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ABSTRACT
The general objective of this study was to investigate whether explicit teaching in combined
reading strategies improves reading comprehension and strategy use of grade eleven students in
Tesfa Birhan General Secondary School in Addis Ababa. Using a quasi- experimental pre-test-
post control group design, eighty-seven students were selected from two intact classes that were
assigned to the control and experimental groups. Having ensured both groups’ homogeneity in
terms of reading comprehension and reading strategy use, the experimental group received
explicit instruction in a variety of reading strategies embedded into their English reading lessons
for about four months. Data were mainly collected via reading comprehension tests, reading
strategy questionnaires and interviews. The reading test and the questionnaires were administered
to both groups before and after the training, whereas the interview was conducted only with the
experimental group after the training. Both descriptive and inferential statistics were used to
analyze the data. The independent sample t-test indicated that the experimental group significantly
outperformed the control group in terms of post-test overall reading comprehension mean scores
with a large effect size. The paired sample t-test result also indicated students in the experimental
group significantly improved their overall reading comprehension post-test mean scores with
large magnitude difference. Similarly, Mann Whitney U test results of the posttest indicated
students in the experimental group significantly outperformed their counterparts in three reading
comprehension sub-skills: reading for the main idea, detail, and vocabulary skills, however, no
significant difference was found for inference and reference skills. Furthermore, the result of the
questionnaire showed that students in the experimental group significantly increased their overall
reading strategy use after the training. The interview findings also suggested that the experimental
group greatly benefited from the training. Finally, the overall finding implied that explicit
instruction in a combination of various reading strategies is vital in promoting secondary school
(particularly grade eleven) students’ English reading ability in Ethiopian context. Accordingly, it
was recommended that English teachers could consider implementing explicit instruction in a
variety of RSs in teaching English reading, and students should be adequately supported and
encouraged to use different reading strategies to avoid their reading difficulties.

Keywords: Explicit instruction, Combined reading strategies, Reading comprehension, Reading

strategy use



TABLE OF CONTENTS

DECLARATION ...ttt bttt bt et b et btk e e e bt b e ekt e bt e b e s bt e n b e sbeeb e et sbeenn et e e e e iii
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS ..ttt et b e bt bbbt b e et e e sbeesbe e st b e esbeenbeenbeea iv
A B ST RAC T ettt bbbt a e bbb h e e e R Rt b e R e oAb R e ke e bRt R e b bt e b nbe e nreetes v
TABLE OF CONTENTS . ...ttt sttt b e s he e s he e s s bt et e be e st e e sbeesbeessneabeen Vi
LIST OF FIGURES ..ottt b bbbtk h e bbb s bt b e e b sbe e e et sne e e iX
LIST OF TABLES. ...ttt b bbbt bbbttt b et s b b e e b sbe e e e be e e iX
ACRONYMS ettt b e bt bt e e b et s bt bt e she e sbe e s b e e sh b e e s ke et e e b e e sbe e et e e st beenbeebeenbe e e X
CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION ..ottt sttt ettt nne e b sbeesnnesneanas 1
1.0 General INEFOTUCTION ....c.veuviiieiieiisiese sttt b e 1
1.1 Background Of the STUAY .......c.coiiiiiiiiiic ettt sre e be e sreenes 1
1.2 Statement Of the PrODIEM ..o 6
1.3 ODJECtIVES OF the STUAY ....eeiviceiii e et sbe et e b s re e e be e e sreeres 9
1.3.1 GENEIAl OBJECTIVE ..ottt bbbttt b b b 9
1.3.2 SPECITIC ODJECLIVES ......eueeiiiiieiieiiiti sttt b bbbttt ettt sb b 9

1.4 RESEAICN QUESTIONS .....ccvviiireieteccte et e it ettt et e ste e sbe e sbeesaa e st e s abe e beeebeeabeesbessbeeesbeesteesbeesbeesreesasesnresares 10
1.5 SCOPE OF TNE STUAY ...ttt bbb 10
1.6 Significance OF the STUAY .......ecviii ettt s be et st sbe et 11
1.7 Limitations OF the STUAY ........ccvoiiiiiiiiiie bbb 11
1.8 Operational DefiNItiONS..........c.civiiiiieie e et st et sbeere e resreenrenre e 12
CHAPTER TWO: REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE.......ccco ittt 14
2.0 INEFOUUCTION ...ttt bbb bbbt b et e et b et eb e 14
2.1 DEefiNING REAUING ....c.viueeiieiieiieiieiete ettt b bbbttt bbb 14
2.2 MOUEIS OF REAGING ...ttt bbbttt b e 16
P = 1o 1 0] 4 B O TRV A= APPSR 16
2.2.2 TOP-TOWN VIBW ...ttt bbbtk eb bbbttt ettt sttt nn b 16
2.2.3 INEEIACLIVE VIBW ...ttt b ettt n e 17

2.3 Schema Theory and Reading COMPrenBNSION .........ccviiiiiiiiieieicesc e 18
2.4 The Notion of Language Learning StrategieS (LLSS) ......ccooveiviieiiieeeere e 19
2.5 Definitions and Classifications of Reading Strategies (RSS) ......ccovviiriririreiiieisesese e 22
2.5.1 DEfINITION OF RSS ...t 22

Vi



2.5.2 ClaSSITICAIION OF RSS ... eiieiiiiie ettt ettt ettt ettt e ettt e e e e e te e eteeeesesae e teteessesnerrneeeeees 22

2.6 RSs Adopted for the PreSent STUAY .........ccviveieiieiiie sttt sre et st naesre s 26
2.7 Reading SKills vS. ReAUING SIratEIS. .......cveieieiiriiiieitiie et 30
2.8 Factors Affecting the Use 0f RSS iN REAAING .....cccviiiiiiiiiieie et 31
2.9 1SSUES TN LLS TTINING ....cueeieiiieiiiiiitesiet ettt nb e 34
2.9.1 Separate vs. Integrated Strategy TraiNiNG .........ccocererrerierieeeieise e 34
2.9.2 Implicit vs. Explicit Strategy TEACNING........cccvviiiiiee it 35
2.9.3 Multiple vs. Individual Strategy TraiNiNg.........ccoovriieirereeeiees e 36
2.9.4 Strategy Teaching MOdelS/FramMEWOIKS ........cc.oiiiieieiiciese e sre st es 37
2.10 The Role of RSs Instruction in Reading COMPreNeNSION ...........ccvviiiriienieiieieisesese e 39
2.11 Criticism of LLSS INStruction in REAAING .......ccveiviiiiiiii ettt sne s 40
2.12 EMPITICAL STUGIES .....uieeeiieiieiesi ettt bbbttt bbb 41
2.13 TheoretiCal FramMEWOIK ...........ccuiiiiiiiiiiiteie et 43
2.14 CoNCEPLUAI FIAMEBWOTK .......eiiiiiiitiiteieet ettt bbbttt 46
CHAPTER THREE: RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY .....ccccccviiiiiieiieniee i 49
3.0 IMEFOUUCTION ...t bbbt bbbt bbb bbb 49
3.1 RESEAICN DIBSIGN. ...ttt bbbttt b bbbt bbbttt bt e 49
3.2 Paradigm Of the STUAY ........cciiiiiii e e e et e s be e b e sre et e e ntenre s 50
3.3 Sample and SAMPliNg TECANIGUES .......ccveviieiieieieiee e 51
3.3.1 Selection of the RESEAICH SIte........ccoiiiiiiiiiee e 51
3.3.2 SeleCtion OF PartiCIPANTS. ........ciiiteiiieieieese sttt ettt bbb 52
3.4 Data COllECtioN INSTIUMENES. .......ccueiitiiiiiiete ettt 53
3.4.1 Reading COmMPIreNENSION TEST......ccviieieiiiiiiiiiie st 53
R @ 10 1= To 0] T UL SRS 55
BLA.B INEEIVIBW ...tttk b bbbt b ettt 57
3.4.4 ClasSrO0M ODSEIVALION .......ccuiiuiireriieieiieie sttt sttt ettt bbb n s 59
3.5 Teaching Manual Preparation ...........ccooiieiie ettt sae e seeeneeneeaneas 60
3.6 Reliability and Validity ISSUES ........coiiiriieiiieiee e 62
3.6.1 Validity of the INSTIUMENTS .......eoiiiie et eees 63
3.6.2 Reliability Of the INStIUMENTS.......cc.oiiiiii s 64
3.7 Data Collection and Training ProCEAUIES ..........eeuiiieeieree et ee et see e eneenee e 65
BB ELNICAI ISSUES ...t 70
3.9 Data ANalySiS TECRNIQUES. .......coeiiiiieieiee bbb 71

Vi



3,10 THE PHOE STUAY ...ttt b e 74

3.10.1 Research Design and APPIOACH ........ciiiiiie ittt ns 74
3.10.2 Sample and Sampling TECANIGUES .........cviiiiiiieie e 75
3.10.3 Data ColleCtion INSTIUMENTS. ........ccuiiiiiiiiitieeie e 75
3.10.4 Teaching Material Preparation...........ccoueviiierireieieeeeeese st 77
3.10.5 Data Collection and Experimental ProCEAUIES ...........cccoeiiiiiriniieneeeeeee s 78
3.10.6 Techniques Of Data ANAIYSIS ......ccviieiiiieie st re e sreers 80
3.10.7 Results Of the POt STUY .........coiiieeieiise s 80
3.10.8 SUMMArY OF the PlOt ........cciiiiici et rs 86
3.10.9 Lessons learned from the Pilot and Actions Taken for the Main Study............ccocovvvnenennne. 87
CHAPTER FOUR: RESEARCH FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION ......ccoiiiiiiiiiieeeeeie e 89
4.0 INEFOUUCTION ...ttt bbbttt b bbbt b et et e bbb e sb b e b n s 89
I T 11T USSR 89
4.1.1 Findings of Reading Comprenension Pretest ... s 89
4.1.2 Findings of Questionnaire before the Training .........ccccoeeiiiiiiiseeeee s 94
4.1.3 Findings of Classroom ODBSErVALION..........c.cceiiiieiiii ettt sre e 97
4.1.4 Findings of Overall Reading Comprenension POSLESE .............cviriienereieisisese s 99
4.1.5 Findings of Reading Comprehension Sub-skills POSHEST ...........cccccvvveiiiiiiiicicieece e 103
4.1.6 Findings of Questionnaire after the Training ..........ccoeiiiiiiier e 105
4.1.6 FINAINGS OF INTEIVIBW ..c.viiiiiiiiecc e st sttt s be e e be e e steeteesbesre s 115

O D T 1o ISt T o PSSR 119
4.2.1 Effects of RSU Training on Students’ Overall Reading Comprehension............cccccuvvvvennnnne. 120
4.2.2 Comparing Students’ Comprehension Sub-sKills Post-test SCOres..........coovvvvvivvivereiiviienenne 121
4.2.3 Effects of Explicit Combined RSs Training on Students’ RSU..........ccocoeviiniiiniciiiiniene 123
4.2.4 Participants’ Views abOUt the TraiNiNg..........coviierineniieieeesese e 125
CHAPTER FIVE: SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS. 127
5.0 INEFOTUCTION ...ttt b et n ettt nn e nen s 127
5.1 SUMIMIBIY .ttt etttk bbbt b e e b e b e e b e ek e R bt e b e e b e ekt e bt e bt ekt e ne e sb e et e e b e nbe e e e nbe e 127
5.2 CONCIUSTONS ...ttt b b et n et b e r e nn e n e enes 129
5.3 Pedagogical IMPIICALIONS .........coiiiiiieieee bbbt 130
5.4 RECOMMENUALIONS ...ttt e n et b e renr e nen s 131
REFERENGCES ...ttt b e bbb e e a bt sttt e b e e et e e sb e e et e e anbeenbeenbee e 132
APPENDICES ...ttt st sttt s s s e e b e e b e e b e e e R et e e e et e e nbe e be e naeenne e e rs 142



Appendix A: Reading COMPreNeNSION TESE.........ccviiiiiie ettt 142

Appendix B: Reading strategies use questionnaire (English VErsion) .........c.cccccevvvvvevevveieiesneneenenn, 147
Appendix C: Amharic version of the QUESTIONNAITE. ............coriireiiieisier e 149
Appendix D: Interview questions (English & Amharic VErsSions) ..........cccocvvveveieiieenesie e, 151
Appendix E: Classroom Observation for Experimental Group ..........ccccoovviiiineneiesseseseseeee 152
Appendix F: INStructor CheCk SNEEL..........co i 153
AppendixX G: Training ManUAL.............cooiiioiiiiie e st st be e e eesre e 154
Appendix H: Sample Lesson plan for the experimental group ..........ccocvriieneneneicse e 159
Appendix I: Instrument Validation fOrM ... 162
Appendix J: Raw data of the reading cOmprenension teSt............ccoeiiiiirniicneee e 163
Appendix K: Amharic INterview VErbatim ..........cccoiiiiiiii e st 165
Appendix L: English interview data (translated) ... 171
Appendix M: Sample lesson plan of the CONtrol GroUP........ccocveve e 178
Appendix N: Raw data for QUESTIONNEAITE..........cc.oviiiiiiiiiiie et 179

LIST OF FIGURES

Figure 1 CALLA teaching model adopted from Chamot & Robbins (2005) ..........cccccceeevvnennnne 38
Figure 2 Conceptual framework of the StUAY ... 47
LIST OF TABLES

Table 1 Descriptive statistics of the control and experimental groups' reading pretest scores.................... 90
Table 2 Kolmogorov -Smirnov test of both groups' pre-overall reading test SCOres.........ccoevveveevevvervenen. 90
Table 3 Kolmogorov-Smirnov test of the five reading sub-skills pretest SCOres .........cceeveveevvereeeeveesreennn. 91
Table 4 Independent sample t-test for both groups' overall reading pretest SCOres........ccovvvrvvervrveveereennnn. 92
Table 5 None parametric test for the five reading sub-skills pretest SCOres.........oovvvirvevieneeveeseeceeresreenn, 93
Table 6 ManN-WHITNEY U TESL.......c.ecieiiieeieceeeeteee ettt ettt ettt e st e st et e sbe e b e beeasentesreennas 93
Table 7 Descriptive statistics of the six RSU categories' questionnaire before the training.........c............ 94
Table 8 Descriptive statistics of both groups' overall RSU questionnaire SCOres..........ccooevvevvevreseevvesveennn. 95
Table 9 Kolmogorov- Smirnov’s test for both groups' pre-overall questionnaire SCOres ...........cccecevvennee. 95
Table 10 Independent sample t-test for both groups' RSU questionnaire SCOreS.........cceevereerverveeeeseesvennn. 96
Table 11 Results of reading Class ODSEIVALION ..........ccvieciieieeiiecee et ra e aeeeare s 97
Table 12 Descriptive statistics for both groups' overall reading post-test SCOres.........ccevverereervreeneeneenen. 99
Table 13 Kolmogorov-Smirnov test of the two groups' overall reading post-test SCOres ........c.cevverveennne 100
Table 14 Independent sample t-test for both groups' overall reading post-test mean scores.................... 101
Table 15 Descriptive statistics for the two groups' pre and post-overall reading test scores.................... 102
Table 16 Paired sample test for comparing the EG's pre and post-reading test mean SCOres ................... 102
Table 17 Paired sample test for comparing the CG's pre and post-reading test SCOres...........ccoeveverenncnne 103



Table 18 Kolmogorov-Smirnov test for the five groups reading sub-skills posttest scores...................... 104

Table 19 Non-parametric test for the two groups’ five reading sub-skills post-test scores...........c..c....... 104
Table 20 Mann-Whitney U test results for the five reading Sub-sKillS ..........ccocveeeiieieiieieieieecees 105
Table 21 Descriptive statistics for the two groups' memory strategies use after the training................... 106
Table 22 Descriptive statistics for the two groups’ cognitive strategies use after the training................. 107
Table 23 Descriptive statistics for the two groups' compensation strategies use after the training .......... 108
Table 24 Descriptive statistics for the two groups' metacognitive strategies use after the training.......... 109
Table 25 Descriptive statistics for both groups' affective strategies use after the training ....................... 110
Table 26 Descriptive statistics for the two groups’ social strategies use after the training ...................... 111

Table 27 Descriptive statistics for the two groups' six categories as well as the overall strategy use....... 111
Table 28 Kolmogorov-Smirnov's test for both groups' RSU questionnaire scores after the training ....... 112

Table 29 Independent sample t-test for the two groups' RSU questionnaire SCOres ...........cccecveeververvenes 113
Table 30 Paired sample test for the EG's overall RSU qUeStionnaire SCOreS..........coevververveeeerenenereennes 114
Table 31 Paired sample test for the CG's overall RSU questionnaire SCOreS........c.covvevvereeveeveesreesresreenens 114
ACRONYMS

RSs: reading strategies

LLSs: language learning strategies

SILL: strategy inventory for language learning

RSU: reading strategy use

CALLA: Cognitive Academic Language Learning Approach
CG: Control group

EG: Experimental group

L2: Second Language

MOoE: Ministry of Education



CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION

1.0 General Introduction

This section provides a brief overview of the background, statement of the problem
together with the general and specific objectives and research questions. The chapter also
provides the scope, significance, limitations and operational definitions of the study.

1.1 Background of the Study

To communicate successfully, EFL learners need to improve their vocabulary, speaking,
listening, reading, and writing skills (Al-khresheh & Ali, 2023). More importantly, people
in different parts of the world may read in English either for academic or non-academic
purposes. Therefore, developing adequate reading skills in English is pivotal for ensuring
success in education as well as in professional life in the modern world (Grabe & Stoller,
2019). Globally, scholars agree that reading in English is key as it helps learners improve
not only their language ability but also all educational areas (Grabe, 2009; Nunan, 2003;
Williams & Burden, 1997; Yang, 2016). However, it has been pointed out that reading in
English can be a difficult task for English as a foreign language (EFL) learners in different
contexts (Chinpakdee & Gu, 2021; Shen, 2003). The problem might be in different reading
teaching programs, more emphasis and time can be put on assessing reading

comprehension than on teaching readers how to understand a text (Nunan, 2003).

In the context of Ethiopia, reading difficulty affects students’ academic success and job-
related activities (Berhanu, 2018). Several local researchers (e.g., Rahel et al., 2018;
Ermias & Taye, 2022; Benti et al., 2017) agreed on the idea that among other skills, reading
is vital for students at the secondary school and university levels. To put it differently,
Ethiopian secondary and higher education learners’ academic achievements in English and
other non-English subjects (e.g. history, geography, and economics) depend on students’
ability to read and comprehend English texts. Despite the importance of English reading,
nationally, it is evident that the number of students who could pass grade twelve national
examinations, is drastically decreasing from time to time. As an illustration, MoE reported

that during the 2022 academic year, about a nine hundred thousand students took the



national exam but only 26 thousand (3.1 %) passed; similarly, in the 2023 academic year,
more than eight hundred thousand students took the national exam, however, only 3.2 %
of them scored above fifty percent, which is extremely shocking and an alarm for academic
failure as a national level. Moreover, based on information from Tesfa Birhan Secondary
school, where the current study was conducted, out of 300 students, only 7 of them passed
the grade 12 national examinations and joined higher institutions during the 2023 academic
year. Thus, students’ poor reading ability could be one of the contributing factors to
students’ failure in national examinations. In relation to this, MoE disclosed that learners’
general English language proficiency in general and reading, in particular, is at risk;
children do not learn to read well before finishing primary school, and this situation lasts
for students in secondary schools (MoE, 2020). Besides, today, it is common to hear
complaints from various local writers, including novelists, about the poor reading habits of

many literate individuals in Ethiopia.

Nowadays, there is a paradigm shift to technology-based instruction aiming at improving
learners’ academic performance. In this context, the contribution of technology-based
teaching in developing students’ English language skills has attracted international
researchers (Azizi et al., 2022). Because of globalization, technology-based instruction has
been introduced in Ethiopia aiming at enhancing learners’ academic performance in
general and English language skills in particular. MoE has been striving to improve the
teaching of English and other content subjects at secondary and higher education levels.
Televised or Plasma-based instruction, for example, was designed for Ethiopian secondary
school students throughout the country in 2004 to improve educational problems
(Abebe,2012; Berhanu,2013). However, teaching English language skills through plasma
television in general and reading skills, in particular, did not encourage students to be
“active” readers; rather it made them “passive” readers (Abebe, 2012). The current
researcher is also a witness to the drawbacks of plasma as she was among the first batch of
students who entertained plasma-based instruction for about 4 years (beginning from grade
9 to 12) when plasma lessons started. The English plasma teacher (whose pronunciation
was extremely strange for Ethiopian students and who used to read fast) confused us. My
friends and | were demotivated by lessons of plasma not only for English skills but also for

other subjects. | realized that reading lessons via Plasma seemed to negatively influence

2



my reading habit until recently. Of course, plasma failed to achieve its goal and is almost
interrupted today, which questions the feasibility of language teaching through technology

in the local context, especially at the high school level.

In fact, very recently, Atalay and Berhanu (2023) explored the effect of a web-based
feedback system in developing the reading skills of Ethiopian university students with
promising findings on technology-based teaching. However, it can be noted that the
participants of the study were university students, who may have had more exposure to the
use of technology compared to students at the secondary level. Of course, we cannot hide
the role of technology in our entire lifestyle, but using technologies for academic purposes
in Ethiopia, especially in primary and secondary schools, seems implausible and
impractical. Hence, the present researcher argues that an effective teaching method has to
be implemented in EFL reading classes to promote learners’ reading ability in Ethiopia

where the exposure to English is in the classroom, especially in government schools.

Literature shows that reading is a complex concept that cannot be explained in one way. It
does not mean simply the identification and interpretation of letters and the creation of
phonics, but it involves comprehension, which requires the use of a variety of reading
strategies (Bouchard, 2005). Reading involves comprehension, which entails identifying
the main idea of a text, details that support the main idea, making inferences and vocabulary
for which students are required to employ a combination of strategies during reading
(Grabe & Stoller, 2019). Readers actively combine their bottom-up processes; for example,
the ability to decode and recognize words and grammatical forms with their top-down
processes, such as using background knowledge to predict and confirm meaning (Grabe,
2004; Grabe & Stoller,2019). Both top-down and bottom-up processing are complementary
approaches to text processing and are necessary for reading; however, there are instances
where one approach takes precedence over the other (Nuttall, 2001). Thus, reading can be
considered an interactive process of determining meaning and solving problems, which
requires deliberate efforts and learners' strategic skills (Chinpakdee & Gu, 2021; Gu,
2019). Moreover, reading is said to be a ‘cognitive’ and ‘strategic’ process Of
comprehending a text’s meaning (Grabe, 2009; Strakova, 2013). Hence, learning strategy

is among the important factors in promoting the comprehension process (Yang, 2016).



According to Taheri et al. (2020), the first evidence of research on second language (L2)
learning strategies began in the 1970s in Rubin’s work entitled “What Good Language
Learner Can Tell Us”. Rubin (1975), a former researcher in L2 acquisition, highlighted
that students who fail to learn new languages can be taught the strategies employed by
successful language learners to advance their language skills. Likewise, the process of
reading comprehension has been grounded in what good readers do while they read (Duke
& Pearson, 2009), and it has been indicated that lack of adequate strategy training and
practice in the EFL context may contribute to students' reading difficulties (Yan & Kim,
2023). Regarding this, pioneer experts in reading (e.g., Grabe & Stoller, 2019; Nunan,
2003; Snow, 2002) have suggested the idea that instruction in the use of reading strategies
(hereafter RSs) is one way of assisting learners’ reading difficulty. RSs, which emanate
from general language learning strategies (LLSs), are operations or comprehension
techniques that readers apply as they read to understand a text (Afflerbach et al., 2008).
They are intentional actions taken by a learner to achieve specific goals or objectives and

can be used in various ways depending on the context and learner (Al Raggad et al., 2019).

Scholars suggest that multiple strategies (rather than individual) instruction improves
learners’ reading performance (Duke & Pearson, 2009; Grabe & Jiang, 2011; Oxford,
1990). Strategies are interconnected, and thus, should be seen as a continuous process
rather than individual isolated actions (Anderson, 1999). Incorporating RSs into her six
comprehensive strategy classifications (memory, cognitive, compensation, metacognitive,
affective and social), Oxford (1990) notes that the six categories are interrelated with each
other to fix learners’ language learning problems. Memory strategies, for example,
semantic mapping and imagery, are used to retrieve and remember new information;
cognitive strategies such as summary and note-taking are vital to understand and learn a
new language; compensation strategies are about using make up for knowledge gaps
through linguistic and context clues; metacognitive strategies, on the other hand, are key
for coordinating one’s learning progress; affective strategies help students in regulating
emotions, and social strategies help students to learn from one another (Ibid). To put this
in different words, using a combination of various RSs from the six categories, for instance,
summarizing, forming questions, imaging, predicting, activating background knowledge,

and monitoring comprehension, seems vital for comprehension and promotion of strategic

4



readers (Chamot, 2005; Grabe, 2009). Strategies are teachable, and successful learners
employ a repertoire of RSs more effectively than less successful learners to aid their
reading difficulties (Oxford, 2017). Students could attack difficult tasks if they are
explicitly taught a repertoire of strategies (Khellab et al., 2022), highlighting that providing

training in various RSs would assist students’ reading difficulties.

Furthermore, researchers have proposed different views regarding the teaching approaches
of LLSs. For example, implicit and explicit instruction has attracted researchers in the field
of teaching reading (Shen, 2003); however, explicit instruction, which has been commonly
used by EFL reading researchers, is one of the best approaches in teaching strategies
(Chamot,2005).Explicit instruction means teaching strategy directly, intentionally, and
systematically, whereas implicit instruction means that strategies are not explicitly taught
in systematic ways (Oxford, 1990). As a result, students could attack difficult tasks if they
are explicitly taught a repertoire of strategies (Khellab et al., 2022).Studies on LLSs in L2
and foreign language (FL) reading contexts found that explicit strategy instruction is likely
to be more effective than implicit or non-integrated instruction (Gu, 2019; Jiang & Grabe,
2011). Itis worth mentioning that explicit strategy instruction does not mean simply telling
learners to use strategies; rather, it involves discussing with learners what strategies are
(declarative knowledge), when, where and why to use them (conditional knowledge), and
how they can be used (procedural knowledge) to facilitate students’ learning reading (Al
Raqgad et al., 2019; Chinpakdee & Gu, 2021; Manoli et al., 2016).0On the other hand,
whether strategy instruction should be integrated or separated has been another view of
experts with a suggestion that rather than offering a separate learning strategy teaching,
teachers need probably to incorporate the training into their regular coursework (Chamot,
2004).

In fact, LLSs may not be a panacea to fix the entire language acquisition problem, but they
are very helpful in conjunction with other techniques (Griffiths, 2004)), suggesting that
various factors should be considered to observe the causal relationship between strategy
training and students’ reading performance. That is why Duke and Pearson (2009)
commented that good comprehension instruction comprises not only explicit teaching of

particular comprehension strategies but also facilitating supportive classroom situations,



for example, sufficient time for reading, preparing a variety of texts to practice reading and
assisting pair work that involves discussions of a written text. In Vygotsky's (1978)
sociocultural theory, it is implied that learning takes place in collaboration with others in
which students require support (scaffolding) from a more knowledgeable person until they
become autonomous learners, and the term scaffolding is connected with Vygotsky's Zone
of Proximal Development (Clark & Graves, 2005). Through a process of teacher modeling,
scaffolding, and assistance, students learn to be involved with texts strategically, and
gradually independently practice LLSs for a better understanding of a text (Grabe, 2004).
In other words, based on sociocultural theory, teachers can transfer higher-order meta-
cognitive strategies to their students through scaffolding and modeling; then after helping
learners to read independently, teacher scaffolding can be reduced (Ahmadi & Gilakjani,
2012).

In Ethiopia, the practice of teaching of reading seemed traditional where students passively
interact with reading materials without the necessary support. It was evident that secondary
school students were not truly engaged in reading; rather, they were expected to read
mechanically through memorization and surface-level understanding (Abebe, 2012). Local
researchers (e.g. Alebel, 2020; Ermias &Taye ) revealed most teachers do not follow the
recommended teaching methods and they did not teach the three reading stages properly.
Ineffective teaching of reading and unsuitable tasks are major factors affecting students
reading abilities. This situation indicates creating a learning environment that encourages
students to actively engage with the reading activities in order to enhance their
comprehension ability. Accordingly, in light of sociocultural theory, this study aims to
investigate whether explicit instruction with a combination of various RSs promotes
reading comprehension and reading strategy use (RSU) of grade-level students in Tesfa

Birhan secondary school.
1.2 Statement of the Problem

Given the importance of English reading in the Ethiopian academic sectors, particularly at
secondary level, secondary school students’ low achievement in English reading has been

a central issue among local researchers (Abebe, 2012; Geleta et al., 2022; Tadiwos et al.,



2022; Ermias & Taye, 2022). Furthermore, complaints have been frequently heard from
different public secondary school English teachers in Addis Ababa about their students’
poor reading comprehension ability. Three EFL teacher from Kokebe Tsibah and Tesfa
Birhan secondary schools in the 2022 and 2023 academic years, for example, worried about

the majority of their students’ failure to comprehend a given English text.

In fact, students’ poor performance in reading could be attributed to different factors, but
the present researcher assumes that the limited knowledge of employing RSs by students
and the inappropriate methods of teaching reading at secondary schools could be among
the causes. From the informal talk with grade eleven students in Entoto Amba and Kokebe
Tsibah Secondary Schools, the current researcher realized that teaching reading skills has
been given little attention. Students' oral reports indicated that they had been told to read a
given passage themselves without or with a little guidance and support, and sometimes the
reading sections were escaped. After exploring the practice of teaching reading
comprehension in Ethiopian secondary schools, Simachew and Dawit (2018) also reported
that teachers did not practice the majority of the RSs except for asking and answering
questions. As a result, (Chanyalew& Abiye, 2015; Fikadu, 2021) recommended the need
to provide training on the uses of different strategies to both teachers and students to make
students able to direct their learning. In this sense, this study aims to check whether explicit
teaching in combined RSs would contribute to EFL grade eleven students' reading
comprehension and their RSU.

Some local studies related to the current, have been conducted before. For example, Rahel
et al. (2018) employed a quasi-experimental design and conducted a related study. Using,
reading comprehension tests and self-efficacy questionnaires as data-gathering tools, they
found that students in the experimental group benefited more than the control group in
reading comprehension achievement and reading self-efficacy after strategy training.
Likewise, Benti et al.(2017) examined the effect of reading strategy training on grade 9
students’ reading achievement’; the study concluded that reading strategy training brought
a significant difference between the control and experimental groups in their reading
achievements. Moreover, recently, Geleta et al. (2022) investigated the effectiveness of

explicit reading strategies on grade 9 students’ achievement in reading comprehension



around Wollega. Assigning 33 students to the control groups and the rest 35 students to the
experimental groups, the authors confirmed the benefit of explicit strategy instruction in

enhancing students’ reading ability.

However, several contextual and methodological gaps have been identified in the previous
local studies. Firstly, as far as my reading is concerned, no research has examined the effect
of combined (i.e., memory, cognitive, compensation, metacognitive, social, and affective)
strategy instruction on grade eleven students’ English reading comprehension, particularly
in the context of Addis Ababa. Therefore, the author of the current study noticed that
explicit teaching in combination with various RSs in line with the three reading stages (pre-
,while, and post-reading) to facilitate students’ reading comprehension, seems more
important than relying on a few strategies or a single RSs category. In addition, the previous
researchers did not assess students’ current level of RSU before conducting training.
Moreover, several methodological gaps that might be a source of bias in the outcomes of
interventional studies, were observed in the previous studies. For instance, the previous
empirical studies did not clearly show how the experiment was carried out, and they did
not inform readers the test administration and marking procedures. Some of the previous
investigators conducted the treatment themselves which could be a source of internal
validity threats to the outcome of the study. More importantly, the previous researchers did
not employ any follow-up measurements during the implementation of the intervention
except Chanyalew and Abiy (2015) who implemented training follow-up measures while
conducting their study in an elementary context. Checking assumptions, such as normality
tests, to perform either parametric or nonparametric statistical tools was also missed in the
previous studies. Finally, computing the effect size other than reporting significant value,
was an additional gap. Therefore, this area seems to be further investigated.

Furthermore, a plethora of related empirical studies, which were briefly discussed in the
literature section, have been conducted abroad from which some research gaps were
identified. As a result, researchers suggested that although LLSs are claimed to be effective
in improving EFL learners’ reading comprehension (Chinpakdee & Gu, 2021; Yan & Kim,
2023), several issues remain unresolved in the literature. For instance, the context and the

types of strategies to be taught, and their number, including the methodological aspects of



the intervention, have been debated among L2 and EFL researchers (Maeng, 2014,
Plonsky, 2011; Yan & Kim, 2023). Additionally, there has been no consensus among
scholars and researchers about the best ways to teach strategies, including whether
instruction should be combined, detached, or embedded (Yan & Kim, 2023). For instance,
after reviewing thirteen studies conducted on the impacts of RSs training in EFL reading
contexts, Al Raqgad et al. (2019) commented that it is still unclear whether some strategies
are better than others to improve EFL learners’ reading comprehension. Maeng (2014), on
the other hand, argued that it is preferable to present a repertoire of reading strategies, as a
single strategy could not be suitable to all readers, which is the concern of the present
researcher too. Such a situation, according to Snow (2002), implies that teaching strategies
are a promising start for future studies on teaching reading comprehension. This study,
therefore, would contribute to such controversies in literature and tries to fill the gaps

identified so far. To this end, the general and specific objectives of study are stated below.
1.3 Objectives of the Study
The study has the following general and specific objectives.

1.3.1 General Objective

The general objective of the study was to investigate to what extent explicit instruction in
combination with various RSs would contribute to grade eleven students' reading

comprehension and RSU in Tesfa Birhan Secondary School.

1.3.2 Specific Objectives

The Specific objectives of the study are:

1. To assess whether or not grade eleven students improve their overall reading
comprehension performance after they received explicit instruction in combination
with various RSs.

2. To identify grade eleven students’ progress in reading for the main idea, detail,
vocabulary, inference and reference sub-skills after they received the training.

3. To assess whether or not explicit teaching in combination with various RSs

contributes to grade eleven students’ reading strategy use.



4. To find out students' views about the benefit of the training in promoting their

reading comprehension?
1.4 Research Questions
The study tried to answer the following research questions.

1.4.1 What is the effect of explicit instruction in combined RSs on grade eleven
students’ reading comprehension performance?

1.4.2 s there a statistically significant difference between the control and the
experimental groups’ post-test mean scores of reading for the main idea, detail,
vocabulary, inference and reference sub-skills?

1.4.3 What is the effect of explicit training in combined RSs on grade eleven students’
reading strategy use?

1.4.4 How do students in the experimental group view the reading strategy use training

in promoting their reading comprehension?
1.5 Scope of the Study

This study is delimited in terms of participants, language skills and strategies. It was mainly
delimited to grade eleven students in Kokebe Tsibah and Tesfa Birhan Secondary Schools
in Addis Ababa for the pilot and main study, respectively. Only two intact classes were
selected for the study due to time and budget constraints. The two main dependent variables
(reading comprehension and RSU) were examined to investigate the effectiveness of the
independent variable in depth. Only reading, among the rest skills, was focused on as it is
believed to be a key for student academic success and life-long process. Moreover, despite
a significant number of ongoing empirical investigations around the concept of reading,
the problem has not been solved so far. The five reading sub-skills (reading for main ideas,
details, vocabulary, inference, and reference skills) incorporated in the adapted test, were
treated in the present study. Other affective variables (e.g. motivation and self-efficacy)
were not included in this study thinking that the study might be shallow and cannot address
several issues sufficiently. Moreover, since there are a plethora of RSs, some relevant

strategies such as semantic mapping, skimming, taking notes, summarizing, guessing;

10



setting goals, self-monitoring, self-encouragement, and cooperating were selected for
present study. These strategies were selected because they have been proven to help solve
learners’ reading difficulties, and it seems impractical to include a number of strategies and

practice them during the four-month training schedule.

1.6 Significance of the Study

The present study might yield results that may have implications for the existing body of
knowledge, teachers, students and researchers for pedagogical purposes in the EFL reading
context. First, since students’ awareness of learning strategies is claimed to have a positive
effect on reading skills, this study adds value to the existing body of knowledge that explicit
teaching in a collection of RSs has significant effects on enhancing students’ reading
comprehension. Furthermore, despite the existence of similar empirical studies in the local
context, the current research presented debates from literature and touched on several
methodological issues that were not addressed by the previous researchers and would add
knowledge to the interested readers and concerned researchers. This research finding may
also help teachers to give considerable attention to the implementation of explicit
instruction with a combination of various RSs during teaching reading. This, in turn, might
help students to be strategic readers for a better understanding of the text. Students would
benefit if they are taught the use different strategies and guided to apply them in reading
English texts. Finally, this research could be a springboard for further investigations in the
field.

1.7 Limitations of the Study

Although the finding of this study is promising in the context of EFL teaching reading, the
research acknowledges some limitations that could be considered by future researchers.
For example, the study employed a quasi-experiment design which is suspected to internal
validity threats. Although several measures were taken to control the internal validity
threats by the present researcher, future researchers could think using random assignment
to confidently control potential threats, which were not addressed in the current study. The
limited sample size that involved only two intact classes of grade eleven students may also

be a threat to generalizing this finding in different contexts. Hence, increments of
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participants, especially enlarging the experimental group, would be important for future

researchers to confidently generalize the results in a wider context.

Furthermore, despite reviewing local studies and having informal talks with the EFL grade-
level teachers and students about the current practice of teaching and learning reading skills
before the intervention, the researcher realized that formal interviews should have been
conducted with EFL teachers for better insights. Accordingly, for a comprehensive
understanding of the implications of the findings, future researchers could consider the
limitations acknowledged by the current researcher. In brief, despite such limitations, the
findings of the current study provide important insights into the effectiveness of explicit
instruction with combination of various RSs in promoting Ethiopian Secondary School

(particularly grade eleven) students’ reading comprehension skills.

1.8 Operational Definitions

Reading comprehension performance- in this study refers to the learners' scores in the
adapted TOEFL reading tests before and after the training. TOEFL stands for the ‘Test of
English as a Foreign Language’ and is designed to measure all four academic English skills
- reading, listening, speaking and writing. The TOEFL test focuses on assessing specific
reading comprehension skills, such as identifying main ideas, guessing meanings of words,
inferencing, and identifying references using a variety of strategies that were practiced in
the selected reading passages.

Reading comprehension sub-sub skills: here involves, among others, reading for main
ideas, vocabulary, details, inference and reference skills that were included in the TOFEL
test and practice during the training session.

Reading strategy use questionnaire: refers to reading strategy use items prepared based
on Oxford‘s six strategy taxonomies (memory, cognitive, compensation, metacognitive,
affective and social) that were practiced during the training and administered as pre and
posttests to measure students' level of strategy use before and after the training.
Combined reading strategies: encompass a set of reading strategies such as semantic

mapping, skimming, taking notes, summarizing, guessing, self-monitoring, self-
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encouragement, and cooperating selected from the above six strategy categories. These
strategies are crucial in solving learners' difficulties related to English reading.

Explicit strategy instruction: here means teaching students directly what reading
strategies are, when, where, why and how they are used in reading activities from students'
textbook during the four-month training.

The conventional method: refers to the conventional teaching approach that the sample
school is implementing, which doesn’t involve explicit instructing of strategies; the

usual/conventional method can be used interchangeably.

The next chapter presents and discusses related literature with the research topic.
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CHAPTER TWO: REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

2.0 Introduction

This chapter presents several important issues in relation to the topic of the study. It
discusses key concepts including reading, LLSs, RSs and their classifications, teaching
models, related empirical studies, issues in strategy training, factors affecting strategy
training and critics of strategy training. The chapter also briefly explains the theoretical
and conceptual frameworks of the study followed by a summary of the chapter.

2.1 Defining Reading

The exploration of reading in L2 or FL context commenced primarily in 1970 with the
influential publication by Goodman (1967) titled "Reading: A psycholinguistic guessing
game."; since then a great deal of investigations have been conducted concerning reading
(Khaki, 2014). Despite arguments among researchers about the term reading and its
definition, several experts commonly agree that reading is a ‘complex’ process that cannot
be explained singly (Afflerbach et al., 2008; Grabe, 2009; Nunan, 2003; Nuttall, 2001). For
example, both Nutall (2001) and Smith (2004) assert that giving a single specific definition
to the term reading is not possible because various writers define the term in different ways.
While the former author (Nutall) maintains that assigning reading a single definition is not
an easy task since the concept can be explained by different individuals in different ways,
the latter fears an ‘oversimplification’ of such a complex process as reading. Reading is an
interactive and non-linear cognitive process that requires readers to use both their linguistic
resources (vocabulary and grammar) and background knowledge to extract and interpret
meaning from the text (Grabe, 2004; Grabe & Stoller, 2019). It is the ability to extract
meaning from the printed material and the appropriate interpretation of this information
(Ibid). Moreover, Gabe (2009) defined reading as, “a rapid process; an efficient process;
an interactive process; a strategic process; a flexible process; an evaluating process; a
purposeful process; a comprehending process; a learning process, and a linguistic process”
(P.14). Grabe further explains each term in the above definition; for instance when we say
reading is a strategic process, readers are expected to use certain strategies to repair

comprehension breakdowns. Reading is an interactive process means a reader brings
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his/her background knowledge and connects to the new reading to get the meaning of the

text.

According to Nunan (2003) the aim of reading is comprehension, and to comprehend what
they read, readers need to effectively combine information from a written text with their
existing knowledge. He explains reading as a strategic and fluent process. Strategic reading
is related to the ability of the reader to use a collection of reading strategies to accomplish
a purpose for reading. He further maintains that good readers know what to do when they
encounter difficulties, and he considers fluent reading as the ability to read at an appropriate
rate with adequate comprehension. In such a perspective, meaning does not rest in the
reader nor does it rest in the text; the reader’s background knowledge integrates with the
text to create meaning. Thus, reading is the combined product of the text, the reader,
fluency, and strategies (Ibid: 68). Comprehension is seen as a complex process that is
consuming, continuous, and provides complex activity, but it is satisfying and productive
for good readers as proposed by (Duke and Pearson, 2009). According to Snow (2002: 11),
comprehension -involves the simultaneous extraction and construction of meaning by
actively engaging with written language. This process is seen as an interactive process that
consists of three elements: the text as being comprehended, the reader that is doing the
comprehending, and the activity in which comprehension is a part, as proposed in the
definition of reading comprehension (lbid). Reading involves comprehension, which
entails identifying the main idea of a text, details that support the main idea, making
inferences and vocabulary for which students are required to employ a combination of

strategies during reading (Grabe & Stoller, 2019).

To sum up, from the discussion so far, we can understand that defining reading in a simple
sentence may be misleading and difficult too. Most scholars agree that reading is highly
interconnected with comprehension; in other words, reading involves comprehension (i.e.
the goal of reading) (Alderson, 2000; Nunan, 2003).The current research relies on Grabe’s
(2009) definition of reading explained above because it looks comprehensive as compared
with other definitions. Among other reading comprehension skills, the current study

focused on the five sub-skills, namely, reading for the main idea, detail, vocabulary,
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inference and reference skills as the TOFEL test used in this study contained these reading

sub-skills.

2.2 Models of Reading

As stated by experts, the reading process involves bottom-up, top-down, and interactive

models. Each of these models is briefly explained as follows.
2.2.1 Bottom-up View

Bottom-up processing involves the analysis of individual words, phrases, and sentences to
understand the meaning of a text. Readers decode the words and analyze the grammatical
structure of the sentences to derive meaning (Nunan, 2003; Alderson, 2000). This model
is typically related to behaviorism in which learning sequentially takes place, for example,
students must learn to recognize letters before they can read words, etc., (Alderson, 2000).
However, the model of reading was criticized by other researchers; for example, Yang
(2016) noted that in line with this model, the reader is inertly guided by the text. Word-to-
word decoding of meaning from print results in a severe limit to the amount of information
the reader can receive, resulting in poor comprehension (Nuttall, 2001; Smith, 2012).In
other words, unlike this model, for comprehension to take place, readers need to connect
new things to their prior knowledge of the world (Smith, 2012). As a result, advocates of
the top-down model suggest that readers' prior knowledge is vital in reading and

comprehending a text.

2.2.2 Top-down View

The top-down model begins with the idea that understanding lies in the reader. In line with
this model, readers use their background knowledge, such as their knowledge of the topic
or their understanding of the world to make predictions (Nunan 2003; Smith, 2012). This
model was associated with Goodman (1967) who stated that reading is not a linear process
where readers decode words one by one, but a holistic process where readers constantly
revise their predictions and hypotheses about the text. He proposed that readers engage in
a process called "psycholinguistic guessing,” where they actively generate and test

hypotheses about the meaning of the text based on their background knowledge and

16



linguistic cues. These top-down psycholinguistic concepts suggest that readers not only
use connections between sounds and letters, and syntax and semantics when reading, but
that they also use their prior knowledge (schema) to predict text meaning, and that they
read to confirm or correct what they have predicted (Ibid). Clarke and Silberstein (1977)
outlined instructional implications for teaching reading which were drawn from the
psycholinguistic model of reading, and reading is viewed as an active process of
comprehension in which strategies (such as guessing meaning from context, defining
expectations, making inferences, skimming, etc.) need to be taught to students so that they
can read texts effectively. Clarke and Silberstein also suggested that the goal of teachers
should be to introduce students to appropriate approaches for understanding written texts,
to assist students in defining goals and strategies for reading, to prepare conceptual
readiness in students by using pre-reading activities, and to introduce students to strategies
for coping with difficult sentence structure, unknown vocabulary and text organization.
However, the top-down view has been criticized for causing an excessive dependence on
background knowledge and ignoring the basic text that the reader needs to understand
(Yang, 2016). As a result scholars recently developed the interactive model, thinking that

the bottom-up or top-down model alone may not be sufficient for the process of reading.
2.2.3 Interactive View

The interactive view is the combination of the previous (bottom-up and top-down) two
models. According to Nunan (2003), the interactive view is accepted as the most complete
description of the reading process. In addition, comprehension is a complex process and
success is achieved through the interaction of both bottom-up and top-down processes
(Carrell, 1991; Grabe, 2004). The interactive model is a combination of bottom-up and top-
down, where important concepts (for example, vocabulary from the bottom-up and prior
knowledge from the top-down approach) are taken from both views and involved in the
reading process (Grabe & Stoller, 2019).Readers actively combine their bottom-up
processes; for example, the ability to decode and recognize words and grammatical forms
with their top-down processes, such as using background knowledge to predict and confirm
meaning Grabe (2004). Therefore, the present study relies on this theory to implement

reading-strategy training to promote the comprehension ability of secondary school
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students. Schema theory (i.e discussed in the next section) also plays an important role to

the current study.

2.3 Schema Theory and Reading Comprehension

Schema is commonly known as the knowledge that has been obtained beforehand, i.e.
background knowledge (Cho & Ma, 2020). Schema theory, which is embedded in an
interactive view of reading, emphasizes the role of students’ background knowledge in the
reading comprehension process. It is related to the knowledge we have gained from
experience, while reading we use the existing schema in a modified manner (Nuttal, 2001).
Studies on L2 reading, for example, Goodman (1976) have shown that meaning does not
only come from the text itself but also from the reader, giving her/him an important role in
reading comprehension. The reading process is, therefore, the result of the interaction
between the reader and the text, in which readers try to match their background knowledge
with the new information that comes from the text (Carrell & Eisterhold, 1983). The
authors explain that, based on schema theory, understanding a written text involves an
interactive procedure between the reader’s schemata and the text. This entails that schema
IS based on the two models (top-down and bottom-up process) (lbid). Background
knowledge is conducive to disambiguating lexical meanings and facilitating contextual
guessing, as it provides a framework for readers, which gives those clues and guides their
decisions on the meaning of unfamiliar words (Grabe, 2004). Smith (2006) asserted that
prior knowledge allows readers to predict while being engaged in reading comprehension
and, thus, better comprehend texts and derive pleasure from text reading. Koda (2005)
underlines that comprehension occurs when the reader extracts and integrates various

information from the text and combines them with what is already known.

As to Cho and Ma (2020), although schema has been classified in different ways by
researchers, it can be categorized into two main types: content and formal schema.
According to the same author, the content schema is related to one’s background
knowledge of the world, which encompasses topic familiarity and cultural knowledge
(Carrell & Eisterhold, 1983). On the other hand, formal schema refers to background
knowledge of the language and linguistic conventions and the rhetorical organization or
structure of different types of text (Barnett, 1989; Carrell & Eisterhold, 1983). Formal
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schemata assist the reader in identifying relationships between pieces of textual
information and putting the details in order. Different text types, such as a newspaper
article or an experimental study, have different conventional formal schemata whereas
content schemata refer to background knowledge of the world and the content area of a
text (Ibid). Different studies have ascertained the effect of activating appropriate
background information through pre-reading activities to enhance comprehension. For
example, Hudson (1982) used cue pictures as stimuli and a questioning strategy to activate
subjects’ schemata, whereas Floyd and Carrell (1987) provided subjects with discussion,
lectures and slide appreciation as pre-reading activities to activate, as well as construct,
appropriate schemata. According to the same authors, teachers must provide their students
with the appropriate schemata that they lack, and must also help them build a bridge

between their existing and new knowledge.

However, teachers and students in the EFL context do not need to read English except for
classroom purposes Nutall (2001). Thus, combined with other strategies, this research aims
to help students improve their comprehension by activating their schema/ background
knowledge through activities during the pre-reading stage.

2.4 The Notion of Language Learning Strategies (LLSs)

With the emergence of the communicative language teaching approach, there has been a
remarkable shift in L2 and FL education, where the emphasis has been placed on learners
and learning rather than on teachers and teaching (Taheri et al., 2020; Tseng, 2005).
Researchers and experts' shift in focus from the teacher and the teaching product to the
learner and the learning process was one of the most significant areas in foreign language
education that led to the emergence of LLSs research in the 1970s (Sarafianou &
Gavriilidou, 2015). As a result, researchers in the area of L2/FL learning have started to
investigate strategies employed by learners that aid their learning. As a result, the first
evidence of research on L2 learning strategies began in the 1970s in Rubin's work entitled
‘What Good Language Learner Can Tell Us’ (Taheri et al., 2020).

Afterward, various scholars have focused on and provided their definitions for LLSs
(Chamot, 2005; O’malley & Chamot, 1990; Oxford, 1990; Rubin, 1975). For example,
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Rubin defined LLS as “techniques or devices which a learner may use to acquire
knowledge” ( p. 43). O’Malley and Chamot (1990) state that LLSs are a series of actions,
plans, tactics, thoughts, or behaviors used by learners to facilitate the understanding,
storage, recovery and use of information. Although all the definitions of LLSs by different
scholars share common terminologies, many researchers agreed that the most noteworthy
definition to date is given by Oxford (1990:8) that learning strategies are "specific actions
taken by the learner to make learning easier, faster, more enjoyable, more self-directed,
more effective, and more transferable to new situations”(p.8). Recently, Oxford (2011)
revised her definition of LLSs as "the learner’s goal-directed actions for improving
language proficiency or achievement, completing a task, or making learning more efficient,
more effective and easier” (P. 167). She further states that LLSs are combinable in clusters

or chains and have cognitive, emotional, and social roles.

Ellis (1997) indicated that given the same learning environment, the same learning
material, and the same teaching staff, L2 students vary greatly in the speed with which they
learn the language. Therefore, different contributing factors, including learning strategy,
may affect students’ language learning achievement. Concerning this, Oxford (2003) notes
that learning strategies have become one of the main factors that help students to learn a
L2 or FL successfully. As a result, several investigations have shown the importance of
LLSs in making language learning more efficient (O’Malley & Chamot, 1990; R. Oxford,
1990; Oxford, 1996). The pioneer studies indicated that classroom strategy training is
underpinned by the belief that LLSs are teachable and that learners can benefit from being
coached in acquiring relevant strategies (Chamot, 2005; Larsen-Freeman, 1991; O’Malley
& Chamot, 1990; Oxford, 1990; Rubin, 1975). Concerning this, Rubin (1975) suggests
that strategies used by successful language learners can be taught to students who struggle
to learn new languages, thereby improving their language skills. According to O’Malley
and Chamot (1990), strategy training can help students develop their metacognitive
knowledge and autonomous strategy users. Oxford (1990) claims that strategy instruction
should be a crucial component of the language learning process because it aids learners in

advancing their proficiency, confidence, and self-awareness.
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Hence, L2/FL learning strategies with a history of about 50 years, have been the focus of
a large body of research (Grabe & Stoller, 2019; Plonsky, 2011). Most of the findings of
strategy instruction research in L2 acquisition so far, indicate that strategy instruction has
a positive influence on learners’ performance (Plonsky, 2011), and can be effective in all
contexts for all skills (Plonsky, 2019). Scholars recommended sufficient strategy use to
support learners in doing certain language tasks, which is more effective, and students with
a large collection of EFL learning strategies perform well (Habdk & Magyar, 2019).
According to Chamot (2005), LLSs are important in L2 learning and teaching for two major
reasons. First, we gain insights into the metacognitive, cognitive, social, and affective
processes involved in language learning by examining the strategies used by L2 learners
during the language learning process. The second reason is that less successful language
learners can be taught new strategies to help them be good language learners. Chamot
further explains various descriptive studies have addressed the range and type of learning
strategies used by good language learners and the differences in learning strategies used
between more and less effective learners. However, until relatively recently there have
been fewer studies focusing on the second goal that is trying to teach language learning
strategies in classroom settings. Oxford (1990) was one of the first experts to argue that
strategy teaching should be a fundamental part of language education, as it helps students
gain greater competence, confidence, and self-awareness. She indicated that successful
students can orchestrate and combine particular types of strategies in effective ways
according to their own learning needs. Students need to be trained on how and where to
use learning strategies in order to enhance their foreign language skills (Taheri et al., 2020).
Therefore, it is important to carry out research on this area especially in a local context. On
top of this, since this study focuses on RSs, related issues are discussed in the following

sections.
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2.5 Definitions and Classifications of Reading Strategies (RSs)

Since RSs emanate from general language learning strategies (LLSs), they have a common
conceptual background. RSs have been defined and classified by different scholars. The
next section discusses the definition of RSs followed by their classifications.

2.5.1 Definition of RSs

Among others, Al Raqgad et al. (2019) RSs are said to be deliberate acts, which can be
applied in various contexts depending on the situation and the learner made to accomplish
predetermined aims or goals. RSs are the most obvious and important when readers are
looking for ways to solve problems or specific goals, and they are usually reading a more
advanced and difficult text (Grabe & Stoller 2019). They are deliberate activities taken to
accomplish a certain reading task, and they can be applied in a variety of ways depending
on the situation and the learner (Bedle, 2017). RSs offer readers a direction to text
comprehension, and reading strategy training can be an effective method to support
struggling readers (Wu et al., 2021). They are intentional actions taken to achieve specific
goals or objectives and can be used in various ways depending on context and learner; they
are deliberate and goal-oriented processes that support students in generating a text’s
meaning (Afflerbach et al., 2008). According to Duke et al. (2011), “Effective teaching of
reading comprehension helps their students develop into strategic, active readers, in part,
by teaching them why, how, and when to apply certain strategies shown to be used by
effective readers”(P.63). A strategic reader is someone who unconsciously and consistently
utilizes various effective and suitable strategies, based on reader’s goals and strategic

processing capabilities, and the reading tasks (Grabe, 2009).

2.5.2 Classification of RSs

There has been overlapping among scholars regarding the classification of RSs. Bedle
(2017) noted that the strategy classification made by O’Malley and Chamot (1990) and
Oxford (1990) has been frequently utilized and overlap each other. O’Malley and Chamot
(1990) classified strategies into three broad categories: cognitive, metacognitive and
social/affective strategies. On the other hand, Oxford, (1990) discusses social and affective

strategies independently and added two strategies (memory and compensation).In this way,
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she classified the strategies into six categories (memory, cognitive, compensation,
metacognitive, affective and social). Another classification was made by Mokhtari and
Sheorey (2002) as global, problem-solving and support strategies. However, unlike
O’malley and Chamot (1990) and Oxford(1990), Mokhatari and Sheorey’s division

presupposes a metacognitive strategy (Bedle, 2017).

Given various classifications of RSs made by different scholars, Oxford’s taxonomy of
LLS is considered in relation to the current study because (1) it contains a variety of RSs;(2)
it is acknowledged as comprehensive and applicable for EFL learners, and (3) it is mostly
recommended by various EFL researchers. Despite the concept of LLSs varying regarding
L1, L2, or FL contexts, Oxford states that most LLSs can be applied in the same way in
both L2/ FL contexts. Oxford divided language learning strategies (LLSSs), into two main
categories; direct and indirect strategies which were further subdivided into six classes
(memory, cognitive, compensation, meta-cognitive, affective, and social strategies). Direct
strategies are divided into memory, cognitive, and compensation strategies whereas,
indirect strategies involve meta-cognitive, affective, and social strategies. While direct
strategies focus on how to learn a new language and need mental language processing,
indirect strategies focus on the general management of language learning and offer indirect
support for students learning. Each strategy category involves several subdivisions. The

six strategy categories are discussed as follows.
Memory strategies

Memory strategies are related to the way students remember language. Memory strategies
are considered powerful mental tools that help students store and retrieve new information;
these strategies are specific devices or techniques used by learners to make mental linkages
that will allow new information, most often vocabulary, to enter and remain in long-term
memory (Oxford 1990). She stated that strategies such as semantic mapping, grouping, or

using imagery have highly specific functions.
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Cognitive Strategies

Cognitive strategies are mental processes that are related to the way students think about
their learning are vary a lot, ranging from practicing to receiving and sending messages to
analyzing to creating structure (Oxford, 1990). Strategies for practicing is one of the
important cognitive strategies which includes repeating, recognizing and using formulas
and practicing naturalistically. Reading a text again and again to better understand is one
of the practicing strategies. Strategies for receiving and sending messages are known as
getting the idea quickly, which include skimming and scanning and using resources (like
dictionaries). Analyzing and reasoning strategies are also cognitive strategies. Using these
strategies learners tend to reason out the new language. They construct a formal model in
their minds based on analysis and comparison, create general rules, and revise those rules
when new information is available. Determining the meaning of a new expression by
breaking it down into parts (e.g., un-breakable) is one of the techniques of analyzing. To
understand better, learners need to structure all inputs that they got from reading materials
into manageable chunks by using strategies such as taking notes, summarizing, and
highlighting (Ibid). Predicting, summarizing, and guessing meaning from context, making
inferences and using imagery for memorization are examples of cognitive strategies
(Oxford, 1990).

Compensation Strategies

Compensatory strategies (for example, guessing intelligently; and using linguistic and
other clues) help the learner make up for missing knowledge for all skills (Oxford, 1990).
The author noted that compensation strategies enable students to compensate for their
inadequate knowledge, especially grammar and vocabulary limitations. In other words,
learners try to make up limited knowledge whenever they encounter unfamiliar words or
expressions. Guessing intelligibly, switching to a mother tongue and getting help are
examples of compensation strategies. When there are no linguistic clues learners have still
another option, they can use non-linguistic clues to guess the challenging one. These clues
may come from knowledge of context, situation, text structure, topic, or general world

knowledge. Oxford (1990) highlighted that “learners can understand a lot of language
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through systematic guessing, without necessarily comprehending all the details’’ (p. 90).
She underlined that Compensation strategies are among the important strategies for

beginners and intermediate learners.

Metacognitive Strategies

According to Oxford ‘Metacognitive’ means beyond, beside, or with the cognitive.
Metacognitive strategies (such as self-monitoring and self-evaluating) are actions that go
beyond purely cognitive devices and provide a way for learners to plan, monitor, evaluate
and coordinate their learning process. Examples of these strategies include centering
learning, arranging and planning to learn and evaluating someone’s learning (Oxford,
1990). According to this author learners’ metacognitive strategies allow them to be
responsible for their language learning, and metacognitive reading strategies provide a way
for learners to coordinate their learning process. O“Malley and Chamot (1990:8) state that
“Students without metacognitive approaches are essentially learners without directing and

ability to review their progress, accomplishments, and further learning direction.”
Affective Strategies

Affective strategies are concerned with students’ feelings. The term "affective" which is
categorized under indirect strategies, refers to emotions, attitudes, motivations, and values.
According to Brown (2007), the affective domain spreads out; this encompasses self-
esteem, attitudes, motivation, anxiety, extroversion, inhibition, risk-taking, and tolerance
for ambiguity. Affective strategies enable learners to gain control over their emotions,
attitudes, motivations, and values. They exist with three main sets: lowering their anxiety,
encouraging themselves as successful language learners when they understand better, and
taking their emotional temperature by talking with another person (Oxford, 1990).
Examples of affective strategies include: lowering oneself anxiety, self-reward, or self-

encouragement.
Social Strategies

Social strategies are concerned with students’ learning through interaction with others; they

contribute to learning indirectly like the former two -metacognitive and affective strategies.
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They enable learners to interact with other people to develop the language. They include
techniques such as asking questions when something is not clear or when a student wants
to check whether something is correct or not. By doing these learners can get closer to the
intended meaning and this aids their understanding. In addition to asking questions,
cooperating with classmates or proficient users of the target language helps learners
overcome challenges. Becoming aware of others' thoughts and feelings and understanding

the target language culture is also another technique in social strategies (Oxford, 1990).

Furthermore, Oxford presents not only the definition and category of LLSs but also the
Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL) questionnaire, which is the most
prominent and widely used strategy assessment instrument to date (Chamot, 2004). The
questionnaire SILL is based on the taxonomies and was originally designed as a tool for
assessing language learning strategy used by students at the Defense Language Institute
Foreign Language Center in Monterey, California and it was later revised (Version 5.1, 80
items) for foreign language learners with English native language (Oxford, 1990) and
learners of English as a second/foreign language (Version 7.0, 50 items).In fact, Chamot
(2004 ) realizes that LLSs are determined by self-reporting, and even though there is a risk
of inaccuracy if learners don't report honestly, it remains the sole method to recognize
learners' mental processes. Thus for the current purpose, SILL version 7 is appropriate
since the participants of the study are EFL students. The strategies adopted to train the
participants of the current study are discussed below.

2.6 RSs Adopted for the Present Study

Since the current study aimed to train grade eleven students with a variety of RSs, a
combination of memory, cognitive, compensation, metacognitive, affective and social
reading strategies were adopted and integrated with reading tasks in grade eleven English
textbook. Although each strategy category involves a plethora of RSs, the current study
particularly selected: semantic mapping, placing new words into context, imagery,
practicing, getting ideas quickly (i.e. skimming and scanning), taking notes, practice,
summarizing, highlighting, guessing intelligibly; setting goals and objectives, self-
monitoring and self-evaluating, self-encouragement and cooperating. Each of the RSs for

used in the current study is discussed in the next section.
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Semantic mapping- is a diagram in which the key concept is placed in the middle of the
map while the related words are linked with and arranged around the central keyword or
idea through arrows and lines (Oxford, 1990). The subject being discussed is written on
the board, a chart and an oval are drawn around it, and the students think of words to
describe the subject. As they share them, the teacher writes them on the chart in boxes and
connects them to the oval with arrows. Semantic mapping is used in the activation of
learners’ prior knowledge, a strategy that helps readers link previous and current
knowledge together (Barrios, 2018) and enhances vocabulary learning. Vocabulary
knowledge is necessary for the growth and presentation of language abilities. However,
this does not imply that vocabulary should be evaluated in isolation; rather, it should be

evaluated in conjunction with language skills such as reading skills (MoE, 2020).

Prediction/guessing - Students can understand a given text by systematically guessing
without necessarily comprehending all the details. For this purpose, readers can use
linguistic clues (e.g. prefixes &suffixes) and other clues (as titles, headings, and pictures).
Students can predict the text before, while, or after reading by analyzing it. Learners’
background knowledge (such as knowledge of the target language culture and topic) helps
readers to predict what they read. Compensation strategies (using linguistic clues such as
previous knowledge, prefixes and suffixes, and other clues such as context or situation, and
text structure) are vital to reduce inadequacies of grammar and vocabulary knowledge. For
example, prior knowledge of the target or other language may give linguistic clues to the
meaning of what he/she reads; using prefixes and suffixes are also important clues to
guessing meanings. Text titles, headings, pictures, graphs, text structure and cohesive

devices are all other clues that can aid in getting meanings (Oxford, 1990).

Repetition/practice: Repeated reading is known to be an effective technique in promoting
reading comprehension; students read a text repeatedly until they reach the desired levels

of reading speed and comprehension (Nunan, 2003; Nuttall, 2001).

Getting ideas quickly (Skimming & Scanning): Skimming and scanning are said to be
rapid and effective RSs (Nuttall, 2001; Oxford, 1990). While skimming involves searching

for the main idea or gist of a text, scanning is a search for specific information ( e.g. date,
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names). We skim using the text parts such as the introduction, the topic sentences, first and
last sentences of the paragraph. We skim before, while & after reading and applied to
identify the main idea of the text. Scanning is going through a text for particular
information. While scanning, readers are mainly interested in finding the paragraph in
which the information they are searching is likely to be included and then rereading the

specific paragraph more carefully (Grellet, 1981).

Note-taking: Although taking notes is very important in reading, learners are not taught to
use them (Oxford, 1990). The reader writes down the main ideas, important aspects,
keywords, a summary of the concepts, or what s/he needs to remember in the form of either
text or graphics (e.g. outline, chart, list, diagram, semantic map, and drawing). Key points
can be written in the student's language and the target language or a mixture of them
depending on the purpose. Teaching students to use techniques such as using note
notebooks, semantic mapping T-formation to take notes. Taking notes can be employed

before, while & after reading and used to get for main idea.

Summarizing: It is the way of making the condensed, short version of the original passage.
While summarizing, we use techniques like pictures or giving titles to what has been read;
it involves selecting the relevant information and rewriting. This strategy is used to
understand the main idea of the text & to save it in long-term memory. Sometimes it can
be more important than taking notes as summarizing is a more condensed form (Oxford,
1990:88).

Highlighting: learners can be benefited by supplementing note takings and summarizing
with another strategy called ‘highlight’. This strategy is a way of emphasizing major points
through coloring, underlining, capital letters, big writing, bold writing, stars, boxes, circles
and the like (Oxford,1990).

Guessing Intelligibly: Learners can understand language through systematic guessing
without comprehending all the details. The two strategies under compensation strategies
are: using linguistic clues and other clues. Prior knowledge of the target and other or own
language and analyzing part of speech or using linguistic clues such as Suffixes, prefixes

and word order are important linguistic clues. Whereas using techniques other than
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knowledge of language go beyond may come from other sources, eg. Forms of address,
such as titles and nicknames, help learners to guess the meaning of what they read. Text
structure i.e. titles, introductions, summaries, conclusions and transitions are among
important clues to understanding the meaning of a text (Oxford, 1990, P.93). Itis employed
before and while reading to discover the meanings of words & identify the main ideas. The

best strategy to identify the meaning of an unfamiliar word is to use context(Smith, 2012).

Arranging and Planning Learning: According to Oxford, this strategy traces different
areas. Learners need to help their learning and find ways to language learning by organizing
the schedule and environment, setting short and long- goals and objectives, considering
task purpose, arranging opportunities to practice (for example, going to a foreign language

cinema) and so on.

Self-monitoring and self-evaluation- Both strategies aid students in checking their
learning performance. Self-evaluation is concerned with evaluating overall progress. In the
case of monitoring, learners take responsibility for their learning; they notice and learn
from errors (Oxford, 1990). Learners skim or scan and guess what will come next, and
correct any misinterpretation as they move ahead. Good readers can check whether they
effectively understand the text (Snow, 2002).

Self-encouragement: Oxford says language learners who expect encouragement from
others, often neglect this strategy and do not realize they can encourage themselves. Self-
encouragement is a process of taking risks; self-rewarding and making positive statements
about oneself before or during reading. It is applied by making positive statements (E.g.
Everybody makes mistakes; | can learn from mine! | am reading faster than | was a month
ago). It is important to enhance the reading ability and comes from inside the learner. His
Affective filter hypothesis, (Krashen, 1981, 1982)) states that if the affective filter is high,
it can impede students' language learning improvement; hence, an effective teacher should

teach students by promoting low anxiety situations.

Cooperation: Students can collaborate under the direction of the teacher to share and
assess the use of strategies (Nunan, 2003). It is a way of interacting with one or more people

to improve language skills. Learners work together with peers to solve a problem and
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activities with acommon goal using small groups in Jigsaw reading activities; it encourages
cooperation with peers/learners' discussion in a group. This strategy also involves working
with other proficient speakers of the language or native speakers outside of the classroom.
It facilitates reading comprehension and develops learners’ ability to cooperate with others.

It is used during all reading stages (Oxford, 1990)

In sum, most of the strategies discussed so far, have been selected for this study because
(a) they have been capitalized by different pioneer experts. For example, Grabe (2009)
recognizes that predicting, skimming, summarizing, and repeating, are among strategies
used by good readers. (b) they have been under investigation with related studies in
different contexts with positive outcomes and recommendations for EFL readers.
Concerning practice, for example, reading again and again is said to be the best way to
understand difficult texts. Cooperating is referred to as learning to work with peers -
completing tasks, gathering information, solving problems, and obtaining feedback
(Nunan, 2003).

2.7 Reading Skills vs. Reading Strategies

Reading comprehension is a complex ability as it requires applying several unconscious
and conscious strategies to determine the accurate text meanings (Jeon & Yamashita,
2014). That is why confusion has existed about the distinction between skill and strategy
in literature. Concerning this, Afflerbach et al.(2008) stated that there have been overlaps
between scholars in the use of skills and strategies; however, “The term reading skills have
been used in reading curricula for teachers and K-12 students for at least 50 years. In
contrast, the term strategies became popular in the 1970s to signify the cognitive aspects
of information processing” (P.365). While skill is related to the proficiency of complex

action, strategy is about a deliberate and systematic act (Ibid).

There has been a concern about whether strategies are perceived as intentional or
unintentional actions (Alkhaleefah, 2016). Strategies can be defined as conscious actions
taken by learners to achieve desired goals or objectives, and skills are strategies that have
become automatic (Nunan,2003).In other words, students are assisted to practice and use
strategies deliberately while doing certain activities until they start to apply them
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unconsciously. Comprehension is a complex ability as it requires applying several
unconscious and conscious strategies to determine the accurate text meanings (Jeon &
Yamashita, 2014). According to Grabe (2009) “Strategies are cognitive processes that are
open to conscious reflection but that may be on their way to becoming skills”(P.221). On
the other hand, skill is an automatic strategy, and students need to be explicitly taught
strategies until they use them in an unconscious manner (skills) to solve reading difficulties
(Ibid).Hence, “The goal for explicit strategy instruction is to move readers from conscious
control of reading strategies to unconscious use of reading skills” (Nunan, 2003, P.77),

which is the intention of this study.

Thus, from the explanations and definitions given about skills and strategies so far, we can
understand that strategies can be intentionally done by a learner while tackling a certain
text but through practice, strategies would be developed into skills after a reasonable

duration of time.

2.8 Factors Affecting the Use of RSs in Reading

The literature generally highlights the benefits of LLSs for students' better language
learning in general and efficient reading in particular. However, studies in this field have
demonstrated that different learners employ LLSs in different ways, and several variables
may affect ESL/EFL learners' strategy use, (Oxford & Amerstorfer, 2018; Rahimi et al.,
2008). The factors affecting learners’ strategy use in reading comprehension have been
generally categorized as situational (e.g., classroom setting & teaching method, tasks) and
individual (e.g. age, motivation, and gender) (Yang, 2016). Learning strategies take into
account both the learner's processing preferences and the learning setting (Chamot, 2005).
Both situational and individual factors may affect students' strategy use in reading either
directly or indirectly. However, research has demonstrated that the following variables
have a profound impact on learners' utilization of various strategies (Rahimi et al., 2008;
Yang, 2016).

Selection of texts: a passage/text used for strategy instruction is another factor, and
choosing a well-situated reading text/passage is said to be very important in implementing
strategy-based instruction. The selected texts should be organized in a way suitable to apply
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comprehension strategies (Duke & Pearson, 2009).In this study, the reading passages (in

students’ textbooks) were believed as suitable for teaching students using the intended RSs.

Proficiency level: The relation of language proficiency with the selection of strategies and
frequency of use has been widely researched. Rubin (1975) suggested that the use of LLSs
depends on several variables, including the level of proficiency, and when students’
progress to higher levels of proficiency, they make more use of strategies. Majority of
studies point out students from different age groups with higher language proficiency use
more strategies, more frequently than students with lower proficiency(O’Malley &
Chamot, 1990; Oxford, 1990; Plonsky, 2011; Rubin, 1975). Various L2 learning theories
and research results show that good readers use different RSs effectively, and using these

strategies improves the ability of L2 learners to read (Maeng, 2014).

Motivation- is said to be a key factor in learning strategies (Yang, 2016). For
example,(Oxford & Nyikos, 1989) studied the effect of motivation along with other factors
on strategy use and found that motivation was the most important factor in students’
influencing strategy use. According to Krashen (1982), motivation is one of the affective

variables in L2 acquisition, and learners with high motivation generally perform better.

Age: Various studies’ results have shown that age is a strong determinant of strategy choice
and of the ability to report them, as different age groups use different strategies both on an
individual basis and as categories. In general, older students are more aware of their use of
strategies, can use them more spontaneously, and can regulate their learning process better
than young learners (Brown et al.1983 as cited in O'Malley and Chamot 1990: 106;
Chamot, 2005).

Gender: several studies have found that females tend to utilize more strategies compared
to males ( Oxford & Burry-Stock, 1995). According to Karizak and Khojasteh (2016),
while some researchers found no significant differences between male and female students
in reading ability or RSU after strategy training, other studies found that women
outperformed males at one time and males did better at other times. They also underlined
that there are “gender-oriented texts” which are yardsticks for males’ and females’ choice

of learning strategies. In other words, males’ and females’ choice of RSs during reading
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depends on the type of text they prefer. However, gender was not treated in this study which

can be a weakness.

Beliefs: learners ‘beliefs about the effectiveness of strategies on their language learning
have attracted several researchers (Carrell, 1989; Wenden, 1991).

Culture: In literature, it has been mentioned that the strategies deployed by learners differ
considerably from one country/place to another. “Language learning is fully situated within
a given cultural context,” ( Oxford, 1996). Culture constitutes an important variable in
learning strategy research because an individual's culture as a learner is made up of his or
her beliefs, perceptions, and values concerning language learning, which are formed from
prior formal or informal educational experiences. According to Chamot(2005), because
learning strategy instruction has been shown to improve performance on first language
tasks such as vocabulary learning &reading comprehension, it is likely that it could prove
equally helpful for language learners in these and other L2 tasks. Moreover, Oxford and
Burry-Stock (1995) underline that; there is a need to replicate language learning studies
within and across cultures and countries to avoid ‘ethnocentric bias’ concerning the
definition of good language strategies. In this context, the current researcher is interested
in bringing those L2 reading strategies and teaching students in the local context where

English is not our L1.

Learning Style- has strong links with students’ strategy use, (Nunan, 2003; Rahimi et al.,
2008). Individuals' learning styles affect the type of LLSs they use, for instance, while
extroverts employ a strong preference for social strategies, introverts utilize metacognitive

strategies more frequently Ehrman and Oxford, (1990)

In general, Yang (2016) pointed out that classroom teachers need to consider such factors
to make strategy training effective; however, it is unfeasible to sufficiently handle or
control all the variables during the time of investigation (Chamot,2005).In a similar vein,

some of the factors/variables discussed were not sufficiently controlled in the current study.
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2.9 Issues in LLS Training

It is worth mentioning that L2/FL learning strategies are claimed to be effective in
improving learners’ performance in general and reading skills in particular, however, as
far as second language acquisition (SLA) is concerned, several issues remain unresolved
in the literature. For instance, the definition, the context, the frequency and the types of
strategies to be taught, and the methodological aspects of the intervention have been
debated among researchers (Macaro, 2006; Maeng, 2014; Plonsky, 2011). In his meta-
analysis, Plonsky pointed out that despite the significance of L2 strategy instruction to
learners’ performance, several issues ( for example, the context where strategies are
instructed, which strategies, how many of them, and how they can be taught, learners’
proficiency and the dependent variables including reading skill, remain unresolved. In
general, as far as the researcher’s reading experience is concerned, several issues have been

raised by researchers and experts, and some of the issues are briefly discussed below.

2.9.1 Separate vs. Integrated Strategy Training

One of the issues with strategy training is whether to use a separate or an integrated training
model (Chamot, 2005; O’Malley & Chamot, 1990). Separate and integrated models include
separating the strategy instruction from what is taught in the language classrooms in the
former and combining the strategy instruction with the classroom material in the latter
(O’Malley & Chamot, 1990; Oxford, 1990; Chamot, 2005). According to O’Malley and
Chamot (1990), “Arguments in favor of separate training programs advance the notion that
strategies are generalizable to many contexts and that students will learn strategies better
if they can focus all their attention on developing strategic processing skills rather than try
to learn content at the same time...” (P. 152). “Those in favor of integrated strategy
instruction programs, on the other hand, argue that learning in context is more effective
than learning separate skills whose immediate applicability may not be evident to the
learner...and that practicing strategy on authentic academic and language tasks facilitates
the transfer of strategies to similar tasks encountered in other classes...” (Ibid, P.152).
Rather than offering a distinct learning strategies course, teachers need probably to
incorporate the training into their regular coursework (Chamot, 2004). Hence, the current
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researcher followed the integrated strategy training model to train learners in the

experimental group using the adopting RSs from the literature.

2.9.2 Implicit vs. Explicit Strategy Teaching

Learning strategy teaching can be either explicit or implicit, and in the discipline of SLA,
there has long been debate about the efficacy of explicit and implicit strategy teaching
(Bueno-Alastuey & Agulld, 2015). Explicit instruction means teaching strategy directly,
intentionally, and systematically, whereas implicit instruction means that strategies are not
explicitly taught in systematic ways (Oxford, 1990). An implicit approach is an embedded
approach, and a trainer who chooses this approach sets language tasks intended to make
students employ learning strategies to help them accomplish the tasks, but the trainer does
not inform students about the role of the strategies, when and how to use the strategies
(O’Malley & Chamot, 1990; R. Oxford, 1990; Wenden, 1991). According to O’Malley and
Chamot (1990) and Oxford (1990), this approach has two merits. Firstly, as the strategies
are embedded, it reduces the risk learners may oppose the training. Besides, “little teacher
training is required....As students work on exercises and activities, they learn to use the
strategies that are cued by the textbook” (O’Malley and Chamot, 1990: 153). However,
according to some writers, the implicit approach has weaknesses. For example, it does not
make students take on more responsibility for their learning O’Malley and Chamot (1990);
it does not make learners use strategies flexibly in a variety of contexts and maintain
strategies over time (Rubin, 1975; Wenden, 1991).

As a result, studies on language learning strategy L2/FL context indicate that explicit
strategy instruction is likely to be more effective than implicit or non-integrated instruction,
(Chamot, 2005; Gu, 2019; Jiang & Grabe, 2011; Oxford & Amerstorfer, 2018). Similarly,
it has been said that implicit and explicit instruction has attracted researchers in the field
of teaching reading; however, explicit instruction is recommended as a vital instrument for
teaching reading in ESL/EFL contexts (Shen, 2003). Based on Khellab et al. (2022),
students could attack difficult tasks if they are explicitly taught a repertoire of strategies.
Explicit strategy instruction does not mean simply telling learners to use strategies; rather,
it involves discussing with learners what strategies are (declarative knowledge), when,

where and why to use them (conditional knowledge), and how they can be used (procedural
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knowledge) to facilitate students’ learning(Al Raqgad et al., 2019; Chinpakdee & Gu,
2021b; Gu, 2019; Manoli et al., 2016). On the other hand, in the case of implicit strategy
teaching, the teacher does not directly inform students about the role of the strategies, when
and how to use them, rather he or she designs tasks that require students employ strategies
(O’Malley & Chamot, 1990; Oxford, 1990).

To sum up, the central point of explicit instruction is to create strategic readers who
automatically coordinate their strategy use (Koda, 2005). Thus; this study used the explicit
and integrated strategy training model teaching to train learners that is expected to improve

learners’ reading comprehension and help them to transfer strategies.

2.9.3 Multiple vs. Individual Strategy Training

Researches on L1 reading comprehension postulate that reading instruction that focuses on
students’ coordinated utilization of multiple strategies to negotiate the meaning of the text
is more efficient than individual strategy training (Baker, 2002; Duke & Pearson, 2002). It
has been stated that, regardless of his/her proficiency level, every reader faces
comprehension impairment of one sort or another, especially in more challenging content;
however, the difference between successful and less successful readers is that the former
usually recognizes the nature of the problem, applies various strategies, and monitors
comprehension to find ways to overcome comprehension barriers and achieve
comprehension tasks (Anderson, 1991; Grabe, 2009; Koda, 2005). Furthermore, researches
conducted in different learning contexts suggested that multiple strategies (rather than
individual) instruction improves EFL learners’ reading performance(e.g., Jiang & Grabe,
2011; Manoli et al., 2016).

Dawit (2014) noted there are two waves of research on reading strategies instruction
suggested in the literature. The first wave includes those individual strategies that proved
their worth in improving students' reading comprehension; the second wave of research
includes those involving multiple strategies. Teaching multiple strategies (rather than
isolated individual strategies) increases learners’ comprehension (Block & Duffy, 2008).
Many approaches derived from such research aim to develop a strategic reader who can
use multiple strategies while reading and comprehending a text, rather than an individual
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strategy (Grabe, 2009). These approaches can be adapted more specifically to a second or
foreign language curriculum, to help reading teachers accommodate their classroom
strategy instruction with maximum achievements (Ibid). According to Razi (2014) who
studied strategy instruction on EFL learners noted that “Presenting a repertoire of reading
strategies is preferable as a single strategy may not fit all readers” (P.339). As a result,
considering our students’ preferences for LLSs in tackling reading tasks, the current
researcher would like to use a combination of multiple strategies that were selected from
all reading strategy categories (memory, compensation, cognitive, metacognitive, social

and affective) while teaching reading skills in EFL classes.

2.9.4 Strategy Teaching Models/Frameworks

Although there is a general agreement between researchers and experts on the importance
of L2 /FL strategies, there has been little agreement on how to support learners to employ
strategies for language learning and use them (Plonsky,2011). As a result, various FL/L2
teaching models; for example, (Chamot and O'Malley and Oxford training procedure; K-
W-L (Know, Want to know, Learned); Reciprocal Teaching Procedure; Transactional
Strategies Instruction, and the Cognitive Academic Language Learning Approach

(CALLA) have been mentioned in literature.

CALLA was developed in the United States by Chamot and and Omllay (1990) to help
English-language learners of immigrants with learning difficulties. According to Chamot
and Robbins (2005) CALLA incorporates instruction in important topics from the content
course, the language skills needed for learning in school, and explicit instruction in using
a variety of learning strategies for academic tasks, and it can be applied in L2, FL or EFL
contexts. These components, according to Gu (2019); Chamot and Robbison(2005) are
taught in the following five-instructional phases which allow teachers’ gradual release, and
encourage students to be autonomous learners. The five instructional phases are:(1)
preparation: the teacher introduces the daily topic then activates learners’ prior knowledge
followed by the introduction of specific strategies; (2) presentation: the teacher
demonstrates new learning strategies and explains how and when to use them; (3) practice:
learners practice reading using the strategies with regular class activities; (4) evaluation:

learners self-evaluate their use of the learning strategies and how well the strategies are
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working for them and (5) expansion: learners are encouraged to transfer the learning
strategies and apply them to new situations and other content areas. The effectiveness of
the CALLA model on learners’ reading ability has been also proved by foreign EFL
researchers (Habok & Magyar, 2019; Li et al., 2022).

CALLA IMNSTRUCTIOMAL SEQUEMCE
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Figure 1 CALLA teaching model adopted from Chamot and Robbins (2005)

The triangle in Figure 1, shows both teachers' and students’ responsibilities. As can be seen

at the beginning, the role of the teacher is wider since he/she is expected to introduce the
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topic and activate learners' background knowledge followed by a presentation, explanation
and modeling of the target strategies. The teacher explicitly teaches and demonstrates why,
when and how a specific strategy is used in learning a certain subject. Gradually, the
students widely practice the learned strategy with the support of the teacher and evaluate
their success. Finally, the teacher helps students evaluate their use of strategies and
encourages them to apply strategies they learned to the new tasks and other content areas
outside of the classroom. The teacher scaffolding is gradually removed by helping students
to transfer strategies to new tasks and move them toward independent strategy users.

Hence, scaffolding is an important aspect of teaching strategies within this model.

Therefore, in this paper, CALLA was adopted as a teaching model to implement LLSs
instruction during reading classes because as discussed before it, (1) involves explicit
instruction in a variety of strategies,(2)allows gradual releases of teacher scaffolding and
helps learners to become independent readers,(3) help learners to transfer strategy to new
tasks and other content areas, finally, (4) the model is applicable in EFL contexts and its

efficacy of this model in enhancing EFL learners reading ability has been proved.

2.10 The Role of RSs Instruction in Reading Comprehension

To achieve the desired results, students must learn how to use a variety of RSs to match
their reading objectives, and rather than posing comprehension guestions to students after
they have read a passage, a teacher can demonstrate to the class how to achieve
comprehension (Nunan, 2003). Hence, teaching students different strategies and
techniques used by skilled readers can greatly improve their ability to understand written
material (Duke & Pearson, 2009). Many scholars agree that skillful learners use a repertoire
of strategies to improve their reading abilities(Grabe, 2009; Grabe & Stoller, 2019; Maeng,
2014; Nuttall, 2001),and assisting our students in learning the strategies employed by
proficient readers can enhance learners’ overall understanding of written material (Duke &
Pearson, 2009). Examining 13 studies conducted on the effect of strategy training on EFL
students' reading, Al Raggad (2019) reported that reading strategy training appears to
improve the comprehension of EFL learners’ reading, indicating the difficulty of explicitly

stating whether some reading strategies are more effective than others. However, given the
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role of explicit strategy teaching in promoting L2/EFL students’ reading comprehension,

it has got some criticisms that are discussed as follows.

2.11 Criticism of LLSs Instruction in Reading

Although the notion of strategy training has been attracting several researchers in the field
of L2/FL language learning, the literature reveals that the concept of learning strategies is
not without criticisms in its theoretical as well as practical aspects. Many issues concerning
LLSs, for example, the definition given to LLSs, the methodology used to elicit, measure,
and classifications made, and the lack of theoretical rigor of learner strategy research, have
received criticism (Macaro, 2006; Plonsky, 2011). In his meta-analysis, Plonsky pointed
out that despite the significance of L2 strategy instruction to learners’ performance, several
issues ( for example, the context where strategies are instructed, which strategies, how
many of them, and how they can be taught, learners’ proficiency together with the
dependent variables including reading skill, remain unresolved. After collecting studies
conducted on the effectiveness of RSs instruction in L2 context, Maeng did a
comprehensive meta-analysis and reported that there were negative and mixed results about
the impact of strategy instruction on L2 reading.

Similarly, with regard to EFL RSs, Al Raquad (2019) analyzed thirteen empirical studies
conducted in relation to RSs training in the EFL context, and reported that the results of
research in the reviewed literature suggest that teaching reading strategies seems to
improve learners’ reading comprehension; however, the authors remind the reader that it
is not yet clear whether some strategies are better than others. Furthermore, after collecting
37 empirical studies conducted on the effect of strategy training on L2 reading, Meang
(2014) did a met analysis and found that several studies reported positive effects of explicit
strategy instruction on L2 reading comprehension; however, the positive results have been
conducted in various learning situations (for example, L2/FL), settings (secondary and
elementary schools), treatment (the type and number of strategies). Maeng pointed out
there were negative and mixed results, and he commented with such questionable
outcomes, it is challenging to ascertain the overall effect of strategy instruction on learners’

reading comprehension.
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Regardless of such criticisms, a lot of empirical evidence has still demonstrated that
explicit strategy instruction has positive outcomes for EFL students’ success in reading
skills. Accordingly, a significant amount of empirical studies conducted in both foreign
and local context, are briefly discussed in the following section.

2.12 Empirical Studies

The present researcher reviewed both local and international related studies that have been
published in reputable journals. Accordingly, it was noticed that the effectiveness of RSs
use in L1, L2 and FL contexts has been under the focus of various researchers around the
world. Concerning this, Habok and Magayer (2019) indicated that EFL students’ RSU has
been among the key areas of FL strategy research. In such context, internationally, a
significant number of studies have been done on the impacts of explicit strategy instruction
on EFL learners’ reading comprehension. For example, Fathi and Afzali (2020)
investigated the ‘Effect of Second Language Reading Strategy Instruction on Young
Iranian EFL Learners' Reading Comprehension’. They employed a quantitative approach
and quasi-experimental design. Using the two intact groups, the students were assigned to
experimental (N = 25) and control groups (N = 23). Students’ homogeneity in terms of
their general English proficiency level was identified through a pretest, then the experiment
group received RSs instruction that was integrated into the regular reading instruction for
twelve weeks. Both groups were taught by the same teacher. Using pre and post-reading
tests, the findings of their study revealed that after receiving strategy interventions, the
experimental group was more successful in reading comprehension than the control group.
Similarly, employing, a quasi-experimental design with the control and experimental
group, Zhang (2008) did a two-month strategy reading intervention; the result showed that
strategy instruction improved ESL learners’ reading performance and promoted their
participation in strategic reading. Finally, Zhang noted that some strategies seem to require

more cognitive practice for learners, so activating them may require more practice.

Furthermore, Wichadee (2011) studied the effectiveness of explicit instruction of
metacognitive strategies on learners at a private university in Thailand; questionnaires,
tests and semi-structured interviews were used as data-gathering tools. The finding

indicated that strategy-based instruction could improve reading test scores and contribute
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to learners’ increased awareness of the use of strategies by learners. The author pointed out
that while most students seemed more prepared to adopt strategies in reading, low-
performing students may need more practice to understand how strategies are used.
However, the study employed metacognitive strategies and did not have a comparison
group. Moreover, Yapp et al. (2021) examined ‘the effects of RSs instruction on EFL
students’ academic reading comprehension’. 801 first-year polytechnic students received
training on seven RSs during reading classes for seven weeks. The study pointed out that
in L2 teaching programs, the explicit instruction of reading strategies can benefit students,
especially because the RSs that were taught in the first language (L1) are not transferred to
L2. Similarly, Chinpakdee and Gu (2021) researched the impact of explicit strategy
instruction on EFL secondary school reading. A total of 62 students participated meaning
that 30 students were assigned to the experimental group where 32 of them were assigned
to a comparison group. Some strategies were presented and introduced to the intervention
class for a semester. The reading test, thinking aloud and group interviews were employed
as data-gathering tools. The finding pointed out that students in the intervention class
outperformed the comparison class in their post-reading test; the group interviews also

indicated that students had positive attitudes towards the treatment.

Hence, although the empirical evidence discussed so far recommended the effectiveness of
explicit strategy instruction in enhancing learners’ EFL reading comprehension, studies
that employed various RSs in combination seem lacking, which can be taken as a gap, and
previous researchers who calculated effect size seem lacking. Moreover, all the reviewed
studies have been conducted abroad different from our context. Therefore, the present
researchers noticed that further investigation is needed on the effectiveness of explicit RSs
instruction in combined strategies to improve learners’ reading comprehension in the local

context.

Furthermore, some related studies have been conducted in the local context. For example,
employing a quasi-experimental design, Rahel et al. (2018) studied the effect of explicit
reading strategy training on the reading comprehension achievement and reading self-
efficacy of Grade 11 students at Jimma Preparatory School. Using, reading comprehension

tests and self-efficacy questionnaires as data-gathering tools, they found that students in
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the experimental group benefited more than the control group in reading comprehension
achievement and reading self-efficacy after strategy training. Likewise, Benti et al.(2017)
examined the effect of reading strategy training on grade 9 students’ reading achievement’;
the study concluded that reading strategy training brought a significant difference between
the control and experimental groups in their reading achievements. Moreover, recently,
Geleta et al. (2023) investigated the effectiveness of explicit reading strategies on grade 9
students’ achievement in reading comprehension around Wollega. Assigning 33 students
to the control and the rest 35 students to the experimental groups, the authors confirmed
the benefit of explicit strategy instruction in enhancing students’ reading ability. However,
many gaps have been identified in the aforementioned studies that were briefly discussed
under the problem statement. Accordingly, the present study assumes that explicit teaching
in various RSs in combination would promote EFL learners’ reading ability. The following

section explains the theoretical framework adopted for the current study.

2.13 Theoretical Framework

Literature discloses that since the concept of reading is a complex phenomenon and
interrelated with various theories, it has been difficult to find a single theory that supports
a single method for teaching reading. As a result, various learning theories including,
cognitive, constructivism, social constructivism and sociocultural, try to explain the
process of learning and teaching reading. Macaro (2006) argued that according to cognitive
theory, strategies are located in the brain, though there are many unresolved issues that
undermine the theoretical basis of the research on learner strategies. Alexander and Fox
(2004) said the cognitive theory, which sees reading as a ‘mental process’, focuses on the
employment of background knowledge in understanding a text and information processing
skills, for example, analysis of syntactic structure, identification of text cohesion and
exercising text structures which are then conscious cognitive skills, involving analysis and
interpretation of printed material. Explicit instruction is rooted in cognitive theory (Shen,
2003), and this theory considers reading as an active process of involving readers’
interaction to understand the text (Dole, 2000). The cognitive theory assumes strategy
instruction in teaching reading comprehension; however, the theory seems to give priority

to learners to control their learning to read because it looks to focus on individuals and
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overlooks the role of social factors such as cooperative learning in shaping reading
skills(Ghafar & Dehqgan, 2013; Tekle, 2016). On the other hand, similar to cognitive theory,
sociocultural theory emphasizes cognitive development; however, unlike the former, the
latter (sociocultural) gives priority to social factors followed by individual factors (Ghafar
& Dehgan, 2013). The constructivist theory has also influenced the field of teaching
reading. Supporters of the constructivist theory claim that meaning construction occurs

when the learner ‘actively’ participates in the reading process (Geleta et al., 2022).

However, it can be noticed that, like the cognitive theory, the constructivist view seems to
give more consideration to the role of the individual learner and seems to ignore
collaborative works (such as peer works and teacher’s scaffolding). Therefore, the
constructivist view, which considers learners as active participants in the learning process
also seems to overlook the role of social factors. As a result, proponents of sociocultural
theory, (henceforth, SCT) argue that students need to work in collaboration and should be

assisted by more knowledgeable people to improve learners’ performance.

Consequently, Vygotsky’s SCT which recognizes the role of social factors in the teaching-
learning process, has become the focus of researchers. The pioneer of SCT, Vygotsky notes
that cognitive and social development are both needed to foster learning, but social
interaction plays an essential role in the development of cognition. This theory views
human development as a socially mediated process in which children acquire their cultural
values, beliefs, and problem-solving strategies through collaborative dialogues with more
knowledgeable members of society. Oxford and Alm (2019) briefly state the following:

In Vygotsky’s theory, the more able person (teacher, parent, more
advanced peer), mediates learning by holding rich, contextualized
dialogues with the learner. During these dialogues, the more capable
other mediates by modeling mental functions (we justifiably call them
strategies), such as analyzing, synthesizing, planning, summarizing,
and monitoring, and guides the learner through the zone of proximal
development or ZPD, i.e., the area the learner can traverse with

assistance (P. xxv)

44



The two important concepts, scaffolding and Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD) were
grounded in Vygotsky’s(1978), sociocultural theory, and ZPD is related to the difference
between the first stage of understanding a concept and the level at which a problem is
solved under the guidance of a teacher or in collaboration with more knowledgeable peers
or individuals. It is about how developmental change is generated through the support of
others; Clark and Graves (2005) noted that ZPD clarifies the vital role of teachers as
mediators and is central to the concept of scaffolding. In view of this theory, the support
given to learners by a more knowledgeable person is said to be scaffolding (Salem, 2017).
As to Clark and Graves (2005) scaffolding is an ‘adaptable and flexible’ teaching model,
which enables teachers to explicitly teach strategies to help students become independent
readers and transfer strategy use. Oxford (2011) realizes that Vygotky’s ‘higher
psychological processes’ that can be developed through social interaction, are currently

referred to as ‘strategies’.

However, Vygotsky’s (1978) sociocultural theory has received some criticism from experts
and researchers. For example, Ameri (2020) indicated that sociocultural gives priority to
societies ignoring individual roles, also it does not appear to apply to all social and cultural
groups. ZPD was also critiqued for being unclear and for not explaining how developments
in a child happen; the term scaffolding is not explicitly indicated in Vygotsky’s
sociocultural theory. Despite such criticisms forwarded to SCT, however, the theory still
becomes a continual source of debate among scholars. According to Ameri, in Vygotsky's
theory, ZPD would be important for classroom teachers; they could first identify students’
current skill level to give appropriate assistance to them, for example, the teacher arranges

situations in a way less skilled students could work with more skillful students.

All in all, based on the nature of the study involving assessing students’ current reading
ability and RSU before the intervention, the present study aims to assist students in
improving their reading through explicit combined RSs training. Although the current
study shares a variety of elements from different learning theories, it is closely (if not
certainly) aligned with the SCT because this theory involves the support (scaffolding)
given to learners for the reading comprehension process done by the teacher and learner

with learner until independent learning occurs. This means that teacher scaffolding and
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student involvement (such as group work) are fundamental to developing independent
reading. Once students can apply the learned strategies in reading, the teacher support can
withdraw. In line with this Ahmadi and Gilakjani (2012) noted that after helping learners
to read independently, teacher scaffolding can be reduced.

2.14 Conceptual Framework

The purpose of this study was to find out the effect of explicit combined reading strategy
instruction on EFL students' reading comprehension performance and RSU. It also aimed
at identifying participants’ views about the benefit of the training in promoting their
reading comprehension performance. Figure 2 below highlights the causal relationship
between the independent variable that is, explicit instructions in a combination of memory,
cognitive, compensation, metacognitive, affective and social strategies, and the dependent
variables (reading comprehension performance, students' strategy use and their views).

Accordingly, an attempt is made to show when explicit teaching in combination with
various RSs strategies from the six categories enhance students’ reading comprehension.
Each of the six strategy categories mentioned in the diagram involves a number strategies
(e.g semantic mapping, guessing, taking note, summarization, skimming, self-monitoring,
lowering anxiety, cooperation etc...). SO, if students are explicitly taught such strategies,
they can enhance their reading comprehension, RSU and awareness. The training is based
on the five procedures of CALLA (the preparation, presentation, practice, evaluation and
expansion) in line with activities in the three reading stages. When, the teacher activates
students’ previous knowledge of a topics and strategies they use, in pre-reading activities,
students follow their teacher and participate; then the teacher demonstrates and explicitly
teaches what strategies are, why, and how they are used in reading. Then, the students

practice the strategies they learned either in group or individually in reading.
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For example, during preparation and pre-reading stages, students are asked if they know
something about a particular topic of the lesson and if they use any strategies. In the
presentation stage, the teacher presents and explicitly teaches particular strategies (e.g.
semantic mapping and summarization) and shows students how to use the specific
strategies in reading tasks. During the practice and while reading stages, students are given
chance to practice the specific strategies they have taught in reading under the guidance of

the teacher. The teacher provides feedbacks and support the students when necessary. In

47



the evaluation stage, students evaluate their success whether or not the strategies they
learned help them to read a particular text better. Finally, in expansion and post reading
stages, students are encouraged to apply strategies they learned in different tasks even

outside of the classroom.

Finally, by supporting and encouraging students to apply the learned strategies to new tasks
independently, teacher scaffolding is gradually removed. In this way, students would
increase their RSU and develop positive views regarding the benefit of various RSs in

reading, which in turn enhances students' reading comprehension performance.

To sum up, referring credible books and articles, chapter two has reviewed several issues
related to the topic of this study. From the discussion so far, we can understand that reading
is a ‘cognitive’ and complex term that can’t be explained in a simple way. Going through
the literature, empirical evidence shows that strategy training can result in better language
learning in general and reading comprehension of L2/EFL learners in particular. Hence,
teachers should be encouraged to employ strategy training in EFL classrooms and strategy
instruction should be integrated into textbooks and lesson plans. On the other hand, from
the reviewed literature it is inferred that researchers should cautiously consider different
factors/issues while conducting experiment studies on LLSs. In general, it seems that the
issue of reading strategy training needs to be further investigated as several issues remain
unresolved in the literature. The present study, therefore, attempts to implement combined
reading strategy instruction during EFL reading classes to improve grade eleven students'

reading comprehension skills in Ethiopia.

The next chapter presents the research design and methodology, which shows the overall

journey of the study.

48



CHAPTER THREE: RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

3.0 Introduction

This chapter contains various issues including the research design, paradigm, selection of
setting and participants, data collection instruments, procedures of the training, validity and
reliability issues. Furthermore, ethical issues, the pilot study and data analysis techniques

are briefly discussed in this chapter.

3.1 Research Design

Research design is a planned structure or procedural strategy adopted by a researcher to
find answers to questions raised in a study (Kumar, 2012), and an experiment is important
as it involves making a change in the value of one variable (i.e. the independent variable)
and observing the effect of that change on another variable (i.e. the dependent variable)
(Cohenetal., 2018).As a result, to investigate whether causal relationships existed between
the independent variable (explicit instruction in combined strategies) and the dependent
(reading comprehension performance and RSU) variables, this study employed a quasi-
experimental design. Although true experiment allows researchers random assignment of
participants, it was not feasible to form artificial classes that is why the study used two
intact classes that were assigned by the school in which the study was conducted.
According to quasi-experimental design, the assignment of participants to groups does not
mean random, but there may be intact groups available to the researcher (Creswell, 2014).
Thus, a quasi-experimental particularly, nonequivalent (Pretest and posttest) control-group
design was adopted because in light of such design, both experimental and control groups
take a pre-test and post-test, but only the experimental group receives the treatment (Ibid).

Creswell further notes that quasi-experimental design is exposed to internal validity threats,
for example, selection history, maturation, selection bias, instrumentation, mortality,
testing, and selection regression during the experiment. In this study, an attempt was made
to control such threats (if not totally controlled); for instance, history was not a problem
since one English language teacher taught both the experimental and control groups. To
minimize the mortality threat, two trainee teachers were prepared to substitute for one

another in case of emergency. The same reading activities from students’ textbooks were
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practiced at the same time and in the same classroom environment. Besides, to minimize
the testing effect, the reading comprehension test and questionnaire were administered as

posttests after relatively a long period of administering the pretest.

Furthermore, relying on the nature of the four research questions that required quantitative
and qualitative data, the study used a mixed approach, particularly, the embedded one, in
which both types of data can be utilized. This is because gathering various sorts of data
(quantitative and qualitative) is vital, whereas using a single method is insufficient for a
better understanding of the research problem (Creswell, 2014). Therefore, different data
collection instruments, namely, reading comprehension tests, questionnaires, interviews,

and observation were used in this study.

3.2 Paradigm of the Study

While planning to conduct a study, researchers need to think about ‘philosophical
views/paradigm, which is according to Creswell and Creswell (2023) referred to as “a
general philosophical orientation about the world and the nature of research that a
researcher brings to a study.”(P.6) .They focus on the three approaches (quantitative,
qualitative and mixed) and mention four schools for knowledge claims: post-positivism,
constructivism, transformative and pragmatism. Like the positivist view, post-positivists’
assumptions hold true more for quantitative research than qualitative one, but the former
holds objective reality, based on observation and follows scientific procedure, the latter
(post-positivism) challenges and represents the thinking of positivism and claims that there
is no absolute truth (Cohen et al., 2018; Creswell, 2014).

As to Creswell and Creswell (2023), both constructivism and transformation paradigms
emphasize the importance of understanding subjective realities and social constructions.
Constructivism, which is considered as typical approach in qualitative research, suggests
that knowledge is actively constructed by individuals through their interactions with the
world, highlighting the role of personal experiences, beliefs, and perspectives in shaping
one's understanding of reality. On the other hand, transformative paradigm focuses on how

societal structures and power dynamics contribute to the creation of inequities and
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injustices. Transformative paradigm gives voice to participants who are often marginalized

or overlooked in traditional research.

According to Creswell and Creswell (2023), pragmatism “arises out of actions, situations,
and consequences rather than antecedent conditions (as in post-positivism)” (P.8).In other
words, pragmatism allows to focus on a research problem and apply mixed methods, where
researchers are free to draw both quantitative and qualitative hypotheses, and it is free to
use all available method to produce solutions for a problem. Hence, based on the nature of
the research questions (that employ both quantitative and qualitative data), the philosophy

of the current research tends to be pragmatism.
3.3 Sample and Sampling Techniques

In this section, all the procedures for the selection of the research site and the participants
of the study together with their grade level are discussed.

3.3.1 Selection of the Research Site

This study was conducted in Addis Ababa city administration. The city was chosen as the
research site for its familiarity, which helped the researcher to intensively understand the
research problem. Moreover, the researcher was informed that there were schools where
no student passed the grade twelve national exam during the 2022/2023 academic year.
Regarding the selection of the school, Addis Ababa city administration is divided into
eleven sub-cities in which different government secondary schools are located. Among, the
available schools, Tesfa Birhan General Secondary School was purposively chosen from
Yeka sub-city for some reasons. First, the researcher was informed that out of 300 students,
only seven of them passed the grade 12 national exams during the 2023 academic year.
Thus, considering the role of English reading for students’ academic success, the researcher
assumed to improve students’ reading ability through training. Frequent complaints have
been also heard from EFL teachers about their students’ poor reading comprehension in
the selected school. Moreover, the researcher has two friends working in the school so that
she can get the needed assistance in the course of data gathering. Hence, the researcher
wanted to conduct this study with grade eleven students in Tesfa Birhan Secondary School.
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Secondary school was intentionally chosen due to frequent complaints from researchers
and English teachers about secondary school students’ poor reading comprehension.
Moreover, it is a place of reading to learn in which students are required to read different
subjects in their academic path. In other words, reading to learn frequently happens in
academic settings where an individual must learn a substantial amount of knowledge from
a text (Grabe & Stoller, 2019). University students were not the focus of this study because
students at higher education levels are relatively motivated and responsible for their
learning. In relation to this, Rubin (1975), a former researcher in LLSs, underlines that the
use of LLSs depends on several variables, including the level of proficiency, and as

students’ progress to higher levels of proficiency, they make more use of strategies.

3.3.2 Selection of Participants

To choose the participants of the study, there were four alternatives in Tesfa Birhan
Secondary School as it offers education from grade 9 up to grade 12 level. Grade eleven
students were purposively selected. The first main reason was since grade-eleven students
have to prepare themselves for national exams after a year, they have to be aware of
effective methods (the RSs in this case) that aid them in comprehending the reading
passages easily. Additionally, students read different subjects for their academic purposes;
hence, working hard at this level seems important to improve students’ reading ability as
several students have failed university entrance exams for the previous consecutive

academic years.

Since there were two streams —natural science and social science, grade eleven students in
the social science stream were randomly chosen for the current study. The participants were
selected based on the results of the pre-test which was administered to social science
students in four sections. In other words, the pre-reading comprehension test was
administered to the four available sections of social science students, then two intact
sections having closer mean scores were taken and further assigned as a control group (CG)
and an experimental group (EG). Hence, both the groups were in the same stream which
would be important to control intervening variables related to students’ background. It is
worth mentioning that the number of participants was ninety at the start of the selection,

but three students were excluded during the analysis because they did not properly fill
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questionnaire that was administered prior to the training. Thus, the total sample size of the
study was eighty-seven. That is, the two sections (N=43) in the CG and (N=44) in the EG,
were the samples of the study. Participants of the interview were randomly selected from
the EG since random sampling gives an equal chance for all subjects who participated in
the training. Then the researcher followed the data saturation technique while deciding the

sample size of interviewees.
3.4 Data Collection Instruments

To answer the research questions, data were mainly collected through reading
comprehension tests, questionnaires and interviews. Furthermore, observation, check
sheets (filled by the teacher) and filed notes were also used to check training condition. In
other words, observation and researcher’s field notes along with check sheets filled by a
trained teacher were used to see how the training was implemented during reading classes.
While the reading test and the questionnaire were administered to both the experimental
and control groups before and after the training, the interview was conducted with students
in the EG after the training to assess learners’ views about the training. In this context, each

instrument is briefly discussed in the following section.
3.4.1 Reading Comprehension Test

In this study, the reading test was administered as pre and post-tests to gather information
about grade eleven students’ reading comprehension performance before and after the
training. The pre-test was administered before the start of the training to make sure whether
students in the control and experimental groups were equal concerning their performance
in reading. The post-test aimed to see whether the two groups significantly differed in their
reading performance after the training and to observe the efficacy of the training in
improving students' reading performance. For this purpose, the standardized TOEFL test
was used since it was considered appropriate and reliable as compared to self-administered
tests. Then, having permission from the Educational Testing Service, the reading
comprehension test was slightly adapted from the TOEFL online practice test and used as
pre and post-tests. For example, the time given to perform the test was improved to an hour

and the instruction was also slightly improved. Some open-ended items that required short
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answers were also added by the researcher. The test contained two reading passages that
were neither short nor long (See Appendix A). It comprised 20 close-ended items (each
passage contained ten multiple-choice questions), and each item had four choices for the
correct answer having one mark for each question answered. Moreover, four open-ended
questions were prepared by the researcher based on the passages for a more comprehensive
understanding of students in both groups’ reading comprehension performance. The test,
generally, consisted of items related to five reading comprehension sub-skills (6 items for
the main idea, 7 items for the detail, 7 items for vocabulary,2 items for inference, and 2
items for reference skills) with 30% total marks. Thus, the test contained reading questions
that allowed readers to apply various RSs that were practiced during the four-month
intervention session, which means, the test required the learners to skim, guess the meaning

of words, infer the implied idea and so on.

It is worth mentioning that the post-test was identical to the pretest to control the content
variability and difficulty of items in determining if any changes can be connected to the
training. Scholars agree that administering the same test before and after the treatment is
possible to avoid the problem of equating different forms of pre-and post-tests (Creswell
& Creswell, 2023; Song, 1998). They suggest that it is possible to minimize the testing
effect by administering the same test reasonably after a long period. Moreover, Song notes
that students would not be given the correct answers after the pre-test so even if they
managed to remember a question; they would not know whether their answer on the pre-
test was correct or not (p. 43). For these reasons, administration of the same test as pre and
post-test is possible with caution. Accordingly, while administering the same test as pre
and posttests, in the present study, an attempt was made to minimize the testing effect for
the following reasons: (1) the post-test was administered after four months; (2) students
were not given the correct answers during the pre-test, and (3) the format (order of items)

of the pretest was changed during administration of the posttest.

To reduce the potential biases of the test administration, the following measures were
taken. The pretest was administered in February 2023 a day before the administration of
the questionnaire. The post-test was administered towards the end of the May 2023

academic year after four months of training. The test was administered by a trained teacher
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in collaboration with the researcher. During the administration of the pre and post-tests,
both the CG and EG took the test in the morning session with the regular schedule of the
school. Before starting the test, the participants were assured that their anonymity would
be retained; they were informed that the result of the test would not affect their regular
class results. The purpose of the test was also explained to them. They were introduced to
the test and asked to carefully choose one of the alternatives and answer open-ended
questions. They were informed to ask their teacher for help if they found any difficulties
while doing comprehension questions. The participants were informed that the time for
completing the test was an hour and no extra time was allowed. Accordingly, participants
read the passages and responded to the questions, and when they completed the test based
on the time provided, the test papers were collected. Given codes for the pre and post-
tests, they were administered, collected and marked by the aforementioned teacher together
with the researcher to reduce unnecessary influences from the researcher. Finally, the data
were organized and entered into SPSS by the researcher in collaboration with her partner

at home.

3.4.2 Questionnaire

Students’ level of LLSs can be recognized using various methods including, interviews,
observation, think-aloud, questionnaires, diaries and journals, but each of them is not
without limitation (Chamot, 2005; Oxford & Amerstorfer, 2018; Oxford & Burry-Stock,
1995). In relation to this, Chamot (2004) suggested that although there is a risk of
inaccuracy if learners do not report honestly, LLSs are determined by self-reporting, which
remains the sole method to recognize learners' mental processes. Accordingly, the most
commonly used method for identifying learners’ LLSs is via questionnaires, and Oxford’s
(1990) SILL is a comprehensive one that has been widely used by researchers (Chamot,
2005; Oxford, 1996). Hence, for the current study, having permission from Oxford, the
standardized RSU questionnaire was adapted from the SILL. The questionnaire was
administered to the control and experimental groups before and after the training to address
mainly the third research question which was intended to see whether the training had any
effect on students’ RSU. It was also administered before the training to assess students’

current level of RSU and to check whether the control and experimental groups were
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similar or not in their RSU prior the training. SILL was preferred for the present study
because (1) it applies to both L2/FL contexts (Oxford,1990); (2) its utility, reliability, and
validity have been recognized in various studies ( Oxford & Burry-Stock, 1995); (3)
various local studies with different language skills for different purpose have been
conducted using the inventory (e.g., Kebede, 2019; Yechalework, 2017), and (4) it has been

widely utilized by several researchers in the world.

Regarding the adaptation procedure, the SILL has two versions: version 5.0 and version
7.0. Version 5.0 is designed for native speakers of English learning foreign languages,
whereas version 7.0 is for EFL learners. For the present study, the SILL version 7.0 was
used to measure the target students’ RSU before and after an intervention. It is imperative
to mention that the SILL was originally designed based on general language learning
strategies including listening, speaking, reading, writing and vocabulary strategies.
Therefore, to meet the purpose of the present study, items that were relevant to teaching
reading strategy, were adapted. In Oxford’s inventory, the five-point Likert scales were
originally designed as follows: 1 = ‘Never True of Me’, 2 = ‘Rarely True of Me’, 3 =
‘Sometimes True of Me’ 4= ‘Frequently True of Me’ 5= Always True of Me’).In the
current study, these five-point Likert scales that participants rate were further improved as:
1= Never, 2= Rarely, 3=Sometimes, 4= Usually, and 5= Always. Some of the items were
also modified, for instance, “I think of relationships between what | already know and new
things I learn in English” was further improved as / think of relationships between what |
already know and new things that | read in English. In this way, the RSU questionnaire
containing 27 items was adapted and grouped into the six (memory, cognitive,
compensation, metacognitive, affective and social) strategy categories as follows: four
items from memory strategies (e.g. ‘In my reading, I make mental pictures or visualize
information to remember what I read’); seven items from cognitive strategies (e.g. ‘I read
an English passage quickly to get a general idea’); three items from compensation (e.g. ‘To
understand unfamiliar English words, | make guesses or predictions using clues such as
titles and pictures); five metacognitive strategies (e.g. ‘I plan my schedule so I will have
enough time to read English texts.); five items from affective strategies (e.g. ‘I give a
reward to myself when | do well in reading English.’), and three items from social strategies

(e.g. ‘I work with other students to improve my reading skill) (Appendix B).
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Concerning the format, the questionnaire contained both close-ended and open-ended
items, but only close-ended items were administered after the training. Oxford and
Amerstorfer (2018) noted that since Likert-scale surveys frequently provide a
comprehensive picture of LLSs use, qualitative measurements are used together with
quantitative ones. Hence, in the present study, an open-ended item was intentionally added
to the close-ended one during the before the training thinking that students could portray
RSs that were not included in the close-ended items. One of the arguments in strategy
instruction is that the learning requirements of learners vary ( Oxford, 2016) .In this regard,
an open-ended item was added in the pretest to assess students’ needs (to find out which
strategies students know and which they lack) and to understand the RSU level of the target
students giving opportunities for them to uncover RSs they have been using other than the
close-ended items.

Like that of the reading test, the questionnaire was administered prior to the training to the
students in both groups at the beginning of the second semester in February 2023 one day
after the reading test. The same questionnaire was administered toward the end of the 2023
academic year after four months of training. The students were introduced to the
questionnaire and asked to carefully 'tick' one of the five choices (1, 2, 3, 4, or 5) for each
item. They were told to ask the teacher for help if they found any difficulties while filling

out the questionnaire. It was administered by the teacher in the presence of the researcher.

It is worth mentioning that the questionnaire was translated into Amharic by the researcher
along with an Amharic teacher to minimize the language barrier so that students could
understand and respond to the items easily (See Appendix C). After administering the
Ambharic version of the questionnaire to the participants, the collected questionnaire was
translated back into English during the analysis.

3.4.3 Interview

Quialitative methods are valuable when detailed information is required about the role of
intervention works (Snow, 2002). An interview is used to collect data about experimental
conditions, particularly, a semi-structured interview is vital for the interviewer to clarify

questions during the time of misunderstanding from the interviewee (Cohen et al, 2018).
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As a result, in this study, one-to-one semi-structured interviews were conducted at the
beginning of June 2023 with the students in the EG to get their insight about the training
and to validate the data obtained from reading and questionnaire posttests. At the
beginning, ten students were randomly selected and invited to take part in the interview.
Then having their consensus, those students who agreed were taken for interview. Finally,
the data obtained from six interviewees (2 males and 4 females) were considered during
the analysis because data were saturated while interviewing the seventh student. In other
words, the researcher couldn’t find any new data while interviewing the seventh student
because of a repetition of ideas. The interview was conducted after the training and the

post-tests.

The interview questions were adapted from the previous researchers (Chinpakdee & Gu,
2021; Li et al., 2022).Then, the interview questions were translated into Amharic to avoid
participants’ difficulty with language barriers. In other words, to get detailed information
from the participants, Amharic was used so that participants could respond in a relaxed
atmosphere. The interview questions were prepared in a way participants could share their
experience of the training. It was comprised of one brainstorming(what is reading skill to
you?) and three main questions followed by probing questions to raise important issues
that were not mentioned by the interviewees. To be more specific, the three interview
questions were related to the third research question, eliciting students’ perceptions about
the benefits of the training in promoting their reading ability (See Appendix D). It is worth
mentioning that the interviewees were invited to refreshments followed by the
brainstorming question to motivate them before the actual interview session followed by
the main interview. They were interviewed by the researcher in collaboration with the
teacher who conducted the training. The interview was conducted during the morning
session in one of the classrooms. The total interview session with the six students took
almost 26 six minutes (each individual took an average of 2-5 minutes). Having
participants’ permission, the interviews were tape-recorded for transcription and caution in
the loss of data during the analysis. Finally, the Amharic verbatim was transcribed and
translated back to English for analysis purposes (See Appendices J & K). Participants were

given pseudonyms for confidentiality.
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3.4.4 Classroom Observation

According to Baker et al. (2023), the degree to which an intervention is carried out as
intended is called treatment fidelity, which is crucial for intervention research to produce
a valid comparison. For this purpose, in the present study, observation was conducted
during reading classes. It was mainly made to make sure whether the strategy training was
implemented in reading classes according to the purpose of the research. In other words,
the observation enabled the researcher to attend how well the training was implemented,
which in turn increases the reliability of the findings from the reading posttest and
questionnaire. A structured non-participant observation was conducted; in structured
observation, the researcher can produce numerical data in which frequencies can be
calculated (Cohen et al., 2018). Thus, the observation checklists, containing ten items with
a‘“Yes” or “No” responses, were adapted from the previous studies (Barrios, 2018; Chamot
& Robbins, 2005; Chanyalew & Abiy, 2015) (See Appendix E). The observation checklists
were mainly designed in line with the objectives and contents of the teaching manual. For
instance, one item was “The teacher presents and explains the reading strategies”. In this

way, the adapted observation checklists contained ten items.

The observation was held in March and April, during the training session in 2023 academic
year. The students had two reading periods per week, and a total of ten classroom
observations were made in the EG for five consecutive weeks. During the ten round
observations, the researcher put a tick mark in the box but did not use any recording

materials (a detailed explanation is found in the analysis part).

On the other hand, having the conventional lesson plan of the school (Appendix L), the
researcher rarely visited the CGs’ reading classes and received information from the

teacher about the teaching-learning process(the training procedure contains the details).

Moreover, the designed observational checklists were accompanied by instructional check
sheets that were adapted from Kebede (2019) and were given to the trained teacher. In
other words, depending on the contents of the observation and training manual, check
sheets having ten items were prepared in the form of a table and were provided to the

teacher who conducted the training. For instance, one of the items was, ‘I introduce,
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present, model and practice two or three reading strategies during each reading class’. The
trainer teacher was informed to put a checkmark in the box for each day of the week to
indicate that he implemented items listed in the table. If she was unable to implement any
one of the elements, there was a space to provide reasons or comments (See Appendix F).

Furthermore, following conversations with the teacher who conducted the training, field

notes were taken. In other words, at the end of each observation session, the researcher had
a meeting with the trainer teacher to talk about the training. Following the discussions, the
researcher took some notes that were incorporated in the analysis of data from observation

and teacher’s feedbacks on the check sheets.

In sum, the researcher thought that the observation data together with the check sheets
filled by the teacher and the researcher’s field notes, which were used to see how well the

training was implemented, would increase the reliability of the study findings.
3.5 Teaching Manual Preparation

The researcher prepared a training manual in light of combined, integrated and explicit
teaching approaches to fulfill the purpose of the study. During the preparation of the
teaching manual, a set of RSs were integrated with the reading activities in grade eleven
students’ English textbook. Because the study was conducted during the second semester
of 2023, the training material considered all the reading activities that were assigned for
the second semester. The same reading passages from the grade 11 English for Ethiopian
students’ textbook were chosen. Preparing other reading activities from other sources was
unnecessary because it was believed that the students' textbook itself contained authentic

reading tasks or activities relevant to the purpose of this study.

It is worth mentioning that during the course data collection, the researcher overviewed
English for Ethiopian grade eleven textbook printed in 2003 E.C. The book comprised
twelve chapters in which the reading activities were disseminated in each chapter. In the
school where the study was conducted, the researcher was informed that all the lessons in
the first six chapters were supposed to be covered during the first semester, whereas the
rest six chapters were aligned for the second semester. Therefore, the selection of reading

activities for this study started from the seventh chapter because the training was done
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during the second semester of the 2023 academic year. There were eleven reading passages
disseminated in the six chapters, and all of these passages were integrated with RSs and
were practiced during the training. The selected passages included: The Challenges of
Climate Change and Why Weather Forecasts Are Important from unit seven; The Tale of
a Tape and How the World is Dealing with Water Shortage from unit eight; Disability is
no Obstacle to Success and Palm Leaves of Childhood from unit nine; The Miracle on the
Han River and A poem from unit ten; Said has been found & Job advertisement from unit
eleven, and Be aware the digital age from unit twelve.

The RSs were adopted from Grabe (2009), Grabe and Stoller ( 2019) and Oxford (1990)
because the former authors (Grabe & Stoller) are well-known experts in the field of
teaching reading, who frequently update their works in their publications (books and
articles) and suggest about the importance of multiple RSs instruction in developing of
students ‘reading skills. Moreover, the strategy classifications made by the latter author,
Oxford, is comprehensive that include several RSs that are applicable in EFL context.
Despite a plethora of RSs, the present study adopted the following RSs: semantic mapping,
placing new words into context, imagery, practicing, skimming, taking notes,
summarizing, highlighting, guessing/predicting; setting goals and objectives, self-
monitoring and self-evaluating, self-encouragement, and cooperating. The rationale for
selecting the particular RSs is that different related foreign empirical studies that were
briefly discussed in the literature section confirmed the effectiveness of these strategies in
EFL contexts. For example, monitoring has been frequently cited as a key reading strategy
for enhancing comprehension (Grabe, 2009). Semantic mapping helps readers link
previous and current knowledge and improves vocabulary knowledge (Barrios
Nunez,2018).RSs such as summarizing, forming questions, imaging, predicting, activating
background knowledge, and monitoring comprehension are among the important strategies
for the comprehension and promotion of strategic readers (Chamot & Robbins, 2005;
Grabe, 2009).

The teaching manual involved what RSs are, their classification, why, when, and how to
use them during teaching reading (Appendix G). The researcher followed the CALLA

teaching procedure as the teaching approach because of the reasons mentioned in the
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literature section. As discussed before, CALLA is an instructional approach for L2 and FL
learners, which incorporates the teaching of important topics from the content course, the
language skills needed for learning in school, and explicit instruction in using learning
strategies for academic tasks (Chamot & Robbins, 2005).In fact, it is undeniable that
strategies such as semantic mapping skimming and scanning have been already included

in students’ textbook but detailed explanations were not provided.

Afterward, the teaching material was validated by the supervisor and an EFL teacher at the
research site. Accordingly, before conducting pilot, forty-three RSs were selected and
included in the teaching material. During the validation of the teaching material, the
supervisor checked and evaluated the RSs in terms of amount, appropriateness and clarity.
Finally, he recommended reducing the number of strategies. The teacher also suggested
students would be bored of practicing several strategies instead they could be effective if
they are taught important reading strategies. Finally, considering the comments and looking
at what the literature points about the worth of strategies, the selected RSs were further
reduced to eleven for the pilot. On the other hand, considering the long-term training
session, some important strategies, namely: placing new words into context, imagery,

practicing, highlighting; and setting goals and objectives, were added to the main study.
3.6 Reliability and Validity Issues

As far as experimental study is concerned, several threats, unless they are controlled, may
negatively affect the outcomes. Since this study is experimental, several measures were
taken to attain the validity and reliability issues during the entire research process. For
example, the gquasi-experimental design is exposed to potential internal validity threats
such as selection history, maturation, selection bias, instrumentation and testing (Creswell,
2014). As discussed earlier in the design section, in this study, an attempt was made to
reduce internal validity threats, for instance, to minimize teachers’ history and biases
related to the researcher, both the control and experimental groups were taught by the same
teacher using the same reading tasks with similar periods. The treatment was conducted by
the trained teacher to minimize potential bias of the researcher’s expectations of the

outcome. Students’ background in terms of reading comprehension and RSU was checked
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by administering the pre-test to the control and experimental groups. So, the only difference
was the teaching approach involving explicit combined strategy training in the EG.
Observation, check sheets by the teacher and filed notes were also vital to minimize
unnecessary biases. The test was distributed, collected and marked by the trained teacher
in collaboration with the researcher; the questionnaire was also distributed and collected in
a similar way. Finally, the collected data were organized, entered into SPSS and analyzed
by the researcher in collaboration with her partner. The next section is about validity and
reliability of the instruments.

3.6.1 Validity of the Instruments

According to Cohen et al. (2018), the validity and reliability of the data are functions of
the quality of the tools used in collecting information. The concept of “appropriateness and
accuracy “in the research process, is called validity (Kumar, 2019). Data gathering
instruments should be prepared so that each item/question is logically linked to an objective
(face validity); the items/questions should cover all aspects of the issue being studied
(content validity); one instrument must be comparable with another instrument
simultaneously used (concurrent validity), and the instrument(s) should predict the
outcome (predictive validity) (Ibid:343-345). Muijs (2022) indicates that all instruments
must be subjected to expert judgment before the studies so that the validity and reliability

of tools can be maximized. Hence, in this study, the validity of instruments was checked.

It can be noticed that a standardized reading test and questionnaire were used to minimize
threats related to self-prepared instruments. Moreover, all the instruments (reading test,
questionnaire, interview, observation, fidelity check sheets and teaching material) used in
the study were reviewed and validated by experts. Tekle (2016) suggested that although
TOEFL tests are meant for EFL learners, their difficulty level should be evaluated in
relation to the abilities and learning experiences of the candidates in focus since EFL
learners can have varying reading experiences and abilities depending on resource
provisions, instructional goals and education policies of their respective contexts.
Therefore, in the present study, although they are standardized, both the reading test and

the questionnaire were subjected to the comments of two grade 11 EFL teachers to ensure
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the content and face validity before being applied in the final study (Appendix H).
Accordingly, some amendments were made especially after the pilot test. For instance,
three reading passages were used in the pilot study but following suggestions from experts,
one of the passages was excluded from the main study. Conversely, some open-ended items
(e.g. summarizing the main idea of the passage) were added to the test of the main study,
which was important for a comprehensive understanding about the role of the training (see

the discussion about the reading comprehension test above).

The adapted version of the RSU questionnaire was also checked by the supervisor and a
colleague (PhD candidate) before being administered in the pilot and main study. As
discussed before, the researcher refined the questionnaire by clarifying language and
checking unnecessary statements based on the comments (e.g | think of relationships
between what | already know and new things I learn in English” was further improved as /
think of relationships between what | already know and new things that | read in English.). The
interview questions and teaching material were also subjected to comments of the
supervisor, and the language and the organization of the teaching material were improved
and the interview questions were translated into Amharic following the comments. In sum,
the commented version of all instruments was piloted with eighty-two grade eleven
students to find out whether the instruments could measure what they were intended to
measure followed by the necessary revisions. Then the last version of the instruments was

administered as a pre-and post-test to participants of the main study.
3.6.2 Reliability of the Instruments

Reliability, on the other hand, is the degree of a research instrument produces consistent
results when used repeatedly under similar situations (Kumar, 2019).In this study, the test
re-test reliability of the reading comprehension test and Cronbach Alpha reliability of the

questionnaire were checked, a brief explanation is provided below.
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3.6.2.1 Test-retest Reliability of the Reading Comprehension Test

The same tool should generate an identical response when applied to the same respondent
within one to two weeks before retesting(Muijs, 2022). In this study, although the reading
comprehension test was standardized, the test-retest reliability was checked because of
modifications made (discussed earlier) to the test of the main study. Therefore, the test-
retest reliability of the reading comprehension test of the main study was checked by
administering the test to students who had similar backgrounds to the participants of the
main study, but in different schools. Accordingly, the reading test was administered to
thirty-six students of Bethlehem Secondary School followed by the second administration
of the test after a week to the same participants. The results of the two test scores were
coded and entered into SPSS. Finally, the results were correlated using Pearson’s
correlation coefficient. The test-retest reliability result was found to be 0.892, suggesting
good reliability.

3.6.2.2 Internal Consistency of the Questionnaire

As discussed earlier, the standardized RSU questionnaire was used, however since some
modifications were made during adaption, the reliability the questionnaire was computed
using Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficient. The consistency of the overall RSU questionnaire
was tested during the pilot test with 42 participants who had similar backgrounds to the
participants in the main study but were not in the same school. The overall Cronbach alpha
reliability of the questionnaire during the pilot study was 0.805, which was accepted to

conduct the main study.
3.7 Data Collection and Training Procedures

The entire study followed three main stages: the pre-, the while and the post-training stages.
In the pre-training stage, all necessary conditions, including preparation of instruments and
teaching material, teacher training, and pre-test administration, were met. First, the
researcher received a letter from AAU, Department of Foreign Languages and Literature
and went to Tesfa Birhan Secondary School at the beginning of January 2023. Then the
objectives and procedures of the study were explained to the director and the EFL
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department head in the selected school to get their acceptance to conduct the study with
grade eleven students. An English teacher was requested to provide the training followed
by pretest administration to the target students. Then, with everything in place, the actual
experiment was conducted in the while stage (from February mid to the beginning of June
2023) followed by the post-data collection in the final stage. A detailed explanation of

training procedures is provided in the following section.

The training was implemented by a trained teacher, who had more than ten years of
teaching experience in teaching English at the secondary school level. Accordingly, having
her consensus, scholastic discussion was held in the form of training with a regular EFL
teacher who conducted the training. The purpose of the study was briefly explained to her
followed by a discussion about the concept and implementation of explicit reading strategy
instruction in teaching reading. The training manual together with the lesson plan was
provided to the trainee teacher (see Appendix G). The interaction was collaborative and
supported with questions and comments from the teacher. The teacher was encouraged to
raise any unclear points. In this way, the training lasted five days (from January 25-29,
2023). The purpose of the training was to avoid biases of the researcher and to maximize
experimental fidelity. Following this, pretest data were collected during the first week of

the second semester.

One day after the pre-test that determines’ students” homogeneity in reading, the training
in RSU commenced for the students in EG. It lasted approximately about four months
(February 2023 to the beginning of June 2023). The training session had two periods per
week (45 minutes for each teaching session) with a total of 32 instructional sessions. As
mentioned before, both groups had the same teacher, reading activities, reading tests and
questionnaires but differed in teaching approach. While the EG received explicit strategy
instruction in line with the five steps of the CALLA, students in the CG were not aware of
the strategies. In other words, unlike students in the CG who did not receive any RSs
instruction, the students in the EG were explicitly taught a combination of various RSs
integrated with different reading tasks in the textbook.
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The training was done under the regular supervision of the researcher. As mentioned
earlier, in addition to the observation session, the researcher received a weekly check sheets
from the teacher and took notes after discussing with the teachers on how the training was
going. Accordingly, while implementing the training, the trained teacher followed the
teaching manual that was designed based on the objectives of the textbook as well as the
five phases of CALLA i.e (1) Preparation (activation of background knowledge),(2)
Presentation (explanation or demonstration of the target strategies), (3)Practice (strategies
application), (4)Evaluation (self-assessment),and (5)Expansion ( transformation to new
tasks. In light of CALLA, during the preparation stage(i.e pre-reading), students were
asked what they knew about the topic and what strategies they had been using in reading;
during the presentation(while reading), the teacher presented, explicitly taught, and
modeled the target RSs along with reading tasks; in practice stage-students were motivated
and guided to practice strategies they have learned using specific tasks; during the
evaluation stage (post-reading)-students were encouraged to evaluate their success or
failure of applying strategies; finally during expansion stage, students were encouraged to
use the learned strategies independently with new tasks outside class. A sample lesson (as
observed accompanied by the teacher’s check sheets and filed notes) is briefly explained

as follows.

For instance, the first reading lesson/topic (i.e. Appendix G) during the first day of training
was ‘The challenge of climate change’. During this session, after telling her students to
open their textbook on page 168, the trained teacher asked brainstorming questions (e.g.,
What do you think the passage is about? Learners were required to see the title and the
pictures in the textbook in order to predict the idea of the passage based on their prior
knowledge. The teacher also wanted to know what strategies or methods students have
been using when they read a passage. The students mentioned a few strategies like
skimming, scanning and looking for the meaning of words in a dictionary. She wrote the
responses on the board and thanked them for their participation. Then, distributing a
handout having the names and explanations of RSs, she informed them that they were going

to learn RSs that help them understand a given text easily.
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Then using the teaching manual, the teacher presented the strategies of predicting/guessing,
skimming and semantic mapping strategies on the board. She told the students that they
could understand a given text through systematic guessing without necessarily
comprehending all the details. She suggested that students can use linguistic clues (e.g.
prefixes &suffixes) and other clues (such as titles, headings and pictures) to understand
what they are reading. She stated that students can predict the text before reading, but it
can be also applied while and after reading. They were informed that learners’ background
knowledge (such as knowledge of a topic) helps them to predict or guess what they read.
Moreover, the students were informed that skimming is quick reading that involves
searching for the main idea of a text or the gist of it. She added that while skimming,
looking at parts of a text such as the introduction, getting the topic sentences, and first and
last sentences of a paragraph as well as looking down the passage quickly are important
techniques. She indicated that by using the skimming strategy, students can confirm their
prediction in the while reading stage. Students can apply this strategy in all reading stages.
Then, after introducing the title, she showed students how to apply the strategies
(predicting/guessing, skimming and semantic mapping) in a specific passage. She modeled
and applied the strategies while she was reading the passage (‘the challenge of climate
change’). For example, while presenting and modeling semantic mapping to activate
students’ background knowledge using the passage from students’ text, the teacher drew a
large oval on the blackboard and wrote the topic *climate change’ inside and wrote words
related to the topic followed by connecting with the keywords in the oval using arrows and
links. Then she told students to practice the strategies they learned with the rest paragraphs

in the passage. Finally, she encouraged students to use the strategies in other tasks too.

On each day of reading classes, two or more RSs were introduced and taught to the students
because it was not feasible to practice more strategies within the given period of a day. In
each reading lesson, each strategy was presented, named, and modeled by the teacher, and
students were told to practice the strategies with the daily reading lessons. For example,
memory strategy ( such as semantic mapping and imagery ) and cognitive strategies
(predicting, practicing, note taking, skimming, highlighting and summarizing) were
introduced, explained, modeled and practiced during each lesson to help students to

comprehend the text. The students were encouraged to take notes while they were
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practicing reading. They were frequently recommended and asked to practice and
summarize each passage they read to improve their reading skill. Compensation strategies
(guessing from context and using linguistic clues) were explicitly taught to the students,

and practiced by them.

Metacognitive strategies (arranging and planning learning, self —monitoring and self-
evaluating) were introduced, named, demonstrated and practiced during each reading
lesson to raise learners' metacognitive awareness. For example, students were assisted in
having a reading purpose and arranging a suitable environment and schedule for reading.
They were guided to use the strategies they learned in reading and evaluate their success.
Affective strategies and social strategies such as self-encouragement, asking for
clarification and cooperating with others that were integrated into each reading lesson, were
explicitly taught to the students. Students were informed about self-rewarding and were

encouraged to make positive statements about them while they read and did reading tasks.

The teaching procedures were implemented in line with the three reading stages. For
example, in each pre-reading session, the teacher introduced the title and asked for
brainstorming activities (such as students’ previous knowledge of RSs and the topic under
discussion) to make them ready for the next tasks. In the while-reading stage, the teacher
presented and demonstrated new strategies and students applied them while reading texts.
During post-reading, students were encouraged to evaluate their progress in using
strategies they learned and to use the strategies with other tasks outside the class.

In the whole process, students were encouraged to apply various RSs in their reading, and
they were doing tasks individually, in pairs, or in groups under the guidance of the teacher.
Teacher’s scaffolding and feedback, when necessary, were the key during the training
sessions. In this way, the experiment lasted about four months (Evidence of the observation

data is found in the analysis section).

Conversely, students in the CG were taught using the conventional teaching method, and
no strategy training was given to them. The conventional teaching method/lesson plan had
four teaching stages: (1) introduction, (2) presentation, (3) stabilization, and (4) evaluation

stages (see sample lesson plan in Appendix L). During the observation of the first period,

69



the teacher checked whether students’ did their homeworkers or not during the introduction
stage. Then, the teacher introduced the daily lesson (‘The challenge of climate change’),
and the students followed up. During the presentation stage, the teacher wrote key
vocabulary on the board and explained, then she let the students read the passage silently.
In the stabilization stage, the teacher encourages the students to read and understand the
passage. Finally, during the evaluation stage, the teacher informed the students to do
comprehension activities at home. In this way, sometimes, while teaching the CG, the
teacher wrote keywords on the board and explained later to introduce the students to the
meaning of some unfamiliar words. Then she gave reasonable time to the students to read
a passage silently. The allotted period/time, sometimes lasted before students completed
what they were reading. The teacher and the students together did the reading activities
related to the passage the next day, but only some students participated in the class. At
other time, the students were informed to read a passage at home and to come back to class

with answers to comprehension questions.

3.8 Ethical Issues

Several ethical issues need to be considered while planning to conduct a research, for
instance, researchers should respect the audiences or participants, use non-discriminatory
language and keep participants’ anonymity (Creswell, 2014). Creswell also states that it is
important to show considerable respect for the site where the research is conducted, and
this can be ensured by sending an earnest request for permission and obtaining the required
permission before entering the research site. Such ethical issues were considered while
conducting the current study. As discussed before, first, to get access to the research site, a
letter of cooperation was written from the office of AAU's Foreign Languages and
Literature department to the concerned bodies in Kokebe Tsibah(for the pilot) and Tesfa
Birhan (the main study area) Secondary Schools. Then the objectives and procedures of
the study were explained to the selected schools’ director and the EFL department head to
get their acceptance. Then, training was given for two EFL teachers (who conducted the
experiment) based on their willingness. Afterwards, a discussion was made with the
participant students about the aim of the training. The participants were informed about the

purpose of the test; they were also told that the training and the test would not affect their
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achievement instead the process was promising to their academic success. Students were
informed not to write their names while doing the reading and filling out the questionnaire.

Pseudonyms were used for transcription of the interview data.
3.9 Data Analysis Techniques

Both quantitative and qualitative data analysis techniques were employed to answer the
four research questions of the main study. The quantitative data collected through reading
comprehension tests, close-ended questionnaires, and observation were organized and
entered into the Statistical Package for Social Science (SPSS) version 24 software. Both
descriptive and inferential statistics (i.e. parametric and non-parametric tests) were used to
analyze the data. A probability value of 0.05 was used to determine whether the score

differences were statistically significant or not.

Before the application of parametric/non-parametric tests, assumptions were checked that
are reported in the analysis section. Kolmogorov-Smirnov’s test was run to check whether
assumptions of normality were met to decide on the use of either t-test or other statistical
tools. Since the assumptions were fulfilled, an independent sample t-test was run to
compare the experimental and control groups’ mean scores before and after the training. In
other words, the pretest scores of the two groups’ were computed using independent sample
t-tests to check whether there was a significant difference between the two groups' reading
comprehension before the training; the same tool was applied to see if there was a
significant difference between the two groups reading comprehension performance after
the training. A paired sample t-test was used to check if there was a significant difference

between the pre and post-test mean scores within the groups.

Furthermore, the effect size was calculated using Cohen’s d to determine the magnitude of
the training on students’ overall reading comprehension post-test scores for independent
and paired sample t-test results. According to Muijs (2022), determining the significance
of the association does not indicate the strength or weakness of the effect; therefore, the
effect size must be calculated. Among other effect size measurement formulas, Cohen’s d
formula is used in conjunction with the t-test. The formula of the effect size is d = (Mean

for group A — Mean for group B)/Pooled standard deviation, where Pooled standard
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deviation = (Standard deviation of group 1 + standard deviation of group 2)/2 (Cohen,
2022:109). According to the same author, there are guidelines for determining whether our
effect size is strong, and Cohen suggests the following: the effect size, 0-0.20: weak effect;
0.21-0.50: modest effect, 0.51-1.00: moderate effect >1.00: strong effect. As a result, the
effect size of the data gained via t-test was calculated to see the magnitude of the
differences between and within groups’ reading comprehension posttest mean scores using

Cohen’s d formula.

On the other hand, since the assumptions were not fulfilled to use the parametric test
(independent t-test), the alternative one, non -parametric (Mann-Whitney U) test was
performed to compare the pre and post-test mean scores of the control and experimental
groups about the five reading comprehension sub-skills (i.e. main idea, detail, vocabulary,
inference, and reference skills). In other words, to check whether the five sub-skills mean
scores difference between the two groups were statistically significant or not before the
training, Mann-Whitney U was performed. Similarly, the same test was computed to
determine whether the two groups significantly differed with regard to the five sub-skills
post-test mean scores.

Furthermore, the overall RSU questionnaire result of the two groups were analyzed using
descriptive and inferential statistics. The RSU questionnaires were organized based on their
sub-strategy categories: memory, cognitive, compensatory, metacognitive, affective, and
social RSs, whose results were analyzed using descriptive statistics, The five-point Likert
scales of strategy use means, set by Oxford (1990), (Low =1.0 — 2.49, Medium = 2.5 —
3.49, and High = 3.5 — 5.0) were used to interpret the data obtained from the questionnaire.
According to the same author, medium strategy use is interpreted as sometimes and high
frequency refers to usually and always strategy use. Accordingly, the current researcher
used this information while interpreting the data from the questionnaire. To determine if
there was a statistical difference between the control and experimental groups in overall
RSU questionnaire mean scores before the training, and to check whether they differed in
their RSU after the training, the independent sample-t test was performed. The quantitative

data obtained through observation was calculated using frequency and percentage.
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On the other hand, the data obtained via open-ended item and interviews were qualitatively
described and interpreted. Amharic interviews verbatim were coded, transcribed, and
translated to English which were thematically analyzed after reading the transcribed data
carefully. Open, axial and selective coding were made manually because there were no
several themes. Since the participants used Amharic while they were interviewed
(Appendix J), the Amharic verbatim was cautiously translated back to English (see
Appendix K) for analysis purposes. The researcher mainly followed the contextual
translation method as it was difficult to make word-for-word translations; however, the
direct translation technique was also made in some cases of critical issues raised by the
interviewees. Summarization and direct questions were made during the analysis of

interview data.
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3.10 The Pilot Study

The pilot study enables researchers to test the instruments and make them ready for the
final one. Accordingly, in this study, pilot study was conducted before the main study .The
general objective of the pilot study was to investigate the effect of explicit strategy
instruction on reading comprehension and RSU of grade eleven students in Kokebe Tsibah
Secondary School. The research design, sampling procedure, instruments of data
collection, procedures, data analysis techniques ,the results of the pilot study, the lessons
learned and actions taken in the main study, are briefly discussed below. The following

research questions guided the data analysis.

1. What is the effect of explicit strategy training on grade eleven students’ reading
comprehension?

2. How are the reading strategy sub-scales being affected by the training?
3. What is the effect of explicit strategy instruction on grade eleven students’ RSU?

3.10.1 Research Design and Approach

To answer the research questions, the study followed a quasi-experimental pre and post-
test research design because it was not practical to form artificial classes. Since the design
is exposed to an internal validity threats, in this study, an attempt was made to control such
threats (if not totally controlled). For instance, to control a threat to history, though the
target students had relatively similar educational backgrounds, their reading
comprehension performance was cheeked through the pretest. Another threat in relation to
teacher history was minimized by assigning the same teacher to both the control and the
experimental groups thinking that if the students were taught by different teachers there
could biases on the final result as teachers could have been varied in their experience; for
example, one teacher might have long years of teaching experience while the other might
not. Moreover, training was given to an EFL teacher who did the experiment. The same
teaching content of the textbook, at the same time, was used in the same classroom
environment to both groups. On the other hand, relying on the nature of the three research

questions that required quantitative data, the study used a quantitative approach.
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3.10.2 Sample and Sampling Techniques

Among, the available schools, located in different sub-cities, Kokebe Tsibah general
secondary school was randomly chosen from Yeka sub-city for the pilot. To choose the
population of the study, there were four alternatives in Kokebe Tsibah General Secondary
School as it offered education for 9th, 10th, 11th and 12th-grade students. Among these,
grade eleven students were purposively selected for some reasons. The first main reason
was since grade elven students have to prepare themselves for national exams after a year,
they have to be aware of the learning strategies that help them to comprehend the reading
passages easily. Secondly, grade eleven students are relatively familiar with reading as
English is given as a subject and serves as a medium of instruction beginning from grade
seven onwards (in the case of Addis Ababa), and students read different subjects for their
academic purpose; therefore, it is believed that these students may understand and employ

strategies they are supposed to learn better compared to students in lower classes.

According to the information gained from Kokebe Tsibah General Secondary School
administration, the total number of grade eleven students distributed in 14 sections (5
natural and 9 social sciences) enrolled in 2021/2022 academic year was 866. Students in
social science were randomly selected through lottery method. Hence, both the CG and EG
groups were in the same stream that was important to control the intervening variables. The
subjects were selected based on the results of the pre-test which was given to students in
five sections. In other words, the pre-test was administered to five randomly selected
sections of social science students, then the two sections having closer mean scores were
taken and further randomly assigned as control(N=40) and experimental(N=42) groups.
After that, the experimental group participated in filling the questionnaire before the

intervention.

3.10.3 Data Collection Instruments

The three data-gathering tools used in this study were: the reading comprehension test, the
guestionnaire and the observation. The data were mainly gathered through the reading test
and questionnaire. While the reading test was administered to both the experimental and
control groups before and after the treatment, the questionnaire was filled only by the
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experimental group before and after the treatment to see learners’ strategy usage. The pre-
and post- reading tests aimed at measuring students’ reading comprehension. However the
observation was made to follow up when the teacher implemented strategy training during
reading classes. Each instrument is discussed as follows.

3.10.3.1 The Reading Comprehension Test

In this study, the TOFEL reading test was administered to gather information about grade
eleven students’ reading comprehension performance before and after the training. Both
the pre and post-tests were given by the researcher in collaboration with EFL teacher. The
pre-test was given before the training to make sure that the control and experimental groups
were equal concerning their proficiency in reading. After the treatment, a reading
comprehension post-test was made. Before starting the test, participants were informed
that the result of the test would not affect their regular class results so they would do the
test in a relaxed atmosphere. They were also informed that the time for completing the test
was an hour and no extra time was allowed to do the test. Moreover, participants began to
read the passages and responded to the questions accordingly when the time was up; all
answer sheets were collected. Finally, the English teacher was requested to mark the test
papers to reduce the unnecessary influence from the researcher; while marking the papers

he was not told whether the research participants were in the control or the experimental

group.
3.10.3.2 Questionnaire

A standardized close -ended questionnaire adapted from Oxford (1990) was administered
to gather information about students’ strategy use in the experimental group. It was
administered before the training to identify students’ strategy use and after the intervention
to determine whether the explicit strategy instruction had any effect on the students’
strategy use after a six-week intervention. The same reading strategy items of questionnaire
were administered twice in the study-before the intervention and at the end to the EG. The
guestionnaire was administered in the presence of the researcher and the trained teacher at
the beginning of the second semester (i.e. in February 2022). Then it was administered to
the students towards the end of the school year after six weeks of the training.
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3.10.3.3 Classroom Observation

The classroom observation was held in March, during the second semester of the 2022
academic year. A total of six classroom observations were conducted in the EG for three
consecutive weeks because students had two reading sessions (two reading periods) per-
week in each unit. The main purpose of the observation was to follow up/monitor whether
the trained teacher implements strategy based instruction or not. The researcher did not use
any recording materials. On the other hand, since students in the CG did not receive
strategy training, the researcher rarely visited the reading classes of the CG to check
whether the teaching was conducted based on the convenience method. The observation
was accompanied by instructional check sheets that were filled by the trained teacher who

conducted the training.

3.10.4 Teaching Material Preparation

The study investigates how explicit strategy instruction embedded in reading tasks can
contribute to learners’ reading comprehension and their strategy use. To do this, the
researcher has prepared a teaching manual that includes a lesson plan based on students'
text book and the teacher's guide using combined, integrated and explicit strategy teaching
approaches that were discussed in the literature section. The same reading passages from
gradell English for Ethiopian students’ textbook were chosen for both experimental and
control groups. Designing new reading tasks was unnecessary because it was believed that
the students’ textbook itself contained authentic reading tasks relevant to strategy training.
Both classes received the same hours of instruction and practice the same reading passages.
The only difference in the intervention was the teaching approach. The CG learned reading
through the regular method without strategy instruction; this is to mean students in the CG
did not receive explicit strategy instruction. On the other hand, the EG were exposed to
explicit instruction with a variety of strategies embedded with reading tasks in the textbook.

To implement the program, the researcher selected five reading passages from three units
in students’ textbook. The selected reading passages included: The tale of a Tape and how
the World is Dealing with Water Shortage from unit eight, Disability is no Obstacle to
Success and Palm Leaves of Childhood from unit nine and the Miracle on the Han River
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from unit ten. The selection of the reading passages starting from the middle (unit eight)
was purposive because the intervention was conducted during the second semester of the

academic year and the selected reading lessons were covered during that semester.

The reading strategies for this study, were mainly modified from Oxford (1990) which
involves the six concrete reading strategies: memory, cognitive, compensation (direct
reading strategies), and those indirect reading strategies: meta-cognitive, affective, and
social strategies. Although Oxford (1990) listed many reading strategies, this study focused
on some strategies such as semantic mapping, skimming, scanning, taking note,
summarizing, guessing intelligibly, self —monitoring and self-evaluating, self-
encouragement and cooperating. Oxford’s taxonomy was Selected for this study for two
main reasons: first, these strategies were the most widely accepted classification and often
recommended by researchers; secondly the strategies were selected to address
activities/tasks related to the three (before, during and after reading) reading phases. The
designed reading strategy instruction material contains the kind of strategy, its definition,
how, when, and why to use that strategy. Here it is worth to mention that it doesn’t mean
that all the selected strategies are new to the students in fact some of them(e.g skimming
and summarizing) were already integrated in students text; however, students were not
informed what strategies are, why and how to use them that could repair students reading

comprehension failure.

3.10.5 Data Collection and Experimental Procedures

After preparing the reading test and the questionnaire, the researcher received a letter from
AAU, Foreign Languages and Literature Department and went to Kokebe Tsibah
Secondary School on February 23/2022. Then the objectives and procedures of the study
were explained to the school director, the EFL Department head and the EFL teachers to
get their acceptance. Having the necessary permission from the school, training was given

to an EFL teacher four five days for the pilot study.

Following this, with the help of the trained teacher, the reading test was administered to
five randomly selected grade eleven sections on March 2/ 2022 before the intervention.
The researcher intentionally decided to select the five classes for the pre-test thinking that
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if only two classes were selected, their pre-test mean scores might be varied/not equal to
continue the treatment. Hence, from the five sections, two classes that scored nearly similar
results were further assigned as control and experimental groups. In other words, two
sections with relatively similar mean scores were assigned as the control and experimental
group, followed by administration of the questionnaire to the EG. Before starting anything,

the students were told that the treatment and the test would not affect their regular result.

After that, students in the EG were exposed to explicit strategy training using the CALLA
procedures whereas the CG received instruction based on the conventional teaching
method, and no intervention was administered. The intervention was implemented for six
weeks and for twelve sessions because there were two reading sessions in a week. Towards
the end of the treatment, after a week, the reading comprehension test was administered to

both groups. Generally, the data collection procedure is summarized as follows.

Time/duration Tasks

-teacher training
Feb. 25--Mar. 3/2022 -administering pre- tests of reading for both
groups

- questionnaire for the experimental group

-implementing explicit strategy instruction using
Mar. 4--Apr. 18/2022 the adopted strategies for the EG
- teaching the CG using the conventional

teaching method

Apr. 28/2022 -Post-reading test (for both groups) but
questionnaire(for the EG)
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3.10.6 Techniques of Data Analysis

To find the extent to which reading strategy training enhances the target students’ reading
comprehension and RSU, quantitative data were used as the main source for the pilot study.
Therefore, data obtained from the reading comprehension test and the questionnaire was
analyzed quantitatively using SPSS version 24. To answer the research questions, all the
quantitative data were analyzed and interpreted using descriptive and inferential statistical
tools. Both descriptive statistics (such as means and standard deviations) and inferential
statistics (independent and paired sample t-tests) were used to compare the results gained
from the experimental and control group. Independent and paired sample t-tests were used
to check if there was a significant difference between and among the groups' results before
and after the treatment. To determine if the mean scores of the experimental and control
group were significantly different in their reading achievement before and after the given
training, an independent sample t-test was used. Paired sample t-test was performed to
check whether the training significantly affects the EG’s reading comprehension posttest
mean score. The data obtained through the questionnaire were categorized into six main
reading strategies (i.e. memory, cognitive, compensation, metacognitive, affective, and
social strategies) along with their descriptive statistics results and their respective items.
Paired sample t-test was run to see if there was overall strategy use improvement within
the EG.

3.10.7 Results of the Pilot Study

The main purpose of the pilot study was to investigate the effect of explicit strategy training
on reading comprehension and RSU of grade eleven students in Kokebe Tsibah Secondary
School. As a result, reading comprehension and questionnaire were used, and the collected

data were analyzed using descriptive and inferential statistical methods.
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3.10.7.1 Results of Classroom Observation

As mentioned earlier, observation was made for follow-up purpose, and it was conducted
when students were instructed reading skill by the trained teacher. Thus, having the
observation checklists, the researcher put tick marks, and the result is presented below.

Table 1. The results of classroom Observation

Ob.1 0b.2 0b3 0Ob4 Ob5 0b6 Total %
The teacher: Yes No
introduces the daily lesson - v o v v v v 5 1 833
topic/title
activates students' background v - v o v v - 4 2 66.7
knowledge of strategy use
presents and explains the v v o v v v v 6 0 100
reading strategies
explicitly models the strategies v v o v v v v 6 0 100
instruction using sample
reading activities
motivates students to use v oo 2 v 5 1 833
reading strategies
facilitates pair and group v - v o v v v 5 1 833
works
guides the students to apply v v o v v v - 5 1 833
the reading strategies in
activities
gives feedback to students - v o v v v - 4 2 66.7
within the process
encourage self-assessment v v o v v v 5 1 833
through peer working
promotes the use of reading v v o v v v v 6 0 100
strategies in different texts or
topics

As can be seen in Table 1, during all observation sessions, the trained teacher was observed
while presenting and explaining the reading strategies, explicitly modeling the strategies
using sample reading activities from the text, and promoting students to use the learned
reading strategies in other contexts. During the first and second observation sessions, the
teacher was observed while asking students what strategies they have been using in reading
English texts. However, from the observation, it can be noticed that all items were not fully

practiced; for example, from the first observation session, the topic of the reading passage
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was not introduced, and the students were not given appropriate feedback during the first
and the last observation sessions. Based the notes taken by the second researcher, during
the preparation stage, students were asked what strategies they were using while reading;
in the presentation stage- the teacher presented and modeled the target reading strategies
integrating with reading tasks; in the practice stage-students were motivated to practice
strategies they have learned with specific reading activities; during the evaluation stage-
students evaluated their success or failure in applying strategies they learned. Finally,
during the expansion stage, students were encouraged to use the learned strategies outside

the class for the new tasks.

During the observation, the teacher used the teaching material and taught the target reading
strategies in line with activities of the three reading stages (the pre during and post-
reading). For instance, predicting and semantic mapping were introduced and demonstrated
to the students during the pre-reading stages. Then, he tried to point out the important role
of these strategies and skills in dealing with different types of texts. The students were
observed practicing the learned reading strategies, for instance, they were taking notes
during reading and doing comprehension questions in the post-reading stages. They were

involved in pairs and group works.

In this way, the teacher instructed the students to read the passage by implementing
different strategies while reading to understand the passages and answer the comprehension
questions. Throughout the course, students had the opportunity to practice reading
strategies in performing the reading task, and the teacher provided feedback and assistance
to students. The students were motivated to evaluate their progress using strategies they
learned and transfer to the new tasks outside the class. Mostly, each strategy was taught
after introducing the passage to be read. However, because of time limitations, it is unlikely
to assure that all the selected strategies were effectively practiced with different reading

passages.

Moreover, the trained teacher’s feedback in the experimental fidelity checklist indicated
that most of the items in the checklist were implemented during reading classes; however,
the teacher commented that time limitation was challenging for not properly practicing the

target reading strategies. Finally, it is worth mentioning that both the comments of the
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trained teacher and the classroom observation disclose that the shortage of time was a

challenge for not fully practicing all reading strategies in different reading tasks.

3.10.7.2 Result of Reading Comprehension Test

The first research question of the study was “What is the effect of explicit reading strategy
training on students’ reading comprehension performance?” First, in order to measure the
CG and EGs’ homogeneity in terms of reading performance before starting the training,
their pre-reading comprehension test scores were analyzed using descriptive and inferential
statistics. The results of the pre-test for both groups are presented as follows.

Table 2: Statistical analysis of the pretest scores of the control and experimental groups

Group N M Std. T Df  Sig. (2- tailed)
Deviation

Control 40 12.4000 3.09507

Experimental 42 11.8810 3.78187 678 80 .500

As Table 2 depicts, the pre-mean of the CG (M =12.4000, SD =3.09507) and the pre-mean
for the EG (M =11.8810, SD =3.78187). From this, the mean of the CG was slightly higher
than that of the EG before the training. An independent samples t-test was carried out to
see if there were significant differences between the pretest mean scores of the two groups.
The independent sample t-test results (T=.678, DF=80, p= .500), indicated that there was
no statistically significant difference between the control and experimental group in their
pretest mean scores. This indicates that prior to the intervention, both CG and EG had
nearly similar results in their pre-reading test scores since the P value was greater than
0.05. Then, after the pre-tests, the EG received explicit strategy instruction. Finally, the
post-reading comprehension test was given to both groups to see if the instruction has any
contribution to the learners’ reading ability in the EG. The result is presented in the

following table.
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Table 3: Statistical analysis of both groups post-test scores

Group N M Std. T Df  Sig. (2- tailed)
Deviation

CG 40 12.1250 2.69080 -2.14 80 .035

EG 42 13,5714 3.36512

As shown in Table 3, the posttest mean scores of the CG (M = 12.1250, SD =2.69080) and
that of the EG (M = 13.5714, SD =3.36512) were different after treatment. In other words,
the post-test mean score of the EG was higher than the post-test mean scores for CG. An
independent t-test was carried out to measure whether students in the CG and in the EG
significantly differ in their posttest mean scores. Accordingly, the posttest mean scores
difference between the two groups is statistically significant (t = -2.14, df =80, p =0.035).
The results revealed that the instruction in RSs significantly influences the students’

reading performance. The following Table shows the paired sample t-test results.

Table 3: Paired samples t-test for comparing the EG’s groups’ pre &post reading scores

Group M N | Std. T Df | Sig.
Deviation (2-
tailed)
EG Pre-reading test | 11.8810 | 42 | 3.78187 -7.275 | 41 | .000
Post-reading test | 13.5714 | 42 | 3.36512

In Table 4.4, the progress of the test scores of the EG is seen. The pre-mean score of the
EG (M=11.8810; SD=3.78187) followed by the post-mean score (M=13.5714;
SD=3.36512) with the result of paired sample t-test (t=-7.25, df=41, P=.000) indicated that

there was significant difference between the pre and post reading comprehension scores.

3.10.7.3 Results of Reading Strategy Use Questionnaire

To answer the second and third research questions, the RSU was administered to the
experimental group before and after the training. Accordingly, the six categories as well as
the overall strategy use mean scores were analyzed using descriptive and inferential

statistics, and the results are displayed as follows.
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Table 4: Descriptive statistics of the six strategy categories before and after the training

Std.
Mean N Deviation
Before  2.4524 42 716357
memory After 2.9048 42 44500
Before 2.7262 42 .64478
cognitive After 2.8294 42 42530
Before 2.2778 42 .65814
compensation  |After 2.8730 42 42898
Before  2.5095 42 .65400
metacognitive  |After 2.8905 42 .39805
affective Before 2.3238 42 .55516
After 2.8143 42 40338
social Before 2.4444 42 .90965
After 3.0476 42 .52870

As table 4 shows, there was a difference in the frequency of each strategy reported by
learners before and after the treatment. As the Tale shows, there were differences in each
scores of the experimental for each strategy use. For example, the mean score of memory
strategy use was (2.4524) before the training, but after the treatment, memory strategy use
increased (2.9048) that indicated a slight difference from the pretest score. The social

reading strategy (M=3.0476) was mostly affected by the instruction.
Table 5 : Descriptive Statistics for overall strategy use before and after the training

N Minimum Maximum Mean Sig. (2-tailed)

overall strategy (before) 42 1.65 3.44 2.4557
overall strategy(after) 42 248 3.58 2.8933 .000
Valid N (listwise) 42

The above Table shows the EG’s overall strategy use results of the paired t-test analysis.
As can be seen a significant difference was reported between the mean scores before the
training (M=2.4557) and (M=2.8933) after the training, in using strategies as a whole, with
P value (t=-7.202, df=41, P=.000). Therefore, it is possible to say that the training

significantly increased students’ strategy usage.
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3.10.8 Summary of the Pilot

As mentioned earlier, the pilot study enables researchers to test the instruments and make
them ready for the final one. Accordingly, in this study pilot was conducted before the
main study, which is summarized below followed by lessons learned from the pilot study

and actions taken for the main study.

The general objective of the pilot study was to investigate the effects of explicit strategy
instruction on reading comprehension and RSU of grade eleven students in Kokebe Tsibah
Secondary School. For this purpose, eighty-two grade eleven students from two intact
classes were randomly assigned as the experimental and control group. While forty
students were assigned to the CG, forty two of them participated in the EG. Then, students
in the EG were exposed to explicit instruction in a variety of RSs for about six weeks, but
the CG did not receive such training. While classroom observation was carried out for
follow-up purposes, the reading comprehension test and RSU questionnaire were used as
the main data-gathering tools.

The collected data were analyzed using both descriptive and inferential statistics. While an
independent and paired sample t-test were calculated to answer the first question, mean
and paired sample t-tests were computed to answer the second and the last research
questions, respectively. In this way, a summary of major findings for the pilot were
provided as follows.

e The independent sample t-test result showed that there was a significant difference
in reading comprehension post-test mean scores between the control and
experimental groups after the training. The paired sample t-test result showed that
the EG significantly improved their reading comprehension in the posttest.

e Based on the descriptive analysis result, students in the EG showed better posttest
mean scores in each of the six strategies (memory, cognitive compensation,
metacognitive, affective and social) categories as compared to their pretests.

e Finally, the paired t-test analysis revealed that students in the EG showed a

significant improvement with regard to their overall RSU after the training
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In general, the result of the study showed that explicit reading strategy training improved
students’ reading comprehension and RSU. The findings of the study indicated that explicit
reading strategy training had positive effect on grade eleven EFL students’ reading
comprehension and RSU. The next section is about lessons learned from the pilot and

actions taken for the main study.

3.10.9 Lessons learned from the Pilot and Actions Taken for the Main Study

Several lessons were learned from the pilot study. Therefore, before data presentation and
analysis of the main study, the lessons learned from the pilot along with the researcher's
reading experience, the comments from examiners during the pilot defense and reviewers’
comments during the publication process, were considered in the main study. Each of the

lessons learned and actions taken are discussed as follows.

1. Reading activities: during the pilot, the experiment was conducted using only five
reading lessons selected from three units in students’ text. This could have affected
the quality of the findings. Therefore, it was learned that more reading passages
need to be incorporated during the main study. Accordingly, all reading activities
in the six chapters of the second-semester lessons were covered in the main study.

2. Strategy Selection: It was difficult to give sufficient time and more opportunities
for students to practice the strategies they learned with different reading tasks
within six weeks of treatment sessions during the pilot study. Hence, some more
RSs (e.g. practice and imagery) were included for the main study that was supposed
to be practiced in four months.

3. Need analysis: an important lesson was also learned from the pilot study in which
open-ended questions and/or interviews should have been included to identify
which reading strategies students have been already using and what strategies they
lack before the training rather than delimiting students only to close-ended items.
Accordingly, open-ended item was included in the main study so that students
could list strategies that were not in the close-ended items (i.e. what other strategies
or techniques do you use to solve the problems you face during English reading?).

4. Reading comprehension test: following the comments of the supervisor and

reviewers of the journals where the researcher’s articles have been published, some
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open-ended questions (e.g. writing the main idea of the passage and giving title to
the passage) were added in the main study that were important for a comprehensive
understanding about the effectiveness of the training.

Questionnaire: the questionnaire was administered only to the EG during the pilot.
However, following the examiners’ comments during the pilot defense, the
questionnaire was administered to both control and experimental groups in the main
study. In addition, during the pilot, the total number of items was 24 with only
close-ended type, but the number of items increased to 27 in the main study
following the frequency of strategies covered during the training. For example, |
read English words, phrases, or sentences several times for complete
understanding, was added to the main study

Interview: although conducting interviews with students in the experimental group
would have been important to know what they feel about the training during the

pilot, it was missed. Hence, the interview was conducted during the main study.
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CHAPTER FOUR: RESEARCH FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION

4.0 Introduction

Depending on the four research questions stated earlier, this chapter presented findings of
the main study obtained through the reading test, observation, RSU questionnaire and
interview. The study followed some procedures before answering any of the research
questions. Before embarking on the analysis of the posttests, the reading comprehension
test was administered as pretests to check the homogeneity of the control and experimental
groups. The questionnaire was also administered before the training to know students’
current level of RSU. Normality assumption tests were checked before applying inferential
statistical tools. Training follow-up was maintained through observation, note taking and
the teacher’s check sheets. Finally, the chapter provided discussion of the major findings
where interpretations were made in light of relevant literature. In this context, first, the
findings of the study are displayed in the following sections.

4.1 Findings

The findings of the study are, generally, displayed in three main phases. In the first phase,
the overall reading comprehension pretest and the RSU questionnaire results of the control
and experimental groups were presented. The second phase, however, presented the
observation data. The final phase was about the posttest data analysis in relation to each

research questions. In this way, the pretest data are presented in the following section.
4.1.1 Findings of Reading Comprehension Pretest

The overall comprehension reading as well as the five reading sub-skills pretest scores,
were computed to check whether or not students in both groups were similar concerning
their reading comprehension performance before the training. Both descriptive and
inferential were used to analyze the data. The results of descriptive statistics are presented
in Table 1 below.
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Table 1 Descriptive statistics of the control and experimental groups' reading pretest
scores

Group N Sum Mean Std.
Deviation

CG 43 566  13.16 2.516

EG 44 599 13.61 3.059

As depicted in Table 1, the pretest mean scores of the CG (13.16) and EG (13.61) were
nearly similar with regard to reading comprehension performance before the training. Since
there was a small difference between the two groups’ pretest mean scores, an independent
sample t-test was performed to determine whether the difference was statistically

significant or not.

However, before the analysis of the independent sample t-test, Kolmogorov-Smirnov’s test
of the overall reading as well as the five subs Kills pretest scores of the two groups were
calculated to check whether the assumptions of normality were met or not in determining

the use of parametric or non-parametric tests. The results are presented below.

Table 2 Kolmogorov -Smirnov test of both groups' pre-overall reading test scores

Control and Kolmogorov-Smirnov?

Experimental Statistic ~ Df Sig.

groups

CG (pretest) 107 43 200"
EG(pretest) 107 44 200"

Table 2 depicts Kolmogorov-Smirnov test results for both groups’ pretest scores. As can
be seen in the table, the numbers under the ‘Sig” columns for both groups are larger than
.05. This led the researcher to conclude that both the control and experimental groups’
pretest scores were normally distributed, suggesting the assumptions of using the t-test
were fulfilled. The next table presents Kolmogorov-Smirnov’s test results for the five

reading sub-skills pretest scores.
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Table 3 Kolmogorov-Smirnov test of the five reading sub-skills pretest scores

Skills Control and Kolmogorov-Smirnova
Experimental Statistic Df Sig.
group

Mainidea CG .166 43 .004
EG A72 44 .002

Detail CG 169 43 .003
EG 179 44 .001

Vocabulary CG 217 43 .000
EG .185 44 .001

Inference  CG .346 43 .000
EG 409 44 .000

Reference CG 337 43 .000
EG 401 44 .000

Table 3 displays the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test for the five reading comprehension sub-
skills pretest scores. All the results under the 'Sig' columns for both groups are less than
.05 .This indicated that the pretest scores of the five comprehension sub-skills were not

normally distributed, so non-parametric test could be performed to analyze the data.

Thus, having the assumptions met, the independent sample test was run to check whether
the overall reading pretest mean scores difference between the two groups was statistically
significant or not before the training. But, since the assumptions were violated, no-

parametric test was run to compare the pre mean scores of the five reading sub skills.

91



Table 4 Independent sample t-test for both groups’ overall reading pretest scores

Levene's
Test for
Equality of
Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95%
Confidence
Interval of
Sig. Std. the
(2- Mean Error Difference
taile Differen Differen Lowe
F Sigp T df d) ce ce r  Upper
Pretest Equal 3.112 .081 -.750 85 .455 -451 .601 - 745
scores of  variances 1.646
the control  assumed
and Equal - 752 82.607 .454 -451 .600 - 742
experiment variances 1.644
al group not
assumed

Table 4 displays the independent sample t-test result for reading pretest scores of the CG
and EG before the training. The result (T=-0.750, Df=85, P=.455) indicated the difference
in pretest mean scores between the two groups was not statistically significant as the P
value was greater than the cut point 0 .05.Thus, the result suggested that students in both

groups were homogeneous in terms of reading comprehension before the training.

Similarly, the reading comprehension sub-skills pretest scores of the two groups were
analyzed to know whether the students were similar in terms of the five comprehension
sub-skills (main idea, detail, vocabulary, inference, and reference skills) performance.
Because the normality assumption was violated (in Table 3) to use an independent t-test,
none-parametric test was computed instead. Mann-Whitney U test (an alternative one for
independent sample t-test) was performed to compare reading subs Kills pretest scores of
the control and experimental groups.
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Table 5 None parametric test for the five reading sub-skills pretest scores

Ranks
Reading C :
; ontrol and Experimental N Mean

Sub skills P
Group Rank

Main idea CG 43 37.22
EG 44 50.63
Total 87

Detail CG 43 45.23

reading EG 44 42.80
Total 87

Vocabula CG 43 45.77

ry EG 44 42.27
Total 87

Inference CG 43 44.17
EG 44 43.83
Total 87

Reference CG 43 46.65
EG 44 41.41
Total 87

As can be seen in Table 5, the mean rank of the EG for the main idea was higher
(Mr=50.63) than the average rank of the CG (Mr=37.22) before the training. On the other
hand, the mean ranks of the CG in terms of reading for detail, vocabulary, inference and
reference skills were slightly higher than the pretest mean rank of the EG. Mann-Whitney
U test was performed in the following Table to see whether the differences were significant
or not.

Table 6 Mann-Whitney U test

Main Detail vocabul Inferenc  Referenc

idea ary e e
Mann-Whitney U 654.500 893.000  870.000  938.500 832.000
Z -2.529 -.465 -.676 -.079 -1.131
Asymp. Sig. (2- .011 .642 499 .937 .258

tailed)
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The Mann-Whitney U test t result (U=654.5, P=0.011) in Table 6 showed that a significant
difference was found between the CG and EG concerning reading for main ideas before
the treatment. This means students in both groups were not at similar levels in identifying
main ideas since the P value was greater than the cut point (P=0.11) However, the Mann-
Whitney U test results for the rest of comprehension (detail, vocabulary, inference and
reference) skills were not statistically significant since the values of P were greater than
0.05. Thus, the students in both groups had nearly similar performance in terms of the four
reading comprehension sub-skills except reading for the main idea. The next section
presents students’ overall RSU as well as sub-strategy categories pretest questionnaire

results.
4.1.2 Findings of Questionnaire before the Training

Similar to the pre-reading test, before the training, the RSU questionnaire was administered
to both groups whose mean scores were calculated to make sure whether the two groups
were similar with regard to their RSU or not and to identify their current strategy use level.
As a result, the RSU questionnaire pretest mean scores for each category as well as for the
overall strategy of the two groups, were compared. First, descriptive statistics results of
both groups each strategy category questionnaire results are presented in the following
table.

Table 7 Descriptive statistics of the six RSU categories' questionnaire before the training

Group Pre Precognitive Pre Pre- Pre- Pre
memory total compensation Meta affective Social
total Total total total
CG Mean 2.6919 2.7641 2.6589 2.5023 24791  2.3798
N 43 43 43 43 43 43
Std. .29296 .22455 .32925 .24445 22314 27776
Deviation

EG Mean 2.5625 2.5909 2.5833 2.6000 2.6091  2.5530
N 44 44 44 44 44 44
Std. .30559 .30592 29749 24778 21111 27790
Deviation
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Based on Oxford’s (1990) suggestion, the results in Table 7 indicate that the CGs were
medium RSU level for memory (M=2.69), cognitive (M=2.76), compensation (M=2.65),
and metacognitive (M=2.5) strategies, whereas they had low mean scores for affective
(M=2.4791) and social (M=2.3798) strategies. On the other hand, students in the EG were
medium strategy users in each of the six strategy strategies before the training. Therefore,
students in both groups were relatively at similar levels of RSU (except the low mean scores
for affective and social strategies of the CGs) before the training. In addition, the overall
RSU questionnaire scores of the control and experimental groups were calculated using
descriptive and inferential statistics. First, descriptive statistics for the overall questionnaire

scores are displayed in Table 8.

Table 8 Descriptive statistics of both groups’ overall RSU questionnaire scores

Group sum Mean N Std.
Deviation

CG 111.70 2.5978 43 14561

EG 113.81 2.5867 44 13994

As shown in Table 8, before the training, the overall RSU questionnaire mean score of the
CG (M=2.5978) seemed slightly higher than the mean of EG (M=2.5867). An independent
sample test was computed to check whether the slight mean difference was statistically
significant or not. First, Kolmogorov-Smirnov’s test was performed to check the normality

of the pretest data. The results are presented in the following table.

Table 9 Kolmogorov- Smirnov’s test for both groups' pre-overall questionnaire scores

Control and Kolmogorov-Smirnova
Experimental Statistic Df Sig.
Group
Pre overall RSU CG 102 43  .200*
questionnaire EG 107 44 200

As can be seen in Table 9, Kolmogorov-Smirnov tests was computed to test whether the

assumption of normality was met or not to use either parametric or non-parametric tests.
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The results under the 'Sig' column are larger than .05, which implies that the data gained
from both groups before the training, were normally distributed. Then, an independent
sample t-test was performed to see if the overall RSU questionnaire mean scores difference
between the two groups were statistically significant or not. The result is presented as

follows.

Table 10 Independent sample t-test for both groups' RSU questionnaire scores

Levene's Test t-test for Equality of Means
for Equality
of Variances
F Sig. T Df Sig. Mean Std. Error
(2- Differe Difference
tailed) nce
Equal .566 454 .36 8 719 .01106 .03062
variances 1 5

assumed
Table 10 presents the independent sample -t-test results for the control and the experimental

groups’ overall RSU questionnaire prior to the training. The result (T=.361, Df=85,
P=.719) showed that there was no statistically significant difference between the two
groups with regard to their overall RSU questionnaire mean scores before the training. The
finding was substantiated with data from an open-ended item that was added to the close-
ended questionnaire. The open-ended item enabled students to mention RSs they have been
using to resolve difficulties in reading English. Consequently, out of eighty-seven
participants, three students from the EG wrote using a dictionary; nine students in both
groups wrote scanning and only three students mentioned skimming. Five students from
both groups stated that they apply guessing in their reading, and three students mentioned
taking notes while reading. However, the rest of the students in both groups did not fill the
space. Thus, the overall findings from the two instruments (reading comprehension test

and RSU questionnaire) call for the need for training.

Afterward, having checked students' homogeneity with regard to reading comprehension
test and RSU before the training, students in the EG were exposed to explicit instruction in
a combination various (memory, cognitive, compensation, metacognitive, affective and
social) RSs. Then at the end of the training, reading comprehension test and RSU

questionnaire were administered to both groups followed by interviews with the EG to
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address the research questions stated before. However, data obtained through observation

were analyzed before the analysis of the main data. As mentioned earlier, observation

conducted was for follow-up purpose (to see whether or not the training was conducted

consistently as intended). It was conducted when students were taught reading skills by a

trained teacher. Hence, having the checklists, the researcher put tick marks for each day of

the observation sessions. The results are presented below followed by an analysis and

explanation of the data.

4.1.3 Findings of Classroom Observation

Table 11 Results of reading class observation

The teacher:

(&)
S ~
< N ™ 0 o el
S g g F2e n @ o= a5
©5388°8 8 8 88 ¢ 2 gi
1 introduces the daily lesson vV v v v v v vv v -9 1 90
topic/title
2 activates students' background v v v v v v Vv Vv V v 10 - 100
knowledge of the topic and
strategy use
3 presents and explains the vV v v v v v v v v v 10 - 100
reading strategies
4 explicitly models the strategies v v v v v v v v - v 9 1 90
instruction using sample
reading activities
5 motivates students to use v v - v v vVvv v v v 9 1 90
reading strategies
6 facilitates pair and group vV - v Vv Vv Vv v vV v .9 1 9
~works
7 guides the students to apply - vV VvV vV -y v v v 8 2 80
the RSs in activities(e.qg.
supporting students while
summarizing a text)
8 gives feedback to students - VvV VvV -V vV v 8 2 80
within the process
9 encourage self-assessment vV v Vv v - Vv v oV v 9 1 90
through peer working
1 promotes the use of reading vV v v v v vVvv v v v 10 - 100
0 strategies in different texts or

topics
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Depending on the observation checklist presented in the above Table and the data from the
checklist filled by the teacher together with the researcher’s field notes, during each
teaching session, the proposed RSs were introduced, modeled and practiced with different
reading activities. The teacher explicitly taught what the specific RSs are, why and how
they can be used. As can be seen in Table 11, during all observation sessions, the trained
teacher was observed while activating, presenting and explaining the RSs, followed by
modeling, promoting and facilitating students to be in groups or pairs to use the learned
strategies in reading tasks. For instance, during all observation sessions, the teacher was
observed while asking students what strategies they have been using in reading English
texts. However, from the observation, it can be noticed that all items were not fully
practiced; for example, the topic of the passage was not introduced in the last observation
session, and the students were not given appropriate feedback during the first and the sixth

observation sessions.

Moreover, based on the researcher’s field notes and check sheets, during the preparation
stage of the first-day reading lesson(‘The challenge of climate change’) students were
asked if they knew anything about the topic and what strategies they were using while
reading; in the presentation stage- the teacher presented, named and modeled the target
reading strategies with reading activities; in the practice stage-students were motivated and
guided to practice strategies they have learned with specific reading activities; during the
evaluation stage-students were encouraged to evaluate their success or failure in applying
strategies they learned. Finally, during the expansion stage, students were encouraged to
use the learned strategies outside the class for the new tasks and in homework. Moreover,
the teacher taught the target strategies in line with activities of the three reading stages (the
pre-, during and post-reading). For instance, predicting and semantic mapping were
introduced and demonstrated to the students during the pre- and while reading stages. Then,
she tried to point out the important role of these strategies and skills in dealing with
different types of texts. The students practiced the learned strategies, for instance, they took
notes and did comprehension questions during reading followed by an evaluation of the

text they read in the post-reading stages. They were also involved in pair and group work.
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In this way, the teacher taught the students to implement different strategies while reading
to understand the passages and answer comprehension questions. Throughout the course,
students had the opportunity to practice strategies for performing the reading task, and the
teacher provided feedback and assistance to students when necessary. The students were
motivated to evaluate their progress using strategies they learned and transfer to the new
tasks outside the class. Mostly, each strategy was taught after introducing a passage to be

read.

Moreover, the trained teacher’s feedback in the check sheets indicated that most of the
items in the checklist were implemented during reading classes; however, the teacher
commented that the shortage of time was a challenge for not properly practicing all selected
strategies. Finally, both the comments of the trained teacher and the classroom observation
indicated that the shortage of time was a challenge for not fully practicing all the strategies
with different reading tasks during each day. Hence, because of time limitations, it is
unlikely to ensure that all the selected strategies were effectively practiced and applied in
all reading tasks.

Subsequently, at the end of the training, reading comprehension and RSU questionnaire
posttests were administered to the students in both groups, and students in the EG were

interviewed how they feel about the training. The findings are discussed as follows.
4.1.4 Findings of Overall Reading Comprehension Posttest

The first research question investigated the effect of explicit instruction in combination
RSs on students’ overall reading comprehension performance. To answer this question, the
overall reading comprehension posttest mean scores of the experimental and control groups
were compared using descriptive and inferential statistics. First, descriptive statistics

posttest results of the two groups are presented in the following table.

Table 12 Descriptive statistics for both groups' overall reading post-test scores

Group N Sum  Mean  Std.
Deviation

CG 43 617 1435 1.963

EG 44 754 17.14 3.324
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As can be seen in Table 12, the reading posttest mean score of the EG (M = 17.14) was
higher than the posttest mean score of the CG (M = 14.35). Thus, an independent sample
t-test was performed to verify if there was a statistically significant difference between the
post-test mean scores of the two groups. First, the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test was

performed to check whether the assumptions of using the t-test were met or not.

Table 13 Kolmogorov-Smirnov test of the two groups' overall reading post-test scores

Control and Kolmogorov-Smirnova
Experimental Statistic  Df  Sig.
Group

CG 129 43 071
EG 111 44  200*

Table 13 depicts the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test results for both groups’ posttest scores. AS
can be seen, the numbers under the ‘Sig’ columns for both groups are larger than .05. This
led the researcher to conclude that both control and experimental groups’ posttest scores
were normally distributed, which implies the fulfillment of the assumptions in using T-test.
Therefore, an independent samples t-test was run to see if a significant difference existed
in the two groups' post-mean scores concerning overall reading comprehension

performance. The result is displayed in the following table.
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Table 14 Independent sample t-test for both groups' overall reading post-test mean scores

Levene's
Test for
Equality of
Variances  t-test for Equality of Means
95%
Sig. Std. Confidence

(2- Mean Error Interval of the
taile Differe Differe Difference
F Sig. T Df d) nce nce Lower Upper

Post-test Equal 9.130 .003 -4.749 85 .000 -2.788 .587 -3.955 -1.620
scores of  variances
the control assumed
and Equal -4.775 70.022 .000 -2.788 .584 -3.952 -1.623
experiment variances
al groups  not

assumed

As mentioned before, the overall reading posttest mean score of the CG was 14.35 but the
post-mean score of EG was 17.14, suggesting the EG did better in reading comprehension
than CG after the training. An independent sample t-test was run to determine whether the
difference was significant or not. Looking at Levene’s test of Equality of variance in Table
14, the significance value in the first row is .003 which is less than .05, which indicates
equality of variance is not assumed; therefore the results in the second row should be taken.
Hence, the result (t=-4.775, DF=70.022, p =.000) shows that a statistically significant
difference was found between the two groups' post-test mean scores. The effect size was

1.056, suggesting the magnitude of the mean difference between the two groups was high.

Moreover, to examine whether there was a statistically significant difference between the
pre and post-overall reading comprehension means scores within the groups, a paired
sample t-test was performed. First, descriptive statistics of the overall reading pre and post-

test scores for each group are presented below followed by paired sample t-test results.
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Table 15 Descriptive statistics for the two groups' pre and post-overall reading test scores

Group M N Std.
Devia
tion

EG Pre-test 13.61 44 3.059

Post-test 17.14 44 3.324

CG Pre-test 13.16 43 2.516

Post-test 14.35 43 1.963

Table 15 shows the descriptive results of the control and experimental groups’ pre and
post-over oval reading comprehension test scores. Based on the result, the progress in mean
scores for both groups is seen. The posttest mean scores (M=17.14) of the EG were greater
than the pretest mean (M=13.61) of the same group. Similarly, the posttest mean score
(M=14.35) of the CG was higher than the pretest mean (M=13.16). Thus, a paired sample
t-test was performed if the observed differences within each group were statistically
significant. Table 16 depicts the comparison of pre and post-test mean scores of the EG
using paired sample t-test, first.

Table 16 Paired sample test for comparing the EG's pre and post-reading test mean scores

Paired Samples Test
Paired Differences

95% Confidence
Std. Interval of the
Std. Error Difference Sig. (2-
Mean Deviation Mean Lower Upper T df tailed)
Pair Pre and post- - 2.873 433 -4396 -2.649 -8.133 43 .000
1  testscores of 3.523
the EG

The result in Table 16 indicated that there was a statistically significant difference between
the pretest and posttest mean score of the EG (P=.000). To put it differently, the EG
significantly improved their reading comprehension performance after the intervention.
Moreover, the Effect size wasl.1, suggesting the magnitude of the improvement was

strong.
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Similarly, to check whether there was a statistically significant difference between the pre
and post-overall reading comprehension mean scores of the CG, paired sample t-test was

performed in the following table.

Table 17 Paired sample test for comparing the CG's pre and post-reading test scores

Paired Differences

95% Confidence
Std. Interval of the
Std. Error Difference Sig. (2-
Mean Deviation Mean Lower Upper T Df tailed)
Pair Preand post- - 2.163 .330 -1.852  -.520 -3.596 42 .001
1  testscoresof  1.186
the CG

The paired sample t-test result (t=-3.596, df=42, P=.001) in Table 17 showed that there was
a statistically significant difference between the pre and posttest mean scores of the CG.

However, the effect size was 0.53, suggesting the magnitude of the change was moderate.

In sum, both independent and paired sample t-test results indicated that students in the EG
showed significant improvement in their overall reading comprehension performance with
a strong effect size after. Students in the EG also significantly enhanced the three
comprehension sub-skills as compared to students in the CG. The CG also significantly
improved their reading comprehension performance in the posttest, but the magnitude of
the improvement was moderate unlike that of the EG, which indicates the usefulness of the

training in promoting students’ reading comprehension performance.
4.1.5 Findings of Reading Comprehension Sub-skills Posttest

The second research question examined whether the training in combined reading
strategies significantly enhances the EG’s comprehension sub-skills, namely: reading for
main idea, detail, vocabulary, inference, and reference skills as compared to the CG’s. For
this purpose, the two groups' post-mean scores in the five reading comprehension sub-skills
were compared. First, the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test for the posttest scores of the five

comprehension sub-skills were checked as follows.
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Table 18 Kolmogorov-Smirnov test for the five groups reading sub-skills posttest scores

Reading Control and Kolmogorov-Smirnova
subs kills  Experimental group Statistic Df Sig.
Main CG .196 43 .000
idea EG .166 44 .004
Detail CG 251 43 .000
EG .268 44 .000
Vocabul CG .229 43 .000
ary EG .230 44 .000
Inference CG .349 43 .000
EG 374 44 .000
Referenc  CG .345 43 .000
e EG .362 44 .000

The above Table presents Kolmogorov-Smirnov? test results for the five reading
comprehension sub-skills post-test scores. As can be seen, the value of P for each sub-skill
mean score in the posttest was less than 0.05, indicating the data were not normally
distributed. Hence, the parametric test (t-test) was not possible to analyze the data. Thus, the
five sub-skills posttest scores of the two groups were analyzed using non-parametric statistical
tools. The results are presented in Table 19.

Table 19 Non-parametric test for the two groups’ five reading sub-skills post-test scores

Groups N Mean
Rank
Main CG 43 38.51
idea EG 44 49.36
Total 87
Detail CG 43 35.73
EG 44 52.08
Total 87
Vocabul CG 43 30.98
ary EG 44 56.73
Total 87
Inferenc CG 43 40.49
€ EG 44 47.43
Total 87
Referenc CG 43 42.74
€ 44 45.23
EG
Total 87
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Table 19 presents the non-parametric test results of the five comprehension sub-skills post-
mean scores. As can be seen, the mean rank (Mr=56.73) of the EG for vocabulary was the
highest followed by the mean rank of reading for details (Mr=52) and main ideas (Mr=49)
of the same group. The post-mean ranks of the rest reading sub-skills (inference and
reference) were also better than the average post-mean rank of the CG. The Mann-Whitney

U test was computed to check whether the differences were statistically significant.

Table 20 Mann-Whitney U test results for the five reading sub-skills

Main Details Vocabul Inferenc Referenc

ideas ary e e
Mann-Whitney U 710.000 590.500 386.000 795.000 892.000
Z -2.068 -3.220 -4.904 -1.472 -.530
Asymp. Sig. (2- .039 .001 .000 141 .596

tailed)

Table 20 indicates the separate analysis of the ‘“Mann-Whitney U test for the five reading
sub-skills. The result showed that a significant difference was found between the control
and experimental groups in terms of the three reading comprehension skills: reading for
the main ideas, details and vocabulary since the P values for the three skills were less than
the cut-off point (P<0.05). To put it differently, the results of Mann-Whitney U for the post
mean of the main idea (Z=-2.068, P=0.039) revealed that there was a statistically
significant difference between the two groups in favor of the EG. In addition, the posttest
results for detail reading (Z=3.220, P=0.001) showed that the difference was statistically
significant. Similarly, the posttest mean score of vocabulary skill (Z=-4.904, P=0.00)
indicated that the difference between the two groups was statistically significant. On the
other hand, although the post-test means of the EG for inference and reference skills were
higher than the post-means of the CG, the Mann-Whitney U test result showed that there
were no significant differences between the two groups in terms of inference (P=0.141)

and reference (P=0.596) skills since the P-values were higher than 0.05.

4.1.6 Findings of Questionnaire after the Training

The third research question aimed to evaluate whether instruction in combined RSs affects

students” RSU. To answer this question, the post-overall RSU questionnaire scores of the
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two groups were compared using descriptive and inferential statistics. Descriptive analysis

for each strategy category items and total means of each strategy category (memory,

cognitive, compensation, metacognitive, affective, and social) are depicted below.

Table 21 Descriptive statistics for the two groups' memory strategies use after the training

No  Memory reading

strategies

Control Group

Experimental Group

Mean N

Std.
Deviation

Mean

N

Std.
Deviation

| think of 2.5581 43
1 relationships

between what |

already know and

new things that I

read in reading

English.

.58969

4.0227

44

.59018

87

In my reading, | 26279 43
2 make mental

pictures or

visualize

information to

remember what |

read.

.75666

3.6818

44

.70785

87

I try to remember 24186 43
3 the new English

words or phrases

by remembering

their location on

the page, on the

board, oron a

street sign where |

read it.

54478

3.6136

44

.61817

87

I use new English 24884 43
4 words in a sentence

so | can remember

them.

.50578

3.4773

44

.66433

87

Total Mean 2.523 43

3.698

44
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Table 21 depicts the control and experimental groups’ questionnaire mean scores for each
items of memory strategy as well as the total mean after the intervention. Based on the
result, the EG showed an increase in each item of memory strategies as compared to the
CG. The EG’s specific memory strategy mostly affected was item 1 (creating relationships
between what students already know and new things that they read in reading English, i.e
semantic mapping) (M=4.022), followed by item 2 and item 3 (creating mental
pictures/imagery for understanding). The lowest mean was item 4 with (M=3.477)
referring to medium strategy use. Overall, the EGs scored higher mean scores (M=3.698)
than the CG (M=2.523) in terms of overall memory strategy. The next table displays the
results of the control and experimental groups’ responses to cognitive strategy items and
their total mean.

Table 22 Descriptive statistics for the two groups’ cognitive strategies use after the training

Control and Experimental Group
Control Group Experimental Group
Std. Std.
Deviatio Devia

Mean N n Mean N tion
1. I read English words, 24884 43 50578 3.7500 44 .65147
phrases, or sentences several
times for complete
understanding.
2. | predict the passage before  2.5116 43 59250 3.5000 44 .62877
reading using information
such as title, heading and
pictures.
3. I skim an English passage 24419 43 50249 3.4318 44 .62497
(read over the passage
quickly) to get the general idea
4. | scan in reading a text to 23721 43 61811 3.6364 44 .74991
get specific ideas.
5. 1 underline or circle key 25116 43 55085 3.4091 44 .65833
information in the text to help
me understand what | read

6. | take short notes while 25581 43 .62877 3.5682 44 .72810
reading to help me understand

what | read.

7. | make summaries of 2.6047 43 58308 3.4318 44 .72810
information that | read in

English.

Total mean 2.49 3.53
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Based on the result of students’ responses in each cognitive strategy item, the EG showed
an increase in cognitive strategy use after the intervention as compared to the CG. For item
1(reading English words, phrases, or sentences several times for complete understanding.
I.e. practicing), the EGs practice reading usually. Similarly, they usually predict, scan, and
take notes from the text, but they sometimes skim, underline and summarize a given
passage after the intervention. In general, the participant's response for the overall cognitive
strategy indicated that the EGs (M=3.53) frequently used cognitive strategies after they

received the training.

Table 23 Descriptive statistics for the two groups' compensation strategies use after the training

No Compensation reading Control and Experimental Group
strategies
Control Group Experimental Group
Mean N Std. Mean N Std.
Deviati Deviatio
on n
1 I use linguistic clues 2.5814 43 54478  3.4545 44 .58883

(such as suffixes, and
prefixes) to help me
better understand what |
am reading.
2 I use context clues to 2.5814 43 .66306 3.4773 44 .66433
help me better
understand what | am
reading.
3 I read English without 2.6279 43 57831 34318 44 .62497
looking up every new
word in a dictionary.
Total mean 2.59 43 3.45 44

Depending on the result in the above table, the EG showed better use in each of the three
compensation strategy items in comparison to the means of the CG after the intervention.
Generally, the total mean scores of compensation strategies indicated that the EGs’ did
better (M=3.45) than the CG (M=2.59), however, both groups appeared to be medium

strategy users after the intervention.
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Table 24 Descriptive statistics for the two groups' metacognitive strategies use after the training

Control and Experimental Group

Metacognitive reading strategies

Control Group

Experimental Group

Mean N Std. Mean N Std.
No Devi Deviatio
ation n

I notice my mistakes in reading 2.6279 43 578  3.6136 44 .61817
1 English and use that information to 31

help me do better.

I plan my schedule so | will have 2.5349 43 549  3.3864 44 49254
2 enough time to read English texts. 84

I check my understanding when | 2.5116 43 550  3.5227 44 .66433
3 come across new information 85

I have clear goals for improving my 2.5581 43 502 34773 44 .62835
4 reading skills. 49

I try to check my progress when | read  2.6047 43 494 34545 44 .62708
5 text. 71

Total mean 2.56 43 3.49 44

Table 24 displays the control and experimental groups’ responses to each item of the

metacognitive strategies questionnaire after the training. The result showed that the EG

scored high mean scores in item 1(realizing one's mistakes in reading) and item 3(checking

one's understanding or monitoring) with M=3.6 and M= 3.5, respectively. Students in both

groups scored medium strategy use for the rest metacognitive strategy items. Similarly, the

total metacognitive mean score revealed that both groups were medium metacognitive

strategy users although the mean of the EG was higher than their counterparts. In other

words, both groups seem to apply metacognitive strategies sometimes after the training.
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Table 25 Descriptive statistics for both groups' affective strategies use after the training

Control and Experimental Group

No Affective reading Control Group Experimental Group
strategy items Mean N Std. Mean N  Std. Deviation
Deviat
ion
1 | take deep 25116 43  .55085 3.5227 44 .69846

breaths to lower
my anxiety even
if | fail to
understand a
text.
2 I notice if I am 25116 43 50578 3.5000 44 .62877
stressed or
nervous when |
am reading
English.
3 | talk to someone 2.6047 43  .54070 3.5227 44 73100
else about how |
feel when I am
reading in
English.
4 I try to reduce 25349 43 50468 3.6818 44 .82892
my anxiety when
I compete to do
some difficult
reading tasks.
5 I give a reward 25349 43 50468 3.5000 44 .69884
or treat myself
when | do well in
reading English.
Total mean 2.53 43 3.54 44

Depending on the result in the above table, while CG appeared to be at a medium level in
each item of the affective reading strategy use, the EG scored high means for each item;
for instance, they reduce their anxiety, regulate and give rewards themselves when they do
well in reading English after the training. Similarly, the total mean score indicated that the
EG applied the affective reading strategy (M=3.54) highly unlike that of the CG (M=2.53).
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Table 26 Descriptive statistics for the two groups’ social strategies use after the training

No Control and Experimental Group
Control Group Experimental Group
Social reading strategy items Mean N Std. Mean N  Std.
Deviatio Deviatio
n n
1 If | do not understand a text, | ask 43 50578 3.5682 44 72810
my classmates or teachers for 2.4884
clarification.
2 I work with other students to 43 .62877 3.3864 44 72227
improve my reading skills. 2.5581
3 I try to learn about the culture of 43 75078 34545 44 66313
English readers. 2.7674
Total mean 2.6 43 3.46

The above table presents the two groups’ questionnaire results in social strategy use items
as well as the total mean. Based on the results, the EG showed a better mean in each item
and scored higher strategy use for item 1(asking teachers and students for clarification))
unlike that of the CG. However, both groups showed medium use in terms of the total
social strategy. The following table presents the mean scores of each strategy category, the

sum as well as the overall mean score.

Table 27 Descriptive statistics for the two groups' six categories as well as the overall strategy use

strategy categories Mean of CG Mean of EG(
(N=43) N=44)

memory 2.52 3.69

Cognitive 2.49 3.53

Compensation 2.59 3.45

Metacognitive 2.56 3.49

Affective 2.53 3.54

Social 2.60 3.46

Sum 109.44 155.59

Overall mean 2.54 3.53
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Table 27 displays descriptive statistics for both groups’ responses for the six strategy
categories and the overall RSU questionnaire mean scores after the training. Based on the
result, the EG showed a greater increase in all sub-strategy categories than the CG. From
the six sub-categories, memory strategy (M=3.69) was mostly affected by the intervention
followed by affective (M=3.54) and cognitive (M=3.53) strategy use. The rest

(compensation, metacognitive and social) strategy categories were affected almost equally.

Furthermore, the overall strategy use sum(S=115.59) and the overall mean score (M=3.53)
of the EG were higher than the sum(5=109.44) and the mean (M=2.54) of the CG. An
independent sample t-test was performed to check whether the observed difference
between the two groups' overall strategy use mean scores was statistically significant or
not. But, before applying this tool, Kolmogorov-Smirnov’s test was computed to check

whether the assumption of normality was met or not, and the result is presented below.

Table 28 Kolmogorov-Smirnov's test for both groups' RSU questionnaire scores after the training

Tests of Normality

Control and Kolmogorov-Smirnova
Experimental Statistic  Df Sig.
Group
Post overall RSU  CG 101 43 .200*
guestionnaire EG 110 44 .200*

for CG and EG

As can be seen in Table 28 Kolmogorov-Smirnov tests show normality assumptions. The
result reveals that the numbers under the 'Sig' column are larger than .05 which implies that
the data gained from both groups were normally distributed. As reported before the overall
RSU questionnaire mean score (M=3.5362) of the EG was higher than the mean score
(M=2.5452) of the CG after the training. Then, to determine whether the observed mean
difference between the two groups was statistically significant or not, an independent

sample t-test was performed.

112



Table 29 Independent sample t-test for the two groups' RSU questionnaire scores

Levene's
Test for
Equality of
Variances t-test for Equality of Means
Sig. 95% Confidence
(2- Mean Std. Error Interval of the
taile Differenc Differenc Difference
F Sig. T Df d e e Lower  Upper
Equal  7.490 .008 - 85 .000 -.99098 .03560  -1.06175 -
variance 27.838 .9202
assumed 0
Equal - 72.34 .000 -.99098 .03542  -1.06157 -
variance 27.981 4 .9203
s not 8

assumed

The result in Table 29 (F=-27.981, df=72.344, P=.000) confirmed that the EG significantly
outperformed the CG in terms of overall RSU questionnaire mean scores after the training.
In other words, a statistically significant difference was found between the two groups in

terms of overall questionnaire mean scores in favor of the EG.

In addition, a paired sample t-test was computed to see if a significant difference existed
in RSU questionnaire mean scores before and after the training within each group. As
reported before, the mean score of the EG after the training (M=3.5362) was higher than
mean score (M=2.58) of the same group, the paired sample was performed to determine
whether the difference was statistically significant or not. The result is displayed in Table
30 below.
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Table 30 Paired sample test for the EG's overall RSU questionnaire scores

Paired Differences

95% Confidence
Std. Interval of the
Std. Error Difference Sig. (2-
Mean  Deviation Mean  Lower Upper df tailed)
Pair Pre &post -94949 22080 .03329 -1.01662 -.88237 -28.525 43 .000

1  overall strategy
means of the EG

Table 30 displays the paired sample t-test results in the overall RSU questionnaire mean

scores of the EG before and after the training. Based on the result, a significant difference

was reported in RSU mean scores of the EG, in using strategies as a whole (t=-28.525,

df=43, P=.000)).

Moreover, paired sample t-test was computed to compare the RSU questionnaire mean

scores of the CG before and after the training; the result is presented in the following Table.

Table 31 Paired sample test for the CG's overall RSU questionnaire scores

Paired Differences

95% Confidence
Std. Interval of the
Std. Error Difference Sig. (2-
Mean Deviation Mean Lower  Upper tailed)
Pair Pre & post .05254 18328 .02795 -.00386 .10895 1.880 .067

1  overall strategy
means for the
CG
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Table 31 presents a paired t-test analysis for the CG. The result (t=1.0895, df=42, P=.067)
revealed that there was no significant difference in RSU questionnaire mean scores for the

CG before and after the training as the P value was greater than the cut point.

To sum up, the independent sample t-test result indicated that the EG significantly
outperformed the CG in terms of overall RSU questionnaire mean scores after the training.
In addition, the paired sample t-test result revealed that students in the EG significantly
increased their overall RSU after the received various RSs. The next part presents data

gained from interviews.

4.1.6 Findings of Interview

As mentioned earlier, after the intervention, an interview was conducted with six students
in the EG to answer the final research question, which was intended to substantiate the data
gained via post-reading and the RSU questionnaire. In other words, the interview aimed to
get participants’ views about the role of training in promoting their reading ability. The
interview questions comprised three main items followed by probing questions. The main
questions were, what do you think about the benefit of the reading strategy use training that
was conducted during the last semester? Do you think using reading strategies that were
practiced during the training is important to improve your reading comprehension? If yes
can you mention some important strategies? Is the new teaching method (strategy training)
different from the conventional teaching reading methods? In this context, one major theme
(i.e. participants' view about the benefit of the training in promoting their reading ability)
was identified followed by two sub-themes (participants’ perceived reading strategies and
their views on whether the training was different from the existing one).In other words,
since the main aim of the interview was to get participants’ views about the benefit of RSU
training in promoting their reading ability, they were requested to respond whether the
training helped them to enhance their reading comprehension ability and were asked to
mention some important RSs they learned during the training. Finally, they were asked to
compare the new teaching method with the conventional one. In this way, the major theme

together with sub-themes of the interview data, are discussed as follows.
Participants View the Benefit of RSU Training in Promoting Reading
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When participants were asked about the benefit of the reading strategy use training in
promoting their English reading, all six interviewees acknowledged the benefit of the
training in improving their reading and agreed that they have developed positive views.
Participants reported that they were encouraged to use the strategies they learned in
reading. For instance, one of the interviewees, (S3) realized the importance of using
strategies she learned whenever she planned to use them in her reading. Another
participant, Hana started to ask questions herself about whether she has been using the
strategies or not, and her awareness about RSU for her reading including the steps while
using strategies has been improved after the training. Another participant (S6) also
developed positive views towards the training in which he learned how to read a given text
using strategies (see Appendix J &K, both Ambharic verbatim and English version).
Participants’ perceived important strategies and comparisons made by them about the two

teaching methods are explained as follows.
Participants perceived strategies to promote reading skills

When participants were asked to mention important strategies they learned during the
training, the six interviewees who were taught RSs seemed to agree that the strategies they
learned could support their reading difficulties. For instance, one of the interviewees (Sara)
acknowledged the benefits of the training in helping her to comprehend English text easily.
She underlined that among others, semantic mapping, highlighting and taking notes were
very important to increase her reading ability. She was very excited about the strategy of
semantic mapping, and said, “Semantic mapping can support me to comprehend passages
easily and to create a kind of picture in my mind to remember the keyword words
surrounding the text”. She indicated that she wished she could have known semantic
mapping before so that she could apply it in all of her reading to increase her knowledge
of vocabulary. This finding confirmed the post-test questionnaire result of memory
strategy, particularly semantic mapping item that was typically highly affected by the
intervention. Sara added that if students don’t understand or don’t know what they are
reading, they will not be motivated to read, but if they use the strategies they have learned
during the training, they can be motivated to read and understand what they are reading

and be initiated to read more, which in turn rises learners’ reading habits.
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The interviewees indicated that RSs they have studied can support them in finding out the
main ideas, guessing the meaning of difficult words, and predicting the ideas of a passage
even during exams more easily than before. For instance. One of the respondents (S2) was
very positive about the training, especially because he noticed that the strategies of
skimming, scanning, and highlighting were very important for him to reduce his reading
comprehension difficulties, he stated “After the training, I like skimming, scanning and
highlighting because this is exam time and if we use these strategies when we study we can
understand main ideas of a text easily and we can remember what we read during
examinations” .He added that “using strategies during reading can help students read better,

and the more the readers we have the better development of a country.”(Appendix K).

Another participant (S3) also stated that there are different RSs that students use in reading.
For example, she said “We plan, and become eager to know the final idea of the text,
underline the main idea or give emphasis to the idea that we want when we read.

Underlining the idea helps us to understand fast when we re-read it”.

The training was also helpful for participants as it brought positive changes in their reading
ability. When they were asked to mention some important strategies, the interviewees
indicated that after reading a certain text, they could understand a text by referring to their
short notes or summary instead of looking back at the whole text. For example, from the
training, S6 learned that he should take short notes and color or underline the main points
and work with his friends to remember the idea of a text later. He noted that “If we don’t
have time we can use skimming and scanning strategies”. Another participant in the
interview, Hana, found self-monitoring strategy and prediction as very important strategies
because she pointed out that self-monitoring helps her to think or plan about her reading,
and the prediction was important to her to guess the idea of a passage by looking at the
picture or other clue without detail reading. She stated that “self-encouragement is about
taking risks, and whenever | am successful in my reading it is good, if not I would

encourage and promise myself to improve my reading for next time”.

Comparison of the training with the conventional teaching method
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The interviewees were asked to compare the new teaching method (training in reading
strategy use) with the conventional method. They seemed to agree that the training was
different from the conventional teaching reading method. Most of the interviewees’
responses showed that the training has brought them from unconscious use of some
strategies to deliberate use of several RSs. One of the interviewees, S6 said, “Yes it is
different because if you are giving training it is about additional knowledge, not the existing

one.”(Appendix K).

On the other hand, two students disclosed that they had been using some strategies
unconsciously before they received the training. S3 remembered that she employed some
strategies unconsciously in her reading before receiving the training but after the training,
she realized that she was aware of various RSs and knew how to use them while doing
different reading tasks. Another interviewee (S5) stated that although she was using
scanning, skimming, and guessing the meanings of a text before the training, she was aware
of the benefit of additional strategies including semantic mapping and other strategies

which can help her to read and understand a given passage after the training.

To sum up, the interview data revealed that all the interviewees benefited from the training.
They all developed positive experiences about the training hoping that training would
support them to read difficult reading texts and easily comprehend them. However, some
of them did not hide that they have been using a few strategies (such as skimming, scanning
and guessing) in their reading unconsciously, but they noted that they were aware of the
use of more RSs after the training and started to apply them deliberately. The interviewees
mentioned different strategies they learned from the training including semantic mapping,
skimming, not taking, predicting, and summarizing, highlighting self-monitoring, self-
encouragement, and working with others, and were encouraged to use them during reading.
It is worth mentioning that since the interview was conducted a week before starting the
final examination, two interviewees indicated that the training helped them get ready for
final examinations not only for English but also for other subject areas. The next section

provides a discussion in relation to major findings.
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4.2 Discussion

The purpose of this study was to examine whether explicit instruction in combination of
various RSs contribute to grade eleven students’ reading comprehension performance and
their RSU in Tesfa Birhan Secondary School. As a result, in this section, the findings of

the study are interpreted in line with the research questions and related literature.

First, as presented in the finding section, before the training, a reading comprehension test
and RSU questionnaire were administered to the control and the experimental groups. The
pretest aimed to determine the two groups’ homogeneity in terms of reading
comprehension performance and RSU before the training. Accordingly, the independent
sample t-test showed that there was no statistically significant difference between the
control and experimental groups in overall reading comprehension pretest mean scores. In
addition, the Man-Whitney test results revealed that both groups were almost similar with
regard to the four skills (detail, vocabulary, reference and inference items) since the P
values were less than .05 except for reading for the main idea. Thus, the study ensured that
students in both groups were nearly homogenous in terms of reading comprehension
performance before the training. Similarly, students in both groups' homogeneity
concerning RSU was assessed via a questionnaire before the training. The RSU
questionnaire mean scores of the CG and the EG indicated that the students in both groups
were relatively homogenous in their overall strategy usage, and based on Oxford’s (1990)

suggestion, both groups were medium-reading strategy users before the intervention.

Therefore, students need to be trained on how and where to use learning strategies to
improve their FL skills (Taheri et al., 2020). As a result, students in the EG were exposed
to a four-month explicit instruction in combination of various RSs using the CALLA
procedure followed by administration of reading comprehension posttest and questionnaire
to both groups. To this end, in line with each research question stated earlier, the findings

of the study were discussed as follows.
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4.2.1 Effects of RSU Training on Students’ Overall Reading Comprehension

The first research question examined the effect of explicit instruction in combined RSs on
students’ overall reading comprehension performance. To answer this question, the
independent and paired sample t-test were performed. The independent sample t-test result
between the post-mean scores of EG and the CG showed that there was a significant
difference between the two groups in favor of the EG, suggesting that the training had a
positive impact on students’ reading performance (see Table 14). In other words, the
finding indicated that after they were taught various RSs, students in the EG significantly
outperformed the CG with regard to overall reading comprehension posttest mean scores,
and the result of Cohen’s d for effect size was 1.056, suggesting the magnitude of the mean
difference between the two groups was strong. Moreover, the paired sample t-test result
indicated that students in the EG significantly improved their post-test mean score with a
large effect size. This indicates that the EG significantly improved their overall reading
comprehension performance after the training. Similarly, the CG significantly improved
their overall reading comprehension performance in the posttest, however, the magnitude
of the improvement was moderate unlike that of the EG, suggesting that the training helped
the target students to improve their reading comprehension. Therefore, since the training
was important to improve the EG’s reading comprehension performance, the finding
implies that there was a strong association between the training and students’ reading
performance enhancement. In other words, the training had a positive effect on students in

the EG reading comprehension.

This finding supports (Al Raggad et al.,2019) because after conducting a meta-analysis
with 31 similar studies, Al Raggad et al. (2019) reported reading strategy training appears
to improve the comprehension of EFL learners’ reading; however, the aforementioned
author noted that it is difficult to explicitly state whether some RSs are more effective than
others. Specifically, the finding of the current study is in agreement with foreign EFL
investigations (Fathi & Afzali, 2020; Karizak & Khojasteh, 2016; Yapp et al., 2021); they
found a significant difference between the control and experimental groups with regard to
reading comprehension posttest mean scores. However, the fact that the association is

significant does not indicate how strong or weak the effect is; hence, the effect size needs
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to be calculated (Muijs, 2022). Therefore, the effect size, which was missed in most of the

previous studies, was calculated in the present study.

Likewise, the finding of this study is consistent with the findings of previous local
researchers (Rahel, 2018; Benti, 2013; Geleta et al, 2022).They confirmed the effectiveness
of strategy training in increasing learners' reading abilities. However, Mujis (2020) noted
that meeting the assumptions and finding a significant difference doesn’t really guarantee
that treatment causes a difference in students’ performances, suggesting for considering
farther attentions given for experimental studies. This is to mean, some important
methodological procedures were missed in the previous studies but considered in the
present. For example, the previous local studies did not implement any follow-up
procedure while the training was conducted, which could negatively affect the outcome of
the study. Accordingly, observation, and teachers’ check sheets along with field notes,
were used in the present study to reduce possible biases in the findings. Moreover, the
previous studies lacked details about the number and type of strategies they used, and some
of them focused on a few or single strategy categories. Geleta et al. (2022), for instance,
seemed to focus on metacognitive reading strategies that require learners to apply a higher
order of thinking in their reading. Contrary to this, Razi (2014)) argued that it is preferable
to present a repertoire of RSs, as a single strategy could not be suitable to all readers.
Therefore, unlike the previous investigations, the current researcher implemented various
strategies from different categories while teaching reading. Furthermore, data normality
assumptions that were missed in the previous studies, were also checked before performing
inferential statistical tools. The effect size was also calculated to determine the magnitude

of the change.
4.2.2 Comparing Students’ Comprehension Sub-skills Post-test Scores

The second research question scrutinized whether there was a significant difference
between the control and experimental groups concerning the five comprehension sub-skills
(main idea, detail, vocabulary, reference and inference skills) posttest mean scores. The
Mann-Whitney U test result (Table 19 & 20) indicated that there were significant

differences between the control and the experimental groups with regard to the three
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reading comprehension sub-skills: reading for the main idea, detail reading and vocabulary
posttest mean scores. Additionally, although the difference was not statistically significant,
the post-test mean scores of the EG for the inference and reference skills were higher than
the post-test mean of the CG. The reason for the non-significant difference might have been
due to the limited sample size of the two sub-skills. Overall, the finding suggested that
explicit strategy teaching enabled the participants of the EG to identify the texts’ main
ideas, and specific details, guess the meaning of unknown words, infer the implied meaning
and recognize references as compared to the CG. Seid (2012) noted that answering
comprehension questions such as identifying main ideas, guessing meanings and
references may involve reading between the lines and applying precise strategies. Hence,
it can be inferred that the significant improvement observed in students’ comprehension
sub-skills could be attributed to students’ awareness and their effective application of
various RSs they have taught in their reading. Moreover, students’ usage of various RSs
such as skimming, note-taking, and guessing during the training, were mostly reported in

the questionnaire and interviews after the training.

The current study supports the recommendation of pioneer experts in the field (Grabe,
2009; Jiang & Grabe, 2011; Oxford, 2017), who suggested that students with reading
difficulties can be taught a repertoire of reading strategies for better comprehension. The
overall finding is in line with Khellab et al. (2022), Manoli et al. (2016) and Razi1 (2014)
who suggested that multiple-strategy instruction is important for EFL learners to overcome
their reading comprehension difficulties. This finding specifically confirms the finding of
Meang (2014), who conducted a Meta-Analysis on thirty-seven empirical studies in the
EFL context and suggested that strategy instruction is more effective for improving the
reading comprehension of primary and secondary students compared to beyond high school
students. To sum up, the finding of this study tends to indicate that explicit instruction in a
combination of various RSs has a positive contribution to grade eleven students’ reading

comprehension skills.
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4.2.3 Effects of Explicit Combined RSs Training on Students’ RSU

The purpose of the third research question was to determine whether explicit instruction in
combined RSs improves grade eleven students’ RSU. In relation to this question, the RSU
questionnaire was administered to the control and experimental groups at the end of the
training . Then students’ responses in each reading strategy item of the six strategy category
as well as the overall RSU questionnaire scores of both groups were analyzed. In other
words, 4 items of memory, 7 items of cognitive, 3 items of compensation, 5 items of
metacognitive,5 items of affective and 3 items of social strategy as well as the overall RSU
questionnaire mean scores of the two groups were calculated. Based on the result, the EG
showed a greater increase in using all sub-strategy categories as compared to the CG. The
independent sample t-test result indicated that the EG significantly outperformed the CG
in terms of overall RSU questionnaire mean scores. In addition, the paired sample t-test
result revealed that the students in the EG significantly increased their overall RSU after
the training .In addition, after they received the training, the EG seemed to use semantic
mapping and imagery memory strategies highly during reading. Semantic mapping is used
in the activation of learners’ prior knowledge- a strategy that helps readers link previous
and current knowledge together (Barrios, 2018). In addition, they appeared to apply
practice, note taking and scanning cognitive strategies more frequently in reading than the
CG. Similarly, after the training, students in the EG become good guessers using contextual
and other cues to get the meaning of words and grasp the implied idea of the text as
compared to their counterparts (CG). Furthermore, students who took the training started
to plan, monitor and evaluate the strategy use in helping them learn reading. They also
reduced their affective factors by giving rewards for themselves, regulating themselves and
lowering anxiety when they felt they were doing well. Finally, they usually started to work
with one another and ask their teachers for clarification. Thus, the finding supports the
claim that students are required to employ a combination of different strategies including
prior knowledge during reading (Grabe & Stoller, 2019). Summarizing, forming questions,
imaging, predicting, activating background knowledge, and monitoring comprehension,
are among the important strategies for the comprehension and promotion of strategic
readers (Chamot, 2005; Grabe, 2009).
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Looking at both groups’ total mean scores in each of the six strategy categories- the EG
showed better improvement in the six reading strategy categories(memory, cognitive and
affective strategies) than that of the CG after the training. More specifically, the EG
obtained high mean scores for memory strategies followed by affective and cognitive
strategies. On the other hand, although the EG increased the strategies use in the rest three
categories, both groups were at medium levels with regard to compensation, metacognitive

and social strategies (see Table 27).

Moreover, Oxford (1990) suggests that students whose strategy mean score lies between
2.5 and 3.4, are interpreted as sometimes strategy use and categorized as medium strategy
use whereas the mean between 3.5 and 4.4 refers to usually strategy use and leveled as high
strategy users . Thus, depending on the overall RSU questionnaire result, the EG scored a
high mean score (M=3.53) but the CG use of RSs stayed at the medium level (M=2.54).
Finally, the independent and paired sample t-test analysis of the post-overall RSU
questionnaire mean scores were computed. The independent sample t-test result (F=-
27.981, df=72.344, P=.000) indicated that the EG significantly outperformed the CG in
terms of overall RSU questionnaire mean scores in the post-test. The paired sample t-test
result also showed that a statistically significant difference was found in the overall RSU
questionnaire mean scores within the EG. Thus, the overall finding suggested that explicit
instruction in combination with various RSs had a positive impact on students’ frequency
of RSU.

The finding that students in the EG significantly outperformed their counterparts in RSU
disagrees with the findings of Li et al (2022) who reported that after six weeks of strategy
instruction students in the EG did not improve their RSU. In fact, in the present study, the
training took about 32 weeks, which was a relatively long duration. That is why, students
in the EG significantly improved their frequency of RSU after they received training. In
addition, the aforementioned study was conducted abroad where the context is different.
Local studies investigating the effect of combined strategies on students’ RSU, seemed
lacking. In general, the findings of this study support the belief of L2 and FL researchers
who claimed that learning strategies are teachable and learners can benefit from being

trained in acquiring relevant strategies (Larsen-Freeman, 1991; O’Malley & Chamot, 1990;
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Oxford, 1990; Rubin, 1975; Sarafianou & Gavriilidou, 2015). This finding is in line with
the notion that the central point of explicit instruction is to create strategic readers who

automatically coordinate their strategy use (Koda, 2005).

4.2.4 Participants’ Views about the Training

The last research question aimed to assess students’ views about the role of RSU training
in promoting their reading ability for which participants were very positive in their
reflection. All the interviewees who participated during training were positive about the
intervention and were motivated to use RSs in their reading. They acknowledged the
benefit of the training in helping their reading comprehension difficulty and suggested that
students could benefit if they use different strategies during reading. Two of the
interviewees did not hide that they had been using a few strategies automatically in reading
before the training. However, after the training, they understood the importance of RSs and
were motivated to apply additional strategies intentionally while reading difficult English
texts. This finding supports the suggestion of Nunan (2003), who stated that “The goal for
explicit strategy instruction is to move readers from conscious control of RSs to
unconscious use of reading skills” (P.77). The findings also indicated that the RSU training
would play a vital role for students in comprehending different subject areas other than
English to score better results during examinations. Particularly, participants have found
that the strategies of semantic mapping, skimming, not taking, predicting, summarizing,
highlighting self-monitoring, self-encouragement and working with others as important
strategies among others to improve their reading ability. The finding of the questionnaire
also revealed that students in the EG were able to predict, take notes, plan, monitor their
reading, and regulate themselves highly during reading. But they sometimes skim,
underline and summarize a given passage after the training. The interviewees were very
positive about the benefit of semantic mapping in developing their vocabulary knowledge.
The strategy of semantic mapping was also mostly affected by the training as reported by

students in questionnaire after the training.

In brief, taking the overall findings of the reading comprehension test, RSU questionnaire
and interview, explicit instruction in a range of strategies would support students to be

strategic readers who can apply suitable RSs while attacking difficult English texts,
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independently. This is because the findings from the reading test demonstrate that students
who received instruction in a combination of various RSs did significantly better than their
counterpart (CG) in terms of the overall reading comprehension performance and the three
comprehension sub-skills. Students in the EG significantly outperformed the CG in terms
of overall RSU questionnaire mean scores and showed an increase in each of the six
strategy categories than that of the CG after the training. Students who participated in the
interview also developed positive views about the benefit of RSU training in promoting
their reading ability, and they were motivated to employ various RSs during reading.

Hence, the finding of this study implies that explicit instruction in a combination of various
RSs can enhance secondary school students’ English reading comprehension, which
contributes to the debates among experts in literature concerning the number, and the types
of strategies to be taught along the methodological procedure. In other words, considering
disagreements among researchers about the efficacy of RSs in EFL reading contexts,
particularly, about the number and the type of strategies to be taught along with the
methodological procedures (e.g. whether strategy instruction should be explicit or
implicit), the findings of the current study would contribute to the notion that explicit
instruction in a variety of RSs positively influences EFL learners reading ability. In general,
the present findings are in line with Aghaie and Zhang (2012), who underlined that EFL
learners need awareness about strategies and that they should be trained in strategy use to

be independent readers.
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CHAPTER FIVE: SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS
AND RECOMMENDATIONS

5.0 Introduction

This chapter contains the summary, conclusions, implications and recommendations of the

study, which are discussed as follows.

5.1 Summary

The general objective of the study was to examine whether explicit instruction in
combination of various RSs contributes to reading comprehension performance and RSU
of grade eleven students in Tesfa Birhan secondary school. Using a quasi-experimental
pretest/posttest design, eighty-seven students of the two intact classes were assigned as the
control (N=43) and experimental (N=44) groups. After identifying both groups'
homogeneity with regard to reading comprehension and RSU, students in the EG were
exposed to explicit instruction in a combination of various RSs about four months whereas
the CGs were not involved in such training. Both quantitative and qualitative data were
collected and analyzed using descriptive and inferential statistics. Reading comprehension
test, RSU questionnaire and interview were utilized to collect the main data. The reading
comprehension test, which was administered before and after the intervention, contained
the five comprehension subs-kills (reading for the main idea, vocabulary, detail, inference
and reference skills). The RSU questionnaire that involved items of the six strategy
categories (memory, cognitive, compensation, metacognitive, affective and social
strategies) was administered to both groups before and after the intervention. The interview
was conducted with students in the EG to support the data obtained from the reading test
and questionnaire. Both descriptive (mean) and inferential (independent sample t-test,
paired sample t-tests and Man Whitney U test) statistical tools were used to analyze the

quantitative data.

Since caution is important while conducting experimental studies, several measures were
taken in the whole procedure of this study. For example, the validity and reliability of
instruments were checked. Treatment follow up was maintained through classroom

observation and follow-up mechanisms to avoid unnecessary biases in the outcomes.
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Normality assumptions were checked before applying inferential statistics. The effect size
of the intervention on students’ reading comprehension, was calculated. In this context, the

study specifically addressed the following four research questions:

1. What is the effect of explicit instruction in combined RSs on grade eleven
students’ overall reading comprehension performance?

2. Is there a statistically significant difference between the control and the
experimental groups’ post-test mean scores of reading for the main idea,
detail, vocabulary, inference and reference sub-skills?

3. What is the effect of explicit training in combined RSs on grade eleven

students’ reading strategy use?
4. How do students in the experimental group view the reading strategy use

training in promoting their reading comprehension?

Concerning the first research question, the independent sample t-test result showed that the
control and the experimental groups significantly differed in their reading comprehension
posttest mean scores , with a large effect size, suggesting the magnitude of the mean
difference between the two groups was strong in favor of the EG. Moreover, paired sample
t-test results indicated that students in the EG significantly improved their posttest mean

score with a strong effect size.

Regarding the second research question, the Mann-Whitney U test result indicated that
students in the EG significantly showed greater improvement in posttest mean scores of
the three comprehension sub-skills: identifying main ideas, vocabulary and detailed
reading as compared to the CG. The post-test mean scores of the EG for inference and
reference skills were also higher than the post-means of the CG though the differences were
not statistically significant. Thus, the results suggested that explicit training in a
combination of various reading strategies enabled the participants in the EG to identify the
texts” main ideas, specific details, guess meaning, infer the implied messages and recognize

references as compared to the CG.

In light of the third research question, the post-RSU questionnaire results demonstrated
that students who participated in the training seemed to use background knowledge,

imagery, practice, note-taking, guessing, planning, and monitoring more frequently than
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before. They started to evaluate their learning, reduced their affective factors through
giving rewards and regulating themselves and lowered anxiety when they felt they were
doing well in English reading more frequently than the CG. They usually started to work
with one another and ask their teachers for clarification during reading difficulties. It was
found that after they were exposed to explicit instruction with a combination of memory,
cognitive, compensation, metacognitive, affective and social strategies, students in the EG
obtained high mean scores for memory strategy followed by cognitive and affective
strategies whereas both groups were at medium level with regard to compensation,
metacognitive and social strategies at the end of the training. The post-overall questionnaire
result indicated that, unlike the CG, the EG scored a high mean score. The independent
sample t-test result indicated that the observed mean difference was statistically significant
in favor of the EG. The paired sample t-test result also showed that a statistically significant
difference was found between the pre and post-test-overall RSU questionnaire mean scores
within the EGs.

Finally, the findings obtained from the reading test and questionnaire were substantiated
by the findings of the post-interview as participants were very positive about the
importance of various reading strategies in promoting their reading comprehension ability.
Based on the findings of the interview, the training has increased students’ RSU awareness
and initiated them to use various RSs while reading difficult texts. Thus, based on the

findings, the following conclusions have been drawn.

5.2 Conclusions

» The fact that the EG showed better improvement than the CG with regard to overall
reading comprehension posttest scores could be attributed to the efficacy of the
explicit instruction with a combination (memory, cognitive, compensation,
metacognitive, affective and social) of various RSs. Thus, the findings imply that
secondary school students' (particularly grade eleven) reading comprehension
performance could be enhanced if they are explicitly taught what strategies are
(declarative knowledge), why and when they can be used( conditional knowledge),
and how to apply them (procedural knowledge) in teaching English reading skills.
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Moreover, students’ significant improvement in comprehension sub-skills after the
training, could be explained by the effectiveness of the training, which also implies
that students with reading difficulties can be explicitly taught a combination of
various RSs for better comprehension skills.

Furthermore, the significant increment in the frequency of RSU by EG after the
training might encouraged students to be strategic readers and tackle difficult
reading tasks. Hence it can be inferred that the increments in RSU by the EG helped
them to significantly improve their overall reading and comprehension sub-skills,
and this could be explained by the efficacy of the training provided to the students.
Finally, students’ views about the training have been positively influenced, which
makes them apply various RSs intentionally when they read English texts.

In brief, the improvements in reading comprehension and RSU by students in the
EG along with their positive impression about the training, suggest that explicit
teaching in a variety of RSs not only improved the target students reading ability
but also encouraged them to be strategic readers who can apply different RSs
independently while reading English texts. Thus, the overall finding suggests that
explicit instruction in a combination of different RSs is vital in promoting
secondary school (particularly grade eleven) Ethiopian students’ English reading
comprehension ability. To this end, the study has highlighted the following

pedagogical implications.

5.3 Pedagogical implications

The findings of the study have some important implications in the teaching and learning

process of English reading skills. The finding suggested that implementation of explicit

instruction in a variety of RSs would improve grade eleven students’ reading

comprehension ability, which could be considered as one of the inputs to assist secondary

school students’ reading difficulties. Accordingly, integrating various RSs into grade

eleven students’ syllabus/textbook would benefit students in attacking challenging English

reading tasks. The findings highlight that implementing the implications of sociocultural

theory in which students and teachers work with one another, is very important to helping

EFL students with reading difficulties. The findings imply that students should be
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adequately supported and encouraged to use various reading strategies to avoid their

reading comprehension difficulties. Group and pair works in which students share their

reading experience and the strategies they use could also facilitate learners' comprehension

ability. In other words, students need to be supported and guided by their teacher through

explicit instruction in a variety of strategies and work with each other to assist their reading

difficulties. Thus, teacher scaffolding that has a significant impact on students’ learning

reading, shall be continued until students become strategic and independent readers who

can apply a combination of various RSs in reading English texts.

5.4 Recommendations

Based on the findings of the study, the following recommendations have been forwarded.

Integrating various RSs into the grade eleven English for Ethiopia textbook/
syllabus could help improve students’ reading comprehension skills,

Teacher training programs for secondary school EFL teachers shall emphasize the
benefit of explicit strategy instruction to promote students’ reading comprehension.
Teaching English reading skills without explicit strategy instruction seems
inadequate in the context of Ethiopian secondary schools; therefore, EFL teachers
could consider implementing explicit instruction in a variety of combined RSs in
teaching English reading. In other words, secondary school students' reading ability
could be enhanced if they are guided and supported in applying a variety of
strategies while reading difficult English texts. They need to have awareness of the
declarative, conditional and procedural knowledge of different RSs.

Finally, future researchers can consider utilizing delayed tests, in addition to the
pre and post-tests, to measure the effectiveness of the training after a long time of

treatment withdrawal for comprehensive understanding.
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APPENDICES

Appendix A: Reading comprehension test
Directions: Read through the following two passages carefully and answer the

guestions below. Each reading passage is followed by some questions about it. Choose

the best answer to each question and circle the letter of your choice.
Time: lhr

Passage One
All mammals feed their young. Beluga whale mothers, for example, nurse their calves for
twenty months, until they are about to give birth again and their young are able to find their
own food. The behavior of feeding of the young is built into the reproductive system. It is a
nonelective part of parental care and the defining feature of a mammal, the most important
thing that mammals-- whether marsupials, platypuses, spiny anteaters, or placental mammals

--have in common.

But not all animal parents, even those that tend their offspring to the point of hatching or
birth, feed their young. Most egg-guarding fish do not, for the simple reason that their
young are so much smaller than the parents and eat food that is also much smaller than the
food eaten by adults. In reptiles, the crocodile mother protects her young after they have
hatched and takes them down to the water, where they will find food, but she does not
actually feed them. Few insects feed their young after hatching, but some make other
arrangement, provisioning their cells and nests with caterpillars and spiders that they have
paralyzed with their venom and stored in a state of suspended animation so that their larvae

might have a supply of fresh food when they hatch.

For animals other than mammals, then, feeding is not intrinsic to parental care. Animals
add it to their reproductive strategies to give them an edge in their lifelong quest for
descendants. The most vulnerable moment in any animal's life is when it first finds itself
completely on its own when it must forage and fend for itself. Feeding postpones that
moment until a young animal has grown to such a size that it is better able to cope. Young
that are fed by their parents become nutritionally independent at a much greater fraction of

their full adult size. And in the meantime, those young are shielded against the vagaries of
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fluctuating of difficult-to-find supplies. Once a species does take the step of feeding its
young, the young become totally dependent on the extra effort. If both parents are removed,
the young generally do not survive.

1. What does the passage mainly discuss?

(A) The care that various animals give to their offspring.

(B) The difficulties young animals face in obtaining food.

(C) The methods that mammals use to nurse their young.

(D) The importance among young mammals of becoming independent.

2. The author lists various animals in line 5 to

(A) contrast the feeding habits of different types of mammals

(B) describe the process by which mammals came to be defined

(C) emphasize the point that every type of mammal feeds its own young

(D) explain why a particular feature of mammals is nonelective

3. The word "tend" in line 6 is closest in meaning to

(A) sit on (B) move (C) notice (D) care for

4. What can be inferred from the passage about the practice of animal parents feeding their
young?

(A) It is unknown among fish. (B) It is unrelated to the size of the young.

(C) Itis dangerous for the parents. (D) It is most common among mammals.

5. The word "provisioning™ in line 11 is closest in meaning to

(A) supplying (B) preparing (C) building (D) expanding

6. According to the passage, how do some insects make sure their young have food?
(A) By storing food near their young.

(B) By locating their nests or cells near spiders and caterpillars.

(C) By searching for food some distance from their nest.

(D) By gathering food from a nearby water source.

7. The word "edge” in line 15 is closest in meaning to

(A) opportunity (B) advantage (C) purpose (D) rest

8. The word "it" in line 18 refers to

(A) feeding (B) moment (C) young animal (D) size

9. According to the passage, animal young are most defenseless when
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(A) their parents are away searching for food

(B) their parents have many young to feed

(C) they are only a few days old

(D) they first become independent

10. The word "shielded" in line 20 is closest in meaning to
(A) raised (B) protected (C) hatched (D) value

I) write the title of the first passage

I1) Summarize the main idea of the above passage briefly using your own words.

Passage two(Practice 1-10)

Long before they can actually speak, babies pay special attention to the speech they hear
around them. Within the first month of their lives, babies' responses to the sound of the
human voice will be different from their responses to other sorts of auditory stimuli. Line
They will stop crying when they hear a person talking, but not if they hear a bell or the
sound of a rattle. At first, the sounds that an infant notices might be only those words that
receive the heaviest emphasis and that often occur at the ends of utterances. By the time
they are six or seven weeks old, babies can detect the difference between syllables
pronounced with rising and falling inflections. Very soon, these differences in adult stress
and intonation can influence babies' emotional states and behavior. Long before they
develop actual language comprehension, babies can sense when an adult is playful or
angry, attempting to initiate or terminate new behavior, and so on, merely on the basis of

cues such as the rate, volume, and melody of adult speech.

Adults make it as easy as they can for babies to pick up a language by exaggerating such
cues. One researcher observed babies and their mothers in six diverse cultures and found
that, in all six languages, the mothers used simplified syntax, short utterances and nonsense

sounds, and transformed certain sounds into baby talk. Other investigators have noted that
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when mothers talk to babies who are only a few months old, they exaggerate the pitch,
loudness, and intensity of their words. They also exaggerate their facial expressions, hold

vowels longer, and emphasize certain words.

More significant for language development than their response to general intonation is
observation that tiny babies can make relatively fine distinctions between speech sounds.
Other words, babies enter the world with the ability to make precisely those perceptual
discriminations that are necessary if they are to acquire aural language.

Babies obviously derive pleasure from sound input, too: even as young as nine months they
will listen to songs or stories, although the words themselves are beyond their
understanding. For babies, language is a sensory-motor delight rather than the route to
prosaic meaning that it often is for adults.

1. What does the passage mainly discuss?
(A) How babies differentiate between the sound of the human voice and other sounds

(B) The differences between a baby's and an adult's ability to comprehend language

(C) How babies perceive and respond to the human voice in their earliest stages of language
development
(D) The response of babies to sounds other than the human voice

2. Why does the author mention a bell and a rattle in lines 4-5?
(A) To contrast the reactions of babies to human and nonhuman sounds
(B) To give examples of sounds that will cause a baby to cry
(C) To explain how babies distinguish between different nonhuman sounds
(D) To give examples of typical toys that babies do not like

3. The word "diverse' in line 13 is closest in meaning to
(A) surrounding (B) divided (C) different (D) stimulating
4. The word ""noted" in line 15 is closest in meaning to

(A) theorized (B) requested (C) disagreed (D) observed
5. The word ""They" in line 16 refers to
(A) mothers  (B) investigators  (C) babies (D) words
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6. The passage mentions all of the following as ways adults modify their speech when
talking to babies EXCEPT

(A) giving all words equal emphasis (B) speaking with shorter sentences

(C) speaking more loudly than normal (D) using meaningless sounds

7. The word "emphasize" in line 19 is closest in meaning to

(A) stress (B) repeat (C) explain (D) leave out

8. Which of the following can be inferred about the findings described in paragraph 2?
(A) Babies who are exposed to more than one language can speak earlier than babies
exposed to a single language.

(B) Mothers from different cultures speak to their babies in similar ways.

(C) Babies ignore facial expressions in comprehending aural language.

(D) The mothers observed by the researchers were consciously teaching their babies to
speak.

9. What point does the author make to illustrate that babies are born with the ability to
acquire language?

(A) Babies begin to understand words in songs.

(B) Babies exaggerate their own sounds and expressions.

(C) Babies are more sensitive to sounds than are adults.

(D) Babies notice even minor differences between speech sounds.

10. According to the author, why do babies listen to songs and stories, even though they
cannot understand them?

(A) They understand the rhythm.

(B) They enjoy the sound.

(C) They can remember them easily.

(D) They focus on the meaning of their parents' words

I) Write the title of the above passage

I1) Summarize the main idea of the passage briefly using your own words.

Source to the TOFEL test: https://iran-oxford.com/wp-
content/uploads/2020/02/TOEFL-PBT-Practice-test.pdf
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Appendix B: Reading strategies use questionnaire (English version) (Adapted from
Oxford, (1990))

Addis Ababa University

College of Humanities, Language Studies, Journalism and Communication

Dear students,

This questionnaire is designed to collect data for research purposes. It has no any sort of
evaluation intention and you are not evaluated based on the response you give to the
questions. The success of the study depends on the will and genuine responses you give to
the questions. Thus, you are asked to respond to the questions frankly and honestly.

Remember: the information you provide will be kept confidential. Thank you in advance!

Instruction: Please read the statement below in the following chart very carefully. Then,
put a tick (v" ) on one of the numbers (1, 2, 3, 4, or 5) that tells the degree of opinion on
the strategies you use to learn English reading skills. Note that there is no right or wrong

response to any of the items on this questionnaire. The numbers in the box indicate the

following:
1 = Never
2 = Rarely
3 = Sometimes
4 = Usually
5 = Always
Reading strategies 112/ 3/4|5

No | Memory Strategies

I think of relationships between what | already know and new
1 | things that I read in read English.
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2 In my reading, | make mental pictures or visualize information to
remember what | read.

3 I try to remember the new English words or phrases by
remembering their location on the page, on the board, or on a street
sign where | read it.

4 | 1 use new English words in a sentence so | can remember them.
Cognitive Strategies

5 I read English words, phrases, or sentences several times for
complete understanding.

6 | | make a prediction about the passage before reading using
information such as title, heading and pictures.

7 I skim an English passage (read over the passage quickly) to get the
general idea

8 I scan an English text to get specific ideas.

9 I underline or circle key information in the text to help me
understand what | read.

10 | I take short notes while reading to help me understand what | read.

11 | I make summaries of information that | read in English.
Compensation Strategies

12 | I use linguistic clues (such as suffixes, and prefixes) to help me
better understand what | am reading.

13 | To understand unfamiliar English words, | make guesses or
predictions using clues such as titles and pictures.

14 | I read English text without looking up every word in a dictionary.
Metacognitive Strategies

15 | I notice my mistakes in reading English and use that information to
help me do better.

16 | I plan my schedule so | will have enough time to read English
texts.

17 | I check my understanding when | come across new information

18 | I have clear goals for improving my English reading skill.

19 | I try to check my progress when | read English text.

Affective strategies

20 | I take deep breath to lower my anxiety even if | fail to understand a
text.

21 | Inotice if I am stressed or nervous when | am reading English.

22 | | talk to someone else about how | feel when | am reading in
English.

23 | I try to reduce my anxiety when | compete to do some difficult
reading tasks.

24 | | give a reward or treat when I do well in reading English.

Social Strategies
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25 | If I do not understand a text, | ask my classmates or teachers for
clarification.

26 | | work with other students to improve my reading skill.

27 | ltryto learn about the culture of English readers and speakers.

Open-ended question

1. What other strategies or techniques do you use to solve the problems or
difficulties you face during English reading?

Appendix C: Amharic version of the questionnaire

aSorSo ¢+ LN NAYRTF (Reading Strategies) AmdP® aahf eXh& Pmed
NAhG A7285 A 19149 T 21974 -

AL - @& HIRPT PHU PmeP PT AT« avTICe A7 (reading
strategies)NA9INHT F9°UCT & A LH 98P TT (10K TI0AM T TTI6PT 0100 e 3G NN+
AMPPI® ATIRNC PAD- AOTPEA» NTLA CON ATLNLE TGT avlB ATITT T+ 1@ (HY a°meP
ATMNE T PFANAND- avZ8 AAA AATT ARM-AIP:: NaPPRg® aom@ T NN LH TI779° Ao+
vFaths. (9PavAOS APPTFAME AN 1 NPT ATSE o-mcA A0FI9TTEE eanAT U
ATE 0Nt NANNCT AnePAv-:: @<L SHPUCT LHETUT ao*Pht N998:49 ALLITUT 6
FOC A9PO1G AU~

e A2 - 090 v3 -

o 0L, et 0> ——

h&A v-at:- P& aoMLP avavs@

Y 0 PATINHT ZU-& AP0 P87 ATTIANT 291991 1AY+7 (reading strategies)
PIING: TERPT PCOPA:: ALT97%7 041§ TIC OAPPPS ArONT (V) tameao<? OA7F
AnFPIP07(V7) AdaeAn-f hel-T AL T ANHT @7 LH TAANG AAE TN19°M'+ AS N5Er4-0 N Lot
A%t avp\(vF v A7%7 F aCan () hgPCon@- &t A&t NF.TTO- ATT AT ¢ <Y PPAhT
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0998:21 aPATI(N):: AR TS AN Thhd ORI GVT aPAd PADIP:: hCTETETU- NF 7T
aoCAFy~ 090 FavA (T ThRAT aPAN ATGE ANAL (LIPT° 4G QAN AD-1TS hanFPI°T3(U7)
P99, 100@-7 avCTi(V) aPAG(D)::

Qavav G P F ave)\st),

1. ¢80 AbmPIeg®

2. 0eem’s AmPTIAv-

3. AAE hOE hnPTIAU-

4. ANHT®7 1LH AmPTIAV-
5. v &LH AmPUIAU-

20N NA\YFT(reading strategies)

PATINHT ZU-& Ar( 7007 70 (P40 AI0F @O0 LTTIND7 ZU-§ hbLaP Dk DC
PAD THIVE Y A19°FAU- OLI° (14 NTID-PD- 11C IC A5G AU~

ATINHG SU-& NTTN0T LH A99F00 84577 H78 AAIPCAP Ahd OLI° AT AmPIIAy-:

K880 CRTINTG  PATT o015 FPT (AFPAA 12008 AFR0I° o018 Kha() N0 300
PATT ATINFPO/AIC KPP

4 | ABAA CATINHE PATT &F ATIN0 L4471 H1& PAET WS TIC @00 0710t
AMPTINU-::

5 | PIPIN@T APILHGE UG &F NAINN: A28 T AT OOTAT £.099% Al0AU-=

6
K787 PRPPIVHS SU-G DTN 08t CAET @R9° AhNT 099971 2927007 YA A19°FAu-
@E,g° 0P L:av YA\ “lavF AL:CIAU~:

7 | P9TIN@7 PATCINLHT ZU-E MPAA DLI° PG AN A9Pl8T N&MTT 14T 14§ ALCIAU-

8 | NPATINNT UG O-OT PAT7 O-A7 CEPT (A28 RTC AT AF° LaPAANTT) ATITHT 180
AT0AU-

9 | £1INNN-F7 PATPINHT SU-E ARG T WAL (R U4 D-OT PAT7 RAT RAT PAT
NhAC AG9°S-AU- @RI° AnOAU-:

10 | CATIHT &U-& TN L YA0F7 AGPLS T AT9l9T ARG TINF O ARHAU-:

n | 21I00n-t? CATILHT P00 AC ALCT ATAAAU- DL TINFPAL A& dAU-:

12 | 097007 RU-G (FAA U033 AGPLET AHLETT APAL PRTE AT (AP0
O P+ PLav G LUl PTEPTT)hnPTINU-=

13 | PTIN@OF eATING ZU-§ (AN U3 ATPLET WT8.L871 AD-RE & TP T (P00
PP CONT AG AONTT) handbolAu-=

14 | PhPLT9T%T CPA TCTI® ATIOP aoHI PATT AAMPI® CATILHT AXU-&T ATT20N
ATPné-Av-:

15 | A7PILHT a1 02047 74N QFhhA AALS@9° O FPPUCT L84 avddt P NaPPr PAGCY T
aPnsT APrAdU-=

16 | A7LHT 700 AT 0% LH 920, LhS? NA0 AmPTIAU- =

17

OA7I0HT 700 O-QT AGA 740 L1707 AANN: 9028 E7 Aé-07 NeomPP Ad AN~

18

PATIINNT 700 hudet? ATI80C AR PP 10 @LI° AATT A=
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19

PATIINNG 70N hudet DL OL LH aPTANT ATILD1T Gb A19P9T0U-=

20

PATILHT ZU-& AT NALADI° A TP PaPen.G 1P (?ﬂ"dﬂ?‘i) 0217 Aavdin (¢ 740
ADN8AU- =

21

PATINNG ZU-G A1l IPRLTIRT DRI a7 Ad-(b ATTHAAY-:

22

ATINHE A SFATTT? 090 AT ADCAU- =

23

L P& PATINHT 0700 aPhEPTFT Aae(ie-T ATC BrbE7 AgvPin ATPhe-Au-=

24

ATINHE? O0Té U3 L1001 hovad™ Ad-07 ANFFAU- (WAATTAD-) =

25

Al PA1NT7 PATIIAHG KU-G aPIPV&T FARTHET ORI AT APTT MEE AlAAU-=

26

PATINHT 700 Taed %7 ATTAAA NZLEE OC (ovHONC 1778 @RI° N(+L7 007
hATaP 8 -z

27

0N T F?7 AT180C LT €72 ANOPTFT AS TGI6PTT QUA AaPTIC LA
ALCINU-:

Ten"16 TR

1. DAL NAIMEH NFHEHGT 00 a299Ce NAY T ORI° HEPTF M- AhoF PIPFD-PFD- NPT ik
HCHG::

Appendix D: Interview questions (English & Amharic versions)

1. How do you define reading skill? (Brainstorming question)

2. What do you think about the benefit of the reading strategy instruction that was
conducted during the last semester?

3. Is the new teaching method (strategy training) different from the conventional
teaching reading methods?

4. Do you think using reading strategies that were practiced during the training are
important to improve your reading comprehension?, If yes, can you list some

important RSs ?

Ambharic version

1. Alk AGPE9°C fha 270N hvdet APHAE 9078107
2. WILPPFO-p@-/pD- ONLO- 1LH PATIAHT 700 Toed7 ATqaN 70N OHetEPTT
(reading strategies) eem#9° N7LA HCP AAMS TATEA=AAMNTD7 A28+ ACH@D-/TlD-?
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PHAM@* AAMS NFATPLD- PTINHIICE HE LALA NAV/T F00AY/(?
4. aoA9°: O HTCTFU-t 0Lt R ESPTY OATIAHE 700 L om0 Thed
etohr mPol  atetBP T

L4 N0 Nav/a F00av/a?  eAu/i AP ot

NFNPOAATI/ANT?

Appendix E: Classroom Observation for Experimental Group

The teacher:

Ob.1
Ob.2
Ob.3

Ob.4

Ob.5
Ob.6

Ob.7

Ob.8

Ob.9

Obh.10

Yes

No

Nin
% of

occurrenc
es (Yes)

[EEN

introduces the daily lesson

topic/title

activates students'
background knowledge of
the topic and strategy use

presents and explains the
reading strategies

explicitly models the
strategies instruction using
sample reading activities

motivates students to use
reading strategies

facilitates pair and group
works

guides the students to apply
the RSs in activities(e.qg.
supporting students while
summarizing a text)

gives feedback to students
within the process

encourage self-assessment
through peer working

o -

promotes the use of reading
strategies in different texts
or topics

Comments

Observational checklist adapted from (Barrios Nufiez, 2018; Chamot & Robbins,

2005; Chanyalew & Abiy, 2015).
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Appendix F: Instructor Check sheet

Instructo

r: Day: Week: Month:

Dear teacher, this check sheet is for you to use as a guide when implementing the explicit
strategy instruction in the EG’s class. So, please put a checkmark in the box for each day
of the week to indicate that you implemented each of the elements of strategy training listed
in the table below. If you were unable to implement any one of these elements, please give
reasons or comments in the space provided below the table. Thank you!

Elements of Strategy-Based Instruction Day 1 | Day2

1 I write the topic of the daily lesson on the chalkboard or poster and
explain its objective

2 | provide students with certain brainstorming activities to activate their
background knowledge and help them guess the meaning of difficult
words during pre-reading

3 I explicitly models the strategies during the pre-reading phase

4 | introduce, present, model, and practice two or three reading strategies
during each reading class.

5 | give learners adequate time to practice the reading strategies
previously presented & modeled by the teacher.

6 | give learners enough time to summarize a short reading text and
report their summaries orally at the post-reading stage, and evaluate
their progress

7 | encourage learners to ask or answer questions and to participate in
group discussions when necessary

8 I guide or organize learners to do reading tasks in pairs or groups
before and after each daily lesson

9 I give enough time for learners to compare and evaluate their
understandings of the newly learnt strategies and reading text.

10 | I promote students to use reading strategies in different texts outside
the class

Reasons:
Comments:

153




Appendix G: Training Manual
Teaching manual for grade eleven students in Tesfa Birhan General Secondary

School
Introduction

This manual is prepared for EFL teachers who participated in the study to teach grade
eleven students selected for the pilot study. The aim is to help the selected teacher to have
an awareness of the implementation of reading strategies while teaching reading skills by
integrating them with reading activities. The purpose of the research is to investigate the
effects of explicit strategy instruction on the students’ reading comprehension achievement
and reading strategy use; therefore, this training manual aims to give information to the
teacher about what reading strategies are, why they are used, when and how they can be

used effectively and successfully in EFL classrooms.
Part One: The Concept and Definition of Reading Strategies

» The objective of this part is to help the trainee teacher to have awareness

about reading strategies

Learning strategies are specific actions taken by the learner to make learning easier, faster,
more enjoyable, more self-directed, more effective, and more transferable to new
situations. In the context of reading, reading strategies indicate that readers conceive a task,
what textual cues they attend to, how they make sense of what they read, and what they do
when they do not understand. Reading strategies are deliberate, conscious techniques that
readers employ to enhance their comprehension or retention of textual information;
therefore, reading strategies use play a prominent role in students' reading achievement. In
other words, reading strategies are deliberate, conscious techniques that readers employ to
enhance their comprehension or retention of textual information. Specifically, they have
the following characteristics; deliberate, conscious plans, techniques and skills; aiming to
enhance reading comprehension and overcome comprehension failures; and behavioral and
mental. They are of interest for what they reveal about the way readers manage their

interaction with the written text and how these strategies are related to text comprehension.
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Reading strategies have been classified by many scholars and researchers in different ways.
However, researchers frequently use Oxford’s (1990) reading strategy taxonomy which is
a very comprehensive one. In this study, Oxford’s classification is adapted to train learners
to use the six selected direct and indirect learning strategies, i.e., memory, cognitive, and
compensation, metacognitive, affective and social strategies. The assumption is that when
learners are trained to use direct and indirect learning strategies, their reading ability is

enhanced.
» Reading Strategy Taxonomy

Oxford has developed comprehensive learning strategy classifications. She developed a
system of classification organized around a division of two strategy groups, direct and
indirect. Among these, she identifies six types of general learning strategies. Direct
Reading Strategies are those strategies that directly involve learning the target language
including memory, cognitive, and compensation. Indirect strategies are those strategies
limited to a supportive role without being directly related to the interaction of the language
itself. Strategies categorized within this group include metacognitive, affective, and social.
These six categories are used in this study in order to identify the effect of reading strategy
instruction on students reading comprehension and their strategy use. Each main strategy

is discussed below.

Memory Strategies: help students to store and retrieve new information. Memory
strategies are specific devises used by learners to make mental linkages that will allow
new information, most often vocabulary, to enter and remain in long term memory.
Strategies such as semantic mapping, grouping or using imagery have highly specific

functions

Cognitive Strategies: Cognitive strategies (such as predicting, repeating, getting the idea
quickly, and taking note) help students process and use the language for learning or for
accomplishing a task involving the language

Compensatory Strategies: Compensatory Strategies (example, guessing intelligently;
using linguistic and other clues) help the learner make up for missing knowledge for all
skills
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Meta-cognitive Strategies: meta-cognitive means beyond, beside, or with the cognitive.
Hence, meta-cognitive strategies (such as self-monitoring and self-evaluating) are actions
which go beyond purely cognitive devices, and which provide a way for learners to

coordinate their own learning process.

Affective Strategies: Affective strategies (such as lowering oneself anxiety, self reward)
assist students in managing their emotions, motivation, and attitude associated with

learning.

Social Strategies: Social strategies refer to how learners interact with other people in the
context of learning a language and related culture. They include, among others, asking
someone to speak slowly, practicing with others and showing interest in learning about the
culture of the English speaking countries. In general lists of different reading strategies are

explained below.
» Reading strategies selected for the training

Semantic mapping- is a diagram in which the key concept is placed in the middle of the
map while the related words are linked with and arranged around the central keyword or
idea through arrows and lines. The subject being discussed is written on the board, a chart
and an oval is drawn around it, and the students think of words to describe the subject. As
they share them, the teacher writes them on charts in boxes and connects them to the oval
with arrows. This strategy can be used before, during, and after reading. It is used to

activate learners’ prior knowledge and enhances vocabulary learning.

Prediction/guessing - Students can understand a given text by systematically guessing
without necessarily comprehending all the details. For this purpose, readers can use
linguistic clues (e.g. prefixes &suffixes) and other clues (as titles, headings, and pictures).
Students can predict the text before, while, or after reading by analyzing it. Learners’
background knowledge (such as knowledge of the target language culture and topic) helps
readers to predict what they read. Compensation strategies (using linguistic clues such as
previous knowledge, prefixes and suffixes, and other clues such as context or situation, and
text structure) are vital to reduce inadequacies of grammar and vocabulary knowledge. For

example, prior knowledge of the target or other language may give linguistic clues to the
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meaning of what he/she reads; using prefixes and suffixes are also important clues to
guessing meanings. Text titles, headings, pictures, graphs, text structure and cohesive
devices are all other clues that can aid in getting meanings (Oxford, 1990).

Placing new words into context: involves putting the new words into meaningful context.

For example, creating another story using the new words in the passage.

Creating images: creating a mental image of what we have read is a very important

strategy. It is the way of remembering a written item by picturing a place where it is located

Practicing/repeating: is said to be an essential strategy in all languages including. Reading

a passage more than once is an essential strategy for a complete understanding

Getting ideas quickly (Skimming & scanning)-Skimming & scanning are quick
readings. The former involves searching for the main idea or reading material to get the
gist of it, and the latter is reading for specific information. Skimming the text such as the
introduction, getting the topic sentences, and the first and last sentences of a paragraph as
well as looking down the passage quickly are important techniques. We use such strategies
to identify the main idea of the text and for particular ideas such as names, dates, facts, or
figures. Students can apply these strategies during all reading stages. Note-taking: The
reader writes down the main ideas, important aspects, keywords, a summary of the
concepts, or what s/he needs to remember in the form of either text or graphics (e.g. outline
chart, list, diagram, semantic map, drawing). Key points can be written in students'
language or a mixture of the target and learners’ language. Teaching students to use
techniques such as using the notebook, semantic mapping, and T-formation to take notes.

In different reading aspects such as reading for the main idea

Summarization -Making the condensed, short version of the original passage using
techniques like pictures or giving titles to what has been read; selecting the relevant
information and rewriting is important. It is important to understand the main idea of the

text & to save it in long-term memory

Note-taking- is about jotting down the main ideas, important or keywords, a summary of
the concepts, and what s/he needs to remember in the form of either text or graphics (e.g.

outline chart, list, diagram, semantic map, drawing), and it can be written in students own
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language or mixture of the two. This strategy can be used in pre-, while or post-reading

stages

Highlighting- is a way of emphasizing major points through different techniques during
reading. We can use it through coloring, underlining, capital letters, big writing, bold
writing, stars, boxes, circles & so on. it is important to get different information such as

vocabulary & gist of the passage.

Guessing/predicting —Students can understand a given text by systematically guessing
without necessarily comprehending all the details. Readers can use linguistic clues (e.g.
prefixes &suffixes) and other clues (as titles, headings, and pictures) while they are
predicting. Students can predict the text before, while, or after reading by analyzing it.
Learners’ background knowledge (such as knowledge of the target language culture and
topic) helps readers to predict or guess what they read. Guessing is also an important

strategy for discovering the meanings of words and identifying the main idea of a passage

Setting goals and objectives —is about setting long-term and short-term goals. For

example,e a student could plan to read and finish a particular text within a week or a month.

Self-monitoring- Learners take responsibility for their learning, they notice and learn
from errors skim or scan guess what will come next, and correct any misinterpretation as

they move ahead. Readers monitor themselves if they can understand the text

Lowering anxiety- Learners need to reduce anxiety while reading using techniques:
relaxation, meditation deep breaths, laughing, and music. This strategy is helpful to be

confident and enhance reading ability

Self-encouragement- It is the process of taking risks; self-rewarding and making
positive statements about oneself before or during reading. Students may encourage
themselves by making positive statements (Eg. Everybody makes mistakes; | can learn

from mine! | am reading faster than | was a month ago). It enhances one reading ability.

Cooperation- is working with others. Learners work together with peers to solve a

problem and activities with a common goal. It can be done using small groups in Jigsaw
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reading activities to encourage cooperation with peers/ learners to discuss in groups. This

strategy facilitates reading comprehension and develops learners’ ability.

Appendix H: Sample Lesson plan for the experimental group

Date:

Unit: Seven: Weather and climate change

Subtopic Topic: The challenge of climate change

Reading strategies: Systematic guessing/prediction and skimming

Time.....

Materials: Students’ Textbook, handouts, and Worksheets.

Instructional Objectives: Content, strategy, and language objectives

1.

Content objectives

Students will be able to read and understand a passage about ‘The challenge
of climate change in collaboration with their classmates

Learn some words about climate change

Strategy objectives

Students use the title and the pictures of the textbook to predict what they will read
Students will be able to enhance their vocabulary knowledge using context and their
background knowledge on the diagram

Language objectives

Share information with classmates to foster collaborative learning before, while,
and after reading different types of texts in English.

Students will be able to participate in pair, group, and whole-class discussion

Teaching materials: textbook and handout
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Teacher's and student's role in each reading stages

In the pre-reading stage:

Teacher: begins the lesson by using a warm-up activity by telling students to open
their textbook and look at ““The challenge of climate change” on page, 168, and ask
“What do you think the passage is about?, “What do you see?’ in which learners are
asked to see the title and the pictures in the textbook to predict about the idea of the
passage based on their prior knowledge.

Students: work individually, then in small group

Teacher: “What strategies/techniques have been used to read and comprehend a given
text?’, and she encourages and engages the students to participate in the process of
group discussion. Then she writes their answers on the board and explains them to the
class later. The teacher tries to find out how much students know about RSs during
reading and if they can use them.

Teacher: tells learners that though there are a plethora of reading strategies, for today
they are going to learn about prediction and semantic mapping along with the role of

using background knowledge

In the while-reading stage:

Teacher: presents and explicitly teaches what systematic guessing /prediction and

semantic mapping are in learning reading, how, why and when to use them

Teacher: explains that students can understand a given text through systematically
guessing without necessarily comprehending all the details. Linguistic clues (e.g prefixes
&suffixes) and other clues (such as titles, headings, and pictures) can be used while

guessing the idea of a passage

Teacher: draws the diagram to show semantic mapping to activate students’
background knowledge, and models how to connect background knowledge using the
passage from students’ text. She draws a large oval on the blackboard and writes the
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topic inside and writes words related to the topic followed by connecting with the
keywords in the oval using arrows and links.

Students: are given time to practice the strategies that they learn in the next section of
the passage

Students: Work individually, in pairs, or groups

Teacher: walks around the class to observe learners’ performance and offer further
explanation when needed, guides and provides feedback, goes over the answers in class

& gives feedback when needed

In the post-reading stage:

Teacher: asks learners to evaluate their learning and strategy use.

For example, Do you think it was more interesting to deal with the text in this way instead
of simply reading the text?

Learners: Discuss how the strategy (using background knowledge) helped them achieve
comprehension of the text and reflect on what they did well, what their problems were
and what they could do differently next time to solve the problems.

Teacher: tells students to answer questions in the textbook & encourages them to use
the strategies of predicting & semantic mapping and use their prior knowledge. Then
she encourages learners to use the strategies they learned combined with other
strategies when they read on their own. For example, the teacher asks: Do you think you

could use the same strategy in a real-life/ situation to other reading activities (e.g.

reading fiction, magazine, or news)?

Sources: (Grabe, 2009; Grabe & Stoller, 2019; Oxford, 1990, and students'
textbook)
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Appendix I: Instrument validation form

Dear teacher,

The current researcher is conducting research entitled The Effect of Explicit Strategy
Instruction on Grade Eleven Students' reading comprehension and strategy use to
obtain PhD degree in English Language Teaching (ELT). One of the requirements is to
conduct a pre-posttest reading comprehension test and questionnaire. So you are kindly
requested to look at the attached test and questionnaire and fill out the following form
whether the items are suitable or unsuitable. Your response will be highly appreciated and

confidential.

1) Reading comprehension test validation

The Items Yes No Neutral

The test contains appropriate content.

The test items suit eleventh graders' level

The instructions are clear.

The test includes the reading comprehension skills for the 11th-grade

The layout is acceptable.

The questions are gradually arranged.

N[OOI IWIN|EF

The test contains appropriate time.

2) Questionnaire validation

The Items Yes No Neutral

The instructions are clear.

The time is appropriate.

The language used is appropriate.

The layout is acceptable.

bW

The statements are appropriate for the student’s level.

Other
SIUT0 o[- £ [0] PP

Adapted from: Kebede Bezabih,2019( Ph.D)
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Appendix J: Raw data of the reading comprehension test
Reading test scores for the pilot study

No | Reading test scores of the No | Reading test scores of the experimental group
control group
Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest
1 17.00 17.00 1 14.00 14.00
2 8.00 9.00 2 17.00 17.00
3 13.00 12.00 3 13.00 13.00
4 14.00 14.00 4 14.00 15.00
5 15.00 15.00 5 12.00 12.00
6 11.00 11.00 6 19.00 18.00
7 15.00 15.00 7 22.00 24.00
8 9.00 9.00 8 15.00 14.00
9 11.00 10.00 9 11.00 12.00
10 16.00 16.00 10 7.00 9.00
11 9.00 9.00 11 10.00 11.00
12 20.00 16.00 12 6.00 10.00
13 10.00 9.00 13 19.00 20.00
14 14.00 12.00 14 8.00 11.00
15 13.00 13.00 15 5.00 10.00
16 12.00 15.00 16 9.00 12.00
17 12.00 12.00 17 16.00 17.00
18 13.00 13.00 18 13.00 15.00
19 10.00 11.00 19 7.00 12.00
20 14.00 10.00 20 11.00 12.00
21 19.00 11.00 21 11.00 11.00
22 10.00 9.00 22 15.00 17.00
23 11.00 12.00 23 15.00 16.00
24 12.00 13.00 24 11.00 16.00
25 15.00 14.00 25 11.00 12.00
26 7.00 8.00 26 15.00 18.00
27 10.00 10.00 27 9.00 10.00
28 11.00 11.00 28 10.00 13.00
29 9.00 9.00 29 11.00 12.00
30 12.00 12.00 30 14.00 18.00
31 17.00 17.00 31 12.00 12.00
32 14.00 14.00 32 15.00 16.00
33 11.00 11.00 33 9.00 11.00
34 10.00 13.00 34 15.00 18.00
35 12.00 12.00 35 10.00 13.00
36 9.00 8.00 36 9.00 11.00
37 9.00 10.00 37 7.00 9.00
38 18.00 19.00 38 8.00 10.00
39 10.00 11.00 39 15.00 16.00
40 14.00 13.00 40 12.00 13.00
41 9.00 10.00
42 8.00 10.00
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Reading test scores for the main study

No | Reading test scores of the CG No | Reading test scores of the EG
Pretest posttest Pretest Posttest
1 17 17 1 9 10
2 12 12 2 16 17
3 10 11 3 19 21
4 18 18 4 12 15
5 15 15 5 10 13
6 13 14 6 14 16
7 9 10 7 16 19
8 19 19 8 11 15
9 20 20 9 17 21
10 |13 13 10 |9 14
11 |12 13 11 10 13
12 |15 16 12 15 16
13 |16 15 13 |8 13
14 |13 14 14 |13 16
15 |14 15 15 |12 12
16 |10 12 16 13 14
17 |12 13 17 11 15
18 |14 15 18 15 17
19 |11 12 19 18 20
20 |12 13 20 |13 16
21 |10 10 21 |20 22
22 |14 13 22 18 24
23 19 10 23 10 14
24 |13 13 24 19 25
25 |12 13 25 |11 13
26 |15 15 26 14 17
27 |14 15 27 11 14
28 |11 12 28 18 19
29 |18 10 29 15 16
30 |17 17 30 |12 22
31 |14 14 31 16 18
32 |13 13 32 14 16
33 |15 16 33 15 17
34 |10 11 34 |15 21
35 |16 16 3% |14 16
36 |10 12 36 17 22
37 |12 13 37 17 20
38 |11 12 38 16 17
39 |12 13 39 10 18
40 |13 14 40 |13 15
41 |10 11 41 15 18
42 |14 14 42 12 19
43 |13 12 43 10 18
44 |16 20
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Appendix K: Amharic Interview verbatim

h &4¢ 2C 1841 PATPMELP
TPE: Alvk AGPBIPC PhA 70N hvaet APE 7810 @RI 7181 TINTPAT?

@mAQ: Al 70N TINT QP OCETT @LI° QP PARTFT NP1 FHDE 91ECPA AL 77 AN
A72CNF718 lunderstand/ PIPTLCTID- NPT 270N ANLATY APBNE A7L9EEL 1M+ RIPIANAD-: :

NNG° P4t ALl Té ATLI°FD2D- AALD- LH PATINHT 070N FoedT ATTAdA 0700 (vidtB.PT7
(reading strategies) aom+9° AL ~AAT £L21 AdMG TATF INCAAMTDT W78 ATAD-?

aAQ:hs AN LANNTA PPRE (4t PICD-PFD 04977 ANLACFTTT PTHNCATFD- ATPAN,
ane1799 anz7@(skimming A9 scanning ) ha.Aav 3¢ E9°C A16F@- 10+ £RTM:: AT hAU-7
N7 TenT16 HE&PT aPFLFVDT AD-P KG (HIP LT AdPm9® ATTT Tt NAGRIPLATT AAMGD-
NNg° MmPITA::

mfE:: CMAM@* AAMS NrtATPL@- PTINTTICLe HE PHAL 10 AT FO-N1LAT?

@AN:AL 1MF° LALA :: (4T P°ITICOT HE PO+ APAANRA ANLTLFT AS a7 10+ 0T
PHAGPRM: AT 17 OFALR H&PT AvrT APAN, AL7T7ENTTTT? (Semantic mapping) N7@AL Aj
0°10, ONY° 10+ AP L1447 HY 04T +a PPt (LP7? ¢FNRL0N: §C N A%0N
PLLTY (MFAL A AL PCLT OH ANAN, PA PHALE PCLTT MHCLD- ALCTT TInPar T Ah
ARPCTI° (HO- av718 W29 Paop ANTLLATA €77 MHCLD- P PCETT W18 AD- AATLETA T
Al 0P Az NHY 04+ AT7RHY AQ1EY (b8, hHY 04t LTCS N@-P@- 1% ¢+avTu~t AG Au-?
A2emPPt L147 O FAL Al PG 1@<

m@e: OHTICTU-T ALt (heEEPTT OAFINHT (PPTON0F LH o 2700 Taed7 40460
AT 00LAT?

Af: AP 07PN N7 1@< 970N FoedT7T 09080t PN KIHUT (vt B8P T
anFATFY 07 KAPAT 7007 £9° WVAD- 00N €A77 LandPe-A NAHY 2700 AT98T7
ARANL APRRL PLCIA::NGTN TISD-P@- ALY UG PGl NPT  avh\hhk 0992107 (ALPY
PIINN €AFTT HP LAA:: AILYT (FCEEPT ATMPI® 17 AILCOF 1L AATIG L Lo~ avh Rk
PAAM AT AATPGIND- (WFEGAEPE NNI° LAHGA L7120 ATPETII° A288NC LLCI::

TOP: AU..ATPAN CTEET (FGAE, AFMPTL, 019°7 LH AG A28 FmdL, 7000 Foed7 £84-04-0
NANG F0-NPAOY?
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apn: APAA (TG LH ATIIHTT 0PSm0F L Ao thirage(vocabulary skill) anatrz

A9180C 77D 7 T72(semantic mapping) N m$9® £77 170 ALIPLANCAT Al (1910, P7LATTY
A28H 100,97 ER TIT ONASTT 087N AT&LL PIPPLCA 1D :MATD: Lo ENT T
OSSO LH AdoAG ATParT N7 ATLSOFO-AD- E (1946E NTIFC A7 &TAN A78H AL4TY
NP FT ALAG LH BATE e A79.F307 ARPPCTT OO 740+ (170 +PPm AATLEL ALAGIP
ATALE LHAFTI® 070 ATINT DA LAHGA ::

mPe: 1M AN AaPOSAU- L I°6 D 11C AAT?

@A[:AP WICHY AR AP tB.PTT OFAL A7 ED TIT T Au<? A81P7T AT hhharydé B9oe
Lot TP TF L8 FA LOSFA NF AgWPAT fohrAs TheFo-r 1270 LENCNFPA NP
AONOAD-::

mPe:(NMI° AgPA°1GAU-::
ha 01t 2C 1841 PATPmLP
mPe : Alvk AaPE9°C fha 2700 hvet ArE o8 1@-?

@A : 4979 AOD- AST OFAm Am I NP1@- LTI~ : 9731 OHALE PP LAMSA NS0T
L PTALE AD-PFFT ATITTT WH9U-I° hée-ATTT ATINLA LmPavGA ::

AL T4 AT FOP@- OALD- L PATINHT 700 Fhed T ATTAdA 2700 (ke8P T7 (reading
strategies) e»m+9® N7LA HCP WAMS TATEA=AANTDT K781 AEND?

aoAfi: PO+ QYT M A48, 7 reading/ PTHIE® NNMI° AS& 10+ (% 1@< TIOND-:: A T80~ L£9° i
PAN PPITI® ASTINFAT 22U AL PP1 KD hA AT AIC 189 AQTPR PRCIA NP
a0QAU-::

mPe: oA\ : OFAM@ AAMS rFATPL @ PTINTTICE HE SALA 1AV F00AY?
aANAGT AT ARANNYI® APL Ten 14 YANTFT AT 8484 i

mfe : A WHICTUE ALt OFeEEPTT QRTIAHT 700 L Pmed® 270N The) T
PANLEA NAY FD0AY?

@AT: AP 070 107 PTAANND- = PhPHI° WIEHY AR AAMSPT AHIE hATINTT £7% OC
070 @00 A7FANT: D (6 ICR A@-PFF77 ATI04E & PPTIN NP ANAY- ::

mPfe: AFPAN, FO7I°7 (h LT AT @< 2700 LH aPmdd® A0 2450 NAY FA.NAY?
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aoATi: AP IOI9° TP PAD-IP:: Al AU-T APPAN AT PTTAF®- 7°2pF Ao 7°1(skimming)

AS hahz7 (scanning) AGLa9° 7eAet 7 (highlighting):: ATHY 0M9° mPar@-GH Av-7 ATPAN
ANLILTT NI T PPN 7A0 (PAN ATITHE £LAGA AHAU-I° L9° LUTT HE aomPd®
PIOTTAD ATPIL ORI PTD<T YA ATPLGT 10+::2U7TT A918:40 LAT° TN F7 04+ DRI°

hoeerant 1H E9°¢ aemdd® ArFAaT=Highlighting degmo it is emphasizing major
points.P@-7 7"k N710evC ATINF @0 28T PTALS NAST TPar: KILCALT AGLCINT:

NTHA ATCINAL aPmPg® ATTFANT::AG AIHLUT v-Ak(skimming and scanning) faeZtht
PG+ PPN F F914 ATAC IOILID Av-T OPETIC ArorAE 041G L AAUPT ATHUT -t 2700
AT NIMPP® AZLE eTINVFON ToedT7 LIl NHen ™18 ATNT PI°2LAD- T1C hPeRIPL
Q,apa\::

MOEL: PPl PIORLIPLMD T1C AA?

@A : PAIC (1MG° YD+ LTIaP( 71D

MPE:ABI° NNI° 1@+ 99av(\ 1@+ A+(-NCY::

FheomLP hve 2C

mPe : VLPTD- TLE Nav 817 N4+ 0700 hudeT FoI10+ APE?

AT :TINF AIPAA N7 ALY a0 TN ATEANT APL: @LI° LA Ar8AN LLCITA AT
TAT AR VAR AT TAT AEPIAT OHeFEPT AT AP Iy

MPE :0ALD LH PATIINHT 700 Fe 37 ATTAGA 0700 (vi¢-15.PF7 (reading strategies) apmeg®
09940 HCE eHOam OAMS 10C AT 11C AT ALAD TIAT LHAMS D U1 W1 T 10C::

@AT:NN9° LA LA TG “INT AJE T0C::hHY (& ATl 10C 17 207 fhdy AWt HEST 0
APFFO- AAINZI® TInE OFATRE OF INC PTICOFD- 1IC 17 AAMS D7 0TTU- ARA A9PT = N9°7
a8t 7 ARTE TPIP ATLILAMT NADPNTT A TP LAMTA NP LTINNNF NF AL 0L
VFelt R8OG0T ARCITA::

mPe: LV AAMS NhAGPLD- eTINFTICEe HE AP 10 AT F0-NPAT?

@A :AP TINT DETICIO: AAC N7 NI ASE 10C ATTICT° AT8AOY (FFATP& 10C ALY DC
U7 U-0e9° T1C AATHZHEAT 0870 mPIPTA NP AONAY

MmPe: AL T4 CHTICTHFO: (b EBPTT AATIIHT 700 LH 0700 Taed7 LA0LLA /£ATAN QAT
FOLLATN?A 2L ?
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AT AP (1870 TI0T Av-7 ATPAN APTE 74T NPT FANT LH AU-7 SHALR L1000 HE&PT Atk 1ASA
LAHY ALT87%7 NP Ine0H L APAA, +aPade PARTFT ODC P97 L1000 Foed 77
AI£GL LLAGA::ATPAN, TAT PaRLAD- 9°7 APT &FAA A7 NFPSONNT L LOTANN TFoedT7
CEIPCAGA: PRI oo T7 L8 NCA PWANTT U1 04 ALCTY K26 L LmParGA TINT -

MPL:APAN, NHTICTH OheEBPT OAT PHFPET aemdd® 10N Thed7 LAN0LLA /£ATAN AT
AO0LLAT?

AT AUT ATPAN +aPAAL PCLAT TN W1HY )l hl T1C hPACT OO 40T hEEHT NI d°
AG £719° PGPS YANTFT A28 FU-AHED- La9° NAC AIPC hPLT M-I L° NG PG YA AL M-L.9°
LP el ATAM@ PTLILANIDT NAAD: YA 917 LAPPA (LAY P9°GAND- AL AaPC ALCT7
NFPSAGNT 1LH £11C LMParGA @, LA9° Laavy NGHI° 1P1 72ALA AL+HT AT e A7 D
PLCITA TINT '1-::

mPe : NNI° ~Aav(°1A P4 7AN hAT?

@A 10°89°CP ALNT NAANTUTE A NAAMSD: AZLTTICOT GALLITU- NP AaPACISAY-:
FIPVCET 01999 Tk NNI° LA NAGA NMI° AaPAISAD-::

FAem@P hYS OC

MmPfE : AAIPANI® QAP APASAU-:: Alvl OLPS@- TERPTFTFT havaF7 &+ 2700
hvaet7(reading skill) A%E 72810+ W18t F10FTPAN?

avATi : M- TTYID-IC 94 091N ANT AAD- :: A%I° ANHG @« Lav4AAA aPZYGI° (P AA 11C AT
e U1 0P MPICNT TICT AR 1

MPL: NP Pé: MAGTD- PEPETT PTLPID AMAMG DT PFaPANt 10+:: RILIPFDRD- NALD- L1,
PATIINHG 200 FoedT ATTAAN 0200 Ate-TE.P T (reading strategies) em$9® N191A AAMG
TAPEA=ANT TIC A7 APAD- 9°70 A%.0 11C ATTA?

@\Q : AP ONI° +PT, 1@ AT A AOHET ALCOTO- 10C 17 Av-T 10 BUTT AL 10+ ALTD- 10C
@2 (1% (1270 LATPANT AT 102 :ATLHY OAET AAD<PI° 1NC ATHY ATHUT AANNI® 10C: :Av~7

LU A AIHUT A7LTILCIFD- NAAMGTD- A ALFAU-::A9PAA ALY AL(NAMSD- AL) 47T 7Eh
9T PULAD- TIT ACH hH it OC P97 PAT bt 912:co(semantic mapping) : A&
Prto7re(self-monitoring) 90t A0l A7 PSNMC TINT 10:0A TIC QAN 7710@ TIC AL
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NF thedet 92249 Tt 1@ T4Lhi(prediction) Ad APAA, ZAGT VF ALAP A1 avpavt K
NF ALLAUI° A(HG D~ -+ LRCIPA:

mfe: LU AOMS NHATPLD- eTINHIICE HE SALN NAT FONLAT?
@AN:AP BALA PTONT (LAPANAT® hh&d OB PTICITFD- Adv::

mfe N FIICTFATFO AT ESPT OOt NATIAHE 700 LH PFFEY  aomed® 10N Fhed?
P8¢ /207N NAT FO0LLATH?

aAf: AP (170 10+ PTLOTAND- A7 APPAA AT A TNEErE Al ACOTT dah ap@-0e T90T
10<:: 077 11C A1l AdSE @-avt napMy. hary- 1@< MAPT 7 0TLPTAD- AL ASG T1C TI9°MN+
AN NP 9900 10+

mPe: avHh\hg° NMI° AaP\GAU-
aoAi:FC PATP
PAPMLP AT OC

mPe:AATPANI® FNNCH APOAGAV-:: ALt OLPST- TORPTFF+7 hava07 (ét 2700 hvtet
AYE 978 m-7

aPAT 770 AL 9P79° AAAY® NN AZSAU- AT OPT i LH 2770 AT PATI° A7E,

MmPE: Al T4 AILIPFO-b® OALD- LH PATINHGT 700 FoedT? ATTAGA 200N AtetB8.PT7
(reading strategies) 2m+9® 7.4 HCL AAMT FOTEA AAMTD- 7 FANLAT?

@AT:AL AP ASS0 Loome ATEERPTI® hivitho? AL A%T7ER 91T A AQ< ALMPaPD-gP ::
Ak AT A%0 OAFE A0 2MParGi::

mPe: LU AAMS AL D LTIN+TICL HE PHAL 10+ AT FONLAT?

aoAfi:: AP OO0 NTAPLD- PHAR TICT Ak APAA (&t A2S.0- HIPNAT ANI® AT AONT AT9.U-9°
M AGTLCT WrTAA::

mPfE: A(1AU- A7918Y OAAMSD ML 10C 10 ALA PATY: AAMST M9l INC AN
PFPLARFDT  OFeESPT  OATIAHS 70N LH aomd9® 0N Faedr PANLLA AT

FITAN/FO0LAN?

@AQ{:1L70 AP AOOAY d2°13]
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mee: W18A?

@A : 9PN PEI° PP APTITTT LeRIPCASA :ATWT AFeFEPT MtmPI®? RTC ... VLALTT
N9°Ge Okt A78% A7NN7 LOAT NL219°7 1H  LOAT PaPPH APTIT7T AATLRLI°CAT (MI°
LMmParGH (1P 10+ LTIV~

mPe: AN APAA, NI TFut BAT PFFET OhetB.PT 018G 27200 1LH (Fmdar SOAT
FnPTINFU-?

aAT:AT ATSANT AUT ATTPENTITT NGO A... 7248+ NGLCT TS0 T NGLCT AN
WL LH LLCIAN ::

MmPE: Pl PIOTL.M PIPRIPLM- NA?
aATi:h PATP

mPfe: NNI° AaP(FISAD~ AAF° U-T::
PAPMLP ha9TT IOC

MmPe : AATPANI® FONCY ATPNIAU- LPTD+ haodOF+F7 N4+ AaeNf fha 2700 hudet At
IOrLN1D?

avA{ 2700 hudet PPPTAD: A&7 11C heF PLI° AT 90L& T LaPAATA : @RI +L &I €77
T1C AA97 AL TIPHA ORI° LIN-NAD- T1C P21 A7t 1@< AT PI°TOND- 11C 10+ : DRI° AD-P
avy 1y 49,71 10<::9°NT0RI° AL AN AP ET TI0GT AADT NP ATPGTAU-::

MEL:AILI°FW-PD ANGT héeT Péet PATIINHT 10 Foed7 PAGA 07N 700 (ke8P
(reading strategies) Naem+9® HCL AAMS FATF 1NCOAAMST DT W78t APHD?

AT AL PO AANS D 7S TUISPT PHALe T1CTT W18t TN AT84ANT AIPAN HI*NAT 7720
ALP7 £17 11C OLA0EP 11C avbPC: 1007 AN BCH §F ALCTT TI0-NF @RIP 07 11C Lo9°
0F e+ALR 11CT7T T1€avd TInavC @LEI® KCANCA aPmPPP APT TAA 108 L9° 11T NMYP
.07 £11C 92700 NANT7 ‘014§ DLI° ‘AW PIPTINTF D+ GF-::

MEPD- : NOMSD- AP @+/N4+ NINLD- LTI HTICE HE PHAP 10+ 1AV F00AY?

@Az AP LALA PNLEI® AL TIC AAMT ANED Ten14 TIC 10+ W78, PADT T1C ALLATP::
T4 11C 3480300 LADT TIC:AAHY FenT14 AFS TV L° Akl 01717 Lhd L8 WbAAU-:

%7 11C AH10L@ 10C hav-? 041? @20 NHLUNAA A 10LPAV-? AAMSD-I° PPN~ 6,716 T
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AT IO 1@ TSP T (LY Ah aP2e AAQTO- @RI 9Pt AP LU oot AAQTFU@- NAD-
AATLLI* 0P AAMS D+ 616 T1C APPTFATAIATPOATA hs (€A, =

MPL:NTTICTFUTRFED AFeEEPTT MATIAHE N°0NNT LH aemdd® 230N TaedT 28044
AV Fa0Av?

aoA: AP (1M
mee: 15 (k-2 eNAm mebary

aAN:AIPAN A7LT 10 ATNNT AgPLH  [summarize/ (9°GRCANT 1LH A7219 AThAAAT:
N9°SLCANT 1LH AGATPL-AT DRI° £V N9°Ge, PG PG 7 LrPF7 T ATOASAT AANT: :AAHY
ALV OIPSLCANE LH 097700 APHFTTFT PRI° 1ICHT NPAN A7L77445 ANTLELCTY £77 11C (1N9°
ATRI1TIAT 1 ATPAN ATOINT @ nF 7 (vFPL 449.7°1 ANLAT? APANC £77 11C FLI17L.AT WAHY
£11C NN° MPIPTA::

mpe: AMI° 1@ oYav(y@- AATNNCY

@A A59° AATATT ALA NMI° AdPASAD-

Appendix L: English interview data (translated)
Interview with the first student Sara (S1)

Interviewer: Thank you for your willingness to be interviewed, to begin; how do you

define reading skill or what is reading skill to you?

S1: I describe reading skill as reading any words or vocabulary from a certain material

and understanding it, and if we do this our reading skill will be enhanced.

Interviewer: All right, thank you, as you know during the last semester, a reading strategy
training that was aimed to improve students’ reading comprehension was conducted. So

what do you think about the training?

S1: Yes, | am very happy about the training because we used to learn some strategies
starting from elementary, for example, skimming and scanning in our reading ability. But
now after the training, | have learned and am aware of more strategies that can be used

during reading, which encouraged me to use them. So the training helped me.
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Interviewer: Is the new teaching method (strategy training) different from previous/

conventional teaching reading methods? How

S1: Yes it is very different from the conventional method, for example, | am very happy
about learning ‘semantic mapping’ because I didn’t have any idea about this strategy

before. Using semantic mapping helps us to create a kind of picture in our mind. It helps
us to remember the keyword and other words surrounding it. Now what | said is | wish |

could have known such a strategy before, and I am motivated to use it after the training.

Interviewer: Do you think reading strategy instruction during reading classes is important

to improve your reading comprehension?

S1: Yes definitely, the strategies we learned are helpful to improve our reading
comprehension, and as we use the strategies we can comprehend a passage, and when we
comprehend the passage our reading interest increases, which in turn increases our reading
habits. Whenever we read a new text and don’t understand it, we will be less motivated to
read further. However, if we apply the strategies we learned, we can eagerly read to

understand the message of the text.
Interviewer Can you mention some of the strategies that you learned from the training?

S1: For example, when we study, | feel that semantic mapping is very important to enhance
our vocabulary knowledge. According to this strategy we bring all words we know before
and connect to the new word in our reading (before or while reading). This can help us to
remember the meaning of words while reading what we read. Another strategy is note-
taking through different techniques such as using graphs and pictures are very helpful in
understanding ideas and keeping in mind to memorize easily during exams as well as other

situations.
Interviewer: Thank you very much.
Interview with Abnet (S2)
Interviewer: How do you define reading skills in English and its importance?

S2: reading is naturally being done by human beings, and we try to get knowledge
through it, and it is important to develop ourselves.
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Interviewer: What do you think about the benefit or advantage of reading strategy

instruction that was delivered last semester?

S2: | think the training was very nice. It helps us to read more. The more we have reader

citizens, the better the development of a country.

Interviewer: Is the new teaching method (strategy training) different from

previous/conventional teaching reading methods? How

S2: 1 don’t think so. But I think we get more information from the training that can help

us to develop our reading skill

Interviewer: Do you think reading strategy instruction during reading classes is

important to improve reading comprehension?

S2: Yes, yes unquestionably the training is important because while such kind of training
is prepared, | think we can implement what we have learned which can help us to improve

our knowledge of English.
Interviewer: Which strategies do you think are more important based on the training?

S2: For example, | have found two important points from the training; skimming and
scanning as well as highlighting become very important for me. Skimming helps us to find
the idea of the passage easily. | realized we can use this strategy before reading or during
reading to find the main idea. Highlighting is emphasizing major points, it is underlying or
coloring the main point to remember it later. After the training, I like skimming, scanning,
and highlighting because this is exam time and if we use these strategies when we study

we can understand the main ideas easily and we can remember what we read.
Interviewer: Would you like to add something else?

S2: No, thank you very much

Interviewer: | thank you too for your cooperation.

Interview with Bahir(S3)

Interviewer: How do you define reading skills in English and their importance?
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S3: | think about how I can read, what method | should use, and what style | should use

in my reading, and when I read | use strategies that help my reading

Interviewer: What do you think about the reading strategy use training that was conducted

during the last semester?

S3: the training was very interesting, | mean it was nice. Before this training, in my reading,
| used some strategies unconsciously without being aware of them. However, after the
training, I am very much aware of several reading strategies and know why and how to use
them in different reading activities. Now I realize the importance of using those strategies

whenever | plan to use them.

Interviewer: Is the new teaching method (strategy training) different from the

conventional teaching reading methods? How?

S3; Yes if we implement what we have learned, it could be very helpful as | said we have
been using strategies unconsciously, but I think in the training detailed explanation is

given about reading strategies including their usage/importance

Interviewer: Do you think using the reading strategies (practiced) during the training is

important to improve your reading comprehension

S3.Certainly, sure. | mean we said that there are different reading strategies that we use in
our reading whenever we use each strategy, for example when we plan, and become
eager to know the final idea of the text, our thinking ability as well as our language

performance also would be increased.
Interviewer: Based on the training, can you mention some important reading strategies?

For instance, when we use synonym words | mean we use circles to get and connect
similar, then we take short notes, and we underline the main points which means we
underline the main idea or give emphasis to the idea that we want when we read. This

would help us to understand fast when we re-read it.
Interviewer: Thank you, do you have something to add?

S3: I am thankful for getting such important training.
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Interview with Hana (S4)
Interviewer: How do you define reading skills in English?

Hana S4: When we say reading, everybody has his/her own reading style or reading
technique, and most of us use similar methods. In my case, | have my reading methods

while reading academic texts or not.

Interviewer: Thank you. What do you think about the benefit of reading strategy training

that was conducted during the last semester?

S4: Ya, the training was very important because | used some of the strategies before the
training but after the training, | started to ask questions myself whether | have used the
strategies or not, | got more awareness including the steps while using strategies. Self-
monitoring —I found this strategy is important because we focus on what we are reading
forgetting the rest. Semantic mapping is also about connecting similar words. Predicting is
looking at the pictures or some other things without detailed reading. I try to guess what

comes next while | am reading.

Interviewer: Is the new teaching method (strategy training) different from the

conventional teaching reading methods? How?

S4: Yes to some extent it is different from the conventional teaching method. But | also

use my own ways or techniques while reading

Interviewer: Do you think reading strategy instruction during reading classes is important
to improve your reading comprehension? If yes, can you list some of the strategies from

the training?

S4: ya definitely, if use those strategies in our reading our reading skills will be
improved. For example, self-encouragement is about taking risks, and whenever | am
successful in my reading it is good if not | would encourage and promise myself to

improve my reading for next time.
Interviewer: thank you very much

S4: itis ok

175



Interview Alem (S5)
Interviewer: How do you define reading skills in English and its importance?

S5: 1 am okay at reading | mean if | read | can understand the given text, but most of the

time we people are not interested in reading.

Interviewer: That is nice. What do you think about the benefit of reading strategy

instruction that was conducted during the last semester?

Interviewee: Yait is important. There are new strategies in the training, for example, many
students do not use semantic mapping. Since such strategies are new, they help us with our

reading.

Interviewer: Is the new teaching method (strategy training) different from the

conventional teaching reading methods? How?

S5: Yeah, there are differences between the conventional teaching method and the new one
(the training). For example, we could use scanning, skimming, and guessing unconsciously
before. However, after the training strategies we get awareness of different strategies like
semantic mapping and other new strategies that can help us to read and understand a given

passage.

Interview: Do you think reading strategy instruction during reading classes is important to

improve your reading comprehension?

S5: Exactly, haha... I feel that the strategies we learned help us to improve our reading

ability because the more we use those strategies the better our reading ability is.
Interviewer: Can you mention strategies you learned from the training?

For example when repeat what we read and use highlighting. As | said if we use
semantic mapping, when we highlight, and predict before, while and after reading, our

reading comprehension would be improved.
Interviewer: Do have anything to add?

S5: No
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Interviewer: thank you very much, stay safe.
Interview with Aman (S6)

Interviewer: Alright, thank you for your willingness, to start with, how do you define

reading skills in English?

S6: I think reading means looking at something or reading and understanding it. And in our
reading, we have to think about how something happens. Reading is the base for knowledge

because | feel that a person should read and boost his/her knowledge.

Interviewer: What do you think about the benefit of reading strategy training that was

given during the last semester?

S6: From the training | learned how we read; we should take short notes highlight using
different things or ask each other. If we don’t have time we can use ‘Gerefta ‘and ‘Assessa’

in our reading.

Interviewer: Is the new teaching method (reading strategy training) different from the

usual teaching reading methods? How?

S6: Yes it is different because if you are given training it is about additional knowledge,
not the existing one. After the training, | started to think that I could use those strategies or
I could apply what I got from the training in the future. So I can say, personally, the training

has brought something new.

Interviewer: Do you think the training is important to improve your reading

comprehension?
S6: Yes, it does.
Interviewer: Depending on the training, which strategies are more helpful for you reading?

S6: For example, after reading a certain text, we summarize or take notes then we can easily
understand while referring to our short note or summary instead of looking back at the
whole text, and we repeat the passage again and again. Whenever we are successful in our

reading, our reading skills would be improved if so we repeatedly use strategies.

Interviewer: Thank you very much for your cooperation
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Appendix M: Sample lesson plan of the control group
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Appendix N: Raw data for Questionnaire

I. Raw data for pre-questionnaire (27 items for the main study)

NO.

1.

10.

11.

12.

13.

3.00

2.00

3.00

3.00

2.00

3.00

3.00

2.00

3.00

3.00

2.00

3.00

3.00

3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
4.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00

Pre- questionnaire scores of the Control Group

2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
2.00

2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
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2.00
3.00

2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
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2.00
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3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
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2.00
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3.00
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3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00

3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00

3.00
2.00

3.00
2.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
2.00

2.00
3.00

2.00
2.00

2.00
2.00

3.00
2.00

3.00
3.00

2.00
2.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
2.00

2.00
2.00

3.00
3.00

2.00
3.00

3.00
2.00

3.00
2.00

3.00
2.00

3.00
2.00

4.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

2.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

2.00
3.00

3.00
2.00

2.00
2.00

3.00
3.00

2.00
3.00

2.00
3.00

2.00
2.00

3.00
2.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
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3.00
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3.00
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3.00
2.00

2.00
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3.00
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3.00
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3.00
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2.00
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2.00
2.00

2.00
3.00
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3.00
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3.00
3.00

3.00
2.00
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14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

3.00
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3.00
2.00
3.00
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2.00

3.00
2.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
2.00

3.00
2.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
2.00

3.00
3.00

2.00
3.00

2.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
2.00

3.00
4.00

3.00
2.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
2.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
2.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

2.00
2.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
2.00

3.00
2.00

3.00
3.00
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28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

2.00

3.00

3.00

3.00

3.00

2.00

3.00

3.00

3.00

2.00

3.00

3.00

3.00

3.00

2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
4.00
4.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00

2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00

2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00

3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00

2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00

2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
4.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00

2.00
3.00

3.00
2.00

5.00
3.00

3.00
2.00

2.00
2.00

3.00
2.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
2.00

3.00
3.00

2.00
2.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
2.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

2.00
2.00

3.00
4.00

3.00
2.00

4.00
3.00

3.00
2.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
2.00

3.00
3.00

2.00
3.00

3.00
2.00

2.00
2.00

2.00
4.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
2.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

2.00
2.00

3.00
2.00

3.00
2.00

2.00
2.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
2.00

2.00
3.00

2.00
2.00

3.00
2.00

2.00
2.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
2.00

2.00
2.00

2.00
3.00

3.00
2.00

3.00
2.00

3.00
2.00

2.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
2.00

2.00
2.00

3.00
3.00
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42.

43.

44,

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

3.00

3.00

3.00

3.00

3.00

3.00

3.00

3.00

3.00

2.00

2.00

2.00

2.00

3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00

3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00

2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00

3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00

3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00

3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00

3.00
4.00

3.00
2.00

4.00
2.00

3.00
2.00

Experimental Group’s pre-questionnaire scores

4.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00

2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00

2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
4.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00

4.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00

3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
4.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00

3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
5.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00

2.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
4.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
2.00

3.00
2.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

2.00
2.00

2.00
2.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

2.00
2.00

3.00
2.00

3.00
2.00

3.00
2.00

2.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
2.00

2.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

2.00
2.00

3.00
3.00

5.00
2.00

2.00
3.00

2.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
2.00

2.00
3.00

2.00
2.00

3.00
2.00

3.00
3.00

2.00
3.00

2.00
2.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
2.00

3.00
2.00

3.00
2.00

3.00
2.00

3.00
3.00

2.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

2.00
2.00

2.00
3.00

2.00
2.00
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55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

3.00

2.00

2.00

3.00

3.00

2.00

2.00

3.00

2.00

3.00

2.00

3.00

2.00

3.00

2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00

4.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00

2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00

4.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
4.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00

3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
4.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00

3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

2.00
2.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

2.00
2.00

3.00
3.00

2.00
3.00

3.00
2.00

3.00
2.00

2.00
3.00

3.00
5.00

2.00
2.00

2.00
2.00

3.00
3.00

2.00
2.00

2.00
2.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
2.00

3.00
3.00

2.00
2.00

2.00
2.00

2.00
4.00

2.00
2.00

2.00
2.00

3.00
3.00

2.00
2.00

2.00
3.00

2.00
3.00

2.00
3.00

3.00
2.00

3.00
2.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
2.00

3.00
3.00

2.00
2.00

2.00
3.00

3.00
2.00

3.00
2.00

2.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
2.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
2.00

2.00
2.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
2.00

2.00
3.00

3.00
2.00

2.00
3.00

2.00
2.00

2.00
3.00

2.00
2.00

2.00
3.00

2.00
3.00

2.00
3.00
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69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

74.

75.

76.

77.

78.

79.

80.

81.

82.

2.00

3.00

3.00

2.00

2.00

2.00

2.00

3.00

3.00

2.00

3.00

2.00

3.00

2.00

3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00

2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00

3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
4.00
4.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00

3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00

3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
4.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
4.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00

2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00

3.00
2.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
2.00

2.00
2.00

3.00
3.00

2.00
3.00

3.00
2.00

3.00
2.00

2.00
3.00

3.00
2.00

2.00
3.00

2.00
2.00

2.00
2.00

3.00
2.00

2.00
2.00

2.00
2.00

3.00
3.00

2.00
2.00

2.00
3.00

2.00
2.00

3.00
3.00

2.00
3.00

3.00
2.00

4.00
2.00

2.00
2.00

2.00
2.00

2.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

2.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
2.00

2.00
3.00

2.00
3.00

2.00
2.00

2.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

2.00
3.00

2.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

2.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

2.00
2.00

3.00
2.00

2.00
2.00

2.00
3.00

3.00
2.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
2.00

2.00
2.00

2.00
3.00

2.00
2.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
2.00
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83.

84.

85.

86.

87.

1.
No.

3.00 2,00 300 200 200 3.00 200 3.00 3.00 3.00
3.00 3.00 300 200 200 2,00 3.00 200 3.00
3.00 3.00 200 3.00 3.00 2.00

400 400 200 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00
200 200 3.00 3.00 300 300 200 3.00 3.00
200 200 3.00 200 3.00 3.00

3.00 2,00 200 200 200 2,00 200 200 3.00 3.00
3.00 3.00 300 3.00 3.00 3.00 400 3.00 3.00
3.00 3.00 200 3.00 3.00 3.00

3.00 3.00 200 300 3.00 200 300 300 200 3.00
3.00 3.00 300 3.00 300 200 3.00 3.00 3.00
3.00 3.00 3.00 2.00 3.00 3.00

3.00 3.00 300 200 3.00 300 300 300 3.00 3.00
3.00 3.00 300 3.00 300 3.00 200 200 2.00
3.00 2.00 3.00 200 2.00 200

Raw data for post-questionnaire (27 items for the main study)
Control Group’s post questionnaire scores

3.00 3.00 200 300 200 300 200 3.00 3.00 2.00
200 200 3.00 3.00 3.00 200 200 3.00 2.00
3.00 3.00 200 3.00 200 3.00

3.00 400 300 200 200 3.00 200 200 3.00 2.00
3.00 3.00 200 200 3.00 3.00 300 3.00 3.00
3.00 2,00 3.00 200 3.00 3.00

200 3.00 300 3.00 300 200 200 200 3.00 2.00
200 300 300 3.00 300 200 200 3.00 2.00
200 3.00 200 3.00 200 2.00

200 200 3.00 3.00 3.00 400 200 3.00 200 2.00
3.00 2,00 300 300 200 3.00 300 200 3.00
3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00

3.00 3.00 300 200 200 200 300 200 3.00 3.00
3.00 2,00 300 200 3.00 200 300 200 2.00
200 3.00 3.00 3.00 200 2.00

200 400 200 3.00 3.00 200 200 3.00 3.00 4.00
200 3.00 200 3.00 2,00 200 200 3.00 3.00
3.00 2.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 2.00

3.00 3.00 400 200 200 3.00 300 300 3.00 3.00
400 200 3.00 3.00 300 3.00 3.00 200 2.00
200 3.00 200 200 2.00 3.00

3.00 200 300 200 200 3.00 200 200 4.00 3.00
3.00 3.00 200 200 200 2.00 3.00 3.00 3.00
3.00 2.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 200

3.00
3.00

3.00
2.00

2.00
2.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

4.00
3.00

2.00
2.00

3.00
3.00

2.00
2.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

2.00
2.00

185



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

2.00

2.00

3.00

2.00

4.00

2.00

4.00

3.00

3.00

2.00

3.00

3.00

3.00

2.00

2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00

2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
4.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00

3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
4.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00

2.00
4.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
4.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00

2.00
2.00
2.00
4.00
4.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
4.00
2.00
2.00
3.00

3.00
3.00
4.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
4.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
5.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00

2.00
2.00

4.00
3.00

3.00
2.00

2.00
3.00

2.00
2.00

2.00
3.00

3.00
2.00

2.00
3.00

2.00
2.00

2.00
3.00

2.00
2.00

3.00
3.00

2.00
3.00

3.00
2.00

2.00
3.00

2.00
3.00

3.00
2.00

3.00
3.00

2.00
3.00

2.00
2.00

3.00
3.00

2.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

2.00
2.00

3.00
3.00

2.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

2.00
2.00

3.00
3.00

2.00
2.00

2.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

4.00
2.00

2.00
2.00

2.00
3.00

3.00
2.00

2.00
3.00

3.00
2.00

2.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
2.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
2.00

2.00
3.00

2.00
2.00

2.00
2.00

3.00
3.00

2.00
3.00

4.00
2.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
2.00

2.00
3.00

3.00
2.00

2.00
2.00

3.00
3.00
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23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

3.00

2.00

3.00

2.00

3.00

3.00

3.00

2.00

3.00

2.00

3.00

2.00

3.00

2.00

4.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
4.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00

2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
4.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
4.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00

2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00

3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00

3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
2.00

3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
5.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00

3.00
2.00

3.00
3.00

2.00
2.00

2.00
2.00

3.00
3.00

2.00
2.00

2.00
3.00

2.00
2.00

3.00
3.00

2.00
3.00

3.00
2.00

2.00
3.00

2.00
3.00

3.00
2.00

3.00
2.00

2.00
3.00

3.00
2.00

2.00
3.00

3.00
2.00

2.00
3.00

2.00
2.00

2.00
3.00

2.00
2.00

3.00
3.00

2.00
2.00

3.00
3.00

2.00
2.00

3.00
3.00

2.00
2.00

2.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

2.00
2.00

4.00
2.00

2.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

2.00
2.00

2.00
3.00

3.00
2.00

2.00
2.00

3.00
2.00

3.00
3.00

2.00
2.00

2.00
2.00

3.00
3.00

2.00
2.00

3.00
3.00

2.00
2.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

2.00
2.00

3.00
2.00

2.00
3.00

3.00
2.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

2.00
3.00
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37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

2.00

2.00

2.00

2.00

2.00

2.00

3.00

3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
5.00
3.00
2.00
4.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00

3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
1.00
2.00

3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
4.00
2.00

3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
2.00

3.00
3.00
4.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
4.00

Experimental Group’s post questionnaire sores

44.

45.

46.

47.

48.

49,

50.

5.00

4.00

5.00

5.00

3.00

4.00

4.00

4.00
4.00
4.00
5.00
3.00
3.00
4.00
4.00
5.00
4.00
3.00
4.00
3.00
5.00
4.00
4.00
4.00
3.00
5.00
3.00
3.00

5.00
5.00
5.00
4.00
4.00
4.00
4.00
3.00
4.00
5.00
4.00
3.00
3.00
4.00
3.00
4.00
3.00
3.00
4.00
3.00
4.00

5.00
5.00
4.00
4.00
5.00
3.00
4.00
3.00
3.00
5.00
3.00
4.00
4.00
3.00
5.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
4.00
5.00

4.00
4.00
4.00
4.00
4.00
3.00
4.00
3.00
4.00
4.00
4.00
3.00
3.00
4.00
5.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
4.00
5.00
5.00

4.00
4.00
3.00
4.00
3.00
5.00
4.00
4.00
4.00
5.00
3.00
4.00
4.00
3.00
3.00
4.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
4.00

3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
4.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00

4.00
3.00
4.00
5.00
5.00
3.00
4.00
3.00
3.00
4.00
5.00
3.00
3.00
4.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
4.00
3.00
4.00
3.00

2.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

2.00
3.00

1.00
2.00

2.00
3.00

1.00
2.00

4.00
4.00

4.00
3.00

4.00
3.00

5.00
4.00

4.00
5.00

3.00
3.00

4.00
4.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
2.00

2.00
3.00

2.00
2.00

2.00
2.00

2.00
3.00

2.00
3.00

4.00
4.00

3.00
3.00

4.00
3.00

4.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

4.00
4.00

5.00
4.00

2.00
2.00

3.00
4.00

3.00
2.00

2.00
3.00

2.00
2.00

2.00
3.00

3.00
2.00

5.00
4.00

3.00
4.00

4.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
2.00

2.00
2.00

3.00
3.00

2.00
2.00

3.00
3.00

2.00
2.00

2.00
2.00

4.00
5.00

4.00
3.00

4.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
4.00

3.00
3.00

5.00
3.00
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51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

4.00

4.00

4.00

4.00

4.00

3.00

4.00

3.00

5.00

4.00

4.00

4.00

4.00

3.00

3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
4.00
4.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
4.00
3.00
4.00
3.00
4.00
3.00
3.00
4.00
4.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
4.00
3.00
4.00
5.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
4.00
4.00
4.00
3.00
3.00
4.00
3.00
3.00
4.00
4.00
3.00

3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
4.00
3.00
4.00
3.00
3.00
4.00
3.00
4.00
4.00
3.00
4.00
3.00
5.00
4.00
3.00
4.00
3.00
3.00
4.00
4.00
4.00
5.00
5.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
5.00
4.00
4.00
4.00
5.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
4.00
3.00
3.00

3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
5.00
3.00
4.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
4.00
4.00
4.00
4.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
4.00
4.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
4.00
3.00
4.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
4.00
3.00
4.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
4.00

5.00
4.00
4.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
4.00
3.00
4.00
3.00
3.00
4.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
4.00
5.00
3.00
4.00
4.00
4.00
3.00
3.00
4.00
4.00
3.00
4.00
3.00
4.00
4.00
4.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
4.00
3.00
4.00

3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
4.00
3.00
4.00
4.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
4.00
4.00
4.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
4.00
4.00
3.00
4.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
4.00
4.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
4.00
4.00
4.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
4.00
3.00
3.00

3.00
3.00
4.00
3.00
4.00
4.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
4.00
4.00
3.00
5.00
4.00
4.00
3.00
5.00
3.00
4.00
4.00
3.00
4.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
4.00
3.00
4.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00

3.00
4.00

3.00
3.00

5.00
3.00

4.00
3.00

3.00
4.00

5.00
5.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
4.00

4.00
4.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
4.00

3.00
4.00

3.00
3.00

4.00
4.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

4.00
3.00

4.00
4.00

4.00
5.00

3.00
4.00

3.00
3.00

5.00
3.00

4.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

4.00
5.00

3.00
4.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
5.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

4.00
4.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

4.00
4.00

5.00
2.00

5.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

4.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
4.00

4.00
4.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
4.00

3.00
3.00

4.00
4.00

3.00
3.00

4.00
4.00

3.00
3.00

4.00
3.00

3.00
4.00

3.00
4.00

4.00
3.00

3.00
4.00

3.00
4.00
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65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

74.

75.

76.

77.

78.

4.00

4.00

5.00

4.00

4.00

5.00

5.00

3.00

4.00

4.00

4.00

4.00

4.00

4.00

3.00
4.00
4.00
4.00
3.00
3.00
4.00
3.00
5.00
3.00
4.00
5.00
4.00
3.00
3.00
5.00
4.00
4.00
5.00
4.00
5.00
4.00
4.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
4.00
4.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
5.00
4.00
3.00
3.00

3.00
3.00
2.00
4.00
3.00
4.00
4.00
3.00
3.00
4.00
3.00
5.00
4.00
3.00
3.00
4.00
4.00
4.00
4.00
4.00
3.00
4.00
3.00
3.00
4.00
4.00
4.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
4.00
3.00
5.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
5.00
5.00
3.00
3.00
3.00

3.00
4.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
4.00
4.00
4.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
4.00
4.00
4.00
3.00
3.00
4.00
3.00
3.00
5.00
3.00
3.00
4.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
4.00
3.00
4.00
3.00
4.00
4.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
4.00

3.00
4.00
3.00
4.00
4.00
2.00
5.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
4.00
4.00
4.00
3.00
5.00
5.00
3.00
3.00
4.00
4.00
4.00
3.00
5.00
3.00
4.00
3.00
4.00
3.00
4.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
4.00
3.00
4.00
5.00
4.00
5.00
5.00
4.00
3.00

3.00
4.00
4.00
3.00
4.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
5.00
4.00
4.00
4.00
3.00
3.00
5.00
3.00
4.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
5.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
4.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
4.00
4.00
5.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
5.00
3.00
3.00

4.00
4.00
4.00
3.00
4.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
4.00
5.00
3.00
3.00
4.00
3.00
3.00
4.00
4.00
3.00
4.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
5.00
3.00
4.00
3.00
3.00
4.00
4.00
3.00
4.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
4.00
4.00
3.00

4.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

4.00
4.00

5.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

4.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

5.00
3.00

3.00
4.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
4.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
4.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
4.00

5.00
3.00

3.00
5.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

2.00
3.00

3.00
4.00

3.00
4.00

3.00
3.00

4.00
3.00

4.00
4.00

4.00
4.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
5.00

4.00
4.00

4.00
3.00

3.00
4.00

5.00
3.00

4.00
4.00

5.00
5.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
4.00

4.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

4.00
3.00

3.00
4.00

4.00
5.00

3.00
4.00

4.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

3.00
3.00
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