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READING COMPREHENSION EXERCISES ONLINE: THE EFFECTS OF
FEEDBACK, PROFICIENCY AND INTERACTION

Philip Murphy
Kanda University of International Studies

This paper describesan ongoing projectto create anonline verson of areadng
programme, a custom-desgned English language proficiency course at auniversty in
Japan Fallowing aninteractionist view of secand language acquisition, it was

hypothes sedthat comprehension of areadng passage could be erhancedby online
materials promating interacton betweenstuderts asthey completed a multiple-choice
readng comprehersion exercise. Interacton waspromoted (a) through pair work ata
single computer and (b) by providing Elaborative feedbackin the form of hints about
incorrectanswersasa mears of stimulating discussion about corrections. Studerts were
randomly selectedfrom upper and lower levels of English proficiency, asdeterminedby
the Kanda English Proficiency Teg (Bonk & Ockey, 2003), to receive either Elaborative
feedback or Knowledge of Correct Regponse feedback (which suppliesthe correct
armswers). Within these groups, some studerts worked in pairs and some alone.
Quartitative reaults show that the interection betweenType of feedback ard Manner of
study (individual or pair work) wasstatistically significart; studerts performedbed on a
follow-up comprehension exercise whenin pairs and having beenprovided with
Elaborative feedback Furthermore, qualitative analysis of transcribedinteractions also
shows that Elahorative feedack wasconducive to quality interacton.

INTRODUCTION

Advancing the desgn and use of computer-assistedlanguage learning (CALL) activitiesisakey concern
for researcchers As Chapelle (1997, pp. 19-22) explains, critical quedions needto be arswered about how
CALL canbe usedto improve instructed secand language acauisition (SLA). Two such quedions are:

1) Whatkind of language doesthe leaner engage in during a CALL activity?
2) How good isthe language experierncein CALL for L2 learnng?

Chapelle (1997) describeshow the answer to the secand question is dependert upon beliefs concerning
what typesof language use are expectedto be bereficial for second language developmert. For those
egpousing aninteractonist view of SLA (Lartolf, 2000; Lightbown & Spada, 1999; Long, 1981; Pica,
1996; VanLier,1996), thereis anassumption that L2 acquisition is facilitated by learrers interectionin
the targetlanguage, therely providing opportunitiesto comprehend mesage mearing. Accardingly, to
ersure that L2 taks meetsuch assumptions, and to facilitate SLA, resarchersneedto specify ideal
observale feauresof learner language, such assignals that focus attertion on language and feauresthat
may elicit arepetition or anexpansion of previously acquiredlanguace.

In line with Chapelle'srecanmendations, a key concem for reeachis how thes ideal feauresard
aporopriate taks canbe incorporatedinto an experimental readng programme. This concernisrelevart
due to the two goals of the current course, namely:

1) to provide studerts with the choice of analternative and principled mode of online study ard
2) topromote learner auconomy (Benson, 2001).

Throughout this paper, focusis placed on the first exerdse that the students meetin the course, areadng
comprehension exercise. It washypothessedthatincreasedinteraction could be facilitated by requiring
students to collaborate in pairs at a single computer (Beatty & Nunan, 2004; Stevens, 1992), and by
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providing Elaborative feecback in the form of hintsto promote discussion asstudents self-correct errors.
Thistype of feedack wasprovidedasanaltermative to Knowledge of Correct Regponse (KCR) feedback,
which repicatestradtional paper-basedanswer sheets by providing correctarswers It wasalso
hypothessedthatincreagdinteracion through pair work with Elaborative feedback would be an
effective method for promating comprehension of areading text. Results are analysed both quartitatively
and qualitatively.

Context of the Study

During the secand termof the readng course (see Murphy & Imrie, 2003 for adescription), studerts are
encouragedto choose from a seriesof actlivitiesard create, with guidance, anindividualizedsyllabus.
Studerts select, complete and then checktheir arswersto the exerciseswith arswer papersprovided by
the teaclers. However, this procedure hasprovento be problematc on the paper-based course for the
following reasons.

1) whencorrecting answers, it is uncerin whether students: a) fully undergand their errors and b)
actively engage in the process of self-correction and,

2) for those studerts who choose to work outside of lesson time, thereis potertially a wait of up to one
week betweenlessons (ard longer during holidays) before they canchecktheir arswers

In abid to overcanethes challenges this reearch focuseson the contribution that computer-medated
feedbackcanmake. A key quegion thatarisesis. how and whatkind of feecback maximizes
comprehension? It is towards this issue that the following discussion is direcied

INTERACTION IN THE READING PROCESS

CALL resarchershave turnedto the work of interactionist SLA researcherswhenevaluating the quality
of learrerlanguage. As Chapelle (1997) explains, the linguistic form of: " E agood interection is
hypotheszedto occu whenthe normal interactional structure hasbeenmodifiedbecause the learrer has
requeged for example, arepetition, clarificaion or redatemen of the original input" (pp. 25-26). This
modifiedinteraction is thought to be good because it can function to promote both the negotiation of
meaning of theinput (Beatty, 2003; Chapelle, 2001; Long, 1985; Nunan, 1993; Pica, 1994) and greaty
contribute to language acaquisition (Ellis, 1998; Krashen, 1985; Vanden Branden, 2000). From areadng
proficiency perspective, Laren-Freemanand Long (1991) note:

Modification of the interactonal structure of conversation or of writtendiscourse during
readng ... isa[good] candidate for a necessary (not sufficiert) condition for acquisition.
Theroleit plays in negotiation for mearing helps to make input comprehensible while still
containing unknown linguistic elemerts, ard, hernce, potertial intake for acauisition. (p.
144)

Following research that points to the importance of comprehensible output to the acquisition of the target
language (Chapelle, 1997; Swain, 1985), a conscious effort wasmack in this study to invegigate the
effects of feedback dedgnedto promate negotiation of mearing, form and / or contert in situations
similarto those described by Swain and Lapkin (1995):

In producing the L2, aleaner will on occason becane aware of (i.e., notice)alinguistic
problem (brought to his/ her attertion either by exterral feedback [eg., clarificaion
requeds| or interral feedack). Noticing a problem 'pushes the learner to modify his/ her
output. (p. 373)

Although the importance of both negotiation of mearning and comprehersible output is well documented,
few studieshave invedigatedthe effects on readng comprehersion (Vanden Branden, 2000);
nevertheless, the desgn of this study wasinformedby resarchthat wasavailabe and specificaly by
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studiesthat point to the usefulness of promoting read ng proficiency through interacton (Grabe & Stoller,
2002; Sharker & Ekwall, 2003). Degite the factthat the studiessuch as Eldredge and Butterfield (1986),
Koskienenand Blum (1986) and Nes(2003) were cariedout in non-computer-medated environmerts,
they provide positive implications for promating interaction through paired online readng activities

Quality Student Interaction Around Computers

As with non-computer-medated ervironmerts, it isimportart to consider the interacton thatis generaed
in computer-basedtasks (Beatty, 2003; Stevers, 1992), and the type of interaction thatis desrahe for
promoting comprehension, learning and language acauisition around computers Basedon findings from
Fisher's (1992) study, studerts working on tutorial software exhibitedthe same IRF (Initiation, Regonse,
Follow-up / Feedback) discursive structure. However, researctershave atempedto increas levels of
interacton betweenstudents in various ways. For example, Wegerif and Mercer (1996) proposeda
transformation to an| DRF (Initiation, Discussion, Regponse, Follow-up / Feedback) structure by
including a discussion stage. Furthermore, software can also be developedto regicat tecmiqueswhich
teaclersuse to stimulate interacton, notablly: (a) eliciting knowledge from studerts, (b) reonding to
what studerts say (confirmations, repetitions, elaborations and reformations) and (c) describing
significart agects of shared experiences('we' statements) (Mercer, 2004).

When considering the quality of interaction around computers two key featuresare particularly desrabe:
(1) learnersneedto be actively involved (Vanden Branden 2000); and (2) learrersneedto produce
Exploratory talk in which partnersengage critically and constructively with eachother'sideas(Mercer,
1995). Regardng the former, Mercer (2004) explains how it is helpful for the analyst to perceive the
degeein which studentsin joint activitiesare:"(a) behaving cooperafvely or competitively and (b)
engagng in the critical reflection or in the mutual acceptance of ideas (p. 146). As for promaoting
Exploratory talk amang learrers Weggrif, Mercer, & Dawes(1998), having beeninfluenced by findings
of resarchinto effective collaborative leaning (summarizedin Weggerif & Mercer, 1996), note the
importance of: sharing relevart informaton, reaching agreenen, expectng rea®ns and challenges
discussing altermativesand encouragng peeas. A key concernfor resarch, however, is how quality
interacton and readng comprehension canbe promoted through computer-basdacivities

Reading, Computers and the Internet

Degite the factthat models and guidelinesrecanmerding pedagogicaly sound pracicesfor
incorporating Internet-based materials exist (Berry, 2000; Brardl, 2002; Chun & Plass, 2000), a major
concernisthat the number of such examplesremains limited Likewise, guidelinesfor off ering areadng
courseviathe Internet (Caverly & McConald, 1998; Jones& Wolf, 2001; Mikulecky, 1998) aresimilarly
few. However, eviderce exists to support the assumption thatintegrating readng with computer-medated
support improvesESL studerts' readng skills (Chun & Plass, 1996; Hong, 1997; Stakhnevich, 2002;
Williams& Williams 2000). A comman theme in studiessuch asthes is that learrers berefit from
facilitiesoffering support and assistancein weblearring ervironmerts, for instance,from online
dictionaries glosses graphics, blogs, bulletin boards or chatrooms. As afurther examgde of a potertially
advartageaous facility that canalso be offeredthrough computer-assistedlanguage leaning (CALL), the
following section comprisesa discussion of the merits of computer-medated feedback

COMPUTER-MEDIATED FEEDBACK

One areain which computersareplaying anincreasngly importart rolein SLA concerrs the

idenrtifi cation of students errars and the subsequent provision of appropriate feecoack (Brandl, 1995;
Clark & Dwyer, 1998; Tsutsui, 2004). However, mary software products opt for a gereric form of
feedbackand rarely go above the level of indicating whether ananswer to a quedion is corrector
incorrect(Saks 1993). Beaty (2003) explains:
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A CALL programislikely implicitly to state'l have the answersto your quedions; just
click here' A teacheris morelikely to say, "What do you think the answer might be?' or
"Why do you a this quedion?'E it is diffi cult for computersto deal with ambiguous
learrerinput, but thisis anareaof resarchthat need to be furtherinvegigated (p. 138)

Clariana (2000), who haspublished extersively on the topicsof computer-medated feedback, providesa
succinct summary of the tradtionally invegigatedtypesof feedackin CALL:

Knowledge of regponse (KR) that states"right" or "wrong" or otherwise tells leaners
whether their regponseis correct or incorrect; Knowledge of correct regponse (KCR) that
statesor indicatesthe correctregponse; and Elaborative feedbackthatincludesseveral
more complex formsof feedackthat explains, directs, or monitors (Smith, 1988).
Elaborative feedbackincludesthe formslisted below:

1) Explamatory feedback providesadditional explarations, such aswhy alearrer's
erra reponse isincorrector perhaps why a correct regonse is correctand various
typesof additional remedal screers that may amaunt to new instruction (Merrill,
1985, 1987; Spock, 1987).

2) Directive feedack may provide prompts, hints, or cuesto assist the learrerin
determining the correct regponse (Nielson, 1990). Answer until correct (AUC,
Presey, 1926) is acommon form of elaborative feedack wherethe learrer is
directd to regpond until correct.

3) Monitoring feedback, also referredto asadvisement, lets the learrer know how
they aredoing overal. (p.1)

As canbe seen, several formsof feedback exist. Accordingly, numeraus reseachershave triedto idertify
the most effective formsin diff erert contexts. Thisissue is addressedin the next secion.

How Effective is Feedback?

It is diffi cult to say which type of feedbackis beg for SLA asreallts aremixed (Clariana, 2000; Mory
1994). For examde, summarizing fi ndings by Bangert-Drowns, Kulik, Kulik, and Morgan (1991), AUC
ard Elaborative feedback are consideredto be the most effecive:

KR < no feedback< KCR < AUC = Elaborative feedack

However, following areview of 30 studies Clariara's (1993) findings, which are consistent with both
Schmmels (1983) met-analysis of 15 studiesand also Kulhavy and Wager's (1993) research show
feedback hasproven more effective than no feedack:

No feedhack< KR = KCR = Directive feedack = Multiple try feechack (AUC)

In addition to invedigating the most effectve type of feedback various other apects of computer-
medated feedback have also beenthe focus of research. For exampe:

1) Clarianaand Koul (2006) invegigate the effects of multiple-try immedate feedack for quegions
differing in diffi culty

2) Clarianaard Koul (2005) compare multiple-try feedbadk to othertypesof feedackalso for quedions
of differing difficulty

3) Clariana (2003) and Clariana and Lee(2001) invedigate the effects of recagnition (multiple-choice)
and recall (constructed-regponse) study tasks with feedback

4) Clariana, Wagner and Murphy (2000) consider the timing of feedackand
5) Nagata (1996) and Mory (1994) invedigate the effects of Elaborative feedback.
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A key quedion is whether computer-basdfeedack can offer advartagesover tradtional paper-based
amswer papers Of particular intered, therefore, is the fact that Nagata (1996) found ongoing intelligernt
computer feedbackto be more effective than simple workbook arswer shees for developing grammatcal
skill in producing Japanes particlesand sertences However, Clariara (2000, p. 2) draws on resaichto
show how, in contrag to Nagata (1996) and Barngert-Drowns etal. (1991), Elaborative formsof feedback
often produce no significart improvemen over KR feedback degpite requiring considerable development
and implemertation cost (Merrill, 1987). Nevertheless, Ferris (2003) explains how indirectfeedack, or
Elaborative feedbackfrom a CALL pergecive,is gererally thought to be conducive to long-term student
developmert; it forcesstudents to think about their own errars and self-correcton, therely leadng to: "

E increa®dstudert engagemert ard attertion to formsand problems' (p. 52). Indeed, de Bot (1996)
explains how studerts needto be active when producing language to discover what they canand camot
do. Noticing a problem, possibly through feedback, may be the incertive learnersneedto reergage with
informaion in the input, therehy providing anopportunity for learning. Therefore, by placing the onus on
the studerts to idertify and correcttheir own erras, it would seemthatthe potertial for interaction and
negotiation of meaning, form and/ or contert isincreaged

THE NEED FOR RESEARCH

When providing feedback what mesagesshould be supplied to the studerts on the screer? If feedbackis
presrtedin the form of KR or KCR feedback, it issimpleto ernvisage whatis displayed (a mesage such
asright or wrong, ahighlightedarswer or a mark indicating the correctanswer); however, with
Elaborative feedback whatis it exacty that should be displayedto promote interacion ard
comprehension? Thisis the crucial quegion for anyone creating softwareto provide such feedback

Among the extersive literaure related to the theme of feedack, the number of studiesresaching
Elaborative feedbackis relatively small; however, notable examplesexist (Brandl, 1995; Clark and
Dwyer, 1998; Mory, 1994; Nagata, 1996; Vander Linden, 1993). Evenmaore diffi cult to find are
examgdesof guidelinesfor its presentation. For example, Vander Linden (1993) notes "Long feedback
(exceeding threelines is not read and for thatreason is not useful" (p. 56). Vander Lindenconcludes
that " E feedack, in order to be consulted, hasto be concise ard precise." Mory (1994) recanmerds
thatisolatedfeedback should be avoidedasit may provide little context for revision of anerronecus
regonse. Consequertly, Mory advisesdesgnersto: "E include the leaners arswer and other alterrative
choiceson the same screenasthe feedback' (p. 287). As Chapelle (2001) explains, therdore, further
reearchisvital: "Whatis needed aretheareticaly and empgrically basedcriteriafor choosing among the
potertial desggn options and methods for evaluating their effeciveness for promating learrers
communicaive L2 ahility" (p. 2). Accordingly, the following study comprisesaninvedigation into the
effectiveness of Elaborative feedack with the aim of identifying guidelinesfor resarcherscreatng
software to provide such feedback.

Research hypotheses

The literaure shows that feedback hasthe potertial to promote comprehension of areadng text; however,
asto which type of feedack is more effective, reallts have beenvaried The literatre also shows that
interacton betweenstudents canpromote comprehension; however, both (a) whatkind of interection is
gererakdthrough pair work asareallt of Elaborative feedack, and (b) whether the interaction is

suffi cient to promote comprehension needinvedigating. The effect of a student's English proficiercy
level also needs to be determined Stemming from this discussion, the following hypotheseswereformed
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Hypothesis 1: Elaborative feedack will be more effective for promoting comprehension of the readng
text than KCR feedack.

Hypothesis 2: Par work will be more effectve for promoting comprehension of the readng text than
individual work.

Hypothesis 3: Studerts with a higher level of English proficiency will demonstrate higher levels of
comprehension of the readng text thanthose with alower level.

Hypothesis 4: Studerts studying in pairs and receiving Elaborative feedback will demmstrate higher
levels of comprehension of the readng text thanother studerts.

Hypothesis 5: Studerts with higher proficiency receiving Elaborative feedack will demmstrate higher
levels of comprehension of the readng text thanother studerts.

Hypothesis 6: Studerts with higher profi ciency studying in pairs will demonstrate higher levels of
comprehension of the readng text thanother studerts.

Hypothesis 7: Studerts with higher profi ciency studying in pairs and receiving Elaborative feedack will
demamstrate higher levels of comprehension of the readng text than other studerts.

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
Participants

The participarts are first-year English majors at Kanda Univerdty of Intermational Studiesin Japan, who
arestreamedaccading to ated of global proficiency (Bonk and Ockey, 2003). In the 2005-6 academic
year,407 studens (15 clase9 wereassignedto one of four bands: advanced (threeclasses), upper
intermedate (four clases, intermedate (four classeg or lowerintermedate (four classes). For the
purpose of this study, the top two bands weregroupedtogether and the bottom two bands were also
groupedtogether.

Materials developed for this study were trialed with 162 of the 407 first-yea studerts. 14 others were late
or absent for lessons, and the main study wasconducted with the remaining 231 studerts. Six of thes 231
studerts (two pairs from the Elaborative feedback condition and one pair from the KCR feedack
condition) scored 100% on the first comprehension exercise on the first attempt. Due to the fact that these
students mace no errors, and, therefae, receivedno feedbackto promote comprehersion (the focus of this
research), thes recads were omittedfrom the study. Therefae, the statistical data analysis was
performedon the data from the remaining 225 students. Videos wererecadedof 12 volunteerstuderts
(six pairs) asfollows: (a) four pairs were recarded during the trials and (b) two pairs were recaded during
the main study. From aralysis of the transcripts of these recordings, qualitative data is usedto support /
rejectthe various resaich hypotheses All students agreedto participate in the study.

Materials: Reading Materials

Materials comprised one readng text (see Appendix A for anexcerpt of the text) and two multiple-choice
comprehension exercises eachwith 15 quedions (see AppendicesB and C for example quegions).
Therefore, the maximum score on each exercise was15 points. While the quedionsin the two
comprehension exerciseswere differert, the same contert points were coveredby corregponding
guegions.

Materials: Feedback Treatment

The methodol ogy for displaying feedback is based upon the reallts of astudy undertakenby Murphy
(2005). Resarchwasconductedinto idertifying the typesof errars that students mace in regponse to
multi ple-choice comprehersion quedions about areadng text and how students changedtheir arswers
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following Elaborative feedback with an Answer-until-correct methodology. Studerts wereallowedto
change their answersuntil they answered correcty, until they gave up or until they ranout of time. Each
guesgion wasassociated with one pieceof Elaborative feedack Whenrever a quegion wasanswered
incorrecty, the correonding Elaborative feedack was suppliedirrepectve of how mary timesthe
amswershadbeenchecked Basedupon interviews with studernts and ananalysis of the way in which
armswerswerechanged asareallt of feedack, recanmendations for displaying Elaborative feedack are
summaisedasfollows:

* Students should answer all quegions before receiving any feedack

* Students should be allowedto getthe computer to check their answers a maximum of four timesby
clicking on a @heck arswersCbutton on the screenat the end of the exercise.

» After checking answers Elaborative feedback should be providedfor eachof the errars. If necesary,
thereshould be up to threerounds of different Elaborative feedback before the KCR feedack. For
those who make errars, the opportunity for random guessing of arswersis minimisedby not
identifying incorrecly amrswered quedions by quedion number; instead studerts areencouragedto
readthe feedback, reergage with the materials, locake any erras by themselvesand thencharge any
arswersthey feel are incorrect Furthermore, in order not to identify errars by quedion number,
studerts arenot suppliedthe correct amswers until they either fi nish the exercise by answering every
guegtion correcty or receive the KCR feedback after the threerounds of Elaborative feedack.

* Fallowing thefirst check of answers the first round of Elaborative feedback should address the issue
of silly errars such asselecting anincorrect answer by mistake. In this situation, students may not
needa detailed explamation of the errar if they are already able to compreherd. Instead they just need
anindicaton thatanerrar hasbeenmace. Therdore, Elaborative feedackfor each error should only
directstuderts backto akey areain the text, for example: Please have a look at paragraph 6 again.

* If errors exist the secand time students submit their answers for checking, Elaborative feedack
should include arephrasedverson of the quedion to help studertsidertify theincorrectamswers

* If errors perdst the third time studerts submit their answers, Elaborative feedack should incorporate
exparded Explanatory and Direcive feedackagain in the form of hints. Thistime, building on the
previous feedack, hints should include key information, sertencesand / or phrasesfrom the text
possibly in a paraghrasedform.

* Finally, if errars perdgst following the fourth check of answers studerts should be provided with the
correctamswersin the form of KCR feedack. If students arestill unabe to understand their errars,
they should thenconsult their teacter.

As canbe seen, the Elaborative feedback doesnot comprise any new information thatis not includedin
the original text. Instead the Elaborative feedback (a) redrects studerntsto certain parts of the text, and /
or (b) redatesor rephrasesquedions and / or text, the aim being not only to provide some support and
guidanceto studerts during their studies but also to encourage them to reengage with the materials by
rereadng and theninteracing with a partner (if in a pair).

Procedure

After anintroduction to the lesson (15~20 minuteg students weregiven40 minutesto readthe text and
complete the first multiple-choice comprehersion exercise. Studerts wererandomly selecedto undergo
different treamernts (see Talle 1 below for the de<criptive statistics):

1) Studertsweredividedinto two levels (upper and lower). English proficiency level, therdore, wasthe
first independert variade.

2) Studentswererandomly chosento work eitherindividually or in pairs while completing the
comprehension exercises The Manner of study (individual work or pair work) of the studerts,
therefae, wasthe secand indeperndert variade. Numbers represerting the Manner of Study, Type of
feedbackand English proficiency level wereincorporatedinto the login id numbers which were
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handed out together with passwords in advance of this project As studerts working in pairs were
akedto find their own partner within their class, proficiency levels within pairings were
homogeneaus. Due to the late arrival or absernteesm of partnersfor pair work, five studerts from the
Elaborative feedback condition and nine from the KCR feedback condition hadto work individually.

3) Computer software wascustom-writtenwith the facility to provide studerts with one of two diff erert
typesof feedback In each of the diff erent groups determinedby proficiency level and Mamer of
Study, students were provided with either KCR feedbadk (this process reficatesthe tradtional
method for checking answersin that studerts are supplied with the correct arswers on a printed
arswer paper having completedthe comprehersion exercise) or Elaborative feedhackto encourage
self-correcton of any errors (seeabove for a description of the feecbacktreamert). When
Elaborative feecback wasgeneratd, a hint wasdisplayedgiving studerts help in solving the errar
without initially stating which answer waswrong and what the correctanswer should be. The hints
were writtenbefore commercing the reseaich and were input using the teacler interfacein the
software). Type of feedback, therefae, wasthe third independenrt variale.

To invegigate the effects of these different treatmerts (English proficiercy level, Mamer of study, and
Type of feedback) on the comprehersion of the text during the first comprehersion exercise, all studernts
were given 20 minutesto complete a secand comprehension exercise relatedto the sametext. Thistime,
however, all studentsreceived KCR feedack The score on this secand exercise wasthe dependert
variabe. All input data were storedin a database and analyzedquartitatively. Furthermore, transcripts of
the video sessions werewritten by the studernts themslves The trarscripts were thenchecked ard
formated by the reseacher before being amalyzed qualitatively. Thereailts and their implications are
discussed below.

QUANTITATIVE RESULTS

Scaeson the secand comprehersion exercise were storedin the computer log. A threeway ANOV A was
thenperformed Resllts arelistedbelow in Tabe 1.

A quartitative aralysis of the reaultsin this study shows that thereis no support for Hypotheds 1 asthe
main effect of Type of feedback wasnot statistically significart (F (1,217)=0.01, p>.05). Therefae,
Elaborative feedback wasfound to be equally aseffecive asK CR feedack Studerts receiving
Elaborative feedback (//=10.39, SD=2.00) in the second comprehersion exercise scoredslightly higher
than, but not significartly higherthan those receving KCR feedback (A=10.33, SD=2.15). The
guartitative analysis also shows thatthere is no support for Hypothess 2 as the main effectof Manner of
study wasnot statistically significart (F(1,217)=1.19, p>.05). Therefae, individual work (A/=10.24,
SD=2.21) wasfound to be equally effective aspair work (A/=10.46, SD=1.95). In contrag, the main
effect of the level of English proficiercy level wasfound to be statistically significart (F(1,217)=29.19,
p<.05). Hypotheds 3 is supported, therefore, ashigher proficiency students (M=11.04, SD=1.93)
performedsignificartly better thanlower profi ciency students (A=9.66, SD=1.98) on the second
comprehension exercise.

The interacton betweenType of feecback and Manner of study (seeFigure 1 below) wasfound to be
statistically significart (F(1,217)=4.93, p<.05). Therdfore, Hypotheds 4 is supportedas it madce a
difference to scoreson the second comprehension exercise whether students received Elaborative or KCR
feedback, and whether they workedindividually or in pairs during the first comprehension exercise.
Whenreceiving Elaborative feedback, students who workedin pairs (M=10.77, SD=1.96) scored higher
thanthose who worked individually (M=9.89, SD=1.95). For those receiving KCR feedack, studerts
who workedin pairs (A/=10.16, SD=1.91) scoredlower thanthose who workedindividually (A/=10.54,
SD=2.39).
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Table 1. De<riptive Statistics

Type of English Manner [Mean SD n
feedback proficiency |of study
level
High Alone 10.70 1.75 23
Par 10.94 2.24 31
Total 10.83 2.03 54
Low Alone 9.13 1.85 24
Elaborative Par 10.60 1.65 30
Total 9.94 1.88 54
Total Alone 9.89 1.95 A7
Par 10.77 1.96 61
Total 10.39 2.00 108
High Alone 11.45 2.15 29
Par 11.03 1.47 31
Total 11.23 1.83 60
Low Alone 9.48 2.26 25
KCR Par 9.31 1.93 32
Total 9.39 2.06 57
Total Alone 10.54 2.39 54
Par 10.16 1.91 63
Total 10.33 2.15 117
High Alone 11.12 2.00 52
Par 10.98 1.88 62
Total 11.04 1.93 114
Low Alone 9.31 2.06 49
Total Par 9.94 1.90 62
Total 9.66 1.98 111
Total Alone 10.24 2.21 101
Par 10.46 1.95 124
Total 10.36 2.07 225

Hypothess 5 is not supported asthe interaction between Type of feedback and English proficiency level
wasnot statistically significart (F(1,217)=2.96, p>.05). In other words, therewasno significart difference
between students' scoreson the second comprehension exercise whatever the feedback and whatever the
proficiency level. Whenreceving Elaborative feedback, higher proficiercy studens (1/=10.83, SD=2.03)
scored higher thanlower proficiency studerts (4/=9.94, SD=1.88). For those receiving KCR feedack,
higher proficiercy studens (M=11.23, SD=1.83) scored higher thanlower proficiency studerts (1/=9.39,
SD=2.06).

Hypothess 6 is also not supported asthe interacton between English proficiercy level and Manner of
study wasnot statistically significart (F(1,217)=2.05, p>.05). It did not make a significart differerceto
scoreson the secand comprehersion exercise whether higher or lower profi ciency studerts worked alone
or in pairs. Higher profi ciency students scored higher whenworking alone (M=11.12, SD=2.00) than
whenworking in pairs (M=10.98, SD=1.88). Lower profi ciency studerts scored lower whenworking
alone (M=9.31, SD=2.06) thanwhenworking in pairs (1/=9.94, SD=1.90).
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Figure 1. The interacton betweenManner of study and Type of feedback

Finally, Hypothess 7 is not supportedastherewasno statistically significart interacton betweenType of
feedback, Manner of study and English proficiency level (F(1,217)=0.91, p>.05). For Elaborative
feedback, the higheg score in this study wasachieved when higher proficiency studernts workedin pairs
(M=10.94, SD=2.24) and the lowed score waswhenlower proficiency studerns worked alone (M=9.13,
SD=1.85). For KCR feedack, the higheg score wasadchieved when higher profi ciency studerts worked
alone (M=11.45, §D=2.15) ard the loweg waswhenlower proficiency students workedin pairs
(M=9.31, SD=1.93).

To summarise the fi ndings of this quartitative analysis of the data obtained, significart reaults were
obtainedfor: (1) the main effectof English proficiency level and (2) the interacton between Manner of
study and Type of feedback To help clarify the interpretation of these reaults, focusis now placedon
examgdesof the recordedinteracions which are analysed qualitatively.

QUALITATIVE RESULTS

The desrahlity of quality interacton betweenstuderts around a computer wasdiscussedearlier.
Therefore, in order to provide a suitable context for interacton, the volunteerstudernts were akedto work
in pairs and the sessions wererecorded ard transcribed To invedigate the perceived degreein which
students are:"(a) behaving cooperaively or competitively and (b) engagng in the critical reflecion or in
the mutual aceepance of ideas' (Mercer 2004, p. 146), this study emgdoys the notion of Exploratory talk
(Mercer, 1995). Furthemore, to invedigate the quality of the reaulting interactons ard the degreeto
which students engage in the activities reference is also macde to Wegerif etal.'s (1998) pragmaic ground
rulesfor promating Exploratory talk and Wegerif's and Mercer's (1996) I DRF (Initiation, Discussion,
Regonse, Falow up / feedback) structure. Examplesof interactonsillustrating the effects of the
different kinds of feedback arediscussed below.

A Typical Scenario — Non-Elaborative Feedback

A common observation in readng classesis that studerts often copy answersto comprehension quegions
directy from arswer sheets without actually considering why their own arswersare differert and / or
incorrect The following excerg highlights this typical dilemmawhentwo students (Student 1 & Student
2) receive non-Elaborative feedack in this case, online. Having completed arswering all the quegions,
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Student 2 suggeds that they should get the computer to checktheir answers. Fallowing the feedback,
Student 1 commertsthatit isonly possibleto checktheir answersoncewith KCR feedack. Therewas
no atemp to self-correctall five errars, having received the KCR feedback, and the studerts considered
the exercise finished

Student / Computer Comment

Studernt 2: Yes Check***10

Computer feedback You have 10 correctand 5 incorrect

Studert 2: We got 5 incorrect.

Studert 1: But finished Maybe we cancheck it only once. Good job!

Interaction with Elaborative Feedback 1

The transcript below comprisespart of the interacton betweentwo studerts asthey readand progress
through thefirst comprehersion exercise. Following thefirst checkof their amrswers Elaborative feedback
(lines403-405) provided by the computer refersstudents backto relevant parag-aphsin the readng text
for threeincorrectamnswers Students negotiate with ead other and attempt to idertify which quedions are
wrong. Studerts marage to idertify one of theincorrecty amnsweredquegions (lines439-440) and decide
together to change one of their incorrect answers (line 443).

Line | Student/ Computer Comment

401 | Studernt 3: O.K. Check it. O.K. So, please click.

402 | Student 4: Hah.

403 | Computer feedback You have 12 correctand 3 incorrect Plea® correctyour
404 erras. Click hereto seeyour answers

405 Have alook atparagaph(s) 1, 2 and 3.

406 | Student 3: 3incorrect

407 | Studert 4: Oh!

408 | Studen 3: Yeah Plea® correct your erras. Click here to see your
409 arswersE look E Have alook atparagraph E

410 | Students 3 amnd 4: 1,2, 3!

411 | Student 3: Wow!

412 | Student 4: Maybe begnning of the quedions.

413 | Student 3: Yeah

414 | Studert 4: Ah!

415 | Student 3: Sol, 2, 3?

416 | Student 4: Yeah

417 | Studert 3: O.K. OK.

418 | Studens3and 4: O.K.

419 | Studert 3: So, it'sone, thisE

420 | Studert 4: Maybe yeahE

421 | Studert 3 E quedion E YeahE thisoneE YeahE

422 | Studert 4: Mm E

423 | Studen 3: E becawse paragaph 1's quedion isjust only this

424 quedion E

425 | Studen 4: YesE he only made adecision after carefully con

426 consideraion E he decided quickly after aking family
427 andfrierdsE mmE

428 | Studert 3 E wasnot mack lightly E only one E
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429 | Student 4: Mm.

430 | Studert 3 (Mumbling) E mm.

431 | Studert 4: Wasnot mack lightly E mm.

432 | Student 3: Mm.

433 | Student 4: Not only one their friends to consider, but traveling half
434 halfway E oh oh.

435 | Studert 3 He only made adecision E oh E It wasvery difficult.
436 | Studen 4: Yeah Not only one their friends to consider, but traveling
437 halfway around the world from England brought other
438 challengesaswell.

439 | Studen 3: He only made a decision after carefu consideraion.
440 | Studen 4. Mm. Maybe this one.

441 | Studen 3: He decided quickly?

442 | Student 4: No.

443 | Studen 3: No? No? Huh huh. Ah! O.K. Socharge.

Interaction with Elaborative Feedback 2

In the next trarscript, students interact asthey discuss another potertially incorrectamswer. The point of
the quedion is for studentsto find out thatit gets darker ealierin Japanthanin England in the summer.
As part of the interaction, students negotiate the meanng of fading light. They locate their secand error
(lines552-556) and change their answer accadingly. However, both agreethat they are not sure what the
third incorrectanswer is so they agreeto check their answers once more (lines568-572) and receive the
next round of feedack

Line | Student/ Computer Comment

532 | Studert 3: Mm E Ah, just this quedion?

533 | Studert 4: Um?

534 | Student 3: This quedion.

535 | Student 4: Ah! Basdupon the information in the story, Mark was
536 surprisedto seeit wasdark at 8:45 pm becatse E
537 | Student 3: It wasonly aquarter to E

538 | Studen 4: Mark wassurprisedto seeit wasdark at 8:45p.m.
539 becawse E he couldn't seeE

540 | Student 3: It gets dark laterin histown, maybe. No?

541 | Studert 4: It getsdark later E oh E

542 | Studert 3: Mm E

543 | Studert 4 Dark E

544 | Studert 3: No?

545 | Studert 4: Later.

546 | Studert 3: It gets dark E

547 | Studert 4: Mm E LetseeE mmE

548 | Studert 3: Yeahl think so E

549 | Studert 4: Mm.

550 | Studert 3: E becawse, however the bright lights E tall building
551 and the E ahno, no, no, no.

552 | Studen 4: In Mark's hometown, therewould normally be another
553 hour of fafadng daylight E It getsdark later in his
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554 hometown.

555 | Student 3: Yeah maybeit'sright O.K.?

556 | Studert 4: O.K.

557 | Studert 3: And we carit find out whichis E

558 | Studert 4: Yeah

559 | Student 3: E incorrect Mm. Solets change it. Which which one?
560 | Studert 4: It'sit'sright, and according to the story, he wasamazed
561 byE

562 | Student 3: Thats right.

563 | Student 4: Ah, right. Accading to the information in the passage,
564 the summer temperatre in Japan washigher than Mark
565 wasusedto E

566 | Studert 3: SoE

567 | Student 4: The July heatand humidity hit Mark E

568 | Studen 3: So, lets check once more.

569 | Studert 4: YesE

570 | Studert 3: Yeah

571 | Studert 4: E and getarother hint.

572 | Studert 3: Yeah

Interaction with Elaborative Feedback 3

The next transcript comprisesthe interacion asstudents receive the secand round of feedack. Having
correcly changedtwo of their threeincorrect answers one error still remains. Following Elaborative
feedback (lines573-575), studerts are delightedto idertify which quegion is amnsweredincorrecty (line
578-580). They negotiate the meaning of the hint and also the information inferredin the text about what
time shops usually close. The point of the quegion is for students to determine that shops generaly close
at5:30pm in England, much earlierthanin Japan. Students thencorrecttheir third error and check their
amswersfor athird time (lines580-596). Finally, all questions arecorrectly arswered (lines597-599).

Line | Student/ Computer Comment

573 | Computer feedback You have 14 correctand 1 incorrect Plea® correctyour
574 erras. Click hereto seeyour answers

575 Why wasMark surprised at five minutespast six?

576 | Studernts3and 4: 1.

577 | Studert 3: Incorrect!

578 | Studert 4: Ah!

579 | Student 3 Why wasMark wassurprisedat five minutespag six?
580 | Studernts3and 4: Ah! Thisone!

581 | Studert 4: Huh?

582 | Student 3: E? Yeah, right? In England normally closedE S, this
583 one?

584 | Studert 4: Yes

585 | Studert 3: Yes

586 | Studert 4: Yes

587 | Student 3: Maybe?

588 | Studert 4: Mm.

589 | Student 3: Yeah Theinformaion does't say this E

590 | Studert 4: Yeah
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591 | Studert 3: E andE after6p.m.it'sE

592 | Student 4: Mm.

593 | Studert 3: E Japares.

594 | Student 4: Yeah

595 | Studert 3: Yeah, not six E

596 | Student 4: Mm.

597 | Studert 3: And E right, Yeah

598 | Computer feedback Perfect Well done! Please click here to see your
599 amwers

The exampl e transcripts of Elaborative feedack above exhibit numeraus examdesof quality interacton.
Firstly, the transcripts contain examplesof the IDRF structure asstuderts: (1) initiate interacton
following the feedack (lines406-407 and 576-577), (2) discuss the feedack by trying to idertify their
erras (lines412-418 and 578-595), (3) regpond to the feedack by selecting diff erent answersarnd then
clicking to checkthem again (lines443 and 596-597), and (4) receve further feedack following the
changeswhich stimulatesfurther interaction (lines403-405 and 573-575). Throughout the examgdes the
guesgion marks following several of Studert 3's utterarces which were said with rising intonation,
represent this studert's call for confirmaton to his suggedions of possible answers(lines415, 441, 540,
544, 555, 582 and 583). There arealso examgdesof Exploratory talk in which studerts engage criticaly
and constructively with each other's ideas(lines440-443); for example, sharing informaton (lines552-
556), discussing alternatives(lines439-442 and 582-583), disagreeing (lines441-442), ard seekng
agreamert asapair (lines415-416, 540-548 and 582-595). Further examplesof language describing a
sharedexperiernce asstudents workedtogether are highlighted by the inclusion of words such as"We"
(line557) and "Lets" (lines559 and 568). In summary, therefae, the trarscripts include several of the
featuresthat have beenassociated with quality interaction betweenstuderts while working ata computer.
It should be notedthat volunteerswere all higher English proficiercy level studerts. However, from
observation by the resaicher of all data collecion sessionsin the study, all studernts working in pairs
were seeninteracting with their partners Whilst conterts of interactons varied among the pairs of
students, quality interacton wasobserved on numeraus occasons regardess of English proficiercy level.
As perthe departmertal requiremernt, all studentsinteractedin English.

DISCUSSION

In contrag to Bargert-Drowns et. al's (1991) and Nagata's (1996) research but consistert with findings
by Clariana (2000) and Mory (1994), a quartitative analysis of the reaultsin this study shows thatthe
main effect of Type of feedback wasnot statistically significart. Accordingly, therefore, it could be
arguedthat KCR feedack with its cheaper development and implemertation costsis amore logical
choicefor anaporopriate form of computer-medated feedack However, reallts also show a statistically
signifi cart interacton betweenMamer of study and Type of feedback with meanscoresasfollows: (1)
Elaborative feedback pair work 10.77 (SD=1.96), (2) KCR feedback individual work 10.54 (SD=2.39),
(3) KCR feedback pair work 10.16 (SD=1.91) and (4) Elaborative feedback individual work 9.89
(SD=1.95). As canbe seen studerts receiving Elaborative feedback scored higher whenworking in pairs
and studerts receiving KCR feedack scored higher whenworking alone. It is clea from thes reaults,
therefae, that simply providing students with correctanswersto quedionsin all situations may not
necesarily be the most effective way to promote readng comprehersion.

Following aninteractonist view of SLA, the discussion above highlights the desrakhility of collaborative
pair work in the creaton of opportunitiesconducive to promaoting quality interacton. It wasno surprise,
therefae, thatthe combination of Elaborative feecback and pair work reaultedin the higheg score;
however, it wassurprising that students scoredlower whenworking in pairs with KCR feedack. Asto
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why thisreault may have occured, the transcript above of atypical scenario, in which non-Elaborative
feedbackis supplied, highlights the probleminherent with KCR feedackin that studerts tend not to
reergage with materials once they have beensupplied with the correct answers For this rea®n,
opportunitiesareoftenlost for rereadng, self-correction, self-reflection, interacton and negptiation, all of
which have beenshown to facilitate readng comprehension and SLA.

From purely a quartitative aralysis pergectve, it istrue to say that therewasno signifi cart advartage of
Elaborative over KCR feedback. Indeed while not significart, it isintereging to note that the higheg
score (M=11.45, SD=2.15) wasaobtained by higher English profi ciency studerts working alone with KCR
feedback Furthemore, the reaults also sugged that higher profi ciency studerts do better working alone
whereaslower profi ciency studerts do betterin pairs. However, in contrag to individual work and KCR
feedback, the first examgde transcript of interaction with Elaborative feedack above is anexemplificaion
of how theintriguing nature of the hints stimulated students into reergagng with the matrials once again
following Elaborative feedback. Quality interacton was also gererated betweenstudents working in

pairs. Therefore, from both the qualitative aralysis and aninteractonist view of SLA, the combination of
pair work and Elaborative feecbackis more desrale because of the opportunitiesafforded the studertsin
developing, not only their comprehersion of readng texts, but also their English language proficiercy
skills through the quality interacton thatis gereraed

Considering the interaction betweenMamer of study and Type of feedback once again, it wasalso
surprising that studernts working individually and receiving Elaborative feedback scored the loweg
(M=9.89, §D=1.95). A possible explamation for this reault is conneciedto: the amaunt of timeallottedto
complete the two comprehersion exercisesand the amount and complexity of the feedback supplied It is
possible that certain studerts suffered from cognitive overload asthey atemptedto proces the
Elaborative feedbackin the [imited amaunt of time, hencethe low average score. This assumption may be
particularly true for lower profi ciency studens (M=9.13, SD=1.85). Par work may have beenregonsible
for alleviating this situation with the acditional support of a partner to process and discuss the Elaborative
feedback, hencethe higher average score (M=10.77, $D=1.96). Although diff erercesare not statistically
significart, it isinteresing to note that lower English proficiency level studerts working in pairs with
Elaborative feedback scored high (M=10.60, SD=1.65). This score wassome 1.12 points higher thanthe
next higheg treamert for lower proficiency studerts (individual work with KCR feedback (1/=9.48,
SD=2.26)) and almost equivalert to higher profi ciercy studerts working alone receiving Elaborative
feedback (M=10.70, SD=1.75).

Basdupon thes reallts, and also in accordance with an interactonist view of language learning, it is
arguedthat pair work and Elaborative feedack, degite its more expensive developmert and
implemertation costs, is a preferalie form of computer-medated feedbackin online multiple-choice
readng comprehersion exercises The guidelinesbelow for providing Elaborative feecback, therefore,
canbe usedin future ressach studies Moreover, and perhaps more importartly, the guidelinescanbe
usedasa reference point in the search for more effective methods for providing Elaborative feedback

IMPLICATIONS FOR PROVIDING ELABORATIVE FEEDBACK
Suggested Guidelines

In summary, the following guidelinesare proposedto promate readng comprehension through
Elaborative feedback and interaction:

*  Students should be encouragedto work in pairs.
*  Whenstudying in pairs, students should be providedwith Elaborative feecback The model usedin
this study providesup to threerounds of Elaborative feedback
1) thefirst round of Elaborative feedbackshould be written to directthe studerts backto key areas
in the text (Directive feedack) without idertifying which quegions areincorrectly arswered
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2) thesecand round of Elaborative feedback should rephrase quedions which areincorrecty
arswered

3) thethird round of Elaborative feedack should incorporate expanded Explanatory and Directive
feedbackagain in the form of hints. In addition to the rephrased questions, feedback should
include key informaion, sentencesand / or phrasesfrom the text in arephrasedor paraphrased
form.

4) finally, if incorrectanswersremain, KCR feedack should be provided

* Whenstudying alone, studerts should be providedwith KCR feedack until more effective guidelines
for providing Elaborative feedback to individuals areavailale.

Future Research
Certain quegions remain unanswered with this resarch

1) Asnotedabove, excesive Explamtory feecback may be a cauwse of cognitive overload There are
implications herefor further researchinto the appropriate amount of feedack providedin a cerain
timeframe and the complexity of the sentencesthat should appearon the screen Therefore, it would
beinformative:

* toinvedigate how comprehension is affected by Elaborative feedackif differernt studerts are
givendifferent amounts of timeto process the same feedbackto correct mistakesand

* to compare the effectiveness of differert ways of providing the same Elaborative feecbackin a
givenamaunt of time.

2) It would also be informative to invedigate:
* how Elaborative feedack canbe offeredwhen partnersarein differert locations,

* how students mativation is affected by different amounts of feedback ascognitive overload may
have a detrimental influence on mativation, therety affectng such things asthe amaunt or quality
of interacton,

* how much students actually interactwith their partner and

* how muchtimeelaboration and pair work adds to the lesson time.

CONCLUSION

With conflicting reaults regard ng the effectiveness of differert typesof feedack reportedin the
literaure, it washypotheszedthat, rather thanthe effect of feedback alone, higher scoreson a multiple-
choice comprehersion exercise would be dependert upon a combination of feedback and other possible
factors namely the Manner of study of the studerts and their English proficiency level. In contrag to KCR
feedback, which canbe problematic for gererating discussion, the focus wasplaced on Elaborative
feedback Taking aninteracionist view of language learning, it wasassumedthat comprehension of the
text asmeasired by a multiple-choice exercise would be promated by both: (1) Elaborative feechackin
the form of hintsto stimulate discussion, and (2) the interacton generated through pair work asstudents
discussed how to correctmistakes Quartitative data analysis showedthe interacton betweenType of
feedbackand the Manner of study of the students wasstatistically significart. Students scoredhigheg on
the secand comprehension exercise when studying in pairs and having beenprovided with Elaborative
feedback Whenstudying alone, studerts berefited from KCR feedback

Pica, Young, and Doughty (1987) explain how comprehension and confirmaion checks, and clarificaion
requeds, serve asmechanisms for native speakers modifi caion of input wheninteracting with non-native
spealers Furthermore, they note how triggering repetition and rephrasng of input contert plays a crucial
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rolein comprehersion. While in no way insinuating that computerscancompletely repaceteacters and
native spealersin all areasof teaching, the reaults here support the assumption that thereare ceriain
teaching rolesthat computerscanperform to great effect. As shown in this study, with suitably written
software and Elaborative feedback, incorrectregponsestriggeredfeedback providing rephrasedand / or
paraghrased quedions ard text. Students berefited by being provided with these hints about necessary
correcions, thereby encouragng them to engage with the material once again and to interactwith a
partner about their mistakes

An underlying concern throughout this study hasbeenthe lackof clearrulesfor writing Elaborative
feedback Therefae, the effeciveness of any such feedbackin promoting comprehersion in the readng
proces may be due to a number of factors such asthe length and complexity of such Elaborative
feedback, in addition to the factors consideredin this study (students' English proficiency level, Manner
of study and Type of feedback). However, reaults from this study sugged that (a) the tradtional answer
paper (KCR feedack) may not always be the optimal tool for learning from mistakesand (b) certain
combinations of factors (Mamer of study and Type of feedback) canhave signifi cart bereficial effects on
students' learring outcomes Both educators and students should be aware of these potertial effects so that
informeddecisions canbe macde when selecting appropriate support to foster learring. Findings of the
study sugged that educators would do well to promote the advartagesof Elaborative feedback and pair
work, and that studerts should be encouragedto study in such a way.

With the ahility to recanmend different typesof feedack to complement differert mamersof studying,
these findings contribute to the process of custom-dedgning online matrials for language learrers
gereraly. This projectshows that desgnerscancater for differert levels of secand language proficiercy
by providing feedackthat may promote both reading comprehension and interacton. It also shows that
they cancater to learning preferercesby offering differert formsof feedback In thisregect, this project
represens animplemertation of aresarchinformeddesign thatis consistert with both aninteractonist
view of language learning and a belief in learner auonomy.
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APPENDICES
Appendix A. An Excerpt from the Reading Passage

An Introduction To Japan

1. Mark came to Japan in the summer of 2004 after graduating from university, and
after completing a basic course on how to teach English. However, the initial
decision to work at junior high schools as an Assistant Language Teacher (ALT)
was not made lightly. Mot only were there friends and family to consider, but
travelling halfway around the world from England brought other challenges as well.
Despite the obvious differences in both language and culture, Mark was eager to
learn. He looked forward positively to the experience of a year in Japan and his
first trip to Asia.

2. As the door of the plane opened at Narita Airport, the July heat and humidity hit
Mark like he had never experienced before. He left the plane, entered the airport,
collected his bags, and went through passport control very smoothly. As he walked
along the corridors with his luggage, beads of sweat started trickling down his face.
He followed the signs for the exit, and waited outside in the intense sunlight. A
coach then picked him up and set off for the Keio Plaza Hotel in Shinjuku where he
was going to stay for a five-day orientation for his new job. Once off the motorway
and in the city, the coach drove through different parts of Tokyo, and past an
endless supply of drink machines; he had never seen so many. He was also
surprised to see that the shops were still open even though it was five minutes
past six o'clock. In England, shops close much earlier.

3. Mark soon encountered several other differences between England and Japan.
For example, after checking into his hotel, he went up to his room for a short
sleep. Later, as he looked out of the window, he was once again surprised. It was
completely dark cutside even though it was only a quarter to nine; In Mark's
hometown, there would normally be another hour of fading daylight. However, the
bright lights, the tall buildings, and his high-tech luxuricus hotel were just as he had
expected them to be. It wasn't until he got out of the city much later on, until the
high-rise buildings started to disappear, and until the concrete turned into rice fields
that he began to learn what the real Japan was like.
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Appendix B. Two Example Questions from the First Comprehension Exercise

Comprehension Exercise 1

5. Based on the information in the story, shops in Mark's hometown in England
normally close

O at 5:30 pm.

—at 6:00 pm.

- earlier than Mark expected.
 after 6:00 pm.

6. Based upon the information in the story, Mark was surprised to see it was dark
at 8:45 pm because

; it gets dark later in his hometown.

- he couldn't see any rice fields from his hotel.
it was still very hot.

 there were lots of bright lights.

Appendix C. Two Example Questions from the Second Comprehension Exercise

Comprehension Exercise 2

5. At 5:30 pm,

; Mark checked into his hotel in Tokyo.

- shops usually finish for the day in Mark’s hometown in England.
- it gets dark in Mark’s hometown in England.

' Mark left Narita airport.

6. At 9:15 pm in Mark's hometown in England,

; it is dark outside.

- the bright lights can be very surprising.
it is still light, but getting dark.

it is still light.
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