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Literature review (I) 

 Ketchum (2006: 23) proposed a definition of cultural schemata as a 

culture-specific extension of content schemata because they refer 

to the role of cultural membership that is needed to fully 

comprehend the meaning intended by the writer.  

 One effect of this process is lessened workload when making 

personal interpretations, because culture specific texts entail 

involvement with "real persons, events, places and sociocultural 

relations with which [readers] can identify and find some common 

ground" (Oller, 1995: 299).  



Literature review (II) 

 Carrell (1987: 476) investigated the simultaneous effects on EFL 

reading comprehension of both culture-specific content schemata 

and formal schemata and found that culture-specific content 

schemata affected reading comprehension to a greater extent than 

formal ones.  

 Floyd & Carrell (1987: 89) found that by providing students with 

first-hand experiential cultural knowledge, reading comprehension 

measured by objective tests as well as by a free written recall test, 

was facilitated.  



Literature review (III) 

 Sasaki (2000: 103) examined the effect of cultural schemata on 

cloze test performance and found that changing culturally 

unfamiliar words to more familiar ones in a cloze test had some 

impact on the participants' test-taking processes.  

 Still of interest to the present days, Erten & Razi (2009: 70) 

investigated whether nativizing the stories could compensate for 

the lack of prior knowledge and found a powerful impact of 

cultural schemata on overall comprehension. 



In a nutshell… 

Given the influence of culture-specific schemata, test designers 

need to: 

 be particularly sensitive to the potential comprehension 

difficulties EFL readers may encounter due to their lack of 

familiarity with the culture-specific content presumed by a 

text  

 eliminate any test features that can be sources of 

measurement error and thus distort testers' attempts to 

achieve an accurate assessment of EFL learners' language 

proficiency. 



Aim of the research 

 Examine whether culture-specific texts are related 

to test-takers’ perceptions of reading difficulty.  

 Examine whether culture-specific texts affect test-

takers’ exam performance. 

 Examine whether culture-specific texts are 

lexicogrammatically different from general texts. 



Research questions 

1. Is there a significant relationship between culture-specific 

texts and KPG test-takers’ perceived level of exam 

difficulty? 

2. Is there a significant relationship between culture-specific 

texts and KPG test-takers’ exam performance? 

3.  Are there any significant differences between culture-specific 

texts and general exam texts with regard to specific 

lexicogrammatical features? 

 

 



Research methodology 

Cultural 
Familiarity 

KPG 
Reading 
Corpus 

Text Judges 

Exam 

Scores 

RCeL 
Questionnaires 



Research data 

B2 Level C1 Level Total 

Examination Periods 15 14 29 

KPG Reading Texts 33 28 61 

Test-takers’ 

Questionnaires 
4,750 2,500 7,250 

Test-takers’ Scores 142,045 31,989 174,034 



RCeL National Survey 

  B2 Level C1 Level 
  

Number Cronbach's Alpha Number Cronbach's Alpha 

May 2006 1,750 0.794 500 0.771 

November 2006 500 0.799 500 0.822 

May 2007 1,000 0.741 500 0.801 

November 2007 750 0.829 500 0.774 

May 2008 750 0.791 500 0.773 

TOTAL 4,750  2,500  



KPG English Reading Texts 



Judges & C1 Reading Texts 

Culture-specific General interest 

1. Cretan tradition 1. Detective agency 

2. Famous people biographies 2. Modern European History 

3. Helen of Troy opera 3. Soya 

4. Zorba 4. History of sport 

5. Alexander the Great 5. Climate crisis 

Culture-specific vs. General KPG  C1 reading texts 



C1 Test-takers’ Perceptions 

Culture Specific General Interest   

  Mean Mean Adj. sig. (2-tailed)  

Slightly Difficult Reading Paper .39460 .31920 .007 

Fairly Difficult Reading Paper .43640 .48260 .004 

Very Difficult Reading Paper .14260 .19860 .007 

Lower Text Level .09520 .07500 .034 

Lower Item Level .07540 .05280 .023 

Slightly Anxious .45300 .52100 .001 

Fairly Anxious .17200 .22950 .003 

Very Anxious .20600 .24950 .003 

Exam Scores 68.8700 71.2240 .220 

Results of Independent samples t-tests between Culturally Familiar & Culturally Unfamiliar 

KPG C1 Reading Texts 



Culture-specific Texts & Exam Performance 

28 - C1 

Reading Texts 

18 Texts    
General 
Interest 

36,517   

C1Test-takers  

10 Texts 

Culture-
specific  

Culture Specific General Interest   

  Mean Mean Adj. sig. (2-tailed)  

MEAN C1 READING SCORES 67.88500 64.61438 .255 



Text processing tools 

Coh-Metrix 2.0 (Graesser et al., 2004; McNamara et al., 2005) 

Web VocabProfiler (Cobb, 2003) 

Gramulator 5.0 (McCarthy & Jarvis, 2010; Min & McCarthy, 2010) 

GPAT (Lamkin & McCarthy, 2011; Rufenacht et al., 2011) 

CLAN (Malvern & Richards, 2002; McKee et al., 2000).  

LIWC (Pennebaker, 2003; Tausczik & Pennebaker, 2010) 

Wordsmith Tools 4.0 (Scott, 2006) 

 



In-depth text analysis 

Basic Text Information: Average number of words per sentence, syllables per text, 

sentences per paragraph, etc. 

Readability Indices: Flesch Reading Ease, Dale-Chall Grade Level, Gunning’s Fog 

Index, BNC Frequency Bands, Academic Words List, etc. 

Lexical Richness Indices: vocd-D, HD-D, Lexical Density, Families per Text, etc. 

Syntactic complexity: higher level constituents, modifiers per noun phrase, passive 

sentences, syntactic structure similarity, etc. 

Cohesion: Causal, Intentional, Temporal, Spatial, Referential, Logical Operators, 

Connectives, etc. 

Latent Semantic Analysis: LSA for adjacent sentences, all sentences, all paragraphs. 

Text abstractness: Noun hypernym, verb hypernym, concreteness content words, etc. 

Additional Text Variables: idioms, phrasal verbs, part, present, future tenses, 

negations, etc. 



Culture-specific vs. General texts 

Culture-specific General Texts   

  Mean Mean Adj. sig.  

Syllables per word 1.661 1.567 .004 

Characters per word 5.020 4.805 .003 

Flesch Reading Ease 44.666 52.586 .016 

Dale-Chall Grade Level 13.150 10.472 .004 

Fry  Readability Graph 12.500 10.388 .007 

K1 Words (1-1000) 71.917 77.541 .005 

K3 Words (2001-3000) 4.809 3.115 .012 

Negations 4.046 8.782 .012 

Verb Density 7.741 10.017 .005 

Present Tenses 2.990 4.702 .010 

Results of Independent samples t-tests between Culture-specific & General C1 reading texts 



Concluding remarks 

1. KPG English Language Exams promote in practice 

culture awareness through the implementation of 

culture-specific texts in the C1 reading comprehension 

test paper. 

2. Such an implementation doesn't affect exam scores. 

Thus, it is not a source of measurement error. 

3. Culture-specific exam texts can have an alleviating 

effect on KPG C1 test-takers' perceived level of anxiety 

while increasing their feelings of topic preference. 
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