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The objectives of this study were to investigate the differences in the use of test taking strategies, cognitive and
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the use of cognitive and metacognitive strategies in perceived strategies and in actual use strategies in an English reading
comprehension test. The participants were 250 Grade 10 Thai students (125 males, 125 females). The research instruments
consisted of strategy questionnaires (i.e. a perceived strategy questionnaire, and an actual use strategy questionnaire), and an
English reading comprehension test. The data collection procedure consisted of the following stages. First, the participants were
asked to complete the perceived strategy questionnaire. Two weeks later, they were asked to take the English reading
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background of the study

Several language testing researchers have been concerned with the
identification and characterization of the factors that influence variations in the
performance of students on language tests (Lan & Oxford, 2003). The factors that
influence the language tests results can be the communicative language ability (CLA),
the processing strategies, personal characteristics as well as the test methods and test
tasks (Bachman, 1990).

Researchers have investigated how people learn the language and how they use
the strategies to understand, and remember what they have learnt (Lee, 2010). A
number of researchers have defined language learner strategies in various ways. For
example, language learner strategies are techniques or devices that learners use to
acquire their knowledge (Rubin, 1975). The strategies include special ways of thinking
or behaving to comprehend, learn, or retain new information (O’ Malley & Chamot,
1990). Cohen (1988) classified the strategies into language learning strategies and
language use strategies. Language learning strategies and language use strategies are
the processes that learners consciously choose in order to learn and use a second or
foreign language (Cohen, 1998). Furthermore, language learner strategies are divided
into perceived and actual use strategies (Phakiti, 2008). Perceived strategies are used
across contexts, while actual use strategies are used in a particular context (Phakiti,

2008). A context can be a learning situation; a target language use situation such as in
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reading, speaking, listening, or writing; and a language testing situation (Khalil, 2005;
Lan & Oxford, 2003; Liyanage & Bartlett, 2012; Phakiti, 2003b).

Many research studies have been conducted on either perceived strategies (e.g.
Bacon, 1992; Gerami & Gaijhlou, 2011; Lan & Oxford, 2003; Malcolm, 2009) or actual
use strategies (e.g. Cohen & Upton, 2007; Lan & Oxford, 2003; Young & Oxford,
1997). Two sets of strategies that have been investigated are metacognitive and
cognitive strategies. Cognitive strategies are mental processes that students use while
learning, using a target language, and taking language tests (Wenden & Rubin, 1987,
Young & Oxford, 1997). The strategies are directly used to help students manipulate
and transform the target language (O’Malley & Chamot, 1990; Oxford, 1990).
Metacognitive strategies are an executive function that affects cognitive strategies
(Macaro, 2006; O’Malley & Chamot, 1990; Oxford, 1990; Wenden, 1991). Learners
use metacognitive strategies to control their learning processes (Irwin, 2007). Similar
to cognitive strategies, metacognitive strategies are involved in a target language use
and a test-taking situation (Irwin, 2007; Purpura, 1999).

Gender differences are one set of variables that researchers study when they
investigate perceived and actual use strategies. Several researchers (e.g. Bacon, 1992;
Khalil, 2005; Lee, 2012; Liyanage & Bartlett, 2012; Oxford, 1996; Phakiti, 2003) have
found inconsistencies in the association between language learner strategies and the
gender of second language students. Some researchers (e.g Khalil, 2005; Lee, 2012;
Liyanage & Bartlett, 2012) did find gender differences, in that females use strategies
more often than males do, whereas some researchers (e.g. Oxford, 1996; Poole, 2005;
Young & Oxford, 1997) did not find gender differences in the use of strategies.

Therefore, research studies in this area may not produce conclusive evidence of gender
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differences in the use of language learner strategies. Further research study should
investigate gender differences in perceived and actual use strategies (Phakiti, 2003a),
because the interaction in perceived strategies and actual use strategies are complex.
Males and females may use strategies in normal reading conditions differently from the
way they use the strategies in specific conditions like in test taking conditions (Phakiti,
2003b). Furthermore, investigating gender differences may offer insights into the
similarities and differences between genders’ cognitive processes in language
acquisition (Young & Oxford, 1997). Although, there are several research studies on
perceived and actual use strategies, not many research studies (e.g. Al-Melhi, 1999;
Alsheikh, 2011; Lee, 2012; Phakiti, 2008) have investigated cognitive and
metacognitive strategies in both perceived and actual use strategies.

In order to investigate strategies used in taking a test, test tasks must be one of
many factors that should be given careful consideration. This is because test tasks
influence test-taker performance (Bachman, 1990), and the changes of operational
settings influence individuals’ construction of context and the use of metacognitive
strategies (Chapelle, 1998). To assess reading comprehension, Alderson (2003) points
out that there is no one best test task for assessing reading. He explains that no single
test task covers the diverse reading skills which testers attempt to evaluate (Alderson,
2003). However, he states that a multiple-choice test is normally used in a reading test
because test takers are familiar with the test task, and it is easy to score and practical to
assess students’ ability. Testers can control the answers of the test takers by restricting
the choices available (Alderson, 2003). Moreover, multiple-choice is a test format that
can assess both complex levels of knowledge and the ability to perform certain tasks

(Bacon, 2003; Sankarakumar, Chandrakanthi, & Malathy, 2012). Nevertheless, there
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are some limitations of multiple-choice test. For example, the test is limited in its ability
to assess authentic language use (Phakiti, 2008) and cannot reflect real-world tasks
(Cohen, 2001). The nature of multiple choice may allow test takers to artificially boost
their scores by guessing the answer without reading the passages or using test wiseness
strategies to answer the questions (Alderson, 2003; Cohen, 2001; Kobayashi, 2002).
To test students’ reading comprehension, a short-answer test is an alternative
test format that can be used. Alderson (2003) states that a short-answer test is a semi-
objective test task which is subjectively evaluated. A semi-objective test task is a task
that does not provide a choice of answers for the test takers to select from. They have
to find the answer in the passage and then write it on the provided space. According to
Alderson (2003), a short-answer test is used as a semi-objective alternative to the
multiple-choice test. The justification for using this test is that it enables testers to see
students’ interpretation of the reading passage in their response to a question, which
can show to what extent they have really understood the text (Alderson, 2003; 2005).
Alderson (2003) also points out that a short-answer test is close to what a student may
have to do in the real world task because “one can imagine a discussion between readers
that might use such questions, and one can even imagine readers asking themselves the

sorts of questions found in short-answer tests” (Alderson, 2003, p 249).

To study language learner use strategies, many researchers have employed a
variety of instruments such as self-report questionnaires (Lan & Oxford, 2003;
Liyanage & Bartlett, 2012; Purpura, 1999; Song, 2005), and verbal reports (Young &
Oxford, 1997; Cohen & Upton, 2007). However, each instrument has its own
limitation, so using only one instrument may not enable students to demonstrate all of

their strategies in language learning (Cohen, 1998; O’Malley & Chamot, 1990).
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Students, for example, may report what they believe they do rather than what they
really do (Bacon, 1992). Thus, using another instrument such as verbal reports (e.g. a
retrospective interview) together with a self-report questionnaire may reduce the
problem of using only one research instrument (Bacon, 1992; Cohen, 1998).

In summary, it is notable that not many studies have been conducted in
perceived and actual use strategies. Furthermore, the effect of gender differences is
still a gray area in language strategy research. There have been inconclusive findings
about which gender employs cognitive and metacognitive strategies more often in
language learning and reading. Therefore, the present study aims to investigate the
use of test taking strategies, cognitive and metacognitive strategies between perceived
and actual use strategies as well as gender differences in the use of cognitive and
metacognitive strategies. Furthermore, self-report questionnaires and verbal reports
were employed in order to triangulate the data.

1.2 Objectives of the study

1. To investigate the differences in the use of test taking strategies, cognitive and
metacognitive strategies between perceived strategies and actual use strategies in
testing conditions.

2. To investigate gender differences in the use of cognitive and metacognitive
strategies in perceived strategies.

3. To investigate gender differences in the use of cognitive and metacognitive
strategies in actual use in testing conditions.

4. To explore the gender differences in the use of cognitive and metacognitive

strategies in testing conditions.
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1.3 Research questions

1.

2.

3.

4.

Avre there statistically significant differences in the use of test taking strategies,
cognitive and metacognitive strategies between perceived strategies and actual
use strategies in testing conditions?

Are there statistically significant gender differences in the perceived use of
cognitive and metacognitive strategies?

Are there statistically significant gender differences in cognitive and
metacognitive strategies in actual use in testing conditions?

To what extent do males and females differ in the actual use of cognitive and

metacognitive strategies in testing conditions?

1.4 Statement of hypotheses

1.

Test taking strategies, cognitive and metacognitive strategies in actual use in
testing condition do not differ from perceived strategies.

There are no significant differences in the perceived use of cognitive and
metacognitive strategies between male and female students.

There are no significant differences in the use of cognitive and metacognitive

strategies between male and female students in actual use in testing conditions.
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1.5 Scope of the study
1. The population of the study was 625 grade 10 students from
Benchamaracharungsarit School in Chachoengsao, Thailand. The population
consisted of male and female students at the age of about 15-16 years old.
2. Multiple-choice and short-answer reading comprehension questions were used in
the reading comprehension test.
3. The strategy questionnaires: perceived and actual use strategy questionnaire

consisting of cognitive and metacognitive strategies, and test taking strategies.

1.6 Limitations

1. The participants in this study were grade 10 high school students in Thailand,
so the generalizability of the findings must be carefully interpreted.

2. The test taking strategies, cognitive and metacognitive strategies that were
evaluated in this study were those used in performing a multiple-choice and
short-answer reading comprehension test, so the findings cannot be
generalized to other test tasks.

1.7 Definitions of terms

1. Perceived strategies are the strategies that students use across the contexts
(Phakiti, 2008). In this study, students report the strategies that they habitually
use when they learn, read, and take an English reading comprehension test.
Perceived strategies consist of cognitive and metacognitive reading strategies,

and test taking strategies (i.e. test-management, and test-wiseness strategies).
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2. Actual use strategies are the strategies that students perform in a particular
context (Phakiti, 2008). In this study, the particular context refers to the situation
in which students take the English reading comprehension test. Actual use
strategies consist of cognitive and metacognitive reading strategies, and test

taking strategies (i.e. test-management and test-wiseness strategies).

3. Testing conditions refer to the situation in which students take the English

reading comprehension test in their English class.

4. Cognitive strategies involve the participants’ interaction with the reading
passages in the reading test by manipulating it mentally and physically

(O’Malley & Chamot, 1990).

In this study, cognitive strategies are a set of strategies or processes that each
student uses to understand, learn, or use language in some contexts. The context
in this study refer to the situation in which students take the English reading
comprehension test. Cognitive strategies in this study consist of skimming,
scanning, repeating, deduction, inferencing, transferring, translation, note-

taking, highlighting, elaboration, and summarization strategies.

4.1 Skimming strategies are used by students to read the whole passage or a
portion of the passage rapidly to determine topics or main ideas.

4.2 Scanning strategies are used by students to read the whole passage or a
portion of the passage rapidly to find specific details of their interest.

4.3 Repeating strategies refer to when students reread the passage in order to

improve their reading comprehension.
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4.4 Deduction strategies relate to students applying their learned English
grammar rules to comprehend the passage. The strategies also involve
students determining the meaning of unknown words by breaking them
down into small parts such as using prefixed, suffixes, or roots.

4.5 Inferencing strategies refer to the use of available information in the
passage to guess the meaning of unknown words or phrases, using context
clues to guess the meaning of unknown words, and using the information
in the passage to fill in missing information.

4.6 Transferring strategies refer to the knowledge of Thai words or Thai
structures which students apply in order to understand the English passage.

4.7 Translation strategies involve translating from English to Thai.

4.8 Note-taking strategies help the reader to keep track of the main ideas by
taking notes and writing down keywords or important ideas from the
passage as they read.

4.9 Highlighting strategies help the read to pick out the main ideas by
highlighting, underlining, circling, or starring keywords, and to understand
the relationships between words and ideas by creating a map or drawing
related ideas.

4.10 Elaboration strategies relate information in the passage to reader’s
prior knowledge or experience.

4.11 Summarization strategies mean making mental summary of the

passage.
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5. Metacognitive strategies are executive function influencing cognitive
strategies (O’Malley & Chamot, 1990; Oxford, 1990). Metacognitive strategies
consist of planning, monitoring and evaluating strategies. In this study,
metacognitive strategies are used for planning for reading, monitoring one’s
comprehension and production, and evaluating how well one has achieved a

reading objective.

5.1 Planning strategies consist of setting goals and objectives for reading,
considering which reading strategies to be used for handling the reading
tasks, choosing to focus on specific information such as keywords,
phrases, or main ideas to help one understand the passage, and deciding in
advance to attend to specific aspects of reading passage such as length and
text organization.

5.2 Monitoring strategies include checking one’s understanding of the
reading passages or words, checking how well reading strategies that
students use are working, checking how well a plan that they make earlier
is working, double-checking their understanding of the passage, their
reading strategy use, and how the plan is working, and using typographical
aids such as bold, italics, font sizes, font types, or punctuation and using
pictures in the passage.

5.3 Evaluating strategies are used by students to judge their reading ability

and their reading strategy use after they finish reading.
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6. Test-taking strategies are the strategies that test takers use in order to help
them complete an English reading comprehension test. In this study, the reading
comprehension test consists of multiple-choice and short-answer questions.
Test-taking strategies consist of test-management and test-wiseness strategies.

Test takers use in doing the test.

6.1 Test-management strategies refer to strategies that test takers use to
respond to the reading test meaningfully.

6.2 Test-wiseness strategies are used by test takers to increase their chances

of correctly guessing the answer, based on their knowledge of test formats and

other peripheral information to answer the reading comprehension test.

1.8 Significance of the study

The results of this study are expected to be significant in several areas.

1. For theoretical contributions, the results provide a better understanding in the
use of test taking strategies, cognitive and metacognitive strategies used
between perceived and actual use strategies in testing conditions. The results
also reveal the empirical evidence regarding gender differences in the use of
cognitive and metacognitive strategy use in perceived and actual strategies.

2. For pedagogical contributions, the results of this study suggest a clear
understanding of how grade 10 Thai students use test taking strategies,
cognitive and metacognitive strategies as well as how male and female
students use cognitive and metacognitive strategies. The results from the
present study could help teachers, especially grade 10 teachers design suitable

instruction, and teaching materials and activities for their reading class.
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CHAPTER I

LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter presents literature review covering L1 and L2 reading strategies,
the nature of language learner strategies, the nature of reading strategies and gender
differences, as well as the nature of test taking strategies. In addition, the characteristics
of a reading comprehension test.

2.1 L1 and L2 reading strategies

Second language (L2) is different from first language (L1) because it involves
two languages (Koda, 2007). L2 learners utilize a two-language system when they
engage in a L2 reading (Grabe, 2009; Grabe & Stoller, 2002). Beginning and less
proficient readers are a group of readers who apparently show the differences between
L1 and L2 reading (Grabe, 2009). Grabe and Stoller (2002) categorized the
differences between L2 and L1 into linguistic and processing differences; individual

and experiential differences; and socio-cultural and institutional differences.

Linguistic and processing differences are related to language transfer, an L2
threshold, differences across various student L1s and the simple fact that two
languages are involved in comprehension processing in L2 settings. Individual and
experiential differences are related to students’ proficiency levels in L1 literacy skills,
prior L2 reading experiences, motivations for L1 and L2 reading, attitudes toward
authentic texts, and training in the use of various supporting resources. Socio-cultural

and institutional differences are related to L2 readers’ socio-cultural backgrounds,



25

ways of organizing discourse and texts, and expectations of L2 educational

institutions.

Several strategy researchers investigate the differences between L1 and L2
reading. Sarig (1987), for example, investigated reading processes that characterized
the performance of main ideas analysis and overall message synthesis tasks in L1
(Hebrew) and L2 (English), as well as explored the reading processes in the first
language transferred to the foreign language. Ten female high school students
reported strategies used through verbal protocol. The participants were divided into
low, intermediate and high English proficiency levels. The strategies were classified
into technical-aid, clarification and simplification, coherence-detecting, and
monitoring. The results indicated that all readers could transfer the strategies from L1
to L2 reading. Although, clarification and simplification strategies contributed to be
unsuccessful in both L1 and L2 reading, coherence-detecting and monitoring

strategies contributed to be successful in both L1 and L2 reading.

Another research investigating the influences of L1 transfer is Seng and
Hashim (2006). They investigated the use of first language (L1) while tertiary ESL
students were reading second language (L2) texts in a collaborative situation. Four
students, whose L1 was Bahasa Malayu, were placed in a group and asked to think
aloud while reading English texts. Analyses based on the think aloud protocols were
made to identify the reading strategies utilized by the students. The results showed
that the L1 was used by all the students in the study. Translation was a strategy in
which L1 was used most followed by paraphrasing, questioning — idea related,

guessing, inferencing, and recognition of word.
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Carrell (1989) investigated the metacognitive awareness of second language
readers about reading strategies in both L1 and L2 and the relationship between their
metacognitive awareness and their comprehension in both first and second language
reading. Metacognitive awareness was categorized into confidence, repair,
effectiveness, and difficulty. The participants were divided into two groups. Group one
consisted of 45 Spanish native speakers studying in America. Group two consisted of
75 English native speakers studying Spanish in America. Through metacognitive
questionnaires and the multiple-choice reading comprehension test, the results
indicated that in the first language, no confidence item or repair strategies were
significantly related to reading performance. By contrast, in the second language, there
were some of confidence and repair strategies that were significantly related to reading

performance.

Morrison (2004) investigated the role of comprehension monitoring in L1
(English) and L2 (French) reading proficiency. Reading comprehension tests as well as
a monitoring task in both languages were given to 52 undergraduate students from two
French as second language (FSL) backgrounds, French immersion (FI) and core French
(CF). Results showed that successful monitoring, as measured by error detection
performance at the discourse and propositional levels, transfers across languages, and
that monitoring performance was highly correlated with reading proficiency in both

languages.

Kong (2006) examined the reading strategies that four Chinese adult readers
use in reading both Chinese and English texts. The strategies that they used are

analyzed into two broad categories: the text-initiated strategies and the reader-initiated
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strategies. All participants demonstrated more strategy use in reading the English texts
than in reading the Chinese text. In general, participants were more critical in
evaluating the author’s opinions with the Chinese texts than the English texts. Those
who had a moderate to high L2 proficiency level showed more transfer of strategy use
from reading the Chinese to reading the English than the one who had a low L2
proficiency level. However, L2 proficiency level does not seem to predict the readers’
use of higher level thinking strategies. The readers’ prior experiences with L1 reading
and L2 learning as well as their exposure to the L2 culture all seem to contribute to

affect the readers’ strategy use in L2.

Yildiz-Genc (2009) examined the relationship between L1 and L2 reading and
the nature of reading strategies used by Turkish EFL learners in their L1 and L2. The
reading strategies were categorized into top-down and bottom-up strategies. Think
aloud protocols and retrospective interviews indicated that there were considerable
differences between L1 and L2 reading in terms of the strategies and time used to
process the information in the texts. When reading in their L1, participants used more
top down strategies than bottom up strategies. However, when they read in L2, they
used more bottom-up strategies. Furthermore, they spent more time when reading L2.
The performance of L2 readers was predicted by their L2 proficiency. According to
the result, the researcher concluded that proficiency in L2 was necessary for good L1
readers to transfer their L1 reading strategies to reading in L2. This was because good
L1 readers might not be good at reading L2. Similarly, Kong (2006) found that
moderate and high L2 readers could transfer strategy use from L1 (Chinese) to L2

(English).
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Alsheikh and Mokhtari (2011) examined the metacognitive awareness and
reading comprehension strategies used by 90 advanced proficiency ESL readers. The
study looked at the perceived use of reading strategies by Arabic native speakers in
Arabic and English and their actual use of these strategies in reading academic texts in
the two languages. A survey of Reading Strategies (SORS) (Mokhtari & Sheorey
(2002) and a think-aloud protocol were used. The researchers found that the participants
reported using a higher rate of reading strategies when reading English than when
reading Arabic. This report was supported by qualitative data from verbal report. In
addition, the researchers did not find the differences in reported strategy use in global

reading strategies between two languages.

Alsheikh (2014) explored the systematic use of metacognitive reading strategies
by high school students when reading in English and Arabic. The participants were 390
high school students in United Arab Emirates (UAE), and ten participants were
randomly selected to participant in the think aloud protocol. The researchers found that
the participants preferred using problem solving, when reading the English text,
whereas they preferred using global when reading the Arabic text. Moreover, the

researchers did not find an evidence of strategies transfer from L1 to L2.

Regarding the aforementioned studies, it might be stated that L2 learners used
transferring, translation, as well as backgrounds or experience in order to comprehend
the reading passages. Further, monitoring was also found to be important for L2
readers to be successful in L2 reading. Nevertheless, this study should be further
investigated due to the population. Different population (i.e. ESL, EFL) might find

different results.
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2.2 The nature of language learner strategies

Since 1970s, research studies into language learner strategies have increased
significantly. Several researchers are interested in how language learners learn the
second or foreign language and process new information and what types of strategies
they use to understand, learn, or remember the information (Lee, 2010). Consequently,

the term of language learner strategies may be defined and categorized in many ways.

Rubin (1975) defines language learner strategies as “the techniques or devices
which a learner may use to acquire knowledge”. The strategies consist of using clues to
guess the meaning and communicating, using a circumlocution or paraphrase the
sentence, analyzing, categorizing and synthesizing the information, practicing, and
monitoring their learning and mistakes. Expanding the definitions and classifications in
1975, Rubin (1987) defines language learner strategies as behavior, step or technique
that assist learners to understand the language. She suggests three kinds of strategies
contributing directly and indirectly to language learning which are learning,

communication, and social strategies.

Learning strategies are the strategies that contribute directly to the development
of the language system. The strategies consist of cognitive and metacognitive strategies
which language learners create. Communication strategies are not directly related to
language learning. This is because the strategies emphasize on the processes of
communication through the conversation and getting meaning across or clarifying what
the speaker intended. Social strategies refer to the activities that learners are exposed to

the opportunities that can be a great help to practice their knowledge (Rubin, 1987).
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Another definition of language learning strategies is from Stern (1983). They
are defined as “particular form of observable learning behavior, more or less
consciously employed by the learners” (Stern, 1983, p. 405). The strategies consist of
planning, active, empathic, formal, experimental, semantic, practice, communication,
monitoring, and internalization strategies. After proposing the list of ten strategies,
Stern (1992) reclassifies the strategies into five main categories that good language
learners employ to enhance their language learning. The strategies are comprised of
management and planning, cognitive, communicative-experiential, interpersonal, and

affective strategies.

Management and planning strategies are the strategies that learners plan for
learning, setting objectives, assessing the learning, and evaluating the achievement
relating to their goals. Stern (1992) points out that management and planning strategies
are metacognitive strategies consisting of planning, monitoring, and evaluation.
Cognitive strategies are techniques that learners use in their study, and practice the
target language. Communicative-experiential strategies refer to the situations that
enable learners to use the language in a real-life situation and to keep a conversation
going. Interpersonal strategies refer to the strategies that learners use in order to ask
someone help or to solve the problem. Affective strategies are the strategies that involve
positive attitudes, emotions, and motivation in language learning.

O'Malley and Chamot (1990) define language learner strategies as “the special
thoughts or behaviors that individuals use to help them comprehend, learn, or retain
new information” (p. 1). They categorize the strategies into metacognitive, cognitive,

and social or affective strategies.
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Metacognitive strategies are thinking about the learning process, planning for
learning, monitoring a learning task, and evaluating how well a learner has learnt. The
strategies consist of planning, directed attention, selective attention, self-management,
self-monitoring, problem identification, and self- evaluation. Cognitive strategies
involve the interacting with the material in learners’ hands, manipulating the material
mentally or physically, or applying a specific technique to a learning task. The strategies
consist of repetition, resourcing, grouping, note taking, deduction or induction,
substitution, elaboration, summarization, translation, and inferencing. Social or
affective strategies refers to the strategies that learners use when they interact with other
people in order to help them learn or use a learning task. The strategies comprise

questioning for clarification, cooperation, self-talk, and self-reinforcement.

Oxford (1990) gives the definitions of language learner strategies towards the
development of communicative competence. The strategies are defined as “special
action taken by the learner to make learning easier, faster, more enjoyable, more self-
directed, more effective, and more transferable to new situation” (Oxford, 1990, p. 8).
Her classifications were obtained from a questionnaire - Strategy Inventory of
Language Learning (SILL), and the strategies are divided into direct and indirect

strategies.

Direct strategies are the strategies used to deal with the new language, and to
work with the language itself in a variety of specific tasks or situations, and are sub-
divided into memory, cognitive, and compensation strategies. Memory strategies are
comprised of creating mental linkages, applying images and sounds, reviewing, and

employing action. Cognitive strategies consist of practicing, receiving and sending
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messages, analyzing and reasoning, creating structure for input and output.
Compensation strategies consist of guessing intelligently, and overcoming limitation in

speaking and writing.

Indirect strategies refer to the strategies used to manage learning without
directly involving the target language and are divided into metacognitive, affective, and
social strategies. Metacognitive strategies consist of centering your learning, arranging
and planning your learning, and evaluating your learning. Affective strategies comprise
lowering your anxiety, encouraging yourself, and taking your emotional temperature.
Social strategies are asking questions, cooperating with others, and empathizing with

others.

In Oxford’s (1990) classification system, memory strategies help learners store
and retrieve new information, while cognitive strategies help learners understand and
produce new language. Compensation strategies help learners comprehend and produce
the new language, even though their knowledge is limited. On the other hand,
metacognitive strategies assist learners to regulate their own cognition and to focus,
plan, and evaluate their progress. Affective strategies assist learners to regulate their
emotions, motivations and attitudes, and social strategies assist learners to learn through

interacting with other people.

Wenden (1991, p. 18) defines her language learner strategies as “mental steps
or operations that learners use to learn a new language and to regulate their efforts to
do so” The strategies consist of cognitive and self-management strategies or
metacognitive strategies. Cognitive strategies are mental steps or operations that

learners use to process linguistic and sociolinguistic content. Wenden (1991) classifies
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cognitive strategies into selecting information from incoming data, comprehending it,
storing it, and retrieving it for use. Self-management or metacognitive strategies are
the strategies that learners use to oversee or manage their learning. The strategies

consist of planning, monitoring, and evaluation.

Another definition of learner strategies is from Cohen (1998). He defines

language learner strategies as:

Learning processes which are consciously selected by the learner. The element
of choice is important here because this is what gives a strategy its special
character. These are also moves which the learner is at least partially aware of,

even if full attention is not being given to them (p. 4).

Cohen (1998) classifies language learner strategies into language learning and
language use strategies. Language learning and language use strategies can be described

as:

processes which are consciously selected by learners and which may result in
action taken to enhance the learning or use of a second or foreign language,
through the storage, retention, recall, and application of information about that

language (p. 4).

Language learning strategies consist of identifying, distinguishing, grouping,
repeating, and memorizing, whereas language use strategies consist of retrieval

strategies, rehearsal strategies, cover strategies, and communication strategies.

According to Cohen (1998), test taking strategies are a part of language use

strategies. He states that test taking strategies are the strategies that learners apply to a
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task in a language test. Cohen (2011), not only classifies strategies into learning and
using strategies, but he also points out that strategies might be classified according to
skill areas (e.g. reading, writing, speaking), or according to functions (e.g.

metacognitive, cognitive, memory).

Among the definitions and classifications of language learner strategies
mentioned above, it can be noticed that a majority of strategy researchers had received
their learner strategies based on learners perceive how they learn second or foreign
languages rather than how they actually use the language. Either an interview or a
questionnaire has been used to collect the data. The researchers have collected the
data through an interview or a questionnaire without having a specific task. Therefore,
the strategies might be the processes or techniques that learners employ for learning
and use in a specific task or situation. The strategies might be defined and classified
regarding the language skills and functions. However, the processes of establishing
the definitions and classification systems for language learner strategies are far from
being straightforward because some terms are overlapping and conflicting opinions.
Different researchers may define and classify strategies differently. Nevertheless,
there are some similarities and differences among these language learner strategies

(see Appendix I).
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2.3 The natures of reading strategies

Reading strategies are essential tools for L1, L2 and foreign language learning
(McNeil, 2011; Raftari, Seyyedi, & Ismail, 2012; Yang, 2006). Reading strategies are
conscious processes or actions that readers use to comprehend the written materials,
to fix the problems when reading passages, and to monitor the problems that they
intend to fix (Abbott, 2006; Acosta, 2012; Anastasiou & Griva, 2009; Barnett, 1988;
Block, 1986; Grabe, 2009; Grabe & Stoller, 2002; Irwin, 2007; Mebarki, 2011,
McNeil, 2011; Olshavsky, 1976-1977; Paris, Lipson & Wixon, 1983; Rupp, Ferne &
Choi, 2006, Yang, 2012).

Since 1970s, a number of strategy researchers have conducted research on the
use of reading strategies. A majority of reading strategies have been classified
differently, for example, main-meaning line and word-solving strategies (Hosenfeld,
1977), clause level or text level and word level strategies (Barnett, 1988; Olshavsky,
1976-1977), general comprehension and local linguistic strategies (Block, 1986), and
local or bottom-up and global or top-down strategies (Abbott, 2006; Carrell, 1989;
Sarig, 1987; Young & Oxford, 1999).

Main-meaning line strategies refer to the strategies that readers use when they
do not understand the meaning in the sentence, while word-solving strategies refer to
the strategies that readers use when they come to unknown words or phrases
(Hosenfeld, 1977). Clause level or text level strategies are used to assist readers to
comprehend the reading passage, whereas word level strategies are used to assist
readers to guess the meaning of the words (Barnett, 1988; Olshavsky, 1976). General
comprehension strategies pertain to comprehending reading passages, while local

linguistic strategies pertain to solving the word-meaning problems (Block, 1986).
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Global or top-down strategies refer to processes used to find the meanings. The
strategies are related to background knowledge, text gist, and textual organization
which can help readers comprehend reading passages (Abbott, 2006; Carrell, 1989;
Sarig, 1987; Young & Oxford, 1999). Local or bottom-up strategies are decoding
processes, and the strategies are related to sound-letter, word-meaning, sentence-
syntax, and text-detail which can support readers to find the meaning of unknown

words or phrases (Abbott, 2006; Carrell, 1989; Sarig, 1987; Young & Oxford, 1999).

Additionally, reading strategies are categorized into three board categories
such as identifying and learning text content, monitoring, and evaluating (Pressley &
Afflerbach, 1995), global, problem-solving and support strategies or compensation
strategies (Alsheikh, 2011, 2014; Alsheikh & Mokhtari, 2011;Boudreaux, 2007;
Martinez, 2008; Mokhtari & Reichard, 2002, 2004; Mokhtari & Sheorey, 2002;
Tabatabaei & Assari, 2010; Temur et al., 2010). Identifying and learning text content
are plans that help readers construct meaning of the text (Pressley & Afflerbach,
1995). This occurs before, during, and after reading. Monitoring refers to the
processes that regulate readers’ comprehension and learning, while evaluating is the

reflection that readers respond to the text (Pressley & Afflebach, 1995).

In another way to categorize reading strategies, global strategies are
generalized, intentional reading strategies which are aimed at setting the stage for the
reading acts (Mokhtari & Reichard, 2002). Readers use global strategies to monitor or
manage their reading (Mokhtari & Sheorey, 2002). The strategies consist of such
strategies as setting purpose, making prediction, previewing the text content, and

predicting what the text is about (Mokhtari & Reichard, 2002). Problem-solving
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strategies are used to solve the reading problems. The strategies, for example, consist
of rereading for better understanding, trying to stay focus on reading, checking their
understanding on encountering conflicting information (Mokhtari & Reichard, 2002;
Mokhtari & Sheorey, 2002). Support strategies or compensation strategies involve the
use of outside reference materials such as taking notes, underlining or highlighting,

using a dictionary (Mokhtari & Reichard, 2002; Mokhtari & Sheorey, 2002).

In addition, reading strategies are also grouped into metacognitive and
cognitive strategies (Akyol, Sungur & Tekkaya, 2010; Anastasiou & Griva, 2009;
Garner, 1987; Grabe, 2009; Griva et al., 2012; Imtiaz, 2004; Jimenez, Garcia, &
Pearson, 1995, 1996; Purpura, 1996, 1999; Yang, 2006). Some researchers also
include support or compensation strategies (Anderson, 1991; Malcolm, 2009; Sheory

& Mokhtari, 2001; Yang, 2012) when they investigate the use of reading strategies.

As it can be seen from the aforementioned studies, the classifications of
reading strategies vary from study to study. Different researchers have used different
terms to categorize the strategies. Many of them have classified their reading
strategies based on language learner strategies. This study classified reading strategies
into cognitive and metacognitive reading strategies. The definitions and classification

were discussed as followed.

2.3.1 Metacognitive and cognitive reading strategies
Metacognitive and cognitive strategies are indispensable strategies for readers
to enhance their reading performance (Chou, 2013; Phakiti, 2003b). Metacognitive

strategies are used to monitor strategies or comprehension and to evaluate the
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appropriateness of strategy used, while cognitive strategies are used to process the

texts (Hus, 2008).

Definitions and classifications of reading strategies are varied. For example,
Purpura (1996), for example, took the definitions and classifications of metacognitive
strategies from language learner strategies. He defines metacognitive strategies based
on Wenden (1991) as “a set of conscious and unconscious mental behavioral activities
that are directly or indirectly related to some specific stage of the overall process of
language acquisition, use, or testing” (Purpura, 1996, p. 16). According to Purpura,
metacognitive strategies are divided into goal setting, planning, and assessment. Goal
setting refers to specific goals and objectives that readers or test takers identify and
choose before or during an activity. Goal setting consists of planning about the time
used before completing the task, setting one’s own goal in learning language, and

thinking about the final goal when reading and taking a test.

Planning strategies consist of formulating a plan and learning to learn.
Formulating a plan refers to a plan that readers formulate before they attempt a
language task or complete it. Further, when they complete the task, they may change
or use their plan of action. The strategies are, for example, understanding the purpose
of activities in their English class, concentrating on what they are doing when reading
or taking a test, and having a dictionary before doing an English assignment. Another
planning strategy is learning to learn. This strategy help readers or test takers
accomplish language tasks. The strategy also help readers find out how they should
learn the language, use, and test effectively as well as how they can remember new

words in English.
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The other metacognitive strategies proposed by Purpura (1996) are assessment
strategies. The strategies are the processes that readers use before, during and after
doing a task. The strategies consist of assessing situation, monitoring, and evaluation.
Readers or test takers assess situation by using knowledge, available internal and
external resources, and constraints of the situation. Readers or test takers assess the
situation or activity before doing it. The strategies are, for example, thinking about
grammar rules before using English; trying to see which parts are easy and what parts
are difficult and also which parts are the most important before beginning the test; or
thinking about how the test will be scored before beginning an English test.
Monitoring refers to the ability that readers or test takers reflect on their performance
during the activities or tasks such as checking the test before submitting, and knowing
how much time has gone by when taking a test. Evaluation is the ability that readers
or test takers assess their performance of a task after taking the activity or task such as
learning from mistakes; thinking about how they can do better the next time after

taking a test.

Another group of researchers deriving the definitions and classifications of
metacognitive strategies based on language learner strategies is Anastasiou and Griva
(2009). They define metacognitive strategies based on O’Malley and Chamot (1990)
as “higher order executive tactics that entail planning for learning, monitoring,
identifying and remediating causes of comprehension failure or evaluating the success
of a learning activity; that is, the strategies of self-planning, self-monitoring, self-
regulating, self-questioning and self-reflecting” (Anastasiou & Griva, 2009, p. 284).
Metacognitive strategies are divided into monitoring and planning, and evaluating

strategies. Monitoring and planning strategies consist of, for example, rereading,
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looking for the main idea, key meanings, slowing down reading, self-questioning,
comprehension control, and concentrating on the task, defying distraction, task
persistence. Evaluating strategies consist of problem identification, self-correction,
and error explanation.

Anderson (1999), for example, define metacognitive strategies as thinking
about thinking or planning. Metacognitive strategies consist of, for example, setting
goal, making lists of relevant vocabulary to prepare for reading, and evaluating what

the readers have learned and how well they are doing.

Sheorey and Mokhtari (2001, p. 463) define metacognitive strategies as “those
intentional, carefully planned techniques by which learners monitor or manage their
reading.” Such strategies include having a purpose in mind, previewing the text as to
its length and organization, using context clues, using typographical aids and tables

and figures, predicting or guessing text meaning, and confirming predictions.

Grabe (2009, p. 233) defines metacognitive strategies as “the strategies that
require an explicit awareness of reading itself and that strongly support goals of
reading.” Metacognitive strategies are comprised of setting reading goal, making
inferences, monitoring comprehension, summarizing the main ideas, using various
strategies to repair an incoherent interpretation, relating text to background
knowledge, reading carefully, and evaluating reading input. Among these
metacognitive strategies, Grabe (2009) states that summarizing, monitoring, and

inferencing are the strategies that support reading comprehension.

According to Baker and Brown (1984a), metacognitive strategies in reading

comprehension include clarifying the purpose of reading, identifying the important
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aspects of a message, focusing on the major content rather than unimportant
information, monitoring comprehension, self-questioning, and taking corrective action

when failures in comprehension are found.

Additionally, Urquhart and Weir (1998) have surveyed metacognitive
strategies that are beneficial for second language readers. These essential strategies
are grouped into pre-reading (planning), while-reading (monitoring), and post-reading
(evaluation) strategies. Pre-reading strategies consist of previewing and predicting a
text. While-reading strategies consist of self-questioning and self-monitoring, and

post-reading strategies consist of evaluation and personal response.

Unlike metacognitive strategies, which can be applied to all types of learning
activities, cognitive strategies are directly related to specific tasks (O’Malley &
Chamot, 1990; Oxford, 1990; Phakiti, 2003a; Purpura, 1996; Sheorey & Mokhtari,
2001; Wenden, 1991). Similar to metacognitive strategies, Purpura (1996, p. 15)
defines cognitive strategies based on Wenden (1991) as “a set of strategies or
processes that are related to behaviors associated which each stage of learning
processes, language use and language testing.” Cognitive strategies are divided into
three categories: comprehending, storing, and retrieval strategies. Comprehending
strategies consist of analyzing contrastively, analyzing inductively, clarifying or
verifying, inferencing, and translating. Storing strategies are comprised of
summarizing, associating, repeating or rehearsing, and using prior knowledge.
Retrieval strategies consist of applying rules, practicing naturalistically, and

transferring.
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Anastasiou and Griva (2009) define cognitive strategies based on O’Malley
and Chamot (1990) as “direct ‘interaction’ with the text and contribute to facilitating
comprehension, operate directly on oncoming information, manipulating it in ways
that enhance learning” (Anastasiou & Griva, 2009, p. 284). Cognitive strategies are
classified into underlining, using titles, using dictionary, writing down, guessing from
the context, imagery, activating prior knowledge, keeping meaning in mind,
summarizing, using linguistic clues, using text markers, skipping the difficult parts,

and repeating words or phrases.

Anderson (1999) defines cognitive strategies as “thinking”. The strategies
consist of predicting the content of an upcoming passage or section of the text,
concentrating on grammar in order to understand unfamiliar constructions,
understanding the main ideas in order to comprehend the entire reading, expanding
vocabulary and grammar to increase reading ability, guessing the meaning of
unfamiliar words or phrases, analyzing style, and connections to improve reading
comprehension, distinguishing between fact and opinion, breaking down larger
phrases into smaller parts, linking what have known in first language with second

language, creating a map or drawing of related ideas, and writing a short summary.

Sheorey and Mokhtari (2001, p. 463) define cognitive strategies as “the
actions and procedures readers use while working directly with the text. These are
localized, focused techniques used when problems develop in understanding textual
information”. Cognitive strategies consist of using prior knowledge, reading aloud
when text become hard, reading slowly and carefully, trying to stay focus on reading,

adjust reading rate, paying close attention to reading, pausing and thinking about



43

reading, visualizing information read, evaluating what is read, resolving conflicting

information, rereading, and guessing meaning of unknown words.

Grabe (2009, p. 223) states that cognitive strategies are “the strategies that
readers are trained to use”. Readers employ strategies such as guessing from context,
noting discourse organization, recognizing a transition phrase, skipping a word,
identifying unknown word parts, forming a question about an author, using visual

graphics and graphic organizers, or identifying a main idea.

To conclude, a number of reading strategies have been categorized in various
ways such as main-meaning line and word-solving strategies, cognitive and
metacognitive reading strategies, and global, problem-solving, and support reading
strategies. Therefore, this study focused on cognitive and metacognitive strategies.
Studied on cognitive and metacognitive strategies enable researchers to understand
what, when, why and how readers use strategies (Cohen, 1996b; Purpura, 1999).
Readers may apply cognitive and metacognitive strategies to enhance their learning
processes (Garner, 1990; Macaro, 2006; Rubin, 1987). Both strategies interact with
one another in L2 processes (Macaro, 2006), and they are important and related to L2

reading performance (Chou, 2013; Phakiti, 2003b).

2.4 Reading strategies and Gender differences

Gender differences are one of the factors that several strategy researchers have
investigated. Research studies on gender differences reveal that it is not as clear-cut as
it appears (Lietz, 2006). Some studies show that there are gender differences. For
example, females outperform males in the use of strategies (e.g. Aivazoglou & Griva,

2014; Griva et al., 2012; Xue, 2015), while some studies (e.g. Lee & Oxford, 2008;
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Khamkhien, 2010; Phakiti, 2003b) revealed that males outperform females. Further
there are some research studies showing that there are no gender differences. Both
males and females usually use the same strategies (e.g. Al-Shobani, 2013; Goh &
Foong, 1997; Shikano, 2015). Different researchers, furthermore, carry out their
research studies in different ways. Some of them ask their participants to report the use
of reading strategies across the context or perceived strategies, while some researchers
ask the participants to report the use of reading strategies in a specific context or actual

use strategies.

2.4.1 Previous research on gender differences in perceived use

A number of strategy researchers have explored gender differences by asking
participants to report the use of reading strategies across the context (perceived
strategies). Among these studies, the researchers found gender differences between
males and females. Females were found to be better and used strategies more often
than male counterparts did (Green & Oxford, 1995; Griva et al., 2012; Liyanage &
Bartlett, 2012; Martinez, 2008). Green and Oxford (1995) investigated gender
differences in the use of learning strategies. SILL questionnaire (Oxford, 1990) was
used to collect data from 374 university students. The results indicated that females
employed cognitive and metacognitive strategies more often than males did. Also,
there was a relationship between proficiency levels and gender. Proficiency level had
a significant effect for cognitive and metacognitive strategies, but the mean scores fell
within the medium range of 2.5 to 3.4. Interestingly, the researchers found that males
and females used different approaches to language learning due to underlying learning

styles, motivations and attitudes.
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Liyanage and Bartlett (2012) investigated gender differences and strategy use
among 886 Sri Lankan learners in five different learning contexts -- speaking in class,
listening in class, listening and speaking outside class, reading in class, and writing in
class. The SILL questionnaire (Oxford, 1990) was utilized. They found that females
used cognitive and metacogntive strategies more frequently than males did. In reading
contexts, females reported greater use on some metacognitive strategies (e.g. planning
and self-management strategies), and some cognitive strategies (e.g. note-taking,
inferencing and resourcing). The researcher, further, found that gender differences in

reported strategy use varied according to learning contexts.

In addition, Martinez (2008) investigated gender differences in the use of
metacognitive awareness and perceived strategy use of English for Specific Purpose
(ESP) university students in reading academic texts. A self-report questionnaire,
MARSI (Mokhtari & Reichard, 2002), was used to collect data. The questionnaire
consisted of global, problem solving, and supporting strategies. The results revealed
that females reported significantly using higher frequency of support reading
strategies (e.g. note-taking, summarizing, underlining or circling information in the

text) strategies more often than males did.

Another research study showing that females employed strategies more often
than males was Kolic-Vehovec and Bajsanski (2006). They explored comprehension
monitoring and perceived use of reading strategies as factors of reading
comprehension. Participants were 526 elementary school students from the fifth to the
eighth grade. A Strategic reading questionnaire (Kolic-Vehovec & Bajsanski, 2006)

was applied as a measure of perceived use of strategies during reading. The
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researchers found gender differences in the strategy use. Girls in all grades employed
reading strategies more often than males did. The researchers claimed that gender
differences in this study were related to motivations, especially academic motivation.

Girls were more ready to regulate their learning and reading than boys did.

In addition to Kolic-Vehovec and Bojsanski (2006), Koli¢-Vehovec et al.
(2010) conducted meta-analysis to explore the relationship between metacognition
and reading comprehension with regard to gender differences among elementary and
high school students in Croatia. The metacognition consisted of metacognitive
knowledge about reading strategies, and metacognitive awareness of strategy use. The
results indicated that females performed better on metacognition in reading, especially
on the monitoring tasks and the use of metacognitive awareness. Females used
reading strategies more often than males did in both metacognitive knowledge and

metacognitive awareness.

Parallel to aforementioned investigations, Bozinovic and Sindik (2011), Ok
(2003), Sengpakdeejit (2014), Xiying (2010) and Zeynali (2012) still found gender

differences in the use of cognitive and metacognitive strategies.

Ok (2003) investigated the use of language learning strategies of 325 Korean
secondary school students (163 males, 162 females) employing the SILL
questionnaire (Oxford, 1990). The researcher found that the reported frequency of
strategy use by the students was moderate overall. Girls showed more frequent use of
cognitive and metacognitive strategies than boys. In addition, Ok (2003) found a

correlation between cognitive strategies and metacognitive strategies.
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Xiying (2010) investigated gender differences in the use of learning strategies
through the SILL questionnaire (Oxford, 1990). The participants were 406 middle
school students. The results showed that the females use both strategies more
frequently than males did. Based on this, the researcher proposes techniques that
helped teachers improve their English teaching such as developing personalized
English learning strategy, English learning strategy diagnosis and training and
respecting gender differences to promote full development of learning strategies and

SO on.

Additionally, Bozinovic and Sindik (2011) found gender differences in the
use of reading strategies. Females used strategies more frequently than males did. One
hundred and eighty-one (72 males, 109 females) college students were asked to
complete the SILL questionnaire (Oxford, 1990). The results revealed that there were
gender differences in language learning strategy use. Females employed all strategy
types more frequently than males did, except for the socio-affective strategies. The
results also showed that the use of metacognitive strategies were quite rare. The
researchers assumed that students lacked sufficient intrinsic motivation for foreign
language learning and therefore the use of metacognitive strategies which were used

to self-direct, plan, focus or evaluate language learning progress was quite rare.

Zeynali (2012) investigated the differences between female and male Iranian
learners in the use of language learning strategies. A total of 149 learners were asked
to complete the SILL questionnaire (Oxford, 1990). The findings showed that female
learners had tendency to use overall language learning strategies more often than

males.
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Saengpakdeejit (2014) investigated gender differences and reading proficiency
level in the use of reading strategies. The participants were 549 third year Thai
university students. They were asked to complete the SORS questionnaire (global
strategies, problem solving strategies, and supporting strategies). The results from
ANOVA showed that there were gender differences in the use of reading strategies.
Female students reported using all three strategy categories more frequently than

males did. Males and females had their own choices of reading strategies.

In addition, some researchers found that females reported using either
cognitive or metacognitive strategies more often than males did. Oxford, Park-Oh, Ito,
and Samrall (1993), for example, explored the factors influencing language
achievement when Japanese students studied through satellite television. The factors
consisted of motivation, learning styles, learning strategy use, gender, previous
language learning experience, and course level. One hundred and seven participants
(males = 41, females = 60) responded to the Japanese learning survey (JLS), the
strategy inventory for Japanese language learning-by Satellite (SZJALL), the
Japanese Language Achievement Test (JLAT), and the Learning Channel Preference
Checklist (LCPC). The results showed that motivation was by far the most significant
determiner of achievement, and learning strategy use was also very influential.
Gender and learning style (visual, auditory, and hands-on) played important roles. The
researchers stated that females reported using cognitive more often than males did,
whereas they did not find gender differences in the reporting of metacognitive

strategy use.
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Kaylani (1996) investigated gender differences from 255 grade 12 students in
Jordan. The results revealed that females reported using cognitive strategies more
frequency than males did. However, she did not find gender differences in the
perceived use of metacognitive strategies. The researcher explained reasons why
females reported using cognitive strategies more often than male did because they

would like to be approved by their society. This was related to their Muslim culture.

El-Dib (2004) explored factors relating to gender and language level. Seven
hundred and fifty university students (244 males, 260 females) were asked to
complete the SILL questionnaire (Oxford, 1990). The results indicated that there were
gender differences in the use of cognitive and compensation strategies. Females
reported using all strategies, particularly cognitive and compensation strategies more
frequently than males did. The researcher explained that cultural environment affected
the use of strategies. Since females was in a conservative society where they might
not had many opportunities to socialize with speakers of English, Females had to find
some opportunity to practice the language. Thus, classroom might be the only place

that they could learn and practice the language.

Hsu (2006) found that females used cognitive strategies more often than
males. He designed his own questionnaire based on O’Malley and Chamot (1990) to
examine gender differences in the use of cognitive, metacognitive, and social and
effective reading strategies. Forty- one 4™ year technical college students (7 males and
34 females) in Taiwan participated in the study. The results showed that females

reported grater use on cognitive strategies than males did. The results reflected that
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females processed information summarized, recognized, interacted with others or self-

assurance more frequently.

Poole (2010) found gender differences in the use of reading strategies. He
investigated gender differences in the use of academic reading strategies with 190
high school students (103 males, 96 females) from grade 8 to 10 in Columbia. An
SORS questionnaire was used to collect the data. The results indicated that there were
statistically significant differences between males and females. Females reported
higher use of global and supporting strategies than males did, but there were no

gender differences in the use of problem-solving strategies.

Salahshour, Sharifi, and Salahshour (2013) found gender differences in
cognitive and metacognitive strategy use. They explored the relationship between the
choices of learning strategies and frequency of the strategy use and gender differences
and proficiency levels. SILL was employed to collect the data from 65 high school
students (25 males, 40 females). The results indicated that there were gender
differences in the use of language learning strategies. Females reported that they used
cognitive strategies more often than males did, while there were no gender differences

in the use of metacognitive strategies.

Kamran (2013) examined gender differences in the use of language reading
strategies. One hundred and forty-four participants (54 males, 60 females) did the
survey of reading strategy (SORS), a reading test, and a demographic information
questionnaire. The results of t-test revealed that there was no statistically significant
difference between male and female participants on their overall reading strategy use.

No gender impact was sought in use of global and support subscales of reading



o1

strategies. Nevertheless females were found to outperform their male counterparts in

use of problem solving subscale of reading strategies.

Zhou and Intaraprasert (2015) examined the use of language learning strategy
employed by English-major pre-service teachers in China in relation to their gender.
The SILL questionnaire adapted based on Oxford (1990) was employed to collect the
data from 836 university students (78 males, 758 females). The researchers found
gender differences in the use of cognitive strategies. Female used cognitive strategies
more often than males did, whereas there were no gender differences in metacognitive

strategy use.

On the other hand, there were some studies indicating that males intended to
use either cognitive or metacognitive strategies or both strategies more often than
females did. Tercanlioglu (2004), for example, studied gender differences in language
learning strategies used by foreign language learners in a Turkish University. One
hundred and eighty-four university students (44 males, 140 females) participated in
the study. The SILL questionnaire (Oxford, 1990) was used to gather information
about the strategies that the individual learners employed to learn a foreign language.
The results showed significant gender differences. Males used all strategies more

often than girls did.

Zarei (2013) conducted a study on gender differences in language learning
strategy use through the SILL questionnaire (Oxford, 1989). Fifty university students
(15 males, 35 females) were asked to complete the questionnaire. Similar to
Tercanlioglu (2004), Zarei (2013) found that males reported using cognitive and

metacognitive strategies more frequently than females did.
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Lee and Oxford (2008) studied factors affecting Korean students in learning
the language. The factors consisted of strategy awareness, English-learning self-
image, and Importance of English on language learning strategy use. The participants
were 1, 110 middle school, high school, and university students. The SILL (Oxford,
1990) including two open-ended questions was used to collect the data. The results
showed that males reported using metacognitive strategies more often than females
did, but the researchers did not find gender differences in cognitive strategy use. The
researchers also found that gender did not have significant effects with these factors.
In fact, gender showed significant interaction effects with other variables. As the
researchers expected, strategy awareness and strategy use were related to the Korean

cultural context.

Similar to Lee and Oxford (2008), Ghezlou et al. (2014) investigated gender
differences in reading strategy use (i.e. compensation and metacognitive strategies),
reading self-efficacy, and their perceptual learning styles. One hundred and twenty
seven high intermediate EFL students (65 males, 62 females) were randomly selected
from two universities in Iran. The participants were given three questionnaires
including; the Reading Strategy Use Questionnaire (SILLs), Reading Self-efficacy
Questionnaire, and Perceptual Learning Style Questionnaire. Gender differences were
found in the use of metacognitive strategies. Males used metacognitive strategies

more often than females did.

Different from Ghezlou et al. (2014), Khamkhien (2010) and Lee (2012)
found male students used cognitive strategies more frequently than females did.

Khamkhien (2010) investigated the relationship between three variables (i.e.
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motivation, experience in studying English, and gender) and language learning
strategy use by Thai and Vietnamese university students. One hundred and thirty-six
undergraduates (84 Thai, and 52 Vietnamese) completed the SILL questionnaire
(Oxford, 1990). His main objective were 1) to investigate how gender, motivation and
experience in studying English affect the choices of language learning strategies; and
2) to compare the roles of these factors and the pattern of language learning strategy
used by Thai and Vietnamese students. The results revealed that there were gender
differences on strategy use among Thai students. Thai male students used cognitive
strategies more frequently than Thai females did, while there were no gender
differences in metacognitive strategy use. A possible explanation was that gender
differences might not influence the choice of strategies. These might be other
strategies that affected strategy use such as age, attitude toward learning, expectancy,
interest and need. Also, the results revealed that Thai students with higher motivation

in learning English used strategies more often than the less-motivation groups.

Lee (2012) investigated gender differences in the use of perceived reading
strategies among 156 college students (84 males, 72 females) in Taiwan through the
SILL questionnaire (Oxford, 1990). She found the differences between males and
females in the use of cognitive and metacognitive strategies were significant. Male
students used cognitive strategies more frequently than female students did, while
female students used metacognitive strategies more frequently than male counterparts
did. That females reporting the use of metacognitive strategies might be interpreted
that females might be better language learners in L2 learning environment than males
did. Further, the researcher found the correlation between metacognitive and cognitive

strategies. Both strategies could predict students’ strategic behaviors of reading.
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Veloo, Rani and Hariharan (2015) investigated metacognitive awareness
reading strategies used by university students in Malaysia. Three hundred and
eighteen students (97 males, 221 females) were asked to complete the MARSI
questionnaire. The results revealed that there were gender differences in the use of
metacognitive awareness reading strategies. Female students reported to use
supporting strategies more frequently than males did. Conversely, there were no

gender differences in the use of global and problem solving strategies.

On the other hand, there is evidence that there are no gender differences in the
use of reading strategies across the context. Goh and Foong (1997), for example,
studied the frequency of language learning strategies used by 175 ESL Chinese students
and to investigate how it was influenced by the learners’ proficiency level and gender.
The participants were divided into 3 groups (low, medium, and high). The SILL
questionnaire (Oxford, 1990) was administered. Results from the survey indicated that

there were no gender differences in the cognitive and metacognitive strategy use.

Sheorey and Mokhtari (2001) explored the use of reading strategies between
males and females in the US group and ESL group. The participants were 302 college
students (150 native-English-speaking US, and 152 ESL students). They were asked to
fill out the Survey of Reading Strategies (SORS) comprising metacognitive, cognitive,
and support strategies. They found that there were no gender differences in the use of
cognitive and metacognitive strategies among ESL students, but there were gender
differences among US group. Female students reported significantly higher frequency
of strategy usage than male students did. The researcher interpreted that no gender

differences in the ESL group was due to an uneven distribution between males (n = 92),
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and females (n = 60). Furthermore, the researchers suggested that metacognitive
strategies should be taught in the L2 classroom in order to help students to increase

their metacognition about reading.

Poole (2005) investigated gender differences in the use of academic reading
strategies of 248 (138 males and 110 females) advanced college ESL students. The
SORS questionnaire (Mokhtari & Sheorey, 2002) which was different from Sheorey
and Mokhtari (2001) was used to collect the data. The questionnaire comprised of
global, problem-solving, and supporting strategies. The results indicated that males
and females did not significantly differ in their overall strategy use. Both males and
females used problem-solving strategies with high frequency, while global and
support strategies were used with medium frequency. Poole (2005) explained that the
reason why gender differences were not found in his study was language proficiency.
The participants in his study were advanced university students. Besides, he found
that contextual motivation played an important role in L2 reading. Males and females
who wanted to achieve higher L2 reading proficiency used the same strategies to

achieve their goal.

Shikano (2015) examined the relationship between the reading use and
readers’ gender and reading proficiency. One hundred and thirty Japanese university
students (58 males, 72 females) were asked to complete SORS questionnaire
(Mokhtari & Sheorey, 2002). The results indicated that there were no gender
differences in overall use of strategies. Nevertheless, the researcher found that
females reported that they used problem solving strategies (e.g. reread the text to

increase their understanding, try to get back on track when I lost concentration, adjust
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the reading rate) more often than males did. The researcher pointed out that females
may be careful readers than males did. In addition, the results also indicated that

proficiency is strongly correlated with the variety and frequency of strategy use.

Other research studies revealing no gender differences in reading strategies
used were Kasimi (2012), Radwan (2011), Sani et al. (2011), and Munsakorn (2012).
Radwan (2011) investigated the use of language learning strategies and gender
differences. Oxford's (1990) Strategy Inventory for Language Learners (SILL) was
used to collect the data from 128 university students in Oman. The result showed that
metacognitive strategies were the most strategy use by general Omani students.
Gender differences were not found in the use of cognitive and metacognitive
strategies, but it was found in social strategy use. This might be because of cultural

background of participants.

Munsakorn (2012) examined the types and frequency of reading strategy use
and compared the English reading strategy awareness of male and female students.
Three hundred and eighty first year university students in Thailand were asked to
complete a questionnaire which consisted of eight reading strategies: scanning,
skimming, schema, identifying main ideas and supporting details, using grammatical
clues, using word parts, using context clues, and making inferences. The results
showed that there were no gender differences in the overall use of strategy. Males and
females use the same of overall strategies as well as individual reading strategy.

Kasimi (2012) investigated the relationship and differences between Iranian
and Turkish participants’ reports on the use of cognitive and metacognitive reading

strategies at English Language Teaching Departments in Turkey and Iran. Moreover,
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gender differences among groups in terms of using strategies were explored. The
questionnaires were used to collect the data through 461 advanced level participants
(326 females, 135 males). The results indicated that there were no gender differences
in the use of cognitive and metacognitive strategies. In addition, there was a
significant and strong correlation between the participants’ use of cognitive and
metacognitive reading strategies. The findings showed that an increase or decrease in

the use of cognitive strategies might affect the use of metacognitive strategies.

Xue (2015) examined the use of language learning strategies of Chinese EFL
students in a British university as well as explored the impacts of gender on the selection
of these strategies. One hundred and two post graduate students (53 females, 49 males)
answered the SILL questionnaire (Oxford, 1987) and 20 participants were selected for
semi-structured interviews. The interview was utilized to confirm the finding from the
questionnaire and to explore why and how the participants applied those categories of
strategies in their actual learning. The results indicated that there were gender
differences in the use of language learning strategies. Females significantly employed

more frequent cognitive and metacognitive strategy use than males did.

According to previous research, it seems that a variety of researchers used the
questionnaires such as SILL, SORS or MARSI to collect strategies across the contexts
in their own countries (e.g. China, Thailand, and Korea). The participants reported
using reading strategies across the contexts. The researchers interpreted the
quantitative results that the participants intended to use those strategies in the actual
situation. Nevertheless, there has been no conclusive evidence in the perceived use of

cognitive and metacognitive strategies between males and females. Some studies
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reveal that females reported using cognitive and metacognitive more often than males
did (e.g. Green & Oxford, 1995; Liyanage & Bartlett, 2012; Saengpakdeejit, 2014) or
vice versa (e.g. Tercanliogly, 2004; Zarei, 2013). In addition, there are some studies
revealing that females reported using either cognitive or metacognitive strategies
more often than males did (e.g. Kaylani, 1996; Hus, 2006; Zhou & Intaraprasert,
2015) or vice versa (e.g. Lee, 2012). Furthermore, some studies revealed that there
were no gender differences in the use of cognitive and metacognitive strategies (e.g.

Goh & Foong, 1997; Shikano, 2015; Sheorey & Mokhtari, 2001).

Consequently, it might be interesting to further study for gender differences in
the perceived use of cognitive and metacognitive strategies. The results might reveal
another evidence of perceived strategy use between males and females, especially in

Thailand.

2.4.2 Previous research on gender differences in actual strategy use

In addition to exploring strategy use across the contexts or perceived use, other
groups of the strategy researchers have examined the use of reading strategies between
males and females in a specific context or actual use strategies. A number of studies
were conducted in a reading situation to investigate the actual strategies used. Among
these research studies, the researchers found that there were gender differences in the

strategy use. Females used strategies more frequently than males did.

Griva et al (2012a), for example, investigated gender differences in the use of
cognitive and metacognitive strategies when 32 primary students (16 males, 16
females) engaged in a reading task. Think-aloud and retrospective interviews were used

to collect the reading strategies and the reading processes that the participants employed
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while they were completing the task. The results from verbal reports were coded and
analyzed through t-test. The analyses of verbal reports showed that students employed
cognitive strategies (e.g. skimming, scanning, underlining) to facilitate reading and to
make the text more comprehensible. Students also used metacognitive strategies to
reread the passage for their comprehension. Besides, the results from t-test showed that
there were statistically significant differences between males and females in the use of
cognitive and metacognitive strategies. The researchers interpreted that females had
more strategic knowledge and flexible in using both cognitive and metacognitive

strategies than males did.

Similarly, Aivazoglou and Griva (2014) investigated gender differences in the
use of reading strategies in first (L1) and foreign language (FL). The participants were
455 grade 5 and 6 students categorized into skilled and less skilled L1 and EFL readers.
The participants were asked to complete a reading comprehension test and then the
SORS questionnaire; problem solving, global, and supporting strategies. The findings
revealed that females reported using strategies more frequently than males did. Females

were proved to be more aware of their reading strategies use with than boys did.

Peart, Ibarra and Salazar (2015) investigated the effect of gender on L2 reading
comprehension in Spanish at the third semester of instruction in a U. S. university. Two
types of assessment were used: multiple choice and written recall. Also, the cognitive
strategies used by students to understand the texts provided were evaluated. The
statistical analyses revealed that there was a significant difference between female and

male participants in the use of strategies. Females showed higher used of strategy than
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males did when they accessed a text in Spanish. It seemed that females may be better

readers than males.

Inconsistent with previous research findings in which females used strategies
more often than males did, Phakiti (2003b) found males used metacognitive strategies
more often than females did, and males and females did not differ in their use of
cognitive strategies. He examined test taker’s reported strategy use in a reading test
with a self- report questionnaire and a retrospective interview. The data were collected
from 384 Thai University students. The participants took a reading comprehension test
and then immediately answered the questionnaire. A retrospective interview was

conducted with 8 students.

By contrast, other research findings show that there are no gender differences
when using strategies in a specific context or actual use strategies. Young and Oxford
(1997), for example, investigated gender differences in the use of local and global
reading strategies when students read English and Spanish passages. The participants
were 49 (23 females and 26 males) native English undergraduate students studying
Spanish. Think aloud was used to collect data. The results indicated that participants in
every level of learning used ‘local strategies’ to process Spanish passages and they used
‘global strategies’ to process English passages. In addition, there were no gender
differences in the use of overall reading strategies to process Spanish and English

passages.

Weiying (2006) investigated gender differences in using reading strategies
among Chinese university students. Eighty three university students answered the

questionnaire and 30 participants in the sample were randomly selected for think aloud
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protocol. The reading strategies in the questionnaire were adapted based on Hosenfeld’s
(1977), Carrell’s (1989), and Anderson’s (1991). The questionnaire consisted of
supervising strategies, support strategies, paraphrase strategies, and strategies for
establishing coherence in text. Weiying (2006) did not find gender differences in the
overall use of reading comprehension strategies. However, the findings from verbal
reports showed that females reported more strategies than males did. Many female
participants were aware of the strategies and applied them on purpose, while strategies
in reading reported by males were very limited. It seemed that males used many

strategies consciously.

Taki and Sooleimani (2012) investigated the online reading strategies used by
Iranian EFL students and the differences between male and female learners in terms of
online reading strategy use. Participants were 30 MA students (15 males and 15
females) in Iran. The Survey of Reading Strategies (SORS) and Online Survey of
Reading Strategies (OSORS) were adapted. First, the participants were asked to read
three online passages. Then they responded to OSORS to identify the online reading
strategies used by the participants. The results from t-test indicated that participants
used online reading strategies moderately. Problem-solving strategies and global
reading strategies were used the most. Males and females did not significantly differ in

terms of online reading strategy use.

Afsharrad, Benis, and Reza (2015) examined gender differences and reading
comprehension ability between bilingual and monolingual learners in the use of
cognitive, metacognitive, and total reading strategies. The participants were 50

Persian—Turkish bilinguals (19 males, 31 females) and 36 Persian monolinguals (19
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males, 17 female). A standard test of reading comprehension and two questionnaires
(i.e. a background questionnaire and a reading strategy questionnaire) were employed
for data collection. The participants were asked to take the reading test around 30
minutes and then immediately respond to the questionnaire. The results from ANOVA
showed that there were no gender differences in using cognitive and metacognitive
strategies. Moreover, the researchers had suggested that cognitive and metacognitive

strategies should be taught together.

Similar to Afshrrad et al. (2015), Nourdad (2015) detected no gender differences
in the use of reading strategies. Nourdad (2015) explored gender differences in various
EFL majors (i.e. English literature, Teaching English and English Translation) in the
way test takers applied cognitive and metacognitive test-taking strategies and their
ultimate reading comprehension test performance. Two hundred and fourteen students
were asked to complete a reading test and then a questionnaire. The researcher found
that there were no gender differences in the use of cognitive and metacognitive test
taking strategies. Males and females did not employed strategies differently due to the

similar syllabus design and material used in the classes.

Consistent with studies on perceived use strategies, a number of researchers
could not find conclusive evidence. Some researchers found that females reported
using cognitive and metacognitive more often than males did (e.g. Aivazoglou &
Griva, 2014; Griva et al., 2012; Xue, 2015). Further, some researchers found that
there were no gender differences in the use of cognitive and metacognitive strategies
(e.g. Taki & Sooleimani, 2012; Weiying, 2006; Young & Oxford, 1997). The

questionnaire followed by a verbal report were used to collect the data. The results
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from the studies of actual use might be different from the studies of perceived use.
This was because the participants actually used those strategies with the task at hand

rather than they reported their perceived strategy use.

To sum up, although these studies were conducted either across the context or
in specific contexts, it seems that the results in the use of cognitive and metacognitive
reading strategies between males and females are mixed. Some studies (e.g. Griva et
al., 2012; Lee, 2012; Maritinez, 2008; Sani et al., 2011) revealed that there were
gender differences, while some studies (e.g. Cheng, 2009; Hus, 2006; Poole, 2005;
Young & Oxford, 1997) revealed that there were no gender differences. Among these
previous studies, questionnaires such as the SILL, SORS and MARSI were employed
to collect the strategy use. Apart from the questionnaire, verbal protocols were
suggested to be used in order to triangulate the data. Accordingly, the present study
investigated gender differences in the use of cognitive and metacognitive between

perceived and actual use strategies. The questionnaire and verbal report were utilized.

2.4.3 Previous research on learner strategies used in both perceived and

actual use strategies

There is a group of researchers who has investigated the use of both perceived
and actual use strategies in reading in the same study. For example, Al-Melhi (1999)
explored the reported and actual reading strategies and the metacognitive awareness
used by fourth-year Saudi college students while they were reading in English as a
foreign language. The participants were divided into skilled reader (SR) and less
skilled readers (LSR). The participants were asked to complete a survey, then a
reading proficiency test, and think aloud protocols. The researchers found that skilled

readers reported using reading strategies the same as they actually used.
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Ikeda and Takeuchi (2002) conducted the research to find whether the data
collected through a questionnaire was affected by the presence or absence of the
actual tasks to do, and to find whether the data collected through a questionnaire were
affected by the difficulty of the tasks to complete. The participants were 192
university students (97 high proficiency, 95 low proficiency) in Japan. The
participants were first asked to respond to the questionnaire without doing any reading
task. Two week later, they were asked to do the easy reading task and then responded
to the questionnaire. One months after that, the same participants were asked to do the
difficult reading task and then responded to the questionnaire. The results showed that
students in both proficiency groups reported using strategies in non-testing condition
more frequent than the two conditions (either easy or difficult reading task
conditions). The researchers indicated that the participants tended to overestimate
their strategy use. In addition, the results showed that task difficulty affected strategy
use. The more difficult tasks, the more strategies used.

Following Ikeda and Takeuchi’s (2002) study, Oxford, Cho, Leung and Kim
(2004) investigated the effects of including or not including a language task as part of
strategy assessment procedures and how students’ reported strategies differed when
the language task was easy versus difficult. Thirty-six participants divided into
proficiency and less proficiency participated. Similar to Ikeda and Takeuchi’s, the
participants first respond to the questionnaire without doing any reading task. One
week later, they were asked to do the easy reading task and then responded to the
questionnaire. Two weeks after that, the same participants were asked to do the
difficult reading task and then responded to the questionnaire. The researchers found

that tasks and language proficiency had effect on strategy use. Low proficiency
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students used strategies more often than high proficiency students when they did the
difficult reading task.

Alsheikh (2011) investigated the metacognitive reading strategies of three
advanced proficient trilingual readers whose native language was Hausa. The aim of
the study was to compare the reading strategy profiles of trilingual readers through
perceived use and actual use of reading strategies. The research instruments consisted
of a survey of reading strategies (SORS), a set of reading passages in three languages,
and a think-aloud. The findings revealed that the participants reported the same
strategies as they actual used.

In addition, Lee (2012) investigated the use of metacognitive online reading
strategies among students in Korea to see whether there were any similarities and
discrepancies between perceived and actual use of strategies. An online survey was
administered to 33 students, and two students from the sample were selected for a
think-aloud reading task. The results revealed that there were no significant
differences in the use of strategies between perceived and actual use.

Similarly, it might seem that a number of researchers could not find
conclusive results in perceived and actual use strategies. Further research might be
essential to investigate.

2.5 The nature of test taking strategies

Test taking strategies are another area that strategy researchers investigate.
Test taking strategies are the processes that test takers use to answer the questions and
do the test tasks and the perceptions that test takers have about the questions and tasks
before, during, and after responding to them (Cohen, 1998). Test takers apply the

strategies while they are solving language test tasks (Nikolov, 2006). The selections
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of the strategies are guided by a specific testing format that is used such as multiple-
choice, constructed response, paragraph sorting, oral cloze (Rupp, Ferne, & Choi,
2006) and contexts (e.g. using the strategies across the contexts, using strategies in

non-testing contexts, using strategies in a testing conditions) (Phakiti, 2003a).

Cohen (1998) classifies test taking strategies into language use strategies, and
test-wiseness strategies. Language use strategies are steps or actions that test takers
consciously select to complete language tasks. The strategies are comprised of
retrieval, rehearsal, cover, and communication strategies. Cohen (1998) explains that
when test takers take the test, they might look for the technique that help them to do
the tasks. For example, they might rehearse a task (e.g. in speaking or writing) before
using it. Test takers might use cover strategies to help them look good or avoid being
unprepared. For example, they may use a memorized and partially understood phrase
in the conversation to keep the action going on. The test takers might need to be in

the real situation in order to practice their speaking.

Test-wiseness strategies are the strategies that do not depend on test takers’
proficiency in language being assessed (Cohen, 1998). However, the strategies
depend on test takers’ knowledge of test formats and other peripheral information to
answer test items. Test-wiseness strategies are, for example, opting out of the
language task at hand, making use of material from a previous item when it ‘gives
away’ the answer to a subsequent one, not reading the text as instructed but simply
looking immediately for the answer to the given reading comprehension questions,
and selecting the option because it appears to have a word or phrase from the passage

in it—possibly a key word (Cohen, 1998).
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Nevertheless, Cohen (2006) reclassified his test taking strategies into test-
wiseness, test management, and language learner strategies. Test wiseness strategies
refer to short-cuts that assist test takers to arrive at the answer. Test management
strategies are the strategies that test takers use to respond to the test items and tasks
meaningfully. Test management strategies are, for example, going back to the
questions for clarification, reading the question and considering the options before
going back to the passage or portion, using background to guess, and selecting option

through elimination of other options (Cohen & Upton, 2006).

Language learner strategies are the strategies that test takers use when they
respond to basic skills such as reading, writing, speaking, and listening. Cohen (2006)
explains that when test takers take a reading comprehension test, they use reading
strategies which he defines as language learner strategies to look for markers of
meaning in the passage, such as definitions, examples, indicators of key ideas, guides
to paragraph development, test management strategies to select options through the
elimination of other options, and test-wiseness strategies to select the option because
it appears to have a word or phrase from the passage in it—possibly a key word to help

them complete the test task (Cohen, 2006).

In addition, there are other researchers investigating test taking strategies in
terms of metacognitive and cognitive strategies (Anani sarab & Reihani, 2010;
Phakiti, 2003a, 2003b, 2008; Purpura, 1996). As mentioned earlier, metacognitive
strategies are “the test-takers’ deliberate mental behaviors for directing and
controlling their cognitive strategy processing for successful performance” (Phakiti,

2003a: p. 30). The strategies might consist of planning and monitoring strategies
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(Phakiti, 2003a). Cognitive strategies are, on the other hand, “the test-takers’ ongoing
mental activities to use their language and world knowledge to solve the given tasks”
(Phakiti, 2003a: p. 30). For example, the strategies consist of making prediction,
translating, summarizing, linking with prior knowledge or experience, applying

grammar rules and guessing meaning from contexts (Phakiti, 2003a).

Furthermore, some researchers investigate test taking strategies in terms of
general, text-related, and question-related strategies (Rupp et al., 2006). General
strategies consist of budgeting your time, reading the text first before reading the
questions, reading the questions first before reading the text, identifying major
reading or question types, looking for key words, remembering that the questions
follow the order of the passage, don’t try to read every word, trying to summarize
after reading. Text-related strategies consist of reading the first sentence of each
paragraph for the main idea, looking for how the text is organized and ignoring
details, predicting the author’s points, getting the gist of each paragraph, paying
special attention to the first part of the passage, finding short sentences within
paragraphs, previewing key sentences, forming ideas about the text when reading,
relating what you read to what you already know, using context clues to find the
meaning of an unfamiliar word. Question-related strategies are comprised of
answering the guestions you know first, using the process of elimination to make the
best educated guess, avoiding choices that are too specific or too broad, looking for
choices that sound consistent with the main idea, using prior knowledge to answer

questions.



69

To conclude, the test taking strategies might be influenced by specific test
formats and contexts. Cohen (2006) divided test taking strategies into test
management, test wiseness as well as language learner strategies related to language
skills such as reading, writing, or listening. The students use the strategies in order to
complete the test tasks. In this study, test taking strategies are included test

management and test wiseness strategies as well as reading strategies.

2.5.1 Previous research on test taking strategies

2.5.1.1 Test taking strategies in a multiple-choice reading test

Several strategy researchers explore the use of test taking strategies
differently. Some of them examine strategy use while test takers are responding to the
multiple-choice questions (e.g. Alavi & Bordbar, 2012; Cohen & Upton, 2006; Salehi,

2011).

Cohen and Upton (2006), for example, investigated reading and test-taking
strategies (test management and test-wisenes strategies) used on the reading section of
the LanguEdge Courseware (2002) materials developed to design the new TOEFL.
Test takers responded to the traditional single selection multiple-choice formats (i.e.,
Basic Comprehension and Inferencing questions) and the new selected-response
(multiple selection, drag and drop) Reading to Learn items. Thirty two participants
took the test and then they did a verbal protocol. The analyses of verbal protocols
were grouped according to the item types— basic comprehension, basic inference,
and reading to learn. The researchers found that although there were some strategies
used for specific item types and not for others, there were two reading strategies (i.e.

reading a portion of the passage carefully and reporting, paraphrasing, or translating
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words, phrases, or sentences — or summarizing paragraphs/ passage- to aid or improve
understanding) and six test taking strategies that test takers employed to respond to
the full range of item types (i.e. going back to the question for clarification; rereading
the question, going back to the question for clarification: paraphrasing (or confirming)
the question or task; reading the question and then reading the passage/portion to look
for clues to the answer either before or while considering options, considering the
options and postponing consideration of the option; selecting options through
vocabulary; sentence, paragraph, or passage overall meaning; and discarding options
based on vocabulary, sentence, paragraph, or passage overall meaning as well as
discourse structure.) However, the researchers did not find the use of test-wiseness
strategies among the participants. The researchers explained that the participants
might be reluctant to use test-wiseness strategies because they knew that the

researchers were observing their behavior closely.

Other researchers that investigated test taking strategies based on Cohen and
Upton’s (2006) are Salehi (2011) and Alavi and Bordbar (2012). Salehi (2011)
investigated the use of the test taking strategies while 40 Ph.D. candidates were taking
a high-stake reading test. The participants were asked to answer the checklist included
only test taking strategies (test management and test wise-ness strategies). The
findings revealed that test takers selected suitable strategies to respond to the test
items. For example, the test takers used rereading the question, paraphrasing (or
confirming) the question or task when they did the difficult items. Further, when they
took the items that asked for meanings of vocabulary, they would consider the choices

and went back to the text to check the vocabulary in the context.
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Unlike Salehi (2011), although Alavi and Bordbar (2012) adapted Cohen and
Upton’s (2006) test taking strategies, they investigated only reading strategies for
different test item types in a reading section in TOEFL iBT. Sixty-six respondents
took a sample of reading comprehension test and then they responded the checklist of
reading strategies. The results showed that reading strategies (e.g. making a mental
note of what is learned from the pre-reading; considering prior knowledge of the

topic) played an important role to assist test takers to respond to each item type.

In addition to reading, test management, and test-wiseness strategies, there are
other research studies investigating the use of cognitive and metacognitive strategies
when test-takers respond to a multiple choice reading test. Anderson (1991), for
instance, explored the use of cognitive, metacognitive, compensation reading
strategies, and test taking strategies while the participants were taking a multiple-
choice reading comprehension test and reading an academic text. Think aloud was
used to collect data from 28 Spanish-speaking students. The participants reported their
reading strategies after they read the passages, and reported test-taking strategies after
they took the test. The results indicated that the reading strategies had a positive
relationship with language proficiency. The participants who reported using more
strategies on reading the textbook and taking the reading test tended to score higher.
Further, he found that monitoring strategy which was under metacognitive strategies

was a necessary strategy to help readers comprehend the texts and complete the test.

Similar to Anderson (1990), Barati and Kashkoul (2013) found that monitoring
strategies was the most frequently used. They examined the effect of task-based

assessment on the type and frequency of test-taking strategies. The participants were
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70 EFL university undergraduates divided into 3 proficient groups (high, intermediate,
and low). A questionnaire consisting of metacognitive strategies (i.e. planning,
monitoring, and evaluation) and test-wiseness strategies was used after the participants
took each sub-test. The findings showed that among three proficiency groups,

monitoring strategies was significantly used more often than other strategies.

Phakiti (2003a) examined test taker’s reported strategy use in an English
reading comprehension test. A self- report questionnaire and a retrospective interview
were used to collect the data from 384 Thai University students. The questionnaire
was developed and based on the literature in reading, learning and test taking
strategies. Participants took a multiple- choice test and a gap-filling reading test and
then immediately responded to the questionnaire. Eight participants from the samples
were selected for a retrospective interview. The results indicated that cognitive and
metacognitive strategies had a positive relationship to the reading test performance.
Students used the strategies when they encounter with difficult tests. Highly
successful test-takers used more metacognitive strategies than less successful test-
takers. According to the qualitative results, the researcher found that cognitive
strategies (e.g. elaboration, inferencing, transferring) occurred in association with
metacognitive strategies. For example, a test taker should have metacognitive

strategies when they used cognitive strategies.

Another research study investigating metacognitive and cognitive strategies in
a testing condition is from Anani sarab and Reihani (2010). They explored the
relationship between test takers’ cognitive and metacognitive strategy use and their

second language reading test performance. Seventy female participants completed a
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checklist and a questionnaire. The participants did the checklist after they selected an
answer to each test item. After the participants finished a multiple-choice test, they
were asked to reply to the questionnaire. The results revealed that returning to the
passage after reading a question and choices and guessing were the most frequently
used when participants responded to easy and difficult test items. In addition, reading
the passage first and noting main points while reading were the most frequently used
cognitive strategies, and spending more time on difficult questions was the most
frequently used metacognitive strategies. Further, the researchers found that wild
guessing was the most frequently used when test takers answered multiple choice

questions.

2.5.1.2 Test taking strategies in a short-answer reading test

In addition to the use of test taking strategies in a multiple-choice reading test,
there are a number of researchers investigating the use of test taking strategies in a
short-answer reading test. Kang (2005), for example, investigated the differences in
the use of test taking strategies among good, intermediate, and poor readers when they
did the short-answer questions. Ninety Korean junior high school students did a 7-
question SAQ format reading test. After answering each item, they immediately wrote
down the strategies that helped them answer the questions. The results showed that
strategies used by three groups of the students were quite broad and did not find some
informative details in content and restricted in number. The researchers interpreted
that the students were not familiar with short answer questions. Mostly, they were
familiar with a multiple-choice format.

Another research study was from Jamil, Sallehhudin, and Razak’s (2010).

They explored test taking strategies used by high and low proficient female students
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when they responded to a short-answer reading comprehension test. Ten participants
were selected based on purposive sampling. The retrospective protocols were used
after the participants completed the test. The results indicated that high and low
proficient students used the strategies nearly the same as each other. It can be inferred
that the number of strategy use did not affect the participants’ abilities to respond to a
test or their arriving at the answer. However, it seems that the way they employed the
chosen strategies played a big role in obtaining the correct answer.

Weigle, Yang and Montee (2013) investigated cognitive processes involved in
reading and responding to short-answer questions (SAQs). The study was divided into
two phases. In phase 1, the researchers investigated how second language readers
approached the short answer questions. Five university students were asked for verbal
(think-aloud) protocols, retrospective interviews, and semi-structured interviews after
they completed the test. Semi-structured interview was used to explore the
perceptions of the test and what the participants thought the test was measuring. The
results were grouped according to how the participants approached the test, how they
took note while reading the passage, and what strategies that the participants used to
answer the questions.

Phase 2 enhanced the results on phase 1. The researchers collected the data in
phase 2 with the same procedures as in phase 1. However, the number of participants
was larger. Thirty nonnative English-speaking university students participated in the
study. Think aloud protocols were transcribed into paraphrase, elaboration (i.e. self-
explanation, surface text connection, irrelevant association, and prediction),
evaluation, comprehension problem, comprehension success, and goal setting. The

results indicated that paraphrasing was the most frequently used followed by
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elaboration, evaluation, and comprehension problem. Similarly, the researchers found
that scanning and guessing strategies should not be used when test takers responded to
short answer questions, while both strategies were used successfully in responding to
multiple-choice questions. The researcher also came up with evidence of short-answer
question that the processes of reading and responding to questions in responding to
this short-answer appeared to elicit reading behaviors that were similar to real world
reading processes. Besides, responding to short-answer questions required a high level
of academic language proficiency to be able to comprehend the text and construct
appropriate responses.

Furthermore, there is another research study showing some strategies might be
used in short-answer questions rather than using in multiple-choice questions.
Pressley, Ghatala, Woloshyn, and Pirie (1990) investigated the use of test taking
strategies when test-takers took a multiple-choice or a short-answer question. The
researchers hypothesized that short answer questions could lead test takers to use
rereading and reprocessing of inconsiderate text more often than multiple-choice
questions. Verbal protocol analysis was used to collect data with 54 Canadian
university students. Each student read a passage and answered either short answer or
multiple-choice questions, and then they made a decision whether to move forward (if
he or she thought the answer was probably correct) or to look back in the text and try
the question again (if he or she believed the response was probably incorrect). The
researchers found that monitoring and rereading strategies were slightly applied to the
short-answer rather than to the multiple-choice questions.

In addition to Pressley et al. (1990), Alderson (1990) and Tsagari (1994)

investigated test taking strategies used in multiple-choice and short answer questions.
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Alderson (1990b) conducted a pilot study to investigate the use of test taking strategies
when students took short answer and multiple-choice questions. Two intermediate ESL
university students participated in the study. One student was asked for an introspective
interview, while another student was asked for a retrospective interview. The results
revealed that when responding to short answer and multiple-choice questions, students
read through questions first. They skimmed rapidly through the questions before they
began to answer the questions. Further, they identified keywords when they
encountered unknown vocabulary or matched keywords in the questions with the same
or similar words in the passage. The results also indicated that when students answered
multiple-choice questions, they eliminated implausible distracters before identifying
the correct one. Moreover, when they completed the multiple-choice test, they might

change their answer.

Tsagari (1994) investigated test taking and reading strategies used between
short answer and multiple-choice questions. The tests, a checklist of test-taking
strategies, and questionnaires were completed by 57 ESL graduate students, and two
students were selected for retrospective interviews. The researcher found that when test
takers responded to short answer questions, they used guessing the answer without any
particular considerations, using background knowledge, looking for the answer in
chronological order, looking for the answer in the passage, trying to match a word/
words/ phrase in the questions with the same or similar one in the passage, trying to
give an answer based on what | could remember from the passage, receiving clues from
answering another question, and skipping the questions and returning to it later. In
addition, the strategies used to respond to multiple-choice questions were similar to the

strategies in short answer questions. Nonetheless, the researcher added two more test
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taking strategies used to respond to multiple-choice questions. They were choosing one
of the alternatives not because it was thought to be correct but because the others did
not seem reasonable, seemed similar or were not understandable, and choosing one of
alternatives through deductive reasoning. Although the researchers found that returning
to a specific part in the text to find clues to answer the questions was frequently used in
both test formats, the test takers often used in a short-answer question. Additionally,
when responding to short answer questions, students frequently used clues from another
question, skipped the questions and returned to answer later, and answered in
chronological order, whereas they frequently used deductive reasoning to eliminate the
distracters and choose the appropriate answer and matched a word (s) or phrase in the

question when they answered multiple choice questions.

2.5.2 Test taking strategies used in perceived and actual use strategies

Apart from collecting data in a testing condition, there are other researchers
investigating the use of test taking strategies both across the contexts or non-testing
context and in a testing condition. For example, Phakiti (2008) examined the
relationship of test-takers using strategies across the context or perceived strategy use
and strategies used in a testing condition or actual use strategy. The data were gathered
on two occasions (during the mid-term and final examination periods). Five hundred
and sixty-one Thai university test-takers filled out a questionnaire before taking the
mid-term and final exam. After completing the mid-term and final exam, they
immediately responded to the same questionnaire again. The results revealed that
metacognitive strategies used across the context directly and strongly affected cognitive
strategies used across the context. Further, cognitive strategies used across the context

did not greatly affect cognitive strategies used in a testing condition, while
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metacognitive strategies used across the context directly affected metacognitive
strategies used in a testing condition. Another finding showed that cognitive strategies

used in a testing condition directly affected a specific language test performance.

Similar to Phakiti (2008), Rupp, Ferne, and Choi (2006) found the differences
in the use of strategies in a non-testing context and in a testing condition. They
explored the use of test taking strategies in multiple-choice questions. Think-aloud
protocols were used with ten non-native adult English readers while they were
responding to reading comprehension questions. They found that the behavior
predicted by models about reading in a non-testing context differed from the response
behavior for multiple-choice questions based on reading passages in a testing context.
Test takers tended to use the strategies based on the previous experiences. However,
scanning strategy was used when the test takers encountered difficulty. In addition,
the test takers used key words that were relevant to the questions, underlined or
highlighted individual words or phrases to help them understand the texts or answer
the questions.

Chou (2013) explored strategy use for reading English for General Academic
Purpose (EGAP) and English for Specific Academic Purposes (ESAP) in non-testing
and testing contexts. In a non-testing context, 92 Chinese-major university students
were asked to complete a questionnaire and a retrospective self-report. The same
materials plus short answer questions were used in a testing context. The results
indicated that in non-testing contexts, metacognitive strategies were applied when the
participants read EGAP and ESAP articles. However, cognitive strategies were used
more frequently when participants read ESAP articles than EGAP articles. Using the

dictionary, writing down the definitions of unknown English words, translating English
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words and sentences into Chinese, reading the texts several times until they felt they
understood them, and combining pieces of information together were the most
frequently used cognitive strategies. Nonetheless, reading strategies were not used
differently across the two types of articles. In testing contexts, test management
strategies (e.g. reading questions several times, going back to confirm answer
frequently, and dealing with the certain questions first before moving on to uncertain
one) were more frequently used when participants answered ESAP than EGAP test

items.

Consistent with the other studies on reading strategies, researchers have
explored test taking strategies used with a group of different language proficiency.
Proficient students used strategies more often than the less proficiency groups. Students
responded their actual test taking strategy use with questionnaires as well as verbal
reports. Not many studies have investigated the use of test taking strategies between
perceived and actual use strategies. Therefore, the present study included test-taking

strategies to explore how grade 10 students reported and used the strategies.

2.6 The characteristics of a reading comprehension test

2.6.1 The test specification

To write a reading comprehension test, test writers should begin with a test
specification (Alderson et al. 1995; Bachman & Palmer, 1996; Hughes, 2000). The test
specification is able to help test writers determine the appropriate texts and response
formats. The test specification consists of purposes of the test, characteristics of test

takers, level of the test, the construct to be measured, text types, and characteristics of
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input, response, and relationship between input and response (Bachman & Palmer,

1996).

Finding the appropriate texts to become a passage in a reading test is the next
step for test writers (Alderson et al., 1995) because the topics of text influence test
takers’ strategy selection (Rupp et al., 2006). Alderson et al. (1995) defined the
appropriate texts as the texts that can match the test specification and can provide
suitable items. Applying authentic texts such as from novel, magazine, newspaper,
academic journal, letter, timetable, public notices, maps etc. in the reading test (Green,
2014; Heaton, 1988; Hughes, 2000) is preferable for test writers as well as classroom
teachers. These text types enable test takers to demonstrate how the target language is

employed in real-life situation (Heaton, 1988).

Furthermore, texts should cover topics of test takers’ interest and should be
avoided if they have already been read (Green & Hawkey, 2011; Hughes, 2000;
Murphy, 2003). Texts which are adequately familiar with test takers should be used
because they could motivate the test takers to deploy suitable skills and strategies to
comprehend the texts (Urquhart & Weir, 1998). Nevertheless, some researchers argue
that text that are familiar with or related to test takers’ general knowledge or their
cultural knowledge should not be employed (Hughes, 2000). Besides, a variety of text
types including verbal and non-verbal texts should be applied in the reading tests
(Alderson et al., 2005; Heaton, 1988; Hughes, 2000). This is because employing
different types of text enable test takers to avoid using their background knowledge

(Alderson et al., 2005) and can obtain acceptable reliability (Hughes, 2000).
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In addition to interesting topics, text familiarity, and a variety of text type,
length of text should be considered when test writers construct the test. This is because
it can affect the use of strategies (Cohen, 1994; Urquhart & Weir, 1998). Long texts
can enable test takers to utilize skimming or scanning strategies when they take the

multiple-choice questions, while short-answer questions cannot.

2.6.2 The test formats

Apart from text selection, the test formats are another consideration. It is one of
the factors affecting the use of strategies (Cohen, 2003, 2006; McNeil, 2012; Rupp et
al., 2006; Wenden, 1991). The different test formats cause the different strategy use
(Rupp et al., 2006) and the use of metacognitive strategies (Chapelle, 1998). The test
formats also influence on test takers’ characteristics (Bachman, 1990). Since there are
no test formats that can accomplish the various purposes of the test writers, when
designing the test, the test writers should understand the characteristics of each test
format and make the best selection which one serves the purposes of test in each context

(Alderson, 2003; In’nami & Koizumi, 2009).

A number of test formats are employed to assess students’ reading
comprehension. That is, a cloze test, gap filling test, multiple- choice test, matching
technique, ordering task, dichotomous items and editing test, c-test, cloze elide test,
short answer test, free recall test, the summary test, the gapped summary, and
information-transfer technique (Alderson, 2003). The multiple-choice test format is,
however, widely used to assess students’ reading comprehension (Alderson, 2003;
Bachman & Palmer, 1996; Bacon, 2003; Brown, 2004; Far et at., 1990; Hughes, 2000;

Phakiti, 2008; Pressley et al., 1990; Rupp et al., 2006). The format has been used
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because of easy to score, easy to administer, and practical to assess (Alderson, 2003;
Bacon, 2003; Brown, 2004; Brown & Hudson, 1998; Hughes, 2000). The scorings from
multiple-choice tests are reliable and rapid (Brown, 2004; Brown & Hudson, 1998;
Cohen, 1994; Hughes, 2000). Besides, possible answers and students’ thought
processes when responding to the format could be controlled (Alderson, 2003). In
Thailand, the multiple-choice test format is more generally used than other test formats

because of reliable and practical in scoring (Prapphal, 2008).

However, some limitations are found in the use of a multiple-choice test. For
instance, the test is difficult for the test writers to construct (Brown & Hudson, 1998).
Test writers spend much time to design appropriate items (Urguhart & Weir, 1998).
Additionally, the format cannot avoid test takers using test-wiseness strategies
(Alderson, 2003; Hughes, 2000; Kobayashi, 2002). Test takers might guess the answer
without understanding the passages (Urguhart & Weir, 1998; Kobayashi, 2002).
Further, the format might not reflect the real world task (Brown & Hudson, 1998;
Cohen, 1998a). It does not enable test takers to employ productive language when they
respond to the choice that they do not encounter in the real lives (Brown & Hudson,

1998).

Although suitable test formats are rarely found to achieve test writers’ purposes
(Alderson, 2003; In’nami & Koizumi, 2009), several researchers investigate
appropriate test formats for reading comprehension. Kobayashi (2002), for example,
investigated the effects of test organization and response formats on L2 learners’
performance in a reading comprehension test. A short-answer, summary writing and

cloze test were used instead of a multiple-choice test due to avoiding guessing strategy.
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The results showed that short-answer questions and summary writing were as reliable

as cloze tests when assessing reading comprehension.

Similar to Kobayashi (2002), Bacon (2003) found that a short-answer format
was a reliable test format. He found the correlation between a multiple choice format
and a short-answer format in the convergent validity. Both formats measured the same
construct. Additionally, there were no gender differences in the use of both formats.

Multiple-choice and short-answer formats did not benefit either males or females.

Kang (2005) investigated the substitutability of short-answer-question (SAQ)
format for multiple-choice-question (MCQ) format in measuring EFL learners' L2
reading ability. Ninety Korean junior high school students were the participants. He
found that SAQ format could be used as an effective alternative to MCQ format with
its stronger construct validity, practicality, and reliability in assessing EFL test-takers'
reading comprehension ability. Further, Kang (2005) found that the instructions of
SAQ format test-taking strategies could be benefit for students who were not good in
reading skills.

Regarding the aforementioned studies, a short-answer format might be another
test format used to assess students’ reading comprehension. This is because the format
is as valid, reliable and practical as a multiple-choice format (Bacon, 2003; Kang, 2005;
Kobayashi, 2002). A short-answer format can replace a multiple-choice test format
(Kang, 2005). However, only one test format may not be sufficient to assess students’
reading comprehension (Heaton, 1988; Rodriguez, 2003). Different tests format may
assess differently (Rodriguez, 2003). Therefore, when constructing a reading

comprehension test, test writers may use more than one test formats to assess
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comprehension of the same reading passage (Heaton, 1988). Accordingly, in this study,
multiple-choice and short answer questions will be designed to assess reading

comprehension.

2.6.3 The types of reading comprehension questions

In addition to the test formats, a reading comprehension test consists of
questions and passages (Steensel, Oostdam, & Gelderen, 2012). The questions using in
the test should be simpler and easier than the passage (Alderson, 2003; Du, 2010;
Nuttal, 2005), and the questions used in the class can be applied to a reading
comprehension test (Anderson, 2005). When constructing the questions, test writers
should avoid using the questions that require test takers to match words and phrases
(Heaton, 1988). Instead, the test writers should employ the questions requiring test
takers to digest and interpret what they have read from the passages (Heaton, 1988).
Moreover, the questions used in the test should not require the world knowledge

because test takers can answer the questions without reading the passages (Du, 2010).

Several types of questions are employed in a reading comprehension test.
Nuttall (2005), for example, classified the types of questions based on the skills that
teachers necessarily entail from the students. The questions are comprised of question
of literal comprehension, questions involving reorganization or reinterpretation,
questions of inference, questions of evaluation, questions of personal response, and

questions concerned with how writers say what they mean.

Questions of literal comprehension are questions requiring readers to find the
answers directly and explicitly from the passage. The questions can be answered in the

words of the text itself. Unlike questions of literal comprehension, questions involving
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reorganization or reinterpretation are the question requiring readers to interpret or
obtain the information from various parts of the passage and put it together in a new
way. Such questions are valuable in making readers to consider the text as a whole
rather than thinking of each sentence. Similarly, questions of inference are the questions
requiring readers to put together the information that are scattered throughout the
passage to answer the question. To respond to this type of question, readers have to
imply the answer which does not state explicitly. Questions of evaluation are the
questions requiring readers to consider and judge about the passage in term of what the
writers is trying to do or how far he or she has achieved it. Unlike the questions of
evaluation, questions of personal response are the questions requiring readers’ opinions
or ideas to respond to the questions. Nevertheless, when responding to this type of
questions, the answer should base on the understanding of the reading passage.
Questions concerned with how writer say what they mean concern how the writers say

and what they mean in the passage.

The other types of questions utilized in a reading comprehension test is Bloom’s
Taxonomy (1965). Bacon (2003), for example, applied lower three levels of Bloom’s
Taxonomy (1965) to his short-answer and multiple-choice reading comprehension
questions. Indeed, the questions of Bloom’s Taxonomy (1965) are divided into 6 levels
- knowledge, comprehension, application, analysis, synthesis, and evaluation- arranged

from less to more complex.

The lower 3 levels are knowledge, comprehension, and application. Knowledge
is the level that students can recall or recognize information, ideas, and principles in the

approximate form that students have learnt. Comprehension is the level that students
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can compare, translate, comprehend, state main ideas, or interpret information based on
their prior learning. Application is the level that students can apply, select, or transfer

knowledge in a different or new way.

The higher 3 levels are analysis, synthesis, and evaluation. Analysis is the level
that students can distinguish, classify, make inferences and relate the assumptions,
hypotheses, evidence, or structure of a statement or question. Synthesis is the level that
students can originate, integrate, and combine ideas into a product, plan or proposal that
is new to them. Evaluation is the level that student can assess, or critique on a basis of

specific standards and criteria.

Apart from the test specification, the test formats, and the type of reading
comprehension question, multiple-choice and short-answer questions were designed.
The types of the questions were mainly adapted from Nutall (2005). That is, question
of literal comprehension, and questions involving and reorganization or reinterpretation

(see Appendix Il1).

2.7 Verbal protocol analysis (VPA)

To investigate strategy use, many researchers use not only a self-report
questionnaire to collect second language strategy use, but they also use verbal protocols
to confirm or triangulate the data. That is because using only a self-report questionnaire
might not be sufficient (e.g. Aivazoglou & Griva, 2014; Bacon, 1992; Lee, 2012). The
participants might report what they believe of what they will use. Hence, in order to
reduce this problem, a simulated verbal report retrospective with a self-report

questionnaire is used.
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Verbal protocol analysis is one type of strategy assessment methodology based
on the statement that individual’s verbalization may be seen to be an accurate record of
information that is attended to as a particular task (Green, 1998). It is also a tool for the
classroom teachers to ask the students to verify what they are doing while they are doing
a given task such as reading (Anderson, 1999). The informants are asked either to think
aloud or talk aloud what they do to complete the tasks. This technique becomes a tool

to use in cognitive psychology (Bacon, 1992; Cohen & Upton, 2007; Green, 1998).

In the area of language testing, verbal protocol analysis provides qualitative
information to investigate what informants are doing without being obtrusive (Cohen,
2006; Green, 1998). Researchers use verbal protocol to describe and codify strategies
that informants respond to different item types and testing procedure (Cohen & Upton,
2007; Cohen, 1998a, 2006). The description and code are related to describe mental
processes or cognitive processes that language learners use to understand target
language including second language strategies (Anderson, 1999; Cohen & Scott, 1996;
Cohen & Upton, 2007). Furthermore, researchers have used verbal protocol to
investigate how proficiency level and other learner characteristics (e.g. gender) relate
to strategy use and test performance (Bacon, 1992; Cohen, 2006; Kaylani, 1996;

Phakiti, 2003a, 2003b; Young & Oxford; 1997).

The method to collect verbal protocol may be different depending on the types
of research questions that are to be stated (Green, 1998). Bacon (1992) proposes three
types of verbal protocol: retrospective report, directed report and think-aloud
(introspection) protocol. She states that “retrospective report record what subjects say

they have done while performing the tasks, while directed reports focus on certain
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aspects or a tasks and thinking-aloud (introspection) protocols ask subjects to report on

their thinking processes during the performance of the tasks” (p 162).

Green (1998) mentions that if the researchers immediately use retrospective
report to the informants, they will receive the information that is presented in the
working memory. In contrast, if the researchers delay gathering the data, they will not
fruitfully receive the information that they want to. She points out that some informants
may report what they believe that researchers want them to respond, omitting
information that they have actually done in the tasks or may change the report to give
the impression of completeness or coherence. According to Green (1998), collecting
verbal report immediately may assist researchers not to be influenced by these
unwanted variables. Nevertheless, Bacon (1992) suggests that when collecting
introspective or retrospective data, researchers may realize that the informants may
report only conscious strategies and processes and the strategies that they report may

vary depending upon the phrase of the task.

To use verbal protocol analysis to yield data on cognitive processes of the
informants, the researchers should ensure that the data are valid and reliable. Green
(1998) suggests some characteristics that the researchers should consider. For instance,
the informants should be trained to understand the method before being interviewed.
Also, when collecting data, the researchers should provide the questions that can
encourage informants to react easily and try not to interrupt the informants while
reporting. The researchers, moreover, should be aware of individual differences.

Researchers should pay special attention for each informant so that researchers can
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receive information that they desire. Finally, the report should be conducted while the

informants taking the test since a delay report may provide an error in data.

According to aforementioned studies, verbal protocol can be used to collect the
data in cognitive processes and second language strategy used (e.g. Bacon, 1992;
Cohen, 1998, 2006; Khalil, 2005; Young & Oxford, 1997). The data from verbal
protocol can be possible generalized. Consequently, a stimulated verbal report was used

in the present study.

To conclude, the present study investigated the use of test taking, cognitive, and
metacognitive strategies between perceived and actual use in testing condition. Males
and females are the other factors used to explore. Quantitative and qualitative data were

reported.



CHAPTER 11

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

This section presents the methodological approaches and data collection
procedures and analyze relevant to the present study.

3.1 Research design and approach
The research design and approach were set to explore the four research

questions as specified earlier. The questions include:

1. Are there statistically significant differences in the use of test taking strategies,

cognitive and metacognitive strategies between perceived strategies and actual

use strategies in testing conditions?

2. Are there statistically significant gender differences in the perceived use of

cognitive and metacognitive strategies?

3. Are there statistically significant gender differences in cognitive and

metacognitive strategies in actual use in testing conditions?

4. To what extent do males and females differ in the actual use of cognitive and

metacognitive strategies in testing conditions?

The present study used mixed methods procedures, explanatory design, in

which the qualitative findings were used “to help explain, refine, clarify or extend

quantitative results” (Ivankova & Creswell, 2009, p 139). The study investigated

gender differences in the use of metacognitive and cognitive strategies in an English

reading comprehension test.
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3.2 Population and sample

The population of the study was Thai high school students who were at the age
of about 15-17 years old. They studied English as a foreign language. The sample was
selected from grade 10 high school students at Benchamaracharungsarit School in the
first semester, academic year 2015 by cluster sampling. The total number of the
classrooms in this school was 13 classrooms with approximately 45-50 students in
each class. Seven classrooms were randomly selected and 250 participants (125
males, 125 females) were selected based on Yamane’s (1967) table (as cited in Isreal,
1992) (see Appendix I). Forty participants in the sample group (20 males and 20

females) were randomly selected for verbal reports.

3.3 Research procedures

The study consisted of 2 phases: 1) developing research instruments including
a pilot study and 2) conducting the main study. Research instruments were comprised
of a reading comprehension test and the questionnaires used to collect data between
perceived and actual use strategies. In the first phase, the instruments were developed
and checked to ensure their validity, reliability and usefulness. The pilot study was
conducted to try out the instruments. The purpose of the pilot study was to reduce the
problems before the main study (Alderson, Clapham & Wall, 1995). In the second
phase, the main study, the participants were asked to complete a perceived strategy
questionnaire. Two weeks after that, the participants took an English reading
comprehension test. After they finished the test, they immediately responded to an
actual use strategy questionnaire. Forty participants were randomly selected for verbal

reports. The research procedures and stages were outlined as follows:
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Phase 1: The development of research instruments

Stage 1: Analyzing and synthesizing the literature and English
curriculum for Thai secondary schools to develop the
framework and the research instruments.

Stage 2: Developing the framework and research instruments

Stage 3: Conducting content validity by asking three experts to check
the validity of the research instruments- a reading
comprehension test and strategy questionnaires.

Stage 4: Conducting a pilot study to try out the instruments and to
investigate the reliability of the reading comprehension test and

strategy questionnaires.

Phase 2: Main study
Stage 1: Selecting the participants
Stage 2: Data collection

2.1 Distributing the perceived strategy questionnaire

2.2 Administering the English reading comprehension test
2.3 Distributing the actual use strategy questionnaire

2.4 Conducting simulated verbal reports

Stage 3: Data analysis
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3.4 Research instruments

The research instruments were developed by the researcher. The instruments
consisted of an English reading comprehension test and strategy questionnaires.

3.4.1 An English reading comprehension test

An English reading comprehension test was a criterion-referenced test
(Brown, 1996). The test consisted of four passage with 20 items followed by multiple-
choice and short-answer questions. The test was developed based on Bachman and
Palmer’s (1996) framework. Their test development framework comprised three
stages: design, operationalization and administration.

Stage 1: Design

The six activities involved in the design stage were described below.

1.1  The purposes of the test

The test was designed to assess students’ reading comprehension. The content
of the test were based on an English reading and writing course for grade 10 students.
The reading comprehension skills consisted of guessing the meaning of the unknown
words from known words, roots, prefixes, suffixes, and context clues, identifying
topics and main ideas, analyzing reference words, and skimming and scanning text for
general and specific information (Benchamaracharungsarit School, 2014).

1.2 Tasks in the Target Language Use (TLU) domain

Target language use domain was defined as ‘students reading in their daily

lives’. The reading materials were the articles from online magazine, online

newspaper, and online advertisements.
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1.3 The characteristics of test takers

The test takers were grade 10 students at Benchamarachrungsarit School in
Chachoengsao, Thailand. They were males and females at the age about 15-17 years
old. The test takers were a homogeneous group because of their nationalities and their
first language (Thai). They studied English as a foreign language. Their general level
and profile of language ability varied from beginning to pre-intermediate based on the
twenty percent of Ordinary National Educational Test (O-NET) scores and their GPA
before entering the secondary school (GPA > 2.50). O-NET, a national proficiency
test, measured students in mathematics, language, and sciences before entering the
secondary and university levels.

1.4  The construct to be measured

The constructs to be measured consisted of guessing the meaning of the
unknown words from prefix, suffix and context clues, identifying topic, and main
idea, and skimming and scanning text for general and specific information.

1.5 A plan for evaluating the qualities of usefulness

The qualities of test that were evaluated were reliability, content validity, and
practicality. Three experts were asked to check the content validity (see Appendix I1).
Then the test wa revised based on experts’ recommendation (see Appendix IV). The
revised test was administered to the pilot group.

1.6 Inventory of available resources and plan for their allocation and

management

Many resources such as human resources (e.g. clerical support) and material

resources (e.g. rooms for test development, computer and library resources) were

available for the test writer.
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Stage 2: Operationalization

This step involved the development of test specifications and the actual test
tasks. The test specifications were developed based on Bachman and Palmer’s (1996)

framework. The test specifications were as follows.

2.1 The purposes of the test

The test was designed to assess students’ reading comprehension in an English

reading and writing course (s 31201). The skills consisted of guessing the meaning of

the unknown words from known words, roots, prefixes, suffixes, and context clues,
identifying topics and main ideas, analyzing reference words, and skimming and
scanning text for general and specific information (Benchamaracharungsarit School,
2014).

2.2 The characteristics of test takers

As stated earlier, test takers were grade 10 students at
Benchamaracharungsarit School in Chachoengsao, Thailand. They were males and
females at the age about 15-17 years old. They were a homogeneous group because of
their nationalities and their first language (Thai). The students also studied English as
a foreign language. Their general level of language ability varied from beginning to
pre-intermediate level based on twenty percent of Ordinary National Education

Test (O-NET) scores and their GPA before entering the upper secondary school.

2.3 The level of the test was between beginning and pre-intermediate level.
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2.4 The characteristics of the test task

The test consisted of 4 passages with 20 items. In each passage, there were 5
items in multiple-choice and short-answer question formats. Students spent 30
minutes to complete the test. Flesch-Kincaid Grade Level index was used to find the
level of reading difficulty in each passage (Flesch, 2013: online). The level of
difficulty was between 4.0 - 7.0 based on the reading exercises and previous tests in
an English reading course. Similarly, the length of the passage was between 150 —
300 words based on the reading exercises and previous tests in an English reading and

writing course (e. 31201) (see appendix V).

2.5 The definition of the construct to be measured
The construct to be measured was ‘the ability to understand, interpret, and/or
express opinions on various reading passages that students have read such as articles
in the newspaper or magazine, advertisements, timetables, graphs’. This definition

was based on the syllabus used in an English reading and writing course (. 31201).

The reading sub-skills were the ability to find the meaning of the unknown words
from known words, roots, prefixes, suffixes, and context clues, the ability to
understand topics and main ideas, the ability to find the reference words, and the
ability to recognize general and specific information (Benchamaracharungsarit

School, 2014).

2.6 Text types and other text features

The types of texts were online articles from a newspaper, and advertisements

(See Appendix I11)
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2.7 The characteristics of the setting of the test task

2.7.1 Physical setting

The test was administered in the classroom where the test takers sat

individually.

2.7.2 Participants

The participants were grade 10 students who were studying an English reading

and writing course (e. 31201), and a researcher. There were approximately 45-50

students taking the test in each classroom. The test was administered by the

researcher.

2.7.3 Time of task

The test administration varied according to students’ class schedule. Students

spent 30 minutes to complete the test.

2.8 Instructions for responding to the task

The instructions written in both English and Thai were a set of general
instructions. The instructions were in the first page of the test explaining the purposes
of the test, characteristics of the test, how the test takers responded to the test task,
and how the test would be scored. The sample answers for answering a multiple-

choice and a short answer question were also provided in the first page.
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2.9 Characteristics of input, response, and relationship between input and

response

2.9.1 Characteristics of the input

2.9.1.1 Format

The input was visual in the form of target language (English). The length of
the format was approximately between 150-300 words. In a multiple-choice format,
test takers were asked to choose the correct answer from four choices, and in a short-

answer format, test takers are asked to write a specific response.

2.9.1.2 Characteristics of the expected response

The responses were a selected response and a limited production response. A
selected response was a multiple-choice format. The correct answer was selected
among four choices. A limited production response was a short-answer format. The
responses were written in the target language (English). The length of the response

was a word, a phrase, or a short sentence.

2.9.1.3 The relationship between input and response

Since the test was an English reading comprehension test, it was non-
reciprocal. The answers from the students could not be changed the form of

subsequent material in the reading passage.
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Stage 3: Test administration

This stage was divided into two phrases: try-out and operational test use.

Phase 1: Try-out

Before the test was tried out, it was validated by three experts (see Appendix
I1). The experts were asked to give their comments on the appropriateness of the test
as an instrument used to measure reading skills (See Appendix 111, V). At least two
out of three experts agreed on the appropriateness of the reading test in all aspects.
Therefore, there was no major revision.

The test was tried out with a pilot group. Sixty participants who were not in
the main study took the reading test. All of participants were informed about the
purposes of the test and spent 30 minutes to complete the test. When the researcher
observed the participants, it seemed to her that 30 minutes was an appropriate time for
the students to complete the test.

The reliability of the test questions was investigated by using the Kuder
Richardson Coefficient of reliability (KR 20). The standardized alpha for 20 questions
was .563, indicating that the test might have limited applicability (see Appendix V).
Therefore, the test was revised by item facility. The items and questions that were too
difficult or too easy were redesigned.

The test was tried out with another pilot group. Sixty participants who were
not in the main study took the revised test. They were informed about the purposes of
the test and spent 30 minutes to complete the test. The Kuder Richardson Coefficient
of reliability (KR 20) was used. The standardized alpha for 20 questions was .70,

indicating that the test was adequate for interpretation (see Appendix V).
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Phrase 2: Operational test use

The revised test was administered in the main study. The test was
administered in the classroom. Seven classrooms were selected. There were
approximately 40-45 students in each class. The students took the test and they were
required to remain in their seats until the end of the exam. The test results were scored
and analyzed.

3.4.2 Strategy questionnaires: perceived and actual use strategies

Strategy questionnaires used in this study were self-report questionnaires
developed to investigate students’ cognitive and metacognitive strategies, and test
taking strategies. There were two sets: a perceived strategy questionnaire and an
actual use strategy questionnaire. Both questionnaires were drawn from the analysis
and synthesis of cognitive and metacognitive strategies and test taking strategies from
theoretical framework and the literature review. The cognitive and metacognitive
strategies items were applied based on O’Malley and Chamot (1990) and Oxford
(1990), and the test taking strategy items were applied based on Cohen and Upton
(2006). A 6-point Likert scale (0= never, 1=rarely, 2 = sometimes, 3 = often, 4 =
usually, and 5 = always) was used in the questionnaire (Phakiti, 2008). Both
questionnaires were translated into Thai in order that the participants could
understand the items.

The content in both questionnaires was divided into 3 parts: demographic
information, cognitive and metacognitive reading strategies and test taking strategies.
The first part collected the general information concerning the participants’ gender,
age, class, GPA, and grade of the English subject. The second part consisted of

cognitive and metacognitive reading strategy items and the third part consisted of test



taking strategies (test management strategies and test wiseness strategies). The

strategies composited in the questionnaire were presented in the table below.

Strategies Sub-scale No. of items
item
1. Cognitive Repeating 1 7
strategies Skimming 1 5
Scanning 1 6
Deduction 2 8,9
Inferencing 2 10,11
Translation 1 13
Transferring 1 12
Note-taking 1 14
Summarization 1 18
Highlighting 1 15
Elaboration 2 16, 17
subtotal 14
2. Metacognitive  Planning 4 1,2,3,4
strategies Monitoring 4 19, 20, 21, 22
Evaluating 2 23,24
subtotal 10
3. Test taking Test management 19 1,2,3,4,5,6,7,9,10,11,13,
strategies strategies 14,15,16,17,22,23,24,25
Test-wiseness 6 8,12,18,19,20,21
strategies
Subtotal 25
total 49
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In the perceived strategy questionnaire, the items were in the ‘Present Simple

Tense’ to reflect students’ habitual strategy use, while the items in the actual use

strategy questionnaire were in the ‘Past Simple Tense’ to reflect students’ actual use

in testing conditions (Phakiti, 2008). The two sets of the questionnaires were in

Appendix VII.

After the development, the English and Thai version of the questionnaires

were validated by three experts who were in the areas of language teaching with
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experience in doing research studies on reading comprehension (See Appendix I1).
The experts validated the items in the questionnaires by using the index of item-
objective congruence (I0C) (See Appendix VII1I). The evaluation criteria of IOC
consisted of +1, 0 and -1. The score of +1 was assigned to the items which were
congruent with the objectives or the content, while the score of 0 was assigned to the
items in which the raters were not certain whether it was related to the objectives or
the content. The score of -1 was assigned to the items which were not congruent with
the objectives or content (See Appendix IX). According to the experts’ validation, the
value of I0C was > .50, so the items in the questionnaire were acceptable (Turner &
Carlson, 2003).

A perceived strategy questionnaire and an actual use strategy questionnaire
translated into Thai were tried out in a pilot study. To investigate the internal
consistency of the test, the Cronbach’s alpha was used to estimate the internal
consistency. The Cronbach’s alpha based on standardized items was estimated to be
.936 for a perceived strategy questionnaire and .935 for an actual use strategy
questionnaire. Both values indicated high reliability.

In examining cognitive and metacognitive strategy use between male and
female students on the questionnaire scale, which ranges from 0 to 5 (0= never, 1=
rarely, 2 = sometimes, 3 = often, 4 = usually, and 5 = always). The interpretation of
scores were based on Oxford and Burry-Stock (1995) for general language learning
strategy use. An average of 3.50-5.0 were considered high strategy use; 2.50-3.49
were designated medium strategy use; and 1.0-2.49 were regarded as low strategy use

(Oxford & Burry-Stock, 1995).



103

3.5 Data collection

The main study was conducted in the same way as the pilot study. Before
conducting the main study, the parents of the participants read and signed the consent
form. The data collection was divided into 3 stages. First, the participants answered
the questionnaire in perceived strategies. The length of time to complete the
questionnaire was approximately 20 minutes. Second, two weeks after that, the
participants were asked to do the English reading comprehension test. The test
consisted 20 items, and the amount of time allotted to the test was 30 minutes. Based
on the reading test that the participants had just done, they were asked to fill out the
actual use strategy questionnaire. The participants were instructed to consider the
strategies used during they did the reading test while they were responding to the
questionnaire. The length of time to complete the questionnaire was approximately 20
minutes. Finally, 40 participants were asked for verbal reports. The length of time
was approximately 60-90 minutes per each participant.

3.5.1 A retrospective stimulated report

A retrospective stimulated report was used to collect cognitive and
metacognitive strategy use in actual use strategies. The retrospective stimulated report
was used because it did not interrupt the participants while they were taking the
reading test. The retrospective stimulated report was conducted in Thai, so that the
questions were understandable for Thai students and the participants could report their
strategies in their native language.

The procedures of the verbal reports were tried out in a pilot study. There were
eight participants (4 males, 4 females) in the pilot study. Each participants in the pilot

study were first trained to give the retrospective verbal reports before taking the
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English reading comprehension test. First, they were asked to do the mathematic tasks
and then reported what they thought when they did the task. After that, the same
participants were asked to practice the second task which was two short reading
passages. The participants read only the first passage, and reported what they thought
when they read the passage, how they understood the passage. If the participants did
not seem to understand the processes of verbal reports, they were again asked to do
the second passage. However, if they seemed to understand the processes of the
verbal report, he/she might not read the second paragraph. The participants spent
approximately 7-8 minutes to read each passage. Finally, the participants were asked
to do the third task which was reading and answering one multiple-choice and one
short-answer question. They spent 15 minutes to complete the task. When they
finished, they were asked to report what they thought when they did the reading task.
After trying out, the researcher found that the practice tasks could not elicit the
cognitive and metacognitive reading strategy use from the participants. Therefore, the
practice tasks were redesigned (see Appendix X) and tried out with the other groups
of participants. They were asked to do the same processes as the previous group had

done.

The researcher collected the verbal reports in the main study from July 2015 to
August 2015. They lasted from 60 to 90 minutes depending on how long the
participants provided the reports. The retrospective verbal report was conducted as
follows. First, the researcher wrote a letter of consent describing the purpose of this
study to the parents of the selected participants at the beginning of the semester to ask
for their permission. Asking for their permission was important because the

participants were under 18 years old. The researcher waited for a week to collect the
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letter back. Second, after receiving the parents’ permission, the participants filled out
a background information sheet consisting of their demographic information. Then
they were trained to give verbal reports. The processes of the verbal protocol training

were the same as the pilot study.

After the training, the selected participants took the English reading
comprehension test. After the participants finished reading each passage and doing the
test items that followed, they were asked to report what strategies they used while
they were responding to the selection in the reading test after they finished one
passage. At this stage, the reading comprehension test was provided as a stimuli for
the participants so they could recall and report on what processes they used in the
reading test.

The data in the pilot and main study were transcribed, coded and analyzed by
a researcher and an English teacher who had an experience in doing research in verbal
reports. The researcher coded the entire set of protocols. The English teacher coded
20% of the set of protocols. To investigate coder consistency, an inter-coder reliability
analysis using the Kappa statistic was performed. As a rule of thumb values of Kappa
from 0.40 to 0.59 are considered moderate, 0.60 to 0.79 substantial, and 0.80
outstanding (Landis & Koch, 1977). The inter-coder reliability for the raters was
found to be Kappa = 0.97 (p < 0.001). The results of the Kappa could be interpreted
that the two raters had almost perfect agreement (Ladis & Koch, 1977).

The outline of the data collection procedures in the main study was described

in Figure 1.
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Stage 1: Approximately 250
participants answered a perceived
strategy questionnaire 2 weeks before
taking an English reading
comprehension test.

l

2 weeks after that

Stage 2: The participants took the test.
After completing the test, the
participants immediately answered an
actual use strategy questionnaire.

v

Stage 3: 40 participants were randomly
selected to give a verbal report in actual
use strategies.

Figure 1 A flow chart of data-collection procedure in the main study

3.5.2 Rating of test responses

The rating of test responses was conducted by the researcher and an English
teacher. The scoring methods were divided into two parts, a multiple-choice format
and a short-answer format. For the multiple-choice format, test takers chose the
choice that they thought was the best answer in each item. The test takers got “1” if
the answer was correct and they got “0” if the answer was wrong. For the short-
answer format, the test was scored based on reasonableness of response. Test takers
got “1” if the answer was correct or made sense and they got “0” if the answer was
wrong or did not make sense. Grammar, spelling and punctuation were not marked in
the scoring system (Urguhart & Weir, 1998; Weir, 2005). The models of answer in

the multiple-choice and short-answer format were provided for the raters.
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3.6 Data analysis

There were quantitative and qualitative data analysis in the present study. For
the quantitative data analysis, multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) which
was set at a significant level of 0.05 was used. Statistical package for the Social
Science (SPSS) was used for statistical analysis (i.e. descriptive statistics,
MANOVA:S). For the qualitative data analysis, the coding of a retrospective
stimulated report interview was used.

For the first research question “1) Are there statistically significant differences
in the use of test taking strategies, cognitive and metacognitive strategies between
perceived strategies and actual use strategies in testing conditions?”” Repeated
measures multivariate analysis of variance (RM MANOVA) (within-subjects designs)
was used for the analyses of test taking strategies, cognitive and metacognitive
strategies when they were measured two times, in perceived use and actual use.

One-way repeated measure analyses assume a normal distribution of the
outcome for each level of the within-subjects factor. The errors are assumed to be
uncorrelated between subjects. Within a subject the multiple measurements are
assumed to be correlated.

For the second research question, “2) Are there statistically significant gender
differences in the perceived use of cognitive and metacognitive strategies?” and the
third research question, “3) Are there statistically significant gender differences in
cognitive and metacognitive strategies in actual use in testing conditions?”, there was
only quantitative analysis to answer these questions as the participants did not provide
an answer to the open-ended questions in the questionnaire. One way MANOVA was

used to analyze the data from the Likert-scaled questionnaire items. One-way
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MANOVA was used to investigate gender differences in the use of cognitive and
metacognitive strategies in the perceived use and in actual use in testing conditions.

To answer research question 2, the independent variable was gender (males
and females), and the dependent variables were cognitive and metacognitive strategies
used in the perceived use. The magnitude of correlation between dependent variables
was checked. As a mean of checking multicollinearity, the multivariate correlation
should be low to moderate. If the multivariate correlation were .90 (or above),
diagnosis was slightly more difficult because multivariate statistics were needed to
find the offending variable (Tabachnick & Fidel, 2007).

Box’s M test was used to test the homogeneity of the variance-covariance
matrices of dependent variables across all level combinations of the between-subjects
factors. Box’s test should not be significant (p > 0.001) (Tabachnik & Fidell, 2007).
Nevertheless, if sample sizes were equal, Box’s test may not be used (Field, 2013).
On the other hand, if the assumption of homogeneity of variance-covariance is
violated, Pillai’s Trace were used instead of Wilk’s Lambda to evaluate multivariate
significance (Tabachnik & Fidel, 2007). Pillai’s Trace is the robust statistical tests
against violations of assumption. In addition, Pillai’s Trace could be used for any
number of groups, whereas Wilk’s is used with the independent variable which has
more than two groups (Mayers, 2013).

Univariate ANOVA was used on each dependent measure separately to
determine the locus of statistically significant multivariate effect. The Levene’s test of
Equality of Error Variances was used to test the assumptions of MANOVA and
ANOVA in that the variances of each variable were equal across the groups. The

results of the Levene’s test should be non-significant (p > .05). If the assumption was
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violated, Brown-Forsythe F or Welch’s F should be used (Mayer, 2013). Nevertheless
if the samples were large, the violation of assumption might not matter as much
(Cohen, 1992; Field, 2013)

Similar to the second research question, the independent variable in research
question 3 was gender (males and females), and the dependent variables was
cognitive and metacognitive strategy use in actual use in testing conditions.
Assumptions in MANOVA were checked in the same way as for the second research
question.

To answer the fourth research question, “4) To what extent do males and
females differ in the actual use of cognitive and metacognitive strategies in testing
conditions?”, the data came from audio-recorded verbal reports. The data were
segmented into words, phrases, or sentences, each of which represented a distinct
process or strategy and were assigned a code or taxonomy related to cognitive and
metacognitive reading strategies.

The coding schemes were developed based on the perceived and actual use
strategy questionnaire. The coding schemes consisted of the taxonomies of language
learning processes and strategies to deal with an English reading comprehension test.
To try out the coding schemes, eight verbal reports (4 males, 4 females) from the pilot
study were chosen. Two coders independently coded the reports and discussed the
results. In general, they agreed on the coding, but there were some limitation and
discrepancies. The coding scheme was then revised for the main study (see Appendix
X1).

In conclusion, this chapter presents the research methodology for the present

study, research design and approach, population and participants, research
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instruments, data collection and data analyze. The next chapter shows the findings of

this study.



CHAPTER IV

RESULTS
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This chapter presents the results of the main study in relation to the four research

questions.

4.1 Research question 1

Avre there statistically significant differences in the use of test taking strategies,

cognitive and metacognitive strategies between perceived strategies and actual use

strategies in testing conditions?

Table 1 shows the results, in percent, of the perceived and actual use of different

strategies used by grade 10 students. The bar charts illustrating these percentage are in

Appendix XII.

Table 1

Percentages (%) of grade 10 students reporting and using the strategies (n=500)

5
Rarely sometimes usually always
p A P A P A P A P A P A

Test taking strategies
Test 08 0.4 56 96 44 406 444 444 52 52 0 0
management ’ ’ ’ ’ ’ ’ ’ ’ ’
Test 0.4 0 152 156 56.4 58 268 216 12 48 0 0
wiseness
Cognitive strategies
Repeating 16 16 96 8.0 204 18.8 27.2 336 26.4 204 14.8 17.6
Skimming 16 2.0 12.4 10.0 32.8 26.0 26.4 29.6 17.2 204 9.6 12.0
Scanning 08 16 6.8 76 304 224 29.2 32,0 224 24.8 10.4 11.6
Deduction 52 48 23.2 24.4 36.8 36.4 24.8 228 76 11.6 24 04
Inferencing 16 08 8.4 56 29.2 30.8 324 332 21.2 232 72 6.4
Translation 0.4 16 11.6 12.4 15.6 20.0 21.2 30.4 24.4 23.2 20.8 12.4
Transferring 2.0 2.8 13.2 11.6 35.6 344 29.2 30.0 12.8 15.2 72 6.0
Note-taking 9.6 76 25.2 28.4 40.0 36.8 16.4 18.0 44 76 44 16
ﬁ“mma”za“o 44 6.0 19.6 16.4 34.4 38.8 17.6 30.0 16.0 136 8.0 32
Highlighting 40 9.2 204 204 25.6 328 22.0 18.8 13.6 12.0 14.4 6.8
Elaboration 36 56 344 31.2 42 432 17.6 13.8 24 6.0 0 1.2
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0 1 2 3 4 5
Never Rarely sometimes often usually Always
P A P A P A P A P A P A
Metacognitive strategies
Planning 1.2 1.6 10.4 10.8 50 42.8 30.8 35.6 7.2 8.4 0.4 0.8
Monitoring 4.4 5.6 316 232 38.8 43.2 16.8 19.6 8 8 0.4 0.4
Evaluating 12 6.2 272 29.6 35.2 36 14.4 17.2 8.8 8.4 24 24

*P = perceived, A= actual use

As shown in Table 1, 44.4 % of grade 10 students perceived that they often used
and reported that they actually used test management. 56.4 % of the students
perceived that they sometimes used test wiseness strategies, and 58 % of them

sometimes used this strategy when doing the reading test.

In terms of cognitive strategies, 27.2 % of the students perceived that they often
used repeating, and 33.6 % of them reported that they often used this strategy when
they did the reading test. Similarly, 32.4 % of the students reported that they often
used inferencing and 33.2 % of them often used it when doing the test. Moreover,
27.2% of them perceived that they often used translation, and 30.4 % of them often
used it when doing the test. Furthermore, among these cognitive strategies, 36. 8 % of
the students perceived that they sometimes used deduction, and 36.4 % of them
reported that they sometimes used it when doing the test. 35.6% of the students
perceived that they sometimes used transferring, and 34.4% of them sometimes used
it in the test. Moreover, 40% of the students reported that they sometimes used note-
taking, and 36.8% of them sometimes used it in the test. 34.4% of the students
reported that they sometimes used summarization, and 38.8% of them sometimes used
it when doing the test. 25.6% of the students perceived that they sometimes used
highlighting, and 32.8% of them sometimes used it when doing the test. Further, 42%
of students reported that they sometimes used elaboration, and 43.2% of them

sometimes used it in the test.
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Nevertheless, there were two cognitive strategies that grade 10 students
perceived and actually used them differently. That is, 32.8% and 30.4% of the
students reported that they sometimes used skimming and scanning respectively.
However, they reported that when they did the reading test, 29.6% and 32% of them

often used skimming and scanning respectively.

In addition, Table 1 shows the percentage of metacognitive strategies that
students perceived and used in the reading test. 50%, 38.8% and 35.2% of the students
perceived that they sometimes used planning, monitoring, and evaluating respectively.
Furthermore, 42.8%, 43.2% and 36% of them sometimes used planning, monitoring,
and evaluating respectively when they did the reading test.

Table 2 presents descriptive statistics for test taking, cognitive, and
metacognitive strategies used, showing the actual vs. perceived use of different

strategies.
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Table 2
Descriptive statistics of overall strategies used comparing perceived and actual use
strategies (n = 500)

Variable Perceived use Actual use
M SD Degree M SD Degree
Test taking strategies
Test 2.94 .64 Medium 2.86 72 Medium
management
Test wiseness 2.54 .66 Medium 2.58 .68  Medium
Cognitive strategies
Repeating 3.12 1.26 Medium 3.16 1.24 Medium
Skimming 2.74 1.21 Medium 2.92 1.23 Medium
Scanning 2.97 1.14 Medium 3.05 1.18 Medium
Deduction 2.37 1.06 Low 2.42 1.05 Low
Inferencing 3.07 1.08 Medium 3.13 1.00 Medium
Translation 3.26 1.29 Medium 2.98 1.25 Medium
Transfer 2.59 1.15 Medium 2.61 1.14 Medium
Note-taking 1.94 1.17 Low 1.94 1.10 Low
Summarization 2.45 131 Low 2.24 1.34 Low
Highlighting 2.64 1.42 Medium 2.38 1.18 Low
Elaboration 2.05 .86 Low 2.09 1.00 Low
Metacognitive strategies
Planning 2.71 .80 Medium 2.78 .86 Medium
Monitoring 2.27 .95 Low 2.37 .96 Low
Evaluating 2.09 1.19 Low 2.22 1.10 Low

*Degrees: 3.50-5.0 high strategy use; 2.50-3.49 medium strategy use; and 1.00-2.49
low strategy use

Table 2 shows that grade 10 students reported using and actually used most, but
not all, test taking, cognitive, and metacognitive strategies with medium frequency.
Some strategies they used with low frequency, namely: deduction, note-taking,
summarization, elaboration, monitoring, and evaluating. In addition, although grade
10 students reported using highlighting with medium frequency, they used the

strategy with low frequency.
To answer the first research question, the statistical assumptions underlying the
use of Repeated measures MANOVA were checked and it was found that they were

not violated. A normal distribution of the outcome for each level of the within-
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subjects factor was checked and the results indicated that the data were normal. The
multivariate correlation was of acceptable limits for MANOVA outcomes (r = .088)
(see appendix V). RM MANOVA results indicated that there were no statistically
differences in the overall perceived and actual use of test taking, cognitive, and

metacognitive strategies. Table 3 shows the results of RM MANOVA that was

performed.

Table 3

RM MANOVA Summary Table of Within-subjects Effects for perceived and actual use
Source F df P n

Perceived & actual use 2.56 3 .056 .030

*p<.05

Table 4 shows univariate ANOVA indicated that there were no statistically
significant differences in test taking strategies, cognitive strategies, and metacognitive

strategies between perceived and actual use strategies.

Table 4
The results of univariate analysis
Source Measure MS F df p n*
Perceived &  Test taking strategies 332 812 1 .368 .003
actual use Cognitive strategies .007 016 1 901 .000
Metacognitive 1.031 1.75 1 .187 .007
strategies

p< .05
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4.2 Research question 2:

Avre there statistically significant gender differences in the perceived use of
cognitive and metacognitive strategies?

Table 5 shows the results, in percent, of male and female students reporting
using cognitive and metacognitive strategies. The bar charts illustrating these

percentage are in Appendix XIV.

Table 5
Percentages (%) of males and females reporting strategy use
0 1 2 3 4 5
Never rarely sometimes often usually always

M F M F M F M F M F M F
Cognitive strategies
Repeating 3.2 0 15.2 4 23.2 17.6 26.4 28 20.8 32 11.2 18.4
Skimming 32 0 12 12.8 33.6 31 24 28.8 17.6 16.8 9.6 9.6
Scanning 0.8 0.8 8.8 4.8 28 32.8 29.6 28.8 23.2 21.6 9.6 11.2
Deduction 1.6 3.2 13.6 26.4 39.2 35.2 31.2 26.4 10.4 8 4 0.8
Inferencing 24 0.8 12.8 4 28 30.4 33.6 31.2 14.4 28 8.8 5.6
Translation 0.8 0 12 11.2 17.6 13.6 25.6 28.8 28.8 20 15.2 26.4
Transferring 3.2 0.8 11.2 15.2 36.8 34.4 29.6 28.8 13.6 12 5.6 8.8
Note-taking 13.6 5.6 25.6 24.8 36.8 43.2 15.2 17.6 4.8 4 4 4.8
Summarization 4.8 4 23.2 16 35.2 33.6 14.4 20.8 15.2 16.8 7.2 8.8
Highlighting 5.6 24 31.2 9.6 29.6 21.6 17.6 26.4 6.4 20.8 9.6 19.2
Elaboration 3.1 3 33.6 35.2 44.8 39.2 16.8 18.4 1.6 3.2 0 0
Metacognitive strategies
Planning 1.6 0.8 12 8.8 46.4 53.6 28.8 32.8 10.4 4 0.8 0
Monitoring 4.8 4 30.4 32.8 38.4 39.2 16.8 16.8 9.6 6.4 0 0.8
Evaluating 11.2 12.8 24.8 29.6 40 30.4 13.6 15.2 6.4 11.2 4 0.8

*M = males, F = females

As shown in Table 5, 33.6% of males perceived that they sometimes used
skimming, and 31% of females perceived that they sometimes used this strategy.
39.2% of males perceived that they sometimes used deduction, and 35.2% of females
perceived that they sometimes used it. Furthermore, 36.8% of males perceived that
they sometimes used transferring, and 34.4% of females perceived that they

sometimes used it. 36.8% of males perceived that they sometimes used note-taking,



117

and 43.2% of females perceived that they sometimes used it. 35.2% of males
perceived that they sometimes used summarization, and 33.6% of females perceived
that they sometimes used it. 44.8% of males perceived that they sometimes used
elaboration, and 39. 2% of females perceived that they sometimes used it. Moreover,
33.6% of males perceived that they often used inferencing, and 31. 2% of females

perceived that they often use this strategy.

Similarly, in terms of metacognitive strategies, 46.4%, 38.4%, and 40% of
males perceived that they sometimes used planning, monitoring, and evaluating
respectively. Additionally, 53.6%, 39.2%, and 30.4% of females perceived that they

sometimes used planning, monitoring, and evaluating respectively.

However, there were four strategies that males and females perceived using
them differently. That is, 26.4% of males perceived that they often used repeating, but
32% of females perceived that they usually used this strategy. 32.8% of males
perceived that they sometimes used scanning, but 29.6% of females perceived that
they often used it. Furthermore, 28.8% of males perceived that they usually used
translation, but 28.8% of females perceived that they often used it. 31.2% of males
perceived that they rarely used highlighting, but 26.4% of females perceived that they

often used it.

Table 6 presents descriptive statistics for male and female students’ perceived

use of cognitive and metacognitive strategies.
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Table 6
Descriptive statistics of male and female students’ perceived use of cognitive and

metacognitive strategies (n=250)

Variable Males Females
M SD Degree M SD Degree
Cognitive Repeating 280 133 Medium  3.43 1.10  Medium
strategies Skimming 270 126 Medium 278 116 Medium
Scanning 294 115 Medium 299 1.13  Medium
Deduction 272 103 Medium 2.36 1.00 Low
Inferencing 292 112 Medium  3.22 1.01  Medium
Translation 315 127 Medium  3.37 1.31  Medium
Transfer 2.56 1.13  Medium  2.62 1.17  Medium
Note-taking 184 1.22 Low 2.04 1.12 Low

Summarization 2.34 1.31 Low 2.57 1.29 Medium
Highlighting 217 135 Low 3.11 1.34  Medium

Elaboration 205 0.81 Low 2.06  0.90 Low
Metacognitive Planning 274 087 Medium 270 096 Medium
Strategies Monitoring 230 0.93 Low 225 1.03 Low

Evaluating 211 1.19 Low 2.07 1.19 Low

*Degrees: 3.50-5.0 high strategy use; 2.50-3.49 medium strategy use; and 1.00-2.49 low strategy use
Regarding the range of the questionnaire scale, Table 6 shows that males and
females reported using most, but not all, cognitive strategies with medium frequency.
Further, males and females reported low frequency use of note-taking and elaboration.
However, males reported medium frequency use of deduction, while females reported
using this strategy with low frequency. In addition, females reported medium
frequency use of summarization and highlighting, whereas males reported low

frequency use of these strategies.

To answer the second research questions, the statistical assumptions underlying
the use of a one-way MANOVA were checked and it was found that they were not
violated. The multivariate correlation was of acceptable limits for MANOVA
outcomes (r=.685) (See appendix XV). Box’s M test of equality of Covariance

Matrices was not significant (p > .001) — indicating that there were no significant
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differences between the Covariance Matrices. Therefore, the assumption was not
violated.

Pillai’s Trace was used as the criteria, and it was found that the dependent
variable was significant affected by gender, Pillai’s Trace = .216, F (4, 621) = 14.235,

p =.000, multivariate n° = 216. The significant F indicated that there were
statistically significant gender differences in the perceived use of cognitive and

metacognitive strategies (see Appendix XV).

Because the multivariate result was statistically significant, univariate ANOVA
was used. Levene’s test of equality of error variances indicated that the assumption

about homogeneity of variance for each of the dependent measures was not violated.

Table 7 shows univariate ANOVA indicated that there was a significant

difference between male and female students for reporting overall cognitive
strategies, F = 6.29, p = .013, n’ = 025, Nevertheless, there were no gender

differences for metacognitive strategies, F = .258, p = .612, n” = 001.

Table 7
Univariate analysis on reporting overall cognitive and metacognitive strategies
Source  Dependent variables MS F df P n
Gender  Cognitive strategies 287 6.29 1 .013* 025
Metacognitive 15 .258 1 .612 .001
strategies

*p < .05
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4.3 Research question 3:
Avre there statistically significant gender differences in cognitive and

metacognitive strategies in actual use in testing conditions?

Table 8 presents descriptive statistics of male and female students’ reading test

scores.
Table 8
Descriptive statistics of grade 10 students’ reading test scores (total scores = 20)
Variables Min Max Mean SD.
Males 2 18 9.04 3.23
Females 3 18 9.78 2.84
Males and females 2 18 9.41 3.06
Table 9

Descriptive statistics of grade 10 males and females’ reading test score in short-
answer and multiple-choice questions (total scores = 6, 14 respectively)

Short-answer Multiple-choice
Variables Min Max Mean SD. Min Max Mean SD.
Males 0 6 2.70 1.70 2 14 634 212
Females 0 6 3.14 1.62 2 11  6.65 1.79

As shown in Tables 8 and 9, the average scores of the reading test was 9.41. The
average score of males was 9.04, while female was 9.78. The average scores of males
and females in short-answer questions were 2.70 and 3.14 respectively, whereas the
average scores of males and females in multiple-choice questions were 6.34 and 6.65

respectively.

An independent-samples t-test was conducted to compare the reading test scores
between males and females. Table 10 presents independent sample t-test of males and

females’ reading test scores.
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Table 10
Independent sample t-test of males and females’ test scores
Males Females
M SD M SD p
The reading test scores 9.04 3.23 9.78 2.84 334
p<.05

As shown in Table 10, an independent-samples t-test indicated that the reading
test scores between males and females were not significantly different, t(248) = 1.94,

p=.344.
Table 11 shows the results, in percent, of cognitive and metacognitive used by

male and female students when they did the reading test. The bar chats illustrating

these percentage are in Appendix XVI.

Table 11
Percentages (%) of males and females using strategies
0 1 2 3 4 5
never rarely Sometimes Often Usually always

M F M F M F M F M F M F
Cognitive strategies
Repeating 2.4 0.8 9.6 6.4 224 15.2 37.6 29.6 16.8 24 11.2 24
Skimming 2.4 1.6 13.6 6.4 24 28 27.2 32 19.2 21.6 13.6 10.4
Scanning 1.6 1.6 8.8 6.4 26.4 18.4 28.8 35.2 21.6 28 12.8 10.4
Deduction 6.4 24 28 20.8 36 44 26.4 19.2 9.6 13.6 0.8 0
Inferencing 1.6 0 8 3.2 30.4 31.2 33.6 32.8 21.6 24.8 4.8 8
Translation 1.6 1.6 16.8 9.6 21.6 39.2 28.8 28 21.6 12.8 9.6 8.8
Transferring 4 1.6 13.6 8 29.6 18.4 32 32 17.6 24.8 3.2 15.2
Note-taking 11.2 4 25.6 31.2 328 40.8 21.6 14.4 7.2 8 1.6 1.6
Summarization 8 4 16.8 16 28 33.6 31.2 28.8 12 15.2 4 4
Highlighting 12.8 5.6 24 16.8 37.6 28 14.4 23.2 8 16 3.2 10.4
Elaboration 5.6 5.6 32.8 29.6 37.6 48.8 15.2 10.4 8 4 0.8 1.6
Metacognitive strategies
Planning 2.4 7.2 15.2 45.6 40 37.6 30.9 37.6 7.2 9.6 1.6 0
Monitoring 11 4 23 24 39.2 47.2 20.8 18.4 10.4 5.6 0 8
Evaluating 8 4.8 28 31.2 35.2 36.8 16.8 17.6 8 8.8 4 .8

*M = males, F = females

As shown in Table 11, when males and females actually did the reading test,

36% of males sometimes used deduction, and 44% of females sometimes used this
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strategy. 32.8% of males sometimes used note-taking, and 40.8% of females
sometimes used it. 37.6% of males sometimes used highlighting, and 28% of females
sometimes used it. In addition, 37.6% of males sometimes used elaboration, and
48.8% of females sometimes used it. In addition, in terms of metacognitive strategies,
39.2% and 35. 2% of males sometimes used monitoring, and evaluating respectively,

and 47.2% and 36.8% of females used them.

Similarly, 37.6% of males often used repeating, and 29.6% of females often
used this strategy. 27.2% of males often used skimming, and 32% of females often
used it. Moreover, 28.8% of males often used scanning, and 35.2% of females often
used it. 33.6% of males often used inferencing, and 32.8% of females often used it.

Furthermore, 32% of males and females often used transferring.

However, there were three strategies that males and females used them
differently. That is, 28.8% of males often used translation, but 39.2% of females
sometimes used it. 31.2% of males often used summarization, but 33.6% of females
sometimes used it. Additionally, 40% of males sometimes used planning, but 45.6%
of females rarely used it.

Table 12 shows the descriptive statistics for male and female students using

cognitive and metacognitive strategies in actual use in testing conditions.
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Table 12
Descriptive statistics of males and females using strategies in the reading testing

(n=250)

Variable Males Females
M SD Degree M SD Degree
Cognitive Repeating 290 120 Medium 342 1.23 Medium
Strategies Skimming 288 132 Medium 297 115 Medium
Scanning 298 122 Medium 313 113 Medium
Deduction 238 111 Low 249  0.99 Low
Inferencing 3.04 105 Medium 322 094  Medium
Translation 281 127 Medium 316 1.22 Medium
Transfer 255 115 Medium 2,67 114  Medium

Note-taking 192 1.17 Low 196 104 Low
Summarization 234 1.24 Low 242 112 Low
Highlighting 190 1.23 Low 258 137 Medium

Elaboration 214 1.07 Low 2.05 0.93 Low
Metacognitive Planning 272 096 Medium 284 0.74  Medium
Strategies Monitoring 237 1.03 Low 237 0.89 Low

Evaluating 226 119 Low 218 1.01 Low

*Degrees: 3.50-5.0 high strategy use; 2.50-3.49 medium strategy use; and 1.00-2.49 low strategy use

Regarding the range of the questionnaire scale, Table 12 shows that male and
female students used most, but not all, cognitive strategies with medium frequency
when they took the reading test. Additionally, males and females used deduction,
note-taking, summarization, and elaboration with low frequency. Although, males
used highlighting with low frequency, females used it with medium frequency. In
addition, males and females used metacognitive strategies with low to medium
frequency. That is, both males and females used monitoring and evaluating with low
frequency, whereas they used planning with medium frequency.

To answer the third research question, the statistical assumptions underlying the
use of a one-way MANOVA were checked and it was found that they were not
violated. The multivariate correlation was of acceptable limits for MANOVA

outcomes (r =.78). Box’s M test of equality of Covariance Matrices was not
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significant (p > .001) — indicating that there were no significant differences between
the Covariance Matrices. Therefore, the assumption was not violated (see Appendix
XVII).

Pillai’s Trace was used as the criteria, and it was found that the dependent
variable was significant affected by gender, Pillai’s Trace = .026, F (2,247) =3.71, p
=.030, multivariate n® = .029. The significant F indicated that there were statistically
significant gender differences in overall use of cognitive and metacognitive strategies
in reading testing conditions (see Appendix XVII).

Because the multivariate result was statistically significant, univariate ANOVA
was used. Levene’s test of equality of error variances indicated that the assumption
about homogeneity of variance for each of the dependent measure was not violated.

Table 13 shows that Univariate ANOVA indicated that there were no
statistically significant differences between males and females for overall use of

cognitive and metacognitive strategies in actual use in testing conditions.

Table 13
Univariate analysis on reporting overall cognitive and metacognitive strategy use
Source Dependent variables MS F df p 0
Gender Cognitive strategies 1.78 3.59 1 .059 .014
Metacognitive strategies .05 074 1 .786 .000
p<.05

4.4 Research question 4:

To what extent do males and females differ in the actual use of cognitive and
metacognitive strategies in testing conditions?

This research question investigated the cognitive and metacognitive reading

strategies used by grade 10 male and female students taking an English reading



comprehension test. The students are identified with the letter MP and FP and a

number from 1 to 20. MP refers to male participants, while FP refers to female

participants. The letter ‘R’ refers to the researcher. Strategies being discussed are

represented by italics. The words in parentheses are provided by the researcher to

make the transcripts more understandable.

The main strategies used by students taking the English reading

comprehension test were found to be cognitive and metacognitive. Other strategies
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used to cope with reading problems while taking the test were also reported. Table 15

presents the number of males and females using of cognitive and metacognitive

strategies.

Table 14
Strategies used between males and females (n = 40)

Strategies Males Females
(n=20) (n =20)
Cognitive strategies
Skimming 20 20
Scanning 20 20
Repeating 15 16
Deduction
- Applying one’s learned English grammar rules 6 5
- Determining the meaning of unknown words 0 1
by breaking it down into parts
Inferencing
- Using the information in the passage to guess 16 20
the meaning of unknown words.
Using context clues 10 15
Translation 20 20
Note-taking 0 1
Highlighting 12 8
Elaboration 12 8
Summarization 5 8
Metacognitive strategies
Planning 3 4
Monitoring 0 3
Evaluating 0 0
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The details are discussed as follows:
1. Cognitive strategies
Cognitive strategies involve the participants’ interaction with reading passages
in the reading test by manipulating it mentally and physically. The strategies consist
of skimming, scanning, repeating, deduction, inferencing, transferring, translation,
note-taking, highlighting, elaboration, and summarization strategies.

1.1 Skimming strategies include reading the whole passage or the portion of
the passage rapidly to determine the topics or main ideas. The verbal report
analysis showed that 20 male and 20 female participants used skimming
when they looked for the main ideas of the reading passages. The following

are examples of their reports.

When MP 13, for example, answered questions on passage 11, he used
skimming in order to help him identify the main idea of the passage.
MP 13 (When I did passage I11), I read through the passage to
understand the main points of the passage first. Then, | started
doing item 11.
Similar to MP 13, before FP 3 answered the questions in passage I, she first
read the passage rapidly in order to know what the passage was about.
FP 3 (When I got the reading test), | read the passage first in order
to help me know what the story was about. This was because
the questions might ask about the story in the passage. (So |

thought) we should know what the passage was about.
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MP 3 read the passage to find what the topic was.

MP 3 | read the question. The question was about topic of the
passage. So, | read through the passage to find the topic of the
passage.

Similarly, after FP 13 read the item 6, which required her to find the topic of

the passage, she read the passage quickly to find the answer.

FP 13 | read the question first and found that the question asked me to
find out what the topic of the passage was. Thus, | read the
passage and tried to comprehend what the topic of this
passage was quickly.

1.2 Scanning strategies consist of reading the whole passage or the portion of
the passage rapidly to find specific details of interest. Similar to skimming
strategies, the findings revealed that there were 20 males and 20 females
employing this strategies. They used scanning strategies to help them look

for the answer in the passage. For example:

MP 3 (When I did item 3: asking how to join the activity), | read the
question first (and then the choices) and went back to the
passage. Then I found the word “email” in the passage. SO, |
selected A (to be my answer).

When FP 1 was doing the item 19 in passage IV. She used scanning in order to

help her find the answer for this item quickly.

FP 1 The question in item 19 had the word “who(se)”. I thought it
might be related to a person. The question also had the phrase

“20 dollars”. The phrase “20 dollars” was in the last paragraph.
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(So,) I read the last paragraph to look for the proper name.

| found Obama and Andrew Jackson (in the last paragraph).
When | did question 2 in passage | (multiple-choice: asking
about the time that company would to collect the clothes). |
guessed it was about the time. So | went back to the passage. |
saw the number and Wednesday from 8 am. to 5 pm. So, |

selected B.

1.3 Repeating strategies include rereading all or part of the passage in order

to comprehend it. The verbal report analysis showed that 15 male and 16

female participants used this strategy. Both males and females used

repeating to check their answer or comprehension. The examples of their

reports are as follows.

MP 10

MP 7

FP 1.

(Before I did passage 1), I read through the whole passage
first to find the main ideas. Then | reread the passage to see
more detail if | did not understand.

Similar to previous passages, when I did passage Ill, I read it
carefully. When | did the first question asking about main idea,
I read the passage again in order to understand what the
main ideas of the passage was.

(When I did passage 1), | read through the passage to look for
the answer. If I did not understand, I read through it again so

that I could understand the passage clearly.
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1.4 Deduction strategies involve applying the learned English grammar rules

to comprehend the passage, and determining the meaning of unknown

words by

breaking them down into small parts such as using prefixes,

suffixes, or roots.

Regarding the analysis of the verbal reports, it seemed that there were six

males and five females applying their learnt English grammar rules to comprehend the

passage. For example:

MP 13

MP 19

FP 10

In passage IV, I saw the word “stood up for”. What does it
mean? | thought it might be two-word verbs (phrasal verbs).
Um... “stood up” might be from “stand up” which meant

yeen (&w).

(When I did item 19 in passage 1V), the question asked

about who(se) face was on the 20 dollar today. | knew that
who(se) might be related to people’s name. So, I went back to
the passage, and looked for the capital letter.

(While I was reading passage IV), I saw the word “Obama”. |
asked myself what the name was. First, | thought what part of
speech it was, a noun or verb, etc. I didn’t know its part of
speech. Then I spelt it, and recognized that it was a proper
name because of the capital letter. Now | understood what it

was.
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FP 12 (When I did item 14 in passage III), I found the word “ones”
which was a bold and underlined format. So | used the same
technique as | did with the word “them”. | looked at the first
sentence (in the third paragraph). I saw “they will” and
“traditional”. I could translate. It meant that they will rebuild
it again. So, I guessed “one” refer to roofs because the
information in the passage was about the roofs.

According to the verbal report analysis, it seemed that male participants did
not report their use of determining the meaning of unknown words by breaking them
down into small parts. On the other hand, the analysis showed that one female
participant reported using this strategy. When she did passage I, she used this
strategies in order to help her guess the meaning of an unknown word. Her report is
presented below.

FP 12 I read the passage, and I found “donate your unwanted...”.

Wanted meant dtong-gaan (desms). | thought that unwanted
meant mai dtong-gaan (idesnis). Things that we did not want.

1.5 Inferencing strategies comprise using information in the passage to guess
the meaning of unknown words, using context clues to guess the meaning
of unknown words, and using the information in the passage to fill in

missing information.

The verbal report analysis revealed that male and female participants used
information in the passage, and context clues to guess the meaning of

unknown words. Sixteen males and 20 female participants used information in
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the passage to help them guess the meaning of the unknown words. For

example:

MP 2

FP 10

(When I encountered unknown words in passage I11), |
guessed the meaning of the words that | did not know by using
the words in the passage that | knew. I read and tried to
understand what the story was about. (After reading), |
connected some information that | have known and guessed
what those unknown words meant.

When | found some words that I could not translate, (I
skipped) and translated the words that I knew first. (When |
understood the passage), | came back to the unknown words

and guessed what they meant.

Another inferencing strategies was using context clues to guess the meaning of

unknown words. According to the analysis, 10 males and 15 females used this

strategy. Their reports are presented below.

MP 3

MP 20

When I did Item 13 (finding the meaning of “generate”), I saw
the underlined word in the second paragraph. (So) I read the
second paragraph. | read the passage and words that were in
front of the underlined word. I saw “electricity” and “the sun
is shining”. Then I selected “C produce” which meant paa-lit

(wan) to be my answer.

(When 1 did item 7- finding the meaning of “insomnia”- in
passage II), I tried to find the meaning of “insomnia” by

reading the word that were in front of and after “insomnia”,
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but I could not find its meaning. So, | read the first sentence of
the paragraph (that “insomnia” was). After that, I could guess
its meaning. It might be the problem of the children who could
not sleep.

Similar to MP 20, when FP 2 did item 7, which was finding the meaning of the
word, she used the same technique. She also stated that she was taught this technique
when she was in the class.

FP 2 I tried to find the meaning by looking at the sentence that was
in front of “insomnia”. My teacher taught me to do this when
we wanted to find the meaning of an unknown word. But, |
forgot what this technique was.

FP 12 I tried to guess the meaning of “donate”. I guessed that it might

mean bor-ri-jaak (1391a). (In the passage), it showed what

things that they wanted and what things that they did not
want. The passage also showed the time and the date, and the
purpose of why they wanted our things.
1.6 Translation strategies involve translating from English to Thai. The
verbal report analysis showed that 20 male and 20 female participants

used this strategy.

Both male and female participants used translation in order to help them
understand what the passages were about. Regarding the analysis, it seemed that many
of male and female participants relied on translation while they were reading in order

to comprehend the passages. However, based on the researcher’s observation, some of
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them could not translate correctly. Also some of them used other strategies to help

them translate.

MP 5

MP 15

FP 17

FP 19

While | was reading passage 11, | translated the words that

I knew in order to understand what the main point of that
passage was. The passage was about a child’s sleeping.

(When | did passage I1), I did the same as when reading the
previous passage. | read the passage and tried to translate
what the passage was once. | put my finger at the word | was
reading to help me focus and I translated the word one by one.
| tried to read the passage I. | tried to translate in order to help
me know what the passage was about. The passage was about
donating clothes.

When | was doing passage 1V, I translated the words that |
knew their meaning. | could not translate all words. Thus, I
connected the information that I knew to guess what the

passage was about.

1.7 Note-taking strategies include writing down keywords, or important

ideas from the passage, while the participants were reading the passage.

According to the verbal report analysis, it was noticed that there were no male

participants reporting note-taking strategies. Further, there was only one female

participants taking notes while doing the reading test. A female participant (FP 14)

wrote down some keywords to help her remember the details in the passage. Here is

her report of the strategies.
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R I noticed that you wrote some sentences and underlined some
words. What were you thinking at that time?

FP 14 | felt that 1 might forget the story. (Therefore), | wrote some
keywords, and | continued reading in order to obtain additional
information.

Regarding verbal report analysis, a few students stated that they did not taking
notes because their teachers did not allow them to write anything on the test, except
the answers. This was the reason why there might be only a few students taking note
in the test.

1.8 Highlighting strategies involve highlighting, underlining, circling, or

starring keywords while the participants were reading, and creating a map
or a drawing of related ideas to enable the participants to understand the

relationships between words and ideas.

The verbal report analysis showed that while males and females were taking
the reading test, they underlined keywords or the words that the participants thought
they might be the answers. Further, some of them underlined the word that they
thought they could or could not translate. However, the data did not show any males
and females creating a map or making a drawing of related ideas.

According to the analysis, 12 male and 8 female participants underlined
keywords or answers. Their examples are presented below.

MP 1 (when I was reading passage Il), I underlined some words in

the passage because | thought that they might be keywords or

they could help me answer the question in the test.
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MP 4 (while I was reading passage I1), I underlined the words that |

knew in order to help me translate.

FP 2 (When I was reading passage V), | thought that the words

might be keywords, and it might be related to the question.

FP5 (While I was reading passage 1V), I underlined the words that

I did not know before | moved to the questions.

Regarding the analysis, it seemed that not many males and females used
highlighting. Their reasons were the same as note-taking, that is, they were not
allowed to write anything on the test. Their examples are presented below.

R When you read the passage, | noticed that you did not write

anything. What were you thinking about at that moment?

FP 7 I assumed that you did not allow me to write. (Normally my

teacher did not allow me to write).

1.9 Elaboration strategies involve relating information in the passage to

their prior knowledge or experience.

The findings showed that there were 12 males and 8 of females using the
strategies. For example:
MP 14 I read through the passage until I saw “please put these
items...”, I guessed they might refer to clothes. | imagined a
picture, like the movies that I have seen. A postman collected

and sent the parcel (to that place).
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MP 15 (When I did item 8) living alone was... I found “sometimes
going to sleep can seem boring”. | thought about myself when
I was alone at home. Staying at home alone made me want to
sleep, which was something that was boring.

FP9 (When | did item 3- asking how people join the activities), |
thought about a story that I have read. It was about an
exchange students who lived abroad. She said if someone
wanted to discard something in their house (because they
wanted to buy new things), they would put the stuff in front of
their house. Poor people would come to pick it up. So I chose
this option “place them in front of the door.”

FP 12 (While reading), I related the story with my childhood. When |
was young, | could not sleep alone because of the dark.

1.10 Summarization strategies include making mental summary of the

passage. The findings revealed that five male and eight female

participants used the strategies. For example:

MP 16 | read the first paragraph. Then | summarized what the story
was about.
MP 17 When | read passage IV, | read it quickly. | looked at the

bold and underlined word in the passage. Then | summarized
what the passage was about.

FP1 (After | reread the passage), | summarized the passage briefly.
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FP 3 When | read passage I, | analyzed what the topic of this
passage was. After that, | summarized what the passage was

about before | answered the questions.

2. Metacognitive strategies
Metacognitive strategies are executive function influencing cognitive
strategies. Students use metacognitive strategies as processes for planning for reading,
monitoring their comprehension and production, and evaluating how well they have
achieved a reading objective.

2.1 Planning strategies consist of setting goals and objectives for reading,
considering which reading strategies to be used for handling the reading
tasks, choosing to focus on specific information such as keywords, phrases,
or main ideas to help them understand the passage, and deciding in advance
to attend to specific aspects of reading passage such as length and text

organization.

The results revealed that male and female participants chose to focus on
specific information such as keywords, phrases, or main ideas. Three male
participants and four female participants planned to focus on specific information
such as keywords, phrases, or main ideas to help them understand the passage when
they read the passages, particularly a long passage in the test. For example:

MP 1 | thought passage 1V was long, | did not read the whole

passage. So I planned to read only keywords like ‘the little
girl’ and the underlined words to help me comprehend the

reading passage.
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FP 15 When | saw the passage, (I thought) it was long. I thought |
could not read the whole. Thus, | thought I must look for the
main ideas first by looking at the underlined word and
surrounded sentences.

2.2 Monitoring strategies include checking their understanding of the reading
passages or words, checking how well reading strategies that they used were
working, checking how well a plan that the participants made earlier was
working, double-checking their understanding of the passage, their reading
strategy use, and how the plan is working. The verbal report analysis
revealed that the participants employed checking their understanding of the

reading passages or words.

The findings from the verbal reports revealed that male participants did not
report they used checking the understanding of the reading passage or words while
they were taking the reading test. On the other hand, three female participants
reporting using them. The following is the example of one female said:

R Um... | noticed that while you were reading the passage, you

underlined and wrote down your translation into the passage.
What were you thinking about at that moment?

FP 3 (I wrote my translation because) | was worried that I might
forget its meaning. | liked to translate the word while | was
reading. (After that), I read the passage to see what it really
meant because sometimes the meaning of the word (in the
context) may not be the same as I translated. So | wrote the

translation first and checked what the word really meant (as it
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was used in the passage).
2.3 Evaluating strategies involve judging the participant’s reading strategy use
after they finished reading, and judging how good their reading ability was
after they had finished reading. The analysis of verbal report revealed that

male and female participants did not report they used evaluating strategies.

Additional strategies

In addition to the above-mentioned strategies, there were some other
strategies that the participants used to cope with their reading problems. For
instance, males and females used the information in choices or questions to
guess the meaning of unknown words in the passages or to help them
understand the passages.

MP 17 (When I read passage 1), the passage was difficult to
understand. So I read only first paragraph and then I skipped
and read the questions and choices in order to help me
understand what the passage was about.

FP 2: (While I was reading), | translated words that | could a few
words. Then | looked at those words in the questions and
choices to help me understand the story.

Furthermore, when participants read the passage, they asked themselves a

question. For example:

FP7: While | was reading, I asked myself a question why didn’t the

children sleep and what was the cause?
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In addition, there were another strategy use. Male and female participants used
typographical aids such as bold, italics, font sizes, font types, or punctuation, and
pictures when they did the reading test. The following are examples of their reports.

MP 3 (While I was reading passage | which was an advertisement),

I tried to look for the big letters, bold letters, and a cross to
help me comprehend the passage.

FP 10 (while I was reading passage 1), | read only big letters, time,

and date in order to help me know what the passage was about.

In summary, not many male and female participants used strategies
differently. Males and females employed cognitive and metacognitive strategies to
facilitate their reading and to make the text more understandable. The strategies
reported were scanning, translating, highlighting, using information in the passage to
guess the meaning of unknown words, rereading the passage relating information in
the passages to the prior knowledge or experiences, and making mental summary.

However, males and females use skimming strategies differently.
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CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

The final chapter presents summary of research findings, discussion,
theoretical implications, pedagogical implications, and recommendations for further
studies drawn from the findings.

5.1 Summary of the study

This study aimed to investigate the differences in the use of test taking,
cognitive and metacognitive strategies between perceived and actual use in testing
conditions. The study also aimed to investigate gender differences in the use of
cognitive and metacognitive strategies in perceived and in actual use in an English
reading comprehension test.

The study attempted to answer the following four research questions:

1. Are there statistically significant differences in the use of test taking strategies,
cognitive and metacognitive strategies between perceived strategies and actual
use strategies in testing conditions?

2. Are there statistically significant gender differences in the perceived use of
cognitive and metacognitive strategies?

3. Are there statistically significant gender differences in cognitive and
metacognitive strategies in actual use in testing conditions?

4. To what extent do males and females differ in the actual use of cognitive and

metacognitive strategies in testing conditions?



142

The research instruments consisted of a perceived strategy questionnaire, an
actual use strategy questionnaire, and an English reading comprehension test
(multiple-choice and short-answer questions). Two hundred and fifty Grade 10 Thai
students (125 males, 125 females) from Benchamaracharungsarit School,
Chachoengsao were randomly selected by cluster sampling. First, they were asked to
complete a perceived strategy questionnaire. Two weeks later, they were asked to take
an English reading comprehension test. After the participants finished the test, they
immediately answered an actual use strategy questionnaire. Forty participants (20
males, 20 females) from the samples were selected for a retrospective simulated
report interview.

The findings of the study can be summarized in accordance with the research
questions: 1) the use of test taking strategies, cognitive and metacognitive strategies
between perceived strategies and actual use strategies in testing conditions were not
significantly different; 2) There were significant differences in the perceived use of
cognitive strategies between male and female students; that is, females reported more
frequent use of cognitive strategies than males did, while there were no statistically
significant differences between males and females for metacognitive strategies; 3)
males and females did not use cognitive and metacognitive strategies differently in
actual use in testing conditions; 4) the verbal report analysis showed that male and
female grade 10 students did not use strategies differently.

5.2 Discussion

1. With respect to Research Question 1 (Are there statistically significant

differences in the use of test taking strategies, cognitive and metacognitive strategies

between perceived strategies and actual use strategies in testing conditions?), the



143

findings from this study revealed that there were no statistically significant
differences in the use of test taking, cognitive and metacognitive strategies between
perceived and actual use in the English reading comprehension context.

The findings from the present study are consistent with the findings of
previous studies (e.g. Al-Melhi, 1999; Alsheikh, 2011; Lee, 2012). Nevertheless, the
findings from this study were inconsistent with other researchers (e.g. lkeda and
Takeuchi (2002); Oxford et al., 2004; Rupp et al. 2006) who found that students
reported more frequent use of strategies in the perceived use than actual use.

A possible explanation why differences in using test taking, cognitive and
metacognitive strategies in the perceived use and actual use were not significant might
be that grade 10 students in the present study may not have been exposed to many
types of reading tasks or tests (Gao, 2006; Lai, 2009; Oxford et al., 2004). For
example, they may not read English outside class much and most of the reading tasks
they have been exposed to are reading exercises and tests, especially those with
multiple choice format. Thus, when they were asked to report their strategy use in the
perceived and actual use questionnaire, they might have thought of the tests or tasks
that they had done like reading and answering the questions. Accordingly, their
reports in both types of questionnaires were not different.

In addition, regarding individual perceived and actual strategies, nine
strategies (i.e. test management, test wiseness, repeating, skimming, scanning,
inferencing, translation, transferring, and planning) were reported as being used and
actually used with medium frequency, and six strategies (i.e. deduction, note-taking,

summarization, elaboration, monitoring, and evaluating) were reported as being used
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and actually used with low frequency. Further, there were three strategies where the
reported use and actual use was different: highlighting, deduction, and translation.

It might be noticed that students reported using highlighting with medium
frequency because they thought that they would use this strategy when they did the
reading test. However, although in this study the students were allowed to write
anything in the test, a number of students did not do so. This might be interpreted that
they might be familiar with their previous educational experience in which they were
not allowed to write anything in the test. Thus, highlighting was reported in the actual
strategy use questionnaire with low frequency. The result was consistent with their
verbal report analysis which revealed that they did not write anything in the test
because their English teachers usually did not allow them to write.

In addition, in both perceived and actual use strategies, it was noticed that
deduction (i.e. applying the learned grammar rules, and determining the meaning of
the word by breaking it into small parts) and translation were reported and used with
low and medium frequency respectively. The results might suggest that the reading
test might be difficult for the students (Ikeda & Takeuchi, 2002). Regarding the
results, though students reported and used deduction with low frequency, it was
noticed that they slightly increased this strategy when they did the reading test.
Further, though the students reported and used translation with medium frequency, it
seemed that they decreased the use of strategy when they did the reading test. This
may be because when students were encountered with difficult reading tasks, they
might read the passage at vocabulary level as shown from their use of deduction
(Ikeda & Takeuchi, 2002). Further, the use of translation might not mean that they

translated and understood the whole passage. It might mean that they translated some
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words that they knew in order to understand the whole passage. This can be seen from
verbal report analysis which shows that students translated only words that they knew
to understand the whole passage. Nevertheless, according to the researcher’s
observation, not all of the students translated words or phrases with correct meanings.
Interestingly, the reasons why some strategies such as note-taking, deduction,
monitoring, and evaluation were reported and used with low frequency might be that
these strategies had not been practiced in class (Aivazoglou & Griva, 2014). Students
who did not practice these strategies in class might avoid reporting and using them.
Apart from cognitive and metacognitive strategies, students reported and used
test taking strategies with medium frequency. Further, when they did the reading test,
test management and test wiseness strategies were also used with medium frequency.
It seems that students might know how to select and use suitable strategies to respond
to the test items (Salehi, 2011). In addition, the results might be related to their
educational experience. As mentioned earlier, students had previously been exposed
to the reading tasks like reading and answering the questions. Thus, the students
might know how to apply appropriate test taking strategies to the actual reading test.
2. With reference to Research Question 2 (Are there statistically significant
gender differences in the perceived use of cognitive and metacognitive strategies?),
there were statistically significant gender differences in the perceived use of cognitive
strategies. Female students reported using cognitive strategies significantly more often
than male students did. However, males and females did not differ in reporting using
metacognitive strategies. The findings were consistent with previous studies (EI-Dib,
2004; Hsu, 2006; Kamran, 2013; Kaylani, 1996; Salahshour et. al., 2013; Zhou &

Intraprasert, 2015).
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However, the findings contradicted previous studies that males employed
cognitive strategies more often than females did (Khamkhien, 2010; Lee, 2012). In
addition, the findings of this study were inconsistent with previous studies that there
were no gender differences in the perceived use of cognitive and metacognitive
strategies (Goh & Foong, 1997; Kasimi, 2012; Munsakorn, 2012; Radwan, 2011,
Sheorey & Mokhtari, 2001; Shikano, 2015)

The findings that cognitive strategies were reported using significantly more
often by female students than male students might be due to social approval or social
desirable factors. Some students report higher use of strategies they perceived as
desirable, regardless of the degree to which these strategies were actually employed
(Denton et al., 2015). Female students in this study might have been more influenced
by these social factors than the male students, and therefore reported using cognitive
strategies more often than the males.

Nevertheless, there were no gender differences in perceived use of
metacognitive strategies. Males and females did not differ in reporting their use of
metacognitive strategies, most of which were low frequency. This might be related to
the educational context (Denton, 2015; Kamran, 2013). This may indicate that male
and female students lacked practice of the use of metacognitive strategies in their
language classroom (Bozinovic & Sindik, 2011). Therefore, they did not feel that they
used these strategies often.

Another explanation may be that the students in this study may have
declarative knowledge but lack procedural knowledge. Teachers in this study may
have taught them what metacognitive strategies were and asked them to recall the

strategies (declarative knowledge). However, the teachers may not have provided a lot
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of exercises or given any techniques to the students (procedural knowledge) (Duke, &
Pearson, 2002; Oosterhof, 2011). Consequently, students reported the use of the
strategies with low to medium frequency.

3. With reference to Research Question 3 (Are there statistically significant
gender differences in cognitive and metacognitive strategies in actual use in testing
conditions?), there were no statistically significant gender differences in the actual use
of cognitive and metacognitive strategies. The findings were in concord with prior
investigations (Afsharrad & Sadegh Benis, 2015; Nourdad, 2015; Taki & Sooleimani,
2012; Weiying, 2006; Young & Oxford, 1997).

However, the findings from this study were inconsistent with Aivazoglou and
Griva, 2014, Griva et al. (2012), and Xue (2015), who found that female students
employed cognitive and metacognitive strategies more often than male students did.
In addition, the findings from this study contradicted Phakiti (2003b), who discovered
that male university students employed metacognitive strategies more frequently than
female counterparts did. Nonetheless, Phakiti (2003b) did not find gender differences
in the use of cognitive strategies.

A possible explanation for the results could be attributed to previous learning
experiences of how to approach reading tasks as well as reading tests (Asgarabadi
et.al, 2015; Gao, 2006; Nourdad, 2015; Weiying, 2006). As males and females in this
study have studied at this school since they were in grade 7, teachers have taught them
how to tackle the reading problems in the reading tasks or reading tests similarly. That
is, teachers taught them how to use context clues to find the meaning of unknown
words; how to scan the information to find the specific information; and how to skim

the passage in order to get the topic or main ideas of the passage.
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Another possible explanation for no gender differences in the actual use of
cognitive and metacognitive strategies could be that males and females had the same
reading ability level (Phakiti, 2003a). According to their reading test scores, males’
and females’ proficiency were not different (p =.334). The results suggested that
males and females had the same reading ability. Thus, both genders did not use
strategies differently. Phakiti (2003a) and Poole (2005) found that language
proficiency did not affect the use of cognitive and metacognitive strategies across
gender if the students had the same level of language achievement.

Apart from considering the whole range of strategies used, many males and
females used seven strategies (i.e. repeating, skimming, scanning, inferencing,
translation, transferring, and planning) with medium frequency and used six strategies
(i.e. deduction, note-taking, summarization, elaboration, monitoring, and evaluating)
with low frequency. Nevertheless, it was noted that there were three strategies that
males and females used differently: highlighting, repeating, and translation. Males
used highlighting with low frequency, while females used it with medium frequency.
Further, although males and females used repeating and translation with medium
frequency, it was noted that females used these strategies more than males did. This
suggests that females in this study were more aware of using these strategies than
male students.

Further, regarding the results of individual cognitive and metacognitive
strategies used, it seemed that males and females used deduction, note-taking,
summarization, elaboration, monitoring, and evaluating with low frequency because
they did not have an opportunity to practice these strategies, especially note-taking. It

seems that males and females studying English as a foreign language do not have
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much experience in practicing the language outside the classroom (Aivazoglou &
Griva, 2014; Gao, 2006; Lai, 2009). In addition, their teachers may teach them to
focus on the strategies that they can apply in a standardized test such as skimming,
scanning, and inferencing, and so the other strategies were used much less frequently.

4. With reference to Research Question 4, (To what extent do males and
females differ in actual use of cognitive and metacognitive strategies in testing
conditions?), the data from the verbal analysis revealed that males and females used a
variety of strategies to help them do the reading test.

A majority of males and females mentioned skimming, scanning, repeating,
deduction (i.e. applying their learned English grammar rules to comprehend the
passage, determining the meaning of unknown words by breaking it down into parts),
inferencing, translation, highlighting, elaboration, summarizing, planning, and
monitoring. SkKimming, scanning, and translation were frequently used by all males
and females (20 males, 20 females). However, deduction, summarization, planning,
and monitoring were found to be less frequently used by males and females.
Moreover, males and females did not mention evaluation. Additionally, the results
showed that females rarely used deduction (i.e. breaking it down into parts), note-
taking, and monitoring, and males did not mention that they used these strategies at
all.

The results of verbal report analysis were consistent with the findings of
Research Question 3 that a majority of males and females often used skimming,
scanning, translation, repeating, and inferencing when they did the reading test. It
seemed that they used these strategies in order to comprehend the reading passage.

Moreover, the verbal analysis showed the limited use of deduction, note-taking,



150

monitoring, and evaluation. This is similar to the result in Research Question 3 which
showed that males and females used these strategies with low frequency.

5.2.1 Discussion on gender and perceived and actual use of strategies

The results on perceived and actual use of cognitive and metacognitive
strategies between males and females indicate that in terms of perceived strategy use,
female students reported significantly more frequent use of cognitive strategies.
However, females and males did not differ either in their perceived use of
metacognitive or their actual use of cognitive and metacognitive strategies in the
reading test. These results suggest that with regard to cognitive strategies, it is
possible that “males and females are different in how they report their strategies
retrospectively but are not in reality all that different when they actually use
strategies” (Oxford, 1996, p.248). This can explain why significant differences were
found in perceived use of cognitive strategies but not found in the actual use of such
strategies.

In addition, there were no gender differences in the perceived and actual use of
metacognitive strategies, most of which were of low frequency (i.e. monitoring, and
evaluating). This may indicate that these students lack practice in the use of
metacognitive strategies in their language classroom (Bozinovic & Sindik, 2011).
Therefore, they did not feel that they generally use these strategies in reading or when
they did the reading test.

With regard to individual strategies in perceived and actual use, a majority of
males and females reported using repeating, skimming, scanning, inferencing,
translation, transferring and planning with medium frequency. This is similar to their

actual use strategies which showed that both males and females used these strategies
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with medium frequency. The results were also consistent with the verbal reports
which showed that a majority of males and females used these strategies when they
did the reading test. Furthermore, a majority of males and females reported using
note-taking, elaboration, monitoring, and evaluation with low frequency. This is
consistent with the results which showed that a majority of males and females used
these strategies with low frequency when they did the reading test.
5.3 Conclusions

This study could shed some light on the differences in the use of test taking,
cognitive and metacognitive strategies between perceived and actual use in testing
conditions. This study also provides some empirical evidence on gender differences
with regard to the use of cognitive and metacognitive reading strategies in perceived
and actual use in testing conditions. Briefly, the results showed that grade 10 high
school students did not report and use test taking strategies, cognitive and
metacognitive strategies between perceived strategies and actual use strategies
differently. Moreover, there were gender differences in the perceived use of cognitive
strategies. Female students reported the use of cognitive strategies more often than
male students did, while there were no gender differences in the use of metacognitive
strategies. On the other hand, there were no gender differences in the use of cognitive
and metacognitive strategies in actual use in the English reading comprehension test.
In addition, the verbal report analysis revealed that male and female grade 10 students
did not use cognitive and metacognitive strategies differently while they were taking

the English reading comprehension test.
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5.4 Implications
5.4.1 Theoretical implications

This section presents the theoretical implications for the study. First, as
discussed earlier, the findings revealed the effect of learner exposure to English
reading tasks or tests on their perceived and actual use of strategies (Gao, 2006; Lai,
2009; Oxford et al., 2004). Students’ limited exposure to reading tasks or tests may
influence the way they respond to the questionnaires eliciting their perceived and
actual use of strategies, resulting in no differences in their responses in both types of

questionnaires.

Another factor that may affect the use of cognitive and metacognitive
strategies may be students’ previous learning experience of tackling reading tasks and
tests (Asgarabadi et.al, 2015; Gao, 2006; Nourdad, 2015; Weiying, 2006). Students
who share the way they learn how to approach a reading task or test may develop
similar ways of using cognitive and metacognitive strategies. Finally, students’ use of
strategies may be affected by their reading ability (Phakiti, 2003a). That is, students
with similar level of reading ability may use similar cognitive and metacognitive
strategies when performing a reading test. As can be seen, these characteristics of
learners may explain the perceived and actual use of cognitive, metacognitive
strategies of males and females. Therefore, research investigating gender differences

in cognitive and metacognitive strategies should take these factors into consideration.

5.4.2 Pedagogical implications

This study has revealed that males and females differ in their perception of
how they use cognitive strategies when they read in English. Nevertheless, males and

females were not different in the way they perceived how they used metacognitive
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strategies and the way they actually used cognitive and metacognitive strategies in a
reading test context. Therefore, the teachers, especially grade 10 teachers, do not need
to provide different reading strategy instruction for males and females. They should
teach males and females how to apply suitable reading strategies into the actual
reading test task (Anderson, 1991; Sangpakdeejit, 2014; Xiying, 2010).

In addition, students in this study reported and actually used some strategies
with low frequency, for example, note-taking, elaboration (e.g. using background
knowledge to improve understanding), monitoring, and evaluating. Thus, teachers
should find reasons why these strategies were not used as often as the other strategies.
Furthermore, students reported and actually used some strategies with medium
frequency such as repeating, skimming, scanning, inferencing (e.g. using information
in the passage to guess the meaning of unknown words), translation, and planning.
Teachers should explore how to encourage students to use these strategies with higher
frequency. Providing more exercises or explanation how the students can apply these
strategies can help them increase and improve the use of such strategies to enhance
their reading performances (Salahshour et al., 2013; Xue, 2015; Zare, 2013).

The literature has shown that reading strategies are teachable (e.g. Carrell,
1998; Chamot, 2005). Teachers can provide the instruction that benefits students, so
the students can learn how to use appropriate strategies in their reading tasks or tests
(Derakhshan & Nazari, 2015; Duke & Pearson, 2002; Salahshour et al., 2013). Many
researchers, particularly in L2 context, recommended explicit instruction because this
instruction is more effective than simply asking students to use one or more strategies
(Bozinovic & Sindix, 2011; Manoli et al., 2016; O’Malley & Chamot, 1990; Xue,

2015). Duke and Pearson (2002) have suggested an instructional model for teaching
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strategies in the classroom. They stated that, first, teachers should explain a particular
strategy, and when and how it should be used. Second, teachers and students should
practice how to use the strategy together. Finally, teachers should allow each student
to practice the strategy individually. Additionally, Duke and Pearson (2002) suggest
that although each strategy is taught individually in class, other strategies should be
included throughout the process. This is because good readers do not use only one
strategy to help them comprehend the passage. Rather, they use multiple strategies.
Similarly, cognitive and metacognitive strategies ought to be taught together in class
because teaching only metacognitive strategies does not help students improve their
reading comprehension (Afsharrad & Shadeghi Benis, 2015).
5.5 Recommendations for further research

The findings of this study might be in part an artifact of the research
instruments (i.e. multiple-choice and short-answer questions, questionnaires, and
verbal reports) and the skills the study focused on. Moreover, the participants in this
study were EFL grade 10 high school students in Thailand; therefore there is limited
scope to generalize the findings to participants in other contexts. Therefore, a
recommendation for further research is, first, to investigate the differences in the use
of test taking, cognitive and metacognitive strategies between perceived and actual
use in testing condition in other language skills. Further, the present study used a
reading test which contained multiple-choice and short answer questions. Therefore, it
is recommended that further studies explore other types of test formats. Moreover,
only cognitive and metacognitive strategies were investigated in this study. Future

research, then, should include other categories of reading strategies.
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In terms of data collection procedure, apart from the questionnaire and audio-
recording of verbal reports used in this study, further research should include digital
video-recording of test taking. This is because watching a digital video-recording
might assist the students to recall their thought process at the time they were doing the
test. Further, the video-recording might help researchers observe how students employ

their cognitive and metacognitive strategies.
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Language learner strategy classification
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Stern (1975, Stern (1992) Rubin (1975, O’Malley and Oxford (1990) Cohen
1983) 1981) Chamot (1990) (1998)
Monitoring Management Monitoring Metacognitive Metacognitive
strategy and planning (Direct strategies strategies
- Self- strategies strategies) - Planning 1. Centering
monitoring - Learners’ - Directed your Iea_rn|r_1g
and critical intension to e.g. noticing attention i Odvle'r\ﬁ'ewmg )
sensitivity to | direct their own | errors (both - Selective and linking wit
. inguisti i already known
language use. | learning: linguistic and attention Y
. . communicative) | _qelf material
planning their Pavin
learning, setting management - Faying
objectives - self- attention
assessing the monitoring - Delaying
learning, and - problem speech _
evaluating the identification production to
i - self-evaluati focus on
achievement self-evaluation | "~¥°
- listening
relating to
previously set
goals.
Experimental 2 Arranging
strategy and planning
A methodical your I(_aarnmg
but flexible - Finding out
approach about language
developing the Iearmng_ _
- Organizing

new language
into an
ordered
system and
continually
revising it.

- Setting goals
and objectives
- Identifying the
purpose of a
task - Planning
for a language
task

- Seeking
practice
opportunities
3 Evaluating

your learning
- Self-

monitoring
- Self-evaluating
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Stern (1975, Stern (1992) Rubin (1975, O’Malley and Oxford (1990) Cohen
1983) 1981) Chamot (1990) (1998)
Communicati | Communicative | Creating Social and Social Communic
on strategy -experiential opportunity to | affective strategies ation
Willingness to | strategies practice strategies 1. Asking strategies
use the - The (indirect question (use .
language in opportunities to | strategies uestioning for - Asking for strategies)
guag PP 9 .). guestioning clarification or | - conveying
the real use the language | e.g. practicing clarification verification a
communicatio | in real-life the language - cooperating . meaningful
- o . - Asking for
n. situation and the | with friends, with other . and
o correction inf ti
opportunitiesto | teachers, or people Informative
keep a native speakers. | - self-talk . message to
i If 2 Cooperating listeners
cor_wersa ion - s_e - with others and
going. reinforcement - Cooperating readers.
Interpersonal with peers
strategies - Cooperating

-Asking other
people for help
or to solve the

with proficient
users of the new

language
problems
Empathic Empathizing
strategy with others
A tolerant and - Developing
outgoing cultural
approach to understanding
the target - Becomfin?h ’
language and aware of others
its S ez?kers thoughts and
P ' feelings

Internalizatio
n strategy
Developing
the target
language more
and more as a
separate
reference
system and
learning to
think in it.
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Stern (1975,
1983)

Stern (1992)

Rubin (1975,
1981)

O’Malley and
Chamot (1990)

Oxford (1990)

Cohen
(1998)

Planning
strategy

- A personal
learning style
or positive
learning
strategy.

Affective
strategies
Positive
attitudes,
emotions, and
motivation in
language
learning.

Affective
strategies

- Lowering
your anxiety

- Using
progressive
relaxation, deep
breathing or
mediation

- Using music
2 Encouraging
yourself

- Making
positive
statements

- Taking risks
wisely

- Rewarding

3 Taking your
emotional
temperature

- Listening to
your body

- Using a
checklist

- Writing a diary
- Discussing
your feelings
with others

Active
strategy
An active
approach to
the learning
task.

Formal
strategy
Technical
know-how of
how to tackle
a language.
Practice
strategy

- Willingness
to practice the
language.

Cognitive
strategies

- Techniques
that learners
make use of in
the deliberate
and formal study
and practice of
the target
language.

Clarification/
verification
(Direct
strategies)

e.g. asking for
an example to
clarify or verify
unknown words
or phrases of the
new language.

Cognitive
strategies

- repetition
- resourcing
- grouping

- note taking
- deduction/
induction

- substitution
- elaboration
- summarization
- translation
- transfer

- inferencing

Cognitive
strategies

1 Practicing

- Repeating

- practicing
listening and
writing

- Recognizing
and using
formulas and
patterns

- Recombining
- Practicing

2 Receiving and
sending
messages

- Getting the
idea quickly

3 Analyzing and
reasoning

- deduction

- Analyzing
expressions and
contrastively

- Translating

- transferring

Rehearsal
strategies
(use
strategies)
- practicing
the
language

identifying
the material
that needs
to be learnt
(Learning
strategies)
- repeating
contact
with
material
(learning
strategies)
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Stern (1975, Stern (1992) Rubin (1975, O’Malley and Oxford (1990) Cohen
1983) 1981) Chamot (1990) (1998)
Deductive Deduction
reasoning
(direct
strategies)
e.g. inferring
grammatical
rules
Practice (Direct
strategies)
e.g. repetition,
rehearsal,
application of
rules, imitation,
and attention to
detail.
Guessing
/inductive
inferencing
(Direct
strategies)
e.g. using clues
or key words to
guess
Memorization Creating -Grouping
(Direct structure for the material
strategies) input and for
e.g. taking output Iangu_age
notes, writing - taking n(?te' Iearnmg
out items with - summarizing (Iearnlr_1g
) - highlighting | Strategies)
or without Memory - N
context strategies committing
1. Creating the material
mental linkages | {0 memory
- Grouping when it
- Elaborating daes not
- Placing new seem to be
acquired
words (learning
2 Applying strategies)
images and
sounds Retrieval
- Using imagery | strategies
- Using (use
keywords strategies)
- Representing | 7 YS9
sounds in I_<eywords
memory distinguishi
3 Reviewing ng the
well material
- Structured from other
reviewing material
(learning

strategies)




170

Stern (1975, Stern (1992) Rubin (1975, O’Malley and Oxford (1990) Cohen
1983) 1981) Chamot (1990) (1998)
4 Employing
action
- Using
physical
response or
sensation
- Using
mechanical
techniques
Semantic Use of Compensation Cover
strategy production strategies strategies
- Constantly tricks. (indirect 1 Gu_essing (use _
searching for strategies) intelligently strategies)
. . 2 Overcoming - using
meaning. €.. using limitations in circumlocut
circumlocution speaking and ion
and paraphrase writing
to get message - Switching to
across, or the mother
repeating tongue
sentence or - Getting help
further - Using mime or
understanding. gesture
- Avoiding
communication
partially or
totally

- Selecting the
topic
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APPENDIX 11

Yamane’s (1986) table

Sample size for +/- 3%, +/- 5%, +/- 7% and +/- 10%. Precision Level where

confidence level is 95% and p =.5

Size of Sample Size (n) for Precision (&) of:
Population | +3% +5% +7% +10%
500 a 222 145 B3
GO0 a 240 162 BE
700 a 255 158 B8
B00 a 267 163 B9
800 a 277 166 80
1,000 a 286 169 81
2,000 714 333 185 g5
3,000 B11 353 181 a7
4,000 870 364 184 88
5,000 809 370 186 88
5,000 438 375 197 88
7,000 859 378 188 89
8,000 976 3a1 199 g9
9,000 089 383 200 g9
10,000 1,000 385 200 ag
15,000 1,034 390 201 g9
20,000 1,053 392 204 100
25,000 1,064 394 204 100
50,000 1,087 397 204 100
100,000 1,099 398 204 100
=100,000 1,111 400 204 100
a = Assumption of normal population is poor (Yamane,
1867). The entire population should be sampled.
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APPENDIX IV

The Index of Item Objective Congruence (IOC) for the reading test

Reviewer: Date:

An English reading comprehension test
The objective of this instrument

The instrument is employed to assess students’ reading comprehension that
they have studied in an English reading and writing course (s 31201). The skills

consist of guessing the meaning of the unknown words from known words, roots,
prefixes, suffixes, and context clues, identifying topics and main ideas, analyzing
reference words, and skimming and scanning text for general and specific information
(Benchamaracharungsarit School, 2014).

The test consists of four passages with 20 items. Each passage is accompanied
by multiple-choice and short-answer questions. The following table shows the reading
comprehension skills and types of questions in the test.

Reading Multiple-choice Short-answer Passages

comprehension questions (MCQ) | questions (SAQ) MCQ | SAQ

skills

Skimming / I,

(identifying topic)

Skimming Il i, v

(identifying main

idea)

Scanning i 1" LLL L, | I,
LI, IV
", v

Analyzing reference |/ / v I,

words

Guessing the Il / L1V |,

meaning of

unknown words

Instructions: Please read the reading comprehension skills on this form and please
indicate the degree to which each test item is congruent with the skill it was written to
measure. If you have any comments about the congruence of the test items, please
record them in the space provided. Please rate the congruence according to the scale
shown below:



+1
0
-1

Please check v or cross X the number corresponding to your rating.

uncertainty
no congruence

high degree of congruence

Items | Objectives -1 |0 |1 | Comments
Passage |
1. | Scanning
2. | Scanning
3. | Scanning
4. | Scanning
5. | Scanning
Passage 11
6. | Skimming (identifying
topic)
7. | Guessing the meaning of
unknown words
8. | Scanning
9. | Analyzing reference words
10. | Scanning
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Items | Objectives -1 Comments
Passage 111
11. | Skimming (identifying
main ideas)
12. | Scanning
13. | Guessing the meaning of
unknown words
14. | Scanning
15. | Scanning
Passage IV
16. | Skimming (identifying
main ideas)
17. | Scanning
18. | Guessing the meaning of
unknown words
19. | Analyzing reference words
20. | Scanning

171



172

Additional questions
Instructions: Please read the questions and indicate the degree. If you have any

comments, please record them in the space provided. Please rate the congruence
according to the scale shown below:

+1 = high degree of congruence
0 = uncertainty
-1 = no congruence

Please check v or cross X the number corresponding to your rating.

Questions -1 |0 |1 | Comments

1. Are the reading passages suitable
for Grade 10 students?

2. s the level of reading difficulty

suitable for Grade 10 students?

3. s the length of the passage
suitable for Grade 10 students?

Additional comments and suggestions
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References

1. Passage |
From: Rutex LTD (2012, May 5). Clothing collection [Advertisement].

Retrieved from http://galleryhip.com/advertisement-examples-for-

students.html

2. Passage Il
From: Gavin, M. (2012, January 1). Retrieved May 1, 2015, from
http://kidshealth.org/kid/stay healthy/body/cant sleep.html?tracking=K_Relat

edArticle#

Word count 189 Sentence count 15

Reading difficulty Flesch-Kincaid Grade Level 4.4
3. Passage Il

Adapted from: Alter, C. (2015, March 31). Exclusive: Read a 9-Year-Old’s
Letter to Obama About Putting a Woman on U.S. Currency — and His
Response. Time. Retrieved May 2, 2015, from

http://time.com/3765227/woman-us-currency-obama-letter/

Word count 298 sentence count 20
Reading difficulty Flesch-Kincaid Grade level 6.9
4. Passage IV

Adapted from: Kress, M. (2015, April 8). Paris goes green. Scholastic.
Words count 205 Sentence count 17

Reading difficulty Flesch-kincaid grade level 7.0


http://galleryhip.com/advertisement-examples-for-students.html
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http://kidshealth.org/kid/stay_healthy/body/cant_sleep.html?tracking=K_RelatedArticle
http://kidshealth.org/kid/stay_healthy/body/cant_sleep.html?tracking=K_RelatedArticle
http://time.com/3765227/woman-us-currency-obama-letter/

Experts’ recommendation

I. An English reading comprehension test

Instructions: Please read the reading comprehension skills on this form and please
indicate the degree to which each test item is congruent with the skill it was written to
measure. If you have any comments about the congruence of the test items, please
record them in the space provided. Please rate the congruence according to the scale
shown below:

+1 = high degree of congruence
0 = uncertainty
-1 = no congruence

Please check v or cross X the number corresponding to your rating.

Items | Objectives -1 10 |1 Comments
Passage |

1. | Scanning / /[ 10.33

2. | Scanning /Il | 1.00

3. | Scanning /Il | 1.00

4. | Scanning /Il | 1.00
Items | Objectives -1 (0 |1 Comments

Passage I (cont.)

5. | Scanning /Il | 1.00
Passage 1
6. | Skimming /Il | 1.00
(identifying topic)
7. | Guessing the /Il | 1.00
meaning of

unknown words
8. | Scanning /Il | 1.00
9. | Analyzing /Il | 1.00
reference words
10. | Scanning /Il ] 1.00




Passage 111

11. | Skimming /Il | 1.00
(identifying main
ideas)

12. | Scanning /Il | 1.00

13. | Guessing the /Il ] 1.00
meaning of
unknown words

14. | Scanning /Il | 1.00

15. | Scanning /Il | 1.00

Passage IV

16. | Skimming /Il | 1.00
(identifying main
ideas)

17. | Scanning /Il | 1.00

18. | Guessing the /Il | 1.00
meaning of
unknown words

19. | Analyzing /Il | 1.00
reference words

20. | Scanning /Il | 1.00

Additional questions

Instructions: Please read the questions and indicate the degree. If you have any
comments, please record them in the space provided. Please rate the congruence

according to the scale shown below:

+1
0
-1

high degree of congruence
uncertainty
no congruence

Please check v or cross X the number corresponding to your rating.
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passage suitable for
Grade 10 students?

Questions -1 1 Comments
1. Are the reading /Il ] 1.00
passages suitable for
Grade 10 students?
2. Is the level of reading /Il |1.00
difficulty suitable for
Grade 10 students?
3. Isthe length of the I / 0.33

Additional comments and suggestions
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Additional comment and suggestion

An English reading comprehension test

of how to arrange their
closets

Who will get these
clothes? = Who will
these clothes go to?
people in the third
world countries

Dr. Pramarn Asst. Prof. Dr. Natjiree Researchers
e Passage | e The researcher
e . togivean idea how corrected
to arrange their closets according to the
=to give people an idea expert’s

recommendation

Passage Il

it seems that there were
no correct answer

¢ being afraid

This choice need to be
checked

10. what is not the
writer’s
recommendation for?
C. creating

The researcher
corrected
according to the
expert’s
recommendation

Passage |11

11. a. A little girl gave
her ideas to the
President about women
on dollar bills. = A
little girl gave her ideas
about women on dollar
bills to the President.

The researcher
corrected
according to the
expert’s
recommendation

Passage IV rechecks
with a native speaker.

The researcher
corrected
according to the
expert’s
recommendation
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Additional
recommendation;
Longer passage

Additional
recommendation:
Longer passage
Types of
questions should
have more than 3
items for each
type

The researcher
did not provide
the longer
passage because
students in this
study were not
familiar. They
had not practiced
or done with the
long passages.
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Results of reliability coefficient (KR 20)

First pilot study

Reliability Statistics

Cronbach's Alpha
Based on

Cronbach's Alpha | Standardized Iltems N of ltems

.560 .536 20

Second pilot study

Reliability Statistics

Cronbach's Cronbach's N of Items
Alpha Alpha Based on
Standardized

Items

.702 .703 20




General guidelines for reliability coefficient value

Levels Interpretation
90 up Excellent

. 80-89 Good

.70-79 Adequate

Below .70

May have limited applicability
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English reading comprehension test

nanihveasu: 30 NN
Name No. Classroom

Instructions: This is a test of how well you can understand reading passages in
English. The test consists of 4 passages. Each passage is followed by 5 multiple-
choice or short-answer questions. Circle O the correct answer for multiple-choice
questions and write a word, phrase, or short sentence in the space provided for short-
answer questions. Each correct answer is worth one point. Write your answer ONLY
on this test paper.

Please answer all questions.

o o - I 1 o 4
A1a3 Llﬂﬂﬂﬂﬁﬂﬂﬁlﬂulmﬂﬂﬂﬁﬂﬂf‘lﬁﬁﬂuﬂﬂsﬂﬂﬂf‘li]“kll‘l/d\l’f)ﬂ’JHJLEﬂ}ﬂ% SN )
' . R ' . ' . R R <
ﬂizﬂauﬁ”(]ﬂﬁmﬁmumu’;u 4 L%EN Lmazﬁ‘mﬁmuﬂizﬂauﬁwmmmmau 5 6IQJ}’E] L‘]J‘L!
A A A O o A ) v o A = o
UUVLADNABDUN IDIVIUADY WNNAY ANDUNYNATHIUAIDINLUULADNADY LASIVYUAT,

= A c’:}; A A A Y o [ o S o A Y '
90, YID ﬂigiﬂﬂﬁ’u 9 1uﬂ31ﬂﬂl@]iﬂn1’ﬂﬁﬁ1ﬁiﬂﬂ19WNLLUULﬂJEJu@]@U ATADUNYNADILIA

[

Y
azdeazld 1 azuuy WeumaouvouinBouatuunnuNadoUl MY
nFANALAIMINNNTD

Sample answer (fineuR08149)

1. What is the topic of the passage?
a. Color
The color blue
c. The color of poison
d. My favorite color

2. What does the word “many” refer to?
people
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Passage |

Not everyone and especially
¥ young families can afford
to.buy ne‘\'lv'? often expensive
clothes, shoes and

"CLOTHING COLLECTION

Can you spare your old unwanted clothes?

We would be grateful if you could kindly donate your unwanted
o LADIES & GENTS, ® BATH and HAND TOWELS
CHILDREN'S CLOTHING » UNDERWEAR, COSMETICS
o BLANKETS, SHEETS, CURTAINS o TOILETRIES, PERFUMES
o SHOES, BELTS, HANDBAGS

Sorry, NO bric-a-brac, books or plastic toys please!
Please put These items in CLEAR view from the road
WITH THIS LEAFLET ATTACHED before 8 am on the day indicated below.

WHATEVER THE WEATHER WE WiLL coLLecT BeTweeN 8 AM - 5 PM
Collection day is:

mon| | (Tue| |(wen|V/ (vwu] |(Fmi] (st

YOUR DONATIONS ARE SENT TO THE THIRD WORLD COUNTRIES TO HELP CLOTHE THE POOR
Our company provides jobs in the sorting of clothes for distribution. It provides business
for the UK export and transport companies. It provides employment for the UK factories

grading the clothes and people collecting the bags door to door.

Many Thanks from RUTEX LTD, E-mail: rutex@yahoo.co.uk. Company Reg. No 6894447
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. What is the purpose of this leaflet?

a. To ask people to donate their used clothes to others

b. To inform people how to make money from used clothes

c. To let people know how to correctly arrange their closets

d. To request people to throw their old clothes away in the right places

. According to the leaflet, when will the company collect the clothes?
a. Wednesday before 8 am.

b. Wednesday from 8 amto 5 pm..

c. Weekends from 8 am. to 5 pm.

d. Weekdays from 8 am. to 5 pm.

. What should you do if you want to join the activity?

a. Email the company

b. Stick the leaflet on your door within clear view from the road
c. Stick the leaflet on the clothing and place it near the footpath
d. Put the clothes on the road in front of your house

. Who will get these clothes?

. According to the leaflet, everything can be donated, except
bedding sets

b. skirts and pants

c. leather shoes and belts

d. novels and playthings

i
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Passage 11

Sometimes going to sleep can seem boring. There’s so much more you want to
do. But if you’ve ever had too little sleep, you know that you don’t feel very well
when you’re not rested.

Some kids have trouble falling to sleep, which is called insomnia. Let’s talk
about what to do if that happens to you.

For kids, feeling scared at bedtime is one of the main reasons for having
trouble falling asleep. A kid might be afraid of the dark or might not like being alone.
If a kid has a good imagination, he or she might hear noises at night and fear the worst
when it’s just the family cat walking down the hall.

As you get older, these fears usually fade. Until they do, make sure your room
makes you feel relaxed and peaceful. Look around your room from your bed. Are
there things you can see from bed that make you feel good? If not, add some. Display
some family photos or other pictures that make you happy. You might even create a
mobile sculpture to hang over your bed.

6. What is the topic of the passage?

a. Why kids fall asleep

b. When kids don’t sleep

c. How to help kids sleep better

d.

What to do when kids do not feel well

7. What does the word “insomnia” mean?

8. What is a main reason that kids can have a sleep problem?
a. Living alone
b. Family pets
c. Being afraid
d. Too much noise

9. What does the word “they” refer to?

10. What is not one of the writer’s suggestions?
a. Having some family photos in the bedroom
b. Checking your bedroom before going to bed
c. Creating relaxing atmosphere in the bedroom
d. Putting a mobile sculpture in the bedroom
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Passage 111

Roofs will soon be covered in plants or solar panels to help the environment.
The idea of growing a garden on the roof may sound funny. However, these “green
roofs” can improve the environment. Plants on the top of a building can absorb
rainwater. This can stop flooding after heavy storms. Plants can also help keep heat
inside a building in the winter and also can keep it cool in the summer. As a result,
less energy is used in the building and costs are lower.

If building owners are not interested in growing plants on their roofs, they can
install solar panels instead. These panels generate electricity when the sun is shining.
This may help lower a building’s electricity bills. Solar power is also good for the
environment. Solar panels don’t release pollution into the air when they make
electricity.

These special roofs should eventually save money for building owners.
However, they will be more costly to build than traditional ones. Green roofs are
heavier, so architects have to plan for this when designing a building. Creating a roof
that can hold the extra weight usually means higher construction costs. And solar
panels can be expensive to buy and install.

11. What is the main idea of the passage?

a. Gardens or solar panels on roofs can help the environment.

b. People can save money by growing plants on their roofs.

c. More gardens and solar panels on roofs will be built in the future.

d. Much money will be spent on building special roofs.

12. Both gardens and solar panels on roofs can
a. absorb rainwater
b. save on electricity bills
c. solve the water pollution problem
d. make the building warm in the winter

13. What does the word “generate” mean?
a. cost

b. save

c. produce

d

disconnect

14. What does the word “ones” refer to?
a. solar panels
b. buildings
c. gardens
d. roofs

15. Write one bad point of having a garden or solar panels on the roof.
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Passage IV

The little girl who asked Obama last year why there are not any women on
U.S. bills has finally gotten a letter back from the President — and she’s been invited
to the annual White House Easter Egg celebration.

President Obama attracted a lot of attention last year when he mentioned he
had received a letter from a little girl asking him to put a woman’s portrait on U.S.
currency, which he called a “pretty good idea.” That letter was from Sofia, a
Massachusetts girl who was just finishing third grade at the time.

“I was studying Ann Hutchinson, who stood up for women’s rights,” she
says. “Almost everyone who chose a boy, on their poster they had pictures of different
dollar bills or coins with their person on it. So I noticed, why don’t women have coins
or dollar bills with their faces on it?”

Sofia, now 9, knew immediately what she had to do. She came home and
wrote a letter to the President. For a while, she didn’t hear anything back from him.
She says she “forgot about it” until her dad showed her the President had mentioned
her letter in a speech. “I was really excited about it, because I thought that maybe it
would actually happen,” she says.

In the months since Sofia wrote to President Obama, a campaign to put a
woman on the $20 bill has gone viral. The W20 movement is hosting an online poll so
the public can vote on which woman should replace Andrew Jackson. The group
plans to petition Obama and the Treasury Secretary to make it happen. Almost
220,000 people have voted in the online poll so far. And Sofia, who is now in fourth
grade, is a junior ambassador for the campaign.
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16. What is the main idea of the passage?
a. A girl gave an idea to the President about putting a woman’s picture on a
U.S. hill.
b. A girl was invited to meet the President for an Easter Egg celebration.
c. A girl became a campaign ambassador after writing to the President.
d. A girl received a letter from the President after waiting for a long time.

17. What does President Obama think about Sofia’s suggestion?

18. What does the phrase “stood up for” mean?
a. considered
b. introduced
C. supported
d. rejected

19. Whose face is on the 20 dollar bill today?

20. What happened after Sofia wrote to President Obama?
a. The Treasury Secretary approved Sofia’s idea.
b. A campaign was started that supported Sofia’s idea.
c. 220,000 people disagreed with the W20 campaign.
d. The W20 movement selected a woman to be put on U.S. bills.

*khhkkkhkhkkkhkkhkkkhkkhkkhhikkikikk
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APPENDIX VII

Strategy questionnaires: perceived and actual use strategies

A perceived strategy questionnaire

This questionnaire is a part of the research topic: Gender differences in the
use of metacognitive and cognitive strategies in an English reading
comprehension test. The questionnaire is aimed at investigating reading and test
taking strategies. The questionnaire consists of three parts as follows.

Part 1 Demographic information

Part 2 Metacognitive and cognitive reading strategies

Part 3 Test taking strategies

Part I: Demographic information
Directions: Please answer the questions by checking + in a box in each item or write

your answer in the space provided.
1 Gender

2 Age

3 Class M4/

4 GPA

5 GPA of English subject




Part Il: Metacognitive and cognitive reading strategies
Directions: Read each statement and indicate how you NORMALLY think when
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you read English passages. Choose and tick (V) 0 (never), 1 (rarely), 2 (sometimes),

3(often), 4(usually) or 5 (always) on each statement that best describes how you think.

Reading strategies

0
never

1
rarely

2
some
times

3
often

4
usually

5
always

1.

| set goals and objectives for
reading (i.e. knowing what |
want to get out of the passages).

I consider which reading
strategies to be used for
handling the reading task.

I choose to focus on specific
information such as keywords,
phrases, or main ideas to help
me understand the passage.

| decide in advance to attend to
specific aspects of reading
passage such as length and text
organization.

| read rapidly to determine the
main ideas in the passage.

| read rapidly to find specific
details of interest.

| reread the passage or a part of
it.

| apply my learned English
grammar rules to comprehend
the passage.

| determine the meaning of
unknown words by breaking it
down into parts such as using
prefixes (e.g. ‘un-" in unhappy),
suffixes (e.g. ‘—ness’ in
happiness), or roots.

10.

I use the information in the
passage to guess the meaning of
unknown words.

11.

I use the information in the
passage to fill in missing
information.

12.

| directly apply knowledge of
words or structures from Thai to
English in order to understand
the passage.
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Reading strategies

never

rarely

some
times

often

4
usuall

y

alway

13

. While reading, | translate from
English into Thai to improve my
understanding.

14.

While reading, | make a short
note by writing down keywords
or important ideas from the
passage.

15.

While reading, | highlight,
underline, circle, or star
keywords or important ideas
from the passage.

16.

| create a map or drawing of
related ideas to enable me to
understand the relationships
between words and ideas.

17.

| relate information presented in
the passage to my prior
knowledge or experience to
improve my understanding.

18.

I make a mental or written
summary of the passage.

19.

While reading, | check my
understanding of the reading
passage.

20.

While reading, | check how well
reading strategies that | use are
working.

21.

While reading, | check how well
a plan that | have made earlier is
working.

22.

| double-check my
understanding of the passage,
my reading strategy use, and
how the plan is working.

23.

After | finish reading, | judge
my reading strategy use.

24,

After | finish reading, | judge
how good my reading ability is.

Are there other reading strategies that you have used when reading the passages?




Part I11: Test taking strategies
Directions: Read each statement and indicate how you NORMALLY think when
you take an English reading comprehension test. Choose and tick (v) 0 (never),

1(rarely), 2 (sometimes), 3 (often), 4 (usually) or 5 (always) on each statement that
best describes how you think.
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Test taking strategies

never

rarely

some
times

often

4

usually

always

1.

| read the instructions
for answering the
questions.

w

| read the passage first
and then | read the
questions.

| read the questions
before reading the
passage.

I mark the questions that
I do not know the
answer.

If the question is
complex, I restate it in
my own words.

I read the questions
more than twice for
clarification.

Either before or while
considering questions, |
read the questions to
look for clues in the
passage.

I use clues from other
questions to answer the
question under
consideration.

| predict or produce my
own answer after | read
the questions (before
returning to the
passage).

10.

| reread the passage or
part of it to look for the
answer frequently for
confirmation.
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Test taking strategies

never

rarely

some
times

often

4

usually

always

11. I think about the
meaning of each
question before
answering it.

12. 1 look for the answer in
chronological order in
the passage.

13.1 answer the questions
right away without
going back to the
passage.

14. 1 skip a difficult
question and return to it
later.

15. | stop reading the other

choices when | reach the

anNSWer.

16. I use the process of

elimination to respond to

multiple-choice
questions.

17.When responding to
multiple-choice
questions, | consider
choices and then check
vocabulary from the
choices in the passage.

18. | select the choice
because it appears to
have a word or phrase
from the passage in it-
possible a keyword.

19. | select the choice not
because it is thought to
be correct, but because
the other choices do not
seem reasonable, seem
similar, or are not
understandable.

20. When | respond to
multiple- choice
questions, | guess
without any particular
consideration.
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Test taking strategies

never

rarely

some
times

often

4

usually

always

21. When | respond to short-
answer questions, |
guess without any
particular consideration.

22.1 make careful
inferences based on the
passage and question.

23. | organize my answer in
my mind before writing
it down.

24. | double-check the
answer before | hand in.

25. 1 am aware of time
limitation and
constraints.

Avre there other test taking strategies that you have used when taking the reading tests?




An actual use strategy questionnaire
This questionnaire is a part of the research topic: Gender differences in the

use of metacognitive and cognitive strategies in an English reading
comprehension test. The questionnaire is aimed at investigating your reading and
test taking strategies when you are taking a reading comprehension test. The
questionnaire consists of three parts as follows.

Part 1 Demographic information

Part 2 Metacognitive and cognitive reading strategies

Part 3 Test taking strategies

Part 1: Demographic information
Directions: Please answer the questions by checking + in a box in each item or write

your answer in the space provided.
1. Gender

|:| Male
[ ] Female

2. Age

3. Class M4/

4. GPA

5. GPA of English subject




Part I1: Metacognitive and cognitive reading strategies
Directions: Read each statement and indicate how you ACTUALLY thought when
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you took this English reading comprehension test. Choose and tick (V) 0 (never),

1 (rarely), 2 (sometimes), 3 (often), 4 (usually) or 5 (always) on each statement that

best describes how you think.

Reading strategies

never

rarely

2

sometimes

often

4

usually

always

1.

| set goals and objectives
for reading (i.e. knowing
what | wanted to get out of
the passages).

I considered which reading
strategies to be used for
handling the reading task.

I chose to focus on specific
information such as
keywords, phrases, or main
ideas to help me understand
the passage.

| decided in advance to
attend to specific aspects of
reading passage such as
length and text
organization.

| read rapidly to determine
the main ideas in the
passage.

| read rapidly to find
specific details of interest.

| reread the passage or a
part of it.

| applied my learned
English grammar rules to
comprehend the passage.

| determined the meaning of
unknown words by breaking
it down into parts such as
using prefixes (e.g. ‘UN-’ in
unhappy), suffixes (e.g. ‘-
ness’ in happiness), or
roots.
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Reading strategies

never

rarely

2

sometimes

often

4

usually

always

10.

I used the information in the
passage to guess the
meaning of unknown
words.

11.

| used the information in the
passage to fill in missing
information.

12.

| directly applied
knowledge of words or
structures from Thai to
English in order to
understand the passage.

13.While reading, I translated

from English into Thai to
improve my understanding.

14.

While reading, | made a
short note by writing down
keywords or important ideas
from the passage.

15.

While reading, |
highlighted, underlined,
circled, or starred keywords
from the passage.

16.

| created a map or drawing
of related ideas to enable
me to understand the
relationships between words
and ideas.

17.1 related information

presented in the passage to
my prior knowledge or
experience to improve my
understanding.

18.

| made a mental or written
summary of the passage.

19.

While reading, | checked
my understanding of the
reading passage.

20.

While reading, I checked
how well reading strategies
that | used were working.

21.

While reading, | checked
how well a plan that | had
made earlier was working.
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Reading strategies

never

rarely

2

sometimes

often

4

usually

always

22. | double-checked my
understanding of the
passage, my reading
strategy use, and how the
plan was working.

23. After I finished reading, |
judged my reading strategy
use.

24. After | finished reading, |
judged how good my
reading ability was.

Avre there other reading strategies that you used when you took this reading test?




Part I11: Test taking strategies
Directions: Read each statement and indicate how you ACTUALLY thought when
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you took this English reading comprehension test. Choose and tick (V) 0 (never), 1

(rarely), 2 (sometimes), 3 (often), 4 (usually) or 5 (always) on each statement that best

describes how you think.

Test taking strategies

never

rarely

2

sometimes

often

4

usually

5

always

1.

| read the instructions for
answering the questions.

2.

| read the passage first
and then | read the
questions.

| read the questions
before reading the
passage.

I marked the questions
that I did not know the
answer.

If the question was
complex, | restated it in
my own words.

| read the questions more
than twice for
clarification.

Either before or while
considering questions, |
read the questions to
look for clues in the
passage.

I used clues from other
questions to answer the
question under
consideration.

| predicted or produced
my own answer after |
read the questions (before
returning to the passage).

10.

| reread the passage or
part of it to look for the
answer frequently for
confirmation.
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Test taking strategies

never

rarely

2

sometimes

often

4

usually

always

11.

| thought about the

meaning of each question

before answering it.

12.

I looked for the answer
in chronological order in
the passage.

13.1 answered the questions

right away without going
back to the passage.

14.

I skipped a difficult
question and returned to
it later.

15.

| stopped reading the
other choices when |
reached the answer.

16.

| used the process of
elimination to respond to
multiple-choice
questions.

17.When responding to

multiple-choice
questions, | considered
choices and then checked
vocabulary from the
choices in the passage.

18.

| selected the choice
because it appeared to
have a word or phrase
from the passage in it-
possible a keyword.

19.

| selected the choice not
because it was thought to
be correct, but because
the other choices did not
seem reasonable, seemed
similar, or were not
understandable.

20.

When | responded to
multiple- choice
questions, | guessed
without any particular
consideration.
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Test taking strategies

never

rarely

2

sometimes

often

4

usually

always

21. When | responded to
short-answer questions, |
guessed without any
particular consideration.

22.1 made careful inferences
based on the passage and
question.

23. | organized my answer in
my mind before writing
it down.

24. 1 double-checked the
answer before | handed
in.

25. | was aware of time
limitation and
constraints.

Avre there other test taking strategies that you used when you took this reading test?




APPENDIX VIII

Index of Item Objective Congruence (I0C) for the questionnaires

Reviewer: Date:

A perceived strategy questionnaire
The objectives of this instrument

The instrument is employed to investigate perceived metacognitive and
cognitive reading strategies, and test taking strategies used across contexts.
The definitions of term

Metacognitive strategies, “which involve executive processes in planning for
learning, monitoring one’s comprehension and production, and evaluating how well
one has achieved a learning objective” (O’Malley & Chamot, 1990: p. 197).

In this study, metacognitive strategies are a part of reading strategies which
are categorized according to the theories of language learner strategies. The strategies
involve executive processes in planning for reading, monitoring students’
comprehension and production, and evaluating how well they have achieved a reading
objective. Metacognitive reading strategies are categorized into planning, monitoring,
and evaluating strategies.

Cognitive strategies, “in which the learner interacts with the material to be
learned by manipulating it mentally (as in making mental images, or elaborating on
previously acquired concepts or skills) or physically (as in grouping items to be
learned in meaningful categories, or taking notes on important information to be
remembered)” (O’Malley & Chamot, 1990: p. 197).

In this study, cognitive strategies are a part of reading strategies which are
categorized according to the theories of language learner strategies. Students employ
the strategies to interact with the material to be read by manipulating it mentally (as in
making mental images, or elaborating on previously acquired concepts or skills) or

physically (taking notes on important information be remember). Cognitive reading
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strategies consist of repeating, skimming and scanning, deduction, inferencing,
translation, transfer, taking note, summarization, highlighting, and elaboration.
Test taking strategies are “the processes that test takers make use of in order
to produce acceptable answers to questions and tasks, as well as the perceptions that
they have about these questions and tasks before, during, and after responding to
them” (Cohen, 1998b: p 216). The formats in an English reading comprehension test
are comprised of multiple-choice and short-answer formats.
Test taking strategies are categorized into test management and test-wiseness
strategies (Cohen, 2006).
1. Test management strategies are “strategies for responding meaningfully to
the test items and tasks.” (Cohen, 2006: p 308)

2. Test-wiseness strategies are “strategies for using knowledge of test formats
and other peripheral information to answer test items without going
through the expected linguistic and cognitive processes.” (Cohen, 2006: p
308)

The items of strategies in perceived strategy questionnaire will be written
using the Present simple tense. The strategies are organized as follows.

Part I1: Testing taking strategies
1. Test management strategies
1. Responding to both multiple-choice and short-answer questions

no. of items 15 items 1,2,3,4,5,6,7,9,10,11, 13, 14, 22, 24,
25
2. Responding to multiple-choice questions
no. of items 3 items 15, 16, 17
3. Responding to short-answer questions
no. of items 1 items 23

2. Test-wiseness strategies
4. Responding to both multiple-choice and short-answer questions

no. of items 2 items 8, 12
5. Responding to multiple-choice questions
no. of items 3 items 18,19, 20

6. Responding to short-answer questions
no.ofitem 1 items 21
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Part I: Metacognitive and cognitive reading strategies
Instructions: Please read the language learner strategies and reading strategies on this
form and please indicate the degree to which each reading strategy is congruent with
the language learner strategies that were written to measure. If you have any
comments about the congruence of any of the reading strategies, please record them in
the space provided. Please rate the congruence according to the scale shown below:

+1 = high degree of congruence

0= uncertainty

-1 = no congruence

Please check v or cross x the number corresponding to your rating beside reading
strategies.

Language learner Reading strategies -110 |1 | Comments
strategies

Planning: 1. | setgoalsand

arranging and objectives for reading

planning your (i.e. knowing what |

learning: setting want to get out of the

goals and passages).

objectives for dunadvanauay

o

language learning AnUsrasAlunisanu (du

g
(Oxford, 1990) Fdndutinsnisarlsannizas

a11)

=b.

Planning: advance 2. | consider which

organization: reading strategies to
proposing be used for handling
strategies for the reading task.
handling an Fupdrazlinadslunig
upcoming task guezlsundaelunng
(O’Malley & @'mﬁj‘m

Chamot, 1990)
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Language learner Reading strategies -1 Comments
strategies
Planning: I choose to focus on

selective attention:
deciding in
advance to pay
attention to
specific aspects of
language or
situational details
that assist in
performance of a
task (O’Malley &
Chamot, 1990)

specific information
such as keywords,
phrases, or main ideas
to help me understand
the passage.
Sudenfiazgiiayaianiy
Liu ANEATY, 97, WTe
lapudnAtyresiieile

g lHiaudinlaizaaianu

Planning:
selective attention:

deciding in
advance to pay
attention to
specific aspects of
language or
situational details
that assist in
performance of a
task (O’Malley &
Chamot, 1990)

| decide in advance to
attend to specific
aspects of reading
passage such as length

and text organization.
susnaulalianantingnay
Hangulasneoizieniy
R .
40934 NANU LTU AN
5 4 A
gNuasIATNAs19189 63099

A1

Getting the ideas
quickly: using
skimming to
determine the main
ideas or scanning
to find specific
details of interest
(Oxford, 1990)

I read rapidly to

determine the main

ideas in the passage.

o U dl” dll 1 @ d‘

AUDTULUBLTANDEWNLTIND
o o A A

uﬂfamm@ma&lmmmmm

A1
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Language learner Reading strategies -1 Comments
strategies

Getting the ideas I read rapidly to find

guickly: using specific details of

skimming to interest.

determine the main
ideas or scanning
to find specific
details of interest
(Oxford, 1990)

o & |

AUATULUBLTAIDENETAUND
Y I~ =

PITRHANLANISLANSAIN

dula

Repeating: saying
or doing something
over and over
(O’Malley &
Chamot, 1990;
Oxford, 1990)

| reread the passage or
a part of it.

o Pr g = '
AUDTULUBLTAINTALINAIY

dgl Aﬂl O” = :/1
AANUBLTAITIRNAIN

Deduction: use
rules and apply
them to produce or
understand the
target language
(O’Malley &
Chamot, 1990;
Oxford, 1990)

| apply my learned
English grammar
rules to comprehend
the passage.
'iul%ﬂ51QEﬂﬂininwwwﬁaﬂqwﬁ

a ¥ o v o
weliges 9 ldnnAanudnlaiy

4 4
LIANNIDU

Deduction:
Analyzing
expressions:
determine the
meaning of a new
expression by
breaking it down
into parts (Oxford,
1990)

| determine the
meaning of unknown
words by breaking it
down into parts such
as using prefixes (e.g.
‘un-" in unhappy),
suffixes (e.g. ‘—ness’
in happiness), or
roots.

. o du o
FUMIATNNNNTBIANT 1S
TneuenAteandudou iug
a o o v 1
ANNNITANTIRRFAUTN 111
‘un-’ Tu Unhappy wie
AINNITLANTIAREAINAS LT
‘-ness’ lu happiness

WaagaINIINAN
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Language learner

strategies

Reading strategies

Comments

Inferencing: use
the information in

text to guess
meaning of new
linguistic items,
predict outcomes,
or complete
missing parts
(O’Malley &
Chamot, 1990)

| use the information
in the passage to
guess the meaning of

unknown words.
dulddeyaannizosnau
LANAYTNUNNHIBIAVANITT

dulaf§

Inferencing: use
the information in

text to guess
meaning of new
linguistic items,
predict outcomes,
or complete
missing parts
(O’Malley &
Chamot, 1990)

| use the information
in the passage to fill in

missing information.
ulidayaainzasnanu

a =3 v dl
nFnAndeyanaaly

Transfer: apply
linguistic
knowledge from
one language to
another language
to understand the
text (O’Malley &
Chamot, 1990;
Oxford, 1990)

10.

| directly apply
knowledge of words
or structures from
Thai to English in
order to understand
the passage.
uldaasgainavisalaseasi
dszloaluniminaan1dlunig
frjmmmﬁ\mqmﬁfﬂﬁﬁﬂ@

A oA
LIINBNU
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Language learner Reading strategies -1 Comments
strategies
Translation: 11. While reading, |

render a reading
passage from a
target language to
a native language
(O’Malley &
Chamot, 1990;
Oxford, 1990).

translate from English
into Thai to improve
my understanding.
snuzeuiletes dunla
arnaerdeanguiiu

Aﬂl o ¥ v Aﬂgl
A Inenivenn15din 1aziv

Taking note:
writing down main

ideas or specific
points (O’Malley
& Chamot, 1990;
Oxford, 1990)

12.

During reading, |
make a short note by
writing down
keywords or
important ideas from
the passage.
nuzeuileiteadiudeud

A1ATY MTAUUIAARIATY

I
AMNLIANNDIU

Highlighting:
using variety of
emphasis
technique (such as
underlining,
staring, or color-
coding) to focus on
important
information in a
passage. (Oxford,
1990)

13.

During reading, |
highlight, underline,
circle, or star
keywords from the

passage.

N S S
PRI I LRE LN
nnntiudaniny, Andu
18, 29nad, U3anA
LWATAIUNIE AN ATIAT

arnyluFesnanu
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Language learner

strategies

Reading strategies

Comments

Create a map or
drawing of related
ideas to enable me
to understand the
relationship
between words and
ideas. (Anderson,
1999)

14.

| create a map or
drawing of related
ideas to enable me to
understand the
relationships between

words and ideas.

o a a A =
AU UUNUN R TOIT e
o 4 4, as
AMNAALTaN T aa et 13
fudinlamanuguug

FLUINABAZAINAR

World
elaboration: using
knowledge gained
from experience in
the world
(O’Malley &
Chamot, 1990)

15.

I relate information
presented in the
passage to my prior
knowledge or
experience.
@Yuﬁ@mim%mﬂmmﬁ;mﬁ

grunuAIINiIANYTe

tszaunirnizesau
Summarization: 16. I make a mental
making a mental or summary of the
written summary passage.
of language and Suaqldasiienilula

information
presented in a task.
(O’Malley &
Chamot, 1990;
Oxford, 1990)
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Language learner Reading strategies -1 Comments
strategies

Monitoring: 17. During reading, |
comprehension check my

T}OHEPHHQI understanding of the
checking, ;

verifying, or readlnlg pasiyag(:. )
correctingone’s AUSATIULUBLTAIRU
language navagauAdidinlalunig
understanding

(O’Malley & ATULRIAU

Chamot, 1990)

Monitoring: 18. During reading, |
strategy check how well
monitoring: reading strategies that

tracking use of
how well a strategy
Is working
(O’Malley &
Oxford, 1990)

| use are working.

RO RO FRE TN
nadalunisaunld 114 1A A

vigaluiasingls

Monitoring: plan
monitoring:
tracking how well
a plan is working
(O’Malley &
Chamot, 1990)

19.

During reading, |
check how well a plan
that | have made
earlier is working.
mmm’mﬁf@ﬁm'iumqmdﬁ
wrufianldeuntinilna

vigaldlasingls

Monitoring:
double check

monitoring:
tracking across the
task, previously
undertaken acts or
possibilities
considered.
(O’Malley &
Chamot, 1990)

20.

| double-check my
understanding of the
passage, my reading
strategy use, and how
the plan is working.

funagauAINLinlaly
\ - aa
198116584, NAID bN1T
 das 4 Y
81uN M, wazurwnaal?

1 ¥ dﬂ/gﬁ/ a :/I
NAUNUIUTIBNAT
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evaluation: judging
one strategy use
when the task is
completed
(O’Malley &
Chamot, 1990).

strategy use.
o ! & A a
NAIANNAIULUBLTRILATA
% o a v aa
LL@QQ%ﬂ?&LNuﬂ’]ii‘Hﬂ@Qﬁ

TunnsanuLeeay

Language learner Reading strategies -1 Comments
strategies

Evaluating: 21. After I finish reading,

strategy | judge my reading

Evaluating: ability
evaluation: judging
one’s ability to
perform the task
(O’Malley &
Chamot, 1990).

22.

After | finish reading,
| judge how good my
reading ability is.
wFIaNTignuLadauda S1
sziiuanuatngnlunig

11ae98uINTluesingls

Avre there other reading strategies that should be included?

Additional comments and suggestions
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Part Il: Test taking strategies
Instructions: Please read the objectives and test taking strategies on this form and
please indicate the degree to which each strategy is congruent with the objective it
was written to measure. If you have any comments about the congruence of any of the
test taking strategies, please record them in the space provided. Please rate the
congruence according to the scale shown below:

+1 = high degree of congruence

0

-1

uncertainty

Nno congruence

Please check v or cross X the number corresponding to your rating beside the
strategies.

Objectives Test taking strategies -110 [1 | Comments
Objective 1: 1. Iread the instructions
Investigating test for answering the

questions.

management of BT
g auauamdanaldlunisnan

strategies used in .
AN LU gL

multiple-choice

and short-answer 2. 1 read the passage first
: and then | read the
questions :
questions.

fusuLilalseanauanu

ANDN

3. |read the questions
before reading the
passage.
SusuAnNReuswLile

P
[¥laN

4. | mark the questions
that I do not know.
Swindrydnuallndenaula

v o
AR
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If the question is
complex, | restate it in
my own words.
Eafnnndududen sudn
ﬁﬂmmfuﬁ”umslmilﬂuﬁmm

YRIRULEY

| read the questions
more than twice for
clarification.
SugmAuEnndn 2 Ak

lﬂl v v 4”
Wa kg lanna

Either before or while
considering questions,
| read the questions to
look for clues in the
passage.
Taignazfaundeansinng
peUANTNIT SusuAay

< o A A
WansaTuus luEesnauw

Objective 4:
investigating test-
wiseness strategies
used in multiple-
choice and short-

answer questions

I use clues from other
questions to answer
the question under
consideration.
Sul¥fTuurannAaniniie

AuNtag lunNTABUAIDIN

o

y Ao oo
1NRUNDE

Objective 1:
Investigating test
management
strategies used in
multiple-choice
and short-answer

questions

| predict or produce
my own answer after |
read the questions
(before returning to
the passage).
FUAALANUTEAAINANAAL
Aeazlsndaanniienudnany
(ﬁ@uﬁﬁm:ﬂﬁulﬂﬁmlﬁ:@

(3049)
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10.

| reread the passage or
part of it to look for
the answer frequently
for confirmation.

o o o | & A
ﬁuﬂ@un@ﬂﬂmummim
2 ' & A
NTAUNNRIULBILUBLTEN

nane e linilalu

ARBL

11.

I think about the
meaning of each
question before
answering it.
FUAATIAITNNNILTR

ADNHLAAZER N UADY

ANDIN

Objective 4:
investigating test-
wiseness strategies
used in multiple-
choice and short-
answer questions

12.

I look for the answer
in chronological order
in the passage.
ﬁiumﬁm'auimm?mmn

a

ANALWMANITDITRTRIN

AU

Objective 1:
Investigating test
management
strategies used in
multiple-choice
and short-answer

questions

13.

I answer the questions
right away without
going back to the
passage.
dunauAnNuilaala

¥ o 1 d’l dl
daunaullanuiiaises

14.

I skip a question and

return to it later.
FUiNNAIDINLARADE

k2 o o a [ %
ZAUNAUNININURY
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Objective 2:
investigating test
management
strategies used in
multiple-choice

questions.

15.

| stop reading the
other choices when |
reach the answer.
AUNEYABIUH Bendwile

FUAAANADL

16.

| use the process of
elimination to respond
to multiple-choice
questions.
auldisnnaFnsaaan 1an

NILUUNARALLULLADN

ARAL

17.

When responding to
multiple-choice
questions, | consider
choices and then
check vocabulary
from the choices in
the passage.

AL LNAADL WL

AANANADL SUANUFRLARN
1 o '8 o A
uazgIAIAwiannsaLaean

. 4
agnaluuluiFaiei

Objective 5:
investigating test-
wiseness strategies
used in multiple-

choice questions

18.

I select the choice
because it appears to
have a word or phrase
from the passage in it-
possible a keyvyord.
FUWABNAUARN TN
ANl enafiena

fuArdAnyangluizes

—

a
nau

19.

| select the choice not
because it is thought
to be correct, but
because the other
choices do not seem
reasonable, seem
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similar, or are not
understandable.
o = o A d’l 1 1
SuLaandolaant iyl
a 1 o d’j [
WWIIEARIIAIRaURLTIY
. 2 . .
ArmauRgn wifluweizan
Folaanaug lannanus

= o A |
AMUHNBU 7] NU nraidu

a

'
o A a

Faaanneuliidnla

20.

When | respond to
multiple- choice
questions, | guess
without any particular
consideration.

AN UNLULUNAFDY
WULLABNATADL SUAZLAN
o o a a

ARaLiLlag ldfRan s

Lo
AELUMNDU

Objective 6:
investigating test-
wiseness strategies
used in short-

answer questions

21.

When | respond to
short-answer questions,

I guess without any
particular consideration.
A RS URULUN A AL
LnRdeadausneLe
duazianAnausiuilagly

NANTUNBENIDU

Objective 1:
investigating test
management
strategies used in
multiple-choice
and short-answer

questions

22,

I make careful
inferences based on the

passage and question.
duazainuainizesiiay

LAYANDNNAENaT Y RTE I
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Objective 3:
investigating test
management

strategies used in

23.

| organize my answer
in my mind before
writing it down.

suauEaeAInaulslula

investigating test
management
strategies used in
multiple-choice
and short-answer

questions

short-answer AauaradNeldsy
questions
Objective 1: 24. | double-check the

answer before | hand
in.
FUATIARDUAIRDLDNAS

RPGN

25.

| am aware of time
limitation and
constraints.
SunetszTiiassaioand

W lunnsniuuneaey

Avre there other test taking strategies that should be included?

Additional comments and suggestions




APPENDIX IX

The recommendation from the three experts

Dr. Pramarn

| Asst. Prof. Dr. Nuwee |

Asst. Prof. Dr. Natjiree

Part I: reading strategies

Focusing on translation from
English to Thai. The expert
suggested as follow:

2. limilaindnEou wdhladming s lums

o1 lvy nuzihngisendsegnuninisouneuih
nuuaeunw Wielimsendaedis reading
strategies iy

3. deiliflu strategy nuumitaieli vwie
Fuflu sub weads 2

4. decide ﬁaﬁﬂwwmﬂﬁq Napu 1y
A luminng
“Sudadulaiarmd...”

6. interest auls = doams

7. | reread the passage or a part
of it. = | reread the passage or a
part of it in order to ...

11. 'igh vladiesu version awalne

Y = A o <
019A091MTUBANNYI 08NAI0E1 TUINAD

Tgmenidhle

Reading strategies
Additional reading
strategies

- 1 am able to predict
what will come next in
the texts. (meta)

- I am able to recognize
the difference between
main points and
supporting details.

(cog)

Focusing on translation
from English to Thai. The
expert suggested that

2. sughezld.... flu suinsan

. Y A ,
Nnaslnalsmetulamnselums
4
GRITEGN

X4,
20. vazeileFesnuninasy
nadslumsewinld NlFldanse i

sgnls

T SN S .

21, vuziiemiioisosiuasingn

4 PR y Ay y A '

wruiingBaeunthillananie i
agnls (unuiinelifens'ls

uHuMseu?)

o A < ) o
24, wdmniemaoda 7y
Uszuanuannialumseuves

sutuduetiels (Andelisdls)

14. During = while

15. During = while sinsh
important ideas wiieuedte 14.
16. @wiinlanindosiims rephrase sn
afa

17. SuFonTusdoyanniesiismsuanud
AniseUszaumsalvesiuite Wit luilerteq
@B

19. Buring (while) reading, |
check my understanding of the
reading passage from time to
time. oduasinaue

20. Buring (while)
21. Buring (while)

Y a o 1 G a w1 Y
= 91ADIDFUIYAN LLNHW’JNVI’J Vlmﬂsuuu
o a '
umsﬂmmm"lugn

o & A Y o a

23 NAINDIULUDITDIUATILAND EATIEETeuY
Y aa ' o 1 a s a

mi%ﬂmﬂumimumammmﬂimmﬁmw

wiollsz TemivTo la




218

Dr. Pramarn

| Asst. Prof. Dr. Nuwee |

Asst. Prof. Dr. Natjiree

Part I1: test taking strategies

Test taking strategies
1. Iread the instructions

for answering the
questions. = | read the
instructions before
doing the test/ before
answering the questions.

uugihn wennde 2 uaz 3 uda Al

- Swmawdindullsnieie

Sl mmans 4 afe

4. 1 make the questions that | do

not know. = | make the question

items that | do not know the

answers.

5. driounfududon sudamauniuiun

Tnifufmavesiiues = dinuniududon

FuBvuiFsailumyaveaiues

9. (ndumedni)

11. hivhlvimsneanunedsls

13. fumeumaniuiindannsnuiioiewn

v
Taglidounduleuilenes

Test taking
20. limileauily test

Wiseness wionlaunazaah
test taker g1 clues

UMFIADL

Test taking
4. suhdydnual1fide (daw)
Anu(8a) lidmaou
7. litwzneuvsevaziihidinoy
. ,

Moty suewmoiio(li)m
.2 4 a.
g luzeiion

o o & Y o A
- dupesndisuuzludedouie

Fwlumsmmomnluisesiion

9. Sumammiedaimaeuie

o o 3 o
0215 (Fumammineudlesied)
naamInfHe UMWY

S VA 2
(Rouiisuazndnlenuiieseq)

12. quaninzily test
management snnnlunsdiii
=3 L=} Y o '
wminiG ouldwandnlszsansy
first, second, third

14. I skip a difficult question and
return to it later. sudwsomiienly
AouudAsedoundunvhiings

15. Sungasrmiadonsuilewamaey
Fudonfinatilumaeuiign

18. 1 select the choice because it
appears to have a word or phrase
from the passage in it- possible a
keyword. =

I choose a particular choice
because it appears to have a word
or phrase from the passage in it-
possible a keyword. (something
missing here).

=4
19. | select the choice not
because ... =1 choose a

particular choice ...
o A o A da 1@ o A Ay g
- dudendndeniinainilumaeuiignillaily
a1t ooa Ay oA A ' '
myzAanandentilududoniign uamsizn
o A 4 i A Y A
Andenoug liaumgauna quilou q fu uso
Hududonfinulidle

20., 21., Tag'ldifinnsansenaon vuneda?...




APPENDIX X

A practice task for a verbal report

Instructions

219

The instructions for the tutorial of the stimulated verbal report procedures are

adapted from Cohen and Upton (2006), Green (1997) and Lau (2006). The

instructions will be read to and given to the participants in print as follows:

In this study, I am interested in what you are thinking and doing when you

work on the task that | am going to give you. To do this, | am going to ask you to do

the task first. After you finish the task, | would like you to tell me everything that you

can remember about your thinking from the time you started the task until you

completed it.

Please tell me what you can remember about your thinking when you work
on the task.

I would like you to tell me in a sequence from the time you start until you
complete it. Please start your report saying “I first thought of ....”
You can talk in Thai.
To help you remember your thought, you can look at your task.
When you tell me about your memories, you do not need to work on your
task again. You just tell me everything that you can remember thinking
about from the time you started the task until you completed it. Besides,
you should not plan or try to explain to me why you thought in a certain
way.

If you are silent for a long period of time, | will ask you to continue
talking such as “What are you thinking?” or “Please tell me more what are
you thinking when you work on the task.”

Your talk will be audio recorded. So please speak loudly.
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- In addition, you do not need to be worried about your performance in the

task. This is because all the data collected will be confidential and will be

used only for this research study.

Do you have any question?

Now let’s do some practice tasks.

Practice task 1
Add these numbers. After you finish the task, tell me everything that you can
remember about your thinking.

- 72,56, and 83

Practice task 2

Read the passages. You have 5 minutes to complete each passage. You can
write everything on this paper. After you finish the task, tell me everything that
you can remember about your thinking.

Passage |

The first bicycle that was made in 1817 by Baron von Drais didn't have any
pedals. People walked it along. Then in 1865, pedals were added and people
could ride their bicycles. The bicycles were made of wood. The first metal
bicycle was called the High-Wheel or Penny Farthing. People had a hard time
keeping their balance on this type of bicycle.

Passage 11
Did you know the weight of the brain? It weighs lesser than 2 percent of the

body weight. Surprisingly, it consumes 30 percent of oxygen we breathe and
around 20 percent of blood supplied in our body. Lack of energy reduces your
brain function as it reduces oxygen supply to brain. Deep breathing for a couple
of minutes improves oxygen and blood supply to brain.

Practice task 3
Read the passage and answer the guestions below. You have 5 minutes to
complete each passage. You can write everything on this paper. After you finish
the task, tell me everything that you can remember about your thinking.
Passage |

Blue is the favorite color of many people. It is nature’s color for water and
sky. But did you know that there is no natural food available in this color?
This may be because the blue color in food is closely linked with poisonous
food. When the food turns blue, it is believed that the food turned poisonous.

1. What is the topic of the passage?
a. Color
b. The blue color
c. The color of poison
d. My favorite color

2. What does the word “this color” refer to?
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Passage 11
Anorexia is a disease. People with anorexia do not eat. They are too

thin. There are 40,000 people with anorexia in France, and 90% of them are
women. Anorexia is a problem. The French government wants to change this
situation. The government makes a new law. This law is about fashion models.
The models must not be too thin. If they are too thin, they cannot get jobs.

There are websites about anorexia on the Internet. Some websites like
anorexia. They say that anorexia is not a problem. These websites are called
“pro-ana” websites, and the French government wants to stop them.

3. What is the topic of the passage?
a. French government
b. The new law in France
c. Stop anorexia in France
d. Unhealthy models in France

4. \What does the word “them” refer to?




APPENDIX XI

Coding schemes for the verbal reports

The coding schemes for the verbal reports consist of taxonomies which are
based on the literature in cognitive and metacognitive strategies by O'Malley and
Chamot (1990) and Oxford (1990).

Reading strategies Coding Definitions/ Descriptions

schemes

Cognitive strategies Interact with the material to be read by
manipulating it mentally (as in making
mental images, or elaborating on
previously acquired concepts or skills),
and physically (e.g. taking notes on

important information be remember).

- Skimming Cl1 e Read the whole passage or the
portion of the passage rapidly
to determine topics or main

ideas.

- Scanning C2 ¢ Read the whole passage or the
portion of the passage rapidly

to find specific details of

interest.

- Repeating C3 ¢ Reread the passage or a part of it
to comprehend the passage.

- Deduction C4 e Apply the learned English

grammar rules to comprehend
the passage.

- C5 e Determine the meaning of
unknown words by breaking it
down into parts such as using

prefixed, suffixes, or roots.




Reading strategies

Coding

schemes

Definitions/ Descriptions

Inferencing

C6

e Use information in the passage
to guess the meaning of
unknown words.

c7

e Use context clues to guess the
meaning of unknown words.

C8

e Use the information in the
passage to fill in missing
information.

- Transfer

C9

e Apply knowledge of words or
structures from Thai to English
in order to understand the
passage.

- Translation

C10

e Translate from English to Thai
to improve their understanding.

- Take note

cC1

e Take note by writing down
keywords, or important ideas
from the passage while reading.

- Highlighting

C 12

e Highlight, underline, circle, or
star keywords while they read.

C 13

e Create a map or drawing of
related ideas to enable them to
understand the relationships
between words and ideas.

- Elaboration

C 14

¢ Relate information in the
passage to their prior knowledge
or experience.

- Summarization

C 15

e Make mental summary of the
passage.
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Reading strategies

Coding

schemes

Definitions/ Descriptions

Metacogntive
strategies

The strategies are executive processes
that students use for planning for reading,
monitoring their comprehension and
production, and evaluating how well they
have achieved a reading objective.

- Planning

e Set goals and objectives for
reading
e.g. Student know what they want
to get out of the passages.

e Consider which reading strategies
to be used for handling the
reading task.

e Choose to focus on specific
information such as keywords,
phrases, or main ideas to help

them understand the passage.

e Decide in advance to attend to
specific aspects of reading
passage such as length and text

organization.

- Monitoring

e Check their understanding of the

reading passage or words.

e Check how well reading strategies

that they use are working.

e Check how well a plan that
students have made earlier is

working.

e Double-check their understanding
of the passage, their reading
strategy use, and how the plan is

working.
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Reading strategies Coding | Definitions/ Descriptions
schemes
- Evaluating M9 e After finish reading, students
judge their reading strategy use.
M 10 e After reading, students judge how

good their reading ability is.
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Reading strategies Coding | Definitions/ Descriptions
schemes
Miscellaneous
Mis 1 e Use the information in choices
or questions to fill in missing
information or to guess the
meaning of unknown words.
Mis 2 e Use typographical aids e.g.

bold, italics, font sizes, font
types, or punctuation as well as
pictures in the passage.
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APPENDIX XII

The bar charts illustrating percentage of grade 10 students perceived and actual

use test taking strategies, cognitive and metacognitive strategies
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Summarization
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APPENDIX X111

Statistical assumptions for Repeated measures MANOVA in the first

research question

Correlation for RM MANOVA

Correlations

perceived cog | actual cog
Pearson Correlation 1 .088
perceived_cog  Sig. (2-tailed) 167
N 250 250
Pearson Correlation .088 1
actual_cog Sig. (2-tailed) 167
N 250 250




APPENDIX X1V

The bar charts illustrating percentage of males and females perceived use of

cognitive and metacognitive strategies
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APPENDIX XV

Statistical assumptions for one-way MANOVA in the second research

question

Correlation for One-way MANOVA

Correlations

reading cog reading _metacog
Pearson Correlation 1 .685™
reading_cog Sig. (2-tailed) .000
N 250 250
Pearson Correlation .685™ 1

reading_metacog Sig. (2-tailed) .000
N 250 250

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Box's Test of Equality of Covariance Matrices

Box's M |1.604

F 530

dfl 3

df2 11070720.000
Sig. 662

Tests the null hypothesis that the observed
covariance matrices of the dependent variables
are equal across groups.

a. Design: Intercept + gender



APPENDIX XVI

The bar charts illustrating percentage of males and females actual use of

cognitive and metacognitive strategies
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