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Abstract

Extensive L2 reading instruction has been assatiaith significant learning gains in
reading comprehension and writing, as well as witiheased positive reading attitudes.
Further evidence in support of extensive reading feand in Canada with
Francophone ESL children (Lightbown, 1991). In &ddito the overall effectiveness
of extensive reading, there is a need to invesibatv individual learner factors
relatively affect the benefits obtained from thjpé of instruction, in line with the
aptitude-treatment interaction framework. Specigdearner background variables
related to L1 literacy ability could be of partiaulinterest to explain variation in L2
learning gains. The purpose of this study was torexe whether any relationships
between learner background variables related teeading and learning gains in L2
writing differed depending on the nature of L2 rastion (an extensive
reading/listening program or regular instructiof)e overall findings of the study
indicated a relationship between L2 learning uredéensive reading-while-listening
instruction and L1 reading-related factors, patéidy positive L1 reading attitudes (a
factor internal to the learner) and a supportiagieg environment combined with

mother’s reading interest and parents’ educativel leexternal factors).

Keywords: Extensive L2 reading; reading-while-listening; lebding habits; L2
instruction; reading attitudes; input; aptitudeatraent interaction; individual
differences; L1 literacy.



1. Literaturereview

1.1. L1 reading factors and L2 achievement

First language (L1) reading and writing skills [dr literacy abilities) have been shown
to be successful predictors of second languagedtievement (Sparks, 2012; Sparks,
Patton, Ganschow, & Humbach, 2009). Strong L1 readkills largely depend on
reading habits and attitudes that are developédy imachildhood, typically in children’s
homes, an important site for literacy developmBmaisearch shows that children who
have pleasant experiences with reading early ildicbod are more likely to read
frequently later in life and develop positive aitties toward reading (Baker, Scher, &
Mackler, 1997). Baker et al. (1997) found that hgvadult reading models in the home
environment who take reading as entertainmentifedtehildren’s reading interests and
achievement. Also, a supportive reading environmaéhbme with access to a wide
variety of reading material has been shown to Berggl to develop a child’s reading
habits and attitudes (Gest, Freeman, Domitrovichyé&lsh, 2004). Finally, parental
involvement through a variety of parent-child att®s such as joint book reading have
been associated with early literacy or readingeaament in several studies (e.g.,
Burgess, Hecht, & Lonigan, 2002; Senechal, LeFeMemas, & Daley, 1998; Weems
& Rogers, 2007) and in meta-analytic study reviéiuss, van ljzendoorn, & Pellegrini,
1995; Scarborough & Dobrich, 1994).

Several researchers have argued that the develoihgood reading habits and
positive L1 reading attitudes results in strongérskills and has an impact on L2

achievement. Cummins (1979, 1984) hypothesized.ihakills depend on the level of



development of the L1, particularly on the develepiof ‘cognitive academic
language proficiency’, the ability to use languagdecontextualized ways, including
writing. Similarly, Carroll (1973) also related larning to L1 learning ability arguing
that the ability to learn an L2 is a residue ofleéarning skills. These claims were
supported by the results of Skehan’s work (1986861, 1989) following up on the
Bristol Language Project (Wells, 1985), which shdwleat early indices of L1
development, as well as family literacy indicatsugh as parents’ level of education
and literacy in the home environment, were ableréalict later L2 learning skills. In
addition, a series of studies by Sparks and agesdia.g., Ganschow & Sparks, 2001,
Ganschow, Sparks, & Javorsky, 1998) have conslgtenown that L1 literacy skills
are positively associated with oral and writterefgn language (FL) proficiency in
secondary and postsecondary levels. This reseapgoded their Linguistic Coding
Differences Hypothesis (Sparks & Ganschow, 199hjclvproposed that the ability to
learn an L2 is influenced by L1 skills because Hdthand L2 depend on similar

learning mechanisms.

1.2. Extensive reading and reading-while-listening

The transfer of L1 literacy skills may be facilgdtunder certain types of L2 instruction
in which the focus is on cognitive academic skitlarrowly defined as the use of
language for intellectual purposes, such as uralelsig meaning from the written
page or thinking about linguistic content in analgt form (Cummins, 1984). One of
these types of instruction is extensive readingodding to Richards and Schmidt
(2002, p. 193), extensive reading means “readirguantity and in order to gain a
general understanding of what is read." In extensdading programs, learners read a

relatively large amount of texts compared with msige reading, which involves slower



reading of a small amount of materials. The go#has learners enjoy reading and
“develop good reading habits, to build up knowled§gocabulary and structure, and to
encourage a liking for reading" (Richards & Schmfi02, pp. 193-194).

In a FL context, where access to input is typicpthprer than in other contexts,
an extensive reading program can be an effecttegvi@ntion to maximize learners’
exposure to input, both quantitatively and qualry. This is an idea compatible with
Krashen’s 1981 Comprehensible Input Hypothesis Ksashen, 2008, for an extended
version) and his argument that language acquisiéikes place through exposure to
large amounts of input that we understand and fsdmeh we learn incidentally without
being aware that we are learning.

Research that has examined the effectiveness efigixe reading in pretest-
posttest designs, usually classroom-based studilesigh school and adult learners
(see reviews by Horst, 2005 and Nakanishi, 20125, dmown that extensive reading is
associated with significant gains in reading corhpresion and writing, as well as with
increased positive attitudes toward reading (Dayadnford, 1998; Yamashita, 2004;
Waring, 2001) and considerable gains in vocabukiagning (Webb & Chang, 2015).

Further evidence in support of extensive reading fwand in Canada, where an
instructional program based on reading-while-listgrwas successfully implemented
with primary school Francophone children learnimglish as a second language (ESL)
(Lightbown, 1991). The program included a combmabf simultaneous reading and
listening activities that involved reading storgesl listening to accompanying audio
recordings for 30 minutes a day. Learners worked/idually and independently. As
part of a longitudinal study, learners’ performamaes evaluated at several points of
time over the course of six years and results sddah& comprehension-based learning

was as effective as regular audiolingual ESL pnogran comprehension, receptive



vocabulary, L2 pronunciation and some measuresabfppoduction (Lightbown, 1992).
In addition, the learners in the comprehension-thésarning program reported
enjoying this type of instruction more than thertess in the regular program.

Using data from the same large-scale longituditadys Trofimovich,

Lightbown and Halter (2013) investigated whetharmer background factors such as
motivation and L2 reading ability were positivelssaciated with learning gains in L2
speaking ability under the comprehension-basedadetbgy in comparison to the
regular L2 program. They hypothesized that thig tgpextensive reading program
could be of particular benefit to learners withthigvels of L1 literacy ability, among
other variables.

The results of the study showed that relationstwg@ie stronger in the
comprehension-based program than in the traditipreram. Particularly, contact with
English, reading interest, and parental bilingualcorrelated significantly with L2
comprehensibility in the first and second yearhaf program. In addition, significant
correlations were also found with L2 accuracy, @xéer contact with English in the
second year of the program. On the other hand, @niyact with English and parental
bilingualism correlated significantly in the comjgan group, and not consistently
across the two grades investigated.

Trofimovich et al. (2013) argued that these resstiswed that learner profiles
were differently associated with different typesrdtruction. Given that the two groups
in the study were comparable in terms of the ledoaekground variables investigated,
the authors concluded that their results were ctitvipavith possible aptitude-
treatment interaction (ATI) effects between typenstruction and measures of

learners’ L2 contact and L1 literacy, among others.



Motivated by the effectiveness of comprehensioretidsarning, the
importance of such instruction for beginner-lewarhers (see Shintani, Li, & Ellis,
2013), and the scarcity of recent extensive realiiaigiture related to school-based
learners (Nakanishi’'s 2014 meta-analysis includestady from primary education), a
year-long small-scale reading-while-listening intartion program was designed and
implemented in Barcelona, Spain. The study inclualethtervention group, similar to
that in the Canadian program, which engaged ingaddent reading-while-listening
practice, and a comparison group that followed laageacher-led classes. The groups
were compared for linguistic gains in a pre-postiesign (Authors, in press). There
were 28 learners in each of the two groups, ahefn 8" graders (age 10-11) at the
time of the study.

In order to assess students’ linguistic gains, ingruments were used: a
listening comprehension test, a written productask, a sentence imitation task, a
dictation and a reading/listening comprehensiok. teisaddition, data were also
collected through questionnaires, in order to gatifermation about attitudes towards
L2 learning and L2/L1 reading as well as about gpespects of the reading/listening
sessions. Finally, questionnaires were also adtenaid to parents in order to gather
information about their own and their children’s telading habits and attitudes.

The results for linguistic gains showed that pgyaiats in both groups made
significant pre-to-post learning gains. Howeveg gnoups were not significantly
different from each other on most of the measBemificant differences were only
found in one of the written production measureta(toumber of strips filled in) in
favor of the comparison group, and in the dictagod reading/listening comprehension
task, in favor of the intervention group (thoughhrs case only posttest scores were

available). In terms of attitudes and motivatidrg tesults of the questionnaire showed



more positive attitudes in the intervention tham ¢bmparison group. For example,
44% of the learners in the intervention group réggbEnglish to be among their
favorite subjects and 59% said they liked learritnglish with audiobooks a lot, while
no learner reported not having liked the sessiOnsthe other hand, only 16% of the
learners in the comparison group reported Engbdtetamong their favorite subjects.
Similarly, only 16% said that they liked Englisis$®ns a lot and 16% that they did not
like them.

Authors (in press) concluded that their findingpsart the benefits of a
comprehension-based program among young L2 leaeseexially in terms of
attitudinal outcomes. Furthermore, the learnethénintervention group progressed at
least as much as the students in the comparisap gnaspite of having had much less

teacher-led instruction time than the latter.

2. Present study

Similarly to Trofimovich et al. (2013), the aim thfe present study was to investigate
possible links between type of L2 instruction arddreading factors such as a
supportive reading environment at home, readingthand attitudes. Data for the
present study came from the small-scale longitudmastigation with young L2
learners of English by Authors (in press).

The goal of the present study, as also explaindaafimovich et al. (2013), is
in line with the ATI paradigm (Cronbach & Snow, 197This research paradigm (for a
review, see Vatz, Tare, Jackson, & Doughty, 20aBg$ individual learner differences
into account in order to assess the effectivenedgferent instructional interventions,
under the premise that instruction is most effectithen matched to learners’ specific

abilities. The term aptitude refers to any reldtivatable learner characteristic that can



be used as a predictor, whereas treatment refersn@nipulable variable (e.g., method
of instruction). An interaction is expected whesatments produce different effects in
learners with different levels of aptitude. In atirds, when learners have
characteristics “that increase (or impair) theohability of success in a given
treatment” (Cronbach & Snow, 1969, p. 5).

Previous research, carried out largely in the atioal field in the 1970’s and
1980’s, has shown that learner characteristicseid@défect or mediate what happens in
an educational situation (e.g., Bursuk, 1971; Camhb8& Webb, 1975; Hauptman,
1971; Wesche, 1981). Authors (in press) pointedimeineed for research investigating
how individual learner factors affect the benefitdained from extensive
reading/listening and they argued that this typseshi-autonomous learning could be
of particular benefit to learners with higher lessef literacy ability. The only study, to
the best of our knowledge, that has investigatedissue has been Trofimovich et al.
(2013), but using data from a longitudinal studsriea out in the 80’s in an ESL
context, in Canada, when audiolingualism was tleel@minant teaching methodology.
The current study investigated the same researestiqun using data from a 2014
longitudinal study in a FL context, in Barcelon@ath (see above). In this study, L2
learning gains were measured by means of a witdigy an aspect that was not
investigated in the Canadian study. Specificallig, purpose of the current study was to
examine whether any relationships between learaetdyound variables related to L1
reading (such as a supportive reading environmdmrae or reading habits and
attitudes) and learning gains in L2 writing diftl¥pending on the nature of the L2
instruction received (an extensive reading/listgrprogram versus regular instruction).

The research question that guided the study walliogving:



Does the relationship between L1 reading factodsl@arning gains in L2
writing differ depending on the nature of the L&tmuction received (an extensive
reading/listening program or regular instruction)?

3. Method

3.1. Participants

Primary school learners studying English as a fpréanguage (EFL) at a public school
in Barcelona (Spain) participated in the stuby=(56). Parents were also invited to
participate by filling out an L1 reading habits gtiennaire. The learners were 10-11
years old at the time of the study and were"lmgade.

The initial pool of participants included 28 learmé the intervention group and
28 learners in the comparison group, taught bysémee teacher. Four of the learners in
the intervention group and three of the learnethéncomparison group had been
identified by the school as having learning diffiezs and were excluded from the
analysis.

The final pool consisted of those learners who d¢@dpleted the reading
questionnaires analyzed in the present study: &hées in the intervention group
(41.7% males and 58.3% females) and 17 in the cosgpmagroup (52.9% males and
47.1% females). Out of these, a total of six leexe the intervention group and seven
learners in the comparison group were studyingigngls an out-of-school activity.
These participants’ learning gains were compardtdaains of those participants who
were not taking extra language classes in eadheofitoups. In the comparison group,
differences were not significarpg & .05). In the intervention group, there was a
significant difference for one of the measuresaftatimber of content words)

However, this difference was not considered a theeeliability, since the purpose of

the study was not to compare the learning gaitkeofwo groups, but to investigate



whether learning gains were related to learner gpackad variables differently in each

of the groups.

3.2. Design

The study followed a pretest/posttest quasi-expamtal design. Two intact classrooms
were randomly assigned as the intervention and eosgn groups. The intervention
group received the treatment, a reading-whileistg focused program, while the
comparison group followed regular instruction. pdirticipants received three English
language sessions per week. Total instruction tae kept constant. In the

intervention group, two of these sessions wererlisg/reading sessions (1 hour and a
half in total), while the third session was regutestruction (1 hour). In the comparison
group, all three sessions were regular instructtvatest measures were administered in
September, at the beginning of the academic yder tfEatment was delivered from
October until the end of the academic year in JBosttest measures were administered

in June.

3.3. Tasks and materials
3.3.1. Treatment materials
The regular instruction program consisted of teacleatered instruction. The
comparison group followed this program in the tHeeglish sessions they had each
week. A language textbook with a topic-based aggitavas used combined with other
teacher-produced materials. During these sesdimm$eacher addressed the students
mostly in English and grammar was taught incidéytal

The intervention group followed this regular instian program only one

session per week and the reading-while-listenimgm@m twice a week. In the

10



reading/listening focused program, learners weogiged with a reading/listening

library from which they could choose the audio-b®thkey wanted to read/listen to
during each session. The books were graded re@si® and children’s storybooks
(42%), all of which had been carefully chosen. @rheaders were chosen from the list
of publishers and language learner literature asvav@ilable at the Extensive Reading

Foundation littp://erfoundation.org/wordpre$sMost of the readers had between 100

and 200 running words. All of them were audio-books

The children’s storybooks included in the librargrer originally written for
younger children (ages 3-8), since it was consdl#rat these would be easier to follow
for EFL learners in8 grade, but care was taken to avoid books thatidoeitoo
childish for 10-11 year-olds. All the books had gorting illustrations. The library had
a total of 60 titles available at the beginnindha# treatment in October, and the number
of books was increased to 110 in February.

Treatment sessions had two parts. The first pppr@ximately 20 minutes)
consisted in reading/listening to books (readinglaviistening task). The second part
consisted in completing post-reading tasks. Inghiasks, participants wrote the title of
the book they had read, voted for the number o$ $kee book deserved, rated their
comprehension level, and finally wrote down anyteeces or dialogues they could
remember from the book, anything they had learfediethe language, or an
alternative title for the book.

Before the beginning of the treatment, participangse given some initial
training about how to use audio-books. The godhisftraining was to model good
practices with audio-books. Also as part of thé&ahtraining, participants received
some phonics instruction, which included GenkielBhgcharts and 10 sound-spelling

rules.
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3.3.2. Pretest/posttest measures

A writing task was used as pretest/posttest mea$ueetask was a comic strip with
eight empty bubbles that participants were askéil io with a sentence or two in
English (see Appendix A). The task was not basetherspecific teaching materials
used in those classes but it had been satisfactm#dd in a previous study with learners
of the same age group (e.g. Authors, 2014). Intexigitwo questionnaires about L1
reading factors, such as home support, habits itudas were administered as part of
the posttest in the two groups. They were both adhtered in the participants’ L1 (see
the English translation in Appendix B). One of theestionnaires was addressed to the
learners themselves and the other one was setu their parents. The learners’
guestionnaire consisted of seven Likert-scale itenwst of which included four levels.
The items asked about issues such as the amotinmteothe learners spent on reading,
the availability of reading materials at home, &dl\as reading attitudes. The parents’
guestionnaire had 12 Likert-scale items, most attvincluded four or five levels. The
items asked about the amount of time spent onmgdwni each of the parents, the
number of books available at home, as well as #nents’ education level, and

questions about their children’s reading habits.

3.4. Procedures

The learners in the reading-while-listening prograere given a set of instructions to
follow in every session. First, they were told tttegy could freely choose the books
they wanted to read in every session. Second,weeg told to read/listen to the audio-
books twice in every session. And third, they wetd to complete two or three post-

reading tasks of their choice after reading theklteace. Depending on the length of
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the soundtrack, students chose one or more boolksepsion. The teacher was
instructed to ensure that at least 20 minutes weveted to reading/listening. She

monitored students’ work and was available to stdetnical or language problems.

3.5. Scoring and analysis

Four writing measures from four different proficogrdimensions were analyzed in the
study: total L2 word count (a fluency measure)ltoumber of function words (an
accuracy measure), total number of content worasgasure of lexical richness), and
total number of different verb forms (a grammaticainplexity measure).

The total L2 word count (tokens) excluded propenes, lines copied from the
handout or lines written mostly in the L1, intetjeas (e.g., ‘mm’, ‘oh no’), and the
repetition of a word for emphasis purposes (elgvery very delicious!’).

The total number of function words (tokens) incldaaly those words that
were accurately used. These could be auxiliarieslahverbs, pronouns, prepositions
(as long as not part of a phrasal or prepositigaedb), conjunctions, determiners,
numbers, or the word ‘not.’ If a word was repedtmdemphasis, it was only counted
once.

The total number of content or lexical words in t2e(tokens) included nouns,
main verbs (including copula ‘be’), adjectives, autverbs, even if they were
misspelled or used in the wrong tense (e.g., ptesstead of past). Lexical words that
appeared in the text of the handout were excluday, (snack, glass, orange, monkey)
and words such as ‘bye bye’, ‘thank you’, and ‘gmoarning’ were considered as one
word.

Finally, the total number of verb forms includether accurately used or

attempted verb forms (e.g., ‘is’, ‘are’, ‘am’, inmaéive, progressive).
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A first rater coded 100% of the data and an inddpetrater coded 25%f the
data for these categories. The percentage agredmeveen the two independent
coders was 96% for the fluency measure (total weordht), 90% for the accuracy
measure (number of function words), 95% for theabtary measure (number of
content words), and 92% for grammatical complefatymber of verb forms).

Disagreements in scoring were then discussed aodves.

4. Results

The present study focused on whether any relatipagietween L2 learning gains and
learner background variables related to L1 reatmme support, habits and attitudes
differed depending on type of instruction. The onte measures investigated were four
written production task measures covering fluemacguracy, lexical richness, and
grammatical complexity. Table 1 shows the desapstatistics for the learning gains

in each of the groups. Gains in each of the grovgre normally distributed according

to one-sample Kolmogorov-SmirnoM$) tests p > .05).

INSERT TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE

Exploratory factor analyses via principal composeartalysis (PCA) were first
performed on the learners’ and parents’ answetiset@uestionnaires in order to
determine how many factors were involved in leash&nd parents’ responses.
Regarding the learners’ questionnaire, it inclulechs such as the amount of time
spent on reading, the availability of reading materat home, as well as reading
attitudes. Answers were provided on different Lilsgrales along a dimension from

negative (or fewer) to positive (or more) (see €l
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INSERT TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE

A PCA with Varimax rotation was conducted< 41), in order to extract
independent (uncorrelated) factors. The Kaiser-M&jk&in (KMO) measure of
sampling adequacy was .607. Conventionally, valliasare higher than .600 suggest
that the partial correlations between the variablesadequate for the analysis. Barlett’s
test of sphericity was significarp € .039), indicating significant relationships among
the variables. The eigenvalue-more-than-one ooitenias adopted to determine the
number of factorsThe analysis revealed three factors with eigengadpreater than 1.0
that accounted for 65.25% of the total variance.

According to the rotated solution, three items kxhdn the first component with
coefficients indicating appreciable indicator-factorrespondences (i.e., > .40;
Thompson, 2004) (see Table 3): ‘How many booksydidread for Christmas?’, ‘How
many books are there in your home for children yame?’, the strongest loadings, and
‘Do you like reading?’, the weakest. Based on the $trongest loadings on this factor,
which accounted for 29.38% of the total varianhe,factor was labeled ‘Availability
and use of reading materials in the home environmBmwo items loaded on the second
component with coefficients greater than .40: ‘Padir parents read to you when you
were a small child?’ and ‘How often do you go tiibaary to read and/or borrow
books?’ This factor, which accounted for 20.80%itwithl variance, was labeled
‘Family-based reading habits.” The last componext three loadings greater than .40:
‘Are you given books as a birthday or Christmas?gifDo you like reading?’, and
‘How long do you read outside of school in a weeKfis factor was labeled ‘Love for

reading’ and it accounted for the remaining 15.0/&ance.
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INSERT TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE

Regarding the parents’ questionnaire, it includechs asking about the amount
of time they spent on reading, the number of bankslable at home, as well as the
parents’ reading attitudes and education level,carastions about their children’s
reading activity (see Table 4). This questionnaias completed by all the parents in
the intervention group (24 learners), but only Byparents in the comparison group

(out of 17 learners)

INSERT TABLE 4 ABOUT HERE

A PCA with Varimax rotation was then also condudted 34), in order to
establish independent (uncorrelated) factors om#ses of factor loadings. THeMO
measure of sampling adequacy was .45 and the Batkett of sphericity was
significant = .001). The analysis yielded five factors withexigalues greater than
1.0 that accounted for 75.49% of the total variaf@ir items loaded on the first
component with coefficients greater than .40 (s&leld’5): ‘How many books do you
have for adults at home?’, ‘How many books do yauehfor children his/her age at
home?’, ‘Do you give books to your child as a gjfthd ‘Do you like reading
(mother)?’ Based on the strongest loading (‘How ynamoks do you have for adults at
home?’), this factor, which accounted for 19.42%hef total variance, was labeled
‘Supportive reading environment at home.” Thresmgédoaded on the second
component with coefficients greater than .40: ‘Da Yyike reading (father)?’, ‘When

you go on vacation, do you take books with youyfaur child?’, and ‘How often do
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you read books/magazines/newspapers (father)?’fatiisr was labeled ‘Father’s
reading interest’ and it accounted for 17.46% aold#l variance. Three items as well
loaded on the third component: ‘Does your chil@ Ifkkading?’, ‘How many books did
s/he read over the last vacation?’ ‘Do you givelsao your child as a gift?’ This
factor, which accounted for 14.86% additional vace, was labeled ‘Parents’
awareness of their child’s love for reading.” Threere items loaded on the fourth
component with coefficients greater than .40: ‘Haften do you read
books/magazines/newspapers (mother)?’, ‘What is jmhest education level (either
father or mother)?’, and ‘Do you like reading (m&f{?’ This factor, which accounted
for 13.60% additional variance, was labeled ‘Motheeading interest and parents’
education.’ Finally, one item loaded on the laghponent: ‘Did you use to read to your
child when s/he was younger?’ This factor accoufded0.16% additional variance

and was labeled ‘Bedtime reading routines.’

INSERT TABLE 5 ABOUT HERE

Factor scores from both questionnaires were savedréables. Factor scores
are the scores participants would get if they cdndldneasured directly on the factors.
Each learner, therefore, had a factor score fraptrents’ questionnaire and a factor
score from the learners’ questionnaire. Scoresah ®f the groups were normally
distributed, according to one-sampl8tests p > .05). The second step in the analysis
involved computing Pearson correlations betweetofeszores and gain scores in each
of the two groups (intervention and comparisonbl&® displays the correlations

between factor scores from the learners’ questioa@ad learning gains in the four
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writing measures investigated, while Table 7 digpléde correlations between factor

scores from the parents’ questionnaire and L2 gaitise four writing measures.

INSERT TABLES 6 AND 7 ABOUT HERE

As can be seen in Tables 6 and 7, there were ndisant correlations between
factor scores and learning gains in the compamggouap, suggesting no relationships
between outcome measures and L1 reading variabtée iregular instruction program.
In the intervention group, a few significant coatedns were found between outcome
measures and factors from both the learners’ angdhents’ questionnaires. Regarding
the learners’ questionnaire, availability and useeading materials at home was
significantly related to outcomes in two of the timg measures, total number of words
(fluency) and number of different function wordsa@ately used (accuracy). Love for
reading was also significantly related to numbefuottion words. Regarding the
parents’ questionnaire, only one of the factors,rttother’s reading interest and
parents’ education, was significantly related te ofthe writing measures, number of

different content words (lexical richness).

5. Discussion

This study set out to investigate whether any i@tahips between learner background
variables related to L1 reading factors and leaygiains in L2 writing differ depending
on type of instruction (an extensive reading/ligtgmprogram versus regular
instruction). Regular instruction was defined agédy teacher-centered instruction
characterized by the use of an EFL textbook angbtaetice of the four skills. On the
other hand, the extensive reading/listening prognea® a learner-centered intervention

that focused on reading and listening skills.
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Four of the reading factors identified in the asakywere interpreted as related
to attitudes toward L1 reading: ‘Love for readinig' the learners’ questionnaire, and
‘Child’s love for reading’, ‘Father’s reading intsst’, and ‘Mother’s reading interest
and parents’ education’ in the parents’ questiamndihe correlational analyses showed
significant relationships between two of thesede(‘Love for reading’ and ‘Mother’s
reading interest and parents’ education’) and legrgains in the extensive
reading/listening group, but not in the regulatnnstion group. Specifically, ‘Love for
reading’ correlated significantly with accuracymgin L2 writing and ‘Mother’s
reading interest and parents’ education’ correlatgdificantly with gains in lexical
richness. These results suggest that those leamhergnjoyed reading more, whose
mothers also liked reading, and who had parents lgher education levels benefitted
more from an instructional program that focused-Bmeading and listening. These
factors did not play a role in the regular instiaecal program, which did not focus on
any skill in particular.

These findings indicate that positive attitudesam_1 reading are transferred
to L2 reading, in support of Day and Bamford’s (@Pfodel, which proposed that one
of the sources of attitudes toward L2 readingasrers’ attitude toward L1 reading.
Also, Yamashita (2004) found that L1 and L2 readittgudes are related and that
positive attitudes motivate learners to read mormexiensive reading programs. She
argued that what is more likely to transfer fromthl.2 are the values learners attach
to reading, which tend to stay constant acrossuages, rather than what learners feel
about reading (e.g., confidence in one’s readiniifiab). Positive attitudes to L1
reading influence L1 reading ability, which in tumill impact L2 reading ability
(Cummins, 1978). Although a direct link betweendiag attitude, habits and/or activity

and actual literacy abilities was not directly exaea as part of the current study,
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previous research has shown that L1 print expasaiees unique contributions to
individual differences in abilities such as spejlineading comprehension, and verbal
fluency (Sparks, 2012), in line with Cummins’ thgoFherefore, those learners who
probably had greater reading and literacy abilifggeater ability to read, spell, write,
and comprehend), partly the result of having atp@sreading attitude and reading as a
habit, would have been able to take greater adgardgfthe L2 reading/listening
intervention in the present study.

The fact that parents’ education level also infeeshlearners’ performance in
the reading/listening intervention group suppdmtsitnportance of this variable in
learners’ academic achievement, as shown by vasimases where the mother’'s
education level was a predictor of academic sudgéag & Friesen, 1972; Hart &
Risley, 1995). The higher the parents’ educatioelldhe more they will tend to read to
their children and engage in more literacy-richvatoés, providing a supportive reading
environment and contributing to the developmergasitive attitudes and children’s
overall literacy ability. Evidence of the relatitng between, specifically, the mother’s
education level and children’s literacy abilitytheat mother’s education level correlates
with children’s vocabulary size (Dixon, 2011). Alsothe present study, the variable
that correlated with learners’ L2 outcomes wasnio¢her’s interest in reading, rather
than the father’s, which indicates mothers’ keytabation to children’s literacy
ability.

The third and last factor that correlated signiittawith two of the outcome
measures (fluency and accuracy) in the extensadimg/listening intervention group
was the factor interpreted as ‘Availability and wdeeading materials in the home
environment’ in the learners’ questionnaire. Tlaistdr was a combination of attitudes

toward reading, reading activity, and availabibfyreading resources. It included the
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attitudinal item ‘Do you like reading?’, an itemat the number of books the learner
read during Christmas holiday, and an item abaaintmber of children’s books
available in the learner’s home, the strongestif@madn the factor of the three.
Interestingly, the equivalent factor in the pareqtgestionnaire (‘Supportive reading
environment at home’) did not yield any significaotrelations. The main difference
between the two factors was the loading of théudithal item ‘Do you like reading?’ in
the factor extracted from the learners’ questiormavhich did not load in the factor
from the parents’ questionnaire (the equivalentualtinal item, ‘Does your child like
reading?’ had a weak loading of -.067 in this factdhis discrepancy seems to indicate
that children’s answers concerning themselves, avéims age, may be more reliable
than parents’ answers based on the perceptiondthayof their children’s attitudes.
All'in all, these results would support the impadea of a learner’s positive attitude
toward reading, in addition to just having a supperreading environment at home, as
a key factor in extensive reading/listening instit.

The remaining two factors that did not yield aryngiicant correlations with
learning gains also lacked significant loadingsfrattitudinal items. In the analysis of
the learners’ questionnaire, the factor interpretet~amily-based reading habits’
included an item about the learner’s use of puliiraries and an item about reading as
a bedtime routine. In the parents’ questionnalre factor interpreted as ‘Bedtime
reading routines’ included an item that asked parethether they used to read to their
children before going to bed. Neither of these tagiors correlated significantly with
L2 learning outcomes in the two types of instruttiovestigated. This finding contrasts
with results from studies showing that early hoitexdcy experiences (HLE), such as
joint reading, contribute to explaining young chéd’'s language and reading skills

(Burgess et al., 2002). This seems to indicateahah older age such a relationship
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may be mediated by other aspects of the HLE, ssa¢heaopportunity to observe
parents, and especially the mother, engagingerelity as a preferred leisure activity
(Scarborough & Dobrich, 1994).

All together these results suggest that posititieudes toward L1 reading by
child and parents (particularly the mother) andgpsrtive reading environment at
home (including number of books, but also pareadisication level and a positive
reading attitude) have a stronger link to L2 ackment than reading habits or routines
per se under an instructional program that focosaegading and listening. The
relatively small number of correlations found wotuldicate that other factors that have
not been taken into account in this study may playore important role. This would be
supported by the results of a recent meta-anatyslse correlates of L2 comprehension
(Jeon & Yamashita, 2014) where L1 reading compreioenyielded a moderate
correlation with L2 reading comprehension.

From an ATI perspective, the presence of signiticamrelations between L1
reading factors and outcomes in only one of thetiyes of L2 instruction investigated
suggests a possible interaction between learneddaudl differences and type of
instruction, in line with the ATI paradigm. Thessults add to the existing literature on
the relationship between L1 literacy skills anddchievement (e.g., Sparks, 2012) by
showing that instructional programs where L2 liegrakills play a role will be
particularly effective for learners whose backgrnofile includes a high level of L1
literacy ability. Trofimovich et al. (2013) alsound that learner background variables
such as L1 reading scores and interest in readiogyesd stronger correlations with L2
learning outcomes under a comprehension-baseddtistnal program that engaged
learners in listening/reading activities. From aigbpoint of view, both studies seem to

indicate that students who favoured the most frloenintervention program were those
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from families with greater amounts of cultural ¢cap{(Bourdieu, 1986), supporting its

important role in educational achievement and rattaint (Dita & Dingh, 2002).

6. Conclusions and limitations

To conclude, the overall findings of this studyicade a relationship between L2
learning under extensive reading-while-listeningtiaction and L1 reading-related
factors, particularly positive L1 reading attitudadactor internal to the learner) and a
supportive reading environment combined with mdghexading interest and parents’
education level (external factors).

These findings must be interpreted in the light@feral limitations. The first
one is the small sample size. A second limitat®tneé use of questionnaires to assess
aspects such as the learners’ attitudes and honr@ement. Parents and, especially,
children may have found it difficult to estimatetiiequencies of behaviors, and they
may have been influenced by social desirabilitydexc Future research should look at
behavioral measures of L1 literacy in additionét-seported data to further validate
the results of the present study. Similarly, oth2titeracy measures such as L2 reading
and receptive vocabulary measures should be imatet.

In spite of these limitations, the study offersuadile findings in two
underexplored areas: evidence of the relationsétywden L2 proficiency and factors
related to L1 reading habits, activity and homeimmment; and evidence of a possible
interaction between learner individual differeneesl type of instruction in primary

school learners.

! Total number of wordst(l5) = -1.528,p = .147), function wordst(15) = -.924,p = .370), content
words €(15) = -1.423p = .175), and different verb formg15) = .931p = .367).

2 Total number of words(2) = -.502p = .621), function wordst(22) = -.828p = .417), content words
(t(22) = -2.488p = .021), and different verb formgZ2) = -.610p = .548).

% As a reviewer notes, parents from children inadbmparison group may have been less motivated to fi
the questionnaire because their motivation wagadtigh as that of the parents of the intervergimup,
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who may have felt special. However, they had batarined that their children’s group would take part
in the experience the following academic year.
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Table 1
Pretest scores, posttest scores, and learning igdims comparison and intervention
groups.

Writing Measures  Comparison € 17) Interventionr( = 24)
Pre Post Gains Pre Post Gains
Fluency 20.41 38.26 16.60 21.33 34.46 13.13
(13.33) (19.45) (15.78) (10.79) (16.05) (14.08)
Accuracy 4.59 7.73 3.05 3.75 6.71 2.96
(3.83) (3.71) (3.25) (2.52) (3.17) (2.40)
Lexical richness 559 9.83 4.0 454 8.13 3.58
(3.40) (5.51) (4.23 (2.75) (3.65) (241
Complexity 2.18 3.21 1.0 1.87 2.58 71
(1.62) (1.57) (1.59) (-99) (1.50) (1.33)
Table 2
Items in the learners’ questionnaire<41).
ITEMS M D Minimum Maximum
Are you given books as a birthday or Christmas3.37 .74 1 4
gift?
How often do you go to a library to read and/or 2.87 .89 1 4
borrow books?
Do you like reading? 343 54 2 4
How long do you read outside of schoolina 3.24 .88 1 4
week?
How many books did you read during the 168 53 1 3
Christmas holiday?
Did your parents read to you when you werea 3.13 .73 1 4
small child?
How many books are there in your home for 3.47 .99 1 5

children your age?

Table 3

Rotated component matrix (learners’ questionngive) 41).

ITEMS Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3
Are you given books as a birthday or -.203 .021 815
Christmas gift?

How often do you go to a library to read .072 .836 .031

and/or borrow books?
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Do you like reading? 417 .006 .636

How long do you read outside of school in369 .083 .618
a week?

How many books did you read during the .847 -174 .081
Christmas holiday?

Did your parents read to you when you -.016 842 .042
were a small child?

How many books are there in your home .715 .258 .096

for children your age?

Table 4

Items in the parents’ questionnaire< 34).

ITEMS M D Minimum Maximum
Does your child like reading? 337 69 1 4

Do you give books to your child as a gift? 3.69 .52 4

Did you use to read to your child when s/he wa8.46 .56 2 4
younger?

When you go on vacation, do you take books 3.54 .70 1 4

with you for your child?

How many books did your child read overthe 2.74 1.95 1 10

last vacation?

How many books do you have for children 277 84 1 5
his/her age at home?

Do you like reading (mother)? 3.79 53 3 5

Do you like reading (father)? 332 95 1 4
How often do you read 444 70 3 5
books/magazines/newspapers (mother)?

How often do you read 433 96 2 5
books/magazines/newspapers (father)?

How many books do you have for adults at 356 .86 2 5
home?

What is your highest education level? 523 97 3 6

Table 5

Rotated component matrix (parents’ questionnaire) 34).

ITEMS Factorl Factor2 Factor3 Factor4 Factor5
Does your child like reading? -.067 -.013 .930 -.072 .059
Do you give books to your child

as a gift? 747 -.246 467 .069 -.150
Did you use to read to your

child when s/he was younger? .065 -.085 142 -.045 915

When you go on vacation, do

you take books with you for

your child? -.154 779 .265 .049 -.071
How many books did s/he read
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over the last vacation? 227
How many books do you have

for children his/her age at

home? 761

Do you like reading (mother)? -.486
Do you like reading (father)? 146
How often do you read
books/magazines/newspapers
(mother)?

How often do you read
books/magazines/newspapers
(father)?

How many books do you have
for adults at home?

What is your highest education
level (either mother or father)? .350

.042

.356

A75

192

142
131
824

-.081

138

319

115

.690 .059
-.007 123
.348 .651
-.036 .014
-.090 .848
-.046 .013
.032 .050
-.008 673

140

-.004
.263
153

-.155

-.302

.349

.043

Table 6

Correlations between factor scores from the leatmrestionnaire and gain scores in

the comparison and intervention groups.

Variable Fluency Accuracy Lexical richness Coexjtly
Comp Exp Comp Exp Comp Exp Comp Exp

Availability and -.22 49* .04 .66* .01 .15 A1 .07

use of reading

materials in the

home environment

Family-based .13 -.34 -14  -30 .21 -.19 -.30 .15

reading habits

Love for reading -.09 .18 .10 AT* .18 .06 .29 A2

Note. *p < .05, *p < .01, ***p < .001 (two-tailed); Comp = comparison group; Exp

intervention group.

Table 7

Correlations between factor scores from the pargntsstionnaire and gain scores in

the comparison and intervention groups.

Variable Fluency Accuracy Lexical Richness Commjiy
Comp Exp Comp Exp Comp Exp Comp Exp

Supportive .36 -.25 10 -.10 .09 .06 .28 -.03

reading

environment at

home

Father’'s reading .13 -.19 .38 -.28 .09 -.34 A1 -.03
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interest

Child’s love for .29 22
reading

Mother’s reading -.32 .04
interest and
parents’ education

Bedtime reading .49 .30
routines

.56

A2

.01

37

15

-.06

.50

41

.09

.01

.66**

.08

49

-.35

A3

.10

22

-.33

Note. *p < .05, *p < .01, ***p < .001 (two-tailed); Comp = comparison group; Exp

intervention group.
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APPENDIX A

s Tony and Tina -

I'LL HAVE A SNACK!
= FIRST, A GLASS OF
E ORANGE JUICE.
———
——=

a8

HONESTLY, | JUs
TURNED MY BACK

FOR A SECOND TONY, CAN YOU

IVE ME A BANANA
PLEASE?

OH NO!

THERE'S SOMEBODY

AT THE DOOR.
COMING!

THANK YOU.\

AYBE THE MONKEY]
ESCAPED FROM THE ZOO!

Cavall Fort (1119, March 2009), p. 36



APPENDIX B

Learners’ reading questionnaire

1. How long do you read outside of school in a week?

1 =Iread very rarely.

2 = | read for a while 1 or 2 days a week.

3 =l read for a while 3 or 4 days a week.

4 = | read for a while every day or almost every.da

2. How many books did you read during Christmas hgltda

1 = Fewer than 2 books.
2 = Between 2 and 5 books.
3 = More than 5 books.

3. How many books are there in your home for childrear age?

1 = Five or fewer books.

2 = Between 5 and 20 books.

3 = Between 20 and 50 books.
4 = Between 50 and 100 books.
5 = More than 100 books.

4. Are you given books as a birthday or Christmagift

1 = Never.

2 = Rarely.

3 = Sometimes.
4 = Often.

5. How often do you go to a library to read and/orrbarbooks?

1 = Never.
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2 = Twice or three times a year.
3 = Once a month.
4 = Once every two weeks or more often.

6. Do you like reading?

1 = Definitely not.

2 = Not much.
3 = A little.
4 = A lot.

7. Did your parents read to you when you were a safndld?

1 = Never or rarely.
2 = Yes, sometimes.
3 = Yes, often.

4 = Yes, every day.

Parents’ reading questionnaire

1. Does your child like reading?

1 = Definitely not.

2 = Not much.
3 = A little.
4 = Alot.

2. Do you give books to your child as a gift?

1 = Rarely.

2 = Occasionally.
3 = Sometimes.
4 = Often.

3. Did you use to read to your child when s/he wasgeu?
1 = Never or rarely.
2 = Yes, sometimes.
3 = Yes, often.

4 = Yes, every day.

4. When you go on vacation, do you take books with fgowour child?



1 = Rarely.

2 = Occasionally.
3 = Sometimes.
4 = Often.

. How many books did your child read over the lasiati@n?

1=0ne.

2 = Two.

3 =Three.
4 = Four.
5 = Five.

6 = Six.

7 = Seven.
8 = Eight.
9 = Nine.
10 =Ten.

. How many books do you have for children his/her @ggome?

1 = Five or fewer books.

2 = Between 5 and 20 books.

3 = Between 20 and 50 books.
4 = Between 50 and 100 books.
5 = More than 100 books.

. Do you like reading (mother)?

1 = Definitely not.

2 = Not much.
3 = A little.
4 = A lot.

. Do you like reading (father)?

1 = Definitely not.

2 = Not much.
3 = A little.
4 = A lot.

. How often do you read books/magazines/newspapersthér)

36



1 = Never.

2 = Rarely.
3 = Sometimes.
4 = Often.

5 = Very frequently.

10.How often do you read books/magazines/newspapfisizK)

1 = Never.

2 = Rarely.

3 = Sometimes.
4 = Often.

5 = Very frequently.
11.How many books do you have for adults at home?

1 = Five or fewer books.

2 = Between 5 and 20 books.

3 = Between 20 and 100 books.
4 = Between 100 and 500 books.
5 = More than 500 books.

12.What is your highest education level (either fathemother)?

1 = No education.

2 = Unfinished primary education.
3 = Primary education.

4 = Secondary education.

5 = Career.

6 = College.
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