers are
available to answer questions, (2) when key
points are highlighted clearly in textbooks,
and (3) when reading skills are taught. Also,
background schema was found to be an impor-
tant factor influencing reading motivation. Such
applications point out the crucial role that
learners’ motivation have for reading compre-
hension.

Teacher Feedback should be Given to the
Students’ Journal

Another finding of this study reveals that
students preferred to write journals if they were
sure the teacher would read their journal and that
feedback would be given. Teachers who want to
capitalize on the potential of journal writing must
be willing to spend the time and energy to offer
students thorough and detailed feedback on the
substance of their journal entries. In addition,
the focus of the feedback should not be on the
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errors made unless the same errors appear over
and again. The purpose is to avoid embarrassing
the students, which may hinder their reading
comprehension. In addition to providing time
for journal writing, teachers should model good
journal writing behaviors for the learners to
follow. Finally, the students’ privacy should be
guarded. In this regard, teachers should make
confidentiality and boundary setting essential,
provide equitable feedback and guard privacy.

Reading Strategies should be Taught Explicitly

As suggested in the research findings of
this study, some students had problems with
reading strategies. In this respect, teachers
should help students identify effective reading
strategies and students can be encouraged
to implement them in their L2 reading. Those
strategies should be explicitly taught through
simple exercises developed to elicit information
via targeted strategies. Such specific teaching
methods as collaborative instruction, active
learning, strategic modeling and repeated,
increasingly independent practice by students
(Beers, 2003; Collins et al., 2005) should be
employed to raise student awareness of the
reading strategies.

Other Writing-to-read Tasks could be Exam-
ined

Baker and Boonkit (2004) indicate that
writing-to-read may generate ideas and thus
improve understanding. The current study only
examined the students’ attitudes towards two
types of writing-to-read tasks: reading with
summary writing and reading with journal
writing. Other forms of writing-to-read tasks
could be examined.

Conclusions

This study set out to investigate what attitudes
the students had towards the tasks in which
reading and writing were integrated. The instru-
ments used in this study were students’ written
questionnaires, students’ written feedback, and
face-to-face semi-structured interviews with the
students. The results indicated that more than

half of the participants had positive attitudes
towards reading with summary writing and
reading with journal writing. We may conclude
that these two writing-to-read activities can be
introduced into advanced TFL classrooms.
Hopefully, this study will stimulate further
investigation into other writing activities to
improve EFL reading instruction.

Acknowledgements

The authors wish to express sincere gratitude
to Dr. John Mannion for his guidance and support
for this study.

References

Al-Ghonaim, A. (2005). ESL college students’
beliefs and attitudes about reading-to-write
in an introductory composition course:
A qualitative study. [On line]Available:
http://dspace.lib.iup.edu:8080/dspace/
handle/2069/18.

Anderson, J. (1993). Journal writing: the promise
and the reality. J. Reading, 36(4):304-309.

Baker, W. and Boonkit, K. (2004). Learning
strategies in reading and writing: EAP
contexts. RELCJ., 35(3):299-328.

Bamford, J. and Day, R.R. (2004). Extensive
reading activities for teaching language.
In: MLJ Reviews. Liskin-Gasparro, J.E.
(ed.). (2006). Cambridge University Press,
NY., 90(3):424-425.

Beers, K. (2003). When kids can’t read what
teachers can do. Portsmouth: Heinemann,
p.61-72.

Brantmeier, C. (2001). Second language reading
research on passage content and gender:
challenges for the intermediate level
curriculum. Foreign Language Annals,
34:325-333.

Brantmeier, C. (2003). Does gender make a
difference? Passage content and compre-
hension in second language reading.
Reading in a Foreign Language, 15(1):1-24.

Brantmeier, C. (2005). Effects of reader’s knowl-
edge, text type, and test type on L1 and
L2 reading comprehension in Spanish.



308

An Investigation of University EFL Students's Attitudes Towards Writing-to-read Tasks

MLJ., 89:37-53.

Brown, H.D. (1994). Teaching by principles: an
interactive approach to language pedagogy.
Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice Hall
Regents, 480p.

Brown, S. (2002). Is rereading more effective than
Prereading? RELCJ.,33(1):91-100.

Carrell, P.L. (1983a). Some issues in studying
the role of schemata, or background
knowledge. In: Second Language
Comprehension, Reading in a Foreign
Language, 1:81-92.

Carrell, P.L. and Eisterhold, J.C. (1983b). Schema
theory and ESL reading pedagogy. In:
Interactive Approaches to Second
Language Reading. Carrell, P.L., Devine,
J.,and Eskey, D.E. (eds.). Cambridge: CUP,
p-289.

Carson, J.G., Carrell, PL., Silberstein, S., Kroll, B.,
and Kuehn, P. (1990). Reading-writing
relationships in first and second language.
TESOL Quarterly, 24(2):245-261.

Carson, J.G. (2004). A task analysis of reading
and writing in academic contexts. In: Linking
Literacies: Perspevtives on L2 Reading
writing Connections. Belcher, D. and
Hirvela, A. (eds.). The University of
Michigan, Ann Arbor, p. 351.

Collins, J., Lee, J., Madigan, T., and Fox, J. (2005).
Writing to enhance comprehension in
low-performing urban elementary schools.
A Symposium Presented at the Annual
Meeting of the National Reading
Conference; Dec 2, 2005; Miami FL.

Eisterhold, J.C. (1990). Reading-writing connec-
tions: toward a description for second
language learners. In: Second Language
Writing: Research Insights for the
Classroom. Kroll, B. (ed.). Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, p. 88-101.

Eskey, D.E. (2005). Reading in a second language.
In: Handbook of Research in Second
Language Teaching and Learning. Hinkel,
E. (ed.). Mahwah: Lawrence Erlbaum,
p. 563-597.

Esmaeili, H. (2002). Integrated reading and
writing tasks and ESL students’ reading
and writing performance in an English
language test. The Canadian Modern

Language Review, 58(4):599-622.

Evans, S. and Green, C. (2007). Why EAP is
necessary: A survey of Hong Kong
tertiary students. JEAP., 6:3-17.

Gorsuch,G. and Taguchi, E. (2008). Repeated
reading for developing reading fluency
and reading comprehension: The case of
EFL learners in Vietnam. System, 36(2):253-
278.

Grabe, W. (2002). Second language reading.
In: The Oxford Handbook of Applied
Linguistics. Kaplan, R.B. (ed.). Oxford
University Press, Oxford, p. 49-59.

Grabe, W. (2004). Reading-writing relations:
Theoretical perspectives and instructional
practices. In: Linking Literacies: Perspec-
tives on L2 Reading-writing Connections.
Belcher, D. and Hirvela, A. (eds.). The
University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, p. 15-47.

Hirvela, A. (2004). Connecting Reading and
Writing in Second Language Writing
Instruction. University of Michigan, Ann
Arbor, 224p.

Hirvela, A. (2005). Computer-based reading and
writing across the curriculum: two case
studies of L2 writers. Computers and
Composition, 22:337-356.

Huang, S.C. (2006). Reading English for academic
purposes - What situational factors may
motivate learners to read? System,
34(3):371-383.

Hwang, S.K. (2001). Reading skills development
of an ESL student: a four-year longitudi-
nal study. Korea TESOLJ., 4(1):1-15.

Jabbour, G. (2004). Lexis and grammar in second
language reading and writing. In: Linking
Literacies: Perspectives on L2 Reading-
writing Connections. Belcher, D. and
Hiervela, A. (eds.). The University of
Michigan, Ann Arbor, p. 291-308.

Kennedy, B.L. (1994). The role of topic and the
reading/writing connection. TESL-EJ,
1(1), [on-line]. Retrieved July 19, 2001,
from http://violet.berkeley.edu/~cwp/
TESL-EJ/ej01/a3.html

Kucer, S.L. (1987). The cognitive base of reading
and writing. In: Reading in the Composi-
tion Classroom. Carson, J.G. and Leki, I.
(eds.). Heinle and Heinle Publishers,



Suranaree J. Sci. Technol. Vol. 16 No. 4; October - December 2009

309

Boston, p. 27-51.

Langer, J.A. and Applebee, A.N. (1987). How
writing shapes thinking: a study of teach-
ing and learning. NCTE Research Report
#22. Urbana, IL: NCTE.

Li, G.Y. (2004). A new English course. book
edition. Shanghai Foreign Language
Education, Shanghai, 234p.

Many, J.E., Fyfe, R., Lewis, G., and Mitchell, E.
(1996). Traversing the topical landscape:
exploring students’ self-directed reading-
writing-research processes. Reading
Research Quarterly, 31(1):12-35.

Marsh, S.M. (1998). Widening the lens of diver-
sity: motivating reflective journal writing.
ERIC Digest, ED 418 425.

McCarthey, S.J. (2001). Identity construction in
elementary readers and writers. Reading
Research Quarterly, 36(2):122-151.

National Curriculum for College English Majors
of Higher Education in P.R.C. (2000).
Shanghai: Shanghai Foreign Language
Education.

Nuttall, C. (1996). Teaching Reading Skills in a
Foreign Language. 2". Reed Educational
and Professional Publishing Ltd., Oxford,
235p.

Olson, C.B. (2003). The Reading/Writing
Connection: Strategies for Teaching and
Learning in the Secondary Classroom.
2™ Pearson Education, Inc., 432p.

Padgett, A.L. (2000). Journal writing in elemen-
tary school: word processor vs. paper and
pencil. ERIC Digest, ED 441 255.

Parkinson, J., Jackson, Kirkwood, L.T., and
Padayachee, V. (2007). Scaffolded reading
and writing course for foundation level

science students. English for Specific
Purposes. [on line] Available: http://
www.sciencedirect.com/science.

Smagorinsky, P., Cook, L.S., and Reed, P.M.
(2005). The construction of meaning and
identity in the composition and reading
of an architectural text. Reading Research
Quarterly, 40(1):70-88.

Spivey, M.M. (1990). Transforming texts:
constructive processes in reading and
writing. Written Communication, 7(2):256-
287.

Tierney, R. and Pearson, P.D. (1983). Towards a
composing model of reading. ERIC Digest,
EJ280830.

Tsang, W.K. (1996). Comparing the effects of
reading and writing on writing perfor-
mance. Applied Linguistics, 17(2):210-233.

Shi, L. and Kubota, R. (2007). Patterns of rhe-
torical organization in Canadian and
American language arts textbooks: an
exploratory study. English for Specific
Purposes, 26(2):180-202.

Shia, R.M. (1998). Academic intrinsic and extrin-
sic motivation and metacognition. [On
line] Available: http://www.cet.edu/re-
search/pdf/motivation.pdf.

Yamada, K. (2002). Comparison of two summary/
text-ontegration writing tasks requiring
different inferential processes. RELC J.,
33(2):142-156.

Yigiter, K, Saricoban, A., and Girses, T. (2005).
Reading strategies employed by ELT
learners at the advanced level. The
Reading Matrix, 5(1), [on line] Available:
http://www.readingmatrix.com/researchdir/







<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile (Color Management Off)
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


