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The purpose of the present s@ to é&amigd the \rarching approaches to

second language (L2) reading Jostrivti

0
secondary school reading C\%l as )]%l};;!)d‘l& out how well this curriculum

prepares the Yemeni stu Nor re‘adl ) En@f at the tertiary level. The objective

of the current study Npr vide %ges&&)u\s and recommendations to revise and
improve the rec @re;dig cﬁ for the Yemeni EST 3rd grade secondary
4

school. ThereWre LA theories an@ reading theories and underlying instructional

N . .
approac Ncher’s role and leamners’ role, the emphasis of EST reading skill

com other skills, types of reading tasks and texts, readability level and length
of reaiMig passages, as well as the level of cognitive demand of the reading tasks are

reviewed below.



2.1 SECOND LANGUAGE ACQUISITION (SLA) THEORIES AND

INSTRUCTIONAL APPROACHES

SLA instructional approaches are represented in three prominent SLA theories

(Aslam, 2003); they are:

Behaviourism/Structuralism Theory; which focuses on acquiring a &as
acquiring any behaviour in life based on stimulus-respon&ations or
reinforcement-awards relations (Menezes, 2013; DemirezeR'I 988). The
structuralism theory might be reflected in L2 reading instrucg approaches such

as the Grammar Translation approach (GT) which _igkoMNes ‘ulQ?eading to
explain grammar rules and to learn vocabulary. s | ’ (}Y'
Cognitive Theory; explains the cognitive actiyitieNghat catibyf to t@eamers’
\ N

intellectual development (Pugazhenthi P, and slated into

metacognitive activities conducted by ('larners i

read. cognitive theory is based o ticir;%\?n
% (]

A, L
Q&ntal activities in the
C—’

readers mind apart from an

L j g s
mati e lEéhElOIl or communicative
activities such as processt vagious tygles orl f@lon; textual, linguistic, prior

knowledge and experience (P 1l lﬁ@t)U).

Socio Cognitive aK&io T't.) - which is the major reference in
’

|
education; it i € as/th o5 {(;? developing pedagogy and designing
N
1ctié) ’é\
Y-

N
i0-cognitive the(hg?has the view of mixing social and cognition.

C

curriculum

The is related to what is going in the outside world while the cognition is
"

o what is going in the inside world. It represents a belief that language
learning is affected by the interaction between the learners’ cognition processes

and the environment (Khatib & Shakouri, 2013; Atkinson, 2002).



38

»  Socio-cultural theory is developed on Vygotsky’s notion (1978) of
developing the human cognitive and higher mental function (Aimin, 2013;
Matsuoka & Evans, 2004). This theory emphasizes the interaction between the
environment (society, school, classroom), cognitive knowledge (IWS’

experiences), and culture (meaning in the environment). Leami %nguage
AY

exists through communication between these elements (Taber, 2% such, the

individual’s language is developed from social activities reqw oth cognitive
and communicative skills through the mediation of tifala ge (Aimin 2013;

Matsuoka & Evans, 2004). Within the sociocultur newqr arners are

?‘7

seen as active constructors of their own learning e nmenf (M h;ll @/Iyles
Yu
°\ S.

on cultural theory

e% &\

and*psy o ogg:l tool that develop the

/"7

1998).

4
4<1

Language learning in both socio-co

functions relies on both communicati

%

learners’ cognitive processes (Anto 9: 199@ ocio cognitive and socio

cultural are reflected in thg’c icatjve 1 al approaches to L2 such as
s
Content-Based and Task-MRgsed 11@1} hu A theory should be centred not
S 5

so much on the proce S u@ and structures and then using them to

: 0")

g‘l

“

communicate, b a r o an@ participation collaboratively in social
s .
activities su talkm&, 0 O'clas tes and teachers or having out-of-class
>4
9

conversa & imin, 2013).

Qr the last few decades, the field of second language teaching has undergone

many changes and trends. Several methods have been utilised and replaced by others

such as the Audio-Lingual Method (ALM), Content Based Approaches (CBA), the
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Total Physical Response (TPR), the Natural Approach (NA), and many others
(Richards & Rodgers, 2001). It is generally assumed that there is no one method meets
the whole goals and needs of all learners and programs; thus, different methodologies

of Communicative Language Teaching approach (CLT) have recently emerged? e

\

methodologies include various teaching methods (Brandl, 2008). ! G)

The Yemeni EST Secondary Curriculum has beev@;ed as a

communicative-based curriculum (Hassen, 2009; Al-Tamyi, 6. O’Nel et al.,

1999), this was clearly stated in the EFL 3rd Gra icul Spggifications
L 2

Richgrd P ac,oc& the
A

o% c%ﬁ aiming
ESG&‘;Ol 1). The

&
lared thafthe @neni EFL course

(O’Neil et al., 19991, p.4). Terry O’Neil, Peter Snow

designers of the Yemeni EFL Curriculum. It 1

exclusively at preparing students for hig

Republic of Yemen and World Bank (20

book, workbook and teacher’s guide§®ofnb},15 s@dary education were
9
iculu nce, QI'EST reading curriculum

should reflect the interactivegrea

developed as a communicative- ba&
th

S
eol/ ang sfu centred teaching instruction,
4 s
€ ap

t ch of the curriculum (UNESCO,

[«

which are the principles ofgthe

2011). &

\ ] ' G)O
e
\

Therefo; “go munfCay }an@e Teaching (CLT) approaches and related

V
theories 0 e first reviewe this Chapter. Various instructional approaches
were,fe EFL context. Other L2 instructional approaches and SLA theories such
as@ngual approaches and the approaches that were classified by Richards and

Rodgers (2001) as alternative approaches are also reviewed because these approaches

to some extent are reflected in the EST curriculum.
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2.1.1 Communicative Language Teaching (CLT)

To better understanding of the meaning of CLT we need to get knowledge about
the different trends and shifts occurred over the last few decades in the L2
instructional approaches and theories of SLA. The Grammar-Translation Metho
(GTM) was the predominant method of foreign language instruction for m@des
(Abdullah, 2013; Chang, 2011; Richards & Rodgers, 2001); however, becate of
some limitations in this approach to give the learers the chance toprod§¢e fluent L2,

new instructional approaches (Richards & Rodgers, 2001) were T‘ed such as the

direct method. l
' . g
s.‘? e
The direct method or traditional approach er S on,« chiflg a lazrguage n
a natural way (Fitriyanti & Soraya, 2011), the% W ch@&. learn their

first language. In this concern, Richards an& rs (20 mt@‘ﬁlt “Believers in

the Natural Method argued that a forei -\twithout translation

or the use of the learner native l %J wall$1’veyed directly through
demonstration and action” (p, I)Wdlr s&tct requirement to be applied
atlva

such as the need for a n kke teachers challenged it from

becoming widely adopt&aca tun@ (Richards & Rodgers, 2001).

\ O
(—)
(.)
Then, the me Od@uM) was used in the 1950s and 60s; it was

known as tructural, behavu@étlc method, or aural-oral method. Spoken
langua@ avoiding any kind of errors is the main focus of this method. In this
m@e teachers carry out all the responsibility of teaching while the students are
almost totally count on their teachers, who often act like the drillmaster (Lee &

VanPatten, 2003). The learners in this method have only a limited opportunity to use
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and produce a language creatively due to their lack of any meaningful engagement in
language use. Such these criticisms led to breaking-down the audio-lingual method
and bringing up the Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) Approaches and a

range of alternative methods such as the Total Physical Response (TPR) ‘K tural

Approach (NA), and the Silent Way (SW). s )

CLT is a recognized theoretical approach in English lanw teaching today

(Ahmad & Rao, 2013; Vasatova, 2009; Ozsevik, 2010). It nc clf'arly identify the
1eTiyg

content, the syllabus, and the teaching routines; it has dgors .for a huge

A
variety of methods and techniques (Richards &@rs, 2401 Jve@lng the
’
learners’ communicative competence is the prir 20, N& (R@H&rds, 2006;

Canale & Swain, 1980). Briefly, CLT req\@e le €7 wﬁed actively in

the production of the L2; it depends o mg annT &gse simultaneously

;‘ A
(Hymes, 1972). CLT seeks to dev@ legmers; ) mr@bative competence and
hence requires the use of thmm ge éﬁ' medium for classroom
communication as much a ;e. Thjefo §.: iﬁcipated that CLT classrooms

& o)
to be characterised by SL{ feattl \chhar 006; Williams, 1995). As such
L

EFL/ESL/EST clas hav sis éfl language use rather than language
L

knowledge and @u_;cy u?p pr@ess in the use of the target language than
lp, >

s : :
structural @ss; and emghasm should be put on error correction and
N
explicit ich on for the languagé™orms.

oaddition, in CLT classroom, tasks and exercises that encourage a meaningful
negotiation among students and students and teachers and using authentic materials

take place in a formal as well as an informal environment (Richards, 2006). On the
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contrary to traditional approaches, in CLT approaches; teachers are facilitators while
the leamers are actively involved in classroom interpretation, expression, and

negotiation. Thus, CLT approach focuses more on the leamer (Savignon, 2002).

CLT has been widely accepted and used as the guiding princi any
national curricula in Asian school systems such as China, Korea, Japan hailand,
Bangladesh, and Yemen (Nunan, 2004). The English LanguagPV in Yemen
focuses on the real communication between the learners an thwer Principally,
this course replaced the previous that was focusing on v ary anl@?nar rules
and reflects the modern communicative instructional a:;@hes (AT irri:;ﬁ;&').

’ &
The main end of applying CLT in L2 ¢ raj'?? cla roon&'actlces is to

develop the learners’ communicative compe thro\ugh ssro@ procedures and
activities (Richards & Rodgers, 1986;5'0}m@10@ence includes four
types of competence; grammatical CN nce ngqﬁf{ competence, discourse

competence (Canale & Swam,c98&and s ‘ ence (Canale, 1983). These
S tug_(jf heory (SCT), which views a

competenCIes come 810

language as a cultural s ed1 learning process (Vygotsky, 1978)
and as a central me othe (* ?en@ thinking processes. In CLT classroom,
the teacher ob c111 assgs es the communication process among all
participan ts also acts as a co\tx)mmunlcator who actively communicates with

student A the teacher acts as an analyst, counsellor, and group process manager
A}

(Richa Rodgers, 1986).
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Generally, the majority of target language teachers emphasize CLT as the
methodology they utilize in their target language classroom instruction. Nevertheless,
when they have been asked to explain what they mean by “CLT,” their explanations
differ roughly as many teachers assumed the real understanding and use 0?&'
principles while the classroom observation indicated that teachers tende e a
traditional teaching approach that focusing on grammar (e.g., Chang%&mwaml,
2011; Ozsevik, 2010; Marland & Son, 2004; Mitchell; 1988). Foe%m Mitchell
(1988) investigated the understandings of ‘communicative orﬂﬂice’ among 59
Scottish foreign language teachers using in-depth interwigw® a® wige di r51ty of

O
understandings were found fluctuating between that cor icativg co efen@gx; a
-\
m

survival language and a description of commumc e gAS gran aMimatical

strategic and sociolinguistic competences. °‘ S.
I A,
Latterly, Marland and Son (2004 € |g t integration of CLT in the
Q
Australian L2 teaching programs by e‘\ on a "#s aﬁ‘(eacher educators. Data
\

were collected using in- depﬂc seR-struc red nge s and stimulated recall

er’s Q}gons The results showed the

interviews, and videotapes 0
incorporation of many tu 0 ppréfﬁes and general teaching in the

g)((})n (2004) declared that understanding

@
teacher’s classroom : a) ar
the meaning of C; achefs ﬁemé\ssroom application is contradict; teachers
N

claim using proach while inNgractice they use traditional approaches. In

addition (2010) examined the effect of using CLT by 61 Turkish teachers of
Enghs@ primary and secondary level. The data were collected using online

questionnaire and semi-structured and informal interviews. It was found that EFL

teachers face many challenges in employing CLT in their classrooms. Ozsevik (2010)
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attributed these challenges to four factors: the teacher, the students, the educational
system, and CLT principles and requirements. Thus, these studies showed a clear
misalignment between the teachers’ understanding for CLT features as a classroom

instructional method and the actual classroom practices. Not so far, the curre

investigates the alignment between the communicative based reading curr@. and

'
1

Recently, foreign language teaching instruction in man mﬁc countries

reading classroom implementation.

has been shifted towards communicative instruction ( Jwa j, 2011),

nevertheless, theory — practice mismatches have be?d by fese hfrg. @'ang

and Goswami (2011) investigated the effect of im enting the omn\pmcatwe
E \ngljé\ long with

Ozsevik (2010), they found that factors o teach ; stl@lts, educational

approach in the Taiwanese English cun‘iculurrw

system, and CLT practices impact the } ent Ml the local context.
Therefore, the current study observ roo%ﬁcho&&nplementaﬁon to find

out classroom procedures in chh eac‘ roles are reflected. In the
Yemeni context, the teacher and

10( ﬂect the CLT features as the

curriculum is a communi bas lum{Q
1 O
C—) Fa)

&
In the hter € mﬁ re&%;? CLT approach which are related to the

N
current resear y are presented bec@w
e Auth aterlals, using authentic materials allow the teachers to expose their

o the natural language found in a natural context, such as real life

é/

telephone conversation. It is important for those authentic materials to reflect the



outer world in relation to the learners’ needs (Brandl, 2008). Therefore, reading
tasks in EST 3rd grade secondary school must reflect the leamers’ need.
e  Work Grouping; based on the principles of CLT approach, the students have to
collaborate and work together in pairs or small groups to complete the task
attain the learning objectives. They are also expected to interact with th v
e Creative Learning; CLT stress the importance of providing the $1ts with
enough opportunities to engage in high level of thinking activi'e%wssroom in
order to support creative and successful learning, ng comparison,

classification, sequencing, cause/effect, planning, th siz@ticizing,

interpreting, evaluating and synthesizing are some o criticalfthin i
A
4 &

N g
English language is developed qulcklN ually in ten@d methodology

(Chang & Goswami, 2011). Consequen T h \x éced in EFL contexts

2.1.1.1 CLT Approaches and the Underlymg S g\

to compensate the drawbacks of t itionak]an 1age chmg methods and to

advance the students’ abilitxes:to V!ngh’h n al gs (Littlewood, 2007) as

CLT approaches support the teachy B‘ ﬁwolved in authentic contexts in
order to develop the l s C atlv@mpetence (Chang, 2011; Diane
Larsen-Freeman, 200 th fiel f E gT?sh Language Teaching (ELT), some
valuable method h E#b cla ooms have been developed as a reaction to
other previo 10ds; each methe&)s based on certain basic principles (Hassen,

9) er the last 50 years there have been many changes in the syllabus
desnOmethodology, and CLT as an efficient approach has encouraged the

continuous assessment and evaluation of the approaches to syllabus design and

methodology. In this regards, Richards (2006) classified trends in language teaching in
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the last 50 years into three phases: traditional approaches (up to the late 1960s), classic
communicative language teaching (1970s to 1990s), and current communicative

language teaching (late 1990s to the present) (p. 6).

Thus, CLT’s origin draws back to the 70s until today, CLT is a leam@red

teaching instructional approach that includes new forms of teachers and e%rs roles

in the second language classrooms compared to the traditional@c language

classrooms (Chang, 2011; Ozsevik, 2010). In CLT classroogs, ers are should

participate in different activities using communication as to @e goal;
o vae = - % ¢

such activities were basically designed based on the c orativg app afh, d;&l.er
A

than the individualistic approaches, in which the leaggersWct asdicfiv arti\c"ﬁﬂints in

the process of language learning (Richards, 2008wGrj ths‘& , 20@3. Thus, the
teachers and leamers role in CLT classrooNaaracteriz y @ng a dynamic
AN

feature, and thus they tend to be differen % tim@\?Sk, 2.@0).
AQ'
. . D :
Finally, to gain better ermng CLY fe , knowing about specific

communicative approaches &L2 mns 1on ch" éq ask-Based Instruction (TBI),

Content-Based Instructi@l) per&&ve Language Learning (CLL) is

|
’
needed (Sidek, 2010; %hs P O‘O]Q.i?ach of these instructional approaches

\
are explained in t@\zing Sﬁ\.lgps in ﬁer to reveal their additional features apart

\VY N .
from those in the general déglnpnon of CLT (Sidek, 2010, 2012).

2.1 sk-Based Instruction (TBI)

TBI approach was introduced to language instruction in the 1970s when

linguists suggested that language instruction should teach both meaning and grammar



(Skehan, 2003). A growing interest on TBI method in language classrooms appeared
during the last three decades (Alavi & Nevisi, 2012) as it attracted the attention of

SLA researchers, curriculum designers, educationalists, language teachers, and teacher

trainers (Van den Branden, 2006). \2

4; Skehan,

4

Some of TBI method sponsors (Alavi & Nevisi, 2012; Nuna
1998; Willis, 1996) believe that it was developed from CLT anwe shares many
features with CLT (Richards & Rodgers, 2001). Since 19 tg roli of “task” and
“task-based language teaching/instruction” has been wi sed p W‘l of SLA

| Ng
in order to develop process-oriented syllabi, desigpilgNcommfini v‘ .tgghs and

) g}};ntly, the

term “7BI” is expanded to be used mainly t Nre s‘:'\te \ alﬁsigning SLA

curriculum as well as in the field of SLA resc@pch a;d\t g Kgodology (Nchez,

(Nunan, 2004; Elh S@; ich
pedagogical tfw basg & icative language use in which the learner

focuses mq eaning rather thﬁ(l:?o’nn; for example, Nunan’s definition was:
‘%A pedagogical task is a piece of classroom work that involves learners
i’ comprehending, manipulating, producing, or interacting in the target
language while their attention is focused on mobilizing their grammatical

knowledge in order to express meaning and in which the attention 1s to convey
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meaning rather than to manipulate form. The task should also have a sense of

completeness, being able to stand alone as a communicative act in its own right

\Y'

Task based approach is an adaptable approach to language teaching e%to the

with a beginning, middle, and an end” (2004, p.4).

“contexts where tasks are the central unit of instruction: they “dNgwgiyclassroom
activity, they define curriculum and syllabuses and they dewe modes of
assessment” (Samuda & Bygate, 2008, p.58). Thus, TB cacl] is based on

conducting a meaningful communication and interactioMygmofpg rs while

L ] \Y.
conducting the tasks, which help the learners in a ing the a’ mialcitly
L 4

N cate{d%'vliichards

ecigion-making, and

while communicating (Winnefeld, 2012; Savignon) )

and Rodgers (2001), jigsaw, information gap,@m-
m}(

opinion-exchange are some types of the Pi 0&95 in any process
i? A
hades (Wilis, ) which is known as

in life, L2 classroom task happens tl@

&
‘task cycle' that includes three ph eh(illi, Cycle%@)resented below based on
reading instruction: z | 0.
3 &
e Pre-task phase: Kx@ge wor studé{’ schemata preparation in which
the teacher precNes C,S%ntli negocabulary and phrases for the task’s
v

theme and Q‘wes,
&
task.

Th Ncycle: included three steps:

Q in which the students carry out the task either in pairs or groups, they

a text using their language while the teacher is monitoring and encouraging

3:

them to be confident and explorative speakers spontaneously.
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-Planning: in this phase the students plan how to prepare a report to inform the
rest of the class about the way they did the task. A discussion session is held

among the students in this phase while the teacher is monitoring and

encouraging them focusing on the clarity and organization. \Y'

-Report: the students tell the class about the task they conduct le the

teacher comments and provide feedback. Y.

In all of the three steps of the task cycle, the stude aa supi)osed to use a
ply OW accurate

L
grammatical rules while focusing on the meaning and ulary 1{0&@%«; the

required task. Y’ b &

target language confidently and fluently. They need

'/~

V
- \3
e Post task: in this phase, the students ewe théﬁ t outg< e with others.

In this phase the students performm\sks,gd O.KQ meaning of the
language simultaneously. It ¢ Dcoac%ﬁh t q%he activities in this

“ &
phase conduct the following\g roc%j A‘Q
N

-Analysis: for exangple Ez stude,ts age 4sk&o find out a particular tense,
4 4
1lin

words, abbreviation & gl tatié om the reading text while the
teacher reviews sru%ﬁ S tak@tes on the board, and
. C—; ‘Yr.% -
-Pracanc' dergts ce @rse types of activities based on the notes
that was wsW1 the govz

thagacher in the analysis phase.

g’
@ve task cycle phases show closer picture to TBI classroom practices,

whk isJcharacterized with the learner-centred educational philosophy (Richards &
Rodgers, 2001). As this approach aims at developing the learners’ ability to be

engaged in meaningful communication (Ellis, 2003). Thus, it provides the learners
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with the required opportunities to practice a language and to build their language
system and confidence in communicating using the target language simultaneously in

contrary to the earlier form-focused approaches such as grammar translation method

S
O

Different models explain the task complexity were generatw different

(Willis & Willis, 2007).

linguists such as Skehan’s Model, Prabhu's Model, and Brown’s N84) Model of
Task Complexity as cited by Alavi & Nevisi (2012) in thei ;ch 'anicle. All of
these models explain that the pedagogical tasks comple rapge .ea%to
)
difficult and hence need different levels of cognitiv. ands stgrti ﬁlm-&oding
P 4

written information to analysing one’s personal expdgence.

plg.xpRehan and
Foster (2001) indicated that task complexi l%ye ed aﬁg\ion from the

participants. Difficult tasks require morg attenfio ? @(s. This model is
o : ) N
principally based on a) Coding c@ﬁy &f bul load, b) Cognitive
&
6%?; Céﬁnunicative complexity in

ea e‘;lf&rs in terms of the learners'

&
intelligence, imagination @ona] ex nces,éﬁwi & Nevisi, 2012).
&)

g
1 O
’ 2 (.)
To this end,%a}and evipl 2(§)in their empirical study examined the
IM)
impact of taskswexity T

. . N
university \As’ across different types of tasks comprehension. They found that the

—

complexity in terms of text famili Xi dil

terms of time and length of d d)

éid@. proficiency level on the performance of

learneMygedMgng performance was significantly affected by their reading proficiency.
Moreo another study by Foster & Skehan (1999) found out an effective role for

pre-task planning on the leamers’ task performance. Those researchers aconcluded
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that implementing TBI method for secondary school students is effective for their

learning outcome (Carless, 2007).

Despite of the contribution of this approach in SLA context and ithft

supporters (Willis & Willis, 2007; Ellis, 2003; Long & Crookes, 199 I still

controversial and hence face many critiques; some of them are discuss

elow:

It is unsuitable for low-level learners: Skehan (2003) declared TBLT “tends to
be with adults (and some adolescents); generally at inte imoﬁciency levels
and mostly with English as the target language” (p.3): se ,WS (2004)
definition of task is more suitable for students at int diate-Jev Mo;é-y}z: it

has been declared that improving L2 elemelvstu% oﬁcieo‘.y level

_ ' o
happens by engaging the students in meani@d us veré&&n with their
peers (Swan, 2005). TBI research has mme% o&Qldren EFL/ESL
compared to adult classes (Carless, 2404 Hw&% S cﬁ;;c&ism does not make
L

7]
sense for present study since the &N 1 w A‘O
dil %

It lacks sufficient focus o fomee puyﬁ@%showed that the prominent
4 &

feature of TBI tends to&Qlce t? Qoo Of thé@.inguistic forms during learners’
interactions; thus, th@rs ; icat ply and shortly using few words
and phrases but Qcc'oqmetl senfe e':. \H'gwever, examination of some task-based
teaching fr. ws (Slél;@?ig-%’illis, 1996) showed that they focus on
form. Ell#2009) and Willis & 1s (2007) argued that language learners in TBI
hay, @ortunity to use the language resources and thus develop their grammar
sy imultaneously.

Has little acquisitional factor. Seedhouse (1999) argued that TBI leads to

language fossilisation rather than acquisition. Seedhouse contended that the poor
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level of interaction is mainly produced when tasks activities do not provide the
learners with a sufficient challenge to improve and enrich their linguistic abilities.
However, Ellis (2009) rejected Seedhouse’s criticism on two counts; 1) he argued
that this type of interaction can be instructive for beginners by encoura&&?m
to develop their capacity 2) Ellis claimed that the body of interacﬁo@g task
performance depends on three factors: the students’ proficiency the task’s
design, and the methods used in conducting the task. He bew hat different

types of tasks can result in extremely complex language e.ze arlgued that TBI

approach represents both input/output-based approachCS&gae in tWhes help
I of
T

N
the learners to improve their comprehension ab@wel] a@tical

structures they will need in their output. Howe eva 'ches\gl-pported

T
the effective role of TBI in teaching fore@ sec(‘;‘ld guag%—lyde, 2013
Wesche & Skehan, 2002). \

@)

\ A
e, S
[} )
e
Rahman (2007) in his maste exaih th ding syllabus and the
N $
reading materials used at the tegediate evely He ined whether the modern

g &£
n gaﬁng reading in Bangladesh. The

'el t‘§éading is not up to the mark; the
is al~sg;’rgely backdated, he recommended the

%
S

p
’
reading pedagogy usad injhe ¢

use of more and:% eadi‘g

In ks 1 the principles of the communicative TBI approach, the Yemeni EST
3rd @condary curriculum that was developed in 1977 (O’Neil et al., 1999) is
task-based curriculum in nature because it was designed to prepare the students for the

national examination at the end of the senior grade of secondary school; as it is clearly
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stated in the introductory section of the EST 3rd grade teacher’s guide book. It was
stated that Yemeni EST 3rd grade secondary curriculum “has been developed for the
examination year in Yemen, it has a different format from that used in the previous
five levels” (O’Neil et al., 1999, p. 5); therefore, it was designed based on dil?w
types of tasks. Over the few past studies that were conducted in the field of g ¥um
in Yemen, neither the tasks in the curriculum nor the instructional approacheSwhat are

reflected in the Yemeni EFL/EST curriculum were analysed. Howthe present

study examines the inclusion of TBI as part of CLT instructi nWroaches in the
EFL secondary reading curriculum. (d
%

D [ JIS
The application of TBI in ESP classroom ex tu% ear, afithentic
experiences that allow them to practice both 1 r ::d 'yf)cia killy&lems are
. . o . 3
given tasks, which require their interaction WN rs to be ple@(Hyde, 2013).
AN

There are many different types of tasks; §go.mga;\' Yhaa;éfedstic is that they
y

o

focus on meaning and establishing auﬂ\ com ication gﬁsuda, 2011). Through
N
TBI, the students become aware@of diferent tgsk g xp@ content language as they
. . : a s
are performing the task, whiclyallo ‘to"\c 0se correct skills to deal with the

e
|

7

tastsf;dre organized to assist reading

tasks. Regarding L2 rea\

comprehension such a a&s@ communication about the text being
N

m sll '
read (Oxford et ? 9%). @deﬁsks require a high level of cognitive
demand. \

important features of TBI are summarized as: a) student-centred focuses on
communication over accuracy, b) lessons are based on tasks that challenge students to

stretch beyond their language levels while being exposed to realistic situations, c)
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allows learners to develop an authentic language, d) provides language teachers with
flexible frame work to create a classroom that facilitates second language acquisition
(Nassaji & Fotos, 2011). Thus, it is clear that through TBI, the learners interact and
cooperate with their peers and teacher; as such process allows them to inte@e
language. Therefore, a supportive context for the learners in order to & higher

cognitive level to achieve the tasks is needed. These features are reﬂew'- the socio-

cultural and socio cognitive theory (Hyde, 2013). V
2.1.1.1.2  Content-Based Instruction (CBI) \d
L 2

X
The main principle of CBI method is that l@is ac:Vj’ lf:r@vhen

learning takes place about something rather thanvng s@ lanigtx;e itself
(Davies, 2003). In this teaching approach bottw langdage gnd tl@ntent in the

&

language field have been integrated since earQ)S altl@gh, it has been

=

=,
received an increased interest over thaJast J0 & ily é)%w United States of
X

America (USA) and Canada due \ effect in ﬁSL Immersion programs

N
(Davies, 2003). Nowadays, t't \We o, CBPhy @d to and proofed in EFL

classrooms around the world becafise N ersr Yed that their students like CBI

and are excited to learn FMash thrQugh tigfs instéetional approach (Davies, 2003).
\ ’ 1 O
S oY
O
Therefore% waygol mg;ﬁL/EFL teaching and learning to its desired

2

w

level, the ne; alternative instruc@ﬁl methods has triggered by educators because
they com elieve that incorporating a target language with a meaningful content
cang ee the effectiveness in language learning context, which is the main feature

of CBI (Little, 2005). However, CBI refers to the immediate teaching of second

language skills and academic subject matter; focusing on learning the content while
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developing language skills simultaneously and unconsciously (Brinton et al., 1989).
Accordingly, it can be stated that CBI ultimately focus is on the integration and

utilization of content information and target language meaning and skills in the same

text (Davies, 2003). Y'

The term ‘content” in content- based approach received many d finitioNs. It was
defined as ‘an academic subject matter’ (Crandall & Tucker, 199 ile, Genesee
(1994) defined it more leniently by suggesting that content *.. Wbe academic; it

can include any topic, theme or non-language issue of i We to the

learners that contributes to the students’ understandin%@uage n ge CIP.L nﬁ' the
e expb

target language in particular’. Moreover, when lea U@Eontent

they find it more interesting and valuable ve mo atlonéfo learn the

language (Brewster, 1999), that is because pmzhleve be eam@ from the target
A

language when the information they a &gs @estmg, useful, and
éh

leading to achieving their desired g g,o& ar%ﬁger 01).

Thus, the term C onte tBa :8&( {é#erally refers to incorporating

both language and conten T O1 om 1@mnonal approach (Davies, 2003).
|
To this end, Crandall ucﬁer‘?ﬂ aiﬁ?led it as “An approach to language

instruction that s the tati of topics or tasks from subject matter

classes w1thl context of teachﬂ@a second or foreign language” (p.187); an
example @\ject matter classes are math and social studies classes. Whereas,
Cuﬁ@sola (1994) defined the term in a restricted way; they declared that CBI
refers to “A curriculum concepts being taught through the foreign language ...

appropriate to the grade level of the students...” (p.35). However, TBI approach is
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considered the most effective and realistic teaching method as it is an approach to

second language teaching in which teaching is organized about the content that the

Ng

Thus, it is clear that CBI leads to learning the language and the sg% ourse

students will acquire, rather than the language.

simultaneously (Stoller, 2004; Davies, 2003; Lightbown & Spada, 19?.'] herefore,

CBI tasks are authentic because it is not originally formed fqrmage teaching

purposes, thus, somehow it needs adaptation to serve the lan

(Master, 1997 ). CBI as a teaching approach needs to be ac awuee&ﬁle

A
language learners' needs through employing @mcy, e piﬁgaons,
’ X

N cks Q\-’well as
d o

eac?ing purposes

Justifications, simplifications, and frequent compg€hens

assignments and assessment procedures (Mast@)
simf

in CBI classrooms are not necessary to

entiQmateﬁals used

native language

instruction but can be extracted from an

materials that were not originally form ing a language (Brinton
et al., 1989). According to Cr. k dlffers in teaching one skill
than another; it combines ﬁ\ hing methods (e.g., grammar-
based instruction) and tE d

In 1982 , m h1 cotgpreﬂ'nwble input hypothesis declared that the

O’

' ition of L2 takes plate when L2 context equivalents those in L1

successful

the inp xtensive, comprehensible and above the competence level of the students.
Furthermore, when students get enough opportunity to engage in meaningful and out

of any anxiety environment, they learn L2 much better (Stoller & Grabe, 1997).
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However, Crandall (1999) summarised the essential features of CBI as follows:
“learning a language through academic content, engaging in activities, developing
proficiency in academic discourse, fostering the development of effective learning
strategies” (p.604). Thus, it emphasises learning about something througha\Yg?et
language in a subject matter curriculum rather than learning a target langu &)ctly.
Hence, content-based class is a language class in nature but all the tions and
efforts are devoted to help the students comprehend the subject W‘?:kmg into

account the students’ language competence, needs, 1llterf$¥heli subject area

knowledge; all that to ensure a helpful and language-rich ent and
encourage teaching a target language and a su atte t’vﬁy) and
simultaneously (Dupuy, 2000). The CBI classroonT leacg"\ "s;‘a;sroom
3 egpluate %sed on the
subject matter, not on the language (Musum%%%){ Qfocus on topic-
related reading (Krashen, 1991). MO:%C‘)snden%ust @ ready; cognitively,

EI ch, @tructors must be highly

proficient in the target languag% Ve a sfron 1 dsahmding and dedication to it
Ir) &
O

(Stoller & Grabe, 1997). '
QD&
\ | (J
(—‘2 4 7,
In CBI classro te s re ly motivated (Brinton, et al., 1989),

’

and the teacher plgy same I of' n@a speakers when cooperate with foreigner,

focuses on meaning not on form, and the stud N

linguistically, and emotionally. To am

2
these roles arwunarised in Richam and Rodgers’ book (2001) as follows: 1)

Snnp/gﬁc:o%‘ using short and clear sentences and clauses, 2) Explicitness: speaking

without eduction in pronunciations, 3) Redundancy: focusing on important
materials through using several linguistic mechanisms at the same time, and 4)

Regularization: using familiar word order. In brief, In CBI classroom, the teachers
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need to use comprehensible language to the learners via utilizing redundancy,
simplification, and well-formed and formal explicitness in addition to using facial
expressions, gestures, and body language to make the instruction context

comprehensible. They should also use tables, maps, flow charts, and othe ?(:
graphic organizers (Krashen, 1985). From the other hand, learners in CB&;sroom

are often involved in activities that integrate more than one skill as it is tR real world.

Therefore, the learners might read, understand, write a summ ¢ notes, and
discuss orally what has been read simultaneously (Richards & S, dOl ).
{ ]

¥
| | S
Richards and Rodgers (2001) have summarized ain p?'n iplgh of Q& ; the

V
first is that people learn L2 better when they learn it Roug \hject maNer, while

the later suggests that the learners’ needs for @a’ seC “ gua@d.are reflected
better in the CBI context. Moreover, it Es been ﬁ;gw KEBI explains the
\

integration of both meaning and inforzgaaew fiof} m mg@ontent are used in

texts, on the combination of skills of; get'a afe an their association in all

!
activities (Davies, 2003), (4) & Js ‘QQ'
N | SN %(J

N
CBI includes diﬂ‘eﬁw pf ' t&&drses taught in the second/foreign
language; these sub'%rse:l[re a @&7) corporation to language classes to

&l ¥
S

!

improve the leaA guage compete’n&.. Brinton, et al. (1989) described three
AN
basic courses Is) to CBI; they are: Sheltered model, Adjunct model, and Theme-

based 1%
o Shelt model; they are subject courses taught in the L2 by a content area
specialist to ESL learners using sensitive teaching strategies in order to make the

content accessible to L2 leamners. In such courses, the content learning is the



59

primary goal and the students are assessed based on the content while language
assessment is secondary (Davies, 2003; Brinton, et al., 1989).

*  Adjunct model; in this model both content and language are the goal; both content

and language instructors share the responsibility of the learning pr({i the
students are evaluated in terms of the content. Both L1 and L2/FL coﬁent aamers

are involved in the classrooms (Davies, 2003; Brinton, et al., 1989Y_

Y

Both Sheltered and adjunct CBI typically occurs at tRgur ersify level where

English is the first language. However, using sheltered an jun (‘.‘ELdESL/EFL
g

context aims at training students to learn the simila@ut matgri fﬁigé'&; L1
. ’ X
students (Davies, 2003). NV
N" XN &

e Theme based model; these courses help % at deyelging 22 ciency in L2

skills; almost they are taught by languagXC ew a&Q L2 learners are

A,
evaluated based on their language %%)pmental el Q@ie content mastery is
o

incidental (Brinton, et al,, 1989N1 Nm@‘? EFL contexts. It can be
taught by an EFL teacher %z 200 ‘lTl F K@e purpose of current research
del oti )

3
3
study, the theme base i& '

school curriculum, \ : | %O
SL5%

1 onsY‘s on content not on particular features of
N

&
reﬂe&d in ESP 3rd grade of secondary
&

Thus, th n
Ar = i . .
language, l&ev , language mas@'y is the expected result (Eyjolfsdottir, 2011,
Stollel, 2 . In the literature, the critics for CBI are presented in two dimensions;
oneQed to teachers’ proficiency while the other is related to the students.

Language teachers are mainly qualified to teach language as a skill but not to teach a

content subject through a language. Consequently, they might be insufficiently
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grounded to teach subject matter as it is implied in CBI. For that challenge, team-
teaching conceming together language and subject matter instructors are needed to
reduce the efficiency of both (Richards & Rodgers, 2001). Regarding the students, it is
realised that the incentive for content-based syllabuses is the belief that the lal@
a vehicle for communication about something else but not a languag:ﬁ@ own
(Zhang, 2010). Thus, integrate and teaching a content from other subje?gs such as
ESP materials to L2 learners, however, expose them with the chalw of extensive
information in the content domain and hence frustrate them ( 'mi).

NY.

It was clearly stated that CBI classroom is a te r-drivin; o851l t_é‘}:rs
contextualize a language and enhance their studelv h Q 1ende~ input
resulted in learners who are more dependent o Mach‘e?s una(lggapproach
the material independently using skills needmnsella\l | &Qfore, CBI must
be integrated with the academic ski%actiﬁ%d . @%uﬂd dis Tesmens

“ &

information processing abilities thrm& com sib]&dntem information that
\
leg @; Kinsella, 1997). CBI
£ &
thgy of SLA, socio-cultural theory

(Tron

s

is presented in the foreign%gg:,
onthe

instructional approach is ba

and socio cognitive the@ek,
%
information processi t

'Th @gnitive theory involves linguistic

tual fin aﬁ‘o@rocessing, and the synthesis of text
information and wleJ ofessipd(Koda, 2005 as cited in Sidek, 2010).
)

L a%lize academic content structure require skills of a higher cognitive

levelYgt afreflected in using a combination of information processes to process the
information successfully (Met, 1991; Torras, 1991) and to advance SLA. Basically,

the cognitive theories of SLA perceive the language as an interaction between the
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language forms (surface structure) and meaning (deep structure) (Shirai, 1997 as cited

in Sidek, 2010).

In relation to reading comprehension which is seen as interaction bevell
different sources of knowledge, the interactive theory of information pr@ to
reading provides that the reader has several sources of knowledge, whicﬁbe used
in processing the information from the text (Rumelhart, 1977). Lonsuently, if a
reader has difficulty in processing a text because of lack of b kw knowledge of

content area, it can be compensated by linguistic skills ice anoviCh,

L ]
1980 as cited in Morales, 2010). Therefore, in CBI% teacllers Orl_dig&;jn

both bottom-up theory and top-down theory to as di% ehe%‘ﬁm CBI
approach has received a wide support in the lvﬁ.pﬁﬂ‘ exarpple @gl.es (2010)
b; &
proved CBI approach effectiveness in develN e level readi@comprehension
of science text by allowing the students aﬂ or&fgburce of knowledge.
U]
Another study showed the ability stu ach{éve higher scores in all

S
modes of ESP after integrating Bl?proacl, to lc@;t (Ngan, 2011). Moreover
Eyjolfsdottir (2011) found tlﬁKC a cl ‘téé/-savmg approach as there is a
focus on more than one*&d '

Sa
h a]ugé classroom time. However, some
¢ ! (?
researchers contend I appro d‘escxbo always support EFL learners due to
\

the absence of % penfep«j er$ both language and content area (e.g.,
NV
Richards & 2001; Murphy, ?@7).

@ion to reading texts, some researchers proposed that reading texts are

only expository and allied to academic content (e.g., Fetters et al., 2011; Veveiros,

-

2010; Ephraim, 2009; Fludernik, 2000; Curtain & Pesola, 1994) while Genesee (1994)
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suggested that the texts can also be narrative. From the preliminary review of the
Yemeni curriculum document, reading texts in the course book of EST 3rd grade
secondary school include descriptive explanatory and narrative texts, newspaper
extracts, letters, notices, flowcharts and one experimental procedure an W
dialogues were designed for speaking and listening are also helpfu badmg
practices purposes (O’Neill et al., 1999). Upper secondary level stu eed to be
trained to process expository authentic texts as it is at the universtleytl in order to
build up the reading comprehension skills and the level @ive processing

required for their reading at the tertiary level.

\
' -\
2.1.1.1.3  Cooperative Language Learning (CLL

Cooperative or Collaborative Languag Mng Tﬁ,‘L is b?slc} on using
different cooperative activities involving leh wo:Qr i@ In pairs or in

groups in language classes towards%:%e kz mgp d v@nent (Richards &
X

Rodgers, 2014; Zhang; 2010; Ric 20@’ thus, CLL extremely

emphasizes the role of social Cerailon inyplvi @/e processes dealing with

learning tasks among leamer cl sr heg‘)ﬁ' 1s based on the socio-cultural
and socio cognitive vie ent has erged as a significant concept of
instructional practice f' i(d @guage Education (SLE) (Liang et al.,

1998) and hence ét:emﬁ ald to the pedagogical benefits it might
have in L7/F age settings (thﬁg, 2010; Liang et al., 1998; Slavin, 1996;
ohnson n 1991; McGroarty, 1989).

"~

On the way of looking for solution for the problems that were caused by the

traditional leaming approaches, Wang (2007) recommended CLL approach as a
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possible solution. Previously, results of three studies have revealed the same
conclusion made by Wang’s (2007), which argued that in solving several problems of
English teaching, CLL instructional approach plays the main important responsibility.
In CLL classrooms, more opportunities are available for the students to &@
English effectively and naturally with their peers and teachers and therefor, S the
learners to build and exercise their social interaction skills and interpe on&lelanons
(Johnson & Johnson, 1994a; Wei & Chen, 1993). CLL instmcth;)roach 1s
basically based on the socio-cultural view; it mediates th Wnteractlons n

classroom language instruction towards language learnt evel nd the

development of the learners’ critical thinking (Rwhard&@gers 014

Rodgers, 2001).
5

However, CLL has been received many@m s. Fo 'm@t was defined

_..2

as ‘the classroom instruction that is basedagy s allﬁ Py i te@on through which
L]
the students leaming is maximized’ (JN & , 199R) According to Stenlev

\
malf groptps \@ interaction is structured

P P o
24468, Zhang (2010) argued that

according to carefully worke

(2003), CLL refers to learning p c gn SI
t

Cooperative Learning refe% W) stmb 1al method in which the students

¢ ! 5]
work together in gro 0 ch1 e lgal\ﬁ:igg goals; declaring that people who

operate in a coope amlfg, in higher achievement level than those
who ﬁmctlon ompetitive and\c?udmduahstlc learning structures. Besides,
according t ds and Rodgers (2001), “what defines CLL is the systematic and

careful@ed use of group-based procedures in teaching as an alternative to

teacher- centred teaching™ (p.196); this definition was constructed from the capability
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of CLL to be used in ESP classes to teach grammar, pronunciation, and vocabulary in

addition to teaching the content.

In order to guarantee a successful interaction among groups, four, m
elements have to be used by the teacher as essential guidelines in their ‘1& on in
each lesson (Johnson et al., 1990): they are (a) Positive interdepen _all group
members must feel that the benefits or hurts of their interaction willxe;cted on all,
(b) Face-to-face communication: interaction should take pla a&g'all students in

L ]

consciousness: the responsibility of learning must b%f e t]e@tlle

group, they should communicate together to learn te{ othe{y;nd (d)
_ h,

Social skills and group processing: these ski 1mp'ﬁ)v whe<< e students
communicate and interact together. \ O

the same group and different groups as well, (¢) In ual rgspepsipflity and
1[ v
a

U]
A cooperative leaming lesson o&& sseNy s&fés, starting with a few
‘ D

direct instructions about a new tgnghtnateriall foll @d@, ooperative group work in
. B e rdid
which a teacher monitor it efficiently’. € gr <</work, the students often take

their roles in participation é.mn
optimum benefits of C@ gro
interaction, the gro% uld dongs l@ two to four members in which face-to-

. V .
face interactio, mes possible (St‘z'hlev, 2003). Student-centred characteristic

consritutes% strength of this method, which motivates the learners self-rule and

stimul@ to learn from each other knowledge (Troncale, 2002).

ge@hould have the same opportunities for



It has been recognised that CLL is mainly based on two main notional
perspectives; motivational and cognitive perspectives. The latest highlight the effects
of working together (Johnson et al., 1986) and includes two issues: the developmental

and the elaboration (Slavin, 1987). The developmental enables the learners t(i{Rwe

and develop their level of understanding for the material being learned @ face-
to-face interaction among students (Zhang, 2010; Slavin, 1990) an elaboration
from its side enhance the learners to think, discuss, and ex information

elaborately relying on the belief saying that the best way minfg is teaching,

explaining, and elaborating the same material to someon e (Jo sw., 1986);
| ]

Y.the

whereas the motivational perspective focuses on moti the ptudepty t&(@

tasks (Zhang, 2010; Johnson et al., 1986) as the CLVQ ne% sﬁﬂb&gcilitate
students face to face cooperation and motiv to“fF (Jac@yé’: Kimura,
2013). However, Abu & Flowers (1997) iofed_that rouo%f achieving a
1 @‘ning and retention
among students is by applying CLL 1 iona’l\%xlc;. A‘&
¥ s

(
: s
In CLL, the teachers’ gole i ’d@g and explaining the task for

{{fOrs, @V negotiators aims at building the

cf\ti (.)

Q'SS (Zhang, 2010; Richards & Rodgers,

remarkable progress cognitively and 4Qhi n&c

the students and act a@rs,

’
students’ independe %clasio
2001; 2014). w<$' stuﬁjo
teacher’s ins and answering th&auestlons; further, it includes working together

in grou 5%6 what they have learned and to learn from each other understandings
>

-
le§\expanded to more than listening to the

(W ). Working together towards achieving the listed goals produces higher

achievement and greater productivity than working alone is so well confirmed by so
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much research, therefore, it was assumed that task needs cooperative learning to be

achieved requires a higher-level of thinking strategies (Johnson & Johnson, 1994b).

CLL approach are flexible enough to be used at all levels of schooling
from kindergarten to university level, and in many subject areas as we@wim,
1996). In 1985, Pica and Doughty examined both of the mput acce& to and

language produced by L2 learners, they compared learning throu%znts centred
and teacher- centred classrooms’ discussion among ESL stude tsw intermediate-

level; they found that the students have more opportunig sega d ctice a

language, receiving direct feedback from all group mex@mdu 1ie of
A

L2 samples and long sentences, and engage in direct Meractigh.in ou&lﬂ’man n
{\‘T

\‘—?’ > 5

The best strategy to deal with Rea mp ‘ cs;éxs the Think-Pair-
Share Strategy (Rahvard, 2010). It i ‘éalliﬁ;%sgi on Qo'operatlve discussion
strategy. The teacher first enco de @( about the task in few
minutes. After that, the stude % to é'
contrast the answers they K& '

’
answer from their point hw inall

the rest of the cla Th@students need to apply higher level of

teacher- centred discussions.

t
e
r t to them and compare and

diﬁ% compare, and identify the best

tHe Eajlg of students share their answer with
V
thinking strate \")
@dy of studies (e.g., Zahedi & Tabatabaei, 2012; Boliikbas et al., 2011;

Rahvard, 2010; Shaabana, 2006; Ghaith, 2003a; Pica & Doughty, 1985; Humphreys et

al., 1982) supported the effective impact of CLL on students’ progress and
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achievement. For example Humphreys et al. (1982) compared the students’
cooperativeness, competitiveness, and learning strategies on their level of achievement
in science classes. They found that CLL have a significant effect on students’ progress
and achievement compared to the other two methods that were examined in t N :
Boliikbas et al. (2011) and Ghaith (2003a) found that CLL improved [h@ers

reading comprehension compared with the traditional teaching methods.YEprovides

learners with much more comprehensible input and output in a quMractive and

N
CLL significantly enhances reading % enflo \20 ulary leamning of
learners (Zarei, 2012). However, %ZOI F%vf;s § cooperative learning
p of ighj

! :
f@red, psychologically and

Literature in the area of improving E@c%{n?s }(ﬁkills shows that
n

includes integrating learners in

sociologically based techni Ngt nof m\ly pu@&é them in small groups. The
K {Q
cooperative learning insrré)&ga e ?}d ﬁugd to be very effective in improving

the leamners’ readi@mpre]en ﬁ) leamning motivation (e.g.,Apple,
et S0

2006; Almaguera, 280 5%ghaith, 2083b)’ VY‘

S

M@st studies declared that CLL may lead to improvement in thinking
I

skills (Q al., 1995; Johnson & Johnson, 1990) as CLL classroom triggers the
students thinking skills. Indeed, number of thinking skill programmes were organized

with the use of CLL method such as Dimensions of learning (Marzano, 1992) (Jacobs et
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al., 1997). Richards and Rodgers (2001) listed five main advantages for applying CLL
(p.193); they are:

e Providing opportunities for naturalistic L2 acquisition.

e Providing the teachers with methods help them at achieving their goals. Y.

e Through interaction, learners focus the attention to language stmcture(axlﬁc

lexical items, and communicative functions.

e [eamers get more chances to develop their communicative strategyes and gain

successful learning. Y.

e (Creating an interesting, motivated classroom climate. \d
L

Despite the extensive research that showed th

improvement among L2 learners through appl
&
e groupsgpf stdohts may obtain

\ A
more benefits from CLL approach t a ﬂaevi\‘meé% intermediate and
(7}
advanced levels students may obtai ben omil&s' approach than their
N
counterparts in beginners and ejemenfary lev,ls. qd@ they stated that teachers

Richards and Rodgers (2001) pointed out th

. . P 2
might face problems in adagting \nz-‘\ roles(r%ﬁuired from them. Moreover,

|
Shaabana (2006) did ngf' rowster n'f@ﬁ effect for CLL on improving

6{ thic, fesults showed some improvement on
N

students’ reading coa%sio

the leamers’ mo % o redd: @her@iy examined the effect of CLL approach
V . ..

on students’ ent of content 'k%?)wledge, retention, in addition to student’s

attitudes CL teaching method compared to competitive learning method.

Howe@sigmiﬁcam difference was found between the teaching methods used in
terms of the students’ achievement and retention and in students’ attitudes toward the

teaching methods (Richards & Rodgers, 2001; Abu & Flowers, 1997).
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Even though, CLL as an effective instructional methodology is an available
option for teachers, recently it is rarely used (Johnson & Johnson, 1991); most of the
schools instruction count on seatwork, teachers, individual competition among
students (Johnson et al., 1984), which means that the teacher talks more than stVW
(teacher-centred). Hassen (2009) critically examined the Yemeni curri@and
found that the materials in the textbook cannot drive the learners to unicate

freely outside the classroom or otherwise, which means it is not % d based on

social interaction. Y.

2.1.1.2 Genre-Based Instructional Approach (GBIA% '

From all the instructional approaches presented ab®we: bagicdlly fthe igm goal
N

\omp@s‘.sion s a

of reading is the comprehension of what is bag ad.

multipart interactive process (Troyka & Th ,3)09; Ast

reading comprehension is a process req ‘x%teraﬁs é.d\ation between the
o -

reader and the writer’s mode that is refle int i n“tﬁging read.
X S
N

The term “genre” refers to v ousw‘.k en{' of texts which distribute it to

|
S SEERE Gem@'e?@theb%t of the language in which the

{
0 .
structure of contextual €s gome ﬁthcg?n the same text to cover a specific

N
purpose (Halliday@:\ - ar ger_? is a tool used by the writers to achieve

their purpose\A communicate \’their audience. Genre and purpose are
interrelate%mplex manner, and the audience must be considered in the process.
Thus, er starts a writing job by having a purpose and then selects the genre
suits his purpose; which is based on and reflect the desired audiences’ demands

(Fountas & Pinnell, 2012). Thereafter, the readers choose the texts they are interested
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in and suits their purpose and needs. For example if the reader looks for enjoyment
through reading, he/she should select a favourite genre that relaxes him/her such as

fiction story. While if the reader wants to get real information, they may choose

¥

Nugroho and Hafrizon (2009) suggested that approaching langua e'leaming

nonfiction stories.

from the perspective of texts requires an associated method enablegleaghers to build
up and improve knowledge and skill needed to deal with sp erw written texts in
social contexts. The most effective methodology for i engng a pgkt—based

syllabus is the GBIA (Nugroho & Hafrizon, 2009).

»)
o
—e—t
g
g4
o

considerable reputation and interest to the teaching
T
(Minaabad & Khoshkholgh, 2012). This approaghNg widel\Piisednow 1@] sectors of

education (Nugroho & Hafrizon, 2009). \

S
q Q-
The student’s awareness of N ial co cani¥é arose and improved

N
through GBIA, which is very n essw in fighrin the @ers’ reading ability. (Coe,
eng

1994) getting the student’s a\ar\ ned“ (i%’some activities such as asking

them to identify the ma'u{&(s 0

|
’

and then evaluate it in %of t/es f: t(fs.@g(gosition, report, narrative, discussion,
\

news item, proced‘&mﬁiv}ﬂ d@ption are examples of different types of

~ S
genre (Gerot 8'\ 11, 1995). N

@ity to grasp the meaning of the text differs from one reader to another.

Good readers can comprehend the meaning of specific genre of the text much better

C

t&Kt (p se, audience, and circumstances)

than others. The readers bring their previous knowledge and experience into their
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present reading; compare the facts and arguments presented by the authors (Fitrawati,

2009). However both of the teachers and the leamners should know the basic

information about the text which can assist them in processing the information.

However, Fitrawati (2009) declared that in reading GBIA classroom, there ar?ne

main reading strategies to be applied as follows:

¢ Pre-Reading Phase; in which the students’ background knowledge aﬁnulated
they are also provided with new information helping them co ‘.ng the text
such as a) Creating a semantic map through which the tea e?ﬂduces the major

theme and issue of the text before even looking at the ' al thdy can be

ap of the te’n @ the

e layb he te ,1\'Y'to find
N

out the text’s content through previewing thengextRtle. ub dmg@hotographs

motivated to organize and categorize the seman

blackboard graphically. b) Scanning (read for d

pictures, tables, charts, and graphs. ¢) S ; (read1 n@ idea) some of
: N
the paragraphs and examine some o (%ual n°§d main idea of the
]

9
text. The teacher should explai\ the Teagef an w vocabulary at the
. N
beginning of the class. Y' %
N

e While-Reading Phase; in w h S @gaged in more academically,
oriented activities wh ﬁn eren@enre Various strategies of reading
with specific purp a plle nﬂut}?ase such as a) highlighting the main
points in the U&ng collaboratively to predict the content
of the text gether to hypothe@ the content of the reading passage.

o Post— Phase; which requires high level of critical thinking strategies of

Qts such as reviewing, synthesizing, summarizing, generating, evaluating,

and reacting to text being read. Students can work together in pairs or small groups
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to apply different information processing activities such as an information gap,

problem solving, debate, and role-play activity.

Several studies examined GBIA in teaching/learning writing (e.g. 'IV.
2013; Early & DeCosta-Smith, 2011: Mydkow & Gordon, 2010; Ho, eng,
2008; Firkins et al., 2007; Emilia, 2005). For example, Emilia (2005) g positive
outcome of using GBI in teaching writing at tertiary level. A Paral%ag: was found
by Mydkow and Gordon (2010) but at secondary school lev cRe’t. Consequently,
they suggested that applying GBI teaches the textual fi of tl #thus, the

L
teachers need to help their students to understand the @shxp bgtwee t'xe Y;nd

A
the social context that they live in. ‘ b
Besides, past studies examined the VNQ 5BI in t

\ N
Minaabad & Khoshkholgh, 2012; Fitr \%2009%:, 1
? (]

k
ing@ding skill (e.g.,

&?Hyon 1995 Shih,

[}
offgenr structlon on student’s
comprehension and understan ng,?ﬁmctire ofthe @For example, Hyon (1995)
ent

revealed that most of the stud A émmg them to know about text
style and structure was a g ux@. &
’ (.)(/
) (J
The abov othn&tudles in literature whether those who

examined the‘&ct of GBIA in E@ESL secondary school level or tertiary level

A has a positive effect on the students’ English language reading

X
1992). These studies reported the

suggested t
and pri ll. Therefore, the Yemeni EST 3rd grade secondary school students
need to be trained on expository texts to be able to read reading texts at the university

level. Such training assists the students to build their competence in reading



73

comprehension and to succeed in their academic areas at the university level

(Jalilehvand, 2012).

Based on the researchers preliminary review of the Yemeni EST 3rd

4

reading curriculum it was found that this approach to somehow being refl the

«

curriculum. As in most reading texts; the students are first asked to review th text, to

find out the main idea of the text through reading the title, to examirwlr:eadlines of
the text and to look at the photographs to find out the text’s 1 amn the Yemeni
EST 3rd grade reading curriculum, learners are trained % t fypesaf texts,

]
which differ in their structures. For example the exposito its hape m rq c@;x

structure than narrative texts, which is designed for 1@ . @.1). An
. | X
example for expository texts are problem-solutiog®agupe-e . coxf&‘e-comrast
&
ones (Brown, 2011). EST leamners should be tr: on_expostkry tertructure more

%& oﬁf t a@'emic passages are

" B
based on (Fetters et al., 2011; Veveiro ; E%joom&mik, 2000).
S
(?z , |§
2.1.2 CLT Features Under)‘h\e ﬁg tuatjQpal Approach (SSA)

The structural langl@ﬂch' loac]t*jé/ originated in the behaviouristic
(o o]t &
theory of language (& S di R r{ \(9})5). In SSA, the components of a
b

efh garlygidrmed in a rule-governed way and the

than any other structure because this is t

language are pres
N

language elem& h as phonetic, phbc;%mic, and morphology can be systematically

and care ibed (Richards & Rodgers, 1995). Speech is the main focus of this

approa ighards & Rodgers, 1995) and thus it is believed that the best way of

language learning is teaching the grammatical rules of the target language (Mareva &

Nyota, 2012).
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On the other hand, the situational language teaching approach, which was
developed by British applied linguists in the 1920s and 1930s to the 1960s, aims at
building up a new approach for English teaching which is more scientific than the
direct method. More focus in this approach is paid to vocabulary control a@:
essential component of reading proficiency (Richards & Rodgers, 2001 %). All
English teaching specialists consider this approach as an oral appro%anguage
teaching, which was the same principle of the direct method apM (Richards &
Rodgers, 2001; 2014) as it is explained in sections (2.1. g.(i 1.2.5). Thus,

improving the learners’ L2 oral proficiency is the main ctivg O SA this

objective takes place by a careful selection and teachl voc ‘ff‘@e n

=

everyday communication, in addition to oral pr?v au nate!iey.a‘s~ in real
situations.

\\&

In the principles of this appr eﬂ C rok’.)\was summarised in

"rd
modelling the situations in which t c¥d ){Met cture is created besides

modelling the new structure fc udentsfto r eht e structures (Pugazhenthi &

Phil, 2012). The teache f the Cl? 1s required to be skilled in

manipulation, prov1dm S tlo stlons encouraging the students to
elicit correct outp d orre tm“?elr fQuity output if necessary (Pugazhenthi &
Phil, 2012). g tl #2; st , the reading tasks in the Yemeni EST
curriculum srade secondary \gb?ool especially in the science readers’ section,

reqmr: v@ the vocabulary of each lesson explicitly and separately from the text
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Before the birth of CLT in the late 1960s, the Situational Language Teaching
was the most widely used approach in EFL teaching; in that time English was taught
through exercising the language structures in meaningful situation-based activities as
fluency is more important than accuracy. Thus, language can be acquired{m
communicative activities such as games, role-play, problem solving, info&%@ gap,
choice, and feedback (Pugazhenthi & Phil, 2012; Richards, 20(>Y.Dun’ng the
communicative activities, the classroom is somehow noisy; studentw tively doing
their communicative exercises leaving their seats to co eRa. tisk. Teachers

motivate and help learners to work with the language em zing 'n‘oq@nication

D
¥

T
While the Yemeni English Language TeE i ELTJ&S designed

rather than mastery of the language form.

based on CLT (Bataineh et al., 2011; Hassen,

i @9), the Yemeni
g

approach and the

EFL teachers have been facing difﬁculti%n am

structure-based practices, the prior aw used e

rather accepted that for the plcosezf apleing
its main principles should wtr (@u\

explicitly made.

@ ' %O
é” R
Previous r

on & ﬁne@FL context (e.g., Bataineh, Thabet &

~
@fﬁineh, etal, 2011). Itis

\| ing approach successfully,

ds and motivation should be

Bataineh, 20Q8™®Shamiry, 1991 a'&ca\t’ed in Bataineh, et al., 2011) suggested that
replacin ’%ditional structure-based approach with the CLT approach was only
rest@he replacement of the curricula; seemingly, no appropriate introduction
of CLT principles was ever made. Consequently, EFL teachers carried on using the

traditional instructional approaches. For example, Bataineh et al. (2011) found that
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while the Yemeni teachers have knowledge about the principles of CLT; their
classroom instruction almost all structure-based method. Moreover, as cited in

Bataineh, et al. (2011), Al-Shamiry (2000) reported that as the structure-based method

is dominated in Yemeni schools, it is also preferred at tertiary level. \Y.
0
2.1.2.1 Audio-Lingual Method (ALM) Y-
ALM 1is a traditional structural method derived from BloomfieM&g?behaviouristic
theory (Anggraeni, 2007; Richards & Rodgers, 1995, 2001 md"o-lingual is an
oral approach, like the direct method, it emphasizes the ofuyskillj( gi, 2007
dir b is
pra\{Q ased%hv' drilling
grammatical sentences involve new vocabula@gra rm 2007). $
A\ S

Kuhlemeier et al., 1996). However, it differs fi

Y

emphasizing on vocabulary acquisition through

4

g

O e
According to Fries (1945), stru s ghe firs@'step G-?)”leaming a language;

&

emphasizing on correct

7,

stating that a language should be gh Mc
pronunciation and oral drilli z basic'sent nde

F 4 P g
. le

a

4,

emns. The basic technique of

7

b

grammatical competence. The

5‘4%6

classroom instruction aweveli
factual statement of thiggnetMod t byhe'mid of 1950s under different names
N © @

(? .= :
such as the oral apqac the “\?0 lm@od, and the structural approach (Richards

& Rodgers, 20 hards{S’L dfers,ad14).
S

@ a form-focused instructional approach prepares the students to know

abOWgthelanguage focusing on accuracy and linguistic competence; hence, the output
of this method is assumed to be approximately out of error (Krashen, 1995 as cited in

Mareva & Nyota, 2012). Nevertheless, it was recognized that its products cannot
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apply their knowledge about the language in a natural speech (Noonan, 2004). The
ALM system is mainly based on three different levels of knowledge; phonological,

morphological and syntactical knowledge (Anggraeni, 2007), thus it is based on a

bottom-up reading theory. \Y‘
=

This approach is based on the oral skill (Kuhlemeier et al., %From the
structural perspective of audio-lingual method on language teac tbooks using
this method should include dialogues to teach language R’zow) and use a
listening comprehension texts as the departure point o ing ' ligfning task
includes new words and structures; however, tools sufiNgs langua laps.;&.tape
recorders or CDs are useful tools (Kuhlemeier, et a ). % chi language

in this structural method gives the main M to“‘iri g ax pronunciation

lQemem 3rd grade

exercises followed by speaking, reading an

course book, many conversations inte S(Q(mg practices can be
understood through drilling, sﬂent ld d Wgﬂng similar conversations
for practice thereafter. | 0,

\l\%

The two main 10n as expected from the learners by

w

’
linguists and resea@%}l(uin[;?fe
the dialogues, Sws will 1&to Q‘é\the same drilled sentences in their real life

B‘

(-)
&1996) are, first; by learning and drilling

\,
econd; learners %uld be able to produce grammatically well-

constmCted,_sentences without learning grammatical patterns explicitly and correct
probon and stress. In short, the audio lingual method is characterized by the
following: a) repeating different linguistic structures through oral practices, b) teacher-

centred classroom, and c) the target language use in the classroom (Anggraeni, 2007)



Generally, Sidek (2010) stated that ALM output shows its failure to engage the
learners in different cognitive activities for higher level leamers. ALM was criticized
by many researchers (e.g., Ishler, 2010; Castagnaro, 2006; Kuhlemeier et al., 1996).
ALM students face difficulties in transferring what they drilled in the class 0
their everyday social interactions outside the classroom, neither could pr Yr::st
correct grammatical sentences and pronunciations. Moreover, this ‘mCthed mainly
focuses on the linguistic features of the language that learners n&?ed it outside

the classroom; hence, it was recognized that the implicjt Tar instruction 1s

insufficient for many students. Teachers declared a re gq\clyud resume
teaching English grammar explicitly (Ishler, 2010). - \Y'
| S
s b

Z' \h N
Previous studies, such as (Lee, 2003) in% lagﬁ o andhang (2002 as

cited in Zarei, 2012) in language learni&‘n@eamers iva‘@“f toward leamning,

compared the effectiveness of traditi &,ethod \gn {fénslation Method and
é o - y' S

Audio-Lingual Method) to the Krative earn g“mg@ﬁd. They found that the
AN
C

students achieve better le 'nnge y usy oq@ative method than traditional
m% N
methods. 's &
N &
A N

In spite of ‘%v? slfo? 'lngjog'lthjs approach, studies examined ALM
effectiveness%khing ag@mwed controversial results. For example,
studies ex\&ed the effectivex@of ALM in improving the students’ language
com@ (Saleh, 2011; Anggraeni, 2007) found that ALM has a strong role in
tiviung students’ interest and achievement in learning English. On the contrary ,

other studies (Samimy, 1989) compared the ALM to the Counselling-Learning

Approach (CLA) in relation to the significant changes appear on students’
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communicative and linguistic competence; found that ALM has less significant effect

on students’ competence than CLA.

From the researcher experience as a student studied the preparatory, sen%
and tertiary level in Yemen from one hand and as a preparatory school teaghe FL
from the other hand, can declare publicly that difficult words and Englig&mmaﬁcal

rules are broadly taught using Arabic. Although CLT and ALMYinsist on the

integration of new vocabulary in texts, vocabulary is taught fgesglation in Yemen
(O’Neil et al., 1999). |
N.

o
| &
While the ALM believes that a taught materia uld ly e ﬁrs@en seen
(Ishler, 2010), real listening materials are not % tk@\ f sc@' teachers in
Yemen might because of the limited num\ :o! )assette de %Ds, or PCs, the

large number of students in the class @w ar

school. Even the dialogues that d@ to
characters, the teacher intend to?ﬂ'lhen, SQ' s; such teaching techniques
‘< ﬁ i

make the students feel board andgbandoi® oy gheir need to expose and listen to

native speaker model, @ ew@bah @5) declared that while the current

1 O .
ELT curriculum in %\!a c'o S ‘nmen is one of whom, is based on CLT

O .
approach, the & usg® Qe J‘j mu@”smllar to the grammar translation method
=
because thAes are products 0@ same method.

€ a&eachers at the same
S

tayght b&tening to two Oor more

N

)/

| o g
u
| el

242.2 Jotal Physical Response (TPR)
Total Physical Response (TPR) is one of the alternative structural approaches to

.2 instruction. It was developed by a psychological professor, James Asher in the
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1960s and 1970s in order to help L2 learners learn a language (Holleny, 2012; Castro,
2010; Dingay, 2010; Brune, 2004; Silver et al., 2003). The chief principle underlines
TPR is the integrating of both language instruction and motor activities, in which the

students are enhanced with an effective and stimulating atmosphere to, 1 a

language (Castro, 2010). 3 \)

Recently, Holleny (2012) has assumed that TPR will lew combination

movement and activity to language learning, resulted ;; anteractive and

meaningful learning situations, she defined TPR as ‘a te or t !l ipg’FL with
L 2

emphasis on teaching gestures with words’. Different ?l movgmenfare .1_\ b
the students in response to the teacher’s comm reovel, Jthi ap@h wa

N WX

defined as an instructional method concerns omthe mb‘natl of l@vledge and
9

=,
S

: ] ,
TPR suggests that the spoke@ge%ia?e &&évelop speaking skill
O
(Dingay, 2010). Practically, cl errocidur 'si@is technique as suggested
)00 e

by Dingay (2010) and Silver et al. 'F@her throws the commands with

A
performance to the stud Ed &@ cox@.d is performed by the teacher
O
accompanied with th nty Regt? fe d‘ﬁ?dents perform the commands alone

\ .
without the help% teagher. Jhen, ﬂ?commands are extended by using new
L

sentences anh&mands. L1 is ledemY naturally by listening and responding to

<

7]

skills leading to a better learning at a rapid Naer, 1996

commands nx?imes away from any formal instruction for grammar rules; however,

TPR@ on following the same way in L2 instructional context (Holleny, 2012).
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On the way of creating this method, Asher conducted many studies in second
language learning for different languages such as Spanish, Japanese, and Russian; he
found a greater effect for TPR learners than the non-TPR students. In addition, his
research concluded that the kinesthetic approach of responding to commands
physical action is vital to recall and learn a language (Castro, 2010 @ by
involving language and actions together we could help our students* use the
language in a meaningful context and thus help them to retain it lo%

Y'Ilm s s,

As total physical response counts on teachin vi

classroom activities are predictable. For example as %2004) red t?d @ggﬁrst

day of class might include learning some command

ir cafrect spo%ﬁ as it is

N

required from the students to act out the given oﬂw ds s‘lc “sta@p and “sit
down”. Given such commands by the studeNgeqmr e n@ classes. This is

due to the main aim of this method i a e%\; s@n first followed by
production. Students have a readin %d N fo leam and respond to
commands in order to be ready, an cor’fort onﬁdent in producing the

utterances (Dingay, 2010). A hers d Bs e‘ 2)’ ested that the time per session

of applying TPR should \ epe @ a@of the leamers; that, the older are

the more time they %ﬁ legm"e h'vebc)l'hey suggested that a thirty minute

sessions of tram%t;lclé 1ldr‘?%\whlle 50-minute sessions are effective for

high school sn\A and up to 3-h0ur@sions for university students (Setiyadi, 2010).

Q\an Asher’s studies, many studies in language acquisition have supported

the use of TPR in language learning (e.g.,Gardner, 2011; Furuhata, 1999; Kelly et al.,

1999). Kelly et al. (1999) examined the role of iconic gestures and various
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combinations of gestures and speech in helping and enhancing adult students in
retaining and learning a foreign language vocabulary longer. However, they found that
using gestures aid adults to better comprehension and understanding more detailed:
thus, through TPR method, the students could create a stronger and a more Ro’al
memory representation. However, these results contradict the b %n the
effectiveness of TPR in early stages than advanced ones; TPR fa hallenges in
higher levels when the learners need to learn L2 for advance level 4&ro , 1994).

\%

Moreover, research has been deepened and examin stu eWeption of

[ ]
langpage egm—@g} or
liefs\ fem@r tyles of

traditional methods versus the NA and TPR for fo

example, Furuhata (1999) examined Japanese stud

learning English under three methods, GTM

Japanese students still find some kindnessw;teacher
some traditional approaches; while at t % n&\’ 1 %ﬁd the absence of any

grammar instruction as it is in the d TP ula&&hey were interested in

using the commands and ph WVem ':tj ors Generally, Furuhata’s

(1999) and Gardner (2011) found alﬁ(éj?ectwe role in applying the new

foreign language leamnin ichgife TP one of them.

Despite o@ sugpb_g’s?mhe?for the effectiveness of TPR previously

mentioned; Q (2010) reache@ another conclusion. He investigated the

usefulness R Storytelling compared to the Grammar-Translation approach in

leal@ retaining new ESL vocabulary. Results did not show any significant

differences between the two approaches on the students’ ability to retention
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vocabulary. Statistically, the improvements in vocabulary acquisition and retention

were 49% and 45% for using GTM and TPR Storytelling respectively.

Seriously, TPR does not have many serious limitations. The only limi aUYs.ﬂw
researcher could manage to find in the literature that TPR can becom ve and
boring if used exclusively, so that, Asher insisted to be used in integration th other
teaching methods and techniques (Richards & Rodgers, 2014; 20 is method can
only be employed to teach a limited set of vocabulary and granhgfar concepts (Brune,
2004). Besides, Sidek (2010) declared that building lde t unicative
competence is not one of TPR principles since it does romofe an Tal
use communicative and the teaching-learning pggges take e \dzf' ection of
teachers-centred. She added, saying that regar reaﬁmg I]lal&' mismatch
the students’ need to develop informatio sm an mp@nsmn strategies.

AN
cabﬁ\vugs ‘;Jxé\grammatlcal patterns
]
L&& at the very beginning

levels of learners in Yemen m?ﬂmg ' m ol t w vocabulary but not all,
s

however, the teachers use extra ten ‘T mg aides, symbols objects, and

flash cards. &\
\

%— \
2.1.2.3 Silent hocj-

The Si Way (SWM) is a,@ﬁtural language teaching method. It was found

Regardless, TPR is usefulness in acqui

of L2. From the researchers’ exp

by Caleb gno, who believes that the learners can achieve their leaming goals
only wig,they really have a strong willing to learn that language ( Silver, et al., 2003;
Mei-ying, 2001). Totally, he believes on the complete difference between the required

principles and approaches of first language acquisition and adult of second language
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learning. To this end, he declared that the language environment required for learning
and acquiring the first language is very different from those needed for adult learners
of a second language (Gattegno, 1972). Actually, the SWM and the TPR are two of
the alternative approaches to L2 instruction (Richards & Rodgers, 2001). SYMS

essential in teaching speaking skill; students get more opportunities @rcise

<

This method shares certain beliefs with the Cognitivg A ch, in which the

communication in different social roles (Rahmawati, 2012).

learners are the only responsible principle for their learni 0 !ne pected to

L ]
be committed by the learners because they are seen as s that learne Vfre‘a_’&.vely
A

testing their learning (Dingay, 2010). The teachers rof®in cofrelti ar@odelling
e ;y,

her’s@z.is expected

repetition forms for the students is absent. Conségu

from the learners to develop their indepet oc))zmd resp
@ correct themselves

language learning in addition to de %g iq&t‘ﬁ
o S

U]
(Sheikhzadeh, 2011). In SWM, t her aNQfT thil%ming materials to the

. . Ny
learners and guides them to a mw lan'ruag ) @xizes and arranges different
tin;r

activities needed for pronoK h *ﬂé a{@ge learning, ¢) a resource of

s atb;@x the subject, and d) evaluates the

information and proble ing
learners’ level of lan andfjudgd the @(?unt of input they need to achieve their
\
required level ( ati, f é\
VT
S S
, in this structural approach the teacher focuses on propositional
me@ther than communicative value. And the grammar rules are leamed

through inductive processes since Gattegno sees vocabulary as the central element of

language leaming and the choice of vocabulary is essential (Sheikhzadeh, 2011).
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However, a big portion of this method’s attention was given to teaching pronunciation.
The most vital principles of SWM is that teaching should be subordinated to learning
(Cael, 2010), teacher keep silent, learner-centred classroom, and peer learning; it aims
at developing the learner cognition (Mei-ying, 2001). In the Yemeni an
classroom implementations, the teachers focus on correct pronunciat'c%\le the
learners’ are reading aloud (Azzan, 2001 as cited in Al-Tamimi, 2006). While, based

on the researcher’s preliminary review of the curriculum of integgst if¥ this study, no

statement was found guiding the teachers to take care of thegtudgfits’ pronunciations.
. é N,

In SW classroom implementation, the teacher%itates he 1 ng_\)x(')cess
through creating up a real environment that ofrages Jt de{ts'to learn,

presenting the language based on what the & i ah!ildy ew @t}len observe

and the students’ responses. And finally} sa on the

teachers’ observation, the teachers’ f an@&e
move on to the next language lea hallerhgﬁ le;l“( 2010). However, as it is
implied in the name of this et&'ﬂle te'che P@:Eep silent as long as possible
allowing the students to d@s'ks%wo&i{j@/FL as much as possible.
K J g

Besides, the %\‘s flé’ i Fb'l fﬂ(Jstudents to be aware about the way the

language 1s u% ativg: ‘sllso @an‘y on their tasks without interfering with

their learma iming to be as c@as possible to the native speaker’s use of the

—

langu@ad of creating an individual way of using a language. Consequently,
m very first moment, the SWM instruction focuses on attracting the learners’
attention and hence motivating them to perfectly produce English patterns in a native

speaker’s way (Cael, 2010). Most of this approach attention is paid to teach



pronunciation and help the leamers to develop their own inner criteria for correct

production of various L2 features.

The SWT classroom instruction is basically based on particular materia ich
mainly involve coloured rods through which words are linked to language to
avoid L1, coloured pronunciation charts are used to discriminate‘%ounds by
comparing them to the sounds of L1, in addition to sheets, books morkbooks to
practice the reading and writing skills, and other visual aids v-ls pictures, tapes,

videotapes and films (Sari, 2005).

Getting high benefits from SW instructionaﬁng M hog de

T N
teachers’ behaviour, training and knowledge% anui t and\Dugh teachers
€
e

make this method meaningless (Sari, 20 c® teach to@vide the students

with an immediate feedback, which%ht obli\@% @ers to abandon this
0 &
method (Celce-Murcia 1979 as @ SQSXA@' method is an artificial
because it teaches a language b ro&,s an ag,em any real practices in a real
I

social context (Sari, 2005).bam'n\ llﬁe.'&)mderlying Gattegno's work could

be stated as follows: @ng@tate@en the leamers discover and create
rather than remen@d gpéat q’a&@&"mateﬁals, b) learning is facilitated by

accompanyin@il gbject :ax @aming is facilitated by involving problem

Yv
solving tache materials beiq@aght (Richards & Rodgers, 2001).

N
S

G

only empirical study that the researcher could find in the literature was
conducted by (Rahmawati, 2012), who supported the effective role of SWM in

developing and improving the learners’ speaking ability. He examined the impact of
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using silent way method in learning English pronunciation on the students’ speaking
ability level by running pre-test/post-test design for one group of participants. The

results showed that using silent way method in learning English pronunciation

Y*
S
2.1.2.4 Oral Approach (OA) A
Oral approach, which is also called as the situationa@:ge teaching
approach or structural-situational instructional approach lan guage teaching
approach based on the behaviouristic theory (Richards &$ 4, 1) It was

developed in the 1920s and 1930s until the 1960s by Wtish applied u'gus} It is

improves the learners’ speaking ability.

used in designing many EFL/ESL textbooks and S, mﬁl thewy Still being

used today. The focus of this approach wa \q yoca lary} whloﬂlég seen as an
% m‘ &

essential component of reading profi c1encM focusesegin gr atical content of

A

a language course. The emphasizing prm%s @vcmg and practicing

new language structures situationa& ed 1INGQe 960A<{md “it was then that the
term situational was used incg y In re erri @ral Approach” (Richards &
v 4
[ &

’
The Austral e ttm (ﬁ f ¢ most vital proponents of the OA in

Rogers, 2001, p.39).

(7

1960s, in acco y th 1 ‘gould develop an influential set of teaching
materials b the oral apprm%h used in Australia, Guinea, and the Pacific
territori 1ards & Rogers, 2001). One of Pittman’s (1963) beliefs is that

o@e learners with enough oral practices of patterns in different situations to

allow the learners to get a great opportunity to practice a language.



Teaching grammar inductively, in which all the explanation and meaning are
induced by the leamners from the language situation without reference to neither the
learners L1 or L2. Therefore, prior any lesson instruction, the teachers should teach
their students the new structures and vocabulary orally by using different tech
such as pictures, mimic, concrete objects along with gestures to simplify, G}plam
them (Pittman, 1963). Other teaching techniques under this approach are Yepetition,

dictation and drills (Richards & Rodgers, 2001). While the leameJ:nplles only

in listening, repeating and responding to the teacher’s commaads questlons
\d.

Oral approach classrooms is teacher-centred hus, tgach g cl&gom
instruction is summarized in three stages: a) setting proper ng.@fanon b)
modelling different learning structures for the W s tPfmim and%}n the target
language and c) providing sufficient feele the le TS (I@xards & Rogers,
2001). However, it is clear that in this 0 h egts and assorted types

of teaching visual aids are essenti ThA“OA to L2 instruction is

based on the bottom-up pro SSIR in order t? e@ the learners’ lower level

information processing sk11 suc 0 glcal@()cessmg, word recognition and

word identification proc s Na

of this approach is lar{
assume that OA %;moxﬁ mlon@m focused method for teaching language

vocabulary mmar.

@pproach was criticized for its 1) chief focusing on speaking skill while
ignoring other skills; 2) it is expected from the learners to use the learned language in

the classroom at other situations outside the classroom. However, this point is not
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definite particularly in countries where English is used only in the classroom, 3) the

complete absence of focusing on communicative ability; however, it stresses the

T

Since the Yemeni reading curriculum of senior secondary schoo great

accuracy in both pronunciation and grammar (Al-Humaidi, n.d).

interest in teaching vocabulary, thus it is expected that vocabulary teaclA@orocedures
will include a combination of teaching both pronunciation and gyord$ meaning; this
expectation is in line with previous studies (Azzan, 2001 asz in Al-Tamimi,
2006). Actually, teaching a language under Situationm& roaghes requires
long hours of teaching (Al- -Humaidi, n.d) which is n vallabl m | EFL
classes in addition to the huge number of e la wh@r decrease

opportunity of all students to practice the lan th cla oom g

% rewous studies (e.g.,

Abe, 2011; Chen, 2011). Abe examiged @f of FFI on learning L2

pronunciation pedagogy. T le s wefe en ; zg@to learn L2 pronunciations and
correct the output of their leam vb( Sefvée, The results showed that FFI had

significant effects o rovm he mc1§s’ learning of L2 forms. And Chen

(2011) mvesngat e ir ak&h&lﬁ&c and phonological instruction on the

The Form-Focused Instructio

"“‘,/

'Ci

proﬁciency ] ? spea@lg skill in a cooperative learning setting. The
results sl some 1mprovem:@fn the learners’ oral proficiency; however, there

stically significant difference in the improvement degree between the
Qental and control group. The researcher attributed any improvement in the oral
proficiency level among participants to the cooperative learning as in the structural

method applied during the experiment.
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Past studies supported the effect of oral reading in improving pronunciation,
reading fluency and comprehensions (e.g., Alshumaimeri, 2011; Gibson, 2008; Amer,
1997). For example Gibson (2008) claimed that oral reading used by both teachers and
learners is instructive in reading comprehension. Gibson found that teaclYm\d
learners use oral reading primarily for pronunciation and intonation 1%\5, for

speaking practices, for making graphemic-phonemic connections, Ea&osing and

solving pronunciation problems, improving fluency and %K'cing reading

comprehension skills. Gibson found that 82% of independept WS were practicing

1011. \d
"3
|5
Recently, Alshumaimeri (2011) examined the Mect of tlire diff{)ﬂﬂt reading
methods; oral, silent, and subvocalizing on thg cqMpr \ pe@;‘ance of EFL
Saudi 10th grade students. The majority Ma.xdents prefered @ reading because

, . \ A,
it supports them comprehending ssa g words and texts,

: g i s [}
concentrating, and practicing ou%}rdﬁ real world encounters.

However, as cited in Alsh aWQO,I
silent reading methods ar@;ial fq{ dé@
A {0%
ANYIEY
2.1.2.5 Direct Met! M 4 g

\
The Dir@od{ )vhic%% known as the Natural Approach (Richard &

was developed@he 19th century as a critical response to the
d to develop their learners’ communicative competence (Puebla, 2012;

oral reading to themselves to improve and practice pro

Rodgers,
teachGise
yazWmthi & Phil, 2012) that GTM failed to attain (Pugazhenthi & Phil, 2012;

Freeman, 2000; Celce-Murcia, 1991).
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This method believes that teaching L2 is attained much better by using the
language itself to express the meaning directly along with demonstration and visual
aids in everyday situations. Therefore, it is assumed that offering an enough amount of
helpful practical knowledge and comprehensible input of language to theWers
leads them to learn target language similarly as it is in L1 context (F&a ,'2000).

Thus, it shares with the oral approach the fact that they are both oral afpr ches form

in nature. V

The main principles of DM are as follows: a) on ot@mmicaﬁon

L ]
writigg ta s’are;ggved on
d% usK’R' T L1 either

wpind #§ffic tvoc@ialy are taught
&

deductively through different ideas such nation a 1cn@ (Mehjabin, 2007).

évAc?

Classroom under this app\ mainlwdepends he teachers’ instruction,

demonstration and clarifi thR but n ﬁhen materials in textbooks;
:D s@0 m
I

and correct pronunciation of the learners, b) Readin
the basic oral communication previously practic

in teaching grammar rules or vocabulary, t

therefore, it is essentlal é‘great effort in teaching the target

Janguage since they @ al
O

use t&tr L1. Besides, the teachers should be

able to find out ac elﬁlttia)e taught along with the texts in the book
(Richard & . 20 .this @:ds Freeman (2000) explained the main four
techniqu he direct metho&i"p& follows: a) reading aloud, b) question/answer
actjv rudents self-correction, and d) dictation. For more explanation, learners
@xt loudly under the teacher’s explanation by using different oral means to

simplify the content, then; the teacher examines the students’ comprehension by

throwing some questions willing to be answered in full and correct sentences. After



that, the teacher repeats their answers aiming to help the students find out their own
mistakes and correct them. Finally, the teacher dictates the text to the students, who

are supposed to conduct error correction procedures of their mistakes thereafter

(Freeman, 2000).
S

The direct method instruction approach, based on researcher’%eliminary
review for the reading curriculum of interest in present study, is%z reflected. In
the general procedures of teaching reading texts in the unWﬂ!’n documents of

interest it was stated that the following steps to be foll y teaghers’ ghstruction

for the reading materials; they are: : \Y'
IS

1) Discuss the topic, b4
%s

2) Dictate vocabulary, Vq \ g
3) Preliminary reading (for the gist), \% o<§

4) Work out meaning (students ﬁ:% the&\fxg gg.}text and then check

—R

L]
with the teachers), \ ) AQ%
5) Read and do exercises %\
X cndisS
6) Rounding off a comprehenglon aq@ s,
N
7) Do homework ck thewpeaging 0@ ds.
\ ’ 1 &
C—) F .
Q- &
Relying o% seag?hgr, arnY_ and teaching experience, counting on the

teachers’ sk d language in @onstrating and explaining L2 texts with a

complet%a.nce of the learners’ L1 is instructive if the teacher is native or native
like@.e teacher is not in that level, as most English teachers in Yemen, without

doubt will lead to miscomprehension and production problems in L2 by L2 learners.
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Although Direct Method teaching instruction avoids using the mother tongue

the Yemeni EFL 3rd grade advise the teachers to use Arabic in some occasions such
as explaining instructions of new activity, explaining word or phrase, or explaining

grammatical and cultural points while the entire classroom instruction shoul
English. C}

Following the assertion on avoiding using L1 in 1.2 clas% nd teaching

grammar and vocabulary inductively (implicitly) under the ,dir ethod, previous
researchers found benefits and positive effects of using t nts’ l@?g, 2008;

L
Liao, 2006; Liu et al., 2004; Levine, 2003; Hosoda, 2 . Theyjsee a’ uzgz. the
A
mother tongue in L2 classroom facilitates the learnj cess C %V'ation in

addition to enhancing and motivating the affecting le¥nime en omn&.)n the one
&

hand, researchers against using L1 in L2 cam see m002 learners, the

: \1 -
classroom is the only context where th the % zgose and practice the
(]
7]
ey Clajm Mat Q'the target language as

target language (Littlewood & Yu, 2 u

) N
the exclusive instructional langyageNgfiakes L‘e clals o@.ore like real-life situation
st re&r

(Macaro, 2001). Moreover, pa ch~QQ llf.@ﬂ leaming grammar in relation

to inductive versus deduct&stru }Qpal procagtws reached to contradicting results.

[
Some studies supportec',} si i{%c fol&ja" deductive approach (Erlam, 2003;
Herron & Tomas@z) P
2007). \A

\
hery@pported the inductive approach (Haight,

&

2.2 @RIES AND INSTRUCTIONAL APPROACHES TO L2 READING
In the previous section, the communicative language teaching approaches that

the Yemeni EFL is based on were reviewed. Moreover, based on the researcher’s
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preliminary review of the reading curriculum of EST 3rd grade secondary school and
the general EFL instructional approaches that are reflected to some extent in the

Yemeni EFL curriculum such as ALM, TPR, SW, OA and DM were reviewed as well.

However, due to the fact that the current research analys@ding
comprehension skill of EST 3rd grade secondary school, so knowing ab%the main
theories of reading processing and approaches that underlying thes%\h,X;is needed.
For that purpose, the prominent three reading instruction thegrie been discussed

from their relevant benefits and drawbacks: Bottom-Up Down i!nd teractive

]
theories. The bottom-up is based on managing printed s§gbols while tt fi)p-@;l is
A
d

based on using the reader’s schemata (prior Q_ % d xp%'ﬁﬁons in

comprehension purposes (Goodman, 1994). V o‘ g

S

However, different levels of em: Shwe h t’épproaches; methods
7]
that emphasize the bottom-up the(& h a , pﬁl the attention to the
_ N
processes used by the readergpwhil readi jp{i@ext to extract information;
since the readers manage tKle s' :W
(Alsamadani, 2011). O &the
N S
believe that the voc % am/ utii gthU sual information from the text are the
\
main focus of tl s tofl nd@ text’s elements (Goodman, 1967 as cited

N
in Alsamad& 1). While the tfh‘fa reading theory; the interactive refers to the

5~

[¢]

‘ .
S ue@l absolute and systematic way

eoe'éyemphasizing top-down processing

combirat¥ two models of interaction: bottom-up and top-down interaction
(Al dah, 2011), and text-reader interaction (Lee, 2009; Grabe, 1991).
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Over the years, the perception of these three reading theories has passed through
transformational phases; between the 1950s and 1960s, reading was mostly regarded
as a bottom-up process, which beliefs on the unique importance for the text in the
reading process. In the 1970s, challenging view for the bottom-up process appeared
shifting to supporting the fop-down reading process, which proposed that th@s’
prior knowledge is approximately the main element in reading comprehx&l)Lately,
in the 1980s and 1990s the interactive theory challenged the top-dowYad bottom-up
ideas (Oyetunji, 2011). V

2.2.1 Bottom-Up Theories \d. -
@/herl

N
&y
g
V
in comprehending the text from words, phrases, c%g aphs ¢Qough, 1972;
Liu, 2010). Thus, interpreting the text is seer\ ear pr. 4 v@»aﬁer word and
sentence after sentence and so on. Due t: %minlmx écodmg the symbols,

the words, the phrases, and the sentq\ to corpr eng& text’s meaning, it is

referred to this theory as text-t R Zaln4 @out a single need to any

€ tfé(‘ﬁes reading begins from lower

In bottom up theories of reading, the reader utili wledge

background knowledge (R

level to higher level proc@w g a loud process rather than the

Y
C—) ’
silent one. Q, \(1
o $
&
eakmg the reader is passive receiver of the written information in

Specific

this lower- eading process (Grabe, 1991). During the decoding/comprehension
process, the focus is on understanding the linguistic structures of the language, but
never understanding the whole text’s meaning and its context (Gough, 1972); teachers

who support bottom-up processing focus on how the learners comprehend information
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in the written texts from one hand, and on whether or not the learners deal with letters
and words systematically (Lee, 2009). Hence, automatic word recognition and rapid
reading rate are considered the vital aims of the bottom-up theories which need\wv

classroom instruction on the phonics and spellings (Grabe, 1991). : %

However, the linear feature of theses theorise through which Jnation is

processed in one direction of lower level was classified as the wgck of bottom-up

theories (Rumelhart, 1977), while, sometimes, the readers et 1 word
.

meaning accurately better through utilizing higher lev. mant] c

processing (Liu, 2010). Thus, the deficient in the % to sh&. from

lower level to higher level processing and vice tw the ynaj hmlt n of these

theories (Zainal, 2003). Hence, the bottom up esQrei S tieQadmg process

of poor / beginning readers who to rely E oyfer * PC ss@ (Gough, 1972) as

‘%-

learner processes information begi ste;A then a phonological

system and ending with a semar%
as cited in Al-Tamimi, 2006) ndu te

Yemeni learners of Engh@r

& els 1974) . Azzan (2001
rm‘réﬁ;\(f study among two groups of
rea@‘f in two English departments; he

found that good read tend to * legs e{e@nt on orthography and extracting the
meaning from the 1c un g thé\or readers were more dependent on each

individual wor ch unit of a prln?e‘?pages

om up teaching approach has been symbolized in the Grammar-
Translation Method (GMT), in which L1 is utilised to translate L2 in order to

understand the whole verbal construction (Chang, 2011; Khan, 2007).
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2.2.1.1 L2 Grammar Translation Reading Instruction (GTM)

The main feature of GTM is the emphasis on learning the grammatical rules and
their application in translation from one language to another. For the most part of the
lesson in GTM instructional approach, the students’ mother tongue is used more than
the target language and most of the lesson’s time is allocated for grar rules
instruction, particularly, on the memorization of grammatical featu Qcabulary,
and the direct translations of text in the mother tongue (Nakatsugawa, 2089). Texts are

treated as exercises in grammatical analysis translated and didegssfd directly in the

native language with a very little attention to its conﬁmztovii, 2009). Gough's

explained the reading system from the bottom-up struc m jieW Iree levels of
NS
representations: First, the graphemic-phonemic T tation; leyagas visual
4
system extract the graphemic information from th&ﬁlt angwnven it to the

phonemic representation (sounds). Sf@ he o) mggrepresentation is

transformed into words. Third, the w (meﬁ&*it ),\Qﬁre integrated into the
‘e o S

knowledge system (Liu, 2010). \ d Aé}-
¥ 7

N
adﬁ ' sflﬁfmn under GTM on teaching the

ts’ ent on one hand and on lower level

2

t ¢3S assumed that GTM incapable to lend a

N
helping hand togs vefop @r EFL reading processing (Sidek, 2010).
>

o : .
While, som dies (e.g., Schiff,sl'004; Cunningham, 2000) found that GTM is

effect@ guage structure, clause, and sentence acquisition which share a

contributidh in building the needed linguistic competence for text processing at the
word level. Due to refusing this method from previously researchers, teacher noticed

that the learners’ ability to understand and use the grammatical instruction decrease
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(Lando, 1999). Moreover it was found by Chang (2011) that the combination of GTM

2.2.2 Top-Down Theories %\
' trigg

In top-down theories of reading, the learner prior knowledge

and CLT is the best method for better leaming of L2 grammatical structures.

ered in

order to improve his/her language learning and facilitate reading ccm@ nsion (Lee,

2009). In other words, in top-down theories, elements su! as?ontent schemata,

inferences, interpretations, predictions, illustration clu -oﬁ!Kfecking
r

L
comprehension, and providing clarifications while @ are fmain 'ai ed
(Oyetunji, 2011). L2 reader’s content schemata p ma{ ths?feamer
comprehension (Lee, 2009) and hence, its absexﬁw llen%es read&vith more

texts processing (Carrell, 1988b). In the SNJ‘I, Ander; mé%emson (1984)

Y
argued that a high degree of content sch an b%\v a X to rise above any
]
q
linguistic shortage, whereas a low IK bottom up s hig&' expected to lead the
)5 N

reader to be challenged in meanipg Wg ((tc-tyl, 0,
& &
' L 2
NUliey
n
by

Contradictory to b } ra@\
|
and moves dramatical%\n héle

processed the info%k thrgugh ‘gher ® as the reader’s background knowledge

of the langua eract and direct @ﬂow of information (Liu, 2010; Goodman,

top\ n theories focuses on meaning

Is a concept-driven theories and

1988). Goo (1967) believes that skilled reader doesn't come out from the
accurﬁ%ﬁption and identification of all the elements in a word as it is in top down
theories, but besides to the word’s letters, they need another types of information such
as semantic cues (meaning) and syntactic cues (grammatical or sentence sense) (Liu,

2010). At first, readers are building hypothesis to predict the meaning of texts, check
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their predictions by either confirming them or not, and if the prediction is not
confirmed, then the readers revise them and continue the reading process (Goodman,
1988). Top down theories is more appropriate to the advanced level reader becasy
emphasizes the higher level processing and thus the comprehension of t@} 18
based on the background knowledge and the textual cues (Zainal, 2003; an,
1988). However, as cited in Al-Tamimi (2006), Al-Mekhlfi (2005% found that
background knowledge and text familiarity have an effi cﬁ?ﬁle in reading

comprehension equally among two groups of students, s m@cessﬁﬂ
v

readers. é | .f}‘?'
b 4 \’Y'

Furthermore, while the bottom up readinw;es oi'e ata-@; or text-

driven, the top down reading theories arewaept-dn‘ve r er-driven; the

reader makes hypotheses about the conce ‘d)xean@tsh‘t t‘;\}ying the attention
%
éal

to the meaning of the text but not th\ d%(jogdgﬁ 1988). On the other
hand, as GTM instructional me howpfesen's th bI tga%ﬂ\p theories, the top down
theories are actually representes bahe \ teaching approach, in which

the readers focus on the @ an@ge t@nstruct meanings in the text as
. . N 1 O
reviewed below (Treim 1) ¥ 4 O(')
(‘/ ‘v’
2.2.21 WholeL&uage Approache@ LA) To L2 Reading Instructions
Wh@age instructional approach refers to the comprehension hypothesis
(Km@ ), it believes on the importance of the whole, meaningful, and relevant

relationship between the learners and the leaming process (Goodman, 2005). Under

>

the umbrella of these theories, the learners learn a language throughout the language

itself during the learning process because the effective way to learn L2 occurs when
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the learner focuses on the meaning being communicated but not on the language
(Goodman, 2005). This approach was developed based on the theory that symbolizes

the language as communication or social activity (Sidek, 2010). T

In reading instruction, leamners leamm to read throughout re& signs,
advertisements, newspapers, magazines, and posters. In addition, i Y]:-language
instructional approach, the readers pay most of their attention, on ontext in order
to understand the text (Treiman, 2001). In this sense, it ¢ p -down
reading theories include predicting, inferring and focu on thefme Wg
1991) because reading is actually a psychological gyess. gam,p 0 manY-;\'970 as

d1ff§@3; between

cited in Lee, 2009). However, Lee (2009) menti t

the top down and bottom up theories lies in waers’ role;
of information in the top down while pas A% the m
? 6

The teacher in the whole lan cl #es gSA learners in quite amount
of activities planned in relevant athe el sts, needs, and abilities. The

whole language classroo Xact ent centred, in which the teacher

O
is classified as a fac111t%> ro&)s supporting the learners to follow up

their interests, %klsm}sbg ssaé\thelr learning growth. Thus, classroom

situations ca scnbed in the m@bf cooperativeness backgrounds, where both

of the learn: the teachers act as assistance and supporters for the learners (Farris,

Krashen (1999) argued that when the whole language approach receives a

correct definition which includes a real reading process, students achieve better
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performance in reading comprehension test and all other skills (Krashen, 2002). In
relation to beginners reading achievement, Stahl & Miller (1989) quantitatively
examined the effect of whole language approaches on beginners reading achiev

The data was collected from two fields; first grade studies of United State$
Education (USOE) and 46 studies comparing basal reading approﬂ& earlier

program that has been specially planned to teach the supportive skills z learning to

read such as phonemic awareness and vocabulary, to whole lan proaches The
results showed that for teaching functional aspects of rea lnnt oncepts
and expectations about reading, the whole languag oaclies tﬁe\Yilbst

helpful and effective approaches, as well as the most t appp he thath ps the
learners to control word identification skills ces ry \mg %&rehensmn
(Stahl & Miller, 1989). (') é«
A,
N
n S
Another meta-analysis study o clfectof w 18 1 age was conducted n

1989 by Stahl and Miller and late she by le@-n 1994). Stahl and Miller
(0]

-—n-

l
" nguage approaches show great

\ O
effects on the readers’ & m p llel @eaders under basal approaches.

@)
Moreover, these Stmil@)l\d Yat‘th M!leqmlguage approaches affect L2 learners’

used studies since 1988, and 01

&

thoughts toward rgadt 2

L

p 3 Inter Theories

types of dynamic relationship; between the bottom-up and the top-down
theories (Eskey, 1988), between lower level processes (decoding/orthographic
knowledge/semantic knowledge) and higher level processes (interpretation)

(Stanovich, 1980), and between text and reader are referred to the interactive theories
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(Eskey, 1988;Lee, 2009). The word “interactive” has been defined as different

elements join together in mental processes in the reader's brain to understand the text

¥

These theories have been developed as a result to the limitations of botfbottom-

using the different reading models (Redondo, 1997).

up and top-down theories. Different models underlined the inter%inheories, for
example Rumelhart (1977) model stated that the interactive owvmimarily based

)' thegries and

on the simultaneously combination of both text-drive om-
reader-driven (top-down) theories information proces (Oyetuhji, 21 )..(l:ggt'ﬁis
model, four knowledge sources, orthographic, lexig), syngadtic Jand %mantic

N

knowledge are combined together to help the stzen \aenti@' the word
meaning. Learners need to make hypothesi@ the meamg ofé‘(ext in order to

understand the text. Thus, reading is neit%nly aﬁn%p g{@"top-down process,

but a combination of both (Liu, 2010@, 2Q03). q

S
B S\ I AP
Another interactive by\& oYlch 4} 0) called the interactive-
compensatory model sv@n tl@ over‘& in one processing stage can
N

compensate the we%\of wthe )—lercg’this model is effective in reducing
problems result &H the po p 3‘5 top-down processing models; that is,
e o
Is

not permit for &gér-level processing strategies to take place in
N

essing, and the top-down models do not allow the reader with little

bottom-up mo

back knowledge to make hypothesis about the text. This model suggests that
any 1ess at any knowledge source can be compensated by reference to other
sources. For example poor readers might be seen more reliance on using syntactic or

semantic knowledge to compensate their weakness in orthography or lexicon
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knowledge (Liu, 2010; Zainal, 2003). The ability to build L2 vocabulary is not an easy
task for L2 leamners, although the importance of vocabulary development for reading
comprehension. Thus, interactive reading classroom instruction needs a teac@t

as a facilitator of the reading process. C)

However, engaging the students in the process of readinfgin interactive

me will need to
in Wding for
"

content based courses at the university level (Astika, 20@ j | -f)
4 \,Y'

\ v
2.2.3.1 Communicative L2 Reading Instruc@l: °\ {\
&
The integration of both bottom-up anN own\the S fox@d the traditional
A
view of the Interactive theory (Sidek, é%l g ' 10 éshifted their interest

to find a more active model of info& procesgi the&on%' which L2 readers can
. B N
interact socially and cogmtwty Wrea ng xg@ 1987). Consequently, the
ng

' S Bﬂé 1de" moved a bit further from the

ol

Interactive theory of L2 regdi
séz)@ents

integration of the tgkt eat
\ - &
communicative th 9; SLA suc ogio<Cultural theory, socio-cognitive theory,
N
and CLT insﬁun&pmﬁ 4 tiliy_ these theories and approaches of language
teaching zuémg help the Iean@s to improve their cognitive skills and social

interacti%(e reading because in these L2 theories and approaches a language is a

approach is effective in providing the students with the ski

comprehend the texts and overcome the reading probl

schemata to include new

tookwmedPtes the mental and social interactions and hence learners’ discourse

competence of text information processing is promoted (Vygotsky, 1987).
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Thus, interactive theories are presented by the communicative approaches to
language teaching (Dumessa, 2002). CLT is a helpful and valuable approach that was
highly supported and appreciated by language teachers and applied lirgwy
(Chowdhury, 2012). This approach assigned different roles to learners an%\lers.

Leamers in CLT act as negotiator between the self, the learning prc&and the

purpose of learning from one hand, while from the other hand, L%;er interacts

with other students in the same group or other groups within thvroom activities

with the presence of the teacher as a facilitator and co A\ m@reen &
Candlin, 1980). Many studies attested the effective rolehf CLT it lea 'r}g/fea@fng
N
d

& poh, 2004). Qesed 0

FL/L2 (Chang & Goswami, 2011; Ozsevik, 2010; M

=]

in Table 2.1.
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TABLE 2.1: Main Features of L2 Reading Theories (bottom-up, top-down and

interactive theories)

Bottom-Up Theories

Top-Down Theories

- Reading begins with processing
visual information in texts
(Gough, 1972)

- Reading is based on
decoding process of letters and
phonemic representation
(Gough, 1972).

-Reading is linear starts from the
visual system (letters &words),
then the phonological system
(sounds of letters &words) and
finally the semantic system
(meaning of words & sentences)
(LaBerge & Samuels, 1974).

-The emphasis is on lower level-
processes where the readers are
passive. They cannot move from
lower level processing to higher
level processing and vice versa
(Gough, 1972).

-It is suitable for beginner r.
(Gough, 1972).

&

-Representing reading \Mh
than silent reading g@pugld,
1972). ( ? V‘

-ltisa data-dn\&ch -driven

theory (Go an, 1988).

-Repres, € grammar

tra tructional

(Chang, 2011; Khan, 2007).

- Reading is

a psycholinguistic
guessing process in
which the readers make
predictions while reading
) based on their
background knowledge
(Goodman, 1988)

- Reading is based on
receiving input fr e
texts, making predicthns

(based on, back

knowledge).agxamhe
prediction%\w
it

conﬁmx or
revising theMr( , yReading in based on
1988&) § :\7 the interaction
& tween the text
-E sis on hjghergevel 42 ) information and the
pr es . Al readers’ background
Y&) f $ knowledge (Eskey,
Q" | 1989)
%is S itﬂ)@j réficient
odrﬁ./ 988) |-Represented by

nte{&l the

lafgyiage"

roagl o teaching

di@'l‘ reiman, 2001).

P

-1t ?igconcept-driven 'S
réader-driven theories;
readers focusses on
meaning rather than

visual information
(Goodman,1988)

Interacﬁve@ls
4

- Readin
interaction
botto
d t

Esk

een

d top-
ries

1988)

ing Its interaction

bétwden lower-level
pr Mhi er
A

vel

the
her
ta:;g:f h, 1980).

the communicative
approach to teaching
reading is used
(Dumessa, 2002.
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2.3 YEMENI EFL EDUCATIONAL POLICY

The educational policy in Yemen has passed with many eras as Yemen
historically was divided into two parts (south and north regions of Yemenw

reviewing the educational policies of Yemen will include the policies apEI%c\ore

The Northern region was ruled by Imam Regime from 91?952, in which the

unification, which was held in the 22nd of May 1990, until today.

north of Yemen was totally isolated from all the other pa
affected the educational system of the region; it was @1
restricted to Islamic schools known as ‘“Al-Ma’lggah™vor

mosque, where the children learn reading and @:

rules, Holy Quran memorization, and baNooanathema

were allowed to join some religious € %nal ﬁ}‘

IR AP

their studies. So, the majority of the& tion were 1 terz&é&assen, 2009).
N

X 'S
As a consequences, mo%\ts K){ ﬁ‘l@plitical, social, and educational

systems were appeared@'he @on @&h of September 1962, which

@)

overthrew the Imama% ang r&pl d'!)y ﬁ'& Yemen Arab Republic (YAR) made

essential change% asp, ‘Jl e @l'udmg the educational system in north of
b

Yemen (HaAZOO%. This rev@'fon movement announced education as an
important ?s of cultural, social, and economic development and progress that
shquld hieved as one of the revolution goals (Hassen, 2009).

The educational system in the northern of Yemen was consisted of three stages

wanted to continue

s

in a total of 12 schooling years (Primary (6), Preparatory (3) and Secondary (3); the
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first year of secondary stage is general while the second and the third are either
scientific or literary. Teaching English as one of school subjects starts from the first
year of preparatory stage. In addition, in 1982 a new system consisted of first )’?&
secondary stage is general while the second and the third years of second%\iool

are scientific, literary, or Islamic studies focuses on Arabic language was oduced

(Hassen, 2009).

From the other hand, the British colony occupied ﬂ@m
128 years (1839-1967), the independence was gained e 14
and all the Britain forces were withdrawn on the 30th ofMyjov

the Southem Yemen was declared as a comm%tateﬂn Arab ion called

People Democratic Republic of Yemen (P@n this ng@‘language was
used as a medium of instruction for %sion&s‘d Aommunication, this
§ ;\
ﬁ

resulted in many English words int

English language became a secon age o magy) of g@n (Hassen, 2009).
(,) ? N
c

The British applied/ghe

\
countries in the mai@ zly ?'(hé-%s't of people followed the informal

@

education focusi Qfeac}i t o@man, Islamic instructions, and Arabic

&

Language. er, after the indep'e\ ce, the educational system had new policy;
in gener@chool ladder was consisted of three stages in durations of 12 years
(Prima YPreparatory (3), and Secondary (3). Afterwards, in 1975 and 1979, a new
school ladder was applied in place of the previous; it was divided into two stages in

duration of 12 school years as well basic stage (8) and secondary (4), in this system
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Arabic was the medium of instruction in school and English was taught as a foreign

T

Recently, on the 22nd of May 1990, the umification between @1 and

language subject starting from class five.

Southern parts took place and Yemen became one country called Re of Yemen
(RoY). All the ideologies’ differences were changed, one whom was the
educational system. Article (54) in the constitution stipulatesghat Education is a right
for all citizens, and the state secures this right through abli W schools
| ]

uca o’al sg&-em

BN
Y

incorporating both systems of south and north wasy nted a, .?Vm ). The

\ &' ‘
0‘1 th&pew education
T

&
cho@evel and 2) The

higher level (Hassen, 2009). % GA\ ? §
e Q&

2.3.1 The School Level Y' l §
It is under the control 0; m istn{ a‘%jt includes three stages such as
(pre-basic stage - bas@ —@ary @ (general secondary education,

N
| 0 O
technical Education, cafjorfal tl() (See Figure 2.1),
i. Pre-Bas(‘ %c’atign P 5 ité\ called Kindergarten. The age group of
childAin between 4-6 ye d.
2y
i. Ba ucation (BE); the age of pupils in this stage is (6-15). The duration is
Q years starting from 1st class to the 9™ class, this level is divided into two
evels; the first is primary stage (6 levels) and the second is preparatory (3

levels). Study in this stage is compulsory and free of charge for all Yemeni

students. English is taught in this stage starting from level 7 to level 9 (MOE,
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2004). English is a compulsory subject in the National Examination that is
administered at the end of level “9”, students who pass this exam successfully
are eligible to move on to secondary level (Abdullah & Patil, 2 ’m
Tamimi, 2006). .i')

iii. Secondary Education (SE); this is the third stage; the pupils’ Yg&hls stage
range between 16-18 years old with duration of three ye tudents who

passed the BE stage successfully have a chance to s %E livel. In grade

10 of this stage of education, Students are ToWy W’general
curriculum. After grade 10, students have to @ to st§dy obe_gﬁ\yt.wo
streams: scientific and literary; each stream! atmo in 11th
and 12th grade. At grade 12 (3rd gmgw ), %‘n al @matlon in
which English is a compulsory subject; ter stans who pass this
exam successfully are qualified c?th%\% le@AI-Tamnm 2006).
However, this stage attracts f the adx& with total of 98% of

graduates because they c Q it as U’;z\ the university level. While

a{}ducatlon (TE) like Veterinary
Training Scho th Qﬁﬂmng Institute, and Agricultural
|
¢
secondary s oE/ 2004 tfac(g(’l% minority of BE graduates.

& F

N
2.3.2 her Level ")

the Vocational trax

T of this educational branch returns back to the time of establishing
Ad@mty and Sana’a University with opening some colleges in the beginning
of 1970s. This educational branch was flourished between 1994 — 2003 as the number

of students attracted to this stage was enlarged from 90826 in 1994/1995 academic
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year to 182445 in 2003/2004 academic year in a variation of 91619 students (MoE,

A

more selective in their admission requirements than before. Before 20 ere was no

2004).
Recently, many students have been rejected because universities h

particular level of English language required from secondary scho 1ations who

want to pursue their tertiary studies. Since 2001, on the way regcing the students’

number in some faculties as social sciences and humaniti ¢ unjv upreme
council has stated that a pass rate of 70% in the secon(@ool nafiona e
is required for university admission (MoE, 2008). 1 T aJ ies like

rmg"?et u then-&\dltlons for

medicine, sciences, computing, 1anguages and

registration by preparing particular tests n or e extre sel@ve in accepting
Y

the students (National strategy for the 3 pm 11 l1e$ducation in yemen,

2005). In addition, at the university Engh I@mge of instruction only

in some faculties such as facule mcm and efh@gy while it is a compulsory
fac

course in the first year m a @06) Figure 2.1 summarizes the

educational system of Y gihen r@wed in section 2.3 in terms of the

school level and the lev
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FIGURE 2.1: Educational System of Republic of Yemeni

Educational System Republic of Yemeni

School level Higher level Y'

. Pre-Basic Basic
Stage Stage

'S

| 3grades ., 9grades(lst, | '

| (4-6 years : ' 2nd, 3rd, Sth, : :

1 1+ 7th, 8th, oth’ |
\ 4

11th-12th Scientific (E th !i&ﬁ-a
22™ & 3™ grade) o

\
E =
t) :j'
N NUley
l <
Thus, in Yemen, B{ls 1S t ir&om grade 7 in all public schools

27 S
when the students’ Qs' -14fye (f‘(@ullah & Patil, 2012). English is taught
w A wﬂ;‘f

>z

in a dura 45gninutes a class; thus on the average of 3 to 3

in 4 - 5 classes

AN @
hours and w tes a week. (APNamimi, 2006). As in most countries, where
Englis t as a foreign language, Yemeni learners of English have little
oppomngity to be exposed to English outside the classroom, where Arabic is the means
of communication (Rababah, 2005). Therefore, they lack the ability to interact in

English inside and outside the classroom even after completing the tertiary stage of

education (e.g., Abbad, 1988; Wahba, 1998 as cited in Rababah, 2005). Moreover,
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most of the English language teachers, if not all, either in the preparatory or the

secondary level, are native speakers of Arabic and most of them use Arabic mqre than

3§
O

According to the educational act (45), the principles of theww developed

English in classroom instruction.

educational system assures the complete, comprehensive and bam education for
every person, ensuring the spirit of belief, the country and t tipn ('ihe Republic of
Yemen, the Parliament house, General Act for Educatio ), M.eover, in
article number (3) of the same act, it was decl the [ "edﬁ?ional

philosophy was set based on the needs of Yemelw!'e i nt ts of life

because English is very important for natj

a@ade between

~’§.’

diverse nations of the world. English langhse s th

and therefore, teaching English in Ye caal @T at secondary school
[} Q-

was defined and assured by the CN ucatio e &

"J L} S
2.4 APPROACHES OT El'! P SECONDARY

d &f& Yemeni society

CURRlCULUM |
'&
As the educ sy et "!néﬁ%s passed with different stags starting
from the peri re tl}g s in the South and North of Yemen, after

revolutlonb&)r unification and r unlﬁcatlon (in 1990) until recent days, the
Yemeni curriculum also does. To this end, in the previous section it was
men that before revolutions each part of Yemen had its own educational system,
hence, the curriculum was different; in the North of Yemen, no specific formal
curriculum was established by the government but the teachers themselves determined

and employed the learning/teaching content. While in the South of Yemen, the British
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colony implemented its own curriculum that was applied in all countries under its
colony (Hassen, 2009). The post-revolutionary era (1960s) created greater educational
and intellectual awareness; libraries were established and expanded along %zhe

growth of public education (Hassen, 2009). 3 )

Generally talking, the current educational system in Ye has become
essential after the establishment of the Ministry of Educatioly Yg 1‘1 the north of
Yemen and in 1967 in the south of Yemen. Before that& as ssigning
national curriculum was found because of the defigi in ejpen c‘d _\\nem’

workforce; in addition to the absence of clear educT poh’g‘.k( gbaYt'EzBOZ). In
10 che English

&
ioK,Qne MOoE used an

/8 Qvg'is ” in the Yemeni

line with the field of curriculum howevep Mehold] s

curriculum in Yemen is summarized as fm aftgr re

Egyptian English curriculum called “Sge ileﬂ pur.

“« Q-
schools in 1963/1964, which was bM the ar-'m%/slation Method. Then, at
N
the end of 1960s, “The Prog ssivzjiving ngli ﬁ)@rab World” English course

s

A

was introduced; it was de@i
d,

P o
nted é}'@ulf Countries and it was based
on the Audio-lingua@
)

Q

nb%fu'cative Method (El-Sayed, 1993).

!

0

However, the auw e nled ) E{g@anguage in Yemen were not achieved
through these gralrg. p-),' Y'g\

N

n at the end of 1967, the MoE structured the Yemeni - Egyptian
e@sts committee to Yemeniz the schools textbooks in order to achieve the
desired level of English (Al-Agbari, 2002). A year later, the majority of English
textbooks were based on the Yemeni context, perspective and the needs of the Yemeni

learners. Thus, in 1979 a new Yemeni series entitled “English for Yemen” were
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introduced based on the structure and communicative methods together with more
emphasis on the communicative methods. This course was organised by a
collaboration of MoE and British colony under a Key English Language @
(KELT) program aiming at developing English language materials, te&aming
and qualification, and teaching aids making (Hassen, 2009). Howev )6 syllabus
was used in schools until the beginning of 1990s, but yet these Mks still have

weakness and shortage in improving the English proficiency elleg the Yemeni

students. \d.

g
| &
. e S (4 : - J ?”
After the unification in 1990, when a new cou?the ‘RQQ of y en” was
born in place of the two parts of Yemen, alcwlitic:m calgiral ﬁ educational

differences in the two systems have been dimedw wai important and
g
c the new situation.

Q-

m Development Project

urri
N
aqe@ the Yemeni educational

’ ‘QE
. %ﬁg nglish as a school subject did

necessary to have a new curriculurf wachn suigab
1]

Accordingly, in 1990, the MoE in tart

of establishing a new currj luR whiclf is

&
philosophy that reflects theaggeds of \m;

not take part in the t %f thy
a\ ¢ S
changed until the emglc y ? 159\(,JWhen a modem series called “Crescent

wer€ ce@s series were established to be used in all

English Courseg
AN N |
Arabic comq sed on the commh&?catlve approach to language learning.

@emeni CEC integrates the four language skills “listening, speaking,

reading, and writing” in addition to a clear emphasizing on vocabulary (O’Neil et al.,

ot

'ct. '@éfore, English textbooks were not

1999). Although a well organization of Crescent English Course for Yemen (CECY),

to some extent it appears to be higher than both of the students and teachers’
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competence level of language. This is because the students have a low proficiency

level and the teachers lack the ability to adapt the materials at the real level (Al-Ahdal,

2010). \z
Moreover, CECY has been criticized to be theoretical cmw-nore than
practical course; as there is a vast mismatch between the real situa Yemen and

the topics of Crescent. Moreover, the current cun‘iculu?ier iccounts on a

scientific approach nor the Yemeni student’s communica nee SWE-I’ 2011;

T
Al-Ahdal, 2010; Hassen, 2009). Besides, althou main| a a!:h_{ﬁ\bmnd

. : P 4
establishing CECY is the CLT, in the secondary svm Engh& ssesvﬁj.explicit
attention is paid to grammar items and languacmis sqt‘)r e items found in the

workbook under the title ‘Language Study’ (Nxxa 011; .%9010).
A

%ﬁQA\é—}

q
However, based on the prelimN eyi e re\ her of current study for
the work book of the seni@f I gof seIond Is@, there is no title named
’ ’
s (1t

‘Language Study’ was fo an @ le @ne conclusion made by Na'ama
(2011) and Al-Ahdal (@g. fte(d') <‘ﬁrevious 5 series of CECY. On the
other hand, the re@of tl; cﬁ?t stkgy found a title named ‘Language Review’
in the pupil’s 4@ book"lkz;: S purpose of the ‘language study’ section
mentionedﬂ ose researchers. \’wever, the students’ weakness in English
com % not only a result of textbooks and the curriculum, which is used at
sch ut it is also affected by of many other components as pupils, teachers,

parents, classrooms and educational situations (Sahu, 1999 as cited in Al-Ahdal,

2010).
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Generally, the conceptual meaning of curriculum has been received
misunderstanding from the leamers and the teachers, the essential point that needs
some clarification here is that curriculum does not only refer to the textbool\Rﬂ.le
textbooks alone do not constitute a curriculum. At the initial stage of %g the
curriculum, considering three levels of curriculum is very useful nam ‘planned
curriculum’, the ‘enacted curriculum’ and the ‘experienced currw{ (Marsh &
Willis, 2007). The planned curriculum represents the main @jecve; it is referred to
as ‘curricular authority’—the authority of standardized cu ar gu'dw'ampbell,
2006). The enacted curriculum refers to the profession. gemefits abbuf t&é}Ya.ture
and type of curriculum to be implemented and ev : T@ ave %le.ldge the

proper pedagogical knowledge to be use Mpbeﬂ‘ZO )- o e the actual

ulunQSmith & Lovat,

2003), it is individual and unpredictab. %cul sx Qﬂlis, 2007). Thus, the
) )
m "

Y
textbooks, the teachers, the metho atej%_je gog¥$/and the aims, classroom
\
activities and assessment an aniotllers 4(: C qo@ of any curriculum.

\J' Y

Previous studie\@ed regfface the Yemeni EFL secondary school

curriculum found t&)\e Epglis ge’ course at the school level in Yemen

\ -
unable to ful h&w Yeng erY@nghsh language needs to be used as a

communicaéml in real-life si le (Murshed, 2002; Alshamiry, 2005 as cited in

practices in the classroom represent the € enced ¢

Hasse \ In addition, the aims and objectives of Crescent English Course for

enWEECY) are not stated clearly (Alshamiry, 2005 as cited in Hassen, 2009) and
hence, challenge the required classroom instructional approaches. Therefore, it has
been noticed accurately that the teachers of English should be aware of the recent

significance of English and the students’ needs; they have to prepare their English
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classes based on the new perspectives of English and use a sufficient means to teach it
most effectively within a standard time. Teachers should teach English using a new
communicative approaches in order to develop their students’ language skilw
linguistic competence along with their needs but not operate as examina 'L}ches
only (Sharma, 2005). Nevertheless, recent studies (e.g., Na'ama, 2011) dﬁlned and

identified the effective role of teaching English through grammareganshtion method

(structural syllabus). Yv
N,
Due to the deficiency in the published Yememéks, m@st o tl}e Qg;em‘
K\
studies related to the current study are cited in r Sudies? Jo e ’{,gafcher’ g

knowledge, the only Yemeni study that ex\?

conducted by Hassen (2009). Hassen (200@ le @s of CECY for

| . g A,
secondary school level. He examined g, a @d grade. The main
6 =

]
objectives of Hassen’s study (2009\ : l)j%r}stigg&he facts of secondary
N
school English teachers and s deWout ,:E , '2@55385 the social setting in
¢l

terms of its culture and beliefs d\{ gﬁjmguage with a foreign culture

accompanying the targeté@ag ‘briﬁ?;& he Crescent English textbooks in
¢ .

secondary stage with %nce o th ﬁct\:}(& 1 and 2, 4) To analyse the content of

\ .
the CECY of se stage ms %éﬁ\e stated curriculum (P.xv). He used two

sets of ques\ e (for teachers a \fudents) to collect the data as well as content

analysis %textbooks. He did not use any coding for analysing the textbooks;
howlwer ¥ analysed them in general in terms of elements such as repetition of the
content, topics and structure of the textbooks and the attractiveness of the curriculum.
Thus, no study analysed specifically the reading curriculum of senior level of

secondary school particularly in terms of its alignment to its communicative label or in
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terms of the preparation of the students for reading at their tertiary level, as it is the

aim of the current study.

2.4.1 Crescent English Course for Yemen (CECY) 1%\

CECY was first published in 1977 and since then it has beeTnded an

shaped many times in order to meet different situations in differe €s using it
to ensure the continued success of the course throughout th a world (O’Nell, et
al., 1999). It was specially developed for teaching of Engé " -

ng ;fgcﬂ;lg

g eaking,

1n
series are based on the Communicative Approach to lan 4"‘
and aimed at integrating the four language skllls
reading and wrting” (O’Neil, et al,, 1999) ts ser1 of 6 books

starting from book 1 to book 6; book 1 to boN de51gne be Qght in the basic

education (grade 7, 8 and 9) while book u ht(_tg\\fhe secondary level
(grade 10, 11 and 12). Therefore, C Engh se (QWis the course taught in
g& i
the 3rd grade secondary leve cationj the fn@%rest grade in the current
2 ’ 'y
study. é"

eI
N | éo

Crescent Engli %mer e he teachers with enough instructions,
which is necessa& t.oacl@ask as well as the learning objectives of
each skill, te procedures and th&?\eeded activities. An example of the reading
objectwesened in Crescent English teacher’s book (6) are developing the

stud@ls of predicting the context of a text, reading for the gist (skimming),

reading for specific information (scanning), reading for enjoyment (extensive
reading), and reading for detailed understanding (intensive reading); in addition to

improving the capability of students to use the required reading comprehension skill
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for the suitable reading text types and tasks (O’Neil, et al,, 1999). The Yemeni
teachers are obliged to follow this English Course (CECY) in primary schools and
secondary schools (grades 7th-12th). For each level, CECY includes four %aals;

course book, workbook, teacher’s guide book, and class cassettes (oxyeil Jet al.,

1999). Teacher’s guide book includes the detailed lesson plans, us ckground
information, statements of learning objectives, lists of materials 1 Swui d, evaluation
activities, and additional activities (UNESCO, 2011). Y. l
7. .
Regarding the present study, the Yemeni English cien ﬂec_@ ogy
(EST) of 3rd grade secondary school reading curric 3' T ed tbjgre after

as EST 3rd grade secondary school reading Mm mer = fo@nns related

to the Yemeni EST 3rd grade secondary scho adm& u&Qed frequently in

present study; £ST 3rd grade course b%%‘ *% or@book EST 3rd grade

lassro bsem%/on

After completing the Kzzy Evel “Qemenl students have one year
obligatory gap prior en@m 1

teacher’s book and EST 3rd grade ré

Most of those students enrol in

private English lang, tre inQr r(o @prove their language prior starting their
higher educatlo deﬂ% sh is important in that level (Al-Ahdal,
2010). How Ahlle 280,000 studec{ﬂs complete their secondary education yearly;

higher e% is only restricted to about 60,000 student, which is the current

@both public and private universities. Thus, about 220,000 secondary

graduates annually lack the opportunity to pursue their higher studies (MoPIC &

UNDP, 2010).
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Both of the high school Grade Point Average (GPA) and college entrance test
scores (CETS) are considered the two admission criteria into post-secondary
institutions. However such reliance on these two criteria by most colleges in Yerggn to
select their students has been criticized by educators, parents and faculti &0;
Yemeni universities for various reasons (Al-Tamimi, 2006). In gen eachers

simply rely on their experience and familiarity in testing and evaluationz developing

and preparing the tests; that because there are no training pro on testing and

evaluation have been provided for the teachers. Thus, the @1 t;s'\sbateachers

are often reflects the teachers’ methods in testing. The diagstion-pgpers iy.@'are
—
engiz

usually test the students’ ability to reproduce the @m ized fata t{,‘&Ve been

\ &
learned. é
& Vs
| @ N1 VN
It was declared in a report s . Il University Local
that

]
Examination Syndicate (CULES) in & gliﬁamination papers in

=

N
Yemen are mostly based on the %nion of t‘e fl@erials in the textbook (Al-
g
Hamzi, 1999 as cited in Al-AQdal, _0] \{{ meéa(}%es, the exams’ questions are
expected, and hence, the ,d%r a co previous question papers, polish
’ :' (.)
them and practise m@aers j wi\q..lput any interesting or stimulation for
their mind. Such do r{o ik the$dents to apply higher-level of cognitive
&
skills; however&gyey tely on lower-leveNof cognitive skills, which resulted in students
with low { English proficiency. In spite of the low level of English proficiency
level am ¢ Yemeni applicants, they are enrolled and being accepted to study at

many faculties and at English department as well (Abbad, 1988); and hence faced

many challenges which reading comprehension is one of them.
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2.5 READING ISSUES AT THE YEMENI 3RD GRADE SECONDARY
LEVEL

According to the World Bank (2011), a high priority of the strategi@e

government of Yemen has been given to the educational system. more,
education is considered essential to the development of Yemen. I 90s and
2000, tertiary education in Yemen viewed a remarkable growth y public and

eight private universities were found after 1990. In addition fa.a zlmbfr of two year
colleges and post-secondary specialized education institutéSgamas i ., 2012).
A
Fe,
. . P 4
Over the last two decades, literacy rates in n have eas nd were
ha\ N

estimated by 62.4% in 2009. The majority of eNnenj
99%, speaks Arabic because it is the mother%e em%

rest speaks a number of South Semitic ;agﬂsﬁo

7]
pate in\ﬁglish at an intermediate

tio@proximately
ciigguage while the
A

e&?% of the population

speaks English as second language an cl

level (Ramaswami, et al., 201). Th¥s, due

the belief of the importan Q{Engli
Hence, English is tau 'ag foo \
starting from the 7@f Ire

Tamimi, ZOOK%Wami,’ eDQZ'Z)L@%\Although English is not the language of

th§' db t of Arabic in the country,

£ &y
owiﬁamong younger Yemeni people.

gu@ in the Yemeni education system

’
ry.@ool (Al-Maktary, 2001 as cited in Al-

instruction Qool, accessing key i}(?onnation at higher education often dependent
n haw %r high level of reading ability in English (Al-Tamimi, 2006; Noor,
2006); ¥ighwas clearly presented in Noor words below:

“Without doubt, in any academic or higher learning context, reading is

perceived as the most prominent academic skill for university students. It is

through reading that these learners will learn new information and are able to



122

synthesize, evaluate and interpret to learn more about their subject matter. But
yet, most often, many students who enter institutions of higher learning are

found to be unprepared for the reading demands placed upon them@

encounter difficulties” (2006, p. 66). 1%

It is generally believed that reading is the most fundam&&'; although

learning a foreign language involves learning and acquiringfghe Eur lzinguage skills,
or cw studies,

e
professional achievement and success, and personal dev ent gurp. s’(@son,

, texical and
Y'IC'dIl

scientific literature that was published in Englig® exaﬂ‘ple orwaR exposes their

reading importance was attained from its importa
1984 ; Jahangard et al., 2011), in addition to the

secondary school students to English exten becaus hasQalised well that

instruction in EFL classes at upper sec evg

« &
level required for higher education.& quent yeaa(&ld Norwegians did well

&N
in a comparative study of Eglig proﬁ#en qm eight European countries

(Bonnet, 2002). \" “é/
N
N
N O S
As previously ugsed i s n‘YSQ}&% secondary level is the corner stone in
\
fQFf hi

preparing smdew gh geatighy and has a direct impact; positively or
negatively (@h & Patil, 2012; Yekjaer, 2005), yet that role of secondary level
in pre a%dents for higher education still controversial matter (Ramaswami, et
al., @Q12)™ost of Yemeni graduates’ English level deteriorates after graduation
because they do not get the opportunity to practice their English after school years,
which in turn increased the demand for English tuition at language centres have been

opened lately (Ramaswami, et al., 2012). Two PhD studies (Lehmann, 1999) and
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(Hellekjer, 2005) found a serious weakness among Norwegian university students’
writing and reading ability. Both studies criticized the effect of EFL instruction at
upper secondary level on students’ preparation for tertiary level. If this is N in
Narwig, where English is taught in the all ten years of elementary scho(m m one
to three years of upper secondary, so it is logical to be the same en, where
English is only taught as a compulsory subject starting from in the basic
education and 3 years of secondary school education; this Wsoni comes in line
with the results of study conducted by Mourtaga (2 amopg lestinians
|

students, who study English starting from the firs de of e e‘ta@tage.

Mourtaga found that reading in English for Palestyss stud{' onsidQ;:i a very

Y'
emS\withjit. é
) )
. \1 A
Moreover, Park (2010), in he r 'c: h Cgfudy investigated the

u
reading strategies used by Kor lege “stydegits hﬁg EFL and found an

complicated skill; and therefore, they have m

(
instruction at secondary level 4 a,gé thgcfjading comprehension skill. The

Korean situation is no(‘\} fr 'th Yedeh; university students in Korea lack

&)
the opportunity to@ce lhe‘nr @lnijsbills prior university because they are
extensively ex%&o at@ tiJe pos@}y reading material in their academic level

while they@posed to non-authapl¢ at secondary level (Park, 2010).

: . ; i
apparent difference betwe ane,sny % uirements and classroom
) rel

e §

N ~
0: reading problems students encounter may be related to misunderstanding
for the reading process which might lead us to conclude that the teachers also have

inaccurate knowledge of the reading process (Miller & Yochum, 1991). Therefore,

Mourtaga (2012) in his study hypothesized that teachers’ misunderstanding of the
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reading process is the cause of many reading difficulties that their students face. To
this end, Weaver claimed:
“Children’s success at reading reflects their reading strategies; their
strategies typically reflect their implicit definitions of reading; n’s
definitions of reading often reflect the instructional approAand the

instructional approach reflect a definition of reading w%g implicit or

explicit” (1988, p. 2). Y.

The admission process in different institution tarted h e’ 3L) ent

requirement from one college to another with minimum schyovﬁ)f % after
\f

unification in 1990. At that time the students’ ngmbgy ap, tert level has

considerably increased (MoHE and Scnenﬂ@amh 2 ; a@ 2001, when

the number of students went beyond the%led r@\%« v@lble places at the

S

universities, the Yemeni govemment\ %ﬁmu gh school GPA score
for admission into all postsecon Wuﬂo} lGS@" 70%.
-‘

s
Moreover, MoHE&Q that {@ registration procedures and
@)
requirements in colleg \w@ 1i¢in ,‘&ntlstly, and pharmacology should be

\
based on college estfs )y ogeﬂi? with high school GPA as a way to select

the most quah dents and decre@he number of applicants at the same time. It

was prop%\at these colleges should formulate their own standardized entrance

m@nami 2012).

Specifically, the MoHE and Scientific Research demanded that graduates who

want to pursue their studies at any college of Yemeni universities must be restricted by
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the following: a) Must hold the Secondary General Certificate (SGC) granted from
MoE for a period time not more than 5 years since its obtainment and for other
certificates: not more than 2 years. b) Must choose the college based W
percentage score required for entrance to the wanted college. ¢) Must 5@ entire
application requirements in original form. d) Applicants have two ¢ f field of
study that they wish to join as a first choice and a second ch01 %st take the
entrance examination administered by the desired colleges. rRxo’n is implemented
based on 50% of the high school GPA and 50% of the ¢ entr. l
then make a comparison procedure among applican%f, the § for
higher education at tertiary level are the best srﬁ\t' ongd thei eeK,Yﬁowever
they still confront reading comprehension prob% o‘
S
As far as teaching English as a La&& .kcupies an important

(—)
te w"lnﬁ&)pears in the efforts to

on new teaching/learning

place in the republic of Yemen egu jonal
introduce suitable English cu*cul
approaches as presented in t %wo SC ot
the most important sl\@rel age ers (Abdullah & Patil, 2012) given

that in 1986- 1987 \ajt Qchﬁ@%nghsh at secondary aims to help the
k ls

students E,am c lax)g

al {6)@&}/ level. Reading is, therefore,

ec1ally reading and comprehension as well

as the abll@xpress them in Eng@h orally and in writing” (Hassen, 2009, p. 20).

Odi ing in CECY textbook of the secondary school are more varied, more task-

based, and dedicate to provide students with a collection of different strategies for
dealing with texts in a different ways according to the goal of reading. The main goal

of this stage is to enable students to be independent and proficient readers. The use of
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pair and group work communication is also promoted. Such a teaching methodology is
expected to results in-classroom communicative environment to build up the leamers’

confidence and reading comprehension ability (O’Neill et al. 1995 as c1®1-

Tamimi, 2006). | (—)

Ironically, current reading instructional practices in Ye&ols simply

means reading with good pronunciation, developing voggbuNfy, and asking and

answering questions based on sentences are extracte SS (Azzan,

’
studenfs to a,l lqﬁ and

EI% ds 1@' hat lesson
duca@eak students

es on th pron@latlon (Perfetti et
al., 2005); teachers must realize that $ s 0 cgi be achieved through
different levels of language: wor Mess@entence level (syntactic

processes) and text level (Peﬁ J I §
(3"

2001). Therefore, most of the reading teachers insist to
answer questions orally or find out the meaning
into Arabic (Ba-Matraf, 1997). Such readi

incapable to comprehend what they read b

Some Yemem s ( : on EFL teachers’ perception for
reading comprehen s a eﬁklt)(ﬁund that many of them are unaware of
reading comp n adtl den& were weak in using the reading strategies
necessary admg compreheq&y However, Al-Tamimi, (2006) summarized

U\% ) description for reading instruction at Yemeni schools as follows:

Orndents are simply requested to stand up in class and read aloud while the

teacher constantly interrupts, correcting pronunciation or explaining a word.
After the comprehension passage is read aloud, the teacher once again poses

questions from the textbook usually to students he/she feels are not paying
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attention. The teacher finally gives the correct answers, careful to show he/she
already knew them without consulting the teachers’ guide and then moves on
to the next section of the textbook. The answers are usually whole thces

extracted in their entirety from the reading passage” (Al-Tamimi, 23%?: 19).

Such this reading tasks presents a disconnection between thewitive demand
in EFL reading comprehension skills at the secondary school Cd flose required
for reading at the tertiary level. In addition, in this teac m cM,te her

N
encourage students to build memorization strategies (@f, 1997) u"e igl’oring
:

v
the most essential skills in reading texts at tertiary lewlc };{ ing ?‘}{mm ides
(skimming), reading for details (scanning) an (@ infecdnd@ 6

A,
& >\ZT &
Although the Yemeni secondaryé grfluates &re <ngc."}:rajned and prepared
-\

@g passages in CECY allow

u

to read successfully in English, z a?! sessggtal role in the Yemeni
l
SS a;r

educational context (Azzan, 20(% erth
the students to read for ple&, os‘ of t tea@s skip them and move to teach

N

grammar and focuses (@B] IOMp ﬁn'sicﬁlgd(ills at the sentence level such as
O

word recognition tl%wc es)’d Q}ﬂ examinations (Azzan, 2001).
S
\

Conseq , the students build up their own wrong understanding for reading
compr@, which means reading carefully with a correct word pronunciation
from the beginning to the end of the passage (Ba-Matraf, 1997; Bil-Fagih, 1999).
Similarly, Ali (2007) found that second year students at university of science and
technology average of reading comprehension level was very low (Abdullah & Patil,

2012). Moreover, as stated in Al-Tamimi (2006) many studies in the Yemeni
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university level context found that Yemeni learners experience diverse problems in
reading in English, for example Azzan (2001) found that second year students,
studying English as a major subject at Sana’a and Mahweet faculties of edwmt
Sana’a University face difficulties in reading comprehension. Moreg& badri
(2001) found that first year medical students at Aden University hav?ﬂy reading

comprehension challenges (as cited in Al-Tamimi, 2006). \,

From the literature that have been reviewed in this chaPwg, it wMzedﬁhat
N
the Yemeni EFL reading curriculum of secondary s evel if 1 1}’ d'ge?gned
’ 3
N er, Vp\-'build up

based on the communicative instructional approach at

their cognitive demands, which is required t@ wi
Moreover, Yemeni EST 3rd grade secondaq:h o&?
types of reading texts; nevertheless,%chaﬂe j

problems when reading in English %r t

EST reading curriculum of ¢CO al

communicative based curﬁw, s@cio-&é{itive and socio-cultural SLA
N

theories should be refta&in thp?}'du]g%@" the learners should process the
information from t Qvoughl\si oﬁéﬁe bottom up and top down theories
Q{ ‘vt
1

s reading clas r@r'ns instruction should be learner-centred

interactively, as
o .

classrooms. E\ver, based on the Yemeni educational philosophy, the Yemeni

esigned based on the learners’ needs aiming at preparing them for

cum'a@
higher leverof education.
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In line with this matter, previous studies in EFL reading in Yemen, especially
at the tertiary level, found that the mainstream of tertiary students at Yemeni science
and technology faculties face many challenges in EST reading com MY:l;
however, previous studies in the Yemeni context did not analyse the eﬁ&tg?eading

problems at the university level by examining reading curriculum truction at

the school level. In contrasts to previous studies, the present study a pts to examine
the alignment of the EST 3rd grade reading curriculum e CL"‘ instructional
approaches as well as to find out how well this curriculg, pr ar\ehd,Y '

ni
Naf
students for reading in English at the tertiary level. ary !th":?on to
b4 N3

conduct the current study is showed in Figure 2.2. Y’ \ &
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Figure 2.2: Motivation of Current Study

Secondary School Level of

‘ Education ///
\\\\N

EST 3" grade
secondary

school level is
the gateway | —— /

Th eni s nges in reading
Meh I university level
The reEin cufhy instructional factors for EFL
t A may cause the EFL reading

pr
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en} s@mg (The GAP of the study)
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