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Abstract: This study investigated whether receiving cognitivel metacognitive reading strategy training
explicitly would make a difference in the Univeysfireparatory class students’ reading comprehenBiamm

the instructors’ aspect, the instructors’ views whand approaches to teaching reading strategies we
investigated and compared to each other. 83 sta@emnt 4 instructors participated to the mix-metbdly.
Following the Solomon-four-group design the papigcits were divided into 2 research and 2 comparison
groups. Data collection methods were pre-post ngadomprehension test, CRSUS, MRSUS, TRSUS, self-
evaluation checklists, interviews and classrooneolzions. The results of the study show that tlemo
significant difference in the reading comprehengéthe comparison and research groups at the etitko
term. For the instructors, the results indicatd tha research group instructors had tendency ¢onusre
reading strategies. The paper concluded with irapiias and suggestions for the future research.

Key WordsCognitive and metacognitive reading strategy usaling strategy training, EFT, reading

Ozet: Okuma Becerisi Stratejisi Kullaniminingilizcenin Yabanci Dil Olarak getildigi Ortamlarda
Incelenmesi. Hazirhk Sinifi géetim Elemanlarinin ve §rencilerin Gérisleri. Bu calgma, bilissel ve
tistbilissel okuma stratejilerinin belirtigekilde tniversite hazirlik sinifiggencilerine @retilmesininingilizce
okuma parcalarini anlamalarinda anlaml bir farkiosturup olyturmadgini argtirmaktadir. @retim
elemanlari yoninden bakifiinda bu ¢cabma, okuma stratejilerinigietme hakkindaki fikir ve yakiamlarini
argtirmig ve aralarinda anlamh bir farkin gl olwsmadgini incelemgtir. Karma ydnteme dayali bu
calsmaya 83 drenci ve 4 @retim elemani katilngtir. Aragtirma surecinde katilimcilari gtama ve
karsilastirma olarak olgturmada deneysel yontem olarak da adlandirilan 8diomon grup dizayini takip
edilmigtir. Veri toplama metodlari, okugunu anlamaya yonelik dntest-sontest, Okuma Bec8tisitejileri
Kullanim Olgesi, Ustbilis Okuma Stratejileri Olga, Ogretmen Okuma Stratejileri Kullanim Olgie kendi
kendini degerlendirme ve kontrol listesi, ganineler, sinif gozlemleridir. Agairma sonuclari, agarma ve
karsilastirma gruplari @rencilerinin ddnem sonundaki okuduklarini anlamgah&arinda anlamh bir farkin
ortaya ¢ikmadiini gostermitir. Ogretim elemanlari agisindan bakgdida sonuclar agarma grubu gretim
elemanlarinin daha fazla strateji kullanmaliminde oldusunu goéstermgtir. Makale gelecekte yapilacak
calismalara oneriler bélimiyle sonlanmaktadir.

Anahtar SozciiklerBilissel ve (istbiksel okuma stratejisi kullanimi, okuma stratejigitieni, ingilizce’nin
Yabanci Dil olarak @retimi, okuma becerisi

Introduction

Reading is considered to be the most importantuageg skill in traditional foreign language teaching
(Carrell, 1988) and the means of teaching Englésh foreign language in many countries (Susser &, Ro
1990). Therefore, according to Richards and Rerar{@®02), many foreign language learners regard
bettering in reading as the most important goahiir language learning process and several lamguag
learning activities are based on improving readikitis rather than other skills. More specificaltgading

in English is also essential for learners’ acadesnitcess, and accordingly teachers and reseaidtasvs
attention to understand the factors effecting sseaereading comprehension (Kamhi-Stein, 2003).

To help improve learner's reading comprehensioacters should aid them in understanding and
using reading strategies @iier, Saricoban, & Giirses, 2005). The awarenessaafing strategies can be
defined as “the knowledge of the readers’ cognitsaout reading and the self-control mechanisms they
exercise when monitoring and regulating text comension” (Mokhtari & Reichard, 2002, p. 249). Since
the first step of learning a skill is the cognitiseep, cognitive strategies are considered to bepeapular
among language learners and they are essentatguage learning (Oxford, 1990). Categorized uttter
heading of “direct group” as requiring learnershscious involvement, these strategies allow learter
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interact with language items through “reasoningalysis, note-taking, summarizing, synthesizing,
outlining, reorganizing information to develop stger schemas (knowledge structures), practicing in
naturalistic settings, and practicing structured sounds formally” (Oxford, 2003, p. 12). Througfese
strategies learners can interact with the new imé&tion in a variety of ways.

Block (1992) asserts, “reading in the foreign laaggl is an inferior process for every individualttha
readers monitor actively, which directly influendbg process itself. This kind of intellectual colliing
mechanism is generally named as ‘metacognitiop. 3(L9). Block (1992) also states that “metacogaiti
thinking process includes observing the compreloanef the text as related to the use of readint; ski
observing the comprehension of the text is a typenetacognitive thinking” (p. 320). In other words,
“Metacognition refers both to the knowledge pedpdee about their own cognitive processes and fio the
internal use of certain cognitive processes tdifatg learning and memory” (Ellis Ormrod, 2006,46).
O’Malley and Chamot (1990) explain the metacogrititrategies as consisting of four elements, ngmely
‘planning’, ‘prioritising’, ‘setting goals’, and &f-management’. Being able to monitor learningteigies
can contribute to learning through metacognitiverapches (National Research Council, 2000).

Through examining the cognitive and metacognitivi@king processes, Wade (1990) revealed that
“Many young and poor readers do not realize wheassage is incomprehensible, do not know that they
should check their comprehension, lack strategiesiding so, and fail to make the necessary reépgirs
443). However, related to the repairs, in theidgtBerkowitz and Cicchelli (2004) found out thatt no
being able to make the necessary repairs does @an that readers make no use of cognitive strategie
For the researchers, the reasons for this mighhdtethe readers are not aware of the strategesube
and do not apply them consciously. By the samertpkethe metacognitive level the readers aredss |
able to monitor, evaluate, and direct their ownrrlegg. In most instances, the readers do not edliat
there are strategies which make their learning gg®easier. Whether the reader comprehends what is
read, whether an action is needed to solve a probfeunderstanding and how it is supposed to balre
the parts of the acting process of observing tmeprehension of the text.

Pressley (1995) emphasizes that students needtnidet explicitly to use comprehension skills when
they read. That is, the reading comprehensionitieywhich require students answer the comprebens
guestions and teachers supervise, is not suffickatording to Jager (2002), learning occurs both b
recording information and interpreting; studentsivaty process information, using prior knowledge,
skills, and strategies. During that process, te@aclannot simply transfer knowledge to the learners
instead, teachers have to involve the learners ipragess in which they can actively posses the
information. In line with this, Jager (2002) suggethat teachers must explain the students howrexpe
readers make sense of a text and teachers hasartodtudents’ skills that help them understandekis.
Besides these, students need to learn how, whdnyhere to use these skills. With respect to imsiton,
the teacher must introduce, and provide practiceseful reading strategies for coping with textsam
unfamiliar language.

The review of the experimental studies investigatingnitive and metacognitive reading strategies is
summarized in Table 1. The studies investigatedimgastrategies in English focusing on the reading
strategy awareness and use of the readers by @ugluhe cognitive and metacognitive strategies
separately. In addition, these studies focusecherréading strategy use of successful and unsdatess
readers. The research in the field included théigy@eints attending high school, university prepana
class and English language department studentthiebe studies the following data collection methods
such as, questionnaires, interviews, observatidnstadents’ class performances, were used either
separately or in combination. However, there istugly up to the researchers’ knowledge that comsbine
all of them in a single study, which might providetailed information to the field through data
triangulation. In many studies it is expressed tieaiding strategies in foreign language helpedemsad
comprehend the text better and assisted them todve successful. From this point of view, it wasoal
mentioned that the knowledge and experience otitfieersity instructors were significant in the s
teaching of reading strategies in the classroomvever, there are limited findings on the awareréske
instructors at university about how to teach aratfice the reading strategies and the quality lef/¢he
strategy education. Therefore, there is a gap @ fibld that should investigate the cognitive and
metacognitive strategies together from both stuglarid instructors’ perspectives through experimlent
mixed-method study.
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Table 1: The Studies on the Field

Reading Strategy Use Reading Skill | Reading Researchers
o Level Comprehension
>
= Level
)
3 More Medium Level | Better Barnett (1988)
8 Good Level Good Level Good Level Pressley and
2 Afflerbach (1995)
0
E -% No significant difference Medium Level | Medium Level Giral (2000)
g % (After strategy treatment)
0 s .
2 (¢ | Better Good Level Better Salataci & Akyel
% 2 | (After strategy treatment) (2002)
LT
23 Good Level Good Level Good Level Yigiter, Sarigcoban, &
oo Gurses (2005)
Better Medium Level | Bettter Carrell, Pharis, &
m (After metacognitive strategy treatment Liberto (1988)
Q
'GEJ) Better Good Level Bettter Carrell, Pharis, &
© | (After metacognitive strategy treatment Liberto (1989)
‘Q, Good Level Good Level Positive Increase| Tungman (1994)
% (After metacognitive strategy treatment
@
& No significant difference between the | Good Level Good Level Mokhtari & Reichard
o | twogroups (2004)
S | Better Good Level Better Cubukcu (2008)
§ (After metacognitive strategy treatment
C =
8 g No significant difference Medium Level | Medium Level Sayram (1994)
% 5 (After metacognitive strategy treatment
= O
8 8 Significant difference in the use of Good Level Good Level Hosenfeld, Arnold,
é Q mentioned strategies Kirchofer, Laciura,

Wilson (1981)

Regarding the necessities for having better readargprehension, the main purpose of the present
study is to examine Mersin University preparatdass students’ reading comprehension skills anil the
cognitive and metacognitive reading strategy udee $pecific research questions guided this present
research are:

1. Does explicit teaching of cognitive and metacogeitieading strategies impact students reading
comprehension in English and their reading stratesp?

2. How does the instructors’ reading strategies aves®impact in the students’ strategy use?

Unlike the previous studies in the field, examinihg reading strategy use from a holistic perspecti
from both students and instructors’ perspectivias, present study might shed light on the contéxhe
cognitive and metacognitive strategy use in readomgprehension.

Methodology

Design of the Study

This experimental mixed-method study includes lmihlitative and quantitative data. The quantitative
data includes the achievement test on reading admepsion (pre-post), Cognitive Reading Strategy Use
Scale (CRSUS), Meta-cognitive Reading Strategy Bsale (MRSUS) (pre-post) and the self-efficacy
checklists that were administered to the studeftklitionally, Teacher Reading Strategy Use Scale
(TRSUS) (pre-post) was administered to the instmsctThe qualitative data includes structured-inésvs
conducted with the students and the instructors-ffist), classroom observations and the open-ended
guestions in the scales applied to both the stgderd the instructors.
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Participants
This present study includes both the students l@dnistructcs of Mersin University Foreign Languay
School preparatory class of thepreintermediate level. The language proficiency lewak determine
according to the proficiency exam administered lmyelgn Language School Mersin University.
According to thebackground information form filled out by the statke they were 44 Male 39 Fem:
students aged around 20. They were from variousartlepnts such aArchitecture, Electrics an
Electroncs, Tourism, Business and Trade, Food Engineering. Also, they haimilar background ii
terms ofculture, language and social features. Almostfathe students were having their first prepara
class education in Englisiiable 2 shows the participants of the present s

The number of the instructors partiated to this study was faufhey were experienced instruct
with a teaching experience of at least 10 yeargr@paratory classe¢ Two of thermr were chosen as the
instructors of the research group, and the s were of the comparison group.

Table 2: Participants of he Stud

Number of the Research Group Comparison Group Total

Students Class 1 Class 2 Class 1 Class 2 83
26 20 25 12

Instructors 1 1 1 1 4

Data Caollection Procedure

According tothe experimental method called as the Solc four-group design2 research and
comparison groups were formed. " two research group classes receitrathing on reading strategi
whereas the comparison gradig not. While “Class 1” itbothresearch and comparison groitook both
pretest and posttest, “Class 2hathresearch and comparison groups took ¢iméyposttest

Intery
the In

Interviews with TRSUS
the Instructors

Pretest for
Students

5) and (MRSUS) (CRSUS) and (MRSUS)

Figure 1. Data Collection Procedure

The pretest was to measure students’ reaccomprehension achievement. The test inclL two
reading texts with multiple choice questi for comprehension enable test the use of the s-reading
skills: indentifying the topic and the supporting ideagjanstanding the information clearly meined or
the information given in details of the text, guegsthe meaning of the words by using the conte»
clues, following the referents to the different tpaof speech, making inferences using the text
differentiating the contrasting ideas oe text.

After administeringthe pretes, all of the students were given the two likigpte scales: Cognitiv
Reading Strategy Use ScaleRSUS) and Metacognitive Reading Strategies Sc(MRSUS) in order to
disclosetheir reading strategy knowledcCRSUS was developed by Pereira-Lart Deane (1997) and
it was adapted byuncer (2011). MRSUS was developed by Taraban, &goe and Kerr (2004) and w
adapted by Tuncer (2011).
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During 5 weeks period, the research group recetv@ding on reading strategy use whereas the
control group did not. Both the research and commpargroup classes were observed and voice-recorded
in every week. Also each week the students weredagkfill out the self-efficacy checklists. At tead of
the term, the pretest was administered as a pogitese four groups of classes. After that, CRSuwE
MRSUS were administered to all of the students.ofding to the results of the pre-post test, stmactu
interviews with 35 students, who were chosen adegrtb the 25% from the top and bottom of the
achievement points, were conducted. The intervigare recorded and transcribed.

The data collected from the instructors throughucttred-interviews, including 17 open-ended
guestions on reading strategies developed by Aysudakik (2007), conducted at the beginning and at
the end of the study. The interviews were condudtelilidually, lasted 30 minutes each. They were
voice-recorded and transcribed. After the intemgieTeacher Reading Strategy Use Scale (TRSUS) was
given to the instructors in order to gather datatloa instructors’ awareness and use of the reading
strategies. TRSUS was developed bydgiil Salli (2002) and it was adapted by Yuda(2007). It
consists of likert type statements, multi optioreed open-ended questions. After administering TRSUS
the two instructors in the research group werenécifor reading strategies based on Nunan’'s (1999)
Strategy list. For the first 2 weeks these instrgtaught reading strategies to the students@r@l\fveeks
they practiced these reading strategies. Additlpnduring the 5-week period, before each lessay th
were informed about the teaching of the chosendureng and post cognitive and meta-cognitive negdi
strategies through the course book and extra rgadaterials. However, except using the same tegchin
materials with the research group instructors, dtieer two instructors in the comparison group didn’
receive any training, information and instructidvoat the reading strategy. In both research anttraon
groups each lessons, which lasted two hours pek ¥are5-weeks, were observed and voice-recorded.
Then, they were transcribed line by line for théadanalysis. At the end of the term, the interviavith
the instructors were conducted again for their amass and use of the reading strategies. Also, BRSU
was readministered.

Data Analysis

In the analysis of the scales, pre and posttestSthtistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSSused.

In order to understand whether there was a diffardretween research and comparison groups in te#rms
the reading comprehension pretest and the usegoiftoe and metacognitive strategies in readingugh
CRSUS and MRSUS, Independent Samples t-test wasrmed.

Considering the Solomon four-group design of thesent study, One-way-ANOVA (post hoc LSD
test) was used to analyze if there was a signifidéfference between research and comparison groups
with regard to the reading comprehension pretd2§CS and MRSUS.

The students’ self efficiency checklists that thidhed out during the 5 week-period were analyzed
with the Friedman’s test, which is a non-parametit (distribution-free) used to compare obseovati
repeated on the same subjects, was used to celth&astatistic by the ranks of the data. Also,cd%bn
Signed-Ranks Test for Matched Pairs and the TwaiR&lSamples Test were performed to identify the
significant differences and associations betweendiecklists that are related to each other inveeng or
another.

The data gathered through TRSUS from the instragtoboth research and comparison groups at the
beginning and the end of the study were analyzexigh One-way-ANOVA.

The qualitative data collected from the transcrigftglass observations and the interviews conducted
with both the students and instructors were andiftheough the Content Analysis on the bases of the
research questions. The results of the analysis usd to interpret the quantitative data analysis.

Findings and Discussion

Is There a Significant Difference Between Research and Comparison Groups Based on the Pretest on
Reading Comprehension, CRSUS and MRSUS at the Beginning of the Study?

In order to answer this question, Independent safast was performed to the data collected thidbg
pre-test on reading comprehension administeredhd¢ostudents as well as cognitive and metacognitive
reading comprehension scales filled out by theesitsd
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Table 3 T-Test for the Reading Comprehension Pretest aedAPactices Of The Cognitive Reading
Strategy Use Scal€RSUS and the Metacognitive Reading Strategies SédRIUYS)

Independent Samples Test

Levene's Tes
for Equality
of Variances |t-test for Equality of Means

95% Confidence
Interval of the
Difference
Mean Std.Error
F Sig. [T Df Sig.(2-tailed)|Difference | Difference |Lower Upper
Reading |[Equal variances |,037 |,848 |-,312 (39 , 757 -,45238 |1,44998 |-3,38524 |2,48048
Pretest |assumed
Equal variances nc -,311 38,303,757 -,45238 1,45307 |-3,39321 |2,48844
assumed
CRSUS |Equal variances [1,318|,257 |-,524 |42 ,603 -2,90833 [5,54622 |-14,10105 |8,28438
Pretest |assumed
Equal variances ng -,531 41,920,598 -2,90833 |5,47338 |-13,95468 (8,13801
assumed
MRSUS |Equal variances |,010 |,922 |,363 |42 ;718 2,41667 |6,64933 |-11,00221 |15,83555
Pretest |assumed
Equal variances ng ,359 (38,199,722 2,41667 |6,73057 |-11,20633|16,03967
assumed

* The mean difference is significant at the .05 level

The output, Table 3, shows that there is no sigguifi difference between groups in the pre-test on
reading comprehension (t= - 0,312 and p>0,05)pgniive reading strategy use -CRSUS- (t= -0,524 an
p>0,05), and in metacognitive reading strategy MBSUS- (t= 0,363 and p>0,05). Hence, it can be
interpreted that the groups are equal in termseafling comprehension, and using both cognitive and
metacognitive reading strategies.

Is There a Significant Difference Between Research and Comparison Groups Based on the Posttest on
Reading Comprehension, CRSUS and MRSUS at the End of the Study?

The parametric One Way Anova applied to data gath#rough readministration of the post-test regdin
comprehension, CRSUS and MRSUS at the end of tigly.st

Table 4: One Way Anova for the Reading Comprehension Pbsttes

Sum of Squares  |Df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 17,505 3 5,835 ,255 ,857
Within Groups 1531,143 67 22,853
Total 1548,648 70

* The mean difference is significant at the .05 level

Regarding the students’ reading comprehension glignthrough the texts in the posttest, Table 3
shows the values as F= 0.255 and p>0.857. In otloeds, there is no significant difference between
classes of the research and comparison group® irettding comprehension. The interview transcopts
the students explain this contradictory resultse Students in the research group reported thathhdy
difficulties in answering the comprehension quesiof a reading text although they seem to undaista
what a text is about. For example, research graup 8ommented: Before reading, | have a look at the
context of the reading text to see whether it atgany attention. While reading | find the meaniofthe
unknown words. After reading | try to answer thenpoehension questions, but mostly | can’'t answer
many. Despite understanding the text, | can't amdve questions. | haven't solved this problemtioo
years”. From the quotation of the student, it can beriefit that the strategy training to the researchigro
was required to be longer than five weeks to malah students better in comprehension and answering
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the questions according to the text. Also, theestitid attitude showed that she lost her motivatiovards
answering the comprehension questions.

The students in the comparison group also remasketie lack of comprehension of the teéfirst |
have a look at the whole text. Well, | don’t knawH understand a text, so | just look at it. | dethe text
according to the questions. | don't read the textially. If the text doesn’'t have any comprehensio
guestions to answer, | just read it and try to guttee unknown words. As | am bored of Englishst ju
want to finish it as soon as possible. In fact,hirgy has changed in my English since the first dhy
preparatory class(ST 10) The quotation of this student also revealed thaheéhough they haven't been
taught the reading strategies explicitly, they wesing these strategies. The students had a prablem
creating the right connection between the text thedquestions related to it. Without comprehending
text, directly trying to answer the questions wolelad to successful results.

Regarding the students’ answers to the post sdat®gnitive reading strategies use (CRSUS), as
shown in Table 5, One-Way Anova results revealtiiratvalues are as F= 0.348 and p>0.791.

Table 5: One-Way Anova for the Cognitive Reading Strategy &tsle (CRSUS) Post Practice

CRSUS Posttest

Sum of Squares | Df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 198,608 3 66,203 ,348 , 791
Within Groups 11602,530 61 190,205
Total 11801,138 64

* The mean difference is significant at the .05 level

In other words, there is no significant differenoetween groups in the use of cognitive reading
strategies. Similar to the reading comprehensicsitest results, interviews administered to researth
comparison group students revealed similar reasong/hy there were not significant changes in the
cognitive reading strategy use of especially regegroup students who were provided strategy etbrcat
For instance, ST 30 from research group indicates:

“Yes, we learned strategies in class, but they ateconfusing for me now. There are
skimming and scanning as | remember now. Genelaiad the text, underline some
certain numbers and highlight the parts as | sepadrtant. | can’t do it properly, just |
try it by myself”.

This explanation reveals that ST 30 could onlyusing few cognitive level strategies and they were
not able to practice a great variety of them atethe of the term. From research group ST 6 and STow
the possibility that some students cannot makdfareice in the use of basic reading strategiepittes
having strategy training. ST 6 commented:

“First | have a general look on the text, and thexad by underlining the important
parts. Such stuff. | only know underlining. | don&e any other strategiesST 7 stated:
“First | read the text, then check the following poemension questions. If | don't
understand the text, | read it again. | never dmsthing like underlining. | sometimes
remember doing it, but it's simpler not to usd dlon’t see any difference in my reading
skill comparing to the beginning of the term. Myfpenance in reading texts at the
beginning and end of the term has never changed. tNe reading texts are harder, but
it was not easy in the past either”.

ST 14 and ST 18 from comparison group who recen@deading strategy training revealed that the
students without being aware of the cognitive negditrategies tried to understand the texts by aandp
meanings of the words they know and inferring meguaiccordingly. ST 14 exemplified this by saying:

“I read the text fast, besides trusting my knowkedgry to guess the unknown words.
Generally that's the way. | usually underline thatek and the first and the last
sentences. | try to guess the sentences that t dolerstand. In fact, | don’'t have a
specific strategy in my mind. | really don’t seey alifference in my progress. | believe in
my vocabulary knowledge more than my friends daoDfse my vocabulary developed,
but in fact nothing much changed in my readin§T 18 also statedFirst | read, if
there are any unknown words | look them up in tlefiahary, then try to match them
according to what the sentence means. | don’'t kabaut the strategies. | don’t care
about them, so | can’t use any”.

The analysis of post application of MRSUS showiTable 6 shows that the values are as F= 2.430
and p>0.074.
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Table 6: One-Way Anova for the Metacognitive Reading Strase§cale (MRSUS) Post Practice

MRSUS posttest

Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 1854,478 3 618,159 2,430 ,074
Within Groups 15011,744 59 254,436
Total 16866,222 62

* The mean difference is significant at the .05 level

Therefore, there is no significant difference betwegroups in the use of metacognitive reading
strategies. Two students from the research grou® @ifid ST 35 commented that during the reading
comprehension process, they used a single strategl,they weren’t able to apply to multiple
metacognitive strategies for better and deeperrgtateling of the text in details. ST 9 responded:

“First of all, | do scanning a little bit. If thereare any known or unknown words, |
underline them. Then, | start reading and if thsra part | don’t understand, | underline
it. Afterwards, if | don’t understand a part, | trgreading. After | finish reading, | focus
on the difficult parts to understand and try to erstand the whole text. Especially | like
scanning, and | use it mostly. In the past, | didh@ve knowledge about a strategy called
‘scanning’; | learned it thanks to my teachers.idrdt have the habit of using it in the
past, but now | scan for the unknown words, td®T. 35 also remarkedFirstly, | read
the text, then | try to read again by not payintgation to the unknown words. From the
context, | try to find out what they mean. If | ¢athen | try to use a dictionary. After
reading, if there are comprehension questionsst ginswer them and do nothing more™.

Briefly, the participants could have difficulty solving the contextual problems in a higher order
thinking skills.

Is There a Significant Difference Between Research and Comparison Groups Based on the Self-
efficiency Checklists?

Analysis for non-parametric model, Friedman Testswsed regarding to the students’ self-efficiency
using reading strategies while they were tryingdmprehend the texts in the study.

Table 7: Friedman Test for the Self-efficiency Checklistoi

Ranks
Mean Rank
selfl | 2,13
self2 | 1,78
self3 | 4,09
self4 | 3,56
self5 | 3,44

Table 7 shows that there is a significant diffeeeamong the 5 weeks of evaluation process. In the
total value of the all self-efficiency student ckigst points, between the beginning and end ofstugly
process in both research and comparison groupsicegase in mean value can be observed reaching its
hightest point in the self-efficieny 3 where a @mbook text was used only for practice. The second
highest points in mean values obtained in 4th ahdveeks. The reasons for these values might ligitia
have a relationship with reading materials used eeeek of teaching reading process. In the firgi tw
weeks both the reading texts of the coursebook extich material were used; in the third week, a
coursebook material was chosen in the practicenefréading skill; and in the last two weeks onlg th
extra materials were used for practice.

The interviews with both the research and comparigoup students revealed the similarity that some
of the interviewees had a tendency to feel morefadable and self-confident understanding the extra
reading materials rather than the coursebook. Tifieulty of the coursebook materials was reportede
a limitation in students’ concentration on the iiegdstrategy learning and practice. Culturally bdtexts
prevent students to get involved in the readingstetherefore the texts should be chosen accoriding
students’ needs, interest, and level. Readers @rapd texts better when texts are culturally famidir
when they relate to well-developed disciplinary Wierge of a reader (Grabe & Stoller, 2002).The
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participants reported that the extra materialsuidet! the interesting content and topics. For exen$r
34 commented:
“Academic Skills course book in reading class waedyfor our development; however
there could be more enjoyable things to have fuih iNevertheless, we learnt some new
things from it. What's more, the texts and the pgeaph were difficult. Of course
strategy training could be done over the textshim ¢ourse book, but the last texts were
hard to understand. We also studied the strategiethe extra materials and they were a
little more comfortable to study on. They wereaddtive to me, and so | could do more
things over them, like underlining and taking notesre. That way, you feel that you
learn something new, so it makes you feel better”.
According to the comments of the intervieweeshé# students have some negative attitude towards
the reading texts, then they may show little effartrying to understand what a text is about witho
having the intention of using reading strategiey tknow or were taught.

Is There a Significant Difference in Research and Comparison Groups Based on the Self-efficiency
Checklists Comparison?

Regarding to the students’ self-efficiency in teading strategy use while trying to comprehendg tee
results of Wilcoxon Signed Ranks Test for non-paataim model is shown in Table 8.

Table 8: Wilcoxon Signed Ranks Test for Self-efficiency Klls¢®oints
Test Statistic®

self2 - selfl

Z -1,779

Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) ,075
Test Statistics

self3 -self4 -self3 -self4 - self4 - self5 -
selfl selfl self2 self2 self5 - self2 self5 - selfl self3 self3 self5 - self4

z -4,17F -2958 5477 -5619  -4,200 -1,903 -,568 -4,960 3,279
Asymp. ,000 ,003 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,057 572 ,000 ,001
Sig. (2-
tailed)

Table 8 indicates that there is a significant défece among the 5 weeks of evalution process when
compared to eachother. In the comparisons of selé&fl (z= -1,779; p>0,05), self5 - selfl(z= 39
p>0,05) and self 4 - self3 (z= -0,565; p>0,05) significant difference was obtained in the resaftshe
analysis. Self 1 and self 2 efficiency checlists alated to the first two weeks of the study. Dgrihis
period the research group classes were appliettgyraraining on the reading materials. On the othe
hand, the comparison group classes studied witktoatiegy training. This process was a newly dewlop
learning treatment which required some time forpgatzon. Thus, there could be no significant degfeses
between the first two weeks. Similarly, self 3 awdf 4 efficiency checklists are related to thetfiwo
weeks of the practising of the taught strategigbénresearch group classes just after adaptinfirsthéwo
weeks of teaching. Both the comparison and resegmalp students might show a similar development
level in this practice period. Comparing the fastl the last weeks by the self-efficiency checklisaving
the knowledge as no significant difference occuredld mean that the teaching and learning procielss d
not conclude as expected according to the manipaolah reading strategies.

Is Therea Significant Difference in Research and Comparison Group Instructors on the TRSUS?
Regarding to reading strategy use of the instrgoidrile teaching in English, One-Way Anova was used
in the analysis of the scale items.
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Table 9: Teacher Reading Strategy Use Scale (TRSUS)

READING STRATEGY USE VIA INSTRUCTORS’ AND STUDERERSPECTIVES

Descriptives

95% Confidence Interval f

Std. Mean
N Mean Deviation  Std. Error Lower Bound Upper BoundMinimum Maximum
Pre Research 2 166,5000 10,60660  7,50000 71,2035 261,7965 159,00 174,00
Comparisor 2 166,5000 24,74874  17,50000 -55,8586 388,8586 149,00 184,00
Total 4 166,5000 15,54563  7,77282 141,7634  191,2366 149,00 184,00
Post Research 2 176,5000 17,67767  12,50000 17,6724 335,3276 164,00 189,00
Comparisor 2 161,0000 15,55635  11,00000 21,2317 300,7683 150,00 172,00
Total 4 168,7500 16,27626  8,13813 142,8508  194,6492 150,00 189,00
ANOVA
Sum of Squares |Df Mean Square F Sig.
Pre Between Groups ,000 1 ,000 ,000 1,000
Within Groups 725,000 2 362,500
Total 725,000 3
Post Between Groups 240,250 1 240,250 ,867 ,450
Within Groups 554,500 2 277,250
Total 794,750 3

* The mean difference is significant at the .05 level

Table 9 shows that there is no significant diffeeetbetween the the research and comparison group
instructors (p>0,05 and x=166,5 for both group$)afTis, they had same knowledge and perspectives on
reading strategies at the beginning of the study.the end of the study, according to One-way Anova
results, there is no statistically significant diffnce between the research and comparison groups
(p>0,05). However, in mean values of the pre amst poales, as seen above, the mean value of the two
research group instructors increased by ten poivtiich means that the two research group instractor
evaluated themselves as improved after receivindimg strategy training. On the other hand, thermea
value of the two comparison group instructors ia plost practice of the Instructor Reading Straldgg
Scale decreased over five points, which meansthieit self awareness and use of the reading siesteg
could not develop without a strategy treatmenis llso possible that they have become aware oésom
points related to the reading strategies.

Implications

In this study using both quantitative and qualatidata analysis made it possible to have better
understanding of students and instructors’ usé@fréading strategies. The previous studies ahtitee,
didn’t use the experimental mixed method design Wwibth students and intructors. Hence, in thisystud
the quantitative results of this study was supmbbe qualitative research tools to have more ridialata

on the strategy use of both the instructors andestis.

Another implication of the study is using differenaterials while teaching the strategies. Apamnfro
the previous studies, both the coursebook andxtra ezading materials were used to teach andipeact
strategies overall. Presenting extra study matetaathe students also gave them the opportuniap by
information they have learned into new contextstr&xeading materials were considered to be more
interesting and motivating compared to the readmgsebook.

While studying on the materials mentioned above $itudents had background strategies that
prevented them using new strategies. Despite tdimg strategy training, majority of the studdntshe
research group had tendecy in using the stratelg@swere accustomed to. This resistance to use new
strategies prevented the students to understande#te throughly. They weren't willing to use new
strategies because they felt more secure withribe dhey had already known.

According to the statistical results, there wassigmificant difference in the students’ cognitiveda
metacognitive strategy uses. This result suggeatddnger period of reading strategy trainingesched to
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teach and practice. In addition, more advancedmgasdrategies should be studied. The reason veasrih
the observations and interviews it was observetistuments used the cognitive strategies more tiinan
metacognitive ones. A greater focus should be giwghe metacognitive reading strategies.

With respect to the instructors, the results of shaly showed that some positive differences were
observed in the instructors. However, this datdccowt be matched with the students’ comprehension
success results. The instructors, especially tles @rino were given strategy training, stated they there
able to use new types of cognitive and metacogmiirategies. Also, the statistical results coméid that
the instructors considered themselves of havingiired knowledge of reading strategies, but in fact
teaching those strategies to students and making #ble to use the strategies require more ineervi
training.

The Student Self-efficiency Checklists used in #tisdy also underlines the importance of students’
evaluation of themselves in the process of learamg) practising the reading strategies. The resiiltise
Student Self-efficiency checklists also revealat th the last three weeks of the study the stsdead an
increase in the checklist results, but this did match with their reading comprehension posttesilte
This might mean that students’ perception of tteglirg strategy awareness and use might not refect
real case. On one hand, the checklists can predtieevaluation and monitoring studnets’ own pregre
on the other hand, instructors should be carefstudents’ overassessment of their performance.

Limitations and Suggestions for Further Research

One of the limitations of the study is that in tlesearch group the instructors’ different approached
following different training processes appearedthe classroom observation transcripts. Due to the
different personal experiences, background knovdealyd teaching philosophies of the instructors,esom
uncontrollable practice differences occurred in traning of the students. Also, instructors in the
comparison group instructors taught some stratdgpeause of their prior knowledge and teachingestyl
without being directed by the researchers. Theeefe@hile grouping the instructors, rather thangrgsg
them to the groups randomly, their prior knowledmal teaching philosophies should be examined
thoroughly. Additionally, a variety of longitudinalorkshops with the reading strategy training of th
instructors could be included as more intensiveafwhger period treatment with different actistie get
the instructors to a same level at teaching.

Secondly, instructors occasionally had difficultydompleting some of the exercises on the reading
materials during the 40 minutes of class periodc&ithe instructors in the present study observdaiet
more focused on pre-reading and during readindegfies, in some lessons post-reading strategies and
guestions on reading comprehension were not peattic covered in a short time. For example, post-
reading activities like summarizing, speaking, oitmng could show how much students understand the
text. However, some of the instructors were noedbldo these activities in the classtime. Theltgesu
would differ in this study if there were more cldsgsee to practice the strategies and exercisesirthdr
study can be conducted including more time to teachpractice the strategies.

Another limitation of the study is the studentgKaf strategy use knowledge in Turkish. Most & th
students did not receive any education about ustading strategies in Turkish in their secondarg an
high school education. Thus, the students camessievih the term of reading strategies for the firme
in their preparatory classes. This lack of priooowiedge in L1, caused a drawback in teaching the
cognitive and metacognitive strategies in Engl&Hurther research can investigate the relationsinig
interaction between the use of reading strategidairkish and English by organizing a curriculunsige
of teaching the strategies in synchronization betwibe two languages, which might allow the stuslémt
transfer their strategy knowledge from one languagenother.

In addition, students’ lack of motivation in leargiEnglish is a very significant drawback in teachi
reading strategies. Especially one research anccomparison group instructors were not satisfieth wi
their students’ motivation, performances and atewd. During the practice process the instructors
continuously declared that teaching reading strase¢p those students was quite discouraging and
problematic. The university policy of ELT at Foreiffanguage Teaching Department should be revised
requiring students to pass the preparatory schoal quirement to be able to attend the B.A. jarogr
Finally, the students might be trained for moreeahiye evaluation of their performance in the clistk

Conclusion

The research investigated the students and instaigberspectives to reading instruction and regdin
strategies. The study revealed that between theames and comparison group classes there was no
significant difference in terms of the practice@dgnitive and Metacognitive Scales and also théepte
and posttest of reading comprehension tests.
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In the students’ self-efficiency checklist resultssignificant difference was assessed. The stadent
evaluation of the last three weeks of checklish{gowere in increase. However, this result doehave a
meaningful relationship with the results of thelesapretest and posttest.

According to the interviews with the students, thgre more interested in the extra reading maserial
than the coursebook. This reveals that the contiffitulty and the type of the reading materialedtly
influence students’ reading comprehension motivatiod success. In addition, majority of the stuslent
were not willing to use metacognitive strategiescimuas their initial goal was to answer the
comprehension questions which would prepare therthéoproficiency exams.

The study also investigated the instructors’ regqditrategy knowledge and use by a scale, and the
results showed that there is an increase in thearels group instructors’ assessment. However yéisiglt
does not have any relationship with the studeetsing comprehension success results.

The points that the instructors reported regarttiegdifficulties students faced in a reading classe
boring coursebook texts, poor knowledge of vocatyudad lack of motivation. Research group instrigto
stated that in case of difficulties they eitherpleel directly to the students or guided them toreseling
strategies. Although the comparison group instmscttid not receive any strategy training, they atsad
using reading strategies related to their backgtdunmowledge.

Research group instructors tended to use more medaring reading strategies than post-reading
strategies. Lack of time, students’ boredom seetonete the reasons for limited use of post-reading
strategies by instructors. They sometimes triechgushe strategies related to their prior experisnce
According to the observations, for the use of egias, instructors who did not receive any strategy
training mostly use the strategies or techniquesraling to their experience and sometimes relyhan t
strategies suggested by the coursebook.
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Genisletilmis Ozet
“Okuma Ingilizce’'nin yabanci dil olarak gretildigi tlkelerde ¢gu zaman grencilerin yabanci dil
ogrenmedeki temel amaglaridifDubin & Bycina, 1991, p195). Ulkemizde degtim dili gerekingilizce
gerek Turkce olan birgok uUniversitedgrenciler aldiklari gitim siiresince anlatim dilingilizce olan
degisik turlerde birgcok kaynaktan yararlanmaktadir. Kimi zaman deimstle bu kaynaklatkullanmakta
kimi zaman bu kaynaklarda bulunan okuma metinlenmdedindikleri bilgiler 1siginda projeler
hazirlamakta sinif ici ya da sinifsdtartsmalarakatiimaktadirlar. Carrell (1988)ngilizce’yi yabanci dil
olarak @renen bircokiniversite @rencisi icin okuma becerisinin dort temel dil bésiedden en dnemlisi
olarak goruldgiuni belirtmektedir. Yabanci dilde okuyabilmenin kadar 6nemlioldugu Universite
Ogrencilerden, yabanci dilde okumanin getirdiorluklarla ba edebilmeleri, okuduklarini anlayabilmeleri,
edindikleri yeni bilgiyi sahip olduklaribilgilerle kaynatirabilmeleri beklenmektedir. Bu noktada
cevaplanmasi gereken soise biz gitimcilerin, Universite @rencilerinin zorlandiklarini siklikla dile
getirdikleri bu stirecte grencilere nasil yardim edebilggeniz ve onlari nasil daha etkili v@gretmen
yardimindan bamsiz okuyucular haline getirebilegmiz sorusudur.
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Bu nedenle bu ¢aima, Mersin Universitesi Yabanci Diller Yuksekokwiazirlik sinifi @renci ve
ogretim elemanlarinin hazirhk okuma dersi kitabi imeti ve aragtirmaci tarafindan hazirlanan ek
metinler tGzerinden bisel ve Ustbilsel okuma stratejisi kullanimini hedef alarak ugguahitir. Calsma
ileri dizey oncesi 44’0 kiz 39'u erkek toplam 8&éhci ve onlarin diizeylerindgigm veren 4 @retim
elemaniyla (en az 6, en ¢ok 17 yil deneyimlere@ayapiimstir ve calsmanin yéntemseklem sireci
temelde hem nicel ve niteliksel olundan argtirma karma yontemi kullangtir. Ontest, sontest, hiel
okuma stratejileri kullanim 6lgg Ustbilissel okuma stratejileri kullanim 6lgie 6grenci kendi yeterlilini
kontrol listesi, @retim elemani okuma stratejisi kullanim @ged6grenci ve @retim elemanlariyla
gOrisme ve sinif gozlemleriyle agarmanin verileri toplanngtir. T-test, One-way Anova, Friedman'’s test,
Two-related samples test, Wilcoxon signed-rank8eteége nicel veriler SPSS’de analiz ediktii. Nitel
verilerse gorimeler ve sinif gbzlemlerine goreggelendirilmistir.

Arastirmanin veri toplamagiem sireci boyunca deneysel yontem olarak da adl&amd4’'li Solomon
grup dizayini takip edilerek katilimci gruplar gtlwrulmustur. iki siniftan olgan kasilastirma grubu
ogrencileri, donem siresince okuma stratejileri kulkana dair herhangi bir yonlendirme veygitien
almamglardir. Bunun aksine, gér iki argtirma grubu siniflarina biigel ve Ustbilisel okuma stratejileri
egitimi sunulmutur. Bu agidan bakil@inda temelde agairma, @&rencilerin ister okuma stratejisgimi
alsin ya da almasin okuma stratejileri kullaningapdarinda donem Bka ve sonu Kaglastirildiginda
anlamh bir farkin olgup olsmadgini sorgulamgtir. Bu noktada, agarma @Gretim elemanlarinin
stratejileri  kullanma ve gretmedeki farkindaliklari sayesindegréncilerin okudgunu anlama
basarilarindaki olumlu ya da olumsuz gigimlere dikkat ceknstir. Ogretim elemanlari yoninden
bakildginda bu calma, @retim elemanlarinin Universitede hazirlikgilizcesi diizeyinde okuma
stratejilerini @retme hakkindaki fikir ve yakgamlarini argtirmis ve buna gore agarma ve kagilastirma
gruplari arasinda gruplardan biri stratditieni aldiginda anlamli bir farkin okwp olismadgini ortaya
koymuwstur. Bu aratirma ayrica hazirlik sinifi gdenci ve @retim elemanlarinin okuma stratejisi
farkindalgl ve bilgisini dgerlendirerek buna gore hangi stratejilerin kulldigini belirlemeyi amaglayip
alana katkida bulunmgtur. Alandaki calmalarin, karma yontenglem sureciyle bilsel ve Ustbiljsel
stratejilerin kullaniminin agarilmasina dair yeni katkilarla ggiirilmeye ihtiyaci vardir.

Bu calsmanin sonuclarl ontest, sontest, seiil ve Ustbilisel 6lcekleri verilerinin analizlerine gére
argtirma ve kagilastirma gruplari grencilerinin dénem sonundaki okuduklarini anlamaah&arinda
anlamli bir farkin ortaya ¢ikmagini gostermgtir. Bu sonug, ideal bir okuma stratejistiteminin, ¢ok
¢esitli ve kapsaml strateji bilgisinin daha gersirelerde gretilmesi ve pratik edilmesini gerektigi
anlamina gelmektedir. Fakatgréncilerin kendi yeterliliklerini kontrol listelesonuclari donem sonunda
okuma stratejileri kullanimlarinda ilerleme gostkletine dair bilgi sunmsgtur, ki bu da @rencilerin
strateji kullanimi ve okudiunu anlamadaki Barilarinin analiziyle 6rigmemitir. Ayrica Ggrencilerin
kendilerini dgerlendirme listelerine gore okuma stratejilerinudl&niminda nicel verilerin aksine yiiksek
basari orani gostererek kendilerini olduklarindan daegerli ve verimli gérme yoneliminde olduklari
ortaya cikmgtir. Ogretim elemanlari agisindan bakgohda nicel ve nitel sonuclar atama grubu gretim
elemanlarinin daha fazla strateji kullanmgiliminde oldusunu goOstermstir. Bu sonuca rgmen
ogrencilerin okuma stratejisi kullanim g performanslarinda beklenen agdrilememitir. Ogretim
elemanlariyla dénem kave sonu yapilan goginelerde de grencilerin ders materyaline, 6zellikle ders
kitabi metinleri ve okuma dersinirslénisine yonelik ilgi ve meraklarinin bulunmamasinin wku
becerisinin geitirilememesinde temel etkenlerden biri odubelirlenmgtir. Buna ilaveten, ders ici
yapilan gézlemler de hem amama hem de karastirma gruplari @retim elemanlarindan bazilarinin
kendi strateji bilgileri altyapilarina ve okumaattiileri kullanma ve gretme akkanhklarina gore ders
islenisini sekillendirme giliminde olduzunu da gdsterngiir. Bu durum argtirma grubu siniflarinda strateji
egitiminin  yonlendirmesi dyunda ders iceginden bahsedilmesine sebep oftow. Benzer sekilde
karsilastirma grubu siniflarinda dagtetim elemanlari stratejigétimi yonlendirmesi almamasinagaen
mesleki tecriibeyle bildikleri stratejileri uygularma Gretme giliminde olmuwlardir. Tabiki, bu tarzdaki
Ogretim elemani yakkamlari argtirma sonugclarini etkilertir. Nitel argtirma sonuclari dagiencilerin
Ozellikle ders kitabl metinlerinin zogu ve kiisel motivasyon eksikdi yuziunden biksel ve Ustbilisel
stratejileri kullanma niyetinde olmagini ortaya koymstur.
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