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Abstract: Reading comprehension is one of the components of reading literacy, and also bears on
the learning process and student outcomes overall. There are different (meta)cognitive, motiva-
tional and emotional factors which contribute to reading comprehension. Our study included 470
5™ grade primary school students. In this paper we are proposing a confirmatory model of reading
comprehension. The following factors are included in the model: (meta)cognitive factors (vo-
cabulary, reading speed, summarizing, and metacognitive reading knowledge), motivational fac-
tors (reading interest and reading competency), and emotional factors (feelings during recre-
ational reading and academic reading). The model shows the direct and indirect effects of the
evaluated factors on students’ reading comprehension. These effects have important implica-
tions for future educational practice.
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INTRODUCTION

Investigating Reading Literacy /
Reading Comprehension

Investigating reading comprehension has
a long research tradition in psychology. Its
importance, however, has grown even more
within the frame of international reading lit-
eracy studies, e.g. PIRLS (Mullis et al., 2003)
and PISA (Straus, RepeZ, Stigl, 2007). Read-
ing skills and abilities have always been im-
portant in the educational context, especially
nowadays, in the era of information society.
These skills represent an effective means for
acceptance, organization, and usage of in-
formation in different areas. Thus, reading
skills and the ability to comprehend written
material have become an important cross-
curriculum competence, which influences

one’s educational achievement, since the
vast majority of information in educational
situations is transferred through written ma-
terials.

The two key factors of a person’s achieve-
ment in reading literacy, which is measured
through reading comprehension, are: a) vari-
ous environmental characteristics and fea-
tures, especially school environment (e.g.,
reading and writing instructions, the teacher’s
classroom text processing and reading moti-
vation methods) and family environment (e.g.,
the number of books a family owns, frequency
of parents’ reading to children, parents’ reading
habits in general), and b) psychological
characteristics of the students (cognitive,
metacognitive, motivational, and emotional).
The aim of our study was to develop a model
of reading comprehension which would in-
clude different psychological characteristics
of the students. First, we examined which
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(meta)cognitive and motivational-emotional
factors determine reading comprehension of
Slovenian 5" grade students and then we
proposed a model of reading comprehension
for students in general.

Cognitive Factors of
Reading Comprehension

Reading comprehension is a result of an
interactional process between text, back-
ground knowledge (contents knowledge and
text characteristics knowledge), reading con-
text, motives, and goals, which a reader has
during a reading process. Kintsch (1998)
defines reading comprehension as a combi-
nation of processes which arise from text and
integrational processes of that text in reader’s
knowledge structure, which is indicated in
interrelated net of concepts. Most of these
processes are automated. Conscious control
is necessary only when the information in
the text interferes with reader’s background
knowledge or when the reader does not pos-
sess enough knowledge to form a mental rep-
resentation of the text.

Moreover, researchers report of numerous
factors which are significantly connected with
reading comprehension and an individual’s
reading literacy. Many studies examined the
connection between partial individual’s read-
ing comprehension variables, such as sum-
marizing (Van den Broek et al., 2001), use of
cognitive and metacognitive strategies
(Meyer, Brandt, Bluth, 1980), vocabulary
(Nagy, Diadikoy, Andersen, 1993) or decod-
ing ability (Hood, Dubert, 1983) and reading
comprehension. Each of these variables highly
correlates with reading comprehension of
younger and older students. Even more im-
portant are the findings of the studies that
try to determine the relation between differ-

ent variables and reading comprehension,
using regression analysis procedures. A re-
lation of reading comprehension to meta-
cognition, learning strategies, background
knowledge, and decoding speed was found
by Ehrlich, Kurz-Costes, and Loridant (1993)
for elementary school students. Guthrie,
Wigfield, Metsala, and Cox (1999) found a
connection between students’ background
knowledge, vocabulary and reading compre-
hension.

The following is a more detailed presenta-
tion of the (meta)cognitive factors included
in our model: students’ decoding speed, vo-
cabulary, metacognitive knowledge of read-
ing, and summarizing strategy.

Decoding speed is an important cognitive
factor which affects reading comprehension.
Readers with automated decoding ability
read almost two times faster than poor read-
ers without this ability. As Perfetti (1985) em-
phasized, the automated decoding ability,
which is manifested in reading speed, is im-
portant because it releases a certain amount
of mental energy from the working memory
for higher mental processes, which are nec-
essary to deduce the meaning from the text.
Therefore, faster readers, compared to slower
ones facing difficulties in decoding, can
model a more accurate and coherent mental
representation of the text. Decoding speed
has been a subject of numerous studies, es-
pecially in relation to reading comprehension
(e.g., Jenkins et al., 2003; Kuhn, Stahl, 2003).
Studies of the relation between decoding
speed and reading comprehension show
high positive correlations between these two
variables (Daane et al., 2005; Yovanoff et al.,
2005; Klauda, Guthrie, 2008). It is therefore
understandable that interventional studies
for improving decoding speed do not only
result in a better reading technique but also
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in significantly better reading comprehen-
sion (e.g., Kuhn, Stahl, 2003; National Read-
ing Panel, 2000).

Students’ vocabulary is one of the most
powerful predictors of reading comprehen-
sion, as evident from empirical studies (Cain
etal., 2004; Dixon etal., 1988; Pecjak, 1989).
There are numerous studies emphasizing
child’s vocabulary size in preschool as the
most powerful predictor of reading compre-
hension in early period of schooling ( Share,
Leiken, 2004). Similarly, in their longitudinal
study, Aarnoutse and van Leeuwe (1998)
established that students’ vocabulary, mea-
sured in 3" and 6™ grade, is the most power-
ful predictor of their sixth-grade reading com-
prehension. Several other authors also found
high correlations between vocabulary and
reading comprehension (Pecjak, 1989;
Sternberg, 1987; Thorndike, 1973). Some au-
thors (e.g., Beck, McKeown, 1991; Perfetti,
1994) believe that vocabulary directly influ-
ences comprehension, whereas others point
out that limited vocabulary does not neces-
sarily lead to comprehension difficulties (e.g.,
Pany, Jenkins, Schreck, 1982), or, as Cain et
al. (2004) stressed, poor reading comprehen-
sion is a consequence of the interaction be-
tween poor vocabulary and poor summariz-
ing ability.

Summarizing represents one of the most
important after-reading cognitive strategies.
While summarizing, a reader must be able to
identify main ideas in the text, assess the
importance of particular information and in-
corporate relevant information into a coher-
ent entity — an abstract. In skilled readers,
the process of summarizing from texts is au-
tomated, whereas with more demanding texts
their summarizing requires the use of a con-
scious strategy. Younger students and poor
readers frequently demonstrate difficulties

with a summarizing strategy. Therefore, they
are in need of learning such a strategy. The
correlation coefficients between reading com-
prehension and the ability to summarize are
in the range from .20 to .30 for elementary
school students, and around .31 for second-
ary school students (Koli¢ Vehovec, Bajsanski,
2003).

Metacognitive knowledge is the knowl-
edge of reading and use of different (meta)cog-
nitive reading strategies that help students
to understand texts effectively. In order to
understand effectively, a student must acti-
vate his background knowledge, which helps
him understand new texts. Sometimes a stu-
dent does not know how to relate his back-
ground knowledge to the new information
which does not allow comprehension or at
least interferes with the understanding of
the text. The knowledge of reading/learning
strategies, which contribute to the attainment
ofareading/learning goal and conscious use
ofthese strategies, helps to identify relevant
information from the text, recall long-term
knowledge, monitor and direct the use of
these strategies to model comprehension.
Interventional studies about metacognitive
knowledge show that planned training can
improve students’ reading comprehension.
Cromley and Azevedo (2007) reported that
51 interventional studies showed positive
results. Koli¢ Vehovec and Bajsanski (2003)
established that metacognitive knowledge is
a significant predictor of elementary school
students’ reading comprehension at differ-
ent developmental stages.

Motivational-Emotional Factors of
Reading Comprehension

Being familiar with reading compre-
hension strategies does not guarantee the
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actual use of these strategies when read-
ing.

This depends upon motivational factors
(Paris, Wasik, Turner, 1991). In studies of fac-
tors connected with reading comprehension,
motivational factors are consistently recog-
nized as being important. They influence the
intensity, perseverance, and direction of
one’s reading behavior. There are different
motivational factors affecting reading com-
prehension, extrinsic as well as intrinsic, such
as interest, competency and emotions dur-
ing reading.

Reading interest is commonly mentioned
among motivational factors connected with
reading comprehension. Researchers estab-
lished a positive correlation of reading com-
prehension with reading interest and intrin-
sic motivation for reading (Deci, 1998;
Wigfield, Guthrie, 1997). Usually research-
ers distinguish between personal/content and
situational interest (e.g., Hidi, Renninger, 2006;
Schiefele, 2001). Personal or content interest
is defined as a content specific motivational
variable, which is determined by emotional
and value beliefs in connection with the con-
tent of reading. In this manner, emotional
beliefs are associated with enjoyment while
reading certain contents, and value beliefs
with one’s estimation of importance of read-
ing. Schiefele and Krapp (1996) established
that content interest is connected with deeper
learning approaches/strategies, which include
the recall of main ideas and the coherence of
therecalled ideas. In her metaanalytical studies,
Hidi (2001) showed that reading interest had
an important effect on reading comprehen-
sion at the level of cognitive organization of
reading material as well as being important
for memorizing and recall. Others suggest that
this connection is probably due to the fact
that interest prolongs learning time and stimu-

lates the use of deeper comprehension strat-
egies (e.g., Alexander et al., 1997). Interest is
the activator of the strategies which influ-
ence deeper processing. In contrast with these
findings, Kdller, Baumert, and Schnabel (2000)
did not find significant correlation between
interest and reading achievement at back-
ground knowledge control.

Competency has been one of the most in-
vestigated elements among motivational fac-
tors in the last decade. Bandura (1997) de-
fined competency in general as an individual’s
belief that one is capable of performing in a
certain manner to attain certain goals. Con-
gruent with this definition, reading compe-
tency is a person’s belief in their own read-
ing capacities or beliefto solve reading tasks
and attain goals by reading. It is, thus, a
reader’s belief that one has better odds to
achieve a reading goal than not to achieve it,
and trust that one is capable of reading and
comprehending the text. Reading competency
is positively related to: a) the task choice -
the more one feels competent, the higher the
challenge of the reading tasks and so one
tends to choose more difficult tasks and uses
deeper learning strategies (Dweck, 1999;
Eccles, Wigfield, 2002); b) effort and perse-
verance - the more one is confident, the greater
the amount of effort one is willing to invest
into reading comprehension and will do it
with more perseverance; and c) achievement
- higher competency is directlyrelated to better
reading achievement/comprehension (Conlon
etal., 2006; Gambrell et al., 1996; Pecjak et al.,
2006).

Reading comprehension is also affected
by emotions and mood, even though their
impact is probably indirect through their in-
fluence on different (meta)cognitive factors.
In this manner, emotions would result in read-
ing comprehension through their effect on
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working memory (Ellis, Moore, 2000). Nega-
tive emotions preoccupy working memory
in such a manner that an individual is more
concerned with his own negative emotions
than cognitive task demands (Seibert, Ellis,
1991). The attitude towards reading is an
important factor of reading achievements
(McKenna, 2001; McKenna, Kear, 1990;
McKenna, Kear, Ellsworth, 1995). It is how-
ever emphasized that attitudes are a very
complex factor —they have an emotional con-
notation as well as cognitive components
and are experience-based.

The Aim of the Study

We tried to ascertain how (meta)cognitive,
motivational and emotional factors affect
reading comprehension of 5" grade students.
We chose these students because they have
just finished a four-year obligatory educa-
tion period, during which there was an em-
phasis on the development of cognitive di-
mensions, especially automatization of read-
ing technique, vocabulary development and
the use of simple reading strategies.

Following different theoretical findings and
empirical evidence from studies which inves-
tigated the role of specific factors in reading
comprehension (see the Introduction sec-
tion), we proposed a model of an indirect
effect of motivational and emotional variables
(reading interest, incompetency and reading
emotions) on reading comprehension through
(meta)cognitive variables. This was based
on the finding that motivated readers wish
to comprehend the text (Taboada et al.,
2009), and this wish enhances the use of
metacognitive knowledge and strategies
(summarizing) and activation of the existent
vocabulary to form the representation of the
text. We anticipated a direct effect of cogni-

tive variables (decoding speed, vocabulary
and summarizing) and metacognitive vari-
able (metacognitive knowledge about read-
ing) on reading comprehension.

We proposed a direct effect on reading
comprehension only for incompetency,
based on empirical evidence of different
studies (Chapman, Tunmer, 1995; Eccles,
Wigfield, 2002). The model included variables
with great educational potential, which
could also be named pedagogical-psycho-
logical variables. Those variables can be
significantly developed in students by the
teacher systematically training them, thereby
improving their reading comprehension. In-
telligence, working memory capacity and in-
ference competence, as typically psychological
variables, were not included in the model
because they cannot be influenced to any
great extent.

METHOD
Participants

205 fifth grade students from five Slovenian
primary schools participated in the study. The
sample included 105 boys (51.2%) and 100
girls (48.8%). The mean age of the students
was 10.6 years (SD = 0.6). No statistically
significant differences were found in read-
ing comprehension between boys and girls
(for boys M =9.9, SD = 2.23; for girls M =
10.0, SD=2.45,(468)=-0.837, p=.403).

Instruments

We measured reading comprehension and
cognitive, metacognitive, motivational and
emotional processes in reading and reading
comprehension.

Reading comprehension of the students
was measured by an exploratory text. The
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Figure 1. General model of reading comprehension, including motivational, emotional and

(meta)cognitive factors

text Antarctica was taken from the PIRLS
2001 study. The students had to answer 12
questions regarding the text, six multiple
choice questions and six questions which
demanded a written answer. The maximum
score for reading comprehension of the text
was 17 points.

One Minute Decoding Speed Test was
used to measure the students’ reading speed,
i.e. the degree to which they have already
automated their reading technique. Stu-
dents read a narrative text for one minute.
Following the tester’s instructions, the
students started reading and after one minute
they marked the spot where they had fin-
ished, counted the number of words and
wrote down the number of words under the
text.

Vocabulary test was adapted from
Herschel’s (1963) Test of Reading (Level 3 —
Elementary Form) which measures the size
of students’ vocabulary. It is suitable for
students from third to fifth grade and com-
prises 40 tasks. The students have to an-
swer the questions by choosing the appro-
priate word from the pool of five choices.

The following is a sample item: “The
opposite from near is: A—here, B — beneath,
C—now, D—far, E —inside”. Time is limited
to 10 minutes. Each correct answer brings
1 point (for a maximum of 40 points). The test
was translated and adapted for Slovenian
language by Zorman and Zagar (1974, in
Toli¢i¢, Zorman, 1977). The internal
consistency coefficient alpha was .86.

Summarizing was assessed with three
short texts: Water Pollution (120 words), Traf-
fic (99 words), and Healthy Food (110 words).
After reading, the students were asked to
summarize the main ideas from the texts. The
criteria for the answers were adapted from
Kozminsky and Graetz (1986) and Friend
(2001). Three semantic units, which repre-
sented the main ideas of the text, were iden-
tified in each text. The maximum score
was 9 points. The number of points received
for each text equaled the number of correctly
summarized units. Two independent raters
assessed the students’ abstracts. If their
scores differed, it became necessary for them
to reach consent. Internal consistency for
this test was .86.
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Metacognitive Knowledge Questionnaire
was constructed according to Gunning’s
questionnaire (1996) and Schmitt’s question-
naire of metacognitive knowledge (1990) for
the purposes of this study. It measures stu-
dents’ metacognitive knowledge about read-
ing in general and academic reading in par-
ticular, especially the awareness of using dif-
ferent reading comprehension monitoring
strategies. The questionnaire has 14 items
with multiple choice questions. Students
have to choose an answer which in their
opinion best describes the main purpose
of reading, and they have to display knowl-
edge of different reading and learning strat-
egies. The maximum possible score was 14
points.

Reading Motivation was measured using
the Reading Motivation Questionnaire for
Young Students — RMQYS (Peklaj, Bucik,
2005). It comprises 28 items (e.g., I enjoy
reading, or, I read only if I have to). The
students assess on a 3-point pictorial scale
how valid the statement is for them (L —not
at all true for me; K — sometimes true for me;
J—always true for me). An exploratory factor
analysis revealed three factors: a) interest
(Cronbach alpha = .81), b) (in)competence
(Cronbach alpha=.72), and c) self-efficiency
in oral reading (Cronbach alpha=.63). The
items are scored according to the manual,
with higher scores implying a more expressed
motivational factor. Only the first two fac-
tors were included in the model due to a
lower reliability of the third one.

Elementary Reading Attitude Survey
(ERAS) by McKenna and Kear (1990) mea-
sured the emotional dimension of reading.
The questionnaire had 20 items yielding two
scores: a) a recreational reading score
(Cronbach alpha =.87), and b) an academic
reading score (Cronbach alpha = .86). The

students used a 4-point scale (1 — very bad,
2 —bad, 3 — good, 4 — very good) on items
like “How do you feel, when you read in your
spare time?”” In our study we only included a
total reading score - the sum of the recre-
ational and the academic reading scores, which
represents emotions during reading.

Procedure

In a classroom setting, the participants
completed reading tasks and questionnaires
during three school hours at two different
times in May and June 2007. The testers
were given precise written instructions re-
garding the administration and procedure
of tasks and questionnaires and a prior
written consent was obtained from par-
ents of all participating students. During
the first school hour, students read the ex-
ploratory text, answered questions and filled
out the Reading Motivation Questionnaire.
During the second hour, students filled in
the Vocabulary test, the Elementary Read-
ing Attitude Survey, the One Minute De-
coding Speed Test, and summarized three
short texts.

To analyze the relations between the vari-
ables and to examine if our data fit the pro-
posed model, we performed a path analysis,
using then LISREL 8.8. Because most of
the variables were not normally distributed,
we carried out calculations using their nor-
mal scores. After eliminating those students
with missing data on one or more variables
from the samples, data from 169 fifth-grade
students were analyzed separately. Covari-
ances between the variables were entered
into a model, and the maximum likelihood
method was used for estimating the pa-
rameters. We allowed for the correlation
between the exogeneous variables and for
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Figure 2. A model of reading comprehension for 5" grade students

the correlated errors in the intermediary vari-
ables.

RESULTS

The aim of our study was to determine
which cognitive, metacognitive, motivational
and emotional factors affect reading compre-
hension of 5™ grade students. A model of
direct and indirect effects of these factors
on reading comprehension was proposed
(see Figure 1). The accuracy of the proposed
model was examined. After the first analysis
which assessed all path coefficients in the
model, we removed those paths for which
the coefficients turned out to be low and sta-
tistically insignificant (p >.05) — those path
coefficients were set to zero. The final re-
sults of path analyses represent one parsi-
monious model (see Figure 2). The arrows
show the direction of the effect between vari-
ables. The values on the arrows correspond
to standardized regression coefficients,
showing the power of each predictor, assum-
ing the participants’ equality in terms of other
variables. The regression coefficient indi-
cates the amount of change in the standard
deviation of a criterion variable, if the value
of the effecting variable increases for one

standard deviation. The arrow, aiming at the
endogeneous variable, represents residuals
or the variance which is not explained by the
affecting variables. The bent arrows between
endogenous variables represent correlations
between the residuals (the parts which are
not explained by exogenous variables).

Figure 2 presents the final model of the
metacognitive, cognitive, motivational, and
emotional variables affecting reading com-
prehension of 5" grade students. All stan-
dardized regression coefficients are statisti-
cally significant at the level of p <.05. The
coefficients show a satisfactory fit of the
proposed model to the data, ¥*(15)=25.89,
p=.39; RMSEA =.066, 90% confidence in-
terval for RMSEA =.015-.11; AGFI= 91,
NNFI=.95.

The factors included in this model ex-
plained 37% of variance of reading compre-
hension among students. The direct effects
of two (meta)cognitive factors on reading
comprehension appeared important — vo-
cabulary (.51) and summarizing (.22). This
means that students with richer vocabulary
and those capable of finding a summarizing
the main ideas of the text are better at text
comprehension. Metacognitive knowledge
was not directly related to reading compre-
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hension, but its effect was probably indirect
through the correlations with students’ vo-
cabulary and summarizing — the correlations
were low but statistically significant (.16 with
summarizing and .17 with vocabulary).

We also found that the effects of motiva-
tional and emotional factors of reading com-
prehension are indirect, manifested in the
effect on (meta)cognitive factors. We con-
firmed the direct connections of reading in-
terest and competency with (meta)cognitive
factors, whereas emotional dimensions of
reading did not correlate with (meta)cognitive
factors. Because the intercorrelations be-
tween emotions during reading, reading in-
terest and incompetency were medium to
high (.72 and .40 respectively), we can as-
sume that emotions during reading do not
function as an independent unit but in the
frame of other motivational variables. There-
fore, it seems worthwhile to speak of motiva-
tional-emotional variables together, not sepa-
rately.

Reading interest had a relatively strong
connection with summarizing (path coeffi-
cient was .39) and somewhat weaker with
vocabulary (.13). This means that students
with greater reading interest use deeper (cog-
nitive) strategies to study the text (they sum-
marize the main ideas from the text better)
and have a broader vocabulary, which (then)
has a direct effect on better reading compre-
hension.

Incompetency as a motivational factor was
not directly related to reading comprehen-
sion, but its relation was indirect through
three (meta)cognitive variables: vocabulary
(-.36), decoding speed (—30) and metacog-
nitive knowledge (—.28). All correlation coef-
ficients are moderate to high which shows
that students who feel less competent while
reading have a poorer vocabulary, read more

slowly and have lesser knowledge of differ-
ent reading strategies.

DISCUSSION

The aim of our study was to examine if the
proposed model of the effects of (meta)cog-
nitive, motivational, and emotional factors
on reading comprehension in 5" grade stu-
dents is valid. First, we will discuss the model
ofreading comprehension and at the end we
will outline pedagogical implications, which
can be derived from our findings.

As in many previous studies (e.g.,
Aarnoutse, van Leeuwe, 1998; Beck,
McKeown, 1991; Pecjak, 1989; Perfetti, 1994),
in our study the extent of vocabulary was
also confirmed to be the most powerful pre-
dictor of reading comprehension. These re-
sults show the need for paying special at-
tention to the learning of (new) words and
the development of (general and specific)
vocabulary. A teacher can therefore system-
atically develop the vocabulary in a certain
domain on a specific developmental stage or
he/she can teach the students which strate-
gies to use when explaining the meaning of
unknown words (McKeown, Beck, 2004;
Curtis, Longo, 2001).

Somewhat weaker was the direct relation
between reading comprehension and the
ability to summarize (.22), which is similar to
the results of other studies (e.g., Koli¢
Vehovec, Bajsanski, 2001). The results there-
fore show the direct effect of summarizing
on reading comprehension. This is under-
standable, because mastering the strategies
of summarizing gives students the ability to
recognize important information within a
great quantity of information at the micro
level and unite it into a meaning (information
at the macro level). This represents the key
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process of reading comprehension (Kintsch,
van Dijk, 1978). On the other hand, the mod-
erate correlation between summarizing and
vocabulary (.35) supports the finding that
poor reading comprehension is the conse-
quence of the interaction between poor vo-
cabulary and poor summarizing ability (Cain
etal., 2004).

We found no significant relation between
metacognitive knowledge and reading com-
prehension. Metacognitive knowledge is the
reader’s awareness of the importance of
searching for meaning, activating background
knowledge by skimming the reading mate-
rial, and having knowledge of different strat-
egies before, during and after reading. It is
also important to monitor one’s comprehen-
sion during reading. Our finding that this
concept was not related to reading compre-
hension is not unexpected, because the
reader’s knowledge of the importance of deal-
ing with reading material does not in itself
increase comprehension. The connection
seems possible only when a reader transfers
his/her knowledge into the real use of differ-
ent reading strategies, that is, knowing how
to identify the meaning and combine it into
an abstract concept or being aware of the
fact that good comprehension requires look-
ing up new and unknown words. Namely, it
is imperative for a student to know as well as
use different reading strategies. Although the
correlations between metacognitive knowl-
edge and cognitive variables were found to
be significant, they were low (with summa-
rizing .16, with vocabulary .17). We may at-
tribute these results to the fact that 5" grade
students have relatively little experience with
different texts requiring independent process-
ing. They usually come across such explor-
atory texts in different school books which
are relatively short and less complex. This

means that students can comprehend them
without using any specific strategies.

One other interesting finding was the fact
that no significant relation was found be-
tween decoding speed and reading compre-
hension, although some studies confirmed
that increasing word reading fluency affected
reading comprehension (e.g., Breznitz, 1997;
Bourassa et al., 1998; Hasselbring, Goin,
2004). Perhaps this discrepancy is due to the
fact that those studies included younger stu-
dents than our study (7 and 8 year olds, while
the average age of our students was 10 years)
or perhaps the students in our sample were
more homogeneous regarding reading flu-
ency.

The connection between fluency of read-
ing and vocabulary in our study leads to the
hypothesis that fluency of reading signifi-
cantly contributes to expanding of vocabu-
lary, which directly affects reading compre-
hension. Similar results on a similar sample
of students were also established by Buly
and Valencia (2002) and Leach, Scarborough,
and Rescorla (2003).

Among motivational variables we found a
connection between reading interest and
summarizing and between reading interest
and vocabulary. Summarizing is a complex
cognitive reading strategy, which includes
omitting unimportant information from the
text, generalizing the retained information
and integrating that information into a smaller
number of main ideas. This complex cogni-
tive process can therefore be performed only
by those readers who show a strong reading
interest. Greater reading interest leads to
more frequent reading, and such readers
come across a greater amount and diversity
of reading material, which they want to com-
prehend. To understand different reading
materials, the readers need different strate-
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gies, particularly summarizing strategy. This
strategy is essential if they wish to tell some-
one concisely what they had read. In addi-
tion, when reading different reading materi-
als, the readers also expand their (at least
receptive) vocabulary.

Furthermore, we discovered that among
motivational factors incompetency was not
directly connected to reading comprehen-
sion, although we anticipated this relation in
our model. Incompetency had negative cor-
relations with three (meta)cognitive vari-
ables: vocabulary, decoding speed, and
metacognitive knowledge. These connec-
tions are probably reciprocal as the feeling
of (in)competency is created on the basis of
prior reading achievement and on the basis
of comparisons with other students/readers
in the classroom. Therefore, poor readers
(readers who read slow, make a lot of mis-
takes, have a poor vocabulary, do not know
how to handle the reading material and do
not summarize effectively) are not confident,
do not trust themselves and their feeling of
incompetency decreases their desire to read.
The resulting poor reading achievements
further reinforce their feeling of inadequacy.
There was no significant connection be-
tween incompetency and summarizing as one
ofthe deeper text studying strategies, which
was reported in other studies (Alexander et
al., 1997; Schiefele, Krapp, 1996). This might
be the consequence of the reading (in)com-
petency measurement and of the ability of
the student to summarize in general, not only
in association with the specific text read by
the students.

Some important conclusions and pedagogi-
cal implications can be derived from our
study.

We confirmed the model of motivational-
emotional and (meta)cognitive factors of

reading comprehension. Had we also in-
cluded other factors (e.g., intelligence, back-
ground knowledge, inference, working
memory capacity) or more specific (e.g., situ-
ational interest) valid measures, the percent-
age of explained variance would probably
have increased.

We established that motivational and emo-
tional factors are strongly interconnected,
therefore, it seems one should not divide
these factors in practice artificially, but rather
treat them as an entity.

A greater predictive power of reading
comprehension was established for the
set of cognitive and metacognitive factors
than for motivational-emotional factors.
According to our model, vocabulary had the
strongest effect among the cognitive factors.
According to these findings, we believe that
increasing students’ vocabulary may lead to
greater reading comprehension. It is therefore
important for teachers to enable students
to expand their active and receptive
vocabulary (general and more specific),
which is important for comprehension of
written materials in different courses.
Teachers can also systematically promote
the acquisition of vocabulary to help
students at risk, for example students who
come from socially unprivileged environ-
ments. Studies show that vocabulary is a
factor which prevents such students from
comprehending written material (Dickinson
etal., 2003). It is also important for teachers
and school psychologists to stress the
importance of different reading strategies to
achieve better reading comprehension and
improve academic achievement. Moreover,
it is even more important to model the use of
these strategies and to create such learning
situations, in which the students benefit from
the use of these strategies.
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Among motivational factors, incompe-
tency has the strongest effect on reading
comprehension through metacognitive fac-
tors. Therefore, it is especially important for
the teachers to be aware of this fact and to
individualize their work with students who
have reading problems. Teachers should help
these students attain reading goals and
strengthen their reading competency. Indi-
vidualization can include adaptation of read-
ing goals, choosing different reading materi-
als and different teaching methods.

As a vast empirical evidence shows that
boys and girls differ in factors which con-
tribute to reading comprehension (Ainley,
Hillman, Hidi, 2002; Oakhill, Petrides, 2007;
White, 2007), further studies should also
address gender differences in the model of
reading comprehension.
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MODEL CITANIA S POROZUMENIM PRE ZIAKOV PIATEHO ROCNIK A ZS

S. Pec¢jak, A Podlesek, T Pirc

Stihrn: Citanie s porozumenim je su¢astou gramotnosti a izko suvisi s procesom uéenia ako aj s
celkovymi vysledkami ziaka. Citanie s porozumenim ovplyviiuji rozne (meta)kognitivne,
motivaéné a emocné faktory. Nasho vyskumu sa zucastnilo 470 ziakov piateho ro¢nika zakladnej
Skoly. V¢lanku predkladame konfirmaény model ¢éitania s porozumenim. Tento model zahfnia:
(meta)kognitivne faktory (slovna zasoba, rychlost’ ¢itania, zhrnutie informacii a metakognitivne
¢itacie znalosti), motivaéné faktory (zadujem o Citanie a schopnost’ ¢itat) a emoéné faktory
(pocity pri oddychovom ¢itani a pri $tudijnom ¢itani). Model ukazuje priame a nepriame vplyvy
sledovanych faktorov na ¢itanie s porozumenim u ziakov piateho ro¢nika. Vysledky maji dolezity

dopad na buducu pedagogicku prax.



