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(Klein & Moosbrugger, 2000). In fact, w9gnte8brugg7deration describes rugonly a linear 
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2. Does strategy use ability differ among students with different levels of language 
knowledge? If it does, to what extent do they differ?

The answer to the first question would help to reveal the constraining or amplifying 
effects of language knowledge on the effect of strategy use ability across students of dif-
ferent levels of language knowledge. The answer to the second question may help to 
identify possible reasons leading to different effects of strategy use ability across stu-
dents of different language knowledge.

Participants

The study included 1491 nursing students from eight medical colleges in China. All 7
co nuens il colle.ts
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completing this test”), and evaluating (e.g., “I double-checked my reading compre-
hension or performance”). The cognitive strategies subscale were also in three cate-
gories: memorizing (e.g., “I made notes during the reading”), retrieving (e.g., “I 
related the information from the reading or tasks to my prior knowledge or experi-
ence”), and comprehending (e.g., “I read to see what all or most sentences were in 
common”). The measurement validity of the SUAS was evaluated using multidimen-
sional item response theory (MIRT) (see Cai, 2013) and the MIRT results showed that 
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validity of the NERT was examined using multidimensional item response theory (see 
Cai & Kunnan, 2018). A general nursing English reading ability factor with four domain-
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CFI = 0.99. The standardized loadings for SUAS ranged from .83 (retrieving) to .95 
(evaluating), the loadings for the GKT ranged from .76 (meaning) to .79 (form), and 
the loadings for the NERT ranged from .82 (Texts 1 and 4) to .99 (Text 2).

A structural model was then constructed by regressing L2 reading (NERA) and strat-
egy use ability (SUAS) on language knowledge (GKT). This model was then used as the 
baseline model (Model 1) to test the three hypothetical moderations: the linear moderation 
(Model 2), the quadratic moderation (Model 3), and the cuboid moderation (Model 4). 
The results of model fit are shown in Table 5. The fit indices for the baseline model 
(Model 1) met the criteria for a good-fit model: 
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reading 
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sea level, and the peak, respectively; and their corresponding x-axis locations were 
labeled as the first through the third language threshold. At these three points (or lan-
guage thresholds), the whole curve was divided into four continuous sections, each with 
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smallest mean (−0.22) was planning and memorizing, and the largest mean (−0.17) 
was monitoring and evaluating. The overall mean for the resurfacers was −0.20 with 
a standardized deviation of 0.02. For the uphillers or the largest group (1275 stu-
dents), the smallest mean was retrieving (0.14) and the largest was evaluating (0.18). 
The overall mean for the uphillers was 0.17, with a standardized deviation of 0.01. 
For the downhillers (30 students), the smallest mean was comprehending (0.80) and 
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result, the cuboid moderation that took the metaphorical shape of an island ridge curve 
(IRC) emerged as the most plausible model. The IRC consisted of four continuous con
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This desperation again would force students to turn to strategies that were more acces-
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limitation of their advance is their focus on the “activity” aspect of strategic competence 
rather than the “ability” aspect of strategic competence. Our study provided a solution by 
asking test takers to evaluate their efficiency of using these strategies during test perfor-
mance. To regain the flavor of “competence” as it was originally conceptualized 
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